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1 EuroGeographics 
- 
EuroGeographics 

 SDIC    45778 Requirement
s and 

Recommend
ations  

 G   We support all of the requirements 
and recommendations except as 
detailed below  

   - 

2  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN1   all document G How existing specifications, 
metadata, etc. of existing datasets 
are to be made available as such 
with the datasets themselves from 
the Inspire specs, metadata etc. 

Clarify Ap - It is unclear, if a change to the 
document is proposed. The 
comment has not been understood 
that way. To clarify: INSPIRE will 
give access mechanisms to the 
original information coming from the 
stakeholders that are free to decide 
if they want to share their 
specifications and which way they 
do so. Metadata will be published by 
the data owners according to the 
INSPIRE Metadata Implementing 
Rules. A possible way to access 
them will be through the INSPIRE 
Geoportal. INSPIRE data 
specifications will be published as 
Implementing Rules and - according 
to the proposal from DT DS - also 
via registry services. 

3  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN2   all document G use of examples is precious for the 
comprehension! 

  - 

4  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN3   all document G There is no clear view of the focus 
of the document: does it provide a 
Generic Conceptual Model? Rules 
for Data Harmonization? For 
Specification Harmonization? 

Clarify NA - The scope of the document is 
stated in the scope clause 

5  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 

 LMO   SK1         G   The document Generic Conceptual 
Model describes a very 
comprehensive and advanced 

   - 
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Authority  framework for developing data 
specifications. Considering that 
INSPIRE will build upon each 
national SDI, and that data 
conformant to the INSPIRE data 
specifications shall be based upon 
existing national data by services 
applying different kind of 
transformations, translations and 
configurations, this implies that the 
technology needs to evolve in close 
cooperation with these 
specifications, and that testbeds 
needs to be initiated. The 
complexity of the generic 
conceptual model clearly indicates 
that the use cases and the 
requirements for the data 
specifications is not known. The 
general recommendation is to keep 
it as simple as possible, but still 
quite complex concepts are 
embedded in the generic conceptual 
model document. Anyhow, we 
recognize that this document is a 
very  important step in the direction 
of the European SDI, and that the 
overall concept is challenging but 
also reachable. The following 
comments are based upon the 
experience we do have with the 
national work and what we believe 
will be possible to automatically 
achieve by for example a download 
service, even if the technology is 
still not there.  

6  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 76 D2.5   G We welcome the publication of 
D2.5. It is both well structured and 
clear in its purpose and intention. 

  - 

7  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 1  D2.5      G   We welcome the publication of 
D2.5. It is both well structured and 
clear in its purpose and intention.  

   - 

8  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  1  D2.5      G   We welcome the publication of 
D2.5. It is both well structured and 

   - 
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clear in its purpose and intention.  
9  WMO-RAVI - 

World 
Meteorological 
Organisation 
Region VI 
grouping (RAVI)  

 SDIC  WMO-01   All      G   WMO RAVI Members have 
commented that they do not have 
access to ISO documents, and so 
cannot review this D2.5 document. 
WMO works by consensus and 
agreement, and although WMO can 
commission experts  to review 
technical documents, where there 
are major issues (and legislation 
affecting WMO procedures and 
operations is a very major issue) it 
is not acceptable to delegate 
understanding only to 
commissioned experts; there must 
be a wider understanding and 
comprehension within the WMO 
membership. That there are few 
experts within the WMO 
membership who do understand  
this document is highly worrying.  
There must be wider and free 
access to documents affecting 
legislation.    

 Propose a mechanism to allow ISO 
documents to be available freely to 
WMO RAVI membrs to review 
INSPIRE documents. Otherwise 
remove requirements in INSPIRE 
documents that refer directly to ISO 
documents without a full explanation 
of the reference.  

NA -  INSPIRE and the European 
Commission is not in the position to 
influence the national 
standardisation bodies to change 
their business rules or funding 
schemes. The standards necessary 
for developing the IRs are being 
made available to the experts that 
develop the specifications. The CT 
considers that the major issues of 
standards required for 
understanding are well presented. 
The GCM by its nature requires that 
the readers have generic 
understanding of information 
modelling.  A short appendix how to 
read UML models can be added for 
example. It is expected that the data 
specification developed based on 
the GCM will be more 
understandable to the domain 
experts. Therefore the CT will pay 
attention that specialist with 
background of information modelling 
and the domain are equally well 
represented in the TWGs. 

10  WMO-RAVI - 
World 
Meteorological 
Organisation 
Region VI 
grouping (RAVI)  

 SDIC  WMO-02   All      G   WMO is developing an 
understanding with ISO that WMO 
standards in many areas will be 
modified and adopted into ISO, 
through an agreed process. This 
Implementing Rule suggests that 
such agreements are to be side-
stepped and imposed within Europe 
unilaterally. Surely this is wrong.  

 Recognise explicitly the WMO 
standards process.  

NA - Article 7(1) of the Directive 
explicitly states that the standards 
adopted by organisations under the 
international law, if appropriate, shall 
be integrated and the existing 
technical means shall be referred.  
This reference is more appropriate 
in the context of a given data theme. 
WMO is welcome to take the lead 
and put forward the specifications 
for INSPIRE.  
 
The Directive and the Implemeting 
Rules do not affect any existing 
standards process of any SDIC, 
LMO or other organisation.  
 
In general, in an infrastructure like 
INSPIRE there is a need for a 
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common conceptual and technical 
framework and as discussed in sub-
clause 4.2 the international 
standards series ISO 19100 has 
been adopted as the basis for 
INSPIRE data specifications. Less 
commonalities/harmonisation would 
result in a smaller role of the GCM. 
The more options are allowed the 
more difficult it is to reach the 
interoperability required by the 
Directive. In the end, the degree of 
harmonisation is a political decision, 
nevertheless it must be determined 
on the basis of requirements that 
must be supported. Continuous 
communication is required between 
the Commission and international 
organisations. It is clear that 
INSPIRE and organisations under 
international law (e.g. WMO and 
IHO) have to mutually benefit from 
the standardisation processes 
already on-going in the frame of ISO 
and other organisations. It is not 
necessary that organisations 
established under international law 
change their processes, procedures, 
and their internal standards. It is not 
necessary to harmonise all their 
data (observations and data 
products) and services with 
INSPIRE. Based on the 
requirements of the users it is 
expected that only a limited, well-
defined subsets of their services and 
products need 
harmonisation/mapping. Additional 
efforts, if any, may complete and 
accelerate the initiatives already in 
place, opening better access and 
use of their services and data. 
 
INSPIRE is an ambitious initiative 
and a lot of effort is going into its 
establishment. Therefore, it is 
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important to implement it with a 
long-term perspective. I.e., it is 
considered preferable *in principle* 
to accept a more limited, but 
interoperable initial set of data and 
services than to sacrifice a common 
framework. This is in particular true, 
as all organisations currently seem 
to converge with respect to their 
conceptual and technical 
foundations for spatial information. 
This convergence is important and 
should be the subject to further 
collaboration. 

11  WMO-RAVI - 
World 
Meteorological 
Organisation 
Region VI 
grouping (RAVI)  

 SDIC  WMO-03   All      G   This is a highly technical and 
specialised data modelling report. It 
mandates an unknown, and for 
WMO, untried, methodology in 
opposition to WMO's existing data 
specification process which works - 
globally. This is unacceptable.  

 It is acceptable to develop a 
process for new data using a novel 
methodology. It is not acceptable to 
mandate a new process to replace 
an existing working process. Please 
comment on the costs and justify 
the effort and training involved in 
replacing existing processes.  

NA - Methodology matters only 
when there are no agreed 
specifications. The modelling 
framework does not intend to 
replace any existing working 
process. The CT will provide help to 
prepare the agreed documentation 
when there are accepted models fit 
for INSPIRE and this help is 
requested. 

12  Bundesamt für 
Kartographie und 
Geodäsie (BKG)  

 LMO   BKG_1         G   Many requirements are references 
to ISO standards. As not all readers 
of the documents are experts on 
ISO in some cases it is quite difficult 
to understand what the important 
points are.  

 If possible the relevent clauses of 
the referenced ISO standard should 
be stated or the main issue 
mentioned.  

NA - note that this would a) lead to 
copying large parts of the ISO series 
and b) is unusual for technical 
standards. The pointers to the 
relevant  ISO clauses are already 
specified in the document. 

13  Met Office   LMO   MetO-01   All      G   ISO documents are not free of 
charge. Is it actually possible to 
make mandatory under EC law to 
require people to purchase 
proprietary documents in order to 
understand the legal requirements 
being placed on them or to 
understand their legal rights?   

 Please explain the legal issue.  A - In Community law many 
references to the mandary use of 
ISO standards can be found both as 
a pointer and  quotations in the legal 
text.  See  also #9. No change to the 
document required. 

14  Met Office   LMO   MetO-02   All      G   There is nowhere in this document, 
any description of why UML and the 
191xx model are used over older 
modelling techniques. Nor are any 
other modelling techniques given 
any consideration whatsoever.   
UML and 191xx are taken as given, 
though there are no such 

 Justify the mandation of UML 
modeling and 191xx model. Explain 
why other modelling standards are 
rejected ( e.g. ASN.1, BNF), despite 
them being part of existing 
international standards.  

Ap - Citation 16 of the Directive 
states that Implementing Rules 
should be based, where possible, on 
international standards. UML is an 
international standard, too (ISO/IEC 
19501), and the modelling language 
most commonly used in SDI-related 
developments. As a result, it serves 
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mandations in the Directive. There 
is no mention of UML, no mention of 
ISO. Many communities already 
have internationally interoperable 
data specifications built NOT using 
UML and 191xx, yet D2.5 breaks 
the mandate from the Directive to 
refer to and integrate existing 
international standards.  As an 
example, WMO used BNF to define 
its BUFR standard.  

as a normative reference for D2.5. 
This standard is freely available from 
OMG. Standardised documentation 
helps to keep the specification 
process coherent, enables the reuse 
of different parts of the schema, etc. 
The CT will provide help (experts) to 
prepare the UML application 
schema for every data theme if 
required. See also 4.2 which already 
provides the explanation for the 
specific standards-based approach 
taken. 

15  Met Office   LMO   MetO-03   All      G   The only 2 mentions of a "model" in 
the Directive are in Annex II 1 
(Elevation) and Annex III 13 
Atmospheric model. How can D2.5 
reject the use of interational 
standards other than ISO/OGC 
prima facie, while the Directive 
specifically refers to Atmospheric 
Models which derive, inter alia, from 
WMO standards.   

 Justify rejection of International 
Standards other than ISO/OGC  

NA - no theme specific standards 
have been rejected, however, the 
ISO 19100 series has been selected 
as the common baseline for 
harmonised data specifications as 
described in the document 

16  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 43 document   E n document 2.5 dataset is written 
data set and in document 2.6 it is 
written dataset… 

Harmonize the writing in the 
INSPIRE drafting team documents. 
Use dataset.I 

Ap - Use writing style as in the 
Directive ("data set") 

17  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  50 document requirements G To better distinguish the 
requirements and the 
recommendations 

To use different colours or different 
lines (continuous, broken) for 
requirements and for 
recommendations; to inform about 
requirements and recommendations 
in the “Foreword” or in the “Purpose 
of the document” 

AwM, reference to requirements and 
recommendations added to clause 3 

18  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  50 document requirements G To better distinguish the 
requirements and the 
recommendations 

To use different colours or different 
lines (continuous, broken) for 
requirements and for 
recommendations; to inform about 
requirements and recommendations 
in the “Foreword” or in the “Purpose 
of the document” 

d 

19  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 

 SDIC     document requirements  G   To better distinguish the 
requirements and the 
recommendations  

 To use different colours or different 
lines (continuous, broken) for 
requirements and for 
recommendations; to inform about 

d 
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Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

requirements and recommendations 
in the “Foreword” or in the “Purpose 
of the document”  

20  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 45 document requirements G To better distinguish the 
requirements and the 
recommendations 

Use different colours or different 
lines (continuous, broken) for 
requirements and for 
recommendations; to inform about 
requirements and recommendations 
in the “Foreword” or in the “Purpose 
of the document” 

d 

21  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 46 Document   G Document D2.5 seems to be 
extremely useful but does not 
provide enough details in many 
respects. E.g. the references to ISO 
19100 standards are useful and 
correct but not sufficient. In many 
cases, the ISO standards are 
inconsistent to each other and an 
exact interpretation of what to use 
from which standard is needed. 

Provide (at least) a valid UML model 
of the Generic Conceptual Model as 
a normative annex to the document. 
Better also add a schema in a 
lexical CSL as it is also 
recommended in ISO 19110. 

NA - the UML model will be 
maintained outside of the GCM 
document. The model as specified in 
the document is normative. The use 
of another CSL is unncessary and 
redundant. Note that ISO 19110 
recommends the use of a functional 
language - not another CSL. A 
functional language is defined as a 
language in which feature 
operations are formally specified. 
Since feature operations are not in 
the focus of the GCM no functional 
language is useful in this context. 

22  LMV - 
Lantmateriet, 
National Land 
Survey of 
Sweden  

 SDIC 21         G    Scenarios and use cases are 
missing throughout the document.  

Add such scenarios and use cases.  
Produce all documents and test the 
specifications on some realistic use 
cases and data from the member 
states.   

Ap/R - User requirement and use 
cases need to be 
developed/provided for the data 
specification development. 
Furthermore, a pilot to validate the 
modelling framework has been 
requested from the Consolidation 
Team. Also that the methodology 
(D2.6) recommends the study of 
user requirements through use case 
development. 

23  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK1     G The document Generic Conceptual 
Model describes a very 
comprehensive and advanced 
framework for developing data 
specifications. Considering that 
INSPIRE will build upon each 
national SDI, and that data 
conformant to the INSPIRE data 
specifications shall be based upon 
existing national data by services 
applying different kind of 

  - 
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transformations, translations and 
configurations, this implies that the 
technology needs to evolve in close 
cooperation with these 
specifications, and that testbeds 
needs to be initiated. The 
complexity of the generic 
conceptual model clearly indicates 
that the use cases and the 
requirements for the data 
specifications is not known. The 
general recommendation is to keep 
it as simple as possible, but still 
quite complex concepts are 
embedded in the generic conceptual 
model document. Anyhow, we 
recognize that this document is a 
very  important step in the direction 
of the European SDI, and that the 
overall concept is challenging but 
also reachable. The following 
comments are based upon the 
experience we do have with the 
national work and what we believe 
will be possible to automatically 
achieve by for example a download 
service, even if the technology is 
still not there. 

24  National Survey 
and Cadastre, 
Denmark  

 LMO   DK-0      All   G   All comment is given on behalf of 
the Danish SDIC's and LMO's  

   - 

25  National Survey 
and Cadastre, 
Denmark  

 LMO   DK-1      All   G   There is a strong need for a 
separation of the description of 
process and product. The 
processes is the transformation 
from the national data sets into the 
common European data sets. The 
product is the common European 
data sets.  

 Clarify. Will this be covered in 
different papers?  

Ap - No change to the document 
required. The current draft is based 
on the understanding that the 
transformation is not part of the data 
specifications itself, but needs to be 
taken into account during their 
development and their 
implementation. To support this, a 
study on this topic has been 
requested from the Consolidation 
Team. Also, the methodology for the 
development of data specification 
addresses the transformation 
requirements and the Network 
Services Drafting Team will be 
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drafting an IR for Transformation 
Services. 

26  National Survey 
and Cadastre, 
Denmark  

 LMO   DK-2      All   G   In order to improve readability of 
the upcomming IR-documents 
another approach is recomended. 
This approach is described in the 
proposed change.   

 For each member states a theme 
consisting of  the following 
elements: feature, object and 
datamodel should be transformed 
respectively into a common formal 
theme description. This description 
consist of a number of 
transformations related and 
connected to each element (feature, 
object and datamodel):  - The 
transformation of feature types 
includes redefinition and a possible 
change in taxonomy.  - The 
transformation of object types 
includes geometry transformation, 
generalisation and remodelling of 
the attributes. - The transformation 
of datamodel includes remodelling 
of topological relationships and 
semantic remodelling   Besides the 
data oriented transformation there 
will also be a need for 
transformation of utility information 
e.g. metadata, system reference 
system and language: - The 
transformation of metadata includes 
remodelling according to the 
common metadata model and 
translation to a common metadata 
language. - Coordinate 
transformation from the national grid 
to a European grid. - Translation to 
a multi-lingual environment.  For 
each type of transformation create a  
set of IR.  

NA - see #25 
 
However, the proposal provides 
useful information for the component 
"Data transformation 
model/guidelines" and should be 
used in the revision of D2.6 Annex A 
to provide more details about this 
component and its scope. 

27 National Survey 
and Cadastre, 
Denmark  

 LMO   DK-3      All   G   The high level purpose of 
integrating the member states 
geodata into a common EU geodata 
source is presumably in a common 
way: to compare, to document and 
to plan the past, present and future 
Europe. In our opinion the technical 
specification for doing so is at hand 
and necessary BUT not sufficient 

Define and specify a minimum set of 
requirements for each theme, 
indicating the technical AND the 
semantic level of integration.   

Ap - The requirements for each 
theme will be established by the 
Consolidation Team based on input 
by the communities. This input will 
be processed by the TWGs. The 
data specifications of the themes are 
targetted to also address the 
semantic level. At the end of the day 
the agreed core concepts that make 
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because the semantic specification 
for integrating is missing and should 
turn the INSPIRE Directive into a 
useful tool. For the hydrography 
theme such a description could be: 
the pattern of European water ways 
constituted from the top level and 
down to level  X  should form a 
topological network in order to 
support derived requirements stated 
in the Water Framework Directive. 
This requirement is stated in the 5.8 
Hydrography in D2.3 Data 
Specification in the paragraph 
"Description", which is good but not 
as systematically as needed.  

part of the specifications will go to 
the feature concept dictionary 
maintained as a register for 
INSPIRE, which will be available for 
public view and reuse. Theme 
specific descriptions beyond the 
existing text in D2.3 will be 
developed by the TWGs. 

28  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 78 General   G  It is suggested that a modularised 
approach be recommended across 
application schemas as per good 
UML modelling practice (dividing 
models into packages).  Such an 
approach is particularly useful for 
large, cross-jurisdictional activities 
like INSPIRE because it allows 
responsibility for governance of 
different components of the model 
to be assigned to the most 
appropriate groups.  See comments 
about the cadastral package in 2.3. 

Add general comment about 
modularisation of application 
schemas. 

A - This approach is already part of 
the document, but should be 
discussed in a separate section to 
highlight it. See also D2.6. 

29  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 79 General   G I was involved in a similar activity to 
create a general, harmonised data 
model across multiple themes and 
jurisdictions in Australia and New 
Zealand, and it was our experience 
that the more complex the model, 
the more difficult it is for people to 
provide conforming data (and to 
reach agreement!), so a simple 
approach is best at the outset.  I 
notice that INSPIRE has adopted 
this approach in terms of geometry 
types, and support this. 

Add general comment about the 
level of simplicity/complexity that is 
the goal for INSPIRE's first iteration 
- I recommend a simpler approach. 

Ap - concrete change proposals are 
welcome, but the complexity of the 
implementing rules will eventually be 
determined by the requirements, the 
feasibility and the costs. 

30  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 

 SDIC 80     G Many requirements are references 
to ISO standards. As not all readers 
of the documents are experts on 
ISO in some cases it is quite difficult 

If possible the relevent clauses of 
the referenced ISO standard should 
be stated or the main issue 
mentioned. 

d 
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Organisation  to understand what the important 
points are. 

31  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  51 Document   G Document D2.5 seems to be 
extremely useful but does not 
provide enough details in many 
respects. E.g. the references to ISO 
19100 standards are useful and 
correct but not sufficient. In many 
cases, the ISO standards are 
inconsistent to each other and an 
exact interpretation of what to use 
from which standard is needed. 

Provide (at least) a valid UML model 
of the Generic Conceptual Model as 
a normative annex to the document. 
Better also add a schema in a 
lexical CSL as it is also 
recommended in ISO 19110. 

d 

32  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  48 document   E To harmonize the writing in the 
INSPIRE drafting team documents. 
To use dataset. 

In document 2.5 dataset is written 
data set and in document 2.6 it is 
written dataset… 

d 

33  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     document     E   To harmonize the writing in the 
INSPIRE drafting team documents. 
To use dataset.  

 In document 2.5 dataset is written 
data set and in document 2.6 it is 
written dataset…  

d 

34  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  48 document   E To harmonize the writing in the 
INSPIRE drafting team documents. 
To use dataset. 

In document 2.5 dataset is written 
data set and in document 2.6 it is 
written dataset… 

d 

35  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  51 Document   G Document D2.5 seems to be 
extremely useful but does not 
provide enough details in many 
respects. E.g. the references to ISO 
19100 standards are useful and 
correct but not sufficient. In many 
cases, the ISO standards are 
inconsistent to each other and an 
exact interpretation of what to use 
from which standard is needed. 

Provide (at least) a valid UML model 
of the Generic Conceptual Model as 
a normative annex to the document. 
Better also add a schema in a 
lexical CSL as it is also 
recommended in ISO 19110. 

d 

36  Department for 
Environment, 
Food and Rural 
Affairs (Defra)  

 LMO  7 whole 
document 

  E inconsistent numbering of 
requirements 

sequential numbering of 
requirements 

Ap - although the numbering is 
automatic and should be sequential 
as a result, correct numbering will be 
checked 

37  OMSz - 
Hungarian 
Meteorological 
Service  

 LMO  1  Document 
as a whole 

 whole   G   The OMSZ-Hungarian 
Meteorological Service wishes to 
express that according to its 
capacities, during the review 
process no test cases were carried 

   - 
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out, so the comments listed below 
are general comments on the 
conception of the General 
Conceptual Model.   

38  OMSz - 
Hungarian 
Meteorological 
Service  

 LMO  2  Document 
as a whole 

 whole   G   The D2.5 document witnesses of a 
great effort taken by the Drafting 
Team Members to determine in 
details the necessary elements of 
data harmonisation. It will be very 
useful in the following stages of 
INSPIRE Implementation. It is also 
very useful for clarifying the 
informatical background needed to 
be created in the INSPIRE 
implementation process for non-
experts either.   

   - 

39  OMSz - 
Hungarian 
Meteorological 
Service  

 LMO  3        G   The OMSZ-Hungarian 
Meteorological Service considers it 
important to emphasize that the 
informatical knowledge and system 
background required for the work 
imposed by this Document exceeds 
significantly the profil and the 
capacities of our Service. This might 
cause serious problems in the 
implementation of the model.   

 For resolving at least financial 
problems, European projects 
facilitating the implementation of 
such information systems for 
meteorological purposes would be 
of great help. Still, employement of 
extra stuff would remain a problem 
in our Service.  

R - It is expected that the 
specifications of the data themes will 
be less abstract, thus easier 
understandable for domain experts. 
The proposal for relevant European 
projects is noted and will be 
forwarded to the responsible DGs of 
the Commission. JRC: D2.5 is 
targeted to Thematic Working 
Groups to support the data 
specifications development process. 
Data specifications of themes will be 
less abstract, based on the thematic 
domains. 

40  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  1   (References 
to other 

documents) 

G Not all quoted documents are 
accessible.  

Please add links to all documents or 
- if no links are available -  give 
advice, where to obtain documents. 

Ap - Links have been provided 
where known. However, some of the 
quoted documents have been 
submitted as reference material for 
INSPIRE and no link is available to 
their original source. They can be 
viewed on http://www.ec-
gis.org/inspire/ir/index.cfm 

41  ACTaFOMAS - 
Association of 
Cities and Towns 
and Federal 
Office of 
Metrology and 

 SDIC 1        
genera

l  

 Please check if there are valid 
standards of CEN - then use "EN-
ISO" instead of "ISO" (e.g.: 
requirement 8,…)  

 "EN-ISO xxxxx" instead of "ISO"  Ap - the full and correct reference is 
provided in Clause 2; in the main 
text only "ISO" will be used as these 
are commonly used 
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Surveying in 
Austria (BEV)  

42  ACTaFOMAS - 
Association of 
Cities and Towns 
and Federal 
Office of 
Metrology and 
Surveying in 
Austria (BEV)  

 SDIC 2        
genera

l  

 The necessity of many 
recommendations and requirements 
is approved. But it is necessary too 
to guarantee that the existing data 
in national or regional or local 
databases are able to fulfill the 
needs of the feature catalogue 
without additional and inappropriate 
investment. The recommendations 
and requirements should consider 
this demand and should be defined 
carefully in the tenor of the ordered 
realizations.  

   Ap - this is the intent, see also 
document D2.6; concrete change 
proposals are welcome 

43  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 1        G   Whist this is a good start to the 
work on Data Specifications, it 
clearly demonstrates the enormity of 
the task. It is unlikely that all of this 
is achievable within the current 
timetables identified for INSPIRE.  

 Simplify requirements wherever 
possible.  

Ap - this was and is the intent, but at 
the same time the often not fully 
known requirements need to be 
supported; concrete change 
proposals are welcome 

44  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 3  Whole 
document 

    G   Whereas the use of boxes to 
clearly identify requirements and 
recommendations is commended, 
there remains a great deal of 
background and discursive 
explanatory information that would 
be better given elsewhere or in 
annexes.   

 Poissibly cut out extensive 
examples and clauses containing no 
requirements (where there is still 
work in progress) and move these 
to annexes.  

R - documentation style needs to be 
harmonised across DTs 

45  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 2         G   Whereas the use of boxes to 
clearly identify requirements and 
recommendations is commended, 
there remains a great deal of 
background and discursive 
explanatory information that would 
be better given elsewhere or in 
annexes.   

 Cut out extensive examples and 
clauses containing no requirements 
(where there is still work in 
progress) and move these to 
annexes.  

d 

46  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 3        G   It is sometimes difficult to reference 
the text because of the limited 
section numbering.  

 Add section numbering to a further 
one or two levels.  

Ap - try to limit the length of 
individual subclauses to a page 

47  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 4      References 
to ISO 191xx 
documents  

 G   Dated references will not take 
advantage of ISO/CEN 
amendments and revisions  

 Change references to be undated  NA - the references are to the 
specific versions; once a standard is 
revised its applicability to INSPIRE 
and the impact of a change need to 
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be assessed first 
48  IACS-CAP - 

Integrated 
Administration 
and Control 
System 
(Common 
Agricultural 
Policy)  

 SDIC 1 Document N/A G The style of document is too 
technical to be the basis for 
Implementation Rule – it is rather 
document for software developer 
but difficult a for police maker or for 
public data custodian 

More general and explanatory text 
should be provided + untangle the 
various classification/referencing 
systems as recital, article, 
component, principle, requirement, 
recommendation, note…. 

NA - This document is not intended 
for wide-use. It will be mainly used 
by the TWGs for specification 
development of the data themes. 
With a balanced composition of 
these teams we can ensure that this 
document is properly  dealt and the 
end results - the Implementing Rules 
-  give the appropriate message to 
policy makers, data custodians and  
responsible bodies for the technical 
implementation. 

49  IACS-CAP - 
Integrated 
Administration 
and Control 
System 
(Common 
Agricultural 
Policy)  

 SDIC 2 Document   G The abundant use of ISO standards 
illustrations is not always in full  
correspondence to the text of the 
document 

Ensure internal coherence Ap - the text will be checked, but 
concrete references would be useful 

50  IACS-CAP - 
Integrated 
Administration 
and Control 
System 
(Common 
Agricultural 
Policy)  

 SDIC 3 Document   G ISO191xx standards are unavailable 
to the public 

references should be replaced by 
original texts from the DT or public 
access to the standards should be 
ensured 

NA - All the ISO standards are 
publicly available, normally against 
payment.  Replacing references with 
original text raises copyright issues.  

51  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     Document     G   Document D2.5 seems to be 
extremely useful but does not 
provide enough details in many 
respects. E.g. the references to ISO 
19100 standards are useful and 
correct but not sufficient. In many 
cases, the ISO standards are 
inconsistent to each other and an 
exact interpretation of what to use 
from which standard is needed.  

 Provide (at least) a valid UML 
model of the Generic Conceptual 
Model as a normative annex to the 
document. Better also add a 
schema in a lexical CSL as it is also 
recommended in ISO 19110.  

d 

52  Geonovum   LMO  1           Compliments for this very 
comprehensive document. It surely 
will serve as the baseline document 
for the models and modellers to 
build upon. It will probably also be 
true that specific decisions will be 

   - 
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questioned when implementing will 
take place.  

53  Geonovum   LMO  2           In the document ISO 19135 
conformance registers will be made. 
Here many questions arise (some 
out of the scope of D2.5). The main 
questions are:  1. Organisational.  - 
It’s unclear who will do the 
maintenance? - Which items of the 
registers will be central organized 
(by EU) and which decentralized (by 
Member States)? Advice of the DT 
Data Specifications is needed. - For 
the central registers (and they are 
needed) it’s unclear who will fulfill 
the costs? 2. Technical - Which 
implementation will be chosen? - 
advanced (ebXML RIM) or low-level 
or stepwise or… - pilot studies on 
this topic needs a quick start  Both 
are needed for the preparation as a 
Member State on INSPIRE    

 Clarification is strongly needed  R - No change to the document 
required, these topics are out-of-
scope for this document. To clarify:  
1. The question of registers is 
identified as a working item for 2008 
for the JRC. The CT considers that 
not only the organisational, but 
some procedural questions must be 
clarified as well. It is presumed that 
some of the registers will be 
maintained centrally. Advise from 
the Drafting Teams and the TWGs 
will be requested. 
2. Stepwise implementation is 
expected. 

54  Geonovum   LMO  3        G   The organizational and technical 
issues are also counting for 
implementations of ISO 19110 and 
ISO 19126.  

 Clarification is strongly needed  R - we agree these are important 
topics, see #53 

55  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN4 Foreword First 
paragrapph 

T "… and evaluation of Community 
policies at all levels …" 
This sentence means that INSPIRE 
is for any Community policy 
whereas the INSPIRE Directive 
states in article 1 (1) that INSPIRE 
is for environmental policies or for 
policies or activities which may have 
an impact on environment". 

Replace by the expression used in 
the INSPIRE Directive. 

A 

56  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN5 Foreword Paragraph 5 T It is not really true that Drafting 
Team will prepare the IR for data 
specification. The documents from 
DT DS generally are not IR, those 
from TWG will be. 

Correct this sentence. A 

57  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN6 Foreword Paragraph 8 T "harmonisation" is understood as 
providing access to data …." 
After meeting with the Humbolt 
project, it was decided to change 
the definition of data harmonisation. 

Replace by " "harmonisation" is 
understood as the process of 
developping a common set of data 
product specifications in a way that 
allow to provide access to spatial 

Ap - The definition of data 
harmonisation does not reflect 
sufficiently the aspect of 
harmonisation through 
interoperability, the possible use of 



DS D2.5 – Generic Conceptual Model: Comments and Resolutions Table (Comments are related to the D2.5 version 2.0) 

16 

Comm# ID LMO/
SDIC 1 2 3 4 5 - Comment 6 - Proposed change 7 - Resolution 

data …." services where there is no need for 
physical repository of harmonised 
data. The definition given in D2.6 will 
be used as a basis for the revision 
and hightlight that transformation of 
the data is part of data 
harmonisation, where practicable. 
Distinguish between and provide 
definitions for both "harmonised 
spatial data" and "data 
harmonisation". Note (this applies to 
all proposed changes to definitions): 
the changes must be submitted as 
change proposals to the INSPIRE 
glossary. 
 
data harmonisation  
process of developing harmonised 
data product specifications and 
implementing the necessary 
arrangements to transform spatial 
data to harmonised spatial data 
 
NOTE Two general options exist: 
The reference version of the spatial 
data set may either be 
transformed/restructured itself or it 
may be kept as-is and the 
transformation may occur on-the-fly 
whenever a spatial data service 
operating on the spatial data set is 
invoked. In cases where the location 
of a spatial object has to be changed 
to comply with Article 10 (2), it is 
expected that the location 
information in the reference version 
of the spatial data set is updated. 
 
harmonised spatial data 
spatial data conformant to the 
harmonised data product 
specifications 
 
harmonised data product 
specifications 
set of data product specifications 
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that support the provision of access 
to harmonised spatial data through 
spatial data services in a 
representation that allows for 
combining it with other harmonised 
spatial data in a coherent way 
 
NOTE The harmonised data product 
specification is not intended to 
replace or deprecate existing data 
specificationsthat are currently in 
use. 

58  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN7 Foreword 9th 
paragraph 

E not "as if it had been" but "as if they had been" A 

59  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN8 Foreword Last 
paragraph 

E "also operations as well as other as 
information as appropriate like data 
capturing, …" 
Too many "as" 

Rephrase A 

60  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK3   Foreword     G   It is stated in the foreword that 
INSPIRE should be based on the 
infrastructures for spatial 
information that are created and 
maintained by the Member States. It 
is also stated that it is important to 
note that the term “harmonisation“ is 
understood as providing access to 
data through network services in a 
representation that allows for 
combining it with other INSPIRE 
data in a coherent way. Both these 
statements are important, but it 
should be followed up with a new 
paragraph stating that the scope of 
the Generic Conceptual Model is to 
apply this for the INSPIRE Data 
Specifications, and it is not part of 
neither the directive or the 
implementing rule to state that this 
should be applied at the national 
level. What is important is that each 
member nations is able to map from 
existing models / data to the "virtual" 
INSPIRE data specifications by 
network services applying different 
kind of configurations, questions 

Add the following paragraph:             
The Generic Conceptual Model is 
intended to be applied  for the 
INSPIRE Data Specifications, it is 
not stated that this should be 
applied for modelling of 
specifications at the national level. 
What is important is that each 
member nation is able to map from 
existing models / data to the "virtual" 
INSPIRE data specifications by 
network services applying different 
kind of configurations, questions 
and filters.                                           
On the other side, this Conceptual 
model will in many cases influence 
the modelling facilities at the 
national level. But this is because it 
adds value to the national spatial 
data infrastructure and makes the 
mapping to the virtual INSPIRE data 
specification easier.  

Ap - remove "virtual" and change 
"configurations, questions and 
filters" to "transformation" 
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and filters.   
61  WMO-RAVI - 

World 
Meteorological 
Organisation 
Region VI 
grouping (RAVI)  

 SDIC  WMO-04   Foreword  P6 para 2   G   Harmonisation is more than 
"providing access to data through 
network services". WMO processes 
and protocols, both for synoptic and 
climate data, and for data from 
Agromet, HydroMet, Aviation, 
Oceanography and Space are 
highly harmonised already. They 
are not harmonised for "network 
services" if, as intended, this means 
Web Services such as WMS, WFS 
and WCS. These technologies are 
at an early stage of development 
and are believe not to work with 
WMO harmonisation requirements. 
This restriction to network services 
is  incorrect and potentially very 
costly as it breaks WMO's current 
interoperability.  

 Justify the restriction of 
harmonisation through network 
services. Explain the costs and 
development effort involved.  

Ap/R - The document does not 
mandate only interoperability 
through network services in the 
sense that a transformation *has* to 
take place. However, this option is 
considered important to allow 
organisations to offer data in a 
different structure than the data they 
use internally. Also note that the 
download service will also provide a 
mechanism to download a complete 
data set. Therefore, the concerns 
should be addressed as long as the 
thematic data specifications take the 
theme-specific requirements into 
account. See also #10. Note, 
however, that the use of network 
services to access the data is part of 
the Directive. Specific comments on 
the definition of the network services 
should be addressed to the future 
drafts for the IRs on network 
services. 

62  Met Office   LMO   MetO-04   Foreword  P6 para 2   G  … "harmonisation" is understood as 
providing access to data through 
network services…. This is not the 
only definition and usage of 
harmonisation. Indeed it is not a 
general definition, but an very 
specific definition requiring specific 
technology. The sentence is in the 
passive and implies general usage 
which is not correct. Who 
understands it? and why are 
alternative usages of harmonisation 
not referred to?  

 Explain that this definition of 
harmonisation is not universal, and 
is actually a specific restriction by 
this IR. Explain why other 
harmonisations, such as WMO's 
globally harmonised data models, 
are being rejected in favour of a 
local European restriction.  

AwM - if not already stated in the 
document clarify that harmonisation 
is limited to the scope of INSPIRE 
only (as stated in the Directive). 
Clarify that other harmonised 
models (harmonised in other 
contexts and for other purposes) are 
not "rejected". 

63  Met Office   LMO   MetO-05   Foreword  P6  last para  T   vector data - gridded data. There is 
a third spatial object approach 
which is a conceptual model as a 
spatial object which tends to be 
modelled all ways.  Weather fronts 
as described  are a conceptual 
model of the the 3 dimensional 
structures - often expressed as a 
directed line or a vector of points 

 Suggest including 3rd model type, 
a conceptual model as a spatial 
object.   

Ap - Extend the rules for application 
schemas to spatial objects that have 
vector geometries *and* coverage 
functions. I.e., the rules for 
coverages in application schemas 
will be revised. 
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with an implied movement and type. 
A tropical cyclone is a conceptual 
model of the phenomenon, 
expressed variously as a point, a 
time sequence of points (directed 
vector of data) or as a 4D 
referenceable grid.   

64  Met Office   LMO   MetO-06   Foreword  P6  last para  T   gridded/raster data. Gridded and 
raster data only are equivalent in 
image data. In atmospheric models 
gridded data is enormously more 
complicated and refers to 4D (or 
more) data structures.   

 Remove gridded equals raster 
implication.   

A 

65  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK3 Foreword   G It is stated in the foreword that 
INSPIRE should be based on the 
infrastructures for spatial 
information that are created and 
maintained by the Member States. It 
is also stated that it is important to 
note that the term “harmonisation“ is 
understood as providing access to 
data through network services in a 
representation that allows for 
combining it with other INSPIRE 
data in a coherent way. Both these 
statements are important, but it 
should be followed up with a new 
paragraph stating that the scope of 
the Generic Conceptual Model is to 
apply this for the INSPIRE Data 
Specifications, and it is not part of 
neither the directive or the 
implementing rule to state that this 
should be applied at the national 
level. What is important is that each 
member nations is able to map from 
existing models / data to the "virtual" 
INSPIRE data specifications by 
network services applying different 
kind of configurations, questions 
and filters.  

Add the following paragraph:              
The Generic Conceptual Model is 
intended to be applied  for the 
INSPIRE Data Specifications, it is 
not stated that this should be 
applied for modelling of 
specifications at the national level. 
What is important is that each 
member nation is able to map from 
existing models / data to the "virtual" 
INSPIRE data specifications by 
network services applying different 
kind of configurations, questions 
and filters.                                           
On the other side, this Conceptual 
model will in many cases influence 
the modelling facilities at the 
national level. But this is because it 
adds value to the national spatial 
data infrastructure and makes the 
mapping to the virtual INSPIRE data 
specification easier. 

d 

66  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 77 Foreword, 
and 

throughout

  G It is sometimes the case that 
general patterns of modelling can 
be identified across themes.  For 
example, a number of themes relate 
to types of rights, restrictions and 

Add new clause about second level 
harmonisation and methods that 
working groups can adopt to identify 
commonalities between themes and 
procedures for creating such 

Ap/R - Mechanisms for this are 
already identified in D2.6. As long as 
this information belongs into D2.5, it 
will be added. Currently the GCM 
categorises schemas on three 
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responsibilities, and it may be 
appropriate to look for common 
patterns across these themes 
(experience with a similar exercise 
in Australia and New Zealand 
identified such patterns).  The 
Foreword refers to a second level of 
harmonisation, and I think this type 
of patterns falls into this category - it 
may be helpful if this were 
expanded in the text to ensure that 
working groups for particular data 
components can identify 
commonalities with other working 
groups and ensure consistency.  
Refer to additional comment under 
Review D2.3 about approaches to 
conceptual modelling across 
themes. 

common elements of applications 
schemas (see examples under 
D2.3). 

levels: thematic application 
schemas, the GCM, and imported 
schemas and elements (mainly from 
ISO). So far, the GCM is expected to 
be “living”, i.e. generic useful 
components is expected to be 
accommodated in it. However, the 
argument that the GCM as the 
common core schema as thus 
should be stable is also true. 
Therefore, a new category for new 
theme-independent concepts that 
are specified in INSPIRE will be 
added on the same level as the 
GCM for clarity. The statement that 
there must be a body responsible for 
and controlling the process of 
maintaining the schema of this 
category should be emphasised; the 
body should be the same one 
responsible for the maintenance of 
the GCM. 

67  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  1 Foreword 2nd  
paragraph 

E Wording: “will” instead of “should”; 
with the directive this is no longer a 
“should” 

write “INSPIRE will be based on 
infrastructures…” instead of 
“INSPIRE should be based on 
infrastructures…” 

A 

68  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  1 Foreword 2nd  
paragraph 

E Wording: “will” instead of “should”; 
with the directive this is no longer a 
“should” 

write “INSPIRE will be based on 
infrastructures…” instead of 
“INSPIRE should be based on 
infrastructures…” 

d 

69  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC    Foreword  2nd  
paragraph  

 E   Wording: “will” instead of “should”; 
with the directive this is no longer a 
“should”  

 write “INSPIRE will be based on 
infrastructures…” instead of 
“INSPIRE should be based on 
infrastructures…”  

d 

70  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC    Foreword  3rd 
paragraph  

 E   Wording: “are” instead of “should 
be”  

 Write “The guiding principles of 
INSPIRE… in the Member states 
are designed to ensure….” Instead 
of “The guiding principles of 
INSPIRE… in the Member states 
should be designed to ensure….”  

A 

71  COGIS - KOGIS  LMO  2 Foreword 3rd paragraph E Wording: “are” instead of “should Write “The guiding principles of d 



DS D2.5 – Generic Conceptual Model: Comments and Resolutions Table (Comments are related to the D2.5 version 2.0) 

21 

Comm# ID LMO/
SDIC 1 2 3 4 5 - Comment 6 - Proposed change 7 - Resolution 

- COSIG  be” INSPIRE… in the Member states 
are designed to ensure….” Instead 
of “The guiding principles of 
INSPIRE… in the Member states 
should be designed to ensure….” 

72  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  2 Foreword 3rd paragraph E Wording: “are” instead of “should 
be” 

Write “The guiding principles of 
INSPIRE… in the Member states 
are designed to ensure….” Instead 
of “The guiding principles of 
INSPIRE… in the Member states 
should be designed to ensure….” 

d 

73  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  3 Foreword last 
paragraph 

E Wording: “…as well as other as 
information as appropriate …”  

Write “ …, and possibly also 
operations as well as other 
appropriate information like data 
capturing information or data …” 

A 

74  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  3 Foreword last 
paragraph 

E Wording: “…as well as other as 
information as appropriate …”  

Write “ …, and possibly also 
operations as well as other 
appropriate information like data 
capturing information or data …” 

d 

75  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     Foreword  last 
paragraph  

 E   Wording: “…as well as other as 
information as appropriate …”   

 Write “ …, and possibly also 
operations as well as other 
appropriate information like data 
capturing information or data …”  

d 

76  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK2   Purpose of 
document 

 Last para   G   It is stated that this document is not 
a draft implementing rule, but a 
document that is targeted to help in 
the process of developing Data 
Specifications.   However, it is not 
clear in what way this document is 
supposed to 'help' . For example, 
will there be a normative 
requirement data the INSPIRE data 
specifications will conform to the 
conformance requirements in Annex 
A. Will each INSPIRE data 
specification state which 
requirements and/or 
recommendations it conforms to? 
The further work on Data 
Specifications is supposed to be 
done at three levels, where level 
one will take existing pan European 

 Clarify in more detail how this 
document will be applied in the 
context of delveloping INSPIRE 
data specifications.   

NA - clauses 1 and 25 are 
considered sufficient; in addition, the 
publication of D2.6 should provide 
additional information 
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specifications into considerations. 
Will these existing specifications be 
rewritten (remodelled)  to be in 
conformance with this document, if 
they are not already conformant?  

77  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK2 Purpose of 
document 

Last para G It is stated that this document is not 
a draft implementing rule, but a 
document that is targeted to help in 
the process of developing Data 
Specifications.   However, it is not 
clear in what way this document is 
supposed to 'help' . For example, 
will there be a normative 
requirement data the INSPIRE data 
specifications will conform to the 
conformance requirements in Annex 
A. Will each INSPIRE data 
specification state which 
requirements and/or 
recommendations it conforms to? 
The further work on Data 
Specifications is supposed to be 
done at three levels, where level 
one will take existing pan European 
specifications into considerations. 
Will these existing specifications be 
rewritten (remodelled)  to be in 
conformance with this document, if 
they are not already conformant? 

Clarify in more detail how this 
document will be applied in the 
context of delveloping INSPIRE 
data specifications.  

d 

78  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  2 Purpose of 
the 

document 

  G This paper comprises extensive 
technical specifications.  

The details should be expressed as 
a suggestion. 

NA - the requirement for technical 
arrangements for interoperability of 
data requires more than 
"suggestions" 

79  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN9 1. Scope 5th 
paragraph 

E "spatial, topological and temporal" : 
"topological" should not be quoted 
here, belonging with geometry (and 
chronology belonging with time) 

Delete "topological" A 

80  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 

 LMO   SK4  1  Figure 1   G   This figure describes the 
relationship between the generic 
conceptual model and other 

 Ensure conformance between the 
different documents when theese 
are available. One xample it is D3.x 

Ap/R - We will have to wait for the 
drafts of the other documents. The 
overall process in INSPIRE must 
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Authority  documents that together forms a 
unified approach to the European 
SDI. The choices described in this 
document will be influenced by or 
influence the other documents. A 
later process to ensure 
harmonisation between documents 
is required.  

Spatial Data Servicesd. It is for 
example difficult to state what 
functionality a download service 
may provide in form of filters, 
queries and configruations at the 
current stage.  

ensure the coherence of the 
different documents. 

81  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK4 1 Figure 1 G This figure describes the 
relationship between the generic 
conceptual model and other 
documents that together forms a 
unified approach to the European 
SDI. The choices described in this 
document will be influenced by or 
influence the other documents. A 
later process to ensure 
harmonisation between documents 
is required. 

Ensure conformance between the 
different documents when theese 
are available. One xample it is D3.x 
Spatial Data Servicesd. It is for 
example difficult to state what 
functionality a download service 
may provide in form of filters, 
queries and configruations at the 
current stage. 

d 

82  Geonovum   LMO  4  Foreword     G   The note (1) is outdated   Update the note  NA - Note not found 
83  Met Office   LMO   MetO-07   Scope   1st para 

bullets  
 T   There should be descriptions of 

controlled vocabularies and 
bindings.    

 If it is not planned to describe these 
in D2.5, they should be specifically 
excluded.  

Ap - accepted for controlled 
vocabularies; the meaning of 
"binding" is unclear 

84  Met Office   LMO   MetO-08   Scope   7th para 
bullets  

 T   Application schema and 
Methodology could be defined 
simply as (AS) representation of 
spatial objects (implied to be in XML 
and GML) and (M) is the process by 
which this is to be done.  

 Definitions are over-complicated.  NA - these are not definitions of the 
terms but explanations of the 
concepts in the context of INSPIRE 

85  Met Office   LMO   MetO-09   Scope   7th para 
bullets  

 G   D2.7 is specified as "Guidelines". 
Does this mean that only the 
modelling will be mandatory and 
existing data exchange formats do 
not need to be replaced by an 
XML/GML version. This document 
and the INSPIRE Workplan are 
confused and jointly-contradictory 
on this point.   

 Clarify this point.  Ap - The encoding will be specified 
in every INSPIRE Data 
Specification. D2.7 as a framework 
document can and will only provide 
general requirements and 
recommendations to which a data 
specification shall or should 
conform. GML is foreseen as the 
standard encoding of spatial objects, 
but specific community requirements 
may be taken into account, e.g. for 
the range of a coverage function. 
See D2.7 for details. 

86  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 

 SDIC 5 1 4  E   Annex 1 of what?   Add "of the INSPIRE directive"  A 
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Information  
87  AGI - 

Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 6 1     G   According to the scope, this 
document "addresses the definition 
of the generic conceptual model for 
the themes in the Annexes of the 
INSPIRE Directive..". We also learn 
from a note that, "The main goal of 
the document ...... is to provide a 
framework for the teams that will 
eventually develop the INSPIRE 
data specifications that will become 
part of the INSPIRE Implementing 
Rules by providing a common rule 
base." The scope needs to be 
shorter and all repetitive or 
irrelevant material removed.   

 Recast the scope to make clear 
what type of document this is, the 
provisions it contains, what is 
covered and what is not and who 
the model is aimed at. Most of it is 
in the existing scope statement and 
document purpose. The scope 
needs to state something like, J110 

Ap - exact text needs to be 
determined 

88  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 4 1     G   According to the scope, this 
document "addresses the definition 
of the generic conceptual model for 
the themes in the Annexes of the 
INSPIRE Directive..". We also learn 
from a note that, "The main goal of 
the document ...... is to provide a 
framework for the teams that will 
eventually develop the INSPIRE 
data specifications that will become 
part of the INSPIRE Implementing 
Rules by providing a common rule 
base." The scope needs to be 
shorter and all repetitive or 
irrelevant material removed.   

 Recast the scope to make clear 
what type of document this is, the 
provisions it contains, what is 
covered and what is not and who 
the model is aimed at. Most of it is 
in the existing scope statement and 
document purpose. The scope 
needs to state something like, "This 
document is the technical 
specification of the Generic 
Conceptual Model for INSPIRE, it 
provides a framework within which 
data specifications shall be 
developed. Within scope are: - 
spatial and temporal 
representations of spatial objects 
across different levels of detail - 
spatial and temporal relationships 
between spatial objects - unique 
object identifiers - constraints - 
reference to common spatial and 
temporal reference systems as well 
as multilingual thesauri This 
document is applicable to the teams 
developing the INSPIRE data 
specifications that will become part 
of the INSPIRE Implementing 
Rules."   

d 

89  AGI - 
Association for 

 SDIC 7 1  Paragraph 8  E   The meaning of the arrows and 
blue boxes used in Figure 1 is 

 Explain the meaning of the grey 
boxes used in Figure 1, or remove if 

A - update with areas of 
responsibility using the same style 
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Geographic 
Information  

given.  No explanation of the 
meaning, if any, of the grey boxes is 
given though.  

meaningless.  that will be used in the Technical 
Architecture Overview document 

90  EA - 
Environment 
Agency for 
England and 
Wales  

 SDIC 1  Scope   Paragraph 8  E   The meaning of the arrows and 
blue boxes used in Figure 1 is 
given.  No explanation of the 
meaning of the grey boxes is given 
though.  

 Explain the meaning of the grey 
boxes used in Figure 1.  

d 

91  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 2  Scope   Paragraph 8  E   The meaning of the arrows and 
blue boxes used in Figure 1 is 
given.  No explanation of the 
meaning of the grey boxes is given 
though.  

 Explain the meaning of the grey 
boxes used in Figure 1.  

d 

92  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN10 2 footnote 4 T  ISO19131 is published since April 
2007 

ISO 19131:2007 A 

93  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN11 2 footnote 6 T  ISOTS19139 is published since 
April 2007 

ISO/TS 19139 : 2007 A 

94  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK5  2     G   There is no reference to ISO 19104 
terminology  

 Add a normative reference to ISO 
19104, and ensure consistency with 
the INSPIRE directive by a cross 
domain vocabulary.  

AwM - ISO 19104 is not a normative 
reference, INSPIRE uses 
terminology that deviates from ISO 
19104. Add ISO 19104 to the 
bibliography 

95  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK5 2   G There is no reference to ISO 19104 
terminology 

Add a normative reference to ISO 
19104, and ensure consistency with 
the INSPIRE directive by a cross 
domain vocabulary. 

d 

96  Met Office   LMO   MetO-10  2 19111  T   extension for 19111-2 parametric 
CRS and for temporal CRS needs 
referencing.  

 reference 19111-2  A 

97  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 1 2 Clause G/T In general we agree, that INSPIRE 
Implementing rules should be based 
on ISO standards. But: 1. It is 
impossible to implement something 
based on the given list of ISO 
documents because they are not 
totally consistent, e.g ISO 19115, 
19136, and 19139 contradict each 
other in some aspects. 2. The 
usability of the document suffers 
from using ISO documents on the 
one hand and modifications of the 
same ISO documents for INSPIRE 
on the other hand. One never 

Use the ISO documents as 
references (not normative!) but 
provide exact 
summaries/interpretations and state 
exactly what is valid/normative for 
INSPIRE. Avoid contradictions or 
inconsistencies. 

NA - Any known contradictions have 
to be resolved within the 
standardisation organisations 
through the national standardisation 
bodies. CEN and JRC can 
solicit/initiate such actions too. The 
referenced contradictions are 
unknown to the DT. The only case in 
which D2.5 "modifies" an ISO 19100 
standard (besides the terminology) 
is in the case of ISO 19112 and this 
will be changed to remove the non-
conformance in this revision. See 
also #12. 
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knows exactly, which part of which 
ISO specification is truly valid 
(unless you are able to learn all 
documents by heart). 

98  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  4 2 Clause G/T In general we agree, that INSPIRE 
Implementing rules should be based 
on ISO standards. But: 1. It is 
impossible to implement something 
based on the given list of ISO 
documents because they are not 
totally consistent, e.g ISO 19115, 
19136, and 19139 contradict each 
other in some aspects. 2. The 
usability of the document suffers 
from using ISO documents on the 
one hand and modifications of the 
same ISO documents for INSPIRE 
on the other hand. One never 
knows exactly, which part of which 
ISO specification is truly valid 
(unless you are able to learn all 
documents by heart). 

Use the ISO documents as 
references (not normative!) but 
provide exact 
summaries/interpretations and state 
exactly what is valid/normative for 
INSPIRE. Avoid contradictions or 
inconsistencies. 

d 

99  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  4 2 Clause G/T In general we agree, that INSPIRE 
Implementing rules should be based 
on ISO standards. But: 1. It is 
impossible to implement something 
based on the given list of ISO 
documents because they are not 
totally consistent, e.g ISO 19115, 
19136, and 19139 contradict each 
other in some aspects. 2. The 
usability of the document suffers 
from using ISO documents on the 
one hand and modifications of the 
same ISO documents for INSPIRE 
on the other hand. One never 
knows exactly, which part of which 
ISO specification is truly valid 
(unless you are able to learn all 
documents by heart). 

Use the ISO documents as 
references (not normative!) but 
provide exact 
summaries/interpretations and state 
exactly what is valid/normative for 
INSPIRE. Avoid contradictions or 
inconsistencies. 

d 

100  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 

 SDIC    2  Clause   G/T   In general we agree, that INSPIRE 
Implementing rules should be based 
on ISO standards. But: 1. It is 
impossible to implement something 
based on the given list of ISO 
documents because they are not 

 Use the ISO documents as 
references (not normative!) but 
provide exact 
summaries/interpretations and state 
exactly what is valid/normative for 
INSPIRE. Avoid contradictions or 

d 
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Integration  totally consistent, e.g ISO 19115, 
19136, and 19139 contradict each 
other in some aspects. 2. The 
usability of the document suffers 
from using ISO documents on the 
one hand and modifications of the 
same ISO documents for INSPIRE 
on the other hand. One never 
knows exactly, which part of which 
ISO specification is truly valid 
(unless you are able to learn all 
documents by heart).  

inconsistencies.  

101  National Survey 
and Cadastre, 
Denmark  

 LMO   DK-4  2  All   E   There is a year after all the EN and 
ISO standards. In order to make 
sure that only the latest version of 
the standards is used. Delete the 
year and add a note in the 
beginning of the chapter that is it the 
latest version of the standard in 
relation to this document that is 
used.  

 Delete the year in the references to 
international standards from either 
ISO and CEN and add a note 
stating the the referenced standard 
is the latest with respect to to dating 
of the IR document.  

NA- see #47 

102  OMSz - 
Hungarian 
Meteorological 
Service  

 LMO  5 2     T   The ISO standards play an 
important role in the definition of 
Generic Conceptual Model 
elements. However, these standars 
are not applied in our institute. It 
would demand huge effort and work 
to get familiar with these standards 
and to understand them. The same 
problem arises when referring to 
ISO standards in 4.1.1. (page 18) 
which largely hinders the 
understanding of this part. Same 
problem also on page 38, in 
Requirement 20, Recommensdation 
7.  

 The reference of ISO standards 
should be mentioned where 
appropriate, but concrete 
impelemtation eklements should be 
decribed in the Data specifications 
Implementation rules explicitely, and 
not just by a single reference to a 
standard.  

 Ap -   Implementation aspects  can 
be reasonably addressed when 
specifying the data themes. See 
also, for example, #12 and #50  

103  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  3 Normative 
references

page 9,  
EN ISO 

19115:2005, 
Geographic 
information 
— Metadata 

G In this document the normative 
reference for metadata is ISO 
19115:2005. The conceptual model 
of the GDI-DE is related to ISO 
19115:2003 

  AwM - the correct reference is ISO 
19115:2003/Cor 1:2006 
 
Note that EN ISO 19115:2005 is 
actually the same document to ISO 
19115:2003 (thanks to the naming 
rules of CEN). 



DS D2.5 – Generic Conceptual Model: Comments and Resolutions Table (Comments are related to the D2.5 version 2.0) 

28 

Comm# ID LMO/
SDIC 1 2 3 4 5 - Comment 6 - Proposed change 7 - Resolution 

104  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  4 Normative 
references

page 9,  
EN ISO 

19115:2005, 
Geographic 
information 
— Metadata 

G OGC's new (July 2007) 
Implementation 
Specification:OpenGIS® Catalogue 
Service Specification 2.0 - ISO 
Metadata Application Profile, 
Version 1.0, references ISO 
19115:2003. As stated above, this 
will be the Application Profile for 
GDI-DE.  
 
The change is proposed in order to 
stay in accordance with a working 
Implementation Specification. 

Change reference to ISO 
19115:2003. 

AwM - See #103 

105  Institute of 
Geodesy, 
Cartography and 
Remote Sensing 

 LMO     2  Normative 
References 

 G   An ISO 191* handbook should be 
needful for the full understanding of 
the document  

 We suggest taking the ISO 191* 
handbook available for free of 
charge.  

NA - The content of this handbook is 
not clear.  Is it a list of standards 
with a short resumé of the content or 
a collection of the referred clauses in 
INSPIRE?  INSPIRE and the 
European Commission cannot 
interpret the standards. Tutorials 
and textbooks should be produced 
in frames of ISO and academia. 
Outreach groups of standardisation 
bodies and SDICs could contribute 
to awareness raising and tutorials.     

106  Geonovum   LMO  5 2     T   As an example is 
http://crs.bkg.bund.de added. When 
we look to the current use of 
coordinate reference systems 
EPSG is mostly used. In the 
Netherlands it’s mandatory. For 
example the Netherlands is using 
this coordinate reference system in 
GML en OGC services like WMS. 
<gml:Surface 
srsName="urn:opengis:def:crs:EPS
G::28992">...</gml:Surface> Or 
capabilities: 
<SRS>EPSG:4326</SRS>  

 Add EPSG  NA - neither EUREF nor the OGP 
registry are normative references 
after this revision. Remove 
reference to EUREF in Clause 2. 
However, both EUREF and 
OGP/EPSG may be used as 
*examples* for CRS registers in 
other places in the document. 

107  FINSDI-META - 
Finnish expert 
group on GI 
metadata  

 SDIC  FI1  3     G   Terms and definitions. Since 1994, 
ISO/TC 211 has developed terms in 
a global context, which have been 
available for several years. 
However, some of the terms in the 
directive (and the IR's) are not 
compliant with international terms. 

 Develop the existing Glossary of 
terms and definitions in the direction 
of a cross Domain Vocabulary, 
which clearly explains the INSPIRE 
terms and the international terms,  
and apply the international terms in 
the implementing rules.  Otherwise 

NA/R - the Directive is normative for 
the implementing rules - we are 
mandated to use the Directive 
definitions. We agree though that 
the choice of some terms and 
definitions in the Directive is 
unfortunate. When there are no pre-
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The terms applied in the directive 
are as part of the legislation, and 
cannot be easily changed. On the 
other side, the international terms 
cannot easily be changed either. 
Examples of this are: (44) spatial 
object, (17) feature and  (26) 
INSPIRE data specification.   It will 
cause some confusion, if the spatial 
objects shall be modelled according 
to the 'feature model' etc.    

the confusion will continue between 
INSPIRE terms and the similar 
terms in the global standards and 
the European norms.  

existing definitions in the Directive 
ISO terms are used within INSPIRE 
whenever they are available. 
Otherwise INSPIRE has to define 
those terms that are not supported 
by ISO definitions.  
It is proposed to perform a check 
how the terminology between ISO 
and INSPIRE has been mapped; 
add notes pointing out existing 
mapping or the eventual 
contradictions when necessary. This 
mapping shall be added also to the 
INSPIRE glossary. 

108  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK6  3     G   Terms and definitions.The directive 
as such has obviously been drafted 
with limited knowledge of 
international terms within 
geographic information. Since 1994, 
ISO/TC 211 has developed terms in 
a global context that has been 
available for several years. 
However, most of the terms in the 
directive (and the IR's) are 
complient with international terms.  
To discuss which set of terms that 
are the best is a dead end 
discussions. The argument will be 
that the terms applied in the 
directive is part of the legislation, 
and can not be changed. On the 
other side, the international terms 
can not easily be changed either. 
Examples of this is:                             
(44) spatial object  abstract 
representation of a real-world 
phenomenon related to a specific 
location or geographical area 
[INSPIRE Directive]  NOTE It should 
be noted that the term has a 
different meaning in the ISO 19100 
series. It is also synonymous with 
"(geographic) feature" as used in 
the ISO 19100 series.  (17) feature  
abstraction of real world 
phenomena [ISO 19101]  NOTE 

 Develop the existing Glossary of 
terms and definitions in the direction 
of a cross Domain Vocabulary that 
clearly explains the INSPIRE terms 
and the international  terms,  and 
apply the international terms in the 
implementing rules.  Also in the 
context of the maintenance of the 
implementing rules, everything else 
than internationally accepted terms 
will be applicable. If not, there will 
continue to be a confusion between 
INSPIRE terms and the similar 
terms in the global standards and 
the European norms.  

d 
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The term “(geographic) feature” as 
used in the ISO 19100 series of 
International Standards and in this 
document is synonymous with 
spatial object as used in this 
document. Unfortunately  “spatial 
object” is also used in the ISO 
19100 series of International 
Standards, however with a different 
meaning: a spatial object in the ISO 
19100 series is a spatial geometry 
or topology.  (26) INSPIRE data 
specification  data product 
specification for a theme adopted as 
an implementing rule.                         
It will cause som confusion that the 
spatial objects shall be modelled 
according to the 'feature model' etc.   

109  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK6 3   G Terms and definitions.The directive 
as such has obviously been drafted 
with limited knowledge of 
international terms within 
geographic information. Since 1994, 
ISO/TC 211 has developed terms in 
a global context that has been 
available for several years. 
However, most of the terms in the 
directive (and the IR's) are 
complient with international terms.  
To discuss which set of terms that 
are the best is a dead end 
discussions. The argument will be 
that the terms applied in the 
directive is part of the legislation, 
and can not be changed. On the 
other side, the international terms 
can not easily be changed either. 
Examples of this is:  
(44) spatial object  
abstract representation of a real-
world phenomenon related to a 
specific location or geographical 
area [INSPIRE Directive]  
NOTE It should be noted that the 
term has a different meaning in the 
ISO 19100 series. It is also 

Develop the existing Glossary of 
terms and definitions in the direction 
of a cross Domain Vocabulary that 
clearly explains the INSPIRE terms 
and the international  terms,  and 
apply the international terms in the 
implementing rules.  Also in the 
context of the maintenance of the 
implementing rules, everything else 
than internationally accepted terms 
will be applicable. If not, there will 
continue to be a confusion between 
INSPIRE terms and the similar 
terms in the global standards and 
the European norms. 

d 
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synonymous with "(geographic) 
feature" as used in the ISO 19100 
series.  
(17) feature  
abstraction of real world 
phenomena [ISO 19101]  
NOTE The term “(geographic) 
feature” as used in the ISO 19100 
series of International Standards 
and in this document is synonymous 
with spatial object as used in this 
document. Unfortunately  “spatial 
object” is also used in the ISO 
19100 series of International 
Standards, however with a different 
meaning: a spatial object in the ISO 
19100 series is a spatial geometry 
or topology.  
(26) INSPIRE data specification  
data product specification for a 
theme adopted as an implementing 
rule.                                                     
It will cause som confusion that the 
spatial objects shall be modelled 
according to the 'feature model' etc. 

110  OMSz - 
Hungarian 
Meteorological 
Service  

 LMO  4 3     T   The Document applies special 
vocabulary not easily 
understandable for non-experts. 
The Terms defined here are clue to 
the successful understanding of the 
Document. Meanwhile, the definiton 
of e.g. "conceptual shema" and 
"feature" notions is very short and 
missiong soem examples.   

 It would be useful to give concrete 
examples to the notions.  

NA - several terms already have 
examples while for other the 
glossary or the ISO standards from 
where the terms are drawn may 
provide examples. In other cases, 
the examples are already included in 
the main text of the document. The 
term clause is already quite long and 
it was considered couterproductive 
to make it even longer. 

111  PASI - Polish 
Association for 
Spatial 
Information  

 SDIC 1 3.1 term 1 T The term thematic data is also in 
use,see DS-D2.3 

Add NOTE 2 The term application 
data is synonymous with thematic 
data,i.e. theme data in support of 
specific user requirements 

NA - the term "application data" is 
confusing and not well-defined. It 
also is unnecessary and will be 
removed. Change definition of object 
referencing to refer to "spatial data" 
instead of "application data". 

112  PASI - Polish 
Association for 
Spatial 
Information  

 SDIC 2 3.1 term 10 E The components are to harmonise 
first of all 

,,,to support harmonisation…and to 
enable their interoperability 

Ap - see #57 

113  PASI - Polish  SDIC 3 3.1 term 24 E real world is in the definition of entity Delete real world Ap - use "real-world phenomenon" 
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Association for 
Spatial 
Information  

instead 

114  PASI - Polish 
Association for 
Spatial 
Information  

 SDIC 4 3.1 Introductory 
sentence 

G Information on availability of 
glossary is needed 

Make appropriate comment Ap/R - the glossary should be 
published and a reference should be 
added. Also add that the Glossary 
will be managed as a register. 

115  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN12 3.1 (1) 
application 

data 

E "road network objects is 
considered" 

Replace by "road network objects 
are considered" 

A 

116  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN13 3.1 (8) coordinate 
reference 
system 
NOTE 2 

E "although the definition in the ISO 
directive …" 
ISO is not a Directive, INSPIRE is. 

Replace by "although the definition 
in the INSPIRE directive …" 

A 

117  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN14 3.1 (10) data 
harmonisatio

n 

T "harmonisation" is understood as 
providing access to data …." 
After meeting with the Humbolt 
project, it was decided to change 
the definition of data harmonisation. 

Replace by " "harmonisation" is 
understood as the process of 
developping a common set of data 
product specifications in a way that 
allow to provide access to spatial 
data …." 

AwM - see #57 

118  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN15 3.1 (16) external 
object 

identifier 

G "external" does not mean anything 
in this expression, it should be 
something like "public" 

Change here and have it changed in 
the documents you follow 

NA - it keeps the pair (ie with 
internal) as a simple pair - the 
definition makes it clear. 

119  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN16 3.1 (17) feature G The definition is tricky. Why a plural 
in "phenomena"? Why not 
"abstraction of entity"? Why no 
adjective to qualify "abstraction"? 
What does "abstraction" means? 

Clarify and modify the reference the 
ISO 19101 

NA - this is the ISO defintion (from 
the initial INSPIRE glossary) - we do 
not wish to change more defintions 
more than we need to 

120  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN17 3.1 (19) feature 
concept 

dictionary 

G the definition uses "feature 
concepts", which is not defined 

Also define "feature concept" A - use definition from latest ISO 
19126 draft 

121  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN18 3.1 (23), note 2 G "which includes an associated 
property" : a property is different 
from a value, and yet you write that 
the definition is equivalent to that of 
Coverage, defined with "value" 

Clarify the misunderstanding A - "which includes not only the grid 
describing the domain of a coverage 
but also its range" 

122  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN19 3.1 (24) G "set of spatial objects that 
correspond to the same real world 
entity, but are represented…". Yet a 
spatial object is itself a 
representation (cf. definition). Do 
you really mean that the 
representations are represented 
differently? 

Clarify your concepts + meanings A 

123  Institut  LMO  IGN20 3.1 (24) G referring to the definition of entity, delete "real world" AwM - see #113 
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Géographique 
National  

"real world entity" is a tautology 

124  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN21 3.1 (29) linear 
reference 
system 

EXAMPLE 

E "from the intersection with of a 
bridge object" 

replace by "from the intersection 
with a bridge object" 

A 

125  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN22 3.1 (44) G "abstract representation of a real-
world phenomenon" : this does not 
help to enter your set of concepts 

write instead: "abstract 
representation of an entity" 

NA - the Directive takes prededent 

126  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 4 3.1 (1) 
application 

data 

T  An examplecould be added to 
distinguish reference from 
application data could be more 
explicit 

For example, a building object is 
considered "reference data" since it 
relates to a clearly defined entity in 
the real world that can be referred to 
from a variety of different specific 
"application data", such as a utility 
supply point for this house, 
information about the inhabitants or 
the noise exposure of the building.  

Ap -  point also reflected above. 

127  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  2 3.1  (1) 
application 

data  

 T    An examplecould be added to 
distinguish reference from 
application data could be more 
explicit  

 For example, a building object is 
considered "reference data" since it 
relates to a clearly defined entity in 
the real world that can be referred to 
from a variety of different specific 
"application data", such as a utility 
supply point for this house, 
information about the inhabitants or 
the noise exposure of the building.   

d 

128  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 55 3.1(34)   E To use "object" and "spatial object" 
synonymously is confusing, either 
use "object" throughout or "spatial 
object"  

Use "spatial object" throughout  A 

129  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 34  3.1(34)      E   To use "object" and "spatial object" 
synonymously is confusing, either 
use "object" throughout or "spatial 
object"  

 Use "spatial object" throughout or 
preferably "geographic object" - see 
above.  

d 

130  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  47  3.1(34)      E   To use "object" and "spatial object" 
synonymously is confusing, either 
use "object" throughout or "spatial 
object"   

 Use "spatial object" throughout   d 

131  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 1 3.1 after item 
(13)  

E add term and change numbering of 
following paragraphs 

(   ) endonym 
Name of a geographical feature in 
one of the languages occurring in 
that area where the feature is 
situated 

A 
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[UNGEGN Glossary of Terminology]  
132  Bundesamt für 

Kartographie und 
Geodäsie (BKG)  

 LMO   BKG_2  3.1  after item 
(13)   

 E   add term and change numbering of 
following paragraphs  

 (   ) endonym Name of a 
geographical feature in one of the 
languages occurring in that area 
where the feature is situated 
[UNGEGN Glossary of Terminology]  

d 

133  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 2 3.1  after item 
(23)  

E add term and change numbering of 
following paragraphs 

(   ) geographical name 
Proper noun applied to a 
topographic feature on Earth 
[UNGEGN Glossary of Terminology 
- modified] 

A - there are 8 instances of the term 
in D2.5 

134  Bundesamt für 
Kartographie und 
Geodäsie (BKG)  

 LMO   BKG_3  3.1  after item 
(23)   

 E   add term and change numbering of 
following paragraphs  

 (   ) geographical name Proper 
noun applied to a topographic 
feature on Earth [UNGEGN 
Glossary of Terminology - modified] 

d 

135  Met Office   LMO   MetO-11  3.1  (8) coord ref 
system  

 T   Directive description needs 
extension for 19111-2 parametric 
CRS and for temporal CRS. 
Temporal CRS is to be updated in 
19108  

 Add note about non- distance CRS 
such as parametric CRS and 
temporal CRS  

A 

136  Met Office   LMO   MetO-12  3.1  (10) data 
harmonisatio

n  

 G   as in MetO-04 this is a restricted 
specific definition  

 Add note to recognise that this is a 
specifing restricted definition, and 
that there are other harmonised 
data standards which are not being 
considered.  

NA - this approach would be 
unworkable if we had to sub note all 
exisitng terms in organisations - the 
meaning here is for INSPIRE 
documentation and consistency 

137  Met Office   LMO   MetO-13  3.1  (42) spatial 
data NOTE  

 T   The Note says that spatial data is 
used as a synonym for geographic 
data in the Directive. This is 
inaccurate since most of Annex III 
concerns environmental data which 
has a spatial extent. Implying that it 
is (only) used synonymously 
continues the mindset that INSPIRE 
only affects geographic data.   

 change the note to define spatial 
data as environmental data with a 
spatial extent, which also includes 
geographic data.  

NA - the situation is complex already 
- adding further variations is likely  to 
add to the confusion; add the 
definition of "geographic" from 
ISO/TC 211 in the note to clarify the 
context 

138  Met Office   LMO   MetO-14  3.1  (38) 
reference 

data  

 T   reference data is substantially 
different from the Directive definition 
of reference version of a spatial 
dataset (Art 4.2) and D1.3 
elaboration of reference versions  

 The Directive definition of reference 
version of datasets needs listing 
with an explanation.  

NA - the Directive does not define 
reference data, only reference 
version - and both are different 
concepts 

139  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 2 3_1   G Clarify the definition of data product 
specification 

by adding a definition for data 
specification 

A - data spec is in the Glossary and 
D2.6 - there are 270 instances of 
data specification in D2.5 

140  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 

 SDIC     3_1      G   To clarify the definition of data 
product specification  

 To add a definition for data 
specification  

d 
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Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

141  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  5 3_1   G To clarify the definition of data 
product specification 

To add a definition for data 
specification 

d 

142  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  5 3_1   G To clarify the definition of data 
product specification 

To add a definition for data 
specification 

d 

143  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  9 3_1 -12 G To clarify the definition of data 
product specification 

Add a definition for “data product” A - there are 3 instances of data 
product in  D2.5 

144  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  9 3_1 -12 G To clarify the definition of data 
product specification 

Add a definition for “data product” d 

145  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     3_1  -12  G   To clarify the definition of data 
product specification  

 Add a definition for “data product”  d 

146  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 5 3_1 -12 G To clarify the definition of data 
product specification 

Add a definition for “data product” d 

147  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  6 3_1 -1 E explanation of “application data” not 
useful, explanation would also apply 
to “reference data”, because 
“referencing” would also be a user 
requirement 

Proposal for new explanation: “data 
provided by an application or 
generated according to application-
specific user requirements” 

Ap - see note above on this same 
issue 

148  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     3_1  -1  E   explanation of “application data” not 
useful, explanation would also apply 
to “reference data”, because 
“referencing” would also be a user 
requirement  

 Proposal for new explanation: “data 
provided by an application or 
generated according to application-
specific user requirements”  

d 

149  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  6 3_1 -1 E explanation of “application data” not 
useful, explanation would also apply 
to “reference data”, because 
“referencing” would also be a user 
requirement 

Proposal for new explanation: “data 
provided by an application or 
generated according to application-
specific user requirements” 

d 
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150  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 3 3_1 -1 E The definition of “application data” is 
not useful, it also applies to 
“reference data”, because 
“referencing” is a user requirement 
as well 

Proposal for new definition: “data 
provided by an application or 
generated according to application-
specific user requirements” 

d 

151  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 4 3_1 -10 G Definition of data harmonisation is 
not useful/correct. It is currently an 
unclear mixture between the 
process of harmonisation and its 
product, the harmonised data. It 
should refer clearly to the process of 
data harmonisation, whereas 
another term “harmonised data” 
could/should be added, which refers 
to the result of a harmonisation 
process and e.g. could be accessed 
through a network service. That 
service again could involve the 
harmonisation process but does not 
have to, i.e. if the source data was 
already harmonised. 

Proposal for new definition: “is the 
process of harmonising spatial data 
by using a common set of data 
product specifications. It may be 
executed by network services.” The 
Note is still correct with this 
definition. Add the term “harmonised 
data” with the definition “is the result 
of the data harmonisation process. 
It allows combining it with other 
harmonised data in a coherent 
way.” 

AwM - see #57 

152  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  8 3_1 -10 G Definition of data harmonisation is 
not useful/correct. It is currently an 
unclear mixture between the 
process of harmonisation and its 
product, the harmonised data. It 
should refer clearly to the process of 
data harmonisation, whereas 
another term “harmonised data” 
could/should be added, which refers 
to the result of a harmonisation 
process and e.g. could be accessed 
through a network service. That 
service again could involve the 
harmonisation process but does not 
have to, i.e. if the source data was 
already harmonised. 

Proposal for new explanation: “is 
the process of harmonising spatial 
data by using a common set of data 
product specifications. It may be 
executed by network services.” The 
Note is still correct with this 
definition. Add the term “harmonised 
data” with the definition “is the result 
of the data harmonisation process. 
It allows combining it with other 
harmonised data in a coherent 
way.” 

d 

153  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  8 3_1 -10 G Definition of data harmonisation is 
not useful/correct. It is currently an 
unclear mixture between the 
process of harmonisation and its 
product, the harmonised data. It 
should refer clearly to the process of 
data harmonisation, whereas 
another term “harmonised data” 
could/should be added, which refers 

Proposal for new explanation: “is 
the process of harmonising spatial 
data by using a common set of data 
product specifications. It may be 
executed by network services.” The 
Note is still correct with this 
definition. Add the term “harmonised 
data” with the definition “is the result 
of the data harmonisation process. 

d 
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to the result of a harmonisation 
process and e.g. could be accessed 
through a network service. That 
service again could involve the 
harmonisation process but does not 
have to, i.e. if the source data was 
already harmonised. 

It allows combining it with other 
harmonised data in a coherent 
way.” 

154  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     3_1  -10  G   Definition of data harmonisation is 
not useful/correct. It is currently an 
unclear mixture between the 
process of harmonisation and its 
product, the harmonised data. It 
should refer clearly to the process of 
data harmonisation, whereas 
another term “harmonised data” 
could/should be added, which refers 
to the result of a harmonisation 
process and e.g. could be accessed 
through a network service. That 
service again could involve the 
harmonisation process but does not 
have to, i.e. if the source data was 
already harmonised.  

 Proposal for new explanation: “is 
the process of harmonising spatial 
data by using a common set of data 
product specifications. It may be 
executed by network services.” The 
Note is still correct with this 
definition. Add the term “harmonised 
data” with the definition “is the result 
of the data harmonisation process. 
It allows combining it with other 
harmonised data in a coherent 
way.”  

d 

155  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     3_1  -18  G   provide the link to the conceptual 
schema, according to ISO19110 
General requirements  

 Add text: “The use of a conceptual 
schema language to model feature 
catalogue information is 
recommended.”  

NA - see #21 

156  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  10 3_1 -18 G provide the link to the conceptual 
schema, according to ISO19110 
General requirements 

Add text: “The use of a conceptual 
schema language to model feature 
catalogue information is 
recommended.” 

d 

157  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  10 3_1 -18 G provide the link to the conceptual 
schema, according to ISO19110 
General requirements 

Add text: “The use of a conceptual 
schema language to model feature 
catalogue information is 
recommended.” 

d 

158  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 6 3_1 -18 G provide the link to the conceptual 
schema, according to ISO19110 
General requirements 

Add text: “The use of a conceptual 
schema language to model feature 
catalogue information is 
recommended.” 

d 

159  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 

 SDIC     3_1  -19  G   To clarify the definition of feature 
concept dictionary  

 Add a definition for “feature 
concept”  

A 
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Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

160  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  11 3_1 -19 G To clarify the definition of feature 
concept dictionary 

Add a definition for “feature 
concept” 

d 

161  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  11 3_1 -19 G To clarify the definition of feature 
concept dictionary 

Add a definition for “feature 
concept” 

d 

162  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 7 3_1 -19 G To clarify the definition of feature 
concept dictionary 

add a definition for “feature concept” d 

163  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 8 3_1 -35 T Circular definition: "Object identifier" 
is defined by "object identifier" 

Introduce term and definition for 
"identifier" and define "object 
identifier" as specialisation of 
"identifier". Uniqueness is not 
sufficient, stability is needed as well 
(i.e. unchangeability during lifetime 
of an object and not reusable after 
the deletion of the object) 

AwM - add identifier and remove 
object identifier; its three 
subcategories are then based on 
unique object identifier 

164  IDEE Working 
Group of the 
Commission on 
Geomatics 
(National 
Geographic High 
Council)  

 LMO  1 3.1 10  T   Definition (10) is weak, confuse and 
unclear: data harmonisation has 
nothing to do in general with 
network services, it is possible to 
have harmonised a set of datasets 
without services (e.g.: the set of 
sheets of a cartographic series); 
coherent is not defined; it is better to 
use the central and well defined 
concept of interoperability.  

 Change definition 10 to: data 
harmonisation process of data 
enginering or rengineering of a set 
of datasets to make them 
interoperable   

AwM - see #57 

165  IDEE Working 
Group of the 
Commission on 
Geomatics 
(National 
Geographic High 
Council)  

 LMO  2 3.1 11  T   Definition (11) is weak, confuse and 
unclear: the words to be defined 
(components and harmonisation) 
shall not be used in the definition; 
the components cannot be defined 
as a set of; and it would better to 
define the concept of component, in 
singular  

 Change definition 11 to: data 
harmonisation component individual 
technical aspect that will be 
documented to support the 
interoperability of a set of datasets  

Ap - "individual aspect that will be 
addressed to support the 
interoperability of spatial data sets" 

166  IDEE Working 
Group of the 
Commission on 
Geomatics 
(National 

 LMO  3 3.1 12  T   Definition (12) is problematic 
because in spatial data production 
is not easy sometimes to include in 
the description of a dataset all the 
information needed to produce it. 

 Add a NOTE: Sometimes is difficult 
to give all the nformation needed to 
produce a spatial dataset and it is 
more practical to fully describe and 
define the final product.  

NA - while the comment is valid, it 
does not apply to INSPIRE 
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Geographic High 
Council)  

There are a lot of subjectives and 
fuzzy processes invilved. The only 
way would be to describe and 
document the whole production 
process. This would be more a 
production process description than 
a final product description.  

167  IDEE Working 
Group of the 
Commission on 
Geomatics 
(National 
Geographic High 
Council)  

 LMO  4 3.1 24  E   Entity is defined as real world 
phenomenon  

 Change "real word entity" to "entity" AwM - see #113 

168  IDEE Working 
Group of the 
Commission on 
Geomatics 
(National 
Geographic High 
Council)  

 LMO  5 3.1 36  T   Definition (36) and (38) have cross 
referencing and are tautological.  

 Change definition 36 to: method of 
describing the location of application 
data using spatial data supposed to 
be more accurate and reliable  

NA - this is not the meaning of 
object referencing 

169  IDEE Working 
Group of the 
Commission on 
Geomatics 
(National 
Geographic High 
Council)  

 LMO  6 3.1 44  T   Defiinition (17) and (44) need to be 
aligned. Words phenomena and 
phenomenon are used and cause 
confusion and unconsistency  

 Use phenomenon in all decoments 
and add the tag MODIFIED when a 
definition from an external source 
has been slightly edited.  

NA - definition comes from the 
Directiive 

170  IDEE Working 
Group of the 
Commission on 
Geomatics 
(National 
Geographic High 
Council)  

 LMO  7 3.1 51  T   To define theme by extension 
doesn´t give any explanation about 
the concept or idea of the term  

 Change definition 51 to: grouping of 
spatial data with a common 
semantic content and a relationship 
with a field of application, as 
described in Annexes I, II and III of 
INSPIRE Directive.  

NA - the definition is correct as it is 
(and is needed to specify how 
"theme" is used in the document) 

171  United Kingdom 
Hydrographic 
Office  

 LMO  1 3.1  (17) NOTE  G   I would change the emphasis: it is 
unfortunate that INSPIRE has 
chosen to use the term "spatial 
object" in a different way from the 
international (ISO, IHO) standard.  

 Change second sentence to 
"Unfortunately, INSPIRE uses 
"spatial object" with a different 
meaning to that in the ISO 191xx 
(and IHO S-57) standards, where a 
spatial object carries the geometry 
to which a feature object is 
associated". Change all occurences 
of "spatial object" in this document 
to "feature object", and just use this 

AwM - include the ref to standards 
based on the ISO 19100 series, e.g., 
S-57 but retain spatial object for 
consistency with the Directive 
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glossary to map that to the 
Directive.  

172  LMV - 
Lantmateriet, 
National Land 
Survey of 
Sweden  

 SDIC 1 3.1  Terms and 
abbrivations 

 T     The term  enumeration is missing 
(while ‘codelist’ is shown). 
Recommendation 5 in chapter 9.4 
describes the different  use between 
enumeration and codelist  

 ‘enumeration’ should be inserted as 
term (15)  

A - there are 7 instances of the term 
in D2,5 

173  LMV - 
Lantmateriet, 
National Land 
Survey of 
Sweden  

 SDIC 2 3.1  Terms and 
abbreviations 

 G    The definitions for ‘feature’, ‘object’ 
and ‘spatial object’ is not clear and 
enough differential.  In the 
specification clauses these words 
are used with slightly different 
meaning and for different purposes. 
Sometimes they stand for a real 
world phenomenon, sometimes for 
a class in an object oriented 
approach and in other cases for a 
geometric primitive. It’s confusing to 
use the term ‘spatial’ and 
‘geographic’ as synonymous.  
‘Information’ and ‘data’ is not 
equivalent. The term ‘spatial data’ 
can’t be used as a synonym for 
‘geographic information’.   

 Start with definitions that are clear 
and describe the term in the way 
that it can be used as a replacement 
in the text and for other terms. For 
example it’s not okay to use ‘object’ 
as a synonym for ‘spatial object’. 
Start with an accepted definition for 
‘object’.  Don’t use the term ‘object’ 
for a phenomenon in the real world. 
Only for an abstraction in the 
information model and system. An 
object is an instance of a class 
(UML). Which term should be used 
on each level in the hierarchy?  Put 
in definitions that explains the 
difference between ‘geographic’, 
‘geometric’ and ‘geometry’.  Make a 
clear difference between ‘spatial 
objects’ and spatial primitives with 
geometric or topological 
dimensions. A “spatial object” has 
geometry in one or more attributes.  
It is fine to make a note that 
describes how the term are used in 
other domains or document. But, in 
the INSPIRE specification it’s 
important to use the term in the way 
that it is described.  It can also be 
an idea to recommend and not use 
some terms. Is there for instance 
any reason to use the term 
‘feature’?  Isn’t ‘geographic’ a more 
adequate word than ‘spatial’? In 
these INSPIRE specifications it’s 
important to use clearly defined  
terms and keep the meaning for 
respective term and data type.  
Don’t hesitate to use a better term 
when you have noticed the  different 

AwM - need to be consistent - use 
spatial object in the text and correct 
any misuse or ambiguity 
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meanings of the word from ISO 
19100, INSPIRE Directive  and 
other documents. It can be an idea 
to let an expert on terminology to 
read the  specifications and secure 
a good usage of the terms.    

174  LMV - 
Lantmateriet, 
National Land 
Survey of 
Sweden  

 SDIC 3 3.1  Terms and 
abbreviations 

 T     The definitions of ‘object identifier’, 
‘unique object identifier’ and 
‘external object identifier’ do not fit 
together.  

 The definitions should be based on 
an accepted definition of ‘object 
identifier’.  

A - need to better align the related 
identifier terms 

175  LMV - 
Lantmateriet, 
National Land 
Survey of 
Sweden  

 SDIC 4 3.1  Teerms and 
abbrivations 

 E   "linguistic text" is missing as a term  Add "linguistic text" to the list of 
terms and abbrivations.  

A - there are 3 instances of the term 
in D2.5 

176  National Survey 
and Cadastre, 
Denmark  

 LMO   DK-5  3.1  Term 10   T   In order to make this definition 
more general delete "spatial" in 
"spatial data" and "through network 
services".  The reason for deletion 
"spatial" is that data harmonisation 
can and will be done on other data 
than spatial data.  The thought that 
the data harmonisation only can be 
done through network services is 
imposing to many restriction on the 
process of data harmonisation  

 The definition should be as follows: 
providing access to data in a 
representation that allows for 
combining it with other harmonised 
data in a coherent way by using a 
common set of data product 
specifications  

AwM - see #57 

177  National Survey 
and Cadastre, 
Denmark  

 LMO   DK-6  3.1  Term 11   T   In order to make this definition 
more general delete "spatial". The 
definition is valid for all kind of data  

 The definition should be as follows: 
structured collection of components 
that will be documented to support 
interoperability and harmonisation of 
data across Europe.  

NA - out of scope of D2.5  

178  National Survey 
and Cadastre, 
Denmark  

 LMO   DK-7  3.1  Term 27   T   In order to make this definition 
more general delete "spatial". The 
definition is valid for all kind of 
identifiers. In order to make the 
definitions consistent between each 
other in many places object can and 
must substituted with feature.  

 The definition should be as follows: 
object identifier which is used 
internally and is not intended to be 
used to identify or reference the 
feature by third parties  

NA - spatial object will be used 

179  National Survey 
and Cadastre, 
Denmark  

 LMO   DK-8  3.1  Term 28   T   In order to make this definition 
more general delete "spatial". The 
definition is valid for all kind of data.  
Because this definition originates 
from the directive add a note 
describing that this definition is not 

 Add a note stating that the term is 
used for other kind of data than 
spatial data  

NA - out of scope of D2.5  
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only valid for spatial data but for all 
kind of data  

180  National Survey 
and Cadastre, 
Denmark  

 LMO   DK-9  3.1  Term 32   E   Since this definition originate from a 
common dictionary it is not 
necessary to include it here. It not 
something that is very special for 
this domain  

 Delete term 32 as well as the 
definition  

NA - it may be in a general 
dictionary but we still wish to support 
common adoption within INSPIRE 

181  National Survey 
and Cadastre, 
Denmark  

 LMO   DK-10  3.1  Term 35   T   The definition is circular which 
should be avoided. The term is an 
active part of the definition.  In order 
to make this definition more general 
delete "spatial". The definition is 
valid for all kind of object identifiers. 

 Produce an non-circular definition 
that also uses feature instead of 
spatial object because it is too 
restrictive.  

Ap - see note above on this same 
issue 

182  National Survey 
and Cadastre, 
Denmark  

 LMO   DK-11  3.1  Term 44   G/T   This term and definition causes 
confusion because it is almost 
similar to term 17 (feature, a term 
that is widely used in the 
international standards). Therefore, 
you should stick to only one of them 
and then rewrite the terms and 
definition accordingly.  

 Make a decision and rewrite the 
terms and definition accordingly  

NA - ICT people use object, 
Directive uses spatial object in terms 
of the data instead of feature. 
"Feature" will still be used if anf only 
if it is part of another established 
term like "feature catalogue" 

183  National Survey 
and Cadastre, 
Denmark  

 LMO   DK-12  3.1  Term 50   T   In order to make this definition 
more general delete "spatial". The 
definition is valid for all kind of 
thematic identifiers.  

 The definition should be as follows: 
descriptive unique object identifier 
applied to features in a defined 
information theme.  

NA - out of scope of D2.5  

184  National Survey 
and Cadastre, 
Denmark  

 LMO   DK-13  3.1  Term 52   T   In order to make this definition 
more general delete "spatial". The 
definition is valid for all kind of 
unique object identifiers.  

 The definition should be as follows: 
piece of data, usually in a form of 
printable characters, that 
unequivocally identifies a feature  

NA - out of scope of D2.5  

185  National Survey 
and Cadastre, 
Denmark  

 LMO   DK-14  3.1  Term 54   T   Since this definition originate from a 
common dictionary it is not 
necessary to include it here. It not 
something that is very special for 
this domain  

 Delete term 54 as well as the 
definition  

NA - it may be in a general 
dictionary but we still wish to support 
common adoption within INSPIRE 

186  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 3 3.1 (31) G Object' should not be used 
synonymously with 'Spatial Object' 
as 'Object' is the more general 
concept and has a precise definition 
in computer science. For example, 
dictionary entries or coordinate 
reference systems may be realised 
as objects which are no spatial 
objects. Also, according to ISO 
19107 geometries are realized as 
objects having a different semantics 

Explicitly use the term 'spatial 
object' - or better: 'spatial feature' - 
when a spatial object is meant 
throughout the document. 

AwM - need to be consistent - use 
spatial object in the text and correct 
any misuse or ambiguity 
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than the definition of spatial object 
in the INSPIRE Generic Conceptual 
Model (which is equal to the 
concept of a general feature of ISO 
191xx). 

187  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  7 3_1 (1), NOTE E Grammar Write “…For example, the road 
network objects are considered 
“reference data” and ….” 

A 

188  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     3_1   (1), NOTE   E   Grammar   Write “…For example, the road 
network objects are considered 
“reference data” and ….”  

d 

189  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  7 3_1 (1), NOTE E Grammar Write “…For example, the road 
network objects are considered 
“reference data” and ….” 

d 

190  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     3_1  -24  G   We propose to avoid the notion of 
homologous spatial objects. There 
should be only one spatial object 
(uniquely identified) corresponding 
to one real-world object. This spatial 
object could relate to more than one 
(geometric, topologic, structural, 
graphical, temporal, etc.) 
representation, corresponding e.g. 
to different levels of detail or 
different points of view on the same 
real world object. Someone could 
be interested in the possible 
thematic points of view on an object, 
someone in the temporal or spatial 
points of view. All refer only to 
different components or attributes of 
the same spatial object and not to 
other spatial objects. The term 
“homologous spatial objects” give 
the false idea there could be more 
than only one spatial object for the 
same real world phenomenon.  

 Use the term spatial object 
“components”, or spatial object 
“aspects”, or spatial object “parts”, 
or spatial object “views”, or 
something similar which leads to the 
notion of only one spatial object, 
uniquely identified. If necessary, all 
the different “parts” could then also 
be linked using object “internal” sub-
identifiers.  

NA - the point here is to support 
multiple representation, ie the same 
entity at different resolutions until the 
day when all of this can be executed 
on the fly; there will always be a 
distinction between the real-world 
phenomenon and the spatial 
object(s) - even if there is only one 
spatial object per real-world 
phenomenon 

191  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  12 3_1 -24 G We propose to avoid the notion of 
homologous spatial objects. There 
should be only one spatial object 

Use the term spatial object 
“components”, or spatial object 
“aspects”, or spatial object “parts”, 

d 
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(uniquely identified) corresponding 
to one real-world object. This spatial 
object could relate to more than one 
(geometric, topologic, structural, 
graphical, temporal, etc.) 
representation, corresponding e.g. 
to different levels of detail or 
different points of view on the same 
real world object. Someone could 
be interested in the possible 
thematic points of view on an object, 
someone in the temporal or spatial 
points of view. All refer only to 
different components or attributes of 
the same spatial object and not to 
other spatial objects. The term 
“homologous spatial objects” give 
the false idea there could be more 
than only one spatial object for the 
same real world phenomenon. 

or spatial object “views”, or 
something similar which leads to the 
notion of only one spatial object, 
uniquely identified. If necessary, all 
the different “parts” could then also 
be linked using object “internal” sub-
identifiers. 

192  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  12 3_1 -24 G We propose to avoid the notion of 
homologous spatial objects. There 
should be only one spatial object 
(uniquely identified) corresponding 
to one real-world object. This spatial 
object could relate to more than one 
(geometric, topologic, structural, 
graphical, temporal, etc.) 
representation, corresponding e.g. 
to different levels of detail or 
different points of view on the same 
real world object. Someone could 
be interested in the possible 
thematic points of view on an object, 
someone in the temporal or spatial 
points of view. All refer only to 
different components or attributes of 
the same spatial object and not to 
other spatial objects. The term 
“homologous spatial objects” give 
the false idea there could be more 
than only one spatial object for the 
same real world phenomenon. 

Use the term spatial object 
“components”, or spatial object 
“aspects”, or spatial object “parts”, 
or spatial object “views”, or 
something similar which leads to the 
notion of only one spatial object, 
uniquely identified. If necessary, all 
the different “parts” could then also 
be linked using object “internal” sub-
identifiers. 

d 

193  Institute of 
Geodesy and 
Cartography  

 LMO  1 3.1 term 24 E real world is a part of the definition 
of entity 

 real world object Ap - see #113 
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194  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 8 3.1 1  T   The definition is inadequate. Is this 
meant to be some form of "business 
data" i.e. data which references a 
geographical object to describe its 
location? Application data may not 
support user requirements.  

 Change to "data relevent to an area 
of application" and provide better 
examples, e.g. people resident at a 
property.  

NA - see #111 

195  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 9 3.1 8  T   It is unfortunate that the Inspire 
directive definition of CRS is 
different from that of ISO.  

 Use definition from ISO 19111 with 
note regarding Inspire Directive 
definition.  

NA - the Directive has to take 
precendent for INSPIRE 

196  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 10 3.1 8  T   ISO 19111 covers spatial 
referencing by coordinates and also 
spatio-temporal referencing. It does 
not cover temporal referencing 
alone - that is done through 19108.  

 Correct referencing to ISO 
19108/19111. Remove overlap with 
temporal reference system in 3.1 
(48).  

Ap - align with ISO 19111 and ISO 
19108 

197  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 11 3.1 10  T    Harmonisation is not specifically 
about providing access.  

 Modify definition along the lines of 
"process of making data from 
different sources consistent so that 
it may be combined"  

AwM - see #57 

198  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 12 3.1 16  E   definitions should not include 
indefinite article  

 delete "a"  A 

199  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 13 3.1 17  T  Using the term 'spatial object' with a 
different meaning to that used in the 
ISO 19100 is going to cause 
confusion however carefully the 
context is specified. Unfortunately 
the term 'feature' has different 
meanings in different contexts e.g. 
'cartographic feature'. Reluctantly, 
we would advocate the use of 
'geographic object' = ISO 'feature' 
and INSPIRE 'spatial object'.  

 Change "spatial object" to 
"geographic object" throughout.  

NA - spatial object will be used 

200  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 30  3.1 (20)      E   To describe a gazetteer as a 
dictionary is misleading  

 Change to, "A gazetteer can be 
considered as a record of instances 
of a particular class of geographic 
object with sufficient information to 
find and identify them uniquely."  

d 

201  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 14 3.1 20  E   To describe a gazetteer as a 
dictionary is misleading  

 Change to, "A gazetteer can be 
considered as a record of instances 
of a particular class of geographic 
object with sufficient information to 
find and identify them uniquely."  

d 

202  AGI -  SDIC 15 3.1 27  E   "third parties" is inappropriate term  replace with "external applications" A 
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Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

in this context  

203  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 16 3.1 28  E   "added value … is enhanced" is 
tautological   

 delete "added"  NA - the Directive term will be used 

204  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 17 3.1 29  T   A linear referencing system may 
also facilitate positioning away from 
[the centreline of] a linear object by 
means of offsets.  

 Amend definition  NA - the current definition is also 
used in ISO 19133; ISO 19133 
supports offsets, too, in linear 
position expressions; therefore, the 
current definition will not be changed 

205  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 18 3.1 30  E   Metadata does not necessarily 
make it possible to discover, 
inventory and use data, e.g. data 
management information.   

 Revert to the ISO 19115 definition, 
and use current definition as a note. 

NA - the Directive term will be used 

206  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 28 3.1 54  E   If this is the definition in the OED 
why define it here?   

 Omit  NA - it may be in a general 
dictionary but we still wish to support 
common adoption within INSPIRE 
and across MS 

207  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 32  3.1 (32)      E   If this is the definition in the OED 
why define it here?   

 Omit  d 

208  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 37  3.1. (54)      E   If this is the definition in the OED 
why define it here?   

 Omit  d 

209  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 19 3.1 32  E   If this is the definition in the OED 
why define it here?   

 Omit  NA - it may be in a general 
dictionary but we still wish to support 
common adoption within INSPIRE 
and across MS 

210  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 20 3.1 34  E   Typographic error   Change "synonymous" to 
"synonymously"  

A 

211  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 21 3.1 34  E   To use "object" and "spatial object" 
synonymously is confusing, either 
use "object" throughout or "spatial 
object" but see comment on 'spatial 
object'.  

 Use "spatial object" throughout or 
preferably "geographic object" - see 
comment on 'spatial object'  

A - spatial object 

212  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 22 3.1 36  E   The definition is not clear, the 
English is confused and confusing. 
This is not helped by an inadequate 
definition of "application data" 
above. It does not necessarily  
"ensure" spatial consistency, 

 Replace with something like: 
"consistent method of referencing 
application data to location using 
spatial objects"?  

Ap - see #111, the change 
described there is considered 
sufficient to clarify the issue 
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although this may be an objective.  
213  AGI - 

Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 23 3.1 42  T   We agree with the comment about 
the unfortunate use of the term 
"spatial". However, using it in these 
documents is confusing.  

 Use the term 'geo-spatial' to 
emphasise the restriction, if 
'geographic' is not acceptable, but 
see other comments.  

NA - definition comes from the 
Directive 

214  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 24 3.1 44  E   This term is a confusing because it 
is synonymous with 'feature', and 
has a different meaning in the ISO 
19000 series of standards (and the 
correspnding CEN standards) which 
are quoted as normative references. 
It is also a confusing definition 
because it introduces the term 
"representation" which implies 
representation in terms of geometry, 
text or images.  

 Replace term with "feature" or 
"geographic object" and change 
definition to, "abstraction of real-
world phenomena related to a 
specific location or geographical 
area"  

NA - definition comes from the 
Directive 

215  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 25 3.1 46  E   "spatial reference systems"   change to "spatial reference 
system"  

A 

216  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 26 3.1 46  T   Since ISO 19111 and 19112 are 
quoted as normative references, 
definitions should not be changed.  

 move statement "which do not 
necessarily use coordinates" to a 
note.  

A 

217  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 27 3.1 53  E   ISO TC211 N1791 is a working 
document and inappropriate as a 
reference.  

 Use ISO 19111 reference.  A - use 19111:2007 

218  EA - 
Environment 
Agency for 
England and 
Wales  

 SDIC 2 3.1  Point 8   T   A temporal reference system, 
although clearly a type of reference 
system, is distinct from a spatial 
reference system and may be better 
listed under the heading "coordinate 
reference system".  It is listed 
separately in point 48, and there is 
no need to repeat here.  

 Move the detail about temporal 
reference systems to point 48, or 
rename this section to simply 
"reference system" and remove 
point 48.  

NA - spatial reference systems are 
also defined as a term, no 
inconsistency can be seen in the 
current terms 

219  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 7 3.1  Point 20   T   A gazetteer is not a dictionary 
because it does not give definitions. 

 Remove the reference to 
gazetteers being dictionaries - use 
the term directory  

A - correct the note 

220  EA - 
Environment 
Agency for 
England and 
Wales  

 SDIC 3 3.1  Point 20   T   A gazetteer is not a dictionary 
because it does not give definitions. 

 Remove the reference to 
gazetteers being dictionaries - use 
the term directory  

d 

221  DNF - Digital  SDIC 5 3.1     E   The definition is inadequate. Is this  Clarify the definition and provide Ap - see comments above on this 
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National 
Framework  

meant to be some form of "business 
data" i.e. data which references a 
geographical object to describe its 
location?  

better examples.  term 

222  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 6 3.1  Point 8   T   A temporal reference system, 
although clearly a type of reference 
system, is distinct from a spatial 
reference system and may be better 
listed under the heading "coordinate 
reference system".  It is listed 
separately in point 48, and there is 
no need to repeat here.  

 Move the detail about temporal 
reference systems to point 48, or 
rename this section to simply 
"reference system" and remove 
point 48.  

d 

223  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 31  3.1 (30)      E   There is no need to include a new 
definition for metadata when that in 
ISO 19115 is adequate.  

 Revert to the ISO 19115 definition  NA - definition comes from the 
Directiive 

224  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 33  3.1(34)      E   Typographic error   Change "synonymous" to 
"synonymously"  

A 

225  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 35  3.1(36)      E   The definition is not clear, the 
English is confused and confusing. 
This is not helped by an inadequate 
definition of "application data" 
above. Is what is meant, "consistent 
method of referencing application 
data to location using spatial 
objects"?  

 Improve the definition - use the 
phrasing proposed in the comment 
depending if this is the intended 
meaning  

Ap - review to make consistent 

226  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 36  3.1(44)      E   This is a confusing definition 
because it introduces the term 
"representation" which implies 
representation in terms of geometry, 
text or images. It would also bring it 
into line with ISO if you accept that 
"spatial object" = "feature" but see 
comments above.  

 Change to, "abstraction of real-
world phenomena related to a 
specific location or geographical 
area"  

NA - definition comes from the 
Directiive 

227  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN23 3.2   E Some acronyms are missing Add at least AAA, CET, GSDI,GMT, 
JRC, ORM, RGE, UTC 

A 

228  United Kingdom 
Hydrographic 
Office  

 LMO  2 3.2  ISO   E   ISO is the International 
Organisation for Standardisation  

   A 

229  Geonovum   LMO  6 3.2     E   SI, it’s unclear what this is.   Clarify  NA - general term in use 
230  SOGI - Swiss 

Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 9 3_3 last sentence G It is useful to distinguish between 
requirements and 
recommendations, but it is hard to 
see the difference later in the text. It 

Use e.g. boxes with straight lines for 
requirements in the text and boxes 
with dotted lines for 
recommendations and explain it 

A 
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would be helpful if they were 
marked differently in the text. 

here. 

231  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  13 3_3 last sentence G It is useful to distinguish between 
requirements and 
recommendations, but it is hard to 
see the difference later in the text. It 
would be helpful if they were 
marked differently in the text. 

Use e.g. boxes with straight lines for 
requirements in the text and boxes 
with dotted lines for 
recommendations and explain it 
here. 

d 

232  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  13 3_3 last sentence G It is useful to distinguish between 
requirements and 
recommendations, but it is hard to 
see the difference later in the text. It 
would be helpful if they were 
marked differently in the text. 

Use e.g. boxes with straight lines for 
requirements in the text and boxes 
with dotted lines for 
recommendations and explain it 
here. 

d 

233  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     3_3  last sentence  G   It is useful to distinguish between 
requirements and 
recommendations, but it is hard to 
see the difference later in the text. It 
would be helpful if they were 
marked differently in the text.  

 Use e.g. boxes with straight lines 
for requirements in the text and 
boxes with dotted lines for 
recommendations and explain it 
here.  

d 

234  
EuroGeographics 
- 
EuroGeographics 

 SDIC  1 to x  4  4.1.3 a & b  G   We fully support the principle in 
para 2 to adopt a 'keep it simple' 
approach  

 none  - 

235  
EuroGeographics 
- 
EuroGeographics 

 SDIC    4  4.3.1   G   We fully support the principles 
stated  

 none  - 

236  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN24 4.1.1 Article 7 T "The term "harmonisation" is 
understood as providing access to 
data …." 
After meeting with the Humbolt 
project, it was decided to change 
the definition of data harmonisation. 

Replace by "The term 
"harmonisation" is understood as 
the process of developping a 
common set of data product 
specifications in a way that allow to 
provide access to spatial data …." 

AwM - based on new definitions in 
#57 

237  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN25 4.1.1 1st paragraph 
after Article 7, 

1. 

G the world INTEROPERABILITY 
should appear in the paragraph as it 
is the first issue quoted by Article 7 

Rewrite, integrating the 
Interoperability issue 

A 

238  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN26 4.1.1 1st paragraph 
after Article 7, 

1. 

G Article 7 is about harmonization of 
datasets and services, this 
paragraph is about harmonization of 
specifications 

Rewrite, more closely to what is 
asked in Article 7 

Ap - A rewrite is not required, but it 
must be pointed out that harmonised 
specifications are the approach 
taken to create views to (existing) 
spatial data sets in a 
harmonised/interoperable way. The 
wording will be improved to make 
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this more clear. 
239  Institut 

Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN27 4.1.1 2nd 
paragraph 

after Article 7, 
1. 

G the spirit  of this sentence 
(interoperability for harmonization) 
is different from the Inspire spirit 
(interoperability, and 
harmonization). This seems a re-
interpretation of the directive and 
should be explicitely stated 

Explain why you choose to re-
interpret the directive 

A, review wording of the document 
to ensure consistency with the 
Directive 

240  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN28 4.1.1 1st paragraph 
after Article 7, 

2. 

G "in one or more pilot projects" : such 
as ? 

give examples NA - it has been proposed to 
execute such pilots; no such pilot 
has been started yet 

241  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN29 4.1.1 4th 
paragraph 

after Article 7, 
4. 

G "different bindings of a spatial object 
type" 

clarify the meaning Ap - reword 

242  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN30 4.1.1 1st paragraph 
after Article 8, 

3. 

G when the Article 8 writes "refer to 
the same object", is the object the 
abstract representation or the 
feature of your definitions? What 
about coverages? 

Write carefully about these issues Ap - Article 8(3) refers the objects 
(entities) of the real world. The 
spatial object is by definition the 
abstraction - not the entity / 
phenomenon in the real world; 
however, the use of spatial object in 
this context does not make sense 
and was interpreted to be meant as 
the entity. Regarding coverages: the 
same principles apply here as well. 
A clarifying note has been added. 

243  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN31 4.1.1 Article 8 (2) T From the Directive, some items 
(unique identification, …) are not for 
themes in Annex III. In the 
document, it is not always obvious 
which requirements are for the 3 
annnexes and which are only for the 
annexes I and II. 

Might be useful to clarify in the 
document which requirements are 
for the 3 annnexes and which are 
only for the annexes I and II. 

A 

244  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  56  B4.1ff   all text from 
B4.1 onwards 

 T   Annex B is a useful addition to the 
generic conceptual model in the 
sense that it highlights the 
consistency issues. However, the 
text from B4.1 is quite far removed 
from the purpose of the Generic 
conceptual model as identified in 
the Scope paragraphs "The generic 
conceptual model specifies the 
generic aspects of information, 
identifiers and relationships 
between spatial objects."  

 delete all paragraphs and figures 
from B4.1 onwards  

NA - The style and presentation of 
this annex is different from the rest 
of the document. Never the less we 
think that the issue discussed in it is 
important and provides guidance to 
the TWGs for theme specifications. 
Keeping it attached to the document 
improves its visibility and 
emphasises the importance of the 
issue.  
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245  WMO-RAVI - 
World 
Meteorological 
Organisation 
Region VI 
grouping (RAVI)  

 SDIC  WMO-05   4.1.1      G   WMO has processes in place to 
maintain current standards and 
develop new ones. The process to 
develop new Internet and ISO/OGC 
type standards is the WMO 
Information System (WIS). WMO 
also has an advanced process to 
replace many older standards with 
table driven codes (MTDCF). It is 
not acceptable to mandate changes 
to WMO standards outside these 
existing International Processes. 
WMO European MS understood 
that Article 7.1 specifically implied 
this.    

 Since this team is re-interpreting 
the Directive, it is imperative that 
agreement is reached at a political 
level that this is acceptable. It is not 
acceptable to WMO that changes 
are mandated to WMO processes, 
outside of these processes. Instead 
it is the Implementing Rules which 
should conform to WMO standards 
as expressed in Article 7.1.  

NA - Neither the Directive nor D2.5 
imply any changes in the internal 
processes and procedures 
(including standardisation) of 
international organisations. What 
should be achieved at the end of the 
day is the interoperability between 
meteorological and other 
communities. For this interfaces 
and/or data transformation may be 
required. However any 
harmonisation requirement should 
be backed by relevant user 
requirements. The CT welcomes the 
meteorological community to take 
the lead in  in the meteorological 
data themes  for achieving 
harmonised data specifications for 
INSPIRE. In addition, the high level 
dialogue between INSPIRE and 
WMO / other international 
organisations should be continued. 

246  Met Office   LMO   MetO-15   4.1.1   2nd para   G   As MetO-04 and MetO-12   If a fuller explanation of the 
reasoning behind adopting this 
definition were made earlier, this 
might stand.  

Ap - see #236, #239, #62 and #136 

247  Met Office   LMO   MetO-16   4.1.1   p17 1st para  G   Although the Consolidation Team 
may have provided this guidance, it 
is not what was intended in the 
Council version where this was 
added and not challenged in 
Conciliation. The section on 
international standards was 
included with particular application 
to WMO and WMO standards, 
which are already harmonised 
globally and available to all who 
need that data (JRC already have 
all operational weather data they 
need). There is a mandate in 7.1 to 
be integrated into INSPIRE and 
there is specifically no mandate to 
modify or adapt WMO standards 
outside of WMO processes.  WMO 
has longstanding processes to 
modify their standards, and a new 

 Conform to the mandate in 7.1. 
Return to CT for advice in the light 
of WMO standards.  

Ap - see #10 and #245  
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process to develop new ones.  
WMO are also in negotiations with 
ISO with the aim of developing joint 
WMO/ISO standards across 11 ISO 
technical committees of which 
TC211 is one.  

248  Met Office   LMO   MetO-17   4.1.1   p17 1st para, 
last two 

sentences.  

 G   The last two sentences are self 
contradictory. "offerings may need 
adaptation" and "not require… to 
adapt their data production 
workflows". WMO and weather 
services produce data by the minute 
and real-time data get totally 
replaced at least every day. How 
can formats be adapted and not 
adapt data production? In reality the 
cost of data production and data 
and service delivery is THE major 
cost of any weather service. Any 
changes will be proportionately 
expensive, and it appears that this 
DT is not aware of the costs and 
consequences of these 
requirements. Any new service to 
deliver safety critical, real-time data 
must be integrated with the existing 
service, requiring high availabilty, 
robustness, reliability to a stated 
QOS, which also means a high level 
of service responsiveness.  

 Choose between adapting formats 
AND increasing costs of data 
production, or not adapting formats. 
For real-time data there is no other 
option.  

Ap - however, the text is still 
considered to be correct. If the 
cost/benefit analysis does not 
support that such data will be within 
scope of INSPIRE, it won't be 
added. 

249  Met Office   LMO   MetO-18   4.1.1   p17 para4   G   Which review of documents? There 
has been no response to 
documents submitted by WMO, and 
certainly no reflection of WMO 
standards described in those 
documents in this IR.  

 Clarify which review of documents 
is intended here.  

A - the SDIC/LMO consultation 

250  Met Office   LMO   MetO-19   4.1.1   p18 para 3 
2nd bullet  

 T   For temporal data, the life cycle of 
spatial objects (such as the 
evolution of a weather front) can 
create difficulties in identification - is 
it the same or is it a new front. 
Would there be value in defining a 
life cycle of an object?   

 Suggest that a third option may be 
to have a standard life cycle for 
some spatio-temporal objects.  

AwM - add a note that the life-cycle 
rukes of objects must be considered 
when referencing other objects (if 
the referenced objects changes ist 
life-cycle rules may trigger the 
retirement of an object and the 
creation of a new one - which may 
break the reference) 

251  Met Office   LMO   MetO-20   4.1.1   p 19 first 
para  

 G   This document should consider 
updates of model and of the data 

 Updates of the data are covered in 
2.7, but updates of the model and 

R - maintenance is a separate (and 
important!) aspect; the 
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specification, as opposed to 
updates of the data.  

data specification have not been 
addressed. This document should 
give guidance at minimum, of 
ongoing management of the data 
specifications.  

organisational aspects are to be 
specified by the CT, but the 
companion document D2.6 contains 
a discussion about this topic. In 
addition the Commission will put in 
place mechanisms and procedures 
for maintaining the models. Note 
that due to the establishment of 
registers, procedures as specified in 
ISO 19135 apply. 

252  Met Office   LMO   MetO-21   4.1.2   3rd para   G   Here only ISO/OGC standards 
have been considered. This is a 
major deviation from the Directive. 
WMO is a standards body predating 
ISO, and WMO are currently in 
negotiations with ISO with the aim 
of developing joint WMO/ISO 
standards across 11 ISO technical 
committees of which TC211 is only 
one.  

 Conform to the Directive. Address 
other standards other than ISO.  

NA/R - The scope of INSPIRE is 
spatial data and as such the ISO 
19100 series (and OGC standards) 
are the common standards on the 
level of the Generic Conceptual 
Model. Domain-specific standards 
are clearly important and/or 
normative for individual themes. 

253  Met Office   LMO   MetO-22   4.1.3   a) para3   T   "whenever feasible" is a sensible 
constraint. However, existing 
models will seldom be simple, and it 
would helpful to aim for an early 
example which deals with 
reasonably complex data.   

 Please target at an early stage a 
complex data model, so that 
lessons can be learned early.  

A/R 

254  Met Office   LMO   MetO-23   4.1.4   a) para4   G   This paragraph is suitable sensitive 
to limitations. However, it perhhaps 
does not recognise that other 
organisations with existing 
internationally harmonised data and 
services, may already have a 
process to develop GCM type 
models, but possibly conflicting, or 
with different timescales and aims.   

 Please provide some recognition 
that The INSPIRE DS model may 
be in conflict with international 
standards processes within 
international communities, and that 
INSPIRE cannot proceed in 
isolation. The WMO Information 
System (WIS) is a development 
process using components of 191xx 
and the first pilot system using 
GRID technologies is at an 
advanced stage.    

Ap - this is a general issue and there 
is a conflict between the goals of 
harmonisation/interoperability and 
direct reuse; add a reference to 
existing standards processes. 
However, the different standards 
processes are not necessarily in 
"conflict" as for example the scope 
of INSPIRE is limited and does not 
claim to cover all applications 

255  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  14 4_1_1   G To have a better overview of the 
different articles and their contents 

To keep once the “title” Article 7, 
Article 8, Article 10 and to delete the 
other title 

NA - this would not make it easier to 
read; however, we will try to improve 
formatting to enhance the readability 

256  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  14 4_1_1   G To have a better overview of the 
different articles and their contents 

To keep once the “title” Article 7, 
Article 8, Article 10 and to delete the 
other title 

d 
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257  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     4_1_1      G   To have a better overview of the 
different articles and their contents  

 To keep once the “title” Article 7, 
Article 8, Article 10 and to delete the 
other title  

d 

258  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 10 4_1_1   E To have a better overview of the 
different articles and their contents 

To keep once the “title” Article 7, 
Article 8, Article 10 and to delete the 
other title 

d 

259  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  15 4_1_1 New table G To summarise and to have a better 
overview of the content 

To add a table with some keywords 
/ short sentences; with 4 columns 
(INSPIRE article; requirement; 
requirement addressed in which 
document; how this requirement is 
addressed) 

R - to be addressed by the CT as it 
affects the document style of all 
documents - consistency across 
documents is important, too 

260  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  15 4_1_1 New table G To summarise and to have a better 
overview of the content 

To add a table with some keywords 
/ short sentences; with 4 columns 
(INSPIRE article; requirement; 
requirement addressed in which 
document; how this requirement is 
addressed) 

d 

261  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     4_1_1   New table   G   To summarise and to have a better 
overview of the content  

 To add a table with some keywords 
/ short sentences; with 4 columns 
(INSPIRE article; requirement; 
requirement addressed in which 
document; how this requirement is 
addressed)  

d 

262  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 11 4_1_1 New table G To summarise and to have a better 
overview of the content 

To add a table with some keywords 
/ short sentences; with 4 columns 
(INSPIRE article; requirement; 
requirement addressed in which 
document; how this requirement is 
addressed) 

d 

263  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 12 4_1_1 3rd and 4th 
paragraph 

G The same remarks as above (3.1 
(10)) apply to the definition of data 
harmonisation. Definition of data 
harmonisation is not useful/correct. 
It is currently an unclear mixture 
between the process of 
harmonisation and its product, the 
harmonised data. It should refer 
clearly to the process of data 

Instead of the sentence “The term 
“harmonisation” is understood as 
….”. Write the two sentences: “The 
term “data harmonisation” is the 
process of harmonising spatial data 
by using a common set of data 
product specifications. It may be 
executed by network services. 

Ap - update based on definitions per 
#57 
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harmonisation, whereas another 
term “harmonised data” 
could/should be added, which refers 
to the result of a harmonisation 
process and e.g. could be accessed 
through a network service. That 
service again could involve the 
harmonisation process but does not 
have to, i.e. if the source data was 
already harmonised. 

264  United Kingdom 
Hydrographic 
Office  

 LMO  3  4.1.1   third 
paragraph  

 G   "agreements about … application 
schemas" sounds OK, until we get 
to 4.3.1 & especially 5, which 
envisage a specific INSPIRE 
application schema for each theme. 
Article 7.1 states that "international 
standards for the harmonisation of 
spatial data sets … Where 
organisations established under 
international law have adopted 
relevant standards … these 
standards shall be integrated" into 
the IRs. This proposal for a single 
schema for each theme contradicts 
Article 7. It would seem more 
appropriate to establish common 
concept dictionaries, and application 
schema for feature catalogues, 
rather than for themes. Alternatively, 
the theme drafting teams would 
have to consider whether/how to 
adopt existing international 
standards into INSPIRE - and/or 
describe the creation of translation 
services. [But see Requirement 67 
& following paragraph, which 
acknowledges multiple application 
schemas within a data specification] 

   NA - the text is not understood to be 
in conflict with Article 7. The 
structuring of the themes in the 
Directive implies a structuring of 
data specifications based on the 
data themes. Note that the 
definitions of spatial object types are 
expected to be drawn from or based 
on existing specifications.  1. It is 
possible to develop multiple schema 
for each theme 2. standards of 
internatoional organisations will be 
integrated whenthey are 
"appropriate" according to Art 7(1). 
See also #10. 

265  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 70 B4.1ff all text from 
B4.1 onwards

T Annex B is a useful addition to the 
generic conceptual model in the 
sense that it highlights the 
consistency issues. However, the 
text from B4.1 is quite far removed 
from the purpose of the Generic 
conceptual model as identified in 
the Scope paragraphs "The generic 

delete all paragraphs and figures 
from B4.1 onwards 

d 
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conceptual model specifies the 
generic aspects of 
information, identifiers and 
relationships between spatial 
objects." 

266  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  16 4_1_1 3rd and 4th 
paragraph 

G The same remarks as above (3.1 
(10)) apply to the definition of data 
harmonisation. Definition of data 
harmonisation is not useful/correct. 
It is currently an unclear mixture 
between the process of 
harmonisation and its product, the 
harmonised data. It should refer 
clearly to the process of data 
harmonisation, whereas another 
term “harmonised data” 
could/should be added, which refers 
to the result of a harmonisation 
process and e.g. could be accessed 
through a network service. That 
service again could involve the 
harmonisation process but does not 
have to, i.e. if the source data was 
already harmonised. 

Instead of the sentence “The term 
“harmonisation” is understood as 
….”. Write the two sentences: “The 
term “data harmonisation” is the 
process of harmonising spatial data 
by using a common set of data 
product specifications. It may be 
executed by network services. 

d 

267  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  16 4_1_1 3rd and 4th 
paragraph 

G The same remarks as above (3.1 
(10)) apply to the definition of data 
harmonisation. Definition of data 
harmonisation is not useful/correct. 
It is currently an unclear mixture 
between the process of 
harmonisation and its product, the 
harmonised data. It should refer 
clearly to the process of data 
harmonisation, whereas another 
term “harmonised data” 
could/should be added, which refers 
to the result of a harmonisation 
process and e.g. could be accessed 
through a network service. That 
service again could involve the 
harmonisation process but does not 
have to, i.e. if the source data was 
already harmonised. 

Instead of the sentence “The term 
“harmonisation” is understood as 
….”. Write the two sentences: “The 
term “data harmonisation” is the 
process of harmonising spatial data 
by using a common set of data 
product specifications. It may be 
executed by network services. 

d 

268  Department for 
Environment, 
Food and Rural 

 LMO  1 4.1.3   G Defra advocate that INSPIRE 
should not restrict the development 
of future ICT infrastructure by 

No change required - 
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Affairs (Defra)  developing strict rules that lock 
organisations into specific 
solutions/softwares or that rules 
restrict the development of 
innovative methods for integrating 
spatial datasets within general ICT 
infrastructure. Therefore, where 
standards exists but there is a 
potential for future development 
such as fuller use of GML 3 
specifications more flexible 
recommendations should be stated. 

269  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  5 4.1.1   Article 7 (2) G Article 7 (2) addresses the 
Commission to undertake a 
feasability and cost/benefit analysis 
before ("as a basis") the 
implementing rules are developed. 
As the development of 
implementing rules has begun 
earlier than the Directive was 
adopted, there may now be a non-
conformance with Article 7 (2).  By 
this, a pre-requisite for the Drafting 
Teams developing implementation 
rules is missing. The Drafting Team  
"Data Specifications" has already 
commented Article 7 (2) in the draft, 
but the comment should also state 
more clearly, what will be done in 
this situation.    

Amend the commenting text after 
"Article 7(2) will be addressed by 
the Commission, but it should be 
added that the Drafting Team has 
proposed to validate the proposal in 
parallel to the consultation process 
by testing the draft in one or more 
pilot projects."  
adding: "Feasability and 
cost/benefit analyses will be 
provided in parallel with the 
development process of 
implementation rules for Data 
Specifications and before these 
implementation rules become 
effective."   

Ap - "Feasability and cost/benefit 
analyses are part of the 
development process for 
implementation rules for Data 
Specifications and shall be available 
before these implementation rules 
become effective." 

270  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  6  4.1.3  a) G "a)  ... (it is assumed that INSPIRE 
data will typically be accessed 
through download services which 
are assumed to provide direct 
access to spatial objects) ..." 

Please explain further the term 
"download services". Does it also 
comprise the transfer of data for 
local viewing services? 

R - this will be clarified by the draft 
IR on download services currently 
developed by DT NS. It is planned 
that download services at least will 
offer download of complete datasets 
as well as access to spatial objects 
selected by a query. 

271  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 38  4.1.1   First 
sentence  

 E   Use of English   "This sub-clause provides an 
overview of the articles in the 
Directive which are addressed by 
this proposal and describes how 
they are addressed."  

A 

272  AGI -  SDIC 29  4.1.1   First  E   Use of English   "This sub-clause provides an d 
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Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

sentence  overview of the articles in the 
Directive which are addressed by 
this proposal and describes how 
they are addressed."  

273  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 30  4.1.3   Second 
sentence b) 

 E   What does "the leveraging of" 
mean?  

 Replace with something more 
meaningful (such as "any changes 
to"?)  

A 

274  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 114  B4.1       T   Annex B is a useful addition to the 
generic conceptual model in the 
sense that it highlights the 
consistency issues. However, the 
text from B4.1 is quite far removed 
from the purpose of the Generic 
conceptual model as identified in 
the Scope paragraphs "The generic 
conceptual model specifies the 
generic aspects of information, 
identifiers and relationships 
between spatial objects."  

 delete all paragraphs and figures 
from B4.1 onwards  

d 

275  IACS-CAP - 
Integrated 
Administration 
and Control 
System 
(Common 
Agricultural 
Policy)  

 SDIC 4 4,1,2   E reference to Directive recitals by 
number, e.g. nr.6  

Add overview of recitals in 4,1,1 and 
e.g. in table 1 

NA - Relevant articles are listed in 
4.1.1, relevant recitals in 4.1.2 

276  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     4_1_1   3rd and 4th 
paragraph  

 G   The same remarks as above (3.1 
(10)) apply to the definition of data 
harmonisation. Definition of data 
harmonisation is not useful/correct. 
It is currently an unclear mixture 
between the process of 
harmonisation and its product, the 
harmonised data. It should refer 
clearly to the process of data 
harmonisation, whereas another 
term “harmonised data” 
could/should be added, which refers 
to the result of a harmonisation 
process and e.g. could be accessed 
through a network service. That 
service again could involve the 
harmonisation process but does not 
have to, i.e. if the source data was 

 Instead of the sentence “The term 
“harmonisation” is understood as 
….”. Write the two sentences: “The 
term “data harmonisation” is the 
process of harmonising spatial data 
by using a common set of data 
product specifications. It may be 
executed by network services.  

d 
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already harmonised.  
277  Institut 

Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN32 4.2 Last 
paragraph 

(before 
NOTE) 

E "It is important to note that only 
parts … this document specifies …" 

Replace by "It is important to note 
that if only parts … this document 
specifies …" 

Ap - "It is important to note that only 
parts of the complete ISO 19100 
series are used - this document 
specifies which parts of the ISO 
19100 series are actually relevant." 

278  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK7  4.2        SK appreciates that the standard 
based approach is applied for the 
INSPIRE generic conceptual model, 
and the specifications as such.  

   - 

279  Met Office   LMO   MetO-24  4.2 3nd para 2nd 
bullet  

 G   19100 has gone through only a 
partial consensus, and there are 
major communities who have not 
been involved or only marginally 
involved. 
Meteorological/Oceanographic 
communities are such who, for 
example, do not use GIS to any 
significant extent as their paradigm 
is 4+D, not 2D. 19100 may have 
extensions to more than 2D, but 
they are inadequate, and represent 
mostly 2+D thinking.   

 Please list a gap analysis of 
communities not involved in the 
consensus, or those partly involved 
who may not be properly covered by 
19100.  

NA - It is out of scope for the DT to 
undertake such an analysis. 
Practically, every consensus 
process will have communities that 
may be affected by the results of the 
process but which were not or only 
marginally involved in the process. 
That said, to the best knowledge of 
the DT the document identifies 
known gaps (not by community, but 
by technical capability). If any 
additional gaps are identified these 
will be added to the document.  

280  Met Office   LMO   MetO-25  4.2  3rd para 4th 
bullet  

 G   "sufficiently complete and mature" 
but there are many issues, not all 
recognised in this document. Many 
are severely challenging,  and few 
have complete reference 
implementations. This almost 
certainly means that considerable 
development costs are being laid at 
the door of individual communities 
with no suggestion of likely funding.  

 Require recognition of likely costs 
here - insufficiently mature 
standards with no reference 
implementations.  

NA - Costs should be regarded 
together with the benefits gained in 
a broader context than an individual 
data provider.  The right balance 
should be found with the 
involvement of the stakeholders. 
Technical IRs should be revisited 
over the time to accommodate new 
technologies. The solutions with 
high costs today may become 
cheaper by the development of 
technology. 

281  Met Office   LMO   MetO-26  4.2  p22 3rd 
bullet  

 G   By what section in the Directive 
does the CT (and consequently this 
IR) have the authority to demand 
that international organisations 
adopt ISO standards or even 
develop a mapping? International 
organisations are not subject to EC 
law. Requiring EC organisations 
which respect or are bound by 
commitments to these international 

 This section is in clear breach of 
EC legal authority. It cannot stand. 
Please clarify with the CT.  

A - To better express the 
relationship of INSPIRE and the 
organisations under the international 
law the following wording is 
proposed:  "Not all Member States 
and organisations have adopted the 
ISO 19100 series. As a result these 
communities will be required to 
understand the relationship between 
the concepts of the ISO 19100 
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organisations to adopt ISO 
standards will break existing 
international interoperability in direct 
conflict with the aims and 
requirements of the Directive.  

series and their conceptual 
framework and develop a mapping 
between both conceptual 
frameworks. Based on the 
clarification by the Consolidation 
Team on the last sentence of 
Paragraph 7(1), standards and 
specifications of the organisations 
established under the international 
law, if appropriate, shall be 
referred/integrated in the appropriate 
Implementing Rules. This process 
may both benefit from and contribute 
to the efforts already in place 
between some of the organisations 
under the international law and the 
international standardisation 
organisations”.  Organisations under 
the international law are not subject 
of EU legislation. The INSPIRE 
Directive, like other EU directives is 
addressed at the Member States.    

282  Met Office   LMO   MetO-27  4.2  p22 4th 
bullet  

 G   ISO docs not free of charge. What 
is the solution to this inhibitor? Is it 
actually possible to make 
requirements under EC law which 
require people to purchase 
proprietary documents in order to 
understand the legal requirements 
being placed on them?    

 Clarify and explain the legal point  Ap - See #9 and #13 

283  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK7 4.2     SK appreciates that the standard 
based approach is applied for the 
INSPIRE generic conceptual model, 
and the specifications as such. 

  d 

284  National Survey 
and Cadastre, 
Denmark  

 LMO   DK-15  4.2  Para 3 bullet 
4  

 E   Since there is a normative 
reference to CEN/TR 15449 it 
should be included in chapter 2   

 Include the reference in chapter 2  NA - CEN/TR 15449 is not 
normatively referenced 

285  National Survey 
and Cadastre, 
Denmark  

 LMO   DK-16  4.2  Para 3 bullet 
5  

 E   Since there is a normative 
reference to Cookbook it should be 
included in chapter 2   

 Include the reference in chapter 2  NA - the cookbook is not normatively 
referenced 

286  Department for 
Environment, 
Food and Rural 
Affairs (Defra)  

 LMO  2 4.2   G There are no mention of the OGC 
standards within this section and 
these standards could be use 
recommended where there are gaps 
in the ISO 19000 series, particularly 

Include reference to OGC standards 
as a potential source for the 
standards-based approach where 
there are gaps. Also that INSPIRE 
or projects related to INSPIRE 

NA - The OGC standard Simple 
Feature Access is already a 
normative reference. 
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as several ISO standards were 
initially developed as OGC 
standards prior to adoption by ISO.  

which are investigating 
interoperability and harmonisation 
(e.g. GMES, Orchestra) are 
contributing to the development of 
the OGC standards (e.g. catalogue 
services web) 

287 Bundesanstalt für 
Geowissenschaft
en und Rohstoffe 
(BGR) 

? 1 chap 4.2 generally G Do then also the conceptual models 
of the data that will be made 
available also have to be 
harmonized or at least to be made 
interoperable?This is an enormous 
taks tah will go deeply into the data 
structures of all participating 
organisations   

Please clariy Ap - No, this is not intended. The 
existing data models in place are not 
expected to require changes. This is 
discussed in more detail in D2.6. No 
change to this document required. 

288  
EuroGeographics 
- 
EuroGeographics 

 SDIC     4.3.2   Table 1 
component 

(O)  

 G   Quality appropriate to user need is 
fundamental to the successful use 
of geographic information  

 Ensure clear understanding in 2.3 
of the quality requirement for each 
theme.  

Ap - see the related discussion in 
D2.6. Note that datasets have to 
address a variety of user 
requirements with different quality 
requirements so the focus is on the 
publication of the quality information 
so that users can decide on the 
fitness-for-purpose of a dataset. 

289  Institute of 
Geodesy and 
Cartography  

 LMO  2 4.3.1 line 6 G Phrase „...is partly addressed by 22” 
is unclear  

??? A - "Clause 22" 

290  PASI - Polish 
Association for 
Spatial 
Information  

 SDIC 5 4.3.1 line 6 G Phrase „...is partly addressed by 22” 
is unclear  

  d 

291  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN33 4.3.1 1st § G The presentation you chose is not 
clear at all : the title is about "Data 
harmonization" and the principles 
(4.3.1) is about  specifications. 

clarify Ap : the new definition of data 
harmonisation includes  the process 
of providing a common set of data 
product specifications… Note also 
that the IR shall specify 
"implementing rules laying down 
technical arrangements" and this is 
what this is about. 

292  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN34 4.3.1 1st and 2nd § G The only important sentence in the 
first 2 paragraphs is : "The work on 
INSPIRE data specification is based 
on a framework that identifies the 
components relevant to the data 
harmonisation process" 

Keep it only, and rewrite it to shift 
the focus from specification to data. 

NA -see other resolutions, eg. #291 

293  Institut 
Géographique 

 LMO  IGN35 4.3.1 3rd § G The 3rd paragraph, read after the 
end of the 1st paragraph, makes 

Rewrite the base NA - the text is believed to be 
correct as it is 
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National  your so-called "principles" amount 
to: "the work on Inspire is based on 
a framework which is based on the 
assumptions…" 

294  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN36 4.3.1 assumption 
"The main 

goal at 
least…" 

G "The main goal at least (…) will 
be…" : is it "will be", or "is"? Isn't the 
goal defined yet? 

Clarify Ap - future tense is simply used as it 
is a forward looking statement; 
replace "will be" by "is" 

295  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN37 4.3.1 assumption 
"The main 

goal at 
least…" 

E "rather THEN harmonization" "rather THAN harmonization" A 

296  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN38 4.3.1 assumption 
"The main 

goal at 
least…" 

G how do the two aspects of 
harmonization indeed relate to "the 
main goal"? There is no link 
between the notions 

Clarify A - start a new paragraph at "Two 
aspects ..." 

297  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN39 4.3.1 Last 
assumption 

"in this 
context…" 

G Why not the levels of metadata, of 
reference schema? What are "base 
data"? 

Clarify A -  
"* the specification level (use of 
common data specifications 
independent of the specification of 
the source data in the Member 
States) 
* the metadata level (provision of 
metadata according to a common 
metadata profile as specified in the 
implementing rule on metadata) 
* the data level (e.g. edge matching 
in border areas)" 

298  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN40 4.3.1 last sentence G reference to 22 What is 22 ? A - see #289 

299  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN41 4.3.2 Table 1 
(B) 

Terminology 

T "This component will support the 
use of a consistent language when 
referring to terms via a glossary." 
"term" is too generic e.g. there are 
also terms in a Feature Concept 
Dictionary. 

Clarify which "terms" should be in 
the glossary, e.g. as in requirement 
4 "terms which are not spatial object 
types of spatial object property 
types" 

A 

300  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN42 4.3.2 Table 1 
(F) 

Multilingual 
text 

Q "So far, representation of 
constraints in the different 
languages has not been formally 
required".  
But requirement 21 asks for 
constraints in natural language. 
Which "natural language"? 

The requirement must be clear : 
shall constraints be expressed in all 
official languages? If not, which is 
the "natural language"? 

A - As constraints are part of the 
feature catalogue, they will be 
translated into all official languages; 
this should be clarified. They will 
originally be developed in English in 
conjunction with the application 
schema development. 

301  Institut  LMO  IGN43 4.3.2 Table (1) T True, but clause (13) gives other Be consistent with clause (13) A 
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Géographique 
National  

(H) Object 
referencing 
modelling 

Third 
paragraph 

reasons to adopt object referencing 
modelling. 

302  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN44 4.3.2 Table 1 
(J) Portrayal 

model 

T Portrayal is generally not included in 
"classical" data specification for 
numeric data (as users may choose 
their own symbolisation).  Might be 
useful to explain why portrayal rules 
may be useful in the INSPIRE 
context. 

Explain why portrayal rules are 
required in the INSPIRE context  

A 

303  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN45 4.3.2 Table 1 
(O) Data & 
information 

quality" 

T It is not really clear if this 
component applies at the data set 
level or at the data specification 
level. For INSPIRE, it makes a 
difference as diverse data sets will 
supply data in the same harmonised 
data product specification. 

Clarify this point. NA - both are possible in principle 
and there is no apparant reason to 
constrain this at this time 

304  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN46 4.3.2 Table (1) 
(T) 

Conformance

T "This component will describe how 
conformance of data to a data 
specification is tested". 
In Annex A, there are more tests 
about conformance of an INSPIRE 
data specification to the Generic 
Conceptual Model than tests about 
conformance of a data set to the 
Generic Conceptual Model 

Be consistent with annex A. Ap - Reword to make clear that two 
conformance aspects are addressed 
(conformance of datasets and 
conformance of specifications) 

305  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN47 4.3.2 Figure 2 G Why are specifications not in the 
table? 

Include specifications NA - see the new definition of "data 
harmonisation" which explicitly 
references a common set of data 
specifications 

306  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN48 4.3.2 1st line under 
Figure 2 

E "is address" "is addressed" A 

307  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN49 4.3.2 2nd 
paragraph 

under Figure 
2 

G What about trans-type 
harmonization ? 

Explain whether trans-type 
harmonization is included or not 

Ap - Assuming that "trans-type 
harmonisation" is about consistency 
between data from different themes, 
this issue is considered in 
component "consistency between 
data; no change required 

308  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN50 4.3.2 Table 1, line 
(B), last 

sentence 

G "The ESDI needs to select..." or 
establish? 

Clarify A - "... establish ... based on ..." 

309  Institut  LMO  IGN51 4.3.2 Table 1, line G SELECTING a terminology implies Clarify your concepts + meanings Ap - the definition of data 
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Géographique 
National  

(B), last 
sentence 

the SELECTION of : a view of the 
world, so, of an ontology, so, of a 
specification : it is quite different 
from HARMONIZATION 

harmonisation has already been 
updated to clarify (see D2.6) and 
may be updated to clarify this further 
per other comments (see above);  
replace "to select" by "to agree on"  

310  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN52 4.3.2 Table 1, line 
(D), end of 

first sentence

G "unambiguously" in what context should it be 
"unambiguously"? 

Ap - interpretation of the data shall 
be unambiuous; no change required 

311  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN53 4.3.2 Table 1, line 
(D), 2nd and 

3rd 
paragraphs 

E "Feature catalogue defines" is 
written twice 

add "also" to the second occurrence 
of "The Feature catalogue defines 

A 

312  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN54 4.3.2 Table 1, line 
(J), 1st 

sentence 

G Portrayal is already included in the 
ISO 19131, why address it here? 

Keep the second sentence only NA - keep as is; currently, it is still 
an unresolved issue, if portrayal 
rules should be or not be part of the 
future IR. Also, at this stage of the 
document, it has not been said yet 
that ISO 19131 applies. 

313  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN55 4.3.2 Table 1, line 
(L) 

G Is the list of registers exhaustive? Consider registers for ontologies, 
basic services for the "virtual 
harmonization" of 4.3.1 

NA - The list is not exhaustive (see 
"at least"), no change required 

314  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN56 4.3.2 Table 1, line 
(M) 

G Why are metadata presented as 
part of the Application schema, 
while ISO 19115 presents the 
reverse appartenance? 

The logical conception approach of 
Inspire should be distinguished from 
the logical structuration of how 
results are presented 

NA - Comment has not been 
understood, there is no conflict with 
ISO 19115 

315  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN57 4.3.2 Table 1, line 
(N) 

G The propagation should be 
described more fully 

In the propagation, consider adding 
maintenance of everything that is 
associated through the 
harmonization framework 

Ap - replace "consistency of the 
data" by "consistency of the data 
and metadata" 

316  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN58 4.3.2 Table 1, line 
(O) 

G What becomes of exisiting 
application schema? 

Clarify A - harmonised data will conform to 
the application schemas developed 
by INSPIRE; see also #57; no 
change required 

317  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN59 4.3.2 Table 1, line 
(Q), 1st 

paragraph 

G "shall be maintained" is too strict "shall be maintained or used 
(through the virtual services" would 
be more consistent with the whole 
document 

Ap 

318  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN60 4.3.2 Table 1, line 
(R), last line 

G the list is incomplete consider adding "- Use through the 
virtual harmonization services" 

Comment not understood (response 
was AP but I do not know how to 
edit) 

319  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN61 4.3.2 Table 1, line 
(S), last line 

G What about the "Data Capture" field 
from the ISO 19131? 

Clarify A - The table aims at describing the 
scope of each component, at 
describing the issue. The solution is 
given in the correspondant clause, 
here clause 24. In clause 24, 
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requirement 92 asks the use of the 
"data capture" field from the ISO 
19131 

320  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN62 4.3.2 Table 1, line 
(T), last line 

G the list is incomplete Consider adding : "Conformance to 
the Directive" and "Conformance to 
the Principles fo 4.3.1" 

NA - conformance to these are 
implied by the other conformance 
requirements 

321  Met Office   LMO   MetO-28   4.3.1   p22 3rd para 
4th bullet  

 G   service-based architecture. This is 
a restriction of all existing 
architectures. INSPIRE intends to 
be inclusive, but this decision is 
exclusive. It shows up as many 
requirements imposing excessive or 
impossible constraints on non-
service based architectures. Given 
that there are many more 
architectures which are not service 
based than are, it is incumbent on 
this document to describe what 
consequences there are for existing, 
funded, operational architectures.  

 explain the consequences of this 
decision on non-service based 
architectures. This will have a major 
impact on any Cost Benefit 
Analysis.  

Ap - The CT recommends removing 
this from the document as a not 
relevant item to the GCM. 

322  Met Office   LMO   MetO-29   4.3.1   p 23 2nd 
para  

 E   "22" is this clause 22?   Provide a proper reference  A - "Clause 22" 

323  Met Office   LMO   MetO-30   4.3.2   table 1 D   T   How is UML computer readable? Is 
it to be exposed as XML? If so what 
dialect ?  

 Clarify  A - In addition to the native format of 
the tool it shall be published in XMI. 
However, this does not belong here, 
but in the specification of the 
consolidated UML model 

324  Met Office   LMO   MetO-31   4.3.2   table 1 D   T   What versions of UML, OCL, XMI 
etc?  

 Clarify, if versions are not being 
specified, please say so and explain 
why  

A - This needs to be clarified in the 
document or in the document 
specifying the framework for the 
consolidated UML model. The 
reference to ISO/TS 19103 implies 
UML 1.4.2, however, a work item to 
revise 19103 is currently being voted 
on. As part of this process the future 
use of UML 2.1 and XMI 2.1 is 
expected. The XMI version still 
needs to be specified as part of the 
tooling for the data specification 
development process.  

325  Met Office   LMO   MetO-32   4.3.2   table 1 F   T   It should be recognised here, that 
with frequent changes to data 
models, it is likely that these will 
never be translated into more than 
one language. WMO has only 4 

 modify "At the moment" to 
recognise it is likely never to 
happen.  

NA - this is a legal requirement (and 
indeed a challenging one) 
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main languages, but with 200 data 
specification changes each year it 
makes no attempt to translate these 
out of English.  

326  Met Office   LMO   MetO-33   4.3.2   table 1 L   T   Some comment here is necessary 
about the availability, reliability, 
latency, QOS of systems to supply 
these.  

 Add comment about the affect of 
these on INSPIRE services, and 
likely operational requirements on 
registries.   

R - outside of the scope of this 
document, a separate document on 
performance criteria is being 
prepared by the CT 

327  Met Office   LMO   MetO-34   4.3.2   table 1 O   T   Much of the argument in 
Conciliation centred on different 
community understanding of 
"Quality and Validity". The Directive 
came down to recommending to 
respect different community 
standards of Q&V (metadata). 
Although Art 5.4 referred to 
metadata, in the light of this there 
should be some recognition of the 
range of meaning of quality and 
validity across themes. How do you 
make a geographic style quality 
statement about a species 
abundance report that someone 
saw a rare bird, somewhere, 
sometime? An example of a 
different approach to quality 
measures in a model is WMO 
BUFR. To respect the many 
different uses for quality measures 
in the BUFR community, the BUFR 
team added functionality in the 
BUFR model to represent quality. 
This is in effect, an extra, Turing-
complete, language within the 
BUFR model.  

 Provide a statement recognising 
the variation across themes of 
meaning and interpretations of 
quality and validity.  

A 

328  Met Office   LMO   MetO-35   4.3.2   table 1 P   T   Binary data will still be required. 
How are these encodings model 
driven? This document seems to 
mean XML. What about binary 
codings which conform to other 
modelling standards (e.g. ASN.1, or 
WMO GRIB and BUFR) but are not 
model driven?  

 explain examples where model 
driven encodings cannot be used.  

Ap 

329  Met Office   LMO   MetO-36   4.3.2   table 1 Q   G   I343    A - add note 
330  Met Office   LMO   MetO-37   4.3.2   table 1 S   E   "which", "how" are in italics,  correct style.  A 
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incorrect comma before "how".  
331  SOGI - Swiss 

Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 13 4_3_1 3rd paragraph G “A mechanism that provides a 
common language to support needs 
at European Union and other large 
cross-border and cross-sector levels 
is required.” What does that mean? 
Is “language” used as “lingual” or as 
a metaphor for technical 
interoperability, or …? 

Clarify the meaning of the text A - "language" is used as a 
metaphor for conceptual and 
technical interoperability; clarify 

332  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  19 4_3_2 Title of 
Clause  

G “Components” in a technical context 
is usually interpreted technically, 
e.g. software components. Better 
use “aspects” here. 

Replace “Components” by 
“Aspects”. And change the following 
text accordingly 

NA - components is not only used 
for software components 

333  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  19 4_3_2 Title of 
Clause  

G “Components” in a technical context 
is usually interpreted technically, 
e.g. software components. Better 
use “aspects” here. 

Replace “Components” by 
“Aspects”. And change the following 
text accordingly 

d 

334  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     4_3_2   Title of 
Clause   

 G   “Components” in a technical 
context is usually interpreted 
technically, e.g. software 
components. Better use “aspects” 
here.  

 Replace “Components” by 
“Aspects”. And change the following 
text accordingly  

d 

335  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 14 4_3_2 Title of 
Clause  

G “Components” in a technical context 
is usually interpreted technically, 
e.g. software components. Better 
use “aspects” here. 

Replace “Components” by 
“Aspects”. And change the following 
text accordingly 

d 

336  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  20 4_3_2 Clause G This clause is clearly an 
methodological approach to the 
data harmonisation. It should be 
transferred as a whole to document 
D2.6. Here should remain the 
Figure 2 and a short summary to 
explain why the document is 
structured as it is 

Transfer the clause to document 
D2.6 and keep the figure 2 and a 
short summary here. 

NA - while the argument is 
appreciated, it is helpful to have the 
component overview as part of this 
document; also, the components 
explain the structure of the 
document 

337  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  20 4_3_2 Clause G This clause is clearly an 
methodological approach to the 
data harmonisation. It should be 
transferred as a whole to document 
D2.6. Here should remain the 
Figure 2 and a short summary to 
explain why the document is 
structured as it is 

Transfer the clause to document 
D2.6 and keep the figure 2 and a 
short summary here. 

d 

338  HUMBOLDT -  SDIC     4_3_2   Clause   G   This clause is clearly an  Transfer the clause to document d 
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HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

methodological approach to the 
data harmonisation. It should be 
transferred as a whole to document 
D2.6. Here should remain the 
Figure 2 and a short summary to 
explain why the document is 
structured as it is  

D2.6 and keep the figure 2 and a 
short summary here.  

339  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 15 4_3_2 Clause G This clause is clearly an 
methodological approach to the 
data harmonisation. It should be 
transferred as a whole to document 
D2.6. Here should remain the 
Figure 2 and a short summary to 
explain why the document is 
structured as it is 

Transfer the clause to document 
D2.6 and keep the figure 2 and a 
short summary here. 

d 

340  Stanli - 
Geographic 
Information 
Standards 
Initiative in 
Sweden  

 SDIC 1  4.3.2    Table 1 (B)  T   It should be stressed that the terms 
and definitions of the common 
feature concept dictionary are not 
regarded as terminology.   

 Add:  The common feature concept 
dictionary contains terms and 
definitions required for specifying 
thematic spatial object types and is 
not regarded as a part of 
component (D) rather than this 
component.  

A 

341  United Kingdom 
Hydrographic 
Office  

 LMO  4  4.3.1   second sub 
bullet of 

fourth bullet 
in list of 

assumptions 

 T   "conceptual schema" for each 
individual data specification seems 
acceptable, but by section 5, they 
become specific application 
schemas for each theme.  [But see 
Requirement 67 & following 
paragraph, which acknowledges 
multiple application schemas within 
a data specification]  

   see #264 

342  United Kingdom 
Hydrographic 
Office  

 LMO  5  4.3.1   second sub 
bullet of fifth 

bullet in list of 
assumptions 

 T   It is true that "data harmonisation 
requirements have to be considered 
… (at) the application schema 
level", but at 5 this seems to have 
become a single INSPIRE 
application schema for each theme.  
[But see Requirement 67 & 
following paragraph, which 
acknowledges multiple application 
schemas within a data specifciation] 

   see #264 

343  United Kingdom 
Hydrographic 
Office  

 LMO  6  4.3.2   Table 1, row 
D  

 G   I would expect some reference to 
standard feature catalogues in use 
for the themes - or is the intention to 
create specific INSPIRE Feature 

   Yes, INSPIRE will specify its feature 
catalogues. The reuse/referencing of 
existing feature catalogues or 
feature concept dictionaries in 
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Catalogues, one for each theme?  INSPIRE will be determined on a 
theme basis. Note that while existing 
feature catalogues / featrue concept 
dictionaries will be reused and may 
even be adopted fully (see the ToR 
for the data specification 
development), the user and 
interoperability/harmonisation 
requirements need to be addressed, 
too. 
 
Note that per theme multiple data 
specifications are possible, however 
consistent terminology shall be 
used. 

344  United Kingdom 
Hydrographic 
Office  

 LMO  7  4.3.2   Table 1, row 
F  

 G   Difficult: expectation that all strings 
in datasets for INSPIRE will "use 
this type". Contradicts intention to 
use existing external standards.  

   NA - See #343 and #10. Note that 
multilingual support is a requirement 
of the Directive. 

345  United Kingdom 
Hydrographic 
Office  

 LMO  8  4.3.2   Table, row L  E      Replace "The registries will be 
available through registry services" 
with "The registers will be available 
through registry services"  

A 

346  LMV - 
Lantmateriet, 
National Land 
Survey of 
Sweden  

 SDIC 5  4.3.2   First line 
under figure 2 

 E    ‘… how  this component is address 
in the Generic Conceptual Model.’   

 Change to "addressed".  A 

347  LMV - 
Lantmateriet, 
National Land 
Survey of 
Sweden  

 SDIC 6  4.3.2    Table 1 (K) 
Identifier 

management 

 T      It should not be necessary to have 
a separate “management system” or 
register guaranteeing the 
uniqueness of external object 
identifiers.  

 If necessary it’s better to use a 
“metadata register” and pick up the 
data about ‘member state’, ‘data 
provider’, ‘data source’ and 
available services.    

NA - Comment has not been 
understood, which metadata register 
is the proposal referring to and how 
does this address the requirements? 

348  National Survey 
and Cadastre, 
Denmark  

 LMO   DK-17   4.3.1   Para 3 bullet 
5  

 T   What about data harmonisation at 
the semantic level?  

 Add a bullet stating that semantic 
harmonisation also have to be 
considered  

AwM - K359 

349  National Survey 
and Cadastre, 
Denmark  

 LMO   DK-18   4.3.2   Figure 2   T   Question: In most cases quality is 
part of metadata because quality is 
part of the description of the data in 
question. Why is quality put in a 
separate box in the figure?  

    - 
Quality may be *provided* as a part 
of metadata (or the data itself), but it 
is an aspect that deserves separate 
attention. The ISO 19100 series, for 
example, has separate standards on 
this topic (19113, 19114, 19138). It 
is also a separate topic in ISO 
19131. 
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350  National Survey 
and Cadastre, 
Denmark  

 LMO   DK-19   4.3.2   Table 1 
component B 

 T   Question: Someone with relation to 
INSPIRE ought to follow what is 
going on in the ISO/TC211 project 
for multi-lingual vocabulary as well 
as the project for developing a 
cross-domain vocabulary. These 
two project might become handy for 
the INSPIRE project at a later stage 

   R - noted; DG JRC has the task to 
follow the standardisation activities 
and will transmit the results between 
INSPIRE and the ISO TC 211 
project JRC: DG JRC is following 
the standardisation activities and will 
transmit the results between 
INSPIRE and the ISO TC 211 
project 

351  National Survey 
and Cadastre, 
Denmark  

 LMO   DK-20   4.3.2   Table 1 
component C 

 T   Question: It seems that the 
reference model that forms the 
basis for this work is the RM-ODP 
that also is used within OGC, 
CEN/TC287 and ISO/TC211. Why 
not state it clearly somewhere in the 
text?  

   NA - RM-ODP has not been used; 
however, if it would, most content of 
the D2.x deliverables would be part 
of the Information Viewpoint 

352  National Survey 
and Cadastre, 
Denmark  

 LMO   DK-21   4.3.2   Table 1 
component L 

 T   Question: Who shall define, 
develop and maintain these 
registers?   

    - 
see D2.6 

353  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  17 4_3_1 3rd paragraph G “A mechanism that provides a 
common language to support needs 
at European Union and other large 
cross-border and cross-sector levels 
is required.” What does that mean? 
Is “language” used as “lingual” or as 
a metaphor for technical 
interoperability, or …? 

Clarify the meaning of the text d 

354  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  18 4_3_1 3rd paragraph E Misspelling Write “The main goal …. in a 
service-based architecture rather 
than harmonisation of the ….” 

A 

355  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     4_3_1   3rd 
paragraph  

 E   Misspelling   Write “The main goal …. in a 
service-based architecture rather 
than harmonisation of the ….”  

d 

356  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  18 4_3_1 3rd paragraph E Misspelling Write “The main goal …. in a 
service-based architecture rather 
than harmonisation of the ….” 

d 

357  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  17 4_3_1 3rd paragraph G “A mechanism that provides a 
common language to support needs 
at European Union and other large 
cross-border and cross-sector levels 

Clarify the meaning of the text d 
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is required.” What does that mean? 
Is “language” used as “lingual” or as 
a metaphor for technical 
interoperability, or …? 

358  Department for 
Environment, 
Food and Rural 
Affairs (Defra)  

 LMO  3 4.3.1   T It is not entirely clear what is meant 
by "virtual harmonisation" by 
enabling interoperability in service 
based architecture rather than 
harmonisation of underlying 
conceptual models. The theme 
definitions (D2.3) provide European 
level definitions and descriptions for 
themes however, for several themes 
in particular land cover Member 
States implement their own 
conceptual model for land cover 
rather than use Corine or LCCS. If 
there is no method for 
harmonisation of conceptual models 
how will interoperability be achieved 
through service based 
architecture?? 

Need to include a statement that 
there is a need for harmonisation of 
conceptual models but at present 
there is no single method and that 
this is still a research area but one 
that INSPIRE will investigate further 
as it will be required to fulfill Art8(3) 

Ap - harmonisation of conceptual 
models is needed and within scope, 
but requirements to change the 
existing data should be kept to a 
minimum. 

359  Department for 
Environment, 
Food and Rural 
Affairs (Defra)  

 LMO  4 4.3.2 Table 1 (L) T Will INSPIRE publish and maintain 
registries of coordinate reference 
systems, UoM on behalf of 
responsible parties such as 
International System of Units or will 
INSPIRE require these 
organisations to manage and 
maintain these. If so how will 
INSPIRE ensure that these 
organisations engage? 

  Ap - add note that it will be preferred 
to use/reference registers of other 
competent authorities instead of 
setting up new ones, however, 
where no such registers are known 
or available these will need to be 
maintained by INSPIRE; units are a 
particular example of this issue. 
Specific INSPIRE register should be 
set up only to fill the "gaps". The 
Commission will monitor if all the 
necessary registers are operational 
and can take measures to ensure 
this. 

360  Department for 
Environment, 
Food and Rural 
Affairs (Defra)  

 LMO  5 4.3.2 Table 1 (O) T The description does not state 
whether INSPIRE or thematic 
communities will publish a set of 
acceptable quality levels for data. Is 
this then the responsibility of 
Member States or thematic 
communities to generate their own 
ACL's? 

Need to clarify who will have the 
responsibility for defining ACLs in 
addition to methods for publishing 
ACLs and attainment 

Ap - see D2.6 

361  OMSz - 
Hungarian 

 LMO  6  4,3,1   Paragraph 3  E   The notion of "virtual 
harmonisation" is not clear.   

   Ap - add more description 
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Meteorological 
Service  

362  OMSz - 
Hungarian 
Meteorological 
Service  

 LMO  7  4,3,2   Table 1 C   E   It is confusing to use the word 
"Reference" in the denomination of 
this model as referencing has an 
other meaning in the language of 
the Generic Conceptual Model.   

   NA - "reference model" is an 
established term and it will often be 
the case that words have different 
connotations as part of different 
terms 

363  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  7 4.3.1 2nd dash G Text reads as follows:  
"A mechanism that provides a 
common language to support needs 
at European Union and other large 
cross-border and cross-sector levels 
is required." 
 
Question: Is here really a common 
language required? 
Maybe it is more a common set of 
methods for harmonisation, that is 
needed here. 

Please clarify what is intended here. A - see #331 

364  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  8 4.3.1 4th dash G Text reads as follows:  
"- The main goal at least for the 
foreseeable future will be to achieve 
a "virtual harmonisation“ by enabling 
interoperability in a service-based 
architecture rather than 
harmonisation of the underlying 
conceptual models."  

Please add: "The data sets where it 
is practicable to do virtual 
harmonisation still are to be defined  
- as well as other data sets (e.g. 
with complex data models) where 
this method is not practicable." 

NA - this will not be defined by the 
INSPIRE process, but is the 
decision of the individual data 
providers 

365  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  9 4.3.1 4th dash G Virtual harmonisation is a concept, 
that will be hard to realize even 
between quite similar data models. 
In some cases much of time will be 
needed for the development of 
transformation services that are 
perfect enough to work on-the-fly.  

Add: "Time pressure effected by 
transformation on-the-fly can be 
avoided if the data owner is willing 
to produce an intermediate data set 
that is consistent with the new data 
models of INSPIRE." 

NA - this is always an option for 
each data provider, see D2.6. 
Transformation is quite powerful and 
not knowing the final thematic data 
specifications it is premature to 
speculate. Also, it may be faster to 
set-up on-the-fly transformation than 
to establish an intermediate dataset 
that needs to be managed. 

366  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 

 LMO  10 4.3.2  Table 1, (A) 
Principles 

G Table 1, (A) Principles reads as 
follows: 
"- that spatial data are stored, made 
available and maintained at the 
most appropriate level;" 
 

Add comment: "This does not mean, 
that all of this has to be done on the 
same level. E.g., maintenance on 
Level 1, data storage on Level 2 
and distribution on Level 3 can be a 
feasible option."  

Ap 
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GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

Comment: This does NOT mean, 
that all of this has to be done on the 
SAME level. E.g., Maintenance on 
Level 1, data storage on Level 2 
and distribution on Level 3 should 
be a feasible option.  

367  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  11 4.3.2  Table 1, (I) 
Data 

translation 
model  

G Comment: The NOTE explains that 
this is one of the "soft" points yet. 
The development of a working 
translator for one given data model, 
when in many cases the translation 
even may be dependent of the 
content of the data fields, can take 
very long time. A two-way translator 
would be even more difficult to 
develop and operate. 
The problem is similar to migration 
from one data model to another. But 
migration is easier, because it works 
one-way, it is performed once, and it 
is allowed to take time, often years.
 
Parallel to doing virtual 
harmonisation on-the-fly one should 
consider to let the data owner 
produce intermediate datasets that 
are consistent with new data models 
of INSPIRE. By this, responsibility 
will stay at the data producer's side, 
not at the translator's.  

Add text: "Parallel to doing virtual 
harmonisation on-the-fly it is under 
consideration to let the data owner 
produce intermediate datasets that 
are consistent with new data models 
of INSPIRE. By this, responsibility 
will stay at the data producer's side, 
not at the translator's." 

NA - see #364 and #365. Note also 
that in INSPIRE data is (at least for 
now) read-only, i.e. translation is 
one-way, too. 

368  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  12 4.3.2 Table 1, (K) 
Identifier 

management

E The identifier management should 
be expanded by buildings (Annex 
III). 

Change: 
Spatial objects from Annexes I, II 
and the theme "building" (Annex III) 
should have an external object 
identifier. 

AwM - this is a thematic decision 
and not to be regulated by the 
Generic Conceptual Model. 
However, add that TWGs may use 
identifiers also in Annex III themes. 

369  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 

 LMO  13 4.3.2 Table 1, (L) 
Registers and 

Registries 

E With regard to products (dataset 
series) that comprise several 
datasets, it is not sensible to define 
metadata on dataset level.   

Add: "In many cases, metadata on 
dataset series level may be 
sufficient." 

Ap - "Metadata on dataset level or 
dataset series level will be available 
through catalogue services." 
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GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

370  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  14 4.3.2 Table 1, (M) 
Metadata 

G Harmonisation for Geo-Specialist 
Metadata is necessary. These can 
not be described with ISO 19115. 

Add: "As metadata for geo-
specialists cannot be described with 
ISO 19115, appropriate measures 
will be needed." 

NA - Comment has not been 
understood, what is "geo-specialist 
metadata"? 

371  ACTaFOMAS - 
Association of 
Cities and Towns 
and Federal 
Office of 
Metrology and 
Surveying in 
Austria (BEV)  

 SDIC 3  4.3.2   Table 1 / 
Data 

harmonisatio
n 

components  

 
genera

l  

 (B) Terminology : ….The ESDI 
needs to select a common 
terminology from all of the existing 
terminologies and/or their 
translations.   It is important to 
notice that official languages (like 
e.g. German) which are spoken in 
different member states uses in 
these states different terms for one 
and the same topic or one and the 
same term for different topics. So 
the common terminology have to 
consider that situation.  

   Ap - this is implied by the existing 
description, no change required 

372  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 31  4.3.2   First 
paragraph, 

first sentence 

 E   English   "overview of"  A 

373  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 39  4.3.2   First 
paragraph, 

first sentence 

 E   English   "overview of"  d 

374  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 40  4.3.2   First 
paragraph, 

second 
sentence  

 E   English   "addressed"  A 

375  IACS-CAP - 
Integrated 
Administration 
and Control 
System 
(Common 
Agricultural 

 SDIC 5 4,3,2   E is address is addressed A 
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Policy)  
376  HUMBOLDT - 

HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     4_3_1   3rd 
paragraph  

 G   “A mechanism that provides a 
common language to support needs 
at European Union and other large 
cross-border and cross-sector levels 
is required.” What does that mean? 
Is “language” used as “lingual” or as 
a metaphor for technical 
interoperability, or …?  

 Clarify the meaning of the text  d 

377  Geonovum   LMO  7  4.3.2   Table 1 (D)  T   Mentioned is that text elements in 
the feature catalogue should be 
maintained at least in the official 
European languages. What meant 
with text elements in this context?  

 Clarify  Ap - elements of the feature 
catalogue that represent linguistic 
text 

378  Geonovum   LMO  8  4.3.2   Table 1 (F)  E   Ontologies is mentioned. Ontology 
is missing in the definitions.  

 Add ontologies to the list of 
definitions  

A 

379  Geonovum   LMO  9  4.3.2    Table 1 (I)   T   NOTE   No well-defined set of 
translation capabilities has been 
standardised in the GI-community at 
this time. The question arise here or 
translation capabilities couldn’t be 
better adopted from the ICT world 
instead of GI-world. For example in 
the ICT world a lot of experience 
exists with data-brokers.  

 Make clear that further research 
includes the ICT world  

Ap - data transformation on the 
schema level is obviously a general 
ICT topic; there are however GI-
specific aspects, too. Add a note to 
clarify 

380  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN63 5 Requirement 
3 

T Might be useful to give an example 
to clarify this requirement. 

Give an example. A 

381  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN64 5 Figure 3 T Might be useful to add a note about 
the first 2 themes of annex I (e.g.  
Foreword paragraph 10) 

Add a note about the first 2 themes 
of Annex I 

A 

382  Met Office   LMO   MetO-38  5  p 30   G   GCM evolve over time, What about 
evolution and maintenance of 
individual data specifications  

 Individual data specifications are 
even more mutable. Please 
comment.  

A - add a clarification and reference 
the relevant subclause(s) in D2.6 

383  Stanli - 
Geographic 
Information 
Standards 
Initiative in 
Sweden  

 SDIC 2 5  Requirement 
1  

 T   Second sentence is confusing.   Remove (or rewrite) it.  A - remove 

384  Stanli - 
Geographic 
Information 
Standards 
Initiative in 

 SDIC 3 5  Figure 2   T   Generic Conceptual Model is more 
than the schemas; ISO 19100 is 
more than schemas.  

 Use packages: INSPIRE 
application schemas INSPIRE 
General Concept Model schemas 
EN ISO 19100 schemas    

NA - It is clear that the package 
specifies the schema and thus is 
unnecessary to add to the package 
name. For comparison, the ISO/TC 
211 Harmonised Model uses also 
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Sweden  simply the number and name of the 
standard - without "schema". 

385  United Kingdom 
Hydrographic 
Office  

 LMO  9 5  Figure 3   G   This diagram suggests that there 
will be only one INSPIRE 
application schema per theme. If 
this is the intention, it should be 
made clear - however, that would 
then contradict Article 7, which 
states that the IRs will integrate 
existing standards adopted by e.g. 
IHO, WMO.  [But see Requirement 
67 & following paragraph, which 
acknowledges multiple application 
schemas within a data specifciation] 

   See #343 etc. Note that a package 
of a theme may contain multiple 
schemas (in case of multiple data 
specifications for the theme) 

386  OMSz - 
Hungarian 
Meteorological 
Service  

 LMO  8 5  Figure 3   E   This Figure is not referred to 
anywhere in the document.   

   A - add reference 

387 Bundesanstalt für 
Geowissenschaft
en und Rohstoffe 
(BGR) 

? 2 5 Requ. 1 E   INSPIRE application schema shall 
inherit … 

NA - import is correct 

388  Geonovum   LMO  10 5  Figure 3   E   Are the arrows in the right way. 
Don’t they have the opposite 
direction.  

 Check the right direction of the 
arrows  

A - all arrows are in the correct 
direction; no change required 

389  IACS-CAP - 
Integrated 
Administration 
and Control 
System 
(Common 
Agricultural 
Policy)  

 SDIC 6 6   E Chapter contains reference to itself 
(6) or to recital of the Directive? 
Does it speak about row (A) in 
table1: data harmonization 
components? Or to chap 4.3.1 
Principals? 

review the content of the chapter – 
meaning of example given is not 
clear 

A - clarify references 

390  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK8  7     G   Requirement 4.    The following is 
stated: "General terms and 
definitions in all INSPIRE data 
specification shall be drawn from 
the INSPIRE Glossary. Terms that 
are important in the context of a 
theme, but which are not already 
part of the common feature concept 
dictionary (see 9.2), i.e. which are 
not spatial object types or spatial 
object property types, shall be 
defined in the Glossary of Generic 

 Revise this requirement according 
to the outcome of the discussions 
on "Common Feature Concept 
Dictionary" contra feature 
catalogues.  

A 
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Geographic Information Terms in 
Europe."                   This 
requirement needs eventually to be 
rephrased according to the outcome 
of the discussion on the applicability 
of the 'Common Feature Concept 
Dictionary" contra "feature 
catalogues"  

391  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK8 7   G Requirement 4.    
The following is stated: "General 
terms and definitions in all INSPIRE 
data specification shall be drawn 
from the INSPIRE Glossary. Terms 
that are important in the context of a 
theme, but which are not already 
part of the common feature concept 
dictionary (see 9.2), i.e. which are 
not spatial object types or spatial 
object property types, shall be 
defined in the Glossary of Generic 
Geographic Information Terms in 
Europe."                   This 
requirement needs eventually to be 
rephrased according to the outcome 
of the discussion on the applicability 
of the 'Common Feature Concept 
Dictionary" contra "feature 
catalogues" 

Revise this requirement according 
to the outcome of the discussions 
on "Common Feature Concept 
Dictionary" contra feature 
catalogues. 

d 

392  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN65 8 Figure 4 E ellipse on the left reads: 
"Conceptual model" 

should read: "Conceptual formalism" A 

393  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN66 8 3rd 
paragraph 

below Figure 
4, last 

sentence 

G "shall be described as data is 
called" : is misleading 

it should be : "shall be described as 
data and operations is called" (to be 
consistent with your definitions) 

A 

394  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN67 8 Figure 4 E "Conceptual schema" appears twice 
in the figure. Probably an error? 
If not, I do not understand the 
relationship "provides concepts for 
describing" beween them. 

Check figure 3. A - see #392 

395  GMFS - ESA 
GSE Global 
Monitoring for 
Food Security  

 SDIC 1 8 Figure 4 T The before last paragraph of the 
text suggests that conceptual 
schema languages, like UML, are 
based on conceptual formalisms 

Change "Conceptual model" to 
"Conceptual formalism" in the left 
ellipse. 

A 
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(not conceptual models), and this 
should be reflected by the diagram. 

396  Met Office   LMO   MetO-39  8  p31 3rd para  T   "a conceptual schema language is 
a formal language parseable by a 
computer". Does this mean the UML 
has to be exploited in some XMI 
dialect? What about conformance 
testing - XMI is variable across 
different tools?  

 Clarify how parsing will be 
controlled.  

A - see #323 and #324; the specific 
externalisations of the UML 
metamodel (e.g. XMI version and 
flavor) need to be specified as part 
of the tooling 

397  United Kingdom 
Hydrographic 
Office  

 LMO  10 8  Figure 4   E   upper horizontal arrow label: typo   Replace "describibg" with 
"describing"  

A 

398  LMV - 
Lantmateriet, 
National Land 
Survey of 
Sweden  

 SDIC 7 8  Figure 4    E    Should there be two conceptual 
models in the figure?  

 Please specify or change the 
figure. Should it be General Feature 
Model (Conceptual formalism) in the 
upper left corner?   

A 

399  LMV - 
Lantmateriet, 
National Land 
Survey of 
Sweden  

 SDIC 8 8     T    The description of Conceptual 
Model and Conceptual Schema can 
be improved.  - What is the 
difference in practical use?  - It’s a 
bit confusing when talking about 
spatial objects on all three levels: 
Universe of discourse, Conceptual 
Model and Conceptual Schema.    

 Make a complement or example for 
the modelling process with different 
terms for the “object types” in the 
real world and in the information 
system. Perhaps a part of D2.6?  

Ap - this is discussed also in D2.6 
and this may be the request 
addition. Note that the differences 
are in principle discussed already in 
the text below figure 4; no change 
required 

400  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC    8  2nd last 
paragraph  

 T   Why use UML (only) as a 
conceptual schema language? As 
denoted in Figure 4 UML is a 
graphical language and will not be 
as exact as a lexical language as 
e.g. INTERLIS or EXPRESS?  

 Consider using a lexical CSL for 
the specification of the conceptual 
schemas  

NA - UML is not only a graphical 
language. UML has a formal model 
plus a graphical notation. It is natural 
to use XMI (or another reusable 
representation) of the UML model as 
the externalisation of the UML model 
and not transform the UML model to 
another metamodel. See also #396. 

401  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 16 8 2nd last 
paragraph 

T Why use UML (only) as a 
conceptual schema language? As 
denoted in Figure 4 UML is a 
graphical language and will not be 
as exact as a lexical language as 
e.g. INTERLIS or EXPRESS? 

Consider using a lexical CSL for the 
specification of the conceptual 
schemas 

d 

402  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  21 8 2nd last 
paragraph 

T Why use UML (only) as a 
conceptual schema language? As 
denoted in Figure 4 UML is a 
graphical language and will not be 
as exact as a lexical language as 
e.g. INTERLIS or EXPRESS? 

Consider using a lexical CSL for the 
specification of the conceptual 
schemas 

d 
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403  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  21 8 2nd last 
paragraph 

T Why use UML (only) as a 
conceptual schema language? As 
denoted in Figure 4 UML is a 
graphical language and will not be 
as exact as a lexical language as 
e.g. INTERLIS or EXPRESS? 

Consider using a lexical CSL for the 
specification of the conceptual 
schemas 

d 

404  Department for 
Environment, 
Food and Rural 
Affairs (Defra)  

 LMO  6 8 Figure 4 E spelling mistake below line between 
conceptual models 

correct to describing A 

405 Bundesanstalt für 
Geowissenschaft
en und Rohstoffe 
(BGR) 

? 3 8 Fig. 4 E The "conecptual model" is named 
twice in the figure: 
"conc. model provides concepts for 
describing/description of  conc. 
Model" 
 
(There is also a typing error: 
"describibg") 

Instead the category "application 
schema" needs to be included in the 
figure. 

NA - see, e.g., #392 

406  EA - 
Environment 
Agency for 
England and 
Wales  

 SDIC 14   8 - 
Reference 

Model.  

 Para 5, page 
31.  

 E   "Property Owner" is not a spatial 
object, rather an attribute, or more 
formally, a role.  

 Remove from list.  A 

407  IACS-CAP - 
Integrated 
Administration 
and Control 
System 
(Common 
Agricultural 
Policy)  

 SDIC 7 8 figure 4 T 2x conceptual model left is general feature model Ap - see, e.g., #392 

408  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  22 9 Clause G It is not clear to the reader why the 
clause is entitled “Rules for 
INSPIRE application schemas” 
followed by a number of subclauses 
dealing with “feature… “ 

Add an introductory paragraph 
explaining the relationship between 
application schemas and the 
general feature model and feature 
catalogues. 

A - Some text like this may be added 
in clause 9:   "When we speak about 
Applications schemas, it is 
worthwhile we establish basic rules 
to build them. As standard 
procedure in conceptual modelling, 
we shall have to deal with a meta-
model, stated by our reference 
model as the General Feature 
Model; with a comprehensive 
glossary of terms, a dictionary of 
spatial-object-related concepts 
(Feature Concept Dictionary), 
Feature Catalogues and with a 
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conceptual schema language to 
formalize the content in application 
schemas. Then we shall have to 
specify general guidance on how to 
approach application schemas 
modelling and finally to introduce the 
Base Application Schema." 

409  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  22 9 Clause G It is not clear to the reader why the 
clause is entitled “Rules for 
INSPIRE application schemas” 
followed by a number of subclauses 
dealing with “feature… “ 

Add an introductory paragraph 
explaining the relationship between 
application schemas and the 
general feature model and feature 
catalogues. 

d 

410  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC    9  Clause   G   It is not clear to the reader why the 
clause is entitled “Rules for 
INSPIRE application schemas” 
followed by a number of subclauses 
dealing with “feature… “  

 Add an introductory paragraph 
explaining the relationship between 
application schemas and the 
general feature model and feature 
catalogues.  

d 

411  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 17 9 Clause G It is not clear to the reader why the 
clause is entitled “Rules for 
INSPIRE application schemas” 
followed by a number of subclauses 
dealing with “feature… “ 

Add an introductory paragraph 
explaining the relationship between 
application schemas and the 
general feature model and feature 
catalogues. 

d 

412  FINSDI-META - 
Finnish expert 
group on GI 
metadata  

 SDIC  FI2  9.1  NOTE on 
page 33  

 G   NOTE on page 33 is followed by 
two examples; the first is related to 
multiple inheritance, which in 
general should be avoided. But 
multiple inheritance is used also in 
figure 11 - SpatialDataSet, where 
the ReferencableSpatialObject  
inherits from both SpatialObject and 
OjectWithIdentifier. It should be 
unnecessary to apply multiple 
inheritance to express this.   

 To apply multiple inheritance does 
not align with the intention of 
making it as 'simple as possible'. At 
the same time, it is not clear how 
multiple inheritance should be 
implemented (D2.7 Encoding 
guidelines is not yet available). It 
should be considered, that if this 
flexible option really is supposed to 
be required, it will complicate the 
INSPIRE data specifications 
unnecessarily. Add a 
recommendation, which clearly 
states that multiple inheritance and 
operations should be avoided to 
enable exchange of data by GML 
and in the context of WFS.  

AwM - Multiple inheritance will be 
removed from fig 11; in addition 
D2.7 will explain the process for 
arriving at a GML application 
schema even in multiple inheritance 
cases (use of an implementation 
level intermediate schema) and from 
this starting point the logical and 
phisical level of the data model will 
be able to manage its 
implementation to avoid problems 
with WFSs 

413  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN68 9.1 Paragraphs 1 
and 2 

T "meta-model" appears twice but is 
not defined in clause 3. 

Define "meta-model" in clause 3. Ap - Clarify the "meta-model" 
meaning in the Term clause or in 
another paragraph 

414  Institut  LMO  IGN69 9.1 Figure 6 G What the "Universe of Discourse" of   A - The "Universe of Discourse" of 
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Géographique 
National  

Inspire is should be explained Inspire refers to environmental 
policies 

415  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK9  9.1  NOTE in 
page 33  

 G   "NOTE While no restrictions to the 
usage of certain elements of the 
Generic Feature Model are 
specified as part of the Generic 
Conceptual Model, modellers of 
INSPIRE application schemas 
should be aware that some 
elements of the Generic Conceptual 
Model may not have a direct 
representation on the 
implementation platforms relevant 
for the application schema and, 
therefore, the use of these elements 
will lead to additional complexity on 
the implementation level (data 
encoding, more complex query 
expressions)." This is followed up 
with two examples; the first is 
related to multiple inheritance, 
which in general should be avoided. 
But multiple inheritance is used in 
figure 11 - SpatialDataSet, where 
the ReferencableSpatialObject  
inherits from both SpatialObject and 
OjectWithIdentifier. It should be 
unnecessary to apply multiple 
inheritance to express this. This 
also goes for operations. Are there 
any examples where operations are 
required for the proper 
understanding and documentation 
of the semantics.  

 To apply multiple inheritance does 
not align with the intention of 
making it as 'simple as possible'. At 
the same time, it is not clear how 
multiple inheritance should be 
implemented (D2.7 Encoding 
guidelines is not yet available). It 
should be considered if this flexible 
option really is supposed to be 
required, it tends to complicate the 
INSPIRE data specifications 
unnecessary. Add a 
recommendation that clearly states 
that multiple inheritance and 
operations should be avoided to 
enable exchange of data by GML 
and in the context of WFS.  

d 

416  GMFS - ESA 
GSE Global 
Monitoring for 
Food Security  

 SDIC 2 9.1 Paragraph 12 E A word is missing Add the word "with" in between 
"homogeneous models will make it 
easier to work" and "and use data, 
for example, across themes". 

A 

417  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  3 9.1  Requirement 
6  

 G   Ordnance Survey welcomes the 
use of the General Feature Model 
(GFM) as defined in ISO19109 as 
this will advance the structure, value 
and potential use of geographic 
information. However, it should be 
noted that the majority of application 
schemas for Geospatial Data held in 

 We suggest that D2.6 should offer 
an extensive set of 
recommendations how to convert 
data from traditional point, line and 
area features as referenced in 
ISO19109 clause 8.7.6.  

Ap - the three rules from ISO 19109 
8.7.6 are very simple and refer only 
to the three most elementary 
geometry types in the ISO Spatial 
Schema. Building an accurate 
modelling activity on geometries 
requires to explore also the other 
rules and more complex geometry 
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Great Britain does not currently fully 
conform to the GFM. We assume 
that this is similar in many other EU 
countries.    

types, to check the most appropriate 
one to convert the original geometry 
in. So recalling these simple rules 
will be surely not sufficient, on the 
contrary knowledge on the ISO 
19100 series will be required. As 
such, an extensive set of general 
recommendations is out-of-reach for 
D2.6, but the rules will be added in 
D2.6 Annex A for the component 
"Data transformation model 
/guidelines" and may help to make 
data producers more confident 
about ISO 19109. 

418  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  4 9.1  note after 
requirement 6 

 G   Ordnance Survey's experience with 
introducing new technology 
constraints (example: GML) is that 
technology providers may not 
necessarily be prepared to adapt 
their technologies due to changes in 
the structure of datasets (which the 
General Feature Model will certainly 
bring with it). Though Inspire will 
very likely put commercial pressures 
on technology providers we 
suggests to liaise with the software 
provider community at an early 
stage, despite the fact that they are 
not necessarily formally engaged as 
an SDIC or LMO.   

   A/R - agreed and referred to the CT 
for further consideration JRC: 
Connection between INSPIRE and 
industry is already established. like 
OGC coopertaion, participation at 
annual conferences, bi-laterral 
meetings, registered SDICs. 
Representatives of industry are 
welcome to register as SDIC so they 
have right to submit reference 
material, paricipate in TWGs, 
testing, etc. 

419  Met Office   LMO   MetO-40  9.1  page 34 2nd 
bullet  

 T   "Operations which are modelled …" 
This does not answer requirements 
for affordances. The issue is 
avoided because it is too 
complicated. This only specifies 
XML exchange models and will not 
allow operations to be instantiated. 
For example coverages cannot be 
subsetted, resampled, 
reinterpolated or aggregated.  

 Either build in affordances, or 
recognise explicitly that operations 
will not be instantiated  

Ap - Operations may be modelled by 
TWGs but they may not be 
instantiated by services right now. 
This is the hook to put in later 
developments. Explain. 

420  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 18 9_1 Clause G It is not clear, which are the 
differences between the part of the 
UML metamodel concerning class 
diagrams and the general feature 
model. Is it really necessary to 
introduce beside the corresponding 

Add an introductory explanation of 
the differences between the basis 
(metamodel) of UML class diagrams 
(in 9.5 declared as CSL) and the 
general feature model and which 
aspects of GFM are not covered by 

AwM - Please notice that the UML 
original metamodel was not 
mentioned in this clause… OK to 
explanations and better clarifications 
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UML metamodel an only slightly 
different GFM type metamodel? 

the UML class diagram completed 
with the definitions of attribute types 
given in ISO19103 conceptual 
schema language and in ISO19107 
spatial schema. 

421  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 19 9_1 2nd paragraph 
after Figure 5

T According to ISO 19109 and 19110 
the feature catalogue can also be 
specified in a formal conceptual 
schema language. If that is the 
case, the application schema can 
be specified formally based on the 
feature catalogue and 
inconsistencies between the both 
can be avoided. 

Add:  “According to ISO 19109 and 
19110 the feature catalogue can 
also be specified in a formal 
conceptual schema language. If that 
is the case, the application schema 
can be specified formally based on 
the feature catalogue and 
inconsistencies between the both 
can be avoided.” 

AwM - A feature catalogue can also 
be specified in a formal language 
(for example XML), but not a 
conceptual schema language. In our 
thinking this has not to be confused 
with building a conceptual schema 
using a "textual" tooling; but this 
won't properly coincide with a 
feature catalogue. See also #21. 
Note that the INSPIRE proposal is 
the derive the feature catalogue 
from the applciation schema. See 
D2.6. 

422  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK9 9.1 NOTE in 
page 33 

G "NOTE While no restrictions to the 
usage of certain elements of the 
Generic Feature Model are 
specified as part of the Generic 
Conceptual Model, modellers of 
INSPIRE application schemas 
should be aware that some 
elements of the Generic Conceptual 
Model may not have a direct 
representation on the 
implementation platforms relevant 
for the application schema and, 
therefore, the use of these elements 
will lead to additional complexity on 
the implementation level (data 
encoding, more complex query 
expressions)." This is followed up 
with two examples; the first is 
related to multiple inheritance, 
which in general should be avoided. 
But multiple inheritance is used in 
figure 11 - SpatialDataSet, where 
the ReferencableSpatialObject  
inherits from both SpatialObject and 
OjectWithIdentifier. It should be 
unnecessary to apply multiple 
inheritance to express this. This 
also goes for operations. Are there 

To apply multiple inheritance does 
not align with the intention of 
making it as 'simple as possible'. At 
the same time, it is not clear how 
multiple inheritance should be 
implemented (D2.7 Encoding 
guidelines is not yet available). It 
should be considered if this flexible 
option really is supposed to be 
required, it tends to complicate the 
INSPIRE data specifications 
unnecessary. Add a 
recommendation that clearly states 
that multiple inheritance and 
operations should be avoided to 
enable exchange of data by GML 
and in the context of WFS. 

d 
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any examples where operations are 
required for the proper 
understanding and documentation 
of the semantics. 

423  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 5 9.1 Requirement 
6 

G Ordnance Survey welcomes the use 
of the General Feature Model 
(GFM) as defined in ISO19109 as 
this will advance the structure, value 
and potential use of geographic 
information. However, it should be 
noted that the majority of application 
schemas for Geospatial Data held in 
Great Britain does not currently fully 
conform to the GFM. We assume 
that this is similar in many other EU 
countries.   

We suggest that D2.6 should offer 
an extensive set of 
recommendations how to convert 
data from traditional point, line and 
area features as referenced in 
ISO19109 clause 8.7.6. 

d 

424  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 6 9.1 note after 
requirement 6

G Ordnance Survey's experience with 
introducing new technology 
constraints (example: GML) is that 
technology providers may not 
necessarily be prepared to adapt 
their technologies due to changes in 
the structure of datasets (which the 
General Feature Model will certainly 
bring with it). Though Inspire will 
very likely put commercial pressures 
on technology providers we 
suggests to liaise with the software 
provider community at an early 
stage, despite the fact that they are 
not necessarily formally engaged as 
an SDIC or LMO.  

  d 

425  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  23 9_1 2nd paragraph 
after Figure 5

T According to ISO 19109 and 19110 
the feature catalogue can also be 
specified in a formal conceptual 
schema language. If that is the 
case, the application schema can 
be specified formally based on the 
feature catalogue and 
inconsistencies between the both 
can be avoided. 

Add:  “According to ISO 19109 and 
19110 the feature catalogue can 
also be specified in a formal 
conceptual schema language. If that 
is the case, the application schema 
can be specified formally based on 
the feature catalogue and 
inconsistencies between the both 
can be avoided.” 

d 

426  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  23 9_1 2nd paragraph 
after Figure 5

T According to ISO 19109 and 19110 
the feature catalogue can also be 
specified in a formal conceptual 
schema language. If that is the 
case, the application schema can 

Add:  “According to ISO 19109 and 
19110 the feature catalogue can 
also be specified in a formal 
conceptual schema language. If that 
is the case, the application schema 

d 
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be specified formally based on the 
feature catalogue and 
inconsistencies between the both 
can be avoided. 

can be specified formally based on 
the feature catalogue and 
inconsistencies between the both 
can be avoided.” 

427  OMSz - 
Hungarian 
Meteorological 
Service  

 LMO  9 9.1  Figure 5 and 
6  

 E   Figure 6 is very helpful, whereas 
Figure 5 is not really supproting the 
understanding of the concepts. At 
least, some interpretation of this 
figure should be provided.   

 If Fugures like Figure 5 are to be 
shown, they should be 
suppelmented by interpretation of 
their contents.  

d 

428  OMSz - 
Hungarian 
Meteorological 
Service  

 LMO  10 9.1  page 34   T   The expression "multiple 
inheritance" is not explained 
beforehand.  

   A - add explanation 

429  IACS-CAP - 
Integrated 
Administration 
and Control 
System 
(Common 
Agricultural 
Policy)  

 SDIC 8 9.1 figure 5 T  naming an association 
'Generalization" is confusing as that 
indicates another kind of 
relationship 

rename the association NA - The term Generalization is a 
technical UML term for this 
association kind, also adopted in 
ISO 19109 

430  IACS-CAP - 
Integrated 
Administration 
and Control 
System 
(Common 
Agricultural 
Policy)  

 SDIC 9 9.1 figure 6 T where is the Feature Concept 
dictionary located? 

add to the figure A - This figure from ISO 19109 is 
aimed at giving a very synthetic path 
from reality to (modeled) data. In this 
sense it selected to introduce only 
the concept of Feature Catalogue, 
that is, as declared, one of the two 
main representations of spatial 
object types and their properties: the 
one expressed in a normal, not 
formal language . The Feature 
concept dictionary is instead the 
dictionary of each concept in the 
model. It has been added in a figure 
in D2.6 and this can be reused here. 

431  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     9_1   2nd 
paragraph 

after Figure 5 

 T   According to ISO 19109 and 19110 
the feature catalogue can also be 
specified in a formal conceptual 
schema language. If that is the 
case, the application schema can 
be specified formally based on the 
feature catalogue and 
inconsistencies between the both 
can be avoided.  

 Add:  “According to ISO 19109 and 
19110 the feature catalogue can 
also be specified in a formal 
conceptual schema language. If that 
is the case, the application schema 
can be specified formally based on 
the feature catalogue and 
inconsistencies between the both 
can be avoided.”  

d 

432  Norwegian  LMO   SK10  9.2  Reguirement     Requirement 7 states that a feature  The concepts of feature catalogues d 
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Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

7  concept dictionary according to ISO 
19126 shall be maintained for 
INSPIRE in a ISO 19135 
conformant register. Why does not 
this requirement also apply to 
feature catalogues?   It is our 
understanding that the groups 
specifying the data specification for 
INSPIRE, will apply some 
methodology (to be stated in D2.6) 
and finally end up with feature 
types, attributes and associations 
between them, forming the 
application schema part of the data 
specification. This application 
schema will form the feature 
catalogue. To register these in a 
feature catalogue register to make 
them available for other groups 
seems to be a good idea. But 
storing this information in a common 
data dictionary requires that the 
concepts in the feature catalogue 
will be uncoupled, and maybe of 
less value to the other groups than 
a feature catalogue as such. For 
some reason feature catalogues are 
mistakenly regarded as textual 
descriptions of application schemas. 
Main purpose of feature catalogues 
is to reuse well-defined elements of 
geographical information. This is 
cost-efficient and provides 
dissemination, sharing and 
understanding of common 
information models. Application 
schemas are developed on the 
basis of the feature catalogues and 
thereby reusing well-defined 
concepts for a specific application. 
INSPIRE should consider to 
develop a single feature catalogue 
where a model element defined in 
the catalogue may be used in many 
application schemas. This comment 
is based upon the experience with 

and common data dictionary should 
be clarified. It is not clear that the 
concept data dictionary should be a 
preferred choice. Consider to 
change 1st paragraph in 
Requirement 8  to: "The spatial 
object types of an INSPIRE 
application schema shall be based 
on spatial object types defined in a 
feature catalogue as specified in 
ISO 19110. The feature catalogue 
shall be maintained in a ISO 19135 
conformant register".   
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the Norwegian general feature 
catalogue containing 44 application 
domains, reusing model elements 
transverse of application schemas.  

433  Met Office   LMO   MetO-41  9.2  Rec 2   G   Please give the required status and 
timeline for 19126 to be 
recommended  

 clarify  d 

434  IDEE Working 
Group of the 
Commission on 
Geomatics 
(National 
Geographic High 
Council)  

 LMO  8 9.2     T   Nothing is mentioned about cultural 
and linguistic adaptability of the 
Comon Feaure Concept Dicitionary 
nor about in wich languages this 
dictionary is going to be written  

 Add a new paragraph: This 
Common Feature Concept 
Dictionary need to be translated at 
least to all the official languages of 
the EU.  

A 

435  United Kingdom 
Hydrographic 
Office  

 LMO  11 9.2  Requirement 
7, first 

paragraph  

 G   A big & ongoing job. The 
international standards that Article 7 
requires the IR to integrate are 
increasingly establishing concept 
dictionaries, to be managed as 
registers. If INSPIRE establishes its 
own, rather than referencing 
existing authoritative ones, there will 
be a major piece of ongoing work to 
remain in step.  

   Ap - A possible 
notice/recommendation to add: 
INSPIRE Feature Concept 
Dictionary could easily benefit of 
well established dictionaries and 
"import" the terms of interest as 
determined by the TWGs. This 
obviously wouldn't assure the 
"content coupling" along time and 
requries additional measures. 

436  United Kingdom 
Hydrographic 
Office  

 LMO  12 9.2  Requirement 
7, second 
paragraph  

 T   Yes, arguably the INSPIRE themes 
are "feature related concepts", so 
could be described in an ISO 19126 
dictionary (assuming that standard 
settles in a similar state to the 
current draft). Presumably the 
proposed extension to the 19126 
conceptual schema is to include the 
description (which is there in the 
definition at 4.1.14 of N2052 but not 
in the data definitions)?  

   R - This is related to the question 
how the contents of D2.3 will be 
managed in the future. A similar 
approach has been considered but it 
is not clear how themes with the 
existing concept types defined in the 
draft of 19126, ie. without adding 
new subtypes of CD_Concept. 

437  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK10 9.2 Reguirement 
7 

  Requirement 7 states that a feature 
concept dictionary according to ISO 
19126 shall be maintained for 
INSPIRE in a ISO 19135 
conformant register. Why does not 
this requirement also apply to 
feature catalogues?   It is our 
understanding that the groups 
specifying the data specification for 
INSPIRE, will apply some 

The concepts of feature catalogues 
and common data dictionary should 
be clarified. It is not clear that the 
concept data dictionary should be a 
preferred choice. Consider to 
change 1st paragraph in 
Requirement 8  to: "The spatial 
object types of an INSPIRE 
application schema shall be based 
on spatial object types defined in a 

d 
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methodology (to be stated in D2.6) 
and finally end up with feature 
types, attributes and associations 
between them, forming the 
application schema part of the data 
specification. This application 
schema will form the feature 
catalogue. To register these in a 
feature catalogue register to make 
them available for other groups 
seems to be a good idea. But 
storing this information in a common 
data dictionary requires that the 
concepts in the feature catalogue 
will be uncoupled, and maybe of 
less value to the other groups than 
a feature catalogue as such. For 
some reason feature catalogues are 
mistakenly regarded as textual 
descriptions of application schemas. 
Main purpose of feature catalogues 
is to reuse well-defined elements of 
geographical information. This is 
cost-efficient and provides 
dissemination, sharing and 
understanding of common 
information models. Application 
schemas are developed on the 
basis of the feature catalogues and 
thereby reusing well-defined 
concepts for a specific application. 
INSPIRE should consider to 
develop a single feature catalogue 
where a model element defined in 
the catalogue may be used in many 
application schemas. This comment 
is based upon the experience with 
the Norwegian general feature 
catalogue containing 44 application 
domains, reusing model elements 
transverse of application schemas. 

feature catalogue as specified in 
ISO 19110. The feature catalogue 
shall be maintained in a ISO 19135 
conformant register".  

438  National Survey 
and Cadastre, 
Denmark  

 LMO   DK-22  9.2  Requirement 
7  

 T   Question. Who will have the 
responsibility for such a register?  

   R - To be determined. The CT will 
address this issue. JRC: Feature 
Concept Dictionary will be set-up 
and maintained by the JRC during 
the data specifications development 
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process; procedures will be 
established on the first half of 2008. 

439  National Survey 
and Cadastre, 
Denmark  

 LMO   DK-23  9.2 Recommend
ation 2  

 T   Question: Basically there is nothing 
wrong with this recommendation. 
However, have the DT considered 
what will happened with this 
recommendation if ISO 19126 fail to 
pass through ISO/TC211 perhaps 
due to European no-votes or that 
ISO 19126 cannot obtain the status 
of a CEN standard?  

   d 

440  Department for 
Environment, 
Food and Rural 
Affairs (Defra)  

 LMO  8 9.2   T ISO 19126 is a draft standard and 
according to the EDEN site it has 
been deleted due to a lack of 
progress 

Need to check progress of this ISO 
standard and if required INSPIRE 
may need to re-establish work 
programme to progress this 
standard 

d 

441  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 32 9.2      T   The term "feature concept" is not 
defined. It is not apparent what it is 
and why it is required.  

 Explain concept and define term  A - add term and definition 

442  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 33 9.2 Recommend
ation 2  

 T   The current draft of ISO 19126 
does not contain an XML encoding. 

 Re-think recommendation  d 

443  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 34 9.2  Requirement 
8  

 T   The XML encoding of a feature 
catalogue in ISO 19110 Am 1 is 
only an example.  

 Re-think requirement  NA - This is not a reason not to be 
considered as a acceptable starting 
point, by our point of view. In 
addition the encoding rules stated in 
ISO/TS 19139:2007, Clause 8 and 
ISO 19110 Am 1, clause 4 should be 
considered as a general basis for 
feature catalogues in INSPIRE. No 
alternative encoding has so far been 
proposed. 

444  IACS-CAP - 
Integrated 
Administration 
and Control 
System 
(Common 
Agricultural 
Policy)  

 SDIC 10 9.2   E Use of terms ‘spatial object types’ 
and ‘feature types’ is confusing 

use the terms in a consistent way, 
including pictures.  

Ap - "feature type" should not be 
used (however, no instance was 
found in the document) 

445  IACS-CAP - 
Integrated 
Administration 

 SDIC 11 9.2   T The relation between spatial objects 
types and theme is unclear  

describe: is spatial object type 1 
theme or 1 data set? 

Ap - A spatial object type is defined 
in the context of an application 
schema, typically an application 
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and Control 
System 
(Common 
Agricultural 
Policy)  

schema for a theme. 

446  FINSDI-META - 
Finnish expert 
group on GI 
metadata  

 SDIC  FI3  9.3  Reguirement 
8  

    Requirement 8 states that a feature 
concept dictionary shall according to 
ISO 19126 be maintained for 
INSPIRE in a ISO 19135 
conformant register. Why does not 
this requirement also apply to 
feature catalogues? The groups 
specifying the data specification for 
INSPIRE will apply some 
methodology (to be stated in D2.6) 
and finally end up with feature 
types, attributes and associations 
between them, forming the 
application schema as part of the 
data specification. This application 
schema will form the feature 
catalogue. To register these in a 
feature catalogue register to make 
them available for other groups 
seems to be a good idea. But 
storing this information in a common 
data dictionary requires, that the 
concepts in the feature catalogue 
will be uncoupled, and maybe of 
less value to the other groups than 
a feature catalogue as such. For 
some reason feature catalogues are 
mistakenly regarded as textual 
descriptions of application schemas. 
Main purpose of feature catalogues 
is to reuse well-defined elements of 
geographic information. This is cost-
efficient and provides dissemination, 
sharing and understanding of 
common information  models. 
Application schemas are developed 
on the basis of the  feature 
catalogues and thereby reusing 
well-defined concepts  for a specific 
application. INSPIRE should 
consider to develop a  single feature 

 The concepts of feature catalogues 
and common data dictionary should 
be clarified. It is not clear that the 
concept data dictionary should be a 
preferred choice. Consider to 
change 1st paragraph in 
Requirement 8  to: "The spatial 
object types of an INSPIRE 
application schema shall be based 
on spatial object types defined in a 
feature catalogue as specified in 
ISO 19110. The feature catalogue 
shall be maintained in a ISO 19135 
conformant register".   

NA/R - The role of feature 
catalogues and feature concept 
dictionaries in INSPIRE is 
understood as follows: 
– The d+K452ifference between 
feature catalogues and feature 
concept dictionaries: a feature 
concept dictionary contains the 
concepts and the definitions, while a 
feature catalogue is the 
representation of the objects and 
their bound properties used in an 
application schema (which can be 
equally derived from the UML 
model). The difference between 
feature catalogues and feature 
concept dictionaries has to be 
clearly explained in the document. 
– Example: In a feature catalogue 
the name of each spatial object type 
is unique, however in different 
feature catalogues different spatial 
object types with the same name 
(and the same definition as drawn 
from the feature concept dictionary) 
may be specified and the spatial 
object types may all have different 
properties (multiple representations). 
– The connection between concept 
dictionaries and feature catalogues: 
Feature catalogues (automatically) 
derived from the UML schema 
evolve with the changes of the draft 
schema. When they are quite 
mature they will be proposed from 
inclusion into the feature concept 
dictionary, which will be maintained 
as a register (accessible via a 
registry service) within the 
infrastructure.  
– If a new spatial object type is 
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catalogue where a model element 
defined in the  catalogue may be 
used in many application schemas.  

created in an application schema, it 
shall reuse a concept from the 
INSPIRE feature concept dictionary, 
if possible; if not, it shall reuse a 
concept from another international 
feature concept dictionary / feature 
catalogue, if possible. I.e., whenever 
possible, a concept has to be drawn 
from an existing dictionary. 
– INSPIRE feature catalogues and 
feature concept dictionaries by 
definition will be compiled in English, 
but translation to the official 
languages is required. 
  
Update the document to reflect this 
understanding. 
 
Note: We suppose the referenced 
requirement is number 7 in 9.2. 
 
Referred action items: 
– CT/JRC (as CEN TC 287 liaison): 
Check which translation channels 
can be used for INSPIRE 
(translation services of the 
Commission, CEN Working Group 
on terminology) 
– CT: clarify the maintenance of the 
registers 

447  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN70 9.3 Requirement 
9 

T "shall contain the information for 
all spatial object types…" 
"the information" is rather vague, 
e.g. must attributes of all types 
(spatial, temporal, locational, 
semantic) be registered in the 
Feature Catalogue ? 

Clarify which information has to be 
in the feature catalogue. 

Ap - Yes, all attributes have to be in 
the catalogue. All details are 
provided yet by ISO 19110, but it 
would be useful to list the main 
information categories involved in 
the catalogue 

448  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN71 9.3 Paragraph 
after NOTE 2

T "i.e. the application schema 
contains information that may not 
necessarily be in the corresponding 
feature catalogue and vice versa".  
This sentence is rather confusing. It 
would be more useful to define 
- which information may/must be 
both in the application schema and 
in the feature catalogue 

Clarify this point. A - Some text should be added to 
clarify the distinction about content     
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- which information may/must be in 
the application schema without 
being in the feature catalogue 
- which information may/must be in 
the feature catalogue without being 
in the application schema  

449  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN72 9.3 requirement 9 G That means that there must be 1 
feature catalogue for 1 application 
schema. Is this true? 

Clarify A - One application schema 
corresponds to one feature 
catalogue. It is possible to develop 
more than one application schema 
for an INSPIRE theme (for example 
according to different levels of 
detail), however the overriding 
principle is to keep the number of 
per theme application schemas at 
minimum. 

450  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN73 9.3 Note 2, Note 
3 

G There is no NOTE 1 ? + these notes 
are not really clear 

Rewrite A - Effectively Note 2 is quite 
generic and Note 3 may be 
improved in its content 

451  Bundesamt für 
Kartographie und 
Geodäsie (BKG)  

 LMO   BKG_4   9.3 
Feature 

catalogues 

    G   EuroGeoNames (EGN) will provide 
a feature classification scheme 
according to named geographical 
features: 1. The feature 
classification schemes reported by 
some 30 NMCAs  are very different, 
some are very basic and some very 
comprehensive. The scheme the 
EGN use must attempt to 
accomodate all NMCAs. 2. In the 
EGN data model we would include a 
field which would hold the NMCA 
feature types so even if the EGN 
classification is not detailed enough 
no information is lost. 3. The EGN 
project does not design its own 
feature classification scheme. An 
existing classification scheme will 
be used and modified. 4. Possible 
schemes that could be considered 
were the EuroRegional Map and the 
Alexandria Digital Library (ADL) 
schemes. 5. If possible the 
EuroRegional Map should be 
adopted together with small 
modifications if necessary.  

   Ap - Interesting work: even if not the 
overall INSPIRE universe of 
discourse will be covered, further 
activities should benefit of this 
experience 

452  Met Office   LMO   MetO-42  9.3  Req 8   G   Please give the required status and  clarify  d 
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timeline for 19110 to be required  
453  Met Office   LMO   MetO-43  9.3  Note 3   T   What about namespacing of spatial 

objects within feature catalogues?  
 Clarify  Ap - obviously the note causes more 

confusion. Remove. 
454  SOGI - Swiss 

Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 20 9_3 paragraph 
before NOTE 

3 

T The text is not quite correct. 1st: the 
feature catalogue can/will be 
specified in a CSL, 2nd: A 
conceptual schema specified in a 
CSL is/should be also “available to 
human readers”. We agree on the 
distinction between “model” and 
“schema” but the main difference is 
not that one can be read by humans 
and the other cannot. 

Write: “This will be documented in a 
feature catalogue, in particular to 
specify the definitions and 
classifications contained in the 
model.” . Skip “available to human 
readers” 

AwM - K463 

455  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 21 9_3 NOTE 3 G It is quite clear that an application 
schema can define its own 
“namespaces” in order to uniquely 
identify a spatial object type name. 
So it is not clear the objective of this 
note also because the NOTE 2 after 
Req. 13 clearly describes the 
definition process of a spatial object 
type. 

Remove the note or better explain 
the objective. 

A- remove 

456  National Survey 
and Cadastre, 
Denmark  

 LMO   DK-24  9.3 Recommend
ation 3  

 T   Question. Who will have the 
responsibility for such a register?  

   The CT will take the appropriate 
measures for establishing  the 
necessary registers. JRC: Feature 
Catalogues will be derived from the 
application schemas and will be 
maintained by the JRC. Procedures 
will be established in cooperation 
with Thematic Working Groups. 

457  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 7 9.3   G The EU funded MOTIIVE project 
(http://www.iode.org/motiivenew/ind
ex.php?option=com_frontpage&Item
id=1) is implementing feature type 
catalogues that combine ISO 
19109, ISO 19110 and ebRIM to 
store richer semantic details for 
feature types, including properties, 
operations and assocations 
between feature types.  INSPIRE 
may take advantage of the 
MOTIIVE work in implementing 
feature type catalogues that are 
semantically richer and thus allow 
more intelligent querying and 

Recommended addition to Clause 
9.3: 
The EU funded MOTIIVE project 
(http://www.iode.org/motiivenew/ind
ex.php?option=com_frontpage&Item
id=1) is implementing feature type 
catalogues that combine ISO 
19109, ISO 19110 and ebRIM to 
store richer semantic details for 
feature types, including properties, 
operations and assocations 
between feature types.  INSPIRE 
may take advantage of the 
MOTIIVE work in implementing 
feature type catalogues that are 

NA - Very interesting work, the 
further activities of INSPIRE should 
benefit of this experience. The 
discussion paper on a registry for 
feature catalogues may be a starting 
point for related INSPIRE work, but 
it does not address the full problem; 
the further discussion within OGC 
about the draft should be followed. 
See also #1028. 



DS D2.5 – Generic Conceptual Model: Comments and Resolutions Table (Comments are related to the D2.5 version 2.0) 

94 

Comm# ID LMO/
SDIC 1 2 3 4 5 - Comment 6 - Proposed change 7 - Resolution 

discovery of feature types.  The 
project also links the feature type 
catalogue to services that 
implement feature type operations 
in an ebRIM registry. 

semantically richer and thus allow 
more intelligent querying and 
discovery of feature types. 

458  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 56 9.3 Feature 
catalogues

  G EuroGeoNames (EGN) will provide 
a feature classification scheme 
according to named geographical 
features: 
1. The feature classification 
schemes reported by some 30 
NMCAs  are very different, some 
are very basic and some very 
comprehensive. The scheme the 
EGN use must attempt to 
accomodate all NMCAs. 
2. In the EGN data model we would 
include a field which would hold the 
NMCA feature types so even if the 
EGN classification is not detailed 
enough no information is lost. 
3. The EGN project does not design 
its own feature classification 
scheme. An existing classification 
scheme will be used and modified. 
4. Possible schemes that could be 
considered were the EuroRegional 
Map and the Alexandria Digital 
Library (ADL) schemes. 
5. If possible the EuroRegional Map 
should be adopted together with 
small modifications if necessary. 

  d 

459  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  24 9_3 paragraph 
before NOTE 

3 

T The text is not quite correct. 1st: the 
feature catalogue can/will be 
specified in a CSL, 2nd: A 
conceptual schema specified in a 
CSL is/should be also “available to 
human readers”. We agree on the 
distinction between “model” and 
“schema” but the main difference is 
not that one can be read by humans 
and the other cannot. 

Write: “This will be documented in a 
feature catalogue, in particular to 
specify the definitions and 
classifications contained in the 
model.” . Skip “available to human 
readers” 

d 

460  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  25 9_3 NOTE 3 G It is quite clear that an application 
schema can define its own 
“namespaces” in order to uniquely 
identify a spatial object type name. 

Remove the note or better explain 
the objective. 

d 



DS D2.5 – Generic Conceptual Model: Comments and Resolutions Table (Comments are related to the D2.5 version 2.0) 

95 

Comm# ID LMO/
SDIC 1 2 3 4 5 - Comment 6 - Proposed change 7 - Resolution 

So it is not clear the objective of this 
note also because the NOTE 2 after 
Req. 13 clearly describes the 
definition process of a spatial object 
type. 

461  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  24 9_3 paragraph 
before NOTE 

3 

T The text is not quite correct. 1st: the 
feature catalogue can/will be 
specified in a CSL, 2nd: A 
conceptual schema specified in a 
CSL is/should be also “available to 
human readers”. We agree on the 
distinction between “model” and 
“schema” but the main difference is 
not that one can be read by humans 
and the other cannot. 

Write: “This will be documented in a 
feature catalogue, in particular to 
specify the definitions and 
classifications contained in the 
model.” . Skip “available to human 
readers” 

d 

462  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  25 9_3 NOTE 3 G It is quite clear that an application 
schema can define its own 
“namespaces” in order to uniquely 
identify a spatial object type name. 
So it is not clear the objective of this 
note also because the NOTE 2 after 
Req. 13 clearly describes the 
definition process of a spatial object 
type. 

Remove the note or better explain 
the objective. 

d 

463  ACTaFOMAS - 
Association of 
Cities and Towns 
and Federal 
Office of 
Metrology and 
Surveying in 
Austria (BEV)  

 SDIC 4 9.3 Recommend
ation 3:    

 
genera

l  

 To support the ESDI, an ISO 19135 
conformant register and registry for 
INSPIRE feature catalogues should 
be established as part of INSPIRE.    
The necessity of this 
recommendation is approved. But it 
is necessary too to guarantee that 
the existing data in national 
databases are able to fulfill the 
needs of the feature catalogue 
without additional and inappropriate 
investment. The recommendation 
should consider this demand.  

   Ap - The methodology (D2.6) 
requires that the existing data is 
taken into account when developing 
the harmonised data specifications 

464  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     9_3   paragraph 
before NOTE 

3  

 T   The text is not quite correct. 1st: 
the feature catalogue can/will be 
specified in a CSL, 2nd: A 
conceptual schema specified in a 
CSL is/should be also “available to 
human readers”. We agree on the 
distinction between “model” and 
“schema” but the main difference is 
not that one can be read by humans 

 Write: “This will be documented in a 
feature catalogue, in particular to 
specify the definitions and 
classifications contained in the 
model.” . Skip “available to human 
readers”  

d 
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and the other cannot.  
465  HUMBOLDT - 

HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     9_3   NOTE 3   G   It is quite clear that an application 
schema can define its own 
“namespaces” in order to uniquely 
identify a spatial object type name. 
So it is not clear the objective of this 
note also because the NOTE 2 after 
Req. 13 clearly describes the 
definition process of a spatial object 
type.  

 Remove the note or better explain 
the objective.  

d 

466  Geonovum   LMO  11 9.3     T   NOTE 3 Question: Can’t this 
problem be fixed by using 
namespaces?  

 Question  d 

467  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN674 9.4 Note 4 G "the same real-world 
phenomenon…" : implies a whole-
encompassing Universe of 
Discourse that should be defined 
somewhere !!!!! 

Clarify (possibly even earlier in the 
document) 

A - will be clarified earlier in the 
document 

468  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN75 9.4 NOTE 5 Q From this note, it seems  INSPIRE 
allows extensions to ISO standards. 
Is not there a risk for interoperability 
?  

  - 
There are risks if such extensions 
are made in an inconsistent way 
with similar extensions in other 
communities or if they are difficult to 
use with products implenting the ISO 
standards. Therefore it was tried to 
minimise such extensions. 

469  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN76 9.4 Recommand
ation 5 

T The sentence is not clear : 
- it is not obvious to understand 
when the condition applies (at least, 
at first reading) 
- the condition itself is not clear 

Split the sentence in 2 sentences, 
one for each case (one for when 
enumerations should be used, one 
for when codelists should be used) 
Clarify the condition by further 
explanations or by examples. 

Ap - Editorial changes will be 
provided 

470  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK11 9.4  Requirement 
12 

G "Every INSPIRE data specification 
shall include an INSPIRE 
application schema that is modelled 
according to ISO 19109 8.2."  

Do not narrow the reference to 8.2. 
Change to 8.0 Rules for application 
schema" 

d 

471  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK11  9.4  Requirement 
12  

 G   "Every INSPIRE data specification 
shall include an INSPIRE 
application schema that is modelled 
according to ISO 19109 8.2."   

 Do not narrow the reference to 8.2. 
Change to 8.0 Rules for application 
schema"  

AwM - Add text after "…19109": 
"clause 8, with particular attention to 
clause 8.2" 

472  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK12 9.4 Requirement 
13 

G This requirement needs rephrasing 
according to the outcome of the 
discussion on Common feature 
dictionary and feature catalogue. 

  d 

473  Norwegian  LMO   SK12  9.4  Requirement  G   This requirement needs rephrasing    NA - see #446 
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Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

13  according to the outcome of the 
discussion on Common feature 
dictionary and feature catalogue.  

474  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK13  9.4  Requirement 
16, figure 7  

 G   This figure shows one possible way 
of describing contraints. It could be 
regarded as complicated to add 
such constraints in the class 
diagram, especially if the constraint 
is applicable to a set of classes. Add 
other examples on how constrains 
could be formalized in the model.  

 Clarify that there are several ways 
of describing constraints, and that 
describing them within the class 
diagram is not always the best 
solution.  

A 

475  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK14  9.4  Note 6   G   "This implies in-depth knowledge 
about the ISO 19100 series in every 
team developing a data 
specification."  This is a very 
important understandment that 
should be highlighted in the very 
beginning of the document, not 
related to profiling of the different 
spatial object types.   

 Move (or copy) to an executive 
summary.  

Ap  - Copy text in a (new) executive 
summary or other existent 
introductory paragraph 

476  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK15  9.4 Recommend
ation 5  

 G   Some UML tools have enumeration 
"built in", but codelists needs to be 
user defined. From that perspective 
it may seem logical to apply 
enumerations instead of codelists 
and state that it is an closed list 
within a particular version. On the 
other side, enumeration are often 
hardcoded in an application, but a 
codelist needs to be implemented in 
a different way to avoid a new 
compilation of the system. In ISO, 
enumerations are applied for all lists 
that could not be extended, for 
example the seven day of a week 
(you can not add a new day to the 
week). When ISO standards are 
applied in the context of an 
INSPIRE data specification, code 
lists are applied. We suppose it is 
not the intention to change the ISO 
UML models according to this 
recommendation. In ISO 10103 CSL 
(normative ref.) it is stated that one 
shall use enumeration only should 
be used when it is clear that there 

 Reconsider this recommendation. If 
it will still be there, explain that there 
will be a difference when modelling 
elements from ISO standards are 
applied within INSPIRE data 
specifications, and that 
enumerations and codelist in some 
cases will be the same.   

AwM - see #481 
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will be no extensions. If extensions 
are expected, the type 
<<CodeList>> should be used. ISO 
19103 does not say anything about 
extensions limited to a particular 
version.   

477  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK16  9.4 Recommend
ation 6  

 G  The use of void .                                
During the use case and modelling 
phase, there will be discussions on 
what is mandatory and what is 
optional. To resolve this from a data 
providers point of view, when this 
information is required and the data 
provider is not able to fulfil this 
requirement is to apply a 
mechanism  that state that "I know 
this is mandatory, but I have not 
value". One possible way is to add 
an value in a codelist (enumeration)  
stated "unknown". (But this is only 
valid when the datatype is 
codelist/enumeration). 
Recommendation 6 goes even 
further in this direction, by giving the 
data provider a way to state why 
this requirement is not fulfilled. But it 
does not resolve the underlying 
requirement from the users point of 
view.  

 Define strict rules when the use of 
void should be applied. This should 
not be a general mechanism to 
enable conformance with a 
specification when the major 
underlying requirements is not 
fulfilled.   

Ap - ISO 19136's statements on 
"NilReason" should be able to 
circumstantiate the use of null 
values and should be recalled here. 
This seems to be sufficient to 
manage the topic at least at the 
present. Realistic to individuate 
more strict rules perhaps only after 
knowing the variety of situations 
regarding data providers 

478  GMFS - ESA 
GSE Global 
Monitoring for 
Food Security  

 SDIC 3 9.4 Note 2, 
Paragraph 5 

E The paragraph mentions items a) 
and b), but only a) is mentioned in 
the above numbered list. 

Review the structure and numbering 
of the numbered list. 

A 

479  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 9 9.4 note 2 E references cases a) and b) but only 
a) is previously defined 

number existing and non-existing 
cases a) and b) 

d 

480  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  5 9.4  note 2   E   references cases a) and b) but only 
a) is previously defined  

 number existing and non-existing 
cases a) and b)  

d 

481  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 10 9.4 Recommend
ation 5 

E Grammar does not make sense New wording: "For attribute types 
with coded values (enumerations 
and codelists), an enumeration 
should be used if the set of allowed 
values is extensible. If the set of 

AwM  - In the new wording proposal 
the term Enumeration and Code List 
have to be inverted to follow ISO 
definitions 
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allowed values is fixed, a codelist 
should be used." 

482  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 39 9.4 Recommend
ation 5  

 E   Grammar does not make sense   New wording: "For attribute types 
with coded values (enumerations 
and codelists), an enumeration 
should be used if the set of allowed 
values is extensible. If the set of 
allowed values is fixed, a codelist 
should be used."  

d 

483  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  6 9.4 Recommend
ation 5  

 E   Grammar does not make sense   New wording: "For attribute types 
with coded values (enumerations 
and codelists), an enumeration 
should be used if the set of allowed 
values is extensible. If the set of 
allowed values is fixed, a codelist 
should be used."  

d 

484  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 11 9.4 Recommend
ation 6 

E Grammar   exchange "will in general" with 
"may" or "may typically" 

AwM - "will typically" 

485  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  7 9.4 Recommend
ation 6  

 E   Grammar     exchange "will in general" with 
"may" or "may typically"  

d 

486  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 8 9.4 Recommend
ation 5 

E The sentence is unclear: "...an 
enumeration should be used, if ..., in 
which case a codelists should be 
used." 

"...an enumeration should be used, 
if the set of allowed values is not 
extensible for a particular version of 
a data specification. If the set of 
allowed values is extensible a 
codelists should be used." 

d 

487  Bundesamt für 
Kartographie und 
Geodäsie (BKG)  

 LMO   BKG_5  9.4 Recommend
ation 5  

 E   The sentence is unclear: "...an 
enumeration should be used, if ..., in 
which case a codelists should be 
used."  

 "...an enumeration should be used, 
if the set of allowed values is not 
extensible for a particular version of 
a data specification. If the set of 
allowed values is extensible a 
codelists should be used."  

AwM - see above regarding "for a 
particular version of a data 
specification" 

488  Met Office   LMO   MetO-44  9.4  Note 1   T   These seem to conflict with the 
desire for simplicity.  

 Clarify  Ap - These are just the minimal 
requests to manage such an 
extended model and to make 
interoperability feasible. Add 
moivation for requirements. 

489  Met Office   LMO   MetO-45  9.4  Note 1   T   Shouldn't the aim to be to re-use as 
much common/shared conceptual 
schemas as possible e.g. 
Observation and Measurement, 
SensorML  

 Clarify  Ap - This is the principle and is 
recognised (see other comments), 
but the constraint on formalization 
and harmonization have to be 
respected, so some adaptation 
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*may* be necessary. However, for 
broadly adopted standards this is 
not expected. 

490  Met Office   LMO   MetO-46  9.4  note 2   T   Also need to make it easy to 
identify pseudonyms, aliases?  

   - 
The concept of aliases is currently 
not supported by ISO 19126 (see 
CD_ConceptRelationshipType) 

491  Met Office   LMO   MetO-47  9.4  Note 6   G   This may - just - be achievable in 
the development teams. What about 
teams needing to interpret and 
implement it - and then update and 
maintain it? This does not seem 
achievable. Much of this IR 
presumes that the effort is one-off - 
done once and forever static.   

 Comment on the effort to 
disseminate usage, implementation 
and maintenance of the models?  

R - outside of the scope of this 
document, but some discussion 
about the topic in included in D2.6 

492  Met Office   LMO   MetO-48  9.4  req 17   E   i.e. Simple Feature Model. When 
requiring an ISO standard, 
particularly a specific part of an ISO 
standard it needs to be spelled out 
each time what it is  

 expand and explain the 
requirement  

NA - Text here is not really dealing 
with the Simple Feature Model, but 
with all generic datatypes in ISO/TS 
19103 (see String, Number,...). In 
general the example seems to be 
quite useful to clarify that                    

493  Met Office   LMO   MetO-49  9.4  rec 5   T   Please explain that codelists allow 
for extensions, enumerations do 
not.  

 Clarify.  A 

494  Met Office   LMO   MetO-50  9.4  req 14  and 
req 15  

 E   When requiring an ISO standard, 
particularly a specific part of an ISO 
standard it needs to be spelled out 
each time what it is  

 expand and explain the 
requirement  

NA - In general the notes seem to 
be quite useful to clarify the issues     

495  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 22 9_4 Requirement 
11 

T/E We agree in general to his 
requirement. But it does not fit to the 
choice of UML as CSL. A UML 
specification will not lead to “a 
complete and precise description of 
the semantic content”. We think 
“precise” can only be reached by a 
lexical CSL and “complete” is not 
possible at all, because this would 
mean a “complete” description of 
the real world � 

Change “complete” to 
“comprehensive” in the text. 
Reconsider the choice of UML as 
(only) CSL to be used for the rest of 
the document. 

A - change to "comprehensive" 
 
NA - UML fulfils all the CSL 
requirements and is widely adopted 
within the GI community and the 
general ICT world 

496  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  28 9_4 Recommend
ation 4 

Q what means “simple” in this 
context? 

Clarify the recommendation or skip 
it 

A - Add some text like this: K510 

497  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  28 9_4 Recommend
ation 4 

Q what means “simple” in this 
context? 

Clarify the recommendation or skip 
it 

d 
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498  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     9_4  Recommend
ation 4  

 Q   what means “simple” in this 
context?  

 Clarify the recommendation or skip 
it  

d 

499  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 23 9_4 Recommend
ation 4 

Q what means “simple” in this 
context? 

Clarify the recommendation or skip 
it 

d 

500  United Kingdom 
Hydrographic 
Office  

 LMO  13 9.4  Requirement 
12  

 T   At last the actual statement "Every 
INSPIRE data specification shall 
include an INSPIRE application 
schema…" I do not believe this is 
realistic, and it contravenes Article 7 

 Change to "Every INSPIRE 
compliant application schema shall 
be modelled according to ISO 
19109 8.2"  

d 

501  United Kingdom 
Hydrographic 
Office  

 LMO  14 9.4 Recommend
ation 6  

 T   Why invent "VoidValueReason", 
which seems to be broadly the 
same as ISO 19136's "NilReason"? 

 Replace "VoidValueReason" with 
"NilReason" throughout  

NA - "Void" is the term from ISO 
11404:1996, "Nil" the term from the 
implementation platform XML 
Schema that will be used in that 
context. 

502  United Kingdom 
Hydrographic 
Office  

 LMO  15 9.4  NOTE 2   T   This becomes confused, finally 
referencing a sub-clause b). More 
importantly, it indicates an endless 
loop, in which each theme amends 
the concepts which other themes 
have already used - there never 
would be a set of INSPIRE 
application schemas! This only has 
any chance of working if the 
concept dictionary is maintained as 
a register, so various application 
schemas can reference different 
versions of the concept. For 
example, the dictionary might 
initially import the definition of 
'beacon' from the IHO's dictionary & 
use it in a hydrography schema. An 
aero-transport schema may need to 
extend / broaden the concept.  

   Ap - this is inline with the proposed 
process. see also #446. 

503  LMV - 
Lantmateriet, 
National Land 
Survey of 
Sweden  

 SDIC 9 9.4  Note 2   E    If it does not exist...   Add: a) If it does not exist,   b) If the 
same concept already exist                

A 
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504  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK13 9.4 Requirement 
16, figure 7 

G This figure shows one possible way 
of describing contraints. It could be 
regarded as complicated to add 
such constraints in the class 
diagram, especially if the constraint 
is applicable to a set of classes. Add 
other examples on how constrains 
could be formalized in the model. 

Clarify that there are several ways 
of describing constraints, and that 
describing them within the class 
diagram is not always the best 
solution. 

d 

505  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK14 9.4 Note 6 G "This implies in-depth knowledge 
about the ISO 19100 series in every 
team developing a data 
specification."  This is a very 
important understandment that 
should be highlighted in the very 
beginning of the document, not 
related to profiling of the different 
spatial object types.  

Move (or copy) to an executive 
summary. 

d 

506  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK15 9.4 Recommend
ation 5 

G Some UML tools have enumeration 
"built in", but codelists needs to be 
user defined. From that perspective 
it may seem logical to apply 
enumerations instead of codelists 
and state that it is an closed list 
within a particular version. On the 
other side, enumeration are often 
hardcoded in an application, but a 
codelist needs to be implemented in 
a different way to avoid a new 
compilation of the system. In ISO, 
enumerations are applied for all lists 
that could not be extended, for 
example the seven day of a week 
(you can not add a new day to the 
week). When ISO standards are 
applied in the context of an 
INSPIRE data specification, code 
lists are applied. We suppose it is 
not the intention to change the ISO 
UML models according to this 
recommendation. In ISO 10103 CSL 
(normative ref.) it is stated that one 
shall use enumeration only should 
be used when it is clear that there 
will be no extensions. If extensions 
are expected, the type 
<<CodeList>> should be used. ISO 

Reconsider this recommendation. If 
it will still be there, explain that there 
will be a difference when modelling 
elements from ISO standards are 
applied within INSPIRE data 
specifications, and that 
enumerations and codelist in some 
cases will be the same.  

d 
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19103 does not say anything about 
extensions limited to a particular 
version.  

507  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK16 9.4 Recommend
ation 6 

G The use of void .                                 
During the use case and modelling 
phase, there will be discussions on 
what is mandatory and what is 
optional. To resolve this from a data 
providers point of view, when this 
information is required and the data 
provider is not able to fulfil this 
requirement is to apply a 
mechanism  that state that "I know 
this is mandatory, but I have not 
value". One possible way is to add 
an value in a codelist (enumeration)  
stated "unknown". (But this is only 
valid when the datatype is 
codelist/enumeration). 
Recommendation 6 goes even 
further in this direction, by giving the 
data provider a way to state why 
this requirement is not fulfilled. But it 
does not resolve the underlying 
requirement from the users point of 
view. 

Define strict rules when the use of 
void should be applied. This should 
not be a general mechanism to 
enable conformance with a 
specification when the major 
underlying requirements is not 
fulfilled.  

d 

508  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  26 9_4 Requirement 
11 

T/E We agree in general to his 
requirement. But it does not fit to the 
choice of UML as CSL. A UML 
specification will not lead to “a 
complete and precise description of 
the semantic content”. We think 
“precise” can only be reached by a 
lexical CSL and “complete” is not 
possible at all, because this would 
mean a “complete” description of 
the real world J 

Change “complete” to 
“comprehensive” in the text. 
Reconsider the choice of UML as 
(only) CSL to be used for the rest of 
the document. 

d 

509  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  27 9_4 Text after 
NOTE 2 

E There is an “a)” but no “b)” Reconsider the text.  A 

510  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     9_4   Text after 
NOTE 2  

 E   There is an “a)” but no “b)”   Reconsider the text.   d 
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511  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  27 9_4 Text after 
NOTE 2 

E There is an “a)” but no “b)” Reconsider the text.  d 

512  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  26 9_4 Requirement 
11 

T/E We agree in general to his 
requirement. But it does not fit to the 
choice of UML as CSL. A UML 
specification will not lead to “a 
complete and precise description of 
the semantic content”. We think 
“precise” can only be reached by a 
lexical CSL and “complete” is not 
possible at all, because this would 
mean a “complete” description of 
the real world J 

Change “complete” to 
“comprehensive” in the text. 
Reconsider the choice of UML as 
(only) CSL to be used for the rest of 
the document. 

d 

513  Department for 
Environment, 
Food and Rural 
Affairs (Defra)  

 LMO  9 9.4 Note 2 a T It does not state in the document 
who will be responsible for resolving 
issues such as similar concepts. 
There would logically be a long term 
committee established from 
members of INSPIRE community to 
resolve such issues? 

Add an explanation of who would be 
responsible for resolving potential 
conflicts 

NA - This is rather out-of-scope for 
this document and more in scope for 
documents like work programmes / 
terms of references and to some 
extent the methodology.  

514  Department for 
Environment, 
Food and Rural 
Affairs (Defra)  

 LMO  10 9.4 Note 4 T Would references to the other 
representations be stored to ensure 
that users could determine that the 
other representations were of the 
same real world object? 

State whether references to 
alternative representations would be 
stored 

Ap - application schemas will model 
explicitly if references to other 
representations may be represented 
in data; no general property for such 
references is foreseen 

515  Department for 
Environment, 
Food and Rural 
Affairs (Defra)  

 LMO  11 9.4 Requirement 
16 

T This is the first indication that GML 
will be the data format to be used 
for INSPIRE conformant data 

May be useful to state that these 
fspatial property types are GML  

NA - There is a misunderstanding: 
'GM' is not for GML; it is the prefix 
for the GeoMetric types specified in 
the ISO 19100 series (see ISO 
19107 Spatial Schema) 

516  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  25 9.4 Figure 7 E Unclear UML notation. The OCL 
constraints seem to be part of the 
definition of an operation since it is 
listed at the bottom of a class.  

Clarify the requirements on UML 
notation or change figure 

A - From UML official specifications 
(UML2 Superstructure 05-07-04): "A 
class is often shown with three 
compartments. The middle 
compartment holds a list of 
attributes while the bottom 
compartment holds a list of 
operations. 
Attributes or operations may be 
presented grouped by visibility. A 
visibility keyword or symbol can then 
be given once for multiple features 
with the same visibility. 
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Additional compartments may be 
supplied to show other details, such 
as constraints, or to divide 
features.". 
So a solution may be to modify the 
figure moving the constraint to a 
fourth bottom compartment (without 
the sign 'constraints') 

517  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 35 9.4  Requirement 
11  

 T   What is the "semantic content of .. 
spatial object types"?  

 explain    Ap - remove "of the semantic 
content" 

518  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 36 9.4  Example 1   T   There are many unexplained UML 
concepts here  

 Add explanation of UML concepts  NA  - Very common, even if 
technical terminology; please refer 
to ISO 19100 series text and UML 
handbooks                                          

519  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 37 9.4  Requirement 
13  

 T   Where else will the spatial object 
types in the feature concept 
dictionary be taken from if not the 
INSPIRE application schemas?  

 Resolve this apparent anomaly  A - Add text:  "…+K546" 

520  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 38 9.4  Para 3   E   There is no bullet b)   Re-structure bullets  A 

521  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 40 9.4  
Recommend

ation 6  

 E   Consumers use up resources, 
which cannot then be used by 
others.   

 Replace "consumers" with "users" 
and "will in general" to "may"  

A 

522  IACS-CAP - 
Integrated 
Administration 
and Control 
System 
(Common 
Agricultural 
Policy)  

 SDIC 12 9.4   E a) if the same….  ==> b) is missing sort out text structure A 

523  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     9_4   Requirement 
11  

 T/E   We agree in general to his 
requirement. But it does not fit to the 
choice of UML as CSL. A UML 
specification will not lead to “a 
complete and precise description of 
the semantic content”. We think 
“precise” can only be reached by a 
lexical CSL and “complete” is not 
possible at all, because this would 

 Change “complete” to 
“comprehensive” in the text. 
Reconsider the choice of UML as 
(only) CSL to be used for the rest of 
the document.  

d 



DS D2.5 – Generic Conceptual Model: Comments and Resolutions Table (Comments are related to the D2.5 version 2.0) 

106 

Comm# ID LMO/
SDIC 1 2 3 4 5 - Comment 6 - Proposed change 7 - Resolution 

mean a “complete” description of 
the real world J  

524  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN77 9.5 Requirement 
21 

T  Requirement 21 asks for 
constraints in natural language. 
Which "natural language"? 

The requirement must be clear : 
shall constraints be expressed in all 
official languages? If not, which is 
the "natural language"? Proposition 
of using "textual language" as an 
alternative term 

AwM - ISO 19103 states to use: 
"English and OCL-based 
documentation of all constraints.". 
So the English language is the 
privileged natural language to be 
indicated in D2.5 

525  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN78 9.5 Requirement 
20 

Recommand
ation 7 

T These two rules are rather hermetic 
for people not familiar with 
standards. 

Give further explanation about the 
general content of these rules. 

A - Add some brief explanation to 
this point                                              

526  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN79 9.5 Figure 8 T In the "Feature type" Building, the 
first attribute is "built", which is not a 
very explicit term. 
Generally, users prefer to have 
explicit terms directly in the 
application schema rather than to 
have to consult the feature 
Catalogue or the Feature Concept 
Dictionary. 

In the example use a more explicit 
term (e.g. dateOfConstruction) 
Give a recommandation (in this 
document or in the methodology) to 
use explicit terms for feature and 
attribute types. 

AwM - The aim of the example was 
only to present a minimal set of 
attributes and we are aware this is 
not the best choice for all the 
names: this will be a task for TWGs. 
OK for adding a brief 
recommandation on explicit terms. 
 
In general, review the document to 
ensure that we apply our 
recommendations in our examples.    

527  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN80 9.5 Requirement 
23 

Figure 10 

T There is some inconsistency 
between this requirement (need of 
external identifier) and clause 13. 
In clause 13, examples and 
methods are given with external 
identifier (as in requirement 23) but 
also with thematic identifiers or with 
geographic identifiers. 

Ensure consistency within the 
document. 

A - req will be reworded but keep 
external identifier requirement. 
Explain the dfference to the use of 
thematic or geographic identifiers (if 
only by a reference to a specific 
section in clause 13). 

528  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN81 9.5 Requirement 
27 

T For producers who do not use 
versioning at object level, it would 
be difficult  to fulfill potential 
INSPIRE requirements on 
versioning at object level without 
significant efforts. 

Keep requirement 27 as it is. Ap - see other comments on 
"versioning" 

529  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK17 9.5 Requirement 
19 

G It is stated that all spatial object 
types and their properties shall be 
shown in class diagrams in the UML 
package describing the application 
schema. This requirement does not 
say anything about sub-packages.  

Change to ……..in the UML 
package or UML sub-packages 
……….. 

d 

530  Norwegian 
Mapping and 

 LMO   SK17  9.5  Requirement 
19  

 G   It is stated that all spatial object 
types and their properties shall be 

 Change to ……..in the UML 
package or UML sub-packages 

AwM - "in the UML package or UML 
sub-packages inside it" 
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Cadastre 
Authority  

shown in class diagrams in the UML 
package describing the application 
schema. This requirement does not 
say anything about sub-packages.   

………..  

531  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK18 9.5 Recommend
ation 7 

G "It is recommended that the use of 
UML conforms with ISO 19136 
E.2.1.1.1-E.2.1.1.4." Annex E 
contains mapping rules from UML to 
GML. When applying modelling 
elements that are not conformant to 
the rules in Annex E, encoding can 
not be guarantieed. 

Change Recommendation to 
Requirement with the following 
wording: For modelling elements 
that is intended to be encoded and 
transfered, the use of UML shall 
conform  with ISO 19136 E.2.1.1.1-
E.2.1.1.4. For data elements that 
are not intended to be encoded and 
transfered, UML modelling elements 
that are not relevant for encoding 
can still be applied. 

d 

532  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK18  9.5 Recommend
ation 7  

 G   "It is recommended that the use of 
UML conforms with ISO 19136 
E.2.1.1.1-E.2.1.1.4." Annex E 
contains mapping rules from UML to 
GML. When applying modelling 
elements that are not conformant to 
the rules in Annex E, encoding can 
not be guarantieed.  

 Change Recommendation to 
Requirement with the following 
wording: For modelling elements 
that is intended to be encoded and 
transfered, the use of UML shall 
conform  with ISO 19136 E.2.1.1.1-
E.2.1.1.4. For data elements that 
are not intended to be encoded and 
transfered, UML modelling elements 
that are not relevant for encoding 
can still be applied.  

d 

533  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK19  9.5  Requirement 
21  

 G   Use of OCL.  It is a good idea to 
apply OCL to express constraints, 
according to ISO 19103. But to state 
that OCL should be applied is not 
enough, it must stated how it should 
be applied. OCL statements could 
be described in a "Note", in the 
documentation field, or as part of 
the class like figure 8. If it is part of 
a Note, it will not be exchanged as 
XMI, and it will not be possible for 
any tools to actually use it. It should 
also be clarified that OCL in UML 
models not fully will be translated to 
other platforms. For example, it is 
not possible to map OCL to 
schematron, which is used in GML.  

 Add requirements about how OCL 
should be applied in UML models. 
There are advantages and 
disadvantages in the different 
implementations.    

A - Storing constraints only in the 
UML diagram is insufficient. It will be 
specified how OCL shall be 
specified. Enterprise Architect 
(which is recommended as a CSL 
tool in INSPIRE) provides a storing 
mechanism with predefined 
elements and is part of the model 
itself and not only of the diagrams. 

534  Met Office   LMO   MetO-51  9.5  req 21   G   OCL - This mandates yet another 
exceedingly specialised language. 
How many experts in all the 

 Justify  this.  NA - Note: ISO 19103, D.13 gives a 
good overview on OCL syntax, 
useful at least for starting self-
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required languages and standards, 
together with domain expertise are 
there? This looks like a gravy train 
for consultants. Where is the 
training and funding to support this 
requirement?   

training  (CT) see also #105  For 
further reference please read 
chapter 7.1  on 
http://www.omg.org/docs/formal/06-
05-01.pdf  and 
http://www.klasse.nl/ocl/ocl-
reasons.html 

535  Met Office   LMO   MetO-52  9.5  Req 20 and 
rec 7  

 E   When requiring an ISO standard, 
particularly a specific part of an ISO 
standard it needs to be spelled out 
each time what it is  

 expand and explain the 
requirement  

d 

536  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  29 9_5 Requirement 
18 

T does not fit to requirement 11 Proposal: “In INSPIRE, every 
application schema shall be 
specified in UML and in a lexical 
conceptual schema language.” 

NA - req 18 does fit req 11 

537  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  29 9_5 Requirement 
18 

T does not fit to requirement 11 Proposal: “In INSPIRE, every 
application schema shall be 
specified in UML and in a lexical 
conceptual schema language.” 

d 

538  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     9_5   Requirement 
18  

 T   does not fit to requirement 11   Proposal: “In INSPIRE, every 
application schema shall be 
specified in UML and in a lexical 
conceptual schema language.”  

d 

539  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 24 9_5 Requirement 
18 

T does not fit to requirement 11 Proposal: “In INSPIRE, every 
application schema shall be 
specified in UML and in a lexical 
conceptual schema language.” 

d 

540  LMV - 
Lantmateriet, 
National Land 
Survey of 
Sweden  

 SDIC 10 9.5  Req. 18   Q    Can an Application Schema be 
expressed both in UML and  GML?  

  Specify if Application Schema can 
be expressed as both UML and 
GML. It may be clearer to use 
different terms dependence on the 
step in the development process, 
type of result and schema language. 

Ap - This clarification was done yet 
at many points along the overall 
INSPIRE documentation. Note that 
application schemas are always on 
the conceptual level. Therefore 
"GML application schema" has to be 
understood as "the representation of 
an application schema in XML 
Schema according to the rules of 
GML." 

541  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK19 9.5  Requirement 
21 

G Use of OCL.  It is a good idea to 
apply OCL to express constraints, 
according to ISO 19103. But to state 
that OCL should be applied is not 
enough, it must stated how it should 

Add requirements about how OCL 
should be applied in UML models. 
There are advantages and 
disadvantages in the different 
implementations.   

d 



DS D2.5 – Generic Conceptual Model: Comments and Resolutions Table (Comments are related to the D2.5 version 2.0) 

109 

Comm# ID LMO/
SDIC 1 2 3 4 5 - Comment 6 - Proposed change 7 - Resolution 

be applied. OCL statements could 
be described in a "Note", in the 
documentation field, or as part of 
the class like figure 8. If it is part of 
a Note, it will not be exchanged as 
XMI, and it will not be possible for 
any tools to actually use it. It should 
also be clarified that OCL in UML 
models not fully will be translated to 
other platforms. For example, it is 
not possible to map OCL to 
schematron, which is used in GML.  

542  Department for 
Environment, 
Food and Rural 
Affairs (Defra)  

 LMO  12 9.5 recommendat
ion 8 

T as there are several types of time 
should INSPIRE not recommend 
that data providers state which type 
of time is used for versioning. 

  d 

543  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  26 9.5 Requirement 
21 

T It should be sufficient to specify 
constraints just in UML and derive 
those information to a feature 
catalogue. The additional 
description in natural language 
causes unnecessary efforts on 
keeping consistency.   

Delete recommendation NA - OCL constraints can be hard to 
read and natural language 
representation is considered 
important for human readers / 
domain experts. This is also based 
on the rules in ISO/TS 19103.  

544  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 41 9.5  Example    E   Not all buildings (e.g. unoccupied 
ones) have postal addresses, 
although they can have addresses.  

 Change "Postal Address" to 
"Address"  

A 

545 METEO-
FRANCE 

LMO Météo-
France 1 

9.5 req 21   T OCL - This mandates yet an 
exceedingly specialised language. 
Météo-France has'nt got enough 
human resources to deal with all 
these language standards. 

Please justify  this. Please see # 534 and 105                  

546  FINSDI-META - 
Finnish expert 
group on GI 
metadata  

 SDIC  FI4   9.6.5   2nd para   G   ISO 19112 states that "each 
location instance shall be uniquely 
identified by means of a geographic 
identifier" (ISO 19112 7.1, first 
paragraph). Geographic identifiers, 
as they are understood by the 
Drafting Team (and seen in 
Gazetteers existing today), do not 
necessarily comply with this 
requirement.  It is not clear why this 

 Reconsider why a gazetteer in an 
INSPIRE context differs from the 
international understanding and 
application of a gazetteer.  

A/R - K573 
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document deviates from the concept 
of ISO 19112. Reducing the 
relationship of a geographic 
identifier to a location instance from 
"uniquely identifies" (i.e. references) 
to "is associated with" (i.e. any 
relationship) rather defeats the 
object of the exercise. The whole 
point of referencing is to be unique. 
Thus within Europe, 'London' is a 
unique name, but it is not unique in 
a global context, for which it must 
be 'London, UK'.  Territory of Use 
should be retained because of this, 
and the proposal to drop it should 
be opposed.  

547  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK26   9.6.5   Requirement 
32  

    A geographic name cannot be a 
location type. The geographic name 
is the identifier of the location, not 
the location type.  

 Rewrite   d 

548  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK26 9.6.5 Requirement 
32 

  A geographic name cannot be a 
location type. The geographic name 
is the identifier of the location, not 
the location type. 

Rewrite  A 

549  FINSDI-META - 
Finnish expert 
group on GI 
metadata  

 SDIC  FI5   9.6.5   Requirement 
32  

    A geographic name cannot be a 
location type. The geographic name 
is the identifier of the location, not 
the location type.  

 Rewrite   d 

550  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN82 9.6.4 
Versioned 

objects 

(all of the 
9.6.4 from 

Requirement 
28 onwards) 

T The distinction between versioning 
of objects and the modeling of geo-
temporal issues is not made clear. 
In note 4, the sentence "Versioning 
information is a special case of 
temporal characteristics of data" is 
wrong. That versioning might be 
used to model the time of 
phenomena is an altogether 
different problem. It does not even 
seem to be allowed by Requirement 
34. 

Erase at least the falty sentence. 
"Valid time" should not be listed 
under Recommendation 8. 

Ap, see also #571 

551  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN83 9.6.4 
Versioned 

objects 

Under Figure 
14 

T How and where can the rules 
explained in the examples be 
described in the application schema 
proper to the data? 

Provide Inspire-compliant 
description of how and where 
existing "grammars of versioning" 
(when versioning is used to model 
geographical things) may be 

- Comment has not been understood 
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described 
552  Institut 

Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN84 9.6.4 NOTE 4 T This note is in contradiction with 
figures 10 and 11. 

Clarify if the versionId is part or not 
of the external object identifier. 

A 

553  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN85 9.6.4 Recommand
ation 8 

E "are updated independently of 
each other" 
"independently" is probably not the 
best term, as an update on an 
object quite often implies some 
actions on its neighbours. 

Find a better word (e.g." 
individually") 

A: individually 

554  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN86 9.6.4 EXAMPLE 3 E To make reading and understanding 
easier, would be better to have on  
one page figure and explanations 
about the german example and on 
other page the figure and 
explanations about the dutch 
example  

Change the presentation of these 
examples. 

A 

555  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN87 9.6.4 NOTE 5 T "which user account was used to 
change the object" 
What do you mean by "user 
account"? If it is the name of 
operator who has made the update 
in the database, I think it has no 
interest to publish it in INSPIRE. 

Clarify or delete this example. A: delete 

556  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN88 9.6.4 EXAMPLE 4 E "This examples illustrates …" Replace by "This example illustrates 
…" 

A 

557  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN89 9.6.5   T It is a very good idea to include the 
"no value" concept. For instance, 
IGNF uses the "no value" quite 
often, specially for "road segments"; 
as this feature type gathers roads, 
tracks, cycle path, …, some 
attributes (number of lanes, flow 
direction) are relevant only for real 
roads but not for tracks or cycle 
path 

Keep this concept (but call it rather 
"not applicable") 

see #560 

558  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN90 9.6.5 Requirement 
32 

T There is a need to identify spatial 
object types that may be locations 
for gazetteers. Two examples are 
given in this document but they are 
just examples. 

Might be useful to detail which 
themes may be used as gazetteers 
in D2.3 (in D2.3 "gazetteer" appears 
only for geographical names. 

Ap, in principle, all themes from 
annex I and II may be used as 
gazetteers, amend D2.6 to clarify in 
data specification which spatial 
object types should be published as 
gazetteers, too; see also #546 

559  Institut 
Géographique 

 LMO  IGN91 9.6.5 Paragraphs 
after Figure 

T The changes proposed from ISO 
19112 seem relevant. However, the 

Add a note on this topic : 
- there may be several geographic 

see #546 
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National  16 idea that INSPIRE DS DT does not 
agree with  "each location instance 
shall be uniquely identified by 
means of a geographic identifier" 
may be confusing , as some readers 
may understand that the identifier is 
not unique, that 2 locations  may 
have the same geographic identifier.

identifiers for a same location (e.g. 
toponym and administrative or 
postal code) 
- but two locations can not have the 
same geographic identifier 

560  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN92 9.6.6   T Some guidelines should probably be 
given in this document or in the 
methodology to explain when this 
list (or part of this list) has to be 
added to an existing codelist or 
enumeration, for which attributes. 

Add some guidelines on this topic. Ap - Refinement of description, add 
text on the base of ISO 19136 
Paragraph 8.2.3.1 

561  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN93 9.6.6   T The classification given for Void 
values is relevant but the two last 
terms are confusing : 
- "not applicable" should be used in 
the last case (from the rules in the 
application schema, the attribute 
value does not have to be filled) 
-" no value" should be used in the 
case when the attribute has no 
value in the real world  

Exchange the terms "not applicable" 
and "no value". 

see #560 

562  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN94 9.6.7   E "The base application schemas 
contains … " 

Replace by "The base application 
schemas contain … " 

AwM: The meaning should be "The 
base application schema contains" 

563  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN95 9.6.7   E "additional types are identified that 
belongs to to the base application 
schema" 

Replace by "additional types are 
identified that belong to to the base 
application schema" 

A 

564  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN96 9.6.7   Q Is the example of "observation of 
measure" well chosen? In IGN 
understanding, the aim of INSPIRE 
is to publish (in an harmonised way) 
the "final" product, but not the 
observations and measures. This 
may lead to huge volume of data to 
be published and may be of little 
interest for users. 

  NA - O&M is used in the examples 
of D2.6, so the reference is 
consistent. For many themes 
observations will be out-of-scope, 
but for others it may be part of the 
scope. The detailled requirements 
still have to be determined. 

565  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN97 9.6.7   T IGNF does not publish data about 
observations and measurements. 
So, IGNF is not in favour of models 
for observations and measurements 
as mandatory elements for data 
specifications about topographic 

  see #564 - it is not expected at this 
point that observations are relevant 
for topographic data 
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data. 
566  ND - Digital 

Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK20 9.6.2 Figure 10 G The feature type 
ReferenceableSpatialObject inherits 
from both SpatialObject and 
ObjectWithIdentifier, which implies 
multpile intheritance (which should 
be avoided). This is uneccesary 
complicated. 

Add the attribute identifier directly to 
the class 
ReferencableSpatialObject. Delete 
the class Object Identifier. 

Ap - see #656 

567  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK20   9.6.2   Figure 10   G   The feature type 
ReferenceableSpatialObject inherits 
from both SpatialObject and 
ObjectWithIdentifier, which implies 
multpile intheritance (which should 
be avoided). This is uneccesary 
complicated.  

 Add the attribute identifier directly 
to the class 
ReferencableSpatialObject. Delete 
the class Object Identifier.  

d 

568  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK21 9.6.2 Requirement 
23 

G It is not clear which instances that 
are identifiable. Not even when 
reading clause 16.  

Add information about what is 
identifiable, or make this more clear 
in clause 16. 

A - improve wording of req 23 

569  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK21   9.6.2   Requirement 
23  

 G   It is not clear which instances that 
are identifiable. Not even when 
reading clause 16.   

 Add information about what is 
identifiable, or make this more clear 
in clause 16.  

d 

570  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK22   9.6.3   Figure 11   G   SpatialDataSet is a subtype of 
ReferencableSpatialObject which 
again is a subtype of spatialObject. 
Which means that a Spatial dataSet 
is an subtype of spatial object (via 
Referencable SpatialObject) and 
inherits the association from 
SpatialObject to SpatialDataSet 
(which is a mandatory association 
[1..*]. At the same time there is also 
a relationship from SpatialDataSet 
to SpatialObject which is 
optional[0..*]. What does this actual 
mean. Is it the intention to say that a 
SpatialDataSet may contain 0 or 
many spatial object, and that there 
may be associations between them.  

 Clarify this figure by adding the 
necessary textual description.  

d 

571  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK23   9.6.4      G   The sub clause lists some 
requirements, recommendations 
and possible methods to support 
versioning . Requirement 26 states 
that versioning information shall be 
contained in the modelling of the 

 Clarify the idea of applying 
versioning in the context of 
INSPIRE, and explain in more detail 
the relationship to the life span 
information.   

Ap - K580 
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spatial object types as specified in 
this sub clause. However, the sub 
clause references document D2.6  
for more guidelines, and there are 
no full requirement of how these 
should be modelled. The concept of 
versions seems to be more related 
to the "old fashioned" update 
frequency (half year, full year) than 
a  continuous maintenance that is 
the situation geo databases to day, 
like cadastre, which may have 
several updates each day. Version 
in this case is more handled by 
lifespan information. A version 
identifier adds no significant value. 
And in INSPIRE, where the data 
according to the data specifications 
will be made available from the 
original databases by services, the 
version must be generated from the 
vendors life span information for 
that particular theme. Differences in 
versions will align with differences in 
lifespan information.                          
This clause has 5 requirements, non 
of them actually defining how 
versioning should be applied in the 
INSPIRE context.  

572  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK24 9.6.4 Figure 15 G "Lifespan" is a term used in the 
temporal database community to 
describe the time interval an object 
is defined or exists.  See 
http://www.cs.auc.dk/~csj/Glossary. 

Change attributes 
beginValidityObject, 
endValidityObject of 
VersionedObject to 
beginObjectLifespan,  
EndObjectLifespan or similar to 
enchance the meaning of the 
attribute names. 

Ap, see also #571 and #656 

573  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK24   9.6.4   Figure 15   G   "Lifespan" is a term used in the 
temporal database community to 
describe the time interval an object 
is defined or exists.  See 
http://www.cs.auc.dk/~csj/Glossary.  

 Change attributes 
beginValidityObject, 
endValidityObject of 
VersionedObject to 
beginObjectLifespan,  
EndObjectLifespan or similar to 
enchance the meaning of the 
attribute names.  

d 

574  Norwegian  LMO   SK25   9.6.5   2nd para   G   ISO 19112 states that "each  Reconsider why a gazetteer in an d 
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Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

location instance shall be uniquely 
identified by means of a geographic 
identifier" (ISO 19112 7.1, first 
paragraph). Geographic identifiers 
as they are understood by the 
Drafting Team (and seen in 
Gazetteers existing today) do not 
necessarily comply with this 
requirement.                                    It 
is not clear why this document 
deviates the concept of ISO 19112. 
Reducing the relationship of a 
geographic identifier to a location 
instance from "uniquely identifies" 
(i.e. references) to "is associated 
with" (i.e. any relationship) rather 
defeats the object of the exercise. 
The whole point of referencing is for 
it to be unique. Thus within Europe, 
'London' is a unique name, but it is 
not unique in a global context, for 
which it must be 'London, UK'.  
Territory of Use should be retained 
because of this, and the proposal to 
drop it should be opposed.  

INSPIRE context differs from the 
international understanding  and 
application of a gazetteer.  

575  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK27   9.6.6      G  The use of void .                                
During the use case and modelling 
phase, there will be discussions on 
what is mandatory and what is 
optional. To resolve this from a data 
providers point of view, when this 
information is required and the data 
provider is not able to fulfil this 
requirement, is to apply a 
mechanism  that state that "I know 
this is mandatory, but I have not 
value. One possible way is to add 
an value in a codelist (enumeration)  
stated "unknown". (But this is only 
valid when the datatype is 
codelist/enumeration). Clause 9.6.6 
defines 4 values for void, whereas 
unknown is only one of them.  By 
introducing the stereotype 
<<union>> to a class and 
introducing the attribute "reason" 

 The application of void should be 
stated more precise, not only as an 
example. It should be stated that 
void should not be applied as an 
mechanism to avoid mandatory 
elements and that this should be 
applied with great caution.        

d 
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with VoidValueReason as datatype, 
it is easy for the data provider to be 
conformant to a specifications even 
if the value of the mandatory 
attribute is not known. From a 
modelling point of view this is a 
good mechanism. But the main 
problem is that this does not 
necessarily fulfil the underlying user 
requirement that made this attribute 
mandatory.   

576  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  48  9.6.2   Requirement 
23  

 T   We don't think that multiple 
inheritance is necessary to model 
the semantics of the type hierarchy 
in this case. We can't see any 
reason to re-use the type 
ObjectWithIdentifier and suggest to 
introduce a property of the 
DataType Identifier to the 
FeatureType 
ReferenceableSpatialObject  

 Delete Type ObjectWithIdentifyer 
and the inheritance from it and add 
property of the DataType Identifier 
to the FeatureType 
ReferenceableSpatialObject. 
Change Requirement 23 to "All 
spatial object types whose 
instances are identifiable (see 
Clause 16) inherit from 
SpatialObject and receive an 
additional property identifier of 
DataType Identifier."  

Ap, see #656 

577  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 58 9.6.3 Note 5, UML T see comment for 9.6.2 change UML diagramme according 
to suggestion in comment about 
9.6.2 

d 

578  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 47  9.6.3   Figure 11   T   see comment for 9.6.2   change UML diagramme according 
to suggestion in comment about 
9.6.2  

A 

579  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  49  9.6.3   Note 5, UML  T   see comment for 9.6.2   change UML diagramme according 
to suggestion in comment about 
9.6.2  

d 

580  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 59 9.6.4 Requirement 
26 

G Ordnance Survey welcomes the 
focus D2.5 puts on versioning since 
versioning techniques are vital to 
express the lifecycle of spatial 
objects.  

  - Noted with thanks 

581  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  50  9.6.4   Requirement 
26  

 G   Ordnance Survey welcomes the 
focus D2.5 puts on versioning since 
versioning techniques are vital to 
express the lifecycle of spatial 
objects.   

   d 
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582  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 60 9.6.4 Requirement 
27, 2nd 

sentence 

E Since this is a requirement, it should 
be indicated how it will be 
determined if there is a "strong 
requirement for versioning". 

add "Every application schema has 
to indicate for which spatial object 
types this requirement applies." 

A 

583  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 49  9.6.4   Requirement 
27, 2nd 

sentence  

 E   Since this is a requirement, it 
should be indicated how it will be 
determined if there is a "strong 
requirement for versioning".  

 add "Every application schema has 
to indicate for which spatial object 
types this requirement applies."  

d 

584  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  51  9.6.4   Requirement 
27, 2nd 

sentence  

 E   Since this is a requirement, it 
should be indicated how it will be 
determined if there is a "strong 
requirement for versioning".  

 add "Every application schema has 
to indicate for which spatial object 
types this requirement applies."  

d 

585  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 61 9.6.4 Example 4, 
last sentence

G Ordnance Survey is currently 
implementing an internal system in 
which individual properties are 
versioned. While there are currently 
no data products that feature this 
more fine-grained type of 
versioning, this may change over 
the coming years.  

Change "However, since based on 
the reference material this is a rare 
case and therefore specific support 
for versioning of individual 
properties is currently not foreseen." 
to " Specific support for versioning 
of individual properties is currently 
not seen in any data products but is 
a likely addition in the future.J597" 

AwM - What is true for OS is not true 
for all the other data producers; 
replace "is a likely addition in the 
future" by "is a likely addition in the 
future, at least in some countries" 

586  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  52  9.6.4   Example 4, 
last sentence 

 G   Ordnance Survey is currently 
implementing an internal system in 
which individual properties are 
versioned. While there are currently 
no data products that feature this 
more fine-grained type of 
versioning, this may change over 
the coming years.   

 Change "However, since based on 
the reference material this is a rare 
case and therefore specific support 
for versioning of individual 
properties is currently not foreseen." 
to " Specific support for versioning 
of individual properties is currently 
not seen in any data products but is 
a likely addition in the future."  

d 

587  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 62 9.6.4 Example 5, 
first sentence

E "the" before bullet points does not 
make sense 

delete "the" d 

588  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  53  9.6.4   Example 5, 
first sentence 

 E   "the" before bullet points does not 
make sense  

 delete "the"  d 

589  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  54  9.6.5   Para 2, sub 
paragraph 8 

 T   A location instance is a "spatial 
object" i.e. an "abstract 
representation of a real world 
phenomena related to a specific 
location or geographic area" which 
may be cross-referenced with other 
"spatial objects". It is no different 

 Reword e.g. "….with the location 
instances as spatial objects may be 
associated with other spatial objects 
in other datasets (or applications). 
An association has been 
added….(etc)"  

NA - this is not about the general 
mechanism of associations, but 
about the specific association 
between a location instance and the 
underlying thematic spatial object. 
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from associations between spatial 
objects drawn from other 
applications. They are "referencable 
objects" just like other "spatial 
objects" carrying unique identifiers.  

590  Bundesamt für 
Kartographie und 
Geodäsie (BKG)  

 LMO   BKG_6   9.6.5 
Gazetteers 

    G   A EuroGeoNames (EGN) 
Conceptual Schema was developed 
in UML in accordance with the 
Gazetteer Application Schema as 
displayed in chapter 9.1. It fulfills all 
requirements listed in 9.6.5 in order 
to convert national geographical 
names data sets into a European 
geographical names data model. 
The EGN Conceptual Schema 
shows the content and structure of 
the geographical names data which 
will be delivered by EGN.  EGN will 
develop a gazetteer service based 
on WFS technology. Within the 
software development for the 
gazetteer service an extended 
Application Schema will be provided 
in GML based on the relevant ISOs 
(e.g. 19109, 19136) which will be 
suitable for generating a WFS.   

   - Noted; we assume this will be 
reference material for the 
geographical names TWG; see also 
#546 

591  Met Office   LMO   MetO-53   9.6.1   Req 22   T   I.e. this becomes the root object - 
but what about existing ISO models 
(like 19123) that specialise from the 
normal ISO root type?  

 Need to explain consequences for 
objects that derive from Abstract 
Feature  

Ap - K590 

592  Met Office   LMO   MetO-54   9.6.2   Req 23   T   But this is multiple inheritance! 
Would not a constrained 
composition be better? i.e. have 
identifier as a declared attribute of 
referenceableSpatialObject?  

 Breaks the "simplicity" rule  Ap, see #656 

593  Met Office   LMO   MetO-55   9.6.4   req 26   T   WMO real-time observational data 
requirements do not have 
versioning. Other than time of 
receipt and notification that the 
message is an "AMD" (amendment) 
or "RTD" (retard or late report), 
WMO observational data therefore 
cannot meet this requirement. 
400,000 messages/datasets per 
day! See comment on requirement 
29 with regard to multiple forecast 

 Add comment that versioning in 
WMO temporal data works 
differently from fixed geographic 
data.   

Ap, take in #571 into account 
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data.  
594  Met Office   LMO   MetO-56   9.6.4   req 29   T   This does not apply to versions of 

spatio-temporal objects. It is normal 
for there to be different forecasts 
from different forecast models, on 
different grids, for each forecast 
period. These are different 
representations of the same object 
(the forecast for the same period, 
and same location - e.g. global). 
They cannot and should not have 
the same identifier. Even worse, in 
the Ensemble Forecast model, 
multiple runs (50+) are made with 
slightly different initial conditions as 
a Monte Carlo simulation to get 
probabilistic guidance for the 
forecast.  

 Add comment that this may not 
apply to temporal data, where 
spatio-temporal objects are events 
not places or things, and different or 
multiple versions (e.g. of a forecast) 
can be produced by different 
national weather services which 
naturally have different identifiers.  

d 

595  Met Office   LMO   MetO-57   9.6.4   req 30   T   This is not understood by this 
review team.  

 Clarify  Ap, see #683 

596  Met Office   LMO   MetO-58   9.6.4   p 42, 1st 
para 4th 

bullet  

 E   verification time "was". For a 
weather forecast this is always in 
the future!  

 explain future tense for forecasts. 
Change "was" to "was or (for 
forecasts) will be verified "  

A 

597  Met Office   LMO   MetO-59   9.6.5      T   This does not seem to be 
conformant to 19112  

 clarify  A - see #546 

598  Met Office   LMO   MetO-60   9.6.5   Fig 15   T   Note the use of complex types from 
19115. Locale is missing. Why?  

 Breaks the "simplicity" rule. Clarify 
locale  

Ap - align with ISO 19112, but keep 
complex types where required, e.g. 
for multi-lingual support 
AwM - clarify that localised cractser 
strings may reference well-known 
locales in a register 

599  Met Office   LMO   MetO-61   9.6.5   Fig 15   T   Association of 
ObjectWithIdentifierSpatialObject is 
unclear. The multiplicity is certainly 
wrong. Might there not be a number 
of associated spatial objects?  

 Clarify, particularly multiplicity  NA - it is the understanding that 
there should be one spatial object 
that is in the gazetteer (spatial 
reference system) represented by a 
location instance 

600  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 25 9_6_3 First 
sentence 

G In this chapter the definition a 
spatial dataset is “an identifiable 
composition of other spatial objects” 
and in 3.1 the definition is “an 
identifiable collection of spatial 
data”To use the definition of 3.1 
which is easier to understand. 

Use the definition of 3.1 which is 
easier to understand 

A 

601  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 

 SDIC     9_6_4   Figure 12   E   Text in figure hard to read   improve printing quality of the figure d 
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Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

602  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  31 9_6_4 Figure 12 E Text in figure hard to read improve printing quality of the figure A 

603  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  31 9_6_4 Figure 12 E Text in figure hard to read improve printing quality of the figure d 

604  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 26 9_6_4 Figure 12 E Text in figure hard to read improve printing quality of the figure d 

605  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 27 9_6_4 Figure 14 E Text in figure hard to read improve printing quality of the figure d 

606  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  33 9_6_4 EXAMPLE 4 E Hyperlink in text not useful Ad a new figure containing the 
image of the map and skip the 
hyperlink 

A 

607  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  33 9_6_4 EXAMPLE 4 E Hyperlink in text not useful Ad a new figure containing the 
image of the map and skip the 
hyperlink 

d 

608  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     9_6_4   EXAMPLE 4  E   Hyperlink in text not useful   Ad a new figure containing the 
image of the map and skip the 
hyperlink  

d 

609  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 28 9_6_4 EXAMPLE 4 E Hyperlink in text not useful Ad a new figure containing the 
image of the map and skip the 
hyperlink 

d 

610  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 29 9_6_4 EXAMPLE 4 G Due to the constraint within feature 
catalogues that every spatial object 
type name within a feature 
catalogue has to be unique, it is 
unlikely that it will be possible to 
create a single feature catalogue for 
all INSPIRE data specifications as 
the same concept from the feature 

Explain how to find the metadata or 
include a snapshot of it. 

A: combine with 606 
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concept dictionary, e.g. "road", may 
lead to several spatial object types 
of the same name in different 
INSPIRE application schemas with 
property patterns that reflect the 
specific application requirements. 
The example propose a URL with a 
“metadata for the topographic 
ATKIS data in Germany where the 
up-to-dateness can also be viewed 
in a overview map” but it is not clear 
how to find the metadata. 

611  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  35 9_6_4 EXAMPLE 5 E one “the” too much skip “the” at the end of the first 
phrase 

A 

612  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  35 9_6_4 EXAMPLE 5 E one “the” too much skip “the” at the end of the first 
phrase 

d 

613  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     9_6_4   EXAMPLE 5  E   one “the” too much   skip “the” at the end of the first 
phrase  

d 

614  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 30 9_6_4 EXAMPLE 5 E one “the” too much skip “the” at the end of the first 
phrase 

d 

615  SITAD SP - 
Sistema 
Informativo 
Territoriale e 
Ambientale 
Diffuso del 
Sistema 
Piemonte  

 SDIC 1  9.6.3 
SpatialDat

aSet  

 Fig.11   T   "Identifier" could be directly an 
attribute of 
"ReferencableSpatialObject", 
instead of creating the specific class 
"ObjectWithIdentifier".   

   d 

616  SITAD SP - 
Sistema 
Informativo 
Territoriale e 
Ambientale 
Diffuso del 
Sistema 
Piemonte  

 SDIC 2  9.6.4 
Versioned 

objects  

 Pag.45   T   If an object has more than one 
geometry (map representations), 
how the geometries versioning of 
this object is managed?   

   The whole object is "versioned". 
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617  Stanli - 
Geographic 
Information 
Standards 
Initiative in 
Sweden  

 SDIC 4  9.6.2   Figure 10 
and  

Requirement 
23  

 T   According to GFM a <<Feature 
Type>> may only inherit from a 
<<Feature Type>>. The inheritance 
from ObjectWithIdentifier is not 
allowed.  

 Add the identifier attribute to 
ReferencableSpatialObject or make 
an association to 
ObjectWithIdentifier.  

Ap to change. However, abstract 
types are not seen in conflict with 
the GFM (they are not covered by 
the GFM). 

618  Stanli - 
Geographic 
Information 
Standards 
Initiative in 
Sweden  

 SDIC 5  9.6.4   Figure 15   T   See 4 (regarding 9.6.2)     See #656 

619  Stanli - 
Geographic 
Information 
Standards 
Initiative in 
Sweden  

 SDIC 6  9.6.5   Requirement 
32  

 T   geographical names are not 
location types  

 write: "e.g. geographical places …" d 

620  United Kingdom 
Hydrographic 
Office  

 LMO  16  9.6.6      T   This seems to serve a similar 
purpose to ISO 19136 NilReason; is 
there strong enough reason to have 
an INSPIRE specific list? & what's 
the distinction between "no value" 
and "not applicable"?  

 Consider referencing ISO 19136 
NilReason  

See #560 

621  LMV - 
Lantmateriet, 
National Land 
Survey of 
Sweden  

 SDIC 11 9.6     T     INSPIRE defines a number of 
spatial object classes to be used in 
different application schemas. 
However, their purpose, processes, 
and use cases are not described.  

 Describe the information process 
and use cases that clarify when and 
why these Spatial object classes 
have to be used.    

NA - out of scope of this document 

622  LMV - 
Lantmateriet, 
National Land 
Survey of 
Sweden  

 SDIC 12  9.6.4      T     It is redundant with four different 
timestamps for every object in a 
versioned dataset.  

 It is enough to use a step-wise 
version numbering [1,2,,n] and a 
time-stamp [tn] for each version 
(time of registration). With this all 
answers concerning the history and 
life cycle of an object can be 
answered.  Feature_startTime are 
e.g. equal with t1, the time where 
the first object version was 
registered and made available. 
Apart from that, additional metadata 
describes what has been 
changed/completed in every new 
version, object status, etc.   

NA - see #571 

623  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 

 SDIC SK22 9.6.3 Figure 11 G SpatialDataSet is a subtype of 
ReferencableSpatialObject which 

Clarify this figure by adding the 
necessary textual description. 

Ap - change multiplicity of inverse 
role of "member" to 0..*; also explain 
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Norge Digitalt)  again is a subtype of spatialObject. 
Which means that a Spatial dataSet 
is an subtype of spatial object (via 
Referencable SpatialObject) and 
inherits the association from 
SpatialObject to SpatialDataSet 
(which is a mandatory association 
[1..*]. At the same time there is also 
a relationship from SpatialDataSet 
to SpatialObject which is 
optional[0..*]. What does this actual 
mean. Is it the intention to say that a 
SpatialDataSet may contain 0 or 
many spatial object, and that there 
may be associations between them. 

that a spatial data set is considered 
a spatial object, too 

624  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK23 9.6.4   G The sub clause lists some 
requirements, recommendations 
and possible methods to support 
versioning . Requirement 26 states 
that versioning information shall be 
contained in the modelling of the 
spatial object types as specified in 
this sub clause. However, the sub 
clause references document D2.6  
for more guidelines, and there are 
no full requirement of how these 
should be modelled. The concept of 
versions seems to be more related 
to the "old fashioned" update 
frequency (half year, full year) than 
a  continuous maintenance that is 
the situation geo databases to day, 
like cadastre, which may have 
several updates each day. Version 
in this case is more handled by 
lifespan information. A version 
identifier adds no significant value. 
And in INSPIRE, where the data 
according to the data specifications 
will be made available from the 
original databases by services, the 
version must be generated from the 
vendors life span information for 
that particular theme. Differences in 
versions will align with differences in 
lifespan information.                           

Clarify the idea of applying 
versioning in the context of 
INSPIRE, and explain in more detail 
the relationship to the life span 
information.  

d 
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This clause has 5 requirements, non 
of them actually defining how 
versioning should be applied in the 
INSPIRE context. 

625  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK25 9.6.5 2nd para G ISO 19112 states that "each 
location instance shall be uniquely 
identified by means of a geographic 
identifier" (ISO 19112 7.1, first 
paragraph). Geographic identifiers 
as they are understood by the 
Drafting Team (and seen in 
Gazetteers existing today) do not 
necessarily comply with this 
requirement.                                    It 
is not clear why this document 
deviates the concept of ISO 19112. 
Reducing the relationship of a 
geographic identifier to a location 
instance from "uniquely identifies" 
(i.e. references) to "is associated 
with" (i.e. any relationship) rather 
defeats the object of the exercise. 
The whole point of referencing is for 
it to be unique. Thus within Europe, 
'London' is a unique name, but it is 
not unique in a global context, for 
which it must be 'London, UK'. 
 
Territory of Use should be retained 
because of this, and the proposal to 
drop it should be opposed. 

Reconsider why a gazetteer in an 
INSPIRE context differs from the 
international understanding  and 
application of a gazetteer. 

d 

626  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK27 9.6.6   G The use of void .                                 
During the use case and modelling 
phase, there will be discussions on 
what is mandatory and what is 
optional. To resolve this from a data 
providers point of view, when this 
information is required and the data 
provider is not able to fulfil this 
requirement, is to apply a 
mechanism  that state that "I know 
this is mandatory, but I have not 
value. One possible way is to add 
an value in a codelist (enumeration)  
stated "unknown". (But this is only 
valid when the datatype is 

The application of void should be 
stated more precise, not only as an 
example. It should be stated that 
void should not be applied as an 
mechanism to avoid mandatory 
elements and that this should be 
applied with great caution.       

Ap - see #560 
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codelist/enumeration). Clause 9.6.6 
defines 4 values for void, whereas 
unknown is only one of them.  By 
introducing the stereotype 
<<union>> to a class and 
introducing the attribute "reason" 
with VoidValueReason as datatype, 
it is easy for the data provider to be 
conformant to a specifications even 
if the value of the mandatory 
attribute is not known. From a 
modelling point of view this is a 
good mechanism. But the main 
problem is that this does not 
necessarily fulfil the underlying user 
requirement that made this attribute 
mandatory.  

627  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 57 9.6.2 Requirement 
23 

T We don't think that multiple 
inheritance is necessary to model 
the semantics of the type hierarchy 
in this case. We can't see any 
reason to re-use the type 
ObjectWithIdentifier and suggest to 
introduce a property of the 
DataType Identifier to the 
FeatureType 
ReferenceableSpatialObject 

Delete Type ObjectWithIdentifyer 
and the inheritance from it and add 
property of the DataType Identifier 
to the FeatureType 
ReferenceableSpatialObject. 
Change Requirement 23 to "All 
spatial object types whose 
instances are identifiable (see 
Clause 16) inherit from 
SpatialObject and receive an 
additional property identifier of 
DataType Identifier." 

d 

628  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 63 9.6.5 Para 2, sub 
paragraph 8 

T A location instance is a "spatial 
object" i.e. an "abstract 
representation of a real world 
phenomena related to a specific 
location or geographic area" which 
may be cross-referenced with other 
"spatial objects". It is no different 
from associations between spatial 
objects drawn from other 
applications. They are "referencable 
objects" just like other "spatial 
objects" carrying unique identifiers. 

Reword e.g. "….with the location 
instances as spatial objects may be 
associated with other spatial objects 
in other datasets (or applications). 
An association has been 
added….(etc)" 

d 

629  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 64 9.6.5 Figure 16 E Typo Change Gazetteer.coordiateSystem 
to Gazetteer.coordinateSystem 

AwM: coordiateSystem to 
coordinateSystem 
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630  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 65 9.6.5 
Gazetteers

  G A EuroGeoNames (EGN) 
Conceptual Schema was developed 
in UML in accordance with the 
Gazetteer Application Schema as 
displayed in chapter 9.1. It fulfills all 
requirements listed in 9.6.5 in order 
to convert national geographical 
names data sets into a European 
geographical names data model. 
The EGN Conceptual Schema 
shows the content and structure of 
the geographical names data which 
will be delivered by EGN.  
EGN will develop a gazetteer 
service based on WFS technology. 
Within the software development for 
the gazetteer service an extended 
Application Schema will be provided 
in GML based on the relevant ISOs 
(e.g. 19109, 19136) which will be 
suitable for generating a WFS. 

  d 

631  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  30 9_6_3 First 
sentence 

G To use the definition of 3.1 which is 
easier to understand. 

In this chapter the definition a 
spatial dataset is “an identifiable 
composition of other spatial objects” 
and in 3.1 the definition is “an 
identifiable collection of spatial data”

d 

632  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     9_6_3   First 
sentence  

 G   To use the definition of 3.1 which is 
easier to understand.  

 In this chapter the definition a 
spatial dataset is “an identifiable 
composition of other spatial objects” 
and in 3.1 the definition is “an 
identifiable collection of spatial data” 

d 

633  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  30 9_6_3 First 
sentence 

G To use the definition of 3.1 which is 
easier to understand. 

In this chapter the definition a 
spatial dataset is “an identifiable 
composition of other spatial objects” 
and in 3.1 the definition is “an 
identifiable collection of spatial data”

d 

634  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  32 9_6_4 Figure 14 E Text in figure hard to read improve printing quality of the figure d 

635  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 

 SDIC     9_6_4   Figure 14   E   Text in figure hard to read   improve printing quality of the figure d 
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and Service 
Integration  

636  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  32 9_6_4 Figure 14 E Text in figure hard to read improve printing quality of the figure d 

637  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  34 9_6_4 EXAMPLE 4 G Due to the constraint within feature 
catalogues that every spatial object 
type name within a feature 
catalogue has to be unique, it is 
unlikely that it will be possible to 
create a single feature catalogue for 
all INSPIRE data specifications as 
the same concept from the feature 
concept dictionary, e.g. "road", may 
lead to several spatial object types 
of the same name in different 
INSPIRE application schemas with 
property patterns that reflect the 
specific application requirements. 
The example propose a URL with a 
“metadata for the topographic 
ATKIS data in Germany where the 
up-to-dateness can also be viewed 
in a overview map” but it is not clear 
how to find the metadata. 

Explain how to find the metadata or 
include a snapshot of it. 

d 

638  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  34 9_6_4 EXAMPLE 4 G Due to the constraint within feature 
catalogues that every spatial object 
type name within a feature 
catalogue has to be unique, it is 
unlikely that it will be possible to 
create a single feature catalogue for 
all INSPIRE data specifications as 
the same concept from the feature 
concept dictionary, e.g. "road", may 
lead to several spatial object types 
of the same name in different 
INSPIRE application schemas with 
property patterns that reflect the 
specific application requirements. 
The example propose a URL with a 
“metadata for the topographic 
ATKIS data in Germany where the 
up-to-dateness can also be viewed 
in a overview map” but it is not clear 
how to find the metadata. 

Explain how to find the metadata or 
include a snapshot of it. 

d 
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639  Department for 
Environment, 
Food and Rural 
Affairs (Defra)  

 LMO  13 9.6.4   E spelling mistake below figure 14 - 
granulartity 

change to granularity A 

640  OMSz - 
Hungarian 
Meteorological 
Service  

 LMO  11  9,6,4   Requirement 
30  

 T   The expressions "association role" 
and "stereotype" are not explained 
beforehand.  

   NA: basic concepts of UML 

641  OMSz - 
Hungarian 
Meteorological 
Service  

 LMO  12  9,6,4   Figure 12   E   The content is not legible.   Tthis graphics should be provided 
in bigger form.  

d 

642  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  15 9.6.4  page 44, 7th 
dash 

G The text reads: 
"The temporal version attributes are 
in system time, which is the time at 
which the spatial object was entered 
or updated in the data set." 
 
Comment: This may work for remote 
sensing data, etc. System time will 
be of little use or no use at all  
when combining other objects from 
different sources. Here a better way 
of temporal attribution should be 
devised. 

Add text: "In addition to the system 
time method, other methods for 
describing temporal versions are: 
- metadata, and 
- special attributes for an object. 
The appropriate methods used will 
be part of the data models." 

NA - this is part of an example and 
not a requirement or 
recommendation 

643  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  16 9.6.4  page 45, 
Example 4 

G Comment: This method only shows 
when the dataset was last updated. 

None Ap - include this as a comment 

644  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  17 9.6.5  page 47, 2nd 
dash 

G Comment:  
Free text is a simple but not a very 
effective form of supporting 
multilinguality, as a human is 
required to look for the appropriate 
language. For machine-readable 
information, it is suggested to 
support multilinguality using 
thesauri.  
 

Add a footnote or note: 
"Using free text for multilinguality is 
subject to further consideration." 

NA - requirement 44 already 
addresses this issue. A different 
wording (with a different meaning) is 
to be avoided. 
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Requirement 44 on p.53 says the 
same. 
 
In addition, it should also be 
considered that the entries in the 
different languages may be done by 
different people, maybe even in 
different countries. To avoid cross-
changing, it is not recommendable 
to give them all access to the same 
multilingual field. 

645  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  27 9.6.1 Requirement 
22 

G Where and how are specified non 
spatial objects? 

Clarify Ap - non-spatial objects are not 
covered by the Directive; no change 
to the document required. 

646  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  28 9.6.2 Figure 10 E In commonly used UML notation the 
cardinality of attributes is specified 
just after the attribute name (and not 
at the end of the column). 

Change notation or specify the rules 
that are applied 

NA - INSPIRE will use UML2 and 
thus uses the notation in figure 4 

647  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  29 9.6.3 Figure 11 T Why is there a separation betwen 
ObjectWithIdentifier and 
ReferencableSpatialObject? By 
using unique identifiers generally all 
objects are referenceable. 

Clarify the reason or correct the 
figure 

See #656. 
(ReferenceableSpatialObject inherits 
from ObjectWithIdentifier; see also 
recommendation 26) 

648  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-

 LMO  30 9.6.4   T „The rules governing the versions 
are: 
... 
-As a corollary: There is no temporal 
overlap or gap between the different 

Allow gaps under specific 
circumstances 

NA - this is part of an example and 
not a requirement or 
recommendation 
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DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

versions of any spatial object.“ 
In the context of geodetic reference 
points there is the possibility of gaps 
between different versions of one 
object. 

649  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  31 9.6.5 Figure 16 E The class at the bottom 
"ReferenceableSpatialObject" 
shows strange UML. 

Please explain the UML notation 
that has to be applied in the theme 
models. 

NA - this is standard UML 

650 Bundesanstalt für 
Geowissenschaft
en und Rohstoffe 
(BGR) 

? 4 9.6.2 text E typing error … provides an unique object 
identifier … 

NA - external is correct 

651 Bundesanstalt für 
Geowissenschaft
en und Rohstoffe 
(BGR) 

? 5 9.6.4 page 44 E   - "At any given time during … valid 
version of that spatial abject" 

A 

652 Bundesanstalt für 
Geowissenschaft
en und Rohstoffe 
(BGR) 

? 6 9.6.6 page 48 E   The following values are predefined 
for void values. 

NA - "reasons" is correct 

653  Institute of 
Geodesy and 
Cartography  

 LMO  5 9.6.4 example 4 E example illustrates versioning on 
data level set not on the object level 
as it is written  

The patterns and examples 
described above support versioning 
on the data level set 

A: rearrange paragraphs 

654  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 42 9.6  Requirement 
22  

 T   what are "direct" and "indirect" 
specialisations of a spatial object?  

 Explain concepts  AwM: direct = "really direct" (1. 
level), indirect = specialisation of a 
specialisation (2.ff level) or drop 
direct or indirect 

655  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 43  9.6.2      T   What are "referencable spatial 
objects"? Is this what is normally 
called a "reference object"?  

 Explain concept  A 

656  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 44  9.6.2   Figure 10   T   Multiple inheritance is not 
necessary to model the semantics 
of the type hierarchy in this case. 
There is no reason to re-use the 
type ObjectWithIdentifier. We 
suggest introducing a property of 
the DataType Identifier to the 

 Delete Type ObjectWithIdentifyer 
and the inheritance from it and add 
property of the DataType Identifier 
to the FeatureType 
ReferenceableSpatialObject. 
Change Requirement 23 to "All 
spatial object types whose 

Ap - delete type, but further changes 
occur due to the develtion of 
SpatialObject, too; in addition: 
– Multiple inheritance should not be 
constrained at the conceptual level, 
however it should be avoided as it 
creates additional work; multiple 
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FeatureType 
ReferenceableSpatialObject  

instances are identifiable (see 
Clause 16) inherit from 
SpatialObject and receive an 
additional property identifier of 
DataType Identifier."  

inheritance must be translated to an 
implementation UML model in order 
to be able to propagate all the 
concepts to a GML application 
schema (extra work at encoding 
level); multiple inheritance will be 
avoided in generic conceptual model  
– Restriction at conceptual level is 
not possible as we can’t foresee all 
the aspects coming from different 
applications. In time, the GCM may 
be more restricted. General 
principle: be as simple as possible 

657  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 46  9.6.3   Para 1   E   "other" than what?   delete "other"  A 

658  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 48  9.6.4   Requirement 
26  

 E   convoluted language   Re-word along the lines of 
"Versioning information shall be 
included when modeling the spatial 
object type, where applicable."    

Ap, see #571 

659  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 50  9.6.4   Requirement 
28  

 E   If they are not the same object 
type, then they cannot be versions 
of the same thing, by definition.  

 Delete requirement  NA - as spatial objects are 
representations of real-world 
phenomena, this requirements 
cannot be deleted 

660  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 43  9.6.5   Requirement 
32  

 T   A geographical name cannot be a 
location type any more than 
geographical name can be a "spatial 
object"  

 Delete "geographical name"  d 

661  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 52  9.6.5   Requirement 
32  

 T   A geographical name cannot be a 
location type any more than 
geographical name can be a "spatial 
object"  

 Delete "geographical name"  d 

662  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 53  9.6.5   Para 2   T   Because some examples of 
gazetteers do not comply with ISO 
19112 does not mean that the 
standard is rejected and INSPIRE 
wording substituted. This may 
indicate some confusion over the 
use of the 'alternative geographic 
identifier' which may have multiple 
values for a given location instance, 
and need not be unique. An 
important requirement of ISO 19112 
is that the geographic identifier is 

 Delete the paragraph and replace 
with an endorsement of ISO 19112. 

NA - see #546 
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unique (otherwise it cannot be used 
for spatial referencing). Just being 
"associated with" the location 
instance is too weak to be useful.  

663  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 54  9.6.5   Para 2, sub 
paragraph 1 

 T   Territory of Use is important, 
because Location Types can vary 
between countries (for example)  

 Re-instate Territory of Use.  NA - not from a pan-European, 
INSPIRE data specification 
perspective; but see also #546 

664  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 55  9.6.5   Para 2, sub 
paragraph 3 

 T   In ISO 19112, the UML in Figure 5 
is incorrect. There may be multiple 
alternative identifiers (as per Table 
5).  

 amend wording accordingly  - Comment has not been 
understood, there is no Figure 5 in 
19112 

665  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 56  9.6.5   Para 2, sub 
paragraph 7 

 T   Whereas ISO 19112 appears to be 
incorrect in its use of 
EX_GeographicExtent, in the case 
of many gazetteers, it would be 
better to allow the approach 
specified in ISO 19112 rather than 
forcing the use of a polygon object. 
Many extents are fuzzy (e.g. 
mountains and seas) and cannot be 
described in that way.  

 Reinstate attribute geographic 
extent and define a new data type 
that allows the approach specified in 
ISO 19112.  

NA - Gazetteers in INSPIRE will be 
based upon data from spatial 
objects in data sets; i.e. a geometry 
for them will be available (fuzzy or 
not); but see also #546 

666  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 57  9.6.5   Para 2, sub 
paragraph 8 

 T   A location instance is a "spatial 
object" i.e. an "abstract 
representation of a real world 
phenomena related to a specific 
location or geographic area" which 
may be cross-referenced with other 
"spatial objects". It is no different 
from associations between spatial 
objects drawn from other 
applications. They are "referencable 
objects" just like other "spatial 
objects" carrying unique identifiers.  

 Reword e.g. "Location instances as 
spatial objects may be associated 
with other spatial objects in other 
datasets (or applications)."  

d 

667  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 58  9.6.6       T   Can values of "Unknown" etc. be 
recorded for numerical and boolean 
fields?  Or are you proposing that 
there's a VoidValueReason attribute 
associated with every other 
attribute?  Needs clarification.  

 Explain how void values should be 
recorded in numerical and boolean 
fields, or clarify what's actually 
required.  

A: add examples, see also #560 

668 METEO-
FRANCE 

LMO Météo-
France 2 

9.6.4 req 
30 

  T Some climatological products, such 
as climatological normals over three 
decades, may exist in several 
versions (e.g. 1961-1990,1971-
2000) and can't obey to this 

Please take into account such 
products in the use of versionning. 

R - to the relevant TWG; this is the 
responsibility of the TWG, the GCM 
does not prohibit proper modeling of 
this 
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requirement. The problem is the 
same for gliding means. 

669  EA - 
Environment 
Agency for 
England and 
Wales  

 SDIC 4  9.6.6   Points 2 and 
3  

 T   The definitions of Unpopulated and 
Unknown are extremely similar and 
may cause some confusion.  If 
something exists but is not 
available, then surely that would be 
Unknown; however it has been 
defined here as Unpopulated, which 
I would instead take to be data that 
is known but for some reason has 
not been recorded.  

 Clarify the distinction between 
Unpopulated and Unknown.  

A - "when the information of the 
property value exists" is confusing. 
"Unpopulated" has to be applied 
when a data producer does not have 
the available information for a  group 
of objects; align wih #560 

670  EA - 
Environment 
Agency for 
England and 
Wales  

 SDIC 5  9.6.6   All   T   Can values of "Unknown" etc. be 
recorded for numerical and boolean 
fields?  Or are you proposing that 
there's a VoidValueReason attribute 
associated with every other 
attribute?  Needs clarification.  

 Explain how void values should be 
recorded in numerical and boolean 
fields, or clarify what's actually 
required.  

d 

671  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 41  9.6.2   Requirement 
24  

 E   All spatial object types whose 
instances MAY participate […] This 
may be better worded as [..] 
instances THAT participate […]  

 change text [..] instances may 
participate […] to [..] instances that 
participate […]  

AwM: change also "that may be 
used" to "are used"  

672  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 45  9.6.2   Requirement 
24  

 E   All spatial object types whose 
instances MAY participate […] This 
may be better worded as [..] 
instances THAT participate […]  

 change text [..] instances may 
participate […] to [..] instances that 
participate […]  

d 

673  EA - 
Environment 
Agency for 
England and 
Wales  

 SDIC 7  9.6.2   Requirement 
24  

 E   All spatial object types whose 
instances MAY participate […] This 
may be better worded as [..] 
instances THAT participate […]  

 change text [..] instances may 
participate […] to [..] instances that 
participate […]  

d 

674  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 51  9.6.4   
Recommend

ation 8  

 T   The use of timestamep is 
recomended in INSPIRE 
(compared, for example with version 
counts) this is OK BUT would prefer 
[..] (version counts could be used in 
addition to timestamps)   

 alter: The use of timestamep is 
recomended in INSPIRE 
(compared, for example with version 
counts) to  [..] recomended in 
INSPIRE (and should be used in 
addition or in alternative to any use 
of for example of version counts)  

NA - this is just a recommendation 

675  EA - 
Environment 
Agency for 
England and 
Wales  

 SDIC 8  9.6.4   
Recommend

ation 8  

 T   The use of timestamep is 
recomended in INSPIRE 
(compared, for example with version 
counts) this is OK BUT would prefer 
[..] (version counts could be used in 
addition to timestamps)   

 alter: The use of timestamep is 
recomended in INSPIRE 
(compared, for example with version 
counts) to  [..] recomended in 
INSPIRE (and should be used in 
addition or in alternative to any use 
of for example of version counts)  

d 
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676  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 42  9.6.4  Recommend
ation 8  

 T   The use of timestamep is 
recomended in INSPIRE 
(compared, for example with version 
counts) this is OK BUT would prefer 
[..] (version counts could be used in 
addition to timestamps)   

 alter: The use of timestamp is 
recomended in INSPIRE 
(compared, for example with version 
counts) to  [..] recomended in 
INSPIRE (and should be used in 
addition or in alternative to any use 
of for example of version counts)  

d 

677  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 44  9.6.5   Para 2, sub 
paragraph 8 

 T   A location instance is a "spatial 
object" i.e. an "abstract 
representation of a real world 
phenomena related to a specific 
location or geographic area" which 
may be cross-referenced with other 
"spatial objects". It is no different 
from associations between spatial 
objects drawn from other 
applications. They are "referencable 
objects" just like other "spatial 
objects" carrying unique identifiers.  

 Reword e.g. "location instances as 
spatial objects may be associated 
with other spatial objects in other 
datasets (or applications). An 
association has been added….(etc)" 

d 

678  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 45  9.6.6   Points 2 and 
3  

 T   The definitions of Unpopulated and 
Unknown are extremely similar and 
may cause some confusion.  If 
something exists but is not 
available, then surely that would be 
Unknown; however it has been 
defined here as Unpopulated, which 
I would instead take to be data that 
is known but for some reason has 
not been recorded.  

 Clarify the distinction between 
Unpopulated and Unknown.  

d 

679  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 46  9.6.6   All   T   Can values of "Unknown" etc. be 
recorded for numerical and boolean 
fields?  Or are you proposing that 
there's a VoidValueReason attribute 
associated with every other 
attribute?  Needs clarification.  

 Explain how void values should be 
recorded in numerical and boolean 
fields, or clarify what's actually 
required.  

d 

680  IACS-CAP - 
Integrated 
Administration 
and Control 
System 
(Common 
Agricultural 
Policy)  

 SDIC 13 9,6,1 par 1 T target for associations to …. target for relationships to…. NA - associations is correct 

681  IACS-CAP - 
Integrated 

 SDIC 14 9,6,3   E verieEindTijd versieEindTijd A 
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Administration 
and Control 
System 
(Common 
Agricultural 
Policy)  

682  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     9_6_4   EXAMPLE 4  G   Due to the constraint within feature 
catalogues that every spatial object 
type name within a feature 
catalogue has to be unique, it is 
unlikely that it will be possible to 
create a single feature catalogue for 
all INSPIRE data specifications as 
the same concept from the feature 
concept dictionary, e.g. "road", may 
lead to several spatial object types 
of the same name in different 
INSPIRE application schemas with 
property patterns that reflect the 
specific application requirements. 
The example propose a URL with a 
“metadata for the topographic 
ATKIS data in Germany where the 
up-to-dateness can also be viewed 
in a overview map” but it is not clear 
how to find the metadata.  

 Explain how to find the metadata or 
include a snapshot of it.  

d 

683  Geonovum   LMO  12  9.6.4      T   Requirement 30 is unclear. It’s a 
really difficult one to understand.  

 More explanation and/or better 
example is needed  

Ap - add example, but impact will 
depend on resolution of other 
versioning comments 

684  FINSDI-META - 
Finnish expert 
group on GI 
metadata  

 SDIC  FI6   9.4 and 
9.6.6  

    G   The use of void.  During the use 
case and modelling phase, there will 
be discussions on what is 
mandatory and what is optional. To 
resolve this from a data providers 
point of view, when this information 
is required and the data provider is 
not able to fulfil this requirement, we 
have to apply a mechanism, which 
states "I know this is mandatory, but 
I have not value". One possible way 
is to add in a codelist (enumeration) 
the value "unknown", but this is only 
valid when the datatype is 
codelist/enumeration.  
Recommendation 6 goes even 
further in this direction, by giving the 

 Define strict rules when the use of 
void should be applied. This should 
not be a general mechanism to 
enable conformance with a 
specification when the major 
underlying requirements is not 
fulfilled.  The application of void 
should be stated more precise, not 
only as an example. It should be 
stated that void should not be 
applied as an mechanism to avoid 
mandatory elements and that this 
should be applied with great 
caution.        

Ap, see #560 



DS D2.5 – Generic Conceptual Model: Comments and Resolutions Table (Comments are related to the D2.5 version 2.0) 

136 

Comm# ID LMO/
SDIC 1 2 3 4 5 - Comment 6 - Proposed change 7 - Resolution 

data provider a way to state why 
this requirement is not fulfilled. But it 
does not resolve the underlying 
requirement from the users point of 
view. Clause 9.6.6 defines 4 values 
for void, whereas unknown is only 
one of them.  By introducing the 
stereotype <<union>> to a class 
and introducing the attribute 
"reason" with VoidValueReason as 
datatype, it is easy for the data 
provider to be conformant to the 
specifications even if the value of 
the mandatory attribute is not 
known. From a modelling point of 
view this is a good mechanism.  But 
the main problem is that this does 
not necessarily fulfil the  underlying 
user requirement, which made this 
attribute mandatory.   

685  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN98 10.1 1st sentence E syntax: "with not only with" delete 1st occurrence of "with": "not 
only with" 

A 

686  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN99 10.1 Example 1 E "A special case are" : should be "is" "A special case is" Ap - Better to rephrase to get a good 
result 

687  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN100 10.1 First 
paragraph 

E "that is associated with not only 
with spatial data…" 

Replace by "that is associated not 
only with spatial data…" 

A 

688  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN101 10.1 Requirement 
33 

T In EuroRoadS, spatial 
characteristics of features may be 
defined by a spatial topology having 
a geometric realisation. In INSPIRE, 
is a spatial topology without 
geometric realisation allowed ? 

To be clarified. Ap - No requirement prohibits this. 
No change to the document 
required, but add clarification note 
that we do not expect that topology 
would be used in this way in a data 
specification 

689  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 13 10.1 First 
paragraph, 

first sentence

E Grammatical change to clarify 
meaning 

Change 'associated with not only 
with'  to  'associated not only with' 

A 

690  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  8 10.1  First 
paragraph, 

first sentence 

 E   Grammatical change to clarify 
meaning  

 Change 'associated with not only 
with'  to  'associated not only with'  

d 

691  Met Office   LMO   MetO-62  10.1  Req 34   T   Need to recognise referencing a 
temporal CRS - definitions of ordinal 

 Reference temporal CRSs  Ap - temporal reference systems are 
specified in 12.3; no change to req 
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temporal reference systems 
(Geologic eras, Spring, summer, 
autumn winter), and potentially 
insufficiently specified times. A 
specific forecast may have dates, 
but a generic forecast is 
today@1200, T+24, T+48 etc..  

34 required 

692  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 12 10.1 Recommend
ation 10 

T The restriction of ISO 19107 to max. 
2.5D geometries should be 
reconsidered in the light of an 
expected transition from 2D to 3D 
digital landscape models in some 
countries in the future and the 
increasing availability and usage of 
virtual 3D city models. For example, 
in Switzerland the topographic 
landscape model (TLM) is currently 
being extended to full 3D. Also in 
Germany, the AAA base model 
(ALKIS: cadastre and ATKIS: 
topography) will be extended by 3D 
geometry classes soon. 3D city 
models are available in CityGML 
already for more than 15 cities. 

Allow also for usage of 3D 
coordinate values within geometry 
objects. 

Ap - no change required; the use of 
3D geometry isalready allowed: This 
is a recommendation, not a 
requirement.So, 3D geometries may 
be used if there is a strong user 
requirement for them. 

693  OMSz - 
Hungarian 
Meteorological 
Service  

 LMO  13 10.1  last 
paragraph  

 T   Is such a spatio-temporal modelling 
going to be carried out within 
INSPIRE or it will remain the 
specific problem of meteoological 
and oceanographic communities?  

   Spatio-temporal aspects are needed 
by many communities. INSPIRE will 
encourage standardisation in this 
field but it is unlikely that INSPIRE 
will create separate standards for 
this topic 

694 Bundesanstalt für 
Geowissenschaft
en und Rohstoffe 
(BGR) 

? 7 10.1 last sentence E "with" is used twice in the sentence … associated not only with … A (it is in the first sentence) 

695  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  9 10.2  First 
Sentence  

 T   Despite the recommendation to 
restrict spatial geometries to 0-2.5D, 
Ordnance Survey welcomes the 
notion that all ISO 19107 geometry 
and topology types, including 3-
dimensional types can be used. The 
use of ISO 19107 should be 
mandatory. Please note that a new 
version ISO 19107:2008 is expected 
to be released next year.  

 The first paragraph should be 
phrased as a requirement: "Spatial 
vector properties shall be modelled 
using the geometry and topology 
types defined in ISO 19107".   

NA - this is already specified in 10.1, 
this is about the profile 

696  EuroSDR -  SDIC 15 10.2 Note 1 and E The online survey is a pragmatic The results of the online-survey A - this is planned 
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EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

Recommend
ation 10 

way to gather information about 
pragmatic restrictions of the use of 
ISO19107. These should be 
expressed as a recommendation.  

should be used to indicate any 
practical restriction in 
Recommendation 10 (alternatively a 
separate Recommendation) indicate 
the scope for any restrictions.  

697  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  10 10.2  Note 1 and 
Recommend

ation 10  

 E   The online survey is a pragmatic 
way to gather information about 
pragmatic restrictions of the use of 
ISO19107. These should be 
expressed as a recommendation.   

 The results of the online-survey 
should be used to indicate any 
practical restriction in 
Recommendation 10 (alternatively a 
separate Recommendation) indicate 
the scope for any restrictions.   

d 

698  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 14 10.2 First 
Sentence 

T Despite the recommendation to 
restrict spatial geometries to 0-2.5D, 
Ordnance Survey welcomes the 
notion that all ISO 19107 geometry 
and topology types, including 3-
dimensional types can be used. The 
use of ISO 19107 should be 
mandatory. Please note that a new 
version ISO 19107:2008 is expected 
to be released next year. 

The first paragraph should be 
phrased as a requirement: "Spatial 
vector properties shall be modelled 
using the geometry and topology 
types defined in ISO 19107".  

d 

699  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     10_2   
Recommand

ation 10  

 T/Q   Why not use ISO spec. instead of 
OGC spec.?  

 Refer e.g. to ISO 19125-1:2004 or 
(even better) ISO 19137:2007  

NA - ISO 19125-1:2004 is v1.1 in 
OGC which has been superseded 
by version 1.2 - which introduces 
capabilities referenced here. A 
future revision of 19125 is expected 
and if required should be brought 
forward by the CT. 

700  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 31 10_2 Recommand
ation 10 

T/Q Why not use ISO spec. instead of 
OGC spec.? 

Refer e.g. to ISO 19125-1:2004 or 
(even better) ISO 19137:2007 

d 

701  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  36 10_2 Recommand
ation 10 

T/Q Why not use ISO spec. instead of 
OGC spec.? 

Refer e.g. to ISO 19125-1:2004 or 
(even better) ISO 19137:2007 

d 

702  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  36 10_2 Recommand
ation 10 

T/Q Why not use ISO spec. instead of 
OGC spec.? 

Refer e.g. to ISO 19125-1:2004 or 
(even better) ISO 19137:2007 

d 

703  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 

 LMO  32 10.2 Recommend
ation 10 

T „... where all curve interpolations are 
linear.“ 
What about cubic splines that are 
not linear curves but often used in 
topographical data?  

Please clarify Ap - this is a recommendation, if 
data has to be expressed outside of 
the SF profile, then this can be 
specified in the data specification; 
no change to the document required 
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Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

704  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 17 10.3 Note 1 and 
Recommend

ation 10 

E The online survey is a pragmatic 
way to gather information about 
pragmatic restrictions of the use of 
ISO19108. These should be 
expressed as a recommendation.  

The results of the online-survey 
should be used to indicate any 
practical restriction in a new 
recommendation indicate the scope 
for any restrictions.  

A - this is planned 

705  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  12 10.3  Note 1 and 
Recommend

ation 10  

 E   The online survey is a pragmatic 
way to gather information about 
pragmatic restrictions of the use of 
ISO19108. These should be 
expressed as a recommendation.   

 The results of the online-survey 
should be used to indicate any 
practical restriction in a new 
recommendation indicate the scope 
for any restrictions.   

d 

706  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  11 10.3  First 
Sentence  

 T   The use of ISO 19108 should be 
mandatory.  

 The first paragraph should be 
phrased as a requirement: 
"Temporal properties shall be 
modelled using the geometry and 
topology types defined in ISO 
19108".   

NA - this is already specified in 10.1, 
this is about the profile 

707  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 16 10.3 First 
Sentence 

T The use of ISO 19108 should be 
mandatory. 

The first paragraph should be 
phrased as a requirement: 
"Temporal properties shall be 
modelled using the geometry and 
topology types defined in ISO 
19108".  

d 

708  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 59 10.3  First 
Sentence  

 T   The use of ISO 19108 should be 
mandatory.  

 The first paragraph should be 
phrased as a requirement: 
"Temporal properties shall be 
modelled using the geometry and 
topology types defined in ISO 
19108".   

d 

709  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN102 10.4 Requirement 
34 

E "this makes the attribute a "thematic 
attribute" … as there is no temporal 
reference system connected to 
them" 

Replace by "this makes the attribute 
a "thematic attribute" … as there is 
no temporal reference system 
connected to it" 

A - but note the comment refers to 
section 10.1, not 10.4 

710  Met Office   LMO   MetO-63  10.4  p51    E   Only continuous coverages . 
Discrete coverages may not be 
interpolatable in principle.  

 Add continuous  A - "A continuous coverage is 
associated with ..." 

711  Met Office   LMO   MetO-64  10.4  All   T   Shouldn't referenceable grids be 
mentioned? The imagery heritage of 
e.g. WCS is a severe limitation and 
for meteorological coverages XML 
not a solution - binary formats will 
remain.  

 Add comment on referenceable 
grids.  

#VALUE! 

712  Met Office   LMO   MetO-65  10.4  req 35, 36   E   When requiring an ISO standard,  expand and explain the NA - Relevant ISO standards are 
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particularly a specific part of an ISO 
standard it needs to be spelled out 
each time what it is  

requirement  listed as normative reference at the 
beginning of the document; it would 
be unwieldy to explain the 
substance of these standards each 
time they are referenced as a 
requirement through out the 
document. 

713  SITAD SP - 
Sistema 
Informativo 
Territoriale e 
Ambientale 
Diffuso del 
Sistema 
Piemonte  

 SDIC 3  10.4 Rules 
for use of 
coverages 

 Pag.51   G   The definition of "Coverage" is not 
so clear. In our way of working, the 
word "coverage" is referred to ESRI 
products (also vector data), and this 
could generate a misunderstanding.  

   NA - "coverage" is defined in 
Section 3.1 (9) and in normative 
reference ISO 19123 

714  INTERO - Italian 
National earTh & 
Environment 
Research 
cOmmunity  

 SDIC 1 10.4  Table 2   T   If the spatial schema is restricted to 
Simple Feature, with 0-1-2- 2,5 
dimensions (not 3D solid primitive) ,  
the CV_DiscreteSolidCoverage, as 
shown in table 2,   should not be 
valid  

 CV_Discrete SolidCoverage 
elimination.   

NA - Recommendation 10 on Simple 
Features is not a Requirement. 
Indeed 4.1.3 (b) notes that 
application domains may need to 
use more complex structures. We 
allow CV_DiscreteSolidCoverage, 
but Recommendation 10 
nevertheless stands. 

715  Department for 
Environment, 
Food and Rural 
Affairs (Defra)  

 LMO  14 10.4 Requirement 
37 

E Where does CV_Coverage come 
from  

State which ISO standard 
CV_Coverage comes from 

AwM - The convention of class 
names commencing with a two-letter 
prefix is ubiquitous throughout the 
series of ISO standards, and 
described in ISO 19109. While it is 
not reasonable to specify the 
relevant ISO standard each time an 
ISO class is referenced, there may 
be benefit in providing somewhere a 
table of correspondences between 
ISO standards and two-letter 
prefixes (CV, GM, TP, TM, MD, GF, 
etc) 

716  Department for 
Environment, 
Food and Rural 
Affairs (Defra)  

 LMO  15 10.4 Note 2 and 3 T Will INSPIRE work with ISO to 
ensure that changes to ISO 19109 
and 19136 occur to support 
coverages? 

Need to add in a sentence stating 
whether INSPIRE will undertake 
development work to progress ISO 
standards 

R - It is true that the work of Drafting 
Teams is identifying various 
standards issues; it needs to be 
resolved how these issues will be 
pursued under terms of any working 
agreements with ISO. JRC: JRC is a 
liason member of ISO TC211. When 
necessary can take actions and 
represent the requirements of 
INSPIRE. 
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717  OMSz - 
Hungarian 
Meteorological 
Service  

 LMO  14 10.4  last 
paragraph  

 T        - 

718  Institute of 
Geodesy, 
Cartography and 
Remote Sensing 

 LMO  2 10.4     T   Printed spatial data should be 
readable.  

 We suggest that contour line 
procreation should be standardized 
by ISO, f.e.:- usable base contour 
line depend on inclination-, type of 
contour lines (base contour line, 
major contour line), Pandant rule, 
label of contour line.  

NA - outside of the scope of this 
document 

719  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  13 10.5  First 
Sentence  

 T   The use of ISO 19123 should be 
mandatory.  

 The first paragraph should be 
phrased as a requirement: "Spatial 
coverage properties shall be 
modelled using the types defined in 
ISO 19123".   

NA - This is already covered by 
Requirement 35. The text here is 
simply stating that the full standard 
may be used unrestricted. 

720  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 18 10.5 First 
Sentence 

T The use of ISO 19123 should be 
mandatory. 

The first paragraph should be 
phrased as a requirement: "Spatial 
coverage properties shall be 
modelled using the types defined in 
ISO 19123".  

d 

721  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 60 10.5  First 
Sentence  

 T   The use of ISO 19123 should be 
mandatory.  

 The first paragraph should be 
phrased as a requirement: "Spatial 
coverage properties shall be 
modelled using the types defined in 
ISO 19123".   

d 

722  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK28 10.6 Requirement 
38 

G It is stated that at least, a 
multilingual gazetteer of geographic 
names (or a harmonised set of such 
gazetteers) shall be established as 
part of INSPIRE.But is is not stated 
if this should be established at 
European or national level. 

Clearify who should establish this 
register. 

- The CT will take the appropriate 
measures for establishing  the 
necessary registers. 

723  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK28  10.6  Requirement 
38  

 G   It is stated that at least, a 
multilingual gazetteer of geographic 
names (or a harmonised set of such 
gazetteers) shall be established as 
part of INSPIRE.But is is not stated 
if this should be established at 
European or national level.  

 Clearify who should establish this 
register.  

d 

724  LMV - 
Lantmateriet, 
National Land 
Survey of 
Sweden  

 SDIC 13 10.6  Req. 38   Q    Why is Req. 38 not included in IR 
D.2.3 Themes and Scopes?  

  Please consider to move Req. 38 
to D2.3 Themes and Scope  

A/R - to be addressed by D2.3 / 
overview description; remove 
requirement, this belongs to the 
theme IR 
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725  FINSDI-META - 
Finnish expert 
group on GI 
metadata  

 SDIC  FI12   17 and 
10.6  

 Requirement 
38  

 G   It is stated in Requirement 38 that 
at least, a multilingual gazetteer of 
geographic names (or a harmonised 
set of such gazetteers) shall be 
established as part of INSPIRE. But 
is is not stated if this should be 
established at European or national 
level. The clause 17 proposes 
several registers. It is not clear if 
these will be established on a 
national or European level. It should 
be stated, that these registers 
should be established at the 
European level by the European 
Commission, and that member 
nations should have access to the 
content of these registers. It is not 
clear who will be responsible for the 
daily maintenance of these 
registers, i.e. if this should be 
maintained at the European level or 
national level.  

 Clarify who will establish and 
maintain these registers.  

d 

726  
EuroGeographics 
- 
EuroGeographics 

 SDIC    11.1  Reqirement 
39  

 G   Either multilingual requirements are 
required to be met or not. 
Considering requirements will not 
deliver multilinguality  

 reword to read 'multilingual text 
shall be provided unless the cost of 
doing so disproportianate'.  

AwM - This sentence will be 
reworded to clarify that this is not 
about the data, but the models. 
Make *support for* multilingual text 
mandatory. 

727  
EuroGeographics 
- 
EuroGeographics 

 SDIC    11.1  
Recommend

ation 11  

 G   databases of themselves have no 
scale  

 reword to read 'those on small or 
middle scale cartographics 
products'.  

AwM - spatial data sets 

728  
EuroGeographics 
- 
EuroGeographics 

 SDIC    11.1  Requirment 
44  

 G   either something is required or not. 
The wording currently requires 
nothing only recomends it  

 Change to a recommendation  A 

729  
EuroGeographics 
- 
EuroGeographics 

 SDIC    11.1  Requirement 
45  

 E   wording is confusing   reword  A - Examples may also help  

730  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN103 11.1 Requirement 
39 

Q What is the scope of "geographical 
names" in this requirement : 
- only those in theme 5.3 of annex I 
(in D2.5)? 
- also attributes of spatal objects in 
other themes? 

Clarify. A 
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731  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN104 11.1 Requirement 
44 

Q What is the difference between 
coded values (recommandation 5) 
which have to be considered as 
enumerations or code lists and the 
use of controlled lists and thesaurii 
in requirement 44? 

Clarify A 

732  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN105 11.1 Recommend
ation 11 

T Exonyms should be maintained over 
borders, not only on features of 
importance at the European scale 

Add a precision on border exonyms A 

733  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN106 11.1 Requirement 
46 

G be careful on the fact that short 
names may not have exactly the 
same definition in different 
languages/countries. Even if the 
development of ontologies is not 
within the scope of INSPIRE, the 
detailed specification shall precise 
the definition of used terms and 
keywords. 

  - Definitions shall be given in the 
multi-lingual Feature Concept 
Dictionary. 

734  IDEE Working 
Group of the 
Commission on 
Geomatics 
(National 
Geographic High 
Council)  

 LMO  9 11.1  Requirement 
43  

 T   In Spain the official name of the 
capital city of the province of 
Guipuzcoa is Donostia-San 
Sebastián, where Donostia is in 
Basque and San Sebastián is in 
Spanish. There are other bilingual 
official names, e.g. Vitoria-Gasteiz 
(see SABE).  

 Change the content of Requirement 
43 to: Mixing different languages in 
a single character string is not 
allowed in general, with the 
exception of multilingual official 
names.  

A - The example is also useful to 
add 

735  LMV - 
Lantmateriet, 
National Land 
Survey of 
Sweden  

 SDIC 14 11.1  Req. 47   Q    If English shall be used in 
Application schemas (UML) we 
have to be concerned about how to 
manage  different schema 
languages in the member states.   

 Any recommendations?  Ap - MS may and generally will keep 
national schema in their national 
language but will have to provide 
services that match the national 
schema in national language to the 
common schema in English. This 
implies both matching schemas 
(because of different database 
structures) and matching languages. 
D2.5 requires multi-lingual Feature 
Catalogues, which will enable this 
translation to be done automatically. 
No change to the document 
required. 

736  Department for 
Environment, 
Food and Rural 
Affairs (Defra)  

 LMO  16 11.1 Requirement 
44: 

T The requirement to minimise free 
text attributes is too restrictive 
particularly for spatial datasets that 
are implicit through the use of cross-
referencing.  

Remove requirement AwM - change to recommendation 
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737  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  18 11.1  page 53, 
Note 1 

G Comment:  
Addresses should be structured as 
far as possible and use only little 
free text. This gives better 
possibilities for the usage of 
datasets containing addresses. 

Add a piece of text: 
"INSPIRE data models will take care 
of the structure of addresses, as 
defined in international standards." 

R to TWG - The principle of 
structuring addresses as far as 
possible is a good one. 
Nevertheless, an address generally 
includes a city name and a street 
name, that may  only be modelled 
as Free-text. 

738  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  19 11.1  page 53,  
Requirement 

45 i  

G Comment: Requirement 45 ist not 
clear. Shall such text be parsed? 

Please clarify. A 

739  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  33 11.1 Requirement 
45 

T Does this also effect the 
implemented data in the member 
states or "just" the annex themes? 

Please clarify A - It is "just" for the annex themes. 
No change to the document 
required. 

740  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  34 11.1 Requirement 
47 

T „English shall be used for class, 
attribute and association role names 
throughout the UML model.“ 
This will cause a mapping between 
national data sets and the INSPIRE 
data on the level of tag names, etc.   

Please  add the possible 
consequences to national data 
bases 

Ap - No consequence on national 
data sets. See answer to #735. 

741  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 61 11.1 Recommend
ation 11  

 G   Many Welsh names have both 
English and Welsh equivalents. It is 
not realistic to restrict these to only 
important features or towns.  

 Reword to allow for the inclusion of 
a wider range of exonyms  

A 

742  DNF - Digital  SDIC 9 11.1  All   G   Within country language  Include options for within country NA - Requested change has not 
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National 
Framework  

differences may result in 
translations rather than exonyms for 
some textural elements. Due to 
within country language legislation.  

language differences  been understood from the comment 

743  EA - 
Environment 
Agency for 
England and 
Wales  

 SDIC 9 11.1  All   G   Within country language 
differences may result in 
translations rather than exonyms for 
some textural elements. Due to 
within country language legislation.  

 Include options for within country 
language differences  

d 

744  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 8 11.1  
Recommend

ation 11  

 G   Many Welsh names have both 
English and Welsh equivalents it is 
not realistic to restrict these to only 
important features or towns  

 Reword to allow for the inclusion of 
a wider range of exonyms  

d 

745  Geonovum   LMO  13 11.1     T   By requirement 46 it’s unclear 
what’s the motivation behind the 
use of short names.  

 Clarify  A 

746  
EuroGeographics 
- 
EuroGeographics 

 SDIC    11.2 recommendat
ion 12  

 E   use of the term 'locale' is open to 
misunderstanding  

 reword  NA - the word "locale" is defined 
some lines above in requirement 48 

747  Met Office   LMO   MetO-66   11.2.1   rec 12   T   Implications of this are unclear.    clarify explaining implications  Ap - remove recommendation 
748  

Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  20 11.2  page 55,  
Requirement 

51 and 52 

G Comment: Some care should be 
taken to avoid duplicate coordinate 
systems, with the only difference 
being the sequence of parameters 
((x=Right,y=Height) vs. 
(x=Height,y=Right)). 

Please add a piece of text, like: 
"When defining Coordinate 
Reference Systems, some care 
should be taken to avoid duplicate 
coordinate systems, with the only 
difference being the sequence of 
parameters ((x=Right,y=Height) vs. 
(x=Height,y=Right)). The parameter 
sequence (x=Right,y=Height) 
should be preferred." 

R - see #749 

749  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  21 11.2  page 55,  
Requirement 

51 and 52 

G Question: What is meant by "valid 
across Europe"? Are CRSes meant, 
that are to cover the whole of 
Europe each - or is partial coverage 
allowed, too? 

Please clarify. Ap, R - Discussion of requirements 
on the CRS in the CRS register will 
be removed from the document and 
become part of the IR for the theme 
IR. Same for grid systems. The 
Generic Conceptual Model would 
require only compliance to ISO 
19123 (Grids) and ISO 19111 and 
ISO 19111-2 (CRS). 

750  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN107 12.1 overview and 
RQT 50 

T definition of CRS to be clarified geodetic CRS have to be defined by 
: - a type of coordinates 
(geographic, cartesian geocentric, 
projected), - and following the type : 

NA - The definition of Coordinate 
Reference System and the 
categories of subtypes of Coordinate 
Reference Systems are fixed by the 
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one geodetic system (=ETRS for 
continental Europe, ITRF for rest of 
the world), one ellipsoid (=GRS80), 
one projection. 

Directive and ISO 19111. This is 
explained in 3.1 (8) and 
Requirement 50. 

751  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN108 12.1 overview T the european system should be 
fixed by INSPIRE (to ETRS 89, cf 
comment on 12.2). The 
harmonisation will then consist for 
each of the member to transform 
their national coordinates into the 
european system. The National 
mapping agencies should give the 
approppriate tools for the 
transformation. This is the type of 
service that should be defined in the 
INPSIRE DT "Services" 

there is there a principle to assume 
for INSPIRE to refer to an european 
choice for the CRS.  To introduce in 
the overview 

R - see #749 

752  
EuroGeographics 
- 
EuroGeographics 

 SDIC    12.2  Note to 
requirement 

52  

 E   Suggest it is better to promote 
ETRS89 as the standard for 
reasons of efficiency  

 Reword, to make ETRS89 the 
standard  

d 

753  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN109 12.2 Requirement 
52 

T related to previous comment on 
principles to assume for the choice 
of the reference in INSPIRE 

 INSPIRE as a principle should refer 
to the EUREF reference validated 
by Europen Commission. EUREF 
has defined its registers and these 
should be the only reference. All 
other systems  should not be part of 
INSPIRE, they are national 
prerequisite for integration, if every 
member can add its favorite system 
it is source of heterogeneity and 
fatal errors. 

R - see #749 

754  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN110 12.2 NOTE after 
requirement 

52 

T EPSG register should not be 
recommanded in INSPIRE as its 
content has not received any official 
validation and so is of very 
heterogeneous quality. It has a 
tendacy of becoming a de facto std 
has it is widely used and has the 
qualities of being worldwide and 
well structured, but beyond the fact 
the the parameters are not all 
validated, the transformation models 
are not precise enough to work 
under a metric precision. 

delete the note.  Ap - see #749 

755  Institut  LMO  IGN111 12.2 Recommand T ETRS89 is the relevant CRS for Add in the requirements :" The R - see #749 
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Géographique 
National  

ation 13 data geographically located in 
Europe. However, some territories 
without the European continent are 
in the INSPIRE scope as they are 
considered as politically within 
Europe (e.g. the French "DOM" : 
Guyane, Guadeloupe, Martinique 
and Reunion). 
For these cases, the best 
recommandation would probably be 
the use of ITRF-xxxx (xxxx being 
the year when the system has been 
determined, materialised) 

ETRS89 is the coordinate reference 
system  recommanded by INSPIRE 
in conformance with European 
Commission recommandation (ref 
COGI action decision 2003 - 
F/GIS/69/EN). This geodetic 
reference is widely used in 
continental Europe. Furthermore the 
increasing use of GPS networks 
incline countries to use the 
european system." ..."ITRF to be 
used on areas worldwide (non-
continental european)"  

756  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 19 12.2 Requirement 
51 

G Whilst the requirement is fully 
supported, it is thought that the 
registry should be located centrally. 

A Coordinate Reference System 
(CRS) registry should be created as 
part of a central Inspire 'GI Portal'. 
This could be based on, or develop 
from, the Information and Service 
System for European 
Coordinate Reference Systems - 
CRS:  http://crs.bkg.bund.de/crs-
eu/. This would be fed and updated 
from a defined national body who 
has this responsibility, or could take 
this responsibility - eg in Great 
Britain this would be www.dnf.org. 

Ap - since it is a single register, this 
is implied. Note that the portal is a 
website only and the registry would 
be separate from the portal 

757  EUREF - 
Reference Frame 
Sub-Commission 
for Europe of the 
International 
Association of 
Geodesy  

 SDIC 1 12.2  Requirement 
51  

 G   Whilst the requirement is fully 
supported, it is thought that the 
registry should be located centrally. 

 A Coordinate Reference System 
(CRS) registry should be created as 
part of a central Inspire 'GI Portal'. 
This could be based on, or develop 
from, the Information and Service 
System for European Coordinate 
Reference Systems - CRS:  
http://crs.bkg.bund.de/crs-eu/  

d 

758  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  14 12.2  Requirement 
51  

 G   Whilst the requirement is fully 
supported, it is thought that the 
registry should be located centrally.  

 A Coordinate Reference System 
(CRS) registry should be created as 
part of a central Inspire 'GI Portal'. 
This could be based on, or develop 
from, the Information and Service 
System for European Coordinate 
Reference Systems - CRS:  
http://crs.bkg.bund.de/crs-eu/. This 
would be fed and updated from a 
defined national body who has this 
responsibility, or could take this 
responsibility - eg in Great Britain 

d 
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this would be www.dnf.org.  
759  Ordnance 

Survey  
 LMO  15 12.2  Requirement 

52  
 G   Whilst the requirement is fully 

supported, it is thought that the 
registry should be located centrally. 

 A Coordinate Reference System 
(CRS) registry should be created as 
part of a central Inspire 'GI Portal'. 
This could be based on, or develop 
from, the Information and Service 
System for European Coordinate 
Reference Systems - CRS:  
http://crs.bkg.bund.de/crs-eu/. This 
would be fed and updated from a 
defined national body who has this 
responsibility, or could take this 
responsibility - eg in Great Britain 
this would be www.dnf.org.  

d 

760  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  16  12,2   Para after 
Req 50  

 T   The section refers to marine and 
met coordinate systems but does 
not bring out some of the 
fundamental issues assocoated with 
land - marine vertical datum 
relationships. In the UK work on the 
Vertical offshore Reference 
Framework is nearly complete and 
will provide a rigorous relationship 
between tow datum surfaces for the 
first thiem. This is not a trivial task 
and this should be acknowledged.  

 Add  a sub -bullet:  "-  the 
relationship between land and 
marine vertical datum is not a trivial 
issue and has to be carefully 
addressed examples such as the 
Vertical Offshore Reference 
Framework (VORF) are required to 
satisfy this component"  

R - This goes to the issue of 
consistency (section 22), but is 
specific to a particular theme; 
address in CRS TWG 

761  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 21 12.2 5th Para (The 
NOTE) 

G Reference should be made also to 
the Eurogeographics supported 
CRS dataset repository. Plus local 
defitive sources, eg the dnf registry. 

Add in a line referencing the  
Information and Service System for 
European Coordinate Reference 
Systems - CRS:  
http://crs.bkg.bund.de/crs-eu/. This 
would be fed and updated from a 
defined national body who has this 
responsibility, or could take this 
responsibility - eg in Great Britain 
this would be www.dnf.org. 

R - see #749 

762  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  17 12.2  5th Para 
(The NOTE) 

 G   Reference should be made also to 
the Eurogeographics supported 
CRS dataset repository. Plus local 
defitive sources, eg the dnf registry. 

 Add in a line referencing the  
Information and Service System for 
European Coordinate Reference 
Systems - CRS:  
http://crs.bkg.bund.de/crs-eu/. This 
would be fed and updated from a 
defined national body who has this 
responsibility, or could take this 
responsibility - eg in Great Britain 
this would be www.dnf.org.  

d 
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763  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  18 12.2 Recommend
ation 13  

 T   The recommendation is in general 
supported, there will however be 
significant impact on a data supplier 
whose data is currently in a grid 
system which is not based on the 
ETRS89 datum - like in Great 
Britain. A coordinate transformation 
from the national mapping system in 
GB (OSGB36 National Grid) to the 
geodetic ETRS89 CRS is well 
defined to a high accuracy, but this 
is based on interpolation of a 1km 
Grid Look-Up table. This works well 
for small datasets, but the 
transformation of large GI datasets 
could take significant time to carry 
out. FOR EXAMPLE: 
Transformation (using an 
interpolated 1km grid look-up table 
within a transformation s/w 
package) of a 5km by 5km town 
centre GML topographic layer with 
476,564 features (3,228,235 
coordinates) to 19 minutes to 
complete. If the data waas served 
from a database as a web feature 
service, the user's client s/w could 
carry out the transformation on-the-
fly as the user pans round the map - 
exporting to a file if needed. Using 
an example s/w client, performance 
of this on-the-fly transformation was 
acceptable.   

 Some guidance is required as to 
where the coordinate transformation 
will take place and whether this will 
be carried out on data files, or on-
the-fly through a web feature server 

R - to be addressed by IR on 
network services and TWG CRS 

764  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 23 12.2 Recommend
ation 13 

T There is currently no mention of 
where transformations will occur - at 
the supplier end, at the end-user 
end, or through some central GI 
portal. 

It is recommended that Inspire 
decides where the coordinate 
transformations will take place. If at 
the user or supplier end, then a 
central Inspire effort should be 
taken forward to persuade the GI 
s/w vendors to support the 
transformations required. This could 
be through a workshop for example. 
If the transformation is to occur 
through some 'Inspire' middleware, 
then those facilities need to be 
developed. 

d 
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765  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  19 12.2 Recommend
ation 13  

 T   There is currently no mention of 
where transformations will occur - at 
the supplier end, at the end-user 
end, or through some central GI 
portal.  

 It is recommended that Inspire 
decides where the coordinate 
transformations will take place. If at 
the user or supplier end, then a 
central Inspire effort should be 
taken forward to persuade the GI 
s/w vendors to support the 
transformations required. This could 
be through a workshop for example. 
If the transformation is to occur 
through some 'Inspire' middleware, 
then those facilities need to be 
developed.  

d 

766  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  20 12.2 Recommend
ation 13  

 T   The three map projections listed in 
this recommendation came out of 
the "2003 JRC Workshop on 
European Reference Grids": 
http://www.ec-
gis.org/sdi/publist/pdfs/annoni2005e
urgrids.pdf. The three projections 
each had specific uses and these 
should be outlined (unless these 
have subsequently changed). This 
will enable the use of each 
projection correctly.  

 Recommend include the definitions 
(from the 2003 workshop) for where 
the three map projections listed 
should be used. I.e.;                           
1) To adopt ETRS89 Lambert 
Azimuthal Equal Area CRS of 2001 
[ETRS-LAEA], for spatial analysis 
and display.                                        
2) To adopt ETRS89 Lambert Conic 
Conformal CRS of 2001 [ETRS-
LCC] for conformal pan-European 
mapping at scales smaller or equal 
to 1:500,000                                        
3) To adopt ETRS89 Transverse 
Mercator CRS [ETRS-TMzn], for 
conformal pan-European mapping 
at sclaes larger than 1:500,000.  

R - see #749 

767  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 25 12.2 Recommend
ation 14 

T The national height system in GB is 
based on orthometric heights 
relative to a mean Sea Level 
Datum. Transforming to normal 
heights or geopotential numbers is 
very difficult to do on large datasets, 
and impossible at high accuracy. 

Recommend the inclusion of 
orthometric heights to this 
recommendation. 

R - see #749 

768  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 64 12.2 Recommend
ations 13 and 

14  

 T   The national height system in GB is 
based on orthometric heights 
relative to a mean Sea Level 
Datum. Transforming to normal 
heights or geopotential numbers is 
very difficult to do on large datasets, 
and impossible at high accuracy.  

 include orthometric heights in this 
recommendation.  

d 

769  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  21 12.2 Recommend
ation 14  

 T   The national height system in GB is 
based on orthometric heights 

 Recommend the inclusion of 
orthometric heights to this 

d 
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relative to a mean Sea Level 
Datum. Transforming to normal 
heights or geopotential numbers is 
very difficult to do on large datasets, 
and impossible at high accuracy.  

recommendation.  

770  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  39  12,2   Para after 
Req 50  

 T   The section refers to marine and 
met coordinate systems but does 
not bring out some of the 
fundamental issues assocoated with 
land - marine vertical datum 
relationships. In the UK work on the 
Vertical offshore Reference 
Framework is nearly complete and 
will provide a rigorous relationship 
between tow datum surfaces for the 
first thiem. This is not a trivial task 
and this should be acknowledged.  

 Add  a sub -bullet:  "-  the 
relationship between land and 
marine vertical datum is not a trivial 
issue and has to be carefully 
addressed examples such as the 
Vertical Offshore Reference 
Framework (VORF) are required to 
satisfy this component"  

d 

771  Met Office   LMO   MetO-67  12.2  Req 50   T   extend to 19111-2   extend to include 19111-2  Ap - The text following Req 50 
needs also to be updated to reflect 
the status of ISO 19111-2. 

772  Met Office   LMO   MetO-68  12.2  rec 13   T   These are far too geographic 
theme specific. Meteorology has 
many modeling coordinate systems 
which do not match up. Weather 
forecasts are often producted on 
Polar Stereographic or (true) 
Mercator for shipping or aviation 
where navigation and safety issues 
are important.   

 explicitly exclude modelling CRS, 
e.g. meteorology, atmosphere and 
oceanography! Include Polar 
Sterographic and Mercator for 
navigation and safety in the air or at 
sea.  

R - see #749 

773  Met Office   LMO   MetO-69  12.2  rec 14   T   What is UELN? What is EVRF? 
What about depth?  What about 
themes which aren't restricted to 
Europe - meteorology and 
oceanography? Please exclude 
meteorology and aviation explicitly. 
What about the ISO 2533:1975 
Standard Atmosphere (ICAO 
International Standard 
Atmosphere)? This 
recommendation excludes the entire 
aviation industry which uses 
pressure heights! This is 2D 
thinking.  

 Define UELN and EVRF. explicitly 
exclude aviation, meteorology, 
atmosphere and oceanography!  

R - see #749 

774  EUREF - 
Reference Frame 

 SDIC 2 12.2  Requirement 
52  

 G   Whilst the requirement is fully 
supported, it is thought that the 

 A Coordinate Reference System 
(CRS) registry should be created as 

d 
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Sub-Commission 
for Europe of the 
International 
Association of 
Geodesy  

registry should be located centrally. part of a central Inspire 'GI Portal'. 
This could be based on, or develop 
from, the Information and Service 
System for European Coordinate 
Reference Systems - CRS:  
http://crs.bkg.bund.de/crs-eu/  

775  EUREF - 
Reference Frame 
Sub-Commission 
for Europe of the 
International 
Association of 
Geodesy  

 SDIC 3 12.2  5th Para 
(The NOTE) 

 G   Reference should be made also to 
the Eurogeographics supported 
CRS dataset repository.  

 Add in a line referencing the  
Information and Service System for 
European Coordinate Reference 
Systems - CRS:  
http://crs.bkg.bund.de/crs-eu/  

d 

776  EUREF - 
Reference Frame 
Sub-Commission 
for Europe of the 
International 
Association of 
Geodesy  

 SDIC 4 12.2 Recommend
ation 13  

 T   The recommendation is in general 
supported, there will however be 
significant impact on a data supplier 
whose data is currently in a grid 
system which is not based on the 
ETRS89 datum - like in Great 
Britain, where a grid look-up-table 
type of transformation is required to 
get from local grid to an ETRS CRS. 
There will be a time impact as to 
whether a data supplier transforms 
all of a file at one time when 
requested (eg in GML format for 
example) or to serve the data from a 
database as a web feature service 
and then it is up to client s/w to 
carry out the transformation.  

 Some clarity is requested as to 
where the coordinate 
transaformation will occur and on 
what type of data it will have to be 
performed on.  

d 

777  EUREF - 
Reference Frame 
Sub-Commission 
for Europe of the 
International 
Association of 
Geodesy  

 SDIC 5 12.2 Recommend
ation 13  

 T   There is currently no mention of 
where transformations will occur - at 
the supplier end, at the end-user 
end, or through some central portal. 

 It is recommended that Inspire 
decides where the coordinate 
transformations will take place. If at 
the user or supplier end, then a 
central Inspire effort should be 
taken forward to persuade the GI 
s/w vendors to support the 
transformations required. This could 
be through a workshop for example. 
If the transformation is to occur 
through some 'Inspire' middleware, 
then those facilities need to be 
developed.  

d 

778  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  23 12.5 Recommend
ation 18  

 G   There is currently no mention of 
where transformations will occur - at 
the supplier end, at the end-user 

 It is recommended that Inspire 
decides where the coordinate 
transformations will take place. If at 

d 
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end, or through some central portal. the user or supplier end, then a 
central Inspire effort should be 
taken forward to persuade the GI 
s/w vendors to support the 
transformations required. This could 
be through a workshop for example. 
If the transformation is to occur 
through some 'Inspire' middleware, 
then those facilities need to be 
developed.  

779  EUREF - 
Reference Frame 
Sub-Commission 
for Europe of the 
International 
Association of 
Geodesy  

 SDIC 12 12.5 Recommend
ation 18  

 G   There is currently no mention of 
where transformations will occur - at 
the supplier end, at the end-user 
end, or through some central portal. 

 It is recommended that Inspire 
decides where the coordinate 
transformations will take place. If at 
the user or supplier end, then a 
central Inspire effort should be 
taken forward to persuade the GI 
s/w vendors to support the 
transformations required. This could 
be through a workshop for example. 
If the transformation is to occur 
through some 'Inspire' middleware, 
then those facilities need to be 
developed.  

d 

780  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 27 12.5 Recommend
ation 18 

G There is currently no mention of 
where transformations will occur - at 
the supplier end, at the end-user 
end, or through some central portal. 

It is recommended that Inspire 
decides where the coordinate 
transformations will take place. If at 
the user or supplier end, then a 
central Inspire effort should be 
taken forward to persuade the GI 
s/w vendors to support the 
transformations required. This could 
be through a workshop for example. 
If the transformation is to occur 
through some 'Inspire' middleware, 
then those facilities need to be 
developed. 

d 

781  EUREF - 
Reference Frame 
Sub-Commission 
for Europe of the 
International 
Association of 
Geodesy  

 SDIC 6 12.2 Recommend
ation 13  

 T   The three map projections listed in 
this recommendation came out of 
the "2003 JRC Workshop on 
European Reference Grids": 
http://www.ec-
gis.org/sdi/publist/pdfs/annoni2005e
urgrids.pdf. The three projections 
each had specific uses and these 
should be outlined (unless these 
have subsequently changed). This 

 Recommend include the definitions 
(from the 2003 workshop) for where 
the three map projections listed 
should be used. I.e.;                           
1) To adopt ETRS89 Lambert 
Azimuthal Equal Area CRS of 2001 
[ETRS-LAEA], for spatial analysis 
and display.                                       
2) To adopt ETRS89 Lambert Conic 
Conformal CRS of 2001 [ETRS-

d 
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will enable the use of each 
projection correctly.  

LCC] for conformal pan-European 
mapping at scales smaller or equal 
to 1:500,000                                        
3) To adopt ETRS89 Transverse 
Mercator CRS [ETRS-TMzn], for 
conformal pan-European mapping 
at sclaes larger than 1:500,000.  

782  EUREF - 
Reference Frame 
Sub-Commission 
for Europe of the 
International 
Association of 
Geodesy  

 SDIC 7 12.2 Recommend
ation 13  

 G   Present GIS systems are not able 
to store the data in cartesian 3D 
coordinates. Nevertheless, leave 
this possibility open for future GIS 
developements  

 _  - 

783  EUREF - 
Reference Frame 
Sub-Commission 
for Europe of the 
International 
Association of 
Geodesy  

 SDIC 8 12.2 Recommend
ation 13  

 T   The grid systems listed are for use 
within the EC. A lot of countries use 
different grid systems and it is not 
possible to change all the data sets 
into one of those listed.  

 The national grid systems based on 
ETRS89 can be used as well. The 
countries must make available the 
transformation procedures within 
the required levels of accuracy if it is 
possible from the technical point of 
view.  

R - see #749 

784  EUREF - 
Reference Frame 
Sub-Commission 
for Europe of the 
International 
Association of 
Geodesy  

 SDIC 9 12.2 Recommend
ation 14  

 T   The term "EVRS" is used for the 
defintion of the reference system. 
But the term "EVRF" means the 
realisation of the system. This 
recommendation refers to the 
"definition" in analogy to 
recommendation 13. The datum 
should be speficied by "EVRS", in 
harmony with Recommendation 13, 
and the 5.1 of D2.3._v2.0.doc.   

 ..., all with Datum EVRS: ....  R - see #749 

785  EUREF - 
Reference Frame 
Sub-Commission 
for Europe of the 
International 
Association of 
Geodesy  

 SDIC 10 12.2 Recommend
ation 14  

 T   Recommendation 13 does not 
specify the particular realizations 
and Recommendation 14 should be 
consistent with it and the 5.1 of 
D2.3._v2.0.doc. Drop the 
UELN_95/98.  

 - normal heights - geopotential 
numbers  

R - see #749 

786  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 32 12_2 NOTE after 
Req. 52 

G Regarding: “The Surveying & 
Positioning Committee of the 
International Association of the Oil & 
Gas Producers (OGP) publishes the 
EPSG Geodetic Parameter Dataset 
and which is a commonly used 
register of coordinate references 

Add a requirement for the “ISO 
19135 conformant register and 
registry for spatial reference 
systems and transformations 
between the systems” which have to 
include the EPSG code for the 
registered SRS. 

R - see #749 
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systems and related resources. This 
dataset may be used as a source 
for additional coordinate reference 
systems where needed”. The 
register that will be produced by 
INSPIRE should at least contain the 
EPSG code for each of the 
reference systems. 

787  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 33 12_2 Req. 54 T This requirement does not apply to 
“data specification” but to a 
“download service specification”. In 
fact a download service should 
allow to query data for download by 
specifying the SRS in which the 
request is made. The service should 
specify the list of allowed reference 
systems (i.e. those it is capable to 
understand).   

Remove the requirement. NA - While it is a function of the 
download or view service to support 
queries, it is nevertheless 
appropriate for a data specification 
to list those CRS that should be 
implemented. Suggest to modify text 
to "...shall specify a minimum list of 
reference systems...". 

788  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  39 12_2 N/A Q How to deal with local SRS like 
cassini-soldner projection that are 
largely used in cadastral systems? 

Maybe some recommendation for 
the use of local reference systems 
would be useful for an 
harmonisation at european level 
(e.g. a national body responsible for 
maintaining a list of local SRS and 
providing the tools/services to use 
them or to transform data with local 
SRS in data with INSPIRE 
compliant SRS)   

R - see #749 

789  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  39 12_2 N/A Q How to deal with local SRS like 
cassini-soldner projection that are 
largely used in cadastral systems? 

Maybe some recommendation for 
the use of local reference systems 
would be useful for an 
harmonisation at european level 
(e.g. a national body responsible for 
maintaining a list of local SRS and 
providing the tools/services to use 
them or to transform data with local 
SRS in data with INSPIRE 
compliant SRS)   

d 

790  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     12_2   N/A   Q   How to deal with local SRS like 
cassini-soldner projection that are 
largely used in cadastral systems?  

 Maybe some recommendation for 
the use of local reference systems 
would be useful for an 
harmonisation at european level 
(e.g. a national body responsible for 
maintaining a list of local SRS and 
providing the tools/services to use 
them or to transform data with local 

d 
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SRS in data with INSPIRE 
compliant SRS)    

791  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 34 12_2 N/A Q How to deal with local SRS like 
cassini-soldner projection that are 
largely used in cadastral systems? 

Maybe some recommendation for 
the use of local reference systems 
would be useful for an 
harmonisation at european level 
(e.g. a national body responsible for 
maintaining a list of local SRS and 
providing the tools/services to use 
them or to transform data with local 
SRS in data with INSPIRE 
compliant SRS)   

d 

792  United Kingdom 
Hydrographic 
Office  

 LMO  17 12.2 Recommend
ation 14  

 T   Unsure how this can apply to 
bathymetry, where the best 
maintained datasets are established 
for safety of navigation & therefore 
referenced to "Chart Datum". I 
guess this may be one of the data 
sets which uses the "whenever 
possible" clause - until / unless a 
business case for maintaining & 
publishing geodetic bathymetry is 
established. Elevation theme team 
to establish?  

   R - see #749 

793  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 20 12.2 Requirement 
52 

G Whilst the requirement is fully 
supported, it is thought that the 
registry should be located centrally. 

A Coordinate Reference System 
(CRS) registry should be created as 
part of a central Inspire 'GI Portal'. 
This could be based on, or develop 
from, the Information and Service 
System for European 
Coordinate Reference Systems - 
CRS:  http://crs.bkg.bund.de/crs-
eu/. This would be fed and updated 
from a defined national body who 
has this responsibility, or could take 
this responsibility - eg in Great 
Britain this would be www.dnf.org. 

d 

794  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 22 12.2 Recommend
ation 13 

T The recommendation is in general 
supported, there will however be 
significant impact on a data supplier 
whose data is currently in a grid 
system which is not based on the 
ETRS89 datum - like in Great 
Britain. A coordinate transformation 
from the national mapping system in 
GB (OSGB36 National Grid) to the 

Some guidance is required as to 
where the coordinate transformation 
will take place and whether this will 
be carried out on data files, or on-
the-fly through a web feature server 

d 
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geodetic ETRS89 CRS is well 
defined to a high accuracy, but this 
is based on interpolation of a 1km 
Grid Look-Up table. This works well 
for small datasets, but the 
transformation of large GI datasets 
could take significant time to carry 
out. FOR EXAMPLE: 
Transformation (using an 
interpolated 1km grid look-up table 
within a transformation s/w 
package) of a 5km by 5km town 
centre GML topographic layer with 
476,564 features (3,228,235 
coordinates) to 19 minutes to 
complete. If the data waas served 
from a database as a web feature 
service, the user's client s/w could 
carry out the transformation on-the-
fly as the user pans round the map - 
exporting to a file if needed. Using 
an example s/w client, performance 
of this on-the-fly transformation was 
acceptable.  

795  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 24 12.2 Recommend
ation 13 

T The three map projections listed in 
this recommendation came out of 
the "2003 JRC Workshop on 
European Reference Grids": 
http://www.ec-
gis.org/sdi/publist/pdfs/annoni2005e
urgrids.pdf. The three projections 
each had specific uses and these 
should be outlined (unless these 
have subsequently changed). This 
will enable the use of each 
projection correctly. 

Recommend include the definitions 
(from the 2003 workshop) for where 
the three map projections listed 
should be used. I.e.;                           
1) To adopt ETRS89 Lambert 
Azimuthal Equal Area CRS of 2001 
[ETRS-LAEA], for spatial analysis 
and display.                                        
2) To adopt ETRS89 Lambert Conic 
Conformal CRS of 2001 [ETRS-
LCC] for conformal pan-European 
mapping at scales smaller or equal 
to 1:500,000                                        
3) To adopt ETRS89 Transverse 
Mercator CRS [ETRS-TMzn], for 
conformal pan-European mapping 
at sclaes larger than 1:500,000. 

d 

796  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 44 12,2 Para after 
Req 50 

T The section refers to marine and 
met coordinate systems but does 
not bring out some of the 
fundamental issues assocoated with 
land - marine vertical datum 

Add  a sub -bullet:  "-  the 
relationship between land and 
marine vertical datum is not a trivial 
issue and has to be carefully 
addressed examples such as the 

d 
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relationships. In the UK work on the 
Vertical offshore Reference 
Framework is nearly complete and 
will provide a rigorous relationship 
between tow datum surfaces for the 
first thiem. This is not a trivial task 
and this should be acknowledged. 

Vertical Offshore Reference 
Framework (VORF) are required to 
satisfy this component" 

797  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 45 12,2 Para after 
Req 50 

T The section refers to marine and 
met coordinate systems but does 
not bring out some of the 
fundamental issues assocoated with 
land - marine vertical datum 
relationships. In the UK work on the 
Vertical offshore Reference 
Framework is nearly complete and 
will provide a rigorous relationship 
between tow datum surfaces for the 
first thiem. This is not a trivial task 
and this should be acknowledged. 

Add  a sub -bullet:  "-  the 
relationship between land and 
marine vertical datum is not a trivial 
issue and has to be carefully 
addressed examples such as the 
Vertical Offshore Reference 
Framework (VORF) are required to 
satisfy this component" 

d 

798  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 46 12.2 
Spatial 

coordinate 
reference 
systems 

and 
coordinate 
operations  

Recommend
ation 13 

G The geodetic  height, which is one 
of three components of the geodetic 
coordinates referred to the 
reference ellipsoid, does not have a 
physical meaning and cannot be 
used for practical applications 
without suitable geopotential model.  
3D Cartesian coordinates are 
function of the geodetic coordinates 
and cannot be considered as a 
horizontal coordinates. 

For horizontal coordinates, 
whenever possible, the list of 
coordinate reference systems 
should be restricted to one of the 
following pan-European coordinate 
reference systems, all with Datum 
ETRS89:                  - geodetic CRS 
with geodetic latitudine and geodetic 
longitudine 
 - projected CRS in European 
Lambert Conformal Conic Projection 
 - projected CRS in European 
Transverse Mercator Projection 
(one CRS per zone)  
 - projected CRS in European 
Lambert Azimuthal Equal Area 
Projection  

R - see #749 

799  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  37 12_2 NOTE after 
Req. 52 

G Regarding: “The Surveying & 
Positioning Committee of the 
International Association of the Oil & 
Gas Producers (OGP) publishes the 
EPSG Geodetic Parameter Dataset 
and which is a commonly used 
register of coordinate references 
systems and related resources. This 
dataset may be used as a source 
for additional coordinate reference 

Add a requirement for the “ISO 
19135 conformant register and 
registry for spatial reference 
systems and transformations 
between the systems” which have to 
include the EPSG code for the 
registered SRS. 

d 
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systems where needed”. The 
register that will be produced by 
INSPIRE should at least contain the 
EPSG code for each of the 
reference systems. 

800  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  38 12_2 Req. 54 T This requirement does not apply to 
“data specification” but to a 
“download service specification”. In 
fact a download service should 
allow to query data for download by 
specifying the SRS in which the 
request is made. The service should 
specify the list of allowed reference 
systems (i.e. those it is capable to 
understand).   

Remove the requirement. d 

801  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  37 12_2 NOTE after 
Req. 52 

G Regarding: “The Surveying & 
Positioning Committee of the 
International Association of the Oil & 
Gas Producers (OGP) publishes the 
EPSG Geodetic Parameter Dataset 
and which is a commonly used 
register of coordinate references 
systems and related resources. This 
dataset may be used as a source 
for additional coordinate reference 
systems where needed”. The 
register that will be produced by 
INSPIRE should at least contain the 
EPSG code for each of the 
reference systems. 

Add a requirement for the “ISO 
19135 conformant register and 
registry for spatial reference 
systems and transformations 
between the systems” which have to 
include the EPSG code for the 
registered SRS. 

d 

802  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  38 12_2 Req. 54 T This requirement does not apply to 
“data specification” but to a 
“download service specification”. In 
fact a download service should 
allow to query data for download by 
specifying the SRS in which the 
request is made. The service should 
specify the list of allowed reference 
systems (i.e. those it is capable to 
understand).   

Remove the requirement. d 

803  Department for 
Environment, 
Food and Rural 
Affairs (Defra)  

 LMO  17 12.2 53 T This could be quite restrictive for 
European datasets that could when 
subset be re-projected into many 
local coordinate reference systems 

change status from shall to should NA, R - European-wide usage of 
Coordinate Reference Systems in 
INSPIRE data is important; CRS 
TWG to provide cross theme 
recommendation 
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804  OMSz - 
Hungarian 
Meteorological 
Service  

 LMO  15 12.2  paragraph 1  T   This is a reason for considering the 
involvement of WMO standards.  

   See #771 

805  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  35 12.2 Recommend
ation 13, 14 

T Potentially some  theme specific 
objects cannot be applied to these 
reference systems due to their 
limited presentation scale range 
(e.g. cadastral parcels). 

These pan-European reference 
systems should  only be applied to 
lower scale presentations, 
depending on the specific user 
requirements.  

d 

806  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 62 12.2  Para after 
Req 50  

 T   The section refers to marine and 
met coordinate systems but does 
not bring out some of the 
fundamental issues assocoated with 
land - marine vertical datum 
relationships. In the UK work on the 
Vertical offshore Reference 
Framework is nearly complete and 
will provide a rigorous relationship 
between tow datum surfaces for the 
first thiem. This is not a trivial task 
and this should be acknowledged.  

 Add  a sub -bullet:  "-  the 
relationship between land and 
marine vertical datum is not a trivial 
issue and has to be carefully 
addressed examples such as the 
Vertical Offshore Reference 
Framework (VORF) are required to 
satisfy this component"  

d 

807  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 63 12.2  Requirement 
51  

 T   ISO 19127 is a bridging document 
incorporating the requirements of 
19135 and 19111.  

 Change reference from ISO 19135 
to ISO 19127.  

AwM - 19127 is not sufficient, 
reference both ISO 19135 and 
ISO/TS 19127 

808 METEO-
FRANCE 

LMO Météo-
France 3 

12.2 Rec 
13 

  T    Please include Polar Sterographic 
projection 

d 

809  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 10 12.2  Requirement 
52  

 G   Whilst the requirement is fully 
supported, it is thought that the 
registry should be located centrally. 

 A Coordinate Reference System 
(CRS) registry should be created as 
part of a central Inspire 'GI Portal'. 
This could be based on, or develop 
from, the Information and Service 
System for European Coordinate 
Reference Systems - CRS:  
http://crs.bkg.bund.de/crs-eu/. This 
would be fed and updated from a 
defined national body who has this 
responsibility, or could take this 
responsibility - eg in Great Britain 
this would be www.dnf.org.  

d 
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810  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 24  12,2   Para after 
Req 50  

 T   The section refers to marine and 
met coordinate systems but does 
not bring out some of the 
fundamental issues assocoated with 
land - marine vertical datum 
relationships. In the UK work on the 
Vertical offshore Reference 
Framework is nearly complete and 
will provide a rigorous relationship 
between tow datum surfaces for the 
first thiem. This is not a trivial task 
and this should be acknowledged.  

 Add  a sub -bullet:  "-  the 
relationship between land and 
marine vertical datum is not a trivial 
issue and has to be carefully 
addressed examples such as the 
Vertical Offshore Reference 
Framework (VORF) are required to 
satisfy this component"  

d 

811  IACS-CAP - 
Integrated 
Administration 
and Control 
System 
(Common 
Agricultural 
Policy)  

 SDIC 15 12.2   T projected CRS in Eur LCC:  what is 
the possible use of a CC projection 
on EU-continental scale? 

remove this entry R - see #749 

812  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     12_2   NOTE after 
Req. 52  

 G   Regarding: “The Surveying & 
Positioning Committee of the 
International Association of the Oil & 
Gas Producers (OGP) publishes the 
EPSG Geodetic Parameter Dataset 
and which is a commonly used 
register of coordinate references 
systems and related resources. This 
dataset may be used as a source 
for additional coordinate reference 
systems where needed”. The 
register that will be produced by 
INSPIRE should at least contain the 
EPSG code for each of the 
reference systems.  

 Add a requirement for the “ISO 
19135 conformant register and 
registry for spatial reference 
systems and transformations 
between the systems” which have to 
include the EPSG code for the 
registered SRS.  

d 

813  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     12_2   Req. 54   T   This requirement does not apply to 
“data specification” but to a 
“download service specification”. In 
fact a download service should 
allow to query data for download by 
specifying the SRS in which the 
request is made. The service should 
specify the list of allowed reference 
systems (i.e. those it is capable to 
understand).    

 Remove the requirement.  d 

814  Geonovum   LMO  14 12.2     T   It’s unclear why the EUREF list is  Reconsider the use of EUREF as d 
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used as the preferred one. Almost 
every service make use of the 
EPSG codes. See comment 4 made 
by Geonovum. In the Netherlands 
all standards are based on EPSG. 
Does that mean we have to change 
these all? We have to be compatible 
with current 
developments/investments and be 
aware that in the international 
context EPSG is much more used. 
What’s the motivation behind 
EUREF?  

the preferred one. At least give 
better motivation for the preferred 
use.  

815  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN112 12.3 Recommand
ation 16 

E "that are measures should use 
require the use of the same unit…" 

Replace by "that are measures 
should require the use of the same 
unit…" 

A 

816  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK29 12.3   G Add a statement Add  the following text after 
Recommendation 14:                         
EUREF(a subcommision of The 
International Assosiation of 
Geodesy (IAG) will in the near 
future realize a new vertical 
reference frame for EUROPE. This 
might have impact on 
Recommednation 14 in the future. 

R - see #749 

817  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK29  12.3     G   Add a statement   Add  the following text after 
Recommendation 14:                        
EUREF(a subcommision of The 
International Assosiation of 
Geodesy (IAG) will in the near 
future realize a new vertical 
reference frame for EUROPE. This 
might have impact on 
Recommednation 14 in the future.  

d 

818  Met Office   LMO   MetO-70  12.3  req 56   T   Not all temporal reference systems 
can or should have conversions. 
Ordinal reference systems, for 
example do not.   

 conversion between reference 
systems, if appropriate,  

A 

819  Met Office   LMO   MetO-71  12.3  req 56   T   Each forecast has a generic 
reference system (T+0, T+24 etc..) 
but also an individual specific 
reference system whith a datum 
which changes every 6 hours with 
every forecast. These individual 
temporal CRSs cannot be 

 recommedation where appropriate, 
not requirement.   

Ap, R - this is a very valid point and 
the issue must be recognised in the 
document (resolver vs register with 
reference system templates). R to 
CRS TWG and CT (register, 
standardization issue) 
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registered.  
820 METEO-

FRANCE 
LMO Météo-

France 4 
12.3   T Meteorologists store data averaged 

on time periods like season (eg 
spring from march1st to may 31st) 
or decade (one third of a 30 day 
month).  These time references are 
not compatible with the gregorian 
calendar. 

Please mention how these 
particularities will be taken into 
account in the reference temporal 
system. 

Ap - The CT is commissioning a 
study (at the request of DT MD) 
about temporal metadata, including 
issues of ordinal reference systems 
for climatological parameters. The 
results of that study will be 
incorporated when available. 

821  
EuroGeographics 
- 
EuroGeographics 

 SDIC    12.4  
Recommend

ation 16   

 E   there apears to be repeated woring 
at the end of line one 'should use 
require the use of'  

 reword  d 

822  FINSDI-META - 
Finnish expert 
group on GI 
metadata  

 SDIC  FI9  12.4  Requirement 
59  

 E   Units of measurment are not 
described in ISO 19136 D.3.15.  

 Update reference (perhaps D.3.13). A - Use D.3.13 

823  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK30 12.4 Requirement 
59 

E Units of measurment is not 
described in D.3.15. 

Update reference. d 

824  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK30  12.4  Requirement 
59  

 E   Units of measurment is not 
described in D.3.15.  

 Update reference.  d 

825  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK31 12.4 Requirement 
60 

G To have an ISO 19135  conformnt 
register of units and codes is not 
required if it is strongly recomended 
to apply SI units. If it is absolutely 
required to apply other units of 
measures than SI units, a register is 
required.  

Change to: If non SI units will be 
applied in the data specifications, an 
ISO 19135 conformant register and 
registry for these units and 
conversions shall be established as 
part of INSPIRE. 

NA - Even if SI units are used 
exclusively, they should be 
registered (and assigned an 
identifier) in an ISO 19135-
conformant register. The units model 
of Req 59 is based on the SI model 
(ISO 1000) of base units and 
derived units. See also Comment 
833. 

826  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK31  12.4  Requirement 
60  

 G   To have an ISO 19135  conformnt 
register of units and codes is not 
required if it is strongly recomended 
to apply SI units. If it is absolutely 
required to apply other units of 
measures than SI units, a register is 
required.   

 Change to: If non SI units will be 
applied in the data specifications, an 
ISO 19135 conformant register and 
registry for these units and 
conversions shall be established as 
part of INSPIRE.  

d 

827  Met Office   LMO   MetO-72  12.4  req 59   T   This cannot be obeyed. Whole 
communities, such as climate 
science use udunits. Many scientific 
communities will be unable to do 
this.  

 restricted requirement  NA - Req 59 requires only that units 
used in a particular theme be 
described according to a particular 
(very general) model, itself based on 
the IS (ISO 1000) model of base and 
derived units. The udunits dictionary 
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mentioned in the comment is 
compatible with the GML model - for 
a limited example, see 
http://proj.badc.rl.ac.uk/ndg/browser/
TI02-CSML/tags/NDG0-
1/Examples/udunits.xml 

828  Met Office   LMO   MetO-73  12.4  req 59   E   When requiring an ISO standard, 
particularly a specific part of an ISO 
standard it needs to be spelled out 
each time what it is  

 expand and explain the 
requirement  

d 

829  LMV - 
Lantmateriet, 
National Land 
Survey of 
Sweden  

 SDIC 15 12.4  Rec. 16   T    Where feasible, property values of 
a spatial object type that are 
measures should use require the 
use of the same unit  

 Change to: should require the use 
of the same unit  

d 

830  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 65 12.4 Recommend
ation 16  

 E   "should use require the use of"   delete either "should use" or 
"require the use of"  

d 

831  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 66 12.4  Requirement 
60  

 T   A CRS register may need to 
include linear units used by CRSs 
and conversions between them. 
There is potential overlap between 
this and [part of] the unit registry.  

 Clarify. (See also section 17)  Ap - ISO 19111 models coordinate 
system axes with specific units - 
different units require different 
coordinate systems (and different 
CRS). The only point of overlap 
could be with a coordinate operation 
that is used to convert between CRS 
with different units, but that is also 
represented separately from unit 
conversions. A comment to this 
effect could be provided, something 
like "NOTE Conversions between 
coordinate reference systems with 
different units are handled by a 
coordinate operation registered 
under Req 51 as described in ISO 
19111" 

832  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 67 12.4  Requirement 
61  

 T   It may be impossible to identify 
every unit during the development 
of the Inspire data specifications. 
Provision needs to be made for data 
to be added to registries after the 
development.  

 Modify requirement.  A - Modify to "Every identified unit 
..." 

833  IACS-CAP - 
Integrated 
Administration 

 SDIC 16 12.4   T units of measurements: what about 
the derived units (hectare, stremma, 
acre,….) 

clarify Ap - Derived units are already 
covered by the GML model of Req 
59. Add a NOTE following Req 59: 
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and Control 
System 
(Common 
Agricultural 
Policy)  

"NOTE This model follows SI (ISO 
1000) in supporting both base units 
and derived units." 

834  Geonovum   LMO  15 12.4     T   Again the use if SI   Clarify  Ap - See comments 825 and 833 
835  EUREF - 

Reference Frame 
Sub-Commission 
for Europe of the 
International 
Association of 
Geodesy  

 SDIC 11 12.5 Recommend
ation 18  

 E   http link broken   Suggest to use; http://www.ec-
gis.org/sdi/publist/pdfs/annoni2005e
urgrids.pdf.   

A 

836  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 26 12.5 Recommend
ation 18 

E http link broken Suggest to use; http://www.ec-
gis.org/sdi/publist/pdfs/annoni2005e
urgrids.pdf.  

d 

837  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 70 12.5 Recommend
ation 18  

 E   http link broken   Suggest to use; http://www.ec-
gis.org/sdi/publist/pdfs/annoni2005e
urgrids.pdf.   

d 

838  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  22 12.5 Recommend
ation 18  

 E   http link broken   Suggest to use; http://www.ec-
gis.org/sdi/publist/pdfs/annoni2005e
urgrids.pdf.   

d 

839  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  24 12.5  Requirement 
63  

 G   Whilst the requirement is fully 
supported, it is thought that the 
registry should be located centrally. 

 A Coordinate Reference System 
(CRS) registry should be created as 
part of a central Inspire 'GI Portal'. 
This could be based on, or develop 
from, the Information and Service 
System for European Coordinate 
Reference Systems - CRS:  
http://crs.bkg.bund.de/crs-eu/. This 
would be fed and updated from a 
defined national body who has this 
responsibility, or could take this 
responsibility - eg in Great Britain 
this would be www.dnf.org.  

d 

840  Met Office   LMO   MetO-74  12.5  rec 18   T   Even though this is a 
recommendation and the annotation 
afterwords stresses 
appropriateness, this seems to be 
inadequate. On the horizontal 
surface of the Earth Polar 
Stereographic and Mercator charts 

 consider expanding 
appropriateness text.  

R - see #749 
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are used at sea for navigation. Grids 
at sea (e.g. Marsden Squares) are 
in degrees and minutes.  

841  Met Office   LMO   MetO-75  12.5  req 62 and 
63  

 G   This is not possible for 
meteorology, atmosphere, 
oceanography. In support of 
emergency operations (military, civil 
or humanitarian) we may generate a 
new forecast model with a location 
specific grid (almost never lat/lon 
aligned) within a day. For our major 
models we may make a couple of 
grid changes each year. These 
grids are defined mathematically. 
Some are triangular, some are even 
more esoteric. When we exchange 
data on these grids, the data 
formats have the grids defined as 
metadata within the data. A legal 
requirement to register these grids 
centrally is unsupportable. Even 
more awkwardly, there are models 
with Lagrangian grids where the grid 
points vary according to the gradient 
of the wind field, and in aviation 
there are referenceable grids which 
follow the flightpath of a specific 
aeroplane flight.  

 change from requirement to a 
recommendation, or a contingent 
requirement..  

NA - To the extent that INSPIRE will 
be used for emergency response, 
interoperability of relevant datasets 
will be critical, and will likely require 
transformation of one or more 
datasets. Knowing the underlying 
reference system (and the grid for 
gridded coverages) is required for 
this - whether it is geodetic (lat/lon) 
or something else is irrelevant. 
Obviously, any data that has so 
complex a structure it cannot be 
described according to the Generic 
Conceptual Model and relevant 
coverage (etc) standards will not fall 
within the scope of INSPIRE. 

842  EUREF - 
Reference Frame 
Sub-Commission 
for Europe of the 
International 
Association of 
Geodesy  

 SDIC 13 12.5  Requirement 
63  

 G   Whilst the requirement is fully 
supported, it is thought that the 
registry should be located centrally. 

 A Coordinate Reference System 
(CRS) registry should be created as 
part of a central Inspire 'GI Portal'. 
This could be based on, or develop 
from, the Information and Service 
System for European Coordinate 
Reference Systems - CRS:  
http://crs.bkg.bund.de/crs-eu/  

d 

843  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 28 12.5 Requirement 
63 

G Whilst the requirement is fully 
supported, it is thought that the 
registry should be located centrally. 

A Coordinate Reference System 
(CRS) registry should be created as 
part of a central Inspire 'GI Portal'. 
This could be based on, or develop 
from, the Information and Service 
System for European 
Coordinate Reference Systems - 
CRS:  http://crs.bkg.bund.de/crs-
eu/. This would be fed and updated 
from a defined national body who 

d 
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has this responsibility, or could take 
this responsibility - eg in Great 
Britain this would be www.dnf.org. 

844  OMSz - 
Hungarian 
Meteorological 
Service  

 LMO  16 12.5 Recommend
ation 18  

 T   The usage of these European grids 
demands a lot of work and 
transormation of  a large amount of 
data within the Meteorological 
Service. This requires considerable 
extra work and capacity.  

   d 

845  Institute of 
Geodesy, 
Cartography and 
Remote Sensing 

 LMO  1 12.5 Recommend
ation 18  

 T   Is only Lambert Azimuthal Equal 
Area CRS available for GRIDs? In 
the case of higher resolution GRIDs 
a more precise projection should be 
necessary.  

 The grid can be based on ETRS89, 
Lambert Conformal Conic CRS 
(ETRS-LCC), Transverse Mercator 
CRS (ETRS-TMzn) and Lambert 
Azimuthal Equal Area CRS. (The 
centre of projection is based on the 
type of projection)  

R - see #749 

846  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 68 12.5 Recommend
ation 18  

 T   EUR 20120 en "Map projections for 
Europe" noted that ETRS-LAEA 
would use axis abbreviations X and 
Y, distinct from ETRS-LCC and 
ETRS-UTM which would use E and 
N. There is also a difference in the 
order of the coordinates.  

 Harmonise  R - see #749 

847  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 69 12.5 Recommend
ation 18  

 T   The cell size is any of the following: 
1x1m, 2.5x2.5m [..]  this precludes 
0.5x0.5m grids that are often used  

 add   0.5x0.5m grids to the list  R - see #749 

848 METEO-
FRANCE 

LMO Météo-
France 5 

12.5 rec 18   T Meteorologists use  specific grids 
developed for atmospheric models. 
Those  evoluting grids may be 
different from a dataset to an other 
one and are, at any case, far from 
the definition of the static grids 
proposed in Recommendation 18. 
In an other extent, some grids are 
specific to a given dataset with 
sometimes irregular meshes. The 
data are consequently heavily 
bound to the grid and can't be 
interpolated on a different one. 
The link to the Annoni document is 
no longer consistent. 

1/Question: Is the specified 
reference system register able to 
involve this sort of  grid definition? 
At least, it should be able to involve 
the reference system based on a 
spherical geoid with a radius of -a 
minima 6371,229 km- and 
compatible WGS84 and with IOCA ( 
'International organisation for civil 
aviation') rules. 
2/ A reference system register 
should be linked to a specific 
dataset. 
3/The link to the Annoni2005 
document is the following one: 
http://www.ec-
gis.org/sdi/publist/pdfs/annoni2005e
urgrids.pdf 

d - See comments 835, 840, 841. 
Also, note that under the ISO model, 
all spatial objects are already 
associated to a relevant CRS. 
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849 METEO-
FRANCE 

LMO Météo-
France 6 

12.5 last 
paragraph 

  T The phrase  "A geographical grid 
typically uses a matrix of nXm cells 
spanned by 2 axes. As a result, a 
grid cell can be referenced by a 
sequence of integer values (one for 
each axis) that represent the 
position of the reference cell along 
each of the axes of the grid." seems 
to be ambiguous. 

Please define this matrix AmW - align wording with ISO 
19123 terminology 

850  EA - 
Environment 
Agency for 
England and 
Wales  

 SDIC 10 12.5 Recommend
ation 18  

 T   The cell size is any of the following: 
1x1m, 2.5x2.5m [..]  this precludes 
0.5x0.5m grids that we do use  

 add   0.5x0.5m grids to the list  d 

851  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 11 12.5 Recommend
ation 18  

 T   The cell size is any of the following: 
1x1m, 2.5x2.5m [..]  this precludes 
0.5x0.5m grids that we do use  

 add   0.5x0.5m grids to the list  d 

852  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK32  13     G   Modelling object referencing.    
Object referencing has been 
discussed for a ling time, starting 
with requirements from some users 
to handle simple geometric objects 
as features with identifiers, and 
store all attributes in Excel sheets or 
different databases, and use the 
identifier to link this in the vendors 
internal schema. The text in this 
clause focuses more on linking 
feature types to other feature types. 
For example by referencing 
population information to a 
statistical unit, actually changing the 
feature from a statistical unit feature 
type to a demography feature type. 
This is an interesting approach, but 
it also includes some questions on 
the motivation for doing this, and 
when this object referencing should 
be applied. For example, GML can 
apply XLINK as such an identifier. In 
theory, a GML file do not have to 
embed instances, but reference this 
by XLINK. But there are few 
examples where this has been 
accepted as applicable. And what 
about the digital management right 

 Add statements on the advantage 
and disadvantage on modelling 
object references from the different 
actors (management, data provider, 
service provider, etc) point of view, 
in addition to the text book 
information.   

AwM  - make more clear the benefits 
of reuse - where this is practicable 
and beneficial 
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issue. For example on WFS the 
authorisation can be implemented 
as part of the URL, giving access to 
the data. But if the data is a GML 
file containing only XLINKS, the 
same authorisation needs to be 
applied for all the external 
references.   The clause on 
modelling object referencing is more 
like a textbook, with several good 
examples and some 
recommendation, but no 
requirements.   

853  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  25 13  All     G   Generally we support this section.  
Ths concepts relate well to work we 
have commited to within the Digital 
National Framework model as a 
way of rpromoting better data 
integrity, resuse and therefore 
greater reliabiltity which was a 
response to the fragmentation and 
increasing duplication prevalent in 
the late 1990's. We are convonced 
that this is aligned to mainstream 
ICT and the direction that the 
industry must go to fully realise the 
benefits of geographic information in 
mainstream solutions.  

   - 

854  LMV - 
Lantmateriet, 
National Land 
Survey of 
Sweden  

 SDIC 16 13     E    Long chapter   Move parts of it to Annex C  NA - would fragment of the 
description of a key requirement of 
the Directive 

855  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK32 13   G Modelling object referencing.    
Object referencing has been 
discussed for a ling time, starting 
with requirements from some users 
to handle simple geometric objects 
as features with identifiers, and 
store all attributes in Excel sheets or 
different databases, and use the 
identifier to link this in the vendors 
internal schema. The text in this 
clause focuses more on linking 
feature types to other feature types. 
For example by referencing 

Add statements on the advantage 
and disadvantage on modelling 
object references from the different 
actors (management, data provider, 
service provider, etc) point of view, 
in addition to the text book 
information.  

d 
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population information to a 
statistical unit, actually changing the 
feature from a statistical unit feature 
type to a demography feature type. 
This is an interesting approach, but 
it also includes some questions on 
the motivation for doing this, and 
when this object referencing should 
be applied. For example, GML can 
apply XLINK as such an identifier. In 
theory, a GML file do not have to 
embed instances, but reference this 
by XLINK. But there are few 
examples where this has been 
accepted as applicable. And what 
about the digital management right 
issue. For example on WFS the 
authorisation can be implemented 
as part of the URL, giving access to 
the data. But if the data is a GML 
file containing only XLINKS, the 
same authorisation needs to be 
applied for all the external 
references.   The clause on 
modelling object referencing is more 
like a textbook, with several good 
examples and some 
recommendation, but no 
requirements.  

856  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 29 13 All   G Generally we support this section.  
Ths concepts relate well to work we 
have commited to within the Digital 
National Framework model as a 
way of rpromoting better data 
integrity, resuse and therefore 
greater reliabiltity which was a 
response to the fragmentation and 
increasing duplication prevalent in 
the late 1990's. We are convonced 
that this is aligned to mainstream 
ICT and the direction that the 
industry must go to fully realise the 
benefits of geographic information in 
mainstream solutions. 

  d 

857  DNF - Digital 
National 

 SDIC 12 13     G   Generally we support this section.  
Ths concepts relate well to work we 

   d 
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Framework  have commited to within the Digital 
National Framework model as a 
way of rpromoting better data 
integrity, resuse and therefore 
greater reliabiltity which was a 
response to the fragmentation and 
increasing duplication prevalent in 
the late 1990's. We are convonced 
that this is aligned to mainstream 
ICT and the direction that the 
industry must go to fully realise the 
benefits of geographic information in 
mainstream solutions.  

858  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN113 13.1 NOTE T   Add this item in the list of issues: "- 
lack of reliable and stable 
identifiers" 

A 

859  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN114 13.1 Overview G Why isn't "referencing" as explained 
here seen as a kind of constraint 
between 2 kinds of geographical 
objects? 

  - in a sense it is specified as such 

860  EA - 
Environment 
Agency for 
England and 
Wales  

 SDIC 15 13.1  All   G   The document is based on the 
assumptions and principles of an 
object referenced model. This 
section states "this document does 
not contain any manatory 
requirements on this subject at this 
time".  

 More clarity throughout the 
document on what is expected.  

NA - given the maturity of refefence 
data and users applications at this 
time - only Recommendarions are 
made not Requiements 

861  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN115 13.2.3   G "The methods used at national 
levels will have to be 
documented":where? In which 
document? 

precise Ap - remove paragraph 

862  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN116 13.2.3 1st 
paragraph, 

3rd sentence

T The expression "in principle" 
induces the reader to think there are 
principles involved in the 
descriptions that follow. However, 
the following explanations do not 
build upon the "Universe of 
Discourse" issues when they 
elaborate upon the quite elusive 
concept of "same real world entity" 

Relate the three approaches to the 
abstractions of the "real world" that 
were said to start with the Universe 
of Discourse 

Ap - Remove "in principle" 

863  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN117 13.2.3 C, 
antepenultim

ate 
paragraph 

T Your description of the "Structured 
object referencing" should make 
clear that a construct is necessary: 
the "Universe of Discourse" and its 
associated models. Who is to do 

Clarify your own concepts and their 
logical interrelations, as well as the 
work that'll have to be done from 
this. 

- The Univ Discourse is a high level 
concept but does not enforce the 
relationship of a given geography 
(eg a coolection of buidlings and 
feilds that make up a farm) and the 
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that in Inspire? representaion of the real world 
objects that the "farm object" relates 
to and similarly other "views" Simple 
overlays (of the farm) do not provide 
for any condition that ensures data 
integrity between the users (farm) 
object and the reference object 
(where that is applicable).  Other 
conditions are also not covered eg 
maintenance - if the reference 
objects change this can 
automaticallty trigger the user to 
update their data (farm object in this 
case). 

864  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK33   13.2.2   Example 3   G   This clause and in special Example 
3 seems to encourage the use of 
time stamped identifiers to uniquely 
identify versioned objects (unique 
identifier for each version of a 
object). This is a contradiction to the 
text in 9.6.4 (Requirement 29) and 
clause 16.   

  Remove example 3 or modify it to 
make it clear that different versions 
of the same object must have the 
same unique identifier  

Ap - align with current WFS draft 

865  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  40  13.2.2   Example 3   T   This example shows some XML, 
where the timestamp has been 
tagged on to the unique identifier 
inside a feature's "fid" attribute field.  
We consider this to be bad practice, 
having suffered the consequences 
ourselves of embedding data in 
such a way that it cannot be 
properly described by a schema - it 
causes problems.  

 Either remove this example, or 
amend it to show the version 
information in a separate attribute 
(ie. <ogc:FeatureId 
fid="DENW123412345678" 
version="20010101T000000Z">).  In 
this way, the version information 
can be fully described in a schema, 
removing the need for "human 
knowledge" of the data structure 
(and hence confusion).  

Ap - align with current WFS draft 

866  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 48 13.2.2 Example 3 T Clarification of time stamping of 
features 

Consider if  timestamp should 
include timezone reference. 

A - see #865 

867  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 73  13.2.2   Example 3   T   Clarification of time stamping of 
features  

 Consider if  timestamp should 
include timezone reference.  

d 

868  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  41  13.2.2   Example 3   T   Clarification of time stamping of 
features  

 Consider if  timestamp should 
include timezone reference.  

d 

869  EuroSDR -  SDIC 49 13.2.3 Figure 20 E Grammatical change to clarify Change 'Other objects may be build A 
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EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

meaning on other associated objects' to  
'Other objects may be built on other 
associated objects'  

870  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  42  13.2.3   Figure 20   E   Grammatical change to clarify 
meaning  

 Change 'Other objects may be build 
on other associated objects' to  
'Other objects may be built on other 
associated objects'   

d 

871  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 50 13.2.3 Paragraph B 
- Many to 

many linking 

T Clarification - It is not easy to 
understand the relationship between 
this and simple overlays 

Improved explanation with example Ap - improve diagram lines to make 
clearer 

872  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 74  13.2.3   Paragraph B 
- Many to 

many linking 

 T   Clarification - It is not easy to 
understand the relationship between 
this and simple overlays  

 Improved explanation with example d 

873  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  43  13.2.3   Paragraph B 
- Many to 

many linking 

 T   Clarification - It is not easy to 
understand the relationship between 
this and simple overlays  

 Improved explanation with example d 

874  Met Office   LMO   MetO-76   13.2.2   example 1   T   um:adv:oid:DEXX etc. How is this 
dereferenced? Is there a resolver 
component manager e.g in the EU 
portal?  

 clarify  A - these are examples from an 
existing application and not URNs 
that would be resolved by an 
INSPIRE resolver. However, 
INSPIRE external object identifiers 
will need to be resolvable. A register 
- available through a registry service 
- is foreseen and shall include all 
information to dereference. 
However, no drafts on network 
services or from the EC are 
available on this yet and will be 
required to provide more detailed 
specifications. 

875  Met Office   LMO   MetO-77   13.2.3   1st para   G   "One of three general approaches". 
This clause represents the GIS 
approach to spatial models. 2D plus 
layers. It is very inadequate to 
represent met/atm/ocean modelling, 
which is 4D and many of the 
projections required are not capable 
of being represented here. For the 
GIS approach to be shoehorned into 
this paradigm, it would require 2D 
plus hundreds of thousands of 

 Some statement about the 
inadequacy of this approach in 
dealing with multidimensional 
modelling is required.  

Ap - we can add a note to this effect 



DS D2.5 – Generic Conceptual Model: Comments and Resolutions Table (Comments are related to the D2.5 version 2.0) 

174 

Comm# ID LMO/
SDIC 1 2 3 4 5 - Comment 6 - Proposed change 7 - Resolution 

layers. For example for modelling 
weather fronts oblique cross 
sections are taken which vary with 
time. For aviation forecasts, a 
time/spatial cross section is taken 
along the time-elapsed flight path of 
the aircraft. The paradigm is 
explicitly not 2D topographic.  

876  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 35 13_2_3 Figure 20 E   To write “Objects” and not “Obiects” A 

877  LMV - 
Lantmateriet, 
National Land 
Survey of 
Sweden  

 SDIC 17  13.2-3   Object 
referencing  

 T     It can’t be a recommendation to 
directly point out a specific object in 
another dataset with national 
authority information. The way it is 
going to be managed is by loosely 
coupled services between data 
producers and consumers.  

 Make a complement with a 
recommendation for usage of 
information services to find and read 
data from different producers.  

- not fully clear what the point is - is 
it about the fact that data in one 
organisation will reference data 
elsewhere (online)? 

878  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK33 13.2.2 Example 3 G This clause and in special Example 
3 seems to encourage the use of 
time stamped identifiers to uniquely 
identify versioned objects (unique 
identifier for each version of a 
object). This is a contradiction to the 
text in 9.6.4 (Requirement 29) and 
clause 16.  

 Remove example 3 or modify it to 
make it clear that different versions 
of the same object must have the 
same unique identifier 

d 

879  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 47 13.2.2 Example 3 T This example shows some XML, 
where the timestamp has been 
tagged on to the unique identifier 
inside a feature's "fid" attribute field.  
We consider this to be bad practice, 
having suffered the consequences 
ourselves of embedding data in 
such a way that it cannot be 
properly described by a schema - it 
causes problems. 

Either remove this example, or 
amend it to show the version 
information in a separate attribute 
(ie. <ogc:FeatureId 
fid="DENW123412345678" 
version="20010101T000000Z">).  In 
this way, the version information 
can be fully described in a schema, 
removing the need for "human 
knowledge" of the data structure 
(and hence confusion). 

d 

880  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  40 13_2_3 Figure 20 E   To write “Objects” and not “Obiects” A 

881  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  40 13_2_3 Figure 20 E   To write “Objects” and not “Obiects” d 

882   LMO  22 13.2.2  page 60, E A misspelling, the name of this Please change to: "Hesse". A 
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Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

Example 2 German state is "Hesse". 

883  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 71  13.2.1   Example   E   The process does not eliminate 
positional accuracy issues, only 
discrepancies resulting from 
changes to the underlying 
cartographic base and not errors 
inherent in it.  

 Modify sentence.  AwM - make clear that the 
elimination was a massive 
undertaking by the local custodian 

884  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 72  13.2.2   Example 3   T   This example shows some XML, 
where the timestamp has been 
tagged on to the unique identifier 
inside a feature's "fid" attribute field.  
We consider this to be bad practice, 
having suffered the consequences 
ourselves of embedding data in 
such a way that it cannot be 
properly described by a schema - it 
causes problems.  

 Either remove this example, or 
amend it to show the version 
information in a separate attribute 
(ie. <ogc:FeatureId 
fid="DENW123412345678" 
version="20010101T000000Z">).  In 
this way, the version information 
can be fully described in a schema, 
removing the need for "human 
knowledge" of the data structure 
(and hence confusion).  

d 

885  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 75  13.2.3   C Structured 
Object 

Referencing 

 G   Use of the term "structured". This 
does not seem an appropriate term 
to describe this type of referencing.  

 "Referencing to a common base"  A 

886  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 25  13.2.3   C Structured 
Object 

Referencing 

 G   Use of the term "structured". This 
does not seem an appropriate term 
to describe this type of referencing.  

 "Referencing to a common base"  d 

887  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     13_2_3   Figure 20   E      To write “Objects” and not “Obiects” A 

888  
EuroGeographics 
- 
EuroGeographics 

 SDIC    13.3 13.3.1 para 3  E   extra word   delete 'is' at end of line so as to 
read  'one-size-fits-all solution 
available'  

A 

889  Institut  LMO  IGN118 13.3.1 1st line T "how information is spatially or Clarify your position as to thematic Ap - no change required; ontologies 
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Géographique 
National  

temporally referenced to existing 
objects". Why not also "thematically 
? 

referencing are not addressed at this time, but 
application schemas and codelists 
are examples of concepts to classify 
objects thematically. Comment is 
about 13.1 and not 13.3.1. 

890  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN119 13.3.1 3rd 
paragraph, 

1st line 

E Construction of "there is no xxx 
solution is available" 

cut off "there is" A 

891  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN120 13.3.1 below 
recommendat

ion 20, 1st 
sentence 

E "three alternatives" may sound 
incorrect to some, as an alternative 
lexically is a choice between two 
solutions 

"three possibilities" A 

892  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN121 13.3 All § G The whole discussions are quite 
vague and seem unrelated to 1) the 
multiplicity of Universes of discourse 
involved, 2) the notion of 
relationship between geographical 
features, 3) the notion of relative 
positioning as expressed in 
ISO19113, 4) the notion of 
operations that are to be described 
in the application schema (where 
geographical constructions are 
addressed, eg. in the Feature 
catalogues). It does not address the 
issue of evolution or versioning of 
the reference object. 

Make the chapter consistent with 
the notions defined in the same 
document. 

Ap - K905 

893  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 51 13.3.1 Paragraphs 
on road 

objects after 
Recommend

ation 20 

G Clarification - Feel this example is 
confusing as its relationship to the 
recommendation is not explained. 

Either move this to an annex or add 
an introductory explanation to this. 

A 

894  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 76  13.3.1   Paragraphs 
on road 

objects after 
Recommend

ation 20  

 T   Clarification - Feel this example is 
confusing as its relationship to the 
recommendation is not explained.  

 Either move this to an annex or add 
an introductory explanation to this.  

d 

895  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  44  13.3.1   Paragraphs 
on road 

objects after 
Recommend

ation 20  

 G   Clarification - Feel this example is 
confusing as its relationship to the 
recommendation is not explained.  

 Either move this to an annex or add 
an introductory explanation to this.  

d 

896  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 

 SDIC 52 13.3.2 Example 2 T Clarification - Image does not 
clearly illustrate the point 

Replace image with a better image A 
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Data Research 
Organisation  

897  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  45  13.3.2   Example 2   T   Clarification - Image does not 
clearly illustrate the point  

 Replace image with a better image A 

898  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 54 13.3.3 Example 2 T Clarification - Image does not 
clearly illustrate the point 

Replace image with a better image d 

899  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  46  13.3.3   Example 2   T   Clarification - Image does not 
clearly illustrate the point  

 Replace image with a better image d 

900  Met Office   LMO   MetO-78   13.3.1   bullets   T   another reason why not - there are 
themes where this referencing is not 
relevant - e.g. meteorology, 
atmosphere, oceanography None of 
13 seems relevant.  

 New bullet - there are themes 
where this referencing is not 
relevant - e.g. meteorology, 
atmosphere, oceanography  

NA - whether object referencing is 
useful in a theme will be decided by 
TWGs based on existing data and 
requirements 

901  INTERO - Italian 
National earTh & 
Environment 
Research 
cOmmunity  

 SDIC 2 13.3.2     G   The discussion about methods of 
object referencing is very important, 
but when the problem of 
coterminous cases is discussed the 
document does not make a clear 
distinction between referencing 
cases and topological relationships. 
I think that referencing is part of the 
spatial data topological structure. 
Moreover, considering the major 
GIS functions and programmes 
currently in use, it is better to 
express relationships and 
referencing by using files (ie: .XML 
files) linked to geometrical files.  

 It would be useful to add a 
paragraph on data topological 
structure.  

NA - While the general comment on 
links is agreed, the main comment 
about topology in this context has 
not been understood 

902  United Kingdom 
Hydrographic 
Office  

 LMO  18  13.3.1   First bullet 
point below 

Recommend
ation 20  

 T   Given that this list is a union, I don't 
think the first item should allow for 
reference to zero objects - because 
that allows the Road to have no 
value at all for its position.  

 Amend to "an object reference to 
one or more RoadSegment…"  

A - use "1..*" 

903  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 53 13.3.2.2   G Another example that has caused 
problems is the referencing of 
utilities against cadastral 
boundaries.  In some cases, utilities 
organisations store only the offset 
distances to cadastral boundaries, 
but digital cadastral databases may 
be continually changed and refined 
in terms of their accuracy, resulting 

Include this as an example?  Ensure 
that proposed methods can deal 
with cases like this. 

NA, implicitly defined geometries 
(like buffers or points at distance) 
are considered out-of-scope at this 
time. 
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in constantly changing absolute 
coordinates for the utilities, or, more 
problematically, incorrect locations 
of utilities if organisations translate 
the references into absolute 
coordinates due to limitations in 
their GIS packages' ability to store 
object references. 

904  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 77  13.3.2.1      T   This discussion assumes that the 
only types of relationships between 
"spatial objects" are spatial where 
the geometry of each is derived 
using the same or very similar 
capture rules. Other relationships 
are also possible e.g. where the 
same "spatial object" is represented 
by a point in one dataset and a 
polygon in another.  

 The assumptions about the type of 
relationship sought and the 
geometries of each dataset being 
related should be made clear.  

NA - object referencing is about a 
"reuse" of an established geography 
for a spatial object; geographies on 
different levels of detail or for 
different requirements in general are 
a different topic and may require the 
direct representation of geometry in 
a spatial object even though a 
spatial object of the same real-world 
phenomena exists that could in 
principle be used as a target of an 
object reference. 
 
Also, from the description in the 
comment this would not be the same 
spatial object, but two spatial objects 
being abstractions of the same real-
world phenomena. 

905  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 78  13.3.2.2  Recommend
ation 21  

 T   All objects in INSPIRE should have 
some form of spatial reference.  

 Modify recommendation 
accordingly  

NA - the current wording is 
appropriate; all spatial object types 
will have - by definition - some form 
of direct or indirect spatial reference 

906  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 79  13.3.2.3   Para 4   T   The example of a property and a 
protected site is an example of non-
coterminous objects, not wholly 
coterminous objects.  

 Delete example.  NA - protected site example IS nc, 
see note below re property 

907  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 26  13.3.2.3   CASE B 
EXAMPLE 2 

 E   Use of the term "Point feature" as 
an object - the assumption from 
earlier is that "feature" is a 
deprecated term and is anyway not 
used in the ISO sense. Here it is 
referring to a geometrical 
representation of a spatial object as 
a point.   

 "Where spatial objects are 
represented in geometry as points 
…."  

Ap 

908  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 

 SDIC 80  13.3.2.3   CASE B 
EXAMPLE 2 

 E   Use of the term "Point feature" as 
an object - the assumption from 
earlier is that "feature" is a 

 "Where spatial objects are 
represented in geometry as points 
…."  

d 
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Information  deprecated term and is anyway not 
used in the ISO sense. Here it is 
referring to a geometrical 
representation of a spatial object as 
a point.   

909  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 81  13.3.2.3   CASE B 
EXAMPLE 2 

 T   This example is wroing. The fog 
horn, radar station, beacon and 
other objects are related to the 
lighthouse, because that is all that is 
known about where they are 
located. They are not-coterminous, 
but (probably) contained within the 
lighthouse.  

 Delete example.  NA -BUT need to make more clear 
and depends on resolution of the 
reference object   

910  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 82  13.3.2.3   CASE B 
EXAMPLE 3 

 T   The objects are not necessarily 
coterminous  

 Delete example.  NA - agreed not all actual cases are  
- BUT the illustration IS 

911  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 27  13.3.2.3   CASE B 
EXAMPLE 2 

 G   Meaning of this example is not 
clear.  

 Revise to make meaning clear.  A 

912  IACS-CAP - 
Integrated 
Administration 
and Control 
System 
(Common 
Agricultural 
Policy)  

 SDIC 17 13,3,2,2 example 2 T This 'violation'of recommendation 21 
is enbedded in Reg 1782/2003 and 
relates to 90,000,000 parcels 
annually 

reconsider the recommendation 
from the user's perspective 

NA - The comment has not been 
understood 

913  FINSDI-META - 
Finnish expert 
group on GI 
metadata  

 SDIC  FI10  14  1st para   E   The first paragraph is correct, and 
also of particular importance to the 
understanding of the data 
specifications. It is important to state 
(again) that the purpose of this 
document is solely for the intent of 
creating INSPIRE data 
specifications, there will be no 
expectations that the same 
requirements will be implemented at 
the national level. The mapping 
from existing data at the national 
level to the harmonised INSPIRE 
data specifications will be done by 
translation in the context of for 
example Web feature services. And 
it will be the responsibility of each 

 This paragraph should be 
elaborated in order to avoid any 
misunderstanding of the intention of 
this document. Extent the paragraph 
with the following info: The purpose 
of this document is solely for the 
intent of creating INSPIRE data 
specifications; there will be no 
expectations that the same 
requirements will be implemented at 
the national level (although it would 
make the mapping easier). The 
mapping from the existing data at 
the national level to the harmonised 
INSPIRE data specifications will be 
done by translation in the context of 
a download service, for example a 

A 
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nation to enable this data 
translation, which will be different 
from nation to nation.  

Web Feature Service. And it will be 
the responsibility of each nation to 
enable this data translation, which 
will be different from nation to 
nation.    

914  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK34  14  1st para   E   The first paragraph is correct, and 
also of particular importance to the 
understanding of the data 
specifications. It is important to state 
(again) that the purpose of this 
document is solely for the intent of 
creating INSPIRE data 
specifications, there will be no 
expectations that the same 
requirements will be implemented at 
the national level. The mapping 
from existing data at the national 
level to the harmonised INSPIRE 
data specifications will be done by 
translation in the context of for 
example Web feature services. And 
it will be the responsibility of each 
nation to enable this data 
translation, which will be different 
from nation to nation.  

 This paragraph should be 
elaborated in order to avoid any 
misunderstanding of the intention of 
this document. Extent the paragraph 
with the following info:         The 
purpose of this document is solely 
for the intent of creating INSPIRE 
data specifications; there will be no 
expectations that the same 
requirements will be implemented at 
the national level (although it would 
make the mapping easier). The 
mapping from existing data at the 
national level to the harmonised 
INSPIRE data specifications will be 
done by translation in the context of 
a download service, for example a 
Web feature services. And it will be 
the responsibility of each nation to 
enable this data translation, which 
will be different from nation to 
nation.    

d 

915  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK34 14 1st para E The first paragraph is correct, and 
also of particular importance to the 
understanding of the data 
specifications. It is important to state 
(again) that the purpose of this 
document is solely for the intent of 
creating INSPIRE data 
specifications, there will be no 
expectations that the same 
requirements will be implemented at 
the national level. The mapping 
from existing data at the national 
level to the harmonised INSPIRE 
data specifications will be done by 
translation in the context of for 
example Web feature services. And 
it will be the responsibility of each 
nation to enable this data 
translation, which will be different 

This paragraph should be 
elaborated in order to avoid any 
misunderstanding of the intention of 
this document. Extent the paragraph 
with the following info:         The 
purpose of this document is solely 
for the intent of creating INSPIRE 
data specifications; there will be no 
expectations that the same 
requirements will be implemented at 
the national level (although it would 
make the mapping easier). The 
mapping from existing data at the 
national level to the harmonised 
INSPIRE data specifications will be 
done by translation in the context of 
a download service, for example a 
Web feature services. And it will be 
the responsibility of each nation to 

d 
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from nation to nation. enable this data translation, which 
will be different from nation to 
nation.   

916  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC    14  Clause   Q   What is meant by this clause/text? 
Is it about lingual translation or 
translation of schemas, or… ?  

 Add more text for explanation or 
skip the clause  

AwM 
Add that the translation is a schema 
translation of data and queries (and 
perhaps also a lingual translation)  

917  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 36 14 Clause Q What is meant by this clause/text? 
Is it about lingual translation or 
translation of schemas, or… ? 

Add more text for explanation or 
skip the clause 

d 

918  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  41 14 Clause Q What is meant by this clause/text? 
Is it about lingual translation or 
translation of schemas, or… ? 

Add more text for explanation or 
skip the clause 

d 

919  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  41 14 Clause Q What is meant by this clause/text? 
Is it about lingual translation or 
translation of schemas, or… ? 

Add more text for explanation or 
skip the clause 

d 

920  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 83 14  NOTE 1   E   Typographic error   "in line"  A 

921  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 13 14  NOTE 1   E   Typographic error   "in line"  d 

922  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 28  14, 15 and 
16  

 All   E   Order is a little odd if 16 follows 13 
and then 14 and 15   

 Alter order and renumber   A - Change order, move current 14 
and 15 after 16.  So, 16 (id) follows 
13 (referencing) 

923  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 84  14, 15 and 
16  

     E   Order is a little odd if 16 follows 13 
and then 14 and 15   

 Alter order and renumber   d 

924  EA - 
Environment 
Agency for 
England and 
Wales  

 SDIC 11  14, 15 and 
16  

 All   E   Order is a little odd if 16 follows 13 
and then 14 and 15   

 Alter order and renumber   d 

925  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN122 15 Portrayal 
model 

G Does the sentence mean that the 
ISO standard on portrayal is 
sufficient for harmonization 
purposes, at a recommendation 
level? Or that issue will be dealt with 

clarify Ap - TWGs will analyse is there is a 
need to specify portrayal rules for a 
given data themes. They will take 
into account the generic aspects in 
ISO 19117:2005 or ist current 
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later in the project? revision and the conventions of the 
domain. 
Note that this issue will probably be 
dealt later with after a draft IR on 
view services is available. Note that 
D2.6 has slightly more content on 
this, too, i.e. TWGs may define the 
default styling for view services. 

926  GMFS - ESA 
GSE Global 
Monitoring for 
Food Security  

 SDIC 4 15 Paragraph 1 T As the OGC standards are related 
to the ISO standards already used 
in INSPIRE, it may be useful to 
mention the option of the SLD 
specification. 

Adding a paragraph that explains 
the possible use of the OGC Styled 
Layer Description implementation 
specification for harmonization of 
portrayal information. 

Ap - but needs to be harmonised 
with the view service draft IR 

927  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 37 15 N/A T Portrayal rules are a fundamental 
aspect of data. In many cases the 
“correct” portrayal should be 
decided by an expert on the data. A 
basic example is a temperature map 
(e.g. a 8bit GeoTIFF file) that 
without a clear classification could 
be useless or difficult to understand 
for the users. In my opinion only an 
expert of the data can set the 
correct temperature’s ranges for the 
classes. The portrayal rules are also 
fundamental to generate a legend 
for a data that need classification. 

Include a guideline for the definition 
of portrayal rules on data. Possibly 
using open standards like OGC SLD 
for example. This is also in line with 
the following “The term 
“harmonisation“ is understood as 
providing access to data through 
network services in a representation 
that allows for combining it with 
other INSPIRE data in a coherent 
way. This includes agreements 
about coordinate reference 
systems, grids, classification 
systems, application schemas, etc.” 
(chapter 4.1 of the document).  

See #926 and 927 

928  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  42 15 N/A T Portrayal rules are a fundamental 
aspect of data. In many cases the 
“correct” portrayal should be 
decided by an expert on the data. A 
basic example is a temperature map 
(e.g. a 8bit GeoTIFF file) that 
without a clear classification could 
be useless or difficult to understand 
for the users. In my opinion only an 
expert of the data can set the 
correct temperature’s ranges for the 
classes. The portrayal rules are also 
fundamental to generate a legend 
for a data that need classification. 

Include a guideline for the definition 
of portrayal rules on data. Possibly 
using open standards like OGC SLD 
for example. This is also in line with 
the following “The term 
“harmonisation“ is understood as 
providing access to data through 
network services in a representation 
that allows for combining it with 
other INSPIRE data in a coherent 
way. This includes agreements 
about coordinate reference 
systems, grids, classification 
systems, application schemas, etc.” 
(chapter 4.1 of the document).  

d 

929  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  42 15 N/A T Portrayal rules are a fundamental 
aspect of data. In many cases the 
“correct” portrayal should be 

Include a guideline for the definition 
of portrayal rules on data. Possibly 
using open standards like OGC SLD 

d 
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decided by an expert on the data. A 
basic example is a temperature map 
(e.g. a 8bit GeoTIFF file) that 
without a clear classification could 
be useless or difficult to understand 
for the users. In my opinion only an 
expert of the data can set the 
correct temperature’s ranges for the 
classes. The portrayal rules are also 
fundamental to generate a legend 
for a data that need classification. 

for example. This is also in line with 
the following “The term 
“harmonisation“ is understood as 
providing access to data through 
network services in a representation 
that allows for combining it with 
other INSPIRE data in a coherent 
way. This includes agreements 
about coordinate reference 
systems, grids, classification 
systems, application schemas, etc.” 
(chapter 4.1 of the document).  

930  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC    15  N/A   T   Portrayal rules are a fundamental 
aspect of data. In many cases the 
“correct” portrayal should be 
decided by an expert on the data. A 
basic example is a temperature map 
(e.g. a 8bit GeoTIFF file) that 
without a clear classification could 
be useless or difficult to understand 
for the users. In my opinion only an 
expert of the data can set the 
correct temperature’s ranges for the 
classes. The portrayal rules are also 
fundamental to generate a legend 
for a data that need classification.  

 Include a guideline for the definition 
of portrayal rules on data. Possibly 
using open standards like OGC SLD 
for example. This is also in line with 
the following “The term 
“harmonisation“ is understood as 
providing access to data through 
network services in a representation 
that allows for combining it with 
other INSPIRE data in a coherent 
way. This includes agreements 
about coordinate reference 
systems, grids, classification 
systems, application schemas, etc.” 
(chapter 4.1 of the document).   

d 

931  CEN/TC 287 - 
CEN/TC 287 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC  1 to 11  16     G   The comments related to this topic 
are exploited in detail within the 
attached document uuid3_v5.doc,  
delivered inside a ECOFIN2004 
project and available on the web 
(http://www.freegis-
talia.org/index.php?option=com_con
tent&task=view&id=337&Itemid=33) 
, so that these comments are here 
exposed as general sentence.  

   NA - the current approach will be 
kept; add a note to explain how the 
UUID approach can be mapped to 
the approach in Clause 16. The 
main reasons for not changing: 
- a pure UUID approach does not 
support mapping of national system 
- the lookup becomes complex, if 
many MAC addresses are used 
 
Add a note that loopup/traceablity 
depends on the network services 
IRs. 

932  LaMMA - 
LaMMA - 
Regione Toscana 
- CNR IBIMET  

 SDIC  1 to 11  16     G   The comments related to this topic 
are exploited in detail within the 
attached document uuid3_v5.doc,  
delivered inside a ECOFIN2004 
project and available on the web 
(http://www.freegis-

   d 
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talia.org/index.php?option=com_con
tent&task=view&id=337&Itemid=33) 
, so that these comments are here 
exposed as general sentence.  

933  FINSDI-META - 
Finnish expert 
group on GI 
metadata  

 SDIC  FI11  16.1 Recomendati
on 24:  

 G   There is usually a stronger 
requirement for unique identifiers for 
reference data than for thematic 
data.  

 The recommendation should rather 
state, that "it is strongly 
recommended that unique 
identifiers should be provided for 
spatial object types of both 
reference data and thematic data 
where references from other spatial 
data objects are expected to be 
applicable".   

Ap - The article 8 of the Directive 
asks identifiers for spatial objects of 
Annexes I and II, but this article is 
already addressed by requirement 
65. 

934  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN123 16.1 Recommend
ation 24 

E "It is strongly recommend" is wrong "It is strongly recommended" A 

935  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN124 16.1 Requirement 
65 

Q In IGNF, for parcels, we have 
thematic identifiers but no external 
identifiers. As a thematic identifier 
has the required characteristics of 
an external identifier (uniqueness, 
persistence, ...), it may perfectly be 
used to identify or reference spatial 
objects, in this case, is an additional 
external identifier required ? 

In the future parcel data 
specification, don't impose an 
additionnal external object identifier 
as the thematic identifier may be 
used as an external object identifier.

R - If the "thematic" identifiers fulfil 
the requirements of UID we do not 
see the problem. Form European 
perspective we expect that the 
thematic information remain hidden 
for most of the  users. This remark 
will be sent, as Reference Material, 
to the TWG in charge of the theme 
"cadastral parcels". 

936  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN125 16.1 Requirement 
66 

G "INSPIRE application schema" Please recall what an INSPIRE 
application schema is, and who is to 
provide the unique identifier 

NA for the first part - INSPIRE 
application schema is already 
defined in 3.1 
 
Ap for the second part - the unique 
idenifier must be defined, when 
required, in the INSPIRE application 
schema, following the rules given in 
D2.5. The data providers will have to 
provide this unique identifier, as 
specified in the application schema 
of each theme. 

937  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN126 16.1 Requirement 
69 

G I cannot reconcile, upon reading, 
the requirement and note 6 that 
follows. In addition, traceability is 
not ensured also because of 
versioning of objects. 

Clarify Ap - It is recognised that 
requirement 69 makes some 
confusion between identifiers and 
locators. Change to: "Traceability: 
Since INSPIRE assumes a 
distributed, service-based SDI, a 
mechanism is required to find a 
spatial object based on its identifier. 
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I.e. the identifier shall provide 
sufficient information about the 
source of the spatial object so that 
arrangements can be made that 
allow to determine the download 
service that provides access to data 
from that source." 
 
Note: The comments about 
versioning has not been understood 

938  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK35  16.1 Recomendati
on 24:  

 G       The recomendation should rather 
state that "it is strongly recomended 
that unique identifiers should be 
provided for spatial object types of 
both reference data and thematic 
data where references from other 
spatial data objects are expected to 
be applicable. There is usually a 
stronger requirement for unique 
identifiers for reference data than for 
thematic data.  

d 

939  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK36  16.1  Requirement 
68  

 G   It is not clear how the life cycle 
rules for spatial object types in a 
spatial dataset shall be documented 
in the metadata of the dataset. This 
is also underpinned by the previous 
paragraph stating that the life cycles 
rules vary from member state to 
member state, and as as a 
consequence no fixed rules will be 
possible in the specifications, nor in 
metadata. It this should be part of 
the metadata dataset, this requires 
an extension of ISO 19115 which 
will differ from nation to nation and 
non interoperable solutions will be 
made available.  

   - 

940  Met Office   LMO   MetO-79  16.1  Note 2   T   ICAO identifiers are intrinsic part of 
WMO data identifiers We presume 
that as long as this is still under the 
remit of WMO this is probably OK  

   - 
If ICAO are used by WMO as part of  
external identifiers, it is not an issue 
: see requirement 70 " The local 
identifier is assigned by the data 
provider and has only to be unique 
within the namespace " (and as 
persistent as possible). No extra-
requirement is put on the content of 
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this local identifier. 
941  Met Office   LMO   MetO-80  16.1  3rd para   T   Annex III. As object in Annex III are 

optional to carry identifiers, we 
presume that different requirements 
and recommendations are 
individually optional. Can this be 
stated please?  

 Spatial objects in Annex III of the 
INSPIRE Directive may carry a 
unique identifier property, which 
should, where possible, conform to 
the requirements  of 16.1.  

A - Good remark, will make 
requirements for Annex III clearer. 

942  Met Office   LMO   MetO-81  16.1  rec 26   T   what about spatio-temporal 
objects?  

 clarify  Ap - "spatial object" in the Directive 
includes "spatio-temporal objects"; 
no change to the document reqired 

943  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 38 16_1 Requirement 
69 

T The implementation of this 
requirement would lead to 
incorporate meta information into 
the generation of the identifier. 
Since the content of this meta 
information will change over time 
this requirement contradicts directly 
requirement 67, stating that an 
identifier shall remain unchanged 
during the lifetime of an object. 

Skip the requirement and find 
another definition for traceability 
with, for example, the introduction of 
a mandatory link to a defined 
selection of spatial object metadata 

AwM for the first part - The content 
of metadata to be included in the 
identifier is explained in 16.2 
(namespace) and gives reponsability 
to each MS and/or data providers to 
define the exact structure of this 
namespace. It will be to MS and/or 
data providers to define it in a way it 
will be as persistent as possible. 
See proposed solution in comment 
937.  
 
NA for the second part - the 
proposed solution has not been 
understood 

944  INTERO - Italian 
National earTh & 
Environment 
Research 
cOmmunity  

 SDIC 3 16.1 Recommend
ation 24  

 T   Spatial object identifiers must be 
established according to precise 
criteria: either by theme/subtheme 
or by a list of items ad hoc.  

   - 
IR must be feasible, it is why it has 
been avoided to impose too precise 
criteria, but it has been preferred to 
build the solution on existing 
identifiers. See #931. 

945  INTERO - Italian 
National earTh & 
Environment 
Research 
cOmmunity  

 SDIC 4 16.1 Recommend
ation 25  

 T   Themes of Annex III are also 
important and need identifiers as for 
themes of Annex I and II.  

 It would be better to add Annex III 
directly in Recommendation 24 
toghether with the other Annexes. 
At this point we could eliminate this 
recommendation.   

NA - the legal situation is different 
for Annexes I an II on one side and 
for Annex III in the other side : 
- requirements in the Directive on 
identifiers for annexes I an II : the 
future TWG will have to prove that 
identifiers are useless if they do not 
want to include them in application 
schemas 
- no requirement in the Directive on  
identifiers for annex III : the future 
TWG will have to prove that 
identifiers are strongly required and 
feasible  if they want to include them 
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in application schemas 
946  INTERO - Italian 

National earTh & 
Environment 
Research 
cOmmunity  

 SDIC 5 16.1 Recommend
ation 26  

 T   Geometrical primitives already 
have an identifier when GML is 
used.  As for example 2, I believe 
that it is a major requirement to fully 
inform the user about the 
topological constraints used.   

 It would be useful to add a 
recommendation for basic 
topological restraints.  

"NA" 
Topological restraints are out of the 
scope of this chapter as identifiers 
for other objects than spatial objects 
is out-of-scope of the Directive. 

947  United Kingdom 
Hydrographic 
Office  

 LMO  19 16.1  Requirement 
69 & NOTE 6 

 E   The NOTE contradicts the 
requirement.  

 Rewrite the second sentence of 
requirement 69 as "See 
Requirement 76" or just merge the 
two requirements.  

"AwM" .  
See proposed solution in comment 
937. 

948  United Kingdom 
Hydrographic 
Office  

 LMO  20 16.1  Requirement 
68  

 T   Presumably this documentation can 
be by means of a reference to the 
application schema or other such 
external document, rather than 
meaning that each dataset needs to 
have a copy of the life-cycle rules 
embedded?  

   A - it was not meant that the 
information must be copied to the 
metadata, a reference to a source 
that provides the information is 
sufficient, (if the source is in the 
required language(s)) ; clarify in the 
text 

949  LMV - 
Lantmateriet, 
National Land 
Survey of 
Sweden  

 SDIC 18 16.1  Req. 69   T     Identifier management.  The object 
identifier should not contain 
information needed for localisation.  
Information regarding publisher, 
data source, services, etc. is 
metadata for the dataset.   

 Remove the metadata information 
and the namespace part from the 
object identifier.   

"NA" 
It is true that requirement 69 makes 
some confusion between identifiers 
and localisers. Some modification 
has to be done on this requirement. 
See proposed solution in comment 
937. Nevertheless, namespace and 
metadata will remain as part of the 
object identifier, because of the 
need to support exisiting identifier 
frameworks. 

950  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK35 16.1 Recomendati
on 24: 

G   The recomendation should rather 
state that "it is strongly recomended 
that unique identifiers should be 
provided for spatial object types of 
both reference data and thematic 
data where references from other 
spatial data objects are expected to 
be applicable. There is usually a 
stronger requirement for unique 
identifiers for reference data than for 
thematic data. 

d 

951  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK36 16.1 Requirement 
68 

G It is not clear how the life cycle rules 
for spatial object types in a spatial 
dataset shall be documented in the 
metadata of the dataset. This is also 
underpinned by the previous 

  The objective is just to provide 
information about life-cycle rules to 
users, as textual descriptions. More 
ambitious goals (more interoperable 
solutions) do not seem  reachable in 



DS D2.5 – Generic Conceptual Model: Comments and Resolutions Table (Comments are related to the D2.5 version 2.0) 

188 

Comm# ID LMO/
SDIC 1 2 3 4 5 - Comment 6 - Proposed change 7 - Resolution 

paragraph stating that the life cycles 
rules vary from member state to 
member state, and as as a 
consequence no fixed rules will be 
possible in the specifications, nor in 
metadata. It this should be part of 
the metadata dataset, this requires 
an extension of ISO 19115 which 
will differ from nation to nation and 
non interoperable solutions will be 
made available. 

next years. 

952  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  43 16_1 Requirement 
69 

T The implementation of this 
requirement would lead to 
incorporate meta information into 
the generation of the identifier. 
Since the content of this meta 
information will change over time 
this requirement contradicts directly 
requirement 67, stating that an 
identifier shall remain unchanged 
during the lifetime of an object. 

Skip the requirement and find 
another definition for traceability 
with, for example, the introduction of 
a mandatory link to a defined 
selection of spatial object metadata 

d 

953  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  43 16_1 Requirement 
69 

T The implementation of this 
requirement would lead to 
incorporate meta information into 
the generation of the identifier. 
Since the content of this meta 
information will change over time 
this requirement contradicts directly 
requirement 67, stating that an 
identifier shall remain unchanged 
during the lifetime of an object. 

Skip the requirement and find 
another definition for traceability 
with, for example, the introduction of 
a mandatory link to a defined 
selection of spatial object metadata 

d 

954  Department for 
Environment, 
Food and Rural 
Affairs (Defra)  

 LMO  18 16.1 Requirement 
68 

T There are currently no metadata 
elements within ISO 19115 to 
describe lifecycle rules for object 
types 

INSPIRE should provide extensions 
to ISO 19115 to enable providers to 
describe lifecycle rules or alter the 
wording of the requirement to 
describe what type of metadata will 
be used to describe the lifecycle 
rules 

NA - According to ISO 19131 any 
additional metadata items that need 
to be supplied shall be stated in the 
data product specification. The 
TWGs have to examine the specific 
life cycle rules and decide, when 
necessary, how these rules have to 
be documented.  Therefore there is 
no need for extending ISO 19115. 

955  Department for 
Environment, 
Food and Rural 
Affairs (Defra)  

 LMO  19 16.1 recommendat
ion 24 

T Who will be responsible for 
determining whether a dataset 
should not have a unique identifier 
and how will you be able to test the 
conformance automatically for 
datasets/object types that 

It would be easier to state that all 
object types require a unique 
identifier regardless of theme. So 
remove sentence 

NA - The future TWG will be 
responsible to evaluate if identifiers 
are required for a given theme. Also, 
the last part of the comment has not 
been understood. 
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legitimately may not require a 
unique identifier 

956  Department for 
Environment, 
Food and Rural 
Affairs (Defra)  

 LMO  20 16.1 requirement 
69 

T The statement that the identifier 
shall provide sufficient information 
to determine the download service 
that provides access to the spatial 
object is contradicted by the 
following note (6) 

remove statement "AwM" 
See proposed solution in comment 
937 

957  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  36 16.1 Requirement 
68 

T Also on the European level it should 
be possible to define attributes that - 
in case of changing them - will 
cause  deletion of an object (e.g. the 
change of parcel identifier l causes 
the deletion of the corresponding 
parcel). Where  possible, the life-
cycle rules for spatial object types in 
a spatial dataset should be 
documented in the application 
schema and not just in the metadata 
of the dataset. 

Please allow life-cycle rules also in 
application schemas. 

"Ap" 
For external identifiers, "in general" 
it won't be feasible to impose 
common rules about life-cycle in 
application schema (this opinion is 
expressed in paragraph before 
requirement 68); "in general" does 
not mean "never", so exceptions 
may happen if there are strong 
requirements and if it is feasible. 
The text does not have to be 
changed : life-cycle rules in 
application schemas are not 
forbidden by D2.5, they are just 
considered to be very unlikely. 
 
Note that the example given is not 
really relevant : it is rather the other 
way, the parcel identifier is changed 
when the parcel is considered as 
deleted.  

958  ACTaFOMAS - 
Association of 
Cities and Towns 
and Federal 
Office of 
Metrology and 
Surveying in 
Austria (BEV)  

 SDIC 5 16.1  Requirement 
67  

 
genera

l  

 The identifier shall remain 
unchanged during the life-time of an 
object  This requirement is 
necessary - but it should be 
stressed, that these demands 
maybe cannot be fulfilled -  if the 
requested INSPIRE-object itself is 
not part of a spatial database (e.g. 
of an local authority ) and has to be 
created especially for the ESDI. TIn 
that case the e.g. locals will not be 
able to check the consequences of 
changes in different local databases 
for objects in a chain of webservices 
in ESDI. The identification of 
"changes" is part of the sight and 
use of the object in the model of the 

   "-" 
The INSPIRE Directives aims to 
publish existing data in an 
harmonised way, not to create new 
data. 
So, generally, only objects coming 
from existing data sets will have to 
be published in INSPIRE. 
Nevertheless, generally, they will be 
published in INSPIRE in a different 
form (e.g. after coordinate 
transformation or schema 
translation). The recommendation in 
this case is to keep the identifier 
from the source object, as long as 
there is a link 1:1 between the 
source object and the INSPIRE 
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webservice wich is user of the data 
on the end of the chain.   

object. If features have to be merged 
or split, the problem you signaled 
may happen. 

959 Bundesanstalt für 
Geowissenschaft
en und Rohstoffe 
(BGR) 

? 8 16.1 Requ. 65 E It should be specified within what 
world/domain the identifier should 
be unique: data set / INSPIRE 
application schema / UUID / … 

please specify "A" 
The idenfifier has to be unique within 
all the spatial objects published in 
INSPIRE. 

960 Bundesanstalt für 
Geowissenschaft
en und Rohstoffe 
(BGR) 

? 9 16.1 Rec. 24 / 
EXAMPLE 1 

E "EXAMPLE 1: Spatial object types 
in the theme "Geology" 
 Spatial objects of Annex III of the 
INSPIRE Directive may carry an 
unique identifier property." 
 
--> Geology is part of Annex II 

please change "AwM" 
The examplehas been moved under 
requirement 65, as an example of 
data in annex II which may not 
require an identifier. 

961  CEN/TC 287 - 
CEN/TC 287 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC  2/11  16.1     G   The identification requirements 
particularly depends on a kind of the 
real world modellisation.  Referring 
to a spatial objects (16.1 – 
Recommandation 26),  a geometry 
component gets confused with the 
same object, as it was usual in 
traditional cartography. As a 
consequence any change of the 
geometry requires a new 
identification of the object, affecting 
to  the referential integrity problem. 
(16.1 Requirement 66 – note 4). 
Very different is the object 
modellisation takes into account the 
spatial component as one of others 
properties, that in particular defines 
structure,  shape, dimension end 
localisation.   For instance, a 
building is an “abstract object” 
connecting several information of 
various types, as abitants, 
proprierty, address,  
telecommunication, energetic 
network and so on. Moreover a 
Building structure it may be defined 
by different spatial components as 
base surface, roof surface,  
architectural particular pieces, bow-
window, terraces…depending on 
the level of detail. Each of theses 
spatial components is defined 

   "-" 
no change proposed 
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through a geometric element (area, 
line) which specify shape, 
dimension, localisation,etc. If the 
building with its own spatial 
components and its own geometries 
are identified everyone from a 
universal unique identifier, the 
information related to this building or 
related to its spatial components, 
don’t affect at all of a geometric 
local modification. A similar object 
modellisation also belong to City 
Model concepts (Kolbe). This 
approach, both represent a closer 
model to the real world with all its 
complexity and at the same time a 
more flexible and robust structure. 
Moreover  the modellisation and the 
identification too are defined in a 
wider context that one of the “spatial 
objects”, where  the universality 
requirement are more 
restrictives.Referring to the above 
considerations, obviously is clear 
that there are most potentialities 
using the Universal Unique 
IDentifier, UUID (DCE, ASN.1 
Object Identifier) regarding those of 
the uniqueness is limited nside a 
particular applicative domain, DUID 
(Domain Unique IDentifier), where  
the uniqueness must be guarantee 
from a Namespace associated to its 
encoding, together to a Registration 
Authority which guarantees the 
uniqueness.  

962  CEN/TC 287 - 
CEN/TC 287 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC  3/11  16.1  Requirement 
64  

 E   The feasibility (16.1 - 
Recommendation 25 and 
Requirement 69) improperly is 
defined as identifier requirement 
imposing an useless constraint at 
encoding rules. The requirement for 
the member state acknowledgment 
shall be managed as a explicit 
thematic code or at metadata level  

 Add: NOTE 3 The feasibility must 
be treated like the thematic identifier 

NA The comment is unclear: 
- requirements and 
recommendations listed in the 
comment are not about feasability  
- the thematic identifier is out of the 
scope of this clause, as explicitly 
said in NOTE 2 

963  LaMMA -  SDIC  4/11  16.1   E   It is not comprehensible the  Delete sentence: “no unique object "NA" 
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LaMMA - 
Regione Toscana 
- CNR IBIMET  

Recommend
ation 24  

sentence below the 
recommandation if identifier is a 
UUID which permit a identification 
on each object of the dataset  

will tipically be required for spatial 
object types for which the 
underlying data sets do not maintain 
such identifiers and where no 
requirement is known to add such 
identifiers” Delete Exemple 1 below 

The DS DT recommandation is not 
UUID, so this sentence and example 
are still valid. The example should 
be more detailed, in order to explain 
why geologic spatial objects do not 
require identifiers. 
 
The solution to build INSPIRE 
identifiers on existing identifiers and 
not on UUID, as recommended in 
the CEN report about 
implementation of SDI, has been 
prefered for the following reasons: 
- required by the Directive itself 
(system of identifiers enabling the 
mapping of existing identifier 
systems) 
- more feasible, as systems to 
attribute UUID to spatial objects are 
not yet widely spread among data 
producers 
- more traceable (at least for human 
beings), as it gives some idea where 
the data comes from (by the 
namespace) and some link between 
the source object and the INSPIRE 
object (by using the same local 
identifier) 
Both solutions ensure uniqueness of 
external identifiers. 
 
Note 1 : the CEN reports also 
recommends namespace and not 
only UUID : the example given in the 
CEN report is NL.TOP10NL.UUID, 
and so, not so far from DT DS 
recommendation. 
 
Note 2 : the local identifier assigned 
by a producer may be a UUID, it is 
not forbidden by D2.5 

964  CEN/TC 287 - 
CEN/TC 287 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC  4/11  16.1 Recommend
ation 24  

 E   It is not comprehensible the 
sentence below the 
recommandation if identifier is a 
UUID which permit a identification 
on each object of the dataset  

 Delete sentence: “no unique object 
will tipically be required for spatial 
object types for which the 
underlying data sets do not maintain 
such identifiers and where no 

"d" 
See comment 963 
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requirement is known to add such 
identifiers” Delete Exemple 1 below 

965  CEN/TC 287 - 
CEN/TC 287 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC  5/11  16.1 Recommend
ation 25  

 E   Among identifier requirements 
(uniqueness, percistency,…) there 
is a Feasibility subsequently 
detailed  (16.1 Requirement 69). 
The feasibility consistency depends 
on the identifier encoding criteria. 
However the feasibility requirement 
shall be managed thanks to 
thematic identifier choice (defined in 
10.1 – Requirement 64)  

 Delete a Feasibility reference.  NA - The comment is unclear : 
- Requirement 69 is about 
traceability, not about feasability 
- requirement 64 is about external 
identifiers, not about thematic ones 
(as explicitly said in NOTE 2) 
Nevertheless, it is recognised that 
there may be some confusion about 
requirement 69 and the NOTE 6. 
See proposed answer in comment 
937. 

966  LaMMA - 
LaMMA - 
Regione Toscana 
- CNR IBIMET  

 SDIC  6/11  16.1  Requirement 
66  

 E   The note 4, about version, is in 
contraddiction with the Requirement 
66, if version is not included in its 
identifier encoding   

 Delete NOTE 4  "NA" 
there is no contradiction: two copies 
or versions of a spatial object should 
be considered as the same spatial 
object (even if some modifications 
occured, such as different format or 
CRS or modification of attribute) and 
so, should have the same identifier, 
without requiring a versioning 
property. 
See definition of version: it is about 
spatial objects which are modified 
but are still considered as the same 
spatial object; the versioning 
property identifies the version of a 
spatial object but not the spatial 
object itself. 

967  CEN/TC 287 - 
CEN/TC 287 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC  6/11  16.1  Requirement 
66  

 E   The note 4, about version, is in 
contraddiction with the Requirement 
66, if version is not included in its 
identifier encoding   

 Delete NOTE 4  d 

968  CEN/TC 287 - 
CEN/TC 287 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC  7/11  16.1  Requirement 
69  

 E   the need of traceability, knows as 
lookup service, impose an identifier 
that include a Namespace code. 
Another valid solution (explained on 
the attached document) derive from 
relationship of MAC address used 
by UUID encoding. Moreover delete 
a feasibility reference.   

 Delete ”i.e. the identifier shall 
provide sufficient information to 
determine the download service that 
provides to the spatial object”  
Delete the last sentence about 
feasibility.    

"AwM" 
It is recognised that there may be 
some confusion about requirement 
69 and the NOTE 6. See proposed 
answer in comment 937.  
"NA" for deleting last sentence. See 
reasons in answer to comment 961 

969  LaMMA - 
LaMMA - 
Regione Toscana 

 SDIC  8/11  16.1 Recommend
ation 26  

 E   This recommendation restrict a 
identification only for a spatial object 
as happened in a traditional 

 Delete this Recommendation.   NA - the only requirement of the 
Directive is to identify spatial 
objects. No identifiers are required 
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- CNR IBIMET  cartography context. It is not 
adequate for a general Information 
system where a spatial dimension, 
as temporal dimension, is only a 
data component.  

on the geometries, etc. 

970  CEN/TC 287 - 
CEN/TC 287 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC  8/11  16.1 Recommend
ation 26  

 E   This recommendation restrict a 
identification only for a spatial object 
as happened in a traditional 
cartography context. It is not 
adequate for a general Information 
system where a spatial dimension, 
as temporal dimension, is only a 
data component.  

 Delete this Recommendation.   d 

971  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 85 16.1  EXAMPLE 1  E   This is not an example of 
something.  

 Incorporate in narrative as " .. 
identifiers, for example spatial 
object types …"  

"Ap" 
Example has been moved (under 
requirement 65) and  detailed in 
order to make it more explicit. 

972  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     16_1   Requirement 
69  

 T   The implementation of this 
requirement would lead to 
incorporate meta information into 
the generation of the identifier. 
Since the content of this meta 
information will change over time 
this requirement contradicts directly 
requirement 67, stating that an 
identifier shall remain unchanged 
during the lifetime of an object.  

 Skip the requirement and find 
another definition for traceability 
with, for example, the introduction of 
a mandatory link to a defined 
selection of spatial object metadata 

d 

973  Geonovum   LMO  16 16.1     T   EXAMPLE 1 is unclear   Clarify  A 
974  Geonovum   LMO  17 16.1     T   Requirement 68 and NOTE 6 are in 

contradiction (conflict). This can 
lead to misunderstanding.  

 Requirement 68 or NOTE 6 has to 
be changed or clarification has to be 
made.  

"A" 
I think the comment refers to 
requirement 69 and not 68. 
See proposed solution in comment 
937 

975  LaMMA - 
LaMMA - 
Regione Toscana 
- CNR IBIMET  

 SDIC  2/11  16.1     G   The identification requirements 
particularly depends on a kind of the 
real world modellisation.  Referring 
to a spatial objects (16.1 – 
Recommandation 26),  a geometry 
component gets confused with the 
same object, as it was usual in 
traditional cartography. As a 
consequence any change of the 
geometry requires a new 
identification of the object, affecting 
to  the referential integrity problem. 

   d 
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(16.1 Requirement 66 – note 4). 
Very different is the object 
modellisation takes into account the 
spatial component as one of others 
properties, that in particular defines 
structure,  shape, dimension end 
localisation.   For instance, a 
building is an “abstract object” 
connecting several information of 
various types, as abitants, 
proprierty, address,  
telecommunication, energetic 
network and so on. Moreover a 
Building structure it may be defined 
by different spatial components as 
base surface, roof surface,  
architectural particular pieces, bow-
window, terraces…depending on 
the level of detail. Each of theses 
spatial components is defined 
through a geometric element (area, 
line) which specify shape, 
dimension, localisation,etc. If the 
building with its own spatial 
components and its own geometries 
are identified everyone from a 
universal unique identifier, the 
information related to this building or 
related to its spatial components, 
don’t affect at all of a geometric 
local modification. A similar object 
modellisation also belong to City 
Model concepts (Kolbe). This 
approach, both represent a closer 
model to the real world with all its 
complexity and at the same time a 
more flexible and robust structure. 
Moreover  the modellisation and the 
identification too are defined in a 
wider context that one of the “spatial 
objects”, where  the universality 
requirement are more 
restrictives.Referring to the above 
considerations, obviously is clear 
that there are most potentialities 
using the Universal Unique 
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IDentifier, UUID (DCE, ASN.1 
Object Identifier) regarding those of 
the uniqueness is limited nside a 
particular applicative domain, DUID 
(Domain Unique IDentifier), where  
the uniqueness must be guarantee 
from a Namespace associated to its 
encoding, together to a Registration 
Authority which guarantees the 
uniqueness.  

976  LaMMA - 
LaMMA - 
Regione Toscana 
- CNR IBIMET  

 SDIC  3/11  16.1  Requirement 
64  

 E   The feasibility (16.1 - 
Recommendation 25 and 
Requirement 69) improperly is 
defined as identifier requirement 
imposing an useless constraint at 
encoding rules. The requirement for 
the member state acknowledgment 
shall be managed as a explicit 
thematic code or at metadata level  

 Add: NOTE 3 The feasibility must 
be treated like the thematic identifier 

d 

977  LaMMA - 
LaMMA - 
Regione Toscana 
- CNR IBIMET  

 SDIC  5/11  16.1 Recommend
ation 25  

 E   Among identifier requirements 
(uniqueness, percistency,…) there 
is a Feasibility subsequently 
detailed  (16.1 Requirement 69). 
The feasibility consistency depends 
on the identifier encoding criteria. 
However the feasibility requirement 
shall be managed thanks to 
thematic identifier choice (defined in 
10.1 – Requirement 64)  

 Delete a Feasibility reference.  d 

978  LaMMA - 
LaMMA - 
Regione Toscana 
- CNR IBIMET  

 SDIC  7/11  16.1  Requirement 
69  

 E   the need of traceability, knows as 
lookup service, impose an identifier 
that include a Namespace code. 
Another valid solution (explained on 
the attached document) derive from 
relationship of MAC address used 
by UUID encoding. Moreover delete 
a feasibility reference.   

 Delete ”i.e. the identifier shall 
provide sufficient information to 
determine the download service that 
provides to the spatial object”  
Delete the last sentence about 
feasibility.    

d 

979  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  26 16.2  Requirement 
76  

 T   This requirement appears to make 
the assumption that the 
namespaces used in unique 
identifiers will always relate 1:1 with 
a particular download service.  In 
fact, as organisations change over 
time, the situation may not remain 
this simple.  It may be better to 
include a "distibutor" element in 

 Remove the second sentence, or 
replace "shall" with "should".  

"Ap" 
"download service" will be replaced 
by "download service(s)" 
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object-level metadata for this 
purpose.  

980  Met Office   LMO   MetO-82  16.2  all   G   Why has a new namespacing for 
data providers been invented. What 
is wrong with the ICANN naming 
structure and organisation to 
register names?  The domain 
names could be backward e.g. 
wmo.int becomes int.wmo and 
metoffice.gov.uk becomes 
uk.gov.metoffice.    

 rethink this new convention.  NA - domain names are not stable 
enough and do not meet the 
persistence requirement 

981  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 39 16_2 Clause T The proposed structure for unique 
identifiers incorporates meta 
information into the generation of 
the identifier. Since the content of 
this meta information will change 
over time this requirement 
contradicts directly requirement 67, 
stating that an identifier shall remain 
unchanged during the lifetime of an 
object. If the identifier remained 
unchanged, the meta information 
would be wrong or outdated over 
time and therefore useless.  

Unique identifiers shall only be used 
for what they are introduced: 
“unequivocally identifies a spatial 
object” and not trying to 
communicate something else 
(metainformation) with these 
identifiers. We propose to introduce 
a system like UUID without 
namespaces. It would not be more 
work for the data producers as with 
the proposed solution, which tries to 
do a compromise with a 
combination between internal and 
external object identifiers. 
Requirements 70, 71, 72, 73, 74 
and 75 have to be changed in this 
sense. If necessary, for 
metainformation, the introduction of 
a mandatory link to a defined 
selection of spatial object metadata 
is always possible. 

"NA" 
See reasons in answer to comment 
961 

982  SITAD SP - 
Sistema 
Informativo 
Territoriale e 
Ambientale 
Diffuso del 
Sistema 
Piemonte  

 SDIC 4  16.2 
Structure 
of unique 
identifiers 

 Pag.71   G   In the "EXAMPLE 2" there is the 
description of the national Unique 
Identifier for national objects. What 
is the behavior in case of 
transnational/cross-border object 
like the river Danube? Who decides, 
in this case, the Unique Identifier?  

   "-" 
The unique identifier does not 
identify the real-world phenomenom 
but the spatial object in a database. 
From the example, two cases may 
occur : 
- the river Danube crosses through 
the frontier. Probably, country A will 
have one watercourse segment for 
its territory and country B will have  
another watercourse segment, 
representing different parts of the 
river Danube. There will be 2 spatial 
objects, each with their own 
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identifier.  
- the river Danube is along the 
frontier. Country A and countryB will 
probably have each a spatial object 
representing the same part of the 
river Danube. There will be 2 spatial 
objects, each with their own 
identifier representing the same real-
world phenomena. In this case, the 
problem won't be about identifiers 
but about which spatial object to be 
kept (both? only one? which ?) 

983  LMV - 
Lantmateriet, 
National Land 
Survey of 
Sweden  

 SDIC 19 16.2     T     Do not demand to use namespace 
+ local identifier for every spatial 
object.  

 We prefer to use UUID according to 
ISO 11578 as the external and 
globally unique object identifier. The 
benefits using this standard are that 
every identifier easily can be 
created where and when the object 
is created without any development 
or management.  Information about 
“member state”, “data provider” and 
“data source” should under any 
circumstances not be merged into 
any object identifier. They are 
metadata attributes for the actual 
dataset. There is even no reason for 
creating a register (req. 77) 
maintaining all “identifier 
namespaces”.   

"NA" or "-" 
It is not impossible for a data 
producer to use UUID as local 
identifier. In this case, the 
namespace may be quite short such 
as "SW.NLS". 
Reasons for preferring namespaces 
to UUID are given in answer to 
comment 961. 

984  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 30 16.2 Requirement 
76 

T This requirement appears to make 
the assumption that the 
namespaces used in unique 
identifiers will always relate 1:1 with 
a particular download service.  In 
fact, as organisations change over 
time, the situation may not remain 
this simple.  It may be better to 
include a "distibutor" element in 
object-level metadata for this 
purpose. 

Remove the second sentence, or 
replace "shall" with "should". 

d 

985  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  44 16_2 Clause T The proposed structure for unique 
identifiers incorporates meta 
information into the generation of 
the identifier. Since the content of 
this meta information will change 
over time this requirement 

Unique identifiers shall only be used 
for what they are introduced: 
“unequivocally identifies a spatial 
object” and not trying to 
communicate something else 
(metainformation) with these 

"NA" 
See reasons in comment 961 
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contradicts directly requirement 67, 
stating that an identifier shall remain 
unchanged during the lifetime of an 
object. If the identifier remained 
unchanged, the meta information 
would be wrong or outdated over 
time and therefore useless.  

identifiers. We propose to introduce 
a system like UUID without 
namespaces. It would not be more 
work for the data producers as with 
the proposed solution, which tries to 
do a compromise with a 
combination between internal and 
external object identifiers. 
Requirements 70, 71, 72, 73, 74 
and 75 have to be changed in this 
sense. If necessary, for 
metainformation, the introduction of 
a mandatory link to a defined 
selection of spatial object metadata 
is always possible. 

986  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  44 16_2 Clause T The proposed structure for unique 
identifiers incorporates meta 
information into the generation of 
the identifier. Since the content of 
this meta information will change 
over time this requirement 
contradicts directly requirement 67, 
stating that an identifier shall remain 
unchanged during the lifetime of an 
object. If the identifier remained 
unchanged, the meta information 
would be wrong or outdated over 
time and therefore useless.  

Unique identifiers shall only be used 
for what they are introduced: 
“unequivocally identifies a spatial 
object” and not trying to 
communicate something else 
(metainformation) with these 
identifiers. We propose to introduce 
a system like UUID without 
namespaces. It would not be more 
work for the data producers as with 
the proposed solution, which tries to 
do a compromise with a 
combination between internal and 
external object identifiers. 
Requirements 70, 71, 72, 73, 74 
and 75 have to be changed in this 
sense. If necessary, for 
metainformation, the introduction of 
a mandatory link to a defined 
selection of spatial object metadata 
is always possible. 

d 

987  LaMMA - 
LaMMA - 
Regione Toscana 
- CNR IBIMET  

 SDIC  9/11  16.2  Requirement 
70  

 E   The proposed solution  is not a sole 
. The inclusion of namespace code 
into identifier is not a unique way in 
order to manage traceability or 
provider localisation.  

 The identifier must be a ASN.1 
object identifier.   Substitution or 
inclusion of the other choice of 
UUID (DCE, ASN.1)   

"NA" 
Reasons why namespace have 
been chosen rather than UUID are 
given in answer to comment 961. 
But it is not forbidden to use UUID 
as local identifier. In this case, the 
namespace may be very short, such 
as "country code + organisation 
acronym". A note may be added on 
this topic. 
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988  CEN/TC 287 - 
CEN/TC 287 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC  9/11  16.2 Requirement 
70  

 E   The proposed solution  is not a sole 
. The inclusion of namespace code 
into identifier is not a unique way in 
order to manage traceability or 
provider localisation.  

 The identifier must be a ASN.1 
object identifier.   Substitution or 
inclusion of the other choice of 
UUID (DCE, ASN.1)   

d 

989  LaMMA - 
LaMMA - 
Regione Toscana 
- CNR IBIMET  

 SDIC  10/11  16.2 Requirement 
71 / 72 / 73 / 

74 / 75/77  

 E   If  the previous comments are 
accepted (about Requirement 70), 
avoiding identifier depending on the 
Namespace, these requirements 
are useless.  

 Delete Requirement 
71/72/73/74/75/77  

"NA" 
Previous comments not accepted. 
See reasons in answer to comment 
961 

990  CEN/TC 287 - 
CEN/TC 287 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC  10/11  16.2 Requirement 
71 / 72 / 73 / 

74 / 75/77  

 E   If  the previous comments are 
accepted (about Requirement 70), 
avoiding identifier depending on the 
Namespace, these requirements 
are useless.  

 Delete Requirement 
71/72/73/74/75/77  

d 

991  LaMMA - 
LaMMA - 
Regione Toscana 
- CNR IBIMET  

 SDIC  11/11  16.2  Requirement 
76  

 E   We agree with the use of a 
relationship register in order to 
manage traceability. For other kind 
of metadata information (i.e. 
provider localisation…) we suggest 
you to define these properties 
directly within a metadata structure. 

 Delete note 3 Delete example 1 
and example 2   

"NA" 
Metadata included in the identifier is 
quite light : only the country (or 
international organisation) code is 
mandatory. The remaining part has 
to be decided by each MS in order 
to ensure uniqueness. 

992  CEN/TC 287 - 
CEN/TC 287 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC  11/11  16.2  Requirement 
76  

 E   We agree with the use of a 
relationship register in order to 
manage traceability. For other kind 
of metadata information (i.e. 
provider localisation…) we suggest 
you to define these properties 
directly within a metadata structure. 

 Delete note 3 Delete example 1 
and example 2   

d 

993  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 86 16.2  Requirement 
76  

 T   This requirement appears to make 
the assumption that the 
namespaces used in unique 
identifiers will always relate 1:1 with 
a particular download service.  In 
fact, as organisations change over 
time, the situation may not remain 
this simple.  It may be better to 
include a "distibutor" element in 
object-level metadata for this 
purpose.  

 Remove the second sentence, or 
replace "shall" with "should".  

d 

994  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 14 16.2  Requirement 
73  

 G   United Kingdom in ISO 3166 is 
"GB" not "UK" which will mean that 
Northern Ireland data will have the 
prefix GB.  

 Make an exception for UK and use 
"UK" or allow Northern Ireland to 
use "GBNI" the next level down in 
the standard  

"A" 
Best solution is to require "UK" 
instead of "GB" as "UK" corresponds 
to the political status of Northern 
Ireland. 
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995  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     16_2   Clause   T   The proposed structure for unique 
identifiers incorporates meta 
information into the generation of 
the identifier. Since the content of 
this meta information will change 
over time this requirement 
contradicts directly requirement 67, 
stating that an identifier shall remain 
unchanged during the lifetime of an 
object. If the identifier remained 
unchanged, the meta information 
would be wrong or outdated over 
time and therefore useless.   

 Unique identifiers shall only be 
used for what they are introduced: 
“unequivocally identifies a spatial 
object” and not trying to 
communicate something else 
(metainformation) with these 
identifiers. We propose to introduce 
a system like UUID without 
namespaces. It would not be more 
work for the data producers as with 
the proposed solution, which tries to 
do a compromise with a 
combination between internal and 
external object identifiers. 
Requirements 70, 71, 72, 73, 74 
and 75 have to be changed in this 
sense. If necessary, for 
metainformation, the introduction of 
a mandatory link to a defined 
selection of spatial object metadata 
is always possible.  

"NA" 
Reasons to choose namespaces 
rather than UUID are given in 
answer to comment 961 

996  Geonovum   LMO  18 16.2     E   Requirement 77, second bullet. 
This is already said in requirement 
66.  

 Modify   NA 
This requirement provides a 
summary of the whole paragraph 
and so may be useful (even if there 
is some redundancy). 

997  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN127 16.3 Lexical rules, 
1st paragraph

E To be rewritten because mixed up Rewrite A 

998  Department for 
Environment, 
Food and Rural 
Affairs (Defra)  

 LMO  21 16.4 requirement 
78 

T This statement is good as Defra has 
recognised the need for unique 
identifiers for datasets through the 
development of their own spatial 
data infrastructure (as many 
datasets change name over time 
through legislation/policy change). 
However, there should also be 
lexical rules for the creation of 
unique identifiers for spatial 
datasets 

describe the lexical rules for 
determining unique identifiers for 
spatial datasets 

NA - the same rules apply, it is 
unclear which additional rules are 
required 

999  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 87 16.4  Requirement 
78  

 E   Wording   "The rules for unique identifiers of 
spatial objects shall also apply to 
spatial datasets."  

A 

1000  DNF - Digital  SDIC 15 16.4  Requirement  E   Wording   "The rules for unique identifiers of A 
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National 
Framework  

78  spatial objects shall also apply to 
spatial datasets."  

1001  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN128 16.5 Coverages G I cannot understand why you 
encourage to confuse the structure 
of the identifier with metadata 

Insist on the fact that it is only an 
exmple of structure to base it on 
metadata, but has nothing to do with 
metadata. 

A 

1002  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  23 16.5  page 70, 
Requirement 

72 

G "Requirement 72: All namespaces 
shall start with a code that 
unambiguously identifies the data 
provider." 
 
Question: Does this method cover 
the situation that exactly identical 
data can be obtained from more 
than one data provider?  

Please clarify. "-" 
The case where 2 data providers 
provide exactly identical data (e.g. in 
case of coproduction and/or 
codelivery) is not covered by this 
method. The case has to be 
considered by the data providers 
themselves. For instance, an 
agreement may be found to use 
acronyms of both providers (e.g. in 
France, IGN and SHOM are 
coproducers for elevation data on 
littoral. The name space for theses 
data might begin by FR.IGN_SHOM) 

1003  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 88 16.5  Requirement 
79  

 E   Wording   "The rules for unique identifiers of 
spatial objects shall also apply to 
coverages."  

A 

1004  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 16 16.5  Requirement 
79  

 E   Wording   "The rules for unique identifiers of 
spatial objects shall also apply to 
coverages."  

A 

1005  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  27 16.6  Requirement 
81  

 T   Suggesting that version identifiers 
should be character strings, and 
suggesting (indeed encouraging) 
the use of timestamps as version 
identifiers is a bad idea.  
Timestamps and version IDs are 
different things.  Also, we believe 
that integer values are the most 
efficient method of versioning - 
especially where change is dyanmic 
(eg two or more changes on the 
same say). Although we understand 
that character strings may be 
needed to support the methods 
currently used by other countries, 
we do not think that their use should 
be explicitly endorsed.  This is 
guaranteed to cause problems in 

 "The version identifier shall be 
represented as a character string 
and shall be updated each time the 
spatial object is modified." - also 
remove the note beneath talking 
about timestamps.  We suggest 
replacement with: "Integer version 
numbers are a useful method for 
identifying different versions of a 
spatial object, since the value can 
be incrementally updated each time 
the spatial object is modified."  

"NA" 
Integers may be converted into 
character strings but the opposite is 
not true. So, your suggestion may 
be difficult to respect by data 
producers having other ways to 
version spatial object. 
Moreover, version numbersmay be 
quite convenient for data producers 
but not so much for data users, as 
the user generally does not know 
anything about these version 
numbers. 
Timestamps give some information 
about the data currency and it may 
be an advantage for users. 
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future if not amended.  
1006  LMV - 

Lantmateriet, 
National Land 
Survey of 
Sweden  

 SDIC 20 16.6  Req. 80-81  T    The principles for versioning and 
updating versioned spatial objects 
are not clearly described. As an 
example, Sweden will use two 
attributes for versioned objects.1;  
One version number [1,2,,n] 
(Integer) and 2; a timestamp 
versionTime (DateTime). We think 
that both these attributes should be 
in the scope of the requirements 
with a ‘version identifier’?  

 Provide principles for versioning 
and updating of versioned spatial 
objects and add more examples.  

"NA" 
Recommendations and examples 
are already included in 9.6.4. By the 
way, a reference to clause 9.6 is 
given in this paragraph. 

1007  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 31 16.6 Requirement 
81 

T Suggesting that version identifiers 
should be character strings, and 
suggesting (indeed encouraging) 
the use of timestamps as version 
identifiers is a bad idea.  
Timestamps and version IDs are 
different things.  Also, we believe 
that integer values are the most 
efficient method of versioning - 
especially where change is dyanmic 
(eg two or more changes on the 
same say). Although we understand 
that character strings may be 
needed to support the methods 
currently used by other countries, 
we do not think that their use should 
be explicitly endorsed.  This is 
guaranteed to cause problems in 
future if not amended. 

"The version identifier shall be 
represented as a character string 
and shall be updated each time the 
spatial object is modified." - also 
remove the note beneath talking 
about timestamps.  We suggest 
replacement with: "Integer version 
numbers are a useful method for 
identifying different versions of a 
spatial object, since the value can 
be incrementally updated each time 
the spatial object is modified." 

d 

1008  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 17 16.6  Requirement 
80  

 E   Use of English   "In the case where the application 
schema…..  

A 

1009  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 89 16.6  Requirement 
80  

 E   Use of English   "In the case where the application 
schema…..  

d 

1010  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 90 16.6  Requirement 
81  

 T   Suggesting that version identifiers 
should be character strings, and 
suggesting (indeed encouraging) 
the use of timestamps as version 
identifiers is a bad idea.  
Timestamps and version IDs are 
different things.  Also, we believe 

 "The version identifier shall be 
represented as a character string 
and shall be updated each time the 
spatial object is modified." - also 
remove the note beneath talking 
about timestamps.  We suggest 
replacement with: "Integer version 

d 
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that integer values are the most 
efficient method of versioning - 
especially where change is dyanmic 
(eg two or more changes on the 
same say). Although we understand 
that character strings may be 
needed to support the methods 
currently used by other countries, 
we do not think that their use should 
be explicitly endorsed.  This is 
guaranteed to cause problems in 
future if not amended.  

numbers are a useful method for 
identifying different versions of a 
spatial object, since the value can 
be incrementally updated each time 
the spatial object is modified."  

1011  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 91 16.6  Requirement 
82  

 E   Wording   "The version identifier shall not 
form part of the unique identifier of a 
spatial object"  

A 

1012  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 18 16.6  Requirement 
82  

 E   Wording   "The version identifier shall not 
form part of the unique identifier of a 
spatial object"  

d 

1013  Geonovum   LMO  19 16.6     E   Missing word “as”.   Change in: The version identifier 
shall not be considered as part of 
the unique identifier of a spatial 
object.  

AwM 
See comment 1011 

1014  FINSDI-META - 
Finnish expert 
group on GI 
metadata  

 SDIC  FI13  17     G    It is not clear how the registers are 
to be applied in INSPIRE. Are the 
registers supposed to assist the 
INSPIRE data specification 
providers, or will they assist the 
European users to understand the 
data specifications. It is our 
understanding that during the data 
specification phase, several groups 
will work in parallel with applications 
schemas, and they will probably not 
be available in a register before they 
are quite matured. Which means 
that there will at the time of register 
implementations exist feature types 
with attributes and associations. In 
this case it will be more feasible to 
put these into a feature catalogue 
register and not to split this up to 
dictionary concepts.   

 Specify how the registers will be 
applied in the process.  

AwM - reference D2.6 which 
contains an explanation. See also 
#53 and 359 

1015  FINSDI-META - 
Finnish expert 

 SDIC  FI14  17  Feature 
concept 

 G   Referring to our previous comment 
FI3, INSPIRE might benefit from a 

 Consider if a register for feature 
catalogues should have preference 

NA 
both registers complement each 
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group on GI 
metadata  

dictionary  register for feature catalogues 
rather than loosely coupled 
concepts in a concept dictionary.   

over common feature concept 
dictionary.  

other 

1016  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN129 17 list G A place for clarifications Complete the list with what is 
"INSPIRE something" (eg. 
"INSPIRE application schemas", 
and what is "plain something")  - ie. 
with what should be made INSPIRE 
compliant, and what should be 
created by INSPIRE for all 
producers 

Ap - Clarify that all registers have to 
be created for INSPIRE (although it 
may be decided that some register 
refer to other registers) and that the 
examples are about existing 
registers and are provided to 
illustrate the concept only. 

1017  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN130 17   T Gazetteers should probably also be 
maintained as registers and 
registries in INSPIRE. 

Add gazetteers in the list of 
registers to maintain within 
INSPIRE. 

A - A gazetteer may be maintained 
as a register if it contains the retired 
items, otherwise it is a dataset. The 
user requirements may eventually 
clarify if there is a need to do so. 
The usage of geographic identifiers 
within object referencing may 
require that life-cycle rules of 
registers may be applied. 
 
However, the implementation 
specifications go a different path 
(Gazetteer as WFS profile). 
 
Add to registry clause but add note 
discussing the above 

1018  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK37  17     G   This clause proposes several 
registers. It is not clear if these will 
be established on a national or 
European level. It should be stated 
that these registers should be 
established at the European level by 
the European Commission, and that 
member nations should have 
access to the content of these 
registers. It is not clear who will be 
responsible for the daily 
mainenance of this registers, if this 
should be maintained at the 
European level or national level.  

 Clarify who will establish and 
maintain these registeres.  

R - The CT will take the appropriate 
measures for establishing  the 
necessary registers. See #53 and 
359 

1019  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK38  17     G    It is not clear how the registers are 
to be applied in INSPIRE. Are the 
registers supposed to assist the 
INSPIRE data specification 
providers, or will they assist the 

 Specify how the registers will be 
applied in the process.  

d 
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European users to understand the 
data specifications. It is our 
understanding that during the data 
specification phase, several groups 
will work in parallel with applications 
schemas, and they will probably not 
be available in a register before they 
are quite matured. Which means 
that there will at the time of register 
implementations exist feature types 
with attributes and associations. In 
this case it will be more feasible to 
put these into a feature catalogue 
register and not split this up to 
dictionary concepts. The Norwegian 
general feature catalogue (covering 
44 application domains)  is a proof 
of concept for this methodology   

1020  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK39 17 Feature 
concept 

dictionary 

G Refering to previous comments, 
INSPIRE might benefit from a 
register for feature catalogues 
rather than loosely coupled 
concepts in a concept dictionary.  

Consider if a register for feature 
catalogues should have preference 
over common feature concept 
dictionary. 

d 

1021  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK39  17  Feature 
concept 

dictionary  

 G   Refering to previous comments, 
INSPIRE might benefit from a 
register for feature catalogues 
rather than loosely coupled 
concepts in a concept dictionary.   

 Consider if a register for feature 
catalogues should have preference 
over common feature concept 
dictionary.  

d 

1022  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  28 17  Example 3   T   Another example for this is 
CityGML. This would be a good 
example since CityGML is not tied 
to any national data, but a truly 
international application schema (it 
had major input from Germany, 
Switzerland, the UK as well as OGC 
and EuroSDR as international/ 
European bodies). The recent OGC 
best practise paper on CityGML has 
been uploaded as reference 
material to the Inspire portal.   

 add "CityGML (international)" in the 
list of examples and new entry into 
Bibliography (see below)   

A 

1023  Met Office   LMO   MetO-83  17  bullet points  T   What about registers of/for rights 
management  

 add new bullet on rights 
management  

NA - such registers should be 
proposed by DT DSS, if required 

1024  United Kingdom 
Hydrographic 
Office  

 LMO  21 17  Application 
schema bullet 

 G   Here "all INSPIRE application 
schemas are maintained in a 
consolidated UML model". This 

   d 
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implies a registration process for 
application schemas, and then an 
additional process to consolidate 
those schemas into a single model. 
If this is the plan, then a fuller 
description is required - and an 
ongoing budget & work 
responsibility.  

1025  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK37 17   G This clause proposes several 
registers. It is not clear if these will 
be established on a national or 
European level. It should be stated 
that these registers should be 
established at the European level by 
the European Commission, and that 
member nations should have 
access to the content of these 
registers. It is not clear who will be 
responsible for the daily 
mainenance of this registers, if this 
should be maintained at the 
European level or national level. 

Clarify who will establish and 
maintain these registeres. 

See #53 and 359 

1026  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK38 17   G  It is not clear how the registers are 
to be applied in INSPIRE. Are the 
registers supposed to assist the 
INSPIRE data specification 
providers, or will they assist the 
European users to understand the 
data specifications. It is our 
understanding that during the data 
specification phase, several groups 
will work in parallel with applications 
schemas, and they will probably not 
be available in a register before they 
are quite matured. Which means 
that there will at the time of register 
implementations exist feature types 
with attributes and associations. In 
this case it will be more feasible to 
put these into a feature catalogue 
register and not split this up to 
dictionary concepts. The Norwegian 
general feature catalogue (covering 
44 application domains)  is a proof 
of concept for this methodology  

Specify how the registers will be 
applied in the process. 

d 

1027  EuroSDR -  SDIC 32 17 Example 3  T Another example for this is add "CityGML (international)" in the d 
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EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

CityGML. This would be a good 
example since CityGML is not tied 
to any national data, but a truly 
international application schema (it 
had major input from Germany, 
Switzerland, the UK as well as OGC 
and EuroSDR as international/ 
European bodies). The recent OGC 
best practise paper on CityGML has 
been uploaded as reference 
material to the Inspire portal.  

list of examples and new entry into 
Bibliography (see below)  

1028  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 33 17   G Again, the EU funded MOTIIVE 
project is developing a registry that 
uses ebRIM together with ISO 
19109 and ISO 19110 to store and 
manage information about 
components within an SDI.  This 
project includes the items listed in 
Clause 17, as well as resources that 
can be used to implement the SDI 
(data and web services), and links 
those resources to the feature type 
catalogue representations that they 
implement.  Future work is likely to 
increase the semantic richness of 
these registries and include 
ontological information about 
feature types and resources. 

recommended addition to Clause 
17: 
The EU funded MOTIIVE project 
(http://www.iode.org/motiivenew/ind
ex.php?option=com_frontpage&Item
id=1) is implementing registries that 
combine ISO 19109, ISO 19110 and 
ebRIM to store multiple resources 
required in an SDI, including feature 
type catalogues, application 
schemas and the resources that 
implement feature types and their 
operations.  INSPIRE may take 
advantage of this work in 
implementing registries that include 
semantic information and allow 
feaure types to be linked to their 
implementations. 

See #457 

1029  Department for 
Environment, 
Food and Rural 
Affairs (Defra)  

 LMO  22 17   T Within this section there is no 
statement relating to who will be the 
responsible party for these 
registries. For example you would 
not expect each Member State to 
develop a registry of UoM or CRS 
these would be central INSPIRE 
ones but Member States may 
establish their own registries for 
unique identifiers 

Add in who is anticipated to be the 
responsible party for some of the 
examples of registries 

d 

1030  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 92 17  First para   E   The first para seems to be stating a 
requirement i.e. resources shall be 
maintained in registers conforming 
to ISO 19135.   

 Amend to read as a requirement.  A  

1031  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 

 SDIC 93 17     G   This requriement is a potentially 
massive undertaking.  

 Consider the consequences of this. See #53 and 359. In addition, it is 
assumed that the list of registers can 
be completed in the IR development 
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Information  process . 
1032  AGI - 

Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 94 17  Example 3   T   Another example for this is 
CityGML. This would be a good 
example since CityGML is not tied 
to any national data, but a truly 
international application schema (it 
had major input from Germany, 
Switzerland, the UK as well as OGC 
and EuroSDR as international/ 
European bodies). The recent OGC 
best practise paper on CityGML has 
been uploaded as reference 
material to the Inspire portal.   

 add "CityGML (international)" in the 
list of examples and new entry into 
Bibliography (see below)   

d 

1033  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 19 17  First para   G   The first para seems to be stating a 
requirement i.e. resources shall be 
maintained in registers conforming 
to ISO 19135.   

 Amend to read as a requirement.  d 

1034  Geonovum   LMO  20 17     T   Codelists. Stated here is that the 
value domain of the codelist has to 
be managed outside the feature 
catalogue or application schema. Is 
this not based on the schema 
implementation and/or register 
implementation?  

 Change text if the comment make 
sense.  

A 
The current text does cauase some 
confusion, should be clarified: "but is 
managed separately from feature 
catalogue / application schema in its 
own dictionary." 

1035  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN131 18   T The document from DT MD deals 
with metadata at discovery level for 
datasets or data series. 
Requirements 83 and 84 are about 
metadata for individual spatial 
objects. 
What about metadata for evaluation 
and use at data set level which are 
generally required by users? 

Give some indication about the 
status of metadata for evaluation 
and use at data set (or data series) 
level. 

R to CT - In principle, this would 
belong to the draft IR on metadata. 
The draft IR, however, puts the 
specification of evaluation and use 
metadata on TWG or "community"'s 
responsability. DT DS agreed that 
metadata at evaluation level which 
may be required by all or most 
themes should be defined in the IR 
on metadata, but that other 
elements should be defined by 
TWG. To be decided/clarified by CT. 
Note: See also D2.6 6.3.7. JRC: The 
current IR for MD already contain 
two elements that go beyond pure 
discovery and allow users a first 
assessment needed of evaluation: 
Conformity to the data and service 
specifications as per Art 7.1, and 
quality via lineage and resolution. 

1036  EuroSDR -  SDIC 34 18 Para 1 T by 'discovery' and 'first level Metadata for discovery and for first R - see #1035 
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EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

evaluation' we assume that you 
mean 'core metadata' (19115,  as 
referenced by 19131?) If this is 
correct see proposed change.  

level evaluation of a data set or data 
series (otherwise referred to as core 
metadata) as required by the 
Directive, including issues of quality, 
validity, and conformity will be 
mandated by the Implementing 
Rules on Metadata. 

1037  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  29 18  Para 1   T   by 'discovery' and 'first level 
evaluation' we assume that you 
mean 'core metadata' (19115,  as 
referenced by 19131?) If this is 
correct see proposed change.   

 Metadata for discovery and for first 
level evaluation of a data set or data 
series (otherwise referred to as core 
metadata) as required by the 
Directive, including issues of quality, 
validity, and conformity will be 
mandated by the Implementing 
Rules on Metadata.  

d 

1038  Met Office   LMO   MetO-84  18  req 84   E   When requiring an ISO standard, 
particularly a specific part of an ISO 
standard it needs to be spelled out 
each time what it is  

 expand and explain the 
requirement  

Ap 
Explain what ISO 19109 8.5.2 is 
about 

1039  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 40 18 1st paragraph G Tthis clause needs to be simplyfied Formulate only the requirement 
“Metadata shall be generated 
according to the Implementing 
Rules on Metadata? 

NA  
– Metadata IR is (currently) about 
discovery metadata at dataset level. 
– DS may specify evaluation 
metadata both at application 
schema level and feature level. 

1040  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC    18  1st 
paragraph  

 Q   Why is there this clause? Why not 
simply formulating the requirement 
“Metadata shall be generated 
according to the Implementing 
Rules on Metadata?  

   d 

1041  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  45 18 1st paragraph Q Why is there this clause? Why not 
simply formulating the requirement 
“Metadata shall be generated 
according to the Implementing 
Rules on Metadata? 

  d 

1042  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  45 18 1st paragraph Q Why is there this clause? Why not 
simply formulating the requirement 
“Metadata shall be generated 
according to the Implementing 
Rules on Metadata? 

  d 

1043  Department for 
Environment, 
Food and Rural 

 LMO  23 18 requirement 
85 

T Information which explains why an 
object has changed is also 
important as users of a download 

Include a statement about the 
importance of a reason for change 
attribute (metadata) for each feature 

Ap, add statement but with a 
statement similar to versions of 
objects (i.e. this shall in general not 
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Affairs (Defra)  service may only be interested in 
identifying objects that have 
changed resulting from real world 
changes rather than transaction 
database changes caused by 
internal QA processes 

as has a lot of utility particularly 
when you are cross-referencing 
data as you can then determine 
whether the resultant change 
means that you can continue to use 
the base reference object or 
whether you then have to create 
ancillary geometries as the change 
breaks your business requirements 

change anything on the data 
provider end, only allow the 
publication of the information where 
available) 

1044  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN132 19 Requirement 
86 

T There is some inconsistency 
between this requirement and 
clause 16, as in clause 16, unique 
object identifiers are not required for 
spatial objects from themes in 
Annex III. 

This requirement should probably 
apply only for themes in Annexes I 
and II. 

Ap 
Also applies to Annex III, bjut should 
be decoupled from object id 
illustration 

1045  Met Office   LMO   MetO-85  19  all   G   Maintenance requirement for real 
time and forecast data is an entire 
subject matter which is currently 
independent of the data 
specification. The apparent 
requirements to re-engineer 52+ 
data specifications for WMO 
standards, suddenly becomes an 
even larger task.  

 ??????????  Ap - It was and is not the intention to 
require any re-engineering of 
existing data specifications. The 
main point is to require 
documentation of maintenance 
procedures and life-cycle rules 
where available. Revise clause and 
requirements to make this clear. 

1046  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN133 20 Data Quality T beyond logical consistency, a 
minimum for quality specification is 
needed to achieve interoperability. 
One way is to define minimum 
requirements/values for quality 
criteria on every data of reference 
(themes in Annex 1 and 2). 

 This should be achieved in the 
detailed specification but can be 
mentioned in the conceptual model. 

NA 
this would also be appliaction / user 
dependent; D2.6 will also provide 
guidelines about quality. 

1047  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK40  20  NOTE   G   It is stated that data and 
information quality is often defined 
as validity for purpose in an 
environmental purpose. That is true, 
but does not align with the quality 
model applied in ISO 19131. ISO 
19131 applies the quality elements 
and sub elements from ISO 19115, 
which does not include "validity for 
purpose". The validity for purpose is 
often the result of investigating the 
quality requirements in a data 
specification.  

 Describe that validity for purpose is 
the result of investigating quality 
requirement and other requirements 
in the data produtct specifications, 
and is not a quality element as 
such.  

A 

1048  EuroSDR -  SDIC 35 20 Para 2 E Wording unclear - minor changes Note: Data and information quality A 
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EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

for clarity. may be defined as “validity for 
purpose” in the context of its 
application. This represents a 
broader view than the definition of 
data quality for spatial data as 
currently defined in the ISO 19100 
series. The validity for a specific 
purpose is depending on the 
specific use case / application. 

1049  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  30 20  Para 2   E   Wording unclear - minor changes 
for clarity.  

 Note: Data and information quality 
may be defined as “validity for 
purpose” in the context of its 
application. This represents a 
broader view than the definition of 
data quality for spatial data as 
currently defined in the ISO 19100 
series. The validity for a specific 
purpose is depending on the 
specific use case / application.  

d 

1050  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  31 20  Para 2   G   Is this note suggesting we describe 
quality beyond that which is defined 
by the 1900 series? 19113 does 
consider the broader view: 'Data 
users are gven the means for 
assessing a dataset derived from a 
universe of discourse identified as 
being coincident with requirements 
of a data user's application' 
(ISO19113, Annex B.2 para 2). The 
broader view will be attained 
through 1900 series if our 
respective universe of discourses 
converge enough.   

   A / d1047 
use the text as stated in the 
comment to clarify 

1051  Met Office   LMO   MetO-86  20  Note   G   In WMO, quality measure NEVER 
are contained with the data. Quality 
measures are separate data. WMO 
specifies quality requirements for 
data capture, and WMO Member 
States, train, authorise and accredit 
observers, observing sites and 
equipment to that standard - NOT 
the data. Q&V processes for data, 
since an observation cannot be 
repeated, require a complex 
verification process in which the 
verification data is usually very 

 Provide an example to the note, 
excluding temporal data from this 
requirement.  

A - No real issue is here; the usual 
INSPIRE users are unlikely to look 
forward those kind of quality 
elements that are managed in met 
community based on the 
verifications 
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much larger than the original data.   
1052  United Kingdom 

Hydrographic 
Office  

 LMO  22 20     T   Given that quality is (relates to) 
"validity for purpose", whilst 
INSPIRE will encourage the reuse 
of data for different purposes, it may 
be necessary to establish a register 
of "purposes" to which quality 
statements can refer.  

   NA - while this would be "nice to 
have", this is considered not strictly 
necessary; the approach is rather to 
publish the data quality information 
for data and then users / 
applications can decided about the 
validity for their purpose. 

1053  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK40 20 NOTE G It is stated that data and information 
quality is often defined as validity for 
purpose in an environmental 
purpose. That is true, but does not 
align with the quality model applied 
in ISO 19131. ISO 19131 applies 
the quality elements and sub 
elements from ISO 19115, which 
does not include "validity for 
purpose". The validity for purpose is 
often the result of investigating the 
quality requirements in a data 
specification. 

Describe that validity for purpose is 
the result of investigating quality 
requirement and other requirements 
in the data produtct specifications, 
and is not a quality element as 
such. 

d 

1054  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 36 20 Para 2 G Is this note suggesting we describe 
quality beyond that which is defined 
by the 1900 series? 19113 does 
consider the broader view: 'Data 
users are gven the means for 
assessing a dataset derived from a 
universe of discourse identified as 
being coincident with requirements 
of a data user's application' 
(ISO19113, Annex B.2 para 2). The 
broader view will be attained 
through 1900 series if our 
respective universe of discourses 
converge enough.  

  d 

1055  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 95 20  Para 2   E   Is this note suggesting we describe 
quality beyond that which is defined 
by the 1900 series? 19113 does 
consider the broader view: 'Data 
users are gven the means for 
assessing a dataset derived from a 
universe of discourse identified as 
being coincident with requirements 
of a data user's application' 
(ISO19113, Annex B.2 para 2). The 
broader view will be attained 

 Clarify Note: Data and information 
quality may be defined as “validity 
for purpose” in the context of its 
application. This represents a 
broader view than the definition of 
data quality for spatial data as 
currently defined in the ISO 19100 
series. The validity for a specific 
purpose is depending on the 
specific use case / application.  

d 
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through 1900 series if our 
respective universe of discourses 
converge enough.   

1056  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 96 20  NOTE   E   Usually expressed as "fitness for 
purpose"  

 "fitness for purpose"  A 

1057  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 20 20  NOTE   E   Usually expressed as "fitness for 
purpose"  

 "fitness for purpose"  d 

1058  
EuroGeographics 
- 
EuroGeographics 

 SDIC    22 Recommend
ation32  

 E   wording in first line is inelegant    reword to 'if data does not exist at 
the same level …'  

A 

1059  
EuroGeographics 
- 
EuroGeographics 

 SDIC    22  para below 
Recommend
ation 34 line 

two  

 E   the word lay seems out of place   reword  A 
remove word lay 

1060  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN134 22 All § G The discussion on consistency 
eludes the fact that there are 
multiple universes of discourses. 
Neither does it state that it can only 
take place (as a discussion) by 
presupposing that there is one 
Universe of Discourse, which the 
authors do not make explicit (eg. as 
The Inspire Universe Of Discourse) 

The conceptual fundamentals of this 
discussion on consistency should 
be made clear. What The Inspire 
Universe Of Discourse is should be 
made explicit. 

NA 
UoD is more or less statement of 
what is inside scope, the Inspire 
scope is given by the 34 themes  

1061  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN135 22 Below 
recommendat

ion 31, 3rd 
paragraph 

G "Differences between data sets are 
a natural result of…" : the reasons 
given are incomplete 

At least quote also the differences in 
the different Universes of Discourse 
that preside to the different captures

A 
add scope/theme 

1062  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN136 22 Below 
recommendat

ion 31, 3rd 
paragraph 

G "under defined" : does not mean 
anything 

correct the expression A 
replace with " not completeley 
defined" 

1063  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN137 22 All § G The discussion seems to say that 
some Inspire something will alter 
the data to make them consistent, 
yet the "something" is not defined, 
and the consequences are but 
poorly assessed 

To be both pertinent and consistent 
with the rest of the document, 1) 
make it clearer who or what in 
Inspire is meant to alter the data ; 2) 
make the criteria to decide 
consistency more explicit (it looks to 
me as if consistency-making were a 
highly subjective operation, showing 
no respect to the specificities of the 
different producers or products) ; 3) 

R - It is not the task of the GCM to 
specify the procedures and the 
involved actors. Any measures to 
achieve consistency have to be 
taken by the responsible 
organisations of the MS. The need 
to make the alterations explicit and 
how to document it should be 
decided  perhaps on case by case 
basis.  Maybe to be considered by 
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quote the possible use of 
referencing altered data to original 
data, 4) quote the implications on 
the Metadata and on the 
Specifications of the data to be 
presented to the users, 5) quote the 
implications on application 
schemas, 6) quote the possible 
consequences on versioned / 
referenced data 

the TWGs? 

1064  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN138 22 Recommend
ation 34 

T I am not sure it can be said that "the 
INSPIRE data cannot be a strict 
copy of data producers". The 
modification of original data is a cost 
effective operation and may 
generate inconsistencies, so it  must 
be limited. It is better to solve 
problems before deriving the 
INSPIRE product (see also B.4.2, 
the paragraph after Figure 25, and 
B.4.4 last sentences) 

  - 

1065  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK41  22  Requirement 
88  

 G   It is stated that the first consistency 
to check is the conformance to data 
specifications including the data 
capturing rules. Regarding data 
capturing rules, this is correct in the 
sense that in an INSPIRE data 
specification data capturing clause 
focuses on the minimum area of 
surfaces, minimum length of line 
strings etc, and not really on how 
the data has been captured. Fore 
example, if the data has been 
captured by photogrammetry, by 
laser scanning or by traditional 
surveying does not matter, as long 
as the method creates data that fulfil 
the requirements in the 
specifications.  

 Emphasize that for data capturing 
the conformance should be checked 
according to the selection criteria 
(range criteria) defined in the data 
capture clause of an INSPIRE data 
specification  

Ap - if such criteria are specified, but 
see also #1045 

1066  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK42  22 Recommend
ation 31  

 G   It is stated that harmonisation of 
data capturing rules between data 
producers would be very useful. 
Since INSPIRE shall build on 
existing data, which again is based 
upon existing capturing rules, it is 
not clear how these capturing rules 

 This recommendation must be 
clarified or deleted. A clarification is 
partly described in the text following 
the recommendation.  

Ap - it should not be deleted, as it is 
a general recommendation. Since 
existing data will be the basis of 
INSPIRE, feasibility and cost/benefit 
will in most or all cases not allow for 
a harmonisation of capturing rules; 
clarify 
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would would be harmonised. The 
only capturing rules that could be 
harmonised (if this is within the 
concept if capturing), is the 
processes related to data translation 
as part of the download service.  

1067  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 37 22 Recommend
ation 30 

G Ordnance Survey welcomes the 
notion that ontologies may provide 
future benefit in the definition and 
harmonisation of application 
schemas.  

  - 

1068  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  32 22 Recommend
ation 30  

 G   Ordnance Survey welcomes the 
notion that ontologies may provide 
future benefit in the definition and 
harmonisation of application 
schemas.   

   d 

1069  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  33 22 Recommend
ation 31  

 T   We agree that the harmonisation of 
data capture rules would be useful, 
albeit difficult to achieve. It would be 
useful if the application schemas 
could suggest non-mandatory data 
capture rules to give data providers 
an indication of what  is expected 
from the dataset.      

 Replace second sentence with 
"Non-mandatory data capture rules 
should be defined in sufficient detail 
to indicate the data requirements for 
a dataset and minimise 
harmonisation inconsistencies over 
a longer timeframe."  

A 

1070  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  34 22  paragraph 
before 

Recommend
ation 32  

 T   It has to be recognized that the 
version of a geometry (or an in fact 
an attribute) originally provided by a 
national data provider is definitive. 
This means that the data provider 
cannot assume liability for any 
changes performed by the service. 
We suggest that geometries are 
never changed but always added as 
an additional representation to any 
spatial object. It must be transparent 
to a data user which parts of the 
data are the definitive data source 
and which ones are derived through 
services.  We accept that spatial 
data in Inspire will have to differ 
from the definitive data held by the 
data provider in any country.   

 see next comment  A 
In case data is changed, also keep 
version before change (in different 
attributes) 

1071  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  35 22 Recommend
ation 32  

 T   We fully support this.  Surely it is 
better to have a KNOWN mismatch 
than an UNKNOWN mismatch that 

 New wording for Recommendation 
turned into a Requirement: "If data 
is changed (edge-matched for 

NA - While representing multiple 
geometries with the associated 
metadata to qualify the particular 
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has been hidden by a ‘fudged’ 
solution.  If known and understood 
then the mismatch can be 
managed.  Fudge by all means but 
keep the fudging separate from the 
authoritative detail and make it 
obviously identifiable. We fully 
support the notion to express 
altered geometries and attributes as 
additional representations of the 
same spatial object.  We suggest to 
turn this Recommendation into a 
requirement. A similar issue applies 
in the context of harmonisation 
across differenct themes. Therefore 
we suggest to delete the case-
dependancy on cross-border 
consistency and make this a more 
generic item.   

example), the changes to the data 
need to be clearly identifiable and 
documented. Definitive data 
shouldn't be changed, altered 
geometries and attribution should 
be added to the spatial object as a 
new representations giving the user 
the opportunity to decide which 
representation to use." The text "For 
the specific case of cross-border 
consistency, if data do not have at 
all the same level of detail on both 
sides, forcing data matching could 
be a very bad solution." can still be 
used as an introduction to this new 
Requirement.    

representation sounds attractive, it is 
not considered to be the appropraite 
solution from a practical point of 
view. Most data consumers 
(applications) will currently be able 
to handle this is a way that will let 
the data user allow to choose the 
representation he is interested in. 
Therefore, multiple representations 
may be stored internally in the data 
set, if required by other applications 
in the Member State, but when 
provided via an INSPIRE service, 
the harmonised geometry shall be 
used in accordance with the 
Directive. 

1072  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 41 22 Recommend
ation 33 

T It should be made clear that these 
techniques apply to the altered 
representations.  

Change "In order to correct 
automatically" to "In order to 
automatically create new 
edgematched representations 
correct automatically" 

A 

1073  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  36 22 Recommend
ation 33  

 T   It should be made clear that these 
techniques apply to the altered 
representations.   

 Change "In order to correct 
automatically" to "In order to 
automatically create new 
edgematched representations 
correct automatically"  

d 

1074  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 42 22 paragraph 
after 

recommendat
ion 34 

T Geometry changes may affect 
attributional changes, for instance 
the calculated area of a polygon 
geometry. This needs to be 
managed (see previous comment).  

Change: "the geometry  of some 
objects will be slightly different" to 
"the geometry and perhaps some 
attribution of objects will be slightly 
different e.g computed area" 

A 

1075  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 101 22  paragraph 
after 

recommendat
ion 34  

 T   Geometry changes may affect 
attributional changes, for instance 
the calculated area of a polygon 
geometry. This needs to be 
managed (see previous comment).  

 Change: "the geometry  of some 
objects will be slightly different" to 
"the geometry and perhaps some 
attribution of objects will be slightly 
different e.g computed area"  

d 

1076  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  37 22  paragraph 
after 

recommendat
ion 34  

 T   Geometry changes may affect 
attributional changes, for instance 
the calculated area of a polygon 
geometry. This needs to be 
managed (see previous comment).  

 Change: "the geometry  of some 
objects will be slightly different" to 
"the geometry and perhaps some 
attribution of objects will be slightly 
different e.g computed area"  

d 

1077  ND - Digital  SDIC SK41 22 Requirement G It is stated that the first consistency Emphasize that for data capturing d 
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Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

88 to check is the conformance to data 
specifications including the data 
capturing rules. Regarding data 
capturing rules, this is correct in the 
sense that in an INSPIRE data 
specification data capturing clause 
focuses on the minimum area of 
surfaces, minimum length of line 
strings etc, and not really on how 
the data has been captured. Fore 
example, if the data has been 
captured by photogrammetry, by 
laser scanning or by traditional 
surveying does not matter, as long 
as the method creates data that fulfil 
the requirements in the 
specifications. 

the conformance should be checked 
according to the selection criteria 
(range criteria) defined in the data 
capture clause of an INSPIRE data 
specification 

1078  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK42 22 Recommend
ation 31 

G It is stated that harmonisation of 
data capturing rules between data 
producers would be very useful. 
Since INSPIRE shall build on 
existing data, which again is based 
upon existing capturing rules, it is 
not clear how these capturing rules 
would would be harmonised. The 
only capturing rules that could be 
harmonised (if this is within the 
concept if capturing), is the 
processes related to data translation 
as part of the download service. 

This recommendation must be 
clarified or deleted. A clarification is 
partly described in the text following 
the recommendation. 

d 

1079  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 38 22 Recommend
ation 31 

T We agree that the harmonisation of 
data capture rules would be useful, 
albeit difficult to achieve. It would be 
useful if the application schemas 
could suggest non-mandatory data 
capture rules to give data providers 
an indication of what  is expected 
from the dataset.     

Replace second sentence with 
"Non-mandatory data capture rules 
should be defined in sufficient detail 
to indicate the data requirements for 
a dataset and minimise 
harmonisation inconsistencies over 
a longer timeframe." 

d 

1080  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 39 22 paragraph 
before 

Recommend
ation 32 

T It has to be recognized that the 
version of a geometry (or an in fact 
an attribute) originally provided by a 
national data provider is definitive. 
This means that the data provider 
cannot assume liability for any 
changes performed by the service. 
We suggest that geometries are 

see next comment d 
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never changed but always added as 
an additional representation to any 
spatial object. It must be transparent 
to a data user which parts of the 
data are the definitive data source 
and which ones are derived through 
services.  
We accept that spatial data in 
Inspire will have to differ from the 
definitive data held by the data 
provider in any country.  

1081  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 40 22 Recommend
ation 32 

T We fully support this.  Surely it is 
better to have a KNOWN mismatch 
than an UNKNOWN mismatch that 
has been hidden by a ‘fudged’ 
solution.  If known and understood 
then the mismatch can be 
managed.  Fudge by all means but 
keep the fudging separate from the 
authoritative detail and make it 
obviously identifiable. 
We fully support the notion to 
express altered geometries and 
attributes as additional 
representations of the same spatial 
object.  
We suggest to turn this 
Recommendation into a 
requirement. 
A similar issue applies in the context 
of harmonisation across differenct 
themes. Therefore we suggest to 
delete the case-dependancy on 
cross-border consistency and make 
this a more generic item.  

New wording for Recommendation 
turned into a Requirement: "If data 
is changed (edge-matched for 
example), the changes to the data 
need to be clearly identifiable and 
documented. Definitive data 
shouldn't be changed, altered 
geometries and attribution should 
be added to the spatial object as a 
new representations giving the user 
the opportunity to decide which 
representation to use." 
The text "For the specific case of 
cross-border consistency, if data do 
not have at all the same level of 
detail on both sides, forcing data 
matching could be a very bad 
solution." can still be used as an 
introduction to this new 
Requirement.  

d 

1082  Department for 
Environment, 
Food and Rural 
Affairs (Defra)  

 LMO  24 22 recommendat
ion 31 

G This recommendation appears to be 
more of a request by the author of 
this section for INSPIRE to 
undertake research and 
development into ontologies rather 
than an actual recommendation for 
Member States or individual 
organisations 

remove recommendation Ap - There is a point here, but I think 
this comment is on rec 30 (n ot 31) 

1083  Department for 
Environment, 
Food and Rural 

 LMO  25 22 recommendat
ion 32 

T There needs to be a recognised 
relationship between the 
requirements for data consistency 

Need to include a statement that 
explains that section S data capture 
rules will provide guidance 

NA - the current content of clause 24 
is considered sufficient for the 
purposes of INSPIRE 
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Affairs (Defra)  and the data capture rules. There 
appears to be more requirements 
for data capture rules within the 
consistency section than would 
appear in section S. 

describing how to describe the data 
capture rules. Particularly to ensure 
that they will contain the level of 
detail required to support 
requirement 88 

1084  Department for 
Environment, 
Food and Rural 
Affairs (Defra)  

 LMO  26 22 recommendat
ion 34 

T There are a lot of questions raised 
within this section. Although this 
document does not form part of the 
implementing rules should it not 
recognise these issues but also 
state what INSPIRE will do to 
resolve these questions in addition 
to highlighting them. If not how will 
data consistency be included in the 
final implementing rules.  

   - The Implementing Rules of 
INSPIRE give the concrete 
requirements necessary to "combine 
spatial data from different sources 
across the Community in a 
consistent way" (recital 6) 
Consistency rules can be formalised 
as constraints in the application 
schemas This will be the task of the 
TWGs and make part of the 
corresponding IRs. 

1085 Bundesanstalt für 
Geowissenschaft
en und Rohstoffe 
(BGR) 

? 10 22 to rec. 22, 
"INSPIRE 

data cannot 
be a strict 

copy of the 
data of data 

producers: for
consistency 

the geometry 
of some 

objects will 
be slightly 
different" 

G Does that only apply to data along 
political boundries, or does that 
influence the national datasets as 
well? We see a danger here for 
different varieties of te hsame 
8parent) dataset that may cause 
irritation .. and technical problems 
as well. 

Please clarify AwM 
Add note that this can also happen 
within a country (e.g. different 
muncipalicties/provinces collecting 
data) 

1086  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 98 22 Recommend
ation 31  

 T   Harmonisation of application 
schemas may not be simple. Does 
this mean that harmonisation of 
data capture rules is not useful?  

 Clarify or delete recommendation.  A 
Add text that if application schemas 
can not be easily harmonized, the 
the data capture rule realte to think 
that are to different. 

1087  EA - 
Environment 
Agency for 
England and 
Wales  

 SDIC 12 22 Recommend
ation 32 and 

33  

 T   Data of "higher" known quality 
should take a higher preference in 
determining what is moved  

 add text to state that higher priority 
should be given to data sets known 
to be of higher quality in 
determinging which should be 
moved or fixed  

A - some similar rule is already 
given - at least as example - in D2.6 
for edge-matching; add a reference 
to the Annex of D2.6 

1088  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 21 22 Recommend
ation 32 and 

33  

 T   Data of "higher" known quality 
should take a higher preference in 
determining what is moved  

 add text to state that higher priority 
should be given to data sets known 
to be of higher quality in 
determinging which should be 
moved or fixed  

d 

1089  AGI -  SDIC 99 22   T   Data of "higher" known quality  add text to state that higher priority d 
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Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

Recommend
ation 32 and 

33  

should take a higher preference in 
determining what is moved  

should be given to data sets known 
to be of higher quality in 
determinging which should be 
moved or fixed  

1090  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 100 22  
Recommend

ation 33  

 E   Redundant information or 
redundant objects?  

 Clarify.  A 
probably better to use the term 
redundant information (and and not 
redundant objects as in the real 
world this does nit exits) 

1091  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 29  22 and 
Appendix B 

 All   T   No mention is made of temporal 
differences between datasets, e.g. 
update frequencies.  This may 
cause difficulties in the production of 
harmonised datasets.  

 Mention the issues of handling 
temporal inconsistencies between 
datasets.  

A 

1092  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 97  22 and 
Appendix B 

     T   No mention is made of temporal 
differences between datasets, e.g. 
update frequencies.  This may 
cause difficulties in the production of 
harmonised datasets.  

 Mention the issues of handling 
temporal inconsistencies between 
datasets.  

d 

1093  EA - 
Environment 
Agency for 
England and 
Wales  

 SDIC 6  22 and 
Appendix B 

 All   T   No mention is made of temporal 
differences between datasets, e.g. 
update frequencies.  This may 
cause difficulties in the production of 
harmonised datasets.  

 Mention the issues of handling 
temporal inconsistencies between 
datasets.  

d 

1094  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN139 23 Requirement 
90 

G The sentence "the rules specified in 
Clause 22 shall apply" is doubly 
wrong: 1) Multiple representation is 
a completely different issue from 
Consistency, 2) Nothing in clause 
22 addresses "consistency between 
representation" 

The last sentence of Requirement 
90 should be deleted 

NA - Requirement 90 is phrased 
correctly as multiple representations 
are much related to consistency and 
within clause 22, recommendation 
29 discusses explicitly the 
consistency between multiple 
representations related to having (a 
limited) levels of detail. 

1095  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 41 23 Requirement 
91 

E text does not make sense Write: “In principle, as few levels of 
detail as possible but as much as 
necessary should be defined per 
theme. ….” 

d 

1096  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  46 23 Requirement 
91 

E text does not make sense Write: “In principle, as few levels of 
detail as possible but as much as 
necessary should be defined per 
theme. ….” 

A 

1097  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  46 23 Requirement 
91 

E text does not make sense Write: “In principle, as few levels of 
detail as possible but as much as 
necessary should be defined per 
theme. ….” 

d 

1098  HUMBOLDT -  SDIC    23  Requirement  E   text does not make sense   Write: “In principle, as few levels of d 
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HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

91  detail as possible but as much as 
necessary should be defined per 
theme. ….”  

1099  
EuroGeographics 
- 
EuroGeographics 

 SDIC    24  Requirement 
92  

 E   wording is confusing   reword  d 

1100  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 43 24 Para 1 E The existing sentence is too long. Requirement 92: 
+J1115 

A 

1101  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  38 24  Para 1   E   The existing sentence is too long.   Requirement 92: Spatial Object 
specific capturing rules and 
associated criteria shall be specified 
for every spatial object type as part 
of every INSPIRE data specification 
in conformance with ISO 19131.  

d 

1102  Met Office   LMO   MetO-87  24  req 92   E   "which" is in italics   correct style.  A 
1103  AGI - 

Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 102 24  Requirement 
92  

 T   This does not make sense. There 
appears to be confusion between 
the requirement, and how that 
requirement is met.  

 Clarify or delete.  d 

1104  Institute of 
Geodesy and 
Cartography  

 LMO  3 25 NOTE-page 
80 

E Mistakes in nr of clause 2 (see 9.2), 3 (see 9.3) A 

1105  PASI - Polish 
Association for 
Spatial 
Information  

 SDIC 6 25 NOTE-page 
80 

E Mistakes in nr of clause 2(see 9.2), 2 (see 9.3) d 

1106  Norwegian 
Mapping and 
Cadastre 
Authority  

 LMO   SK43  25  Table 4 + 
A2.2  

 G   Support for the UML profile from 
ISO 19136 Annex E. This support 
should be mandatory, to ensure that 
it is possible to exchange the data 
specified in the INSPIRE data 
specifications.  

 Make support of UML profile of ISO 
19136 Annex A mandatory in the 
context of the Generic Conceptual 
Model, and move the test A2.2 to 
Clause A.1 which is the test cases 
for the mandatory conformance 
requirements.  

NA - that UML profile was 
considered already too 
implemenetation specific; D2.6 
contains a discussion of this and 
D2.7 will extend this 

1107  ND - Digital 
Norway (Norw.: 
Norge Digitalt)  

 SDIC SK43 25 Table 4 + 
A2.2 

G Support for the UML profile from 
ISO 19136 Annex E. This support 
should be mandatory, to ensure that 
it is possible to exchange the data 
specified in the INSPIRE data 

Make support of UML profile of ISO 
19136 Annex A mandatory in the 
context of the Generic Conceptual 
Model, and move the test A2.2 to 
Clause A.1 which is the test cases 

d 
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specifications. for the mandatory conformance 
requirements. 

1108  FINSDI-META - 
Finnish expert 
group on GI 
metadata  

 SDIC  FI15  25  Table 4 + 
A2.2  

 G   Support for the UML profile from 
ISO 19136 Annex E. This support 
should be mandatory, to ensure that 
it is possible to exchange the data 
specified in the INSPIRE data 
specifications.  

 Make support of UML profile of ISO 
19136 Annex A mandatory in the 
context of the Generic Conceptual 
Model, and move the test A2.2 to 
Clause A.1, which is the test cases 
for the mandatory conformance 
requirements.  

d 

1109  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN140 25   Q Is it relevant to define conformance 
for data sets in this document? 
As the future data specifications will 
"inherit" the requirements identified 
in this document, a data set conform 
to the data specification of a given 
theme will be conform to the GCM.  
And it might be easier for a data set 
to have to be conform only to one 
document (the data product 
specification for a given theme) 
rather than to 2 documents. 

  NA, R - it is better to keep the 
requirements only once in the GCM 
and not copy them in all 34 IRs; the 
IRs will have to normatively 
reference the GCM and conform to it 
anyhow. Still, the IRs will have to 
address not only experts, but a wide 
range of people. So, they must be 
easier to understand (than the GCM) 
and references to other documents 
should be minimised. It is 
recommended that the CT discusses 
this issue explicitly. JRC: CT will 
investigate the best way to reference 
the elements common to all 
Implementing Rules. The 
possibilities include (a) specifying 
them in one or several separate 
Implementing Rules, (b) including 
them in each Implementing Rule. 
Any more detailed metadata for 
evaluation and use required must be 
identified  by the TWG after the 
defining the data requirements and 
product specs. Requirements 25-26-
27 in D 2.6 already spell out the 
process 
Should in future emerge metadata 
elements required across all 
themes, then it is always possible to 
include them in a revision of the MD 
IR. 
 
  

1110 Bundesanstalt für 
Geowissenschaft
en und Rohstoffe 

? 11 25 Table 4 E Wouldn't "conformance features" be 
more appropriate than 
"conformance classes" ? 

please discuss NA - conformance classes is the 
established term 
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(BGR) (E.g., a data specification may 
support data consistency but not 
versioning.) 

1111  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 22 25  2nd and 4th 
para.  

 G   Suggest using levels of 
conformance rather than based on 
recommendations. But see earlier 
comment on recommendations.  

 Specify different levels of 
conformance e.g. Level 1 basic, 
Level 2 fulfilling additional 
requirements   

NA - the difference of the proposal 
to the current document is not clear 

1112  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 103 25  2nd and 4th 
para.  

 G   Suggest using levels of 
conformance rather than based on 
recommendations. But see earlier 
comment on recommendations.  

 Specify different levels of 
conformance e.g. Level 1 basic, 
Level 2 fulfilling additional 
requirements   

d 

1113  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 104 25  Requirement 
94  

 E   The requirement is too wide. It 
should only apply to INSPIRE 
datasets, and the mandatory 
requirements should be listed.  

 Modify requirement.  Ap - clarify that only data sets within 
the scope of the INSPIRE Directive 
are meant 

1114  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 105 25  Second 
NOTE  

 E   Use of English   "Conformance to all other 
requirements and recommendations 
is not mandatory currently but are 
for the consideration of the 
European Commission and Member 
States." (If this is the intended 
meaning?)   

Ap 

1115  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 23 25  Second 
NOTE  

 E   Use of English   "Conformance to all other 
requirements and recommendations 
is not mandatory currently but are 
for the consideration of the 
European Commission and Member 
States." (If this is the intended 
meaning?)   

d 

1116  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC     Annex A     G   To have a quick look to the 
requirements and recommendations 
of this document  

 To add a list of the whole 
requirements and recommendations 
of this document (with a reference 
to the page number)  

NA - copying all requirements and 
recommendations redundantly may 
be a bad idea (also from a 
maintenance perspective). Perhaps 
provide them in a separate Excel 
sheet? This would also need to be 
harmonised across other documents 
including those from other DTs. 
JRC: A list of requirements and 
recommendations with references to 
page numbers can be provided at 
the beginning of the document for 
convenience. Can be done, but the 
CT considers that it is better to keep 
them in their contexts. 

1117  SOGI - Swiss  SDIC 44 Annex A   G To have a quick look to the Add a list of the whole requirements d 
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Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

requirements and recommendations 
of this document 

and recommendations of this 
document (with a reference to the 
page number) 

1118  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  49 Annex A   G To have a quick look to the 
requirements and recommendations 
of this document 

To add a list of the whole 
requirements and recommendations 
of this document (with a reference 
to the page number) 

d 

1119  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  49 Annex A   G To have a quick look to the 
requirements and recommendations 
of this document 

To add a list of the whole 
requirements and recommendations 
of this document (with a reference 
to the page number) 

d 

1120  IACS-CAP - 
Integrated 
Administration 
and Control 
System 
(Common 
Agricultural 
Policy)  

 SDIC 18 Annex A 
(normative

0 

a1 T impossible to perform the test suite provide technical text (see remark 
2) 

NA - Comment has not been 
understood 

1121  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN141 A1   T As unique identifiers are mandatory 
only for annexes I and II, 
requirements 65 and 67 are not 
really relevant for mandatory 
conformance tests for any data 
specification. 

Check this test. Have different tests 
for Annexes I and II / Annex III? 

A 

1122  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 66 A.1 A.1.1 a) E The scope of an "INSPIRE data 
specification" is unclear, suggest 
add a footnote to define scope and 
applicability to avoid ambiguity 
(either too many datasets in scope 
or those that should be are deemed 
not in scope 

Add a footnote to the effect that any 
MS data that conforms to a theme in 
the Directive and is applicable under 
the relevant Articles (7-10) or refer 
back to relevant clause in D2.5. 

NA - INSPIRE data specification is a 
defined term 

1123  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  60  A.1   A.1.1 a)   E   The scope of an "INSPIRE data 
specification" is unclear, suggest 
add a footnote to define scope and 
applicability to avoid ambiguity 
(either too many datasets in scope 
or those that should be are deemed 
not in scope  

 Add a footnote to the effect that any 
MS data that conforms to a theme in 
the Directive and is applicable under 
the relevant Articles (7-10) or refer 
back to relevant clause in D2.5.  

d 

1124  United Kingdom 
Hydrographic 
Office  

 LMO  23  A.1.2   a)   T   Here we're back to "the application 
schema in the INSPIRE data 
specification" i.e. only one.  

 Change to "each application 
schema …"  

A 

1125  United Kingdom 
Hydrographic 
Office  

 LMO  24  A.1.4   a)   T   At 9.2 & elsewhere there is only 
one feature concept dictionary for 
INSPIRE, whereas this test 

   A - clarify (there is only one for 
INSPIRE) 
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assumes one dictionary per data 
specification  

1126  EA - 
Environment 
Agency for 
England and 
Wales  

 SDIC 13  Annex A - 
A1  

 All   E   Test type would be better at point b  re order bullet points  NA - this is the standard order in 
ISO 19100 documents 

1127  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 53  Annex A - 
A1  

 All   E   Test type would be better at point b  re order bullet points  d 

1128  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 106  A.2.1      E   bullets are e) - h)   change to a) - d)  A 

1129  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 107  A.2.3   a    E   Typographic error   "in line"  A 

1130  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 108  A.2.4   a   E   Typographic error   "in line"  A 

1131  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 109  A.2.6   a   E   Typographic error   "in line"  A 

1132  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 110  A.2.8   a   E   Typographic error   "in line"  A 

1133  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 111  A.2.9   a   E   Typographic error   "in line"  A 

1134  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 112  A.2.10   a   E   Typographic error   "in line"  A 

1135  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 47  A.2.10 a)     E   Typographic error   "in line"  A 

1136  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 48  A.2.3 a)      E   Typographic error   "in line"  A 

1137  DNF - Digital  SDIC 49  A.2.4 a)      E   Typographic error   "in line"  A 
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National 
Framework  

1138  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 50  A.2.6 a)      E   Typographic error   "in line"  A 

1139  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 51  A.2.8 a)      E   Typographic error   "in line"  A 

1140  DNF - Digital 
National 
Framework  

 SDIC 52  A.2.9 a)      E   Typographic error   "in line"  A 

1141  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN142 A.3   T As versionning is not mandatory in 
application schemas, it is surprising 
to have mandatory tests about 
requirements 28 and 29 

Check this test. Ap, clarify in req 28,29 that these 
only apply if versioning is supported 

1142  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN143 A.3   T Requirements 64, 66, 68, 70, 86 
(unique identifiers) apply only for 
themes in Annexes I or II, so should 
not be part of mandatory 
conformance tests. 

Check this test. Ap, see 1121 

1143  Met Office   LMO   MetO-88   Annex B     T   There ought to be description of 
temporal consistency in spatio-
temporal objects such as forecasts. 
Consistency also implies different 
aspects in meteorology/atm/ocean, 
incluing temporal consistency. It is 
an everyday aspect of forecasting 
that there are many different 
forecast models and runs for the 
period ahead. They may be 
inconsistent, different grids and 
resolutions, but all are valid. Indeed 
the inconsistencies are often the 
important points to consider when a 
forecaster uses multiple models.  

 Consider adding section on 
temporal consistency.  

A - Add a section about aspects of 
temporal consistency. However, the 
DT does not have suffucient 
expertise and will ask the submitter 
of the comment for a more 
appropriate text proposal. 

1144  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN144 B.1 B.1, 1st 
sentence 

G what are the "harmonized INSPIRE 
application schemas"? 

clarify A - replace by consolidated INPIRE 
application schemas 

1145  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN145 B.1   G Be more specific about the fact that 
all datasets should be in ETRS89 or 
ITRF on mondial zones 

"all spatial data sets use a CRS 
expressed in ETRS89" 

AwM 
All spatial data must be converted to 
same CRS (preferably ETRS89 
based) 

1146  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN146 B.2   G The discussion is about 
"consistency", quoting a definition 
(Egenhofer's) of consistency within 

The "INSPIRE model" should be 
described 

A 
consolidated application schema 
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1 model, without explaining what 
this model in INSPIRE is supposed 
to be  

1147  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN147 B.2   G The Egenhofer definition given of 
"consistency" suggests that if an 
explanation can be provided as to 
the differences between two 
versions, then they are consistent. 
The rest of the discussion however 
attempts at transforming the data to 
make them the same. There is a 
lack of conceptual logic and of 
argumentative structuration 

Rewrite Annex B NA - On one hand, recommendation 
27 explains that consistency 
requirements have to be identified, 
the point is not to take into account 
all consistency rules that may exist 
;on the other hand, in INSPIRE, 
there will be harmonised data 
product specifications so we won't 
be in the case where "an 
explanation can be provided as to 
the differences between two 
versions". 

1148  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN148 B3   T multiscale representation / pb of 
consistency and multiscale 
representation are well described, 
but we know by fact that this matter 
is not very advanced in production. 

We would recommend to define 
realistic objectives on that topic in 
the first version of INSPIRE (= not 
too ambitious) to stay pragmatic 

A - this was and is the intent 

1149  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  55  B.3  paragraphs 5 
and 6  

 T   Defining LoD on the basis of a 
metric resolution is certainly one 
way to express an indication about 
the quantity of information given. 
Another way is to semantically 
classify the information into different 
granularities within the application 
schema. An example for this is the 
CityGML specification which is 
acknowledged by EuroSDR and 
OGC and utilised in initiatives like 
the noise mapping project in North-
Rhine Westphalia, Germany.  
Rather than just defining different 
LoDs CityGML also integrates these 
vertically (across different 
resolutions) which we see as one of 
the key consistency requirements 
for data (also indicated in bullet 
point c) in B.2).    

 Add as new paragraph before the 
NOTE "Using a different approach it 
is also possible to define LoDs in a 
semantic way by specifying the 
structure of spatial objects for 
different LoDs. This approach has 
been specified in the CityGML 
schema and has demonstrated its 
usefulness for vertical integration of 
data across various LoDs.    

Ap - Unless we misunderstand 
"vertical intergration" this is already 
fully covered by the items in second 
paragraph 

1150  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 67 B.3   T The proposed numbering schema of 
LoD is counter-intuitive and 
inconsistent with its definition in 
literature from computer graphics 
and geoinformation science. It 
should be reciprocally defined to the 

Add a new paragraph that explains 
that LoDs may be also defined due 
to increasing semantic granularity. 
An example is the OGC 
specification of CityGML, an 
emerging international standard for 

A 
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(cartographic) concept of scales: the 
higher the LoD number, the more 
detailed the model. Also, LoD may 
not only refer to geometric 
resolution and accuracy but may be 
defined by the degree of semantic 
granularity. The emerging 
international OGC standard 
CityGML for the representation of 
3D city and landscape models 
defines 5 LoD, where the highest 
LOD comprises a highly detailed 
outdoor and indoor model. CityGML 
is being used in North-Rhine 
Westphalia, Germany, for the 
generation of noise pollution maps 
for the EU environmental noise 
directive.  

the representation and exchange of 
virtual 3D city models. 

1151  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 68 B.3 paragraphs 5 
and 6 

T Defining LoD on the basis of a 
metric resolution is certainly one 
way to express an indication about 
the quantity of information given. 
Another way is to semantically 
classify the information into different 
granularities within the application 
schema. An example for this is the 
CityGML specification which is 
acknowledged by EuroSDR and 
OGC and utilised in initiatives like 
the noise mapping project in North-
Rhine Westphalia, Germany.  
Rather than just defining different 
LoDs CityGML also integrates these 
vertically (across different 
resolutions) which we see as one of 
the key consistency requirements 
for data (also indicated in bullet 
point c) in B.2).   

Add as new paragraph before the 
NOTE "Using a different approach it 
is also possible to define LoDs in a 
semantic way by specifying the 
structure of spatial objects for 
different LoDs. This approach has 
been specified in the CityGML 
schema and has demonstrated its 
usefulness for vertical integration of 
data across various LoDs.   

d 

1152  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 113  B.3       T   Defining LoD on the basis of a 
metric resolution is certainly one 
way to express an indication about 
the quantity of information given. 
Another way is to semantically 
classify the information into different 
granularities within the application 
schema. An example for this is the 

 Add as new paragraph before the 
NOTE "Using a different approach it 
is also possible to define LoDs in a 
semantic way by specifying the 
structure of spatial objects for 
different LoDs. This approach has 
been specified in the CityGML 
schema and has demonstrated its 

d 
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CityGML specification which is 
acknowledged by EuroSDR and 
OGC and utilised in initiatives like 
the noise mapping project in North-
Rhine Westphalia, Germany.  
Rather than just defining different 
LoDs CityGML also integrates these 
vertically (across different 
resolutions) which we see as one of 
the key consistency requirements 
for data (also indicated in bullet 
point c) in B.2).    

usefulness for vertical integration of 
data across various LoDs.    

1153  Institute of 
Geodesy and 
Cartography  

 LMO  4 B.4 line 6 E Mistake Apart from A 

1154  PASI - Polish 
Association for 
Spatial 
Information  

 SDIC 7 B.4 line 6 E Mistake Apart from d 

1155  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN149 B.4.2 Last 
paragraph 

E The last paragraph is not clear. I 
don't know if consistency between 
themes is easier to check if data are 
more detailed. 

  Ap - remove paragraph 

1156  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN150 B.4.3   T "the representations are coherent 
one to another": it should be 
interesting to explain in what way 
they are coherent. 

  AwM 
replace coherent with consistent 

1157  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 71 B4.2 Second 
paragraph 

T Objects will fit together if they are 
created from the same geometric 
primitives 

If the paragraphs from B4.1 onward 
are not deleted, change "never" to 
"often" 

AwM - "almost never" 

1158  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 115  B4.2   Second 
paragraph  

 T   Objects will fit together if they are 
created from the same geometric 
primitives  

 If the paragraphs from B4.1 onward 
are not deleted, change "never" to 
"often"  

d 

1159  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  57  B4.2   Second 
paragraph  

 T   Objects will fit together if they are 
created from the same geometric 
primitives  

 If the paragraphs from B4.1 onward 
are not deleted, change "never" to 
"often"  

d 

1160  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  58  B4.2      G   Whilst idealistic and aspirational the 
implcations of such an approach are 
massive across Europe and are 
unlikely to pass any cost-benefits 
tests.  The whole data 
harmonisation drive would be 

   - This is a general explanation of the 
topic and does not imply or impose 
any requirements on existing data 
sets. 
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transformed into a major resurvey 
programme that could not be 
justified.  

1161  FPGI / PFIG - 
Federaal 
Platform voor 
Geo-Informatie / 
Plate-forme 
Fédérale de 
l’Information 
Géographique  

 SDIC 1  B.4.4   p. 90 § "Of 
course,…"  

 G      The necessary harmonisation 
between data providers within a 
state will be slightly changed but we 
must pay attention to don't 
contravene (distort) the quality and 
accuracy  of accurate and legally 
agreed international data sets.  

- No change required 

1162  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 69 B.4.4 p. 90 § "Of 
course,…" 

G   The necessary harmonisation 
between data providers within a 
state will be slightly changed but we 
must pay attention to don't 
contravene (distort) the quality and 
accuracy  of accurate and legally 
agreed international data sets. 

d 

1163  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 72 B4.2   G Whilst idealistic and aspirational the 
implcations of such an approach are 
massive across Europe and are 
unlikely to pass any cost-benefits 
tests.  The whole data 
harmonisation drive would be 
transformed into a major resurvey 
programme that could not be 
justified. 

  d 

1164  General 
Administration of 
Patrimonial 
Documentation  

 LMO  1 B.4.4 p. 90 § "Of 
course,…" 

G   The necessary harmonisation 
between data providers within a 
state will be slightly changed but we 
must pay attention to don't 
contravene (distort) the quality and 
accuracy  of accurate and legally 
agreed international data sets. 

d 

1165  
Lenkungsgremiu
m GDI-DE 
(Steering 
Committee GDI-
DE) (explanation: 
GDI-DE = Spatial 
Data 
Infrastructure 
Germany)  

 LMO  24 B.4.4   G Sufficient solutions or concepts for 
cross-border features seem to be 
missing in the Conceptual Model.  
Example: If the parts of a border-
crossing feature are supplied by 
several data providers, the parts will 
be identified by different keys 
(identifiers), as the provider 
identifier will be part of the feature 
identifier. A technique is needed to 
show that the parts belong to the 

Add: " If the parts of a border-
crossing feature are supplied by 
several data providers, each part 
should be marked, that there are 
further parts belonging to it. This 
can be done (e.g.) by referencing all 
the other identifiers. The Conceptual 
Model will be amended 
accordingly." 

AwM - Change to "If the parts of a 
border-crossing feature are supplied 
by several data providers, each part 
should be marked, that there are 
further parts belonging to it. This can 
be done (e.g.) by referencing the 
other spatial objects." Provide a 
general mechanism in the GCM so 
that this will be represented in a 
consistent way across themes.  
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same object in reality.  
 
The text in B.4.4 seems to be too 
general with respect to the 
requirements of article 10 (2) of the 
Directive. Admittedly, a thorough 
implementation of B.4.4 could be a 
solution of the problem, putting 
together the parts (single features) 
of the object either when calling it or 
in advance.These expactations 
seem to be - also with respect to  
experiences in the context of the 
WFD - too ambitious.  

In addtion, reference D2.6 Annex B 
which discusses edge-matching in 
detail. 

1166  AGI - 
Association for 
Geographic 
Information  

 SDIC 116  B4.2      G   Whilst idealistic and aspirational the 
implcations of such an approach are 
massive across Europe and are 
unlikely to pass any cost-benefits 
tests.  The whole data 
harmonisation drive would be 
transformed into a major resurvey 
programme that could not be 
justified.  

 delete B4.2  d 

1167  Institut 
Géographique 
National  

 LMO  IGN151 Bibliograph
y 

  T Delete EPSG from the list (see 
commenton 12.2) 

Delete EPSG from the list NA - EPSG is an important source in 
practice and is not listed as a 
normative reference 

1168  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 75 Bibliograph
y 

  T Add "Gröger, G., Kolbe, T., 
Czerwinski, A.: Candidate 
OpenGIS® CityGML 
Implementation Specification (City 
Geography Markup Language), 
Open GeoSpatial Consortium 
document no OGC 07-062 

  A - if CityGML is referenced from the 
text, otherwise NA 

1169  Ordnance 
Survey  

 LMO  59 Bibliograph
y  

    T   Add "Gröger, G., Kolbe, T., 
Czerwinski, A.: Candidate 
OpenGIS® CityGML 
Implementation Specification (City 
Geography Markup Language), 
Open GeoSpatial Consortium 
document no OGC 07-062  

   d 

1170  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 73 Bibliograph
y 

p.92 E EuroGeographics’ document citation 
is obsolete: The name of the SABE 
product has changed to 
EuroBoundaryMap and there is a 
new specification available 

Replace 'SABE Specification’ 
(EuroGeographics) with 
’EuroBoundaryMap, User Guide and 
Data Specification 
(EuroGeographics, BKG)' 

A 
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1171  Bundesamt für 
Kartographie und 
Geodäsie (BKG)  

 LMO   BKG_7  Bibliograph
y  

 p.92   E   EuroGeographics’ document 
citation is obsolete: The name of the 
SABE product has changed to 
EuroBoundaryMap and there is a 
new specification available  

 Replace 'SABE Specification’ 
(EuroGeographics) with ’+J1096 

d 

1172  EuroSDR - 
EuroSDR - 
European Spatial 
Data Research 
Organisation  

 SDIC 74 Bibliograph
y 

  T   Add "Gröger, G., Kolbe, T., 
Czerwinski, A.: Candidate 
OpenGIS® CityGML 
Implementation Specification (City 
Geography Markup Language), 
Open GeoSpatial Consortium 
document no OGC 07-062 

d 

1173  SOGI - Swiss 
Organisation for 
Geographic 
Information 

 SDIC 42 Bibliograph
y 

  E The listing of references is 
incomplete and extremely hard to 
read 

Please use a list of literature 
references according to usual 
publication standards, e.g. “Doe, 
Joe: What I always wanted to say - 
Memories of Someone. Paris, 
1872.” or “Minks, Diane and Doe, 
Joe: Our Life. In: The Lives of 
Completely Irrelevant People, Vol. 
83, Page 249, Edition Dolly, Paris, 
France, 1899”. URLs should always 
contain a time-stamp 

NA - the required information is 
unfortunately not available 

1174  Federal Office of 
Topography 
(Switzerland) - 
swisstopo  

 LMO  47 Bibliograph
y 

  E The listing of references is 
incomplete and extremely hard to 
read 

Please use a list of literature 
references according to usual 
publication standards, e.g. “Doe, 
Joe: What I always wanted to say - 
Memories of Someone. Paris, 
1872.” or “Minks, Diane and Doe, 
Joe: Our Life. In: The Lives of 
Completely Irrelevant People, Vol. 
83, Page 249, Edition Dolly, Paris, 
France, 1899”. URLs should always 
contain a time-stamp 

d 

1175  COGIS - KOGIS 
- COSIG  

 LMO  47 Bibliograph
y 

  E The listing of references is 
incomplete and extremely hard to 
read 

Please use a list of literature 
references according to usual 
publication standards, e.g. “Doe, 
Joe: What I always wanted to say - 
Memories of Someone. Paris, 
1872.” or “Minks, Diane and Doe, 
Joe: Our Life. In: The Lives of 
Completely Irrelevant People, Vol. 
83, Page 249, Edition Dolly, Paris, 
France, 1899”. URLs should always 
contain a time-stamp 

d 
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Comm# ID LMO/
SDIC 1 2 3 4 5 - Comment 6 - Proposed change 7 - Resolution 

1176  HUMBOLDT - 
HUMBOLDT-EU 
Project on Spatial 
Data 
Harmonisation 
and Service 
Integration  

 SDIC    Bibliograph
y  

    E   The listing of references is 
incomplete and extremely hard to 
read  

 Please use a list of literature 
references according to usual 
publication standards, e.g. “Doe, 
Joe: What I always wanted to say - 
Memories of Someone. Paris, 
1872.” or “Minks, Diane and Doe, 
Joe: Our Life. In: The Lives of 
Completely Irrelevant People, Vol. 
83, Page 249, Edition Dolly, Paris, 
France, 1899”. URLs should always 
contain a time-stamp  

d 
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Abbreviations and codes 
 
Abbreviations and names of the Thematic Working Groups (TWG) for data specifications 
 

TWG code Name of the TWG TWG Abbreviation Annex Spatial Data Themes 
RS Coordinate reference systems and Geographical grid systems TWG-RS 
GN Geographical names TWG-GN 
AU Administrative units TWG-AU 
AD Addresses TWG-AD 
CP Cadastral parcels TWG-CP 
TN Transport networks TWG-TN 
HY Hydrography TWG-HY 
PS Protected sites TWG-PS 

Annex I 
Spatial data themes referred to in articles 

6(A), 8(1) and 9(A) of the INSPIRE 
Directive (2007/2/EC) 

EL Elevation TWG-EL 
LC Land cover TWG-LC 
OR Orthoimagery TWG-OR 
GE Geology TWG-GE 

Annex II 
Spatial data themes referred to in articles 

6(A), 8(1) and 9(B) of the INSPIRE 
Directive (2007/2/EC) 

SU Statistical units TWG-SU 
BU Buildings TWG-BU 
SO Soil TWG-SO 
LU Land use TWG-LU 
HH Human health and safety TWG-HH 
UT Utility and governmental services TWG-UT 
EF Environmental monitoring facilities TWG-EF 
PF Production and industrial facilities TWG-PF 
AF Agricultural and aquacultural facilities TWG-AF 
PD Population distribution, demography TWG-PD 
AM Area management/restriction/regulation zones and reporting units TWG-AM 
NR Natural risk zones TWG-NR 
AC Atmospheric conditions TWG-AC 
MF Meteorological geographical features TWG-MF 
OF Oceanographic geographical features TWG-OF 
SR Sea regions TWG-SR 
BR Bio-geographical regions TWG-BR 
HB Habitats and biotopes TWG-HB 
SD Species distribution TWG-SD 
ER Energy resources TWG-ER 
MR Mineral resources TWG-MR 

Annex III 
Spatial data themes referred to in articles 
6(B) and 9(B) of the INSPIRE Directive 

(2007/2/EC) 
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Options for Comment resolution 
 

A Accepted as proposed  
Ap Accepted in principle - some changes to the proposal are necessary 

AwM Accepted with modifications - only parts of the proposal were accepted 

R 
Referred - this comment needs to be addressed by another party  
(R to CT - Consolidation Team or JRC;  
R to TWG - Thematic Working Group) 

NA NA 
!!! Discussion required  
? comment unclear, needs explanation by SDIC/LMO  
d Duplicate comment,  
- no action necessary, i.e. a comment that does not propose any changes  

 
 
Type of comment 
 

E Editorial 
G General 
Q Question 
T Technical 

 


