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Open Issues 
DEDSL recommendation

Open issues in interpreting the DEDSL recommendation

Source: Data Entity Specification Language (DEDSL) – Abstract Syntax (CCSD001)

CCSDS 647.1-B-1 BLUE BOOK, June 2001.

After reviewing the recommendation and creating three sketch dictionaries I’ve find the recommendation very good and useful. This recent practice has taken the following questions (see below) on. Some further guidance could help me a lot in understanding better the DEDSL approach.

1. Model definitions on composite data 
Defining a composite structure as a model for later inheritence, must the author define the data type of all subordered data elements ’model’?

2. Naming approach
What rule of thumb can/should be followed, when the author of a data entity dictionary (DED) gives a name to the element to be defined? It is usual the same name may occur in different data elements, generally among composite data structures. An obvious approach would be to use the name of the host data element as a prefix, followed with the name. However, these qualified names maybe of fair difference from that used by the field/discipline in the everyday routine communication. Have the authors of the DEDSL recommendation considered the use of ordinary „qualified” names in composite structures (e.g. „SHIP.MAST.HEIGHT” where each is a data entity and the last ones are subordered for the composite front ones? Does the recommendation make possible this usage/reference? (From the rules of the NAME attribute a ’no’ answer reveals.)

3. DED layout
Mission of a DED is to provide reference information. Upon this we might expect the structure and layout of a DED is very strict. No figures, no chat-like explanations, just strict definitions. However, on the other hand users/experts of the subject field/discipline would appreciate such details. These could help their understanding, how DED elements are associated to real-world objects. What is the recommendation of the DEDSL authors for this issue?

4. Representation of relations in the DED
As an author of a DED I woud guess the ’RELATION’ attribute of a description is the formal means of adding relational information to the dictionary, while this type of knowledge is an essential part of the dictionary. With traditional data modelling background I would map a 1:n relation (between two entity-types/classes) into DED notataion the following way: at least the relation establishing descriptor of a child entity-type/class should be added in the DED with the formal RELATION attribute. For exact clarification it maybe useful to add  RELATIONAL attribute(s) to the identifier descriptor of the parent entity-type/class too, according to the number of relationships this class has to other child classes. In contrast with this idea, 4.4.3.4 Relation in 1. governs the rule other way. After more attempts of reviewing the entire point, included interpretations of ’Attribute_Definition’ and ’Attribute_Value_Text’  paragraphs, I cannot see the clear guidance the authors of DEDSL have intended to take it in effect. Should the author of DEDs really „hide” relational information in text of COMMENT attributes?

5. Identifier of data entities
Is it a correct understanding, DEDSL does not support the formal distinguishing of identifers in composite structures? If an author of a DED defines a composite entity, are the identifying characteristics of its data fields properly chosen to be exposed in COMMENT attribute!?

6. SPECIFIC_INSTANCE value (answered AIE: p.81 or A-1)
What rule does DEDSL have, in order to control the SPECIFIC_INSTANCE attribute to fill into a composite data field. Such an instance value can be useful to help the reader in understanding the concept of that structure. What is the syntax for this attribute? Can we enter a list of instant values? When must we use parenthesis?
Answer: In the sample modell text values are enclosed between single apostrophes. Value of SPECIFIC_INSTANCE can be a list, at this case the list must be taken into parenthesis. Definition of SPECIFIC_INSTANCE (4.4.2.5) expresses List(Entity_type, Text) illustrated with (0.0,’Greenwich’). When the author desires to present more value instances, they can be filled in subsequent SPECIFIC_INSTANCE attributes.
7. Usability of the DEDSL recommendation.
I remember the three layers of database design: conceptual, logical, physical design. Does it sount a correct assumption: the mission of DEDSL is to support rather the upper level design activities? Is it possible/permitted, or encouraged to specify m:n relationships with DEDSL? 
How should we use DEDSL to modell such relationships, where the relation is built between multiple pairs of (not single) data entities?
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