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	UK-1
	General
	
	TE
	It used to be possible to declare views then mappings from those views to a schema. This allowed complex maps to be built in stages - e.g. views on views on views then map to target. This does not seem to be possible any more and was one of the main requirements on the language when the project first started.
	This is not explicitly precluded by the document, but neither is it included. Needs clarification.
	

	UK-2
	General
	
	ED
	Example numbering seems to reset from section to section.
	Fix numbering
	

	UK-3
	Sect 4.2.3 - EXAMPLE 2
	
	TE
	Part-21 instances are wrong - should have unset attributes for "industry_code" and "dept_number"
	Fix error
	

	UK-4
	Sect 4.2.3 - EXAMPLE 3
	
	TE
	Misleading - the final attribute map may be bi-directional - it depends on the nature of "dept_num_from_name_func" and whether the dept_name is unique
	Clarify - be more specific
	

	UK-5
	Sect 9.4 (all of it)
	
	ED
	Could not find anything to specify what happens to target attributes that are not assigned in a map. It is not clear whether there must be attr maps for all attrs, mandatory attrs, or whether it is completely up to the user.
	There needs to be something that states that a map needs (or needs not) be complete in terms of attribute maps.
	

	UK-6
	Sect 9.4.1 - EXAMPLE (no number)
	
	ED
	Possible misunderstanding for readers. They might assume that only one product_related_product_category instance would be created for each category - e.g. there is only one "pump" category. However, the example creates a new pump categtory every time a pump is mapped to a product.
	Put in a sentence to explain that a 1:1 product:prpc instance ratio will result.
	

	UK-7
	Sect 10
	
	TE
	It used to be possible to declare "in-line" views in the EXPRESS-X language. This is no longer in the specification, but was one of the most powerful aspects of the language because a simple, concise statement could do a great deal. It's possible to do the same thing with a FOR EACH clause, but it's a much more clumsy syntax than the in-line view.


	Bring back in-line views, or present a coherent technical argument to justify their removal.
	

	UK-8
	Annex D.1
	
	ED
	How does a "push" mapping apply to VIEWs ?  Sure this only makes sense in terms of MAPs ?
	Explain just how a complete source data set can be "pushed" into a view.
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