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Introduction

This document records the disposition of all comments received in response to ISO/IEC
JTC1/SC7 N2187, issued for CD Ballot on 1999-07-19, and discussed at the WG17 meeting
in Paris, France in November 1999.

Comments from Canada

CAN AO01 Scope of the document
Comment

The issue raised by the "temporary note" in clause 5 of [1] is critical to the document. If it is not
possible to clearly define the scope and rationale for the document, then it is somewhat risky to
develop later parts. Resolving these issues has more impact than just editing of the clause. For instance
thefollowing text would need to be revised:

Clause 1, @)

Clause 7 first paragraph
Clause 7.1 first paragraph
Discussion

By definition (10746-1), an ODP system is an information processing system using information
technology (an automated information system). An automated information system is a subset of an
information system, which is a subset of an enterprise system. These form part of the context (or
environment) of the ODP system. Therefore the UofD (universe of discourse) is:

1 ODP systems,
2 Context of ODP systems (enterprise systems);
3 Interfaces between ODP systems and enterprise systems.

Obviously (10746-1, clause 6.1) ODP standardization is not about "producing constraints on
specifications' of enterprise systems.

It istherefore about ODP systems and/or their interfaces to enterprise systems.

A viewpoint (in 10746-1 6.2.2) is a specification of the whole system, whereas in 8.1.1 it is a
subdivision of aspecification of acomplete system.

The enterprise viewpoint of an ODP system (and a supporting enterprise language) could be:

1. A full specification of the interface between an ODP system and its environment. Thiswould be like
the external design of the system;

2. A partial specification of the same interface, limited to components that are enterprise-driven
(business rules, authorization information, etc.) and required to operate the ODP system;

3. A full specification of an ODP system, as a subset on an enterprise system, and in a manner
understandable to the enterprise. This would be expressing the interna design of an ODP system in

business language;

4. A partial specification of an ODP system, limited to componentsthat are business driven (ownership
information, security algorithms, location and distribution information, replication rules, ...).
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It is possible to find in the current text of 10746-1 and 15414 material supporting any of the four
possibilities, and other text that could be interpreted as meaning that the enterprise language is a
language to specify enterprise systems.

Clause 5 should identify clearly what type of specification is proposed and what it isto be used for,
and also clearly identify what it isnot intended to do. Until that scoping decision istaken and clearly
documented, it isdifficult to discusstherest of the document.

Disposition: Noted —the WG will consider thisin detail over the next period

CAN A02 Componentsof alanguage standard

Standards for languages, and other types of formalisms (such as diagrams) have already been produced
in many areas (programming languages, modelling formalisms). Given that alanguage or formalismis
amechanism used to describe or prescribe something el se, these standards usually have the following
three components:

1. The structure of the language (constructs and their semantics, associations between constructs and
rules governing them, syntactical (diagrammatic) conventions to represent the language.

2. The elements of the real world the language can be used to describe or prescribe
3. The relationships between real world objects and language constructs, and rules governing them.

Since the title of the document is" Enterprise Viewpoint", and not " Enterprise Language', the
document intendsto define a set of standar dized specification elements, or the semantic part of a

language. Even if it does not go into external representation, the document itself should be
structured morelikealanguage standard.

In particular, it should be clear to the reader when a specification component is prescribed, vs.
when areal world object is described.

Disposition: Accepted in principle

CAN A03 Mativation for a standardized enter prise specification for ODP system specification

The rationale for language standards is for enabling communication and consequently helping
understanding.

The current text at the end of clause 5 insists on the benefits of the existence of an enterprise
specification. It should emphasi ze the benefits of astandardized specification.

Disposition: Accepted

CAN A04 Audience of the document
Itisnot clear if thetarget audience of thisdocument is. This can affect the style of the document.

If the target audience is those people who design languages for such type of specification, then the
style has to be quite formal, and the normative part of the standard rigourous enough to enable
conformanceverification.

If the target audienceisthose who prepare or use such specification, then the nature of the document is
morelikeaguideline, and the styleislessformal.

The target audience of the document should be clearly stated in clause 1, and the requirements
from thistarget audience stated in clause 5.

Disposition: Editor to implement —new notein Clause 5
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Comments from Finland

Finl CatG Page Sect Para Line

The working document is not clear in the definition and the use of terms role, role type, community,
community type, community template, and enterprise object. Our view isasfollows:

- A community specification discusses various roles as placeholders for potentially multiple objects.
An object populating a role must be of object type that is compatible with the role type for that
specific role. The relationship between role and object is not a type-instance relationship.

- Role can be assigned with a cardinality. The cardinality treshold values express the limits within
which the number of “object placeholders’ of the given role type may vary within the community.
Cardinalities could as well be expressed asindirect population criteria referencing to properties of
the community instead of only properties of the objects.

- A community specification can be expressed either as a community type or as a community
template. In case of community type specification, the community (instance) where enterprise
objectsinteract is established by populating the roles based on the criteria expressed as role type
and population criteria. In case of community template, the population process may be
implemented as an object instantiation process, where role specifications are used as object
templates. However, we consider this as a specia case of the first one leading to fixed
communities.

- Communities are allowed to modify themselves by deleting and adding roles of aready specified
types. The population process provides a mechanism for dynamic changes on the community
participating enterprise objects. The obligations of the community are unchanged independent on
whether a roleis populated at a given time or unpopulated. Obligations can only be changed via
explicit community changes.

Suggested text improvements founded on this rationale below.
Disposition: Noted
Fin-2 Cat G Page Sect Para Line

The working document is not clear in the ways allowed for community establishment. The population
process is not adequately described, instead frequent references to instantiation of enterprise objects

and community instances can be found. As stated in FIN-1: 3, we consider the population process the
essential one.

Furthermore, the specification method for communities appears to confuse between roles and objects,
especialy putting too much emphasis on identifying enterprise objects instead of roles. The dternative
ways of specifying acommunity need to be explained separately.

Suggested text improvements below.

Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments

Fin-3 Cat G Page Sect Para Line

The working document is not clear in specifying the possible relationships between communities, nor
in describing the possible rel ationships between roles. The following view to these relationships gives
arationalefor text suggestionsto follow.

The relationships between enterprise specifications can be divided into two essentially different
categories:

A) relationshipsthat deal with the behaviour of the specified communities; and
B) relationshipsthat deal with the production of the enterprise specifications.
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Both categories comprise several sub-cased where modifications to the enterprise properties (e.g.,
enterprise policies) are managed differently.

In addition,

C) communities may interfere with each other at the level of object instances populating roles.

A. The behaviour of two or more communities can berelated via two basic mechanisms:
1. Communities can be designed to interact.

Two or more communities can beinterlinked by designing how their policies, interactions, interfaces,
and behaviours interleave.

The purpose of creating independent communities can be modelling of autonomous domains or
modelling of independent service provision.

Examples:
the legal domainsinvolved in international goods markets;
acompany out-sources the provision of an information service.

Cooperation between communities is in this case captured at design time, and requires that the
specifications of al involved communities are created, controlled, and modified by the same authority.

Any modification to the community specifications need to be taken to al involved specifications
equaly, to preserve consistency. This must either be done manually, or can be supported by tools.

However, the result of the modificationsisanew set of specifications, and anew set of communities.

A specific form of interaction can be created between communities by requiring thatsame object fulfils
specific rolesin the communitiesinteracting through the shared object.

2. Communities can enter a cooper ation state through a binding process at the systemrun-time.

Two or more communities can be interlinked through a match-making process that considers they
policies, interacting capabilities, interfaces and behaviour descriptions.

The involved communities are in this case designed separately without a common controlling
authority. Furthermore, the cooperation between the communities does not necessarily create a
common authority for them.

This case is modelled with the help of community equivalent object (CEO): A community
specification is considered as a property description of a class of abject instances that are capable of
fulfilling the joint responsibilities of al rolesin the community.

A roleinany community specification can thusvalidly be fulfilled by aCEO.

As the binding process can be late and dynamic, a single community specification can be created and
modified independently from others. The consistency requirements are checked at the binding time.

Modificationsto asingle community (e.g., policy change) is propagated to other involved communities
only if that is separately agreed as an activity between the various communities. Such an activity may
be defined as a peer-to-peer negotiation or asa authority-to-subordinate relationship.

The example casesfor dynamic inter-linkage are similar to the examplesgivenin case 1.
B. In the production of enter prise specifications,

the interesting relationships include: nesting of communities, and reuse of role specifications. These
casesareclosaly relatedto A.1.

Nesting of communities means, that a partial community is textualy separated as a community of it's
own, and the textual representation can be reused (by a specification tool) as part of multiple,
potentially unrelated community specifications.
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Reuse of role specifications works similarly, but in this case the isolated textual representation covers
only asinglerole.

Therole and community specifications can be private to a specification and devel opment environment,
or they can be stored to a repository that can be shared by a wider audience of several development

environments and groups.
C) Object instances may populaterolesin morethan one community simultaneous.

In such a case, the behaviour of the object is restricted by the policies of each community separately.
An object should not enter acommunity (bound to one, designed to be part of one) when contradictory
requirements occur. However, the policies of the simultaneously participated communities are not
necessarily consistent, but the object may end up into a contradictory situation where it necessarily
causes afailurein one of the communitiesit participates.

Thiscaseisclosely related to the role population process, that a so plays an important rolein A.2
Disposition: Noted

Fin-4 Cat G Page Sect Para Line

The concepts presented for processes and the relationships between processes, actions and roles are
unclear. We consider that the following concepts are essential and should be used.

Behaviour (of an object): A collection of actionswith aset of constraints on when they may occur.

Behaviour is a combined set of al possible sequences of actions (internal and interactions) that the
object is cabable to participate, given the right environmental circumstances.

Composition of behaviours (Part 2, 9.1): A combination of two or more behaviours yielding a new
behaviour. The characteristics of the resulting behaviour are determined by the behaviours being
combined and the way they are combined (sequential composition, concurrent composition,
interleaving, conceal ment of actions).

Cobehaviour isacomposition of behaviours where the interactions of two or more objects are shown,
and the internal actions hidden. The interactions visible cover both the interactions amongst those
objects themselves and the interactions with the environment of the objects under composition.

Role: Anidentified set of activitiesrelevant for the cobehaviour of acommunity.

Activity: A single-headed directed acyclic graph of actions, where occurrence of each action in the
graph is made possible by the occurrence of all immediately preceding actions.

Single-headedness is a result of taking a single object in a given state as a starting point. Thus, the
behaviour graphisrestricted (partitioned) to separate subgraphs, each presenting a case where acertain
environmental or internal prerequisite has been met.

Notesfrom Part 2: Action and activity are degenerate cases of behaviour. In general, several sequences
of interactions are consistent with agiven behaviour.

Action isanything that happens, according to Part 2.

Process. An identified subgraph of the community cobehaviour limited between interactions between
the community and its environment (trigger and result).

Task: A labelled graph of actions. A task can be related either to cobehaviours (and thus, processes) or
to activities (and thus, roles), and used for locating corresponding interactions presented in both role
and process based approaches. The tasks need not to beidentical, but some sort of equivalenceclassis
more suitable.

Some of these are aready present in Part 2 and 3 of ODP RM, and should not be repeated in this
document. The suggested definitions and text changes are given below.
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Disposition: Noted — conceptsto be used so far as possible

Fin-5(a)Cat E Page Sect 5 Para2 Line
Replaceby

“The enterprise language provides the vocabulary and constructs to specify the purpose, scope and
policies for an ODP system in terms that are meaningful for the stakeholders for that system. An
enterprise specification describes the behaviour of the system within the with which it interacts. Such
an environment can be atechnical environment (e.g., software and hardware environment of a service
component) or a socia or business organisation (e.g., a group of co-operating companies, particular
service inside a company). “

Disposition: Accepted - Editor to implement

Fin-5(b) CatE Page Sect 5 Para4 Line

“An enterprise specification of an ODP system is an abstraction of the system and a larger
environment in which the ODP system forms a part, describing those aspects that are relevant to
specifying what the system is expected to do in the context of purpose, scope and policies of that
environment (technical, organisationd). It describes the behaviour assumed by those who interact with
the ODP system. It explicitly includes those aspects of that environment that influence the behaviour of
the ODP system — environmental constraints are captured as well as usage and management rules.”

Disposition: Accepted asre-worded

Fin-6 Cat E Page Sect 6.1.2 Para Line
Addnote:

Note: A range of different kind of communities can be described. Some of them have a definite goal
that can be reached and a termination condition can be captured as a objective statement. In a more
general case, communities are intended to aspire an improved state without a termination condition,
thus only preferencesfor particular outcomes of processes within the community can be stated.

Disposition: Rejected
Fin-7 Cat E Page Sect 6.2.4 Para Line
Keep 6.2.4.1 and the notes of 6.2.4.2; delete therest of thetext in 6.2.4.

Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments

Fin-8 CatE Page Sect 6.2.3. Para Line

Ddete. Use of normal English meaning for party would be adequate. Contracting party as a term does
not really reveal that the commitment has already been made, it might aswell be on theway still.

Disposition: Rejected
Fin-9(a)Cat TH Page Sect 6.3.2. Para Line

Replace “Role (of a community)” by “Role (in a community)” in 6.3.2. The genetive form is
ambiguous.

Replace definition in 6.3.2 by
Role: Anidentified set of activities relevant for the cobehaviour of acommunity.

Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments
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Fin-9(b) Cat TH Page Sect 6.3.1Para Line
Replace the (empty) definition of behaviour in 6.3.1. by

Cobehaviour: A composition of behaviours where the interactions of two or more objects are shown,
and the internal actions hidden. The interactions visible cover both the interactions amongst those
obj ects themselves and the interactions with the environment of the objects under composition.

Fin-10 Cat TH Page Sect 6.3.3 Para Line
Replace the definition with the following and del ete the three notes.

Process: An identified subgraph of the community cobehaviour limited between interactions between
the community and its environment (trigger and result).

Disposition: Rejected
Fin-11 Cat TH Page Sect 6.34 ,635 Para Line

Replace the definition of task with the following.

Task: A labeled graph of actions. A task can be related either to cobehaviours (and thus, processes) or
to activities (and thus, roles), and used for locating corresponding interactions presented in both role
and process based approaches. The tasks need not to beidentical, but some sort of equivalence classis
more suitable.

Deletethe definition of step.
Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

Fin-12aCat E Page Sect 6.4.3

Delete.

Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

Fin-12bCat E Page Sect 6.4.4

Delete.

Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

Fin-12cCat E Page Sect 6.4.5.2.2-6.45.25

Delete.

Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments

Fin-13 Cat E Page Sect 6.5, 6.7 Para Line
Move 6.7.2 Commitment into policy concepts, making it 6.5.4.
Remove 6.7 Force concepts.

Disposition: Rejected

Fin-14 Cat TH Page Sect 7.1 Para Line
Replaceby:

I'n an enterprise specification, an ODP system and the environment in which it operates are represented
asacommunity. The objectives and scope of the ODP system are defined in terms of therolesit fulfils

within acommunity and policy statements about thoseroles.
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Communities can be defined either as community types or even as community templates.
An enterprise specification may thusinclude the specifications of

A community and the direct environment it interacts with, and

Any other communities of which the system or its parts are members.

A community specification definesthe obligations, permissions, prohibitions and authorisation of each
of the community members.

Notes 2 and 3 can be kept
Digposition: Accepted - covered by re-write

Fin-15 Cat E Page Sect 7.2 Para Line
Add opening sentencesbefore 7.2.1:

A community is aconfiguration of enterprise objects interacting with each other, governed by policies
committed to that community. A community is formed by populating a community specification
according to its population policy. A community involves a contract, an agreement between enterprise
objects, about a shared objective and shared constraints on interactions.

Disposition: Accepted

Fin-16 Cat TH Page Sect 7.2.1 Para Line

Replaceby

A community specification isgiven in terms of

- Rolestobefulfilled by enterprise objects,

- Policiesgoverning the activitiesrelated to each role,

- Processes which take place in the community,

- Policiesgoverning the cobehaviour of objects related to each process,

- Epochs describing changes in the presence of various roles within the community and changesin
the configuration of thoseroles,

- Population policies governing the assingment of enterprise objectsto eachrole,
- Policiesrelating to environment contracts governing objects in the community.

In general, community type specifications form atype set in which various relationships between the
types may be present. Corresponding cross references between the specifications concern may occur.

Roles can be described by role types. Role types can have various relationships, e.g., subtype
hierarchies.

Disposition: Accepted - covered by re-write

Fin-17 Cat TH Page Sect 7.2.2 Para Line
Replaceby

A community specification can be populated by assigning an enterprise object to each role the
specification. The object type of the object that fills the role must be consistent with the role type.
However, the role/object relationship is not a type/instance relationship. Furthermore, the enterprise
object selected to play acertain role must fulfil the requirements of the population policy.
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Note: Asaspecia case, an instantiation process can be used for populating the community. In such a
case, the role type is interpreted as an object template. However, the created communities are fixed
both in respect of members, and of configuration.

The enterprise objects assigned for roles in the community can be dynamically changed during the
lifetime of the community. As aconsequence, arole can temporarily be empty. Still, the community is
continuously responsible for the obligations placed on that role.

An enterprise object may become amember of acommunity because
- Thecommunity specification providesthat the community includesthe object,
- Theobject ismade part of the community at the time of community creation, or

- Theobject becomesapart of the community asaresult of dynamic changesin the configuration of
the community.

Disposition: Editor to implement to replace 7.8.1 without the note. First sentence to be “A
community is populated by assigning enterprise objects to roles of the community” and then
what Joaquin has.

Fin-18 Cat E Page Sect 7.2.2,7.82,7.8.3 Para Line
Move sections 7.8.2 and 7.8.3 to form the fina paragraphsin 7.2.2.
Disposition: Accepted - move 7.8 to before Objective Rules.

Fin-19 Cat TH Page Sect 7.2.3 Para Line

Rationale: See FIN-3. We doubt the verifiablity of the transitivity properties claimed in paragraph 3;
furthermore, we are not sure that the property would be always beneficial .

Repl ace the section with the following text but keep the final note with examples.

An enterprise specification may specify several communities. A community need not be specified in
isolation; rather, it may be considered in the context of some other community or communities to

which it isrelated.
Community specifications can berelated in various ways, including relationships where

Community specifications are interlinked by desinging how their policies, interactions, interfaces and
behavioursinterleave.

Note: The purpose of creating independent communities can be modelling of autonomous domains or
modelling of independent service provision.

Note: In case of modelling federated communities, objects and roles involved may have contradicting
requirements and constraints on their cobehaviour. If such apossibility exists, the specifications should

include an explicit mechanism for resolving the contradicting situation.
Community specifications can be reused and nested within specification tools.
Communities can be related in various ways, including relationships where

A community (CEO, community equivalent object) fulfilsasingle role in another community. Two or
more communities can be thus interlinked through a match-making process that considers their
policies, interacting cababilities, interfaces and behaviour descriptions. The role to be fulfilled by thet
CEO can be either acore role or an environment role.

The same object fulfils roles in multiple communities. If communities require that the same object
fulfills specific roles, the shared object can be used as a specific form of interaction between the
communities.
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Note: Not all situations where an enterprise object fulfils roles in multiple communities are relevant.
The situation may well be accidental and carry no intended obligations for the object. In contrary, such
acase may contradict the security policy of some community.

Role specifications, role type specifications, process specifications, and policy specifications can be
related in various ways, including relationships where

specifications can be reused and nested within specification tools.

Communities with a need to interact are clearly parts of a larger, outer community, thus common
policies will apply.

Disposition: Rejected in fact, but certain aspects Accepted particularly removal of transitivity
para.

Fin-20 Cat E Page Sect 7.3 Paral Line
Replaceby

Every community has one objective, which is defined in its contract, and can be refined into a
collection of sub-objectives. The objective of the community is not necessarily areachable goal but an
aspiration towards some less specificaim.

Disposition: Last sentenceasanote.

FIN-22 Cat E Page Sect 7.4.1 Paral Linel
Replaceby
An object denoted by acommunity specification isinvolved ...

Disposition: Accepted in principle

Fin-23 Cat TH Page Sect 7.4.2 Para Line
Replaceby

Role-based approach: The cobehaviour of the community is partitioned into a set of object
placeholders, roles, giving restrictions for the suitable enterprise objects to play the role, and
obligations for the object within the community. For each role, only the required object behaviour is
described, not thetotal cobehaviour of the community nor the behaviour of interacting partners.

Replaceby

Process-based approach: The cobehaviour of the community is partitioned into a set of processes, each
describing how the community reacts to atrigger and reaches a result, and in this way achieves some
particular sub-objective in the community. For each process, the required interactions between core
objects and environment objects are described, not hiding the internal communication of the
community.

Delete para 3-6 (Role behaviour decomposes..... not beastep.)

Replace step by task

Disposition: Rejected as no consensus on cobehaviour

Fin-24 Cat E Page Sect 743 ,744 Para3 Linel
Replaceby

When acommunity is established, one or more objectsis associated with ...
Add
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Roles can have cardinalities assingned to them. Thisisashorthand for expressing that the same type of
role can be multiply populated simultaneously.

Delete 7.4.3.1, 7.4.32and 7.4.33, 7.4.4
Disposition: Accepted - covered by re-write

Fin-24 Cat E Page Sect Annex B and parking lot Para
Line

Delete.
Disposition: Accepted

FIN-26 Cat TH Page Sect 10.3 Para Line

The correspondence rules between enterprise language and other ODP viewpoint languages are not
defined in terms of ODP vocabulary. In addition, the text related to corresponding concepts has been
degenerated too far by iterated corrections.

Intheillustrations, for enterprise viewpoint, the following boxes should be used:
- community

- Objective

- Scoping statement

- Roade

- Process

- Task

- Actorrole

- Artefactrole

- Policy

For information viewpoint, the following concepts/boxes should be used:
- Information object

- Dynamic schema

- Staticschema

- Invariant schema

The correspondences between enterprise viewpoint concepts and information viewpoint concepts
include

- One or more information objects can represent the information content of an enterprise object
which fulfils any kind of rolein the enterprise specification.

- Invariant, static and dynamic schemata of information objects are governed by the enterprise
viewpoint policies. The policies each information object must obey are those related to the whole
community, those related to the enterprise object involved, and activities of that enterprise object
asfar astheinformation object is participating the activity.

- A dynamic schemais associated with atask.

For computational viewpoint, the following concepts/boxes should be used:
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- Computational object behaviour
- Computationa interaction

- Computationa interface

- Binding object

The correspondences between enterprise viewpoint concepts and computational viewpoint concepts
include

- A computational object may include multiple computational interfaces each of which represent a
computational object behaviour. One or more computationa interfaces can represent the
computationsrel ated to an enterprise object.

- Oneor moreinteractions of acomputational object are related to atask.
- Computational object behaviour isrestricted by policies.

- Binding object isrelated to cobehaviour of enterprise objects.

For engineering viewpoaint, the following concepts/boxesshould be used:

- Basicengineering object

- Node

- Interceptor

The correspondences between enterprise viewpoint concepts and engineering viewpoint concepts
include

- Oneor more basic engineering objects may represent an enterprise object.
- Anenterprise object may locate at one or more nodes.

- A domain is a specific community type in the enterprise language. One or more interceptors may
be needed to implement adomain boundary.

Disposition: Editor toimplement

FIN-27 Cat TH Page Sect Annex A Para Line
The BNF representation of the enterprise specification structure does not conform with the text.

Furthermore, the population constraints have been moved into a too detailed level (actions) to be
useful. Population constraints are not any more clear from the text either, and should be added.

Move <constraint>* <involves statement>* into <role-object assignment>.
Figure A-1 should be updated:

Objective and process should have N:1

Step and action should be removed

SuperWho should be removed or clarified, RoleFiller aswell

Behaviour and SuperWho should have no relationship

Cobehaviour should be defined

Behaviour should have arelationship with task
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Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

FIN-28 Cat E Page Sect 7.5,8 Para Line
Replace section 7.5, before 7.5.1, by section 8, thus removing 8.
Keep thefirst paragraph of 7.5.1, but removetherest of the section.

Disposition: Editor toimplement

Fin-29 Cat E Page Sect 7.5.2 Para Line
Replace the subtitle Ownership by “Policy makers’ and continue 7.5 directly. Replace the text by

The default policy maker and controller for an object is the owner of that object. Each object has at
most one owner, even if refined or delegated to a set of cooperating objects. An object can be owned
by itself. Object ownership becomes specified at instantiation, but can be transferred, delegated or
relinquished (temporarily, permanently).

Disposition: Delete heading, replace 142-47 of p20 with proposed text. Editor to replace object
with enterprise object.

Fin-30 Cat E Page Sect 7.5.3 Para Line
Add “authorization” to thetitle. Add subsection Authorization

If an enterprise object is authorised to an action, the target of that action has no permission to deny the
action to take place. If denial occurs, that isafailure and aviolation against the community contract.

Disposition: Editor toimplement

Fin-31 Cat E Page Sect 7531 Para3 Line24-34
Delete the last paragraph about deontic logic, and the temporary note

Disposition: Editor toimplement

Fin-32 Cat E Page Sect 7.5.3.3 Para Line
Replace” Standing obligations ... violation condition” by

Standing obligations are always obligations where enabling conditions are always true, thus any
interaction must conform to the obligation in addition to other constraintsonit.

Disposition: Editor toimplement delete 1% always

Fin-33 Cat TL Page Sect 7.5.6.1 Para Line

Successful performance of an interaction between enterprise objects of acommunity requiresthat a set
of permissionsexists. Required permissions are either

- Associated with aparticular target rolein thisinteraction, or
- Associated with the interaction asawhole.

It is not necessary, that there is an authorization to perform the interaction. If both authorization and
permission for an interaction is missing, the interaction fails and may therefore make the enterprise
object to meet afalurein fulfilling itsrole.

Objects can pass permissions and authorizations between themselves. This passing is itself an
interaction, and is subject to same permission rules.

Disposition: Editor to implement but temp note about when per missions are used in a model
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Fin-34 Cat E Page Sect 7.5.6.2 Para Line

The purpose of this section is unclear. Unless the intention can be clarified, the section should be
deleted.

Disposition: Editor toimplement —temp note

Fin35 Cat E Page Sect 7.7 Para Line

See comment FIN-15 — FIN-19. The proposed text for 7.2. captures the ideas of current 7.7. Therefore
7.7 can be deleted.

Disposition: Accepted and done

Fin-36 Cat E Page Sect 7.9, 7.10 Para Line
Remove.

Disposition: Rejected

Fin-37 Cat E Page Sect 7.5.4 Para Line

Delete. The idea has already been inserted into the text by comments xxx
Disposition: Deferred —no text

Comments from France

AFNOR 1 CAT MAJOR: CLAUSE 0.2 LINE 35, 36, 37:
Proposal:

Delete this sentence.

Rationale;

Wethink that the correspondence rules are not well defined.
Disposition: Rejected

AFNOR 2 CAT MAJOR: CLAUSE 1LINE 11, 12
Proposal:

Delete this sentence.

Rationale;

Wethink that the correspondence rules are not well defined.
Disposition: Rejected

AFNOR 3 CAT MINOR: CLAUSE 5

Proposal:

Replace line 39 to 41 by:

"The enterprise language defines the concepts necessary to represent the behaviour expected of an
ODP system. It defines structuring rules for using those concepts to produce an enterprise
specification.”

Rationale:

Page- 15 of 77



We prefer to not deal with community in thisclause.
Disposition: Accepted

AFNOR 4 CAT MINOR: CLAUSE 6.1.1

Proposal:

Delete this definition

Rationale:

We argue that this definition is equal sto the common sense.

Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

AFNOR 5 CAT MAJOR: CLAUSE 6.2.1

Proposal:

Weproposeto not define“resource”.

Rationale;

Inour point of view, aresourceiskind of artefact. But, we do not need this definition.
Disposition: Rejected

AFNOR 6 CAT MAJOR: CLAUSE 6.3.1

Proposal:

Behaviour (of acommunity): A behaviour of a community is composed of actions that are identified
by the roles of the community. Constraints on these actions must be consistent with the constraints
identified by the roles of the community.

Rem: Actions identified by a role of a community may not be included in the behaviour of that
community.

Rationale:

Objectslivein acommunity to perform a co-operative work. They perform some actions to realise the
objective of that community. These actions areidentified by the roles of the community. The behaviour

of the community expresses this co-operative work.

Digposition: Put in 7.2.1 (old numbering)

AFNOR 7 CAT MAJOR: CLAUSE 6.3.2

Proposal:

We proposeto not define the"Role (of acommunity)"
Rationale;

Wearguethat it isbetter to explain that:

Roles belong to one community. When a role belongs to one community, objects fulfilling it must
belong to this community.

Disposition: Accepted

AFNOR 8 CAT MAJOR: CLAUSE 6.3.3
Proposal:
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Process:

A collection of tasks taking place in a prescribed manner and leading to the accomplishment of some
result.

Rationae:

We have not understood the difference between atask and astep. If astepisjust a"task" in aprocess,
then we think that we do not need to defineit.

Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

AFNOR 9 CAT MAJOR: CLAUSE 6.34

Cat4

Proposal:

Task:

A task isan action that belongs to abehaviour identified by arole.
Rationale;

We are not sure that the behaviour of acommunity includesall actionsthat areidentified in theroles of
the community. Wethink that there are a difference between an action that belongsto a behaviour of a
community and an action that bel ong to abehaviour identified by arole.

Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

AFNOR 10 CAT MAJOR: CLAUSE 6.3.5

Proposal

Wedo not need to definea” step”.

Rationale;

If astepisjust atask in aprocess, we do not think that we really need to defineit.
Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

AFNOR 11 CAT MAJOR: CLAUSE 6.4.1,6.4.2,6.4.3,6.4.4
Proposal:

Wethink that we need these four definitions.

Rationale:

We think that the distinction between Actor role and Artefact role could be very useful (for example
for the generation of code).

These two concepts are very well defined thanks to the concepts of Actor and Artefact.
Wethink that we do not need to define aresource, for usaresourceisasort of artefact.
Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

AFNOR 12 CAT MAJOR: CLAUSE 6.4.5

Proposal:

We choosethe fourth alternative.

We want to define:
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Interface roles (in a community): Roles in a community that identify interactions identified by core
roles. If the core community is represented as an object in a larger community, then this object must
fulfilsinterface roles.

Rationale:
Wethink that coreroles are useful to create CEO. Then, interface roles are the interface of the CEO.

Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

AFNOR 13 CAT MAJOR: CLAUSE 6.6.2

Proposal:

Replace Agent by: Delegate (A delegate)

Rationale;

Wethink that theterm "Agent" should not be defined.

We aso work with agent, and this definition is not consistent with our definition.

Disposition: Editor toimplement note asking for suggestions

AFNOR 14 CAT MINOR: CLAUSE 7LINE 4

Proposal:

The model is composed of astructure of model of communities.
Rationale;

If amodel is an enterprise specification (line 1), a specification of a model is a specification of a
specification. We think that we just deal with enterprise specification, not with specification of
specification.

Disposition: Accepted “ The model isa specification in termsof...”
AFNOR 15 CAT MINOR: CLAUSE 7LINE 4
Proposal:

I'n an enterprise specification, an ODP system and the environment in which it operates are represented
asacommunity. At some level of description the ODP system is represented as an enterprise object in
that community, this community is called the <S>community. The objectives and scope of the ODP
system are defined in terms of the roles it fulfils within the <S>community, and policy statements
about those roles.

An enterprise specification includes the specifications of :

-- the <S>community

-- any other communities of which the system or its parts are members, and

-- other communities of which objectsin the environment of the system are members.
Rationale;

We think that this community isreally important; it is composed of the rolesthat specify the objectives
and scope of the ODP system.

Disposition: Accepted in principle by re-write
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AFNOR 16 CAT MINOR: CLAUSE 7.2.1
Proposal:

Removeline3to 9

Rationale;

These structuring rules should belong to 7.8
Disposition: Accepted - covered by re-write
AFNOR 17 CAT MINOR: CLAUSE 7.2.1
Proposal:

Add thisnote:

There are different levels of abstraction for the specifications of communities. A specification could be
very abstract (with only of role types); or a specification could be very concrete (with very detailed
description of object and very detailed description of roles).

Rationale:

We think that a community specification could be a description of a single community, but also it
could be adescription of aset of communities.

Disposition: Accepted - covered by re-write
AFNOR 18 CAT MINOR: CLAUSE 7.2.2
Proposal:

A community is established by a contract, an agreement between parties (enterprise objects). The
objective of the community will be consistent with the objectives of al of the parties of that

community contract.
Rationale:

Wethink that the objective of acommunity is morethan a subset of the objectives of all of the parties
of the community.

Disposition: Accepted - covered by re-write

AFNOR 19 CAT MAJOR: CLAUSE 7.2.3

Proposal:

Replace line 25 to 39 by:

These communities can be related in various ways, including rel ationships when:

- The enterprise specification prescribes that the object fulfilling a role in one community be part of
other communities, perhapsfulfilling a certain rolein each of those communities.

- A composite object is part of acommunity and it or some of its component objects are parts of other
communities.

Rationale:

Wethink that thereisonly to kind of relationship between communities.
Line 26 and 27 mean the same thing.

Line 29 istoo abstract.
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Line 37 and 38 mean the same thing.

Disposition: Editor toimplement asre-written

AFNOR 20 CAT MAJOR: CLAUSE 7.3
Proposal:
Replace line 38 to 44 by:

Objectives of a community could be expressed by a collection of interrelated roles, processes, and
policies. Objectives expressed in arole are realised by objects fulfilling the role. Objectives expressed
in aprocess are realised by objects performing the actions of the process. Policies describe the parts of
the community behaviour which are not yet prescribed, but which influence decisions within behaviour
on acase-by-case basisin order to steer the behaviour towards an objective. Typically roles, processes
and policy will be designed to meet different each sub-objective. A policy may influence the
occurrence of a specific action in a process, which may in turn result in occurrences of other steps as
well as creation (or termination) of processes.

Rationale:
Wethink that it isto confusing to say that arole has an objective.
Disposition: Agreed asre-worded

AFNOR 21 CAT MAJOR: CLAUSE 741 LINE 17

Proposal:

Removeline 17, 20 and 21

Rationae:

Wethink that aresourceisasubtype of an artefact. We think that we do not need to define aresource.
Example of action: Takeacar.

Doesthe car isaresource or an artefact?

We do not know, that iswhy we prefer to deal only with artefact.

Disposition: Withdrawn

AFNOR 22 CAT MAJOR: CLAUSE 7.4.2
Proposal:

Replaceall occurrence of “step” by “task”.
Rationale:

Wethink that we do not need to define“ step”.

Disposition: Noted but no further action. Editor to bring out asmajor issue.

AFNOR 23 CAT MINOR: CLAUSE 7.4.3
Proposal:

Removeline 35to 37

Rationale;

These structuring rules should belongto 7.8
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Dispostion: Withdrawn

AFNOR 24 CAT MAJOR: CLAUSE 7.4.3.1

Proposal:

Weprefer:

7.4.3.1 Interface Roles

7.4.3.2 Community Structures

Rationale;

We usetheinterfacerolesin the “community structures’.

Disposition: Accepted - covered by re-write

AFNOR 25 CAT MAJOR: CLAUSE 7.4.3.1
Proposal:

Objects of acommunity may interact with objects outside of that community. If these interactions are
identified by roles. Then:

- Either, the objects that interact must belong to a community. Then, the roles that identify these
interactions must belong to that community.

- or, the objects outside of that community interact with a CEO that represents some of the objects that
community. Then, the roles that identify these interactions and that are fulfilled by the objects of that
community areinterfaces of the CEO.

In the first case, this interaction is reduced to interaction of objects inside a community. The
interactions between these objects areidentified by the roles of thiscommunity. In the second case, we
consider that the CEO may be amember of alarger community. Then:

- The CEO fulfilsrolesin the larger community
- The other objects of the larger community interact with the CEO through itsinterfaces.
These structuring rules prescribes the rel ation between the community and the larger community:

- The interfaces of the CEO in the larger community correspond to the interface roles of the
community

- The roles that the CEO fulfils in the larger community identify only actions that are performed by
objects of the core community

- Actions identified by other roles of the larger community that are interactions with the CEO are also
identified by environment roles of the community.

Rationale:

When an object in acommunity interacts with an object outside of that community, either these objects
belong to a community either the object outside the community interacts with a CEO that represents
that community. Inthe first case, the roles of this*outer” community identify these interactions. In the
second case, these interactions belong to the interface of the CEO. The CEO is an object in a larger
community. Itsroles identify only actions that are identified in the roles of the core community. In the
larger community, interactions between the CEO and other objects are also identified by environment
roles of the community.

Disposition: Accepted - covered by re-write

Page- 21 of 77



AFNOR 26 CAT MINOR: CLAUSE 7.8

Proposal:

Removeline 10 (see annotation)

Rationale;

Wethink that roles have no objectives, they may express an objective.

Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments

AFNOR 27 CAT MAJOR: CLAUSE 7.8
Proposal:
Replaceline 11 to 15 by:

The starting point is the objectives of objects. The participation of an object in a community enables
the object to meet an objective that would not be possible if the object acts individualy. This
impossibility could be due to physical or temporal constraints, limitations in the capability of the
object, or lack of resources.

Rationale:

We do not think that objective of a community is a shared sub-objective of the objects of the
community.

Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments

AFNOR 28 CAT MAJOR: CLAUSE 7.8
Proposal:
Replace line 18 to 20 by:

Objects filling roles must take on the objectives expressed by those roles. Selecting an object to fill a
role will typically include some assessment of the conflict between the objectives expressed by the
rolesand the objectives of the object ...

Rationale;
Wethink that arole has no objectives.
Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments

AFNOR 29 CAT MAJOR: CLAUSE 7.8.1
Proposal:
Replace line 38 to 40 by:

A community is established by a contract, an agreement between parties (enterprise objects). The
objective of the community will be consistent with the objectives of al of the parties of that
community contract.

Rationale:

We think that the objective of acommunity is morethan a subset of the objectives of all of the parties
of the community.

Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments
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AFNOR 30 CAT MAJOR: CLAUSE 10
Proposal:

Removethisclause

Rationale;

Not well defined.

Disposition: Noted See AFNOR 1 and AFNOR 2.

AFNOR 31 CAT MAJOR: ANNEXE A
Proposal:

Removethe entity Step.

Rationale;

Wethink that we do not need the definition of step
AFNOR 32 CAT MINOR: ANNEXE A

Proposal:

Add thisnote:

Weusethe UML notation in thismodel.
Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

Comments from Japan

JPNO001

The description of TEMPORARY NOTE is important, and it should be rewritten as NOTE in the
following:

NOTE - In actua specifications, it is important to clarify a distinction between prescriptive
postconditions for actions and those postconditions which include preferences about particular
outcome of an action. The former are not objectives and the latter are. The details of the clarification
may depend on actua specifications.

Disposition: Accepted
JPN-002TL:

"Resource”, "Party" and "Owner" should be in Role concepts because these represent some
characteristics of behaviours of objects and because the characteristics should beidentified asarole.

"Service" should bein Basic concepts becauseit is elementary for ODP systems design.

Digposition: Yesfor Resour ce and Party but not Owner

JPN-003TL:

Because "Contracting party" is essential in Enterprise Viewpoint, "Party" should mean "Contracting
party” and not "Natural party". When referring to "Natura party", thefull terms should be used.

Disposition: Agreed
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JPN-004TL:

The second alternative, 6.2.4.2, is better because an owner should be aparty, that is, acontracting party
(see JPN-004TL), which is subject to some contracts.

Disposition: Accepted
JPN-005TL:

The following definition is proposed: A collection of behaviours of objects in that community which
are subject to contracts of that community.

Disposition: Accepted in new structuring rule
Disposition: Rejected

JPN-006TL:

Thefollowing definitions are proposed:

Corerole (inacommunity): A roleto befulfilled by an object that performs actionsfor the objective of
the community.

Support role: A role to be fulfilled by an object that supports actions of objects in a core role of a
community. An object in asupport role may and may not be in that community, and may also bein an
environment role or in an interfacerole.

Environment role (with respect to acommunity): A roleto be fulfilled by an object that interacts with
objects of the community but isnot part of the community.

Interface role (of a community): A role to be fulfilled by an object that interacts with objects outside
the community. An object in an interface roleisin the community.

Disposition: Rejected —no other NB support

JPN-007TL:

The current text isacceptable.

Disposition: Accepted

JPN-008TL:

The description of "Editor's note" istrue, and it should beinserted to the main text as presented.
Disposition: Makea Note, and say “as stated in Pt2”

JPN-009TL:

"Role" is an identifier according to RM-ODP Part 2, and is also a name. It is strange to create and
destroy aname. It isbetter that "Role may be validated and invalidated".

Disposition: Accepted - covered by re-write

JPN-010TL: p.18, line 29, 7.4.3.2 I nterface Roles
The abbreviation CEO isunclear. Itsfull spelling should be given.
Disposition: Accepted
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JPN-011TL: p.19, line61, TEMPORARY NOTE (isthisin theright place? No line 61)

The text after the TEMPORARY NOTE is preferred because the terms in the text are ones defined in
RM-ODP Part2. The consistency between this standard and RM-ODP Part2 should be kept.

Disposition: Accepted - Re-writewill take account

JPN-0012TL: p.22, line 38, 7.5.4 Nesting of policy frameworks

Thetext in 8 may be used as a candidate draft of "policy framework”. Therefore,
- Movethetextin 8 to 7.5.4 and remove the current clause 8.

- Changethetitle of 7.5.4to "Policy Framework".

- Insert a new subclause 7.5.4.1 entitled by "Nesting of policy framework" with the text in "Text
parking lot".

Disposition: 1, 2 Subsumed in resolution of other comments, 3 Rejected and leave temp note.
Deleteparkinglot

JPN-0013TL: p.29, 10. Consistency rules
Clause 10 should exist for "the" design instruction of ODP systems.

Even if it isdifficult to get a consensus for correctness of the content of clause 10 among NBs, clause
10 should be left asaguide for ODP systems design in an informative annex.

Disposition: Accepted
JPN-0024TL: p.31, Figure10-1, 10-2 and 10-3

Roles defined in 6.4 (and possibly 6.2) should be added in the figures.

If modification of the figuresis difficult, it should be noted, at least, that there may be other roles than
ones described in the figures and that mapping of these roles into other viewpoints may depend on

details of each ODP system.
Disposition: Accepted
JPN-0015TL: p.32, Figure 10-2 and its explanations

There is no coincidence between "E-CX" in the figure and its explanation. Numbering in the figure
should be"E-C1", "E-C2", "E-C3", "E-C4" and "E-C5" from the top to the bottom.

The current explanation of "E-C4" isthe same asthat of "E-C5" and isredundant. It should be replaced
with the following:

E-C4 A computationa interface should conform to the type of an enterprise interaction.

Disposition: Accepted

JPN-0016TL : p.33, Figure10-3

Theimportant staffsin Engineering viewpoint such as"stub”, "binder" and "protocol" should be added.
The proposal isthefollowing:

- Draw aline with alabel "E-N6" from "enterprise interaction" and "policy" to "stub", "binder" and
"protocol”.

- Add an explanation of "E-N6" asfollows:
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E-N6 An enterprise interaction with a policy should provide some constraints for behaviours of an
engineering interaction based on "stub”, "binder" and "protocol”.

Disposition: Accepted
JPN-0017TL: p.35 Annex A

The relationship between figure A-1 and figure A-2, that is, the usage of the two notations for
representation of the normative part of this standard, isunclear. If the definite relationship isnot given,
the possible inconsistency may cause aconfusion to users of thisstandard.

Annex A should be informative at least. And, if the definite usage of these notations is not given, this
annex should be removed.

Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

JPN-0018TL: p.39, Annex B

The necessity of this annex is doubtful because the description is given in the normative part of this
standard and is redundant. This annex should be removed.

Disposition: Accepted

JPN-019E: p.4, line 56, 3.1.2 Viewpoint language definitions

"ITU-T Recommendation X.902 | ISO/IEC 10746-2" should be "ITU-T Recommendation X.903 |
ISO/IEC 10746-3".

Disposition: Editor to implement

JPN-020E: p.16, line 22, 7.4.2 Roles and processes
The sentencein line 22 isthe same asthat in line 12, and is redundant. |t should be removed.

Disposition: Editor toimplement
Comments from Norway

NOR-1TL Page12 Section 7.1
Rationale

In an enterprise specification, an ODP system and the environment it operates are normally represented
as a community. However, there exist situations where other modelling concepts (e.g. domain) are

more useful (see[1] for adiscussion on this), but 7.1 excludes the use of any other modelling concept
when representing an ODP system and the environment it operates. Even if an outer-community can be
identified, it isnot always useful to identify and represent this.

Recommendation

Moderate 7.1 to open up to the use of aternative modelling concepts (such as domain). This can be
done by adding the sentences: “Even if an ODP system and the environment it operates always can be
represented by a community at some level of description, an enterprise specification may use other
modelling at the outer-most level. For instance, domain can be used to represent a configuration of
objects that do not share a common objective, but are nevertheless restricted by policies within that
domain (such asajurisdiction).”

[1] Aagedal, J. @., Milosevic, Z., “ ODP Enterprise Language: UML Perspective’, EDOC ’99.
Digposition: Accepted in principle - covered by re-write
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NOR-2 TH Page 16 Section 7.4.3
Rationale

The role rules do not reflect the fact that if aroleisfulfilled, it isfulfilled by exactly one object at any
onetime. Role is an identity-preserving abstraction of object, and can as such not be associated with
several objects at atime (unless they are grouped in a configuration object, of course). Line 26 reflects
this, but line 28 does not. Also, line 29-30 can be read as there may be severa objects fulfilling arole
at aspecific point intime, but by being specific on thisin line 28, thisinterpretation is eliminated.

Recommendation

Delete the last part of sentence on line 28 (from comma and out). Alternatively, one can changeto “or
by a configuration of objects at the sametime” after the comma, (then the configuration is actually the

object that fulfilsthe role).
Agreed in principle - Covered by re-write

Comments from UK

UK-1 CatG Whole document
Proposal:

Usetheform “enterprise object” throughout.
Rationale;

This is consistent with Part 3 usage which always uses the term “object” qualified by the viewpoint
name in the specific viewpoint clauses, and avoids possible misunderstandings about the scope of
modelling statements.

Disposition: Disposition: Accepted

UK-2 Cat: E Clause: 2.2 and 2.3
Rationale:

There are no references either to Paired ITU-T Recommendations | International Standards or to other
International Standards.

Proposal:
Delete these clauses.

Disposition: Editor toimplement

UK-3 Cat: E Clause: 3.1.2
Rationae:
a) Thereferenceiswrong.

b) The referenced document does not contain definitions for “community template” and “enterprise
object” and definitions are not required.

Proposal:

a) Change “ITU-T Recommendation X.902 | ISO/IEC 10746-2" to “ITU-T Recommendation X.903 |
ISO/IEC 10746-3".

b) Delete referencesto “ community template” and “ enterprise object”.

Page- 27 of 77



UK-4 Cat: E Clause: 3.2 [seealso UK-18 ]
Rationale;

Thedefinition of “policy” isneither refined nor extended by clause 6.5.1.
Proposal:

Deletethe clause.

Disposition: Withdrawn

UK-6 Cat:TH Clause: 5 Whole clause

Rationale:

a) Thetext of the Temporary Note does not apply to this text which matches text submitted by the UK
to the Curitiba meeting.

The text matchesthat agreed at the Brisbane and Washington meetings, in particular:
it more clearly states the motivation of the standard;
it removesthe use of theword “enterprise” used as anoun, aswas agreed at Brisbane.

b) Page 5, lines 26 and 27. The phrase “which will apply across a variety of notations and modelling
methods’ should be amplified.

Proposal
a) Retainthe existing text.

b) Delete the phrase on page 5, lines 26and 27 “which will apply across a variety of notations and
modelling methods’, and add anew paragraph:

There are many modelling methods and approaches used for understanding, agreeing and specifying
systems in the context of the businesses of which they form a part. Many of these approachesfall into
the categories often referred to as analysis or requirements specification. They can provide useful
insights into both the business under consideration and the requirements for systems to support it,
however many lack the rigour, consistency and completeness needed for formal specification. Itisa
key objective of this Recommendation | International Standard to provide a way of relating the
commonly used concepts and underlying principles of such methods to the modelling framework of the
RM-ODP.

Disposition: Accepted

UK-7 CatE Clause 6 Whole clause
Rationale:

The grouping of concepts with associated subheadings helps understanding, however some of the
headings are superfluous and confusing.

Proposal:
Accept the grouping of concepts with the following changes:
change subheading 6.1 to “ General Concepts’;

delete subheading 6.2 (“As yet unclassified concepts’) — the associated concepts become part of the
“Genera Concepts’ grouping;

delete subheading 6.4 (“Role concepts’) — the associated concepts become part of the “Behaviour
Concepts’ grouping.
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Disposition: Accepted

UK-8 Cat:TL  Clause 6.1.1 Objective (of a<Y>)

Proposal:

Replace*”...towardsthe preferred states.” by “ ...towards the achievement of the preferred states.”
Rationale:

Clarification.

Disposition: Accepted

UK-9 Cat: E Clause: 6.1.3 Scope (of a system)

Proposal:

Replace “The behaviour named by the set of roles...” by “The behaviour identified by the set of
roles...”.

Rationale:

Consistency with Part 2 definition of “role”.

Disposition: Accepted

UK-10 Cat: TL Clause: 6.2.3 Party

Rationale;

“Contracting party” appearsto be aspecial case of “natura party”
Proposal:

Identify “ contracting party” asaspecial case of “natural party”.
Disposition: Accepted - Editor to implement

UK-11 Cat: TL Clause 6.2.4 Owner
Rationale;

“Owner (of asystem”) seemsto be aspecia case of “owner”.
Proposal:

Identifier “owner (of asystem”) asaspecial case of “owner”.

Disposition: Make 2™ definition owner of an <x> and use second definition. Make note state that
it’san enterprise object.

UK-12 Cat: TL Clause: 6.2.4.1 Owner
Rationale:

Editor’s Note

Proposal:

Replace “the default controller of an object” with “the default controlling object of an enterprise
object.

Disposition: Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments
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UK-13 Cat: TH Clause: 6.3.1 Behaviour (of a community)

Rationale;

The definition follows directly from Part 2 concepts.

Proposal:

Behaviour (of acommunity): the behaviour of acommunity viewed as acomposite object.

NOTE — Thisdefinition of behaviour covers both interactions and internal actions of the community.

Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments

UK-14 Cat: E Clause 6.4.4 Artefact role
Rationae:

The NOTE duplicatesthe NOTE on 6.4.2.

Proposal:

Delete NOTE.

Disposition: Accepted

UK-15 Cat: TH Clause: 6.4.1-4
Rationale:

Taking into account the statements about resource in clause 7.4.1 (Objects and actions) and UK-31
there isaneed to introduce a definition of resource role similar to that for artefact.

Proposal:
Add aclause6.4.5:

6.4.5 Resource role: A rolein which the object fulfilling the role isinvolved in any actions of the role
asaresource.

Disposition: Editor toimplement asre-worded

UK-16 Cat: TH Clause: 6.4.5.1 Objectsdefined in termsof roles
Rationale:
Thedefining of objectsintermsof rolesisneither desirable nor necessary.

There should, however, be a rule about the naming of objects in terms of their roles e.g. an enterprise
object ina manager role may be referred to as a manager..

Proposal:
Delete definitions and add to clause 7.4.3 (Role rules) astatement of the form:

Where the context makes the usage clear, an enterprise object in a community specification can be
referred to by the name of therolethat it isfulfilling.

Disposition: Accepted

UK-17 Cat: TH Clause: 6.4.5.2 Roles defined
Rationae:
Page 8, line 29 to page 9, line 21. Since these are definitions of roles:
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a) they should be formulated in terms of the behaviour identified by the role, not in terms of the objects
that fulfil them;

b) they should be consistent with relevant text on roles in clause 7.4.2 (e.g. Page 15, line 43: “Role
behaviour decomposes the behaviour of the community intoroles...”).

Proposal:
Replace page 8, line 29 to page 9, line 21 with:

6.4.5.2.1 Core role (with respect to a community): A role identifying part of the behaviour of a
community viewed as aconfiguration of objects.

NOTE — Each enterprise object in the configuration fulfilsacorerole.

6.4.5.2.2 Environment role (with respect to a community): A role identifying all or part of the
behaviour of the environment of the community when that community is viewed as acomposite object.

6.4.5.2.3 Interfacerole: A corerole identifying behaviour that involves at least oneinteraction that is
also part of behaviour identified by an environment role.

Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments

UK-18 Cat: TL Clause: 6.5.1 Policy
Rationale;

Thisdefinition neither refines nor extends the Part 2 definition.
Proposal:

Delete the definition.

Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

UK-19 Cat: TH Clause: 6.7 For ce concepts
Rationale:

Without related structuring rules it is unclear how these concepts are to be applied in an enterprise
specification.

Proposal:
Delete unless adequate structuring rules are introduced that clarify the application of the concepts.
Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments

UK-20 Cat: TL Clause: 7 Lines3 and 4, and line 19
Proposal:

Replace “in which it operates’ by “of which it formsapart”.
Rationale;

The revised phrasing is more consistent with the fact that the system may have asignificant rolein the
businessprocesses.

Disposition: Accepted

UK-21 Cat: TL Clause: 7 Lines14 and 15

Rationale:
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Any activity of the system will be part of aprocessin which it participates.
Proposal:

DeeteLine 14: “activities undertaken by the system”

Agreed —editor to provide note explaining why it’sin Part 3

UK-22 Cat: TL Clause: 7.1 Line23
Proposal:

Insert “of an ODP system” after “ An enterprise specification”.
Rationale;

Clarification.

Disposition: Editor toimplement

UK-23 Cat: TL Clause: 7.1 Line26
Proposal:

Insert “whererelevant” at the start of the bullet text.
Rationale;

Clarification.

Disposition: Editor toimplement

UK-24 Cat: TH Clause: 7 Lines 2-31
Rationale:

The text should be reordered and modified to avoid repetition and redundancy, and to present the
conceptsin amore logical order.

Proposal:

Replace the paragraphs before clause 7.1 and al of clause 7.1 itself by the following reordered text
(note that thistext includes the changes proposed in UK-20 to UK-23):

7.1 Overal structure of an enterprise specification

An enterprise specification for an ODP system is a modd of that system and its environment that
focuses on the scope and purpose of that system and the policies that apply to it in the context of the
organisation of which it formsapart. The mode! is specified in terms of a structure of communities. A
community is a configuration of enterprise objects representing a group of entities in the organisation
(e.g. human beings, IT systems, resources of various kinds and groupings of these) that are subject to
someimplicit or explicit agreement governing their behaviour in the organisation.

Note: Theterm “organisation” is not limited to business organi sation.

In an enterprise specification, an ODP system and the environment of which it forms a part are
represented as a community. At some level of description the ODP system is represented as an
enterprise object in that community. An enterprise specification of an ODP system definesthe purpose,
scope and policies of that ODP system in terms of:

- rolesplayed by the system;
- processesin which the system participates;

- policy statements about the system, including those relating to environment contracts.
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An enterprise specification of an ODP system includes the specifications of:

- the community in which the ODP system is represented as a single enterprise object interacting
with itsenvironment,

- any other communities of which the ODP system or its parts are members, and

- where necessary for clarity or completeness, other communities of which enterprise objects in the
environment of the ODP system are members.

NOTES—

1 - Types of communities or community templates may be used in the specification of these
communities.

2 - Types of communities may be related by refinement.

3 - An enterprise specification can define communities that include objects that are in the environment
of the system and not part of the ODP system, when thisis necessary or will clarify the specification.

This clause defines how the concepts identified in clause 3 or defined in clause 6 of this
Recommendeation | International Standardare used in an enterprise specification.

Disposition: Accepted - covered by re-write

UK-25 Cat: TH Clause: 7and Annex B ODP system rules
Rationale:

The UK believes that Annex B does not contain structuring rules in the sense of statements about the
use of the term “ODP system” in an enterprise specification. However, the statements are about the
nature of an enterprise specification and, while some of the statements duplicate text in the
introductory paragraphs of clause 7 and subclause 7.1, paragraphs 3 and 4, with the associated Note
contain material the sense of which needsto beincludedin clause7.

Proposal:
Insert the following text before the last paragraph of the text proposed in UK-24:

(NOTES....)

4. The purpose of an ODP system is expressed by the objective of the community in which that system
appears as a single enterprise object interacting with its environment. However, other communities may
subsequently be defined in which an existing system is represented as an enterprise object, and these may have
objectives that diverge from, or contradict, the original purpose of the system.

The scope of the system, where the term scope has the meaning defined in clause 6 above, will be the
necessary and sufficient set of statements about the behaviour of the system such that information,
computational, engineering and technol ogy specifications can be devel oped.

NOTE — In order to understand that behaviour, it may be necessary to model at both more abstract and more
detailed levels of description than that at which “the ODP system is represented as an single enterprise object
interacting with its environment.” Thus this Recommendation | International Standard makes no prescriptions
about either the most detailed or the most abstract levels of any enterprise specification, nor does it make any
recommendations about the relative merits of modelling from ‘top-down’ or ‘bottom-up’. The approach taken will
be a modelling choice based on the system being specified and the purpose of the modelling.

Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments

UK-26 Cat: TH Clause7.11 Scoping Statement
Rationae:
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Given the nature of a Scoping Statement, as specified in clause 7.11, the need for such a statement
should beidentified early in clause 7.

Proposal:
Move clause 7.11 to be clause 7.2 and renumber subsequent clauses.

Disposition: Editor toimplement

UK-27 Cat: TH Clause7.2.1 Specification of a community
Rationale:

a) Thetext of Page 12, lines 34-39 and Page 13, lines 1-2 cannot be easily related to the clauses that
follow it.

b) The text of Page 13, lines 3-7 states enterprise object rules rather than rules about the specification
of acommunity.

¢) The text of Page 13, lines 8-9 is explanatory material that is more appropriate to clause 7.2.3
(Relationships between communities).

Proposal :

a) Replace Page 12, lines 34-39 and Page 13, lines 1-2 by:

A community isdefined in terms of the following elements:

- theobjective of the community;

- thebehaviour of the community;

- theconfiguration of enterprise objects that comprises the community.

The behaviour of the community isdefined in terms of the following elements:

- theinteractions of the community with its environment;

- the processesthat take place in the community;

- therelationships between the interactions and processes;

- policiesthat apply to the interactions and processes.

The configuration of enterprise objectsis defined in terms of the following elements:
- therolesfulfilled by enterprise objectsin the community;

- theassignment of enterprise objectsto roles;

- therelationship of rolesto processes,

- thepoliciesthat apply to therolesand to the assignment of enterprise objectsto roles.
b) Movetext of Page 13, lines 3-7 to clause 7.6, Enterprise object rules.

¢) Move text of Page 13, lines 8-9 to clause 7.2.3 (Relationships between communities).A community
isdefined in terms of each of the following elements:

Disposition: a) Accepted - covered by re-write - proposals b) and c) Disposition: Editor to
implement

UK-28 Cat: TH Clause: 7.2.2and 7.7 Establishment of a community; Contract

Rationale:
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a) The concepts of clause 7.2.2 and 7.7 are closdly related to each other and to clause 7.2.1. The
concepts discussed would be more easily understood, and related to each other and to other concepts
on community, if the clauses were merged.

b) The third paragraph of clause 7.7 (page 25, lines 27 to 34) duplicates (more or less) what issaid in
clause7.1.

) The statements on ownership of the community in clause 7.2.2 (page 13, lines 12-13 and lines 17-
18) should be covered in clause 7.5.2 (Ownership) or 7.8 (Lifecycle of acommunity).

d) In paragraph 1 of clause 7.7 (page 25, lines 18-23) the term “agreement” is used in relation to
entities (things being modelled), in paragraph 2 (page 25, lines 24-26) the term is used in relation to
“community” (amodel concept). This needs clarification.

Proposal:

a) Merge clauses 7.2.1, 7.2.2 and 7.7. A possible merged text taking into account UK-27 and (b), (c)
and (d) of the Rationaleis:

722  Specification of acommunity

A community exists by virtue of a contract, an agreement between parties (enterprise objects). The
objective of the community isasubset of the objectives of all of the parties of that community contract.

NOTES — There is no requirement that the parties fill other roles in the community. Indeed, the
lifetime of acommunity can exceed the lifetime of the partiesto the community contract.

The concept of contract, as defined in ITU-T X.903 | ISO/IEC 10746-3, provides the means to specify
actual communities. For a group of entities to be modelled as a community, there must be some
implicit or explicit agreement about the group covering three things:

- theobjective for which the group exists;
- thestructure, policies and behaviour of its members;
- theentities comprising its members.

This agreement is modelled as the contract for the community. This contract specifies the community
interms of thefollowing elements:

- theobjective of the community;

- thebehaviour of the community;

- theconfiguration of enterprise objects that comprises the community.

The behaviour of the community is defined in terms of the following elements:

the interactions of the community with its environment (where the community is viewed as a
compositeobject);

- the processes that take place in the community;
- therelationships between the interactions and processes,
- policiesthat apply to the interactions and processes.

The structure is defined by the configuration of objects that comprise the community, expressed in
terms of thefollowing elements:

- therolesfulfilled by enterprise objectsin the community;
- theassignment of enterpriseto roles;

- therelationship of rolesto processes,
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- thepoliciesthat apply to therolesand to the assignment of enterprise objectsto roles.

NOTE — A family of related contracts may generated from a contract template. Some aspects of the
contract template (e.g. membership) may only apply to particular contract instances, while other
aspects may apply to all contract instances.

b) Add text to clause 7.5.2 (Ownership) or 7.8 (Lifecycle of a community) to cover the intent of the
text from page 13, lines 12-13 and lines 17-18.

Disposition: a, b Accepted - covered by re-write; ¢, d Withdrawn

UK-29 Cat: TH Clause: 7.2.3 Relationships between communities
Rationale:
Therevised text of clause 7.2.3:

a) does not fully represent the sense of thetext inthe WD;
b) introduces apparent duplication (e.g. page 13, line 26 and lines 38-39);

¢) introduces concepts that are not relevant to an enterprise specification and are of doubtful validity
(e.g. page 14, lines 3-5 text on transivity of relationships).

Proposal:

Develop revised text based more directly on the text of the Woking Draft (JTCL/SC7/WG3 3N65). A
possible text taking into account UK-28 is:

An enterprise specification can specify more than one community. This occurs where a community
cannot be specified in isolation but must be considered in the context of some other community or

communitiesto which it is related.
The communities can be related in various ways, including relationships when:

- Onecommunity, viewed as acomposite object, isaan expression of an enterprise object fulfilling
aroleinacommunity of wider scopeand inamodel at adifferent level of abstraction;

- One community re-uses role specifications from another community.

- One community is populated with one or more enterprise objects that represent the same entities
as enterprise objectsin another community;

NOTES

1 The first case is where it is necessary to consider the community of interest (perhaps one in which the
ODP system appears as a single object) in the context of some larger (outer) community, in which it is modelled as
an enterprise object fulfilling arole. For example, if a community interacts with its environment (i.e. with objects
that are not members of that community) then it does so as a part of (i.e. as an enterprise object subject to the
policies of) a community of greater scope.

Alternatively, company may be defined as operating within a particular legal system, for example under English
Law. Thisis equivalent to saying that there exists a community whose members are those subject to English Law.
The laws and decision procedures can then be codified as the behaviour of this outer, English Legal community.
By being defined within this context, the community representing the company inherits from the outer community
a corresponding set of obligations on its members, representing the requirement that they operate in accordance
with the law.

2. The second case occurs where broad communities may be defined to represent aspects of commercial
activity, such as buying and selling, or even a specific framework for ownership of resources. A specific
commercial undertaking or organisation may be modelled in terms of a community specification identifying its
constituent members, the roles they fulfil and the internal procedures under which they operate. Some of these
roles may be required to operate on behalf of this organisation as, for example, buyers for the organisation, and
this part of their behaviour can be expressed by requiring that they play a buyer role within the definition of the
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(outer) commercial community. Making this association opens up the ability to define "suppliers' to the
organisation as the set of things having seller roles in the (outer) commercial community definition. The
commercial obligations on these roles then follow directly without re-specification.

Another example occurs where an outer community requires an auditor role to police the behaviour of core
communities. Depending on the size and complexity of the organisation being described, this may lead to the
definition of a further core community defining the procedures of an audit office to fulfil thisrole.

There can also be peer-to-peer interaction between communities. For this interaction between the
communities to be meaningful, there must be some element of shared objective, which itself impliesa

higher level of community of which both communities will be members, and acommon set of policies
will apply.

Disposition: Accepted in principle. Re-word of notes Accepted.

UK-30 Cat: E Clause: 7.3 Objectiverules

Rationale;

a) Page 14, lines 35-37. The relation between sub-objectives of the community and objectives of the
roles, processes and policies of the community should be made clearer.

b) Page 14, lines 37-38. The second sentence is ambiguous.

¢) Page 14, lines 37-47. Thistext should be restated in aclearer rule form.

Proposal :

Replace 7.3 by:

A community has exactly one objective. The behaviour of the community realisesits objective.

This objective of a community can be refined into sub-objectives that apply to roles, processes and
policies of the community.

The behaviour of the enterprise object fulfilling arole realisesthe objective of therole.

The performance of the part of the community behaviour prescribed by aprocess realises the objective
of the process.

A policy defines how decisions on behaviour are made on a case-by-case basis where part of the
behaviour of the community is not fully prescribed by the specification of roles and processes. The
objective of apolicy isrealised by steering behaviour to meet it.

Typically, roles, processes and policies have different (sub-)objectives. However, a process can
involve policy-influenced decisions that can result in the creation (or termination) of processes; hence,
processes and policies can beintertwined.

An enterprise object can have objectives where the entity being modelled has objectives.

An enterprise object fulfilling a role has the objective of the role. Hence, where a community, viewed
as a composite object, fulfils a role in a community of wider scope, the objective of the first

community is consistent with the objective of therole.
Disposition: Accepted —in particular last 2 paras.

UK-31 Cat: TH Clause: 7.4.1 Objectsand actions
Rationale:

a) Page 15, line 4. Thefirst statement should relate an enterprise object to arole aswell asan action

b) Page 15, 6 and 7. There should be a parallel statement about resource to those about actor and
artefact..
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¢) Page 15, 15-16, and 19-20. There should be statements for resource parallel to those for artefact.

d) Since the clause relates to the behaviour of enterprise objects it will follow more logically after
clause 7.4.3 on Rolerules.

Proposal:
a) Replacethe text by the following:

An enterprise object fulfils at least onerolein at least one community and can be involved in actionsin
the following ways:

- theenterprise object can participate in carrying out the action;
- theenterprise object can be mentioned in an action;
- theenterprise object may be used by the action.

NOTE — For every action there is at least one participating enterprise object. Where two or more
enterprise objects participatein an action, it isan interaction.

An enterprise object that participatesin an action is said to be an "actor" with respect to that action.

An enterprise object that is referenced in an action is said to be an "artefact" with respect to that
action.

An enterprise object that isused in an action issaid to be a"resource" with respect to that action.

In the special case where an enterprise object is referenced in an action in which it also participates
(e.g. an enterprise object reporting its state) it is both an actor and an artefact with respect to that
action.

In the special case where an enterprise object isused in an action in which it also participates it is both
an actor and aresource with respect to that action.

Resources can be used in an action, and the action is constrained by the availability of those resources.
There can be zero or more resources used ineach action.

Where arole in acommunity involves an enterprise object in actions only as an artefact, then it isan
artefact rolein that community.

Where arole in a community involves an enterprise object in any action as a resource, then it is a
resourcerolein that community.

Where arole in acommunity involves an enterprise object in any action as an actor, then it is an actor
rolein that community.

NOTE - Therefore, rolesin acommunity can be partitioned into actor roles, artefact roles and resource
roles with respect to that community.

b) Move the clauseto follow clause 7.4.3 (Rolerules).

Disposition: Accepted asamended. Editor to implement editor hasthe words

UK-32 Cat: TH Clause: 7.4.2 Rolesand processes

Rationale:

a) Page 15, lines 28 and 29. The description of the behaviour of a community should aso include the
interactions of the community, considered as acomposite object, with its environment (see UK-27 )

b) Page 15, lines 32-41. The text implies that processes and roles provide aternative but equivalent
approaches to the specification of the behaviour of a community. In fact, a process-based description
and arole-based description address different aspects of acommunity specification, namely:
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(Roles) The partitioning of tasksinto roles and the assignment of rolesto enterprise objects.

(Processes) Interactions of the community, considered as a composite object, with its environment, and
tasks and the ordering of tasks

¢) Page 16, lines 1-3. The second sentence “ The behaviour of arole will be a subset of the behaviour of
the object that fulfils that role” is more appropriate as a role rule. The last sentence duplicates a

statement in clause 7.4.3 (page 16, line 27)

d) Page 16, lines10 and 11. Thereis no explanation of the circumstances in which atask will not be a
stepin aprocess. The UK believesthat atask can always be related to a process.

€) Page 16, lines 12-19. The second sentence and the associated bullet items duplicate materia in
7442,

Proposal :

a) Replace page 15, lines 28 and 29 with:

The behaviour of acommunity defineswhat the community should be observed to do and consists of
- expected actions of the community, called tasks, and the possible ordering of the tasks;

- Interactions of the community, viewed as acomposite object, with its environment.

Add asubclause after 7.4.4 (Processrules):

7.45 Interactions

The specification of a community can include the specification of interactions of the community,
viewed as a composite object, with its environment. Within an enterprise description these interactions
may be defined as part of the specification of acommunity at ahigher level of abstraction in which the
first community is represented as an enterprise object.

Each interaction initiates and/or terminates one or more processes.
b) Replace page 15, lines 32-41 with:

The assignment of tasks to the enterprise objects that comprise a community is defined in terms of
roles. A role identifies an abstraction of the community behaviour that comprises a set of tasksthat is
assigned to a single enterprise object within the community. Each abstractionislabelled asarole. The
emphasisis on which enterprise objects participate in the particular behaviour.

The tasks and their ordering are defined in terms of processes. A processis a collection of abstractions
of the community behaviour in which each abstraction includes only those tasks that are related to

achieving some particular result/purpose/sub-objective within the community. Each abstraction is
|abelled with a process name. The emphasisis on what the behaviour achieves.

¢) Page 16, lines 1-3. Move the second sentence “The behaviour of a role will be a subset of the
behaviour of the object that fulfils that role” to follow the first paragraph of clause 7.4.3 (Page 16,

line26.
Delete thelast sentence.
d) Delete Page 16, lines 10 and 11.
e) Delete the second sentence and the associated bulletsitems of page 16, lines 12-19.

Disposition:

a) Unbulletisethefirst bullet — makethe second bullet anote. 7.4.5 Disposition: Withdrawn
b) Accepted

C) delete both sentences
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d) deferred
e) Accepted

UK-33 Cat: TH Clause74.3 Rolerules—introductory text
Rationale:

a) Page 16, line 26. A roleis an identifier for behaviour as well as a placeholder for an object that will
exhibit that behaviour.

b) Page 16, line 28. The phrase “ or by several objects at the sametime” does not make sense.
¢) Page 16, line 29. Thefirst sentenceimplies:
i) that all roles are assigned at the time the community isinstantiated: thisis not necessarily true;

i) that more than one enterprise object can be associated with a given role at one time: this does not
make sense except in the context of an enterprise object considered as a composite object, and
contradictsline 26.

d) Page 16, line 32. This text has left out significant rule related material from the Working Draft
(SC7/WG3 3N65). This stated:

“Therolesin acommunity may vary during its lifetime, since its behaviour may evolve. Roles may be
created or destroyed, so that the role lifetime is contained within the community lifetime, and the
period for which a particular enterprise object fulfils a given role is contained within the lifetime of
that role.”

The deleted material should be restored in an appropriate ruleform.

€) Page 16, lines 37-41. This paragraph is more about the nature of the specification of a community
than about the nature of roles.

Proposal:
a) Replace Page 16, line 26 by:

In the specification of a community, each role stands as a placeholder for some enterprise object that
exhibitsthe behaviour identified by therole.”

b) Delete the phrase “or by several objects at the sametime” in page 16, line 28.
¢) Replace thefirst sentence of page 16, line 28 by:

During the lifetime of the community, enterprise objects are associated with roles of the community.
A role can be empty for periods of time during the lifetime of acommunity.

d) Replace Page 16, line 32 with:

Roles may be created or deleted during the lifetime of a community. The role lifetime is contained
within the community lifetime, and the period for which a particular enterprise object fulfils a given
roleis contained within the lifetime of that role.

€) Movethe text from Page 16, lines 37-41 to clause 7.2, Community rules.
Disposition: a) Accepted

b), ¢) and d) Accepted - covered by re-write

€) deleted, not moved

UK-34 Cat: TH Clause: 7.4.3.1 Community Structure

Rationale:
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This clauseis obscure and, by avoiding theterms CEQO, corerole and environment role, invalidates text
elsewhere (e.g. clause 7.4.3.2).

It is suggested that the issues of concern can be addressed more directly by using the fact that a
community specification can include interactions of acommunity (viewed as an enterprise object) with
its environment. These are the interactions of the community when considered as enterprise object
fulfilling arole in acommunity appearing in amodel at ahigher level of abstraction - which is already
talked about in 7.2.

Proposal:
Replace the text of clause 7.4.3.1 with:
7.4.3.1 Environment and coreroles

The specification of a community can include the specification of interactions between enterprise
objects inthat community and enterprise objects outsideit. The configuration of enterprise objectsthat
comprises acommunity may be composed into a single enterprise object equivalent to that community,
referred to as the community equivalent object (CEO). The situation where enterprise objects in a
community interact with enterprise objects outside it is equivaent to there being interactions between
the corresponding CEO and its environment. Thus the interactions between a community and
enterprise objects outside it may be modelled at two levels of detail.

At one level of detail, an enterprise specification defines the interactions between the CEO and its
environment in terms of the roles of the CEO and the roles of the external enterprise object(s) with
which it interacts within a community of wider scope. At another, more detailed level, an enterprise
specification views the community as a configuration of enterprise objects and defines core roles and
environment roles for it. Each core role identifies part of the behaviour of the configuration of
enterprise objects and each environment role defines part of the behaviour of the environment of the
CEO. Some core roles in the community include interactions with enterprise objects in environment
roles. See Figure 1.

Such specifications of roles at different levels of abstraction must be mutually consistent. Consistency
ismaintained by observing thefollowing structuring rules:

- thebehaviour identified by each of theroles of the CEO (at the less detailed level of description) is
identified by a set of core roles interacting with one or more enterprise objects fulfilling
environment roles.(at the more detailed level of description).

- the environment roles (at the more detailed level of description) identify all aspects of the
behaviour of enterprise objects in the environment of the CEO (at the less detailed level of
description) so far as that behaviour concerns the interactions of those enterprise objects with the
CEO.
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Figure 1

Disposition: Resolved by AFNOR 25

UK-35 Cat: TL Clause: 7.4.3.2 Interfaceroles

Rationale:

Thistext needsto be consistent with the text for clause 7.4.3.1. The existing text is a so repetitive.
Proposal:

Taking into account UK-34 replace the existing text with:

It is sometimes necessary to consider the interactions of acommunity as a composite enterprise object
with its environment as the provision one or more services. This can be modelled by considering each
service as an interface of the CEO. Then, in specifying the community it is necessary to establish the
mapping between the interfaces (services) of the CEO and the core roles of the enterprise objectsin the
community that are directly associated with the interactions that provide the service(s). These are
interface roles. This mapping emphasi ses the fact that in the community specification these interactions
must be modelled as being interactions involving enterprise objects of the community rather than as
interactions of the CEO.

Disposition: Accepted in re-write

UK-36 Cat: TH Clause: 7.4.4 Processrules

Proposals:
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Page 18, line 47 to page 19, line 22. Replace with:
A processis modelled as adirected acyclic graph of steps, in which each step:

- ismade possible by state changes of one or more enterprise objects, or the completion of one or
more previous stepsin the process;

- resultsin state changes, some of which make possible the occurrence of subsequent steps in the
sameprocess.

NOTES—-

1-Theuse of ‘acyclic’ indicates that the trace, or history, of actions does not contain cycles of cause and effect.
This does not prevent the use of notations with a concept of iteration; such looping concepts generate a sequence
of distinct action occurrences.

2 — In an enterprise specification, a process is an abstraction of the behaviour of some community in which the
identities of the objects fulfilling roles in the community have been hidden as a result of the abstraction.

A stepinaprocess may itself be modelled as a (sub-)process.

Disposition: Accepted asamended

UK-37 Clause 7.4.4 Processrules
Rationale:
a) Page 19, line 24 Steps should be associated with the tasks of actor roles.

b) Page 19, line 25 Steps are only associated with enterprise objectsin the context of the rolesthat they
fulfil.

Proposals:

a) Page 19, line 24 Replace “associated with some actor role” with “associated with a task of some
actor role”.

b) Page 19, line 25 Delete “or different enterprise objects’.
Disposition:

a) Deferred until step/processdistinction isresolved
b) Disposition: Accepted

UK-38 Cat: G Cat: TH Clauses: 7.4.2-4
Rationale:

Clause 7.4.2 implies that processes and roles provide alternative but equivalent approaches to the
specification of the behaviour of a community. These two approaches address different issues in
relation to behaviour [see UK-27 1.

Community behaviour is defined in terms the processes that it carries out and its interactions with its
environment.

Roles provide the meansto describe how the behaviour is partitioned among the enterprise objectsthat
comprise the community.

The remainder of the clause 7.4 (except 7.4.1) combines material on behaviour (7.4, Processrules, and
parts of 7.4.3.1, Community structure) with material on the partitioning of behaviour in terms of roles

(7.4.3, Rolerules, and the remainder of 7.4.3.1).
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Combining discussion of thesetwo is confusing.
Proposal:

The proposal is too complex to insert here; it is anyway a compilation of many of the other UK
comments—see full UK comments.

Disposition: Withdrawn

UK-39 Cat: TH Clause: 7.5 Policy rules

Rationale;

Thetext in 7.4.5 needsto be reviewed and the following issues addressed:

Materia from clause 8 and the “ Text parking lot” on delegation needsto beincorporated;
Notethat, wherethereis duplication, text in clause 8 provides a better formulation.

Text should be put more uniformly in rule-like form;

Thetext in 7.5.3 should be kept at the current level of detail but it should be revised to dedl first with
obligations and then with permissions and prohibitions as special cases.

Examplesin current text give examples of policy related to both population and behaviour but existing
rulesall relateto behaviour.

Proposal:
The UK will propose text for the Editing Meeting.
Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

UK-40 Cat: TL Clause: 7.6 Enterprise object rules
Rationale;

a) Page 24, line 40. An entity is part of the organisation that is modelled by the community, not of the
community itsdlf.

b) Page 25, lines 8-11. Examples should not be part of the main text.
Proposal:
a) Page 24, line 40. Replace the first sentence by:

An enterprise object is any object in an enterprise specification that is significant to the achievement of
the objective of any community in that specification.

b) Page 25, lines 7-11. Repl ace these two sentences by:

NOTE — Thus, in considering the trading of grain, the grain itself need not be modelled if the general
stock level or capacity is relevant. However, individua batches of grain may need to be modelled as

enterprise objectsif the test results of individual batches are the subject of palicy.
Disposition: Editor to implement —delete note

UK-41 Cat: TH Clause7.9 Forcerules

Proposal:

This clause should be deleted if no text is provided.

Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments
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UK-42 Cat: E Clause7.10 Common community types
Rationale;

Thisclauseisout of place.

Proposal:

Movethe clauseto theend of clause 7.2.

Disposition: Editor to implement

UK-43 Cat: E Clause: 8

Proposal:

Merge with materia in clause 7 (seeUK-39 )

Disposition: Accepted

UK-44 Cat: TL Clause: 9

Rationale;

a) Page 29, line 14. “ Reference points’ are not discussed in the text.

b) Page 29, line 15 The term “conformance” is used in standards for conditions for which tests can be
applied. The term “compliance’ is the appropriate term to be used for consistency of a specification

with a standard (see RM-ODP Part 2, clause 15.1).

¢) Page 29, line 25. The second referencein page.

Proposal:

a) Page 29, line 14. Changetitle to “Compliance”.

b) Page 29, line 15. Replace “ conformant with” by “compliant with”.

c) Page 29, line 25. Replace “or ITU-T Rec. X.902 | ISO/IEC 10746-2" with “or ITU-T Rec. X.903 |
ISO/IEC 10746-3"

Disposition: Accepted

UK-45 Cat: E Clause: 10 Consistency rules

Proposal:

This clause should be revised to align with the remainder of the text when that text has been agreed
Disposition: Noted

UK-46 Cat: TH Annex A
Rationale:

The UK considers that this annex provides important tutorial materia that should remain in the
standard, however:

the diagram and the EBN text need review for consistency with the body of the text;
thereisaneed to provide better explanatory text;

the Annex should be referenced from the body of the text.

Proposal:
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The UK will provide draft text for the Editing Meeting. This should be revised to align with the output
text.

Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle
Comments from USA

Us1.

Location: Genera

Quadlifier: M

Rationale: Throughout the document, it becomes clear that some constructs have types (and templates),
and some constructs may be composed. Part 2 explicitly mentions types (and templates) for objects,
interfaces and actions. In addition, types are needed (and this is sometimes mentioned in the enterprise
language) for roles, communities, relationships and processes. Similarly, Part 2 mentions compositions
of objectsand of behaviours; it becomes clear that compositions are needed for processes, communities
and relationships. There is a need to describe these additions in one Clause, especialy taking into
account that these considerations are not specific to the enterprise language and may be used for other

viewpoint specifications. [Note that, in accordance with Part 3-4.2.2, these constructs may be used in
other viewpoint specifications even if they are concepts of the enterpriselanguage.]

Proposal: Include a Clause about extending the use of the Part 2 concepts, type and composition.
Disposition: Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

us-2.

Location: General

Quadifier: m

Rationale: It is not clear whether adefinition in terms of actionsis preferable to a definition in terms
of roles, for example. A collection of roles, together with the invariants that define relationships
between roles, aready determine substantial properties of actions that may happen. These invariants
define properties that may be more stable than properties of actions. Since at the same time the
invariants that define roles and relationships between roles may be deduced from the properties of

actions, it may be a modeler’s choice which approach to modeling should be preferred. The standard
should not impose a specific modeling approach.

Disposition: Accepted

us3.

Noted

Location: Generd
Quadifier: m

Rationale: Consider the duality of state and behaviour. A customer is a role within a community
described in the final noteto 7.4.3.1. Thisrole may be defined, on the one hand, by the specification of
acollection of actionsin which the customer participates, with the set of constraints (within the context
of the said community), and on the other hand, by the specification of the properties of the collective
state of the community in which this role participates (for example, using invariants). The specifier
makes the choice. In many situations both approaches will be used.

Similarly, we don’t need to restrict such examples to “customers’: the same considerations apply to a
posting ledger system within the community of an accounting system and related objects. Here an
object that models an existing legacy system may fulfill the role of a posting ledger system, or by an
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object that models a system-to-be-built, or even by a collection of human accountantsthat satisfiesthe
samespecification.

us4.

Location: 0.2, third paragraph

Qualifier: m

Rationale:. RM-ODP may be used for different purposes, as stated in Part 2. More specificaly, it does

not have to be used for specifying an IT system. Therefore the statement about object-based
application architecturesistoo restrictive and may be misleading.

Proposal: Delete the fragment “,s0 as to enable...application architectures’.
Disposition: Accepted

USS5.

Location: 3.1.2

Quadlifier: e

Rationale: Thetermsin this Clause are taken from Part 3 rather than Part 2.
Proposal: Replace “X.902" with “X.903" and “10746-2" with “10746-3".

Disposition: Editor toimplement

US-6.
Location: 5. p.51l. 17 ff.
Quadlifier: M, E

Rationale: The presentation ought to be expressed in amore precise manner. Some of the fragments of
the second and third paragraphs are semantically very close. The enterprise language provides not only
the vocabulary but, more importantly, the concepts. The distinction between stakeholders and usersis
not made clear (and may not be needed in this context). The size of organization (“very large’, “more
limited”, or “much smaller” need not be related to the complexity of the specification of this
organization and of the system within this organization. The duality of state and behaviour emphasized
in Part 2 (e.g., in 2-8.1) is not used. There is no mention of the configuration of the system. Finally,
there may be different communities within which the ODP system may be considered, and therefore
the concept of “within its community” is unclear. It will be clearer to make and consistently use the
distinction between organization — a construct from the universe of discourse (UoD), and community —
aconstruct from the model.

Proposal: Merge the second and third paragraphs. Add “concepts’ to the first sentence of the second
paragraph. Explicitly mention state and duality of state and behaviour instead of mentioning just the
behaviour of the system. Explicitly mention the configuration of the system. Delete “socia or
business’ as attributes of organization (in the second and fourth paragraphs) and instead mentionin a
note that an organization is not limited to asocia or business organization. Move the sentence “ Such
an organization may be very large...” to a note and mention the specification complexity, which is
independent of the size of the organization. In the second paragraph, replace “represent” with
“specify.” Replace “by other entities within its community” with “by the entities with which it
interacts’ IIn the third paragraph replace “within its community” with “within its communities’.
Replace “what the system is expected to do” with “what the system is expected to be”.

Consider replacing “ organization” throughout with “community”.
Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle
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USs-7.
Qualifier: M, E
Rationale: The fourth paragraph is not normative.

Proposal: Remove the fourth paragraph or move it to an annex. If not, then replace “enterprise” in the
last sentence of the fourth paragraph with “organization”.

Disposition: Rejected

uss.

Location: 6.1.2

Quadlifier: M

Rationale: Purpose and objective are synonymous (or very nearly so).
Proposal: Consider removing this definition.

Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

us-9.

Locsation: 6.1.2

Qudlifier: e

Rationale: The choice of ‘<Y>" isnot explained.

Proposal: Change ‘<Y>' to ‘<X>' asisnormally the case, or explainin anotewhy ‘Y’ isused instead
of ‘X',

Disposition: Accepted
US-10.

Location: 6.1.3
Quadifier: m

Rationale: Since asystem can fulfil different rolesin different communities (and these roles may even
be mutually inconsistent), the definition of the scope of the system ought to mention this explicitly, at
least in aNote.

Proposal: Add a note about the scope of the system being a composition of the behaviours named by
the rolesthe system can fulfil in the contexts in different communities.

Disposition: Withdrawn because covered in structuring rules

US-11..
Location: 6.1.4
Qualifier: m

Rationale: As described in 7.11, the enterprise specification may be used in some situation that is
defined, generdly, by itsinvariants. Therefore the “preconditions’ in 6.1.4 may just refer to satisfying
the invariants defined by the context in which an enterprise specification may be used. It is much more
interesting to refer in the scoping statement to these invariants directly.

Proposal: Replace“preconditions’ with “invariants’.
Disposition: Rejected
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us-12.
Location: 6.21 p.6 1. 36
Qualifier: m

Rationale: A resource need not be an enterprise object. (It might be, for example, an engineering
object. That's because resourceisaPart 2 concept.)

Proposal: Delete the word ‘enterprise” Consider putting this term in a separate subclause near the
beginning of the clause.

Disposition: Withdrawn

US-13..
Location: 6.2.2
Qualifier: m

Rationale: Serviceisdescribed in some detail in Part 2. The definition of a service, as provided here,
does not seem to be needed and seemsto contradict with the descriptions provided in Part 2-8.1.

Proposal: Delete 6.2.2.
Disposition: Accepted
Us-14.

Location: 6.2.2
Quadlifier: M

Rationale: If the clauseis kept, this expression of the meaning isinconsistent with Part 2: " an object is
informally said to perform functions and offer services (an object which makes afunction available is
said to offer a service). For modelling purposes, these functions and services are specified in terms of
the behaviour of the object and of itsinterfaces (see 8.4)".

Proposal: Reword to eliminate operational interface types (client/server). Consider putting thistermin
aseparate subclause at the beginning of the clause.

Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments

US-15.
Location: 6.2.3 p.71l.5-9
Qudifier: M

Rationale; “Natural” is awkward at best, as the concept names models of both natural and artificia
persons. |If the concept of 6.2.3.1isnamed ‘party,’ this standard will be consistent with the OMG work
on party.

Proposal: Use ‘party’ for 6.2.3.1 Consider for 6.2.3.2 these possibilities from Roget: participant,
assenter.

Disposition: Accepted
US16.6.23.1
Qualifier: m

Rationale: In accordance with Part 2, an object isamodel of an entity. Therefore a“natural” party, if
the definition will be used, isan object modeling anatural person, etc.
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Proposal: Replace “representing” with “modeling”.
Disposition: Accepted

us-17.
Location: 6.2.4.1
Qualifier: m

Rationale: The terminology used is unclear. Specifically, “default” and “exploit the object” do not
have a clear meaning. It may be the case that the concept of an owner ought to be subtyped into
appropriate (possibly overlapping) subtypes along the lines suggested in the Note to {2} . Some roles
include owner, that paysfor the system; steward that manages the system and is responsiblefor it; user
that usesthe system; stakeholder that hasavested interest in the system

Proposal: Use the term ‘owner’ with the second definition. Consider defining various subtypes of the
owner distinguished by their control over various aspects of the system specification, instantiation, and
use. Consider theterm ‘controller’ for thefirst definition.

Disposition: Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments

us-18.
Location: 6.3.1 p.71.32
Qualifier: m

Rationale: Perhaps we can simply take the definition of ‘behaviour’ and change it as needed to suit
behaviour (of acommunity). The objection has been raised that, given the rules for use of T (of aQ),
it does not make senseto haveaterm, plain T, and another term, T (of aQ), in the same vocabulary.

Proposal: Consider removing this concept.

Disposition: Accepted

us-19.
Location: 6.3.1 p.71.32
Qualifier: m

Rationale: Behaviour isgenerally acollection of actionswith a set of constraints (Part 2). Behaviour of
a community may be defined in a similar manner, with a reference to the objects participating in the
community. In other words, the behaviour of the community is the collective behaviour of the objects
in the community. At the same time, it may make sense to consider the collective behaviour of some
subsets of the community. Therefore it is not clear why a specific situation in collective behaviour (of
the whole community) is defined while other such situations are not.

Proposal: Consider the definition of collective behaviour in genera and replace “Behaviour of the
community” with “collective behaviour” in the definition.

Disposition: Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments

US-20.
Location: 6.3.2 p. 71l.34-35
Quadlifier: M

Rationale: The definition does not consider the use of role. In the enterprise language the concept
should be used as it is defined in Part 2. Note the objection that has been raised at earlier meetings
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that, given the rules for the use of terms of the form T (of a Q), it does not make sense to have two
termsin the samelanguage, one T and the other T (of an Q).

Proposal: Consider deleting the term. If the term is kept, change the definition to: Identifier for a
behaviour, which may appear as a parameter in a template for a community, and which is associated
with one of the objects of the community."

Disposition: Accepted

us-21.

Location: 6.3.3

Quadlifier: e

Rationale: Thethird note may be ambiguous.

Proposal: Change to "A specification may define types of processes, and may define process
templates.”

Disposition: Accepted

us-22.

Location: 6.3.3

Quadlifier: e

Rationale: This concept may be useful in other viewpoint languages.

Proposal: Consider putting thisterm in a separate subclause near the beginning of the clause.
Disposition: Rejected

us-23.

Location: 6.34 p.71.44

Qualifier: m

Rationale: Do we need aterm for this? What iswrong with action? On the other hand, this definition
fitswell with the ordinary meaning of task, and may cater to those who want to do process modeling.

Proposal: If theterm is kept, do the research needed to find out what terms are used to specify process
in other standards, for example OMG workflow.

Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

UuSs-24.
Location: 6.3.4
Qualifier: m

Rationale: If the concept of atask is used to distinguish between actions associated with objects and
tasks associated with roles then it is useful to make this distinction explicit.

Proposal: Include aNote about thisdistinction, if thisisthe intended use.
Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle
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US-25.

Location: 6.3.5

Quadlifier: M

Rationale: Thisdefinition limitsthe use of theterm ‘step’ to processesin communities.

Proposal: Define step asan action in aprocess. Consider putting thisterm in aseparate subclause near
the beginning of the clause.

Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

US-26.
Location: 6.4.5.2
Qualifier: m

Rationale: These are (in accordance with the Part 2 definition of type) different context-dependent
types of roles. If such definitions are included then the context -- community -- ought to be made
explicit.

Proposal: Refer explicitly to the community in these definitions.

Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

US-28.6.4.5.2
Qualifier: m

Rationale: Itisnot clear whether these definitions ought to beincluded. If they areto beincluded then,
at least, some definitions are unclear and should not therefore be used. For example, the concept of
“central to the objective” is unclear. The concept of an object agreeing to a contract is
anthropomorphic. In the second aternative, it is not made clear why a composite object should fulfill
the corerole.

Proposal: Do not accept the third and fourth alternatives.
{1.1} and{1.3}

Rationale: This says that interface roles are coreroles. It's ok, but we should be well aware of, and all
agreed to that, if thisfirst alternativeis chosen.

{11

Rationale: Any enterprise object in the community can be acomposite object.
Proposal: Do not accept this definition.

{12}

Rationale: "Outside of* would need definition.

Proposal: Do not accept this definition as worded. [ See comment t0 6.4.5.2.3.2 below.]
{2.1}

Rationale: This saysthat there could be several such composite objects in the same community. That
isfine, as the proponents of the concept, core role, often have several core rolesin examples. It aso

means that an object that is not decomposed can not fill acorerole.
{2.3}
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Proposal: Consider "A roleto befulfilled by an object that interacts with objectsin the environment of
the community."

{31

Rationale: Central doesnot have aclear meaning. What if there are no distinguished "central" objects?
{3.2} Thisdefinition aligns better with that of ‘environment'.

{4.1}

Rationale: Same as{4.1}

{42}

Rationale: “Not central to" has the same problem.

{51

Rationale: This is based on the concept that object ‘agree.” A different meaning of agree is used
elsewhere.

R: If objects agree, then every object in the community has agreed to the community contract, which
does not distinguish ‘core’.

(5.2}

Rationale: For an object to not agree, the contract must have first been offered, and this does not
appear to betheintent of the definition.

Disposition: All removed except I nterface |eft as placeholder only.

US-27.6.4.5.2.1, Editor’ s note, second paragraph
Qualifier: m

Rationale. Not &l enterprise objects may be decomposed into configurations represented as
communities, etc. This happens only for those enterprise objects for which the specifier decides to do
so.

Proposal: Replace“Any” with “An”.

Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments

Us-29.
Location: 6.5.3
Qualifier: m

Rationale-1: It is not clear whether a violation is an action or a state. If violation is an action then it
may be unimportant, when using the concept of afailure, which specific action led to the failure. In
some situations it may be impossible to determine such an action: athough arule may be violated, it
may not be clear what specific action led to such a violation. It may be of interest to distinguish
between, and provide terminology for, the situation when it is possible or desirable to determine such
an action and the situation when it is much more important to rectify the violation.

Proposal: Distinguish explicitly between the two situations above.

Rationale-2: It seems that if arule says an action may not occur (or must occur), then afailureis an
action (or the absence of an action). If arule saysthat a state must not happen (or must happen) then a
faillureisastate. So at most we need anoteto that effect.

Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle
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US-30.

Location: 6.6

Quadlifier: e

Rationale: The clause needs a brief introduction.

Proposal: Add “These concepts may be used delegation in the universe of discourse, including
delegation to the ODP system.”

Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

US-31.

Location: 6.6.2

Quadlifier: e

Rationale: The definition has editorial errors.
Proposal: Changeto:

6.6.2 Agent: An object which that has been delegated (authority, a function, etc.) by and acts for
another (in exercising the authoritysatien, performing the function, etc.).

Disposition: Editor to implement

us-32.

Locetion: 6.6.2

Quadlifier: e

Rationale: Thefirst note isincomplete, and therefore wrong.
Proposal: Change to:

1) An agent may be aparty_or may be the ODP system or one or its components. Ancther system in
the environment of the ODP system may also be an agent.

Disposition: Editor toimplement

US-33.
Location: 6.6.3
Qualifier: m

Rationale: Since del egation may be transitive, the concept of a principal may be context-dependent. Is
thistheintent?

Proposal: If the concept of aprincipal iscontext-dependent it is useful to say so..
Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

US-34.
Location: 6.7
Quadlifier: M

Rationale: It appears that some sentencesin this Clause describe the universe of discourse while other
sentences describe its model. Specifically, for example, an act is defined in terms of the model (so that
there are no acts in the universe of discourse), while adeclaration is defined asiif it were an act in the
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universe of discourse. The definition of an instruction as an act is also unclear, for the same reasons
(there are no persons or machines in the model; and it is possible to instruct a legal entity, not just a
person). Itisnot clear what can be said about the definition of prescription in this context.

Proposal: Distinguish between the universe of discourse, its state of affairs, etc., and their models, in an
explicit and consistent manner.

Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

US-37.
Location: 6.7
Qualifier: e, m

Rationale: The clause needs an brief introduction. Some of the defintions have editoria errors. Some
of the definitions can be clarified by rewriting.

Proposal: Make thefollowing changes. [ The changes shown also include the changes mentioned in the
preceding items. |

6.7 Force concepts

These concepts may be used to model changesin that part of the universe of discourse modeled by the
environment of the ODP system, including such changes when caused by changesin the ODP system
itself.

6.7.1 Act: An action in whichtheinitiating one or more objects isaparty or agent and which action is
amodel of something done by an entity modelled by a party or its agent.

6.7.2 Commitment: An act by whichanebject the entity represented by a party is bound by arule or
by a contract. A commitment creates an obligation to comply with therule or perform the contract.

NOTE - The object(s) participating in an act of commitment may be parties or agents acting on behalf
of aparty. Inthe case of acts of an agent, it isthe entity modelled by the party which in bound.

6.7.3 Declaration: An act that constitutes creates a state in the universe of discourse modelled by the
environment of the ODP system.

NOTE — The essence of a declaration is that, by virtue of the act of declaration itself, it causes a state
of affairsto comeinto existence in the universe of discourse.

6.7.4 Delegation: An act which that delegates (authority, afunction, etc.)

6.7.5 Description: An action which that communicatesinformation about the representation within the
system of astate in the universe of discoursemodelled by the environment of the system.

6.7.6 Evaluation: An act which that assignsavalueto something.

NOTE — For example, the act by which @ ODP system assigns a relative status to some thing,
according to an estimation by the system of itsworth, usefulness, or importance.

6.7.7 Instruction: An act whieh that is intended to cause a person or machine to do something.
6.7.8 Prescription: An act which that establishesarule.

Disposition: Editor toimplement

US-35.

Location: 6.7.1

Qualifier: m
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Rationale: It isnot clear whether the construct of an initiating object is needed in the definition of an
act. The cause-and-effect relationship may be of no importance in some contexts. for example, it may
not be important who initiated a purchase-and-sale contract to which the parties committed (or,
similarly, there may be several parties that jointly acted in a declaration such as creation of a new
international body). The definition of an act, asit stands, may require unnecessary overspecification. It
appearsthat an act may be accomplished by acollection of objects (parties or agents).

Proposal: Deletethe referenceto aninitiating object. Refer to a collection of objectsinstead.
Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

US-36.
Location: 6.7.3
Qualifier: m

Rationale: In addition to the Item about 6.7, the definition hereis unclear. An act does not constitute a
state; an act may result in astate (or establish astate)

Proposal: Rephrase the definition accordingly, also taking into account the Item about 6.7.
Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

Us-38.

Location: 7 p. 1211. 2-8

Qualifier: m

Rationale: An ODP system in not necessarily in an organization.

Proposal: Change “the context of the organization in which it operates’ to ““the context of the
environment in which it operates.” Change ‘organization’ to ‘environment’ elsewhere, or remove ‘in
the organisation,” as appropriate.’

Disposition: Accepted - covered by re-write

US-39.
Location: 7
Qualifier: M

Rationale: It seems that organization, here and elsewhere, is a concept of the universe of discourse,
and community is a modeling concept. Also, an object is a modd of an entity (Part 2), so that a
configuration of enterprise objects is a model of a set of entities. Furthermore, if the agreement
governing the behaviour of entities in the organization is implicit then it is difficult or impossible to
determine whether the agreement is, for example, violated: therefore, the model of such an agreement
has to be explicit. Findly, it appears from this Clause that the ODP system is considered as a single
enterpriseobject.

Proposal: Differentiate explicitly between the universe of discourse concept of an organization and the
modeling concept of acommunity. Replace “representing” with “modeling” in the third sentence of the

first paragraph. State the necessity of being explicit in specifying the agreement in the model. If the
intent isto describe an ODP system as a single enterprise object then this a so ought to be explicit.

Disposition: 2™ sentenceyes, other wise specific

US40.7.1
Qualifier: m
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Rationale: A system considered as asingle object at some abstraction level can, at another abstraction
level, be decomposed into components, in accordance with Part 2. The terminology used in
descriptions of thiskind should be consistent with the one used in Part 2, and therefore “parts’ should
be replaced with “ components”.

Proposal: Replace“ parts’ with “components” in the second bullet item.

Disposition: Editor toimplement

us-41.

Location: 7.2.1
Qualifier: M

Rationale: A community is defined not only in terms of the elements enumerated in the bullet items,
but also in terms of relationships between the roles of the community as well as relationships between
the objects of the community (see, e.g., 7.4.3.3). Clause 7.2.3 aready deals with relationships between
communities, and therefore it would be unreasonable to keep default the relationships between
elements of the community. Policies governing various actions and, especialy, policies governing the
configuration of objects and assignment of roles to objects (as well as configuration of roles) may be
formulated in terms of these relationships.

Proposal: Mention explicitly relationships between roles of the community and between the objects of
the community. Consider reusing some of the definitions from the beginning of 7.2.3, especially about

compositions.

Agree on adefinition of the concept of relationships between roles. For example, something along the
lines of: “Role-1 is related to role-2” is shorthand for “When object-a fulfills role-1 and object-b
fulfillsrole-2, then object-ais related to object-b.” Or, maybe, that sentence with ‘when —is’ replaced
with ‘if —must be.’

Noted, USto offer text for next ballot

us-42.
Location: 7.2.1
Quadlifier: e

Rationale: Part 3 says "— policies relating to environment contracts governing the system.” The last
item in the first list says “— policies relating to environment contracts governing the community.” It
is not clear why this change is made. This, of course, opens the often-avoided questions about
environment contracts.

Proposal: Consider a rewording. Perhaps "--policies relating to environment contracts governing
objects in the system, and the set of these policies that relate to the environment in which the system
operates."

Disposition: Withdrawn
US-43.

Location: 7.2.2

Quadlifier: M

Rationale: Isacommunity established by acontract? It is possible that the contract that specifies how
the objective can be met was put in place in an earlier epoch than that in which the community is
created. Unless ‘establish’ has a different meaning than ‘ create,” the community is not established by
the contract. A community may also beintroduced.
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Proposal: Rewrite to take into account epochs and introduction.

Disposition: Accepted - covered by re-write

us-44.
Location: 7.2.2
Qualifier: m

Rationale:  Objectives of the parties to the community contract may be mutualy inconsistent.
Therefore these inconsistencies ought to be explicitly determined and resolved. This can bereferred to,
a least, by using the composition concept of Part 2.

Proposal: Replace “a subset of the objectives of al the parties’ in the second sentence with “a
composition of subsets of the objectives of all the parties’. Include a Note about the need to determine
and resolve possibl e inconsistencies between the relevant subsets of the objectives of the parties. [This
isadifferent meaning of party than proposed above for adoption.]

Digposition: Accepted - covered by re-write

US-45.

Location: 7.2.2

Qualifier: m

Rationale: Note 1 mentions“ other roles.” Other than which rolesis not clear.

Proposal: Consider adding a note that says: Not all objects that participate in the community need be
parties. Some roles in the definition of the community may require objects that fulfil these roles to be
parties, some other roles may require objects that fulfil these roles to be non-parties; and some roles
may befulfilled by objectsthat are either parties or non-parties.

Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

US-46.
Location: 7.2.3
Qualifier: m

Rationale: The definition or description of relationships should include the definition of constraints
(invariants) that may be used to define these rel ationships. These constraints may refer to specific roles
or objects.

Proposal: Include a bullet item, in addition to the first three: “- the specification includes a constraint
(invariant) referring to specific roles, or specific objects, in different communities’. In Note 2 in the
second set of Notes, insert “, aconstraint” after “such asaroletemplate”.

Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments

us-47.
Location: 7.2.3
Quadlifier: M

Rationale: In the final Note, some expressions used are not well defined and appear to be borrowed
from the legacy OO terminology. The Note itself illustrates important issues, and therefore should use
terminology consistent with the rest of the standard. Specifically, the concept of inheritancein Part 2is
used in the context of derived class/base class, and therefore is not appropriate in the context of this
Note. It is also useful to mention here that the properties of the role in an English Legal community
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may be inconsistent with the existing properties of the community representing the company (as with
companies in some of the countries that will join the EU), and therefore conflict determination and
resolution mechanisms are essential.

Proposal: In the second paragraph of the last Note, insert in the third sentence “the components of”
before “this outer, English Legal community”. Replace in the fourth sentence of the second paragraph
“inherits from the outer community” with “, by virtue of fulfilling a specific role in the English Legal
community, acquires anew type, i.e.,”. Insert a statement about conflict determination and resolution
mechanisms needed for acquiring such new types.

Disposition: Accepted - Editor to implement but apply to re-worded notein UK-29

Us-48.
Qualifier: m

Rationale: The terminology used here ought to be more precise. Specifically, there is no need to
determine the “direction” of the composition relationship between objective and its sub-objectives. A
step, in accordance with its definition, is an action, and not a decision. Finaly, in the same manner as
elsewhere, inconsi stencies between objects and their acquired roles ought to be explicitly mentioned.

Proposal: Replace the second sentence of the first paragraph with “ An objective can be a composition
of sub-objectives.” Insert “interrelated” in the first sentence of the second paragraph between “a
collection of” and “roles’. Replace the last sentence of the second paragraph with “A policy may
influence the occurrence of a specific step in a process, which may in turn result in occurrences of
other steps as well as creation (or termination) of processes.” Insert a statement about conflict
determination and resol ution mechanismsin the context of the last two paragraphs.

Disposition: Accepted L ocation: 7.3

US-49.
Location: 7.4.1
Quadifier: m

Rationale: Substantial fragments of this Clause repeat material aready available in Part 2 (e.g., about
interactions) or elsewherein the standard.

Proposal: Consider the need to drastically reduce the size of this Clause.
Disposition: Noted

US-50.

Location: 7.4.1 p.151.13

Qudlifier: e

Rationale: There is not support in OED for this use of ‘to reference.” Of course, it is good computer
software jargon. For ‘to mention’ OED has “to make mention of; to refer to or remark upon
incidentally; to specify by nameor otherwise.”

Proposal: Replace ‘referenced’ with ‘mentioned’.
Disposition: Accepted

US-51.

Location: 7.4.1 p.151.14

Qualifier: e, m
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Rationale: Can we do better than “used?’ We till are having trouble with defining ‘resource.” But the
definition we currently have at 6.2.1 is usable. The problem with this paragraph is that an object that
participates in an interaction and in that interaction provides a service to another object can very well
be said to be used by that other object. In particular, “ The expression "use of afunction” isashorthand
for the interaction with an object which performs the function.” [2-8.1]

Proposal: Delete the paragraph.
Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

US-53.

Locetion: 7.4.2

Qualifier: E

Rationale: Large parts of this clause are not normative.

Proposal: Move the non-normative parts to an annex. Rewrite the normative rules in the style of, for
example, subclause 7.2.3.

Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

US-54.
Location: 7.4.2
Qualifier: m

Rationale: The terminology used here ought to be made more precise. Some recommendations appear
to be too strong or incorrect. For example, the use of abstraction is determined by human
understanding, and so “must be hidden by abstraction” is a recommendation applicable only in some
contexts. It also appears that collective behaviour may be representing using interactions (aswell asin
other ways).

Proposal: In the second paragraph (ignoring Notes), delete the first sentence. In the paragraph about
“tasks’, replace “part of a process’ with “component of a process’. In the (b) bullet item, replace “for
each role” with “for appropriate collections of roles’. Delete the first sentence of the last paragraph
(repetition).

Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

US-55.

Loceation: 7.4.2

Quadlifier: M

Rationale: As noted, thistext uses“ participatein an action” rather than “ perform an action.”

Proposal: Consider the expressions that are used in Part 2: actions are associated with an object;
actions take place with the participation of an object; actions in which object take part. Use

“participate in an interaction.”

Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

us-52.

Location: 7.4.2 p.161l. 20-21

Qualifier: E

Rationale: The USA agreesthat asingle word is needed here.
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Proposal: At thistime the USA is unable to propose “a single word for ‘ scope/purpose/objective’ and
‘result/purpose/sub-objective’ in this clause.”

Agreed —Removetemp note

US-56.

Location: 7.4.3

Quadlifier: M

Rationale: This Clause seems to make the incorrect assumption about the existence of a single type of
an object (and of arole). Both an object and arole may have several types. Some terminology used in
the Note is inconsistent with the rest of the standard. In accordance with the duality of state and
behaviour, it is possible and desirable to define communities in terms of invariants about relationships
between their roles (and objects), see also 7.4.3.3. Thereisaneed to specify explicitly different epochs
in the lifecycle of the community (perhaps also referring to Clause 7.8). There is no need to determine
what comesfirst -- the community behaviour or the set of constraints that define this behaviour -- since
these would be modeling recommendations. The Note says "the behaviour is seen as continuing
throughout the lifetime of the community.” Isit not the case that the behavior may continue for some
specified timein the lifetime of the community? The sixth paragraph of the Note isincorrect sinceit is
based on the idea of asingle type of an object and of arole. With reference to the first Editor’ s Note, it
may indeed be possible for a role to have no objects associated with it; this is determined by the
invariant of the community and by the definition of the instantiation action of the community. With
reference to the second Editor’ s Note, it appearsthat aterm cannot be destroyed but its context can.

Proposal: In the first sentence of the third paragraph, replace “one or more objects is” with “one or
more objects may be”. At end of this sentence, add the following: “, depending upon the constraints of

the community and upon the definition of the instantiation action of the community”. Add a Note about
the need for conflict resolution.

In the first paragraph of the Note, insert at end of paragraph: “The constraints (invariants) of the
community should be satisfied during its lifetime. However, this invariant may change thus
determining different epochs in this lifetime. Specifically, this may lead to the changes in the sets of
roles of the community.”

In the third paragraph of the Note, delete “type-safe” in the first sentence. Delete the second sentence
of this paragraph. In the third sentence, replace “community type specification” with “community
template specification”.

Add anew paragraph: “When an object is associated with arole, it acquires anew type corresponding
to the role type. The predicates which are the types of the role should not contradict with any of the

object types of an object that is to fulfil this role. If the predicates of the object types and the role
type(s) may nevertheless be inconsi stent the specification should include mechanisms to determine and
resolve such inconsistencies, for example, by changing some of these types.”

Rephrase the fifth paragraph without any reference to “what comesfirst”.
Deletethe sixth paragraph (it isincorrect).

Clarify the duration of the continuing behaviour.

Disposition: Accepted - covered by re-write

US-59.

Location: 7.4.3

Quadlifier: e

Rationale: Theterm, ' sub-classification’ isintroduced herefor thefirst time.
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Proposal: Replace with astandard term, such as ‘ subclasses!’

Disposition: Editor toimplement Removelast 2 paras of Note

US-60.
Location: 7.4.3
Qualifier: m

Rationale: The text says one class of interest is environment roles and core roles. Discussions of
environment and core roles often include interface roles.

Proposal: Add interfacerolesto the second bullet.
Resolved by US-59

US-57.

Location: 7.4.3 p.161.27

Qudlifier: e

Rationale: Thisisredundant with text at lines 2-3 of page 16.
Proposal: Delete thistext or the other.

Disposition: Deletell2-3 of p16

US-58.

Location: 7.4.3 p.161l. 27-28

Qualifier: M

Rationale: A role can befulfilled by only one object at atime.
Proposal: delete “ or by several objects at the sametime.”
Disposition: Agreed

US-61.

Location: 7.4.3 p.161. 32

Quadlifier: M

Rationale: A community has identity. It remains the same community when objects fulfilling roles
change, when roles are added or removed, and across epochs.

Proposal: If the working group agrees that thisis so, make this clear when thistext is rewritten.
Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

uS-62.

Location: 7.4.3 pp.16-17 Il. 37-45, 1-25

Qualifier: E

Rationale: Thisis explanatory material.

Proposal: Move thislong note to an informative annex.

Disposition: Rejected
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US-65.
Location: 7.4.3.1 p. 17 Il. 26ff.
Qualifier: m

Rationale; The structuring rules in Part 3 prescribe that an enterprise specification starts with a
specification of a community that consists of the system being specified and the objects in its
environment. There are no obj ects outside this community.

Proposal: Add text at the beginning or this paragraph or anote after to makethisclear.

Disposition: Editor toimplement —asa Note

US-63.
Location: 7.4.3.1
Qualifier: m

Rationale: Not al interactions of the objects of a community with objects outside of that community
arerelevant to the specification of the community.

Proposal: Change the first sentence to “Objects of a community may interact with objects outside of
that community to achieve the objective of the community.”

Disposition: Editor toimplement aswritten

Us-64.
Location: 7.4.3.1
Quadlifier: E

Rationale: The sentence ‘A description of a system in an enterprise specification may identify rolesto
be fulfilled by those objects outside that community that interact with objects of the community’ is
redundant or unclear and possibly incorrect.

Proposal: Delete this sentence.
Disposition: Withdrawn

US-66.
Location: 7.4.3.1 p. 1711. 38-40
Qualifier: m

Rationale: Reenskaug describes a procedure for composing role models which is also suitable for
composing community templates.

Proposal: Consider rewriting thistext in light of that approach.
Resolved by AFNOR 25

US-67.
Location: 7.4.31 p.181l.11-14
Qualifier: M

Rationale: The USA considersthat arole may be fulfilled only by one object at atime or by no object,
not by more than one object at atime.

Proposal: Deletelanguage that indicatesthat several objects can fulfill the samerole at the sametime.
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Disposition: Accepted

Us-68.
Location: 7.4.3.1 p. 181l.11-20
Qudlifier: e

Rationale: Most of the examples in the current draft use persons and organizations rather than
information processing systems. Given the primary purpose of the ODP standards, examples using
distributed information processing systemswill be useful to readers.

Proposal: Replacethe example. Consider examples such asthe one of the posting ledger system.
Disposition: Accepted

US-69.

Locetion: 7.4.3.1 p. 1811.21-23

Quadlifier: M

Rationale: This does not seem artificial to some. In the example, it appears that customers have
obligationsin commercial activity.

Proposal: Delete the paragraph.

Disposition: Noted

uUs-70.

Location: 7.4.3.1 p. 181l.11-26

Qualifier: E

Rationale: Thisnoteisinformative.

Proposal: Movethisnote to an informative annex.

Disposition: majority view isthat infor mative notes should be in the body but that they should be
concise and relevant. Agreeremove 2™ 2 paras.

Us-71.
Location: 7.4.3.1
Qualifier: m

Rationale: Constraints on configurations of roles of the community are determined in the community
specification and usually include more interesting semantics than cardinalities. Also, arole may have
several types.

Proposal: In the final Note, add after the first sentence: “ Constraints on configurations of roles of the
community are not restricted to cardinalities and are specified in the community specification. For
example, only some members of a community may be members of a specific committee of that
community.” In the second paragraph of the final note, in the second sentence, replace “role types’
with “roletemplates’.

Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments

us-72.
Location: 7.4.3.2
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Quadifier: m

Rationale: The terminology used here is defined later (e.g., CEO). Also, the concept of the core
community seems to differ from the concepts in the previous Clauses. Finaly, the CEO probably
cannot fulfil the interface roles since different abstraction levels appear to be used in the same
sentence.

Proposal: Rewrite the text without using the term CEO and to rectify the problems.

Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments

US-73.7.4.33 p.181l.43-44
Qualifier: E

Rationale: Aswritten, thisis advice.
Proposal: Delete or move to an annex.

Disposition: Editor toimplement. — make a note

us-74.

Location: 7.4.3.3

Qualifier: m

Rationale: Policies also govern the actionsin roles, but are not included in thislist.
Proposal: Add mention of policies.

Disposition: Editor toimplement

US-75.
Location: 7.4.3.3 p.181.41
Quadlifier: e

Rationale: Do we want to say “constraints on behaviour” or “constraints of behaviour?” The
congtraints, after al, are part of the behaviour. The sense in which role is used in this paragraph is
unclear.

Disposition: Remove constraints on behaviour.

US76.7.44.1 p.18-191.47,1I.1-22

Qualifier: m

Rationale: The second alternativeissimpler and asgood amodel.
Proposal: Adopt the second alternative.

Disposition: Accepted

us-77.

Location: 7.44.1

Qualifier: m

Rationale: The state change described in this Clause may refer to the change of states of severd
enterprise objects (i.e., collective state that should satisfy the properties defined in the appropriate
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invariants). More generaly, the text before the Temporary Note appears to be substantially weaker
than the text after.

Proposal: Use the second alternative mentioned in the Temporary Note. If a reference to the state is
used, formulateit in terms of the collective state of several objects.

Disposition: Accepted

US-78.
Location: 7.4.4.2
Qualifier: m

Rationale: An action may be associated with more than one actor role (for example, in contract
negotiation).

Proposal: Replace“ some actor role” with “some actor roles’ in thefirst sentence.

Disposition: Editor toimplement using “is” and “ at least one actor role’

uUSs-79.

Location: 7.4.4.2

Qualifier: E

Rationale; Both paragraphs are methodol ogy.
Proposal: Moveto an annex.

Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

US-80.
Location: 7.5
Qualifier: m

Rationale: The behaviour subject to policies need not be more restricted than it was before since some
policies represent an empowerment (in some countries, for example, after the change of policies it

became possible to choose one of several candidates during an election).
Proposal: Rephrase thefirst bullet item in accordance with the Rationale.

Disposition: Editor to implement noting that constraints are different

us-81.

Location: 7.5

Quadlifier: e

Proposal: Rewrite or remove as suggested in the temporary note.

Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

us-82.
Location: 7.5.1
Qualifier: M

Rationale: A policy may apply to a configuration of roles within a community (and thus, for example,
define a relationship between roles of the community). Therefore the first paragraph is overly
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restrictive and even misleading. Also, a community does not inherit from its environment, but rather
acquires new type(s) in accordance with itsrole(s) in outer communities.

Proposal: Include configuration of roles of the community in the second sentence of the first
paragraph. Rephrase the second paragraph in the same manner as proposed above for the Clause 7.2.3.

Disposition: Editor toimplement asa set of roles—but not 2™ bit

US-83.
Location: 7.5.1
Qualifier: m

Rationale: “Within a community, policies are used to express constraints on the behaviour of objects
fulfilling actor roles.” Isit not possible that policies aso constrain the behaviour of objects fulfilling
artefact and resource roles?

Proposal: Rewrite to include these other possibilities.

Disposition: Editor toimplement

us-84.
Location: 7.5.1
Qualifier: m

Rationale: “No community can operate in isolation from its context; it cannot arbitrarily place or relax
policies, but isitself constrained by what it inherits from the environment in which it is created and the
obligations taken or responsibilities devolved... ” But there is a least one community in each
enterprise specification for which there are no objects in its context. This community necessarily
operates in isolation. Other communities will get obligations and responsibilities as provided by the
specification. A general ruleisnot needed. (This paragraph may be explanatory, and not normative, in
which case this may not be intended as a general rule) The phrase ‘what it inherits from the
environment’ does not have aclear meaning.

Proposal: Remove this statement. If it is kept: Replace ‘what it inherits from the environment.’
Consider using adifferent word than ‘ devolved.’

Resolved by re-wording agreed

US-85.
Location: 7.5.2
Qualifier: m

Rationade: The Clause contradicts with the rest of the standard since it does not mention the
congtraints specified in the roles to be fulfilled by the object in communities in which it will
participate. It isalso not clear whether the constraints of the outer communities can be overridden.

Proposal: Rephrase the Clause in accordance with the Rationale. State that the specification should
determine whether and under what conditions the or some constraints of the outer community can be

overridden by the owner.

Disposition: Accepted - Editor to implement

US-86.
Location: 7.5.3
Quadlifier: M
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Rationale: Thistext isoverly prescriptive. Itismateria for apossible ODP policy language standard.
Proposal: Remove the subclause, or moveit to an Annex.

Disposition: Editor to implement — temporary note saying 1% sentence and asking for material
that isnot overly ...

us-87.
Location: 7.5.3
Qualifier: m

Rationae: The first paragraph does not mention violations: “no choice’ appears to imply that
violations areimpossible. Also, policies are not necessarily constraints.

Proposal: Provide additional text in accordance with the Rationae.
Disposition: Rationale agreed —no text

US-88.
Location: 7.5.3
Qualifier: m

Rationale: This model of choice does not fed correct. Roughly speaking, and for our purposes,
humans have complete freedom of choice. Computer programs, on the other hand, only have choicein
avery special sense of theword. To conflate these two meanings of ‘ choice’ iswrong.

Proposal: Revisethetext in accordance with the Rationale.

Rationale agreed — no text

US-89.
Location: 7.5.3.1and 7.5.3.2
Qualifier: m

Rationale: Collective behaviour is not treated properly. Permission may be defined for a set of roles
instead of by asinglerole: apermission for partiesto enter a contractual relationship isan example.

Proposal: In the second bullet item of 7.5.3.1, replace “arole” with “anon-empty set of roles’. In the
third paragraph, replace “If an enterprise object” with “If a non-empty set of enterprise objects’.
Similarly, replace “the enterprise object” with “this set of enterprise objects’, and “the role” with “the
role(s)”. Similarly, replace the old text with the same kind of new textin 7.5.3.2.

Disposition: Editor toimplement

USs-90.
Location: 7.5.3.3
Qualifier: m

Rationale: Standing obligation may not befulfilled by asingle occurrence of the prescribed behaviour,
so that the first paragraph appears to be inconsistent with the end of the Clause. It is possible to include
a reference to composition in the second paragraph. The non-normative text ought to be deleted.
Triggering conditions may be a very useful construct in describing policies, and can be described
separately if so desired.

Proposal: In the second sentence, state that some (non-standing) obligations may be fulfilled by the
occurrence of the prescribed behaviour. In the second paragraph, state that new policies are composed
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with the existing (contextual) ones, and that potential conflict id to be recognized and resolved in
accordance with the specific composition rules provided in the specification. Rewrite the items (1)-(3)
by deleting non-normative text such as examples (or including it in Notes). Consider a separate Clause
for triggering conditions. In the last sentence, consider mentioning deactivation of the standing
obligation; aso, use one of the terms “satisfied” (this paragraph) or “fulfilled” (first paragraph).

Disposition: Deferred —no text

Us-91.

Location: 7.5.5

Qualifier: m

Rationale: Most of thetext of this Clauseisanarrative and not anormative text.
Proposal: Remove or rewrite the Clause.

Disposition: Acceptancein principle but text remains as place holder for normative, appropriate
text.

USs-92.
Location: 7.5.6
Quadlifier: M

Proposal: Unless some national body or the editor proposes language that suits the invitation, remove
this clause.

Disposition: Rejected
US-93.

Location: 7.5.6
Qualifier: m

Rationale: The arguments in the second paragraph apply not only to the organization of policy, and
even not only to the enterprise viewpoint. These arguments appear to follow from Part 2. In addition, it
is necessary to state that the submodels may be mutualy inconsistent and that, therefore, such
inconsistencies should be acknowledged and resolved in the same manner as expressed earlier, within
the framework of composition.

Proposal: Consider deleting the second paragraph. Include considerations analogous to the ones
specified above (e.g., for Clause 7.5.3.3) about possible inconsistencies and their resolution.

Disposition: Editor toimplement as shown

Uus-94.
Location: 7.5.6.1
Quadifier: m

Rationale: Collective behaviour is not used in this Clause, but should be. Also, the concept of the
“general permission” isnot clear.

Proposal: In the first bullet item in the first list, replace “a particular role” with “a particular set of
roles’. In the second paragraph, replace “with an object” with “with a set of objects’. Clarify the
second bullet item in the second list.

Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments - text has gone
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US-95.

Location: 7.5.6.2

Quadlifier: M

Rationale: The clause needsto be rewritten as suggested in thetemporary note.
Proposal: If such text isnot proposed, remove the clause.

Disposition: Accepted

US-96.

Location: 7.5.6.2

Quadifier: m

Rationale: Theterm ‘operation’ in thefirst paragraph isacomputational viewpoint term. Itisnot clear
whether thiswas theintent. Should the *any’ in the last bullet item be replaced with *al’?

Proposal: Clarify the usage of ‘operation’ (or replace theterm).
Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments
US-98.

Location: 7.6

Quadifier: m

Rationale: Substantia fragments of this clause are narratives about modeling methods; they do not
belong to the normative clauses of the standard. The definition of CEO provided hereisused earlier.

Proposal: Move the clause earlier. Delete the second and third paragraphs. In the first paragraph,
includelegal entities, etc. in the enumeration in the second sentence.

Disposition: Editor to implement but don’t move

US-99.
Location: 7.6
Qualifier: m

Rationale: The second sentence it too limiting, even with the additions proposed in the previous item.
An enterprise object may represent anything the specifier feels is necessary or desirable to specify the
system from the enterprise viewpoint or to understand the enterprise specification.

Proposal: Remove the second sentence.

Disposition: Editor to implement —makeanote

US-97.
Location: 7.6
Quadlifier: M

Rationale: The first sentence isfalse. An enterprise object is any object in an enterprise specification.
Those will be exactly the object the specifier feels are necessary or desirable to specify the system
from the enterprise viewpoint or to understand the enterprise specification.

Proposal: Removethefirst sentence.
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Disposition: Accepted —userationale 2™ two sentencesto replace existing 1% sentence.

US-100.
Location: 7.7
Qualifier: m

Rationale: The concept of acontract is defined in Part 2. If the agreement about the “group of entities’
is implicit then its model still ought to be explicit since otherwise checking whether the agreement
constraints have been satisfied or whether a violation occurred is impossible. Furthermore, in
accordance with UCC a contract ought to include consideration, and although the existing text refersto
the objective for which the group exists this need not include consideration. Also, a community can
have several types, and therefore “the community type” isan incorrect expression.

Proposal: Replace references to Part 3 with references to Part 2. State that the agreement, even if
implicit, should be modeled explicitly. Consider inclusion of a consideration in enumerating the items

covered by an agreement. Replace “things’ with something else. Replace “community type” with
‘community template” throughout the Clause. Replace “the relationship between the roles’” with “the
relationships between theroles’.

Disposition: Accepted - covered by re-write of 7.1 with the exception of consideration, which is
Re ected

US-101.

Location: 7.7

Quadlifier: e

Rationale: The phrase “—the structure, policies, and behavior of its members’ intends the structure of
the group, the policies for the group and the behavior of its members. As mentioned elsewhere, it is
the collective behaviour or the members that is most interesting.

Proposal: Change the sentence accordingly.
Digposition: Accepted - covered by re-write
Us-102.

Location: 7.7

Quadlifier: M

Rationale: The term ‘group’ can not be used here with the intended meaning. Group is a foundation
language concept from Part 2.

Proposal: Choose another word.

Digposition: Collection tobeused in re-write

US-103.

Removeall of 7.8t07.8.1.

Location: 7.8

Quadlifier: M

Rationale: The clauseis based on theories on which thereis not consensusin the working group.

Proposal: Remove the clause or moveit to an Annex.
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US-104.
Location: 7.8
Qualifier: m

Rationale: Not only communities, single roles and single objects may have objectives, but also
collections of objects may have (joint) objectives (for example, parties in a contract may want to be
able, if necessary, to enforce it through legal means). It should also be noted that objectives may
change, and such changes usually mean changes of epochs.

Proposal: In the third paragraph, remove references to “ The starting point”. Add statements about joint
objectives of collections of objects. In the fourth paragraph, insert “relationships between roles’ after
“by specifying the roles’. In Note 1, replace “if the object has a plan to manage” with “if the
specification provides for managing”; mention also collective behaviour of objectsin this sentence. In
Note 2, replace “because the role's abjectives may be a subset of” with “because the rol€’ s objective
may be acomponent of”.

Add astatement about epochsin the context of possible changes of objectives.

Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments

US-105.
Location: 7.8.1
Qualifier: m

Rationale: In the same manner asin 7.2.2, objectives of the parties to the community contract may be
mutually inconsistent. Therefore these inconsistencies ought to be explicitly determined and resolved.
Thiscan bereferred to, at least, by using the composition concept of Part 2.

Proposal: Replace “a subset of the objectives of al the parties’ in the second sentence with “a
composition of subsets of the objectives of all the parties’. Include a Note about the need to determine
and resolve possible inconsi stenci es between the relevant subsets of the objectives of the parties.

Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments

US-106.
Location: 7.8.1
See the comment to 7.2.1.

Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments

uUs-107.
Location: 7.8.1
Quadlifier: M

Rationale: The working group still does not share a clear understanding of the concept, ‘ agreement
between objects.” Thereisno clear, terse text to tell uswhat it means. The term, ‘agree’ in the sense

intended in ‘ agreement between objects can not mean the samething as‘ agree’ in ‘ agreement between
people.’

Proposal: Discussthisan attempt to form a consensus.

Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments
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US-108.

Location: 7.8.1

Quadlifier: e

Rationale: The second sentence about subsets of objectivesiseither tautological or overly prescriptive.
Proposal: Remove the sentence

Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments

US-109.
Location: 7.8.2
Quadifier: m

Rationale: A community may change its objectives, constraints, or roles, due to changes in the outer
communities in which this community fulfils some roles. For example, a community of law-abiding
citizens enjoying certain beverages became a community of law violators (with possibly different
roles) with the introduction of Prohibition in the outer community. This meant a change of epoch.
Moreover, the objectives, constraints and roles of acommunity may change by decision of the owners
of the community.

Proposal: Add areference to changesin community objectives, constraints or roles due to changesin
the outer communities in which this community fulfils some roles, or due to the decisions of the

ownersof the community. Mention the changes of epochsin such situations.
Accommodated by replacement text in 7.1

US-110.

Location: 7.8.2

Qualifier: m

Rationale: It may be that in “creating and deleting roles (as instances),
distinguish type of rolefrom role.

(asinstances)’ is meant to

Proposal: If so, rewrite to makethisclear.

Disposition: Editor to implement — remove (as instances) and add new words that say that
creation of roles can only happen if the community specification includes definition of the

relevant roletype.

US-111.
Location: 7.8.3
Qualifier: m

Rationale: A community may be terminated also due to changes in the outer communities in which
this community fulfils some roles. For example, some religious communities ceased to exist in some

countries when their government (system) changed. This also meant achange of epoch.

Proposal: In the third bullet item, insert “or due to the changes in outer communities in which this
community fulfils someroles’. Mention the change of epochsin such situations.

Or rethink thiswhole business discussed in 7.8.2 and 7.8.3.
Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle
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us-112.
Location: 7.9
Quadlifier: M

Rationale: The working group has invited national bodies to propose structuring rules for the force
concepts of subclause 6.7

Proposal: Add theserulesasafirst cut:
7.9 Forcerules

TEMPORARY NOTE — These are afirst attempt at rules for the use of the force concepts. National
bodies are invited to comment on and suggest improvements to this text before the November 1999
meeting of SC 7/WG 17.

The environment of an ODP system includes natural persons or other entities considered to have some
of the rights, powers and duties of a natural person; these entities are modeled by parties. The

environment also may include other information processing systems in addition to that ODP system.
This Reference Model provides rules for the specification of an ODP system in terms of the force that
actions of that system have in the universe of entities modeled by partiesin its environment.

An enterprise specification describes the authority delegated to an ODP system in terms of:

--the partiesthat have delegated authority to the system;

--the authority that each party has delegated;

--the duration and conditions of the delegation;

--provisionsfor additional delegation and withdrawal of del egation during the operation of the system.

By each such delegation, the system becomes an agent of the party delegating, and the party becomesa
principa of the system.

Actions of an ODP system that are an exercise of delegated authority are acts. Acts cause states of
affairs in that part of the universe of discourse modeled by the parties in the environment of that
system. Theforce of an act specifieswhich kinds of states of affairs the act causes.

7.9.1 Authority rules

For each authority delegated, an enterprise specification describes the force of actions of the systemin
exercising that authority, including authority:

--to make commitments, these bind the principal
--to issue declarations, these create a state of affairsjust asif the principal had made the declaration;

--to delegate an authority to a component of the system, to another system or to a party, these cause
that agent to have the authority;

--to communi cate descriptions behaf of the principal;
--to make eva uations on behalf of the principal;
--to give instructions to a person or machine on behalf of the principal;

--to make a prescription which establishes a rule with the same force as if the principal had made the
prescription.
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TEMPORARY NOTE - We are short of terms here. This should probably not be ‘the principal’ (an
object), but ‘the entity modelled by the principal.” Lacking a succinct term for that concept, it will be
necessary to correct this clause by spelling it out every time.

7.9.2 Delegation rules

When an ODP system is an agent with authority to delegate, and it may (subject to the provisions of
that authority) delegate (authority, a function, ...) to a party or other system. That party or other
system shall then be an agent of the principal and have the same authority as if delegated directly by
the principal.

In general, aprincipal isresponsiblefor the acts of its agents.

Disposition: Accepted as Editor to implement — note to explain why the term “force” isused and
requesting a namefor the clause.

US113.

Location: 7.10.1 and 7.10.2

Qudifier: E

Rationale: These are not intended to be redefinitions of <X>-domain and <X>-federation.

Proposal: In the first sentence of each clause, replace “<X>-domain” with “<X>-domain community
type” and “ <X>-federation” with “<X>-federation community type’

Disposition: Deferred to next ballot cycle

uSs-114.
Location: 7.10.3
Quadifier: m

Rationale: Theterm ‘subtype-by-specidization’ isnot defined in Part 2. Theterm ‘non-subordinate’ is
not defined. Also, the last sentence (“Note”) should mention conflict detection and resolution.

Proposal: Delete the first sentence. Rewrite to show the meaning of ‘non-subordinate.’” Refer to
conflict detection and resolution in the last sentence.

Disposition: Accepted —delete non-subor dinate —r g ect final comment

US-115.
Location: 8
Quadlifier: M

Rationale: There is not consensus in the working group on the idea of an assumed environment in
terms of outer communities. It appears to some that many communities can be specified in glorious
isolation. At least, and certainly, the ideathat an outer legal system must be specified is not correct.

Proposal: Removethis clause.

Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments

US-116.
Location: 8
Qualifier: m
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Rationale: In the same manner as in 7.2.3 and 7.5.1, a community does not inherit from its
environment, but rather acquires new type(s) in accordance with its role(s) in outer communities. The
outer communities need not be explicit, but at times can be considered “ self-evident”; in such cases
their constraints should still be specified explicitly.

Proposal: Replace in thefirst paragraph “which it inherits from the environment” by “which exists due
to the fulfilling by this community of specific roles in the communities that congtitute the
environment”. In the third paragraph, note that the outer communities need not be specified, but that
the constraints (and policies) should be explicit.

Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments

US-117.

Location: 8

Qualifier: M

Rationale: Items a) thru d) are too prescriptive.

Proposal: Movethisto an Annex as an example of how it might be done.

Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments

US-118.

Location: 9

Quadlifier: E

Rationale: Thismaterial is not about conformance and reference points.
Proposal: Move the material to Clause 7.

Disposition: Editor toimplement note that Confor mance clause may be needed

usS-119.

Location: 9

Qudlifier: e

Rationale: Thisuse of ‘conformant’ does not correspond to the definition of conformance[3-4.6].

Proposal: Change “An enterprise specification conformant with this Recommendation | International
Standard” to “ An ODP enterprise specification.”

Disposition: Subsumed in resolution of other comments

US-120.
Location: 9
Quadlifier: M

Rationale: The meaning, “unambiguous explanations of the relationships between the concepts’ in the
two rulesis ambiguous.

Proposal: Delete the first rule. Remove “unambiguous explanations of the relationships between the
concepts’ from the second rule.

Disposition: Delete “unambiguous’ but otherwise Deferred to next ballot cycle.
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Comment of Unknown source

Unknown NB Cat: E Clause: 3.2
Rationale:

Not all abbreviations and acronymsin thetext are identified here, for example“UML” isreferenced in
clause 11 and Annex A.

Proposal:
The Editor should carry out a search through the text to find all abbreviations and acronyms

Disposition: Accepted
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