uk.doc 8-Jan-01 Page 1 of 24

ISO/IEC JTC1/SC7

Title: FCD 15414: Information Technology- Open Distributed Processing - Reference Model

˘ Enterprise Viewpoint.

Project: 07.77

Vote:

__ APPROVAL OF THE DRAFT AS PRESENTED

_ _ APPROVAL OF THE DRAFT WITH COMMENTS AS GIVEN ON THE ATTACHED

__ general:

__ technical:

__ editorial:

X DISAPPROVAL OF THE DRAFT FOR REASONS ON THE ATTACHED

__ Acceptance ofthese reasons and appropriate changes in the text willchange our vote to approval

_ _ ABSTENTION (FOR REASONS BELOW):

P-member voting: UK

Date: 9 January2001 uk.doc 8-Jan-01 Page 2 of 24

Introduction

The UK offers the following comments on the Final Committee Draft of IS 15414, Information

Technology - Open Distributed Processing - Reference Model ˘ Enterprise Viewpoint . , published as ISO/IEC JTC1/SC7 N2359 on 19 July 1999.

This document is formatted in accordance with the SC7 conventions for Ballot Comment and uses the following categorisation of comments.

Category Description Impact

G General Applicable generallyi.e. in multiple places throughout

E Editorial Cosmetic including typographicaland grammatical

TL TechnicalLow

(Minor)

Rejection ofthe comment would not prevent changing a negative vote to a positive one.

TH TechnicalHigh

(Major)

Considered to be an immovable position i.e. a negative vote would remain unless this was satisfactorily addressed

General Comments

UK1 Cat G Title

Rationale:

The title ofthe standard on the cover page ofthe standard is given as ^Information Technology˘

Open Distributed Processing ˘ Reference Model˘ Enterprise Viewpoint~ although it has been agreed byseveral meetings ofWG 17 and its predecessor bodies that the title is ^Information

Technology˘ Open Distributed Processing ˘ Reference Model˘ Enterprise Language.

Proposal:

The SC 7 Secretariat should be requested (yet again) to note the change oftitle and to make any consequent changes to the project information.

uk.doc 8-Jan-01 Page 3 of 24

UK2 Cat G The meaning of the term ^enterprise specification~

Rationale:

The terms ^enterprise specification~ and ^enterprise model~ are both used, apparently interchangeably, in the current text. Ifthe two terms are considered to be equivalent then onlyone should be used, iftheyare considered to be different then their uses should be clearly distinguished.

Proposal:

The terms ^enterprise specification~ and ^specification~ should be used in accordance with their use in the RM-ODP Part 3.

The terms ^enterprise model~ and ^model~ should onlybe used to refer to what is expressed byan

^enterprise specification~ or ^specification~ respectively.

Editorialchanges are proposed in comments below where these are made necessarybythis principle.

UK3 Cat G, TH Clauses 6.1.4, 6.4 and 7.10 Purposeful selection and Force concepts

Rationale:

1. The UK has spent some time reviewing the force concepts and has found it difficult to get a clear picture of their nature and purpose, and how they would be used in an enterprise specification. Issues of concern and requirements for clarification are:

a) The force concepts appear to be concerned with expressing patterns ofresponsibilities that applyto parties and how these are related to the applicable legalframework. However, the significance ofthe term^force~ is not clear and no direction is provided for incorporating the concepts in a specification.

b) Purposefulselection appears to be concerned with a choice ofbehaviours to meet an objective.

The notion ofa choice ofactions appears to be closelyrelated to what is said about policyin 7.9, but this relationship is not discussed.

c) There is a need to clarifya number ofspecific issues related to the concept of^act~:

- Whyis purposefulselection limited to ^acts~? What is significant about ^acts~ that theyhave to be the result ofpurposefulselection?

- What is the distinction between acts and actions, and the relation between acts and responsibility? The meaning ofthe term^act~ (6.4.1) is onlystated indirectlyin the definition, but an ^act~ appears to be a choice between actions (a purposefulselection) that creates some obligation - when made byan agent it commits the principalto the choice ;

uk.doc 8-Jan-01 Page 4 of 24

- How does a specification, for an agent, identifywhich actions are acts on behalfofwhich principal?

- What are the delegation rules for acts?

d) The introduction ofthe declaration and prescription concepts does not seemjustified:

- declaration talks about changes in the environment ofan object as a result ofinternalactions of an object - internalactions ofan object cannot, bydefinition, affect its environment;

- prescription seems to be a specialcase ofcommitment - and to be covered byor, at least, be closelyrelated to policyrules in 7.9.

e) There is a need to clarifythe use ofthe term"responsibility". Two "levels" ofuse can be distinguished, namely:

- use ofthe termto indicate that one enterprise object relies upon byanother to provide some service;

- use ofthe termto indicate the handling ofexception conditions either bydirect reference outside the specification or bya choice between alternative actions where the mechanismfor choice is outside the specification.

The second use is the one that relates to party- in other words, responsibilityis related to the passing ofresponsibilityfor the handling ofexception conditions.

Thus, an enterprise specification maysimplysaythat exception conditions are handled byactions that are not part ofthe specification, or it mayspecifya choice ofactions to be taken, with the mechanismofchoice unspecified and leaving the choice to be made bya party.

f) According to page 22, lines 16 and 17, responsibilitycannot be delegated. It follows that, in terms ofresponsibility, an agent has a prescribed behaviour and exceptions must be referred to the principalwith an eventualreference outside a specification or with a choice ofactions to be made bya principalthat is a party.

2. The UK believes that the following is a valid interpretation ofthe concepts:

a) 6.4.says that the point ofthe force concepts is "to modelchanges in that part ofthe universe of discourse modelled bythe environment ofthe ODP system, including such changes when caused bychanges in the ODP system itself." These changes are the result of"acts". "Acts" can onlybe carried out byparties or the agents ofparties - since responsibilityfor an "act" can onlyrest with a party.

b) However, the purpose ofthe enterprise specification is to describe the activities ofthe environment ofthe ODP system in which the ODP systemparticipates - and the purpose ofthe activities described is to bring about changes in the state ofthat environment.

uk.doc 8-Jan-01 Page 5 of 24

c) It seems to follow from(b) that all actions in an enterprise specification are "acts" (shades of

" performative actions";-)) and, hence, there must be an identified principalfor everyaction (act) ofthe ODP systemand, thus, it is the agent ofone or principals (parties).

d) Ifthis is valid, then there is, clearly, a need to talk about act, party, agent, delegation and principal in order to be able to specifyresponsibilityand delegation within an enterprise specification. This should be related to the clause on behaviour.

e) There does not seemto be a need to classifyacts beyond delegation i.e. the specification of commitment, declaration, evaluation and prescription is not required.

In this context it is unclear how purposefulselection fits in. Since 7.7 says that everything about the enterprise specification is expected to be driven bythe objective, what is specialabout purposefulselection?

Proposal:

The issues above require clarification, however the UK does not believe that it has a sufficient understanding of the text to provide proposals.

It is essentialfor text to be provided or developed to cover these issues in order for the document to progress to FDIS. In view ofthe urgencyofprogressing the document, the UK believes that the concepts should be deleted ifsuch text is not available and cannot be developed during the

Editing Meeting.

Comments on Clause 5

UK4 Cat E 5 Overview and motivation

Proposal:

a) Page 6, line 20. Replace ^a larger environment~ by^the environment~.

b) Page 6, line 22.

i) Insert ^the~ before ^purpose, scope� ~.

ii) Replace ^(technical, organisational)~ by^(technical, socialor business)~ - aligning with line 16.

UK5 Cat TL 5 Overview and motivation

Rational:

Page 6, line 36-39. The last sentence gives a specific view ofthe use ofan enterprise specification that is out ofplace here.

uk.doc 8-Jan-01 Page 6 of 24

Proposal:

Page 6, line 36-39. Delete the last sentence

Comments on Clause 6

UK6 Cat E The ordering and grouping of definitions in clause 6

Rationale:

The set ofdefinitions has changed significantlysince the order and grouping was set up.

Proposal:

a) The categorisation ofconcepts and the ordering ofthe categories should reflect the subclauses and the order of subclauses in clause 7. The following categories are proposed:

6.1 Communityconcepts

6.2 Behaviour concepts

6.3 Policyconcepts

6.4 Responsibilityconcepts b) The following is proposed as the grouping and ordering ofthe concepts in these categories:

6.1 Community concepts

6.1.1 Objectiv

6.1.2 Purpose(of a system)

6.1.3 Scope(of a system)

6.1.4 S -community

6.1.5 C-object

6.2 Behaviour concepts

6.2.1 Actor (with respect to an action)

6.2.2 Artefact (with respect to an action)

6.2.3 Resource

6.2.4 Actor role(with respect to a community)

6.2.5 Artefact role(with respect to a community) uk.doc 8-Jan-01 Page 7 of 24

6.2.6 Resourcerole(with respect to a community)

6.2.7 Interfacerole(with respect to a community)

6.2.8 Process

6.2.9 Step

6.3 Policy concepts

6.3.1 Policy

6.3.2 Authorisation

6.3.3 Violation

6.4 Responsibility concepts

6.4.1 Purposeful selection

6.4.2 Act

6.4.3 Party

6.4.4 Machine

6.4.5 Commitment

6.4.6 Declaration

6.4.7 Delegation

6.4.8 Evaluation

6.4.9 Prescription

6.4.10 Agent

6.4.11 Principal

6.4.12 Contracting party (with respect to a contract)

6.4.13 Owner (of an <X>) uk.doc 8-Jan-01 Page 8 of 24

UK7 Cat TL Clause 6.1.7, Pa ge 7 lines 34 ˘ 35 S-community

Rationale

The term is defined here, but the onlyreference to it in Clause 7 is effectivelyto repeat the definition. Thus ^Rule 1 1 ~ applies, and the definition is redundant.

Proposal

Delete the definition (Clause 6.1.7), and the reference to the ^s-community~ in Clause 7 (see

UK11)

UK8 Cat TH Clause 6.1.10, page 7, line 44 Machine

Rationale:

The concept of"machine" appears to be aimed at distinguishing enterprise objects that represent automated systems fromenterprise objects that could be "parties", in order to address the issue of

"machine responsibility" e.g. a partycan engage in "acts" but a machine cannot, except as an agent ofa party.

However, the concept is an unnecessarycomplication ofthe modelstructure. The term"party" is appropriate for identifying enterprise objects that can have responsibilitythat has legal implications - though it is necessaryfor a specification that makes use ofthe concept to establish the legalcontext that applies. There is no need for a further term(i.e. "machine") to distinguish enterprise objects that that are not parties. Froma review ofthe uses ofthe term"machine" (in

7.10, Force rules, page 22, lines 7, 8, 18, 20, 26, 27 and 36) there do not appear to be anycases where the termcannot be replaced byeither by"ODP system" or simply"enterprise object".

Proposal:

a) Delete clause 6.1.10.

b) Make the corresponding changes to clause 7.10, Force rules. (See UK26)

UK9 Cat TH 6.2, p6 lines 22-28 Actor, Artefact and Resource

Roles

Rationale:

The UK, after some consideration, does not see the need for these concepts. In particular, the restriction, that an artefact role should onlyexist when the object concerned is onlyinvolved in actions as an artefact, seems artificial, unnecessaryand is inconsistent with the definitions ofactor

1 Bytradition in the Working Group, ^Rule 1~ is taken to mean that no term should be defined in Clause 6 unless its usage is explained in Clause 7 or later.

uk.doc 8-Jan-01 Page 9 of 24

role and resource role (which exist whenever an object is involved in an action as an actor or resource respectively).

Proposal:

Delete clauses 6.2.4, 6.2.5 and 6.2.6, and the temporarynote that follows them.

Comments on Clause 7

UK10 Cat E Clause 7.1, Page 10, line 3 Overall structure of an enterprise specification

Rationale:

See UK2 on the use of^enterprise specification~ and ^model~.

Proposal :

Make the following change to Page 10, line 3 by:

An enterprise specification for an ODP system expresses is a modelofthat systemand relevant parts ofits environment.

UK11 Cat TL Clause 7.1, Page 10 lines 16 - 17 Overall structure of an enterprise specification

Rationale

See UK7

Proposal

Delete the sentence reading ^This is referred to as the s-community~.

UK12 Cat E Clause 7.2, P11, line 3 Contents of an enterprise specification

Rationale

The use ofthe ellipsis in the list in parentheses leaves the reader unsure which are the concepts being described.

Proposal

Replace the text in parentheses with:

uk.doc 8-Jan-01 Page 10 of 24

^( communities, enterprise objects, contracts, roles, activities, behaviour, the ODP system, policies, and interactions).~

UK13 Cat TH 7.3.2 Relationships between communities

Rationale:

a) Page 12, line 33-43. This text is tutorial since it is directly derivable from the text on enterprise objects in roles in 7.8.2, Role rules, Page 16 lines17-20, and does not provide structuring rules.

Furthermore, the first, second and fourth bullets can be taken to imply that the fact that the same enterprise object fulfils roles in more than one community necessarily creates a behavioural relationship between those communities. Any such relationship should be explicit in the specification of the communities and roles.

b) Page 13, lines 1-2. This text concerns a relationship between specifications of communities, not the communities themselves. It relates to 7.2, Contents of an enterprise specification, and should be incorporated into that clause.

c) Page 13, lines 3-13. Notes 1 and 4 relate to 7.2, Contents of an enterprise specification, and should be incorporated into that clause.

Note 2 should be stated as a relationship rule.

Note 3 relates to 7.6.1, Establishing a community, and should be incorporated in that clause.

d) Page 13, lines 23-24. This is tutorial text that relates to 7.8.3, Interface roles and interactions between communities, and should be incorporated into that clause.

Proposal:

a) Move Page 13, lines 1-2, lines 4-5 (Note 1) and lines 11-13 (Note 4) to 7.2 to follow the existing Notes on Page 11, lines 10-15 as additionalNotes:

3 ˘ A specification maybe partitioned because of readability, reuse of specification fragments in other specifications or interoperabilityof enterprise objects.

4 ˘ Role and communityspecifications, as well as type and template specifications, can be private to a specification and development environment, or theycan be stored to a repositorythat can be shared bya wider audience of several development environments and groups.

b) Move Page 13, lines 8-10 (Note 3) to 7.6.1 to follow the existing Note (Page 14, line 36) as

Note 2:

2 ˘ The assignment process can be late and dynamic, i.e., a role can be fulfilled bya enterprise object through a match-making process that considers the interacting capabilities, interfaces, behaviour description and, in the case of a c-object, the policies of the corresponding community with respect to the requirements stated for the role in the other community.

c) Move page 13, lines 23-24 to 7.8.3, as a Note to follow Page 17, line 33.

uk.doc 8-Jan-01 Page 11 of 24

d) Replace the remainder ofthe text of7.3.2 (Page 12, line 32 to Page 13, line 24 with:

An enterprisespecification can describeoneor morecommunities. Thesecommunities may be related in two ways:

-- a c-object fulfils oneor moreroles in another community. Under thesecircumstances, the community that thec-object represents becomes governed by thepolicy rules of theother community.

-- two c-objects interact in fulfilling roles in another community. Under thesecircumstances, thecommunities that thec-objects represent arerelated by thoseinteractions.

For interaction between two communities to bemeaningful, theremust besome element of shared objective, which itself implies a higher level of community of which theC-objects representing thosecommunities will both bemembers, and a common set of policies will apply.

NOTES:

1 ˘ The element of shared objective and the common set of policies can be formed either at design time and included in the specifications of the communities or left for run-time negotiation or more straightforward testing of acceptabilityduring communitypopulation.

2 ˘ The communities involved mayhave differing policyrules all of which the enterprise objects concerned should be able to conform to.

UK14 Cat E Clause 7.4, p13, line 27 Enterprise Object Rules

Rationale

This text includes the sentence: ^The enterprise objects in a specification willbe exactly the objects the specifier feels are necessaryor desirable to specifythe systemfromthe enterprise viewpoint or to understand the enterprise specification.~ ( emphasis added). It is not clear what is achieved bythe use ofthe word. It would be strange ifthe standard recommended vagueness in this so it maybe assumed that the word is not there ^exactly~ in order to prevent any interpretation that the enterprise objects in a specification might be roughly the objects the specifier feels are necessary. It is therefore assumed that the intended meaning is that the set of objects included is a modelling choice, driven bythe purpose ofmodelling. Ifthat is the intended meaning the text should be amended as below.

Proposal

Replace the sentence concerned with:

^Theset of enterpriseobjects included in an enterprisespecification, and the entities they model, is a modelling decision that will depend on themodelling method being used, and the purposeof developing themodel.~ uk.doc 8-Jan-01 Page 12 of 24

UK15 Cat E Clauses 7.5 Common Community Types

Rationale

There is inconsistencyin the names used for communitytypes:

a) In Page 13, lines 41-42 and Page 14, lines 7 and 11 the names ofthe first two communitytypes are:

- domain

- federation b) In Page 14, lines 8 and 12 the names ofthe first two communitytypes are:

- < x>-domain

- < x>-federation c) In Page 13, line 43 the name ofthe third communitytype, ^ownership community~ is inconsistent with the other two.

Proposal a) Replace Page 13, lines 41-43 with:

- < x>-domain

- < x>-federation

- ownership b) Replace Page 14, line 7 with:

7.5.1 <X>-domaincommunity type b) Replace Page 14, line 11 with:

7.5.2 <X>-federationcommunity type

UK16 Cat TL Clauses 7.5.1, Page 14, lines 8-10 Domain Community Type

Rationale a) Page 14, lines 8-9 introduce undefined terms: ^<x>-controller~ role, ^<x>-controlled~ role,

^<x>-aspect~ and control.

b) The Note, Page 14, line 10, uses the terms ^core~ and ^environment~, which are no longer pat ofthe enterprise language.

uk.doc 8-Jan-01 Page 13 of 24

Proposal a) Replace Page 14, lines 8-9 with:

An <x>-domain community comprises an <x>-domain of enterpriseobjects in theroles of controlled objects and an enterpriseobject in theroleof controlling object for the<x>-domain.

The<x>-domain community establishes thecharacterizing relationship <x> between the enterpriseobjects in theroles of controlled objects and the enterpriseobject in theroleof controlling object.

b) Delete Page 14, line 10.

UK17 Cat TH Clauses 7.5.2, Page 14, lines 12-19 Federation Community

Type

Rationale a) The UK believes that the intent ofthis text is to describe a federation of<x>-domain communities as defined in 7.5.1, and not ofthe <x>-domains alone (thus excluding the controlling objects ofthe <x>-domains).

Note ˘ The current text is consistent with Part 3, clause 5.1.2, which states: <X> federation ˘ A communityof<x> domains. In line with this comment the UK believes that this definition is, also, incorrect and that, ifthe comment is accepted, a corrigendumshould be issued to correct it.

b) The clause includes undefined terms, namely<x>-controlled, <x>-controland <x>-controller.

Proposal

Replace Page 14, lines 12-19 with:

A n <x> -federation community of type<x>-federation contains two or more<x> -federation member roles which arefilled by <x> -domain communities . Theobjectiveof an <x> -federation is to enablethe control of the<x ->controlled elements in theindividual domains among the

<x> -controllers of thosedomains thecharacterizing relationship <x> between controlled objects and controlling object in each <x>-domain community to beshared with thecontrolling objects of theother <x>-domain communities . Thespecific manner in which the <x> -control charactgerizing relationship <x> is shared requires further refinement of thefederation community type. <X> -controllers Controlling objects may declaretheir policies amongst themselves and commit their controlled community <x>-domain communities to somecontract but cannot prescribepolicies on each other’s controlled communities <x>-domain comunity .

Note. At the level of abstraction at which federation is agreed, the federation members must be domains of the same type (<x> -controlling) <x>-domain communities having the same characterizing relationship <x>. However, each <x> -domain community mayactuallybe an instance of one or more refined <x>-domain communitytypes.

uk.doc 8-Jan-01 Page 14 of 24

UK18 Ca t E, TL Clauses 7.5.3, Page14, lines 23-27 Ownership Community

Type

Rationale a) The clause does not have the same format as 7.5.1 and 7.5.2.

b) The clause includes undefined terms, namelycontrolled role, controller role and controlled behaviour.

c) The text implies that an ownership communityis a particular type of<x>-domain community.

This should be made explicit.

Proposal

Replace Page 14, lines 23-27 with:

An ownership community is an <x>-domain community in which the The enterpriseobject filling the controller role of controlling object ( also known as theowner role) must betheowner of the enterpriseobjects filling each of the controlled roles of controlled object ( also known as theowned roles). The controlled behaviour that is subject to thecharacterizing relationship of the<x>-domain is all behaviour of theobject filling theowned roleapart fromthat which is subject to thecharacterizing relationships of controlled in other <x>-domains or which cannot besubject to control. Theowner may either prescribepolicies of thecommunity or delegatean authorization to do so to an agent. This authorization may also bewithdrawn.

UK19 Cat TH Clause 7.7, Page 15, lines 10-24 Objective rules

Rationale:

a) Page 15, lines 10-24. The current text does not make clear how the objective affects a specification. It talks about objective at two levels ofabstraction but does not distinguish between them. These levels ofabstraction are:

- the specification itself, where the objective willhave constrained design choices in the development ofa specification and thus provides information that is necessaryfor understanding the specification;

- the behaviour defined bythe specification, where the objective is a fundamentalcriterion in any action involving selection between possible behaviours and thus is referenced bysuch an action.

Text should be provided that distinguishes these levels of abstraction and makes clear how the objective affects the specification.

b) Page 15, lines 16-17. Where sub-objectives are assigned both to processes and to roles, the actions that an object performs in the process must be consistent the sub-objectives ofthe roles that it fulfils.

uk.doc 8-Jan-01 Page 15 of 24

c) Page 15, line 20, 1 st sentence. This is the onlytext that talks about the objectives ofenterprise objects. There does not appear to be a reason to do so. This text should be deleted.

d) Page 15, line 23-24. Since the objectives (and sub-objectives) in an enterprise specification are defined in the context ofthat specification theyshould not be in conflict. This text should be deleted.

e) Page 15, lines 15, 17 and 22. ^Objective~ should be replaced by^sub-objective~.

Proposal :

Replace page 15, lines 10-24 by:

Every community has exactly oneobjective. This objectiveis stated in its contract. An objectivecan bea composition of sub-objectives.

Theobjectiveand any sub-objectives apply to the enterprisespecification itself, providing the context for thedesign choices madeand enabling understanding.

Theobjectiveor a specified sub-objectivealso applies within the enterprisespecification at any point in thebehaviour wherethereis purposeful selection. Thepurposeful selection results in theselection of behaviour that suits theobjectiveor thespecified sub-objective.

An enterprisespecification may decomposetheobjectiveof a community into sub-objectives.

A sub-objectivemay beassigned to a role; in that case, thebehaviour of theroleis specified to meet thesub-objectiveand the sub- objectiveis met by theobject performing theactions of the role.

A sub-objectivemay beassigned to a process; in that case, theprocess is specified to meet the sub-objectiveand the sub- objectiveis met by objects performing theactions of theprocess. The actions of theprocess that an object performs areconsistent with thesub-objectives of theroles that it fulfils.

Somepolicies of a community may becriteria for purposeful selection. Such policies result in theselection of behaviour that suits theobjectiveof that community.

Theobjectiveof an enterpriseobject is consistent with objectives expressed by therolethat it fulfils. Hence, w W herea c -object fulfils a rolein a community, theobjectiveof thecommunity of which thec -object is an abstraction is consistent with the sub- objective expressed by this role.

An enterprisespecification may providefor detection of conflicts in objectives and for resolution of thoseconflicts.

UK20 Cat TH Clause 7.8 Action occurrence

Rationale:

The differences ofview on the meaning to be given to the term^action occurrence~, as used in

ISO/IEC Part 2, 8.3, Note 1, are not yet resolved. While these differences ofview do not appear uk.doc 8-Jan-01 Page 16 of 24

to have affected the text ofthe EL standard, there is a danger that there could be differences in the interpretation ofmodelling statements.

The root ofthe difficultyis that the significance ofthe terms ^action~ and ^action occurrence~ depends on the context in which theyare used, for example whether a specification is itself concerned with generalbehaviour or with an instance ofbehaviour. The Annex to these comments discusses the kind ofissues involved.

In view ofthe complexityofthe issues involved, it is essentialto focus on the effects ofthe issue on the text or use ofthe standard, and the text necessaryto address these specific needs. The UK believes, therefore, that text is required which clarifies the interpretation ofthe terms in the context ofthe standard.

Proposal:

a) Insert the following subclause after Page 15, line 25:

7.8.1 Actionoccurrence

An enterprisespecification provides a pattern for an enterprise. As such it may beinstantiated once, never, or many times, depending upon theobjectiveof the specifier. This means that the behaviour defined for the enterprisemay also beobservableany number of times, depending on when and wherethespecification is instantiated. It is thereforenecessary to takecareof the context when interpreting statements about theoccurrenceof theactions that formpart of a behaviour.

When distinguishing action typeand action occurrencein a specification, theobjectiveis normally to distinguish between multipleoccurrences of a singletypewithin thespecification, and not to imply a constraint on how often thespecification can beinstantiated in thereal world. Thedefinitions in this section should beinterpreted in thecontext of specification, without constraining when and wherethespecification should beinstantiated.

b) Renumber subsequent subclauses in 7.8

UK21 Cat E Clause 7.8.1 Roles and processes

Rationale:

Clarification.

Proposal:

a) Page 15, lines 39-40. Replace the last sentence by:

In contrast to thespecification of actions and their ordering in terms of processes (seebelow), the emphasis is on the enterpriseobjects that participatein theparticular behaviour.

b) Page 16, lines 9-10. Replace the last sentence by:

uk.doc 8-Jan-01 Page 17 of 24

In contrast to thespecification of actions as related to roles (seeabove), the emphasis is on what thebehaviour achieves.

UK22 Cat TH 7.8.3 Page 17, lines 17-31 Interaction role s and interactions between communities

Rationale:

Interactions ofan enterprise object in a communitythat are relevant to that communityonlyoccur in fulfilling a role ofthat community. Thus, the interactions referred to in Page 17, lines 19-20 are not relevant to the communityreferred to in Page 17, line 17 and lines 21-23, and should not be considered in the context ofthat community.

Proposal:

Revise Page 17, lines 17- 31 as follows:

A rolein Objects of a community may identify behaviour that includes interactions interact with objects outsidethat community to achieve theobjectiveof the community its objectives.

This can occur in oneof two ways:

-- either an object outsidethecommunity and an object insidethecommunity interact as part of another community;

-- or theobjects outsidethecommunity interact with an object (a c-object) that is a composition of someor all of theobjects of thecommunity. In this casethereareinterface roles in thecommunity that identify theseinteractions.

Thesecond caseoccurs when In such a casea community is specified at two different levels of abstraction:

-- as theconfiguration of enterpriseobjects that is thecommunity, and

-- as a c-object that is an abstraction of thecommunity and is part of a community of wider scope. Then actions in which thec-object participates areidentified by interface roles of thecommunity.

Temporary Note˘ In thefirst case, is therea need to stateany constraints that apply between theroleof an object in a community and theroleof thesameobject in a second community in which it interacts with an object outsidethefirst community?

uk.doc 8-Jan-01 Page 18 of 24

UK23 Cat E Clause 7.8.3 Interface roles and interactions between communities

Rationale:

Clarification and correction.

Proposal:

Page 17, lines 32-33. Make the following changes:

If thecommunity is represented as a c-object, a mapping should bespecified between each interaction theinterface of thec-object and an interaction of an interfaceroleof the community theinterfaceroles in actual specifications .

UK24 Cat TH 7.8.4, p18 lines 8-23 Actor, Artefact and Resource

Roles

Rationale:

See UK9.

Proposal:

Delete p18 lines 8-13 and 15-16; amend lines 17-20 (the Note) as follows:

A role is specified in such a way that the behaviour associated with the role, the policies applying to the role, the responsibilities associated with the role, and the relationships with other roles are stated. For example, for each role there are complete descriptions of all actions of enterprise objects fulfilling that role, and for each action, identification of all the artefacts mentioned in the action.

UK25 Cat E Clause 7.9 Introduction, 7.9.1 and 7.9.2 Policy rules

Rationale:

a) Page 19, line 5 to page 20 line 33. This text is about the specification ofpolicyand this should be refelected in the subheadings.

b) Page 19, line 5 and line 8. Use ofthe term^policyspecification~ is not in line with usage elsewhere in the document.

c) Page 19, lines 5-6. A policymaybe changed; it willnot evolve.

d) Page 19, line 10. It should be stated that the rules are expressed as obligations, permissions and obligations.

e) Page 19, line 13. This should be expressed as ^behaviour for changing the policy~ and allow for the case when the policycannot be changed.

uk.doc 8-Jan-01 Page 19 of 24

f) Page 19, lines 17-20. This should come after lines 5-7.

g) Page 19, lines 21-31 :

( i) The sub heading is not required.

(ii) Line 22 should be merged with page19, lines 33-35.

(iii) Lines 23-24 is covered by7.7, Objective rules.

(iv) Lines 25-31 are tutorialand should be made into a Note.

h) Page 19, lines 33-35. This text should be moved to follow page 19, line 7.

Proposal:

Replace Page 19, lines 5-35 by:

7.9 Policy rules

7.9.1 The specificationofa policy

A policy identifies thespecification of a behaviour, or constraints on a behaviour, that can be changed during thelifetimeof theODP systemor that can bechanged to tailor a single specification to apply to a rangeof different ODP systems. Changes in thepolicies of a community during its lifetimecan occur only if an enterprisespecification includes behaviour that can causesuch changes.

NOTES:

1 ˘ A policyis a named place-holder for a piece of behaviour used to parameterize a specification in order to facilitate response to later changes in circumstances. The behaviour of systems satisfying the specification can be modified bychanging the policyvalue, subject to constraints associated with the policyin the original specification. In these terms, a policyis an aspect of the specification that can be changed, and a policyvalue is the choice in force at anyparticular instant.

Thus one might speak of a scheduling policywith a FIFO policyvalue.

2 ˘ Policymay, for example, be used to configure generic components to applythem in some specific situation, or to express a pervasive decision that affects manycomponents.

Policies may apply to a community as a whole, to enterpriseobjects (in all roles), to roles (for all actions named by a roleor set of roles), or to an action typeor set of action types named by a roleor set of roles. They may also apply to thecollectivebehaviour of a set of enterprise objects

Thespecification of a policy includes:

-- thenameof thepolicy;

-- therules, expressed as obligations, permissions and obligations;

-- the elements of the enterprisespecification affected by thepolicy;

uk.doc 8-Jan-01 Page 20 of 24

-- constraints on changing therules;

-- behaviour for changing thepolicy (which may benull, i.e. thepolicy is not changed during thelifetimeof thecommunity).

7.9.2 The specificationofobligations, permissions and prohibitions

7.9.2.1 Obligation

An obligation is defined etc.

UK26 Cat TH Clause 7.10, page 22, lines 1-29 Machine and delegation

Rationale:

a) Taking into account UK8, ^machine~ should be replaced by^enterprise object~ or ^ODP system~, whichever is appropriate.

b) Page 22, line 6. There is a need to clarify: "Acts ofparties are not predetermined bythe specification ofan ODP system. ":

i) this relates onlyto execution ofacts that are identified in the specification, since a specification has nothing to sayabout other acts;

ii) the reference should be to the enterprise specification (ofan ODP system).

c) Page 22, line 26. Delete "and" in "and it may" - so that the phrase reads: "When a machine is an agent with authorityto delegate, it mayetc."

d) Page 22, line 26-29. A whole ODP systemcannot delegate responsibilityto one ofits parts since this mixes levels ofabstraction. In the composition corresponding to the ODP systemone part must be specified to have the responsibility, which it maydelegate according to the delegation rules.

e) There is significant duplication between page 22, lines 8-20 and page 22, lines 26-29. These should be merged into 7.10.1, Delegation rules.

Proposal:

a) Page 22, lines 4-8. Make the following changes:

The execution of A acts of parties is are not predetermined by an enterprise the specification of an ODP system . However, the enterprise specification identifies will identify theacts of parties that an ODP system a machine is prepared to participatein, respond to or record. The enterprise specification will also identifies identify theacts that any enterpriseobject that is not a party a machine is prepared to participatein as an agent of a party.

b) Move page 22, lines 8-20 to 7.10.1and merge with page 22, lines 26-29 and replace page 22, lines 25-29 by:

uk.doc 8-Jan-01 Page 21 of 24

An enterprisespecification may specify delegation fromany party to another party or to an enterpriseobject that is not a party machine(including a wholeODP systemor oneof its parts) .An enterprisespecification describes theauthority delegated to an enterprise object ODP system in terms of:

-- theparties that havedelegated authority to thesystem;

-- theauthority that each party has delegated;

-- theduration and conditions of thedelegation;

-- provisions for additional delegation and withdrawal of delegation during theoperation of the system.

By each such delegation, that enterprise object ODP system becomes an agent of theparties delegating, and theparties (collectively) becomeprincipal of the enterprise object system . A principal is responsiblefor theact s of an enterprise object acting as its agent.

Likewise, an enterprisespecification may specify delegation, insofar as provided in delegation by a party, by an enterpriseobject that is not a party to another enterpriseobject, whether or not that enterpriseobject is a party a machineto a party or other machine . That enterprise object is then an agent of theprincipal and has thesameauthority as if delegated directly by the principal.

UK27 Cat E Clause 7.10, page 22, line 1 to page 23, line 20 Force rules

Rationale:

Page 22, Lines 36-37. This bullet should be the last bullet in the list and should be simplified to

"to further delegate an authority; this causes the agent delegated to have the authority" (since delegation rules are in 7.10.1).

Proposal:

Page 22, Lines 36-37. Make this bullet the last bullet in the list and change to:

-- to further delegatean authority; this causes theagent delegated to havetheauthority;

Comments on Clauses 8 to 11

UK28 Cat TH Clause 8 to 11 Ordering of clauses

Rationale:

These clauses are not in the order agreed at the Madrid meeting.

uk.doc 8-Jan-01 Page 22 of 24

Proposal:

a) Move current Clause 9 Relations Between Standards and Product Development, to be Clause

8 ;

b) Move current Clause 10 Enterprise Language Compliance, to be Clause 9 ;

c) Move current Clause 11 Conformance and reference points, to be Clause 10 ;

d) Move current Clause 8 Consistencyrules, to be Clause 11.

Comments on Annex

UK29 Cat TL Annex A Overall structure of an enterprise specification

Rationale:

The annex comprises a diagram and short text proposed by AFNOR. It requires review for completeness.

Proposal:

Replace the diagramwith the diagrambelow

C o m m u n it y

O bje ct iv e

R o le A ct io n I n t e r ac ti on

O bje ct B e h a v io u r

C o n t ra ct

P ol icy

P ro ce s s S te p

P ar ty

En t e rpris e O bje ct

A ct o r A rt e fa ct R e s o u rce

C -O bje ct

O bje ct in R o le P ol icy B e h a v io u r

def ined in

1..*

1..*

s pecif ies objec tive of

def ines

1

1

1 s pecif ied by r ef ines 1

has 1..* 1 c ollabor ator

2..* c onfiguration of

1

1..*

of

identifies

m et by

* to m eet

1..*

1..*

S tep

1..* identifies

1 1

identified by

gover ns as s ignm ent of * as s ignm ent gover ned by * * r equires * * *

Ac tion

1..*

s et by

1..*

*

1..*

1..* r es our c e f or *

1..* act or f or

m odelled as 0..1

M em ber 1..* c onc erns

per f orm ed by

* artefact in

f ulf ils

1..* uk.doc 8-Jan-01 Page 23 of 24

Annex to UK Comments on FCD 15414: Information Technology - Open Distributed

Processing - Reference Model ˘ Enterprise Viewpoint.

A discussion of action occurrence

[This text is extracted froman unpublished paper on the specification ofpolicyin ODP enterprise specifications]

To understand the relationship between action occurrence and policy, it is necessaryto spend some time clarifying the basic ideas associated with specification. Experience in trying to establish the basic concepts for describing ODP systems has shown that different people put subtly different emphasis on some ofthese concepts, based on their various backgrounds and concerns, and while these can be reconciled once identified, theycan cause quite deep-seated misunderstandings ifnot appreciated. The problem is centered on the concept ofoccurrence of the distinction between type and instance.

However, first we need to distinguish between occurrence of features in the systemfollowing the specification and occurrence in the specification. Within the specification, we can define types as a short-hand for the common properties ofother elements - to establish a classification. A specification can define a type - a date-type, say- and then declare a number ofobjects as being instances ofthis type. Considering the specification on its own, one can then talk ofthese objects as being instances ofthe type, and saythat the object " myBirthDay" and the object

" yourBirthDay" are different occurrences ofthe type "date". On the other hand, one may concentrate on the relationship between the specification and some real-world object that implements it, and so is, in a different sense, an occurrence ofit. In this sense the specification as a whole can be seen as defining a type, which in the context ofthe possible execution environments has instances wherever and whenever the specification is applied.

The touchstone for the correspondence between specification and the thing in the realworld being specified is observation. A real-world thing corresponds accuratelyto its specification ifand only ifsome observable set ofevents in the real-world corresponds to the behaviour required in the specification. However, the word "corresponds" hides a great dealofcomplexity. It involves an ill-defined degree ofinterpretation and quantification, and it is here that the problemlies.

Where is the ambiguity? It lies in the scope ofanyclaimofcorrespondence made. Consider one action within the specification, saythe input ofa date bya user. The claimmaybe applied to:

* Some particular historicaltrace, in which a single observation was made at a certain time and place. This is commonlythe case when debugging froma record ofexecution. The action occurs exactlyonce, and is associated one-to-one with a single termin the specification.

* A trace in which a series ofobservations correspond to a single term in the specification as a result ofiteration or recursive process definition within the specification.

* A trace in which a number ofobservations results froma number ofconcurrent processes, created bybehaviour within the specification, each ofwhich has its own behaviour leading to the action ofinterest.

uk.doc 8-Jan-01 Page 24 of 24

* A trace in which a number ofobservations result fromthe activityofa number ofdifferent systems, each ofwhich individuallycorresponds to the behaviour specified.

* An assertion that a particular systemwillbe observed to behave in the specified wayonce.

* An assertion that, whenever certain preconditions are set, the systemwillbe observed to behave in a certain way, either in sequence or concurrently.

* An assertion that anyone ofarbitrarilymanysystems to which the specification applies willbe observed to behave in a certain waywhenever the preconditions apply.

Thus we have specifications that applyto large groups ofidenticalsystems (such as mobilephones), to manyuses ofunique systems (such as a bespoke telephone enquirysystem), to one specific use ofone specific system(such as the systemthat willcontrolthe sequence ofevents during the opening ofthe Olympic Games). We have historicalobservation and claims of conformance for future behaviour. Orthogonalto allthese, we have instances ofthe same action type within the specification.

One might expect a general-purpose specification technique to be able to cope with allofthese different cases. However, great care must be taken when expressing constraints on the structure ofthe internalstructure ofspecifications not to implyunintended limitations scope. As a case in point, a clarifying note about the interpretation ofthe term"action" within an ODP specification, intended to distinguish between differences between the terminologyused in previously standardized specification languages, has been read subsequentlyas implying a restriction of scope, causing much confusion.

It is important to be clear exactlywhat interpretation ofthe correspondence between specification and realworld is intended, because in practice specifications are neither static nor monolithic. This adds a further potentialcomplication when specification fragments are reused or changed during a system’s lifetime, and it is here that policybecomes involved. One ofthe reasons for identifying specific policies is to tailor generic specifications to the specific, dynamicallychanging, situations in which theyare to be used.