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Discussion
The email discussion [1] identifies the following: 
“In TMF case:

- Information Model has classes.  Inventory repository holds instances of classes of Information Model.  There is a management protocol to add/delete/modify instances in the Inventory repository.

- Information Model class has attributes.  They can be qualified as isInvariant, readOnly, etc)

In 3GPP:

- NRM IRP IS (Information Model) has classes.  Managed Information Base- MIB  (Inventory repository) holds instances of classes of NRM IRP IS.  There are management protocols to add/delete/modify instances in the MIB (Inventory repository).

- NRM IRP IS classes has attributes.  They can be qualified as readOnly, read-write but no isInvariant qualifier.

“
This paper identifies areas of ‘harmonization’ related to Inventory as follows:
1. The protocol used to access/manipulate the TMF-inventory or 3GPP-MIB (where one part is related to 3GPP-inventory-type-data and the other part is related to 3GPP-non-inventory-type-data)
2. The schema of TMF-inventory or 3GPP-MIB

We understand the bullet-2 is under the scope of Joint Work Group model alignment.
We also understand that the bullet-1 is not the scope of our ‘understanding’ of inventory harmonization.

So, we need to discuss if there is anything we need to study under the topic of “inventory harmonization”.



3GPP


_1363231846/Attached Message.msg
RE: Email discussion on separation of "operational data" & "inventory" data of the Umbrella Model

		From

		Edwin Tse

		To

		Michel Besson; Davis, Nigel; Jörg Schmidt; 'Jörg Schmidt'; 'Sudarsan, Padmavathi (Padma)'; 'Jan Insulander'; Zou Lan; istvan.aba@t-mobile.at; Thomas Tovinger

		Cc

		Marie Murphy; Tina O Sullivan; Christian Toche

		Recipients

		MichelBe@amdocs.com; ndavis@ciena.com; joerg@cox.net; J.Schmidt@NSN.com; padma.sudarsan@alcatel-lucent.com; Jan.Insulander@huawei.com; zlan@huawei.com; istvan.aba@t-mobile.at; thomas.tovinger@ericsson.com; mmurphy@tmforum.org; tosullivan@tmforum.org; christian.toche@huawei.com



Hi Michel:

Pls see below.

Regards, Edwin



________________________________________

From: Michel Besson [MichelBe@amdocs.com]

Sent: February 24, 2011 4:30 AM

To: Edwin Tse; Davis, Nigel; Jörg Schmidt; 'Jörg Schmidt'; 'Sudarsan, Padmavathi (Padma)'; 'Jan Insulander'; Zou Lan; istvan.aba@t-mobile.at; Thomas Tovinger

Cc: Marie Murphy; Tina O Sullivan; Christian Toche

Subject: RE: Email discussion on separation of "operational data" & "inventory" data of the Umbrella Model



Edwin,

I understand what you are saying but I am not sure about what is the limit of the harmonization scope.

[edwin] The 'limit' is posted to start the discussion.  We of course need to carry out the discussion on scope.



Before explaining further a couple of points I would like to clarify:

1/ the InventoryUnit class in 3GPP is a class where all attributes can be considered as invariant; meaning that if we wanted to represent this class using the TIP style, we could simply annotate all its attributes with the "IsInvariant" qualifier. Correct?



[edwin] Before responding, like to express these 2 points first.



1) My equate of "3GPP InventoryUnit attributes" to be "TMF attribute qualifed as invariant" is to quickly giving readers how to relate the two defined concepts/ideas together for discussion.  3GPP uses not-writeable (by-IRPManager) as the qualifier for InventoryUnit attributes.  Strictly speaking, this is not TMF's invariant idea (a much tighter definition).  In other words, 3GPP systems implementations can treat its InventoryUnit attribute as invariant or treat them as "not-writeable-by-Mgr but writeable-by-Agent".  Both behaviours are considered "3GPP-compliant".  3GPP member should take note (e.g. correct my understanding of the 3GPP spec) of this and have a discussion among itself if 3GPP-not-writable (in InventoryUnit) should only mean invariant (and not "not-wrietable-by-Mgr-but-writeable-by-Agent").



2) Suppose 3GPP authors agree its use of not-writeable in InventoryUnit really simply means 'invariant', I still need to respond to your 'Correct?' as "not exactly".

This is because... "we could simply annotate all its attributes with 'isInvariant' qualifier' means (I think) using one class where some attributes are qualified as invariant while others not.  Such 'style' would not satisfy the 3GPP requirements, i.e. to reduce the amount of info that crosses the Itf-N.

------





2/ is this InventoryUnit class the only one where attributes may be invariant throughout all the classes in 3GPP NRM?

Or to state it differently, this InventoryUnit class is actually part of the 3GPP information modelling "style": it is the only way to capture invariant "things". Correct?



[edwin] The 3GPP InventoryUnit is a class that holds information not changeable by IRPManager.  3GPP does not have a much tighter qualifier as Invariant.  3GPP 'style' allows flexibility of the two implementations mentioned before.

However, to respond to your question directly, the answer is negative.  There are 3GPP attributes today that are qualifed as not-writeable-by-Mgr but are not attributes of InventoryUnit.  If 3GPP were to use a new qualifier Invariant, the answer to your question is still negative.  The 'id' attribute, of any class, is Invariant.





3/ if point 2 above is correct, then how would you capture invariant characteristics which have nothing to do with ManagedElement?

[edwin] Pls see above.  The response to your "Correct?' is negative.



Or may be this question does not make sense since ManagedElement is such a top level class that most classes in a 3GPP info model inherit from it. In which case I would understand your point better, and I could figure out a solution.

[edwin] Current 3GPP has ME to name-contain two forests.  One forest is composed of InventoryUnits (of multiple tress of multiple levels).  Current 3GPP Inventory standard have not defined relation between InventoryUnit instances with the other forest instances (e.g. instances that are name-contained by ME).  3GPP have a new Work Item (should be approved this week) to enhance its inventory class tree to support such relations.









Now back to my wonder on the scope of harmonization:

You seem to address the question only through the angle of inheritance, hence the focus on the classes in the "umbrella" portion.

[edwin] Yes.  I did.  I 'posted' the limit to sort of kick-start the discussion.  We would/should modify/expand the scope depending on discussion here.



What I am wondering is whether we should not open a broader discussion about the "style/profile" that could be commonly used.

[edwin] We could/should but we should be focused on harmonization of Inventory (model/concept) only.  We need not open the scope to discuss, for example, what kind of qualifiers we need, in general, for classes.



I am talking (at the minimum) about the characteristics of entities/class and characteristics of attributes.

I extract below some of the characteristics of TIP entities and TIP attributes to give examples"

- Some characteristics of TIP entities/classes:

-- isAbstract

-- objectCreationNotification: Indicates of an Object Creation Notification should be generated

-- objectDeletionNotification

-- objctDiscoveryNotification

[Edwin] To provide information for discussion, let me post my understanding of what 3GPP have today:

-- isAbstract: 3GPP has this.

-- objectCreationNotification: Indicates of an Object Creation Notification should be generated: 3GPP has this.

-- objectDeletionNotification: 3GPP has this.

-- objctDiscoveryNotification: Do not know how to relate this with concepts of 3GPP (need you to give us a bit more info on objectDiscoveryNotification, e.g. what attributes it contains)



- Some characteristics of TIP attributes:

-- readOnly

-- isInvariant

-- multiplicity

-- defaultValue

-- ordered

-- unique (no duplicate attribute values are allowed for multi valued attributes)

[Edwin] To provide information for discussion, let me post my understanding of what 3GPP have today:

-- readOnly: 3GPP has this.

-- isInvariant: 3GPP has a "looser" definition, i.e. not-writeable-by-Mgr

-- multiplicity: do not know exactly what this is; would appreciate more info.

-- defaultValue: 3GPP has this.

-- ordered: 3GPP does not has this.

-- unique: 3GPP does not has this.





I don't want to open a Pandora box by bringing points of discussions which may not be relevant, but I am wondering if the discussion is just as simple as you present or not more global: to day we focus on the read/write/invariant characteristics, but to morrow we will address another one (e.g. notifications...).

Apologies in case the team already discussed this point in the past.

[edwin]  Your comments are helpful (the team have not discussed these points in the past).  It provides relevant information that are useful for this inventory harmonisation work.  My 'post' of a limited scope is to kick start our discussion.  But we need to be mindful not to "open a Pandora box" and strayed into area that is not related to our current work.  Regards, Edwin.



Michel







-----Original Message-----

From: Edwin Tse [mailto:edwin.tse@ericsson.com]

Sent: 23 February 2011 17:34

To: Michel Besson; Davis, Nigel; Jörg Schmidt; 'Jörg Schmidt'; 'Sudarsan, Padmavathi (Padma)'; 'Jan Insulander'; Zou Lan; istvan.aba@t-mobile.at; Thomas Tovinger

Cc: Marie Murphy; Tina O Sullivan; Christian Toche

Subject: RE: Email discussion on separation of "operational data" & "inventory" data of the Umbrella Model



Michel:



I have this in mind.  In the federation, there is an "Umbrella" part/fragment/model (A), there is a 3GPP domain specific part (B), there is, say, MPLS/IP domain specific part (C), an MTOSI domain specific part (D), etc.



Say A has classes A1, A2, etc.

Say B has classes B1, B2, B3, etc.  Say B1 inherits from A1.

Say D has classes D1, D2, D3, etc.  Say D1 inherits from A1.



Now designers of D2, D3 need not care how designers of B2, B3 handle their so-called "inventory" data.  The 3GPP classes continue using InventoryUnit and MTOSI classes using isInvariant qualifers.  No need for harmonization here.



But the designers of A1 and A2 needs some care since A1 is inherited by B1 and D1.

If they use the isInvariant qualifier idea (one class), then B1, B2, B3 designers might have a problem because they wanted to use InventoryUnit (not isInvariant qualifier).

If they use InventoryUnit idea, then D1, D2, D3 designers might have a problem because they wanted to use isInvariant qualifier (not using InventoryUnit idea).



This is why I said harmonization work needs to be done/focused only in Umbrella classes.



Do you have the same understanding?



Edwin





-----Original Message-----

From: Michel Besson [mailto:MichelBe@amdocs.com]

Sent: February-23-11 11:27 AM

To: Edwin Tse; Davis, Nigel; Jörg Schmidt; 'Jörg Schmidt'; 'Sudarsan, Padmavathi (Padma)'; 'Jan Insulander'; Zou Lan; istvan.aba@t-mobile.at; Thomas Tovinger

Cc: Marie Murphy; Tina O Sullivan; Christian Toche

Subject: RE: Email discussion on separation of "operational data" & "inventory" data of the Umbrella Model



Edwin,

Regarding the TMF case, yes, you got it right.



Now, I am not sure to understand how you infer your conclusive statement.



Michel



-----Original Message-----

From: Edwin Tse [mailto:edwin.tse@ericsson.com]

Sent: 23 February 2011 15:21

To: Michel Besson; Davis, Nigel; Jörg Schmidt; 'Jörg Schmidt'; 'Sudarsan, Padmavathi (Padma)'; 'Jan Insulander'; Zou Lan; istvan.aba@t-mobile.at; Thomas Tovinger

Cc: Marie Murphy; Tina O Sullivan; Christian Toche

Subject: RE: Email discussion on separation of "operational data" & "inventory" data of the Umbrella Model



Now, I think I am clear of the terms.  Thanks Michel and Nigel.

See if I got it correctly.



In TMF case:

- Information Model has classes.  Inventory repository holds instances of classes of Information Model.  There is a management protocol to add/delete/modify instances in the Inventory repository.

- Information Model class has attributes.  They can be qualified as isInvariant, readOnly, etc)



In 3GPP:

- NRM IRP IS (Information Model) has classes.  Managed Information Base- MIB  (Inventory repository) holds instances of classes of NRM IRP IS.  There are management protocols to add/delete/modify instances in the MIB (Inventory repository).

- NRM IRP IS classes has attributes.  They can be qualified as readOnly, read-write but no isInvariant qualifier.



So, in TMF, attributes of a class-X can be qualified as Invariant.  In 3GPP, the Invariant attributes are captured in InventoryUnit class (as Michel described).



If I got the picture correctly, there is no need for TMF and 3GPP to "harmonize", except, a class in question is in the so-called "Umbrella"?  Am I right?



Edwin



________________________________

From: Michel Besson [MichelBe@amdocs.com]

Sent: February 23, 2011 9:40 AM

To: Edwin Tse; Davis, Nigel; Jörg Schmidt; 'Jörg Schmidt'; 'Sudarsan, Padmavathi (Padma)'; 'Jan Insulander'; Zou Lan; istvan.aba@t-mobile.at; Thomas Tovinger

Cc: Marie Murphy; Tina O Sullivan; Christian Toche

Subject: RE: Email discussion on separation of "operational data" & "inventory" data of the Umbrella Model



Hi all,

Here is my contribution to this discussion:

1/ My personal view on how the term "Inventory" is meant in TMF and 3GPP (I put in square brackets statements related to the operational interpretation of the term, since it is not the may purpose of this discussion):



*         In TMF, there is the general acceptance that the term Inventory designates a repository of information, and more precisely a repository of instance entities. Depending on the focus, this repository may contain instances of Customers, Products, Services, Resources...

The term  "Catalogue" would be more used to designate a repository of specifications (ProductSpecs, ServiceSpecs, ResourceSpecs).



The instances that may be present in an Inventory repository are instances of object classes all specified in an information model. To give an example of such models, the MTOSI Resource Information model contains about 20 object classes (e.g. Managed Element, Equipment, PTP, CTP, Topological Links...).

[The term "Inventory" is often associated with the verb "Manage"; in which case it designates the process of managing the Inventory (repository).

For example, eTOM defines  "Manage Resource Inventory" as follows:

Establish, manage and administer the enterprise's resource inventory, as embodied in the Resource Inventory Database, and monitor and report on the usage and access to the resource inventory, and the quality of the data maintained in it.

Another example is the  MTOSI MRI interface - Manage Resource Inventory -  which exposes a set of operations to retrieve data from an Inventory OS or to request an update of inventory information in a remote Inventory OS; the purpose is to synchronize two Inventory systems (in a pull or push style). In no case, the MTOSI MRI interface can be used to configure actual resources or services deployed in the field; this would be done through the MTOSI Resource Provisioning Interface.] So, when they speak fast, TMForum folks use the term "Inventory" to mean either a repository of instances in the SP system or the process to manage it (the context being used to select one of the two).



*         In 3GPP, my understanding (but I may be incorrect) is that the term Inventory is used only in the ÏnventoryUnit class (see 32.692-900) which is used to represent composed constituents (black diamond) of a ManagedElement.



[ 3GPP also makes a clear distinction between synchronizing configuration information between two systems on one hand and changing the configuration on deployed network resources on the other hand.

However, 3GPP does not use the term "Inventory interface" to designate the former (as TMF does). Instead the capabilities to exchange configuration information for any purpose are presented in the Configuration Management interface IRP, but the distinction is made explicit through the concept of Passive and Active CM as stated in 3GPP TS 32.106-1:

Passive CM which mainly provides to the NM current information about the current configuration changes and allows a retrieval and synchronisation of configuration related data on NM request; Active CM, which offers to the NM operator a real capability to change the current network configuration] 2/ and now, my personal  views about the two categories of data in the Umbrella Model:

I understand that there is a proposal to distinguish between two kinds of data:



*         data that can be modified by the Manager / requesting OS (provisionally called "operational data")



*         data that cannot be modified by the Manager after the creation of a ManagedElement. (provisionally called "inventory data").



This view is that it may be perfectly acceptable for the 3GPP definition of Inventory, but may not fit very well with the TM Forum approach.

MTOSI and now the TIP Framework have similar kinds of qualification (e.g. "isInvariant" means that the value will not be modified at all after creation, "readOnly" means that the Manager / Requestor OS is not authorized to modify it) but at the attribute level. It allows a given object class to contain a mix of attributes of any kind.

Michel



From: Edwin Tse [mailto:edwin.tse@ericsson.com]

Sent: 21 February 2011 19:38

To: Davis, Nigel; Jörg Schmidt; 'Jörg Schmidt'; 'Sudarsan, Padmavathi (Padma)'; 'Jan Insulander'; Zou Lan; istvan.aba@t-mobile.at; Thomas Tovinger; Michel Besson

Cc: Marie Murphy; Tina O Sullivan; Christian Toche

Subject: RE: Email discussion on separation of "operational data" & "inventory" data of the Umbrella Model



I think our topic can be discussed with focus on your "information model" (equivalent to 3GPP NRM IRP IS).



Here is my understanding of the motivation behind 'inventory' data in 3GPP.

The ManagedElement class can contain a forest of XxxFunctions (e.g. ENBFunction) not shown in diagram below).

The ManagedElement class can also contain a forest of InventoryUnits (shown below).



So one ManagedElement instance can name-contain forests of InventoryUnits and XxxFunctions.  The former hold attributes (of relevance to the latter) whose values do not change after the ManagedElement is created.  Examples are vendor-name, serial number, date of manufacture, maxNumberOfSlot, maxThroughput, etc.  These attributes are always non-writeable (by Manager).



[cid:image001.gif@01CBD367.91D66430]



The motifivation is that Manager does not need, in general, the information in InventoryUnit to manage the node (e.g. to switch off a node).

If 3GPP designers embed the "inventory type" attributes into the forest of XxxFunction, the Manager's read (either single instance type reading, or sub-tree type reading) is not efficient (i.e. inventory type info passed from Agent to Manager that is not needed by Manager).



Is this picture a bit clearer what 'inventory' data means in current 3GPP specification.

Note 1: The name-tree for inventoryUnit is under discussion for change in 3GPP but the meaning (intention) of inventoryUnit attribute should remain the same (as I describe it above).



Edwin





________________________________

From: Davis, Nigel [mailto:ndavis@ciena.com]

Sent: February-18-11 9:04 AM

To: Edwin Tse; Jörg Schmidt; 'Jörg Schmidt'; 'Sudarsan, Padmavathi (Padma)'; 'Jan Insulander'; Zou Lan; istvan.aba@t-mobile.at; Thomas Tovinger; MichelBe@amdocs.com

Cc: Marie Murphy; Tina O Sullivan; Christian Toche

Subject: RE: Email discussion on separation of "operational data" & "inventory" data of the Umbrella Model Thanks for this... comments below. Hope they help further.



Nigel



From: Edwin Tse [mailto:edwin.tse@ericsson.com]

Sent: 18 February 2011 11:35

To: Davis, Nigel; Jörg Schmidt; 'Jörg Schmidt'; 'Sudarsan, Padmavathi (Padma)'; 'Jan Insulander'; Zou Lan; istvan.aba@t-mobile.at; Thomas Tovinger; MichelBe@amdocs.com

Cc: Marie Murphy; Tina O Sullivan; Christian Toche

Subject: RE: Email discussion on separation of "operational data" & "inventory" data of the Umbrella Model



Nigel:

Not commenting or proposing anything yet; but trying to understand the terms mentioned first.





*         "information model" and "data model" (see distinctions below) to cover the definition of the things (entities) and their properties (attributes, states, lifecycles etc). This would be representation of the thing and its lifecycles (i.e. the nouns). This could be considered as a static view.







[edwin] Clear for me.  It seems the first term is 3GPP NRM IRP IS.  The second term is 3GPP Interface IRP IS.  These are, in 3GPP usage at least, Platform Independent Model (PIM), used in literature of MDA (model driven architecture). <n> I think the term PIM would be a useful term here (although as ever we need to be clear which platform we are talking about :) ). Information model is certainly a PIM. Will note more below </n>







*         "operations model"/"business services model"/"action model" (or similar) to cover the definitions of the actions performed to change the state/value/etc of the thing and to receive information on changes that have occurred to the thing



[edwin] Clear for me for "operations model" and "action model".  Do not understand "business service model".  May be you mean "operations model for business"? (I dont know).  <n> Business Services: This is work progressing in TMF. Relates to the formal definition of interaction between two systems (or Applications). Was previously called NGOSS Contracts (concepts have also advanced a little since then). Covers a Task oriented interaction approach. Relates closely to SOA and SCA. Talks in terms of pre-conditions, post conditions and SLAs for the interaction. I only added this for TMF folks to recognize that operations/actions/businessServices are all part of the same story. </n>







*          "technology neutral information model": This is a "purpose neutral, implementation neutral views" of the things in the problem space. It focuses on general conceptual considerations including principles, patterns and architectures (the concept of Termination, the graph pattern and the TerminationFunction are examples of things at various levels in this partition)







[edwin] can you give an example of graph pattern?  How to capture "concept of Termination"? Do you mean class TP as defined in ITU-T?  Name a class that can be an example of your "TerminationFunction" ? <n> Firstly as I suspect you will be happy with, this is certainly a PIM as noted above. My example was not clear enough. I was thinking of the model of the actual core function of terminations that is part of the Termination Point. This is essentially "sub-atomic" with respect to our normal models. If you look at G.805 you will find a number of concepts represented. We would normally tend to aggregate and encapsulate many G.805 concepts into a single class. ITU-T TTP is an aggregation of TCP, Termination Function, AP and potentially some of the AdaptationFunction. </n>







*         "technology neutral data model": This is a "purpose specific, implementation neutral views" of the things in the problem space. It focuses on considerations of the thing with respect to a particular usage but is not polluted by any consideration of a particular implementation form (the PTP is an example of a class in this partition)







[edwin] Can you give us a couple more class examples that belong to this partition ?  <n> My example was again unclear. The MTNM/MTOSI/SID PhysicalTerminationPoint is the example I was referring to. It is an encapsulation of many layers of Termination Function, TCP, AP etc that has been chosen to be suitable in structure for transfer over an interface between an NML and EML. Other encapsulations of the same "sub-atomic" parts would be suitable for other purposes (e.g. fault location in a multi-layer network, planning capacity prior to equipments being selected etc). The MTNM/MTOSI/SID SubNetworkConnection is another example as it is an encapsulation of many G.805 connections and is applicable for interface transfer. This one may also be useful in some other applications such as fault location and network routing but not necessarily planning. But the essential thing is that it is identified for a specific purpose. </n>







*         "technology specific data model": This is the "purpose specific, implementation specific views" of things in the problem space. It focuses on considerations of the things with respect to a particular usage and a particular implementation of set of implementations (the createData structure for use in a particular interface case decorated with stereotypes to drive interface tooling or with added description to direct manual implementation generations  is an example of a structure in this partition)



















[edwin] I can interprete this bullet in multiple ways. May be it is because of the length of your last sentence.  I know the terms Platform Indepenet model (PIM) and Platform Specific model (PSM).  They are used in literature in MDA.  Is this "technology specific data model" equivalent to PSM for "data model" ? If not, what are the differences? <n> I am reasonably happy that PSM is close to equivalent to "technology specific data model" (and indeed data model in the IETF sense). I will explore to see if we could adopt the MDA terms as that would seem potentially quite sensible (even if we need to extend and/or specialize them). </n>







Edwin



________________________________

From: Davis, Nigel [mailto:ndavis@ciena.com]

Sent: February-18-11 5:48 AM

To: Jörg Schmidt; Edwin Tse; 'Jörg Schmidt'; 'Sudarsan, Padmavathi (Padma)'; 'Jan Insulander'; Zou Lan; istvan.aba@t-mobile.at; Thomas Tovinger; MichelBe@amdocs.com

Cc: Marie Murphy; Tina O Sullivan; Christian Toche

Subject: RE: Email discussion on separation of "operational data" & "inventory" data of the Umbrella Model Jörg, Thanks for this. I have some comments on the suggestions for alternatives below.



Nigel



From: Jörg Schmidt [mailto:joerg@cox.net]

Sent: 18 February 2011 07:21

To: Edwin Tse; Davis, Nigel; 'Jörg Schmidt'; 'Sudarsan, Padmavathi (Padma)'; 'Jan Insulander'; Zou Lan; istvan.aba@t-mobile.at; 'Thomas Tovinger'; MichelBe@amdocs.com

Cc: Marie Murphy; Tina O Sullivan; Christian Toche

Subject: Email discussion on separation of "operational data" & "inventory" data of the Umbrella Model



With respect to contribution S5vTMFa076 it has been agreed to have an email discussion on the separation of "operational data" & "inventory" data of the Umbrella Model.

Umbrella classes are partitioned. <n> Will have a proposal for an alternative name in the TR. Still having some challenges closing on that term but the umbrella analogy is not sufficient and the term Federated Information Model is currently the front runner. We need to resolve the challenge of whether the Federated Information Model term should simply cover the elements of the model that have been converged or also the bits that are being converged or also the bits that are referencing the bits that are being converged and have been converged. Whichever is the case we then need terms for the others :) </n>



 Classes in "Partition operational" are used to capture run-time behaviour of managed resources. <n> Need to understand what you mean here by "capture run-time behaviour". Do you mean:



1.       The state machines that relate to attributes lifecycles



2.       The read/write/static aspects of an attribute



3.       The lifecycle of creation and deletion of the entity with respect to ownership



4.       The essential behaviour of the managed resource when doing its job (like a TP terminates traffic)



5.       The actual operations that can be carried out on the class/attribute



6.       None of the above

I need to understand more what you cover under this term to be able to comment on whether the consideration can be rationally partitioned or not. I certainly agree with a separation of concerns where we can do that and we will be proposing some partitions in the TR which are orthogonal to this and potentially complementary (I provide some of that thinking below).</n>



Classes in "Partition inventory" are used to capture static behaviour of managed resources. <n>  The term "static behavior" in our context seems to be self-contradictory behaviour is activity and static is lack of activity. I do not think you mean the use of the term from System Theory "system's behavior at an equilibrium point" (or similar). Please clarify your use of this term a little to help understanding.



At this point I will assume that the key term here is "static" you mean the definition of classes in terms of their structural content (i.e. the attributes by name and order) and likewise the definition of the attributes in terms of their structure content (i.e. type, default values etc).



I do not think the term inventory is suitable for this. I need to understand what is expected to be expressed in this partition in detail especially compared to the other partition to be able to comment here.



As an alternative I suggest that we use the following terms (as will be set out in the TR):



*         "information model" and "data model" (see distinctions below) to cover the definition of the things (entities) and their properties (attributes, states, lifecycles etc). This would be representation of the thing and its lifecycles (i.e. the nouns). This could be considered as a static view.



*         "operations model"/"business services model"/"action model" (or similar) to cover the definitions of the actions performed to change the state/value/etc of the thing and to receive information on changes that have occurred to the thing [We agreed previously that we would not cover operations in this study so I have not taken this further - I can expand further if necessary]

I suggest we use the following distinctions of terms (that lead to partitions):



*          "technology neutral information model": This is a "purpose neutral, implementation neutral views" of the things in the problem space. It focuses on general conceptual considerations including principles, patterns and architectures (the concept of Termination, the graph pattern and the TerminationFunction are examples of things at various levels in this partition)



*         "technology neutral data model": This is a "purpose specific, implementation neutral views" of the things in the problem space. It focuses on considerations of the thing with respect to a particular usage but is not polluted by any consideration of a particular implementation form (the PTP is an example of a class in this partition)



*         "technology specific data model": This is the "purpose specific, implementation specific views" of things in the problem space. It focuses on considerations of the things with respect to a particular usage and a particular implementation of set of implementations (the createData structure for use in a particular interface case decorated with stereotypes to drive interface tooling or with added description to direct manual implementation generations  is an example of a structure in this partition)













</n>







Specifically, we need a common understanding & agreement on: <n> First we need to agree on the specific partitions we are aiming for. I recommend we consider the alternative proposal I have above. I think we need to partition first and define what goes in the partition. We can then name the partition. The critical consideration is how we split the model. </n>



 *   appropriate Name for "operational data"/"Partition operational" of the Umbrella Model <n> I think we agreed previously we would not cover operations. I think this term is therefore not appropriate. </n>

 *   Definition for "operational data"/"Partition operational" of the Umbrella Model

 *   appropriate Name for "inventory data"/"Partition inventory" of the Umbrella Model <n> we are all very aware that both groups have used the term inventory in very different ways and hence I think this term will be extremely misleading. I therefore suggest that this term is not appropriate. </n>

 *   Definition for "inventory data"/"Partition inventory" of the Umbrella Model



--
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