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Extract of SA5-TMF JWG RMA Email discussion “RE: Name conventions for bi, uni- and non navigational association”, from 15 to 29 September 2011


From: Davis, Nigel [mailto:ndavis@ciena.com] 
Sent: den 29 september 2011 14:27
To: Edwin Tse; Thomas Tovinger; Jörg Schmidt; Tina O'Sullivan; Istvan.Aba@t-mobile.at; bsemper@tmforum.org; Zoulan; B.Zeuner@telekom.de
Subject: RE: Name conventions for bi, uni- and non navigational association
Adding Bernd… 

[image: image1]
From: Davis, Nigel 
Sent: 29 September 2011 13:26
To: 'Edwin Tse'; Thomas Tovinger; Jörg Schmidt; Tina O'Sullivan; Istvan.Aba@t-mobile.at; bsemper@tmforum.org; Zoulan
Subject: RE: Name conventions for bi, uni- and non navigational association

Sorry for the extreme delay. I had some comments on the original. I am still not keen on the “IsRelatedTo” fixed text string in the Bidirectional association name. I can see by the presence of the association that the two classes are related to each other. The name adds nothing. I would prefer that a meaningful verb phrase is always used (as per the non navigable (i.e. one convention for all)) to name the association. I do not see anything special about the non-navigable relationships that warrants a definitive verb phrase that is not special about the other relationships too.

In all cases this can still may lead to no more than already obvious statements e.g. terminationPointTerminatesConnection, which is obvious from the definition of the classes, and there is an order issue as we could also say connectionIsBoundedByTerminationPoints. Whether the association is two way navigable or one way navigable the same is strictly true. The verb phrase “IsBoundedBy” seems slightly more informative here.

Association names doe become more important when a class is related to another class by more than one association or is related to itself when distinguishing the associations could be important. However, well defined role names on the association ends can again remove this need. 

So I am essentially saying that the association name often adds no value. It does add value when there are several associations present between two classes or between a class and itself and under these circumstances a more meaningful verb phrase would be necessary regardless of the type of association. This would suggest that associations need only be named when there is a relevant ambiguity that needs to be clarified, otherwise their very presence with well defined role names is sufficient.

N

From: Thomas Tovinger [mailto:thomas.tovinger@ericsson.com] 
Sent: 22 September 2011 15:08
To: Edwin Tse; Davis, Nigel; Jörg Schmidt; Tina O'Sullivan; Istvan.Aba@t-mobile.at; bsemper@tmforum.org; Zoulan
Subject: RE: Name conventions for bi, uni- and non navigational association

Hi Edwin and all,
pls. see below. (Nigel, I hope you can also check and comment on this, because it is really a discussion for the whole group, not just between me and Edwin)
BR/ Thomas
 
_____________________________________________ 
From:    Edwin Tse  
Sent:   den 21 september 2011 16:42
To:     Thomas Tovinger; ndavis@ciena.com; Jörg Schmidt; Tina O'Sullivan; Istvan.Aba@t-mobile.at; bsemper@tmforum.org; Zoulan
Subject:        RE: Name conventions for bi, uni- and non navigational association
 
Hello Please see below. Edwin
 
_____________________________________________ 
From:    Thomas Tovinger  
Sent:   September-21-11 10:10 AM
To:     Edwin Tse; ndavis@ciena.com; Jörg Schmidt; Tina O'Sullivan; Istvan.Aba@t-mobile.at; bsemper@tmforum.org; Zoulan
Subject:        RE: Name conventions for bi, uni- and non navigational association
 
Hi Edwin and all,
thanks and I just have some Q&C - see below. 
BR/ Thomas
 
 
_____________________________________________ 
From:    Edwin Tse  
Sent:   den 21 september 2011 00:00
To:     Edwin Tse; Thomas Tovinger; ndavis@ciena.com; Jörg Schmidt; Tina O'Sullivan; Istvan.Aba@t-mobile.at; bsemper@tmforum.org; Zoulan
Subject:        RE: Name conventions for bi, uni- and non navigational association
 
Hello I have revised the proposal. Pls review and comment.
Br
Edwin
 
 
===========================
5.1.3.3 Name style
Bidirectional association relationship name format: "<className><”IsRelatedTo”><className>" where the first <className> is the name of the Class involved in LCC style and the second <className> is the name of the Class involved in UCC style (e.g., classXIsRelatedToClassY).

Unidirectional association relationship name format: "<className><”PointsTo”><className>" where the first <className> is the name of the Class involved in LCC style and the second <className> is the name of the Class involved in UCC style (e.g., classXPointsToClassY).

[Thomas] 
1. When thinking of it again...(I think it was agreed in Vienna to make it mandatory with association names, but I want to raise this with all of you again "before it's too late"), it feels kind of bad to have this kind of constraint on the association names since it breaks the intention of the assoc name label in the UML methodology - to show the meaning of an association. Especially since there could be two associations between the same pair of classes, as I pointed out in Vienna. I know that we often don't need such names in our telecom mgmt info models, we are just interested in the fact that there is a relation, its direction and cardinality. But still there could be examples of two different relations between the same pair, and then a meaningful name would be good. AND, if we still would keep this rule, for a unidirectional association with the name "classXPointsToClassY" it is redundant to the UML notation symbols (the line and the arrow) in the diagram, so it is not needed at all. And when redundant, it is error prone - if the direction of the arrow is changed and the author forgets to change the name, it becomes inconsistent and impossible to interpret. Therefore, I think it would be better to have no name at all compared to this kind of rule, as the name is not mandatory in UML 2.2 (see e.g. fig. 11.8 there). But even better, let it be free like in "true UML" (if we make sure that the graphical notation is unambiguous and sufficient). 
[Edwin] With the name present, it is still "true UML". True UML does not mean no-association-name. To remove the name from the diagram, of course, is true UML name but in 3GPP specification, there will not be a label (in the UML diagram) to lead reader to a subclause where the description of the association is described. So, the name in the UML diagram does serve a purpose in 3GPP-IRP style of specification.
[Thomas] Please note again: I did not ask for removing the name - see the last two sentences above; I only said it "would be better with no name than the proposed rule", but even better, I'd prefer a free name format (using normal UML principles that the name indicates the kind of relation). And then, as you say, it also works for 3GPP specs which need this name as a label. So the "no name" is not a good option at all for us. And to give one more example of why this name rule becomes awkward and redundant, in the case of unidirectional assoc, where there must always be an arrow at the association end in the diagram, the name "classXPointsToClassY" is saying the same as if we gave it the name "PleaseNoteThatTheArrowMeansThatThisIsANavigableAssociationWhereClassXPointsToClassY"...! In other words, it says exactly the same as what the UML symbols show, which everyone knowledgeable in UML should know, no other information...  Please also note everybody, that this is not only a discussion with Edwin, I am not really debating against you because you "defends the group agreement" which is fair... so I want to discuss this with all of you. I don't have any strong objection to keeping the Vienna-agreed rule, but I do have a concern which I think deserves one more round of discussion so that we really "know what we are doing and its consequences", then we can also be more prepared to defend our agreement in TMF and SA5 if it goes there for approval.
 
2. In Vienna, we also agreed that "Our Repertoire should make it clear that “double arrows or double role names” means “navigable at both ends”.". Is this covered somewhere now, and where?
[Edwin] In the document subclause 5.1.3.2.
[Thomas] Thanks, I didn't have time to check the updated Repertoire document after Vienna until now. And when looking at this case in 5.1.3.2, I realize that there is a confusion either for me or for you... so again, to clarify this: here is the quote from the Vienna minutes: "Our Repertoire should make it clear that “double arrows or double role names” means “navigable at both ends”". This is what I thought we agreed, and nobody objected to this when reviewing the notes. But maybe it is a wrong? Please note the "or" in that statement. So, if this is a true statement, Fig. 4 is wrong.  And if Fig. 4 is correct, then the minutes are wrong. Then they should say that we need a much simpler rule like this: "One arrow at each end means navigable bidirectional assoc, and no arrow at both ends means non-navigable bidirectional assoc". But this is very different, and I didn't understand that we agreed such a rule. I think the reason for different interpretations is due to the fact that Nigel mentioned, that in UML, in some tools you cannot put an arrow at both ends of a navigable bidirectional assoc - it will automatically have no arrows. (the only way is then to "fool it" by placing two unidirectional associations with opposite direction on top of each other). So, we need to clarify the rules and examples. Finally, I only find these "rules" in the form of examples in 5.1.3.2 now, and the introduction to the examples in 5.1.3.1. I think we should have all the rules defined in the text in 5.1.3.1 before talking about examples, and then the examples follow in 5.1.3.2. Is it possible to do that?
 

Non-navigational association relationship name format: "<className><VerbPhrase><className>" where:

[Thomas] I would say "Non-navigable..." above.
[edwin] Yes, I should use navigable instead of navigational.
 

         The first <className> is the name of the Class involved in LCC style;

         The second <className> is the name of the Class involved in UCC style and;

         The <VerbPhrase> is a sequence of words except “IsRelatedTo” and "PointsTo", in UCC style and is readable and meaningful.

         [Thomas] "PointsTo" should be written with same font as “IsRelatedTo”, I guess?
 

[edwin] Yes, I should use the same font.

 

An example of the latter is classABCIsNotNavigableFromOrToClassXyz.

[Thomas] I think this example name "classABCIsNotNavigableFromOrToClassXyz" looks a bit awkward and "over-engineered" to have in a model (even if it is a bit theoretical discussion as this is a very unusual association that will rarely be used). Again, related to the clarification of the notation of a bidirectional or Non-navigable association, that the presence/absence of arrows and role names should make it clear whether it is bidirectional or Non-navigable, we don't need this name here either, do we? I would really prefer that we ensure we have rules that make the graphical association notation completely unambiguous without any names. Then the names can be optional as in UML and of free format.
[edwin] It is only an example. According to the proposed rule, the specification author can use classAIsOKWithClassB. The rule here is that he is not allowed to use "PointsTo" or "IsRelatedTo". Please provide another example that you are comfortable with.
[Thomas] Ok... let's think of another example then... and I can already propose one:  ClassAbcIsConnectedToClassXyz. Because knowing the rule above, the reader should know that this is a Non-navigable assoc, and this example is much simpler and still follows the rule. But first we should decide about whether we should have a name rule at all, as discussed above. If we come to the conclusion that we still keep it, we can discuss and agree on a better example here, otherwise we don't need it.
 

==============

_____________________________________________ 
From:    Edwin Tse  
Sent:   September-15-11 2:05 PM
To:     Edwin Tse; Thomas Tovinger; 'ndavis@ciena.com'; 'Jörg Schmidt'; 'Tina O'Sullivan'; 'Istvan.Aba@t-mobile.at'; 'bsemper@tmforum.org'; 'Zoulan'
Subject:        RE: Name conventions for bi, uni- and non navigational association
 
Sorry I made a mistake.
Discard the previous email.
Here is the proposal.
 
===========================
5.1.3.3 Name style
Bidirectional association relationship name format: "<className><”IsRelatedTo”><className>" where the first <className> is the name of the Class involved in LCC style and the second <className> is the name of the Class involved in UCC style (e.g., classXIsRelatedToClassY).

Unidirectional and non-navigational association relationship name format: "<className><VerbPhrase><className>" where:

         The first <className> is the name of the Class involved in LCC style;

         The second <className> is the name of the Class involved in UCC style and;

         The <VerbPhrase> is a sequence of words except “IsRelatedTo”, in UCC style and is readable and meaningful.

An example of the former is subnetworkConnectionIsTerminatedByTerminationPoint.

An example of the latter is classABCIsNotNavigableFromOrToClassXyz.

==============

Br

Edwin

 
_____________________________________________ 
From:    Edwin Tse  
Sent:   September-15-11 1:45 PM
To:     Thomas Tovinger; ndavis@ciena.com; Jörg Schmidt; Tina O'Sullivan; Istvan.Aba@t-mobile.at; bsemper@tmforum.org; Zoulan
Subject:        Name conventions for bi, uni- and non navigational association
 
I would like to suggest (an Action Point for me) the following 5.1.3.3 of Model Repertoire.
 
 
5.1.3.3 Name style
Bidirectional association relationship name format: "<className><”IsRelatedTo”><className>" where the first <className> is the name of the Class involved in LCC style and the second <className> is the name of the Class involved in UCC style (e.g., classXIsRelatedToClassY).

Unidirectional association relationship name format: "<className><VerbPhrase><className>" where:

         The first <className> is the name of the Class involved in LCC style;

         The second <className> is the name of the Class involved in UCC style and;

         The <VerbPhrase> is a sequence of words except “IsRelatedTo”, in UCC style and is readable and meaningful.

(e.g., subnetworkConnectionIsTerminatedByTerminationPoint).

Non-navigational association relationship name format: "<ClassName><VerbPhrase><ClassName>" where the <VerbPhrase> is a sequence of words except “IsRelatedTo”, in UCC style and is readable and meaningful (e.g., ClassABCIsNotNavigableFromOrToClassXyz).

 

Pls review and comment.
Br
Edwin
 
 
 
 
