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WS2 - Technical Model Framework

19 April 2012

Decisions Made
· Namespaces

· Union classes v predicate logic on object properties

· Use Union in the conventional presentation

· Deprecate the Logic glyphs

· Instances / individuals

· Use RDF type relationship (was missed in refactoring to date)

· Use "individual" from OWL toolbar

· Not instance of the OWL Class (gives it the wrong stereotype)

· Look into punning

· See follow-up call 23 April: just use Class for these

· Affected: 

· Security identification

· Instances of jurisdictions

· And remove the joke ones put in for discussion

· Object property references to individuals

· See follow-up call 23 April: use anonymous restrictions

· Added extension relationship in Profile, for OWL Anonymous Class

· Update the Profile to give these color (owl anon class; onProperty; onClass)

· Cardinality - to be addressed next time

· Also uses new owlAnonymousClass as above

· No clear way of displaying - restrict to non business views

· Update conformance sections of document on all these

· Additional notes included from 23 April technical review session.
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Session Notes
Metamodel Changes

Following on from issues uncovered by Pete Rivett while looking at transforming the current model into Adaptive: 

Individuals and their Usage

We have a relationship which incorrectly points to an OWL Individual. Meanwhile, individuals should not (as at present) be modeled as instances of the class that they are an individual of - this causes the UML instance to have a stereotype which is that of the class (i.e. the OWL class's archetype). 

Agreed changes: 

· TypeOf - replace with new profile element RDFSType

· Instances - replace with owlIndividual

· Should update the profile to give this a suitable color

· That will also require an update of the profile elements table in the Specification (Foundations RFC)

· Object properties which point to an individual: 

· Replace with restrictions on property, with references to the property and to the instance. 

· May need to look at the Profile for this and think of a suitable appearance. 

· See follow-up session between Mike, Pete and Elisa (Monday 23rd)

· The outcome of this session is that we will use an anonymous class which is an owlRestriction, and have two relationships (base class of Dependency in each case) for the "on property" and "has value" aspects of these

· This may not be easy to reflect in a business readable way (update Conformance section of Foundations RFC to reflect how this may be displayed)

· Need to re-import the profile to pick up the owlRestriction class, which was previously left unextended since we were not going to use it

· Add this to the profile usage table in the specification

· Also give the onProperty and hasValue to give them a suitable color 

Other Housekeeping Changes

· Remove the orphan tags (Facet; Referenceable)

· These were tagged values which had no owning stereotype; it turns out that EA turns these into new stereotypes in the XMI

· only in FIBO-BE for now, can keep the others for reference until the rework is done on those sections. 

· Next / formal save of the FIBO-BE content for submission will mark each package which is not required, as <<model>>

· This will enable us to track what are going to be owlOntology packages in those without them being picked up by Adaptive

· Note that at the end of these metamodel re-works Mike will in any case only produce XMIs for the FIBO-BE ontologies and the Global Terms ontologies which are required for that. 

· So the tags will be kept in place until they can be replaced with the relevant metadata

· Facet: when we have identified how to model Classification Facet

· Referenceable: being deprecated - to be removed

· Rename <<Transaction>> to <<oTransaction>> and reapply throughout (not relevant to FIBO-BE)

· This was a name collision of stereotypes between BPMN and FIBO. 

· For stereotypes which had the same names as some UML element, we added an o to the name (e.g. oActivity). These were flagged up by the EA tool as not being usable as they are reserved names in UML

· The same was not picked up for items which are in the other built-in profiles in EA, including BPMN

· It seems that these unwanted profiles cannot be removed from the EA model as they do not appear in the Resources browser with the other (imported) profiles

· We will need to monitor this for other EA built-in profiles especially as these become more numerous

· IMPORTANT: This means we cannot use EA v 9.3 since this already has a whole ODM profile which differs from our own!

Namespaces

Discussed this at some depth (see detailed notes). Decisions: 

· Namespaces - to reflect UML package structure. Keep it at one level of package between RFC and Ontology levels ("Section")
Namespaces Summary
Discussion: is it possible to keep the organizing principles of the package structures? These are not reflected in the ontologies. 

What if we reflect the deeper package structure in the namespaces? 

Consensus: this would work. 

We should keep it at one level between submission level and the individual ontology. 

i.e. 

blah.blah.blah/fibo/fibo-be/section/ontology#class

The classes can be given their URIs automatically during import, derived from the ontology (package) they are in. This means we don't have to populate the classes. 

We should be able to have only one level in between the RFC level and the individual ontology. 
People may choose to read these namespaces and reassemble the backage structure within a UML tool if they wish. The packae structure remains transparent to OWL. The OWL Imports relationships are explicitly stated and there is no implied ontology component to the UIR/Package/Section structures. 
WS2 Detailed Note-taking
From Repository file (diagram notes)
General
Diagram Note:

Should use "has Value" restriction on the Object Property. That restriction points at the Organization property and also points to the e.g. EDM Council as the individual. 
Note on "Security Identification Individuals" diagram

Referring to the relationships between Security Identifiers and Security Identification Schemes:

These should also be instances of Object Properties. 

Follow-up call Monday 23 April

On the diagram 'Standardized Information and Conventions Advanced'
Example of Individual and its current usage is in the diagram 'Standardized Information and Conventions Advanced'. This diagram shows a particular thing which is an 'EDM Model Convention', defined (via an Object Property) as having the 'defined by' relationship refer to the individual organization which is the 'EDM Council'. This was done since we needed to define option conventions as being "real" and real things have to be defined by someone, so this was something of a workaround. We noted in the 19 April session that this pattern, whereby an object property (relationship fact) has a range which is an individual, is illegal. We therefore need to determine how it should be done. 

Notes on the diagram: 
Note referring to the Individual "EDM Council"

These may either be sub-classes or equivalent classes. 

Guidance: 

1: make it a sub class when

2 make it an equivalent class when:

Necessary v nevessary and sufficient. 

If EDM Council as the defining organization is enough, then use Equivalent Class

Where there are e.g. model conventions which are not defined by the EDM Council then we would use sub-class. 
And

When to use Dependency: use across module (ontology) boundaries. 

When to use Generalization: use within module (ontology) boundaries; is a better semantic match.

Which way it goes: from the restriction class to the class that it's a restriction on. 

Discussion: The owlRestriction anonymous class can either be a sub-class of the class it is a restriction on (or a superclass in circumstances which we decided we were not likely to encounter), or it may use a Dependency base class. These both model the same OWL relationship, but there are UML modeling related reasons to use one or the other. We should use Generalization if the anonymous class is in the same package. At present we can think of no good reasons to have them in different packages, but we will keep both base classes as being usable for this.

Then looked at the 
Security Identification diagram
There are two lots of individuals on this diagram:
1. Individuals which are instances of the general type of thing "Security Identifier", for example ISIN;

2. Individuals which are instances of the general type of thing "Security Identification Scheme"

These may pan out differently: 

· For terms like ISIN, these are instances of that which is a general kind of identifier, but they themselves have instances which are alphanumeric strings. The thinking at the time was that we might be able to make use of the OWL Punning arrangements here; 

· For the Scheme, there is only one scheme for any given type of identifier, which is the scheme under which that identifier is defined (essentially this is little more than a namespace or index which defines that a given code is an ISIN or a CUSIP or whatever; there is not really a particular kind of data which this corresponds to); 

· So for these, there is only one of each - does that make it an Individual?

Diagram Notes 
On Individuals like ISIN:

This is both an individual and a class

We have not defined how to do punning.

To do punning: have both a class and an individual, with a "owlSameAs" relationship between them (look this up).

On Punning:

how to avoid punning this in this case:

have ISIN as a sub-class of Security Identifier. 

Discussion:

To support punning in OWL2, it's not a matter of deciding that something is both a class and an individual (we were anticipating reinstating this as a class on that basis); rather, there would need to be 2 diagram elements, one for the class and one for the individual, with an OWL 'sameAs' relationship between them. 

On reflection, there is no real merit to this. We may as well make all of these types of Security Identifier, types of security identifier by means of the "is a" relationship. 
For the instances of Scheme however, these may be individuals. Since this is a common enough semantic we should also consider looking at how other ontologies handle this. 

On Security Identification Schemes:

If these are Individuals, have Restriction on the property:

hasValue on ISIN Identifier - say "It conforms to this particular scheme"

Discussion: The current object property implementation of the relationship between Security Identifier and Security Identification Scheme for these different types of identifiers, needs to be deprecated in favor of the same arrangement we discussed in the previous section (as for all references to OWL Individuals). In this case, if the terms like "ISIN" and "CUSIP" are classes, and these have a "defined in" relationship, that can be a restriction on the more general relationship "Security Identifier defined in Security Identification Scheme" (which is a true object property between classes). 

In this way, classes such as ISIN describe that they are defined with reference to a restriction of the above relationship, whereby they are only defined in that scheme which is the (in this case) ISIN scheme. This corresponds with reality, so hopefully we can find a way to represent this in a meaningful and business-readable way. 
Other verbatim notes
Things to do for metadata:

TypeOf - replace with new profile RDFSType

Instances - replace with owlIndividual

(maybe color it?)

Object properties which point to an individual: replace with restrictions on property, pointing (somehow!) to the property and to the instance. May need to look at the Profile for this and think of a suitable appearance. 

Remove the orphan tags (Facet; Referenceable) - only in FIBO-BE for now, can keep the others for reference until the rework is done on those sections. 

Namespaces - to reflect UML package structure. Keep it at one level of package between RFC and Ontology levels. 

Rename <<Transaction>> to <<oTransaction>> and reapply throughout (not relevant to FIBO-BE)

Namespaces
Blah.blah.blah/fibo/global/common/lattice#PhysicalThing

Or use a different delimiter? [the one here is not proposed, just stands in for 'some delimiter']

Blah.blah.blah/fibo/global¬common¬lattice#PhysicalThing

Or not have

Blah.blah.blah/fibo/global#PhysicalThing

Does this gain anything? 

There are no packages within ontologies. 

Would not want classes within one ontology having different namespaces. But that will not arise. 

(should any of this be in architecture, conformance etc. in the RFC?) Do not need to reiterate OWL restrictions. 

Final proposal:

Blah.blah.blah/fibo/rfcname/umlpackagename/ontologyname#ClassName

Page 1 of 7
Page 2 of 7

