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Summary of Voting on Document SC 32 N 1186,

Title: ISO/IEC CD 19763-02 Information technology -- Framework for Metamodel interoperability Part 2:  Core model

	 “P” Member
	Approval
	Approval with Comments
	Disapproval
	Abstention

	Australia 
	
	
	
	X

	Belgium
	
	
	
	

	Brazil 
	
	
	
	

	Canada 
	
	
	X
	

	China
	
	
	
	

	Czech Republic 
	X
	
	
	

	Egypt
	
	
	
	

	Finland 
	
	
	
	

	Germany 
	
	
	
	X

	Italy 
	X
	
	
	

	Japan
	
	
	
	

	Korea, Republic of
	
	X
	
	

	Netherlands, The 
	
	
	
	

	Norway 
	X
	
	
	

	Portugal
	
	
	
	

	Sweden
	
	
	
	X

	United Kingdom 
	
	
	X
	

	United States 
	
	
	X (late)
	

	Total “P” 
	3
	1
	3
	3

	“O” Member
	
	
	
	

	Austria
	
	
	
	

	Denmark
	
	
	
	

	France
	
	
	
	

	Russian Federation
	
	
	
	

	Switzerland
	
	
	
	

	Total “O”
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


SWEDEN

No Expertise

GERMANY


Lack of Expertise

AUSTRALIA


Lack of Expertise

UNITED KINGDOM

The UK considers this ballot is premature as the editor has further changes to make. Also no disposition of comments has from the previous ballot has been circulated.

KOREA

	KR
	Annex A
	
	
	It is possible to omission, because of common contents 
	
	Annex A provide the specification of Administered Item. It needs to declare the relationship with 11179 rev2.

	KR
	Annex E
	
	
	It need to add replenishment..
	
	Accepted

	KR
	Picture
	
	
	It isn’t easy to understand pictures.
	
	Accepted.


CANADA

	SEQ
#
	Cmnt
ID
	See
Also
	
Severity
	
Reference
	
Description
	Addressed By

	JTC1/SC32 N1173 CD 19763-02

	
	CAN-P02-001
	
	1-Major Technical
	All
	The title focuses on a Framework for metamodel Interoperability but the focus appears to be on business objects. 

The introduction references UN/CEFACT, OASIS for UMM, ebXML, etc. These are EDI type standards & specifications based on the ISO/IEC 14662 Open-edi Reference Model . 

ISO/IEC 15944-1 already provides for model business objects as part of business agreements, through scenarios and scenario components as re-useable business objects and 15944-2 with the registeration of the same as business objects. 15944-4 has the Economic & Accounting Ontology. 15944-3 provides for the Formal Descriptive techniques integrating UMM, UN/CEFACT and ebXML work.

14662 is a metamodel specifically for e-business. 19763. is supposed to be a general a Framework for Metamodel Interoperability but seems to focus on "business objects". There is a need to for 19763 work to use and be harmonized with existing SC32 Open-edi /e-business standards.standards 

There is a need for harmonization of work.
	19763 is a general framework for registering modeling artifact such as metamodel and model.

The modeling artifact likes UMM or ebXML can be a candidate of registration for MMF registry. However, developing that standard is out of scope of 19763. 

Another example is HL7 artifacts that are systemically constructed based on HDF.

A profile must be needed for a particular target domain. But, 19763-2 defines only the common core model. Then it is not necessary to harmonize the each target domain specification (standard). 

Of course, it is meaningful to inspect the specification as an example from MMF side.

To avoid the misunderstand for the scope of 19763, it may be better to replace the terminology “business object”  into “modeling artifact” or “modeling construct”.



UNITED STATES

	
	US-01
	Introduction
	
	ed
	Add additional metamodel/metadata references to our liaison partners
	Consider including TC 37 metamodel for terminology, MARC metadata, IEC 80045 Document Management, TC 46 Document Management, TC 211 metamodel/metadata, TC 184 Step, etc

This could help gather interest in the project.
	Accepted.

In 19763-2, the core model is based on “Sign-concept-instance”.  Terminology related to metadata or metamodel is important for building and registering the model.

	
	US-02
	
	
	ed
	The items in colour should be changed to shades of gray for printing
	ISO has requested this in other standards
	Accepted.

	
	US-03
	
	
	ed
	Use the Oxford spellings for modelling
	
	Accepted

	
	US-04
	3.1.25 &3.1.26
	
	ed
	Use ISO directive form for synonym
	
	Accepted

	
	
	3.1.24
	
	ed
	Use ISO directive form for synonym
	
	Accepted

	
	
	3.1.88
	
	ed
	Use ISO directive form for synonym
	
	Accepted

	
	
	3.1.98
	
	ed
	Use ISO directive form for synonym
	
	Accepted

	
	US-05
	
	Figure 2
	te
	There is a problem in this document that parallels a situation in UML 2 and MOF 2. See the attached paper for a description of this issue. Title: Unifying MDA and Knowledge Representation Technologies by Colin Atkinson.

Here are a couple excerpts. 

"Adding another way of capturing predefined domain knowledge (i.e. via the ODM) to the MDA further complicates what is already the source of a great deal of confusion in MDA development - namely the location of information with the OMG four level infrastructure. As illustrated in Figure 3, “data” has traditionally been “housed” in the bottom “M0” layer of the four-level hierarchy. However, in the latest (UML 2.0) interpretation of this infrastructure, the bottom level is now inhabited by “real world” objects while models of these objects (so called instance specifications) occupy the M1 level alongside classes. While this solves some problems, it 

leads to the somewhat counterintuitive situation that the M1 level of the infrastructure contains both type and instance information."

…

"This includes the issue of how to imultaneously represent both the type and instance fact of higher order elements [Atkinson and Kühne 2002], and how to manage the different dimensions of metaness - the one dealing with “form” or linguistic classification and the other dealing with “content” or domain classification…."

This problem needs to be resolved for this standard.


	This standard needs to be carefully edited to resolve this.
	This comment is essential to the discussion on 4 layer architecture.

We need deep consideration and  should be carefully edited.

The following is the Q&A with an OMG expert:

(Q1)

< This looks like what has been called “The OMG standard four layer metamodel architecture” modified in two ways: the addition of the modelling facility and the modelling constructs at M1 and the insertion of the dashed line and the UoD below the M0>
(A1)

<That is right, This shows the basic framework based on OMG 4 layer metamodel architecture. We are interesting in the standardization of  modelling construcs as well as metamodels and models >

(Q2)

< Readers who do not know me, or have not heard the several speeches I gave at OMG ADTF during UML 2 development may not know that I feel the so-called “OMG standard four layer metamodel architecture” is ill conceived and is a primary cause of the metamuddle.
<I agree with you. I think that the relationship between metamodel and metamodel, or model and model derived from the same metamodel, should be more clear>

(A2)

< I find the insertion of the UoD a very interesting change.  It adds something that is missing from the usual picture. 

<We have added the Uod at M-1 layer. Because we felt that M0 is ambiguous about whether M0 is real world or not, that is still modelling world?>  

(Q3)

<I’m not convinced that the relationships M3>M2 and M2>M1 are the same relationship at the relationship M1>M0; I’m convinced that the relationship M1>M0 is quite distinct from the relationship M0>M-1 (M-1 being where we see the UoD).   
I see that the ‘governing’ noted on the first two, and I have not read ahead.
(A3)

<see attached ppt slide 1 and 2. I think  M0 is a special case of M1. It means that M0 is a bottom model in the modelling hierachy>

(Q4)

< Placing objects at M0 is consistent with UML 2.  I strongly feel it will be a much better service to the users of this standard to avoid what I consider to be one of the most serious errors of UML2: removing objects from UML. 
(A4)

<In MMF, ModelInstances consists of ModelComponent. And ModelComponent can be a model or modling construct. A class can be insatantiated into the class object at M0>

(Q5)

< I don’t understand why stereotypes are shown at M1.  A stereotype is applied to a M2 class, and produces another M2 class; the effect is to add another element to the modelling language used in an M1 model.  So, if we accept this theory of Mn layers, aren’t stereotypes at M2?  (I know that Stereotype is a class in the UML 2 metamodel, and that is said to be at M2, which makes one think that a stereotype would be at M1.  But the UML 2 spec is explicit that a stereotype is a kind of metaclass, which makes one think that a stereotype would be at M2.  I feel strongly this is simply a symptom of the metamuddle.  What the discussion of this paragraph amounts to is a reduction ad absurdum example showing that the so called “OMG standard four layer metamodel architecture” simply does not hand together. >
(A5)

<In the figure2, stereotypes at M1 is modelling constructs and is used to describe a model at M1. and it is defined witin the upper M2 metamodel. So, also, it must be governed by corresponding upper metamodel at M2.


	
	US-06
	4.6 & 4.7
	
	te
	Align text with 11179-3
	
	Partially Accepted.

The relationship between 11179-3 and 19763-2 should be addressed clearly.

However, according to suggestion from CANADA,

New interpretation for Quadrant is introduced for enhancing the registration mechanism. 

The administered Item is conformed at least.




