Workstream Notes: Documentation Workstream 19 April 2012


WS-Documentation Session Notes
19 April 2021

Decisions Made

· The Global Terms material is to be included with the Foundations document

· The Foundations document is to be updated with each submission, as required for new and updated foundational terms to support the content of that submission

· The Foundations RFC will therefore include model reports specifically (and only) for the Global Terms sections material

· Namespaces discussed - see Technical Model Framework session notes for full story and decisions made.
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Session Notes and Discussion
Looked at the 2 documents. No changes. 

Global Terms Disposition
What to do with the Global Terms material?

Options considered:

1. Include with Foundations document

2. Include with  Business Entities

3. Define in a separate standard. 

Rationale on these: 

On (1), it means that everything which is not specific to Business Entities, is in Foundations;

On (2), it means that everything which is "content" is maintained separately from everything which is architecture. This ties in with the need to apply the adapted OMG process for content (with prospective 3 month change cycle) applying to one standard and the reduced changeability of the existing process to the other. 

However, it's noted that it is not necessarily a problem to have content and architectural material in the same standard. 

Another perspective (Mike B) was that actually, to date, the actual content of Global Terms was not included in the March submission of Business Entities - only the (normative) reference to these was included. 
Discussion: the distinction between normative use of something, and something which is itself normative. That is, it is possible to make normative reference to something which itself is defined elsewhere. When this happens, any inclusion of the thing so referred to in a specification, is not itself a normative record of that thing, but the way in which the specification makes reference to those things. 
However, when a standard makes normative reference to something which is itself not normatively specified in that specification, that other thing is already defined normative somewhere. In the case of the Shared Semantics, we have terms which are or are intended to be defined in established standards, according to the treatments defined in Annex C ("Shared Semantics Treatments"), however, there will be terms which are not in those other standards, including the lattice terms. Also in many cases we managed to define an archetype which was more general than most of the industry-based standards terms - for example, the archetype of "Address" ("an index to a location") is more general than the terms to be found in postal address standards or network address standards. 
So therefore there are always going to be terms in Global Terms which are unique to FIBO, are foundational and need not only be to referenced normatively but also defined normatively. 

Consensus:

We do need to include the Global Terms material in the FIBO submissions somewhere. 

Consensus:

We decided to make these part of the "Foundations" material. 

Implications

Discussed this further. What is to be submitted when? Bear in mind that about half the Global Terms material is not included in FIBO-BE because it was not referenced by the Business Entities terms. 

At each new submission of FIBO content, there will be an updated submission of the foundational semantic terms in the Global Terms sections. These updated submissions will differ from the previous submissions of that material in two ways: 

1. The addition of new sets of terms which are needed by that new material

2. changes and improvements to the material previously submitted. 

On (1), new material will mostly only come in one new update to the Global Terms material - half of the existing terms are present with FIBO-BE while most of the rest are needed to securities, for loans and so on. These include math, activity and so on. 
For this to work any changes to the existing material (2) have to be additive - which means that the initial terms need to be suitably abstracted. 
Summary
We decided that the Global Terms material does need to be submitted as part of FIBO.

We decided that the Global Terms material should be submitted as part of the Foundations specifications

These need to be added to the Foundations specification in the form of formal tabular reports as well as the diagrams previously submitted (those were submitted as part of the Business Entities material). 
The normative use of the Global Terms by each submitted set of content will be part of that submission (as per the current Business Entities specification which has diagrams showing how the Global terms are used). The terms themselves will be in an update of the Foundations document. 

Each future FIBO submissions will be accompanied by an update of the Foundations specification. 

Other Actions

Appendix C (Shared Semantics Treatments)

For this section, we had removed those parts which did not relate to FIBO for Business Entities. These include XBRL-GL. 

Action: Add the material back in. 

Detailed (Verbatim) Notes
As noted on the day: 

Actions for FIBO-BE Foundations

What to do with Common stuff. 

Appendix C - in Foundation - stuff to add to that which we took out. 

Normative use versus normative inclusion. We define normative use of the Global Terms. Anything which is not in an existing standard e.g. DTV and is normatively referenced, has to be somewhere. 

We are likely to have more abstract terms than are in individual ontologies e.g. the Address archetype which sits at a more general level than say US-Pub28.

The distinction we want to manage is what is being defined in FIBO and what is being used in FIBO. 

Proposals: 

1. Freight the BE submission with the required Global Terms

2. Have the relevant global Terms in their own place, in the Foundations RFC.

An RFC can make fairly wholescale changes - so we are at liberty to resubmit RFC1 (Foundations) with each subsequent content RFC, and have it include the Global Terms in their current state. 

 Should be couched in terms of changes to existing specification - have change bars and so on. 

So e.g. if Securities requires changes in Common, track this. The ontologies RFC would include a Part which is "Changes to existing standards" which would list the increments to the Foundations RFC i.e. the Global Terms bits. 

Track the sources of the reasons for changes to Global Terms - there are at least 3:

1. New requirements for the new RFC (specifically in Securities0

2. Discovery of new usable industry ontologies out there

3. Taking a more up to date snapshot of those ontologies for wqhich we have opted to take the "snapshot" approach (Appendix C).

Consensus: Foundations RFC will contain report and diagrams of the Global Terms. 

All agree.

ACTION: Add this. 

Implications: this first RFC for Business Entities would only contain the ones we refactored for the new metamodel and referenced in FIBO-BE. 

Possible answers:

1. give people only what they need to review, so keep it as only the ones needed in FIBO-BE.

no (2). All agree. 

Packaging? 

Namespace?

Rationale - if one wants the complete set of business terms employed as whole to that stage - make this a driver for how we organize it. 

Division: 

Global Terms - one RFC, one Namespace (with other namespaces within it), etc. 

Business Entities - one RFC, one Namespace (as above). 

This should work. Work on that basis. The current 

The things that are stereotyped ontology should have a tag for namespace. 

The classes have a URI which can be structured any way you like. Classes have the local name and the full URI

Can: add the class name to the package structure. PR can do whatever is needed to define a rule. 

Check on best practice for including intermediate packages into the namespace. 
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