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UN/CEFACT TMG StC MEETING

Invitation
Meeting:

please enter the name of the meeting ...UN/CEFACT TMG CCTS Project Telephone Conference
Date:

yyyy-mm-dd2005-12-05
Start Time : 
16:00 (CET)
End Time : 
18:00 (CET)
Time Zone : 
W. Europe Standard Time
Duration : 
120
Days : 

Monday
Access Code :  187807
Conference Access Numbers:

Location            IN Lines OUT Lines Local Number        Toll-Free            

------------------- -------- --------- ------------------- -------------------- 
United States       8        0         1-480-293-1746      1-866-328-4273       

Japan               3        0         Not Available       0044-2244-2169       

Germany SAP         8        0         49-6958-999-0735    0800-111-1189        

Australia           3        0         61-2-8524-9400      1800-730-025         
	Host:
	Full name HostGunther Stuhec, Chairman

	Minutes:
	Full name Minute-taker

	Attachments:
	See links in the document

	Distribution list /
interested parties:
	


	Participants:
	
	
	
	Guests:

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


	
	Agenda
	Responsible
	Planned time
	Type*

	1. 
	Welcome

Agree on agenda

Select note-taker
	Stuhec
	5 min
	D

	2. 
	Approve Meeting Notes
	Stuhec
	5 min
	

	3. 
	Web Site Content
	Stuhec
	5 min
	D

	4. 
	Next UN/CEFACT TMG CCTS Meetings
	Stuhec
	5 min
	D

	5. 
	Review Edit Checks
	Blantz, Crawford
	60 min
	D

	6. 
	Figures
	Coates, Blommenstein
	10 min
	D

	7. 
	Codelists
	Coates
	10 min
	D

	8. 
	Core Data Type Transition Plan
	Stuhec
	10 min
	T

	9. 
	Other Business
	Stuhec
	5 min
	D

	10. 
	Next Steps and Meeting
	Stuhec
	5 min
	D


* legend "Type": A = appeal for assistance, D = discussion, I = information, T = take significant decision
Next meeting on: yyyy-mm-dd

Agenda: ( \\Server_xxx\File_xxx
Item 1:
Welcome, Agree on Agenda, Select Note-Taker


Note Taker: 

Agenda (recommended changes):

Item 2:
Approve unapproved meeting notes


( not exists
Decision/s:

	Date
	Person(s) responsible
	Item

	2005-12-05
	
	


Action item/s:

	Date
	Person(s) responsible
	Problems / Activities
	Deadline

	2005-12-05
	
	
	


Item 3: Web Site Content


The first draft of Mambo Website for internal use, see link. How should we go further?

( https://untng.mminf.univie.ac.at/untng_mambo/
( https://untng.mminf.univie.ac.at/untng_mambo/administrator/
Username: admin

Password: untmg

UNTMG Website at DISA Server should be in official UN/CEFACT Style

Like e.g.: http://webster.disa.org/cefact-groups/icg/index.cfm 
Provide content for UN/CEFACT TMG web site:
· who will write some content?

· which content?

· structure?
Decision/s:

	Date
	Person(s) responsible
	Item

	2005-12-05
	
	


Action item/s:

	Date
	Person(s) responsible
	Problems / Activities
	Deadline

	2005-12-05
	
	
	


Item 4: Next UN/CEFACT Meetings


( \\Server_xxx\File_xxx
UN/CEFACT TMG Meeting in Sydney

· Agenda

· Participants
UN/CEFACT TMG Forum in Vancouver

· Agenda

· Participants

ISO TC 154 CCTS Meeting in Vancouver

· Agenda

· Participants

Decision/s:

	Date
	Person(s) responsible
	Item

	2005-12-05
	
	


Action item/s:

	Date
	Person(s) responsible
	Problems / Activities
	Deadline

	2005-12-05
	
	
	


Item 5: Review Edit Checks


( 
[image: image1.emf]Edit Checks.zip


Decision/s:

	Date
	Person(s) responsible
	Item

	2005-12-05
	
	


Action item/s:

	Date
	Person(s) responsible
	Problems / Activities
	Deadline

	2005-12-05
	
	
	


Item 6: Figures


( see: 
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KB)
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Decision/s:

	Date
	Person(s) responsible
	Item

	2005-12-05
	
	


Action item/s:

	Date
	Person(s) responsible
	Problems / Activities
	Deadline

	2005-12-05
	
	
	


Item 7:
Codelists

Codelist definition proposal
Next steps.
Decision/s:

	Date
	Person(s) responsible
	Item

	2005-12-05
	
	


Action item/s:

	Date
	Person(s) responsible
	Problems / Activities
	Deadline

	2005-12-05
	
	
	


Item 8: Core Data Type Transistion Plan


· Proposal
Decision/s:

	Date
	Person(s) responsible
	Item

	2005-12-05
	
	


Action item/s:

	Date
	Person(s) responsible
	Problems / Activities
	Deadline

	2005-12-05
	
	
	


Item 9: Other Business


( \\Server_xxx\File_xxx
Decision/s:

	Date
	Person(s) responsible
	Item

	2005-12-05
	
	


Action item/s:

	Date
	Person(s) responsible
	Problems / Activities
	Deadline

	2005-12-05
	
	
	


Item 10: Review Decisions/Tasks


( \\Server_xxx\File_xxx
Decision/s:

	Date
	Person(s) responsible
	Item

	2005-12-05
	
	


Action item/s:

	Date
	Person(s) responsible
	Problems / Activities
	Deadline

	2005-12-05
	
	
	


Item 11: Next Meeting


( \\Server_xxx\File_xxx
Decision/s:

	Date
	Person(s) responsible
	Item

	2005-12-05
	
	


Action item/s:

	Date
	Person(s) responsible
	Problems / Activities
	Deadline

	2005-12-05
	
	
	


Miscellaneous


Important dates:

	Date
	Item

	2006-01-09 – 2006-01-14
	UN/CEFACT TMG Interim Meeting in Sydney, Australia

	2006-03-14 – 2006-03-18
	UN/CEFACT Forum Meeting in Vancouver, Canada

	2006-06
	UN/CEFACT TMG Interim Meeting at S.W.I.F.T, Brussels, Belgium


Decisions:

	Date
	Person(s) responsible
	Item

	
	
	

	
	
	


Open actions from former meetings (In Progress):

	Date
Initiated
	Person(s) responsible
	Action Items – Problems / Activities
	Deadline
	Status

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


signed:

Full name Minute-taker, 2005-12-05
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Edit Checks.xls

Comments


			Comment Number			Line Number			Current Wording			Recommended Change			Reason For Change			Submitter			Category			Priority			Focus Area			Team Comments			Resolution


			1			Feature request						BOV: Add an attribute “Kind” to the AssociationCCProperty of the CCTS 2.01 meta model. This attribute signifies the type of association that relates two aggregates. FSV: XML: Partonomies may be expressed with standard element content models.
References seem to be realizable using ID-IDREF and/or Key-KeyRef principles.			There exist many, many more examples, experiences and research results that require a more elaborate model of relations/associations for information modeling. If needed we can provide more fundamental information however below references points to large communities that supports Kinds of associations. (1) The paper ”Six Different Kinds of Composition” by James J. Odell , explores variations in composite associations, indicating that only one type of association is not enough for semantical precision. <http://www.conradbock.org/compkind.html>			Anders W. Tell, Financial Toolsmiths AB			7			Y			N			UML Alignment - See also other ASCC comment


			2			All Class diagrams			Different ways to show BIE-CC relationships			Be consistent in showing UML representation of associations. E.g. ASCC's do not have diamonds nor direction.			Consistency			Fred van Blommestein			2			X			N			A cursory look revealed that we need a more detailed analysis and identification of the differences			Submitter is asked to provide specifics and revised diagrams if necessary to eliminate inconsistencies between 6-1, 6-2, 7-1, and 7-3


			3			Whole document			No relations between qualified BIE's and DT's			Introduce hierarchy between qualified BIE's and Data Types			Needed for effective harmonisation.			Fred van Blommestein			4			X			E			See comment 83 for BIE			Resolved


			4			Diagrams						At least two general kinds of association must be recognized and defined: (1)Simple reference (2) Strict partonomy where related associated aggregate ha same lifecycles as “parent”.			http://www.conradbock.org/relation1.html (2) UML 2.0, <04-10-02.pdf>, section 7.3.2, Divides associations into three basic kinds, none, shared, composite. http://www.mel.nist.gov/msidlibrary/doc/comp_mod.pdf (3) OASIS/ebXML Registry Information Model v2.6, defined a generic construct AssociationType, indicating that more than one type of relations is needed for real world information models. Example types from below file: Contains, RelatedTo, MemberOf. “SubmitObjectsRequest_AssociationTypeScheme.xml”			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			7			Y			N			See Comment 1


			5			Diagrams						The simple lines between Class Diagram objects do not explain of what kind the relationsship is			1. Black diamonds and the generalization sign are well defined; but all other lines between objects just say that there is any relationship, these must be described one by one OR a reference should be given where they are defined. 2. BTW: Only the storage chapter says explicitly that it (and therfore its diagrams) follow UML. What language follow the other diagrams?			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			2			X			M			We discussed this in detail and agreed that the nature of the association is defined in the text and is therefore not necessary in the diagram(s).			no change


			6			General			A BCC uses a DataType. If it will use another Data Type, does this result in a new BCC? If not, does it have to have a new version number? What happens with all the BBIEs, which are based on that BCC?									TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			E			Figure 6-1 is misleading in that it implies that qualified datatypes are allowed for BCC's.  This is not correct.  The figure needs to be changed to show that data type qualifiers are not part of the CC metamodel.  Figure 6-2 needs to be changed to show two data type boxes, one without restrictions for the CCs, and one with restrictions for the BIE's.  The text in section 6.1.2 needs to be changed to reflect this difference as well.  Text also needs to be added that A BCC that uses a different datatype is a new version of the same BCC.			Decided to change CCT to Core Data Type to reflect fact that CC's have unqualified data types.  All figures need redrawn, all rules related to CCT and DT must be changed.  All related storage rules need changed.  Sections 4, 5, and 8 must also be changed.  Tables 8-1, 8-2 and 8-3 must be re done.  Section 9 must be updated.


			7			General			A BCC uses a DataType. If the Data Type changes (e.g. some facets), will the BCC have to have a new version number? What happens with all the BBIEs, which are based on that BCC?									TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			E			This is really more complex than the question asked and needs to be incorporated as part of the datatype concept discussion.  The simple answer to his question is to add some text regarding versioning without changing the model.			See resolution to comment 6


			8			General			The same question for BBIEs....									TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			E			This is really more complex than the question asked and needs to be incorporated as part of the datatype concept discussion.  The simple answer to his question is to add some text regarding versioning without changing the model.			See Resolution to Comment 6


			9			General			If a ACC/ABIE has to 'retire' as CCTS says, and it is used by another ACC/ABIE, does the second ACC/ABIE have to have a new name and/or a new version?									TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			N			If the ACC/ABIE is depricated, then any associations that use that ACC/ABIE as the associated class must also be depricated.  There is no other impact on the associating ACC/ABIE.			We recognize this as an issue.  Submitter (with help from his friends) is encouraged to submit a draft versioning section for consideration by the team by Thursday am of this week.   Otherwise this will be revisited for version 3.


			10			General			The CCTS document should use CCTS in describing the storage metadata model and a submission of Core Components should be made for that purpose									TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			J			Change storage metadata models, review and consider changing all other models (which may impact prioritization), we do not agree that we need to submit core components to anyone.  We are THE authority.  TBG17 and others must necessarily adopt any core components we create as normative aspects of the specification.			Submitter is asked to create candidate core component conformant names and submit candidate metadata diagrams for all normative figures in the specification.


			11			General						The specifications does not currently fully support data element concepts contained in ISO 11179 parts 1 and 3.			11179 Alignment - There is ambiguity regarding the object class and property as a data element concept - the conceptual part of the data element independent of representation.  The Object class represents a set of ideas, and the property is a characteristic of that idea.  The representation and property together constitute a generic data element, and these are reusable. The combination of the data element concept and generic data element  constitute the data element.  We need to make this clearer in the specification			Mark Crawford			3			Y			M			This will be an alignment with how UBL and ATG are using core component properties as reusable constructs that inherit the class in instantiation.  The spec currently does not fully define these constructs in ways that implementers can use them.  This will provide additional definition, rules and examples.


			12			General						The specification does not currently support the ISO 11179 concepts of value domains, conceptual domains, classification schemes.  Align these terms and concepts throughout the specification.			11179 Alignment.  Aligning with ISO 11179 terms and concepts will ensure that the data folks are able to understand and implement 15000-5.			Mark Crawford			6			Y			M			A team will need to do a complete analysis of the specification, work with the appropriate representatives of ISO 11179, and provide recommendations for harmonization.


			13			General						Taxonomy and Ontology			The spec does not currently support these concepts which are at the core of the semantic web.  We must review how ISO 11179 handles this, and look to make appropriate changes to CCTS			Mark Crawford			6			Z			A			Will require consideration of what possible refinements should be made to 15000-5 to support the concepts of ontologies and taxonomies


			14			General						We don't have a definition for data element.  We need to take the definition from ISO 11179			11179 Alignment			Mark Crawford			1			X			A			The term data element only appears as references or as a passing mention or in terms of codes. Submitter to provide draft paragraph for possible inclusion in Section 4 that will reflect relationships between 11179 and 15000-5.


			15			General						Our current definition of representation and the explanitory text that surrounds it is inadequate.			11179 Alignment - We need to ensure that folks understand the ISO 11179 concepts of value domain, conceptual domain, data type.			Mark Crawford			1			X			A			Submitter to provide draft paragraph for possible inclusion in Section 4 that will reflect relationships between 11179 and 15000-5


			16			General			Core Component, Basic Core Component, Aggregate Core Component, Core Component Type, Association Core Component			Using Core Component for so many different constructs is confusing.  We should adopt ISO 11179 names for what these really are - Object Classes, properties, associations, subclasses.			11179 Alignment			Mark Crawford			7			Z			A			This should be addressed in part in 2.1 and discussed in more detail for greater/later changes.


			17			General			Entire Specification			Harmonize Section 7 terms with those in the RIM			Registry Alignment with ICG and ebXML			Mark Crawford			1			Y			J			Will require an analysis of the registry paper to identify term alignment points			Changed priority from x to y.  A team will be established to make recommendation


			18			General			Entire Specification			Harmonize Section 7 concepts, rules, and metadata with those in RIM			Registry Alignment with ICG and ebXML			Mark Crawford			4			Z			J			Will require an analysis of the registry paper to identify touch points and issues


			19			General			Entire Specification			Incorporate Comments From U.S. Department of Homeland Security			US DHS is considering adopting ISO 15000-5.  An analysis will have to be made to identify specific issues from the document.			Mark Crawford			7			Z			A			Onus is on submitter to provide more details


			20			204 and all other similar references			UN/CEFACT Core Component Library (CCL).			UN/CEFACT TBG Core Component Library (CCL).			This is the name of the TBG17 Library deliverable.			TBG17			1			X			A			This may be unnecessary granularity when discussing the library.  An alternative would be to delete all references to the library as out of scope for the spec.			Rewritten to: "This specification will form the basis for standards development work of business analysts, business users and information technology specialists.  The artefacts created as a result of employing this specification should be maintained in a Core Component Library.  UN/CEFACT will maintain their Core Component Library (CCL) in an ebXML compliant registry and make its contents available to the entire Core Component community.  It is recommended that all users of this specification submit their Core Components artefacts for inclusion in the UN/CEFACT CCL."


			21			233			Message Assembly – expands on the Assembly principles and Constraints Language contained in the Core Components Technical Specification and provides specific methodology for assembling higher level Business Information Entities for electronic messages.			Separate out the Constraints Langauge part as a separate bullet.			Document Assembly is clearly important as a subject on its own and it is proposed that this should be developed as a separate specification and which therefore requires an individual reference.			Sue Probert			1			X			H			pending final decision on the future role of a constraints language in the specification.			Agree with making a bullet


			22			233						Add the minimum rules for Message Assembly			In the section 4.2, Message Assembly is one of the supplemental documents. But it has not been published yet. I understand that there are many discussions expected to finalize the principles and the methodology composing the information components in the message semantically. However any BIEs can not used in EDI without Message Assembly. Fortunately the current CCTS introduced Message Assembly in Figure 4-2 of the section 4.6.2. But there are no definitions on “Message Assembly” aggregating “Assembly Component”, “Aggregate Business Information Entity” and “Basic Business Information Entity”. Therefore I propose the minimum rule set in the new version of CCTS for Message Assembly without any semantics. [Message Assembly Rule 1] Message Assembly represents the object class of the Business Message defined in the UN/CEFACT Modeling Methodology. [Message Assembly Rule 2] A Message Assembly has a Dictionary Entry Name which has unique object class term. [Message Assembly Rule 3] A Message Assembly MUST aggregate one or more ABIEs. [Message Assembly Rule 4] A Message Assembly MAY have one or more Assembly Components. [Note] BBIEs should not used for the aggregated components of Message Assembly, because Any BBIEs MUST be defined in the parent ABIE locally and cannot be used independently. Therefore the Figure 4.2 should be corrected accordingly.			Hisanao Sugamata			4			X			H			Message Assembly is being done as a separate document.  We do not believe that it is appropriate for this specification, but we will retain the pointer for those that are interested in MA			No change made.


			23			line nos 233 - 236; Section 4.2			Message Assembly - expands …						The supplemental document on Message Assembly proposed in section 4.2 of CCTS v2.01 would have to be developed consistently.			TC204 (Dr John Smith jlsmith@apex.net.au)			4			X			H			Thank you for your comment			No change requested or made


			24			339			Discussion of BCC			Add following: A Basic Core Component (CCTS:BCC) represents a simple property or UML:attribute of an Aggregate Core Component. (CCTS:ACC). The data type of that UML:attribute must be defined as a CCTS:DT. A CCTS:BCC shall never use a CCTS:CCT directly. 

The Object Class Term of the CCTS:DT becomes the Representation Term of the CCTS:BCC. If a CCTS:BCC uses a qualified CCTS:DT, then the Qualifier Term is part of the Representation Term of the CCTS:BCC. The full Representation Term is part of the Dictionary Entry Name of the CCTS:BCC

Each CCTS:BCC shall, as part of a CCTS:ACC, have a minimum occurrence (with a value of zero or one) and a maximum occurrence (with a value between one and unbounded, inclusive). The occurrence boundary values limit the total number of occurrences of all Basic Business Information Entities (CCTS:BBIE) that are based on that CCTS:BCC (see section on Basic Business Information Entities).

In UML terms: 
A CCTS:BCC is a UML:attribute of a CCTS:ACC, which is a UML:Class in a business information model. The UML:type of the UML:attribute is defined by a UML:class, that represents a CCTS:DT. A CCTS:BCC as UML:attribute of a CCTS:ACC has defined occurrences.			Clarity			Fred van Blommestein			1			X			M			We agree that a preface to the definition is needed.			Added: A Basic Core Component represents a simple property of an Aggregate Core Component. Each Basic Core Component shall, as part of an Aggregate Core Component, have a minimum occurrence (with a value of zero or one) and a maximum occurrence (with a value between one and unbounded, inclusive).


			25			346			Association Core Component			Incorporate UML association attributes as part of the Association Core Component construct			Allignment with UML.  The current naming + storage rules don't fully support the role of associations in a UML representation.  Many users look just at the naming rules of the ASCC and think that the entire spec is flawed because they don't bother to look at Section 7 for the additional association details.  We must 1) ensure that we fully support UML association information and 2) we must ensure this is clear in the specification			Mark Crawford			4			X			M			CCTS allows compositions and aggregations.			Added following sentence to section 4: Because Association Core Components represent hierarchical structures, they are limited to UML aggregation and composition associations.


			26			346			Association Core Component			Add: Complex properties of CCTS:ACC are defined by Association Core Components (CCTS:ASCC), that associate two CCTS:ACC, where one CCTS:ACC is the property of the other. The property term and the definition of the property are defined in the CCTS:ASCC.

Like simple properties, CCTS:ASCC representing complex properties have a defined minimum and maximum occurrence.			Clarity			Fred van Blommestein			1			X			M			We agree that a preface to the definition is needed			Association Core Components represent complex properties of Aggregate Core Components by associating two Aggregate Core Components, where one Aggregate Core Component is the property of the other. The property term and the definition of the property are defined in the Association Core Component and represent the nature of the association. Like simple properties, Association Core Components representing complex properties have a defined minimum and maximum occurrence.


			27			353			Association Core Component Example			Revise to better stress all UML association attributes and uses.  Ensure the concept of the property of the association is stressed.			Improvement of the specification.  Currently, TBG17 is not putting any effort into assigning meaningful property names to the associations.  As a result, they are experiencing difficulty in harmonizing associations.			Mark Crawford			4			X			M			Figures already show the role of the nature of association being an integral part.  Several ASCC and ASBIE rules have been changed to better reflect the nature of the association as being an integral part of the property piece of the naming convention			Changes made in various parts of the spec


			28			363			The Data Types Name			The Basic Core Components Name			just a typo			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			A						Agree with change


			29			381			CCT			Change name and definition.			If this is a generic data type, then lets call it that.  If it is a generic data element, then lets call it that.  It is not a core component.			Mark Crawford			7			Z			D


			30			387			But 12 Euro, where Euro is the Supplementary Component that gives essential extra definition			But 12 Euro, where Euro is the value of the Supplementary Component Amount. Currency. Identifier that gives essential extra definition			More precise			Fred van Blommestein			1			X			D						Agree with change


			31			393			Aggregate Core Component Definition			Change definition.			This is an Object Class, pure and simple.  More importantly, many users of the specification are unclear as to why we need core components and business information entities.  The definition needs to reflect the role of the core components as blueprints for creating the BIE's, not as meaningful constructs themselves.			Mark Crawford			1			X			B			Submitter should provide a recommended definition.  We agree that additional text is required around each of the concepts to better explain them, with specific clarity on defining for CCTS purposes what an object is.			Changed line 329 to read: The foundational concept of this specification is the Core Component. The Core Component is a semantic building block, which is used for all aspects of information modelling and exchange. Core Components are conceptual in nature, they are used for creating context specific Business Information Entities as defined in Section 4.6.2.  Changed definition of CC to read: A semantic building block for creating clear and meaningful data models, vocabularies, and information exchange packages. Core Components are used as the basis for creating Business Information Entities.


			32			393 - 408 and 502 - 509			Use of ACCs/ABIEs as Semantic Packages and List Containers			a) Semantic Package
A semantic package is an ACC/ABIE, which contains semantically equivalent BCCs/BBIEs or ASCCs/ASBIEs. These components with semantically equivalent information should be based on the same representation term, if they are BCCs/BBIEs, or on the same object class term of ACCs/ABIEs, if they are ASCCs/ASBIEs.

This semantic package helps the modeller to define a clear and common structure of business information. A semantic package can be used for templates within empty business information where the modeller knows with which kind of components he will have to complete the specific business information or business document. Furthermore, the same semantic package can be used in different business information or business documents. 

Any ACC/ABIE which would be defined as a semantic container should be distinct from all other ACCs/ABIEs through being given a specific name (such as the extension ". Package" instead of ". Details" and the use of plural names for its object class term).

For example (re-use):


Transport Equipment. Package
 
 Provider- Type. Code
 
 Owner- Type. Code


The ABIE, "Transport Equipment. Package". The ACC/ABIE which will be defined as a semantic package should be distinguished from the other ACCs/ABIEs by a specific name. This semantic package might contain two BBIEs, "Provider_ Type. Code" and "Owner_Type. Code".  By recognising that "Provider" and "Owner" are Property Term adjectives we see potential re-the use of the Property noun, "Type".

Further example:

Parties. Package (ABIE as a semantical package)

 Buyer_ Party. Party (ASBIE based on ACC "Party")

 Seller_ Party. Party (ASBIE based on ACC "Party")

 Manufacturer_ Party. Party (ASBIE based on ACC "Party")



Note from UBL LCSC about using Semantic Packages: 
For the purpose of schema implementation awareness, it is noted that a semantic package  is equivalent to locally defining the contents of a global ABIE having the same contents as the semantic package.  In other words, it is possible to define a global type with the same contents as a given semantic package, and replacing the semantic package with a local element  reference to the global type.  For reusability and various advantages associated with reusing types, the semantic container ends itself readily to being implemented with global type schemas.

Awareness of such a relationship between the concepts of  semantic packages and global/local schema implementation issues would, it is hoped, enable interested implementors to proceed with their developments with greater schema design considerations.
 b) List Container
A list container is an ACC/ABIE which has one and only one ASCC/ASBIE but which allows this single ASCC/ASBIE to be repeated infinitely. 

A list container could be used for the separation of ACCs/ABIEs which can be repeated infinitely from the other components at the same level. This would help processing and modelling as it is not very helpful to have such repeated components mixed up with other components at the same level.

Any ACC/ABIE which would be defined as a list container should be distinct from all other ACCs/ABIEs by means of a different  name (such as the extension ". List" instead of ". Details" and the use of plural names for its object class term).

For example:
Items. List (ABIE as a list  container)

 Product. Item (ASBIE which can be repeated infinitely)

 UBL Comment/Proposal 9
 Rationalisation of the metadata that the current CCTS required.
There is an overlap of definitions between data types and representation terms.  If ever we needed to qualify a Data type it can be the same as the Representation Term qualifier (which UBL rarely uses).  We could happily exist with all Representation Terms being Data Types and thats it – they are effectively to same thing.  Can anyone come up with an example of why these would be different?

None of this convoluted problems would exist if we simplifed the meta-model.  The name of the BIEs gives the semantics to identify a consistent, logical piece of information.  The concern about specific physical characterics is confusing the real issues of defining semantic, syntax-neutral, core components.			Some of the ACCs as well as the ABIEs could be defined as semantic packages or list containers as described below.			UBL			6			Z			H


			33			415			Data Type definition			Change definition.			There is no requirement to put a restriction on the data type in iso 11179.  Both ATG and UBL have recognized this and have created unqualified and qualified datatypes.  We should align the specification			Mark Crawford			5			X			E			Concur.  See resolution to comment 6.			Changes made.


			34			415			Data Type definition			Datatype			ISO 11179 Alignment			Mark Crawford			1			X			E						Agree.  Editor to make change.


			35			417			It is defined by specifying			It may specify...			inconsistency between line 413 and line 417. A user should be allowed to use a DataType without any restrictions of the underlying CCT. These are the unqualified Data Types and a list of them should be published as the official 'List of approved unqualified Data Types'. Also: rule [D2] in line 1237 also speaks about restrictions as being 'where necessary'.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			5			X			E			We have changed definition so that neither applies.			Change made


			36			439			BIE definition			Change definition to reflect alignment with core component			The BIE is a context specific instantiation of the CC.			Mark Crawford			1			X			C			Need to include relationship in definition			Text added. "A context specific instantiation of a Core Component that constitutes a"


			37			439			BIE definition			Change names and definitions to align with core component constructs and with ISO 11179 per comment above.			Correct inconsistency and ensure alignment with ISO 11179			Mark Crawford			7			Y			M


			38			453			BBIE			Same as previous comment			Correct inconsistency and ensure alignment with ISO 11179			Mark Crawford			7			Y			M


			39			453			BBIE			Add to discussion: Basic Business Information Entities (CCTS:BBIE) are based on Basic Core Components (CCTS:BCC) or on other CCTS:BBIE. CCTS:BBIE are simple properties of Aggregate Business Information Entities (CCTS:ABIE). The Property Terms of CCTS:BBIE are qualified or not qualified. A CCTS:BBIE with an unqualified Property Term must have the same definition and Data Type as the CCTS:BCC the CCTS:BBIE is based on. CCTS:BBIE with a qualified Property Term must have a definition that falls within the definition of the CCTS:BBIE that has the same Property Term, but without the first qualifier. The latter  definition may be restricted to define the former. The Data Type of a CCTS:BBIE with a qualified Property Term must be the same as the Data Type of the CCTS:BBIE that has the same Property Term without the first qualifier, or be a more specialised and further qualified  Data Type.			Clarity			Fred van Blommestein			5			Y			C			We agree that a preface to the definition is needed


			40			464			ASBIE			Incorporate UML association attributes as part of the ASBIE construct						Mark Crawford			4			X			M			We have added UML association roles to ASCC.  This is not necessary for ASBIE since ASBIE is derived from ASCC			No change made.


			41			464			ASBIE			Add concept to discussion: Association Business Information Entities (CCTS:ASBIE) are based on Association Core Components (CCTS:ASCC) or on other CCTS:ASBIE. A CCTS:ASBIE are complex properties of Aggregate Business Information Entities (CCTS:ABIE). The Property Terms of CCTS:ASBIE are qualified or not qualified.			Clarity			Fred Von Blommestein			5			Y			N


			42			482			The Data Types Name, St			The Basic Business Information Entities Name, etc.			just a typo			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			N						Agree.  Editor to make change.


			43			494 (and similar 496)			• US_ Person. US_ Residence.			A CCTS:ASBIE with an unqualified Property Term must have the same definition as the CCTS:ASCC the CCTS:ASBIE is based on. The Representation Term of the CCTS:ASBIE must be the same as the Representation Term of the CCTS:ASCC. So the Representation Term point to a CCTS:ABIE with an unqualified Object Class.			[B25] says 'possibly additional qualifier'. The example gives the impression that a qualifier is always needed. OR: add a note, that this is not necessarily the case.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			5			Y			N


			44			510						Add to discussion:Aggregate Business Information Entities (CCTS:ABIE) are based on CCTS:ACC or on other CCTS:ABIE. CCTS:ABIE of which the Object Class Term is not qualified, are based on  CCTS:ACC. Each of the properties of an unqualified CCTS:ABIE must be equivalent to a property of the CCTS:ACC. Those properties shall not be restricted, neither in definition nor in structure. The Property Terms shall not be qualified. The CCTS:BBIE and CCTS:ASBIE representing the properties must be the unrestricted equivalents of the CCTS:BCC and CCTS:ASCC that form the properties of the CCTS:ACC.

CCTS:ABIE that have a qualified Object Class Term, must be based on another CCTS:ABIE with the same Object Class Term, but without the first qualifier. The definition of a qualified CCTS:ABIE must fall within the definition of the CCTS:ABIE it is based on, but may be more restrictive.

Each of the simple properties of a qualified CCTS:ABIE must be represented by a CCTS:BBIE, that is based on a CCTS:BBIE that is a simple property of the CCTS:ABIE the qualified CCTS:ABIE is based on. Each of the complex properties of a qualified CCTS:ABIE must be represented by a CCTS:ASBIE, that is based on a CCTS:ASBIE that is a complex property of the CCTS:ABIE the qualified CCTS:ABIE is based on. 

‘Based on’ means Specialisation. The following rules apply:

• The definition of a CCTS:ABIE must fall within the definition of the CCTS:ABIE the CCTS:ABIE is based on/specialised from.
• The definition of each of the properties of a CCTS:ABIE must fall within the definition of a property of the CCTS:ABIE the CCTS:ABIE is based on/specialised from.
• Each CCTS:BBIE and each CCTS:ASBIE as property of a CCTS:ABIE shall have a minimum occurrence (with values of zero or one) and a maximum occurrence (with values between one and unbounded, inclusive). 
• The total number of occurrences of the specialised CCTS:BBIE that are based on the same CCTS:BBIE must fall within the boundaries of the occurrences of that CCTS:BBIE.
• The total number of occurrences of the specialised CCTS:ASBIE that are based on the same CCTS:ASBIE must fall within the boundaries of the occurrences of that CCTS:ASBIE.

In UML terms: 
A CCTS:BCC is an UML:attribute of a CCTS:ACC with defined occurrences. A CCTS:BBIE is an UML:attribute of a CCTS:ABIE. Each CCTS:BCC is represented by an unqualified and unrestricted CCTS:BBIE. One CCTS:BBIE can be further specialised into multiple restricted, qualified CCTS:BBIE. A CCTS:ABIE is a Specialisation of a CCTS:ACC. In this particular case the Specialisation is defined as above. 

Figure 2. BIE specialisation example						TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			5			Y			N


			45			Fig 4-2			Two boxes "Data Type"			A CCTS:ASBIE with a qualified Property Term must have a definition that falls within the definition of the CCTS:ASBIE that has the same Property Term, but without the first qualifier. The latter  definition may be restricted to define the former. Such CCTS:ASBIE is based on the CCTS:ASBIE with the same Property Term without the first qualifier. The Representation Term of a qualified CCTS:ASBIE must be the same as the CCTS:ASBIE it is based on, or that Representation Term must be further qualified.			Confusing and bad modeling			Fred van Blommestein			5			Y			N


			46			Fig 4-2			"Qualifies the Object Class of"			"Is based on" (see attached figure)			Qualifiers are optional. An ABIE not always qualifies the Object Class of an ACC.			Fred van Blommestein			1			X			C						Agreed.  Editor to change figure accordingly.


			47			Fig 4-2			BBIE aggregated in Message Assembly			Remove aggregation (see attached figure)			BBIE's cannot exist outside ABIE			Dennis Krukkert			1			X			C						Although the submitter is correct in that an BBIE does not exist outside of an ABIE, we disagree on removing the link in the diagram - pending final decision on how to handle message assembly.  Currently both CEFACT and OASIS UBL are treating message assembly as a document level ABIE that does in fact contain BBIE's.  Also, this figure will be changed to be non-umlish, so aggregation indications will be removed as part of that process.


			48			fig 4-2			BCC and ASCC aggregate in ACC (also BBIE and ASBIE in ABIE)			Change aggregate to composite (solid diamond, see attached figure)			A  BCC or ASCC can't exist on its own but is always part of a ACC			Dennis Krukkert			1			X			B			Figure 4-2 was deliberately not done in UML.			Editor to make figure non-uml like and to add note to that effect. (change not yet made)


			49			Fig 4-2			Assembly Component			Remove Assembly Component (see attached figure)			Not a CCTS artefact, out of scope			Fred van Blommestein			1			X			H			Part of message assembly			Although not currently specifically addressed as a CCTS artificact, we believe it will become so as part of the message assembly per related comment.  We will add definition in glossary and cover in message assembly.


			50			Figure 4.2			Relationships between Core Components and Business Information Entities			Propose to chnage Figure 4.2 to reflect clearer delineation between ACCs and ABIEs. The following two comment lines are linked with this one and they propose a) changes to the definitions of BCCs and ASCCs which will result in the TBG Library containing only 'generic' ACCs and b) introduction of concept of 'All context' ABIEs which would be equivalent to present ACCs.			The TBG17 project to develop the TBG CC Library by harmonising ABIE submissions has struggled from day 1 with different interpretations of the delineanation between CCs and BIEs. This has hinged around the longterm arguments between generic and specific BCC and ASCC names. In this and teh following two comment rows, TBG17 proposes changes to CCTS which would clarify this vital delineation.			TBG17			7			Y			B


			51			4.6.1 plus naming rules, examples and other references			ACC, BCC, ASCC definitions and ABIE, BBIE, ASBIE definitions and relationships between CCs and BIEs			Change BCC definition to be generic properties of an Object Class i.e. BCCs should NOT include any Property Term. The BCC naming rules will need to be amended to miss out the PT e.g. Address. . Code. Similarly definition for ASCC to be changed to include NO PT which woill require similar change in naming rules			The TBG17 project to develop the TBG CC Library by harmonising ABIE submissions has struggled from day 1 with different interpretations of the delineanation between CCs and BIEs. This has hinged around the longterm arguments between generic and specific BCC and ASCC names. In this and teh following two comment rows, TBG17 proposes changes to CCTS which would clarify this vital delineation.			TBG17			7			Y			B


			52			4.6.2 plus naming rules, examples and other references			New concept proposed			Split ABIEs into 'ALL Context' ABIEs (used to be ACCs i.e. ACCs containing specific BCCs and ASCCs with semantically meaningful PTs) and context specific ABIEs. These newly separated ABIEs will need either new or updated definitions and naming rules.			The TBG17 project to develop the TBG CC Library by harmonising ABIE submissions has struggled from day 1 with different interpretations of the delineanation between CCs and BIEs. This has hinged around the longterm arguments between generic and specific BCC and ASCC names. In this and teh following two comment rows, TBG17 proposes changes to CCTS which would clarify this vital delineation.			TBG17			7			Y			B


			53			510			Figure 4-2			Change to UML diagram			Current approach is inprecise and confusing			Mark Crawford			1			X			M						Disagree.  This is not intended to be a normative UML diagram.  It is intended to be a generic figure for non-technical business folks.  The UML diagram is in section 6. Make completely non-UML to avoid confusion


			54			510			Is based on			Change to more precise term			In the figure and the surrounding text, the term 'is based on' is used extensively.  This term does not adequately convey the relationship and needs to be replaced with a more precise term.			Mark Crawford			1			X			M			We considered specialized, but rejected it as this may cause complacency with modelers.  The difficulty is that BIEs are usually, but not always, a restriction of the underlying CC.			We will add the following definition for based on: "Use of an artifact that has been restricted according to the requirements of a specific business context."


			55			518 - Section 4.7			UN/CEFACT has developed the UN/CEFACT Modelling Methodology (UMM). UMM
describes a Unified Modeling Language (UML) based modelling approach to develop UMM
InformationEntities.4 Within UN/CEFACT standards efforts, the Core Component
framework of Core Components and Business Information Entities prescribes the mechanism
for discovery, normalization, Context specialization and structure of UMM
InformationEntities. The Aggregate Business Information Entity-Basic Business Information
Entity framework provides the structure for components of the body of the business
document. The Core Component-Business Information Entity-Context mapping framework
provides the basis for mapping UMM InformationEntity realisations to business entities. The
Business Information Entity to Core Component relationship provides the dictionary
reference as specified in the information model abstract syntax. The UN/CEFACT Core
Component Library is an implementation of the UN/CEFACT Modelling Methodology
dictionary concept. The Basic Core Component is the realization of a non-aggregate UMM
InformationEntity and provides the mapping to Data Types. The relationship between the
Core Component Framework and the UMM InformationEntity is illustrated in Figure 4-3.			UN/CEFACT has developed the UN/CEFACT Modelling Methodology (UMM). UMM describes a Unified Modeling Language (UML) based modelling approach to develop UMM BusinessEntities. Within UN/CEFACT standards efforts, the Core Component framework of Core Components and Business Information Entities prescribes the mechanism for discovery, normalization, Context specialization and structure of UMM
InformationEntities and of the information with regard to UMM BusinessEntities. The Aggregate Business Information Entity represents the information of a BusinessEntity. The Core Component-Business Information Entity-Context mapping framework provides the basis for mapping UMM InformationEntity realisations to business entities. The Business Information Entity to Core Component relationship provides the dictionary
reference as specified in the information model abstract syntax. The UN/CEFACT Core Component Library is an implementation of the UN/CEFACT Modelling Methodology dictionary concept. The Basic Business Information Entity is the realisation of a non-aggregate UMM InformationEntity and provides the mapping to Data Types. The relationship between the Core Component Framework and the UMM informationEntity is illustrated in Figure 4-3.			More precise						1			X			M						See resolution to comment 55


			56			518			Relationship between UMM and CCTS			Delete in its entirety.			This section adds no value to the specification.  At a minimum, it should be changed to reflect relationship between UML and CCTS to show how CCTS is used to harmonize UML models			Mark Crawford			1			X			M						Section to be removed.  UN/CEFACT TMG will be asked to develop UMM/CC alignment document.


			57			518			UML and CCTS			Add concept: Object Terms of CCTS:ACC can be equivalent to Object Terms of CCTS:ABIE. UML demands that Object Names be unique within the scope of a Package. So it is imperative that CCTS:ACC and CCTS:ABIE be defined in different Packages. We propose to define three packages in order to construct UML models from CCTS artefacts: (1) CCTS Metamodel package (named CCTS) The CCTS package contains all artefacts in the CCTS metamodel, including registered CCTS:CCT.(2) Core Component Model package (named CC) The CC package contains registered CCTS:ACC, CCTS:ASCC, CCTS:BCC and CCTS:DT. (3) Business Information Entity Model package (named BIE) The BIE package contains CCTS:ABIE, CCTS:ASBIE and CCTS:BBIE.			A BIE Model is a specialisation of a CC Model, whereas a CC Models and BIE models are instantiations of the CCTS Metamodel. CCTS Dictionary Entry Names are not fully used in UML diagrams. Object Classes, representing a CCTS:ACC or a CCTS:ABIE are named with the Object Class Term of the CCTS:ACC or CCTS:ABIE. Object Classes, defined in the CC Model are named CC::Object Class Term. Object Classes, defined in the BIE Model are named BIE::Object Class TermAttributes are named with the Property Term of the CCTS:BCC or CCTS:BBIE. The Representation Term is presented as the UML:type, named with the Object Class term of the CCTS:DT. CCTS:ASCC and CCTS:ASBIE are shown in the UML diagrams as associations and named with their Property Term.			Fred van Blommestein			1			X			M			See resolution to comment 55


			58			538			Section 5			Delete or move to appendix			This section is overly simplistic and not being used in any event.  Recommend at a minimum updating and moving to an appendix			Mark Crawford			1			X			K			If deleted, then 5.6 needs to be included in 6.2.  If moved to an appendix, then it needs to be updated to reflect existing best practices			Agreed to move to appendix.   Team needs to be created to update balance of material.  Looking for TBG17 input.


			59			line nos 1161 - 1229, section 6.1.1 Core Components						Enable the reuse of data elements with refined semantics (as opposed to refined data type). As defined in ISO/IEC 11179, a data element is a unit of data for which the definition, identification, representation and Permissible Values are specified by means of a set of attributes			In the ITS community, messages forming existing ITS protocols reuse data elements with refined semantics as opposed to refined data type.			TC204 (Dr John Smith jlsmith@apex.net.au)			6			Y			M			This deals with ISO 11179 Data Element Concept.


			60			line nos 1161 - 1229, section 6.1.1 Core Components						Enable the reuse the same data element in different data frames that are composed into a larger composite which is the message			In the ITS community, messages forming existing ITS protocols reuse the same data element in different data frames (an established set of data elements used together) that are composed into a larger composite which is the message			TC204 (Dr John Smith jlsmith@apex.net.au)			6			Y			M			This is related to the comment regarding the current definition of a CC Property in which the ISO 11179 concept of property of representation needs to be introducted to accommodate this.  Both ATG and UBL are already treating the property in this fashion as a reusable generic data element.


			61			line nos 1161 - 1229, section 6.1.1 Core Components						Enable the reuse of data elements involving value domains that differ at the equivalent of the Primary Representation Term of the Core Component Model			In the ITS community, messages forming existing ITS protocols reuse data elements involving value domains that differ at the equivalent of the Primary Representation Term of the Core Component Model			TC204 (Dr John Smith jlsmith@apex.net.au)			6			Y			M			This is related to the previous generic data element concept


			62			line nos 1161 - 1229, section 6.1.1 Core Components						The revised Core Component Model should be based on the Data Element Concept as defined in ISO/IEC 11179-3. As defined in ISO/IEC 11179-3, a data element concept is a concept that can be represented in the form of a Data Element, described independently of any particular representation. A Data Element Concept may be associated with several Value Domains resulting in a different Data Element for each
association.			In the ITS community, messages forming existing ITS protocols reuse data elements involving value domains that differ at the equivalent of the Primary Representation Term of the Core Component Model			TC204 (Dr John Smith jlsmith@apex.net.au)			6			Y			M			See previous 3 comments from same submitter


			63			line nos 1161 - 1229, section 6.1.1 Core Components						Core Component Type and Data Type should be removed from the Core Component level and all aspects of data typing should be dealt with at the Business Information Entity level.			In the ITS community, messages forming existing ITS protocols reuse data elements involving value domains that differ at the equivalent of the Primary Representation Term of the Core Component Model			TC204 (Dr John Smith jlsmith@apex.net.au)			7			Z			A			This will result in a fundamental change to the model.  We need to determine if there is value in datatyping for CCs, or if it is confusing and restrictive.


			64			line nos 1161 - 1229, section 6.1.1 Core Components						Association Core Component should also apply to each participation of a Basic Core Component Property in an ACC. At the deepest level of nesting an ACC shall only contain Data Element Concepts.			In the ITS community, messages forming existing ITS protocols reuse data elements involving value domains that differ at the equivalent of the Primary Representation Term of the Core Component Model			TC204 (Dr John Smith jlsmith@apex.net.au)			7			Z			N			This may be at odds with UML and 11179


			65			1169 - Figure 6-1			CC Properties			Rename to better reflect what this entails - the generic data element of property and representation that is reuseable across components			11179 Alignment			Mark Crawford			3			Y			M


			66			1169 - Figure 6-1			CCT			Investigate changing name to align with 11179.			11179 alignment.  The name Core Component Type is very confusing.  It is unclear if we are talking about a concept, or a datatype, or some other registry class.			Mark Crawford			7			Z			D


			67			1169 - Figure 6-1			Registry Class			The registry class needs revised to align with ISO 15000 RIM and RS			15000 alignment			Mark Crawford			2			Y			J			Change Priority to Y


			68			1169 - Figure 6-1			Data Type			Fix diagram to reflect consistency in occurrence and recursion and relationships.  Also fix associated text to reflect that DT qualifiers are optional and multiple qualifiers are possible.			The Data Type representation and occurrence indicators are inconsistent with the text and each other.			Mark Crawford			1			X			E						Agreed.  Change datatype to 1..* and Qualifier changed to 0..**


			69			1169 - Figure 6-1						Add concepts of Stereotype and subclass			UML alignment			Mark Crawford			6			Z			M


			70			1169 - Figure 6-1						Strengthen association roles to align with UML			UML alignment			Mark Crawford			7			Y			N


			71			line nos 1169-1170; Section 6.1.1			Figure 6.1 Core Components and Data Types Metamodel			Define the semantics of the composition association between CC Property and Aggregate Core Component (ACC) in Figure 6.1.			There is a need in Section 6.1.1 to define the semantics of the composition association between CC Property and Aggregate Core Component (ACC) in Figure 6.1. First reading of Figure 6.1 suggests that a particular Property Term/Cardinality combination can only be part of one ACC. A reading of other parts of CCTS V2.01 suggests that this is not the case.			TC204 (Dr John Smith jlsmith@apex.net.au)			3			X			A			Appears to be a disconnect between the drawing and the cardinality reflected in the figure.  This may only be a 1 - editorial, or 2 diagram change that does not have an impact.  Review with caution.			The figure is correct as drawn and is supported by rule [S8].  We looked for conflicting text but could not find any. There is mention of the reuse of a name of a property term, but these are different properties as they are semantically unique in the context of the Aggregate Core Component to which they belong. Other comments on the specification relate to alignment with ISO 11179 to include the concept of reusable generic data elements across classes (aggregates).  This is being deferred until version 3.0.


			72			1173			Each Core Component Type, Basic Core Component, Association Core Component or Aggregate Core Component must have its own unique semantic definition within the library of which it is a part. The definition shall be developed first and the Dictionary Entry Name shall be extracted from it. Comments can be used to further clarify the definition, to provide examples and/or to reference a recognised standard.			None specified			The definitions of the business experts were stated in business terms. The names were adapted to fit into the REA model. So the names were not (directly) extracted from the definition.			Open Exchange			5			X			A			Action would be to review definition rules for ability to be adhered to			Converted second sentence of the rule to a note as a recommendation rather than requirement.  Deleted third sentence as being unenforceable.  Removed original note as being no longer applicable.


			73			1186			[C2] Within an Aggregate Core Component, all embedded Core Component Properties shall be related to the concept of the aggregate.			Remove the rule.			By definition each property is related to its ACC, because it can only exist if its ACC exists. Therefor this rule can be omitted.			Open Exchange			4			X			B			Missing the purpose of the rule.  The rule adds value in that it precludes properties not properly a part of the universe of the class from being declared.  Perhaps we need to look at the wording and the associated text.			Added qualifying text: It is important that all listed properties of a Aggregate Core Component are in fact conceptually related to it, and not just added for convenience.


			74			1188			[C3] There shall be no semantic overlap between the Core Component Properties embedded within the same Aggregate Core Component.			Remove or change the rule.			This is not always possible, e.g. buyer and seller are both companies as properties of a delivery. Therefore there is a semantic overlap.			Open Exchange			4			X			B			Do not agree.  No examples of difficulties provided.			No change


			75			1190			[C4] The representation of the information in a Core Component whose Core Component Type is Code. Type should use a standard issued by a recognised standards body, whenever a standard exists. If international standards are not used a business driven justification shall be provided.			Add 'or Identifier. Type' to the rule, or build a new rule with Identifier. Type.			We think this rule should also apply to identifier.			Open Exchange			4			X			A			Not sure of the value of the rule. Rule should be reviewed for clarity, implementability, and enforcability.			added Identifier. Type in response to comment 75, and deleted second sentence as being unenforceable or implementable without providing additional rules


			76			1206			C6			Change to allow mandatory association properties			UML alignment			Mark Crawford			5			Y			N


			77			1214			C7			Expand to reflect a broader category of CCTs			This list is overly restrictive in that it does not fully support all possible value domains used in business and data models			Mark Crawford			6			Y			D			Two points.  There needs to be a detailed analysis of the current authorized list of CCTs for possible expansion - especially if there are decisions related to expanding/contracting the universe of representation terms.  Secondly, the rule itself is unenforceable as it references itself rather than specifically excluding "customization of core component types"


			78			Notes at 1217, 1226 & 1652			[Note] Table 8-1 may subsequently be published separately to facilitate maintenance outside the body of this specification.			Specify a maintenance agency - TC154 or TBG17 or other ?			These tables are key and require separate maintenance cycles - whilst this was recognised by the present text, it is now important to assign a specific MA.			TBG17			1			X			A			The maintenance agency must be carefully thought out.  Even though this is a category 1, it needs to be resolved as part of the overall CCT/Representation term set of issues.			After much discussion, it was decided to entrust this responsibility to ATG as the most respected of the CEFACT groups.


			79			1224			C9			Change supplementary components to reflect 11179 conformant dictionary entry names			11179 alignment			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			At a minimum, add rules.  Decide on if the rules refer to object classes (can a SC have an object class?)			Changed all SC to be tripartate names.  See resolution to comment 123 related to rules for naming SC


			80			line nps 1240 - 1292, section 6.1.3 Business Information Entities						In the context of Message Assembly, an Aggregate Business Information Entity (ABIE) should be equated to a data frame, not to the representation of an Object Class. An ABIE is a composition of Basic Business Information Entities (revised according to the implications of 1,2, and 3 above) and ABIEs. Basic Business Information Entities are Data Element Concepts extended with a Data Type. Association Business Information Entity is derived from Association Core Component			Aggregate Business Information Entity (ABIE) should not be equated to the representation of an Object Class. Instead an ABIE should be equated to a Data Frame in a Message Assembly context. An ABIE is a composition of Basic Business Information Entities (revised according to the implications of 1,2, and 3 above) and ABIEs. Basic Business Information Entities are Data Element Concepts extended with a Data Type. Association Business Information Entity is derived from Association Core Component			TC204 (Dr John Smith jlsmith@apex.net.au)			6			Z			H			Assertions are predicated on accepting submitters previous comments.  These may or may not be accepted which will impact on resolution of this comment. The submitter may also not be familiar with the syntax specific message approach taken by ATG in which the only message assembly level ABIE is a single document level ABIE - all others are in fact associations that bring in the lower level constructs.


			81			1250			is a re-use of			is based on			throughout the document the wording of figure 4.2 should be used in order to be consistent; the term 're-use' is not used anywhere else. The other sentences of this page use the wording of figure 4.2			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			A			Both the terms "is based on" and "reuse of" need to be carefully reviewed and their intent made clear.  Once there is consensus on their meaning, where they are applied throughout the specification needs to be reviewed.			Changed to: • An Aggregate Business Information Entity is based on an Aggregate Core Component (ACC).  Additionally, we will add clarification in section 4 with respect to based on and relationships


			82			1259			Entity shall be defined			Entity may be defined			The current reality is that a) no Context drivers are used or b) dummy values, e.g. everythink is global,  are used in order to satisfy this rule. In a period while CCTS has to fight for global acceptance, the barriers should not be too high.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			5			Y			F			Our initial assessment is Nein, du kanst das nich getun.


			83			1260						Add new rule: A qualifying BIE hierarchy shall be established when multiple qualifiers are used. Mult-worded qualifiers shall be based on an ACC, multiple qualifiers shall be based on their parent qualified ABIE.

Example: 
Address. Details (ACC)  Mailing_Address. Details (ABIE)   US_Mailing_Address. Details (ABIE)
Address. LineOne. Text (BCC)        Address. Postcode. Code (BBIE)   Address. CityName. Text (BBIE)
Address. Postcode. Code (BCC)  Address. CityName. Text (BBIE)   Address. Street. Text (BBIE) 
Address. CityName. Text (BCC) Address. Street. Text (BBIE) 
Address. Street. Text (BCC)			Clarity			Mark Crawford			4			X			C			Change text in comment to properly reflect hierarchy			Added Rule :A qualifying Business Information Entity hierarchy shall be established when multiple qualifiers are used. Multi-qualified Aggregate Business Information Entities shall be based on their parent qualified Aggregate Business Information Entity. Multi-qualified Basic Business Information Entities shall be based on their parent qualified Basic Business Information Entity at the object class, property, association, and data type level..  Added Example. Added comparable rule to Data Types.


			84			1260			[B3] Basic Business Information Entity shall be based on a Basic Core Component			None specified			The term 'based on' is not clear.			Open Exchange			1			X			A			See Comment 3 lines up			We will add the following definition for based on: "Use of an artifact that has been restricted according to the requirements of a specific business context."


			85			1261			[B4] An Association Business Information Entity shall be based on an Association Core Component			None specified			The term 'based on' is not clear.			Open Exchange			1			X			A			See Comment 4 lines up			We will add the following definition for based on: "Use of an artifact that has been restricted according to the requirements of a specific business context."


			86			1263			[B5} An Aggregate Business Information Entity shall be based on an Aggregate Core Component			None specified			The term 'based on' is not clear.			Open Exchange			1			X			A			See Comment 4 lines up			We will add the following definition for based on: "Use of an artifact that has been restricted according to the requirements of a specific business context."


			87			1272			[B7} A Business Information Entity Property of an Aggregate Business Information Entity shall be based on a Core Component Property of the corresponding Aggregate Core Component.			Clarify the rule; see reason for change			Unsure if BIE can be based on one and the same property of a CC property?  Is this a 1:1 relationship or can multiple ABIE properties (of the same ABIE) be based on one ACC property?			Open Exchange			1			X			C			The short answer is yes in that both are allowed as shown in figure 6-2.  Look at rule wording and supporting text.			No action taken.


			88			1283			ASBIE			Need to add ASBIE cardinality rule			clarity			Mark Crawford			5			Y			N			See ASCC Comment and harmonize resolution of both


			89			1304			All official dictionary entries will be in English.			IF the Business Term IS a 'dictionary entry' THEN the sentence should be changed.			In CCTS (chapter storage + rule [C10]+ [B11]) Business Terms are allowed in different languages.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			A			This is talking about dictionary entry names.			Agree.  Editor to make change- add words to the effect "other than business terms.  Business terms may be expressed in other languages. (See rule C10)


			90			1304 etc. And Section 6.1.4 and Chapter 7			The official language for UN/CEFACT Core Components is English.  All official dictionary entries will be in English.			Reference to storage of alternative language DENs should be added. Support for this should also be added to the CCTS storage mechanism.						Michael Dill			4			Y			J


			91			1335 - 1445 and 1466 - 1575			Dividing the Qualifiers of Object Class and Property Terms into context driver and adjective parts			It is proposed that Property Term "Adjectives" could be separated in the dictionary entry name by a dash and white space from the noun of the property term.

For example:
Either

Item. Maximum- Quantity. Quantity


- here the BIE, "Maximum Quantity" – "Maximum" is not a specific expression of Context Driver, so we define the Property Term as "Maximum Quantity" with "Maximum" as the adjective and "Quantity" as the noun.

or

Order Cancellation. Required- Response. Indicator


where the Order Cancellation document has a BBIE, "Response Required". The noun is "Response" and the adjective is "Required" – so the revised name is now "Required Response".  This is more meaningful and is consistent with other Property Terms.

The hyphen ("-") is chosen as a suitable delimiter between a 
adjective and a noun.  The justifications are as follows:
o The hyphen is a generally accepted character for word  conjunction and in common use.  A large number of other  punctuation characters are not in common use as a word  conjunction delimiter that their use would be most unnatural. These punctuation characters include ampersand (&), plus  ("+"), etc.
o It is also a print-direction-neutral character, as opposed  to other characters such as forward-slash ("/"),  back-slash ("\"), comma (","), semi-colon (";"), etc.
o The underscore ("_") is used for separation of qualifiers in dictionary entry names.  Thus, its additional overloaded use as a  Property Term delimiter is unsuitable.
o The colon (":") is a reserved character for delimiting XML prefix and local names, and may cause confusion and undesirable processing side effects if CCTS is implemented in XML.
o The period (".") has been reserved for delimiting the various components of a dictionary entry name.  It is therefore not suitable for further overloaded use as a delimiter to Property Term adjective and noun;  indeed, such a use will create an undesirable situation where the Property Term adjective and noun will look like constituent components of a dictionary entry name.			Mike Adcock suggested that the Qualifiers of Object Class and Property Terms should be divided into two, namely "Context Driver" and "Adjective" Qualifiers. The "Context Driver" Qualifiers are values from one of the CCTS context driver categories. The "Adjective" Qualifier is any other value that qualifies the object class or property term noun. The "Noun" is the main part of each object class or property term.  
On experimentation, UBL has found that this method of including an additional "Adjective" column results in extra semantic clarity in defining property terms and supports the reuse of components as well as the harmonization process.			UBL			7			Y			A			We have to really think about the issues here wrt qualifiers, splitting property terms, and the application of context as part of the DEN


			92			1342						A Property Term is a unique attribute representing distinguishing characteristics about an object class across multiple business contexts.  The attribute shall occur naturally in the definition and maintain its semantic meaning and datatyping across object classes.   

 Example:
  Organization. Name. Text
  Organization. Tax. Identifier			Clarity			Mark Crawford			1			Y			A			Needs to  be considered as part of the sum total of the guidelines


			93			1347			OED			rewrite to specify which OED and exactly what is meant by 'primary oed english spelling'			clarity			Mark Crawford			4			X			A			Need to coordinate with Oxford to select best version with consideration as to price to implementers and what is currently used			Changed to: Dictionary entry names and definitions shall be in the English Language following the latest version of the complete Oxford English Dictionary.  Where conflicting spellings exist, the spelling listed as the primary British spelling shall be used. Changed Note 1 to read: Users may choose to utilize any version of the Oxford English Dictionary to create the spelling and definitions of  Core Components, however the complete Oxford English Dictionary will be the authoritative source for conflict resolution between competing spellings of Core Component names or definitions."


			94			1354			document'			specification			clarity			Mark Crawford			1			X			A			Note changed			No longer applicable


			95			1364			[C13] The definition of a Basic Core Component shall use a structure that is based on the existence of the Object Class Term, the Property Term, and the Data Type of the corresponding Basic Core Component Property.			Make C1 and C13 compatible.			Is in contradiction with rule C1.			Open Exchange			1			X			B			Note - there may not be a naming rule for core component properties (or BIE properties)  need to investigate			Users may choose to utilize any version of the Oxford English Dictionary to create the spelling and definitions of  Core Components, however the complete Oxford English Dictionary will be the authoritative source for conflict resolution between competing spellings of Core Component names or definitions.


			96			1367			[C14] The definition of an Association Core Component shall use a structure that is based on the existence of the Object Class Term, the Property Term and the Object Class Term of the Aggregate Core Component on which the corresponding Association Core Component Property is based.			Consider rewording rule.			Rule C1 suggests that definitions are specified first, the names later			Open Exchange			1			X			N			Note - there may not be a naming rule for core component properties (or BIE properties)  need to investigate			This is not a contradiction.  One talks about creating the definition and extracting the name from it.  The other talks about having the existance of the constructs. No change made.


			97			1378			[C16] The Dictionary Entry Name shall be unique.			Consider adding wording from C1.			In what scope?? In C1 there is a scope defined, here it seems missing.			Open Exchange			1			X			B						Appended the language "amongst all Core Component Dictionary Entry Names within the library of which it is a part." to Rule C16, and made similar changes to Rules B17 and D8.


			98			1379			[C17] The Dictionary Entry Name shall be extracted from the Core Component definition.			None specified			Rule overlaps with C1.			Open Exchange			1			X			B			Overlap recognized but accepted for clarity by original spec			The changes to rule C1 in response to comment 72 supercedes this comment


			99			1381			[C18] The Dictionary Entry Name shall be concise and shall not contain consecutive redundant words.			None specified			Consecutive redundant words can only be avoided using truncation, truncation is not always allowed.			Open Exchange			4			X			B			Agree.  The original intent was the second definition in Oxford, rather than the first.			Removed the word redundant, and appended the words: "that could be removed without loss of meaning"


			100			1383			[C19] The Dictionary Entry Name and all its components shall be in singular form unless the concept itself is plural.			None specified			What is the difference with B20?? Duplicate.			Open Exchange			1			X			B			Overlap recognized but accepted for clarity by original spec because each applies to a different domain per the title of the section as well as the rule numbering which clearly indicates that C series rules apply to core components and B series rules apply to BIEs			No change


			101			1388			[C20] The Dictionary Entry Name shall not use non-letter characters unless required by language rules.			None specified			What is the difference with B21??			Open Exchange			1			X			B			Overlap recognized but accepted for clarity by original spec because each applies to a different domain per the title of the section as well as the rule numbering which clearly indicates that C series rules apply to core components and B series rules apply to BIEs			No change


			102			1391			[C21] The Dictionary Entry Name shall only contain verbs, nouns and adjectives (i.e. no words like and, of, the, etc.). This rule shall be applied to the English language, and may be applied to other languages as appropriate.			Allow the words of, and, the in official (proper) names.
 Example:  Office of Surface Mining			Clarity			Mark Crawford			4			X			A			Much discussion on this.  It was felt that other exceptions needed to be accomodated such as "free on board".  It was also felt that clarification regarding the creation and use of controlled vocabularies was necessary.			Revised rule to read as follows: The Dictionary Entry Name shall only contain verbs, nouns and adjectives unless a different part of speech is part of an official title, part of a term listed in the Oxford English Dictionary, or part of a Controlled Vocabulary. This rule shall be applied to the English language, and may be applied to other languages as appropriate. Added Note as follows:  Articles, prepositions and related parts of speech that are not verbs, nouns, and adjectives normally add no semantic clarity and should never be used unless as part of an official title or in a controlled vocabulary as part of a common business term that can not otherwise be expressed. Added New Rule [C76] at end of Section 6.1.4:  The contents of a Core Components Controlled Vocabulary shall follow all rules contained in this specification. Added Note following new rule:  Implementers are encouraged to use the UN/CEFACT Controlled Vocabulary as the authoritative source.


			103			1391			[C21] The Dictionary Entry Name shall only contain verbs, nouns and adjectives (i.e. no words like and, of, the, etc.). This rule shall be applied to the English language, and may be applied to other languages as appropriate.			None specified			What is the difference with B22?? Second remark, there is only Oxford English allowed for naming (C10).			Open Exchange			4			X			B			Overlap recognized but accepted for clarity by original spec.  The second half of the comment regarding the english dictionary needs careful consideration and should be resolved in conjunction with comment 102 above.			Superceeded by resolution to related comments


			104			1394			[C22] Abbreviations and acronyms that are part of the Dictionary Entry Name shall be expanded or explained in the definition.			Suggestion is to combine these rules that are applicable for CC and BIE’s			What is the difference with B23??			Open Exchange			1			X			B			Overlap recognized but accepted for clarity by original spec because each applies to a different domain per the title of the section as well as the rule numbering which clearly indicates that C series rules apply to core components and B series rules apply to BIEs			No change made.


			105			1394						Create additional clarity rules:The Core Components Specification recommends against acronyms. The following are guidelines to determine if an acronym is acceptable for use.
   
- Is there consistent use of the acronym in place of a common term or phrase?
- Does the acronym have a level of uniqueness throughout the international community? Therefore, there is only one meaning in the entire international business community for this acronym.  

** If an acronym is used it must be clearly defined in the data dictionary definition and can only be qualified by one context.

 Example:
  DUNS (Data Universal Numbering System)			Clarity			Mark Crawford			4			Y			A


			106			1396			[C23] The Dictionary Entry Name of a Basic Core Component shall consist of the following parts in the order specified:			None specified			using the truncation rules the resulting name is violating this definition.			Open Exchange			1			X			B			We agree that there is a problem.  However we think the best way to resolve this is to depricate rule C28 and B29.  The logic behind this recommendation is that the truncation should only be accomplished in actual syntactic instantiation.  Truncation of dictionary entry names is causing confusion and semantic clarity is being lost.			Deprecate rules.


			107			1405			[C24] The Dictionary Entry Name of an Association Core Component shall consist of the following components in the specified order:			None specified			using the truncation rules the resulting name is violating this definition.			Open Exchange			1			X			B			We agree that there is a problem.  However we think the best way to resolve this is to depricate rule C28 and B29.  The logic behind this recommendation is that the truncation should only be accomplished in actual syntactic instantiation.  Truncation of dictionary entry names is causing confusion and semantic clarity is being lost.			Depricate rules.


			108			1409			the Property Term of the corresponding Association Core Component Property,						I do not understand, why in respect of ASBIE the wording is different:'§ the Property Term of the corresponding Association Core Component' and does not talk about 'property'. Please explain. Thanks			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			N			This relates to other comments regarding DENs for properties.  All need to be coordinated.  Specific rules for property DENs must be reviewed/created.			Corrected per resolution to comment 300


			109			1415						Proposed Rule/Text: A Core Component Object Class Term can be multi-word if it has a unique semantic meaning compared to the words separately.   It may also consist of a single word.  

 Example: 
  Country Sub-Division. Details     is not the same as  Country. Details
  Country Sub-Division. Details     is not the same as  Sub-Division. Details			Clarity			LMI			4			X			A			Concur.			Added  New Rule: A Core Component Object Class Term can be multi-word if it has a unique semantic meaning compared to the words separately.   It may also consist of a single word.  

 Added Example: 
  Country Sub-Division. Details     is not the same as  Country. Details
  Country Sub-Division. Details     is not the same as  Sub-Division. Details Thus Country Sub-Division has a unique semantic meaning compared to Country and Sub-Division.


			110			1415			[C25] The components of a Dictionary Entry Name shall be separated by dots. The space character shall separate words in multi-word Object Class Terms and/or multi-word Property Terms. Every word shall start with a capital letter. To allow spell checking of the Directory Entry Names’ words, the dots after Object Class Terms and Property Terms shall be followed by a space character.			None specified			the resulted dictionary entry names are hard to read when they are referenced in documents. The “.” and the space characters are then interpreted as normal language characters instead of a dictionary entry name.			Open Exchange			1			X			A			The specification does not prohibit the use of additional markings to reflect a complete DEN such as quotation marks or angle brackets.			Noted.  No action required by submitter or taken by the team.


			111			1427						A single word or multi-word Object Class term shall be unique throughout the dictionary.			Clarity			LMI			4			X			A			May require a new rule as part of adding clarity on how to handle/specify qualified versus multi-worded objects and properties.  May also want to add the word unique to the rule(s).			Changed Rule to: The name of an Object Class shall be unique amongst the set of Object Class names in the dictionary


			112			1427			[C26] The name of an Object Class shall always have the same semantic meaning throughout the dictionary and may consist of more than one word.			None specified			we do not understand this rule.			Open Exchange			1			X			A			Handle in conjunction with comment 111			Changed to: The name of an Object Class shall be unique throughout the dictionary and may consist of more than one word.


			113			1429						Proposed new rule: A Property Term can be multi-word if it has a unique semantic meaning compared to the words separately. 
Example: 
  Organization. Legal Classification. Code  is not the same as   Organization. Legal. Code
  Organization. Legal Classification. Code  is not the same as   Organization. Classification. Code			Clarity			Mark Crawford			4			X			B			applies to BIEs and Datatype qualifiers as well			Added Modified CC Rule as follows: A multi-worded Property Term must have a unique semantic meaning compared to the words separately. Added Modified BIE Rule as follows: A multi-worded Qualifier must have a unique semantic meaning compared to the words separately. Added Modified Datatype Rule as follows: A multi-worded Qualifier must have a unique semantic meaning compared to the words separately.


			114			1429						A single word or multi-word Property term shall be unique throughout the dictionary. Therefore, developing a controlled vocabulary preventing situations where two words might cover the same definition.			Clarity			Mark Crawford			4			Y			A			Only within the context of a particular object class			Changed to Category 5, Priority X


			115			1434			[C28] For Basic and Association Core Components, if the Property Term uses the same (or equivalent) word or words as the third component of the Dictionary Entry Name, the redundant word(s) in the Property Term shall be removed from the Dictionary Entry Name.			Remove this rule.			Omit this rule, it makes interpretation by computer a lot harder. The truncated entry names are hard (or even impossible) to retranslate in the original entry name. E.g. Identifier and Identify in the property name may as result of the truncation rules removed from the name. In the retranslating process it is not clear what the original property name is.			Open Exchange			4			X			A			See Related Crawford and TBG17 comments.  Truncation could be accomodated by the specific syntactic instantiation as is the case with CEFACT ATG and OASIS UBL NDR rules			Deprecated.


			116			1434			C28			Delete			This causes tremendous confusion in creating DEN's.  The CC DEN should always contain all three ISO 11179 components.			Mark Crawford			4			X			A			See Related Open Exchange and TBG17 comments			Deprecated.


			117			1435			Name, the redundant word(s) in the Property Term shall be r			Name, the Property Term shall be r			delete these words and change the following note and examples OR explain under which conditions a property term may be equal to the third component of the DEN without having redundant words only. Btw: [B29] uses the proposed wording.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			A			See Related Open Exchange and Crawford Comments			Addressed by resolution to related comments numbers 115 and 116


			118			1441			Example			Replace.  The use of Identification and Identifier is incorrect.  Identification is not "equal to" (see rule C28 above) in Identifier.  One is the nature of the property, and the other is simply a representation reflecting that property.			clarity			Mark Crawford			1			X			A						Both the example and the note preceeding it will be depricated along with rule C28 and B29 in response to comments 106 and 107.


			119			1445			Identification. Identifier) will be truncated to Party. Identifier.			????			This is not understandable for users. The examples uses an exception which illustrates just the opposite of the rule [C28]			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			A						See resolution to comment 118


			120			1446			[C29] is missing.			None specified			[C29] is missing.			Open Exchange			1			X			A			Rule C29 was depricated in a previous version.			See line 251 of version 2.01.  No action taken.


			121			1450			C31			Expand to reflect a broader category of representation terms that reflect all of the value domains used in business and data models			applicability of specification to real world			Mark Crawford			6			Y			B


			122			1454			[C32] The Dictionary Entry Name of an Aggregate Core Component shall consist of a meaningful Object Class Term followed by a dot, a space character, and the term Details. The Object Class Term may consist of more than one word.			None specified			see general remark about name composition rules			Open Exchange			1			X			B						Noted.  No action requested or taken.


			123			1458						Add rules related to dictionary entry names for supplementary components			No rules currently exist.  Tables 8-1 and 8-2 apply inconsistent rules.			Mark Crawford			4			X			D						Added Rule


			124			1491			Qualifier Terms			Add clarification for use of Qualifiers for Object Class Terms and Property Terms More clarification in use of qualifiers for object class terms and property terms. Should the qualifier come from one of the context drivers only?			In the CCTS p.12 example with "ResidenceAddress. Details", we have questioned whether "Residence" results from one of the 8 context drivers (as it does not appear to). We asked the CCTS Team this question several weeks ago, and are anxiously awaiting a response. Therefore, we are currently considering "ResidenceAddress. Details" to be an ACC rather than an ABIE, because it does not appear to be associated with one of the 8 context categories. So in the Registry, we would allow a user to add an Object Class Qualifier of "Residence" to the ACC of "Address. Details", and the resulting ACC would considered to be "derived" from the "base" ACC of "Address. Details" (i.e. we would associate the 2 entities in the registry). Once the user classifies the ACC (whether it be "Address. Details" or "ResidenceAddress. Details") in the Registry according to one of the 8 context categories, an ABIE will result ("US_Address. Details" or "US_ResidenceAddress. Details").			Chiusano			4			Y			C


			125			1494 - 1581			Use of Qualifiers for Object Class Terms and Property Terms						More clarification in use of qualifiers for object class terms and property terms. 
Should the qualifier come from one of the context drivers only? Or can we use other terms for the definition of qualifiers?			UBL			4			Y			C


			126			1495			B11			Same comment as for line 1347			clarity			Mark Crawford			4			X			A						Changed to reflect changes made in response to comment 93


			127			1499			[B12] The definition shall be consistent with the requirements of ISO 11179-4 Section 4.4 and will provide an understandable meaning, which should also be translatable to other languages.			Reword the rule.			Vague rule			Open Exchange			4			X			C			We think the rule is clear.			no change.


			128			1502			[B13] The definition shall take into account the fact that the users of the Business Information Entity dictionary are not necessarily native English speakers. It shall therefore contain short sentences, using normal words. Wherever synonym terms are possible, the definition shall use the preferred term as identified in the Controlled Vocabulary.			Reword the rule.			Vague rule			Open Exchange			4			X			C						no change.


			129			1507			[B14] The definition of a Basic Business Information Entity shall use a structure that is based on the existence of the Object Class Term, the Property Term, and the Representation Term, and enhanced by business related Qualifier Terms.			Consider rewording rule.			The spec prescribes that the Name is derived from the Definition. This rule says the Definition should be based on the Name. Came the Chicken before the Egg?			Open Exchange			4			X			C						We agree.  Rule B14 changed to:  The definition of a Basic Business Information Entity shall be structured such that the Object Class Term, the Property Term, the Representation Term and business related Qualifier Terms, if any, can be extracted from it.  Rule C13 has been changed accordingly.


			130			1509			Term, and enhanced by business			Term, and may be enhanced by business			If a user wants to use the underlying BCC with exactly its semantic and facets, then a qualifier is not necessary;			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			B						Agree.  Editor to make change.


			131			1510			[B15] The definition of an Association Business Information Entity shall use a structure that is based on the existence of the Object Class Term, the Property Term and the Object Class Term of the Aggregate Business Information Entity on which the corresponding Association Business Information Entity Property is based, and enhanced by business related Qualifier Terms.			Consider rewording rule.			The spec prescribes that the Name is derived from the Definition. This rule says the Definition should be based on the Name. Came the Chicken before the Egg?			Open Exchange			4			X			C						We agree.  Rule B15 changed to: The definition of an Association Business Information Entity shall be structured  such that the Object Class Term, the Property Term and the Object Class Term and business related Qualifier Terms, if any,  of the Aggregate Business Information Entity on which the corresponding Association Business Information Entity Property is based can be extracted from it. Rule C14 changed accordingly.


			132			1513			is based, and enhanced by business related			is based, and may be enhanced by business related			If a user wants to use the underlying ASCC with exactly its semantic and facets, then a qualifier is not necessary;			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			N						Agree.  Editor to make change.


			133			1515			[B16] Whenever both the definite (i.e. the) and indefinite article (i.e. a) are possible in a definition, preference shall be given to an indefinite article (i.e. a).			Add 'of a BIE' after the word definition.			Add “of a BIE”, otherwise this rule is the same as C15. More in general: may rules be used and assessed in isolation, or is the context (or the rule numbering) significant? Many rules apply to both CC’s and BIE’s, but that scope is not stated in the rule, only in the number of the rule (Cxx or Bxx).			Open Exchange			1			X			C						Not necessary.  The rules are both (1) categorized by rule number as to the construct they apply to and (2) within a specific section of applicaability in the specification.


			134			1517 - section 6.1.4.2.4									We need a formal rule, that describes what happens when a part of something (ACC, ABIE, DT) changes in respect of the Whole. E.g. use of a qualified DT instead of a unqualified DT - does it means, a new BCC exist, a new ACC exist etc?			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			C						Added the following new storage rule to section 7.5.1 with example: When a registry class property changes, the registry artifact version number shall be changed accordingly. Example:


			135			1518			[B17] The Dictionary Entry Name shall be unique.			Add 'of a BIE' after the word Name.			Add “of a BIE”, otherwise this is the same as C16. This rule is not clear: may a BIE have the same name as a CC (uniqueness within BIE scope) or shall the name be unique over all items in the dictionary?			Open Exchange			1			X			C						Not necessary.  The rules are both (1) categorized by rule number as to the construct they apply to and (2) within a specific section of applicaability in the specification.


			136			1519			[B18] The Dictionary Entry Name shall be extracted from the Business Information Entity definition.			Add 'of a BIE' after the word Name.			Add “of a BIE”, otherwise this is the same as C17.			Open Exchange			1			X			C						Not necessary.  The rules are both (1) categorized by rule number as to the construct they apply to and (2) within a specific section of applicaability in the specification.


			137			1533						Proposed Rule: A Property Term qualifier can be multi-word if it has a unique semantic meaning compared to the words separately.  The qualifier should provide a more definitive description of the property term.  It may also consist of a single word.  

 Example:  

Mine Production_ Metrics. Explosives Used_ Quantity. Quantity  is not the same as
   Mine Production_ Metrics. Explosives_ Quantity. Quantity  nor
   Mine Production_ Metrics. Used_ Quantity. Quantity			Clarity			Mark Crawford			4			X			C			We had considerable discussion on this.  In reviewing the specification, we discovered that we had not addressed the real purpose of the use of qualifiers, rather we had just provided syntax rules.  After much deliberation, and consultation with ISO 11179, we determined that we needed to take several steps.  These included enhancing the definition of qualifiers to take words from ISO 11179, adding specific qualifier definition rules for both BIEs and Data Types, and providing Examples.			Added the following:Added to definition of BIE Qualifier Terms: Qualifier terms are used to enhance the semantic meaning of the Dictionary entry name to reflect restriction to the properties and representation of the Object Class  of the BIE as necessary to distinguish one BIE concept, conceptual domain, content model  or data value domain from another. BIE rule:Qualifier terms shall reflect the semantic restriction of the object class or property term that they are used with. Added to the definition of qualifiers for datatypes: Qualifier terms are used to enhance the semantic meaning of the Dictionary entry name to reflect the nature of the restriction to the properties and representation of the Data Type as necessary to distinguish one CC or BIE concept, conceptual domain, content model  or data value domain from another.  Added text “Qualifiers of a datatype are derived from the semantic use of the restricted datatype and not the restriction values themselves.” Added new datatype rule: Data Type qualifiers shall not contain the actual content or supplementary component restriction values that are associated with the restriction being conveyed by the qualifier.  Added Data Type example: 1to50 Integer. Type or One To Fifty_ Integer. Type are not allowed.


			138			1539/1547									add a note that the omittance of a qualifier has been done intentionally			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			C			As part of this discussion, we discovered			Added following: Representation Terms are never qualified. If a Data Type is qualified, this suggests that the data type qualifier should be used as part of the BBIE Object Class, Object Class qualifier Term(s), Property Term, Property Term Qualifier Term(s).


			139			1541 - Rule B25			The Dictionary Entry Name of an Association Business Information Entity shall consist of the following components in the specified order:
ß the Object Class Term of the corresponding Association Core Component, and possibly additional Qualifier Term(s),
ß the Property Term of the corresponding Association Core Component, and possibly additional Qualifier Term(s),
ß the Object Class Term of the Association Business Information Entity on which the corresponding Association Business Information Entity Property is based.			The Dictionary Entry Name of an Association Business Information Entity shall consist of the following components in the specified order:
- the Object Class Term of the corresponding Association Core Component, and possibly additional Qualifier Term(s), 
- the Property Term of the corresponding Association Core Component, and possibly additional Qualifier Term(s), 
- the Object Class Term of the Aggregate Business Information Entity on which the Association Business Information Entity Property is based.			Wrong wording			Fred van Blommestein			4			X			N						Changed.  See response to comment 300


			300			1405 and 1541			The current rules are very confusing and don't precisely identify the appropriate parts of an ASCC and ASBIE			Change the rules.						Mark Crawford			4			X			C			Agree.			Changed Rule C24 and B25 as follows:Added Rule and example: The Dictionary Entry Name of an Association Core Component shall consist of the following components in the specified order: the Object Class Term of the associating Aggregate Core Component, the Property Term that reflects the nature of the association between Object Classes, and the Object Class Term of the associated Aggregate Core Component. Added Example: Person. Residence. Address where the associated ACC Address. Details  now becomes a property of the associating ACC of Person. Details and the nature of that association is Residence. Added BIE Rule and example: [B25] The Dictionary Entry Name of an Association Business Information Entity shall consist of the following components in the specified order: the Object Class Term of the associating Business Information Entity, and possibly additional Qualifier Term(s), the Property Term that reflects the nature of the association between Object Classes, and possibly additional Qualifier Term(s), the Object Class Term of the associated Business Information Entity, and possibly additional Qualifier Term(s). Private_ Person. Official_ Residence. Mailing_ Address where the associated ABIE Mailing_ Address. Details now becomes a property of the associating ABIE of Private_ Person. Details and the nature of that association is Official_ Residence.


			140			1550 - Rule B26			The Object Class Term, Property Term, and Representation Term components of a Dictionary Entry Name shall be separated by dots. The space character shall separate words in multi-word Object Class Terms and/or multiword Property Terms, including their Qualifier Terms. Every word shall start with a capital letter. Qualifier Terms shall be separated from their associated Object Class or Property Term by an underscore (_) followed by a space to separate each qualifier. To allow spell checking of the words in the Dictionary Entry Name, a space character shall follow the dots after Object Class Term(s) and Property Term(s).			The Object Class Term and the Property Term in a Dictionary Entry Name shall be followed by a dot and a space character (. ). Each word in a Dictionary Entry Name shall start with a capital letter. Words in multi-word terms are separated by space characters. Each Qualifier Term shall be followed by an underscore and a space character (_ ).			More precise			Fred van Blommestein			4			X			C						Split existing rule and refined to multiple rules.  Added Rule: The Object Class Term and the Property Term in a BIE Dictionary Entry Name shall be followed by a dot and a space character (. ). Added rule: Each word in a BIE Dictionary Entry Name shall start with a capital letter. Added rule: Words in multi-word BIE Object Class, Property, Representation and Qualifier Terms are separated by space characters. Added Rule: Each Qualifier Term shall be followed by an underscore and a space character (_ ).


			141			1550			[B26] The Object Class Term, Property Term, and Representation Term components of a Dictionary Entry Name shall be separated by dots. The space character shall separate words in multi-word Object Class Terms and/or multiword Property Terms, including their Qualifier Terms. Every word shall start with a capital letter. Qualifier Terms shall be separated from their associated Object Class or Property Term by an underscore (_) followed by a space to separate each qualifier. To allow spell checking of the words in the Dictionary Entry Name, a space character shall follow the dots after Object Class Term(s) and Property Term(s).			[B26] The Object Class Term, Property Term, and Representation Term components of a Dictionary Entry Name shall be separated by dots. The space character shall separate words in multi-word Object Class Terms, multiword Property Terms and multiword Qualifier Terms. Every word shall start with a capital letter. Qualifier Terms shall be separated from their associated Object Class or Property Term by an underscore (_) followed by a space. Multiple Qualifier Terms should be separated from each other by an underscore (_) followed by a space. To allow spell checking of the words in the Dictionary Entry Name, a space character shall follow the dots after Object Class Term(s) and Property Term(s).			[B26] needs clarification as the text of the following sentence is written in ambiguous language i.e. can be read as a) each and every Qualifier Term is separated by an underscore character and a space or as b) each Qualifier is separated by a space and the set of Qualifiers are separated from their parent Object Class or Property Term by an underscore character:			Sue Probert			4			X			C			Agreed.			See resolution to comment 142


			142			1550						A qualified object name can be applied in its entirety as a qualifier for another object to convey a semantic relationship between the objects.

 Example: Seller_ Party. Details and  Seller Party_ Address. Details is acceptable.  However, the following is not acceptable:
     Seller_ Party. Details and  Seller_ Party_ Address. Details.			Clarity			Mark Crawford			4			X			C						A qualified object name can be applied in its entirety as a qualifier for another object to convey a semantic relationship between the objects providing the qualifier hierarchy is preserved.

 Example:  Seller_ Party. Details and  Seller_ Party_ Address. Details are acceptable because the hierarchy of Seller_ Party is preserved in the reuse.    Seller_ Party. Details and  Seller Party_ Address. Details is not acceptable because the hierarchy of Seller_ Party is not preserved in the reuse.


			143			1550			[B26] The Object Class Term, Property Term, and Representation Term components of a Dictionary Entry Name shall be separated by dots. The space character shall separate words in multi-word Object Class Terms and/or multiword Property Terms, including their Qualifier Terms. Every word shall start with a capital letter. Qualifier Terms shall be separated from their associated Object Class or Property Term by an underscore (_) followed by a space to separate each qualifier. To allow spell checking of the words in the Dictionary Entry Name, a space character shall follow the dots after Object Class Term(s) and Property Term(s).			None specified			The resulted dictionary entry names are hard to read when they are referenced in documents. The “.” and the space characters are then interpreted as normal language characters in stead of a dictionary entry name.			Open Exchange			1			X			C			This rule uses concepts from 11179 wrt the use of separators for DEN's.			No action requested or taken.


			144			1559 - Rule B27			Qualifier Terms shall precede the associated Object Class Term or Property Term. 
The order of qualifiers shall not be used to differentiate Dictionary Entry Names.			Remove Rule B27			First sentence is redundant with rule B26, second sentence is unneeded and confusing			Fred van Blommestein			4			X			C			Do not agree. With first sentence comment.  It is not duplicated in B26 and must remain as significant.  Do agree with the second in the sense it is not a rule.			Changed RB27 to only include first sentence.  Moved second sentence to text and changed to: The order of qualifierQualifier Terms has semantic meaning.


			145			1559						A BIE Object Class qualifier can be multi-word if it has a unique semantic meaning compared to the words separately.  The qualifier should provide a more definitive description of the object. It may also consist of a single word.  
 

             Example:  Object Class qualifiers may consist of more than one word or a single word.

 
Example: If a multiword qualifier is used it must infer a different meaning than the words separately.
Reporting Official_Address. Details   is not the same as      Reporting_Address. Details 
      Reporting Official_Address. Details   is not the same as      Official_Address. Details			Clarity			Mark Crawford			4			X			C			Agree.			Added new rule. See resolution to comment 113.


			146			1559						Proposed Rule: An Object Class term can be used as an Object Class qualifier term if the definitions are semantically the same.
  
Example: Hazardous Material_Package. Details
      Hazardous Material. Details			Clarity			Mark Crawford			4			X			C			This is already allowed and it is not necessary to have this as a rule.  This would be appropriate as an example			Added example: Hazardous Material_ Package. Details
semantically restricts Package. Details. The Qualifier Term of Hazardous Material is allowed even though it also may exist as a separate Object Class, Property Term, or Representation Term.


			147			1565			Multi worded Object Classes and Property Terms shall be used rather than Qualifier Terms when the concept the Multi worded Object Class or Property Term  exists in three or more discimilar business domains.			Proposed Rule: If a single word or multi-word Object Class term or Property term can be applied in multiple business contexts in at least three of the CCTs specified context categories then the single or multi-word term is either an Object Class or Property term.  If the term can not be applied in multiple business contexts in at least three of the CCTs specified context categories then it is a qualifier for either an Object Class or Property term. The same term can be used for an Object Class or Object Class qualifier term, or a Property or Property qualifier term. Alternative Proposed Rule:			Clarity			Mark Crawford			4			X			C			Discussed and aggreed to add new rule.			Added: [Bxx] Multi-worded Object Classes and Property Terms shall be used in lieu of Qualifier Terms when the concept the multi worded Object Class or Property Term exists in three or more dissimilar business domains.


			148			1568			For Basic and Association Business Information Entities, if the Property Term uses the same (or equivalent) word or words as the third component of the Dictionary Entry Name, and the Property Term is not qualified, the redundant word(s) in the Property Term shall be removed from the Dictionary Entry Name.			Remove the rule.			This specification makes interpretation by computer very difficult. We propose to omit this rule. This truncation rule is unclear as when words are to be truncated. This process seems “human oriented”.			Open Exchange			4			X			C						Deleted in response to comments 104, 105, and 118


			149			1582			Data Types			Add the following rules for an unqualified CCTS:DT with an Object Class Term that is the same as the primary representation term of the CCTS:CCT the CCTS:DT is derived from: -  (1) The CCTS:DT must have the Content Component and all Supplementary Components of the CCTS:CCT as its attributes (2) -         Neither the value of the Content Component nor the value of any Supplementary Component is restricted. (3) -         The occurrence of the Content Component is mandatory ([1..1]), the occurrence of each of the Supplementary Components is optional and not repeatable ([0..1]). (4) -         The Dictionary Entry Name of the unqualified CCTS:DT is the same as that of the CCTS:CCT.  (5) -         The Definition of the CCTS:DT must be identical to that of the CCTS:CCT.  (6) -         TBG17 provides the list of approved unqualified CCTS:DT with a CCTS:CCT primary representation term as its Object Class Term.			Data Types (CCTS:DT) have the same structure and attributes as CCTS:CCT. CCTS:DT are used to determine the UML:type of Basic Core Components (CCTS:BCC) and of Basic Business Information Entities (CCTS:BBIE). Each CCTS:DT is directly or indirectly derived from a CCTS:CCT. The Object Class Term of a CCTS:DT can be the same as the primary representation term or as one of the secondary representation terms of the CCTS:CCT the CCTS:DT is derived from. In such case the CCTS:DT is “unqualified”. The Object Class Term of a CCTS:DT can also exist of one or more qualifiers added to the primary representation term or to one of the secondary representation terms of the CCTS:CCT. When the Object Class Term of a CCTS:DT contains one of more qualifiers the CCTS:DT is “qualified”. For each CCTS:CCT, TBG17 will define a CCTS:DT for each primary and secondary representation term as the Object Class Term in the name of the CCTS:DT. These CCTS:DT are unqualified CCTS:DT. An unqualified CCTS:DT named with the primary representation term as its Object Class Term is unrestricted: it has the same definition as the CCTS:CCT and has no facets defined on its Content Component or Supplementary Components.  Data Types (CCTS:DT) have the same structure and attributes as CCTS:CCT. CCTS:DT are used to determine the UML:type of Basic Core Components (CCTS:BCC) and of Basic Business Information Entities (CCTS:BBIE). Each CCTS:DT is directly or indirectly derived from a CCTS:CCT. The Object Class Term of a CCTS:DT can be the same as the primary representation term or as one of the secondary representation terms of the CCTS:CCT the CCTS:DT is derived from. In such case the CCTS:DT is “unqualified”. The Object Class Term of a CCTS:DT can also exist of one or more qualifiers added to the primary representation term or to one of the secondary representation terms of the CCTS:CCT. When the Object Class Term of a CCTS:DT contains one of more qualifiers the CCTS:DT is “qualified”. For each CCTS:CCT, TBG17 will define a CCTS:DT for each primary and secondary representation term as the Object Class Term in the name of the CCTS:DT. These CCTS:DT are unqualified CCTS:DT. An unqualified CCTS:DT named with the primary representation term as its Object Class Term is unrestricted: it has the same definition as the CCTS:CCT and has no facets defined on its Content Component or Supplementary Components. Unqualified CCTS:DT are UML:Classes in the CCTS metamodel. They do not appear in CCTS compliant Class Diagrams that represent business data models. They are the basis for the data typing in such business data model Class Diagrams. The UML:Classes in the CCTS metamodel that represent unqualified CCTS:DT are associated with the UML:Classes in the CCTS metamodel that represent CCTS:CCT. This association is stereotyped as “TBG17:Specialisation”, and has a definition as stated above.			Fred van Blommestein			4			X			E			Don't agree with comments regarding TBG17 as owner of approved DTs			Changed paragraph to: A Data Type defines the set of valid values that can be used for a particular Basic Core Component Property or Basic Business Information Entity Property.  Data Types are based on their underlying Core Component Type and can be either unqualified or qualified.  It is Qualified Data Types are defined by specifying restrictions on the Core Component TypeData Type from which the Data Typeit is derived. Data Types can not contain additional supplementary components. Figure 6-1 describes the Data Type and shows relationships to the Core Component Type. Added rule [Dxx]  A Data Type shall only include supplementary components from its parent Core Component Type.


			150			1592			Data Types			Add the following rules (1) The CCTS:DT must have the Content Component and may not have all Supplementary Components of the CCTS:CCT as its attributes (2) Each of the Supplementary Components of the CCTS:DT must be a Supplementary Component of the CCTS:CCT the CCTS:DT is derived from (3) The values of the Content Component and of any Supplementary Component may  be restricted by means of facets (4) The definition of the CCTS:DT must fall within the definition of the CCTS:CCT; the definition may be more restrictive (5) One or more restrictions (on the definition or on one of the values of the Content Component or of any Supplementary Component) must have been defined (6) The occurrence of the Content Component is mandatory ([1..1]), the occurrence of each of the Supplementary Components may be optional ([0..1]), mandatory ([1..1]) or not allowed ([0..0]), but must not be repeatable. (7) The Object Class Term of the Dictionary Entry Name of the CCTS:DT is the same as that of a secondary representation term of the CCTS:CCT. (8) TBG17 provides the list of approved unqualified CCTS:DT with a CCTS:CCT secondary representation term as its Object Class Term.			An unqualified CCTS:DT that has as its Object Class Term one of the Secondary Representation Terms of the CCTS:CCT it is derived from, must have a more restricted definition than that of the CCTS:CCT, must have restrictive facets defined on it’s Content Component and/or one or more of its Supplementary Components, or both. Such CCT:DT may also exclude one or more of the Supplementary Component of the CCTS:CCT, which is equivalent of defining a facet, only allowing the null value of such Supplementary Component. The Object Class Term of a qualified CCTS:DT consists of the Object Class Term of an unqualified Data Type and one or more Qualifier Terms. If the Object Class Term contains only one Qualifier Term, the definition and/or values of the Content Component and of any Supplementary Component of the unqualified CCTS:DT must be restricted or further restricted. If the Object Class Term contains multiple qualifiers, a qualified CCTS:DT must exist with the same Object Class Term, but without the first qualifier. The definition and/or values of the Content Component and of any Supplementary Component of the latter qualified CCTS:DT must be further restricted. In other words, a qualified ccts:DT may further qualify an already qualified ccts:DT and must then specify additional restrictions on that qualified CCTS:DT. Qualified CCTS:DT are UML:Classes in the CCTS metamodel. They do not appear in CCTS compliant Class Diagrams that represent business information models. They are the basis for the data typing in such Class Diagrams. The UML:Classes in the CCTS metamodel that represent qualified CCTS:DT are associated with UML:Classes in the CCTS metamodel that represent other unqualified or qualified CCTS:DT. This association is stereotyped as “TBG17:Specialisation”.			Fred Von Blumenstein			4			X			E			We discussed this in detail.  We made changes where appropriate consistent with related data type decisions.			appropriate changes made.


			151			1592			Information Entity			Clarify			what is an "information entity"?			Mark Crawford			1			X			E			Agreed.  We found the following definition of representation term in the latest version of ISO 11179 - the form of the set of valid values for a data element or value domain.			Change made


			152			1596 - 1664			Definition of Data Types			Two possibilities for defining the names are:

a) use the actual names of the BBIEs to produce, say, "Buyer Product Type_ Code. Type" or 
b) add the restriction information to the Data Type name to produce, say, "3Characters_ Code. Type". This second possibility is inappropriate since it includes non-semantic information.

The problem is compounded with identifier schemes and code lists. For example, there may be various versions of "International Classification of Disease". Different versions have different code lists. Normally we define the different versions using specific supplementary components (such as Code List. Version. Identifier) but the code lists will be enumerations and the enumerations are restrictions of Data Types. That means we have to define for every code list or identifier scheme a new Data Type. If so, what will be the naming convention for these Data Types?. Should we put all supplementary information which is necessary for the distinction into the Data Type name? For example: "ICD_ V10_ Disease Classification_ Code. Type". This would not be a very efficient way to name a Data Type and it also makes the use of supplementary components needless.

We believe that the use of data types should be for semantic reasons, that is, the variations reflect different semantic uses of the data.  This would not typically involve formatting differences – whether a product code is 5 or 3 charcters does not affect it being a product code.  However  a 3 digit harmonized product code is semantically different from a 7 digit harmonized produce code becuase it reflect a higher aggregation or coarser definitions of the product.  That is, a code of 170 for 'wooden products' is semantically different from a code of '1702345' for 'wooden toy rocking horse'.  In such a case we could use two different restrictions as data types.			It is not clear how a Data Type is to be defined. Every BCC or BBIE could be described with different characteristics and restrictions. 

For example, "Buyer_ Product. Type. Code" has a fixed length of 3 characters and the "Seller_ Product. Type. Code" has a variable length with a minimum of 2 characters and a maximum length of 5 characters. Is it now necessary to define a separate "Data Type" for each of these two BBIEs? What should the names of such Data Types be?			UBL			4			X			E			Agree in part.  Do not agree with any non-semantic qualifiers for data types.  Added example to related new rule			change made


			153			1609			Type, and is enhanced by Quali			Type, and is maybe enhanced by Quali			this is to make sure that a data type qualifier is not considered by users as mandatory			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			E			Agree			Change made


			154			1614			[D9] The Dictionary Entry Name shall be extracted from the Data Type definition.			None specified			part of a general rule including the CC and BIE’s. Is this really applicable to data types?			Open Exchange			1			X			E			Overlap recognized but accepted for clarity by original spec			No change.


			155			1615			[D10] The Dictionary Entry Name shall be concise and shall not contain consecutive redundant words.			None specified			part of a general rule including the CC and BIE’s.			Open Exchange			1			X			E			Overlap recognized but accepted for clarity by original spec			No change


			156			1617			[D11] The Dictionary Entry Name shall not use non-letter characters unless required by language rules.			None specified			part of a general rule including the CC and BIE’s.			Open Exchange			1			X			E			Overlap recognized but accepted for clarity by original spec			No change


			157			1620			[D12] The Dictionary Entry Name shall only contain verbs, nouns and adjectives (i.e. no words like and, of, the, etc.). This rule shall be applied to the English Language, and may be applied to other languages as appropriate.			None specified			part of a general rule including the CC and BIE’s.			Open Exchange			1			X			E			Overlap recognized but accepted for clarity by original spec			No change


			158			1624			[D13] Abbreviations and acronyms that are part of the Dictionary Entry Name shall be expanded or explained in the definition.			None specified			part of a general rule including the CC and BIE’s.			Open Exchange			1			X			E			Overlap recognized but accepted for clarity by original spec			No change


			159			1626			[D14] The Dictionary Entry Name of a Data Type shall consist of a Representation Term—preceded by Qualifier Term(s) as necessary —			None specified			same remark as in BIE and CC definitions.			Open Exchange			1			X			E			Overlap recognized but accepted for clarity by original spec			no change


			160			1626			Qualifiers			Need consistency in use of multiple qualifiers for Data types.			Clarity			Mark Crawford			3			Y			E			Need to decide which is correct - the model or the rule


			161			1636			one of the primary or secondary terms			one of the primary terms			delete the words as shown and change the following note, specifying that secondarys rep terms shall be used as qualifiers. The whole confusion could be solved by publishing a list of approved unqualified Data types. This would make life easier... IF there will be no agreement with this proposal, then I'd like to ask for such a list... the number of possible variants is not so big.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			Y			B			Need to address this along with the resolution of unqualified datatypes and primary/secondary representation terms


			162			1645						A property term is a unique attribute representing distinguishing characteristics about an object class across multiple business contexts.  The attribute shall occur naturally in the definition and maintain its semantic meaning and datatyping across objects.  It should not simply be a reiteration of the representation term which describes the value domain.			The wording is not exactly correct, but the concept is this:  There is a fundamental difference between properties of objects and value domains (representation term) of objects.  For example, if the property is some sort of indication, then it needs to state exactly that and not just mimic the representation (value domain) of indicator.  for example: An approval indication has a value domain of indicator. The property is approval indication.			Mark Crawford			4			Y			E


			163			1645						If the Representation term is “Identifier” then the Property term must be “Identification”.  If an additional term is common enough across multiple business contexts, it can form a multi-word Property term with Identification.
Example:  Organization. Tax Identification. Identifier			The wording is not exactly correct, but the concept is this:  There is a fundamental difference between properties of objects and value domains (representation term) of objects.  For example, if the property is some sort of indication, then it needs to state exactly that and not just mimic the representation (value domain) of indicator.  for example: An approval indication has a value domain of indicator. The property is approval indication.			Mark Crawford			4			Y			E


			164			1645 - 1664			Clarification of the use of Data Type qualifiers in a BCC and BBIE			If we have to define a new Data Type for every specific physical characteristic of a BCC or BBIE (like length, regular patterns etc.), the names of these Data Types will become longer and will include many more qualifiers. How are we to use these qualifiers in the names of BCCs and BBIEs? Do we represent each qualifier term as part of the object class term, property term, their qualifiers and the representation term of each BCC/BBIE? Can the name of a Data Type be different as a BCC/BBIE dictionary entry name? If the names are different, a type awareness is always necessary since we have to know on which Data Type every BCC/BBIE will be based.			It is nor very clear, how we can use the Qualifiers of Data Types in the specific BCCs or BBIEs. The best explanation can be seen from the following examples:
Name_ Text. Type
Picture_ Binary Object. Type
Country_ Code. Type
Language_ Code. Type

According to the rules of the CCTS V1.9, the qualifiers of the two Data Types "Name_ Text. Type" and "Picture_ Binary Object. Type" will be used for the representation term of a BCC or BBIE like this: 
Person. Surname. Name
Person. Passport. Picture

But how about the qualifiers "Country_ Code. Type" and "Language_ Code. Type"? Can we use these qualifiers for the property terms of each BCC or BBIE or will they just be qualified representation terms?			UBL			5			Y			E


			165			1655 and 1658						remove the rule and the example			. There are exactly two rep terms (Binary object and dateTime). 'the specific use' is a semantic decision of a user and not determinable. No tool will implement this a processable rule. With the current practice of the TBG Library this becomes obsolete, too. Further: CCTS is inconsistent: there is a finite list of approved rep terms, but one (ONE!) primary term (=datetime) can become date or time - what exctly the secondary's are. Then the question comes up, what the purpose of the secondaries is.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			Y			E


			166			1655			[C33] When a Representation Term contains more than one word, and the specific use of the Representation Term requires only one word, the other word(s) in the Representation Term may be dropped.			Omit this rule.			mechanism is covered by data typing, rule is to be omitted. In contradiction with rule C23.			Open Exchange			4			Y			E


			167			1665 & 1687			Catalogue of Core Components and Catalogue of Business Information Entities			Remove			Not true, not usable, and confusing.  Section 7 provides registry information.			Mark Crawford			1			X			A						Agree


			168			1677						remove the whole note: there is no '*' in the example table, the note refers to. (or change the table)						TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			A						Superceeded by resolution to comment 167.


			169			1770			[C34] When describing a specific Business Context, a value or set of values shall be assigned to each of the approved Context Categories in order to describe the business situation in an unambiguous and formal way.			None specified			Followed, but on Use Case level. Value domains though were not clear or applicable. See subsequent rules.			Open Exchange			1			X			F						Noted.  No change requested or made.


			170			1789			[C38] When Business Process extensions are used, they shall include full information for each value sufficient to unambiguously identify which extension is providing the value used.			None specified			Business process extension is not defined.			Open Exchange			4			X			F			No recommended change,  If you have additional details or specific recommendations, we would welcome them.			No change made.


			171			1797			[C39] A single value or set of values may be used in a Product Classification Context.			None specified			We used the term “UN-SPSC 80111600”			Open Exchange			4			X			F			We need to think about providing specific formats for context values			No change made.


			172			1836			[C47] Geopolitical Context may associate one or more values with any business message or component.			None specified			messages are out of the scope of the spec.			Open Exchange			4			X			F			may want to delete reference to "message"			deleted "business message or"


			173			1838			[C48] Geopolitical Context shall employ the following hierarchical structure:			None specified			Is economic region always within a continent, or can it be continent overlapping (e.g. Australasia)?			Open Exchange			4			X			F			Recommend looking at world bank for country hierarchies.  (i.e. Economic Region - Continent - Economic Region). 9/21 - After more discussion, we decided that there was no single authoritative source for a hierarchy.  We instead now only require the use of the listed values without specifying a hierarchy.			removed hiearchy label


			174			1844			[C49] At any level of the Context hierarchy, a value may be a single value, a named aggregate, or cross-border value.			None specified			is rule applicable for all contexts or for geo- political context only? Is cross border value different from aggregate?			Open Exchange			4			X			F			Add word "Geopolitical" before "context"			change made


			175			1846			[C50] Geopolitical Context hierarchy values shall be structured as follows:			None specified			. Is duplicate of C49? Cross border violates the hierarchy.			Open Exchange			4			Y			F			Need to review rules for clarity and correctness. also need to determine how we can express Geopolitical contexts for both the buyer and seller in a single BIE.


			176			1864			[C51] Points in the Geopolitical Context hierarchy shall be specified by the use of the node value, or by the full or partial path.			None specified			what is node value?			Open Exchange			4			X			F			agree.  With removal of hiearchary, this now needs to reflect using single value, or multiple values.			change made


			177			1934			Context Constraints Language			Move to non-normative appendix			This section is incomplete since we stripped all XML out of it and is not workable on its own.  Recommend changing to syntax specific XML and moving to an appendix			Mark Crawford			4			X			G			This section is not mature.			Delete


			178			1934 - Section 6.2.4			Constraint Language			Remove present context. Replace with reference to OCL			The Constraint Language as defined is in conflict with the "Derivation by restriction" mechanism as defined by the rest of CCTS. It is not expected that a specificly for Core Components defined language will be implemented, as more widely adopted and more consistent constraint languages exist, like OCL. It would be more credible to publish an OCL subset for derivation of BIE's from CC's and context.			Fred van Blommestein			4			X			G			Agree with removing.  Will consider adding OCL in Version 3.0 if the TMG work on UML profile for core components			Remove 6.2.4


			179			1947			[C63] The Core Components Context Constraints Language shall be used to describe the constraints being applied to Core Components to develop Business Information Entities.			Propose to change Shall into Should.			According to this rule the use of the Constraint Language is mandatory when specifying BIE’s. We see this as not feasible.			Open Exchange			4			X			G


			180			1954			[C64] Assembly shall be the top-level construct in any set of Assembly Rules.			Rule should be omitted.			Message assembly is outside the scope of the spec.			Open Exchange			4			X			G						Section Deleted


			181			1973			[C66] A Business Information Entity created with MinOccurs = 1 and MaxOccurs = 1 shall be specified in the resulting semantic model as occurring only once.			Rule could be omitted.			Many other interpretation rules of cardinality notations are thinkable.			Open Exchange			4			X			G						Section Deleted


			182			1975			[C67] An Assembly may contain more than one assembled top-level semantic model.			None specified			Outside scope of spec.			Open Exchange			4			X			G						Section Deleted


			183			1979			[C68] The Apply Attribute of the ContextRules construct type shall be used for determining the behavior of rules that use hierarchical values.			Change rules into Context Rules.						Open Exchange			4			X			G						Section Deleted


			184			1999			[C73] Semantic models and document definitions produced through the application of Assembly and Context Rules must contain the metadata about the rules and Context that produced them.			None specified			Document definitions are outside the scope.			Open Exchange			4			X			G						Section Deleted


			185			2011			Section 7			Rework to align with latest versions of ISO 11179-3, ebXML RIM and ebXML RS.			Harmonization			Mark Crawford			5			Z			J			Make sure we use the right titles for these specs.  This also means that in some cases we are working with the 11179 and ebXML Registry folks to incorporate our requirements into their specs.


			186			2011			Section 7			Change the registry classes to be all inclusive rather than referential			Users are confused as to what are the total storage requirements for each registry class since for many of them they refer to the storage requirements of other classes rather than providing specific detail.			Mark Crawford			1			X			J			May possibly be handled by a note after applicable rules rather than restating the rules ad naseum.  Could also create a table.			Editor to develop draft paragraph for inclusion in the spec that explains the nature of the inheritence of the storage rules.


			187			2011 - Chapter 7			Section 7			Add definition of the business processes required for the management of CCTS Library Objects and their maintenance including version control etc. and then the semantic definition of the correlation and meaning of the defined metadata has also to be provided OR remove the incomplete relevant parts of the present storage section. e.g. if versioning defines that a user can use CC structures with different version numbers then this has a large knock-on effect in syntax realisation (will affect XML ATG2 NDRs and the schema production rules).			The storage section defines the storage of the meta data without any consideration of the use of them i.e. These storage requirements do not include support for maintenance, adminstration or versioning etc. The UN/CEFACT approach is always to start with a modelling of the business processes. Therefore we need to develop a business process model for the managemnt of Library Objects and the storage section should be rewritten afterwards to reflect the resulting requirements so defined.			Michael Dill			6			Z			J			We agree that versioning needs to be addressed.  However, management of the registy is the responsibility of implementers in whatever fashion they desire and completely outside the scope of this specification.  For example, in UN/CEFACT, this would be the responsibility of the librarians (ICG).


			188			2027 - Figure 7-1			Supplementary Component Restriction			Add:
Expression Type (0..1)			This is needed and consistent with Content Component Restriction			Fred van Blommestein			5			Y			J			Neither the model or the rules currently support expression types for supplementary components.  Need to determine if this is required.


			189			2027 - Figure 7-1			Supplementary Components Cardinality			Change from [1..*] to [0..*]
Also affects definition in 4.6.1, Figure 4-1, Rule S20,			No need why supplementary components are mandatory. Is confusing w.r.t. the use of supplementary components in relation to data types.			Fred van Blommestein			5			Y			J


			190			Section 7 and 8			Secondary representation terms			Remove the concept of secondary representation terms. 
Affects:
Rule D6, Rule D15, Rule S22, Table 8-3			Concept has been replaced by the Data Typing mechanism			Fred van Blommestein			7			Z			D			Handle this in conjunction with all related representation term comments


			191			2015									this section explicitly speaks about storage in UML. THEN all blank lines between UML classes in the diagram just say that there is any relationsship. All these cases need a detailled explanation of what the relationships are.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			2			X			J			Submitter is assigned responsibility for creating the UML diagrams. 9/21 - submitter declined.  We are redrawing this figure to better align with changed figures 6-1 and 6-2.			changed


			192			2027 Figure 7-1.						Clarify the relationships between the classes Data Type, Core Component Type, Suplementary Component Restriction, Content Component Restriction, Content Component and Supplementary component			1. Normal people will consider it as a design error to see the Name of a supplementary Component twice, which means data redundancy and which is a potential problem to align these. If this has to be done as it is done in the figure, then a clarification is needed, why a redundancy is there or why it is not a redundancy. 2. A general clarification is needed as proposed in the comment for line 2185 and line 2202.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			2			X			J			Submitter is requested to define normal person :-) 9.21 - submitter is unable to define normal person as he has no expierience with any. Change in figure being accomplished with change to CCT addresses this issue.			figure is being changed.


			193			2030			S rules			Remove Definitions			many definitions and elaborations, that are stated elsewhere, are being repeated in the S-rules.			Open Exchange			1			X			J			Duplication is noted but was intentional for clarity in implementation			No action


			194			2237			S 37 does not exist			None specified						Open Exchange			1			X			J			Noted			No action taken.


			195			2039+2166+2231+2294			usage rule						Usage rules are a semantic issue and they are introduced by the back door of the storage section. They are important and they should be introduced and defined in the chapters re CC and Data Types. E.g. the concept of an Unique Identifier is defined in these chapters and not in the storage section.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			Y			J			Submitter is correct in that these are first introduced in the storage section.  However, there may not be any more appropriate place as we consider it out of scope define any rules regarding usage rules.  These are unique to individual registry class owners.  With respect to the issue of when the UID concept is introduced, we believe that entire section containing the UID in section 6 will be depricated in the next version.  The issue of usage rules will be addressed as part of the harmonization with existing registry specifications.


			196			2078									What does the cardinality of a BCC(ASCC mean: Is it a) how many BBIE/ASBIEs can be build basing on that BCC/ASCC or b) how many times this object may occur in an instance data stream?			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			J			The answer is a.   There is a typo at line 2079.			Editor to fix typo.


			197			2078 and 2351									What does the cardinality of a BBIE/ASBIE mean: Is it a) how many BBIE/ASBIE can be build basing on that BBIE/ASBIE or b) how many times this object may occur in an instance data stream.  Similar question for line 2351			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			J			The answer is b.  How many times a specific property may occur in a ACC or ABIE.			No change.


			198			2100			Stored Association Core Components			Flesh Out to better reflect all aspects of UML association metadata			Harmonization and usability			Mark Crawford			7			Y			J			Work in conjunction with all related questions re fundamental nature of associations


			199			2117			It can also form			change the wording			which other basis can a DEN of a Data Type have? Same question for secondaries...			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			J			Sentence is actually not necessary as this is a section about CCT, not DT.			Remove second sentence from both bullets.


			200			2127 - Rule S24			Possible Value (optional, repetitive): one possible value of a Supplementary Component.			Delete			Value restrictions are defined on Data Type level. If on CCT level they need to be defined in the CCTS itself.			Fred van Blommestein			5			Y			D			Supplementary component restrictions are reflected in the datatype, but are also included in the registration of the supporting supplementary component as a registry class.


			201			2144			Stored Content Components shall be stored as part of the stored Core Component Type to which they belong, i.e. they shall never exist independently of their owning Core Component Type.						Does the relationship between a Content Component and the CCT, to which the Content Component belongs, depend whether they are stored or not? If not, then ALL relationships, semantics, definitions, etc, which are NOT storage specific, should be removed from section 7 to the appropriate places within CCTS. And all dublicating of definitions etc. should be removed.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			Y			J			Submitter needs to clarify what exactly constitutes the "not storage specific" CCT constructs


			202			2169			Qualifier Term (Mandatory)			Qualifier Terms (Optional)			align with model			Mark Crawford			1			X			E			Need to differentiate between qualified and unqualified datatypes.  Need to also incorporate these differences in the model and appropriate places.			Editor to fix.


			203			2169			Qualifier Term (mandatory)			Qualifier Term (optional)			There can be both unqualified and qualified Data Types (if a user does not want to restrict anything); If there is another decision, then please change this throughout the whole document			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			E						Editor to fix


			204			2185			Primitive Type of the Content Component of the Core Component Type on which the Data Type is based			Add an example in order to clarify and give some explanations			A) the sentences expresses a cascade. It is important to clarify that 1. A Content Component does not exist as an independent object outside of a CCT. 2. A ContentComponentRestriction does not change the Primitive type of the ContentComponent and is not technically linked with this Primitive type. 3. there is no reuse OR a re-use of ContentComponentRestriction classes. B) A naming rule for CCR's is needed.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			J			1. A Content Component does not exist as an independent object outside of a CCT. - Rule S25 already clarifies this uniqueness issue. 2. A ContentComponentRestriction does not change the Primitive type of the ContentComponent and is not technically linked with this Primitive type. - we have added two specific rules in section 6 to address this. 3. there is no reuse OR a re-use of ContentComponentRestriction classes - a content component restriction is always associated to its data type as illustrated in Figure 7-1 in in rule S31. B) A naming rule for CCR's is needed - not necessary since these are already fixed in table 7-1.			changes made


			205			2189						the relationsship between a Format Restriction and a Primitive type should be expressed as a 'based on' relationship			table 7-1 states cleary that there is a relationship between a Format Restriction and a Primitive type. This is not expressed in the diagram (page 74) and should be described as a 'based on'. This is CCTS specific (at least it seems to me; maybe our UML experts will tell us that this is UML standard like) and is widely used in CCTS. It means to replace a primitive type by a restriction of this primitive type. The same situation we do have with the relacement of a Data Type by a more restrictive one, with the replacement of an BBIE by none to many more restrictive ones etc.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			3			X			J			We agree this is unclear.  We will add an association between restriction and primative type in the new data type figure in Section 6-2.  We also see that there is a problem with Rule S32 in that the Expression Type attribute is not clearly defined nor is a particular one recommended.  We will add this to known issues for version 3.			Editor to make change. Figures need to be updated to reflect new optional value for Rule S32.


			206			Rule S27			[S27] Data Types are a particular category of Registry Classes. As such, all stored Core Components shall include the following Attributes:			[S27] Data Types are a particular category of Registry Classes. As such, all stored Data Types shall include the following Attributes:			Typo			Fred van Blommestein			1			X			J						Editor to make change.


			207			2168 - Rule S28			Qualifier Term (mandatory):			Qualifier Term (optional, repetitive):			Data Type Qualifiers are not mandatory (see figure 7-3)			Fred van Blommestein			1			X			E			See comments line 2169			Editor to make change.


			208			Rule S28			Attributes of stored data types			Add: 
Business Term (optional, repetitive): A synonym term under which the Core Component is commonly known and used in a business. Business Terms may be expressed in any language. A Core Component may have several Business Terms or synonyms.			Many Data Types (e.g. Code systems used in some industry) are known under certain business terms.			Fred van Blommestein			4			X			E			This will also impact rules in section 6 for datatypes			Agreed.  Editor to add storage rule, and paragraph 6.1.4.3.6 similar to paragraph 6.1.4.2.5


			209			2190 - Rule S32			Stored Content Component Restrictions shall contain the following Attributes:			Stored Content Component Restrictions shall contain the following Attributes:
Data Type Content Component Name (mandatory): Name of the Content Component, consisting of the Dictionary Entry Name of the Core Component Type Content Component, preceded by the qualifiers that precede the Data Type Representation Term. Qualifiers are separated from each other and from the Data Type Representation Term by an underscore and a space.			Unlike all other stored artefacts Content Components and Supplementary Components of Data Types cannot be identified by their name. Such identification is necessary for storage of these artefacts in (e.g.) a spreadsheet and for referencing them in a harmonisation and implementation process.			Fred van Blommestein			4			Y			J			This appears to be in conflict with the practice throughout of reuse of storage components - in this case section 7.1.10.  Investigate.


			210			2189 - Table 7-1			Restrictions			Add for each primitive type:
Initial Value. Defines the initial or default value.			To relieve payload of containing fixed values and to avoid bilateral (non-standard) agreements between communication partners to define such fixed or initial values, enable storage of initial values in the register. "Initial value" is a valid UML artefact.			Fred van Blommestein			4			Y			J			Not sure why this is different than content component restrictions.


			211			2205 - Rule S34			Stored Supplementary Component Restrictions shall contain the following Attributes:
• Supplementary Component Name (mandatory): Identifies the Supplementary Component on which the restriction applies.			Stored Supplementary Component Restrictions shall contain the following Attributes:
• Data Type Supplementary Component Name (mandatory): Identifies the Supplementary Component on which the restriction applies.The name consists of the Dictionary Entry Name of the Core Component Type Supplementary Component, preceded by the qualifiers that precede the Data Type Representation Term. Qualifiers are separated from each other and from the Data Type Representation Term by an underscore and a space.			See Reason with change on Rule S32			Fred van Blommestein			4			Y			J			This appears to be in conflict with the practice throughout of reuse of storage components - in this case section 7.1.10.  Investigate.  Coordinate response with issue for rule S32.


			212			2202			Stored Supplementary Component Restrictions shall			Add an example in order to clarify and give some explanations; add the same restriction possibilities as for the content components or clarify that users are defintely not allowed to restricts other than by enumeration			the sentences expresses a cascade. 1. It is important to clarify that  a Suppl. Content Component does not exist as an independent object outside of a CCT, even if this means that a number of them are defined several times, e.g. language. 2. A naming rule SCR's is needed. 3. I tink that users want to define restrictions for these SCRs.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			J			1. It is important to clarify that  a Suppl. Content Component does not exist as an independent object outside of a CCT, even if this means that a number of them are defined several times, e.g. language. - this is not necessary since these are already predefined in Tables 8-1 and 8-2.  2.  A naming rule SCR's is needed. - we disagree since these are predefined 3. I think that users want to define restrictions for these SCRs. - we agree and will provide a pointer to Table 7-1.			Rule changed.


			213			2282			Stored Aggregate Business			Stored Business			typo, I assume			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			J						editor to fix


			214			2282			Stored Aggregate Business Information Entities			Stored Business Information Entities			Typo			Mark Crawford			1			X			J						editor to fix


			215			2282			Stored Aggregate Business Information Entities			Stored Business Information Entity			Editorial change			UBL			1			X			J						editor to fix


			216			2311 - Rule S48			[S48] Stored Business Information Entities shall include the following Attributes:			Add:
Validation Rule. A formal phrase, preferably in a formal language (like OCL), that defines when the combined content of the BIE attributes is regarded valid.			Validation rules are crucial when defining business information. Not supporting them in CCTS forces users to agree bilaterally on (non automatically processable)  implementation guidelines. The UML artefact "Invariant" was defined for this purpose.			Fred van Blommestein			4			X			J			We agree a default is required.			Add following to end of rule - OMG OCL shall be used whenever possible.


			217			2319			·        Example (optional, repetitive): Example of a possible value of a Business Information Entity						I do want to see an example of this for ABIE and ASBIE; IMO this will work for BBIE only; please remove this here or specify that this is just for BBIE			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			J			This works for values as well.  A string of the contents of an ABIE or ASBIE could be provided, or a structured set of values representing one instance of an ABIE or ASBIE is also possible.			No change


			218			2332			Qualifier Term (mandatory)			Qualifier Term (optional)			There can be both unqualified and qualified ABIEs (if a user does not want to restrict anything); If there is another decision, then please change this throughout the whole document. Also figure 7-3 says that a qualifier is optional			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			J			Agree			Change Made


			219			2370			Stored Association Core Component Properties			Stored Business Information Entity Properties			Typo			Mark Crawford			1			X			J			Agree			Editor to make change.


			220			2370			Stored Association Core Component Properties						Editorial change			UBL			1			X			J			Agree			Editor to make change.


			221			2394			Metadata			Align with ISO 11179-3 and Dublin Core			Harmonization			Mark Crawford			4			Y			J			There may be some aspects of 11179 and ebRIM that we don't agree with.


			222			2403			Fig 7-4 relationship between Registry Class and Status Information			change the cardinalitity from 1..* to 1..1			Within ONE version of a registry class, there should be just one Status information, i.e. the latest one. The record of status changes is given by the 'Change history'. Otherwise a mapping between the History of Status information and Change history would be needed, which seems to be over engineered			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			Y			J


			223			2420			·        Descriptive Information: additional descriptive information about a Registry Class, giving further clarification about its meaning.						If this means any information, which is specific for the technical storage of a Regsitry Class, then this should be written in the definition of the descriptive Information. If the information that is meant, relates to the objects (CC, DT, BIE etc), then this type of information belongs to other sections of CCTS and has to be removed from this section. In that case, an additional Property/Attribut has to be defined there as different from the definition and has to be added to the appropriate sections. It should not happen that additional types of semantic information appear by the back door of MetaDataStorage, publication layouts, interface definitions, registry definitions etc.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			Y			J


			224			2435			Stored Registry Classes may include one or more Usage Rules, describing how and/or when to use the Registry Class.			1.Stored Registry Classes may include one or more Usage Rules. 2. Move this to where CC and their properties are defined			the purpose has to be described, where the concept of usage rules will be defined; avoid redundencies			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			J			This rule relates to metadata usage rules for the item as a registry class, not as an individual component as part of a component model.  Add word "registry class" in front of usage rule, and add following sentence after rule: Usage rules are related to usage of the registry class as part of the registry, rather than usage of the artefact within a model.			change made


			225			2462			Reference (optional, repetitive):			Reference (optional):			There are pro and cons. Finally the TBG17 Library refers to ONE master document only, where references to other documents can be made, and where specific comments can be stored.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			Y			J


			226			2464			Comment (optional, repetitive):			Comment (optional):			As there is no length limitation of ONE comment, there is no need for repetition for that purpose. As comments have to be stored within the lifecycle status change history, this comment should be the latest comment only. Thus it should not be repetitive - otherwise there would be (more) data redundancy between the history records and the comment in question.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			Y			J


			227			to be added						Last Reference change date			This date gives an information when the last change of the referred document, incl. further referred documents, was. This is very helpful for the maintenance process, because it allows to know immediately whether new changes have been made.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			Y			J


			228			2520			7.5.3.3 Association Information			delete this section			With regards to CC, DataTypes and BIE these information starting line 2520 have to be described, where CC, Data Types etc are described and this section could be deleted; second: it uses terms like Association Desciption, which do not appear anywhere else in other sections. It uses terms like Association type and it's instances, which are alreeady expressed in ABIE, BIE, CC etc. and which are not CCTS aligned. CCTS does not use these UML terms, and a CCTS association should not be expressed in examples ('e.g.'). If somebody feels that UML association types are appropriate, then this should be done for each CCTS association by giving exactly the appropriate UML type.  At the end, the admin information Start Date etc. are already available in the other parts of the metadata section. Even the explicite 'End Date'  is an expression of another concept, the 7.5.22 Status Information, and therefore in contradiction with this. The section 7.5.3.3 should be deleted.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			J			Although this information is needed, it is mislabeled.  We are changing the section to Registry Class Usage Data, and eliminating certain components.			Change made to text.  Change needs to be made to Figure 7-4.


			229			2544 (Table 8-1)			Amount. Type			this would be a CurrencyMeasure expressed using MeasureFn in the second argument being a RealNumber with the first argument being an instance UnitOfMeasure and subclass of CurrencyMeasure . The resulting CurrencyMeasure can be related to a thing with the relation  monetaryValue			C - Too many concepts are folded in to this one term.			Ontology Forum			7			Z			D


			230			2544 (Table 8-1)			Code. Type						B - We have some confusion about types - Is it a pointer or an abbreviation? - Is it an implementation detail or does the item have inherent semantics? - How is a code different from an identifier?			Ontology Forum			1			X			D			B - We have some confusion about types - Is it a pointer or an abbreviation?[ Type is used as an identification] - Is it an implementation detail or does the item have inherent semantics? [yes to the extent that the word type has inherent semantics]  - How is a code different from an identifier? [There exists several white papers on this]			No action required or taken.


			231			2544 (Table 8-1)			Date Time. Type						B - Clear mapping, but formalization doesn't resolve all problems (SUMO has more detail)			Ontology Forum			1			X			D			No recommended change,  If you have additional details or specific recommendations, we would welcome them.			No action requested or taken.


			232			2544 (Table 8-1)			Identifier. Type						C - If this is meant to be a universally-unique identifier (UUID) then rate an "A"			Ontology Forum			1			X			D			No recommended change,  If you have additional details or specific recommendations, we would welcome them.			No action requested or taken.


			233			2544 (Table 8-1)			Measure. Type			MeasureFn , if the value is not directly time dependent, such as Watt (Joule per second). If not a time-dependent quantity, the MeasureFn would have in the second argument being a RealNumber with the first argument being an instance UnitOfMeasure. The resulting ConstantQuantity can be related to a thing with the relation measure , which can also serve to relate a ConstantQuantity to a thing.			C - Too many concepts are folded in to this one term.			Ontology Forum			7			Z			D


			234			2544 (Table 8-1)			Quantity. Type			MeasureFn , if the value is not directly time dependent, such as Watt (Joule per second). If not a time-dependent quantity, the MeasureFn would have in the second argument being a RealNumber with the first argument being an instance UnitOfMeasure. The resulting ConstantQuantity can be related to a thing with the relation			C - Too many concepts are folded in to this one term.			Ontology Forum			7			Z			D


			235			2544 (Table 8-1)			Text. Type						B+ - Too much ambiguity in definition			Ontology Forum			1			X			D			Please provide alternative text.			No action taken.


			236			2544 (Table 8.1)			Clear distinction between Identifier and Codes			Mike Adcock made a very good suggestion to UBL for the clear and unambiguous definition of code and identifier. The definitions are:

Code. Type – It is character string (letters, figures or symbols). It can be used for all elements that should enable coded value representation in the communication between partners or systems, in place of texts, methods, or characteristics. The list of codes should be relatively stable and should not be subject to frequent alterations (for example, Country Code, Language Code, ...). Codelists should have versions.

Two examples of codes would be:
o Ones from a publicly available code list maintained by an agency generally significant on a world scale, such as ISO, UN, WTO, WCO etc. 
o Ones from a community-based and -maintained code list, the community being as small or as large as is necessary for the purpose. Such a list is kept within the community, and the codes could be mis-interpreted outside the community if its source is not known.

Examples are:
o „Country. Identification. Code“ instead of the „Country. Identification. Identifier“
o „Currency. Identification. Code“ instead of the „Currency. Identificaiton. Identifier“
o „Language. Identification. Code“ instead of the „Language. Identification. Identifier“
o „Reason. Type. Code“ instead of a string of words
o „Location. Identification. Code“ instead of the name of a place and its country
o „Commodity. Identification. Code“ instead of a description which most probably would have 'including' and 'excluding' phrases

Identifier. Type – A character string to identify and distinguish uniquely, one instance of an logical or real object in an identification scheme from all other objects in the same scheme together with relevant supplementary information. Instead of being ‘restricted’, the number of forms should constantly increase (for example, as for Product Identification, Order Identification,...). New Identifiers are always being added and the list of identifiers cannot be versioned.

In some cases it may be that it is not possible to distinguish between "Identifier" and "Code" for coded values. This is particularly applicable if an object is identified uniquely using a coded value and this coded value also replaces a longer text. For example, this includes the coded values for "Country", "Currency", "Organization", "Region" and so on. If the list of coded values proves to be consistent, then the"Code. Type" can be used for the individual coded values.

Examples:
o “Person. Identification. Identifier” is an identification given or taken by a person, such as ther name, social security number, etc
o “Item. Identification. Identifier” is an identification given to an article, an item, a product distinguishing these down to the level of detail that it is a particular make/model of car, of a window, can of beans etc. And here is a subtlety. Often this identification was called a 'product code' or "product number'. We need to keep these as synonyms but keep to the preferred term 'item identifier' to avoid misinterpretation.  This is an example of an identifier that identifies a set of things.
o “Serial. Number. Identifier”  The unique identification given to a single instance of an article, item, product etc. This allows the unique identification of one particular car or part of a car, such as a chassis number, engine number etc. As can be seen from the example, this is often known as 'a number' although it may actually comprise letters and symbols as well as numeric characters. This is an example of an identifier that identifies a unique instance of something within a set of things. For example one specific window of a particular design and construction.
o “Bank. Account. Identifier” The unique identification of a single account at a bank. Again, this is commonly known as an Account No. although it may actually comprise letters and symbols as well as numeric characters.			The distinction in the definition of "Code. Type" and "Identifier. Type" is not clear enough. 

The current definition of "Identifier. Type" is: "A character string to identify and distinguish uniquely, one instance of an object in an identification scheme from all other objects in the same scheme together with relevant supplementary information."

The current definition of "Code. Type" is: "A character string (letters, figures or symbols) that for brevity and/or language independence may be used to represent or replace a definitive value or text of an attribute together with relevant supplementary information. Should not be used if the character string identifies an instance of an object class or an object in the real world, in which case the Identifier. Type should be used."

This definitions have the following problems:
o "code" is, according to some dictionaries, normally a synonym of "identifier". 
o Everything could be an object. Must then everything be identified with an identifier?			UBL			7			Y			D


			237			2544 (Table 8.1)			New Supplementary Components			a) In the case of Code. Types
The supplementary code "Code List. Agency. Identifier" represents the unique identifier from  the responsible agency of the specific code list. This identifier comes from the code list of the UN/CEFACT data element 3055. This code list does not have all agencies from every code list included within it. 

The problem identified by UBL is, how can we fully distinguish any code list and make this interoperable without any mutual trading partner agreements being in place beforehand? The current supplementary components "Code List. Agency. Name" and "Code List. Uniform Resource. Identifier" are not sufficient because a) the names in "Code List. Agency. Name" are free text and require a manual agreement between the exchanging parties and b) the "Code List. Uniform Resource. Identifiers" are not very stable nor can they always be defined as an invokable URI. Therefore it makes sense to represent the responsible agency by other unique and international code lists or identifier schemes, like the DUNS number. 

To doing this, two further supplementary components are necessary:
o Code List. Agency. Scheme. Identifier– Identifies the ID schema that represents the context for identifying the agency. Note: This attribute is necessary, if the value in Code List. Agency. Identifier is not based on UN/CEFACT data element 3055.
o Code List. Agency Scheme Agency. Identifier– Identifies the agency that listAgencySchemeID manages. This attribute can only contain values from DE 3055 (excluding roles). 
Note: This attribute is necessary, if the value in Code List. Agency. Identifier is not based on UN/CEFACT data element 3055.

The following examples illustrate the precise distinction of code lists by utilising these proposed extra supplementary components:

a.) Standardized codes whose code lists are managed by an agency from the code list DE 3055.
Code Standard
Code List. Identifier Code list for standard code
Code List. Version. Identifier  Code list version
Code List. Agency. Identifier Agency from DE 3055 (excluding roles)
Code List. Agency Scheme. Identifier -
Code List. Agency Scheme Agency. Identifier -

b.) Proprietary codes whose code lists are managed by an agency that is identified by using a standard.
Code Proprietary
Code List. Identifier Code list for the propriety code
Code List. Version. Identifier  Version of the code list
Code List. Agency. Identifier Standardized ID for the agency (normally the company that manages the code list)
Code List. Agency Scheme. Identifier ID schema for the schemeAgencyId
Code List. Agency Scheme Agency. Identifier Agency DE 3055 that manages the standardized ID ‘listAgencyId’

c.) Proprietary codes whose code lists are managed by an agency that is identified without the use of a standard.
Code Proprietary
Code List. Identifier Code list for the proprietary code
Code List. Version. Identifier  Code list version
Code List. Agency. Identifier Standardized ID for the agency (normally the company that manages the code list)
Code List. Agency Scheme. Identifier ID schema for the schemeAgencyId
Code List. Agency Scheme Agency. Identifier ‘ZZZ’ (mutually defined from DE 3055)

d.) Proprietary codes whose code lists are managed by an agency that is specified by using a role or that is not specified at all. 
The role is specified as a prefix in the tag name. listID and listVersionID can optionally be used as attributes if there is more than one code list. If there is only one code list, no attributes are required.

Code Proprietary
Code List. Identifier ID schema for the proprietary identifier
Code List. Version. Identifier  ID schema version
Code List. Agency. Identifier -
Code List. Agency Scheme. Identifier -
Code List. Agency Scheme Agency. Identifier -

 b) In the case of Identifier. Types
The supplementary code "Identification Scheme. Agency. Identifier" represents the unique identifier from the responsible agency of the specific identification scheme of the identifiers. This identifier comes from the code list of the UN/CEFACT data element 3055. This code list does not have all agencies from every Identification Scheme in it. 

The problem is now, how we can distinguish a identification scheme and makes this interoperable without any manual agreements beforehand. The current supplementary components "Identification Scheme. Agency. Name" and "Identification Scheme. Uniform Resource. Identifier" are insufficient because the names in "Identification Scheme. Agency. Name" are free text and need a manual agreement between the exchanging parties and "Identification Scheme. Uniform Resource. Identifier" are not very stable nor can they always be defined as an invokable URI. Therefore it makes sense to represent the responsible agency by other unique and international code lists or identifier schemes, like the DUNS number. 

To doing this, two further supplementary components are necessary:
o Identification Scheme. Agency.Scheme. Identifier – Identifies the ID schema that represents the context for identifying the agency. Note: This attribute is necessary, if the value in Identification Scheme. Agency. Identifier is not based on UN/CEFACT data element 3055.
o Identification Scheme. Agency Scheme Agency. Identifier – Identifies the agency that listAgencySchemeID manages. This attribute can only contain values from DE 3055 (excluding roles). 
Note: This attribute is necessary, if the value in Identification Scheme. Agency. Identifier is not based on UN/CEFACT data element 3055.

The following examples illustrates the precise distinction of Identification Schemes by using these proposed extra supplementary components:

a.) Standardized Identifiers whose ID schema is managed by an agency from code list DE 3055.
Identifier Standard
Identification Scheme. Identifier ID schema for the standard identifier 
Identification Scheme. Version. Identifier ID schema version 
Identification Scheme. Agency. Identifier Agency from DE 3055 (excluding roles)
Identification Scheme. Agency Scheme. Identifier -
Identification Scheme. Agency Scheme Agency. Identifier -

b.) Proprietary identifier whose ID schema is managed by an agency that is identified using a standard.
Identifier Proprietary
Identification Scheme. Identifier ID schema for the proprietary identifier
Identification Scheme. Version. Identifier ID schema version 
Identification Scheme. Agency. Identifier Standardized ID for the agency (generally the company that manages the proprietary identifier)
Identification Scheme. Agency Scheme. Identifier ID schema for the schemeAgencyId
Identification Scheme. Agency Scheme Agency. Identifier Agency from DE 3055 that manages the standardized ID ‘schemeAgencyId’

c.) Proprietary identifier whose ID schema is managed by an agency that is identified without using a standard.
Identifier Proprietary
Identification Scheme. Identifier ID schema for the proprietary identifier
Identification Scheme. Version. Identifier ID schema version
Identification Scheme. Agency. Identifier Standardized ID for the agency (generally the company that manages the proprietary identifier)
Identification Scheme. Agency Scheme. Identifier ID schema for the schemeAgencyId
Identification Scheme. Agency Scheme Agency. Identifier ‘ZZZ’ (mutually defined from DE 3055)

d.) Proprietary identifier whose ID schema is managed by an agency that is specified by a role or is not specified at all.
The role is specified as a prefix in the tag name. Optionally, schemeID and schemeVersionID can be used as attributes if more than one ID schema exists. If there is only one ID schema, then no attributes are required.
Identifier Proprietary
Identification Scheme. Identifier ID schema for the proprietary identifier
Identification Scheme. Version. Identifier ID schema version 
Identification Scheme. Agency. Identifier -
Identification Scheme. Agency Scheme. Identifier -
Identification Scheme. Agency Scheme Agency. Identifier -			"Code. Type" and "Identifier. Type" do not have enough supplementary components for the clear and unambigouos distinction of code lists and/or identifier schemes.			UBL			7			X			D			Agreed.  We made all code/identifier list supplementary components the same for all content components			Changes made


			238			2544 (Table 8.1)			New Core Component Types			a) Ratio. Type
„Ratio. Type“ is a value expressing the ratio per specified unit and a rate basis unit.

„Ratio. Type“ can be used to represent the value of a physical or quantitative dimension relative to a quantitative or measure unit, for example kilometers per hour, kilogram per meter, pieces per time, count per minute. This is especially necessary, if a code for a specific ration is not existing in the UN/ECE Recommendation #20 code list.

The content component of „Ratio. Type“ includes the rate value and will be represented in decimal.

“Ratio. Type” comprises the following supplementary components:
o Ratio. Unit. Code – The units of a rate are represented in accordance with UN/ECE Recommendation #20 – except of a ratio codes.
o Ratio. Basis Unit. Code – The basis unit of a rate are represented in accordance with UN/ECE Recommendation #20 – except of a ratio codes.
o Ratio Unit Code. List Version. Identifier The version of unit code list and basis unit code list. Note: The default version is the 2002 version of the set of Common Codes from UN/ECE Recommendation 20.

Examples are:
Vehicle. Maximum- Speed. Ratio
(exp. Vehicle. Maximum- Speed. Ratio
    Content= "20"
    Ratio. Unit. Code= "KM"
    Ratio. Basis Unit. Code= "MIN"

The Rate. Type can not be used for exchange or discount rates of monetary amounts because the unit codes represent only the physical (time, measure and quantity) codes. The rates for amounts must be created by the definition of ACCs or the use of the CCT "numeric".
 c) URI. Type 
"URI. Type" is a digital and unique address that is represented by the Unified Resource Identifier (URI) (compare IETF RFC 1738, IETF RFC 1808, IETF RFC 2396 and IETF RFC 2732).

"URI. Type" is a Core Component Type that could be used to represent global Data Types (GDTs) for e-mail addresses, Web pages, as well as documents or information found on Web pages. 

The content component of URI. Type is based on the convention of the URI scheme. The syntax of this scheme is specified in the recommendation IETF RFC 2396.  A URI comprises the schema (in other words, how a resource is to be accessed) followed by a colon and the schema-specific part. The schema-specific part is in each case only of importance to the service that is connected with the respective schema. A resource can have multiple URIs. On the one hand, reflection can mean that a resource can be physically located in multiple positions, and on the other can be accessed by using different protocols that are specified by the schema name. Example: A file can be referenced by http and ftp. 

URI. Type comprises the following supplementary components:
o URI. Language. Code – If the attachment is a document or text then the language of the attachment can be represented correspondingly IETF RFC 1766 or IETF RFC 3066.
o URI. Protocol. Identifier – If the URI schemas above are not sufficient to determine the protocol of the address, then an additional URI schema in accordance with the specifications of IETF RFC 2717 can be requested. It is also possible to define the corresponding protocol type by using the additional specifications in the "protocolID" attribute. The code from the code list UN/EDIFACT DE 3155 "Communication Address Code Qualifier" is used for this type of protocol:
o AB – SITA (Communications number assigned by Societe Internationale de Telecommunications Aeronautiques (SITA)).
o AD –  AT&T mailbox - AT&T mailbox identifier.
o AF –  U.S. Defense Switched Network - The switched telecommunications network of the United States Department of Defense.
o AN –  O.F.T.P. (ODETTE File Transfer Protocol) - ODETTE File Transfer Protocol.
o AO –  Uniform Resource Location (URL) - Identification of the Uniform Resource Location (URL) Synonym: World wide web address.
o EM – Electronic Mail . Exchange of Mail by electronic means (SMTP).
o EI – EDI transmission - Number identifying the service and service user.
o FT – FTAM - File transfer access method according to ISO.
o GM – GEIS (General Electric Information Service) mailbox - The communication number identifies a GEIS mailbox.
o IM – Internal mail - Internal mail address/number.
o SW – S.W.I.F.T. - Communications address assigned by Society for Worldwide Interbank Financial Telecommunications s.c.
o XF – X.400 address - The X.400 address.
o The code is missing for the following protocols (the respective code suggestions are to be submitted to the UN/CEFACT Forum for standardization purposes):
§ ms – Microsoft Mail (Example: MM)
§ ccmail – CC-Mail (Example: CC)
 a) Markup Language. Type
 "Markup Language. Type" is a core component type which could be used for the representation of values in other Markup Languages, which could be based on examples of different XML standards or EDI standards.

It is very useful to have a core component type for carrying specific kinds of information in other Markup Languages because some Markup Languages are the standard language for the expression of specific information. For example "MathML" http://www.w3.org/1999/07/REC-MathML-19990707/  is a very common language for the representation of mathematical formulas and "SVG" will be used for the representation of vector graphics. etc.

The content component of "Markup Language. Type" includes an instance based on a specific Markup Language.

Following supplementary components are necessary:
o Markup Language. Type. Code – Describes the format of the binary content if the format from "mimeCode" is ambiguous.
o Markup Language. Type. Name - The textual equivalent of the type code.
o Markup Language. Version. Identifier – Identifies the version of a Markup Language.
o Markup Language. Agency. Name – The name of the agency that manages this Markup Language.
o Markup Language. Agency. Identifier – Identifies the agency that manages this Markup Language. The default agencies used are those from DE 3055 but roles defined in DE 3055 cannot be used.
o Markup Language. Agency Scheme. Identifier – Identifies the ID schema that represents the context for identifying the agency. Note: This attribute is necessary, if the value in Markup Language. Agency. Identifier is not based on UN/CEFACT data element 3055.
o Markup Language. Agency Scheme Agency. Identifier – Identifies the agency that listAgencySchemeID manages. This attribute can only contain values from DE 3055 (excluding roles). Note: This attribute is necessary, if the value in Markup Language. Agency. Identifier is not based on UN/CEFACT data element 3055.
o Markup Language. MIME. Code – Identifies the type of medium (image, audio, video, application) of the Markup Language in accordance with the MIME type definition in IETF RFC 2046  or the MIME type recommendations based on it.
o Markup Language. Character Set. Code – Identifies the particular character record of text data of the Markup Language.
o Markup Language. Encoding. Code – Specifies the decoding algorithm of the Markup Language.
o Markup Language. Language. Identifier – The identifier of the language used in the corresponding instance of the Markup Language.
o Markup Language. Uniform Resource. Identifier – This identifier defines the Uniform Resource Identifier that identifies where the instance is located.
o Markup Language. Scheme Uniform Resource. Identifier – The identifier defines the Scheme Uniform Resource Identifier that identifies where the scheme of the specific Markup Language is located.			UBL has identified the requirement for the following additional CCTs:			UBL			7			X			D			We discussed this in great detail.  The general consensus of most of the group is that Rate appears to be more semantically correct and is better usage per OED.  Ratio is a more mathematical expression without extra information.  The minority position is that Ratio should be adopted, with the provisio that no supplementary components would be required.  This would fundamentally break the metamodel and is not acceptable to the group.  The final decision is to deny this request, but allow the submitter to come back with specific examples of how a ratio representation term and core data type would be fundamentally different than "Rate".			No change


			239			Table 8-1			No bullets in last column of PDF version			Add bullets			Readability			Fred van Blommestein			1			X			D			Other PDF readers appear to have no problem.			No action taken.


			240			Table 8-1			Identification Scheme Agency. Identifier			Identification Scheme. Agency. Identifier			Typo			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Part of supplementary component naming rules issue			Corrected


			241			Table 8-1			Measure. Type			Requirement: Add “Measure Format. Text” for specifying the primitive data type of Measure CCT.			There are some business needs to use the floating numeric value for the content of Measure CCT.			Hisanao Sugamata			4			X			D			This would be a fundamental change to the concept of measure.  User  can already add additional facets to a qualified measure datatype to define the measure as floating.			No change.


			242			Table 8-2			Date Time. Content			Change Primitive Type from "string" to "Date" or remove primitive type Date			Primitive type Date is now not used. If used should be replaced by Date Time.			Fred van Blommestein			4			X			D			String is best for Date Time due to various derivations.  We don't agree that we need to remove the primative date type facet restrictions from Table 7-1.			No change


			243			Table 8-2			Date Time Supplementary Components			Add Time Zone offset			Do not force the implementer to put the (very much required) offset in the Date Time string itself. For many applications it can be defined as a default value.			Fred van Blommestein			4			X			D			Time Zone Offset is an acceptable supplementary component			Added Date Time. Time Zone Offset. Numeric


			244			Table 8-2			Amount Currency. Code List Version. Identifier			Amount. Currency Code List Version. Identifer			Typo			Mark Crawford			4			Y			D			After discussion, we decided that we would leave this alone as a minor version.  Change to Y vice X


			245			Table 8-2			Amount Currency. Identifier			Amount. Currency. Identifier			Typo			Mark Crawford			4			Y			D			After discussion, we decided that we would leave this alone as a minor version.  Change to Y vice X


			246			Table 8-2			Various			Remove all restrictions (mandatory sources) to supplementary components.			These should only be added for qualified datatypes, not CCT and unqualified datatypes as this is overly restrictive			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agree.			Removed restriction to Amount


			247			Table 8-2			Identifier. Content			Change to align with CCT definition			harmonization			Mark Crawford			1			X			D			There appears to be a disconnnect between the definitions in table 8-1 and 8-2.  Team to determine appropriate solution.			Removed the words "together with relevant supplementary information from Code, Date Time, and Identifier Types to ensure consistency.


			248			Table 8-2			Language. Identifier			Delete remarks.			conflicts with widely accepted xsd:lang			Mark Crawford			1			X			D						Changed to "Reference ISO 639 and IETF RFC 3066"


			249			Table 8-2			Code List			Add Code List. Identification. Identifier			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agre			Added


			250			Table 8-2			Code List			Add Code List. Agency. Identifier			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agree			Added


			251			Table 8-2			Numeric. Format. Text			Need explanation that the primitive type is established by the secondary representation term			missing			Mark Crawford			4			Y			D			Numeric. Format. String is really unnecessary.  We have decided to change the primitive type for numeric. content to decimal which eliminates the need for this supplementary component			Decided to delete numeric. format. String


			252			Table 8-2			Amount			Add Amount Currency. Code List Identification. Identifier			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agree			Added


			253			Table 8-2			Amount			Add Amount Currency. Code List Agency. Identifier			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agree			Added


			254			Table 8-2			Amount			Add Amount Currency. Code List Agency Name. Text			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agree			Added


			255			2556 (Table 8-3)			New Representation Terms			a) Date Time. Type
o Day -  a gregorian day that recurs, specifically a day of the month such as the 5th of the month. Arbitrary recurring days are not supported by this datatype. The •value space• of gDay is the space of a set of calendar dates as defined in § 3 of [ISO 8601]. Specifically, it is a set of one-day long, monthly periodic instances.
o Duration – represents a duration of time. The •value space• of duration is a six-dimensional space where the coordinates designate the Gregorian year, month, day, hour, minute, and second components defined in § 5.5.3.2 of [ISO 8601], respectively. These components are ordered in their significance by their order of appearance i.e. as year, month, day, hour, minute, and second.
o Month – represents a gregorian month that recurs every year.
o Month Day – a gregorian date that recurs, specifically a day of the year such as the third of May.
o Year – This representation term represents a gregorian calendar year.
o Year Month – This representation term represents a specific gregorian month in a specific gregorian year.

 b) Numeric. Type
o Factor – represents a numerical factor for mathematical reasons.
o Float – represents long numerical string in a specific convention. It corresponds to the IEEE single-precision 32-bit floating point type [IEEE 754-1985].
o Integer – represents a number without any decimals.
 c) Text. Type
o Description – A free form field that can be used to give a text description of an object.
o Note – A free form field that contains supplementary information
 d) Measure. Type
o Size – A measure on a graded scale (eg. shoe size, clothing sizes)
o Weight – A measure of mass
o Volume – A measure of dimension			UBL identified the requirement for the following additional secondary RTs.			UBL			4			Y			D


			256			Table 8-3			Various			Add additional primary and secondary representation terms			missing.  A thorough analysis needs to be conducted to ensure that we are providing representation terms for all possible value domains and datatype - otherwise we are artificially creating semantically ambiguous names just to reflect these differences.			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			This needs to be passed to ATG as part of the responsibility for future ownership of this list			ATG Chair notified.


			257			2552 (Table 8-3)			Amount. Content			this would be a RealNumber part of an expression using MeasureFn in the second argument being a RealNumber with the first argument being an instance UnitOfMeasure and subclass of CurrencyMeasure . The resulting CurrencyMeasure can be related to a thing with the relation monetaryValue			B - Too many concepts are folded in to this one term.			Ontology Forum			7			Z			D


			258			2552 (Table 8-3)			Amount Currency. Code List Version. Identifier						B - Need to clarify the distinction of Code vs ID, which seems questionable. - Also, it appears that there are many different terms defined just because there is a really a relation with several different possible arguments.			Ontology Forum			7			Z			D


			259			2552 (Table 8-3)			Amount Currency. Identifier						B - Need to clarify the distinction of Code vs ID, which seems questionable. - Also, it appears that there are many different terms defined just because there is a really a relation with several different possible arguments.			Ontology Forum			7			Z			D


			260			2552 (Table 8-3)			Binary Object. Format. Text						B - How is this different than text type?			Ontology Forum			1			X			D			The former is a supplementary component, the latter is a CCT.			No change


			261			2552 (Table 8-3)			Binary Object. Mime. Code			Relate a MimeEncodingScheme to ComputerData with mimeType			B - Too many concepts are folded in to this one term.			Ontology Forum			7			Z			D


			262			2552 (Table 8-3)			Binary Object. Character Set. Code			Relate an instance of MimeText to ComputerData with mimeSubType			B - Too many concepts are folded in to this one term.			Ontology Forum			7			Z			D


			263			2552 (Table 8-3)			Binary Object. Encoding. Code						B - Not sure that we understand this term - If it is an enumerated set, then rate an "A". Otherwise, rate "B" - Also, there is confusion regarding how this element is different from "Binary Object. Content" and "Binary Object. Format. Text"			Ontology Forum			7			Z			D


			264			2552 (Table 8-3)			Binary Object. Filename. Text						B - Clear, but reference to an external document, should define succinctly			Ontology Forum			1			X			D			The definition appears satisfactory.  The user may resubmit with a specific definition that will be considered under a new comment number.			No change


			265			2552 (Table 8-3)			Code. Content						B - Is it a pointer (implementation detail) or an actual thing? - How is it different from other strings?			Ontology Forum			1			X			D			Actual Code.			No change


			266			2552 (Table 8-3)			Code List. Agency. Identifier						B - Need to clarify the distinction of Code vs ID, which seems questionable. - Also, it appears that there are many different terms defined just because there is a really a relation with several different possible arguments.			Ontology Forum			7			Y			D


			267			2552 (Table 8-3)			Code List. Agency Name. Text						B - Need to clarify the distinction of Code vs ID, which seems questionable. - Also, it appears that there are many different terms defined just because there is a really a relation with several different possible arguments.			Ontology Forum			7			Y			D


			268			2552 (Table 8-3)			Code List. Name. Text						B - Need to clarify the distinction of Code vs ID, which seems questionable. - Also, it appears that there are many different terms defined just because there is a really a relation with several different possible arguments.			Ontology Forum			7			Y			D


			269			2552 (Table 8-3)			Code List. Identifier						B - Need to clarify the distinction of Code vs ID, which seems questionable. - Also, it appears that there are many different terms defined just because there is a really a relation with several different possible arguments.			Ontology Forum			7			Y			D


			270			2552 (Table 8-3)			Code List Scheme. Uniform Resource. Identifier						B - Need to clarify the distinction of Code vs ID, which seems questionable. - Also, it appears that there are many different terms defined just because there is a really a relation with several different possible arguments.			Ontology Forum			7			Y			D


			271			2552 (Table 8-3)			Code List. Uniform Resource. Identifier						B - Need to clarify the distinction of Code vs ID, which seems questionable. - Also, it appears that there are many different terms defined just because there is a really a relation with several different possible arguments.			Ontology Forum			7			Y			D


			272			2552 (Table 8-3)			Code List. Version. Identifier						B - It appears that there are many different terms defined just because there is a really a relation with several different possible arguments.			Ontology Forum			1			X			D			Yes.			No change


			273			2552 (Table 8-3)			Code. Name. Text						B - It's not clear what this is and why a simple text type cannot be used. - The contingent definition is also puzzling.			Ontology Forum			7			Y			D


			274			2552 (Table 8-3)			Identification Scheme Agency. Identifier						B - Need to clarify the distinction of Code vs ID, which seems questionable. Also, it appears that there are many different terms defined just because there is a really a relation with several different possible arguments.			Ontology Forum			7			Y			D


			275			2552 (Table 8-3)			Identification Scheme Data. Uniform Resource. Identifier						B? - It's not clear whether this is an item or a relation - In either case it appears redundant and differentiated only by the argument used if it's a relation.			Ontology Forum			7			Y			D


			276			2552 (Table 8-3)			Identification Scheme. Identifier						B - What's difference with "Identification Scheme. Name. Text"			Ontology Forum			7			Y			D


			277			2552 (Table 8-3)			Identification Scheme. Name. Text						B - What's difference with "Identification Scheme. Identifier"			Ontology Forum			7			Y			D


			278			2552 (Table 8-3)			Identification Scheme. Uniform Resource. Identifier						B - URI should be location independent			Ontology Forum			1			X			D			Please provide specific issue with recommended change under new comment number.			Updated definitions and provided current IETF RFC Reference


			279			2552 (Table 8-3)			Indicator. Content						B - This appears to be any sort of enumerated type and therefore essentially a character string, meaning that it is redundant			Ontology Forum			7			Y			D


			280			2552 (Table 8-3)			Indicator. Format. Text						B - Appears redundant with other text types			Ontology Forum			7			Y			D


			281			2552 (Table 8-3)			Measure. Content						B - The relationship to object is unclear. The measure of an object must include unit and numeric amount, but also the relevant dimension in the case of a linear measure. The amount is just a number so this item is redundant with any other bare number.			Ontology Forum			7			Y			D


			282			2552 (Table 8-3)			Measure Unit. Code						B - References a big standard, prefer to see a definition included here - Some overlap w/ "Amount.Type" - unit of measure			Ontology Forum			1			X			D			No alternative standard available.			Removed X12 355 to eliminate confusion.


			283			2552 (Table 8-3)			Numeric. Content						B - Redundant with other bare numbers.			Ontology Forum			7			Y			D


			284			2552 (Table 8-3)			Numeric. Format. Text						B - Unclear mapping since a percentage must be distinguished from a number less than 1. These two items shouldn't be covered by the same term.			Ontology Forum			7			Y			D			It appears that the ontology folks may not fully understand the concept of value domains and the need to differentiate between them whilst still allowing for variance of datatypes within a given domain.


			285			2552 (Table 8-3)			Quantity. Content						B - Redundant with other numbers			Ontology Forum			7			Y			D


			286			2552 (Table 8-3)			Quantity. Unit. Code						B - Redundant with other numbers			Ontology Forum			7			Y			D


			287			2552 (Table 8-3)			Quantity Unit. Code List Agency. Identifier						C - Redundant with "Code List. Agency. Identifier"			Ontology Forum			7			Y			D


			288			2552 (Table 8-3)			Text. Content						B - Redundant with other text types			Ontology Forum			7			Y			D


			289			2552 (Table 8-3)			Language. Locale. Identifier						B - Language and geographical areas are not the same - Specifications of locales have tremendous ambiguity - Role of localize is unclear - Assuming an ISO code list			Ontology Forum			7			Y			D


			290			tables 8-...									A maintenance agency must be specified for tables 8-1, 8-2 and 8-3 in order to that they can become maintainable.			TBG17, DIN (TC154 Michael Dill)			1			X			A			The maintenance agency must be carefully thought out.			ATG is the appropriate working group for this role.  Maintenance responsibility is transferred to them.


			291			tables 8-...						Discussion: The Spec does not distinguish Identifier/Code/Text adequately.			Definitions should be placed in the Glossary. As a starting point, I suggest the following, which I have been using in a nascent attempt to implement a tool conforming to the spec. (N.B. A consequence of my use of these definitions is that I can attach domain knowledge to Codes but not to Identifiers. I think this might be a reasonable consequence.)CODE =Code describes a space of symbols for which knowledge of the referent is established by a mapping described in a code list. A code list is published (all parties can know it) and is essentially a list of binary relations between the symbols in the space and definite descriptions.Example: There are Codes for ISO-3166 and the ISO-3166 spec defines its code list.IDENTIFIER =Identifier describes a space of symbols for which the referent is not established in any *known* code list. [N.B. This is almost certainly NOT what was intended because the definition speaks of an 'identification scheme' (a term used often in EDIFACT) but it IS consistent with how Identifier is used in the Primer.  With the above concern in mind, I'll try again:IDENTIFIER = a type that describes a space of symbols for which the referent is not established in any *known* code list, but for which may exist an identification scheme based on (1) an ordering of the symbols; and (2) an inductive rule that identifies the intended referent. NOTE: An example "inductive rule" : the item with serial number S003 is the item manufactured directly after item S002 was manufactured. NOTE: The metadata recorded by the Identifier CCTs does not reference a Code List, therefore the nature of the "identification scheme" is implicit, known perhaps to the communicating agents. N.B. I summary, in my implementation work, I have disregarded the definition of Identifier in the CCTS and invented one that I think is consistent with the Primer. Also, I have not implemented any of the Identification Scheme SCs because in those cases where it is known, the "identifier" is a Code, (by mydefinition) and Code List metadata can be used. TEXT = (well not really '=', just some discussion). My interpretation of Text ignores the "Remark" in Section 8.1: "shall be used for names (i.e. words or phrases that constitutes the distinctive designation of a person, place, thing or concept.)". The Identifier CCT does this. The Text CCT is just free-form text -- because such a thing is needed (for descriptions, remarks etc.). This, and not as the remark suggests, is how it is used in the examples and the Primer.			Peter Denno			7			Y			D


			292			tables 8-...									The Spec does not distinguish Identifier/Code/Text adequately.  As a starting point, I suggest the following, which I have been using in a nascent attempt to implement a tool conforming to the spec. (N.B. A consequence of my use of these definitions is that I can attach domain knowledge to Codes but not to Identifiers. I think this might be a reasonable consequence.)

CODE =
Code describes a space of symbols for which knowledge of the referent is established by a mapping described in a code list. A code list is published (all parties can know it) and is essentially a list of binary relations between the symbols in the space and definite descriptions.Example: There are Codes for ISO-3166 and the ISO-3166 spec defines its code list.

IDENTIFIER =
Identifier describes a space of symbols for which the referent is not established in any *known* code list. [N.B. This is almost certainly NOT what was intended because the definition speaks of an 'identification scheme' (a term used often in EDIFACT) but it IS consistent with how Identifier is used in the Primer.  

With the above concern in mind, I'll try again:

IDENTIFIER = a type that describes a space of symbols for which the referent is not established in any *known* code list, but for which may exist an identification scheme based on (1) an ordering of the symbols; and (2) an inductive rule that identifies the intended referent. NOTE: An example "inductive rule" : the item with serial number S003 is the item manufactured directly after item S002 was manufactured. NOTE: The metadata recorded by the Identifier CCTs does not reference a Code List, therefore the nature of the "identification scheme" is implicit, known perhaps to the communicating agents. 

N.B. I summary, in my implementation work, I have disregarded the definition of Identifier in the CCTS and invented one that I think is consistent with the Primer. Also, I have not implemented any of the Identification Scheme SCs because in those cases where it is known, the "identifier" is a Code, (by my
definition) and Code List metadata can be used. 

TEXT = (well not really '=', just some discussion). My interpretation of Text ignores the "Remark" in Section 8.1: "shall be used for names (i.e. words or phrases that constitutes the distinctive designation of a person, place, thing or concept.)". The Identifier CCT does this. The Text CCT is just free-form text -- because such a thing is needed (for descriptions, remarks etc.). This, and not as the remark suggests, is how it is used in the examples and the Primer.			Peter Denno


			293			tables 8-…						The Spec does not provide adequate direction in how Codes should be registered.			The spec says Code.Name and Code.Content are the code value and its referent respectively. It appears that the registry is not normalized (in RDB terms). Was it intended that the strings Code.Name and Code.Content are *lists* (like comma separated values)? The UBL Code List document glosses over this question too. Everything there goes straight to XSD without showing what is in the registry. As things stand, I can't find a way to use the Code.Name and Code.Content registry entries.			Peter Denno			8			X			A			We have deleted the remark associated with Code. Name. Text.  This should guide registry implementations.			Removed remark for Code. Name. Text


			294			tables 8-...									The Spec does not provide adequate direction in how the types Numeric, Quantity, and Measure are to be distinguished.			Peter Denno			7			Y			D


			295			879			Assign a Temporary Identifier to new item in the form of a 6 digit alphanumeric string, chosen at the discretion of the user			Assign an Identifier to the new item in the form of an alphanumeric string, chosen at the discretion of the user			A 6 digit alphanumeric string is arbitrary and should not be imposed on the user unless there is solid justification			Ron Schuldt			1			X			K						Agreed.


			296			2556			The "Definition" column implies that Ratios are rates where the two units are not included or where they are the same			Add examples of "rate" in the Definition column			The description of rate needs some examples since the definition is easily mis-interpreted due to common practice terminology for rates such as flow rate, acceleration rate, consumption rate, etc. - all of which are incorrect uses			Ron Schuldt			4			X			E			Agreed there is confusion.  We are changing Rate to be a separate representation term in the dictionary and will correct the ambiguity.			No change made.


			297			1376			"[C14]  The definition of an Association Core Component shall use a structure that is based on the existence of the Object Class Term, the Property Term and the Object Class Term of the Aggregate Core Component on which the corresponding Association Core Component Property is based."			"[C14]  The definition of an Association Core Component shall use a structure that is based on the existence of the Object Class Term of the Aggregate Core Component, to which the ASCC belongs, and the Object Class Term of the  Aggregate Core Component, on which the corresponding Association Core Component Property is based. The Property Term of the ASCC shall be derived from the definition."			The paradigm is that the parts of a DEN shall be derived from a definition. It says to me that the definition of ASCC bases on the property term of the
ASCC. It should be just the other way round.			Michael Dill			4			X			N


			298			2552			Code. Name. Text is used in the CCT Code. Type, where code. content is mandatory.			None Provided			Code. Name. Text is used in the CCT Code. Type, where code. content is mandatory. How can the remark above work? Which value a user has to enter for the mandatory code. content?			Michael Dill			5			X			D			Agree.			Deleted Remark


			299			Table 8-1			The CCT Amount. Type is defined as "A number of monetary units specified in a currency where the unit of the currency is explicit or implied."			Please change the definition to "A number of monetary units specified in a currency"			ISO 11179 states that  a data definition should be expressed without embedding rationale, functional usage, domain information, or procedural information; If rejecting this proposal, then please add a note that explains what should be part of the definition and what should not be.			Michael Dill			1			X			D			Concur.			Changed definitionMoved some text to remarks for both amount. Type and amount. Content


			301			Table 8-2			No URL's provided for references			provide url's			would be beneficial to readers to know where the references are available			Garret Minikawa			1			X			D			Concur.			Editor to make all references hot links and provide separate table of links to major standards providors


			302			Table 8-2			Supplementary Components Cardinality			Add supplementary components to Date Time to reflect time zone code list, code list agency, code list identifier, daylight savings indicator			User Requirements			Gunther Stuhec			4			X			D			After discussion, we decided that the response to comment 243 was sufficient.  Submitter is desireous of pursuing, so we pointed him to the ISO 8601 work in TC154			No change


			303			Table 8-1/8-2			Identifier. Name. Text			Need to add Supplementary Component			There is a business case for conveying the name of the Identifier			Sue Probert			4			X			D			Agreed.			Change Made


			304			Table 8-2			Code. Name. Text			Definition and remarks are wrong			Change definition to be code value vice content and delete remarks			Sue Probert			4			X			D			Agreed.			Change Made


			305			Table 8-2			Measure Unit			Add Measure Unit. Code List Identification. Identifier			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agreed.			Added


			306			Table 8-2			Measure Unit			Add Measure Unit. Code List Agency. Identifier			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agreed.			Added


			307			Table 8-2			Measure Unit			Add Measure Unit. Code List Agency Name. Text			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agreed.			Added


			305			Table 8-2			Language			Add Language. Code List Identification. Identifier			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agreed.			Added


			306			Table 8-2			Language			Add Language. Code List Agency. Identifier			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agreed.			Added


			307			Table 8-2			Language			Add Language. Code List Agency Name. Text			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agreed.			Added


			305			Table 8-2			Binary Object			Add Binary Object. Code List Identification. Identifier			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agreed.  We also discussed if we still needed Binary Object. Character Set. Code and Binary Object. Encoding. Code.  We think they should be deleted, but this is a major change.			Added


			306			Table 8-2			Binary Object			Add Binary Object. Code List Agency. Identifier			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agreed.			Added


			307			Table 8-2			Binary Object			Add Binary Object. Code List Agency Name. Text			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agreed.			Added


			308			Table 8-2			Binary Object			Delete Binary Object. Character Set. Code and Binary Object. Encoding. Code as not necessary			not necessary			Mark Crawford			5			Y			D


			309			Figures 6-1, 6-2, 7-1, 7-2, 7-3, 7-4						Make figures .mof compliant to include OCL constraints			Necessary to ensure that drawings are conformant with modeling world			Gunther Stuhec			2			Y			A


			310			Rule C27			The name of a Property Term shall occur naturally in the definition and may consist of more than one word. A name of a Property Term shall be unique within the Context of an Object Class but may be reused across different Object Classes.			Change second sentence to add "representation term" to make accurate			The second sentence is untrue as written.  Property terms can be reused within a given object class if they have a different representation term per ISO 11179-1 Data Element Concept.			Fred van Blommestein			4			X			B			Agree			Changed second sentence
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			Row Number			Comment Number			Line Number			Current Wording			Recommended Change			Reason For Change			Submitter			Category			Priority			Focus Area			Team Comments			Resolution			Edit Check Team


			1			2			All Class diagrams			Different ways to show BIE-CC relationships			Be consistent in showing UML representation of associations. E.g. ASCC's do not have diamonds nor direction.			Consistency			Fred van Blommestein			2			X			N			A cursory look revealed that we need a more detailed analysis and identification of the differences			Submitter is asked to provide specifics and revised diagrams if necessary to eliminate inconsistencies between 6-1, 6-2, 7-1, and 7-3			Was this done?


			2			3			Whole document			No relations between qualified BIE's and DT's			Introduce hierarchy between qualified BIE's and Data Types			Needed for effective harmonisation.			Fred van Blommestein			4			X			E			See comment 83 for BIE			Resolved			OK


			3			5			Diagrams						The simple lines between Class Diagram objects do not explain of what kind the relationsship is			1. Black diamonds and the generalization sign are well defined; but all other lines between objects just say that there is any relationship, these must be described one by one OR a reference should be given where they are defined. 2. BTW: Only the storage chapter says explicitly that it (and therfore its diagrams) follow UML. What language follow the other diagrams?			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			2			X			M			We discussed this in detail and agreed that the nature of the association is defined in the text and is therefore not necessary in the diagram(s).			no change			OK


			4			6			General			A BCC uses a DataType. If it will use another Data Type, does this result in a new BCC? If not, does it have to have a new version number? What happens with all the BBIEs, which are based on that BCC?									TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			E			Figure 6-1 is misleading in that it implies that qualified datatypes are allowed for BCC's.  This is not correct.  The figure needs to be changed to show that data type qualifiers are not part of the CC metamodel.  Figure 6-2 needs to be changed to show two data type boxes, one without restrictions for the CCs, and one with restrictions for the BIE's.  The text in section 6.1.2 needs to be changed to reflect this difference as well.  Text also needs to be added that A BCC that uses a different datatype is a new version of the same BCC.			Decided to change CCT to Core Data Type to reflect fact that CC's have unqualified data types.  All figures need redrawn, all rules related to CCT and DT must be changed.  All related storage rules need changed.  Sections 4, 5, and 8 must also be changed.  Tables 8-1, 8-2 and 8-3 must be re done.  Section 9 must be updated.			Need to change Section 9 to reflect Core Data Type and probably unqualified data types.  Gunther has changed the 8-x tables, but they must be reviewed.  Not sure who is supposed to re-draw the figures.


			5			7			General			A BCC uses a DataType. If the Data Type changes (e.g. some facets), will the BCC have to have a new version number? What happens with all the BBIEs, which are based on that BCC?									TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			E			This is really more complex than the question asked and needs to be incorporated as part of the datatype concept discussion.  The simple answer to his question is to add some text regarding versioning without changing the model.			See resolution to comment 6			OK


			6			8			General			The same question for BBIEs....									TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			E			This is really more complex than the question asked and needs to be incorporated as part of the datatype concept discussion.  The simple answer to his question is to add some text regarding versioning without changing the model.			See Resolution to Comment 6			OK


			7			9			General			If a ACC/ABIE has to 'retire' as CCTS says, and it is used by another ACC/ABIE, does the second ACC/ABIE have to have a new name and/or a new version?									TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			N			If the ACC/ABIE is depricated, then any associations that use that ACC/ABIE as the associated class must also be depricated.  There is no other impact on the associating ACC/ABIE.			We recognize this as an issue.  Submitter (with help from his friends) is encouraged to submit a draft versioning section for consideration by the team by Thursday am of this week.   Otherwise this will be revisited for version 3.			Did we get something from submitter?


			8			10			General			The CCTS document should use CCTS in describing the storage metadata model and a submission of Core Components should be made for that purpose									TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			J			Change storage metadata models, review and consider changing all other models (which may impact prioritization), we do not agree that we need to submit core components to anyone.  We are THE authority.  TBG17 and others must necessarily adopt any core components we create as normative aspects of the specification.			Submitter is asked to create candidate core component conformant names and submit candidate metadata diagrams for all normative figures in the specification.			Did we get something from submitter?


			9			14			General						We don't have a definition for data element.  We need to take the definition from ISO 11179			11179 Alignment			Mark Crawford			1			X			A			The term data element only appears as references or as a passing mention or in terms of codes. Submitter to provide draft paragraph for possible inclusion in Section 4 that will reflect relationships between 11179 and 15000-5.						Did we get something from submitter?  Did we even ask for this?


			10			15			General						Our current definition of representation and the explanitory text that surrounds it is inadequate.			11179 Alignment - We need to ensure that folks understand the ISO 11179 concepts of value domain, conceptual domain, data type.			Mark Crawford			1			X			A			Submitter to provide draft paragraph for possible inclusion in Section 4 that will reflect relationships between 11179 and 15000-5						Did submitter provide something?  Did we ask?


			11			20			204 and all other similar references			UN/CEFACT Core Component Library (CCL).			UN/CEFACT TBG Core Component Library (CCL).			This is the name of the TBG17 Library deliverable.			TBG17			1			X			A			This may be unnecessary granularity when discussing the library.  An alternative would be to delete all references to the library as out of scope for the spec.			Rewritten to: "This specification will form the basis for standards development work of business analysts, business users and information technology specialists.  The artefacts created as a result of employing this specification should be maintained in a Core Component Library.  UN/CEFACT will maintain their Core Component Library (CCL) in an ebXML compliant registry and make its contents available to the entire Core Component community.  It is recommended that all users of this specification submit their Core Components artefacts for inclusion in the UN/CEFACT CCL."			OK


			12			21			233			Message Assembly – expands on the Assembly principles and Constraints Language contained in the Core Components Technical Specification and provides specific methodology for assembling higher level Business Information Entities for electronic messages.			Separate out the Constraints Langauge part as a separate bullet.			Document Assembly is clearly important as a subject on its own and it is proposed that this should be developed as a separate specification and which therefore requires an individual reference.			Sue Probert			1			X			H			pending final decision on the future role of a constraints language in the specification.			Agree with making a bullet			Changed our minds.  So the resolution to this comment should say that we removed the Constraints Language section.


			13			22			233						Add the minimum rules for Message Assembly			In the section 4.2, Message Assembly is one of the supplemental documents. But it has not been published yet. I understand that there are many discussions expected to finalize the principles and the methodology composing the information components in the message semantically. However any BIEs can not used in EDI without Message Assembly. Fortunately the current CCTS introduced Message Assembly in Figure 4-2 of the section 4.6.2. But there are no definitions on “Message Assembly” aggregating “Assembly Component”, “Aggregate Business Information Entity” and “Basic Business Information Entity”. Therefore I propose the minimum rule set in the new version of CCTS for Message Assembly without any semantics. [Message Assembly Rule 1] Message Assembly represents the object class of the Business Message defined in the UN/CEFACT Modeling Methodology. [Message Assembly Rule 2] A Message Assembly has a Dictionary Entry Name which has unique object class term. [Message Assembly Rule 3] A Message Assembly MUST aggregate one or more ABIEs. [Message Assembly Rule 4] A Message Assembly MAY have one or more Assembly Components. [Note] BBIEs should not used for the aggregated components of Message Assembly, because Any BBIEs MUST be defined in the parent ABIE locally and cannot be used independently. Therefore the Figure 4.2 should be corrected accordingly.			Hisanao Sugamata			4			X			H			Message Assembly is being done as a separate document.  We do not believe that it is appropriate for this specification, but we will retain the pointer for those that are interested in MA			No change made.			OK


			14			23			line nos 233 - 236; Section 4.2			Message Assembly - expands …						The supplemental document on Message Assembly proposed in section 4.2 of CCTS v2.01 would have to be developed consistently.			TC204 (Dr John Smith jlsmith@apex.net.au)			4			X			H			Thank you for your comment			No change requested or made			OK


			15			24			339			Discussion of BCC			Add following: A Basic Core Component (CCTS:BCC) represents a simple property or UML:attribute of an Aggregate Core Component. (CCTS:ACC). The data type of that UML:attribute must be defined as a CCTS:DT. A CCTS:BCC shall never use a CCTS:CCT directly. 

The Object Class Term of the CCTS:DT becomes the Representation Term of the CCTS:BCC. If a CCTS:BCC uses a qualified CCTS:DT, then the Qualifier Term is part of the Representation Term of the CCTS:BCC. The full Representation Term is part of the Dictionary Entry Name of the CCTS:BCC

Each CCTS:BCC shall, as part of a CCTS:ACC, have a minimum occurrence (with a value of zero or one) and a maximum occurrence (with a value between one and unbounded, inclusive). The occurrence boundary values limit the total number of occurrences of all Basic Business Information Entities (CCTS:BBIE) that are based on that CCTS:BCC (see section on Basic Business Information Entities).

In UML terms: 
A CCTS:BCC is a UML:attribute of a CCTS:ACC, which is a UML:Class in a business information model. The UML:type of the UML:attribute is defined by a UML:class, that represents a CCTS:DT. A CCTS:BCC as UML:attribute of a CCTS:ACC has defined occurrences.			Clarity			Fred van Blommestein			1			X			M			We agree that a preface to the definition is needed.			Added: A Basic Core Component represents a simple property of an Aggregate Core Component. Each Basic Core Component shall, as part of an Aggregate Core Component, have a minimum occurrence (with a value of zero or one) and a maximum occurrence (with a value between one and unbounded, inclusive).			OK


			16			25			346			Association Core Component			Incorporate UML association attributes as part of the Association Core Component construct			Allignment with UML.  The current naming + storage rules don't fully support the role of associations in a UML representation.  Many users look just at the naming rules of the ASCC and think that the entire spec is flawed because they don't bother to look at Section 7 for the additional association details.  We must 1) ensure that we fully support UML association information and 2) we must ensure this is clear in the specification			Mark Crawford			4			X			M			CCTS allows compositions and aggregations.			Added following sentence to section 4: Because Association Core Components represent hierarchical structures, they are limited to UML aggregation and composition associations.			OK


			17			26			346			Association Core Component			Add: Complex properties of CCTS:ACC are defined by Association Core Components (CCTS:ASCC), that associate two CCTS:ACC, where one CCTS:ACC is the property of the other. The property term and the definition of the property are defined in the CCTS:ASCC.

Like simple properties, CCTS:ASCC representing complex properties have a defined minimum and maximum occurrence.			Clarity			Fred van Blommestein			1			X			M			We agree that a preface to the definition is needed			Association Core Components represent complex properties of Aggregate Core Components by associating two Aggregate Core Components, where one Aggregate Core Component is the property of the other. The property term and the definition of the property are defined in the Association Core Component and represent the nature of the association. Like simple properties, Association Core Components representing complex properties have a defined minimum and maximum occurrence.			OK


			18			27			353			Association Core Component Example			Revise to better stress all UML association attributes and uses.  Ensure the concept of the property of the association is stressed.			Improvement of the specification.  Currently, TBG17 is not putting any effort into assigning meaningful property names to the associations.  As a result, they are experiencing difficulty in harmonizing associations.			Mark Crawford			4			X			M			Figures already show the role of the nature of association being an integral part.  Several ASCC and ASBIE rules have been changed to better reflect the nature of the association as being an integral part of the property piece of the naming convention			Changes made in various parts of the spec			OK


			19			28			363			The Data Types Name			The Basic Core Components Name			just a typo			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			A						Agree with change			OK


			20			30			387			But 12 Euro, where Euro is the Supplementary Component that gives essential extra definition			But 12 Euro, where Euro is the value of the Supplementary Component Amount. Currency. Identifier that gives essential extra definition			More precise			Fred van Blommestein			1			X			D						Agree with change			Change is made.  But I think the word 'that' is superfluous.


			21			31			393			Aggregate Core Component Definition			Change definition.			This is an Object Class, pure and simple.  More importantly, many users of the specification are unclear as to why we need core components and business information entities.  The definition needs to reflect the role of the core components as blueprints for creating the BIE's, not as meaningful constructs themselves.			Mark Crawford			1			X			B			Submitter should provide a recommended definition.  We agree that additional text is required around each of the concepts to better explain them, with specific clarity on defining for CCTS purposes what an object is.			Changed line 329 to read: The foundational concept of this specification is the Core Component. The Core Component is a semantic building block, which is used for all aspects of information modelling and exchange. Core Components are conceptual in nature, they are used for creating context specific Business Information Entities as defined in Section 4.6.2.  Changed definition of CC to read: A semantic building block for creating clear and meaningful data models, vocabularies, and information exchange packages. Core Components are used as the basis for creating Business Information Entities.			OK


			22			33			415			Data Type definition			Change definition.			There is no requirement to put a restriction on the data type in iso 11179.  Both ATG and UBL have recognized this and have created unqualified and qualified datatypes.  We should align the specification			Mark Crawford			5			X			E			Concur.  See resolution to comment 6.			Changes made.			OK


			23			34			415			Data Type definition			Datatype			ISO 11179 Alignment			Mark Crawford			1			X			E						Agree.  Editor to make change.			Not sure what this is.  Is it just to change the way we 'spell' it to one word, rather than two?  We didn't do that.


			24			35			417			It is defined by specifying			It may specify...			inconsistency between line 413 and line 417. A user should be allowed to use a DataType without any restrictions of the underlying CCT. These are the unqualified Data Types and a list of them should be published as the official 'List of approved unqualified Data Types'. Also: rule [D2] in line 1237 also speaks about restrictions as being 'where necessary'.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			5			X			E			We have changed definition so that neither applies.			Change made			OK


			25			36			439			BIE definition			Change definition to reflect alignment with core component			The BIE is a context specific instantiation of the CC.			Mark Crawford			1			X			C			Need to include relationship in definition			Text added. "A context specific instantiation of a Core Component that constitutes a"			OK


			26			40			464			ASBIE			Incorporate UML association attributes as part of the ASBIE construct						Mark Crawford			4			X			M			We have added UML association roles to ASCC.  This is not necessary for ASBIE since ASBIE is derived from ASCC			No change made.			OK


			27			42			482			The Data Types Name, St			The Basic Business Information Entities Name, etc.			just a typo			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			N						Agree.  Editor to make change.			Change still needs to be made, in two places, line numbers 519 and 520 in the revised specification.


			28			46			Fig 4-2			"Qualifies the Object Class of"			"Is based on" (see attached figure)			Qualifiers are optional. An ABIE not always qualifies the Object Class of an ACC.			Fred van Blommestein			1			X			C						Agreed.  Editor to change figure accordingly.			Change still needs to be made, to figure 4.2.


			29			47			Fig 4-2			BBIE aggregated in Message Assembly			Remove aggregation (see attached figure)			BBIE's cannot exist outside ABIE			Dennis Krukkert			1			X			C						Although the submitter is correct in that an BBIE does not exist outside of an ABIE, we disagree on removing the link in the diagram - pending final decision on how to handle message assembly.  Currently both CEFACT and OASIS UBL are treating message assembly as a document level ABIE that does in fact contain BBIE's.  Also, this figure will be changed to be non-umlish, so aggregation indications will be removed as part of that process.			Change still needs to be made to figure 4.2.


			30			48			fig 4-2			BCC and ASCC aggregate in ACC (also BBIE and ASBIE in ABIE)			Change aggregate to composite (solid diamond, see attached figure)			A  BCC or ASCC can't exist on its own but is always part of a ACC			Dennis Krukkert			1			X			B			Figure 4-2 was deliberately not done in UML.			Editor to make figure non-uml like and to add note to that effect. (change not yet made)			Change still needs to be made to figure 4.2.


			31			49			Fig 4-2			Assembly Component			Remove Assembly Component (see attached figure)			Not a CCTS artefact, out of scope			Fred van Blommestein			1			X			H			Part of message assembly			Although not currently specifically addressed as a CCTS artificact, we believe it will become so as part of the message assembly per related comment.  We will add definition in glossary and cover in message assembly.			Change still needs to be made to figure 4.2.  If Assembly Component is left in 4.2, it needs to be added to Section 9.


			32			53			510			Figure 4-2			Change to UML diagram			Current approach is inprecise and confusing			Mark Crawford			1			X			M						Disagree.  This is not intended to be a normative UML diagram.  It is intended to be a generic figure for non-technical business folks.  The UML diagram is in section 6. Make completely non-UML to avoid confusion			OK


			33			54			510			Is based on			Change to more precise term			In the figure and the surrounding text, the term 'is based on' is used extensively.  This term does not adequately convey the relationship and needs to be replaced with a more precise term.			Mark Crawford			1			X			M			We considered specialized, but rejected it as this may cause complacency with modelers.  The difficulty is that BIEs are usually, but not always, a restriction of the underlying CC.			We will add the following definition for based on: "Use of an artifact that has been restricted according to the requirements of a specific business context."			OK


			34			55			518 - Section 4.7			UN/CEFACT has developed the UN/CEFACT Modelling Methodology (UMM). UMM
describes a Unified Modeling Language (UML) based modelling approach to develop UMM
InformationEntities.4 Within UN/CEFACT standards efforts, the Core Component
framework of Core Components and Business Information Entities prescribes the mechanism
for discovery, normalization, Context specialization and structure of UMM
InformationEntities. The Aggregate Business Information Entity-Basic Business Information
Entity framework provides the structure for components of the body of the business
document. The Core Component-Business Information Entity-Context mapping framework
provides the basis for mapping UMM InformationEntity realisations to business entities. The
Business Information Entity to Core Component relationship provides the dictionary
reference as specified in the information model abstract syntax. The UN/CEFACT Core
Component Library is an implementation of the UN/CEFACT Modelling Methodology
dictionary concept. The Basic Core Component is the realization of a non-aggregate UMM
InformationEntity and provides the mapping to Data Types. The relationship between the
Core Component Framework and the UMM InformationEntity is illustrated in Figure 4-3.			UN/CEFACT has developed the UN/CEFACT Modelling Methodology (UMM). UMM describes a Unified Modeling Language (UML) based modelling approach to develop UMM BusinessEntities. Within UN/CEFACT standards efforts, the Core Component framework of Core Components and Business Information Entities prescribes the mechanism for discovery, normalization, Context specialization and structure of UMM
InformationEntities and of the information with regard to UMM BusinessEntities. The Aggregate Business Information Entity represents the information of a BusinessEntity. The Core Component-Business Information Entity-Context mapping framework provides the basis for mapping UMM InformationEntity realisations to business entities. The Business Information Entity to Core Component relationship provides the dictionary
reference as specified in the information model abstract syntax. The UN/CEFACT Core Component Library is an implementation of the UN/CEFACT Modelling Methodology dictionary concept. The Basic Business Information Entity is the realisation of a non-aggregate UMM InformationEntity and provides the mapping to Data Types. The relationship between the Core Component Framework and the UMM informationEntity is illustrated in Figure 4-3.			More precise						1			X			M						See resolution to comment 55			Changes were made, but not exactly what was recommended.  I am confused by the resolution, since this comment is numbered 55.  Do we mean comment 56, where we say we will remove the section?  We didn't remove it.


			35			56			518			Relationship between UMM and CCTS			Delete in its entirety.			This section adds no value to the specification.  At a minimum, it should be changed to reflect relationship between UML and CCTS to show how CCTS is used to harmonize UML models			Mark Crawford			1			X			M						Section to be removed.  UN/CEFACT TMG will be asked to develop UMM/CC alignment document.			Still needs to be done.  TMG is working on a UMM/CC document.  Are we going to include something in the CCTS, or point to another document, or what?


			36			57			518			UML and CCTS			Add concept: Object Terms of CCTS:ACC can be equivalent to Object Terms of CCTS:ABIE. UML demands that Object Names be unique within the scope of a Package. So it is imperative that CCTS:ACC and CCTS:ABIE be defined in different Packages. We propose to define three packages in order to construct UML models from CCTS artefacts: (1) CCTS Metamodel package (named CCTS) The CCTS package contains all artefacts in the CCTS metamodel, including registered CCTS:CCT.(2) Core Component Model package (named CC) The CC package contains registered CCTS:ACC, CCTS:ASCC, CCTS:BCC and CCTS:DT. (3) Business Information Entity Model package (named BIE) The BIE package contains CCTS:ABIE, CCTS:ASBIE and CCTS:BBIE.			A BIE Model is a specialisation of a CC Model, whereas a CC Models and BIE models are instantiations of the CCTS Metamodel. CCTS Dictionary Entry Names are not fully used in UML diagrams. Object Classes, representing a CCTS:ACC or a CCTS:ABIE are named with the Object Class Term of the CCTS:ACC or CCTS:ABIE. Object Classes, defined in the CC Model are named CC::Object Class Term. Object Classes, defined in the BIE Model are named BIE::Object Class TermAttributes are named with the Property Term of the CCTS:BCC or CCTS:BBIE. The Representation Term is presented as the UML:type, named with the Object Class term of the CCTS:DT. CCTS:ASCC and CCTS:ASBIE are shown in the UML diagrams as associations and named with their Property Term.			Fred van Blommestein			1			X			M			See resolution to comment 55						I think it's comment 56.


			37			58			538			Section 5			Delete or move to appendix			This section is overly simplistic and not being used in any event.  Recommend at a minimum updating and moving to an appendix			Mark Crawford			1			X			K			If deleted, then 5.6 needs to be included in 6.2.  If moved to an appendix, then it needs to be updated to reflect existing best practices			Agreed to move to appendix.   Team needs to be created to update balance of material.  Looking for TBG17 input.			What shall we do?


			38			68			1169 - Figure 6-1			Data Type			Fix diagram to reflect consistency in occurrence and recursion and relationships.  Also fix associated text to reflect that DT qualifiers are optional and multiple qualifiers are possible.			The Data Type representation and occurrence indicators are inconsistent with the text and each other.			Mark Crawford			1			X			E						Agreed.  Change datatype to 1..* and Qualifier changed to 0..**			I don't see the 1..* in the diagram.


			39			71			line nos 1169-1170; Section 6.1.1			Figure 6.1 Core Components and Data Types Metamodel			Define the semantics of the composition association between CC Property and Aggregate Core Component (ACC) in Figure 6.1.			There is a need in Section 6.1.1 to define the semantics of the composition association between CC Property and Aggregate Core Component (ACC) in Figure 6.1. First reading of Figure 6.1 suggests that a particular Property Term/Cardinality combination can only be part of one ACC. A reading of other parts of CCTS V2.01 suggests that this is not the case.			TC204 (Dr John Smith jlsmith@apex.net.au)			3			X			A			Appears to be a disconnect between the drawing and the cardinality reflected in the figure.  This may only be a 1 - editorial, or 2 diagram change that does not have an impact.  Review with caution.			The figure is correct as drawn and is supported by rule [S8].  We looked for conflicting text but could not find any. There is mention of the reuse of a name of a property term, but these are different properties as they are semantically unique in the context of the Aggregate Core Component to which they belong. Other comments on the specification relate to alignment with ISO 11179 to include the concept of reusable generic data elements across classes (aggregates).  This is being deferred until version 3.0.			OK


			40			72			1173			Each Core Component Type, Basic Core Component, Association Core Component or Aggregate Core Component must have its own unique semantic definition within the library of which it is a part. The definition shall be developed first and the Dictionary Entry Name shall be extracted from it. Comments can be used to further clarify the definition, to provide examples and/or to reference a recognised standard.			None specified			The definitions of the business experts were stated in business terms. The names were adapted to fit into the REA model. So the names were not (directly) extracted from the definition.			Open Exchange			5			X			A			Action would be to review definition rules for ability to be adhered to			Converted second sentence of the rule to a note as a recommendation rather than requirement.  Deleted third sentence as being unenforceable.  Removed original note as being no longer applicable.			OK


			41			73			1186			[C2] Within an Aggregate Core Component, all embedded Core Component Properties shall be related to the concept of the aggregate.			Remove the rule.			By definition each property is related to its ACC, because it can only exist if its ACC exists. Therefor this rule can be omitted.			Open Exchange			4			X			B			Missing the purpose of the rule.  The rule adds value in that it precludes properties not properly a part of the universe of the class from being declared.  Perhaps we need to look at the wording and the associated text.			Added qualifying text: It is important that all listed properties of a Aggregate Core Component are in fact conceptually related to it, and not just added for convenience.			OK


			42			74			1188			[C3] There shall be no semantic overlap between the Core Component Properties embedded within the same Aggregate Core Component.			Remove or change the rule.			This is not always possible, e.g. buyer and seller are both companies as properties of a delivery. Therefore there is a semantic overlap.			Open Exchange			4			X			B			Do not agree.  No examples of difficulties provided.			No change			OK


			43			75			1190			[C4] The representation of the information in a Core Component whose Core Component Type is Code. Type should use a standard issued by a recognised standards body, whenever a standard exists. If international standards are not used a business driven justification shall be provided.			Add 'or Identifier. Type' to the rule, or build a new rule with Identifier. Type.			We think this rule should also apply to identifier.			Open Exchange			4			X			A			Not sure of the value of the rule. Rule should be reviewed for clarity, implementability, and enforcability.			added Identifier. Type in response to comment 75, and deleted second sentence as being unenforceable or implementable without providing additional rules			OK


			44			78			Notes at 1217, 1226 & 1652			[Note] Table 8-1 may subsequently be published separately to facilitate maintenance outside the body of this specification.			Specify a maintenance agency - TC154 or TBG17 or other ?			These tables are key and require separate maintenance cycles - whilst this was recognised by the present text, it is now important to assign a specific MA.			TBG17			1			X			A			The maintenance agency must be carefully thought out.  Even though this is a category 1, it needs to be resolved as part of the overall CCT/Representation term set of issues.			After much discussion, it was decided to entrust this responsibility to ATG as the most respected of the CEFACT groups.			While the resolution may be true, it might offend the other groups.  Suggest we change the resolution by putting a period after ATG.


			45			79			1224			C9			Change supplementary components to reflect 11179 conformant dictionary entry names			11179 alignment			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			At a minimum, add rules.  Decide on if the rules refer to object classes (can a SC have an object class?)			Changed all SC to be tripartate names.  See resolution to comment 123 related to rules for naming SC			We deleted C9 (and C7 and C8).


			46			81			1250			is a re-use of			is based on			throughout the document the wording of figure 4.2 should be used in order to be consistent; the term 're-use' is not used anywhere else. The other sentences of this page use the wording of figure 4.2			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			A			Both the terms "is based on" and "reuse of" need to be carefully reviewed and their intent made clear.  Once there is consensus on their meaning, where they are applied throughout the specification needs to be reviewed.			Changed to: • An Aggregate Business Information Entity is based on an Aggregate Core Component (ACC).  Additionally, we will add clarification in section 4 with respect to based on and relationships			OK


			47			83			1260						Add new rule: A qualifying BIE hierarchy shall be established when multiple qualifiers are used. Mult-worded qualifiers shall be based on an ACC, multiple qualifiers shall be based on their parent qualified ABIE.

Example: 
Address. Details (ACC)  Mailing_Address. Details (ABIE)   US_Mailing_Address. Details (ABIE)
Address. LineOne. Text (BCC)        Address. Postcode. Code (BBIE)   Address. CityName. Text (BBIE)
Address. Postcode. Code (BCC)  Address. CityName. Text (BBIE)   Address. Street. Text (BBIE) 
Address. CityName. Text (BCC) Address. Street. Text (BBIE) 
Address. Street. Text (BCC)			Clarity			Mark Crawford			4			X			C			Change text in comment to properly reflect hierarchy			Added Rule :A qualifying Business Information Entity hierarchy shall be established when multiple qualifiers are used. Multi-qualified Aggregate Business Information Entities shall be based on their parent qualified Aggregate Business Information Entity. Multi-qualified Basic Business Information Entities shall be based on their parent qualified Basic Business Information Entity at the object class, property, association, and data type level..  Added Example. Added comparable rule to Data Types.			OK


			48			84			1260			[B3] Basic Business Information Entity shall be based on a Basic Core Component			None specified			The term 'based on' is not clear.			Open Exchange			1			X			A			See Comment 3 lines up			We will add the following definition for based on: "Use of an artifact that has been restricted according to the requirements of a specific business context."			OK


			49			85			1261			[B4] An Association Business Information Entity shall be based on an Association Core Component			None specified			The term 'based on' is not clear.			Open Exchange			1			X			A			See Comment 4 lines up			We will add the following definition for based on: "Use of an artifact that has been restricted according to the requirements of a specific business context."			OK


			50			86			1263			[B5} An Aggregate Business Information Entity shall be based on an Aggregate Core Component			None specified			The term 'based on' is not clear.			Open Exchange			1			X			A			See Comment 4 lines up			We will add the following definition for based on: "Use of an artifact that has been restricted according to the requirements of a specific business context."			OK


			51			87			1272			[B7} A Business Information Entity Property of an Aggregate Business Information Entity shall be based on a Core Component Property of the corresponding Aggregate Core Component.			Clarify the rule; see reason for change			Unsure if BIE can be based on one and the same property of a CC property?  Is this a 1:1 relationship or can multiple ABIE properties (of the same ABIE) be based on one ACC property?			Open Exchange			1			X			C			The short answer is yes in that both are allowed as shown in figure 6-2.  Look at rule wording and supporting text.			No action taken.			OK


			52			89			1304			All official dictionary entries will be in English.			IF the Business Term IS a 'dictionary entry' THEN the sentence should be changed.			In CCTS (chapter storage + rule [C10]+ [B11]) Business Terms are allowed in different languages.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			A			This is talking about dictionary entry names.			Agree.  Editor to make change- add words to the effect "other than business terms.  Business terms may be expressed in other languages. (See rule C10)			Change not made; it's line 1396 in the revised specification.


			53			93			1347			OED			rewrite to specify which OED and exactly what is meant by 'primary oed english spelling'			clarity			Mark Crawford			4			X			A			Need to coordinate with Oxford to select best version with consideration as to price to implementers and what is currently used			Changed to: Dictionary entry names and definitions shall be in the English Language following the latest version of the complete Oxford English Dictionary.  Where conflicting spellings exist, the spelling listed as the primary British spelling shall be used. Changed Note 1 to read: Users may choose to utilize any version of the Oxford English Dictionary to create the spelling and definitions of  Core Components, however the complete Oxford English Dictionary will be the authoritative source for conflict resolution between competing spellings of Core Component names or definitions."			The change says 'English' not 'British'.


			54			94			1354			document'			specification			clarity			Mark Crawford			1			X			A			Note changed			No longer applicable			OK


			55			95			1364			[C13] The definition of a Basic Core Component shall use a structure that is based on the existence of the Object Class Term, the Property Term, and the Data Type of the corresponding Basic Core Component Property.			Make C1 and C13 compatible.			Is in contradiction with rule C1.			Open Exchange			1			X			B			Note - there may not be a naming rule for core component properties (or BIE properties)  need to investigate			Users may choose to utilize any version of the Oxford English Dictionary to create the spelling and definitions of  Core Components, however the complete Oxford English Dictionary will be the authoritative source for conflict resolution between competing spellings of Core Component names or definitions.			The resolution doesn't seem to fit the comment.  We changed C13 to read:The definition of a Basic Core Component shall be structured such that the Object Class Term, the Property Term, and the Data Type of the corresponding Basic Core Component Property can be extracted from it.


			56			96			1367			[C14] The definition of an Association Core Component shall use a structure that is based on the existence of the Object Class Term, the Property Term and the Object Class Term of the Aggregate Core Component on which the corresponding Association Core Component Property is based.			Consider rewording rule.			Rule C1 suggests that definitions are specified first, the names later			Open Exchange			1			X			N			Note - there may not be a naming rule for core component properties (or BIE properties)  need to investigate			This is not a contradiction.  One talks about creating the definition and extracting the name from it.  The other talks about having the existance of the constructs. No change made.			OK


			57			97			1378			[C16] The Dictionary Entry Name shall be unique.			Consider adding wording from C1.			In what scope?? In C1 there is a scope defined, here it seems missing.			Open Exchange			1			X			B						Appended the language "amongst all Core Component Dictionary Entry Names within the library of which it is a part." to Rule C16, and made similar changes to Rules B17 and D8.			OK.  But there is an extra space in Data Type  Names.


			58			98			1379			[C17] The Dictionary Entry Name shall be extracted from the Core Component definition.			None specified			Rule overlaps with C1.			Open Exchange			1			X			B			Overlap recognized but accepted for clarity by original spec			The changes to rule C1 in response to comment 72 supercedes this comment			OK


			59			99			1381			[C18] The Dictionary Entry Name shall be concise and shall not contain consecutive redundant words.			None specified			Consecutive redundant words can only be avoided using truncation, truncation is not always allowed.			Open Exchange			4			X			B			Agree.  The original intent was the second definition in Oxford, rather than the first.			Removed the word redundant, and appended the words: "that could be removed without loss of meaning"			OK


			60			100			1383			[C19] The Dictionary Entry Name and all its components shall be in singular form unless the concept itself is plural.			None specified			What is the difference with B20?? Duplicate.			Open Exchange			1			X			B			Overlap recognized but accepted for clarity by original spec because each applies to a different domain per the title of the section as well as the rule numbering which clearly indicates that C series rules apply to core components and B series rules apply to BIEs			No change			OK


			61			101			1388			[C20] The Dictionary Entry Name shall not use non-letter characters unless required by language rules.			None specified			What is the difference with B21??			Open Exchange			1			X			B			Overlap recognized but accepted for clarity by original spec because each applies to a different domain per the title of the section as well as the rule numbering which clearly indicates that C series rules apply to core components and B series rules apply to BIEs			No change			OK


			62			102			1391			[C21] The Dictionary Entry Name shall only contain verbs, nouns and adjectives (i.e. no words like and, of, the, etc.). This rule shall be applied to the English language, and may be applied to other languages as appropriate.			Allow the words of, and, the in official (proper) names.
 Example:  Office of Surface Mining			Clarity			Mark Crawford			4			X			A			Much discussion on this.  It was felt that other exceptions needed to be accomodated such as "free on board".  It was also felt that clarification regarding the creation and use of controlled vocabularies was necessary.			Revised rule to read as follows: The Dictionary Entry Name shall only contain verbs, nouns and adjectives unless a different part of speech is part of an official title, part of a term listed in the Oxford English Dictionary, or part of a Controlled Vocabulary. This rule shall be applied to the English language, and may be applied to other languages as appropriate. Added Note as follows:  Articles, prepositions and related parts of speech that are not verbs, nouns, and adjectives normally add no semantic clarity and should never be used unless as part of an official title or in a controlled vocabulary as part of a common business term that can not otherwise be expressed. Added New Rule [C76] at end of Section 6.1.4:  The contents of a Core Components Controlled Vocabulary shall follow all rules contained in this specification. Added Note following new rule:  Implementers are encouraged to use the UN/CEFACT Controlled Vocabulary as the authoritative source.			OK


			63			103			1391			[C21] The Dictionary Entry Name shall only contain verbs, nouns and adjectives (i.e. no words like and, of, the, etc.). This rule shall be applied to the English language, and may be applied to other languages as appropriate.			None specified			What is the difference with B22?? Second remark, there is only Oxford English allowed for naming (C10).			Open Exchange			4			X			B			Overlap recognized but accepted for clarity by original spec.  The second half of the comment regarding the english dictionary needs careful consideration and should be resolved in conjunction with comment 102 above.			Superceeded by resolution to related comments			OK


			64			104			1394			[C22] Abbreviations and acronyms that are part of the Dictionary Entry Name shall be expanded or explained in the definition.			Suggestion is to combine these rules that are applicable for CC and BIE’s			What is the difference with B23??			Open Exchange			1			X			B			Overlap recognized but accepted for clarity by original spec because each applies to a different domain per the title of the section as well as the rule numbering which clearly indicates that C series rules apply to core components and B series rules apply to BIEs			No change made.			OK.


			65			106			1396			[C23] The Dictionary Entry Name of a Basic Core Component shall consist of the following parts in the order specified:			None specified			using the truncation rules the resulting name is violating this definition.			Open Exchange			1			X			B			We agree that there is a problem.  However we think the best way to resolve this is to depricate rule C28 and B29.  The logic behind this recommendation is that the truncation should only be accomplished in actual syntactic instantiation.  Truncation of dictionary entry names is causing confusion and semantic clarity is being lost.			Deprecate rules.			OK.  Deprecate spelled incorrectly in Team comments.


			66			107			1405			[C24] The Dictionary Entry Name of an Association Core Component shall consist of the following components in the specified order:			None specified			using the truncation rules the resulting name is violating this definition.			Open Exchange			1			X			B			We agree that there is a problem.  However we think the best way to resolve this is to depricate rule C28 and B29.  The logic behind this recommendation is that the truncation should only be accomplished in actual syntactic instantiation.  Truncation of dictionary entry names is causing confusion and semantic clarity is being lost.			Depricate rules.			OK.  Deprecate spelled incorrectly in Resolution.


			67			108			1409			the Property Term of the corresponding Association Core Component Property,						I do not understand, why in respect of ASBIE the wording is different:'§ the Property Term of the corresponding Association Core Component' and does not talk about 'property'. Please explain. Thanks			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			N			This relates to other comments regarding DENs for properties.  All need to be coordinated.  Specific rules for property DENs must be reviewed/created.			Corrected per resolution to comment 300			OK


			68			109			1415						Proposed Rule/Text: A Core Component Object Class Term can be multi-word if it has a unique semantic meaning compared to the words separately.   It may also consist of a single word.  

 Example: 
  Country Sub-Division. Details     is not the same as  Country. Details
  Country Sub-Division. Details     is not the same as  Sub-Division. Details			Clarity			LMI			4			X			A			Concur.			Added  New Rule: A Core Component Object Class Term can be multi-word if it has a unique semantic meaning compared to the words separately.   It may also consist of a single word.  

 Added Example: 
  Country Sub-Division. Details     is not the same as  Country. Details
  Country Sub-Division. Details     is not the same as  Sub-Division. Details Thus Country Sub-Division has a unique semantic meaning compared to Country and Sub-Division.			It may also consist of a single word' not found.  It's line 1548 in the revised specification.  I don't think that the sentence is needed.


			69			110			1415			[C25] The components of a Dictionary Entry Name shall be separated by dots. The space character shall separate words in multi-word Object Class Terms and/or multi-word Property Terms. Every word shall start with a capital letter. To allow spell checking of the Directory Entry Names’ words, the dots after Object Class Terms and Property Terms shall be followed by a space character.			None specified			the resulted dictionary entry names are hard to read when they are referenced in documents. The “.” and the space characters are then interpreted as normal language characters instead of a dictionary entry name.			Open Exchange			1			X			A			The specification does not prohibit the use of additional markings to reflect a complete DEN such as quotation marks or angle brackets.			Noted.  No action required by submitter or taken by the team.			OK


			70			111			1427						A single word or multi-word Object Class term shall be unique throughout the dictionary.			Clarity			LMI			4			X			A			May require a new rule as part of adding clarity on how to handle/specify qualified versus multi-worded objects and properties.  May also want to add the word unique to the rule(s).			Changed Rule to: The name of an Object Class shall be unique amongst the set of Object Class names in the dictionary			OK


			71			112			1427			[C26] The name of an Object Class shall always have the same semantic meaning throughout the dictionary and may consist of more than one word.			None specified			we do not understand this rule.			Open Exchange			1			X			A			Handle in conjunction with comment 111			Changed to: The name of an Object Class shall be unique throughout the dictionary and may consist of more than one word.			We changed C26 as above, not as indicated in the Resolution. "The name of an Object Class shall be unique amongst the set of Object Class names in the dictionary.'


			72			113			1429						Proposed new rule: A Property Term can be multi-word if it has a unique semantic meaning compared to the words separately. 
Example: 
  Organization. Legal Classification. Code  is not the same as   Organization. Legal. Code
  Organization. Legal Classification. Code  is not the same as   Organization. Classification. Code			Clarity			Mark Crawford			4			X			B			applies to BIEs and Datatype qualifiers as well			Added Modified CC Rule as follows: A multi-worded Property Term must have a unique semantic meaning compared to the words separately. Added Modified BIE Rule as follows: A multi-worded Qualifier must have a unique semantic meaning compared to the words separately. Added Modified Datatype Rule as follows: A multi-worded Qualifier must have a unique semantic meaning compared to the words separately.			OK


			73			115			1434			[C28] For Basic and Association Core Components, if the Property Term uses the same (or equivalent) word or words as the third component of the Dictionary Entry Name, the redundant word(s) in the Property Term shall be removed from the Dictionary Entry Name.			Remove this rule.			Omit this rule, it makes interpretation by computer a lot harder. The truncated entry names are hard (or even impossible) to retranslate in the original entry name. E.g. Identifier and Identify in the property name may as result of the truncation rules removed from the name. In the retranslating process it is not clear what the original property name is.			Open Exchange			4			X			A			See Related Crawford and TBG17 comments.  Truncation could be accomodated by the specific syntactic instantiation as is the case with CEFACT ATG and OASIS UBL NDR rules			Deprecated.			OK


			74			116			1434			C28			Delete			This causes tremendous confusion in creating DEN's.  The CC DEN should always contain all three ISO 11179 components.			Mark Crawford			4			X			A			See Related Open Exchange and TBG17 comments			Deprecated.			OK


			75			117			1435			Name, the redundant word(s) in the Property Term shall be r			Name, the Property Term shall be r			delete these words and change the following note and examples OR explain under which conditions a property term may be equal to the third component of the DEN without having redundant words only. Btw: [B29] uses the proposed wording.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			A			See Related Open Exchange and Crawford Comments			Addressed by resolution to related comments numbers 115 and 116			OK


			76			118			1441			Example			Replace.  The use of Identification and Identifier is incorrect.  Identification is not "equal to" (see rule C28 above) in Identifier.  One is the nature of the property, and the other is simply a representation reflecting that property.			clarity			Mark Crawford			1			X			A						Both the example and the note preceeding it will be depricated along with rule C28 and B29 in response to comments 106 and 107.			OK.  Deprecated spelled wrong in specification and in Resolution.


			77			119			1445			Identification. Identifier) will be truncated to Party. Identifier.			????			This is not understandable for users. The examples uses an exception which illustrates just the opposite of the rule [C28]			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			A						See resolution to comment 118			OK


			78			120			1446			[C29] is missing.			None specified			[C29] is missing.			Open Exchange			1			X			A			Rule C29 was depricated in a previous version.			See line 251 of version 2.01.  No action taken.			OK


			79			122			1454			[C32] The Dictionary Entry Name of an Aggregate Core Component shall consist of a meaningful Object Class Term followed by a dot, a space character, and the term Details. The Object Class Term may consist of more than one word.			None specified			see general remark about name composition rules			Open Exchange			1			X			B						Noted.  No action requested or taken.			OK


			80			123			1458						Add rules related to dictionary entry names for supplementary components			No rules currently exist.  Tables 8-1 and 8-2 apply inconsistent rules.			Mark Crawford			4			X			D						Added Rule			OK


			81			126			1495			B11			Same comment as for line 1347			clarity			Mark Crawford			4			X			A						Changed to reflect changes made in response to comment 93			British, rather than English?  This could be a problem, especially since we have already changed back to the zeds in many cases.


			82			127			1499			[B12] The definition shall be consistent with the requirements of ISO 11179-4 Section 4.4 and will provide an understandable meaning, which should also be translatable to other languages.			Reword the rule.			Vague rule			Open Exchange			4			X			C			We think the rule is clear.			no change.			OK


			83			128			1502			[B13] The definition shall take into account the fact that the users of the Business Information Entity dictionary are not necessarily native English speakers. It shall therefore contain short sentences, using normal words. Wherever synonym terms are possible, the definition shall use the preferred term as identified in the Controlled Vocabulary.			Reword the rule.			Vague rule			Open Exchange			4			X			C						no change.			OK


			84			129			1507			[B14] The definition of a Basic Business Information Entity shall use a structure that is based on the existence of the Object Class Term, the Property Term, and the Representation Term, and enhanced by business related Qualifier Terms.			Consider rewording rule.			The spec prescribes that the Name is derived from the Definition. This rule says the Definition should be based on the Name. Came the Chicken before the Egg?			Open Exchange			4			X			C						We agree.  Rule B14 changed to:  The definition of a Basic Business Information Entity shall be structured such that the Object Class Term, the Property Term, the Representation Term and business related Qualifier Terms, if any, can be extracted from it.  Rule C13 has been changed accordingly.			OK


			85			130			1509			Term, and enhanced by business			Term, and may be enhanced by business			If a user wants to use the underlying BCC with exactly its semantic and facets, then a qualifier is not necessary;			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			B						Agree.  Editor to make change.


			86			131			1510			[B15] The definition of an Association Business Information Entity shall use a structure that is based on the existence of the Object Class Term, the Property Term and the Object Class Term of the Aggregate Business Information Entity on which the corresponding Association Business Information Entity Property is based, and enhanced by business related Qualifier Terms.			Consider rewording rule.			The spec prescribes that the Name is derived from the Definition. This rule says the Definition should be based on the Name. Came the Chicken before the Egg?			Open Exchange			4			X			C						We agree.  Rule B15 changed to: The definition of an Association Business Information Entity shall be structured  such that the Object Class Term, the Property Term and the Object Class Term and business related Qualifier Terms, if any,  of the Aggregate Business Information Entity on which the corresponding Association Business Information Entity Property is based can be extracted from it. Rule C14 changed accordingly.			OK


			87			132			1513			is based, and enhanced by business related			is based, and may be enhanced by business related			If a user wants to use the underlying ASCC with exactly its semantic and facets, then a qualifier is not necessary;			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			N						Agree.  Editor to make change.			OK


			88			133			1515			[B16] Whenever both the definite (i.e. the) and indefinite article (i.e. a) are possible in a definition, preference shall be given to an indefinite article (i.e. a).			Add 'of a BIE' after the word definition.			Add “of a BIE”, otherwise this rule is the same as C15. More in general: may rules be used and assessed in isolation, or is the context (or the rule numbering) significant? Many rules apply to both CC’s and BIE’s, but that scope is not stated in the rule, only in the number of the rule (Cxx or Bxx).			Open Exchange			1			X			C						Not necessary.  The rules are both (1) categorized by rule number as to the construct they apply to and (2) within a specific section of applicaability in the specification.			OK


			89			134			1517 - section 6.1.4.2.4									We need a formal rule, that describes what happens when a part of something (ACC, ABIE, DT) changes in respect of the Whole. E.g. use of a qualified DT instead of a unqualified DT - does it means, a new BCC exist, a new ACC exist etc?			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			C						Added the following new storage rule to section 7.5.1 with example: When a registry class property changes, the registry artifact version number shall be changed accordingly. Example:			OK


			90			135			1518			[B17] The Dictionary Entry Name shall be unique.			Add 'of a BIE' after the word Name.			Add “of a BIE”, otherwise this is the same as C16. This rule is not clear: may a BIE have the same name as a CC (uniqueness within BIE scope) or shall the name be unique over all items in the dictionary?			Open Exchange			1			X			C						Not necessary.  The rules are both (1) categorized by rule number as to the construct they apply to and (2) within a specific section of applicaability in the specification.			OK


			91			136			1519			[B18] The Dictionary Entry Name shall be extracted from the Business Information Entity definition.			Add 'of a BIE' after the word Name.			Add “of a BIE”, otherwise this is the same as C17.			Open Exchange			1			X			C						Not necessary.  The rules are both (1) categorized by rule number as to the construct they apply to and (2) within a specific section of applicaability in the specification.			OK


			92			137			1533						Proposed Rule: A Property Term qualifier can be multi-word if it has a unique semantic meaning compared to the words separately.  The qualifier should provide a more definitive description of the property term.  It may also consist of a single word.  

 Example:  

Mine Production_ Metrics. Explosives Used_ Quantity. Quantity  is not the same as
   Mine Production_ Metrics. Explosives_ Quantity. Quantity  nor
   Mine Production_ Metrics. Used_ Quantity. Quantity			Clarity			Mark Crawford			4			X			C			We had considerable discussion on this.  In reviewing the specification, we discovered that we had not addressed the real purpose of the use of qualifiers, rather we had just provided syntax rules.  After much deliberation, and consultation with ISO 11179, we determined that we needed to take several steps.  These included enhancing the definition of qualifiers to take words from ISO 11179, adding specific qualifier definition rules for both BIEs and Data Types, and providing Examples.			Added the following:Added to definition of BIE Qualifier Terms: Qualifier terms are used to enhance the semantic meaning of the Dictionary entry name to reflect restriction to the properties and representation of the Object Class  of the BIE as necessary to distinguish one BIE concept, conceptual domain, content model  or data value domain from another. BIE rule:Qualifier terms shall reflect the semantic restriction of the object class or property term that they are used with. Added to the definition of qualifiers for datatypes: Qualifier terms are used to enhance the semantic meaning of the Dictionary entry name to reflect the nature of the restriction to the properties and representation of the Data Type as necessary to distinguish one CC or BIE concept, conceptual domain, content model  or data value domain from another.  Added text “Qualifiers of a datatype are derived from the semantic use of the restricted datatype and not the restriction values themselves.” Added new datatype rule: Data Type qualifiers shall not contain the actual content or supplementary component restriction values that are associated with the restriction being conveyed by the qualifier.  Added Data Type example: 1to50 Integer. Type or One To Fifty_ Integer. Type are not allowed.			I can't find this.  Needs to be checked thoroughly. MK


			93			138			1539/1547									add a note that the omittance of a qualifier has been done intentionally			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			C			As part of this discussion, we discovered			Added following: Representation Terms are never qualified. If a Data Type is qualified, this suggests that the data type qualifier should be used as part of the BBIE Object Class, Object Class qualifier Term(s), Property Term, Property Term Qualifier Term(s).			OK


			94			139			1541 - Rule B25			The Dictionary Entry Name of an Association Business Information Entity shall consist of the following components in the specified order:
ß the Object Class Term of the corresponding Association Core Component, and possibly additional Qualifier Term(s),
ß the Property Term of the corresponding Association Core Component, and possibly additional Qualifier Term(s),
ß the Object Class Term of the Association Business Information Entity on which the corresponding Association Business Information Entity Property is based.			The Dictionary Entry Name of an Association Business Information Entity shall consist of the following components in the specified order:
- the Object Class Term of the corresponding Association Core Component, and possibly additional Qualifier Term(s), 
- the Property Term of the corresponding Association Core Component, and possibly additional Qualifier Term(s), 
- the Object Class Term of the Aggregate Business Information Entity on which the Association Business Information Entity Property is based.			Wrong wording			Fred van Blommestein			4			X			N						Changed.  See response to comment 300			OK


			95			300			1405 and 1541			The current rules are very confusing and don't precisely identify the appropriate parts of an ASCC and ASBIE			Change the rules.						Mark Crawford			4			X			C			Agree.			Changed Rule C24 and B25 as follows:Added Rule and example: The Dictionary Entry Name of an Association Core Component shall consist of the following components in the specified order: the Object Class Term of the associating Aggregate Core Component, the Property Term that reflects the nature of the association between Object Classes, and the Object Class Term of the associated Aggregate Core Component. Added Example: Person. Residence. Address where the associated ACC Address. Details  now becomes a property of the associating ACC of Person. Details and the nature of that association is Residence. Added BIE Rule and example: [B25] The Dictionary Entry Name of an Association Business Information Entity shall consist of the following components in the specified order: the Object Class Term of the associating Business Information Entity, and possibly additional Qualifier Term(s), the Property Term that reflects the nature of the association between Object Classes, and possibly additional Qualifier Term(s), the Object Class Term of the associated Business Information Entity, and possibly additional Qualifier Term(s). Private_ Person. Official_ Residence. Mailing_ Address where the associated ABIE Mailing_ Address. Details now becomes a property of the associating ABIE of Private_ Person. Details and the nature of that association is Official_ Residence.			OK


			96			140			1550 - Rule B26			The Object Class Term, Property Term, and Representation Term components of a Dictionary Entry Name shall be separated by dots. The space character shall separate words in multi-word Object Class Terms and/or multiword Property Terms, including their Qualifier Terms. Every word shall start with a capital letter. Qualifier Terms shall be separated from their associated Object Class or Property Term by an underscore (_) followed by a space to separate each qualifier. To allow spell checking of the words in the Dictionary Entry Name, a space character shall follow the dots after Object Class Term(s) and Property Term(s).			The Object Class Term and the Property Term in a Dictionary Entry Name shall be followed by a dot and a space character (. ). Each word in a Dictionary Entry Name shall start with a capital letter. Words in multi-word terms are separated by space characters. Each Qualifier Term shall be followed by an underscore and a space character (_ ).			More precise			Fred van Blommestein			4			X			C						Split existing rule and refined to multiple rules.  Added Rule: The Object Class Term and the Property Term in a BIE Dictionary Entry Name shall be followed by a dot and a space character (. ). Added rule: Each word in a BIE Dictionary Entry Name shall start with a capital letter. Added rule: Words in multi-word BIE Object Class, Property, Representation and Qualifier Terms are separated by space characters. Added Rule: Each Qualifier Term shall be followed by an underscore and a space character (_ ).			OK


			97			141			1550			[B26] The Object Class Term, Property Term, and Representation Term components of a Dictionary Entry Name shall be separated by dots. The space character shall separate words in multi-word Object Class Terms and/or multiword Property Terms, including their Qualifier Terms. Every word shall start with a capital letter. Qualifier Terms shall be separated from their associated Object Class or Property Term by an underscore (_) followed by a space to separate each qualifier. To allow spell checking of the words in the Dictionary Entry Name, a space character shall follow the dots after Object Class Term(s) and Property Term(s).			[B26] The Object Class Term, Property Term, and Representation Term components of a Dictionary Entry Name shall be separated by dots. The space character shall separate words in multi-word Object Class Terms, multiword Property Terms and multiword Qualifier Terms. Every word shall start with a capital letter. Qualifier Terms shall be separated from their associated Object Class or Property Term by an underscore (_) followed by a space. Multiple Qualifier Terms should be separated from each other by an underscore (_) followed by a space. To allow spell checking of the words in the Dictionary Entry Name, a space character shall follow the dots after Object Class Term(s) and Property Term(s).			[B26] needs clarification as the text of the following sentence is written in ambiguous language i.e. can be read as a) each and every Qualifier Term is separated by an underscore character and a space or as b) each Qualifier is separated by a space and the set of Qualifiers are separated from their parent Object Class or Property Term by an underscore character:			Sue Probert			4			X			C			Agreed.			See resolution to comment 142			OK


			98			142			1550						A qualified object name can be applied in its entirety as a qualifier for another object to convey a semantic relationship between the objects.

 Example: Seller_ Party. Details and  Seller Party_ Address. Details is acceptable.  However, the following is not acceptable:
     Seller_ Party. Details and  Seller_ Party_ Address. Details.			Clarity			Mark Crawford			4			X			C						A qualified object name can be applied in its entirety as a qualifier for another object to convey a semantic relationship between the objects providing the qualifier hierarchy is preserved.

 Example:  Seller_ Party. Details and  Seller_ Party_ Address. Details are acceptable because the hierarchy of Seller_ Party is preserved in the reuse.    Seller_ Party. Details and  Seller Party_ Address. Details is not acceptable because the hierarchy of Seller_ Party is not preserved in the reuse.			OK


			99			143			1550			[B26] The Object Class Term, Property Term, and Representation Term components of a Dictionary Entry Name shall be separated by dots. The space character shall separate words in multi-word Object Class Terms and/or multiword Property Terms, including their Qualifier Terms. Every word shall start with a capital letter. Qualifier Terms shall be separated from their associated Object Class or Property Term by an underscore (_) followed by a space to separate each qualifier. To allow spell checking of the words in the Dictionary Entry Name, a space character shall follow the dots after Object Class Term(s) and Property Term(s).			None specified			The resulted dictionary entry names are hard to read when they are referenced in documents. The “.” and the space characters are then interpreted as normal language characters in stead of a dictionary entry name.			Open Exchange			1			X			C			This rule uses concepts from 11179 wrt the use of separators for DEN's.			No action requested or taken.			OK


			100			144			1559 - Rule B27			Qualifier Terms shall precede the associated Object Class Term or Property Term. 
The order of qualifiers shall not be used to differentiate Dictionary Entry Names.			Remove Rule B27			First sentence is redundant with rule B26, second sentence is unneeded and confusing			Fred van Blommestein			4			X			C			Do not agree. With first sentence comment.  It is not duplicated in B26 and must remain as significant.  Do agree with the second in the sense it is not a rule.			Changed RB27 to only include first sentence.  Moved second sentence to text and changed to: The order of qualifierQualifier Terms has semantic meaning.


			101			145			1559						A BIE Object Class qualifier can be multi-word if it has a unique semantic meaning compared to the words separately.  The qualifier should provide a more definitive description of the object. It may also consist of a single word.  
 

             Example:  Object Class qualifiers may consist of more than one word or a single word.

 
Example: If a multiword qualifier is used it must infer a different meaning than the words separately.
Reporting Official_Address. Details   is not the same as      Reporting_Address. Details 
      Reporting Official_Address. Details   is not the same as      Official_Address. Details			Clarity			Mark Crawford			4			X			C			Agree.			Added new rule. See resolution to comment 113.			OK


			102			146			1559						Proposed Rule: An Object Class term can be used as an Object Class qualifier term if the definitions are semantically the same.
  
Example: Hazardous Material_Package. Details
      Hazardous Material. Details			Clarity			Mark Crawford			4			X			C			This is already allowed and it is not necessary to have this as a rule.  This would be appropriate as an example			Added example: Hazardous Material_ Package. Details
semantically restricts Package. Details. The Qualifier Term of Hazardous Material is allowed even though it also may exist as a separate Object Class, Property Term, or Representation Term.			OK


			103			147			1565			Multi worded Object Classes and Property Terms shall be used rather than Qualifier Terms when the concept the Multi worded Object Class or Property Term  exists in three or more discimilar business domains.			Proposed Rule: If a single word or multi-word Object Class term or Property term can be applied in multiple business contexts in at least three of the CCTs specified context categories then the single or multi-word term is either an Object Class or Property term.  If the term can not be applied in multiple business contexts in at least three of the CCTs specified context categories then it is a qualifier for either an Object Class or Property term. The same term can be used for an Object Class or Object Class qualifier term, or a Property or Property qualifier term. Alternative Proposed Rule:			Clarity			Mark Crawford			4			X			C			Discussed and aggreed to add new rule.			Added: [Bxx] Multi-worded Object Classes and Property Terms shall be used in lieu of Qualifier Terms when the concept the multi worded Object Class or Property Term exists in three or more dissimilar business domains.			OK


			104			148			1568			For Basic and Association Business Information Entities, if the Property Term uses the same (or equivalent) word or words as the third component of the Dictionary Entry Name, and the Property Term is not qualified, the redundant word(s) in the Property Term shall be removed from the Dictionary Entry Name.			Remove the rule.			This specification makes interpretation by computer very difficult. We propose to omit this rule. This truncation rule is unclear as when words are to be truncated. This process seems “human oriented”.			Open Exchange			4			X			C						Deleted in response to comments 104, 105, and 118			OK


			105			149			1582			Data Types			Add the following rules for an unqualified CCTS:DT with an Object Class Term that is the same as the primary representation term of the CCTS:CCT the CCTS:DT is derived from: -  (1) The CCTS:DT must have the Content Component and all Supplementary Components of the CCTS:CCT as its attributes (2) -         Neither the value of the Content Component nor the value of any Supplementary Component is restricted. (3) -         The occurrence of the Content Component is mandatory ([1..1]), the occurrence of each of the Supplementary Components is optional and not repeatable ([0..1]). (4) -         The Dictionary Entry Name of the unqualified CCTS:DT is the same as that of the CCTS:CCT.  (5) -         The Definition of the CCTS:DT must be identical to that of the CCTS:CCT.  (6) -         TBG17 provides the list of approved unqualified CCTS:DT with a CCTS:CCT primary representation term as its Object Class Term.			Data Types (CCTS:DT) have the same structure and attributes as CCTS:CCT. CCTS:DT are used to determine the UML:type of Basic Core Components (CCTS:BCC) and of Basic Business Information Entities (CCTS:BBIE). Each CCTS:DT is directly or indirectly derived from a CCTS:CCT. The Object Class Term of a CCTS:DT can be the same as the primary representation term or as one of the secondary representation terms of the CCTS:CCT the CCTS:DT is derived from. In such case the CCTS:DT is “unqualified”. The Object Class Term of a CCTS:DT can also exist of one or more qualifiers added to the primary representation term or to one of the secondary representation terms of the CCTS:CCT. When the Object Class Term of a CCTS:DT contains one of more qualifiers the CCTS:DT is “qualified”. For each CCTS:CCT, TBG17 will define a CCTS:DT for each primary and secondary representation term as the Object Class Term in the name of the CCTS:DT. These CCTS:DT are unqualified CCTS:DT. An unqualified CCTS:DT named with the primary representation term as its Object Class Term is unrestricted: it has the same definition as the CCTS:CCT and has no facets defined on its Content Component or Supplementary Components.  Data Types (CCTS:DT) have the same structure and attributes as CCTS:CCT. CCTS:DT are used to determine the UML:type of Basic Core Components (CCTS:BCC) and of Basic Business Information Entities (CCTS:BBIE). Each CCTS:DT is directly or indirectly derived from a CCTS:CCT. The Object Class Term of a CCTS:DT can be the same as the primary representation term or as one of the secondary representation terms of the CCTS:CCT the CCTS:DT is derived from. In such case the CCTS:DT is “unqualified”. The Object Class Term of a CCTS:DT can also exist of one or more qualifiers added to the primary representation term or to one of the secondary representation terms of the CCTS:CCT. When the Object Class Term of a CCTS:DT contains one of more qualifiers the CCTS:DT is “qualified”. For each CCTS:CCT, TBG17 will define a CCTS:DT for each primary and secondary representation term as the Object Class Term in the name of the CCTS:DT. These CCTS:DT are unqualified CCTS:DT. An unqualified CCTS:DT named with the primary representation term as its Object Class Term is unrestricted: it has the same definition as the CCTS:CCT and has no facets defined on its Content Component or Supplementary Components. Unqualified CCTS:DT are UML:Classes in the CCTS metamodel. They do not appear in CCTS compliant Class Diagrams that represent business data models. They are the basis for the data typing in such business data model Class Diagrams. The UML:Classes in the CCTS metamodel that represent unqualified CCTS:DT are associated with the UML:Classes in the CCTS metamodel that represent CCTS:CCT. This association is stereotyped as “TBG17:Specialisation”, and has a definition as stated above.			Fred van Blommestein			4			X			E			Don't agree with comments regarding TBG17 as owner of approved DTs			Changed paragraph to: A Data Type defines the set of valid values that can be used for a particular Basic Core Component Property or Basic Business Information Entity Property.  Data Types are based on their underlying Core Component Type and can be either unqualified or qualified.  It is Qualified Data Types are defined by specifying restrictions on the Core Component TypeData Type from which the Data Typeit is derived. Data Types can not contain additional supplementary components. Figure 6-1 describes the Data Type and shows relationships to the Core Component Type. Added rule [Dxx]  A Data Type shall only include supplementary components from its parent Core Component Type.			OK.  But not in the area specified by this comment.


			106			150			1592			Data Types			Add the following rules (1) The CCTS:DT must have the Content Component and may not have all Supplementary Components of the CCTS:CCT as its attributes (2) Each of the Supplementary Components of the CCTS:DT must be a Supplementary Component of the CCTS:CCT the CCTS:DT is derived from (3) The values of the Content Component and of any Supplementary Component may  be restricted by means of facets (4) The definition of the CCTS:DT must fall within the definition of the CCTS:CCT; the definition may be more restrictive (5) One or more restrictions (on the definition or on one of the values of the Content Component or of any Supplementary Component) must have been defined (6) The occurrence of the Content Component is mandatory ([1..1]), the occurrence of each of the Supplementary Components may be optional ([0..1]), mandatory ([1..1]) or not allowed ([0..0]), but must not be repeatable. (7) The Object Class Term of the Dictionary Entry Name of the CCTS:DT is the same as that of a secondary representation term of the CCTS:CCT. (8) TBG17 provides the list of approved unqualified CCTS:DT with a CCTS:CCT secondary representation term as its Object Class Term.			An unqualified CCTS:DT that has as its Object Class Term one of the Secondary Representation Terms of the CCTS:CCT it is derived from, must have a more restricted definition than that of the CCTS:CCT, must have restrictive facets defined on it’s Content Component and/or one or more of its Supplementary Components, or both. Such CCT:DT may also exclude one or more of the Supplementary Component of the CCTS:CCT, which is equivalent of defining a facet, only allowing the null value of such Supplementary Component. The Object Class Term of a qualified CCTS:DT consists of the Object Class Term of an unqualified Data Type and one or more Qualifier Terms. If the Object Class Term contains only one Qualifier Term, the definition and/or values of the Content Component and of any Supplementary Component of the unqualified CCTS:DT must be restricted or further restricted. If the Object Class Term contains multiple qualifiers, a qualified CCTS:DT must exist with the same Object Class Term, but without the first qualifier. The definition and/or values of the Content Component and of any Supplementary Component of the latter qualified CCTS:DT must be further restricted. In other words, a qualified ccts:DT may further qualify an already qualified ccts:DT and must then specify additional restrictions on that qualified CCTS:DT. Qualified CCTS:DT are UML:Classes in the CCTS metamodel. They do not appear in CCTS compliant Class Diagrams that represent business information models. They are the basis for the data typing in such Class Diagrams. The UML:Classes in the CCTS metamodel that represent qualified CCTS:DT are associated with UML:Classes in the CCTS metamodel that represent other unqualified or qualified CCTS:DT. This association is stereotyped as “TBG17:Specialisation”.			Fred Von Blumenstein			4			X			E			We discussed this in detail.  We made changes where appropriate consistent with related data type decisions.			appropriate changes made.			OK, I hope.


			107			151			1592			Information Entity			Clarify			what is an "information entity"?			Mark Crawford			1			X			E			Agreed.  We found the following definition of representation term in the latest version of ISO 11179 - the form of the set of valid values for a data element or value domain.			Change made			OK


			108			152			1596 - 1664			Definition of Data Types			Two possibilities for defining the names are:

a) use the actual names of the BBIEs to produce, say, "Buyer Product Type_ Code. Type" or 
b) add the restriction information to the Data Type name to produce, say, "3Characters_ Code. Type". This second possibility is inappropriate since it includes non-semantic information.

The problem is compounded with identifier schemes and code lists. For example, there may be various versions of "International Classification of Disease". Different versions have different code lists. Normally we define the different versions using specific supplementary components (such as Code List. Version. Identifier) but the code lists will be enumerations and the enumerations are restrictions of Data Types. That means we have to define for every code list or identifier scheme a new Data Type. If so, what will be the naming convention for these Data Types?. Should we put all supplementary information which is necessary for the distinction into the Data Type name? For example: "ICD_ V10_ Disease Classification_ Code. Type". This would not be a very efficient way to name a Data Type and it also makes the use of supplementary components needless.

We believe that the use of data types should be for semantic reasons, that is, the variations reflect different semantic uses of the data.  This would not typically involve formatting differences – whether a product code is 5 or 3 charcters does not affect it being a product code.  However  a 3 digit harmonized product code is semantically different from a 7 digit harmonized produce code becuase it reflect a higher aggregation or coarser definitions of the product.  That is, a code of 170 for 'wooden products' is semantically different from a code of '1702345' for 'wooden toy rocking horse'.  In such a case we could use two different restrictions as data types.			It is not clear how a Data Type is to be defined. Every BCC or BBIE could be described with different characteristics and restrictions. 

For example, "Buyer_ Product. Type. Code" has a fixed length of 3 characters and the "Seller_ Product. Type. Code" has a variable length with a minimum of 2 characters and a maximum length of 5 characters. Is it now necessary to define a separate "Data Type" for each of these two BBIEs? What should the names of such Data Types be?			UBL			4			X			E			Agree in part.  Do not agree with any non-semantic qualifiers for data types.  Added example to related new rule			change made			OK


			109			153			1609			Type, and is enhanced by Quali			Type, and is maybe enhanced by Quali			this is to make sure that a data type qualifier is not considered by users as mandatory			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			E			Agree			Change made			OK


			110			154			1614			[D9] The Dictionary Entry Name shall be extracted from the Data Type definition.			None specified			part of a general rule including the CC and BIE’s. Is this really applicable to data types?			Open Exchange			1			X			E			Overlap recognized but accepted for clarity by original spec			No change.			OK


			111			155			1615			[D10] The Dictionary Entry Name shall be concise and shall not contain consecutive redundant words.			None specified			part of a general rule including the CC and BIE’s.			Open Exchange			1			X			E			Overlap recognized but accepted for clarity by original spec			No change			OK


			112			156			1617			[D11] The Dictionary Entry Name shall not use non-letter characters unless required by language rules.			None specified			part of a general rule including the CC and BIE’s.			Open Exchange			1			X			E			Overlap recognized but accepted for clarity by original spec			No change			OK


			113			157			1620			[D12] The Dictionary Entry Name shall only contain verbs, nouns and adjectives (i.e. no words like and, of, the, etc.). This rule shall be applied to the English Language, and may be applied to other languages as appropriate.			None specified			part of a general rule including the CC and BIE’s.			Open Exchange			1			X			E			Overlap recognized but accepted for clarity by original spec			No change			OK


			114			158			1624			[D13] Abbreviations and acronyms that are part of the Dictionary Entry Name shall be expanded or explained in the definition.			None specified			part of a general rule including the CC and BIE’s.			Open Exchange			1			X			E			Overlap recognized but accepted for clarity by original spec			No change			OK


			115			159			1626			[D14] The Dictionary Entry Name of a Data Type shall consist of a Representation Term—preceded by Qualifier Term(s) as necessary —			None specified			same remark as in BIE and CC definitions.			Open Exchange			1			X			E			Overlap recognized but accepted for clarity by original spec			no change			OK


			116			167			1665 & 1687			Catalogue of Core Components and Catalogue of Business Information Entities			Remove			Not true, not usable, and confusing.  Section 7 provides registry information.			Mark Crawford			1			X			A						Agree			OK


			117			168			1677						remove the whole note: there is no '*' in the example table, the note refers to. (or change the table)						TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			A						Superceeded by resolution to comment 167.			OK


			118			169			1770			[C34] When describing a specific Business Context, a value or set of values shall be assigned to each of the approved Context Categories in order to describe the business situation in an unambiguous and formal way.			None specified			Followed, but on Use Case level. Value domains though were not clear or applicable. See subsequent rules.			Open Exchange			1			X			F						Noted.  No change requested or made.			OK


			119			170			1789			[C38] When Business Process extensions are used, they shall include full information for each value sufficient to unambiguously identify which extension is providing the value used.			None specified			Business process extension is not defined.			Open Exchange			4			X			F			No recommended change,  If you have additional details or specific recommendations, we would welcome them.			No change made.			OK


			120			171			1797			[C39] A single value or set of values may be used in a Product Classification Context.			None specified			We used the term “UN-SPSC 80111600”			Open Exchange			4			X			F			We need to think about providing specific formats for context values			No change made.


			121			172			1836			[C47] Geopolitical Context may associate one or more values with any business message or component.			None specified			messages are out of the scope of the spec.			Open Exchange			4			X			F			may want to delete reference to "message"			deleted "business message or"			OK


			122			173			1838			[C48] Geopolitical Context shall employ the following hierarchical structure:			None specified			Is economic region always within a continent, or can it be continent overlapping (e.g. Australasia)?			Open Exchange			4			X			F			Recommend looking at world bank for country hierarchies.  (i.e. Economic Region - Continent - Economic Region). 9/21 - After more discussion, we decided that there was no single authoritative source for a hierarchy.  We instead now only require the use of the listed values without specifying a hierarchy.			removed hiearchy label			OK


			123			174			1844			[C49] At any level of the Context hierarchy, a value may be a single value, a named aggregate, or cross-border value.			None specified			is rule applicable for all contexts or for geo- political context only? Is cross border value different from aggregate?			Open Exchange			4			X			F			Add word "Geopolitical" before "context"			change made			OK


			124			176			1864			[C51] Points in the Geopolitical Context hierarchy shall be specified by the use of the node value, or by the full or partial path.			None specified			what is node value?			Open Exchange			4			X			F			agree.  With removal of hiearchary, this now needs to reflect using single value, or multiple values.			change made			Added space between "values" and "shall"


			125			177			1934			Context Constraints Language			Move to non-normative appendix			This section is incomplete since we stripped all XML out of it and is not workable on its own.  Recommend changing to syntax specific XML and moving to an appendix			Mark Crawford			4			X			G			This section is not mature.			Delete			OK


			126			178			1934 - Section 6.2.4			Constraint Language			Remove present context. Replace with reference to OCL			The Constraint Language as defined is in conflict with the "Derivation by restriction" mechanism as defined by the rest of CCTS. It is not expected that a specificly for Core Components defined language will be implemented, as more widely adopted and more consistent constraint languages exist, like OCL. It would be more credible to publish an OCL subset for derivation of BIE's from CC's and context.			Fred van Blommestein			4			X			G			Agree with removing.  Will consider adding OCL in Version 3.0 if the TMG work on UML profile for core components			Remove 6.2.4			OK


			127			179			1947			[C63] The Core Components Context Constraints Language shall be used to describe the constraints being applied to Core Components to develop Business Information Entities.			Propose to change Shall into Should.			According to this rule the use of the Constraint Language is mandatory when specifying BIE’s. We see this as not feasible.			Open Exchange			4			X			G									Section deleted


			128			180			1954			[C64] Assembly shall be the top-level construct in any set of Assembly Rules.			Rule should be omitted.			Message assembly is outside the scope of the spec.			Open Exchange			4			X			G						Section Deleted			OK


			129			181			1973			[C66] A Business Information Entity created with MinOccurs = 1 and MaxOccurs = 1 shall be specified in the resulting semantic model as occurring only once.			Rule could be omitted.			Many other interpretation rules of cardinality notations are thinkable.			Open Exchange			4			X			G						Section Deleted			OK


			130			182			1975			[C67] An Assembly may contain more than one assembled top-level semantic model.			None specified			Outside scope of spec.			Open Exchange			4			X			G						Section Deleted			OK


			131			183			1979			[C68] The Apply Attribute of the ContextRules construct type shall be used for determining the behavior of rules that use hierarchical values.			Change rules into Context Rules.						Open Exchange			4			X			G						Section Deleted			OK


			132			184			1999			[C73] Semantic models and document definitions produced through the application of Assembly and Context Rules must contain the metadata about the rules and Context that produced them.			None specified			Document definitions are outside the scope.			Open Exchange			4			X			G						Section Deleted			OK


			133			186			2011			Section 7			Change the registry classes to be all inclusive rather than referential			Users are confused as to what are the total storage requirements for each registry class since for many of them they refer to the storage requirements of other classes rather than providing specific detail.			Mark Crawford			1			X			J			May possibly be handled by a note after applicable rules rather than restating the rules ad naseum.  Could also create a table.			Editor to develop draft paragraph for inclusion in the spec that explains the nature of the inheritence of the storage rules.			Draft paragraph missing - I have no clue, what we should say.


			134			191			2015									this section explicitly speaks about storage in UML. THEN all blank lines between UML classes in the diagram just say that there is any relationsship. All these cases need a detailled explanation of what the relationships are.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			2			X			J			Submitter is assigned responsibility for creating the UML diagrams. 9/21 - submitter declined.  We are redrawing this figure to better align with changed figures 6-1 and 6-2.			changed			Updated drawings must be included into the spec.


			135			192			2027 Figure 7-1.						Clarify the relationships between the classes Data Type, Core Component Type, Suplementary Component Restriction, Content Component Restriction, Content Component and Supplementary component			1. Normal people will consider it as a design error to see the Name of a supplementary Component twice, which means data redundancy and which is a potential problem to align these. If this has to be done as it is done in the figure, then a clarification is needed, why a redundancy is there or why it is not a redundancy. 2. A general clarification is needed as proposed in the comment for line 2185 and line 2202.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			2			X			J			Submitter is requested to define normal person :-) 9.21 - submitter is unable to define normal person as he has no expierience with any. Change in figure being accomplished with change to CCT addresses this issue.			figure is being changed.			Updated figure must be included into the spec.


			136			193			2030			S rules			Remove Definitions			many definitions and elaborations, that are stated elsewhere, are being repeated in the S-rules.			Open Exchange			1			X			J			Duplication is noted but was intentional for clarity in implementation			No action			OK


			137			194			2237			S 37 does not exist			None specified						Open Exchange			1			X			J			Noted			No action taken.			OK


			138			196			2078									What does the cardinality of a BCC(ASCC mean: Is it a) how many BBIE/ASBIEs can be build basing on that BCC/ASCC or b) how many times this object may occur in an instance data stream?			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			J			The answer is a.   There is a typo at line 2079.			Editor to fix typo.			Typo still missing - see proposal in spec


			139			197			2078 and 2351									What does the cardinality of a BBIE/ASBIE mean: Is it a) how many BBIE/ASBIE can be build basing on that BBIE/ASBIE or b) how many times this object may occur in an instance data stream.  Similar question for line 2351			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			J			The answer is b.  How many times a specific property may occur in a ACC or ABIE.			No change.			OK


			140			199			2117			It can also form			change the wording			which other basis can a DEN of a Data Type have? Same question for secondaries...			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			J			Sentence is actually not necessary as this is a section about CCT, not DT.			Remove second sentence from both bullets.			OK


			141			202			2169			Qualifier Term (Mandatory)			Qualifier Terms (Optional)			align with model			Mark Crawford			1			X			E			Need to differentiate between qualified and unqualified datatypes.  Need to also incorporate these differences in the model and appropriate places.			Editor to fix.			OK


			142			203			2169			Qualifier Term (mandatory)			Qualifier Term (optional)			There can be both unqualified and qualified Data Types (if a user does not want to restrict anything); If there is another decision, then please change this throughout the whole document			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			E						Editor to fix			OK


			143			204			2185			Primitive Type of the Content Component of the Core Component Type on which the Data Type is based			Add an example in order to clarify and give some explanations			A) the sentences expresses a cascade. It is important to clarify that 1. A Content Component does not exist as an independent object outside of a CCT. 2. A ContentComponentRestriction does not change the Primitive type of the ContentComponent and is not technically linked with this Primitive type. 3. there is no reuse OR a re-use of ContentComponentRestriction classes. B) A naming rule for CCR's is needed.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			J			1. A Content Component does not exist as an independent object outside of a CCT. - Rule S25 already clarifies this uniqueness issue. 2. A ContentComponentRestriction does not change the Primitive type of the ContentComponent and is not technically linked with this Primitive type. - we have added two specific rules in section 6 to address this. 3. there is no reuse OR a re-use of ContentComponentRestriction classes - a content component restriction is always associated to its data type as illustrated in Figure 7-1 in in rule S31. B) A naming rule for CCR's is needed - not necessary since these are already fixed in table 7-1.			changes made			OK


			144			205			2189						the relationsship between a Format Restriction and a Primitive type should be expressed as a 'based on' relationship			table 7-1 states cleary that there is a relationship between a Format Restriction and a Primitive type. This is not expressed in the diagram (page 74) and should be described as a 'based on'. This is CCTS specific (at least it seems to me; maybe our UML experts will tell us that this is UML standard like) and is widely used in CCTS. It means to replace a primitive type by a restriction of this primitive type. The same situation we do have with the relacement of a Data Type by a more restrictive one, with the replacement of an BBIE by none to many more restrictive ones etc.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			3			X			J			We agree this is unclear.  We will add an association between restriction and primative type in the new data type figure in Section 6-2.  We also see that there is a problem with Rule S32 in that the Expression Type attribute is not clearly defined nor is a particular one recommended.  We will add this to known issues for version 3.			Editor to make change. Figures need to be updated to reflect new optional value for Rule S32.			The updated figure must be implemented


			145			206			Rule S27			[S27] Data Types are a particular category of Registry Classes. As such, all stored Core Components shall include the following Attributes:			[S27] Data Types are a particular category of Registry Classes. As such, all stored Data Types shall include the following Attributes:			Typo			Fred van Blommestein			1			X			J						Editor to make change.			OK


			146			207			2168 - Rule S28			Qualifier Term (mandatory):			Qualifier Term (optional, repetitive):			Data Type Qualifiers are not mandatory (see figure 7-3)			Fred van Blommestein			1			X			E			See comments line 2169			Editor to make change.			OK


			147			208			Rule S28			Attributes of stored data types			Add: 
Business Term (optional, repetitive): A synonym term under which the Core Component is commonly known and used in a business. Business Terms may be expressed in any language. A Core Component may have several Business Terms or synonyms.			Many Data Types (e.g. Code systems used in some industry) are known under certain business terms.			Fred van Blommestein			4			X			E			This will also impact rules in section 6 for datatypes			Agreed.  Editor to add storage rule, and paragraph 6.1.4.3.6 similar to paragraph 6.1.4.2.5			See proposed paragraph in (6.1.4.3.6)


			148			212			2202			Stored Supplementary Component Restrictions shall			Add an example in order to clarify and give some explanations; add the same restriction possibilities as for the content components or clarify that users are defintely not allowed to restricts other than by enumeration			the sentences expresses a cascade. 1. It is important to clarify that  a Suppl. Content Component does not exist as an independent object outside of a CCT, even if this means that a number of them are defined several times, e.g. language. 2. A naming rule SCR's is needed. 3. I tink that users want to define restrictions for these SCRs.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			J			1. It is important to clarify that  a Suppl. Content Component does not exist as an independent object outside of a CCT, even if this means that a number of them are defined several times, e.g. language. - this is not necessary since these are already predefined in Tables 8-1 and 8-2.  2.  A naming rule SCR's is needed. - we disagree since these are predefined 3. I think that users want to define restrictions for these SCRs. - we agree and will provide a pointer to Table 7-1.			Rule changed.			OK


			149			213			2282			Stored Aggregate Business			Stored Business			typo, I assume			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			1			X			J						editor to fix			OK


			150			214			2282			Stored Aggregate Business Information Entities			Stored Business Information Entities			Typo			Mark Crawford			1			X			J						editor to fix			OK


			151			215			2282			Stored Aggregate Business Information Entities			Stored Business Information Entity			Editorial change			UBL			1			X			J						editor to fix			OK


			152			216			2311 - Rule S48			[S48] Stored Business Information Entities shall include the following Attributes:			Add:
Validation Rule. A formal phrase, preferably in a formal language (like OCL), that defines when the combined content of the BIE attributes is regarded valid.			Validation rules are crucial when defining business information. Not supporting them in CCTS forces users to agree bilaterally on (non automatically processable)  implementation guidelines. The UML artefact "Invariant" was defined for this purpose.			Fred van Blommestein			4			X			J			We agree a default is required.			Add following to end of rule - OMG OCL shall be used whenever possible.			OK


			153			217			2319			·        Example (optional, repetitive): Example of a possible value of a Business Information Entity						I do want to see an example of this for ABIE and ASBIE; IMO this will work for BBIE only; please remove this here or specify that this is just for BBIE			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			J			This works for values as well.  A string of the contents of an ABIE or ASBIE could be provided, or a structured set of values representing one instance of an ABIE or ASBIE is also possible.			No change			OK


			154			218			2332			Qualifier Term (mandatory)			Qualifier Term (optional)			There can be both unqualified and qualified ABIEs (if a user does not want to restrict anything); If there is another decision, then please change this throughout the whole document. Also figure 7-3 says that a qualifier is optional			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			J			Agree			Change Made			OK


			155			219			2370			Stored Association Core Component Properties			Stored Business Information Entity Properties			Typo			Mark Crawford			1			X			J			Agree			Editor to make change.			OK


			156			220			2370			Stored Association Core Component Properties						Editorial change			UBL			1			X			J			Agree			Editor to make change.			OK


			157			224			2435			Stored Registry Classes may include one or more Usage Rules, describing how and/or when to use the Registry Class.			1.Stored Registry Classes may include one or more Usage Rules. 2. Move this to where CC and their properties are defined			the purpose has to be described, where the concept of usage rules will be defined; avoid redundencies			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			J			This rule relates to metadata usage rules for the item as a registry class, not as an individual component as part of a component model.  Add word "registry class" in front of usage rule, and add following sentence after rule: Usage rules are related to usage of the registry class as part of the registry, rather than usage of the artefact within a model.			change made			OK


			158			228			2520			7.5.3.3 Association Information			delete this section			With regards to CC, DataTypes and BIE these information starting line 2520 have to be described, where CC, Data Types etc are described and this section could be deleted; second: it uses terms like Association Desciption, which do not appear anywhere else in other sections. It uses terms like Association type and it's instances, which are alreeady expressed in ABIE, BIE, CC etc. and which are not CCTS aligned. CCTS does not use these UML terms, and a CCTS association should not be expressed in examples ('e.g.'). If somebody feels that UML association types are appropriate, then this should be done for each CCTS association by giving exactly the appropriate UML type.  At the end, the admin information Start Date etc. are already available in the other parts of the metadata section. Even the explicite 'End Date'  is an expression of another concept, the 7.5.22 Status Information, and therefore in contradiction with this. The section 7.5.3.3 should be deleted.			TBG17, DIN Michael Dill			4			X			J			Although this information is needed, it is mislabeled.  We are changing the section to Registry Class Usage Data, and eliminating certain components.			Change made to text.  Change needs to be made to Figure 7-4.			OK


			159			230			2544 (Table 8-1)			Code. Type						B - We have some confusion about types - Is it a pointer or an abbreviation? - Is it an implementation detail or does the item have inherent semantics? - How is a code different from an identifier?			Ontology Forum			1			X			D			B - We have some confusion about types - Is it a pointer or an abbreviation?[ Type is used as an identification] - Is it an implementation detail or does the item have inherent semantics? [yes to the extent that the word type has inherent semantics]  - How is a code different from an identifier? [There exists several white papers on this]			No action required or taken.			OK


			160			231			2544 (Table 8-1)			Date Time. Type						B - Clear mapping, but formalization doesn't resolve all problems (SUMO has more detail)			Ontology Forum			1			X			D			No recommended change,  If you have additional details or specific recommendations, we would welcome them.			No action requested or taken.			OK


			161			232			2544 (Table 8-1)			Identifier. Type						C - If this is meant to be a universally-unique identifier (UUID) then rate an "A"			Ontology Forum			1			X			D			No recommended change,  If you have additional details or specific recommendations, we would welcome them.			No action requested or taken.			N/A


			162			235			2544 (Table 8-1)			Text. Type						B+ - Too much ambiguity in definition			Ontology Forum			1			X			D			Please provide alternative text.			No action taken.			N/A


			163			237			2544 (Table 8.1)			New Supplementary Components			a) In the case of Code. Types
The supplementary code "Code List. Agency. Identifier" represents the unique identifier from  the responsible agency of the specific code list. This identifier comes from the code list of the UN/CEFACT data element 3055. This code list does not have all agencies from every code list included within it. 

The problem identified by UBL is, how can we fully distinguish any code list and make this interoperable without any mutual trading partner agreements being in place beforehand? The current supplementary components "Code List. Agency. Name" and "Code List. Uniform Resource. Identifier" are not sufficient because a) the names in "Code List. Agency. Name" are free text and require a manual agreement between the exchanging parties and b) the "Code List. Uniform Resource. Identifiers" are not very stable nor can they always be defined as an invokable URI. Therefore it makes sense to represent the responsible agency by other unique and international code lists or identifier schemes, like the DUNS number. 

To doing this, two further supplementary components are necessary:
o Code List. Agency. Scheme. Identifier– Identifies the ID schema that represents the context for identifying the agency. Note: This attribute is necessary, if the value in Code List. Agency. Identifier is not based on UN/CEFACT data element 3055.
o Code List. Agency Scheme Agency. Identifier– Identifies the agency that listAgencySchemeID manages. This attribute can only contain values from DE 3055 (excluding roles). 
Note: This attribute is necessary, if the value in Code List. Agency. Identifier is not based on UN/CEFACT data element 3055.

The following examples illustrate the precise distinction of code lists by utilising these proposed extra supplementary components:

a.) Standardized codes whose code lists are managed by an agency from the code list DE 3055.
Code Standard
Code List. Identifier Code list for standard code
Code List. Version. Identifier  Code list version
Code List. Agency. Identifier Agency from DE 3055 (excluding roles)
Code List. Agency Scheme. Identifier -
Code List. Agency Scheme Agency. Identifier -

b.) Proprietary codes whose code lists are managed by an agency that is identified by using a standard.
Code Proprietary
Code List. Identifier Code list for the propriety code
Code List. Version. Identifier  Version of the code list
Code List. Agency. Identifier Standardized ID for the agency (normally the company that manages the code list)
Code List. Agency Scheme. Identifier ID schema for the schemeAgencyId
Code List. Agency Scheme Agency. Identifier Agency DE 3055 that manages the standardized ID ‘listAgencyId’

c.) Proprietary codes whose code lists are managed by an agency that is identified without the use of a standard.
Code Proprietary
Code List. Identifier Code list for the proprietary code
Code List. Version. Identifier  Code list version
Code List. Agency. Identifier Standardized ID for the agency (normally the company that manages the code list)
Code List. Agency Scheme. Identifier ID schema for the schemeAgencyId
Code List. Agency Scheme Agency. Identifier ‘ZZZ’ (mutually defined from DE 3055)

d.) Proprietary codes whose code lists are managed by an agency that is specified by using a role or that is not specified at all. 
The role is specified as a prefix in the tag name. listID and listVersionID can optionally be used as attributes if there is more than one code list. If there is only one code list, no attributes are required.

Code Proprietary
Code List. Identifier ID schema for the proprietary identifier
Code List. Version. Identifier  ID schema version
Code List. Agency. Identifier -
Code List. Agency Scheme. Identifier -
Code List. Agency Scheme Agency. Identifier -

 b) In the case of Identifier. Types
The supplementary code "Identification Scheme. Agency. Identifier" represents the unique identifier from the responsible agency of the specific identification scheme of the identifiers. This identifier comes from the code list of the UN/CEFACT data element 3055. This code list does not have all agencies from every Identification Scheme in it. 

The problem is now, how we can distinguish a identification scheme and makes this interoperable without any manual agreements beforehand. The current supplementary components "Identification Scheme. Agency. Name" and "Identification Scheme. Uniform Resource. Identifier" are insufficient because the names in "Identification Scheme. Agency. Name" are free text and need a manual agreement between the exchanging parties and "Identification Scheme. Uniform Resource. Identifier" are not very stable nor can they always be defined as an invokable URI. Therefore it makes sense to represent the responsible agency by other unique and international code lists or identifier schemes, like the DUNS number. 

To doing this, two further supplementary components are necessary:
o Identification Scheme. Agency.Scheme. Identifier – Identifies the ID schema that represents the context for identifying the agency. Note: This attribute is necessary, if the value in Identification Scheme. Agency. Identifier is not based on UN/CEFACT data element 3055.
o Identification Scheme. Agency Scheme Agency. Identifier – Identifies the agency that listAgencySchemeID manages. This attribute can only contain values from DE 3055 (excluding roles). 
Note: This attribute is necessary, if the value in Identification Scheme. Agency. Identifier is not based on UN/CEFACT data element 3055.

The following examples illustrates the precise distinction of Identification Schemes by using these proposed extra supplementary components:

a.) Standardized Identifiers whose ID schema is managed by an agency from code list DE 3055.
Identifier Standard
Identification Scheme. Identifier ID schema for the standard identifier 
Identification Scheme. Version. Identifier ID schema version 
Identification Scheme. Agency. Identifier Agency from DE 3055 (excluding roles)
Identification Scheme. Agency Scheme. Identifier -
Identification Scheme. Agency Scheme Agency. Identifier -

b.) Proprietary identifier whose ID schema is managed by an agency that is identified using a standard.
Identifier Proprietary
Identification Scheme. Identifier ID schema for the proprietary identifier
Identification Scheme. Version. Identifier ID schema version 
Identification Scheme. Agency. Identifier Standardized ID for the agency (generally the company that manages the proprietary identifier)
Identification Scheme. Agency Scheme. Identifier ID schema for the schemeAgencyId
Identification Scheme. Agency Scheme Agency. Identifier Agency from DE 3055 that manages the standardized ID ‘schemeAgencyId’

c.) Proprietary identifier whose ID schema is managed by an agency that is identified without using a standard.
Identifier Proprietary
Identification Scheme. Identifier ID schema for the proprietary identifier
Identification Scheme. Version. Identifier ID schema version
Identification Scheme. Agency. Identifier Standardized ID for the agency (generally the company that manages the proprietary identifier)
Identification Scheme. Agency Scheme. Identifier ID schema for the schemeAgencyId
Identification Scheme. Agency Scheme Agency. Identifier ‘ZZZ’ (mutually defined from DE 3055)

d.) Proprietary identifier whose ID schema is managed by an agency that is specified by a role or is not specified at all.
The role is specified as a prefix in the tag name. Optionally, schemeID and schemeVersionID can be used as attributes if more than one ID schema exists. If there is only one ID schema, then no attributes are required.
Identifier Proprietary
Identification Scheme. Identifier ID schema for the proprietary identifier
Identification Scheme. Version. Identifier ID schema version 
Identification Scheme. Agency. Identifier -
Identification Scheme. Agency Scheme. Identifier -
Identification Scheme. Agency Scheme Agency. Identifier -			"Code. Type" and "Identifier. Type" do not have enough supplementary components for the clear and unambigouos distinction of code lists and/or identifier schemes.			UBL			7			X			D			Agreed.  We made all code/identifier list supplementary components the same for all content components			Changes made			Changes made in 8.2; not in 8.1.  See Word doc.


			164			238			2544 (Table 8.1)			New Core Component Types			a) Ratio. Type
„Ratio. Type“ is a value expressing the ratio per specified unit and a rate basis unit.

„Ratio. Type“ can be used to represent the value of a physical or quantitative dimension relative to a quantitative or measure unit, for example kilometers per hour, kilogram per meter, pieces per time, count per minute. This is especially necessary, if a code for a specific ration is not existing in the UN/ECE Recommendation #20 code list.

The content component of „Ratio. Type“ includes the rate value and will be represented in decimal.

“Ratio. Type” comprises the following supplementary components:
o Ratio. Unit. Code – The units of a rate are represented in accordance with UN/ECE Recommendation #20 – except of a ratio codes.
o Ratio. Basis Unit. Code – The basis unit of a rate are represented in accordance with UN/ECE Recommendation #20 – except of a ratio codes.
o Ratio Unit Code. List Version. Identifier The version of unit code list and basis unit code list. Note: The default version is the 2002 version of the set of Common Codes from UN/ECE Recommendation 20.

Examples are:
Vehicle. Maximum- Speed. Ratio
(exp. Vehicle. Maximum- Speed. Ratio
    Content= "20"
    Ratio. Unit. Code= "KM"
    Ratio. Basis Unit. Code= "MIN"

The Rate. Type can not be used for exchange or discount rates of monetary amounts because the unit codes represent only the physical (time, measure and quantity) codes. The rates for amounts must be created by the definition of ACCs or the use of the CCT "numeric".
 c) URI. Type 
"URI. Type" is a digital and unique address that is represented by the Unified Resource Identifier (URI) (compare IETF RFC 1738, IETF RFC 1808, IETF RFC 2396 and IETF RFC 2732).

"URI. Type" is a Core Component Type that could be used to represent global Data Types (GDTs) for e-mail addresses, Web pages, as well as documents or information found on Web pages. 

The content component of URI. Type is based on the convention of the URI scheme. The syntax of this scheme is specified in the recommendation IETF RFC 2396.  A URI comprises the schema (in other words, how a resource is to be accessed) followed by a colon and the schema-specific part. The schema-specific part is in each case only of importance to the service that is connected with the respective schema. A resource can have multiple URIs. On the one hand, reflection can mean that a resource can be physically located in multiple positions, and on the other can be accessed by using different protocols that are specified by the schema name. Example: A file can be referenced by http and ftp. 

URI. Type comprises the following supplementary components:
o URI. Language. Code – If the attachment is a document or text then the language of the attachment can be represented correspondingly IETF RFC 1766 or IETF RFC 3066.
o URI. Protocol. Identifier – If the URI schemas above are not sufficient to determine the protocol of the address, then an additional URI schema in accordance with the specifications of IETF RFC 2717 can be requested. It is also possible to define the corresponding protocol type by using the additional specifications in the "protocolID" attribute. The code from the code list UN/EDIFACT DE 3155 "Communication Address Code Qualifier" is used for this type of protocol:
o AB – SITA (Communications number assigned by Societe Internationale de Telecommunications Aeronautiques (SITA)).
o AD –  AT&T mailbox - AT&T mailbox identifier.
o AF –  U.S. Defense Switched Network - The switched telecommunications network of the United States Department of Defense.
o AN –  O.F.T.P. (ODETTE File Transfer Protocol) - ODETTE File Transfer Protocol.
o AO –  Uniform Resource Location (URL) - Identification of the Uniform Resource Location (URL) Synonym: World wide web address.
o EM – Electronic Mail . Exchange of Mail by electronic means (SMTP).
o EI – EDI transmission - Number identifying the service and service user.
o FT – FTAM - File transfer access method according to ISO.
o GM – GEIS (General Electric Information Service) mailbox - The communication number identifies a GEIS mailbox.
o IM – Internal mail - Internal mail address/number.
o SW – S.W.I.F.T. - Communications address assigned by Society for Worldwide Interbank Financial Telecommunications s.c.
o XF – X.400 address - The X.400 address.
o The code is missing for the following protocols (the respective code suggestions are to be submitted to the UN/CEFACT Forum for standardization purposes):
§ ms – Microsoft Mail (Example: MM)
§ ccmail – CC-Mail (Example: CC)
 a) Markup Language. Type
 "Markup Language. Type" is a core component type which could be used for the representation of values in other Markup Languages, which could be based on examples of different XML standards or EDI standards.

It is very useful to have a core component type for carrying specific kinds of information in other Markup Languages because some Markup Languages are the standard language for the expression of specific information. For example "MathML" http://www.w3.org/1999/07/REC-MathML-19990707/  is a very common language for the representation of mathematical formulas and "SVG" will be used for the representation of vector graphics. etc.

The content component of "Markup Language. Type" includes an instance based on a specific Markup Language.

Following supplementary components are necessary:
o Markup Language. Type. Code – Describes the format of the binary content if the format from "mimeCode" is ambiguous.
o Markup Language. Type. Name - The textual equivalent of the type code.
o Markup Language. Version. Identifier – Identifies the version of a Markup Language.
o Markup Language. Agency. Name – The name of the agency that manages this Markup Language.
o Markup Language. Agency. Identifier – Identifies the agency that manages this Markup Language. The default agencies used are those from DE 3055 but roles defined in DE 3055 cannot be used.
o Markup Language. Agency Scheme. Identifier – Identifies the ID schema that represents the context for identifying the agency. Note: This attribute is necessary, if the value in Markup Language. Agency. Identifier is not based on UN/CEFACT data element 3055.
o Markup Language. Agency Scheme Agency. Identifier – Identifies the agency that listAgencySchemeID manages. This attribute can only contain values from DE 3055 (excluding roles). Note: This attribute is necessary, if the value in Markup Language. Agency. Identifier is not based on UN/CEFACT data element 3055.
o Markup Language. MIME. Code – Identifies the type of medium (image, audio, video, application) of the Markup Language in accordance with the MIME type definition in IETF RFC 2046  or the MIME type recommendations based on it.
o Markup Language. Character Set. Code – Identifies the particular character record of text data of the Markup Language.
o Markup Language. Encoding. Code – Specifies the decoding algorithm of the Markup Language.
o Markup Language. Language. Identifier – The identifier of the language used in the corresponding instance of the Markup Language.
o Markup Language. Uniform Resource. Identifier – This identifier defines the Uniform Resource Identifier that identifies where the instance is located.
o Markup Language. Scheme Uniform Resource. Identifier – The identifier defines the Scheme Uniform Resource Identifier that identifies where the scheme of the specific Markup Language is located.			UBL has identified the requirement for the following additional CCTs:			UBL			7			X			D			We discussed this in great detail.  The general consensus of most of the group is that Rate appears to be more semantically correct and is better usage per OED.  Ratio is a more mathematical expression without extra information.  The minority position is that Ratio should be adopted, with the provisio that no supplementary components would be required.  This would fundamentally break the metamodel and is not acceptable to the group.  The final decision is to deny this request, but allow the submitter to come back with specific examples of how a ratio representation term and core data type would be fundamentally different than "Rate".			No change


			165			239			Table 8-1			No bullets in last column of PDF version			Add bullets			Readability			Fred van Blommestein			1			X			D			Other PDF readers appear to have no problem.			No action taken.


			166			240			Table 8-1			Identification Scheme Agency. Identifier			Identification Scheme. Agency. Identifier			Typo			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Part of supplementary component naming rules issue			Corrected			OK


			167			241			Table 8-1			Measure. Type			Requirement: Add “Measure Format. Text” for specifying the primitive data type of Measure CCT.			There are some business needs to use the floating numeric value for the content of Measure CCT.			Hisanao Sugamata			4			X			D			This would be a fundamental change to the concept of measure.  User  can already add additional facets to a qualified measure datatype to define the measure as floating.			No change.			N/A


			168			242			Table 8-2			Date Time. Content			Change Primitive Type from "string" to "Date" or remove primitive type Date			Primitive type Date is now not used. If used should be replaced by Date Time.			Fred van Blommestein			4			X			D			String is best for Date Time due to various derivations.  We don't agree that we need to remove the primative date type facet restrictions from Table 7-1.			No change			N/A


			169			243			Table 8-2			Date Time Supplementary Components			Add Time Zone offset			Do not force the implementer to put the (very much required) offset in the Date Time string itself. For many applications it can be defined as a default value.			Fred van Blommestein			4			X			D			Time Zone Offset is an acceptable supplementary component			Added Date Time. Time Zone Offset. Numeric			OK for 8.2, corresponding change needed to 8.1


			170			246			Table 8-2			Various			Remove all restrictions (mandatory sources) to supplementary components.			These should only be added for qualified datatypes, not CCT and unqualified datatypes as this is overly restrictive			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agree.			Removed restriction to Amount			OK


			171			247			Table 8-2			Identifier. Content			Change to align with CCT definition			harmonization			Mark Crawford			1			X			D			There appears to be a disconnnect between the definitions in table 8-1 and 8-2.  Team to determine appropriate solution.			Removed the words "together with relevant supplementary information from Code, Date Time, and Identifier Types to ensure consistency.			OK


			172			248			Table 8-2			Language. Identifier			Delete remarks.			conflicts with widely accepted xsd:lang			Mark Crawford			1			X			D						Changed to "Reference ISO 639 and IETF RFC 3066"			OK


			173			249			Table 8-2			Code List			Add Code List. Identification. Identifier			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agre			Added			OK


			174			250			Table 8-2			Code List			Add Code List. Agency. Identifier			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agree			Added			OK


			175			252			Table 8-2			Amount			Add Amount Currency. Code List Identification. Identifier			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agree			Added			OK for 8.2, corresponding change needed to 8.1


			176			253			Table 8-2			Amount			Add Amount Currency. Code List Agency. Identifier			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agree			Added			OK for 8.2, corresponding change needed to 8.1


			177			254			Table 8-2			Amount			Add Amount Currency. Code List Agency Name. Text			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agree			Added			OK for 8.2, corresponding change needed to 8.1


			178			256			Table 8-3			Various			Add additional primary and secondary representation terms			missing.  A thorough analysis needs to be conducted to ensure that we are providing representation terms for all possible value domains and datatype - otherwise we are artificially creating semantically ambiguous names just to reflect these differences.			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			This needs to be passed to ATG as part of the responsibility for future ownership of this list			ATG Chair notified.			OK


			179			260			2552 (Table 8-3)			Binary Object. Format. Text						B - How is this different than text type?			Ontology Forum			1			X			D			The former is a supplementary component, the latter is a CCT.			No change			OK


			180			264			2552 (Table 8-3)			Binary Object. Filename. Text						B - Clear, but reference to an external document, should define succinctly			Ontology Forum			1			X			D			The definition appears satisfactory.  The user may resubmit with a specific definition that will be considered under a new comment number.			No change			OK


			181			265			2552 (Table 8-3)			Code. Content						B - Is it a pointer (implementation detail) or an actual thing? - How is it different from other strings?			Ontology Forum			1			X			D			Actual Code.			No change			OK


			182			272			2552 (Table 8-3)			Code List. Version. Identifier						B - It appears that there are many different terms defined just because there is a really a relation with several different possible arguments.			Ontology Forum			1			X			D			Yes.			No change			OK


			183			278			2552 (Table 8-3)			Identification Scheme. Uniform Resource. Identifier						B - URI should be location independent			Ontology Forum			1			X			D			Please provide specific issue with recommended change under new comment number.			Updated definitions and provided current IETF RFC Reference			I'm not sure about these.  We changed Uniform Resource Identifier to URI in the name, but removed all of it from the definition.  Is this what we wanted to do?


			184			282			2552 (Table 8-3)			Measure Unit. Code						B - References a big standard, prefer to see a definition included here - Some overlap w/ "Amount.Type" - unit of measure			Ontology Forum			1			X			D			No alternative standard available.			Removed X12 355 to eliminate confusion.			OK


			185			290			tables 8-...									A maintenance agency must be specified for tables 8-1, 8-2 and 8-3 in order to that they can become maintainable.			TBG17, DIN (TC154 Michael Dill)			1			X			A			The maintenance agency must be carefully thought out.			ATG is the appropriate working group for this role.  Maintenance responsibility is transferred to them.			OK.  Should we also make the changes to move the tables to an annex or appendix for this release?


			186			293			tables 8-…						The Spec does not provide adequate direction in how Codes should be registered.			The spec says Code.Name and Code.Content are the code value and its referent respectively. It appears that the registry is not normalized (in RDB terms). Was it intended that the strings Code.Name and Code.Content are *lists* (like comma separated values)? The UBL Code List document glosses over this question too. Everything there goes straight to XSD without showing what is in the registry. As things stand, I can't find a way to use the Code.Name and Code.Content registry entries.			Peter Denno			8			X			A			We have deleted the remark associated with Code. Name. Text.  This should guide registry implementations.			Removed remark for Code. Name. Text			OK


			187			295			879			Assign a Temporary Identifier to new item in the form of a 6 digit alphanumeric string, chosen at the discretion of the user			Assign an Identifier to the new item in the form of an alphanumeric string, chosen at the discretion of the user			A 6 digit alphanumeric string is arbitrary and should not be imposed on the user unless there is solid justification			Ron Schuldt			1			X			K						Agreed.			OK


			188			296			2556			The "Definition" column implies that Ratios are rates where the two units are not included or where they are the same			Add examples of "rate" in the Definition column			The description of rate needs some examples since the definition is easily mis-interpreted due to common practice terminology for rates such as flow rate, acceleration rate, consumption rate, etc. - all of which are incorrect uses			Ron Schuldt			4			X			E			Agreed there is confusion.  We are changing Rate to be a separate representation term in the dictionary and will correct the ambiguity.			No change made.			OK


			189			297			1376			"[C14]  The definition of an Association Core Component shall use a structure that is based on the existence of the Object Class Term, the Property Term and the Object Class Term of the Aggregate Core Component on which the corresponding Association Core Component Property is based."			"[C14]  The definition of an Association Core Component shall use a structure that is based on the existence of the Object Class Term of the Aggregate Core Component, to which the ASCC belongs, and the Object Class Term of the  Aggregate Core Component, on which the corresponding Association Core Component Property is based. The Property Term of the ASCC shall be derived from the definition."			The paradigm is that the parts of a DEN shall be derived from a definition. It says to me that the definition of ASCC bases on the property term of the
ASCC. It should be just the other way round.			Michael Dill			4			X			N									We made the change, but the master comment list shows nothing in the resolution column.


			190			298			2552			Code. Name. Text is used in the CCT Code. Type, where code. content is mandatory.			None Provided			Code. Name. Text is used in the CCT Code. Type, where code. content is mandatory. How can the remark above work? Which value a user has to enter for the mandatory code. content?			Michael Dill			5			X			D			Agree.			Deleted Remark			OK


			191			299			Table 8-1			The CCT Amount. Type is defined as "A number of monetary units specified in a currency where the unit of the currency is explicit or implied."			Please change the definition to "A number of monetary units specified in a currency"			ISO 11179 states that  a data definition should be expressed without embedding rationale, functional usage, domain information, or procedural information; If rejecting this proposal, then please add a note that explains what should be part of the definition and what should not be.			Michael Dill			1			X			D			Concur.			Changed definitionMoved some text to remarks for both amount. Type and amount. Content			The definition of Amount. Type hasn't been changed.  Submitter requested "A number of monetary units specified in a currency", and we agreed.


			192			301			Table 8-2			No URL's provided for references			provide url's			would be beneficial to readers to know where the references are available			Garret Minikawa			1			X			D			Concur.			Editor to make all references hot links and provide separate table of links to major standards providors			Can't check this yet.  Our comment is "Editor to make all references hot links and provide separate table of links to major standards providers".  Also, Garret's last name is spelled wrong in the submitter column; it should be Minakawa.


			193			302			Table 8-2			Supplementary Components Cardinality			Add supplementary components to Date Time to reflect time zone code list, code list agency, code list identifier, daylight savings indicator			User Requirements			Gunther Stuhec			4			X			D			After discussion, we decided that the response to comment 243 was sufficient.  Submitter is desireous of pursuing, so we pointed him to the ISO 8601 work in TC154			No change			OK


			194			303			Table 8-1/8-2			Identifier. Name. Text			Need to add Supplementary Component			There is a business case for conveying the name of the Identifier			Sue Probert			4			X			D			Agreed.			Change Made			Change made only to Table 8.2, not to 8.1.  See MKB Word document.


			195			304			Table 8-2			Code. Name. Text			Definition and remarks are wrong			Change definition to be code value vice content and delete remarks			Sue Probert			4			X			D			Agreed.			Change Made			OK


			196			305			Table 8-2			Measure Unit			Add Measure Unit. Code List Identification. Identifier			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agreed.			Added			Need to add to Table 8.1.  See MKB Word document.


			197			306			Table 8-2			Measure Unit			Add Measure Unit. Code List Agency. Identifier			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agreed.			Added			Need to add to Table 8.1.  See MKB Word document.


			198			307			Table 8-2			Measure Unit			Add Measure Unit. Code List Agency Name. Text			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agreed.			Added			Need to add to Table 8.1.  See MKB Word document.


			199			305			Table 8-2			Language			Add Language. Code List Identification. Identifier			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agreed.			Added			Need to add to Table 8.1.  See MKB Word document.


			200			306			Table 8-2			Language			Add Language. Code List Agency. Identifier			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agreed.			Added			Need to add to Table 8.1.  See MKB Word document.


			201			307			Table 8-2			Language			Add Language. Code List Agency Name. Text			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agreed.			Added			Need to add to Table 8.1.  See MKB Word document.


			202			305			Table 8-2			Binary Object			Add Binary Object. Code List Identification. Identifier			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agreed.  We also discussed if we still needed Binary Object. Character Set. Code and Binary Object. Encoding. Code.  We think they should be deleted, but this is a major change.			Added			Need to add to Table 8.1.  See MKB Word document.


			203			306			Table 8-2			Binary Object			Add Binary Object. Code List Agency. Identifier			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agreed.			Added			Need to add to Table 8.1.  See MKB Word document.


			204			307			Table 8-2			Binary Object			Add Binary Object. Code List Agency Name. Text			missing			Mark Crawford			4			X			D			Agreed.			Added			Need to add to Table 8.1.  See MKB Word document.


			205			310			Rule C27			The name of a Property Term shall occur naturally in the definition and may consist of more than one word. A name of a Property Term shall be unique within the Context of an Object Class but may be reused across different Object Classes.			Change second sentence to add "representation term" to make accurate			The second sentence is untrue as written.  Property terms can be reused within a given object class if they have a different representation term per ISO 11179-1 Data Element Concept.			Fred van Blommestein			4			X			B			Agree			Changed second sentence			OK
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