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ECOM) Yukinori saito

Comments about Examples in CPPA V1.11
· draft-cpp-example-companyA-017.xml

· draft-cpp-example-companyB-017.xml

· draft-cpa-example-017.xml

1. General structure
(1) Description about Actions
There is a description of ‘Exception’ action in both CPPs. But RosettaNet PIP3A4 V02.00 specification doesn’t have ‘Exception’ action under my understanding. I think this is only one point that these CPP/CPA examples don’t mach to RosettaNet PIP3A4 V02.00 specification. Do you have any thought about this? 

2.
Common comments in two CPPs and CPA
(1) About timeToPerform attribute in BusinessTransactionCharacteristics element
The timeToPerform (=”P1D”) attribute is defined under every ActionBinding element. I think the timeToPerform attribute should be defined under the ActionBinding element of ‘Purchase Order Request Action’ only. There are no needs to define timeToPerform attribute other than ‘Purchase Order Request Action’.
(2) About  timeToAcknowledgeReceipt attribute in BusinessTransactionCharacteristics element

The timeToAcknowledgeReceipt (=”PT2H”) attribute is defined under every ActionBinding element. I think the timeToAcknowledgeReceipt attribute should be defined under the ActionBinding element of ‘Purchase Order Request Action’ and ‘Purchase Order Confirmation Action‘ only. There are no needs to define timeToAcknowledgeReceipt attribute other than above two Actions.

(3) About xlink:type attribute of ProcessSpecification element

The CPPA specification says ‘The xlink:type attribute has a FIXED value of "simple". This identifies the element as being an [XLINK] simple link.’ 

Is there any necessity to specify xlink:type attribute, even though the value is always “simple”?

(4) About Packaging element of “CompanyA/B_MshSignalPackage”
This element is not referred by elsewhere in CPP/CPA. This element is for SOAP Envelop only. Is there any necessity to specify Packaging information for usage of only SOAP Envelop here in CPP/CPA? Is there any keyword to define Packaging information of SOAP Envelope?
3. Comments about CPP (companyA)
(1) There are 8 CanSend and CanReceive elements under serviceBinding element. 3 elements are for synchronous delivery channel. Remaining 5 elements are for asynchronous delivery channel. The order which comes out is intermingled, so this is not good understandable. I recommend to change the order that the first is for asynchronous delivery channel and the second is for synchronous delivery channel like CPP (CompanyB).
(2) The value of “none” of syncReplyMode attribute of MessagingCharacteristics element under DeliveryChannel of “syncChannelA1” may be mistaken. This value should be changed to “signalsAndResponse” like CPP (CompanyB) and CPA.
4. Comments about CPA

(1) About OtherPartyActionBinding element

There are some descriptions of OtherPartyActionBinding element in CPA.

There is no specific definition of OtherPartyActionBinding element as an independent description of section in CPPA specification. Is this OK?
(2) About asynchronous delivery channel and synchronous delivery channel

There are two descriptions of asynchronous delivery channel and synchronous delivery channel in this CPA. Is this suitable example?

I understand that there are two descriptions of asynchronous delivery channel and synchronous delivery channel in CPP. This (CPP description) means that this company has capability to communicate using both asynchronous and synchronous method.

But in case of CPA, I think, both companies should agree what kind of communication method applied. In other word, the CPA should define one communication method of asynchronous or synchronous.
If it would be OK to define both asynchronous and synchronous method in CPA, where should the company determine to select the two communication methods?

(3) About agreed specification in CPA
CPA is an agreed document between several companies. Therefore, I think the agreed specification should be defined as one description. 

For example, there are two descriptions of DocExchange element in a CPA. One is for Company A, and the other one is for Company B. And the contents in the DocExchange elements are exactly same. 
Is there any case for DocExchange element to define different values for Company A and Company B?

What about if the two DocExchange elements would be merged in one DocExchange element (e.g. docExchangeId=”docExchangeAB”)? In my sense, I like one agreed DocExchange element.
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