UBL-LCSC 
Issues from Reviewing Normalised Model v8 in comparison with UBL_Library Op 66v2 WIP and Change Log to Op70
ISSUES v4.03


(incomplete)
Mike Adcock/2002-11-07

normalized components8 0p70 excel

UBL_Library-Op66v2-WIP ex Burlington CHANGE LOG to Op70

Mike's observation
Tim's comment + subsequent further comment C, question Q or answer A  from Mike in yellow.

Excel row #

Excel row #







Has 2 UBL name columns, no explanation why or which is which.

This was inherited from op66 ex Burlington.  We had two UBL Names (one generated by the formula, the other hand crafted).  I simply renamed the formula column ‘default UBL Name’ to differentiate it.


The new spreadsheet 'Normalised Model v8'


The new spreadsheet still seems more oriented towards Order than it should be, as a library of re-usable components for all trade cycle documents.



While the sequencing of aggregates in alphabetic sequence is "nice"…


…it makes before-&-after comparison very difficult. It might have been better to await a better tool than a spreadsheet. 






If UBL UIDs are generated from the alpha sequenced list, they will immediately get out of neat sequence through later additions throughout the alphabetic range, so what was the point?


5

6

7

12

13
'Building' 

'Floor'

'Room'

'InhouseMail'

'PostalZone'

…are now all Text reptypes
26

27

28

29

32
'Building' 

'Floor'

'Room'

'InhouseMail'

'PostalZone'

…were all Identifier reptypes
No reason given, so is it intentional or an over-sight.


8/9
'Street' and 'AdditionalStreet' appear to be text basic elements in 'Address'
24
'Street' was an aggregate containing 'street' and 'additionalstreet' 

Your comment about why Street was an aggregate and its dependency within address suggested it best if we but it back to what we had in 0p64

10 /11
'House Name' and 'House Number' appear to be text basic elements in 'Address'
25
'House' was an aggregate of 'House Name' and 'House ID'

Same as with Street

28
The connection between 'Party' and 'Contact' has been inverted so that 'Party' now appears to be an attribute of 'Contact'.


12,

13,

14
'TradeParty' aggregated 'Party' and a number of role-named 'Contacts' 

The ChangeLog column says "contact via party"
No explanation given.

This appears to be a Serious error.


You are correct. This was an editing mistake in this example.  The actual normalized model shows you can have TradeParty->Party->Contact(s), which I think was your intention.  It was corrected in the latest version.  

MIKE Q: Latest version of what? I'm working on norm model 8 which I thought was the latest.

28
Specific role 'Contacts' i.e. 'ReceivingContact', 'ShippingContact' and 'OrderContact' have been lost.
12,

13,

14
'ReceivingContact'

'ShippingContact'

'OrderContact'

were in 'TradeParty'
New comment:

The introduction of the 3 contacts in roles 'ReceivingContact', 'ShippingContact' and 'OrderContact' into 'Party' caused us to create 'TradeParty' as they were only relevant in the context of 'TradeParty'.

Now we have lost them (curious!) and their removal seems at odds with other specialisations now introduced. 

We are on 'shiftings sands' of criteria here!


28+

Lots, inc. 24,

45/8

266/7

290/7
'Contact' contained 'Communication'

'Hazardous Goods' contained 'Hazardous GoodsIdentification'

'Delivery'contained 'GoodsClassification'
This inversion is replicated in a number of places, without explanation, including 'Communication', 'Hazardous Goods', 'GoodsClassification'.

It appears to be a whole shift in concept.
Perhaps you could look at the class diagram and see if we have got the model wrong.  I don’t think we have inverted it – not intentionally anyway (.

MIKE C: Class diagram is okay, but containment is wrong in the spreadsheet! This has unconsciously migrated from showing 'what is used within an aggregate' to showing 'the parent relationship', which appears arse-about-face! 

32-34
'Contract' now contains 'start date', 'end date' and 'duration' attributes.   
175/8
'Contract' previously had an aggregate 'ValidityPeriod' which contained these.
Now one can only assume that the start and end date and duration relate to the validity of the contract. However this may, strictly speaking, not necessarily be the same as the actual contract duration.

No definitions have been given for the new attributes.

Proposal: reinstate Period & ValidityPeriod as useful aggregate and re-use. There seems to be an inherent inconsistency; TM has removed some such while introducing others, apparently along the same lines. 


32-35+

Lots
'Period' does not exist


179-183

73,

178 &202
'Period' was an aggregate containing 'StartDateTime', 'EndDateTime', 'Duration' and 'Description'

'TransitPeriod'

'ValidityPeriod'
No explanation given for the change of concept that puts period everywhere now as a number of attributes, rather than an aggregate. 


35-45
Renamed 'CreditPayment'
154
was 'CardAccount'
No reason for the rename given. The name 'CardAccount' was carefully chosen in order to be neutral since the card can be a credit or a debit card, as was carefully explained in the definition. The renaming has reintroduced the specific credit-only connotation that is unacceptable. 

The new name no longer fits the definition!
Re-reading your comment 12a (on which I based this change) I think we both have it wrong!  You actually suggest ‘CardPayment’ – I misread it.  Your comment also states you changed it to ‘AccountCard’ , but in fact it was ‘CardAccount’.  I am happy with whatever you want to call it.

MIKE C: CardPayment was an original idea, but in implementing change I concluded it could be misleading so used the term CardAccount to keep in line with other attributes.

38
'Customer'

representation type = code
158
was 'CustomerID'

representation type = identifier
No reason given for reptype change.


40
'BankIDNumber'

representation type = code
160
was 'IssuerID'

representation type = identifier
The original business name 'IssuerId' was given by card-knowledgeable people and is preferred.

No reason given for reptype change.


41
'IssueNumber'

representation type = code
161
was 'IssueNumID'

representation type = identifier
No reason given for reptype change.


42
'CV2'

representation type = text
157
was 'CV2ID'

representation type = identifier
The original name 'CV2ID' was generated, but the new one is better and as given by card-knowledgeable people.

No reason given for reptype change.


43

44
'ChipIndicator'

'ChipApplication'
162
No 'ChipIndicator' only

'ApplicationId'
Since one can't have application id on a non-chip card, I thought 'ApplicationId' was adequate, but I'm not objecting to the more explicit info.


48 in 46-54
'DeliveryRequest' contains 'RequestedDeliveryDate'
303
'DeliverySchedule' contains 'RequestedDeliveryDateTime'
'DeliveryRequest' appears to be assembled from a few things cobbled together from Delivery and DeliverySchedule.


50/1
'ToAddress' and 'FromAddress' are green-lined entries in 'DeliveryRequest'
291/2
'ShipToLocation' and 'ShipFromLocation' are aggregates within 'Delivery'
This seems to be against the trend of most other green-line entries.

The definitions are generic and make no attempt to define the address in context.


52
'DeliveryTerms' is a  green-lined entry in 'DeliveryRequest'
296
'Terms' is an aggregate within 'Delivery'
This seems to be against the trend of most other green-line entries.


53/4
'Order' & 'OrderItem' are  green-lined entries in 'DeliveryRequest'
332
'LineItem' contains 'Delivery'
These green-line entries seem to be contrary to the other green line entries in this aggregate, and more in keeping with the more general showing of parent-within-child info. of most aggregates.


55-60
'DeliverySchedule' has a green-lined entry 'DeliveryRequest'


298-305
This needed review, but the result does not seem any clearer.
As a result of the green-lining ambiguity of 'DeliveryRequest', I am now not sure which way around the relationship between DeliverySchedule and DeliveryRequest is.

This is kind of important, especially as it may well be trying to do things that we agreed were out of scope.

For example, does one 'RequestedDeliveryDate' and 'To-' 'From-Address' combination have multiple 'DeliverySchedules', or does one 'DeliverySchedule' have multiple 'RequestedDeliveryDate' and 'To-' 'From-Address' combinations. 

I thought we did agree that one 'LineItem' would have one 'ToAddress' and one 'DeliveryDate'.

Note also: This may impact the relationships of 'Shipment'


61-69
Missing information from 'DeliveryTerms'
97
'DeliveryTerms' contained 'PaymentMethodID'
The change log states this is now done via Pricing Component. But this does not have a 'payment method' in it and does not connect with 'PaymentMeans'. More correctly I believe that 'PaymentMethodId' should be replaced by 'PaymentMeans'.

At this stage in the project, points such as 'PaymentMethodId' should be replaced by 'PaymentMeans' are the things that should be handled, not major unexplained shifts in philosophy.


61-69
'RelevantLocation' in 'DeliveryLocation' is now text.
98
'DeliveryTerms' contained an aggregate 'RelevantLocation'
The change log states that this is done via 'DeliveryRequest', which contains 'To' and 'From' addresses. The generic descriptions of these do not differentiate them, nor indicate that they are (as I believe them to be) the origination and final destination addresses.

'RelevantLocation' by its definition is clearly related to the 'DeliveryTerms' but I suspect 'DeliveryTerms are actually more related to the 'ShipmentStages' than the end-to-end delivery. This is the sort of clarification and adjustment we should be making at this stage of development, rather than having to cope with philosophical changes.

PLUS: 'DeliveryRequest' is very Order-specific and I feel that the new spreadsheet is more oriented solely towards Order than it should be.


67
'RiskResponsibility' is now code reptype.
101
'RiskResponsibility' was identifier reptype.
No explanation given.


72-77
'Seal' has become 'EquipmentSeal'
86
'Seal'
Why?


74

and

342
'EquipmentSeal' still contains 'IssuerPartyType'

'TransportEquipment' now contains 'OwnerParty'
88

77
'Seal' contained 'IssuerPartyType'

'TransportEquipment' contained 'OwnershipId'
Reading the definition of these two things, the concept of each in relation to its parent is the same, therefore treating them in different ways is inconsistent.

Note also: If the replacement were to be correct in TransportEquipment, having Party within it is inconsistent with the inverse relationship that Tim has adopted.

(SUE: can transport sort this out?)
TE Ownership Id is an address.

MJA Q: Is it?

84
'ExchangeMarket' is now of code representation type

'ExchangeMarket' was of identifier representation type
No explanation given.


91
'FIBranch' now includes 'FinancialInstitution'
143
'FinancialInstitution' included 'Branch'
Change log simply states a new structure without giving any explanation for the change.
As above
MIKE C: This now falls into the 'spreadsheet containment of parent within child' problem mentioned in "Lots inc 24".

92
'FIBranch' now includes 'Address'
145
'Branch' included 'Address'
This seems to be inconsistent with the general shift of 'containment' to listing the parent-within-child, as this one seems back to listing child-within-parent and agrees with the original Op66v2 spreadsheet.

Now I am confused: please can I play a different game?

Another point: 'Branch' was suitably generic, so why was it necessary to specialise it to 'FI Branch'?

Even more confused by the shifting sands!


96
'ControlID' - definition suggests an ambiguity with the account number that we now call Id.


I keep asking for an explanation of exactly what this is, but no-one explains. Therefore I propose it should be removed on the basis that IF YOU CAN'T EXPLAIN IT, YOU CAN'T HAVE IT.


99
'FinancialAccount' now includes 'FIBranch'
134
'FinancialAccount' included 'FinancialInstitution'
Change log simply states a new structure without giving any explanation for the change.
The change reflects the hierarchy that you note in comments 11a and 11b and is shown in the class diagram. Sorry no explanation was given.

MIKE C: You misinterpreted my note 11b. It follows 11a, and I meant that only one occurrence of 'FIBranch' in 'FinInst' is needed when associated with 'FIAccount'.

104-108
'GoodsClassification' is shown as related to 'Item'.
297
'GoodsClassification' was shown as related to 'Delivery'.
Isn't this classification strictly for the purpose of Delivery? This is implied by the use of the terms 'goods' and 'cargo'. If so the original relationship was correct. 

There are other classifications of items within industry sectors for purposes other than delivery, which would be 'ItemClassification'.


106
'CargoType' is now of code representation type
316
'CargoType' was of identifier representation type
No reason given for change.


111
'Extension' is now of text representation type
283
'Extension' was of identifier representation type
No reason given for change.


109-112
'TransportEmergencyCardId' missing from 'HazardousIdentification'
284
'TransportEmergencyCardId' was part of  'HazardousGoodsIdentification'
Change log states this is now in 'HazardousShipment'. No reason given for change. 

I thought this was to do with the item rather than the shipment, so I think the change is wrong..


113
'HazardousItem'
266
Was 'HazardousGoods'
No explanation given. If the scope wording of 'item' rather than 'goods' forms part of the reason, why do we still have 'GoodsClassification'?



Something missing in 'HazardousItem'
270
'InformationSource' was in 'HazardousGoods'
No clue given in change log.


118

121

122
'UNDG'

'EmergencyProcedures'

'MedicalFirstAidGuide'

…are all of code representation type
273

279

280
'UNDGId'

'EmergencyProceduresId'

'MedicalFirstAidGuideId'

…are all of code representation type
No reason for change given.


126


'TransportEmergencyCard' is in 'HazardousShipment'

It is now of the code representation type
284


'TransportEmergencyCardId' was part of  'HazardousGoodsIdentification'

It was of the identifier rep type
No reason for change given.


127

128

131
'PackingCriteria'

'RegulationCode'

'InhalationToxicityZone'

…are all of code representation type
286

287

289
'PackingCriteriaId'

'RegulationsId'

'InhalationToxicityZoneId'

…were all of identifier rep type
No reason for change given.


130
'MaximumTransportTemperature' is in 'HazardousShipment'
276
'MaximumTransportTemperature' was in 'HazardousGoods'
No reason for change given.



Something missing in 'HazardousItem'
277
'Temperature' was in 'HazardousGoods'
gone walkabout


133-139
'Item' has lost 'PhysicalAttribute'
245
'Item' had 'PhysicalAttribute'
The change log notes that this is now ItemMeasurement. I believe that physical attributes are a wider subject than just measurements.The original aggregate sh/could have been enhanced to provide necessary 'extension' codes/identifiers to handle the text-only 'Extension' of 'ItemIdentification in a much more elegant way that could be computer-handled.

I suggest that 'PhysicalAttribute' be restored, without 'Measurement', but with 'DescriptionId', but as it was in other respects. It should be linked to 'ItemIdentification', and 'Extension' removed from 'ItemIdentification'


133-139
Missing important specialisations
240

241

242

243
'BuyerItemIdentification'

'SellerItemIdentification'

'ManufacturerItemIdentification'

'StandardItemIdentification'
These are identifications of the Item that may exist in parallel during the life of the end-to-end transaction and may appear together in documents. This significantly differentiates the UBL scenario from the EAN one.

De-specialising here is at odds with specialisations introduced elsewhere, see note towards the end of this issues list (345-6).

I suggest these be restored.


139
green-lined 'OriginAddress'
250
'OriginCountryIdentificationCode'
Very heavy-handed solution!

Note also that this green-lined entry is the child-within-parent way around, and not consistent with many other green-lined entries


142
'Extension'
260
'Extension'
Suggest removal, see first set of comments to 133-139 above.


143
'Substitute' in 'ItemIdentification'
321

322
'SubstituteIndicator'

'SubstituteSequence'

…in 'LineItem'
The specification of one or more acceptable substitutes is not limited to just identifying another Item, as e.g. pack sizing may mean a different quantity, or other attributes may be different. It is better to think of the substitute is an alternative LineItem, not just Item.

The 'SubstituteSequence' seems to have been lost as the change log suggested alternative does not say how this is achieved.

See also comments re 191 below 'ReplacementOrderItemIdentification'


158
'Order'
O 6

O 48
'OrderHeader

'OrderSummary'
Change log states 'purely structural containers taken out'. Order itself is a one-off structural container, as are all the other documents for which place-holders are given.

There was value in separating these from the genuinely re-usable aggregates, as done before. Only stripped-down 'for reference purpose' ones, like Quote/Contract, need to be included in the re-used types library. Order, DespatchAdvice and Invoice need to be included in re-used types at that level of detail.


158-175
A number of things are missing
O 9

O 10
'BuyerOrderId'

'SellerOrderId'
These have been removed to TradeCycleParty, yet these are pieces of information about the Order, and not about the Party. 


158-175
A number of things are missing
O 15

O 17
'Release'

'Type'
These indicated the kind of Order, distinguishing e.g. between master and call-off order. Review scenario…


158-175
A number of things are missing
O 27

O 28

O 29

O 30

O 31

O 32

O 33

O 34

O 35

O 36
'Party' in the roles:-

'BuyerParty'

'SellerParty'

'ConsigneeParty'

'InvoiceeParty'

'InvoicerParty'

'DespatchParty'

'WarehouseParty'

'SalesLocationParty'

'ManufacturerParty'

'MaterialIssuerParty'
These gave a useful indication of the range of parties that must or may be needed in the Order.


158-175
A number of things are missing
O 20

O 47
'Language'

'SalesConditions'
Incorrectly attributed to party and item respectively. These are things about the transaction as a whole.


162
'Currency'
O 18

?
'Currency'

'PricingCurrency'
These are about the transaction as a whole. The first should be called 'TransactionCurrency'.


163
'ExchangeRate'


Error. This should use the aggregate 'ExchangeRate' 78-87


178
'OrderItem'
318
was 'LineItem'
No reason for name change given. The new name implies a specialisation towards Order, although a consistent and general name is (I think) required. The retained definition does give the generalised sense.


179
'Id' in 'OrderItem'
319

320
'BuyerLineId'

'SellerLineId'

… in LineItem
There seems to be a bit of a confusion here with 189-192.

'OrderItem'  has an 'Id' defined as "The identification given to an order item", but 'OrderItemIdentification' also has an 'Id', defined as "other identification of the order item e.g. seller's assigned line item identifier".

I thought the original mechanism was more elegant. And certainly the naming 'OrderItem' gives a wrong slant out of line with the definitions.


180
'TotalPrice'
331
'TotalAmount'
Change log says via Pricing Component but not true.

New name is possibly misleading as the term 'price' is more associated with a calculation. An alternate term encountered in the past is 'LineExtensionAmount'


186

187
'DestinationParty'

'DestinationAddress'

…in 'OrderItem'
251
'FinalRecipient' in 'Item'
Agree it was in the wrong place.

However (a) I thought the last F2F discussion on scope removed this, and (b) I do not see that it has a place here given the facilities offered in 'DeliveryRequest', which I also believe to be beyond the agreed scope.

We cannot just run rings around the agreed scope at the drop of a hat and a whim!

I suggest remove this.


189-192
'OrderItemIdentification'


See comments to 179 above


191
'ReplacementOrderItemIdentification'


The term replacement has been introduced. Substitute and Replacement are handled in different ways without explanation. 

Logically and business-wise the requirements are the same. At the order stage the Buyer may specify one or more ACCEPTABLE Substitute(s) for an item. At the confirmation stage the Seller may specify an OFFERED Substitute. At the despatch advice stage the Seller may specify an ACTUAL Substitute.

The words 'substitute' and 'replacement' are synonyms in the contexts mentioned.

There are outstanding questions about whether the Seller may offer more than one Offered Substitutes for an item, and how the Buyer indicates which and whether the offered substitute is acceptable.


198
'CompositePackage' is now of representation type text
313
'CompositePackage' was a re-use of 'Package' itself.
This allowed for packaging-within-packaging. Either we need it or we don't: it has NOT changed its nature! Or definition!


203
Renamed 'AccountId' and moved to 'Party'
130
'CreditAccount' as part of 'Payment Means'
No explanation for change.

Now detached from the 'Payment Means' set of information to which it belongs as an alternative to the other things listed there as means of payment e.g. by 'plastic card', out of payer's financial account X, by cash pre-payment etc.

'AccountId' as a 'credit sales account' is probably more specific to 'TradeParty' rather than the generic 'Party'.


The AccountID in Party is actually the BuyerAccountID that was in Order. I suspect this could be the same as CreditAccountID  and I agree they fit better into TradeParty.  

Whilst there is a relationship between this and Payment Means – it is not dependent.  An AccountID/CreditAccount can be the means for different types of payment.  Perhaps we need an association between PaymentMeans and TradeParty?

MIKE A: maybe. Trying to avoid too much terminology, I think an order transaction has 'PaymentMeans' while the statement transaction against a 'CreditAccount' also has 'PaymentMeans' albeit with a restricted list, so you can't pay a CreditAccount' with a 'CreditAccount'!

207 to 211
'CoordinateSystemId', 'LatitudeMeasure', 'LongitudeMeasure' have now been incorporated into 'Party Address' as individual attributes

'Location' included an aggregate 'Coordinates', which contained 'SystemId', 'LatitudeMeasure', 'LongitudeMeasure'.
No rationale for the change is given.

If it is relevant to include coordinates into 'PartyAddress', then one would have thought that they should really have been included in 'Address', 

i.e. it was correct in the first place


207 to 211



Coordinates may be needed in some cases where the address is not know or effectively does not exist as such. This is something that has emerged as a requirement from the Construction Industry.


208

210
'Latitude' is text

'Longitude' is text
60

61
'Latitude' was a measure

'Longitude' was a mesaure
No reason given for change of representation. Both can be either a -ve or +ve offset from the zero point, adequately handled by the numeric value. Making them text necessitated adding two new 'Direction' attributes. These are the kind of changes that should be discussed first!


209

211
'LatitudeDirection' and 'LongitudeDirection' have been added as individual attributes of 'PartyAddress'.

No definitions.

Location did not include these before.
Definitions are needed. One presumes these are + or - offsets from the meridian/equator.

See prior comments


212
'TimeZoneOffsetMeasure'has now moved from 'Address' to 'PartyAddress'
38
'Address' used to include 'TimeZoneOffsetMeasure'
No explanation for change given.

If relevant to 'PartyAddress', one would have thought that it should really be in 'Address', 

i.e. that it was correct in the first place.


216
'PartyLanguage' contains 'LanguageDependency'
4
'Party' contained 'LanguageDependencyIndicator'
The concept and definition of dependency does not appear  to indicate what the dependency is, i.e. the ability to read, write, listen or speak. And it is surely related to 'Contact' as well as Party.

This point has been made before but never addressed.






The above would seem to be better handled by having a generic 'LanguageDependency' aggregate that could be contained in either 'Party' or 'Contact'.

As it currently stands the green lining of 'Party' and 'Language' within 'PartyLanguage' seems to be showing the two different 'ways around' of the green lining


222-230
'PartyTaxScheme' relationship with 'TaxScheme'
10,

164-171
'Party' contained the aggregate 'TaxScheme'
The re-vamp seems to have complicated something that was quite simple.


222-230
missing
170
'ExemptReason'
This is noted as 'moved to Tax'. As commented before this is really about the party and not tax itself so belongs here.

Q: is there a need in some tax regimes to identify other 'tax status' conditions of the Party?


229
'PartyTaxScheme' contains 'RegistrationAddress'
167
The 'RegistrationAddress' attribute within 'TaxScheme' had its own carefully crafted definition
The definition is now the generic one for 'Address' and does not give any clue what re-use as 'RegistrationAddress' means.

Proposal: the correct definitions need to be re-instated.


229+Lots



I believe that the problem noted above is widespread, and makes me question the wisdom of TM completely re-vamping the spreadsheet at this advanced stage!


226
'TaxCurrency'


Now it is placed in the re-usable type 'PartyTaxScheme' the definition should say "transaction" rather than "order" (two places)


227
'TaxLevel'


Never understood what this was or is supposed to be: the definition does not help as it is a tortology. 

Propose remove, otherwise replace word "order" by "transaction".


232 in 231-236
'PaymentId' is now part of a new aggregate 'Payment' which contains 'PaymentMeans'
125
'PaymentId' was part of 'Payment Means'
Confusing, as the definition of  'Payment' is now "information directly relating to a specific payment", whereas 'Payment Means' is saying how payment may be made. 

The original definition of 'PaymentId' was… "identifies the payment transaction that settles the debt according to the specified payment means.  For example, if the selected payment means were cheque, then this Id would be the cheque number." This was trying to say that payment has already been made by cheque, money order, or cash up front, rather than it will be made against a card, financial or credit account, i.e. future settlelement. 

This is probably just a manifestation of the change to 'parent-within-child' listing.


233
'PaymentAmount'


Reference to the 'price component' is inappropriate in the definition of a re-usable aggregate


235
'PriceComponent'


The cardinality of 1..1 is incorrect as the Payment may not always be linked to a specific price component and may be linked to the transaction as a whole.


235
Payment has a green line for 'PriceComponent', which does not exist.


If necessary (see comment below), it should be 'PricingComponent'


235
'Payment' has a relationship with 'PriceComponent'


I do not understand what this relationship is for. Is it to allow for payments against specific things such as transport charges? Why would such things need to be recorded in the trade transaction as these would probably be invoiced on a separate invoice from the main transaction.

If the seller invoices the buyer for transport, then it is part of the whole transaction and so any payment would be against the transaction between seller and buyre.

If the transporter invoices for transport, then this is a separate transaction between the transporter and either the buyer or the seller. Therefore I do not see the need to associate the payment with only a part of the trade transaction. DISCUSS.


239
'PaymentMeans' contains 'PaymentDate'
126
The change log states that this has been moved to 'Payment', which is incorrect.
'PaymentMeans' needs the date, and the definition that accompanies this entry is adequate. But I suggest business would call this the 'PaymentDueDate'.


237-243
'PaymentMeans' no longer contains 'PaymentId' as a means of indicating payment had already been made and identifying it.
125
'PaymentMeans' used to contain 'PaymentId' to indicate that the transaction had already been paid for against some transaction e.g. a cheque
No rationale given.

If we get the relationship right we could have 'Payment' as an aggregate contained within 'PaymentMeans' and it would work.

See comments earlier


237 and on…
'PaymentMeans'


I noticed contained a typo in the definition of the two 'FinancialAccount' attributes. Then I realised that the original definitions appropriate to the two different occurrences, for  'Payer' and 'Payee', have been replaced by a common definition, thereby undoing previous careful definition work. Grrr…!


240
'PaymentChannel' is now of representation type code
127
'PaymentChannel' was of representation type identifier
No reason given for change


242
'PaymentMeans' -'PayerFinancialAccount' now has a generic definition.
128
Was defined as…"information directly relating to tha bank account of the Payer (one to make payment), given as part of the means of payment information."
Restore the original context-specific definition.


243
'PaymentMeans' -'PayeeFinancialAccount'
129
Was defined as…"information directly relating to the bank account of the Payee (one to receive payment), given as part of the means of payment information."
Restore the original context-specific definition.


244-248
No true and distinct 'settlement discount amount'.
119
'Amount' within 'SettlementDiscount' was defined as…, "the amount that can be taken from the payment value, if entitled to settlement discount according to settlement conditions."
It seems that some changes were made without even reading and understanding the business definitions that were carefully crafted. That's why I feel we have taken such a big backward step and unduly increased the volume of re-checking that has to be done.

Turning 'Amount' into 'BasicAmount' is a big mistake rendering the invoice invalid according to VAT regulations.


246
'PaymentTerms'

unrequired
This text attribute has been added without explanation. It was not required in the previous version.


247
'Event' has been moved into 'PaymentTerms'.

It is now of representation type code
122
'EventId' was in 'SettlementDiscount' in order to indicate the trigger event from which the settlement period began that entitled the buyer to deduct the prompt settlement discount amount.

It was of representation type identifier.
'SettlementDiscount' quite adequately contained 'EventId' and was related to 'PaymentTerms'.

I think excessive genericism has messed this up.


248
'ReferenceDocument'

unrequired
This relationship has been added without explanation. It was not required in the previous version.


249-270
'SettlementDiscount' does not exist as such.

According to the change log, it is now to be a specific instance of  'Pricing Component', but there is nothing to indicate that a specific instance of a Pricing Component as operating as a SettlementDiscount. Hmmm..
117-122

and 116
'SettlementDiscount' was an aggregate consisting of 'Percent', 'Amount', 'PaymentDaysValue', 'PaymentDate' and 'EventId' and itself was a part of 'Payment Terms'.


This change seems inconsistent with other groupings added in the normalisation process and in adopting Gunther's "batches" paper.

Serious discussion is needed.


249-270

117
The change log suggests 'SettlementDiscount' is now given as a specific instance of  'Pricing Component'
No explanation of the reason for this change has been given.

Settlement discount is conceptually quite different from any Pricing discount.

It should be re-instated as a separate concept.


249-270
'PricingComponent'
196
was 'PricingVariation'
I was uneasy with the original name, and the revised one is worse, as well as the aggregate trying to be 'all things' and failing. 

I firmly believe now that we have to recognise three distinct things: 

(1) price information associated with the LineItem, which includes trade discount, and settlement discount applicability/rate: 

(2) charges/allowances applied at the LineItem level, including their settlement discount applicability/rate, tax info and currency:

(3) charges/allowances overall, effectively becoming additional 'LineItems' on the Invoice, and including their settlement discount applicability/rate, tax info and currency.

This needs discussion and careful identification of what can be handled in something generic and what needs to be more specifically tailored.

Process and Information design is an art of sensible compromise and NOT a black-&-white science!


249
'PricingComponent'
196 and 341
Appears to have replaced both 'PricingVariation' and 'PriceVariationRange'
The reason for splitting these was because there was originally a mish-mash of quantity and value ranges. The possible ranges are appropriate to a catalogue/price list. By the time of placing an order the appropriate 'PricingVariation' from the range is known, so the entire heap does not need to be re-gurgitated!!


249-270
'SettlementDiscountApplicableIndicator' is missing from 'PricingComponent' having been removed.
210
'PricingVariation' contained  'SettlementDiscountApplicableIndicator' which was defined as… "indicates if settlement discount can be taken against this price variation amount" 
The change log states that this is in PricingComponent. It is not, nor does Pricing Component appear to cater for it in any way.


251
'BasisQuantity' in 'PricingComponent' is defined as…"Contains the quantity and unit of quantity on which the price is based.  For example, if the pricing scheme were $50/500 lbs, this would contain 500 (quantity) and lbs (unit of quantity)."
203
was 'Quantity' in 'PricingVariation', defined as… "a specific value of a quantity over which the allowance or charge applies."
The naming is an improvement, but the definition needs review so it is applicable to a 'Pricing Component'


252
'BasisAmount' has been turned into the settlement discount 'Amount'.
206
Originally this was the 'CalculationBasisAmount' on which any 'PricingVariation' was based. It was defined as… "the amount which is the basis for calculating the pricing variation".
So we have made 'Pricing Component' generic so it can be trade discount or any other discount, but we've specialised 'BasisAmount' into something specific to payment terms (i.e. settlement discount).

What a mess!


253
'AccountingCurrencyAmount'


Mis-named, should be 'TaxCurrencyAmount'


260/1
'MultiplierValue'

'Percent'


Overkill, two ways of achieving the same thing!


249-270
missing
197
'ServiceId'
A misnoma, but there is no defined equivalent under the old or a better name. 


249-270
missing
199
'ConditionId'
No defined means of indicating whether allowance or charge


271-276
'Pricing' contains fewer things.
103-109
'Pricing'
The change log states this is now via 'Pricing Component' but a reduced 'Pricing' still exists. Presumably the spreadsheet is correct and the change log incorrect. Certainly it was intended in the previous spreadsheet for these to be separate things.


271-276
'BasisQuantity' is missing from 'Pricing' 
106
'Pricing' contained 'BasisQuantity' which was defined as…"Contains the quantity and unit of quantity on which the price is based.  For example, if the pricing scheme were $50/500 lbs, this would contain 500 (quantity) and lbs (unit of quantity)."
Necessary to retain this, as explained in the definition.


271-276
The aggregate 'TradeDiscount' is missing from 'Pricing' and the aggregate has been removed from the spreadsheet
107

110-112
'Pricing' contained 'TradeDiscount', and the attribute breakdown of the aggregate 'TradeDiscount' was given in the spreadsheet. 
The change log suggests that this is handled as 'PricingComponent'. I believe this is too generic, as it muddles things together such as charges, allowances, trade discount and settlement (i.e. prompt payment) discount. These are different in business concept and function. Again, this was the kind of detail that we should have been focusing on at this stage rather than re-building the spreadsheet from scratch.


271-276
'LumpSumAmount' is missing from 'Pricing' having been removed
108
'Pricing' contained 'LumpSum'
The change log states that this is in PricingComponent. It is not; neither 'Pricing' nor 'Pricing Component' cater for it.

It is a significantly different thing as it effectively says "irrespective of quantity here is a total amount for the line, which does not need any calculation". It should be in 'Pricing'.


282-292
'ReferenceDocument'


This seems to be a higher level conceptual or meta-data level than other things. It feels like something that ought to be a 'behind the scenes' concept, as it does damn-all in the spreadsheet!


284
'Release'


From its definition this has nothing to do with Reference and is more correctly 'OrderType'  or transaction type.


285
'Quote' appears as a green line under something generic called 'ReferenceDocument' which has an 'Id'
172-4
'Quote'  was an aggregate containing 'Id' and 'IssueDate'
If this green lining is consistent with others, it suggests 'Quote' is a parent of 'ReferenceDocument'. In reality, it is just one of a set of things which form a generic group of 'ReferenceDocuments' at the message assembly stage.

This needs discussion as I do not think it is the same as other relationships!


286
'Contract' also appears as a green line under something generic called 'ReferenceDocument' 
175-8
'Contract'  was an aggregate containing 'Id', 'IssueDate' and 'ValidityPeriod'
If this green lining is consistent with others, it suggests 'Contract' is a parent of 'ReferenceDocument'. In reality, it is just one of a set of things which form a generic group of 'ReferenceDocuments' at the message assembly stage.

This needs discussion as I do not think it is the same as other relationships!


293-297
Missing association


Some 'SalesConditions' may apply to a transaction as whole and not just to specific Items. They may also apply to the trading relationship between the parties.


298-318
'Shipment' split into 'Shipment' and 'ShipmentStage'
62
'Shipment' was shaped as a shipment stage only.
Fundamentally a good move!

But there are some details, particularly definitions, to review and correct.




300
'ServiceLevel' is now of representation type code
69
'ServiceLevelId' was of representation type identifier
No explanation given for the change


301/2
'Instructions' and 'Information' are within 'Shipment'
70/4

Need to clarify whether 'Instructions' and 'Information' are relevant to the shipment as a whole, to a stage, or both.


303-306 & 315-318
Relationships are inverted e.g. Shipment is contained within Shipment Stage.


Part of the parent-child relationship problem: we are now showing 'where used' and not 'what is used' as before.


306
Green lined 'Contract'
68
'TransportContractId'
This has lost its context of 'Transport'

The green-lining is inconsistent: here it is child-within-parent. Other green-lined items here are the other way around.


308
'ShipmentStage' uses expressions such as transport stage and cargo movement.
64
So did Op66 for 'StageId'
Review definition so it doesn't introduce 'new' expressions. Either that or change the names! (Sue: transport?)


312-314
'StartDate', 'EndDate' and 'Duration' are listed as attributes of 'ShipmentStage' 
73
'TransitPeriod' contained 'StartDate', 'EndDate' and 'Duration' 
No explanation given for the change of concept that puts period everywhere now as a number of attributes, rather than an aggregate. This is inconsistent with some things being grouped together in other areas.


316

317
'FromAddress'

'ToAddress'


The same generic definition is used for bothe which does not explain difference.

Also question the adoption of generic 'Address' instead of location which is probably more business-relevant in this kind of case. Genericism taken too far!!!


318
Green lined 'CarrierParty'
67
'CarrierId'
The green-lining is inconsistent: here it is child-within-parent. Other green-lined items here are the other way around.


321
'Type'


'Tax' now appears to be the aggregate for one rate of taxation. Therefore 'TaxType' is possibly more appropriately placed within 'TaxScheme'


323
'ExemptReason' is now within 'Tax'
170
'ExemptReason' was part of  'TaxScheme' in order to associate it with 'Party' 
No explanation for change given.

Exemption is about the party and NOT about the item, so this is now incorrect.


327
'Id'


The definition talks about 'party' inappropriately as this is the generalised version


328
'TaxScheme' contains 'JurisdictionAddress'
168
'TaxScheme' included 'TaxLocation'
The definition is the generic one for 'Address' and does not give any clue what re-use as 'JurisdictionAddress' means. At the moment it is not differentiated from, e.g. 'RegistrationAddress' except by assumption and implication.

It looks as if this has come from the original inclusion of  'TaxLocation' within 'TaxScheme'. This met the need to identify the tax regime, which is a much wider area thing than 'address', e.g. VAT is by country but could become EU, while Sales Tax could be by US state.


329-332
Renamed 'TradeCycleParty'
11
'TradeParty'
No explanation for renaming.

This was introduced because the previous version had included 3 specialised occurrences of contact into party, thereby specialising party as tradeparty. These contact specialisations have disappeared so, in our approach, we appear to be going around in never-decreasing circles. And frankly I am getting dizzy!  
I used 0p66 ex Burlington and took the object class TradeCycleParty listed there (UBL000010)  I have not populated the UBL Name (handcrafted) so this can still be TradeParty – it hasn’t been changed.  PS I actually prefer TradeParty as a name.

MIKE A: So do I!

335

337
'ProviderType'

'Disposition'

…are now of representation type code
77

80
'ProviderType'

'Disposition'

…were of representation type identifier
No reason for change given.


339
'RefrigerationStatusIndicator' is now of representation type code
82
'RefrigerationStatusIndicator' was now of representation type indicator
No reason for change given. This only has an 'on/off' possibility for which the rep type indicator was designed!


345-6
'TransportEquipmentMeasurement' now includes 'AttributeId' and 'Description'
85
'TransportEquipment' contained 'Measurement'
This is a good point, as it allows identification about what aspect the measurement relates to.

But it does raise concerns…


345-6 & wider



Bad points/observations/concerns (x4):

(1) Tim has used Gunther's 'batching' paper as the rationale. Has this paper been accepted by the group? 


345-6 & wider



(2) Also, if one follows the specialisation principle slavishly as is done with Equipment and Item Measurements, then what is to stop one also having specialised Parties such as BuyerParty, SellerParty etc?


345-6 & wider

e.g.

140-4
Lost and gone
240

241

242

243
'Buyer ItemIdentifier '

'Seller ItemIdentifier'

'Manufacturer ItemIdentifier'

'Standard ItemIdentifier'
(3) However, contrary to (2), I note we have now lost the specialisation of 'ItemIdentifier' to 'Buyer', 'Seller', 'Manufacturer' and 'Standard' which differentiated UBL's scenario from EAN's


345-6 & wider
343-349

'TransportEquipmentMeasurement'

145-151

'ItemMeasurement'


(4) 'TransportEquipmentMeasurement' and 'ItemMeasurement' are identical in all but name.


345-6 & wider



We seem to be applying one specialising rule here in (2) and (4) and another generalising rule elsewhere, e.g. (3) and with the generic Pricing Component.

We need to identify what the criteria are for doing things differently!


341--2 & 349 
'Shipment' within 'TransportEquipment' and 

'TransportEquipment' within 'TransportEquipmentMeasurement'
71
'TransportEquipment' was within 'Shipment'
Part of the parent-child relationship problem: we are now showing 'where used' and not 'what is used' as before.


342
'OwnerParty' within 'TransportEquipment'
78
'OwnershipID' was within 'TransportEquipment'
This however seems to be inconsistent, as it seems to be the correct ChildInfo-within-Parent way around.

See also previous comment related to NormalisedModel line 74 and 'EquipmentSeal' / 'IssuerPartyType'
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