UBL-LCSC 
Issues from Reviewing Normalised Model v8 in comparison with UBL_Library Op 66v2 WIP and Change Log to Op70
ISSUES v4.07


with disposition & changes creating Normalised Model v10.02
Mike Adcock/2002-11-12

To assist in dealing with these issues, it has been proposed to group them into categories.  The LCSC Convenor’s suggestion is as follows…

1. material (components, definitions, metadata, etc..) that appears to have been dropped from the previous version. (e.g. PayeePaymentMeans, Period, PriceVariation)

2. material that appears to have been added since the previous version. (e.g. PricingComponent, PartyTaxScheme)
3. interpretation of the model such as...

   * interpreting the components in the normalized model versus the structures in our previous hierarchical structures  (e.g. what is contained in what??)

   * the criteria used for generalisation versus specification (e.g. why not Measurement yet we have ItemMeasurement?)

4. interpretation of correct business rules, regardless of how we used to do it. (e.g. Sue's 'TransportEquipmentParty should be PartyType' example)

This colour coding has been applied  to each issue listed in version 4.01, but not to those added in the process of completing the review and producing version 4.04, which are shown in this colour.

Progress on making changes - Disposition of Issues Situation Summary

Note that this table was kept for judgement purposes and may not be 100% accurate.


No change needed
27


Issue line where Changes made
59 


Discussion points :-

 
UID numbering?


Separate worksheet for associations?


Separate worksheet for each document?
16 (3 subjects)


More review, possibly later
3


Issue outstanding


Roll-up of Discounts, Charges etc
10 (1 subject)


To be done
5


Change of representation type, code v identifier
14


'is a type of ' association, seen as document assembly
3


Q to Tim, awaiting answer
4 


ScopeDiscussion


Include master and call-off orders
2 (1 subject)

Note also that there are a number of definition improvements that are separately listed and annotated to the release UBL Normalised Model v10-02. These are specialising generic definitions when things are used in a particular context. (see original issue referring to 229+ in this issue-disposition log.

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.
MJA has made the following disposition

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.
None


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.
I guess this reflects the fact we used Order to collect our inital model.  I expect that as we add the objects used by other other document types this will change.

MIKE Q: Was the normalisation based on Order or on the end-to-end (Order to Invoice) Trade Transaction set as a whole?
None


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. 
The reason for this was to simplfiy the assembly of components into document defintions.  It is much easier to find the ones you need if they are alphabetically ordered. I agree about the primtive tools – but it still works.
None





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?
We do not have UBL Ids in our normalized model.  It is a good questions whether we should or not.

FOR: ensure unique identification of a object class, property or associaton wherever it is used.

AGAINST: Associations may be repeated in our  hierarchical model (e.g. Billing Contact) yet have the same UBL ID.  There may not a one-to-one connection of normalized components to ABIE/BBIE/Association BIEs)
QA and LCSC 

to review considerations re UID numbering.

DISCUSSION 1

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.
I had tried to apply to Code/Identifier position as per our paper. 

If a property does not uniquely identify the object and it is effectively an abbreviation, then i made them codes. 

This means in most cases we have only one identifer property in an object class and many of our 'identifers' become 'codes'.

(Same comment applies to all grey disposition boxes)
Representation type

Identifier v Code

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
None

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
None

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.
I originally thought you were loking at a mistake in the example Order assembly i sent out.  I now realise that this is another example of the normalized spreadsheet model not showing all associatons (only the parents).  An updated model (version 9) now shows these bi-directional associations.
V9 takes care of this.

QA & LCSC need to consider separate spreadsheet for associations.

DISCUSSION 2

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!
The specific criteria for needed these three Contacts is the context of their use.  This means we define them when we assemble documents.  That is, they appear in our hierrachical model (cf. The powerpoint demo of assembly) but not here.  

TradeParty actually is still useful becasue it allows a home for properites dependent on a particular Party  and a particualr Order.  To date the only one found is the PartyOrderNumber but we may identify others.
These are 'is a type of' associations

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! 

Does the version 9 spreadsheet clarify this?
V9 takes care of this.

QA & LCSC need to consider separate spreadsheet for associations.

DISCUSSION 2

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. 
I accept that Contract may have two sets of start and end dates, so the first issue is the correct naming.

The second issue relates to the criteria for defining object classses.  Why is Period not an object class and therefore associatibale with things like Contract?  

In theory, all our data types (Quantity, Code, Identifier) could be defined as object classes.  They are just very common aggregations of semantic bits of information.  A Code has properties of Agency, Version ,etc.. and could be associated with things like Country, Language, GoodsClassification.  If we did this our model would get very complicated and too detailed to follow.  In addition these new object classes would assoicate with individual properties within other object classes.  It is not the object class Country that code is associated with but the property CoountryCode.

As I was looking for functional dependencies to define properties it was clear that the StartDate, EndDate and Duration where dependent on the Contract and that the benefit of defining an object lclass just for Period was more effort than was needed here.  For example, duration may be a measure or datetime, it may have an event, etc.  It began to look like to an object class of Period would need to be fairly sophisticated and was not stable in our current model.

However, I am open to this debate – i thought the way it was made it clearer what the exact properties we needed where, but you have a valid point.
MODIFICATION 1

DONE 

Reinstate 'Period' as an aggregate.

Added associations to Period with Contract and ShipmentStage'

Contract:

removed lines 42-44, added association with Period

ShipmentStage: removed lines 380-382, added association with Period

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. 
As above
MODIFICATION 1 DONE

See above

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.
Agreed
MODIFICATION 2

DONE

Change 'CreditPayment' to 'CardAccount'

38
'Customer'

representation type = code
158
was 'CustomerID'

representation type = identifier
No reason given for reptype change.

Review as RepresentationType was changed v8/9 onwards

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.
I was reading your comment “The IssuerID is actually called the BIN (Bank Id No.)” and took that.

I know realise that  what i did was follow your change log and not refer back to the model.  I had sort of assumed yours was an issues log.  That is,  what you planned to change rather than things you had actually already changed. I therefore applied (or attempted to) those changes to the normalized model.
MODIFICATION 3 DONE

Change 'BankIDNumber' to 'IssuerID'

41
'IssueNumber'

representation type = code
161
was 'IssueNumID'

representation type = identifier
No reason given for reptype change.

Review as RepresentationType was changed v8/9 onwards

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.
As 40
None

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.

MODIFICATION 4

DONE

Corrected definition to one given by Card people

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.
A DeliveryRequest may uses several Schedules (albeit in our 0p70 scenario we specified only one). I fugired it would be easier to put this in now rather than try and add it later even if it adds a redundnant layer in our 0p70.

Further discussion with Tim about whether Delivery Schedule should therefore contain requested and promised dates… 

Yes they should be. It raises the question of what properties DeliveryRequest then has and why do we need it? I think having the DeliveryRequest allows us to specify the "to's" and "from's" and the delivery terms once for each order item regardless of how many schedules it uses
MODIFICATION

DONE

'RequestedDeliveryDate' and 'PromisedByDate' moved from 'DeliveryRequest' to '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.
Sorry abouyt the named association defintions – this was my editting mistake
MODIFICATION 5

DONE

Make definitions specific to 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.
A DeliveryRequest may reference one set of DeliveryTerms OR DeliveryTerms may reference/contain several DeliveryRequests.  

This is an example of how the actual assembly will depend on the context of use.
V9 takes care of this.

QA & LCSC need to consider separate spreadsheet for associations.

DISCUSSION 2

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.
We now have parent-within-child and child-within-parent .
V9 takes care of this.

QA & LCSC need to consider separate spreadsheet for associations.

DISCUSSION 2

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'
I hope we have resolved this confusion now.

Yes, but on a presentational perspective I think we should consider the merit of separating associations onto a separate work sheet, so as to be able to record association-specific info, i.e. discussion subject 2
V9 takes care of this.

QA & LCSC need to consider separate spreadsheet for associations.

DISCUSSION 2

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.
In the model Delivery Terms are associated with a Payment Means when they are paid.  That is, they need a Payment to connect them together.  So If the Delivery Terms say  there are a set of PricingComponents (e.g. FOB) involved in this transaction, then the means of paying this only comes into effect when we make a payment of the FOB.

You are saying is that we have lost a way to specify how the FOB is to be paid  (eg what account it is to be paid from) prior to it actually being paid.

This means we need a new association between PaymentMeans  and Delivery Terms.

I agree this is the level of discussion we should be having – but I think it also shows that the model can support our requirements.
MODIFICATION DONE

Added new associations between 'PaymentMeans'  and 'Delivery Terms'

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.
Delivery Request was an attempt to separate those properties which were a buyer’s desire, from those of the shipper’s actual event.  You are correct – this is very Order specific, i cannot see it being used in many other document types – maybe the Despatch Advice.  However this does not mean Delivery Request is not a semantically different object with its own set of  dependent propoerties.

The ‘to’ and ‘from’ associations are the desired origination and final destination – not necessarily those in the eventual shipment stage.

Within DeliveryTerms, the RelevantLocation can be used to loosely define a place e.g. ‘into store’ but if more specific addresses are required then DeliveryTerms could specify a (set of) Delivery Requests for the ‘to’s and ‘froms’.


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

Review as RepresentationType was changed v8/9 onwards

72-77
'Seal' has become 'EquipmentSeal'
86
'Seal'
Why?
I felt an object class called Seal was to generic given that its properties and associations related TransportEquipment. However i (and flipper) could be persuaded if we had need to define other types of Seals.
None

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?
Sorry, must have been a late night!  OwnershipID was there to define the owner of the equipment – i.e. a Party. As with your PaymentMethodID -> PaymentMeans comment, i made this property into an association.

We have since discussed this with Sue and concluded that the xCBL defintion was incorrect.  What we need here is a OwnerPartyType (e.g. Shipper, Carrier, etc..) similar to that within EquipmentSeal.
MODIFICATION 6

DONE

'Transport Equipment' to contain an attribute 'OwnerPartyType'

instead of having an association with 'Party'.

PropertyQualifier = Owner

Property = Party Type

Changed Equipment Seal to be consistent

PropertyQualifier = Issuer

Property = Party Type

84
'ExchangeMarket' is now of code representation type

'ExchangeMarket' was of identifier representation type
No explanation given. I think it should remain as an identifier

MODIFICATION 7 DONE

'ExchangeMarket' to be restored as identifier rep type

91
'FIBranch' now includes 'FinancialInstitution'
143
'FinancialInstitution' included 'Branch'
Change log simply states a new structure without giving any explanation for the change.
As mentioned before re associations
MIKE C: This now falls into the 'spreadsheet containment of parent within child' problem mentioned in "Lots inc 24".
V9 takes care of this.

QA & LCSC need to consider separate spreadsheet for associations.

DISCUSSION 2

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!
I hope that this (and the 91 above it) are explained by the model version 9 - showing that associations go both ways.  Sometime a child is within a parent and sometimes vice versa.  It depends on the path followed through the class diagram and defined by the context.  In the majority of our contexts we will use FinancialAccount contains one Branch that contains one FinancialInstitution.

But even so the model 8 is correct FinancialAccount has a parent of FIBranch and FIBranch as a parent of FinancialInstitution and Address.  The Address is a parent because the branch can only have one address, whereas it is feasible for an address to conatin more than one branch (same goes for the FinancialInstitution) – that is why the arrows on the class daigram point into these objects.

I take your point about Branch being not just a banking object – but i know a few trees who would argue its that generic.  Maybe OrganisationBranch is better
V9 takes care of this.

QA & LCSC need to consider separate spreadsheet for associations.

DISCUSSION 2

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 WE CAN'T EXPLAIN IT, WE CAN'T HAVE IT.
I agree
MODIFICATION 8 DONE

'ControlId' removed

99
'FinancialAccount' now includes 'FIBranch'
134
'FinancialAccount' included 'FinancialInstitution'
Change log simply states a new structure without giving any explanation for the change.

We've explored this on the Finance side, and come to the conclusion that the safest relationship is 'Account' related to 'Branch' and 'Branch' to 'Bank', although in many (well-organised) situations an account is 'with a bank'. (Unless we can record an either/or association?)
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'.
Has this been covered by the comment against Number 92?
V9 takes care of the relationship ways round.

QA & LCSC need to consider separate spreadsheet for associations.

DISCUSSION 2

'either/or' associations?

DISCUSSION 2A

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'.
You are correct these properties are frequently  used for shipment purposes.  However, they are dependent on the actual item involved – whever this item is delivered it will have these classifications.

I agree that it would be better called ItemClassification – we dont need both. M - sounds like saying there's only one…
Further discussion 11-11

MIKE: I feel it is over-optimistic to think we can get down to one item classification, as there are many competing reasons for classifying items! That makes me wonder whether all such classifications should be associated with Item or with the purpose or end result of classifying each way
TIM: i don’t think the model says 'one classification per Item' i thought it said 'many'.??
MIKE: But another thought that occurred to me was whether any goods classification 'shifts' depending on the set of goods in a delivery. Off at a slight tangent I know, but from a statistics and taxation viewpoint here, if you hire a tool which requires that you also buy consumables (say a sanding machine and sanding disks) the transaction is handled and viewed as being a hire transaction (even though a part of it is a sale and exchange of ownership) 

Tim: I took GoodsClassification/ ItemClassification to mean a kind of coding/categorisation scheme that described the type of product/article/service/item the thing was.  e.g. Woolen Socks are Harmonized Code 01103456 (woolen products) and Stats code 732.566 (clothing), etc...  I didn't see it as a means of saying whether the thing was an article or a product or a service or an item.  Hence it wouldn't be dependent on OrderItem but the Item itself. But i now take your point, there could be a classification dependent on OrderItem as in your example  But is n't that a different type of classification (e.g. OrderItem Classification)?.  would it be anything else but the denoting of product/article/service/item ?

Sue: My take is that Goods is the wrong word here. A goods item is different from an order item and either can have classifications associated with them. So I support this being called OrderItem Classification too. I also agree that each may and often does have more than one type of classification for different purposes. I would favour each separate classification being identified by an explicit name which describes what it is and what the purpose is. For example if it is important to be able to specify the HS code for an order item then we should name that BIE accordingly such as:

OrderItemCommodityIdentifier
then

Sue: Within our defined scope I cannot think of any other relevant item classifications either. Therefore I support the Item.Commodity route
MODIFICATION DONE

'GoodsClassification' changed to 'CommodityClassification', association with Item and

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

Review as RepresentationType was changed v8/9 onwards

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

Review as RepresentationType was changed v8/9 onwards

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..
I agree the definition is ambiguous, but I actually know this stuff from the real world. 

TREM Cards are carried whenever hazardous goods are moved (mostly by road).  The go with the driver and contain instructions on how to deal with emergencies.

The clue is the 'transport' part of the name. Our defintion should say “describes the emergency actions to be taken  when transporting a hazardous item”

i think this makes it dependent on HazardousShipment
MODIFICATION 31 DONE

Definition improved to say "describing the emergency actions to be taken in the event of an emergency affecting the transportation of a hazardous item"

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'?
Yes,i think goods classification should be item classification (see above) and this stays as HazardousItem.

As you say Goods has taken on a shipping significance.
None


Something missing in 'HazardousItem'
270
'InformationSource' was in 'HazardousGoods'
No clue given in change log.
This is rather like your ControlID comment. I dont see what this would be that wouldn't be in the other properties (e.g. Code agencies) or could be coverd in AdditionalInformation.
None

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.

Review as RepresentationType was changed v8/9 onwards

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.
See comment above (109-112)
Review as RepresentationType was changed v8/9 onwards

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.

Review as RepresentationType was changed v8/9 onwards

130
'MaximumTransportTemperature' is in 'HazardousShipment'
276
'MaximumTransportTemperature' was in 'HazardousGoods'
No reason for change given.
This property is dependant on the shipment of the hazardosu item.  It may vary  with different shipments for example the quantity shipped.
No change


Something missing in 'HazardousItem'
277
'Temperature' was in 'HazardousGoods'
gone walkabout
Woops – think i got it confused with MaximumTransportTemperature

MIKE Q to all: what are these temperatures and how does this indicate which is what?
MODIFICATION 9

DONE

Added 'Temperature' to 'HazardousItem'

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'
I hadn't realised the connection but now i see what you mean.

We need to make the CodeID (nee ID) 0..1 and add DescriptionID (also 0..1) to allow us to have non-code values.

(PS this is case where we would have two Identifiers but they are mutually exclusive).

Good idea.

MIKE C: 

'AttributeID' says what is being described.

'Position' says where what is being described is

'Description' describes it 
MODIFICATION 10

DONE

'PhysicalAttribute' added, with attributes 'AttributeID', 'Position', 'DescriptionID'

'Description' (text)

Associations:

with 'ItemIdentification' (in both places)

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.
These are assembly instances of assocations (based on out scope.context).

See slide 14-15 in the  Order assembly presentation  (OrderAssembly0p70example)  I sent out last week to get the idea.
These are 'is a type of' associations

139
green-lined 'OriginAddress'
250
'OriginCountryIdentificationCode'
Very heavy-handed solution!
Is this Ok now?
No change





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

V9 takes care of this.

QA & LCSC need to consider separate spreadsheet for associations.

DISCUSSION 2

142
'Extension'
260
'Extension'
Suggest removal, see first set of comments to 133-139 above.
I agree
MODIFICATION 11

DONE

'Extension' removed from 'ItemIdentification' 

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'
I was unsure about whether we could have the Identification as the reference or  we need the whole Item (same with OrderItem and substitute).

Now i think on this again I agree that we are safer having “Item substitues for Item” and “OrderItem replaces OrderItem”. 

Your second point about the Indicator is that i dont thikn we need it.  If there is a substitue then it will be defined, cant see why we have to say it it there. The third point about Sequence is that I felt we could define these at assembly, by naming the associated Substitute Item as First, Second, etc.

However this does get messy and keeping  it as a property is simpler. So we need SubstituteSequence in Item and ReplacementSequence in OrderItem.


MODIFICATION  32 DONE

Removed Substitute association from 'ItemIdentification'

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.
I am not sure I follow this.  We had debated with the NDR team the value of structural containers and concluded that they were redundant.  It is the object class (e,g, Order) that determines the aggregation.  So the Header and Summary were merged.

MIKE C: Agree with H&S merge. But I think there is merit in having separate a worksheet for each document.
When we come to reference document types we now have a ReferenceDocument that  will reference the relevant document.  This reference need only be the Idnetification of the document.

Is that what you mean as well?

MIKE C: Yes, although I sense this needs handling better as an assembly aspect. See my earlier paper on Message Assembly 
DISCUSSION 3

Separate worksheet for each document?

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. 
They are propoerties that depend on the Party AND the Order.  Buyer 'A' calls it Order '1' and Seller 'B' calls it Order '2' – it is the combination of Party and Order that determine the values here.


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…
Release is now in ReferenceDocument as it is a propoerty dependent on at least two documents, e.g. an  Order and a Contract.

I think OrderType  should be defined as a named association when we assemble documents. In our scenarion we have only Master Orders (I think), so perhaps we need to put 'Master' in the top level qualifer.

MIKE C: Ah, I thought release was a versioning number: I think that was the intent in e.g. EDIFACT.

 Also I believe that 'master order' is something different and NOT in our scope. I think a master order, from what I hear people say, is an order that does not trigger delivery, but waits for a further signal before delivery occurs, e.g. call off.
SCOPE DISCUSSION

Include or exclude master and call off orders?

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.
I agree some or all may  needed in our specific 0p70 Order, which is why they are left until assembly.
These are 'is a type of' associations

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.
I agree i dropped Language by accident – we still need the Party Language, but we also need an association bewteen Order and Language (the arrow goes into Order).

I read the defintion of SalesConditions and it clearly says 'applicable to the item' 

MIKE C: I know, I was wondering if the definition is strictly correct?
MODIFICATION 12 DONE

Associations added to Order with

'Language' and 'Sales Conditions'

162
'Currency'
O 18

?
'Currency'

'PricingCurrency'
These are about the transaction as a whole. The first should be called 'TransactionCurrency'.
I cannot find PricingCurrency in the original version.  The currency in the Order is the default for the transaction/order

MIKE C: Sorry, agree Pricing Currency wasn't, but should have been, in the original.
MODIFICATION 13 DONE

Order now has 'PricingCurrency'

'TransactionCurrency'

163
'ExchangeRate'


Error. This should use the aggregate 'ExchangeRate' 78-87
I cannot find what is wrong here – we have ExchangeRate as a green row.

MIKE C: Okay, that's a difference between v8 and v9
No change

169
'TotalPrice'


I realised that to be consistent we should revisit this naming, in relation to 180 below. 

MODIFICATION 14 DONE

'TotalPrice' renamed 'TotalExtensionAmount' and the definition modified to be consistent.

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.
As i mentioned on the call, we need to use judgement as to whether LineItem is too generalised or orderItem too specialised.  

Until we build the other documents we won't now.


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.
What this is saying is that  OrderItemIdentification allows us to  use toher means of  identifying an OrderItem – but we must have one 'official' identification.

This is consistent with ItemIdentification as well.

I agree the definitions need work


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'
I agree, the name LineExtensionAmount is clearer.
MODIFICATION 15 DONE

'TotalPrice' renamed '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.
I thought  this was for the Country of Destination (export reqt.)  and was not aware we were dropping it.  

I suspect we will need this beacuse we may not always have DeliveryRequirements.

The scope was saying we dont have  multiple destinations for  an Order – it is semantically not the same thing – it just means we will have the same country for each OrderItem.

Mike: Why do we need Destination Party as an association for Order Item, given your comment "I thought  this was for the Country of Destination (export reqt.)  and was not aware we were dropping it.  I suspect we will need this because we may not always have DeliveryRequirements. The scope was saying we dont have  multiple destinations for  an Order – it is semantically not the same thing – it just means we will have the same country for each OrderItem." Surely Destination Address is sufficient?
Sue:  I think that we do need the ‘final destination location identifier’ as this is an important piece of information which will get transferred into the transport contract and is always assocuiated with the final delivery to the buyer. However for party information I see only Ship from and ship to as needed. I also agree that Country info for origin and destination is important for customs purposes. Country of Origin is needed at line item but my understanding is that destination country is at order level.
Tim:  I can see what you mean about Location but not Party for final destination – but this Party may not always be the Buyer.  So is it the Buyer or the Party at the destination we need?

Ship from and ship to are addresses associated with the ShipmentStage, so we have those.

Country of Origin is actually dependant on the Item not the ordering of the Item.  An Item will always have the same Origin whoever orders it.  The Destination country cannot be at the Order level because we may split the item deliveries across countries.  So I think it has to be the OrderItem Destination and the Item Origin.

MIKE: But if to and from addresses are at DeliveryRequest level isn't that where Destination Country should be…, and effectively is already?
Q to Tim

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.
My reading of this was that in some circumstances  we may want to say 'you may substitute widgets  for wickets' and in other circumstances we may want to say 'you may  substitute my order for one pack of  widgets for 12 individual widgets.'  The former is a replacement to the Item, the second to the Order Item.  I opted to call the second replacement to distinguish them – but it could equally be called substitute,  whatever you feel is best.
MODIFICATION 32 DONE

Added 'SubstitutionStatus' into 'OrderItem' to denote a line which is an acceptable substitute(Order), or has been replaced(post-Order)

This may need review at Document Assembly

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!
Correct, i missed this.

MIKE C: I've made the association property term = composite and property = package
MODIFICATION 16 DONE

'CompositePackage' changed to an association within 'Package'

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'!
Isn’t paying your credit card bill out of scope for 0p70?

MIKE A: Of course it is, I was merely trying to illustrate. Individual transactions such as

 Invoice and Statement have potentially different 'PaymentMeans'. I think it is information that is associated with the transaction, as it is saying how the transaction is to be or will be paid for. The Party may have an Account with the Seller, but may chose to pay for a particular transaction in another way. (We encountered this a lot). 'SettlementMeans' is an alternate, perhaps better, term which springs readily to mind. However I'd been avoiding it as it has a particular meaning in finance, tho' maybe that doesn't matter too much.
No change.

Rationale: I assume 'PaymentMeansTypeCodeIdentifier' can contain a range of values such as 'DirectDebit'

'DirectCredit'

'Cheque'

'Card'

'CashOnDelivery'

'OnAccount'

Please can I shout "BINGO" at 'PaymentMeansTypeCodeIdentifier' !!!

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
PartyAddress replaces Location in that it represents the use a specific Address by an given Party.  It has a define purpose (e.g. warehouse, postal, delivery, etc.)

You are correct this is not the place for location, but neither is address. I see a location is a unique point in space. This may have several addresses assocaited with it. 

Lot 1234 and 36 High Street could both be Addresses for the same point in space.

So my suggestion would be to have the object class Location (with its Lat/Long co-ords) associated 0..n to Address.
MODIFICATION 17 DONE

Reintroduce 'LocationCoordinates' as an object class, consisting of  'SystemId', 'Latitude', 'Longitude','LatitudeDirection', 'LongitudeDirection'.

Removed from PartyAddress, added association with Address.









In the process review the means of specifying direction.

DISCUSSION 3

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.

Addressed by MODIFICATION 17

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!
In looking at the CCT for measure i was not comfortable it supported Lat/Long (e.g. 129’23” East).  None of the CCts appeared usable so it had to be text.

Am i reading the CCTS spec wrong?
Review as RepresentationType was changed v8/9 onwards

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
It is the N,S,E,W of Lat/Long.

These were picked up when looking at other vocabularies, the Mapping XML work and other data models for geospatial work.
MODIFICATION 18

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.
This a a legacy of the Location issue above.  The TimeZoneOffset belongs in Location not Address or PartyAddress.  It is dependent on the point in space.

MIKE C: Errrr…, in infinite theory maybe, but not in applied practice. A time zone covers an area to which one offset applies, and the boundary of the area (region, country or state) is defined by a complex set of coordinates. Since we use Address to specify broad things like country or region, we should also use address as the 'owner' of the time zone offset. 

This also fits with the situation where the admin/govt of some areas choose an unreal offset, e.g. the pacific island that 'moved' itself so as to experience the new millenium before anyone else!
MODIFICATION 33 DONE

'TimeZoneOffsetMeasure' made part of Address.

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 defintion says ‘textual information’ – so i guess that measn read and write.

I agree we spend an awful lot of time on this property.  But its purpose is the ensure that additional text attached to the document complies with any language dependency.  E.g. additional product specifications details must be in Korean.

It is a separate point about whether we should also need this property within Contact.  Presumably this would be used if the BillingContact person can only deal in English for any communications.
MODIFICATION

DONE

(see conclusion at end of next issue)

Remove 'PartyLanguage', and provide associations between 'Party' and 'Language'.







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
There is nothing to aggregate in LanguageDependency except the single property and an association.

MIKE C: which is no more, no less, than what we have in PartyLanguage anyway. I was suggesting an aggregate if we decided we needed to express a set of dependencies such as read, write, speak etc if we went down to Contact level.

These are ‘two ways around’ the right way depends on the context of use.

If we are describing/assembling this from the Language object then the containership would be for Party and if we described it from the Party (which is more likely in our scope) then the containership would be for Language.

This ‘intersection’ object is a common pattern and shows how we can reconcile two object classes that may have many-to-many (n..n) occurrences.

CONCLUSION Tim/Sue: To simply have associations between Party and Language consistent with associations between Order and Language
See above note

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.
This was covered several times in our face-to-face.  We used it as an example, which is where i started in the normalization task.

Rather than complicate, what the intorduction of PartyTaxScehem does is resolve the potential  infinite looping we had with TaxScheme having locations with Addresses that had Locations, etc.etc..

We have expsoed the true relationships of the various addresses involved in this concept.  The original was neither simple nor practical.
No change

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?

Q to Tim

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.
I apologise for this and will ensure we put back the original defintions of associations (where they differ from the default name of the target object class).
MODIFICATION 19

DONE

Restore specialised definitions

(1) of 'RegistrationAddress'

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!
This occurred  when we chnaged to defintions of associations fro being the Identifiers (foreign keys) to the overall target object – the defintions came with them.  An editrial slip but given we have a reletively small number of associations with specific defintions it can be rectified without too much drama
ACTION TAKEN: Checked further to find any other similar occurrences. Listed separately, annotated to Normalised Model v10-02 for ease of reference.

226
'TaxCurrency'


Now it is placed in the re-usable type 'PartyTaxScheme' the definition should say "transaction" rather than "order" (two places)
I agree
MODIFICATION 20

DONE

Change definition to say "transaction" rather than "order" (2 places)

Changed one place, second is better as 'InvoicingCurrency', necesitating a change to line 196

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".
 I agree, let remove it.  From its defintion I think it can be covered elsewhere.
MODIFICATION 21 DONE

'TaxLevel' removed from 'TaxScheme'

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.
Payment is a child of PaymentMeans.  This means we can now use a single PaymentMeans for making several payments.

So we can have a debt due on a certain date against which several cheques are presented.  This is what I think the original model was trying to say.
MODIFICATION 34

DONE

'Payment' associated with 'PricingComponent' and 'Payment Means' to say what it is for and how it is paid.

'PaymentMeans' associated with 'PricingComponent' and 'Payment' to say the method used to pay PCs and the method a payment was made.

NOTE: Need to add something to payment to say what overall transaction it is settling!!!

233
'PaymentAmount'


Reference to the 'price component' is inappropriate in the definition of a re-usable aggregate
I am unclear what you mean.  It is here to show that a payment  are for pricing components
MODIFICATION 34

DONE

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.
Yes, the more i think about this the more it appears that we should have the cardinality the other way around (as you say)  a payment covers many pricing components.
MODIFICATION 22

DONE

Cardinality changed to 0..n

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


If necessary (see comment below), it should be 'PricingComponent'
This is a typo.
MODIFICATION 23

DONE

Correct the entry 'PriceComponent' to 'PricingComponent'

235
'Payment' has a relationship with 'PriceComponent'

More comment…


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.
It is to show whcih pricing components the payment is for.  

 Yes, you've convinced me.  we should have PricingComponent -> Payment not Payment->PricingComponent (see above)
MODIFICATION 34

DONE

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'.
Payment has PaymentReceivedDate because it shows the date of an actual payment of funds.

PaymentMeans has the PaymentDate (still) – change log was wrong.

I agree PaymentDue Date is a better name.

MIKE C: Not 100% sure I like it being here. Will think a bit!
MODIFICATION 24

DONE

Altered 'PaymentDate' in 'PaymentMeans' to 'PaymentDueDate'

REVIEW POSS ALTERNATE PLACES FIRST.

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
There is an assocaition between PaymentMeans and Payment which would create the containership you want.

Once again, this is replacing a property with an association.
MODIFICATION 34

DONE

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…!
See my apology above. These are some of the named associations that need their previous defintions put back.

It is not undone – just misplaced ....ummm
MODIFICATION 19 DONE

Restore specialised definitions. (b) & (c)

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

Review as RepresentationType was changed v8/9 onwards

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.
As above
MODIFICATION 19

Restore specialised definition

(b)

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.
As above
MODIFICATION 19

Restore specialised definition (c)

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.
Specific instances of most assocations (such as settlement discount) are left until assembly time as they will be based on the context of use. An Orderitem, Order, DeliveryTerms or PaymentTerms may have SettlementDiscount Pricing Component(s).

The definition of Amount within Settlement Discount says it is the amount to be taken from the payment value.  This isn’t BasisAmount – it is the result of applying a percentage (Percent) or just a fixed amount of discount (MaximumAmount).  How does this vary from any other discount calculation?


ISSUE 2

246
'PaymentTerms'

unrequired
This text attribute has been added without explanation. It was not required in the previous version.
It came from PaymentTermsNotes in the original Order.  It is obvously dependent on Paymentterms as well.
No change

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


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.
'SettlementDiscount' quite adequately contained 'EventId' and was related to 'PaymentTerms'.

I think excessive genericism has messed this up.
Based on its defintion it appears more dependent on PaymentTerms than only for settlement discounts.
ISSUE 2


It is now of representation type code

It was of representation type identifier.


Review as RepresentationType was changed v8/9 onwards

248
'ReferenceDocument'

unrequired
This relationship has been added without explanation. It was not required in the previous version.
It recognises that we shall (and already do)  refer to other documents (contracts, quotes,etc..) within various places.  Rather than have a many-many document type to document type assocatiation i felt it more elegant to intriduce this ReferenceDocument as a mena sof reconcile sets of documents.
ISSUE 2

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.
Settlement Discount is one of many possible Pricing Components as would be a named association.  Like we have a ‘Seller’ TradeParty in Order, we can have ‘SettlementDiscount’ PricingComponent in an Order (or Orderitem, etc..)
ISSUE 2

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.
We spent some time covering this at the time on our conference call. The whole idea of PricingComponent is that we had various fragments of components related to charges or discounts scattered around the model in various structures.

I beleive we need to and can rationalize these.  Maybe PricingComponent is too simplistic, but i would rather start from a common base and expand on it than try and build customized objects for every type of charge or discount.
ISSUE 2

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!
Is what you are saying,  that some PricingComponents only associate with Order and others only with OrderItem.

I think this model supports that.  I am not sure about the differecne between (1) and (2), what are some examples of each?  Are there features for either we cannot accomodate?
ISSUE 2

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!!
I can see that the Range may be needed but not in the scope of 0p70.

MIKE C: Agreed. I made this point to explain the argument for splitting out things that are not relevant/necessary/sensible to regurgitate on an order when it is really price-catalogue information. 
Check things have not crept back

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.
If we accept SettlementDiscount would now be an association specified when we asssemble the Order, then this flag is redundant, it is replaced by the settlement discount PricingComponent
ISSUE 2

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'
Agreed
MODIFICATION 35
DONE

Definition now reads "a specific quantity to which the allowance or charge applies, irrespective of the line item quantity."

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!
See above (247 and on... row)
ISSUE 2

253
'AccountingCurrencyAmount'


Mis-named, should be 'TaxCurrencyAmount'
OK
MODIFICATION 25 DONE

'AccountingCurrencyAmount' renamed 'TaxCurrencyAmount' also definition improved

260/1
'MultiplierValue'

'Percent'


Overkill, two ways of achieving the same thing!
I agree we had this debate a few months back.  It was because TradeDiscount used the multiplier method and SettlementDiscount the %. 

Lets settle on one.

(PS this is a good reason why we should used a rationalise pricing structure)
MODIFICATION 36 DONE

Removed 'Multiplier Value' as 'Percent' is the common expression

249-270
missing
197
'ServiceId'
A misnoma, but there is no defined equivalent under the old or a better name. 
I can't see why we have an Identifier that appears to be self defined as well as a text for Service.  It creates possible ambiguity – one or the other.

MIKE C: Presumably you see the ID of the PricingComponent as that which identifies what service the PC is for.
MODIFICATION 37 DONE

Removed 'MultiplierReason' as this would be expressed by the 'ID'

Added to definition of PricingComponent's ID

249-270
missing
199
'ConditionId'
No defined means of indicating whether allowance or charge
I agree – needs putting back in, but lets get a better name for it (eg. AllowanceIndicator)
MODIFICATION 26 DONE

Added 'ChargeIndicator' with definition, charge (on), allowance (off)

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.
You are correct, many of Pricing’s properties now are in pricing Component which is what the chnage log should have said.
No change

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.
Surely, it applies to the PricingComponent as a means of calcualting the Pricing amount.  This BasisQuantity depends on the PricingComponent regardless of the actual price.

MIKE C: not according to the definition. I assume the concept is that the quantity would be in lbs, and so the line extension formula would be Quantity × Price ÷ BasisQuantity
MODIFICATION 38 DONE

Restored as 'PriceBasis' in 'Pricing' with original definition plus the additional sentence "The line extension formula would be Quantity × Price ÷ BasisQuantity."

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.
By far the most significant chnage I made to the model was the introduction of this PricingComponent.  I still think we need to rationalize the way we deal with charges, allowances, discounts, etc..  I based my model on published structures from universal business models, but am happy to see any suggested imporovements
ISSUE 2

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'.
Yes, in which case it is GrossPrice within Pricing and there would be no other PricingComponents defined.

MIKE C: I think not. My understanding of Lump Sum is that this is a forced amount for the line, and not one calculated in the normal way as Quantity × Price.
MODIFICATION 39 DONE

LumpSum put back with suitable definition "this is a set price applied to the line item irrespective of the quantity, i.e. the line extension is not calculated in the normal way as Quantity × Price, the LumpSum is taken as is."

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!
See above (your ref to row 248)
No change

284
'Release'


From its definition this has nothing to do with Reference and is more correctly 'OrderType'  or transaction type.
See above (your ref to row 158 -175)
SCOPE DISCUSSION

Include or exclude master and call off orders?

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!
Each document type may have many ReferenceDocuments.  So an Order may reference many Quotes, a Quote many Orders, etc...

That is what this is trying to say.


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!
As above


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.
The defintion of SalesConditions  clearly says 'applicable to the item'.

MIKE Q: where?
However, i thing you are right and the definition needs fixing
MODIFICATION 

DONE

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.



No change

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

Review as RepresentationType was changed v8/9 onwards

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.
From my experience these are applied at the beginning of the Shipment and apply to all stages.  For example, Handle with care, do not tip, etc...
No change

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.
Is this another case wheer we needed the version 9 view (bi-directional associations)?
V9 takes care of this.

QA & LCSC need to consider separate spreadsheet for associations.

DISCUSSION 2

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.
See above

MIKE Q: should we have 'Transport' as a property qualifier to restore the TransportContract context?
No change

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?)
I admit these defintions come from another application  (albeit EDIFACT based).  We should stick to using ‘shipment’ and not ‘transport’.  The term cargo movement is a synonym for they way we use Shipment.  So we could say that “StageID is an identiifer of the shipment stage within a shipment.”
MODIFICATION 40 DONE

Definition now reads "identifier of a shipment stage within an overall shipment movement of items."

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.
Discussed in the first section...
MODIFICATION 1 DONE

Reinstate 'Period' as an aggregate.

Update associations identifying them as 'containment'

316

317
'FromAddress'

'ToAddress'


The same generic definition is used for both 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!!!
The way we have structured our address makes it simple to use for country, states, towns, resions – so why not use that arther than define another object class. They are all 'addresses' of locations albeit some cover a larger area.
MODIFICATION 19

DONE

Restore specialisd definitions

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.
This has been explained (i hope)
V9 takes care of this.

QA & LCSC need to consider separate spreadsheet for associations.

DISCUSSION 2

321
'Type'


'Tax' now appears to be the aggregate for one rate of taxation. Therefore 'TaxType' is possibly more appropriately placed within 'TaxScheme'
I thought of TaxScheme as a collection of TaxTypes. 

MIKE C: The way you describe this sounds as if we need an aggregate 'TaxType' which has associations with 'TaxScheme'.
In Australia, we have a Goods and Services Tax (GST) which I would call a Scheme.  Within that we have a special Tax (what i call a Tax type) for Wine makers – called a Wine Equalisation Tax (good on 'em).  Some Parties are exempted from paying this type of Tax.

Am i reading it wrong?

MIKE C: Then aggregate 'TaxType' needs an association with 'PartyTaxScheme' to show 'exempt from' about the party
Q to Tim

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.
Each PartyTaxScheme can have many Tax instances. VAT may have Luxury Goods, etc..  What we are saying is that you (a party) can be exempted from a specific tax within a scheme.
Q to Tim

327
'Id'


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

MODIFICATION 27 DONE

Revise definition.

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.
As before these need to be replaced with the original named assocation defintions.

As far as using Address for location, I think this is valid even if we only use selected parts of an Address.  

We should be able to describe regions (both inter and intra country) using our Address structures.
MODIFICATION 28 DONE

Revise definition.

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!
Agreed
MODIFICATION 29

DONE

Change name 'TradeCycleParty' to 'TradeParty' 

335

337
'ProviderType'

'Disposition'

…are now of representation type code
77

80
'ProviderType'

'Disposition'

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

Review as RepresentationType was changed v8/9 onwards

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!
You are correct – i think i was just duplicating the rule for FullnessIndicator – where there are more than two  options.

MIKE Q: Do you think we could change FullnessIndicator to FullnessStatus for better clarity?
MODIFICATION 30 DONE

Changed rep type of 'RefrigerationStatusIndicator'

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…

None

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? 
It wasn’t to rationale just something I thought highlighted the points he was making.  This model was done before his paper.
None

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?
I believe that Measurement is a group of components that are often used in groups to define a specific property. (as is Period). Like a CC Type but bigger.

Party is a whole Object Class that has many properties.  We can qualify these object classes by specific associations when we assemble them into documents (e.g. BuyerTradeParty).

However, we debated this last night and I now accept that this distinction does not warrant the confusion it creates and propose we establish these as discrete object classes with assocations to define their use.  This is another example of replacing a property with an assocation.  Insstead of ItemMeasurement we have an Object Class of Measurement associatioed with Item and with TransportEquipment.  We do the same for Period in Contract (where the association is called validity) and ShipmentStage where we might want to call it Transit.
None

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
This is something that we establish when we assemble the specific documents based on our Scope Statement. See the Order exmaple presentation.
These are 'is a type of' associations

345-6 & wider
343-349

'TransportEquipmentMeasurement'

145-151

'ItemMeasurement'


(4) 'TransportEquipmentMeasurement' and 'ItemMeasurement' are identical in all but name.
Agreed
None

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!
The criteria is Functional Dependency
No change

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.
Already discussed
V9 takes care of this.

QA & LCSC need to consider separate spreadsheet for associations.

DISCUSSION 2

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'
Already discussed
V9 takes care of this.

QA & LCSC need to consider separate spreadsheet for associations.

DISCUSSION 2

Table of definition modifications made as a last step in preparing UBL Normalised Model v10-02 (extending Issue 229+ above)

Row # in 10-02
Revision to definition: blue added, red deleted 

183
Information directly relating to a measurement of an attribute of an item

244
details of an individual, a group or a body having a role in a business function in the role as destination party for the order item

245
the particulars that identify and locate the place where someone lives or is situated or where an organisation is situated in the role as the destination for the order item

279
details of an the individual, a group or a body having a role in a business function for whom this is the address

284
details of an the individual, a group or a body having a role in a business function for whom this is the name

290
details of an the individual, a group or a body having a role in a business function who is registered for tax purposes

292
Information directly relating to a tax scheme within which the party is registered

312
information directly relating to a note about the payment terms on the order.

331
information directly relating to tax associated by a party to with a tax scheme.

339
information directly relating to a specific price or amount on a commercial document.

396
information directly relating to a tax associated by a party to a tax scheme.

424
information directly relating to a measurement of an attribute of the transport equipment.

…phew!!!

ISSUES on NormRTs in UBL v4pt07
40 (1)

