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Comments about Examples in CPPA V1.11

· draft-cpp-example-companyA-017.xml

· draft-cpp-example-companyB-017.xml

· draft-cpa-example-017.xml

1. General structure

(1) Description about Actions

There is a description of ‘Exception’ action in both CPPs. But RosettaNet PIP3A4 V02.00 specification doesn’t have ‘Exception’ action under my understanding. I think this is only one point that these CPP/CPA examples don’t mach to RosettaNet PIP3A4 V02.00 specification. Do you have any thought about this? 
A.C: In BPSS, the use of business signals is implied by the underlying UMM and attributes of the RequestingBusinessActivity and RespondingBusinessActivity elements. Likewise, the use of business signals in RosettaNet PIP3A4 is implied by parameters like TimeToAcknowledgeReceipt. If you look at the RosettaNet Implementation Framework Core Specification Version: Validated 02.00.00, you will find in section 2.5.1Business Signals the following statement:

Business signals are positive and negative acknowledgment messages that are sent in response to business actions. There is one positive business signal (Receipt Acknowledgment) and one negative business signal (Exception); all other RosettaNet messages are business actions. In contrast to business actions, all business signals are RosettaNet-specified and carry no content from other sources.
Y.S.: I understand there are two business signals. One is ‘ReceiptAcknowledgement’ for positive response, and the other one is ‘Exception’ for negative response. So, I understand the description of ‘Exception’ action in examples of CPP (Company A and B) and CPA is appropriate.

But my question is why there is no description of ‘Exception’ signal in RosettaNet PIP3A4 V02.00 specification. 

A.C.: I believe it is sufficient to describe the use of business signals in the RosettaNet Implementation Framework core specification. A similar approach is employed in BPSS. The use of ‘Exception’ signals is not explicitly described in a BPSS instance. It is only described in the BPSS specification and in the UMM specification.

Y.S.: I agree.
Disposition: No change.
2.
Common comments in two CPPs and CPA

(1) About timeToPerform attribute in BusinessTransactionCharacteristics element

The timeToPerform (=”P1D”) attribute is defined under every ActionBinding element. I think the timeToPerform attribute should be defined under the ActionBinding element of ‘Purchase Order Request Action’ only. There are no needs to define timeToPerform attribute other than ‘Purchase Order Request Action’.
A.C.: I agree with your analysis. The timeToPerform attribute is applicable only to the request action and not to the response action. I will clean up the example before it is released for approval by OASIS members.

(2) About  timeToAcknowledgeReceipt attribute in BusinessTransactionCharacteristics element

The timeToAcknowledgeReceipt (=”PT2H”) attribute is defined under every ActionBinding element. I think the timeToAcknowledgeReceipt attribute should be defined under the ActionBinding element of ‘Purchase Order Request Action’ and ‘Purchase Order Confirmation Action‘ only. There are no needs to define timeToAcknowledgeReceipt attribute other than above two Actions.
A.C.: I agree.
Disposition: Updated CPP and CPA examples.
(3) About xlink:type attribute of ProcessSpecification element

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

Is there any necessity to specify xlink:type attribute, even though the value is always “simple”?
A.C.: It is not necessary to include a value for the xlink:type attribute in an instance document. A FIXED value is rather similar to a DEFAULT value, except for the fact that the attribute can never be set to any other value.

Y.S.: I cannot understand clearly why xlink:type attribute is necessary.

Is there any example about the xlink:type attribute that specifies other than “simple”?

A.C.: It is not possible to assign any value other than “simple” to the xlink:type attribute in a CPP or CPA.
Y.S.: I cannot understand clearly why xlink:type attribute is necessary yet.

I want to finish discussion about this comment by e-mail. Please teach me this at next CPPA TC F2F meeting on early June. 
Disposition: No change.
(4) About Packaging element of “CompanyA/B_MshSignalPackage”
This element is not referred by elsewhere in CPP/CPA. This element is for SOAP Envelop only. Is there any necessity to specify Packaging information for usage of only SOAP Envelop here in CPP/CPA? Is there any keyword to define Packaging information of SOAP Envelope?
A.C.: The PartyInfo element has a defaultMshPackageId attribute. The above Packaging elements should have been referenced. I will fix the examples.

Y.S.: I am sorry I missed to see that Packaging element of “CompanyA/B_MshSignalPackage” is referred by defaultMshPackageId attribute under PartyInfo element. This my original comment may be not adequate.
Disposition: No change.
3. Comments about CPP (companyA)

(1) There are 8 CanSend and CanReceive elements under serviceBinding element. 3 elements are for synchronous delivery channel. Remaining 5 elements are for asynchronous delivery channel. The order which comes out is intermingled, so this is not good understandable. I recommend to change the order that the first is for asynchronous delivery channel and the second is for synchronous delivery channel like CPP (CompanyB).

A.C.: The id attribute values were generated a while ago, before we decided to place CanSend elements under CanReceive elements, and vice versa, to signal the use of synchronous reply modes. It will be somewhat cumbersome to update the CPP and CPA example files and to reassign the id attribute values in such a way as to ensure that they appear in monotonically increasing values. Would you like to take a crack at doing the reassignment?
Y.S.: I think you may be misunderstanding what I said, because of my poor English description.

There is no need to reassign the id attribute values at all. And there is no need to change values in these elements at all.

I think you can rearrange easily only to change the position of some elements of CanSend or CanReceive like followings in an example of CPP (Company A) only.

(From ABID1 to ABID5 are for asynchronous delivery channel. From ABID6 to ABID8 are for synchronous delivery channel.)

[Original description of CPP (Company A)]
<tp:CanSend>

<tp:ThisPartyActionBinding tp:id=”companyA_ABID1”
<tp:CanSend>

<tp:ThisPartyActionBinding tp:id=”companyA_ABID2”
<tp:CanSend>

<tp:ThisPartyActionBinding tp:id=”companyA_ABID6”
  <CanReceive>

    <tp:ThisPartyActionBinding tp:id=”companyA_ABID7”
<CanReceive>

    <tp:ThisPartyActionBinding tp:id=”companyA_ABID8”
<CanReceive>

<tp:ThisPartyActionBinding tp:id=”companyA_ABID3”
<CanReceive>

<tp:ThisPartyActionBinding tp:id=”companyA_ABID4”
<CanReceive>

<tp:ThisPartyActionBinding tp:id=”companyA_ABID5”
[Change the position of 3 elements (ABID6 to ABID8) like followings]

<tp:CanSend>

<tp:ThisPartyActionBinding tp:id=”companyA_ABID1”
<tp:CanSend>

<tp:ThisPartyActionBinding tp:id=”companyA_ABID2”
<CanReceive>

<tp:ThisPartyActionBinding tp:id=”companyA_ABID3”
<CanReceive>

<tp:ThisPartyActionBinding tp:id=”companyA_ABID4”
<CanReceive>

<tp:ThisPartyActionBinding tp:id=”companyA_ABID5”
<tp:CanSend>

<tp:ThisPartyActionBinding tp:id=”companyA_ABID6”
  <CanReceive>

    <tp:ThisPartyActionBinding tp:id=”companyA_ABID7”
<CanReceive>

    <tp:ThisPartyActionBinding tp:id=”companyA_ABID8”

A.C.: The CPP/A schema requries all top-level CanSend elements to appear before top-level CanReceive elements. You suggestion will require a schema change. I don’t see the utility of introducing the schema change just to be able to get the id attribute values to appear in lexical order.
Y.S.: Sorry, I didn’t know the condition that the CPP/A schema requires all top-level CanSend elements to appear before top-level CanReceive elements, and didn’t know my recommendation would influence to change XML schema of CPPA.

But, is this condition necessary? And is there any description about this condition in CPPA specification? Or is this condition a basic condition of XML specification or XML Schema specification?

In my view point, I cannot understand the necessity that all top-level CanSend elements to appear before top-level CanReceive elements. 

If some CanReceive elements would appear before CanSend element (like the recommended XML instances described above by me), would it occur some troubles or inconveniences?
Disposition: No change.
(2) The value of “none” of syncReplyMode attribute of MessagingCharacteristics element under DeliveryChannel of “syncChannelA1” may be mistaken. This value should be changed to “signalsAndResponse” like CPP (CompanyB) and CPA.

A.C.: I agree.

Disposition: Updated companyA CPP example.

4. Comments about CPA

(1) About OtherPartyActionBinding element

There are some descriptions of OtherPartyActionBinding element in CPA.

There is no specific definition of OtherPartyActionBinding element as an independent description of section in CPPA specification. Is this OK?

A.C.: The OtherPartyActionBinding element is intended to be an IDREF that references another ThisPartyActionBinding element under a different PartyInfo element. Maybe the naming of the element is misleading. Perhaps ‘OtherPartyActionBindingRef’ would be more descriptive.
Y.S.: Your observation may be better.

But this my original comment was only editing matter.

In my observation, all descriptions of all elements are specified as independent sections, like 8.4.12 or 8.4.17.2. in CPPA specification. But, in case of OtherPartyActionBinding element, this element is not described as an independent section. I thought we had better to describe like ‘8.4.13 OtherPartyActionBinding element’. 

A.C.: OK. I agree that it will be better if we have a separate “OtherPartyActionBinding element” section. 
Disposition: Added separate ‘OtherPartyActionBinding element’ section to spec.

(2) About asynchronous delivery channel and synchronous delivery channel

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

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

But in case of CPA, I think, both companies should agree what kind of communication method applied. In other word, the CPA should define one communication method of asynchronous or synchronous.

If it would be OK to define both asynchronous and synchronous method in CPA, where should the company determine to select the two communication methods?

A.C.: The two parties may agree that both a synchronous and an asynchronous mode of interaction be supported for a given transaction. The decision to choose a particular interaction mode can be made above or below the Business Service Interface and can be implementation dependent. One possible use case is that the initiator of the transaction can assess the complexity and expected response time for a request and use the asynchronous reply mode if it expects the responder may take a long time to process the request.

Y.S.: I agree.

I understand there is necessity to have both a synchronous and an asynchronous mode of interaction in CPA
Disposition: No change.
(3) About agreed specification in CPA

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

For example, there are two descriptions of DocExchange element in a CPA. One is for Company A, and the other one is for Company B. And the contents in the DocExchange elements are exactly same. 

Is there any case for DocExchange element to define different values for Company A and Company B?

What about if the two DocExchange elements would be merged in one DocExchange element (e.g. docExchangeId=”docExchangeAB”)? In my sense, I like one agreed DocExchange element.
A.C.: In general, the DocExchange information on the sender side may not be identical to the DocExchange information on the receiver side. Consider the parameters needed to implement non repudiation, the sender side specifies the certificate it will use for signing while the receiver side specifies the trust anchors it will use for signature validation. Consolidating the sender’s information with the receiver’s information in a CPA would require the definition new CPA specific elements. This is contrary to the policy we have adopted so far, which is to share elements between CPP and CPA
Y.S.: OK, I understand there are some cases that the DocExchange information on the sender side may not be identical to the DocExchange information on the receiver side.
Disposition: No change.
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