Notes on ebXML Message Service Issues List
Mike Dillon Principal Drummond Group, Inc last updated January 22, 2003

Task is to walk through the Issues list and note issues that were resolved by Version 2.0.
Issues Resolved by Version 2.0.

1. 
Dates have been updated.

5. 
Meetings is correctly pural.
8. 
Change made
12.
Grammatical change made.

13.
Grammatical change made.
14. 
Change made
15. 
Change made
17.
Change made
18.
Change made
19.
Change made
20.
Change made
21.
Change made
22.
Change made
23.
Change made
24.
Change made
25.
Change made
26.
Change made
27.
Change made
28.
Change made
29.
Change made
31.
I think this has been rephrased well enough to get beyond the objection
32.
Change made
37.
Change made
48.
Change made
51.
Change made
52.
Change made
53.
Change made
54.
Change made
69.
Suggested change was not made, but text was changed and seems to read ok.

72.
Grammatical change made

73.
Changes made to resolve raised issue

83.
Grammatical changes made  

84.
Changes made to require error if CPAId not recognized

85.
Grammatical changes made  

88.
There is a prescription for handling unrecognized services  

89.
Suggested change made

90.
Suggested change made

98.
Suggested change made

100.
Schema suggestion change made

101.
Rearrange sentences suggestion change made

104.
Suggested grammatical change made

  105.
Suggested change made

  108.
Suggested grammatical change made

  116.
Confusing line deleted

117.
Suggested grammatical change made

118.
Suggested grammatical plural changes made

123.
Suggested changes made

about 50 
Suggested changes that don’t appear to effect specification meaning, mostly editorial or grammatical, would suggest low priority for review for 3.0, and kept on separate list
2.
Grammar
6.
Grammar
7.
Grammar
9.
Grammar
11.
I could not figure out what Chris didn’t like, he suggested capitalizing

the word “this”, I don’t see how that changes meaning at all.

33.
Arguable grammatical change has been requested
35.
Arguable grammatical change has been requested
38
Spec has been changed so much, appears to be minor issue, a statement is being repeated. 

50
Grammatical, not sure how this would effect meaning

55
Grammatical, does not effect meaning, 54 was implemented to change grammar of the entire sentence.

57
Change was not made, but not sure it would effect meaning

57
Change was not made, but not sure it would effect meaning

60
Grammatical change  not made, don’t believe it would effect meaning

61
Grammatical change  not made, don’t believe it would effect meaning

70.
Suggested change was not made, don’t believe it would effect meaning

71.
Suggested change to remove some comments was not made, but this paragraph seems necessary as it points out that encoding values must match…

80.
Suggested change was not made, don’t believe it would effect meaning

81.
Suggested change was not made, don’t believe it would effect meaning

91.
Suggested reference to 4.2.1.1 is correct, but current reference to 4.2 is probably ok 

93.
Suggestion to use a reasonable example instead of “sometype” not implemented

95.
Editorial Suggestion not implemented

106.
Suggestion to change plural not implemented (document(s) versus document)

112.
Minor grammatical suggestion not implemented (remove word “then”)

113.
Minor grammatical suggestion not implemented (elements to groups of elements)

114.
Minor grammatical suggestion not implemented (; instead of ,)

121.
Minor grammatical suggestion change tense (was versus is)

124.
Suggestion to add a note that it would be unusual to have a location error related to payload, not implmeneted, not sure how likely this is

about 25
Not resolved and should probably stay on issues list to be resolved for 3.0
3. 
Not implemented
4.
Not implemented
10.
Grammatical, but has some meaning, not implemented
16.
Not implemented

30.
I don’t think this has been fixed, need to reread paragraph, is retry required ?

34.
Change was not made, Chris is arguing that Error messages should be able to be sent reliably ( with Ack requested ) spec does not allow this.

36.
Exact same issue as #34, change was not made, Chris is arguing that Error messages should be able to be sent reliably ( with Ack requested ) spec does not allow this.

39.
This is a good point, spec references the 1.0 versions of BPPS and CPPA, it should be made clear what versions were used in the non-normative decisions, 

if it was the version 1.0 then fine…

40.
Change not made.

41.
This is the Acknowledgment/RefToMessageID issue, that we have discusssed
My understanding is that the consensus is to remove RefToMessageId from the Acknowledgment message itself for 3.0.

42.
Suggestion to drop From from Acknowledgment not implemented

43.
Im not sure what is being suggested here

44.
Changes to SequenceNumber not implemented

45.
Changes to HeaderExtension not implemented

46.
Changes to Role element schema definition not implemented

47.
Suggested adding namespace to Schema element, change not made

49.
Simple Grammatical change should be made.

56.
Change not made, suggestion to state that schema wins over text if they disagree  

58.
Change not made, minor grammar but probably worth changing for meaning

59.
Change not made, minor grammar but probably worth changing for meaning

62.
Suggestion to add defintion of Delivery Module not implemented

63.
Suggestion changes to figure 2.1 not made

64.
Suggestion changes to figure 2.1 not made

65.
Suggestion changes to figure 2.1 not made

66.
Suggestion changes to figure 2.1 not made

67.
Suggestion changes to figure 2.1 not made

68.
Suggestion changes to figure 2.1 not made

74.
Changes to Wildcard were not implemented, I personally feel that WildCard purpose and usage is not well defined.

75.
Suggestion to delete explanation of SOAP MustUnderstand not implemented

76.
Suggestion to modify explanation of SOAP MustUnderstand not implemented

77.
Suggestion to modify explanation of SOAP Actor/Next MSH not implemented

78.
Suggestion to review and modify explanation of SOAP toPartyMSH not implemented

79.
Suggestion to review and modify explanation of nextMSH not implemented

82.
Suggestion to require error on CPA inconsistency not implemented

86.
Suggestion to modify or delete text for clarification not implemented

87.
Suggested change not made

92.
Suggestion to add comments on clock synchronization not implemented

94.
Suggestion to modify example (new purchase order shouldn’t have a reftomessageID) not implemented

96.
Suggested change to schema not implemented
97.
Suggested error handling recommendation not implemented

99.
Suggested grammatical change was made (change to plural payload(s)) but

 editorial suggestion was not implemented

102.
Suggestion to make presence of Reference optional in signed ack, not implemented.
103.
Suggestion to allow Reference of only parts of message in a signed ack, not implemented.

107.
This is the issue that use of XML Encryption should be fully described.
109.
There is no section 4.2.1, but there is a 4.2.1.1, change not made

110.
Suggestion to add actor to ErrorList not implemented

111.
Suggestion to add comments that wildcards are applicable to ErrorList not implemented

115.
Another suggestion to add comments that wildcards are applicable  to ErrorLists

119.
Suggestion to limit user defined error codes, and clarify them was not implemented  

120.
Suggestion to clarify use of error versus warning was not implemented  

122.
Suggestion to require URL, and notate that was not implemented  

about 50
Dillons Additional Notes

Manifest

I don’t like the Rules around Manifest Validation 3.2.2.  Seem silly, I think it should be

Straightforward, if the manifest references a payload that cant be located, a simple error should be generate (missing or misformated payload).  If a payload exists that is not 

In the manifest, this should be a simple error (payload not referenced by manifest) if you not going to do this, why bother having a manifest ?

I am willing to bet that this is the way most people have actually implemented it, because it is simple, useful and makes sense.

Error Versus Warning

I am uncomfortable with this especially section 4.2.3.2.4 which basically says a warning means message was not processed, but other messages in conversation might be, error says message not processes and conversation is hosed, I will not process more messages in conversation. Not sure how easy this would be to implmenet, this is choreography level stuff, I would prefer to avoid and be clearer on warnings or errors.  In addition, even an ebMS Ack doesn’t say wether or not a message was processed, why should warning/error go to a higher level than Ack?

I think this is very basic stuff, that should be clear and concise and relatively easy to implement, it is one of the main reasons you would use ebMS versus generic SOAP…

Clock Synchronization

This issue could go in an implementation guide, suggest procedure and policy so that UTC is obtained accurately…

