Q. What is the primary use for the eFIDS trading standards? 

A.  eFIDS are designed for use in the complete wood supply chain from the forest through the Processor to the Retailer (is that correct phrase?). 

Q.  Are eFIDS already used in a live environment?

A.  eFIDS are used extensively in the UK Forest and Wood Processing industry as well as in the downstream industry from processor to Retailer(?)

Q.  What is the difference between eFIDS and other standards such as Papinet/WoodX?

A.  There are a number of differences as follows :-

1) Whereas eFIDS comprises a single, flexible schema to transact multiple message types, WoodX comprises 23 independent schema, one per message type (invoice, despatch note, stock status, stock adjust, order, call-off, etc,

etc...)

2) Whereas eFIDS uses data elements within the schema generically wherever possible, WoodX uses "hardcoded" data elements which further reduces flexibility. For example, eFIDS has one repeatable "measurement" element which can be any type of measurement, while WoodX uses separate elements for each measurement type such as "thick", "width" and "length".   

Thus, without modification, the eFIDS message can accommodate, for example, feather-edged sawn material (with two thickness, one width and one length measurement), or roundwood, or sawdust, or whatever, while the WoodX schema would require modification for that to be possible. Each new application of the WoodX standard is much more likely to require schema amendments or extensions than has proven to be the case with the eFIDS standard.

3) Whereas the eFIDS schema makes use of code lists where appropriate, with the attendant benefit of consistent, error-free population of data elements, and easy validation at the receiving end using the same lists, WoodX does not, and relies on people to refrain from calling a spade a Spade.

4) Whereas the eFIDS schema is founded on and compliant with UNECE EDI definitions and rules, the WoodX schema is derived from a pre-existing pulp/paper/publishing standard which appears to be not founded upon a recognised higher level generic foundation.

5) Although WoodX messages could be conveyed using the pervasive eb-XML standard, a much easier more direct route to eb-XML is available using eFIDS, through UNECE having taken eb-XML "under it's wing" in close partnership with OASIS. 

Q.  Are there plans to resolve these differences?

A.  It would be beneficial to all concerned if there could be some integration of standards and we will do all we can to make this happen.

Steve Atkins

Head of Finance Systems Development

Direct Line 0131 314 6318

Mobile 07721 558127

-----Original Message-----

From: Peter Roden [mailto:peter.roden@oasis-open.org]

Sent: 29 September 2006 10:52

To: 'Atkins, Steve'

Cc: 'Bill Allison'; 'Roger Coppock'; 'Chris Inglis'; 'James Bryce Clark'

Subject: RE: Relative technical merits of eFIDS and Papinet/WoodX trading standards

Steve et al.,

Thank you for writing this short explanation regarding eFIDS and Papitnet/WoodX.  My colleagues and I agree that your descriptions are correct and that it is important that they be expressed by you as the proposers of the Forestry TC.  Eventually, this could become part of the TC FAQ.  Are you going to respond directly to Nick?  Please let me know how you wish to proceed.

On another matter, I sent you a question from Chris Tucker, President/CEO of Ionicenterprise, regarding GIS DTS, namely "Does the Data Transfer Standard encompass features, gridded coverages and raster maps?  If features, does this inherit the GML feature model?"  Would be so kind as to advise me how to respond to Chris?

Thank you once again for all your help.

Best Regards,

Peter

-----Original Message-----

From: Atkins, Steve [mailto:steve.atkins@forestry.gsi.gov.uk]

Sent: Monday, September 25, 2006 10:25 AM

To: Peter Roden

Cc: Bill Allison; Roger Coppock; Chris Inglis

Subject: Relative technical merits of eFIDS and Papinet/WoodX trading standards

Peter,

I sent you an initial response to the request from Nick Boulton of TTF about

the above.    

I said that the main difference was that eFIDS are designed for use in the complete wood supply chain from the forest through the processor to the consumer.  eFIDS are in fact already in use in this wide ranging supply chain and I do not believe this is the case with other standards.  

I have since discussed the issue with Bill Allison and we have extracted the following information from a paper we prepared when we considered adoption

of eFIDS by Papinet/Woodx.   

1) Whereas eFIDS comprises a single, flexible schema to transact multiple message types, WoodX comprises 23 independent schema, one per message type (invoice, despatch note, stock status, stock adjust, order, call-off, etc,

etc...)

2) Whereas eFIDS uses data elements within the schema generically wherever possible, WoodX uses "hardcoded" data elements which further reduces flexibility. For example, eFIDS has one repeatable "measurement" element which can be any type of measurement, while WoodX uses separate elements for

each measurement type such as "thick", "width" and "length".   

Thus, without modification, the eFIDS message can accommodate, for example, feather-edged sawn material (with two thickness, one width and one length measurement), or roundwood, or sawdust, or whatever, while the WoodX schema would require modification for that to be possible. Each new application of the WoodX standard is much more likely to require schema amendments or extensions than has proven to be the case with the eFIDS standard.

3) Whereas the eFIDS schema makes use of code lists where appropriate, with the attendant benefit of consistent, error-free population of data elements, and easy validation at the receiving end using the same lists, WoodX does not, and relies on people to refrain from calling a spade a Spade.

4) Whereas the eFIDS schema is founded on and compliant with UNECE EDI definitions and rules, the WoodX schema is derived from a pre-existing pulp/paper/publishing standard which appears to be not founded upon a recognised higher level generic foundation.

5) Although WoodX messages could be conveyed using the pervasive eb-XML standard, a much easier more direct route to eb-XML is available using eFIDS, through UNECE having taken eb-XML "under it's wing" in close partnership with OASIS. 

Before we formally respond to TTF we would welcome your comments on the above observations.

Regards

Steve

________________________________

From: Atkins, Steve

Sent: 12 September 2006 12:45

To: 'Peter Roden'; 'Roger Coppock'; 'Chris Inglis'; 'Bill Allison'; 'Ben Ditchburn'

Cc: staff-standards@lists.oasis-open.org

Subject: RE: OASIS & Forestry Industry Standards

Peter,

Sorry I was not able to complete the Conference call last week.   As you no

doubt heard it was rather chaotic at Heathrow.

Unfortunately I've not been able to discuss the outcome with Roger as he is now out of the office.  We'll no doubt catch up on Friday at the eBusiness Forum meeting in Stirling.

I note your request for a response to Nick Boulton of TTF.  There are a number of differences that we could mention.  The main difference however is that eFids are designed for use in the complete wood supply chain from the forest through the processor to the consumer.  eFids can be used in all of these circumstances.  We do not believe that the Papinet WoodX standards are designed to cover such a wide area nor are they operating in this way.

Indeed the pdf attachment highlights the fact that they are to be used between shippers and buyers.  

The eFids standards are complemented by the GIS data standards that provides the ability to exchange land-based data.  We do not believe such an option exists in the Papinet Wood X arena.  There are other areas of difference however I feel it best that we discuss the issue collectively before making a formal response.

