UBL-LCSC 
Issues from Reviewing Normalised Model v8 in comparison with UBL_Library Op 66v2 WIP and Change Log to Op70
ISSUES v4.01


(incomplete)
Mike Adcock/2002-11-06

To assist in dealing with these issues, it has been proposed we group them into categories.  My 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)

I have applied this colour coding to each issue..

	normalized components8 0p70 excel
	
	UBL_Library-Op66v2-WIP ex Burlington CHANGE LOG to Op70
	
	Mike's observation
	Tim's comment + subsequent further comment C, question Q or answer A  from Mike in yellow.

	Excel row #
	
	Excel row #
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Has 2 UBL name columns, no explanation why or which is which.
	
	This was inherited from op66 ex Burlington.  We had two UBL Names (one generated by the formula, the other hand crafted).  I simply renamed the formula column ‘default UBL Name’ to differentiate it.

	
	The new spreadsheet 'Normalised Model v8'
	
	
	The new spreadsheet still seems more oriented towards Order than it should be, as a library of re-usable components for all trade cycle documents.
	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.

	
	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.

	
	
	
	
	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)

	8/9
	'Street' and 'AdditionalStreet' appear to be text basic elements in 'Address'
	24
	'Street' was an aggregate containing 'street' and 'additionalstreet' 
	
	Your comment about why Street was an aggregate and its dependency within address suggested it best if we but it back to what we had in 0p64

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

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


	12,

13,

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

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

This appears to be a Serious error.


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

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

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.

	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.

	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?

	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.

	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

	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

	40
	'BankIDNumber'
	160
	was 'IssuerID'
	The original business name 'IssuerId' was given by card-knowledgeable people and is preferred.
	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.

	42
	'CV2'
	157
	was 'CV2ID'
	The original name 'CV2ID' was generated, but the new one is better and as given by card-knowledgeable people
	As above

	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.

	61-69
	Removed as details to be handled by 'DeliveryRequest'. Replaced by text only in 'DeliveryTerms'.
	98
	'DeliveryTerms' contained '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’.

	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.

	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.

	91
	'FIBranch' now includes 'FinancialInstitution'
	143
	'FinancialInstitution' included 'Branch'
	Change log simply states a new structure without giving any explanation for the change.
	As above

MIKE C: This now falls into the 'spreadsheet containment of parent within child' problem mentioned in "Lots inc 24".

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

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

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

Even more confused by the shifting sands!
	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

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

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

Has this been covered by the comment against Number 92?

	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?

	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.

	207 to 211
	
	
	
	Coordinates may be needed in some cases where the address is not know or effectively does not exist as such. This is something that has emerged as a requirement from the Construction Industry.
	

	208

210
	'Latitude' is text

'Longitude' is text
	60

61
	'Latitude' was a measure

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

	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.

	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.

	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.

	
	
	
	
	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.

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.



	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.

	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).

	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

	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.

	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.

	235
	'Payment' has a relationship with 'PriceComponent'
	
	
	I do not understand what this relationship is for.
	It is to show whcih pricing components the payment is for.  

	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

	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.

	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

	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

	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

	247 and on…
	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?



	247
	The 'EventId' 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.

	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..)

	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.

	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?

	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.

	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

	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

	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)

	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.

	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.

	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 improvements.

	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.

	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

	312-313
	'TransitPeriod' in 'ShipmentStage' has been replaced by 'StartDate', 'EndDate' and 'Duration'
	73
	'Shipment' contained 'TransitPeriod'
	No explanation given for the change of concept that puts period everywhere now as a number of attributes. This is inconsistent with the ideas put out on things such as Street.
	See above

	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.

	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.

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

	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.


	

	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...

	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)?

	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.” 

	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...

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

But it does raise concerns…
	

	345-6 & wider
	
	
	
	Bad points/observations/concerns (x4):

(1) Tim has used Gunther's 'batching' paper as the rationale. Has this paper been accepted by the group? 
	It wasn’t to rationale just something I thought highlighted the points he was making.  This model was done before his paper.

	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.

	345-6 & wider

e.g.

140-4
	Lost and gone
	240241242243
	'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.

	345-6 & wider
	343-349

'TransportEquipmentMeasurement'

145-151

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

	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

	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

	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
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