Part II of Joint UBL Meeting – March 16, 2004

Attendees

   Jon Bosak

   Tim McGrath

   Sylvia Webb

   Marty Burns

   Anne Hendry

   Marion Royal

   Stephen Green

   Sue Probert

   Monica Martin

   Lisa Seaburg

   Bill Meadows

   Michael Dill

Discussion led by Jon Bosak

Primary Topic : Use of Substitution Groups for Code List in UBL 1.0

Notes and disclaimer by minute taker – Marion Royal

What follows may seem to be a word for word recording of the teleconference, but it is not.  I missed many words, sentences, and perhaps misunderstood the speakers point entirely.  It is simply my notes taken in a dialog pattern.  My apologies in advance for any mistakes I might have made.

Jon: Is it true that accepting the proposal will not affect the instance documents?

Marty: Yes, It’s only when you try to extend that it becomes a problem.

Jon: Is it true that accepting the proposal doesn’t require much work?

Marty:  I don’t think so.

Jon: Is it in the current schema?

Marty: No, but it doesn’t take much time to implement.

Tim: We seem to be gradually converging, but the gap is in the legacy, not the intent.

Jon: Marty, in response to LMI concerns, are there parsers that don’t support substitution groups?

Ann: Perhaps we should ask Sylvia.

Sylvia: Many parsers are okay, however WebMethods doesn’t handle it.  It simply crashes.  There have been a lot of discussions on the WebMethod user groups indicating a desire to have this support.

Ann:  That means a lot of people want…

Bill: This is a biggie, because WebMethods is highly used.

Michael: It’s not so important because the resulting schemas from implementer doesn’t necessarily use substitutions.

Marty: What do you mean?

Michael: Most that will implement schemas will want to make it as short as possible – They will just implement the sub-set of schema.  Maybe they would remove it (substitution group) anyway to implement.

Jon: It’s not necessarily my opinion, but there are some who believe that the substitution group mechanism has always been broken.

Jon: There is a big argument for building things to use it, but not implementing it.

Tim: Is there any problem with using what Stephen has proven in his proposal (proof of concept.)

Marty: If you start with a schema for codelist that does not allow extensions later, then we can’t make it possible to use substitution groups later.  You have to change everything if you want to add substitution groups later.  If you use the code list model as proposed, then you could modify it (for substitution groups) later.

Stephen: No, I don’t think so.  You only have to change the code list schema slightly and still remain backward compatible.  I don’t see the advantage.

Marty:  The 1.0 instances would work (and be backward compatible) using the proposed codelist schema.

Jon: If we adopt the proposal as it is now, of course the instances are okay.  I’m concerned that we set users up to use what WebMethods doesn’t support.  Is it better to use what we have now and add substitution groups later?

Marty:  Are we sure that WebMethods doesn’t work?  If the current instances documents work, what is the problem?  If the goal is to make extendable schemas, the substitution group must be used.

Jon: Sure, but you could claim extensibility by publishing new extended schemas.

Marty:  That’s not the better way to do it.

Jon:  Sylvia, what is the impact from the implementers’ perspective?  Is it better to use substitution groups than to create new schema from scratch?

Sylvia:  It’s better to extend than replace.

Jon: Is it wise to do it now or wait until there is more support?

Sylvia:  The companies that purchase the products like WebMethods are typically large companies and have large staff than can deal with problems they encounter.  The small and medium companies use tools that do support substitution groups.  So, yes it is wise.

Stephen:  It seems to be a benefit from substitution groups that one need not reapply schema.  But it’s not that big a deal.  You just change the enumeration and version.  The fact that we have a separate schema for code list allow this.

Bill: Does anybody know if WebMethods plans to add support for substitution groups in the next release?

<!-- later Michael posted an email with correspondence to/from WebMethods. -- >

***CUT AND PASTE FROM EMAIL ***

I've just asked...

The webmethods answer is below

Michael

-----Ursprüngliche Nachricht-----

Von: Steve McGuire [mailto:steve.mcguire@webmethods.com]

Gesendet: Dienstag, 16. März 2004 17:30

An: 'dill'; Daniel Heick

Betreff: RE: XSD Substitution groups in webmethods

Ok,  I checked with my Schema expert.  Yes,  we support XSD substitution

groups.

Steve

**** END OF EMAIL CUT N PASTE ****

<!-- the group present didn’t seem reassured.  Comment was made by someone that they had more faith in the user groups -- >

Jon: Sylvia, in response to Stephen, what is the advantage?

Sylvia:  The amount of time required to make a change.  The knowledge required to extend (using a standard methodology) is much lesser than the knowledge needed to create a totally new code list.

Jon:  (not convinced) Even I, with my limited experience could go into a codelist schema and figure out how to make simple extensions.

<!-- At this stage, we went through several examples to demonstrate the differences between the existing codelist schema and the use of substitution group. It was noted that some view the use of substitution groups as customization, which comes with the responsibility of managing these changes.  The counterpoint was that we need to provide this means of customization.  There was also some back and forth on the proper assignment of metadata to individual codelist enumerations and acknowledgement that the substitution group method appears to provide a more elegant way of handling this. Still there was a degree of uncertainty of incorporating substitution groups in UBL 1.0 without a better understanding of the immediate and long term impact.  -->

After further discussion, we seemed to be repeating ourselves.  Jon called the question and below is the cut and paste from Jon’s email following the conclusion of the meeting.

****Cut N Paste from EMAIL ****

The following people participated in a 1.5-hour discussion of

substitution groups in code lists:

   Jon Bosak

   Tim McGrath

   Sylvia Webb

   Marty Burns

   Anne Hendry

   Marion Royal

   Stephen Green

   Sue Probert

   Monica Martin

   Lisa Seaburg

   Bill Meadows

   Michael Dill

At the end of the discussion, a vote was taken on this question:

   Should we:

      1. Adopt the current code list proposal (using substitution

         groups), or

      2. Continue to use the approach of the current draft schemas

         (modulo any changes that would make them easier to work

         with) and defer a decision on the use of substitution

         groups in code lists until 1.1, constructing 1.0 in a way

         that will ensure forward compatibility of 1.0 instances

         with a 1.1 that implements substitution groups for code

         lists.

   It was noted that the adoption of the rest of the CL

   recommendation was not in question.

The vote was as follows:

   1. Adopt   2

   2. Defer   9

   3. Abstain 1

We will therefore defer a decision about the adoption of a

substitution group mechanism for code lists till 1.1, taking care

to construct 1.0 in a way that will allow the adoption of

substitution groups in 1.1 without breaking 1.0 instances.

Jon

