TC REVIEW COMMENTS AND ACTIONS FOR VERSION 3.0 OF CIQ SPECIFICATIONS PRD 02
Date Updated: 20 January 2007

Updated By: Ram Kumar

Actions in “Red” text

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Hidajet Hasimbegovic <hidajet@gmail.com>
Date: Jan 2, 2007 10:40 PM
Subject: Re: [ciq] Review deadline for CIQ V3.0 specs EXTENDED until 17 January 2007 due to holidays
To: Ram Kumar <kumar.sydney@gmail.com>

Hi Ram, a few more comments bellow. Let me know what you think and I can implement some of these changes.

Cheers,

Hido

General

1. NameElement should have locale or language attribute to allow for internationalisation/multi-lingual representation of names (should be added to NameType, or even better to grAbbreviation). 
eg.

<a:Premises>
<a:NameElement language="en-au">AL-FAISALIYAH BUILDING</a:NameElement>
<a:NameElement language="ar-sa">building name in Arabic</a:NameElement> 

This is a very likely use case - especially in the Middle East, and I can imagine in Japan, Corea, China, etc.

DONE


2. There is a lot of repetition of comon data types across schemas - how about having a general Types schema that would unifiy all of these (eg. common attribute groups, constrained data types (although I still don't like the string being constrained), etc). 

CREATED A COMMON TYPE SCHEMA

xAL 

1. SubPremise element of Premises is limited to 0..5. It should be left open at minOccur=0. No need to set
upper boundary  
Done


2. LocationCoordinate - make both GML and Coordinates complex types - this will allow users to extend and re-use the element in other places.   
Not necessary


---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Hidajet Hasimbegovic <hidajet@gmail.com>
Date: Dec 25, 2006 8:41 PM
Subject: Re: [ciq] REMINDER - REVIEW OF CIQ V3.0 PRD 02 DUE 1 JANUARY 2006
To: Ram Kumar <kumar.sydney@gmail.com>

Hi Ram

Here are some comments I've come up with:

1. As we are breaking backward compatibility with v2, how about
changing namespaces from URN to URL? URL notation is far more common,
and it also allows for easier implementation of schemas in, for
example, JAXB.  2. In xAL-types.xsd, I've removed two empty enumeration values for
AddressTypeEnumeration (attached).   
URL is OASIS Standard

Cleaned the empty enumerations

xPIL

- Complex Type DateTime  1. Day names are in English - WeekDay should be moved to xPIL-types as
an enumerated type to allow for  days to be specified in other
languages –
Removed that complex type as it was redundant

2. Annotation <xs:documentation>Sequntial number of week in a
year</xs:documentation> for YearDay changed (attached) 
Cleaned it

3. Annotation <xs:documentation>Sequntial number of week in a
year</xs:documentation> for Precision should be changed 
  BTW, what is the purpose of this element? To show precise date (it
xs:dateTime type) 

Yes and cleaned the documentation 

 
4.  Fixed typo in documentation node for Contact->Type  
Cleaned the documentation

5.  MediaType should be renamed to ConnectionType (MediaType is too ambigous).  
Renamed to CommunicationMediaType
6.  How about adding sections to employment element to represent more
details on experience and skills? This would allow  representation of
CV's (in addition to education elements which are already there).  
Out of scope for CIQ. 


7. In CIQ TC Specifications V3.0 - General Introduction and Overview,
I've done some editing, please take a look. - 
I'll use coming holidays to review it some more.
Included the changes

Kind regards and best wishes for the holidays!

Hido
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	Ram,

 

I have reviewed the primary documents for PRD 02.

 

In particular, I checked to see whether changes were made in response to my prior comments.  What I found was that the new version did respond to my comments with appropriate changes.  

 

This is an impressive package and in my view meets the design goals that you have set out.  The explanations and cautionary points have been improved.  With many specifications, the technical accuracy may be at a high level but the comments and guidelines for users are too perfunctory.  This is not the case with CIQ V3.0.

 

What still needs attention is the details of how some points are worded, and some of the spelling.  Just to provide a few examples, search in the Name, Address and Party document for "loose" where "lose" is meant, and for inconsistent spelling of "privilege" as "priviledge".  But these matters are trivial and can easily be corrected.

Done

 

I did find the explanation below to be problematic.  A mathematical guarantee of uniqueness is not the same thing as a practical guarantee that a function will produce almost no duplicate keys.  This caught my attention because it has relevance in applications such as the generation of hash functions, where the objective is to ensure that there are few duplicates, but provision is made for the odd chance that there may be a collision of hash values.

 

The term ‘globally unique’ means a unique identifier that is “mathematically guaranteed” to be unique.  For example, GUID (Globally Unique Identifier) is a unique identifier that is based on the simple principle that the total number of unique keys (or) is so large that the possibility of the same number being generated twice is virtually zero.
 Considered
All in all, this is excellent work and you are to be commended for doing this while at the same time wearing the other hats that correspond to your other responsibilities.
Joe Lubenow
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Hi Ram,

Sorry to have waited to the last minute to comment on the specs but I've
been rather swamped since returning from the holidays.

At any rate, it looks to me as though you've done a fabulous job pulling
this together.  From the perspective of how the documents and schemas are
organized, everything seems to make sense and is easy to find.  The only
issue I see is that there seem to be some folders that do not contain any
files such as the PDF and HTML folders under Documents.  Unless you
intended to produce some artifacts for these folders later, they should be
removed.
The documents will be added to these folders once the specs. are finalised

Also the content of the documents are well thought out, well described and
logical in their organization.  In short, I don't have anything of value to
add to improve what's here.

On the detail content of the schemas, I only have one observation that I'm
surprised I hadn't noticed before.  Since it's of particular interest to
me, I wanted to see how Tax ID's were handled.  If I'm reading this
correctly, a Tax Registration is handled as an Account that is held by a
Tax Authority for the Party.  The Tax ID itself would be an Account Element
where the Element Type attribute is Account ID.  While this works from a
data perspective, it seems to be a very liberal use of the term Account.  I
would normally think of an Account as a financial construct against which
to associate monetary balances.  In a sense, I can see a case for this
description from the perspective of the Tax Authority but it seems to be a
stretch.  In any event, if there's an objection to making Tax Registration
it's own element, we may want to provide some additional description of the
Account Element and how it's used since I expect that this would not be
very intuitive to a user of the spec.

If we stay with this use of Account, I'm not sure I see the value of the
attributes in both Organization Info and Person Info for Tax Office ID.
From the description this seems to be an additional Tax ID for a local
jurisdiction.  However, since a Party can have multiple "Accounts" such
that each is described sufficiently to recognize the organization that
holds the account, this should be sufficient to recognize the difference
between a local and a federal Tax Authority.  This attribute does not
contain any of the additional information associated with an Account ID, so
it does not seem complete  Also, since this is set up as an attribute of a
Person or Organization, there can only be one instance which may not be
sufficient.  Let me know if I'm misinterpreting these attributes.

Very valid points and therefore made sense to create a common element called Identifier.

Accounts are kept for financial accounts and other utility type accounts


That's all I have.

Thanks
John

John Glaubitz
Vertex, Inc.
1041 Old Cassatt Rd.
Berwyn, PA  19312
john.glaubitz@vertexinc.com
Tel: +1 484 595-5877


To:

OASIS CIQ TC Chairman, Ram Kumar

To:

OASIS CIQ TC Chairman, Ram Kumar

From:
New Zealand Government, ICT Branch, e-GIF Programme 

Date:

18 January 2007

Context and Scope

The Customer Information Quality standard developed and delivered by OASIS is a valuable tool in the New Zealand Government e-Government Interoperability Framework (e-GIF).  

We consider this a key recommended standard in our framework, and have a standing representative on the OASIS CIQ TC.  The New Zealand Government e-GIF Management Committee have previously adopted the OASIS Name and Address Standard xNAL. 

	General Comments

We reviewed the five documents delivered in the CIQ Technical Specifications: Release for Public Comment.  The abbreviation on the end has been used in the detail notes for brevity.

1 General Introduction and Overview (GIO)

2 Name, Address and Party Information Technical Specification (NAP)

3 Technical Overview (TO)

4 Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ)

5 Release Notes (RN)

On the following pages are detailed suggested changes, with page number references with each document listed above.  Where possible, we have suggested specific text as additions rather than as corrections.  The detailed comments relate to the five chapters in the order above.

There are three general areas where we have suggested changes, to improve the documents:

6 Consistency between the documents in terms of topics covered and depth of treatment; we have suggested specific reference points between the documents.

7 Clarification of the structural requirements in the schema for Name and Address nodes, specifically the choice of using EITHER xNAL or xPIL as a container, BUT NOT BOTH.

8 Clarification of the structural requirements in the schema for Address nodes, specifically the choice of using EITHER POSTAL or RECORD as a container, BUT NOT BOTH.

There is one specific area where we seek to clarify and improve both the schema and instructions for implementation:

9 The CoordinateLocation and Coordinates elements of the Address node.

	Comments and suggestions made by the e-GIF standards development team.  For follow-up please contact Liz Kolster (liz.kolster@ssc.govt.nz) and/or Colin Wallis (colin.wallis@ssc.govt.nz).


	Clause/

Para/

Figure/

Table/
	PageNo
	
	Recommended Changes and Reason

Exact wording of suggested changes where possible.
	COMMENTS FROM RK

	1 Introduction
	GIO 4
	
	“The purpose of this standard is to provide specifications to produce XML format files for Customer Information.”
	No, very vague and not correct

	3.2 Evolution of CIQ TC Specifications
	GIO 9
	
	“OASIS CIQ TC have taken responsibility for three groups of Specifications, each with a development history.”

1 Name and Address (xNAL, xNL, xAL)

2 Customer Information (xCIL, xPIL)

3 Customer Relationship (xCRL, xPRL)
	Done

	4.3 Extensible Address Language (xAL)
	GIO 13
	
	Suggest making explicit statement about the container choice/requirement for an address node, either Postal or Record.

Suggest reference to the related documentation:

Name, Address and Party Information Technical Specification, pp 27-29.
	I am not clear. xAL does not have this container. Only xNAL has. Are you suggesting this container should be in xAL? Also, please note that the overview document will not have technical details you are asking for. A reference section added

	4.4 Extensible Name and Address Language (xNAL)
	GIO 14
	
	Comment:  Need to explicitly state that a choice is required for a type of container, specifically either xNAL or xPIL.  It would help to explain why this structure exists (utility, application diversity, etc.) 

Suggest illustrations of each and statement of why one might fit better than the other.
	Done

Also, please note that the overview document will not have technical details you are asking for.

	1 Schema design approach in Version 3.0
	NAP 5
	
	Suggest direct reference to the related documentation:

Technical Overview, pp. 6-11.

Suggest highlight the choice between containers, e.g. xNAL and xPIL and possibly explain the reasons for this design.

Suggest highlight and describe the design decision to keep enumeration lists in separate schema, and expecting these to be explicitly “included” in the main container schema.  Perhaps take NAP 10, 2.3 and put in here.
	A reference section added

No, it is very straightforward and is explained in GIO. xNAL is for representing name and address, xPIL is for representing party data other than just name and address.

This has been stated many times.

	1.1 Version 3.0 Schema Files
	NAP 5
	
	Comment:  This table is important, and useful, but has too many concepts within and easily puts off the reader because some of the underlying concepts are not yet introduced and discussed in further sections.

Suggest moving this section to the end, following the XLINK discussion in “1.6 Other Specifications.”
	Because the examples after this section carry namespaces, it has been introduced here. Moved after 1.6 as suggested

	1.6 Other Specifications
	NAP 7
	
	Comment:  The inclusion of the XML Linking Language (xLINK) is important and the recommended version should be highlighted.  

Suggest that the Geospatial Metadata Language (GML) should be referenced here as it is critical to assuring functionality in GIS.
	Done

Done
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Exact wording of suggested changes where possible.
	

	2.3 Enumerations
	NAP 11
	
	Comment: Underlined information on the business issues related to extending the enumeration lists is important, and probably deserves its own section.

Suggest new section entitled “Business Issues to Consider”.

Suggest statement “It is essential to agree the specific terminology for inclusion in the enumeration list.”
	Re-structured.

	2.9.1 Using xLINK (optional)
	NAP 16
	
	Comment: This section is confusing because it mentions several issues and references --- it is probably better to have sub-sections and introduce each topics with examples. 

Question:  Is this the latest xLINK output from xBRL?
	Well, it is already written as sub sections with examples and I do not see any need for further explanation

Yes

	2.9.2. Using Key Reference (optional)
	NAP 16-17
	
	Comment:  This section appears as a surprise.  The concept of inter-referencing elements in the schema should be introduced earlier (as in NAP 5, section 1), and should also be covered in the related document:  Technical Overview
	Well, this is an alternative to xLink and therefore, is placed along with xLink

	3.1 Semantics of Address
	NAP 21
	
	Comment: Diagram includes element “LocationCoordinate” while the related descriptive section is called “Location Coordinates”.  These should be made consistent.
	Corrected

	3.2 Location Coordinates
	NAP 23
	
	Comment:  It would be best to check the term “Geo-coordinates”; also, it would be more helpful to state that the purpose of holding this information is to enable mapping of the coordinates in a standard geographic information system (GIS).
	I thought about this term. But because the values under this container are used for a location (an address), I decided location coordinates will be good. Mapping to a GIS is just an application of the coordinates

	3.2.1 Using GML
	NAP 23
	
	Comment:  If the node LocationCoordinates is intended to store point data using the relevant GML standard, then the specification should explicitly reference the GML Point Profile (version 0.4), developed by the Open Geospatial Consortium (OGC).

Suggest direct recommendation of the GML Point Profile and provide the explicit citation and link details. (http://portal.opengeospatial.org/files/?artifact_id=11606)
	No. GML specs. are too big to implement and we wanted to use some basic elements. These elements were directly taken from UBL address core component.

	3.2.2 Using the default elements
	NAP 24
	
	Comment:  The Coordinates node represented by the graphic structure for the elements appears to be incomplete.

In a standard description of Geodetic Latitude and Longitude in terms of degrees, there are four elements to represent each: Minutes, Degrees, Seconds and Direction.   While the precision of seconds may not be required by most customer information management systems, the tools used to produce the data do require all four fields for conversion to coordinates in a GIS. 

Alternatively, Seconds can be represented as a decimal value and part of the Minutes element – if this is the intention of the current specification, it is very important to specify how to populate this field and expected numeric format.
	Included seconds now. Cleaned up the data types. Degrees now as string, minutes as integer, seconds as decimal and direction as string
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	3.2.3. Using the default elements
	NAP 24
	
	Comment:  The DirectionCode aspect of the variable Coordinates is mandatory but could be populated by terms or codes without further instruction.  Agreed values would be necessary to implement the direction code.  

Suggest:  Enumeration list for East, West, North, South.


	Not considered

	3.2.3. Using the default elements
	NAP 24
	
	Suggest restructuring this element to eight fields to reduce ambiguity:


LatitudeDegreesMeasure
LatitudeMinutesMeasure
LatitudeSecondsMeasure
LatitudeDirectionCode

LongitudeDegreesMeasure
LongitudeMinutesMeasure
LongitudeSecondsMeasure
LongitudeDirectionCode
	Done

	3.2.3. Using the default elements
	NAP 24
	
	Comment: The collection of the coordinate numeric values for longitude depends on the agreed position of the meridian.  Declaration of the meridian is necessary as it can not be assumed in the data.

Suggest attribute for Coordinates element for the agreed meridian.
	##other can be used to add attributes

	3.2.3. Using the default elements
	NAP 24
	
	Comment: The collection of the coordinate numeric values depends on the datum within which the measurement was taken.  Declaration of the datum is necessary as it can not be assumed in the data.

Suggest attribute for Coordinates element for the declaration of datum.
	##other can be used to add attributes

	3.2.3. Using the default elements
	NAP 24
	
	Comment: Coordinates have limited utility and application depending on the projection required for visualisation in a map.

Declaration of projection is necessary as it can not be assumed in the data.

Suggest attribute for Coordinates element for declaration of projection.
	##other can be used to add attributes

	4.5 Schema Extensions
	TO
12-13
	
	Comment: This diagram neatly summarises the choice of container required for the xNAL container implementation.  This should be copied to the Name, Address and Party Information Technical Specification document.

Suggest: Copy this diagram to NAP section 4 (p 27), to introduce the higher level structural requirement in this implementation.
	Not considered
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	4.6 Data mapping challenges
	TO
13
	
	Comment:  This section provides the business reasons to use the standard and is well written.  There are two other areas that are covered in the General Introduction and Overview report that merit this more comprehensive discussion:  (1) increasing security requirements, and (2) increasing need to synchronise contact information in several internal and external applications that relate Name and Address information in CRM, e-business transaction environments, authentication and identity verification.

Suggest two additional sub-sections: (4.6.3) Increasing security requirements, and (4.6.4.) increasing integration requirements for both business processes and enterprise management systems.

Suggest explicit reference to GIO Sections 5.3, 5.4, and 5.5.
	Not considered

	2  Differences between version 2.0 and 3.0
	RN
5
	
	Comment: There is no mention of the new Geo-coordinates capability in section 2 on the “Differences between version 2.0 and 3.0”.  This is a significant enhancement, and uses another major international standard to assure interoperability (OGC).

Suggest: This section should highlight the addition of the LocationCoordinate and Coordinates nodes, and make explicit reference to the OGC organisation and relevant standards.
	done


