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Introduction

This document outlines the key decisions on tag structure made by the NDR at the F2F. Additionally, it outlines any outstanding actions or issues arising out of the discussions.In the work done this week issues were prioritised in accordance with the priorities of the Library SC as opposed to those outlined in position papers.

1. Local vs Global Elements

The following points were raised in this discussion:

· Locally declared elements mean local and unqualified. 

· Local elements are qualified by the type in which they are defined. 

· Types have to be name-spaced if they are named. 

· We want explicit importation of the core and other functional types. We are building in an assumption of non-uniqueness.

· We reserve the right to add additional unqualified local elements.

· Documentation must be associated with structural parts of the schema

2. Tag Structure

The following points were raised in this discussion:

· 3 different characters of elements need names

· These are:

· Top level Element

            (global)

· Leaf Element

· Intermediate Element

     (local, contains elements)

Qualifier or Objectclass qualify the property element.

Intermed: <Contact>

Intermed:< ContactNumber>

· Property names for intermediate elements can be qualified. If necessary for semantic clarity the qualifying term can be the objectclass.

· The goals for naming conventions at intermediate level are:

· Instance readability

· Semantic clarity

· Conciseness

· There is no ranking of these for now

· The following proposal was put to a straw pole:

· If elements share the same name they must share the same type. The following options were straw polled:

1. Option 0 P (3) L (2)

Disallow

2. Option 1 P (2) L (6)

Disallow but make exceptions as they come up

3. Option 2 P (2) L (8)

Mandate for certain classes up front

4. Option 3 P (3) L (0)

Allow

· Option two prevailed

· The conditions under which Option 2 prevailed were tested against the following examples which were straw polled.

1. Intermediate elements that are document structure – hdr, summary – higher level containers.

Should be same name P (1) L 4

Should be different names  P (4) L 2

We recommend that they should be different.

2. The other category are intermediate/leaf:  status code, purpose codes, action codes

Should be same name P (6) L 2

Should be different names  P (1) L 4

We recommend they should be the same

3. Intermediate element tax info as per CBL

Should be same name P () L 

Should be different names  P () L 

This is deferred

· Leaf elements were discussed

· Leaf element:

(local, mixed, PCDATA, empty, attributes)

· Leaf elements are mixed, string/PCDATA, empty elements, attributes.

· Mixed elements should possibly be disallowed with those exceptions listed below:

1. Catalog descriptions

2. Free Text

· Where mixed elements are allowed they get representation terms tacked on.

· Mixed elements (“freetext”): FreeText, Prose, Memo, Memorandum, HTML, markup, mixed. Prose and Freetext are closely leaned to. This is an open issue. 

· String based (simple type) elements are leaf elements

· Empty Elements are leaves in a very real sense who do have attributes.

· Should we have attributes at all. The reason you don’t put most things in attributes is they are not extendable. It is good thing if you don’t want something extended. E.g. mdfindicator with values yes or no – this party is or not minority disabled. This acted as a flag that was not desired to be extended.

3. Key Decisions

Quorum was constituted by Eduardo Gutentag, Arofan Gregory, Sue Probert, Mark Crawford, Matt Gertner, Dale McKay, Bill Burcham, Eve Maler, Mavis Cournane.

The decisions voted upon were as follows:

1. We will not use anonymous types. We will use named types  in order to build a proper dictionary that can be referenced. Named types will be top level constructs of the XSD instance. All complex types will be defined together and all simple types will be defined together so that people will know where to look for things. (Approved)

2. To create a usable data dictionary we will document the reusable objects expressed as XSD types in the schema, document the properties of each of these objects expressed as XSD locally declared elements, and document each unique occurrence of each element within each document type. Documentation of unique occurrences of each element within each document type will be sparse but sufficient. Best efforts will be made to auto-generate as much documentation as possible. This documentation will be produced by the UBL TC. (Approved)

3. Type name shall consist of an optional qualifier followed by the object class, followed by the suffix “Type”. (Approved)

4. Intermediate level tags (i.e. not top level and not leaf) must be comprised of the property term and may be preceded by an appropriate qualifier term as necessary to create semantic clarity at that level. The object class may be used as a qualifier. Mark Crawford has abstained and there were no further objections. (Approved)

5. If elements share the same name they must share the same type. If they can’t share a type because they are different structurally they must have different names except in the following cases. The ones currently mandated are fields containing status codes, purpose codes, action codes. (Still under discussion; add to issues list.)

6. The initial list of representation terms shall be taken from the approved list of ebXML core component representation terms. The NDR SC proposes to be the owner of the UBL representation term list and shall liaise with UN CEFACT with regard to any changes made. (Approved)

7. The representation term must appear on leaf elements with the following qualifications: 
(a) ID must be used as the substitution token for the representation term Identifier. 

(b) The representation term “Text”  will be considered the default representation term when a representation term does not appear. (Approved)

8. UpperCamelCase must be used for element and type names and lowerCamelCase must be used for attribute names. (Approved)

4. Actions/Issues

The following actions need to be taken:

1. If we recommend an extension mechanism we should provide guidance on the interaction between namespaces and extensions. We should require that extensions go in their own namespace. The application of the context mechanism is a form of extension. This is a tricky issue to be passed over to the CM subcommittee. Arofan will follow up with a prototype that will allow us to try out extension and contextualisation issues.

2. Unqualified elements with UBL core schemas and qualified elements in extensions could cause ambiguity. This needs further discussion by the TC

3. Dave Carlson to revise his document and for Mark Crawford to fix the NDR document

4. Code list issues including the addition of codes to new versions of code lists, the use of non-standard codes etc. - deferred

5. Attribute issues including when and if attributes should be used etc – deferred

6. Provide guidelines for the case where two things of the same type may have different names. Proposal is that this is needed to disambiguate or in cases where the semantics differ.

7. Empty elements issues e.g. whether and if to use them, and if so how to name them– deferred

8. Top level element naming – deferred

9. The issue of the format of the dictionary entry names for UBL markup constructs
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