	http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ubl-ndrsc/200111/msg00068.html
	New terminology to be added to the document:

Well-formedness checking:

   Basic XML 1.0 adherence.

DTD validation:

    Adherence to an XML 1.0 DTD.

Schema validation:

    Adherence to an XSD schema.

Schema processing:

    Schema validation checking plus provision of default values and provision of new infoset properties.

    Ad hoc schema processing:

    Doing partial schema processing, but not with official schema validator software; e.g., reading through schema to get the default values out of it.

    Instance constraint checking:

    Additional validation checking of an instance, beyond what XSD makes available, that relies only on constraints describable in terms of the instance and not additional business knowledge; e.g., checking co-occurrence constraints across elements and attributes. Such constraints might be able to be described in terms of Schematron.

 Application-level validation:

  Adherence to business requirements, such as valid account    numbers.

	http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ubl-ndrsc/200111/msg00110.html
	Motion: "To use XSD as the source format for UBL business document types."  Moved by Arofan and seconded by Dale.  Approved by unanimous

    consent.



	http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ubl-ndrsc/200201/doc00005.doc
	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)

1. 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)

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

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)

3. 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.)

4. 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)

5. 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)

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

	http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ubl-ndrsc/200203/msg00028.html
	MOTION: In those cases where it seems beneficial to have two

elements that have the same tag name but are bound to

different types, as is currently the case with the BIE

Order.Header.Details (tag name Header), it is permissible.

Motion passes with Mark C. objecting.



	http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ubl-ndrsc/200203/msg00028.html
	MOTION: Ratify the one-doctype- per-transmission principle as

stated in the UBL Planning report and the modnamver paper.

(Attending on 22 Mar '02): Eve, Fabrice, Mavis, Bill, Gunther,

Phil, Paul, Arofan, Eduardo.)  Motion passes unanimously.



	http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ubl-ndrsc/200204/msg00069.html
	We formally accepted the proposal to use elements for everything, except for using attributes for supplementary components.

	http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ubl-ndrsc/200205/msg00011.html
	Code lists

    We voted on accepting the "namespaced type hybrid method".  Accepted

    with one abstention from Jessica.  We agreed that the instance

    extension method should still be described as a (failed) contender.



	http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ubl-ndrsc/200205/msg00011.html
	Separate RT/CCT module

There seems to be some interest in breaking down the UBL "core"

       into multiple core-ish files, for both memory management reasons

       (the C1 folks experimenting with Xerces report this) and for

       reasons of reusing only the parts one wants (some verticals

       seem to want to reuse the built-in ebXML CCT semantics in a

       neat package).  There's a question about whether such a low-level

       module needs its own namespace, but it needs one if you are

       worried about memory management.

       There's also a question about what we would call this module: Is

       "CCT" incorrect, given our comments on CCTS?  "Leafy things" is

       too informal. :-)  They are sort of "built-in UBL types"; would

       this be a good name?  But other UBL types will be built in to UBL

       too, by definition.

       We agreed on "common [UBL] leaf types" (CLTs or CULTs!) for the

       CCT-ish (basic) stuff, and "[UBL] common aggregate types" (CATs)

       for the aggregate stuff.



	http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ubl-ndrsc/200205/msg00018.html
	Modnamver

Bill moved that we add a recommendation allowing two or more

    functional areas to share definitions common between them but not

    used elsewhere by creating and importing an additional RootSchema,

    where the criterion for creation of this additional level of

    namespace is that it not be used in a majority of the functional

    areas.  Motion PASSES unanimously.  (This means that we've

    essentially accepted Option 4.)



	http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ubl-ndrsc/200205/msg00033.html
	Code Lists

We agreed that it's too circular and inconvenient to require

    external code list modules to use our simple types for supplementary

    components, so we agreed that instead they must use the attribute

    names that we dictate in order for us to know that they intended the

    CCTS semantics.

    We didn't agree yet on whether to recommend XSD documentation

    elements in external code list modules.  We will leave this point

    open in the NDR document.



	http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ubl-ndrsc/200207/msg00011.html
	Nested Supplementary Components

We will definitely have attributes that apply to other

      attributes.  The worst case is codes (other than Language.Code,

      since the code list for that will be fixed) that are

      supplementary to real BIEs.

    - We believe that the names for these second-order attributes can

      be constructed automatically by applying a qualifier consisting

      of the name of the first-order attribute to which they apply.

    - However, we think the definition of the relevant XSD types could

      be tricky, because those additional attributes need to be specific

      to particular attributes defined on particular complex types.



	http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ubl-ndrsc/200208/msg00011.html
	Xsd:documentation

we agreed that using

      xsd:documentation is most appropriate.  This doesn't preclude

      anyone from using our documentation fields for further processing,

      and leaves appinfo free for (e.g.) Schematron business rules.



	http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ubl-ndrsc/200302/msg00013.html
	Our NDR document should be equally clear on which XSD features UBL schemas do and do not employ.

	http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ubl-ndrsc/200302/msg00042.html
	
Rules For CCTs –

1)      CCTs will be declared as elements
2)      CCT Content Components will be conveyed as the value
3)      CCT Supplementary Components will be conveyed as the attribute of the CCT element
4)      If you use the default codeListVersionID, then you do not have to convey codeListVersionID.  If however you use a different codeListVersionID, then you must convey codeListVersionID.

5) Any change to cardinality or length for any code for any CCT will only be allowed as derivations from the Ur Schema.

6) Binary objects will not be carried as a value for the declared element, but will be referred to through the supplementary component attribute.  The element will be declared as empty.


	
	The following principles underpinned by Bill's document on Modularity,

Namespace and Versioning have been voted upon and agreed.

These principles and the prose of this document v8 will provide the basis

for the rules in the NDR document.

1. UBL namespace names shall include version identifiers.

2. The version identifier that is used in the namespace  name has two parts,

a major number and a minor number. The major number is incremented whenever

it contains any incompatible changes. The minor number is incremented with

any other type of changes.

3. UBL is composed of a number of namespaces each of which has its own

namespace name and, possibly and in practice, its own version identifiers.

There is no one to one correspondence between the various namespace versions

that make up a UBL release.

3. Once a namespsace and its associated namespace space name are published

they shall not change.

5. XSD import function will be used. In all cases a minor version imports

the immediately preceding minor version of the same major release.



	http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ubl-ndrsc/200303/msg00047.html
	Code Lists

PROPOSED RULE:

Where a code list producer has not created a conforming code list schema

module, the UBL library

must bind the code property to the generic code type found in the CCT

module.

Accepted rule.

Proposed RULE:

For release of 1.0 of the Code List rules we will mandate a simpleType for

the CodeContentType. We will examine in future versions of the Code Lists

rules, guidelines for using XML for expressing hierarchy in code values.

Accepted.

Proposed Design RULE:

The NDR SC agrees to remove the codename supplementary component from our

recommendations for code markup . HOwver, we recommend

that for codelist schema modules chosing to do so, they may provide code

expansions and definitions in an annotation element inside each enumeration

element

wher any natural language information should be conveyed by means of

xml:lang.

Accepted

Design RULE:

The NDR SC agrees not to use XLINK for supplementary components of code tha

t involve URIs but rather to use the XSD:anyURI and to name

those attributes according to our usual naming rules.

Agreed.



	http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ubl-ndrsc/200303/msg00047.html
	Embedded Documentation

Proposed Design Principle

It is the intention of the NDR SC to use XHTML Basic as proposed in the NDR

document for the purposes of documenting information other than CCTS that

already has

a structure.
This has been voted on and agreed during this meeting which has quorum.

	
	


