Issues List for Public Review of BP Specification Schema Version 0.99
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	29
	4/3
	QRT
	Line 740
	It would also help to put a separate section heading here for the issue about legally binding.
	
	
	
	Agreed.   Proposed text sent to listserv.
	1

	30
	4/3
	QRT
	Line 749-755
	Should be a non-normative note. It may also pay to reference the document “E-Commerce and Simple Negotiation Patterns”.
	
	
	
	Agreed.  Proposed text sent to listserv.
	1

	31
	4/3
	QRT
	Line 761
	Is the intention to mean “legally” binding or the more practical “commercially” binding.
	
	
	
	Change is legally inappropriate.  Text augmented to explain the issue.  
	1

	37
	4/3
	QRT
	Line 1057
	Do these UMM patterns form part of the ebXML specification? If so, they need to be described here. How do these relate to the “Catalog of Common Business Processes” and the “E-Commerce and Simple Negotiation Patterns”?
	
	
	
	Clarified that patterns themselves are not part of ebXML, but parameters in support of them are provided as attributes in the BPSS
Added reference to negotiation pattern under 6.1.(5)


	To be further discussed.
	1

	42
	4/3
	QRT
	Line 1158-1159
	Is this really what non-repudiation means? What about “no denying the sending of a document”.
	
	
	
	Clarifying text sent to listserv
	1

	57
	4/4
	Christopher Ferris
	 lines 1081-1100 – 
	I am still quite uncomfortable with this scheme. It does not permit a degree of flexibility that allows for a combination of persistent and transient security mechanisms. For instance, use of a persistent digital signature over the contents of the message (or on selected parts) to provide for authentication as well as integrity combined with a transient encryption of the message on the wire. Having "isSecureTransport" qualify the security characteristics of the Document Flow is IMHO, a poor design. I would much prefer that isConfidential, isAuthenticated and isTamperProof have the enumeration of "persistent", "transient" and "none" (default) such that valid combinations of security mechanisms might be applied. 
	
	
	
	Conceptual solution sent to listserv.  Drafting should follow discussion at conference call.
	2



	116
	4/8
	William J. Kammerer
	666
	The documentType should show ="ebXML1.0/Purchase Order"

(instead of PO Acknowledgement) since it is the

RequestingBusinessActivity starting the whole transaction.

But this prompts me to ask a stupid question,  inspired by an EDI

document centric suggestion I gave someone on EDI-L at

http://www.mail-archive.com/edi-l@listserv.ucop.edu/msg03097.html -i.e.,

how do you "signal" that a RequestingBusinessActivity has occurred when

the RequestingBusinessActivity documentType was never received? For

example, what if you want to send a PO Acknowledgement to a manually

called-in order?

Would that have to be modeled with a separate business transaction, or

is it assumed that an Order Entry system could trigger the successful

completion of the RequestingBusinessActivity within the Business Service

Interface?
	
	
	
	I believe this is addressed by 132 below. 
	4

	120
	4/11
	Bob Haugen
	Various
	Integrity of transaction model, or, the ability to form legally binding contracts and enact legal events. 

The firm agreement I seek is that the BPSS must conform to the requirements for the commercial use of electronic document interchange of UN/ECE and the ABA. If the BPSS conforms to the business transaction semantics of the UMM Metamodel, then I believe this issue should be resolved as well. But I want to raise it in particular because I believe it is the most important business requirement on the BPSS. If we get the transactions right, the rest is gravy. If not, the rest doesn't work either. 


	
	
	
	We will (re-)introduce the DocumentEnvelope, but as an optional layer: A document flow can have a single BusinessDocument, or a DocumentEnvelope.
I think we have moved somewhat from this position - let's discuss.
	This is also addressed by 132 below.  
	7

	131
	4/17
	James Bryce Clark
	
	Topic:  Transaction integrity and cardinality of document flows.   

General statement of issue:   

1.   The UMM constrains logical transactions into two-party document flows composed either of a one-way transmission (as in a notification, where no response is required) or a two-way exchange (as in offer/acceptance, where a response is called for).  

2.   This limitation accomplishes two things:

     a.   It permits an optimal upgrade path for users of widely-deployed EC/EDI formats using document-centric exchanges of X12 or EDIFACT messages (functional equivalents of paper documents).   UMM allows those legacy documents to be encapsulated in logical wrappers that bear standardized transition and transaction control attributes.    

      b.    The request-response paradigm forces transactions to be expressed in terms of bilateral exchanges.  This permits simple logical resolution of the success or failure of each initiated transaction, in a manner highly isomorphic to a legal or auditing analysis of the contract.    Nonconforming responses to a request are correctly evaluated as failures, requiring a new proposal ('counteroffer') and thereby avoiding recursive failure to resolve whether success has occurred.   Requestors are permitted to specify the nature of responses, and the degree of security (e.g., nonrepudiation and receipt acknowledgment), but then required to abide by the result if the responder accurately conforms.  

Specific instances:  

Line 369-370:  Reference to "one or two" document flows should be retained.

Line 983:  Cardinality of requesting and responding activities should be retained.
	
	
	
	Resolution to specific instances: 

Both adopted

Resolution to general issues: No action required, I believe the general issues were only raised in case “specific instances” not adopted
	
	14

	132
	4/17
	James Bryce Clark
	
	Topic:  Transaction integrity and location of acknowledgement attributes.

General statement of issue:   

1.   The UMM's request-response paradigm forces transactions to be expressed in terms of bilateral exchanges. This permits simple logical resolution of the success or failure of each initiated transaction, in a manner highly isomorphic to a legal or auditing analysis of the contract.    

2.   Nonconforming responses to a request are correctly evaluated as failures, requiring a new proposal ('counteroffer'), and thereby avoiding recursive failure to resolve whether success has occurred.   

3.   Requestors are permitted to specify the nature of responses, and the degree of security (e.g., nonrepudiation and receipt acknowledgment), but then required to abide by the result if the responder accurately conforms.  The first principle permits requestors to issue binding offers, with a reasonable degree of certainty that they can constrain the terms of any contract formed by acceptance.  (The parallel legal rule is that "the offeror is the master of the offer.")  The second principle permits responders to rely on the enforceability of the formed contract, with a reasonably small risk that the requestor will repudiate by asserting a lack of agreement.   (The parallel legal rules are that acceptance of a valid offer forms a contract, and the "mirror image" rule that makes any nonconforming acceptance a rejection and counteroffer.) 

4.   The logical conclusion that a bilateral transaction has succeeded should be independently deducible from the artifacts available to each side.  (Giving one or the other the right to declare "success" or "failure" short of valid acceptance of a valid offer gives that party an unwarranted repudiation right.)

5.      A responding party should not be entitled to require 'acceptance acknowledgement' confirmation from the requesting party of its responding signal.   (Note that Figure 6 at line 570 correctly omits the relevant arrow.)  There are no "business rules" against which to validate at that step:  the responder knows whether he has sent a respond that conforms to the strictures specified by the requester.   

Specific instances:  

Line 571-579   Consider whether 'business signals" is the correct generic phrase for these acknowledgement attributes.  If so, use them throughout.  

Line 578:  Add to the sentence at 578, after "purpose":  "s, relating to the processing and management of transaction document flows, prior to evaluation of their terms ".  

Line 580:  Delete or refine the vague reference to the EDIFACT model TPA; delete the footnotes.  

Line 585:  In place of the last five words of the sentence, insert "confirmed by the recipient as received as legible, prior to the application of any business rules or evaluation of its terms".

Line 586:  Delete or refine the vague reference to the EDIFACT model TPA; delete the footnotes.  

Line 585:  At the end of the paragraph, insert the sentence:  "The property '[[insert correct attribute]]' allows partners to agree that a [requesting] message should be pre-qualified by the recipient, i.e., confirmed by the recipient as being a valid answer under the business rules previously agreed, prior to the evaluation of its terms".

Line 1044:  Confirm that the attribute 'inIntelligibleCheckRequired (line 584) does not conflict with the parameter 'timeToAcknowledgeReceipt' here.   

Line 1240-1283:  The ControlException and ProcessException signals should be evaluated as a source of inappropriate repudiation risk.  They should only be available for use when the business signals require it (as described, e.g., in lines 1602-1608).  Otherwise, must every responder hold back its shipment, after receiving RecieptAcknowledgement (from the requesting offeror) of its valid acceptance, until a time period elapsed without any ProcessException?  If this risk remains, it should be noted in the document.    

Line 1617:  The parameter 'timeToAcknowledgeAcceptance' should not be available to a responding document (and thus does not belong in this superclass).  See general comment (5) above.  

Line 1624-1625:  Consider a wellformedness rule requiring that any use of the 'timeToAcknowledgeAcceptance' parameter be accompanied by a URI or reference to the alleged business rules being invoked.  (Otherwise, the asserter of business rules is free to apply what he likes, which may be equivalent to a unilateral right to repudiate.)  

Line 1671-1676:  The "isSuccess" attribute on a Document Flow should not be available to deprecate the logical conclusion reachable from comparing the requesting and responding documents (or a time out event).     

Line 2357:  [Additional occurrences of parameter definitions needing refinement.]

Line 2363:  [Additional occurrences of parameter definitions needing refinement.]

Line 2385:  [Additional occurrences of parameter definitions needing refinement.]


	
	
	
	Resolution to specific instances: All adopted (although need some clarification on specific suggested wording)
BPSS will specify that requestor cannot send acceptanceAck
Resolution to general issues: No action required, I believe the general issues were only raised in case “specific instances” not adopted
	
	14

	133
	4/17
	James Bryce Clark
	
	Topic:   References to patterns

General statement of issue:

1.   The word "pattern" is overburdened in the BP documents.   

2.   Most frequently we use it to mean a logical set of business process components that is referenced (or invoked, so to speak) by a CPP.   Such a 'pattern' may be simple (one atomic transaction, perhaps wrapped in a simple binary collaboration) or complex (a large concatenation of transactions among multiple parties, together with the conditional relationships between them). 

3.   The explanation needs a bit of work.

Specific instances:

Line 439:  Replace "using" with "user".

Line 439:  Replace "very different" with "an infinite number of specific".

Line 440:  After "collaborations", insert the following:  "These specific combinations (which may be simple or complex, ranging from a single transaction to long logically-related chains of multiparty transactions) are referred to as 'patterns'.   Patterns that express a commonly useful process can be re-used by others.  The suggested practice of logical modeling using UMM, and the opportunity to make such modelled processes generally available to others through repositories, promote their re-use."   

Line 444.    Revise to describe the N90 patterns simply as helpful examples of how the business signals interoperate.   

Lines 1029-1057:  The use of the word "pattern" here varies.   Sometimes (1040-42) it means a particular permutation of acknowledgement-attribute/business-signal settings.   (This is a confusing use and should be rewritten.)   Sometimes (1054) it means a set of components consisting of transactions and perhaps collaborations.  (This use is consistent with the general BP vocabulary.)   Sometimes (1057) it refers to the specific illustrative UMM N90 patterns that demonstrate certain permutations of the acknowledgement-attribute settings.  (Those patterns should be described simply as helpful examples of how the business signals interoperate.)   
	
	
	
	Resolution to specific instances: 

All adopted

Resolution to general issues: No action required, I believe the general issues were only raised in case “specific instances” not adopted
	
	14

	134
	4/17
	James Bryce Clark
	
	Topic:   Meaning of Nonrepudiation and Binding in Attributes

General statement of issue:

The phrases "nonrepudiation" and "legally binding" may be misunderstood by readers.  The functionality provided by the relevant parameters is to create artifacts that provide a reasonable level of practical assurance of nonrepudiation, or binding nature -- not to deterministically reduce the risk in question to zero.  

Specific instances:  

Line 415:  Delete "legally binding for" and insert "designated as legally binding between".  

Line 415:  Insert after "two partners" the phrase ", or otherwise govern their collaborative activity."

Line 415:  Consider a "for example" cross-reference to the example/discussion of "binding" in the Patterns supporting document.

Line 579:  Consider a "for example" cross-reference to the example/discussion of "nonrepudiation" in the Patterns supporting document.

Line 1609-1616:  Rewrite to make it clear that what are produced by the referenced parameters are data artifacts, not abstract "audit controls."

Line 1609-1616:  Consider a "for example" cross-reference to the example/discussion of "nonrepudiation" in the Patterns supporting document.

Line 2311, 2357, 2363:  [Additional occurrences of parameter definitions needing refinement.] 
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