
ebXML Transport Routing & Packaging
Message Header Specification

Suggested Changes

Ref.
Section
Comment
Action

1
NA
Q. Why is 'Message Routing Info', which apparently may contain two kinds of information:


- Path that should be taken by a message


- Path that was taken by a message

not separated into two separate documents?  It seems to me that one might want to 'sign' the 'should be' path, and that handling of the two distinct message parts would be made easier if the two were in separate documents. If 'path taken' is made separate, should 'path should be' be a separatedocument or be folded into MessageHeader? . Bob Miller

A. TBD
Email discussion

2
3.1
Q. First sentence suggest change 'bare minimum' to something like 'essential information', since 'bare minimum' implies to me that 'response addresses' should not be in 'MessageRoutingInfo' since it is optional (ergo not bare minimum). Bob Miller.

A. Good point. Change "bare minimum" to "minimum essential information"? David B
Email discussion

3.
3.1
Q. MessageHeader 'Version=x.x'. In the world as we used to know it, I was a strong advocate for version numbers.  In the new internet world, I consider version number referencesoutdated, replaced instead with URx's, which not only support versioning, but which also support location of the underlying definition of the version.I would keep version numbers in the underlying definitions of course. Bob Miller

A. Not sure about this but could be a good idea if we just use different DocTypes to distinguish different versions of the DTDs we use. Thoughts? David B.
Email discussion

4.
3.1 - 3.4
Q. Level 1 Headers. When I started reading 3.2, I got confused.  In the Level 1 seciton, I interpreted what I saw as 'MessageHeader' and 'MessageRouting' are the 'level 1 headers'.  I think my confusion would have been avoided had the term 'Headers' been something like 'Header Service Elements' (wherever 'header(s)' appears). Bob Miller

A. TBD
Email discussion

5.
6.3.1
Q. Why are 5) through 8) in bold? Bob Miller

A. Because they represents elements in the header that are not present in the next lowest leve. Add clarification to the spec. David B.
Email discussion

6.
6.5.2
Q. 4) Should Message Routing History be 'required', or be an optional requested service? (I don't know what is common practice)

A. Message Routing History will probably not be supported by all systems. Therefore, I think it is more likely to be something that may be added if a system provides it. It's enables an electronic equivalent of a logistics tracking service to be provided. So I think it is an optional service that you can request IF the system supports it. David B.
Email discussion

7.
7.
Q. Data Dictionary <EdNote> 'enumeration of codes values'. 


FYI, I'm not a supporter of 'code values' in XML representations. Instead, I support 'codelist elements', which accomodate much stronger semantic defintion of the code meanings.  Each code (and/or code name)is defined as an element in the Namespace of the code list, which Namespace is made the default Nmaespace by the embedding element.  For this reason, I would prefer 'codelist definitions'.

Example:

<ServiceQualityRequested><normal/></ServiceQualityRequested>

   where the DTD entry for <ServiceQualityRequested> establishes the Namespace for the codelist definitions, and each codelist element definitionis defined in its appropriate codelist namespace.

A. What Bob says works but Schema Languages support enumerated lists as normal ways of limiting the values of the conent of elements or attributes. I therefore think we should make use of the facility. David B.
Email discussion

8.
NA
Q. Should we use RFC 2119 to tighten up the spec as they define, the use of MUST, SHOULD, MUST NOT, etc. David B, Chris Ferris

A. TBD
Email discussion

9.

Q. Do we use URNs or a structure to identify Logical Addresses of parties (see Chris Ferris email LogicalAddress vs URI for header document on 16 Mar 2000)

A. TBD
Email discussion

10.
NA
Q.  Do we have one spec of serveral. I am curious why we plan to develop separate specifications for all different topics listed in section 1.1 (e.g ebXML MIME Message Envelope Specfication, ebXML XML Message Envelope Specfication etc.). By specification I am assuming they would all be separate documents. Could they have been subparts (sections) of the same documents? They are pretty closely related after all.  Prasad.

A. I In principle, putting them all in one specification is fine. It's just that you might find that someone might want to send the messages over other formats, MQ Series, MSMQ etc and then we would. Then there's the issue of would the same person write them all, as well as the need to have separate versioning for each protocol to save having to rev the software just because the specification has changed. David B
Email discussion
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