Comments on Version 0.98

1 Major Technical

These issues need to be discussed and fixed prior to QR. They are major in that there is likely to be differing views, on what should be done, IMO.

Change: 1) Several parts of the specification suggest that information is in the CPA when in fact we have agreed that it can be either in the CPA or the Header. We therefore need some explanatory text, and correct some of the references to CPAs. I suggest that we do this in two parts.

· Make a comment in section 8.5.3 on the CPAId element by adding the following after line 438 ... 

"When sending a message, the reliable messaging parameters present in the header SHOULD be set to the same values as the equivalents in the CPA as identified by the CPAId. The recipient of a message MAY check that parameters in the header are consistent with the CPA, and, if there are inconsistencies, then they MAY report the inconsistency with an errorCode of Inconsistent and a severity of either Warning or Error. Alternatively, the parameters in the header can over-ride the parameters in the CPA. If the parameters are not present in the header, then the parameter values identified by the CPAId MUST be used."

· We then need to correct various parts of the spec that refer to the CPA. Suggested changes follow:

· Line 129. Replace"(CPA)" by reference to the CPA spec[EBXMLTP]. The CPA spec is important and we need to refer to it early in the TRP spec.

· Line 531. Currently this says "The default value for messageOrderSemantics is specified in the CPA. If no value is specified in the CPA then the default value is NotGuaranteed.". Suggest changing to ... "The value for messageOrderSemantics can be specified either in he CPA or in the MessageHeader see section 8.5.3 for more information. If no value is specified in the CPA or header, then the default value is NotGuaranteed."

· Line 554-6. Currently this says ... "Before setting the value of deliveryReceiptRequested, the From Party SHOULD check the deliveryReceiptSupported parameter for the To Party in the CPA to make sure that its value is compatible." Suggest changing to ... " Before setting the value of deliveryReceiptRequested, the From Party SHOULD check if  the To Party supports Delivery Receipts of the type requested (see also [EBXMLTP].)

· Lines 674-6. Currently this says ... "This element contains the URI of the Sender’s Message Service Handler. Unless there is another URI identified within the CPA, the recipient of the message ...". Suggest changing to " This element contains the URI of the Sender’s Message Service Handler. The value for SenderURI  can be specified either in the CPA or in the MessageHeader see section 8.5.3 for more information".

· Lines 1349-50. Currently this says ... "This parameter information is contained in the CPA that governs the processing of a message." Suggest changing to ... " This parameter information can be specified in the CPA or in the MessageHeader, see section 8.5.3 for more information."

· Lines 1359-60. Currently this says ... "The value for deliverySemantics is specified in the CPA. If no value is specified in the CPA, the default value is BestEffort." Suggest changing to ... "The value for deliverySemantics is specified either in the CPA or in the MessageHeader, see section 8.5.3 for more information."

· Lines 1443-5. Currently this says ... " If a MSH is given data by an application that needs to be sent reliably (i.e. the deliverySemantics parameter in the CPA is set to OnceAndOnlyOnce), then the MSH MUST do the following:". Suggest deleting the words "parameter in the CPA".

· Lines 1453-5. Currently this says ... " If the CPA indicates that the deliverySemantics for the received message is set to OnceAndOnlyOnce then do the following:" Suggest deleting the words "the CPA indicates that"
Change: 2) Lines 1129. Section 8.13 Acknowledgment Element. I think we need to fix the acknowledgement element so that you can have, in one message,both:

· a  "MSH acknowledgment" resulting from the ackRequested being set to true, and also 

· a "DeliveryReceipt Acknowledgment" arising from DeliveryReceiptRequested being set to true. 

Currently if we have syncReply set to true (see lines 2444-7), then although both are requested, only one could be returned.

Having two elements would solve this problem: the current acknowledgement element and a separate Delivery Receipt element with essentially the same structure but a different meaning. Changes required are as follows ...

· Line 1131. Add to the end of the line. "It is included in an ebXML Message as a result of ackRequested being set to true (see section xx)."

· Line 1140. Delete line for "type attribute" entry

· Lines 1163-1171. Delete the section on type attribute.

· After Line 1180. Add a new section as follows ...

8.14 DeliveryReceipt Element

The DeliveryReceipt element is used by a To Party that is the final destination of a message to indicate to the From Party, that sent the message, that the message has been received.

The DeliveryReceipt element has the same structure and content as the Acknowledgement element (see section xx).

· We will also need to fix the introduction and schema to reflect the existence of the new element.

2 Minor Issues

These issues need to be discussed. However fixing them is not urgent and probably do not need discussion prior to QR although they should be discussed before the spec is finalized. None are major, IMO.

Change: 3) We do not use id attributes consistent. For example id attributes are not required in the following: MessageHeader, TraceHeaderList, TraceHeader, Via, Acknowledgement but are used on the following: ErrorList, Manifest, Reference. My personal opinion is that all these element should have id attributes.

Change: 4) Line 415-7. From and To elements. On line 415 we make a strong recommendation that the Party Id is a URN. I think that this is too strong and suggest that we strongly recommend it a URI instead especially when line 417 says that the second example is a URN, when in fact it is a URI.

Change: 5) Lines 965-976. We don't specify anywhere how to validate a signature. Should we?

Change: 6) Lines 991-1007. We've discussed on the list that the Manifest pointing to a data held in the SOAP body part is not allowed. However, the spec does not call this out and say that an error should be generated. Do we want to force generation of errors?

Change: 7) Lines 1028-9. What is our policy on referencing Candidate Recommendations? Will we need to plan to revise the spec?

Change: 8) Lines 2449-53. Currently this says the following ...

"When the syncReplyMode parameter in the ebXML Header is set to “true”, the response message(s) MUST be returned on the same HTTP connection as the inbound request,"

My reading of this is that a message that is a just an acknowledgement must also come back on a separate connection. Is this what we want? I would have thought that the acknowledgment should always come back on the same connection.

3 Minor Technical

None of these should be controversial. They are mainly inaccuracies of confusing sections of the spec.

Change: 9) Line 148. Figure 6-1. This does not agree with the preceding text. I think the diagram needs to be changed.

Change: 10) Line 269-270. The MimeProblem error code no longer exists as we are now using SOAP. I'm not sure, but I think that this section should now refer to SOAP Faults.

Change: 11) Line 335. Error List bullet. Remove OPTIONAL as it is not an implementation decision to support the error list element.

Change: 12) Line 550-3. The semantics of the deliveryReceiptRequested element says ... "The deliveryReceiptRequested element is frequently used to provide a business-level acknowledgment that the message has been received and is being processed." This is incorrect since the element requests the delivery receipt. It isn't the actual receipt. It is also vague as it suggests there may be multiple meanings for a delivery receipt I think we need to be more precise. Suggest changing to "The deliveryReceipt that is returned to the From Party as a result of the From Party making the request indicates that the To Party Message Service Handler has received the message." 

Change: 13) After Line 1243 add the following.

· a RefToMessageId element within the MessageData element containing the MessageId of the message whose status is being queried

Change: 14) Line 1606. I think this should be removed as MIME errors are now reported using SOAP fault.

Change: 15) We are not consistent in including examples of parts of headers. Sometimes we include them, sometimes we do not. Do we want to fix this?

Change: 16) Schema problems (non major):

· Line 2059. Change HEADER to MESSAGE HEADER

· Delete Lines 2142-60. As the reliableMessagingMethod and ackRequested attributes are now in the VIA element

· Move the VIA element definition (lines 2278-2310) to after line 2163

· Line 2178. Change "IntermediateAck" to just "Acknowledgment" to make it consistent with the spec.

· Line 2204-19. The errorMessage attribute has been removed instead the content should be a string. Change as follows:

· Line 2204. Add type="xsd:string".

· Delete line 2219

· Lines 2236-7. Delete these lines as "Processed" and "Forwarded" have been deleted from the spec

4 Minor Editorial

4.1 Wording Changes

These minor wording changes do not affect the meaning and correct some errors.

Change: 17) Line 17-18 changes references to [HTTP] and [SMTP] so that they are consistent

Change: 18) Line 171. Figure 7-1. Suggest adding another arrow to point to the SOAP Message since this is defined as a term

Change: 19) Line 349. Add "The" before "Extension"

Change: 20) Line 530. Add "the" before "sending application"

Change: 21) Line 641. References are incorrect. Should just refer to section 8.6.4

Change: 22) Line 935. Add "attribute" after "xml:lang"

Change: 23) Lines 1122-4. Since the some values for messageStatus have been removed, the wording is now incorrect. Suggest deleting the following text "but has not been processed by an application or forwarded to another MSH"
Change: 24) Change Header to MessageHeader on the following lines: 964 (in description of TimeToLiveExpired), 1230, 1235,1249,1256,1279,1284,1295,1301,1499

Change: 25) Lines 1875-1902. Make the list of references alphabetical

Change: 26) Line 2428. Add "(see section 11)" to the end of the line.

Change: 27) Lines 2444 and 2449. 

· Change syncReplyMode to syncReply
· Change "ebXML Header" to "Via element"

4.2 Inconsistencies

These changes correct inconsistencies between various parts of the spec, e.g. missing entries in lists as a new subsection has been added.

Change: 28) Lines 332-4. The current text suggests that there is only one entry. Suggest rephrase as follows: "TraceHeaderList – an element that contains entries that identify the Message Service Handler(s) that sent and received the message. The element MAY be omitted."

Change: 29) After Line 334. The Via element is not described in the list. Add paragraph to describe the Via element. Suggest the following: "Via – an element that is used to convey information to the next ebXML Message Service Handler that receives the message."

Change: 30) Lines 355-357. Change "the MSH SHALL respond with a message that includes an errorCode of NotSupported in an Error element as defined in section 8.8." to " the MSH SHALL report an error (see section 11) with errorCode set to NotSupported and severity set to error.". It will then be consistent with other parts of the specification that describe how to process errors.

Change: 31) Lines 497-8. Delete the text ... "The format of CCYYMMDDTHHMMSS.SSSZ is REQUIRED to be used. This time format is Coordinated Universal Time (UTC)." As it is implied by stating that it must be an XML Schema timeInstant.
Change: 32) After Line 522. Add new subsection on deliverySemantics as it is not described. Suggest it says ... " The deliverySemantics attribute indicates whether or not a message is sent reliable. See section xx for more details."

Change: 33) Lines 669-672. Delete these lines as reliableMessagingMethod and ackRequested are now in the Via element.

Change: 34) Lines 688-701. Delete these lines as the attributes are now in the Via element.

Change: 35) Lines 940-945. This is inconsistent with the current version of the specification, as errorMessage attribute has now become the content of the error element. It should be ...

<eb:ErrorList id=’3490sdo9’, highestSeverity=”error” eb:version="1.0">

 <eb:Error errorCode=’SecurityFailure’ severity=”Error”
   location=’URI_of_ds:Signature_goes_here’ xml:lang=”us-en”>
      Validation of signature failed

  </eb:error>
  <eb:Error>...</eb:error>
   ...

</eb:ErrorList>

Change: 36) Line 951. Change "in the errorMessage attribute" to " as the content of the Error element".

Change: 37) Lines 962-3.  Under OtherXml change "The errorMessage attribute" to "The content of the Error element"

Change: 38) Lines 964-5.  Under Unknown change "The errorMessage attribute" to "The content of the Error element"

Change: 39) After Line 1192. The Via element is not mentioned in the list. Suggest adding a new subsection with the following ... "The Via element MAY be present on any message."

Change: 40) Lines 1372-9. Remove section 10.2.2 SyncReply as this is now inside the Via element.

Change: 41) After line 1393. Move the current section 10.5 mshTimeAccuracy (Lines 1581-4) to here as section 10.2.x as currently mshTimeAccuracy is in the wrong place.

5 Typos

These changes only affect appearance.

5.1 General Typos

Change: 42) Remove blank lines numbered: 260, 438, 476, 1341, 1400, 1510, 1537, 2350, 2489, 2497, 2506, 2508

Change: 43) Add blank lines before examples and/or tables. Lines numbered: 252, 364, 964

Change: 44) There are also several instances of double spaces that need to be replaced by single spaces.

5.2 Specific Typos

Change: 45) Line 38 add space before dash

Change: 46) Lines 157-161. Change Word style to "dash"

Change: 47) Line 170. Figure 7-1Caption. Move to after text to make consistent with other figures

Change: 48) Line 180. Remove space at start of line

Change: 49) Lines 251-259. Tidy up alignment of the vertical bars

Change: 50) Lines 329-339. Change Word style to "dash"

Change: 51) Lines 341-346 Change style to "dash"

Change: 52) Line 537. Should refer to section 11, not 10.

Change: 53) Lines 558-60. Change Word style to  "bullet"

Change: 54) Line 561. Add new line after "None."

Change: 55) Line 572-3. "SequenceNumber element is the heading. The text before it is part of the previous example of a delivery receipt requested element.

Change: 56) Line 779. The Via element header is in the wrong font.

Change: 57) Lines 834-6. Change word style to "bullet"

Change: 58) Line 875. Change attribute to not bold and not italics

Change: 59) Lines 962-3. The bullets in the NotSupported entry of the table are badly formed.

Change: 60) Lines 1119-1124. Change word style to "bullet"

Change: 61) Line 1132. Remove bullet.

Change: 62) Line 1225. Change "Message services" to "Message Service"

Change: 63) Line 1386. Change "MSHTimeAccuracy" to "mshTimeAccuracy"

Change: 64) Lines 1396-7 Change word style to "bullet"

Change: 65) Lines 1399. Change 10.1.2 to point to the relevant section in the Via element.

Change: 66) Lines 1446-7. These lines have been accidentally split. Merge them together and it number 1.

Change: 67) Line 1495. Change syncReplyMode to syncReply
Change: 68) Line 1499. Change Header to MessageHeader
Change: 69) Line 1601. Change "element" to "element"

Change: 70) Line 1619. Add a space after "section"

Change: 71) Lines 1844-3. Remove extra spaces at start of the line

Change: 72) Line 2446. The references to section 1.2.3 and 1.2.3.1 are incorrect.

Change: 73) Lines 2517. Join this paragraph to the previous paragraph.

Change: 74) Line 2525. Remove Bold

