Consolidated Comments on Version 0.98








By�
Line start�
Line end�
section�
Category�
Issue�
�
Chris Ferris�
�
�
�
Minor Technical�
throughout the document, the SOAP namespace is incorrectly identified as:


"http://schemas.xmlsoap.org/soap/envelope"


It should be:


"http://schemas.xmlsoap.org/soap/envelope/"


					    ^�
�
�
148�
�
6.2�
Minor Technical�
Suggest that we revise this figure to add a SOAP Processor layer (the "Delivery Module") This could simply be handled with a box with	a different color around the "delivery Module" box.�
�
�
269�
�
7.6�
Minor Technical�
A SOAP compliant processor that receives an ill formed MIME envelope may never have an opportunity to pass the message to the ebXML Message Service Handler. According to the SMwA specification:





"A SOAP processor compliant with this specification that receives a SOAP 1.1 message carried in the root body part of a Multipart/Related MIME message must process the SOAP message according to the rules for processing SOAP 1.1 messages as defined by SOAP 1.1. In particular, a SOAP processor that receives an invalid message must generate a Client fault code as described in SOAP 1.1, section 4.4.1."





Given this, it seems to me that this section should either explicitly reference the above text, or be omitted. I would prefer that we cite the REQUIRED behaviour in the SMwA specification and that we not REQUIRE that an ErrorList/Error be produced but rather that we suggest that it SHOULD be produced if possible. My sense is that this REQUIREMENT may impose an impossible task on the part of a SOAP Processor.�
�
�
416�
�
8.5.1�
Minor Technical�
strike last sentence as it is incorrect�
�
�
620�
�
8.5.10�
Minor Technical�
example missing SOAP-ENV:mustUnderstand='1' attribute


�
�
�
709�
�
8.6.4�
Minor Technical�
example missing SOAP-ENV:mustUnderstand='1' attribute�
�
�
721�
�
8.6.4�
Minor Technical�
example missing SOAP-ENV:mustUnderstand='1' attribute�
�
�
735�
�
8.6.4�
Minor Technical�
example missing SOAP-ENV:mustUnderstand='1' attribute�
�
�
747�
�
8.6.4�
Minor Technical�
example missing SOAP-ENV:mustUnderstand='1' attribute�
�
�
755�
�
8.6.4�
Minor Technical�
example missing SOAP-ENV:mustUnderstand='1' attribute�
�
�
767�
�
8.6.4�
Minor Technical�
example missing SOAP-ENV:mustUnderstand='1' attribute�
�
�
940�
�
8.8.6�
Minor Technical�
example missing SOAP-ENV:mustUnderstand='1' attribute�
�
�
1080�
�
8.11.7�
Minor Technical�
example missing SOAP-ENV:mustUnderstand='1' attribute�
�
�
1128+�
�
8.12.5+�
Minor Technical�
missing example of StatusData element





<eb:StatusData SOAP-ENV:mustUnderstand="1" 


	eb:version="1.0" eb:messageStatus="Received">


	<eb:RefToMessageId>323210:e52151ec74:-7ffc@xtacy</eb:RefToMessageId>


	<eb:Timestamp>20010309T122230.105Z</eb:Timestamp>


</eb:StatusData>


�
�
�
1180+�
�
8.13.6+�
Minor Technical�
missing example of Acknowledgment element





<eb:Acknowledgment SOAP-ENV:mustUnderstand="1" 


	eb:version="1.0" eb:type="Acknowledgment" eb:signed="false">


	<eb:Timestamp>20010309T122230.109Z</eb:Timestamp>


</eb:Acknowledgment>





�
�
�
1207�
�
�
Minor Technical�
change 'A Signature element' to 'One or more Signature elements'


�
�
�
1207+�
�
�
Minor Technical�
Need a statement about Via element. Suggested text:





One Via element MAY be present in any message.�
�
�
574�
�
8.5.8�
Major Technical�
Requiring that SequenceNumber ONLY be present with OnceAndOnlyOnce and Guaranteed seems to me to be a limitation that could constrain an implementation from using SequenceNumber as a means of enforcing RM when the SequenceNumber is applied by the MSH and NOT by the Application (From Party).


	


I would much prefer that SequenceNumber ONLY be present when OnceAndOnlyOnce is specified, and that the semantics of messageOrderSemantics MAY be used to instruct the receiving MSH to deliver the messages in the order in which the Application determines by virtue of the SequenceNumber.�
�
�
1209�
�
9�
Major Technical�
I would like to propose that the Message Service Handler Services NOT be REQUIRED of an implementation (*). This would involve changing MUST to MAY. Interoperability can be handled with returning a SOAP:Fault with MustUnderstand as the fault code if an implementation of the MSH does NOT support the service requested.





(*) NOTE: that the "Acknowledgment" and "Error" services should probably be defined in section 9 as they really are just another "service" of the MSH. Possibly, we could/should relocate section 10.3.1.3 to section 9 and then have a backwards reference to it in section 10.3 somewhere. Section 11.5 or some rewording of it should also be included in section 9 and then 11.5 could backwards reference section 9.x as well. THESE services MUST be supported by an MSH, but the others should NOT be REQUIRED, IMHO�
�
�
1209+�
�
9�
Major Technical�
I would also propose that the Service and Action values be a) made consistent and b) expressed as URIs rather than as URLs so that they are not mistaken for endpoints and/or namespaces. To be honest, the length of the URI also troubles me. What I propose below is half the length and still provides us with the semantics we need.





Status Request Service:





From:


	


Service:http://www.ebxml.org/namespaces/messageService/MessageStatus


Action: Request and Response





To:


Service: uri:www.ebxml.org/messageService/


Action: StatusRequest and StatusResponse


	


Ping/Pong Service





From:





Service:http://www.ebxml.org/namespaces/messageService/MSHStatus


Action: Ping and Pong





To:


Service: uri:www.ebxml.org/messageService/


Action: Ping and Pong�
�
�
1502�
�
10.3.1.3�
Major Technical�
in this same vein, I would propose that the Service for the standalone Acknowledgment be made:


	


		uri:www.ebxml.org/messageService





	preserving the Action of 'Acknowledgment'�
�
�
1504�
1507�
10.3.1.3�
Major Technical�
The REQUIRED use of SenderURI and ReceiverURI for population of the To and From PartyId values in an Acknowledgment message is incompatible with the optionality of the TraceHeaderList element unless there are multiple hops involved. It is also inconsistent with the new Via element which provides for the ability to communicate via the Via/CPAId element a set of virtual CPA parameters for the MSH2MSH exchange that could inform the receiving MSH as to how to populate the To/From PartyId for an acknowledgment message. 





	I would therefore propose that these lines be striken and that we leave the population of the To and From PartyId an implementation decision OR that we suggest that the responding MSH MAY use these values, if present to populate the To/From PartyId OR, it may simply exchange the values of the message received (To->From From->To) OR that it may use information that is available to it by virtue of the Via/CPAId element to populate the To and From PartyId.�
�
�
1642+�
�
11.5�
Major Technical�
In the same vein of modifying the Service identifier, the Error service should be made the same URI as I have proposed for the others above: 


	uri:www.ebxml.org/messageService





preserving the Action of 'MessageError'.�
�
�
1642+�
�
11.5�
Major Technical�
Note that the Service and Action for the Error service MUST only be used when the highestSeverity="Error". This needs to be said somewhere in section 11.5.�
�
�
�
�
�
Editorial�
The term 'ebXML Message Service' is inconsistently treated with font decoration. It should be italicized in all cases as it is a glossary term.�
�
�
�
�
�
Editorial�
The terms 'ebXML Message Service' and 'ebXML Messaging Service' both appear in the document. The former should be the term used and it should be italicized in all cases�
�
�
�
�
�
Editorial�
The term SOAP Message is inconsistently treated with font decoration. Suggest that it always be italicized�
�
�
�
�
�
Editorial�
we should consistently treat all "Notes" with some font decoration convention and we should list this convention in section 4.2 with a disclaimer that all Notes are to be treated as informative (non-normative).�
�
�
77�
�
4.4�
Editorial�
add SOAP and SOAP Messages with Attachments to list of things with which the reader is assumed to have familiarity


�
�
�
91�
92�
4.5�
Editorial�
remove reference to non-existant Service Interface specification�
�
�
97�
�
5�
Editorial�
remove '(MS)' we only use shorthand acronym for MSH�
�
�
104�
�
5�
Editorial�
"every item"??? I would recommend the following substitute text:


	Every effort has been made to ensure that the REQUIRED functionality described in this specification has been prototyped by the ...�
�
�
107�
�
6�
Editorial�
remove '(MS)' we only use shorthand acronym for MSH�
�
�
111+�
�
6�
Editorial�
suggest inclusion of the following text to introduce use of SOAP





The ebXML Message Service is defined as a set of layered extensions to the base Simple Object Access Protocol [SOAP] and SOAP Messages with Attachments [SOAPATTACH] specifications that have a broad industry acceptance, and that serve as the foundation of the work of the W3C XML Protocol Core working group. The ebXML Message Service provides the security and reliability features necessary to support international electronic business that are not provided in the SOAP and SOAP Messages with Attachments specifications.�
�
�
122�
�
6.2�
Editorial�
suggest we change 'Messaging Service Layer' to 'Message Service Handler (MSH)' as this is the term used elsewhere throughout the document. �
�
�
132�
�
6.2�
Editorial�
the acronym MSH is not defined, comment above would resolve this issue�
�
�
145�
�
6.2�
Editorial�
the acronym MSH is not defined, comment above would resolve this issue�
�
�
148�
�
6.2�
Editorial�
can we enlarge the figure so that it uses the whole page? It would aid readability.�
�
�
152�
�
7�
Editorial�
suggest the following substitute text:





An ebXML Message is a communication protocol independent MIME/Multipart message envelope, structured in compliance with the SOAP Messages with Attachments [SOAPATTACH] specification, referred to as a Message Package.





There are two logical MIME parts within the Message Package:


	...�
�
�
180�
�
7.2�
Editorial�
extraneous space precedes 'All'�
�
�
181�
�
7.2�
Editorial�
Content-Type font decoration inconsistent�
�
�
186�
�
7.2�
Editorial�
Content-ID font decoration inconsistent�
�
�
188�
�
7.2�
Editorial�
start parameter font decoration inconsistent�
�
�
218�
�
7.3.2�
Editorial�
insert the word 'fragment'


The following fragment represents ...�
�
�
233�
235�
7.3.2�
Editorial�
Either strike as no longer relevant or update the examples in the Binding section as they do not include XML prolog or charset parameter. This text used to refer to the appendix that JUST had a sample ebXML Message�
�
�
251�
�
7.4.1�
Editorial�
insert the word 'fragment'


The following fragment represents ...�
�
�
274�
275�
8�
Editorial�
capitalize Header and Body and decorate with bold/italics as these are XML elements.�
�
�
311�
�
8.2�
Editorial�
decorate Envelope with bold/italics�
�
�
313�
�
8.2�
Editorial�
add forward reference to section 8.2.1


... Header namespace as defined in section 8.2.1.


		    ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^�
�
�
389�
�
8.4.1�
Editorial�
remove 'Header'�
�
�
392�
�
8.4.1�
Editorial�
decorate 'version' with bold/italics�
�
�
393�
�
8.4.1�
Editorial�
add backward reference to section 8.2.1


... as defined above in section 8.2.1.


		    ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^�
�
�
465�
�
8.5.4.1�
Editorial�
remove 'then'�
�
�
522�
�
8.5.7�
Editorial�
missing section cross reference to section 10�
�
�
524�
�
8.5.7.1�
Editorial�
suggest relocating this section so that it directly precedes section 8.6 (SequenceNumber) for better readability since SequenceNumber refers back to messageOrderSemantics attribute.�
�
�
524�
�
8.5.7.1�
Editorial�
strike 'parameter/'�
�
�
524�
�
8.5.7.1�
Editorial�
change 'MUST be' to 'is'�
�
�
524�
�
8.5.7.1�
Editorial�
strike 'by the From Party MSH'�
�
�
547�
�
8.5.7.2�
Editorial�
change 'MUST be' to 'is'�
�
�
565�
�
8.5.7.2�
Editorial�
strike 'on the message just received,'�
�
�
572�
�
8.5.7.2�
Editorial�
fix the heading! example spilled over into following section heading.�
�
�
574�
�
8.5.8�
Editorial�
change:


The SequenceNumber is an element that ...


to:


The SequenceNumber element ...�
�
�
�
�
8.5.8�
Editorial�
general - change 'Sequence Number' to 'the value of SequenceNumber' and decorate with bold/italics�
�
�
659�
�
8.6.3�
Editorial�
change 'Parties' to 'instances of an MSH'�
�
�
2014�
�
Appendix A�
Editorial�
suggest we change heading to: ebXML SOAP Extension Elements Schema�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Martin West [Martin.West@Spirit-Soft.com]�
575�
�
�
Minor Technical�
Sequence Number in Conversations:


My model of conversations is that they are formed of a series of exchanges. If the exchange is a message based transmission that can be formed of one or more messages, then sequence number specification seems flawed. Message sequence numbers are usually used for reasssembly of a message which has been segmented for what ever reason. If the message is the exchange then OK, but I think there should be some clarification.�
�
�
358�
�
�
Minor Technical�
#wildcard


The spec states that items may be ignored if mustUnderstand is not true.


Is there a problem here for the MSH routing scenario described around 750. Not understood items should be transparently passed on.�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Prasad Yendluri [pyendluri@webmethods.com]�
�
�
�
Editorial�
The normative natures of the specification and the schema needs to be stated explicitly and clearly. Based on other email exchanges today, it was clarified that the "Schema" in the appendix-A provides the normative definition of the ebXML SOAP-Extension elements; and the specification part specifies where in the SOAP Envelope the top level elements belong. This could be accomplished by adding text to clarify this in the introductory part of Appendix-A.�
�
�
�
�
�
Minor Technical�
Additionally, there are other aspects of the specification that the schema can not still capture.  For example, the semantic interdependency of elements (and attributes). That is, an optional element/attribute in the schema could be a required one when another element or semantic requirement calls for it. E.g. RefToMessageId is REQUIRED for Error messages (see: 503-504)�
�
�
�
�
�
Editorial�
We need a statement on which one, the Schema or the specification part supersedes in case of an inconsistency between the two.�
�
�
�
�
�
Editorial�
We need a statement on which one, the Schema or the specification part supersedes in case of an inconsistency between the two.�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Do we still want to keep the references to the non-existent ebXML Service Interface? E.g. See lines 3-5; 91-92.�
�
�
262�
264�
�
Editorial�
The words "MIME parameters" is being used loosely here. We do mean "MIME Headers" here.�
�
�
269�
272�
�
Minor Technical�
Does this mean, even when the MIME processors fails, one should look in the message for who the sender is and send an error response? The use of MUST may not be appropriate here. It may not be feasible to adhere to this.�
�
�
354�
359�
�
Minor Technical�
To be compliant with the SOAP specification, I believe this needs to result in SOAP-Fault with a faultcode of "MustUnderstand". Now do we want to call for the Error element as described in addition to the above?�
�
�
412�
415�
�
Minor Technical�
Who reports this Error? MSH? If not, how does the receiving party report this, especially when the "From" PartyId is not formed well?�
�
�
425�
437�
8.5.2�
Minor Technical�
The error response behaviour when the receiving party can not resolve the CPAId in the message, needs to be defined.�
�
�
�
�
8.5.3�
Minor Technical / Editorial�
There is no uniqueness specification on ConversationId. I think it is desirable to call for a unique values within the From/To PartyId pairs.�
�
�
�
�
8.5.5�
Minor Technical�
Error behaviour for missing or inconsistent Action element or Action element with value not understood by the receiving party needs to be defined.�
�
�
499�
509�
8.5.6.3�
Minor Technical�
This makes the RefToMessageId element not a REQUIRED one for all but Error, Acknowledgment and Status messages. Is this intentional or MUST all messages that have an earlier related messages (e.g. all messages except the first one in a conversation), have this element with a valid value? Additionally could the RefToMessageId span conversations?�
�
�
�
�
8.5.7.1�
Minor Technical�
This description should state that all messages in a conversation shall have the same messageOrderSemantics. That is some of the messages can not set to "Guaranteed" and others "NotGuaranteed".�
�
�
�
�
8.5.7.1�
Minor Technical�
Are the sequence numbers managed / updated by both parties in the conversation? Please clarify.�
�
�
574�
�
�
Minor Technical�
The "MUST" is applicable only when the messageOrderSemantics is equal to "Guaranteed".�
�
�
586�
�
�
Minor Technical�
Is "zero" a valid value for an implementation defined limit for saved out-of-sequence messages?�
�
�
589�
596�
�
Editorial�
The From and To party keep flipping back and forth, especially in a conversation that has large number of messages exchanged. This description needs to be tightened up to clarify what is the "From Party" here.�
�
�
601�
607�
�
Minor Technical�
Can both From and To parties reset the sequence number? Here, by From party I mean the party that initiated the conversation.�
�
�
�
�
8.6.3�
Minor Technical�
TraceHeader:  It is not clear who is populating the TraceHeader entries. Is it the MSH at each node that the message passes through? Is the MSH supposed to check for looping etc.?�
�
�
883�
884�
8.8.2�
Minor Technical�
So, we send a SOAP-Fault back on an ebXML Error element that is not understood? What is the purpose? What is the receiver of the SOAP-Fault supposed to do with it?�
�
�
�
�
10.2.2�
Minor Technical�
This should not be here anymore unless the name is changed to BatchReply or something. SyncReply in now only in the Via element (section 8.7).�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Burdett, David [david.burdett@commerceone.com]�
�
�
�
Major Technical�
How CPA is used in the spec


Several parts of the spec include words such as "The default value for messageOrderSemantics is specified in the CPA - Line 531". This is clearly is no longer true as messageOrderSemantics can also be in the MessageHeader.


We need to fix this by:


*	agreeing on wording to include in the spec that describes the relationship between the parameter in the header and the same parameter in the CPA


*	changing other reference to the CPA to refer to this wording.





I'm pretty sure we will need to discuss what the wording should be. However, as a starter, how about adding the following to section 8.5.3 (on the CPAId element) 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."





Rich Salz - Response


If only to have something to vote on for Monday ...  I think that if an MSH gets a message that is in conflict with the CPA, the results should be undefined.  The receiver can return an error, ignore the conflict, accept the override, or invoke a remote HCF (halt and catch fire) instruction on the sender.





So my suggested wording for section 8.5.3 (on the CPAId element) after line 438 is:





"The values for the reliable messaging parameters are determined by appropriate elements from the CPA identified by the CPAid. If a receiver determines that a message is in conflict with the specified CPA, the results are undefined. Therefore, senders SHOULD NOT generate such messages unless they have prior, out-of-band knowledge about the receiver's behavior."�
�
�
965�
976�
�
Minor Technical�
Minor Issue. Validating signatures


We don't specify anywhere in the spec how to validate a signature. Should we? 





I don't think this needs fixing before the spec goes into QR.�
�
�
�
�
�
Minor Technical�
Minor Issue: Id attributes


We do not use id attributes consistently. 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.





Thoughts?





Prasad - Response


We should just have a blanket specification in the beginning that is applicable to all elements (unless overridden otherwise for an element).





Rich Salz - Response


Other specs have the same issue.  It would be nice if some folks who are active in multiple groups would suggest a standard. :)





My real question is related to David's.  For those elements that need an ID, should we use the XML "id" attribute, or define a new id attribute. The bits and pieces of the CPP/CPA, for example, seem to create fooid (and sometimes fooref) attributes for foo elements.  I'd like to see that style question addressed, if possible.


�
�
�
�
�
�
Major Technical�
Issue: We need separate acknowledgement and delivery receipt elements 


I think we need to separate the acknowledgment and delivery receipt elements 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. 





The changes required are described in my other email.�
�
�
2449�
2453�
�
Minor Technical�
Minor Issue: SyncReply and acknowledgements


Currently this spec 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," (Lines 2449-53)





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.





Prasad - Response


No. The intention there is anything that can come back in response including the acknowledgments. BTW, it should be corrected now to be SyncReply.�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Cameron Young [cn_young@attcanada.ca]�
�
�
�
Major Technical�
How do I poll for messages?





Sending messages is OK.





But, if I'm a simple MSH that doesn't have a permanent connection, how do I check (poll) for messages?





I'd like a "Message Request" added to Section 9. That will cause the MSH to respond with any queued messages for which the To Party matches my sent MessageRequest:From Party.





There would have to be an error message indicating no messages pending.





It can be really simple and only return one message at a time.





Or is this going to go in another spec?�
�
�
�
�
�
Minor Technical�
Add "Transport Parameters" section to System Overview (Section 6) 





With the addition of Via element its taking me a lot of mental work as a reader to try figure out the implied rules for handling parameters.  Here's my read of where information relating to the required behaviour of a receiving MSH is located.  (use courier font) 





                               +------------------------ 


                               | Embedded in Message 


---------------------------+---+------------------------ 


Parameter                  |CPA|QOS|MsgData|TraceHdr|Via 


---------------------------+---+---+-------+--------+--- 


deliverySemantics             y| y 


deliveryReceiptRequested      ?| y 


TimeToLive                    y|       y 


syncReply                     y|                      y 


reliableMessagingMethod       y|                y     y 


ackRequested                  y|                y     y 





I *think* this means that deliverySemantics and deliveryReceiptRequested (and TimeToLive)are characteristics supplied to the sending MSH by the application / CPA that has end-to-end scope.  Whereas, syncReply, reliableMessagingMethod, ackRequested could vary throughout multi-hop transit, and therefore have only transport-level scope (therefore in TraceHdr and Via). 





If this is the case, it should be stated clearly somewhere.  I suggest adding a Transport Parameters section as Section 6.3.  �
�
�
�
�
�
Minor Technical�
Make TraceHeader a child of Via, rather than a separate element 


It is amended on a per-hop basis, so localize it within the via element which has local hop significance.�
�
�
�
�
�
Major Technical�
Reorganize fields in SOAP Header / SOAP Body 





This suggestion has taken a while to gel in my mind, due to the combination of the increased level of support for multi-hop operation (via element), and the new SOAP Header/Body separation. 





In my mind at least there is a cleaner basis for separating Header / Body elements. 





- Transport information supplied by the application / CPP that is delivered transparently between originating MSH and terminating MSH goes in the SOAP Body. 





- Transport information generated or altered by the MSH or intermediate MSH's goes in the SOAP Header. 





On single-hop links, the Header would be near empty, as all the information would be in the SOAP Body. 





If that rule is applied, and by my logic, the split would become: 





SOAP Header 


    TraceHeader (or child of Via per 2 above) 


    Via 


        TraceHeader (per 2 above) 


    ErrorList 


    Signature 


    Ack (type = Ack) 





SOAP Body 


    MessageHeader 


        From 


        To 


        CPAId 


        ConversationId 


        Service 


        Type 


        Action 


        MessageData 


        QOSInfo 


        SequenceNumber 


        Description 


    Manifest 


    StatusData (not sure about this one) 


    Ack (type = DeliveryReceipt) 





Functionally, I don't think it really matters where the data is located, since both are visible to MSH's. (though maybe the signature would be cleaner with this approach.) 





However, as a reader who is relatively new to this, it would make more sense to me if it was organized this way. 





A minimally simple implementation (relying on external security such as SSL, and delivery Receipts) could generate messages using only the SOAP Body elements.�
�
�
�
�
�
Minor Technical�
Service / Action: 


Is there any reason not to make Action a child element of Service?  It looks conspicuous to me being a peer of Service. �
�
�
�
�
�
Major Technical�
CPAId 


The CPAId is defined as "a string that identifies the parameters that govern the exchange of messages between the parties ..." (line 426-427), and it "MAY reference an instance of a CPA as defined ...". 





Could I not include in this field either an entire CPA, or a composite XML element explicitly defining the necessary parameters? 





This should be explicitly allowed or prohibited.�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Morin, Gary [gmm@cottageland.net]�
99�
�
�
Editorial�
 Can we consider...





to ensure that [the exchange of] non-XML business information 


�
�
�
113�
�
�
Editorial�
to transfer messages [between trading parties] using various�
�
�
�
�
8.5.3�
Major Technical�
ConversationId





I really dislike the fact that we are leaving this open to be totally implementation dependent.  I'm not fond of this element in the first place but if we do really need it this is a place that will drive people crazy in actual implementation. 





How about "recommending" something like we see in the example.





We RECOMEND that the content of the ConversationID string be a list of MessageID the other messages included in the conversation separated by a delimiter.  The delimiter MUST be the first character of the string.�
�
�
�
�
�
Minor Technical�
(2)


General ponderings





How much trouble are these "public" URI/URL's... we are mandating for those of us who may not use the Public Internet for this stuff?  It is possible, even likely, that an automotive OEM or supplier MSH will be on the ANX and may not even be able to see the Internet.�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
David Burdett�
438�
�
8.5.3�
Major Technical�
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"�
�
�
1129�
�
8.13�
Major Technical�
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.�
�
�
415�
417�
�
Minor Technical�
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.�
�
�
991�
1007�
�
Minor Technical�
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?�
�
�
1028�
1029�
�
Minor Technical�
What is our policy on referencing Candidate Recommendations? Will we need to plan to revise the spec?�
�
�
148�
�
�
Minor Technical�
Figure 6-1. This does not agree with the preceding text. I think the diagram needs to be changed.�
�
�
269�
270�
�
Minor Technical�
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.�
�
�
335�
�
�
Minor Technical�
Error List bullet. Remove OPTIONAL as it is not an implementation decision to support the error list element.�
�
�
550�
553�
�
Minor Technical�
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."�
�
�
1243�
�
�
Minor Technical�
After Line 1243 add the following.


a RefToMessageId element within the MessageData element containing the MessageId of the message whose status is being queried�
�
�
1606�
�
�
Minor Technical�
I think this should be removed as MIME errors are now reported using SOAP fault.�
�
�
�
�
�
Minor Technical�
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?�
�
�
2059�
2297�
�
Minor Technical�
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�
�
�
17�
18�
�
Editorial�
change references to [HTTP] and [SMTP] so that they are consistent�
�
�
171�
�
�
Editorial�
Figure 7-1. Suggest adding another arrow to point to the SOAP Message since this is defined as a term�
�
�
349�
�
�
Editorial�
Add "The" before "Extension"�
�
�
530�
�
�
Editorial�
Add "the" before "sending application"�
�
�
641�
�
�
Editorial�
References are incorrect. Should just refer to section 8.6.4�
�
�
935�
�
�
Editorial�
Add "attribute" after "xml:lang"�
�
�
1122�
1124�
�
Editorial�
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"�
�
�
964�
1499�
�
Editorial�
Change Header to MessageHeader on the following lines: 964 (in description of TimeToLiveExpired), 1230, 1235,1249,1256, 1279,1284,1295,1301,1499�
�
�
1875�
1902�
�
Editorial�
Make the list of references alphabetical�
�
�
2428�
�
�
Editorial�
Add "(see section 11)" to the end of the line.�
�
�
2444�
2449�
�
Editorial�
Change syncReplyMode to syncReply


Change "ebXML Header" to "Via element"�
�
�
332�
334�
�
Editorial�
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."�
�
�
334�
�
�
Editorial�
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."�
�
�
355�
357�
�
Editorial�
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.�
�
�
497�
498�
�
Editorial�
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.�
�
�
552�
�
�
Editorial�
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."�
�
�
669�
672�
�
Editorial�
Delete these lines as reliableMessagingMethod and ackRequested are now in the Via element.�
�
�
688�
701�
�
Editorial�
Delete these lines as the attributes are now in the Via element.�
�
�
940�
945�
�
Editorial�
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>


�
�
�
951�
�
�
Editorial�
Change "in the errorMessage attribute" to " as the content of the Error element".�
�
�
962�
963�
�
Editorial�
Under OtherXml change "The errorMessage attribute" to "The content of the Error element"�
�
�
964�
965�
�
Editorial�
Under Unknown change "The errorMessage attribute" to "The content of the Error element"�
�
�
1192�
�
�
Editorial�
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."�
�
�
1372�
1379�
�
Editorial�
Remove section 10.2.2 SyncReply as this is now inside the Via element.�
�
�
1393�
�
�
Editorial�
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.�
�
�
260�
2508�
�
Editorial�
Remove blank lines numbered: 260, 438, 476, 1341, 1400, 1510, 1537, 2350, 2489, 2497, 2506, 2508�
�
�
252�
964�
�
Editorial�
Add blank lines before examples and/or tables. Lines numbered: 252, 364, 964�
�
�
38�
�
�
Editorial�
add space before dash�
�
�
157�
�
�
Editorial�
Lines 157-161. Change Word style to "dash"


Lines 329-339. Change Word style to "dash"


Lines 341-346 Change style to "dash"


�
�
�
170�
�
�
Editorial�
Figure 7-1Caption. Move to after text to make consistent with other figures�
�
�
180�
�
�
Editorial�
Remove space at start of line�
�
�
251�
259�
�
Editorial�
Tidy up alignment of the vertical bars�
�
�
537�
�
�
Editorial�
Should refer to section 11, not 10.�
�
�
558�
�
�
Editorial�
Lines 558-60. Change Word style to  "bullet"


Lines 834-6. Change word style to "bullet"


Lines 1119-1124. Change word style to "bullet"


Lines 1396-7 Change word style to "bullet"�
�
�
561�
�
�
Editorial�
Add new line after "None."�
�
�
572�
573�
�
Editorial�
"SequenceNumber element is the heading. The text before it is part of the previous example of a delivery receipt requested element.�
�
�
779�
�
�
Editorial�
The Via element header is in the wrong font.�
�
�
875�
�
�
Editorial�
Change attribute to not bold and not italics�
�
�
962�
963�
�
Editorial�
The bullets in the NotSupported entry of the table are badly formed.�
�
�
1132�
�
�
Editorial�
Remove bullet.�
�
�
1225�
�
�
Editorial�
Change "Message services" to "Message Service"�
�
�
1386�
�
�
Editorial�
Change "MSHTimeAccuracy" to "mshTimeAccuracy"�
�
�
1399�
�
�
Editorial�
Change 10.1.2 to point to the relevant section in the Via element.�
�
�
1446�
1447�
�
Editorial�
These lines have been accidentally split. Merge them together and it number 1.�
�
�
1495�
�
�
Editorial�
Change syncReplyMode to syncReply�
�
�
1499�
�
�
Editorial�
Change Header to MessageHeader�
�
�
1601�
�
�
Editorial�
Change "element" to "element"�
�
�
1619�
�
�
Editorial�
Add a space after "section"�
�
�
1843�
1844�
�
Editorial�
Remove extra spaces at start of the line�
�
�
2446�
�
�
Editorial�
The references to section 1.2.3 and 1.2.3.1 are incorrect.�
�
�
2517�
�
�
Editorial�
Join this paragraph to the previous paragraph.�
�
�
2525�
�
�
Editorial�
Remove Bold�
�
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