Minutes of a work meeting of the CC Naming Convention Group 29.- 30.01.2001

Attendees:

Hartmut Hermes
Siemens, Germany

Eddy Dermience
UIC, Belgium

Andreas Schultz
DKV, Germany

AGENDA:

· Working on the CC-Analysis Document

· Comments on the Rules and the CC-Analysis from the international Transport Group-

During the work we came to the following remarks:

· Order of Table: In the final version of this document, the Data Entry Names should be at the begin of the table, so that the official entry name is seen first and then the industry specific synonyms.

· Embedded entities should be described more generic to reuse them where ever needed.

· Code and text are two alternate representations of an attribute:

Information on an attribute may either be provided in a textual or coded form. If such attribute needs to be provided either one or the other shall be used. If the code is chosen, and that is the first choice, the code may be further identified by indicating the code list responsible agency and/or a code list identification. 

Information that can be provided in a coded and/or free text representation, semantically is identical. Therefore the entity should not distinguish between code and text (do not use “type code” and/or “type text” use “type” only) and mention it’s possible representation alternatives: code or text

The group has added a column “syntactical representation” not to split semantically singular entities in two entities due to it’s syntactical representation. 

· There has to be a clear distinction between code and identifier

· “Party identity” has to be changed to “party name details” and “party identifier” becomes an entity in it’s own rights.

· Whenever a code is requested it shall be provided with some examples.

· It has to be clearly expressed that an aggregate must not have a representation type indicated as there may be several representation types for the embedded entities. To distinguish aggregates from basic entities, aggregates should have the property term “details”.

· The group understood “address identification identifier” to be a core component whereas “invoice recipient address identification identifier” and/or “recipient address identification identifier” is no more a core component. Another example is “telephone identifier” seen as a core component, whereas “buyer telephone identifier” is not. 

· We propose to enhance the naming convention document to include rules for  core component definitions.

These rules have been derived from the ISO 11179 document:
1. Definitions should be concise, unique and unambiguous

2. State what the concept is, avoid negative definitions

3. Define by creating full descriptive sentences  

4. Do not include abbreviations without stating the long term

5. Do not embed definitions of terms which are embedded (these terms shall be defined on their own and may be added as a note)

6. Do not use circular or recursive reasoning (don’t explain a by b and b by a)

7. Use consistent terminology

· As insurance is an industry it can not be an aggregate.

· We have added line-numbers to the table.

