Change Log – Technical Architecture Specification v1.0.3 – Feb 13, 2000

Line 562 – removed “during the Negotiation Phase.” – Minor editorial change – Marty Sachs

Line 573 – changed SHALL to SHOULD

Line 578 – removed “A CPA negotiation protocol SHALL be defined by the ebXML TP Project Team or by some other working group with a mandate to write a consistent methodology for negotiating CPA’s from CPP’s..” 

Line 504 - Added sentence – “The CPP definition SHALL provide for unambiguous selection of choices in all instances where there may be multiple selections (e.g. HTTP or SMTP transport).”

Line 1174 – changed Commercial to Business

Line 1210 – changed Commercial to Business

Line 1209 – changed entire to “local portion of the”

Line 197 – removed “, and more object- or component-oriented systems” replaced with “XML enables more open, more flexible business transactions than EDI.”

Lines 317 – 326 – switched paragraph order for better readability

Line 813 – word “Repository” is removed.

Line 1033 – removed “B2B”
Stefano Pagliani comments disposition – TA v 1.0.2

Line 306 – [DISPOSITION: TA team decided that this represents one potential use case and is not reflective of the formal functional requirements.] 

Line 444 – [DISPOSITION:  removed “and self enabled into the ebXML infrastructure”]

Line 443 –  [DISPOSITION: replaced “actual” with “the”]

Line 444 and 445. - The sentence which reads as follows: "A Trading Partner who has implemented an ebXML Business Service Interface can now begin the process of discovery and retrieval (Figure 6 below)." implies automatic negotiation, which is not specified anywhere else. Please remove « who has implemented an ebXML Business Service Interface ».
I keep my comment.

[DISPOSITION: this does not imply automatic negotiation, it rather specifies a discovery mechanism.]

Line 447 to 450. - The whole sentence staring at "Requests for updates..." until "...by and ebXML Application" should be removed. The sentence implies that the Business Service Interface is able to automatically talk to the ebXML RegRep and that is able to take initiatives autonomously. This is not specified anywhere else and, thus, is misleading.
What I think is to be said, is that the ebXML RegRep should support such functionalities (update, create etc), not the Business Service Interface nor the ebXML Application.
I keep my comment.

[DISPOSITION: the TA team disagreed on this issue, specifically, the use of SHOULD in the wording does not necessarily mandate the automation of RegRep interactions.]

line 273-275 - [DISPOSITION:: added” Collaboration Protocol Agreement – CPA)”]
line 297-299 [DISPOSITION:  “by the ebXML Registry” removed]

line 308 [DISPOSITION:  “on how it wants to conduct business transactions with Company A” was removed.]

line 311 [DISPOSITION: “  Company A then accepts the business agreement” added]

line 320-325 [DISPOSITION: accepted and done]

Line 453. - "...a copy of the ebXML Framework specification". My original comment was saying « Specification of what? I think that a Trading Partner may require the "Business Process" definitions of the BPs referenced by some other partner's CPP... Saying "specification" is too generic here. »
Now, you have changed « ebXML specification » into « ebXML Framework Specification ». My question remains the same. Which are these specifications? Where are they written ?

[DISPOSITION: changed MUST to SHOULD]

Line 438 – [DISPOSITION: added “Alternatively, the Trading Partner MAY implement ebXML by utilizing 3rd party applications.”]

Line 469 to 470. - The sentence "If it becomes necessary..." until "...Discovery and Retrieval Phase." should be removed. 
There is no need to use the RegRep at runtime or, at least, it has never been specified anywhere else. This is misleading.
Which situations are thinking of? I cannot imagine that the RegRep is used at runtime, but I will be happy to see examples of the contrary. Otherwise, I keep my comment.

[DISPOSITION: added “[NOTE: There is no run time access to the Registry. If it becomes necessary to make calls to the Registry during the run time, this SHOULD be considered as a reversion to the Discovery and Retrieval Phase.]”
line 492 – [DISPOSITION: removed “To facilitate the process of conducting eBusiness, organizations also need a mechanism to publish information about the Business Processes they support, along with specific technology details about their capabilities for sending and receiving business documents. ebXML defines the ability for this to be realized under the broad notion of a Collaboration.”]

Line 493 – [DISPOSITION: added “A special business agreement called a CPA is derived from the intersection of two or more CPP’s. The CPA serves as a formal handshake between two or more trading partners wishing to conduct business transactions using ebXML.”]

Line 500 – [DISPOSITION: removed “Each Trading Partner MAY register one or more CPP documents within an ebXML compliant Registry system.”]

Line 494 versus line 499 (NEW COMMENT)
There is a contraddiction. The Party « MAY » or « SHOULD » register in regrep ?

[DISPOSITION: removed line 494]

line 563 –[DISPOSITION: removed “who will use that interface for a given Business Process”. Changed to  – “A CPA governs the Business Service Interface used by a Trading Partner to constrain the Business Service Interface to a set of parameters agreed to by all Trading Partners who will execute such an agreement.  “ ]

Line 578 to 580 (NEW COMMENT)
This looks like a requirement, not an architectural description. I would remove it.

[DISPOSITION: already removed as per Marty’s comments]

Lines 646, 650, 654. - All the "SHALL" should be changed into "is". This is NOT a requirement document, it is the explanation of the Technical Architecture. The TA is based on things that have been already specified.
Which are the reasons for not having changed this? The reason is not explained in your comments

[DISPOSITION: the notion that the TA is based on things that have already been specified is not accurate. There are several specifications that have not yet gone through a first review cycle. After due consideration within the TA team, the team decided that the comment would be rejected.]

Line 800-925 - [DISPOSITION: line 800 - 925 – the TA document collectively refers to the RegRep as the Registry. Thus, minimal mention is made of the Repository. Through discussion with the RegRep team in Tokyo, it was decided that they SHALL have exclusive control over the RIM.] 
line 720 – figure 12 - changed Aggregate Component to Aggregate Information Entity

ALL – changed all occurrences of Aggregate Component to Aggregate Information Entity

Line 797 – figure 13 – changed Aggregate Component to Aggregate Information Entity

Line 800 – changed Aggregate Component to Aggregate Information Entity

Line 985 – changed Party to Trading Partner

ALL – replaces Business Process and Information Model with Business Process and Information Meta Model

ALL – replaced “Header” with “Message Header”

Line 840 – changed “automatic access” to “access mechanism”

ALL – copy editing to harmonize terms with glossary.

Line 1173 – changed “…multi-Trading Partner Business Process” to “Three or more Trading Partners conduct business using shared Business Processes and run the associated exchanges.”

Line 378 – changed “object classes and models” to Business Process and Information Meta Model
Line 349 – changed “object classes and models” to Business Process and Information Meta Model
Line 612 – removed “objects and”

Line 458 – changed “Business Object Library” to “Business Library”
Line 847 – changed SHALL to MAY

Line 903 – changed “serves” to MAY serve

