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Issue list, and resolutions resulting in 

Version:  (0.90) Release Date:  19th January2001

	1
	What appear to be editorial comment in sections 6.2.6 – 6.2.8.
	Agreed, we have removed them

	2
	The use of ‘suggestions’ in a technical specification (section 6.2.2)
	Agreed, we have removed them

	3
	Uses of cut and paste exposes redundancy (7.1.5 and the end of 6.1 part 2).
	Agreed, have removed it

	4
	The title of the document suggests that it will focus on the specification schema, and the overview in section 6 is consistent with that, but much of the presentation material (eg diagram on page 4) relegates the schema to a role that is secondary to the metamodel that governs the business processes that will be specified. 
	No Change:

Clarification:  The word "schema" in the title of the document is meant in the more generic meaning of the word, and the document is fully intended to cover both the UML representation and its isomorphic XML representation of the "schema".

	5
	Section 7.6 may be the best overview of the entire document. This could be on page one.
	Agreed, have re-used this paragraph in solving 7 below

	6
	The diagram in section 5 is particularly inconsistent 
	Agreed, have modified picture to include more of “the big picture”



	7
	The diagram in 6.2 is hard to comprehend and does not explain " How the ebXML Business Process Specification Schema Works”
	Agreed: 

Have added introductory paragraph to section 6.2

	8
	Transactions are often referred to a being "legally binding". This may not be desirable and is inconsistent with the discussion in 7.2.1 about informal transactions.
	Agreed:  we have reviewed each occurance of the term “legally binding” and adjusted text

	9
	Section 11 needs to acknowledge the source, i.e. UN/CEFACT Modelling Methodology (N090)
	Agreed: added footnote and reference

	10
	The notion of binary business collaboration in which the two concerns play "opposite" roles is too simplistic, and we are concerned that this can't be generalized to meet the multiparty collaborations hinted at but not developed in the beginning of section 7.  A "synthesis" of binary collaborations might not be the same as an "n-ary collaboration".
	Agreed:  

Already had a statement in section 6.1, item 1.

We have added additional clarifications to 

4.0, 7.1.1, 

sections to the following:

It has been agreed between BP/TP/TRP that we focus on two-party b2b for the infrastructure release, and address more complex multi-party b2b at the first possible release after that. However, the current specification schema does support two parties playing multiple roles relative to each other, e.g. buyer-seller leading to shipper-receiver leading to payor-payee. 

	11
	The business transactions described in section 6.1 (point 2) would seem too simplistic even for the business service interaction patterns in section 11.  For example, use of intermediaries, brokers, etc.
	No change:

Clarification: Partially subject to resolution of two-party vs. multiparty above, but it is entirely possible to model, as you suggest, an intermediary buying from party 1 and selling straight through to party 2. This would be modelled as two binary collaborations.

	12
	Section 7.1.2 and 7.1.4 suggest a partner may not perform both roles in a business transaction activity.  What about cases with intermediaries, brokers, etc.
	No change:

Clarification: The constraint is that a party cannot buy and sell from himself. It is entirely possible to model, as you suggest, an intermediary buying from party 1 and selling straight through to party 2. This would be modelled as two binary collaborations.

	13
	Section 7.1.8 does not allow for dependency of binary collaborations. For example, a logistical collaboration being dependent on a financial one.
	No change:

Clarification: The model does support the start of one binary collaboration being dependent on the conclusion of another. So we need clarification of what this issue means.

	14
	Section 6.1 (point 3) claims a document set “is in essence [is] the payload” of an ebXML message, yet it relates only to one business transaction. An ebXML payload may have several business transactions.
	Clarification:

 We have changed the sentence to “is in essence one transaction in the payload”

	15
	Section 7.4 the use of ebXMLDocumentType is not clear.  Shouldn’t this section also address the use of existing EDI document structures?
	Agreed:

We have clarified the text

	16
	The sample specification instance in 8.5 invents a lot of core components and business documents that tread on the work of CC.
	No Change: this is just an example, and as no formal list of core components exists as of yet, we cannot align, yet. If pointed to the set of core components we should align with, we agree this would make for a more consistent set of specs. . Perhaps there will be something ready for review cycle 2

	17
	The RosettaNet connection is unclear and must be acknowledged 
	Agreeed: Have added acknowledgement footnote and reference

	18
	in the introduction.  Section 9.2 uses the RN signal DTDs that have all sorts of irrelevant semantics and are certain to trample on CC (e.g., "Globalbusinessidentifier", "Globalsupplychaincode",”GlobalPartnerClassificationCode").
	No Change:  as no formal list of core components exists as of yet, we cannot align, yet. If pointed to the set of core components we should align with, we agree this would make for a more consistent set of specs. Perhaps there will be something ready for review cycle 2

	19
	The use of response patterns (section 6.2.2-6.2.5) is related to, yet significantly different from TRP Reliable Message Services (section 7.11-7.13).  This relationship is not clearly identified here and could lead to confusion.
	Clarification: 

We have modified section 5.1 to clarify, and have changed “signal” to “business signal” throughout

The intent of the response patterns is strictly a business functionality. It is separate from, and not related to reliable messaging. The intent is to give the requesting party an early ‘heads-up’ that the request is being considered by the responding party.

	20
	The terminology for Trading Partner Collaboration Profiles and Collaboration Agreements should be Collaboration protocol Profiles and Collaboration Protocol Agreements.
	Agreed: 

Have changed throughout


