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	CA01
	All
	
	ge
	Canada votes DISAPPROVE with comments on this CD2 document.

Canada fully supports this standard development project.

Depending on ballot comments from other JTC1/SC32 P-members and their resolution, Canada is open to the next iteration of the 15944-3 document being issued as either a CD3 or a FCD.. 
	It is important that at the Sydney ballot resolution meeting to address and resolve a number of key, high level issues first.

It is anticipated that based on the decisions taken, the Sydney ballot resolution meeting, that during the Sydney meeting considerable progress can be made in applying these decisions with as objective the development of replacement text.

Note: Based on inputs and resource constraints, Canada was not able to fully integrate all of its ballot comments, as well as providing cross-references among those which are linked. 
	

	CA02
	All
	
	ge/te
	Canada very much appreciates and fully supports the work of the Project Co-Editors for Part 3 to bring together and integrate in this Part 3

· the UN/CEFACT UMM work; and,

· the ITU-T work.

However, Canada notes that key aspects of the  2006 UN/CEFACT UMM work referenced seems to be

· based on the1st 1997 edition of the ISO/IEC 144662 Open-edi Reference Model and not that of its 2nd 2004 edition (a document which ISO/IEC JTC1 posted as a “freely available” document).

· does not incorporate  the very significant ISO/IEC eBusiness  standards development work moving from the 1990s concept of “organization” to the 21st century concept and definition  of “ Person” whose three sub-types are “individual”, “organization” and “public administration”

· does not incorporate the very significant international standards development work on business transaction” as stated (and posted in the WWW “freely available” ISO/IEC 15944-1 standard. 

In a nutshell the UN/CEFACT UMM work and its 2006 cited documents as cited in this 2nd CD  appear not to reflect nor incorporate two key  ISO “publicly available” ISO documents, namely,

1) the 2nd edition of the 14662 Open-edi Reference Model, dated 2004; and, equally (if not more) important, the

2) 1st edition of ISO/IEC 15944-1 standard dated 2002.

I

This being said Canada supports maximization of use of the UN/CEFACT UMM documents as identified in the Clause 2 Referenced Specifications. However, Canada notes that any use of these UN/CEFACT referenced specification must defer to the existing  current editions of ISO/IEC eBusiness standards which are (and have always been)  ISO publicly available standards,


	Canada recommends that the next version of the ballot document for ISO/IEC 15944 Part 3 contain an “informative Annex’ of the nature of a mapping between existing UN/CEFACT UMM referenced specification with respect to their definitions and associated terms to existing international standard ISO/IEC JTC1, ISO, IEC and /or ITU relevant concepts and their definitions and associated terms.

Canada notes that Annex B starts this work but more is needed here especially of the nature to ensure that the Part 3 concepts, as defined in Clause 3 form an integrated whole.
Here Canadian expert(s) participating in international  eBusiness standards development work in JTC1, ISO, IEC, and/or UN/CEFACT are willing to contribute their resources (and put a priority on the allocation) of the same) in the development in the development of such a ‘cross-walk” Annex.

A similar “cross-walk” Annex might be needed (would be useful) for eBusiness concepts and the ITU-T concepts introduced in this Part 3.

Consideration should be given to at the start of the ballot resolution meeting to,

1) have a discussions on how the ITU-T concepts and modelling methods fit into (map to) the existing  eBusiness modelling concepts for Open-edi , scenarios and their scenario components, rule-based approach, etc.; and then,

2) a general discussion of a similar nature with respect to UMM modelling concepts introduced in Part 3
	

	CA03
	All
	
	te
	An immediate observation here is that it appears that UMM is based on the 1st edition 14662 standard and not the 2nd edition nor does it taken into account or reference 15944-1:2002. 

The key issue here is that the UMM still speaks in terms of "organization" and not "Person" (as the supertype, with its 3 sub-types being "individual", "organization" and "public administration". 

Further, the UMM has other concepts which are "outdated" and/or need to be harmonized with eBusiness standards development work. 
The first step here is to update key UMM concepts, based on the1st  1997 ISO/IEC 14662 Open-edi Reference Model, with those of  its 2nd 2004 edition as well as the 1st  2002  edition of ISO/IEC 15944-1:
 

	1. Throughout the document, change all occurrences of “organization” to “Person”, except in those instances where the focus is specifically on an “organization” sub-type of Person (. E.g. as in “organization Person”.

2. Throughout the document, ensure that “business” when used refers and pertains to “business” as defined in ISO/EC 14662 “ series of processes,…”etc. and not to “business” as a synonym for a corporation.

3. Add an Annex to Part 3 which serves as a cross-walk from existing UMM terms and definitions into a harmonized eBusiness standards context (e.g. the concept of "Authorized Role" in UMM is not a bad concept in that it focuses on "primary" parties (not agents or third parties). ISO/IEC 15944 already addressed most of this issue in the development of Part 4 and came up with the concept/definition of "party". A  possible approach here would be to introduce the concept of "Primary Role" based on the definition of the UMM concept of "Authorized Role", that of "party" in Part 4 and including "regulator" in addition to "buyer" and "seller". 

Our comments below are based on this approach. 

To be discussed further and decided upon at the Sidney ballot resolution meeting. Acceptance of this approach will allow for substantial work of this nature to carried out at the Sydney ballot resolution meeting.
	

	CA04
	
	
	
	Canada supports the  use of UN/CEFACT UMM specification and ITU standards in Part 3, however, we find that this raises an issue which needs to be addressed namely, 

a) the selling/buying of a "service" as the "good, service and/or right" which is the goal of a business transaction among the parties concerned,  i.e. the BOV perspective; 
versus, 

b) the concept "service" in a SOA among the parties to a business transaction, i.e. the FSV perspective. 


	Since all of the existing Parts of 15944 use "service"  in the context of the BOV perspective, it will be necessary to qualify  the use of the term "service" in Part 3. A  

A possible solution would be to use “functional service" in Part 3 whenever it refers to use of "service" in a SOA context and FSV perspective.

To be discussed and decided upon at the ballot resolution meeting. Agreed upon solution to be applied throughout the document. 
	

	CA05
	All
	
	ge/ed
	There is a printing error resulting in duplicate pages
	Remove duplicated pages
	

	CA06
	All
	
	ge/ed
	Throughout the document some terms and acronyms appear in bold.  Is this intentional?
	To be discussed and resolved  at the 2nd CD Ballot resolution meeting
	

	CA07
	All
	
	ge/ed
	In various places, added blank line spacing to indicate a new paragraph is missing
	Project Editors to review and correct
	

	CA08
	All
	
	te
	It is important to keep in mind that there are not only rules for scoping Open-edi scenarios but also for specifying scenarios themselves as well as the scenario components, namely, 1) roles, 2) information bundles (and their semantic components), and , 3) scenario attributes.

It is important that the next ballot version of Part 3 also  include the scenario components and their place within the OeDT (as well as some examples)
	Next ballot version of Part 3 to implement/reflect this.

To be discussed further and resolved at the 2nd CD resolution meeting.
	

	CA09
	All
	
	te
	The use of the key concepts of “scenario” and “business transaction” is lacking not only in the Clause 3 but also throughout the rest of the document. 
	Revise text to place UMM concepts and their definitions in an eBusiness context in Clause 3 (e.g. through providing “adaptations” of them for use in an eBusiness context). 

For example, with respect to Clause 3.16 the use of the phrase “..to achieve a business goal”. Should be rephrased “…to achieve the goal of a business transaction”.

To be discussed and resolved at the Sydney ballot resolution meeting with the decision taken to be applied accordingly.
	

	CA10
	0.2
	Lines 122-128
	te
	The concept of OeDT was introduced in the Open-edi Reference Model to specifically cover the use of “combinations” of FDTs and similar methodologies. As such the OeDT is the a combination of the use of

· ISO/IEC UML

· UN/CEFACT UMM; and

· IT-T ETS
	Revise text in lines 122-123 (and  through 128, to state that the OeDT is the combination  of these three
	

	CA11
	02
	Line 151
	te/ed
	It is the concept of Person (and its definition) that was introduced
	Change “term” to “concept”
	

	CA12
	0.4
	–Line 226
	ed
	Change “…Open-edi scenarios” to “….Open-edi scenarios and scenario components”
	Implement
	

	CA13
	0.5
	Lines 234-234
	te/ed
	The mappings is between/among the “concepts”
	Change use  the two occurrences of “terms” to “concepts”
	

	CA14
	0.5
	Line 236
	ed
	There was a SC30 or SC32/WG1 contribution made in support “EXPRESS-G”. It should be cited. There may also be one or more re IDEF.
	Project Editors to see if contributions can be located and identified for reference (and re-posted to SC32/WG1 register. If so, do so via footnotes. In Annex D
	

	CA15
	0.5
	Line  245
	ed
	Note English/ French nature of Annex A
	Change “…and definitions as described…” to “… and definitions in ISO English and ISO French as described…” 
	

	CA16
	05
	
	ed
	Depending on resolution of key ballot comments , there will be additional clauses and/or Annexes
	Amend Clause 5.0 accordingly.
	

	CA17
	1
	Line 253
	te/ed
	Need to highlight fact that the OeDT is a combination of the UML, UMM and ETS
	Change “….through  reference to the….” To “…through reference to the combinations of the….”
	

	CA18
	1
	Line 255
	ed
	Change “The” to “the”
	
	

	
	1
	Line 257
	te
	It is noted and should be stated in Part 3 that an Open-edi scenario, as well as scenario components, are specified according to sets of rules for each. The use of templates in Part 1 and elsewhere is simply a mechanisms for capturing the application of these rules for a particular Open-edi scenario.

Also one needs to keep in mind and incorporate the rules and templates in Part 2 and Part 5 which also can apply as well as the rules in Part 4 and Part 6. Further a footnote should be added re Part 8 which is under development
	Change  text in Line 257 to read more to read as follows:

“An Open-edi scenario and scenario components, i.e. roles, information bundles and scenario attributes, are specified  in accordance to the 

· generic rules and templates as stated in Part 1

· the added rules and templates for registering the same as stated in Part 2

· the added rules and additions to the Part 1 template when  modeling and specifying scenarios and scenario components which  apply to the provisioning of a good, service and/or right which is subject to external constraints of jurisdictional domains

Note: Here the templates in Part 5, as found in its Clause 8.3 “Template for specifying the scope of an Open-edi scenario” and Clause 8.4 “Consolidated templates of attributes of Open-edi scenarios, roles and information bundles” integrate the generic and internal constraint based requirements as stated in Part 1 with those added to address generic external constraint based requirements in Part 5.”
	

	CA19
	1
	Line 273
	te
	Need to reference the “rules”
	Change “…according to Open-edi..” to according the rules for the scoping and specifying of Open-edi scenarios and the use of associated templates…
	

	CA20
	1
	--
	te/ed
	There is a need here for making a link between that Part 3 and Part 2 on registration
	Add a new Sub-Clause 8. “Registration of Open-edi Scenarios and scenario components”.

This would be a short Clause with some rules and guidelines directing those who use the OeDT to specify a scenario, that they should then register it in accordance with Part 2, etc.
	

	CA21
	1
	--
	te/ed
	There is a need to here or elsewhere in Part 3 to make a link to Part 4 and Part 6 as to how they are of assistance here in using the OeDT
	To be discussed and resolved at the 2nd ballot resolution meeting.
	

	CA22
	1
	-
	te/ed
	Depending on the resolution of  ballot comments on the 2nd CD , the text of the scope statement may need to be amended, not in that of the Scope itself but more of the nature of the approach
	To be decided upon at the Sydney meeting based on resolution of comments.
	

	CA23
	2
	Lines 290-292
	ed/te
	One needs to add references for Part 2 and 5 of 15944, and possibly 4 and 6 as well others based on resolutions of comments
	Add these two Normative References and other Normative References as required based on resolution of ballot comments.
	

	CA24
	3.2 archetype
	Lines 337-339
	te
	Linked to comments on 3.33 design paradigm; and 3.82 service orientation with the latter being used in 3.83 Service Oriented Architecture (SOA).

See comments on  3.83 SOA and Note 1 at end of  template
	See Note 1 at end of Template.

Note: Be not be needed as currently not used in text of 2nd CD ballot document outside of Clause 3
	

	CA25
	3.4
	Lines 345-348
	te
	 The concept of “authorized role” here is different from that in 14662. It may also not be needed. Further the use of “authorized” here requires one to provide criteria for “authorization” and what is meant by “authorization”. The UMM documents referenced do no address this issue.

Also “role” is a key concept which was introduced in the 1997 Open-edi reference model. The concept of “role” is already  defined as “ specification which models an external behaviour (as allowed within a scenario) of an Open-edi Party”

15944-1 provides in Clause 8.4 “Rules for the specification of Open-edi roles and role attributes” which when does provides for re-use, registration (as per Part 2), etc.

It appears from its definition that  what is referred to here are the generic roles of “buyer” and “seller”, as role players versus delegation of a (part) of a generic role to a agent or third party (e.g. a broker).

Further, all types of  roles specified as per Part 1, Clause 8.4 and  registered as part of a scenario based on Part 2 are “re-useable”

Also issues of this nature were addressed in Part 4 through the creation of the concept of “partner” defined in Part 4, Clause 3.51 as “subtype of Person that includes buyer and seller”.

Also the concept of “business partner type” (of UN/CEFACT) reflects the state of the art of the 1st edition of the 1997 14662 Open-edi Reference Model” when EDI focused on “organization” only. As such this approach of UN/CEFACT UMM is no longer applicable as it does not reflect the fact that as a result of the widespread use of Internet and the WWW, not only organizations but also individuals can be “buyers” in a business transaction.

Finally, the UMM choice of the label, i.e. term for this concept is misleading in that “authorized” implies an authorization process which when completed will make the “role” one which is “authorized”. But “authorization” is a process which has legal and jurisdictional domain connotations and implementations 

This being said it appears that what is intended here is that of a Part 2 registered role, which would ensure that it is “re-useable”. 
	May need to develop concept of “specified role”, i.e. one which is part of a registered scenario. (as per application of ISO/IEC 15944-2).

Another option would be to  use the term “party role” since the UMM concept , in essence, focuses on buyer and seller only and not on “regulator” the concept of “party” and its definition in Part 4 addresses and resolved this issue.
	

	CA26
	3.5 base function
	Lines 350-353
	te/ed
	Canada recognizes the need for and the utility of the introduction of this concept and its use. However, to make the concept more understandable to eBusiness, add text, footnotes and/or examples are needed in Part 3
	Develop added explanatory text, footnotes, and/or examples in the next ballot version of this document (or via a short 1-2 page informative Annex)
	

	CA27
	3.6 base object
	Lines 355-357
	te/ed
	See comment CA26 above
	See comment CA 26 above
	

	CA28
	3.8 business collaboration
	Lines 365-369
	te
	The definition of this UMM concept and its use needs to be reviewed from an eBusiness standards perspective taking into account the following 

1. The “commonly defined goal or outcome” is that as agreed to by the parties to a business transaction.

2. The concept of “business collaboration” needs to be linked to and be harmonized with that of “collaboration space” as defined in 15944-4.

3. The definition needs to be stated in a single sentence only as per ISO/IEC Directives. As such it may be necessary to add NOTE(S).

Finally, from a Canadian perspective, it may well be that this UMM concept duplicates or is similar to the use of  the concepts “business transaction” and/or “collaboration space” in eBusiness standards

 
	To be resolved and discussed at the Sydney ballot resolution meeting.
	

	CA29
	3.12 business entity
	Lines 384 -387
	te
	See comments on  business partner types and on  business process
	Amend accordingly
	

	CA30
	3.15 business partner type
	Lines 400-403
	te
	How does this related to “partner” in 15944-4 “”sub-type of Person that includes buyer and seller”?

In eBusiness “organization” is a sub-type of  Person
	If what is meant here are  buyer or seller  and not agent or third party, simply use “partner” throughout  instead of “business partner type” which is confusing.
	

	CA31
	3.16 business process
	Lines  404-408
	te
	Definition should be in the form of a single sentence only.

It is not clear what is meant by business goal? Is it the explicitly shared goal of a business transaction? If so this phrase should be used.

eBusiness pertains to “among Persons” not within a “Person” (e.g. “intra-organizational”.

“process” is already defined in 15944-1(3.53) as a series of actions or events……

One needs to link this to a scenario
	Possible replacement text

business process: process(es) that is accomplished to achieve the goal of a business transaction.

NOTE: A business process can itself be a registered scenario.

(adapted from UN/CEFACT N092 User Guide (2003) 
	

	CA32
	3.17 Business Require-ments View
	Lines  410- 413
	te
	How is this different from a scenario in the Business Operational View?

See comment of “business partner types” and on authorized roles”

Do not the templates in Part 1 and Part 5 provide this information? i.e. in the form of information bundles, semantic components and scenario attributes? As well as the “scoping of a scenario? As in Parts 1, 4, 5 &6?


	Revise to map to or link to multipart 15944 eBusiness standard’s work.

Change “business partner type” and “authorized role” as per resolution of these comments.
	

	CA33
	3.18 Business Transaction View
	Lines 415-418
	te
	Is this intended to focus on the role playing and interactions in a scenario?

See comments on “role” and references to existing work in 14662 and 15944.

See comments on “business collaboration”
	Revise to link to or map to multipart 15944 eBusiness standard work.

Change “business collaboration” as per resolution of this comment
	

	CA34
	3.26 Contents layer
	Lines 465-469
	te
	The phrase “to be presented to end users” implies that the contents layer maps to the “external behaviour” in Open-edi. If this is the case, this should be stated in a NOTE
	Add NOTE

NOTE The Contents Layer is part of the external behaviour in Open-edi.
	

	CA35
	3.27 Contents schema
	Lines 472-474
	te
	See comment below on “statement”
	
	

	CA36
	3.30 data interchange register
	Lines 484-487
	te
	How does this concept relate to 15944-2 and its register of business objects
	To be resolved and addressed at the ballot resolution meeting based on input from Project Co-Editors.
	

	CA37
	3.33 design paradigm
	Lines  497-499
	te
	Linked to comments on 3.33 design paradigm; and 3.82 service orientation with the latter being used in 3.83 Service Oriented Architecture (SOA).

See comments on  3.83 SOA and Note 1 at end of  template

Is this concept and its definition really necessary?  It is not used in the text of the document outside of Clause 3.


	See Note 1 at end of Template.

If necessary  and the definition agreed to then the source would be Part 3


	

	CA38
	3.34 Distribution schema
	Lines 501-503
	te/ed
	Should not there be “(DS)” here?

It might be better to use “IT systems” here instead of “systems”, if one is applying this ITU concept outside of the ITU context.

Or is what is intended by “system” here link more closely to the Open-edi concept of an “Information Processing Domain”
	Possibly

· change “systems” to “ IT systems”

· (adapted from ITU-T Rec. Z.601:2007)

 or possibly add a NOTE

In Open-edi scenario modeling, systems here are modeled as Information Processing Domains(IPDs).
	

	CA39
	3.36 external terminology population
	Lines 530-532
	te
	Similar to comment CA 3.30

Is a “system instance” the same as an “Information Processing Domain (IPD)
	Resolve in context of comments on Clause 3.30, 3.34.
	

	CA40
	3.37 External Terminology Schema (ETS)
	Lines 534-536
	te
	There is a need here to map 3.30, 3.34, 3.36, 3.37 and related ITU concepts which are used in Part 3 to the Functional Concepts and capabilities of Open-edi systems, i.e. the DMA, OeSI, DMA Interface, IPD, etc.  (See Clause 4.2 in 14662)
	To be discussed and resolved at the Sydney ballot resolution meeting.
	

	CA41
	3.46 information entity
	Lines 601-604
	te
	1. Not sure of what is meant be a “UMM business transaction”

2. See comment on “authorized role”

3.  Is not an “information entity” basically the same as “information bundle” in a scenario, i.e. an “information entity” is simply an instantiated information bundle in a scenario
	1.  Use “business transaction”

2, Resolve as per decision on “authorized role”

3. Possible replacement text

“instantiated information bundle among specified roles exchanged as part of an action or event in a scenario  of a business transaction”


	

	CA42
	3.47 information envelope
	Lines 606-608
	te
	See comment  on 3.46 information entity
	See comment on information entity
	

	CA43
	3.49 Internal terminology schema
	Lines 619-622
	te
	Is this concept similar to that of “internal behaviour” in Open-edi?
	Project C0-Editors are requested to respond at the ballot resolution meeting and provide advice.
	

	CA44
	3.53 Layout layer
	Lines 666-670
	te
	How and where does this concept fit in within Open-edi and eBusiness standards?
	Project Editors are requested to respond at the ballot resolution meeting and provide advice
	

	CA45
	3.55 main register
	Lines 675-678
	te
	How and where does this concept fit in within Open-edi and eBusiness standards?
How and where does this concept and its use link to or fit into the Part 2 Business object registration?
	Project Editors are requested to respond at the ballot resolution meeting and provide advice
	

	CA46
	3.56 message
	Lines 680-683
	te
	See comments above and that on Clause 3.87 statement, below
	To be addressed and resolved at the Sydney ballot resolution meeting
	

	CA47
	3.66 order
	Lines 755-759
	te
	“order” in an ITU-T context can be confusing with “order” in an eBusiness transaction, i.e. an order of a buyer to a seller.

Similarly, “transaction” here in an ITU-T context appears to map to action or event  among role players in a scenario

Is “order” here not linked to sequences of information bundles that are exchanges among parties to a scenario to complete a business transaction?

Further, should “organization” here not be replaced by Person?
	Project Editors are requested to respond at the ballot resolution meeting and provide advice
	

	CA48
	3.81 services
	Lines  872-874
	te
	Linked to comments on 3.33 design paradigm; and 3.82 service orientation with the latter being used in 3.83 Service Oriented Architecture (SOA).

See comments on  3.83 SOA and Note 1 at end of  template
	See Note 1 at end of Template.
	

	CA49
	3.82 service-orientation
	Lines 876 -878
	te
	Linked to comments on 3.33 design paradigm; and 3.82 service orientation with the latter being used in 3.83 Service Oriented Architecture (SOA).

See comments on 3.83 SOA and Note 1 at end of template.
	See Note 1 at end of Template.
	

	CA50
	3.83 Service Oriented Architecture
	Lines 880-883
	te
	Linked to comments on 3.33 design paradigm; and 3.82 service orientation with the latter being used in 3.83 Service Oriented Architecture (SOA).

See comments on  3.83 SOA and Note 1 at end of  template
	See Note 1 at end of Template.
	

	CA51
	3.84 SOA interaction
	Lines 885-888
	te
	Linked to comments on 3.33 design paradigm; and 3.82 service orientation with the latter being used in 3.83 Service Oriented Architecture (SOA).

See comments on  3.84 and Note 1 at end of  template
	See Note 1 at end of Template.
	

	CA52
	3.87 statement
	Lines 916-918
	te
	In eBusiness statements are specified in the form of information bundles (and their semantic components)?

If this is so, then one has a good linkages here with the eBusiness standards
	Add NOTE

NOTE  Open-edi scenarios “statements” are conveyed through information bundles and their semantic components (and at times as scenario attributes)
	

	CA53
	4 Symbols and abbrevia-tions
	Lines 925- 927
	ed
	To be reviewed and amended as necessary based on resolution of ballot comments on this 2nd edition.
	Project Co-Editors to apply.
	

	CA54
	5 OeDT components
	Lines 927- 1041
	te
	There is a need here to insert and develop a Clause 5.2 on UML. UML is the modelling language used. Annex D already exists to support this approach but it is not yet reflected in Clause 5.

See also above Canadian comments on “1. Scope”
	Amend text  in Clause 5.1 accordingly and develop a new short  Clause 5.1 on UML itself (referencing Annex D
	

	CA55
	5.1 UMM Overview
	Lines 948-1014
	te
	Clause 5 is normative in nature. Text of an informative nature should be moved into an Annex.

Resolution of Canadian comments on definitions of  business domain view, business requirements view and business transaction view will impact changes in text in Clause 5.1

There is a need to link/map these UMM views to the Open-edi and eBusiness standards work.
	Possible options:

> revise Clause 5.1 to convert it into a normative Clause, move text of an informative nature into an Annex.

> Other option as suggested by Project Co-Editors.
	

	CA56
	5.2 External Terminology Schema methodology overview
	Lines 1015 - 1041
	te
	It is unclear as to what is meant by “atomic UMM business patterns” and how these relate to scenarios. Further the requirements for a rule-based approach need to be part of text pertaining to “orchestration”.

Is a “step” here the same as an action or event in eBusiness modelling
	1. Suggest to use as a common reference here of ISO/IEC Annex C (Informative) “Example formal description techniques for modelling role behaviour”. Here already one has for the same real world example, i.e. request for an organ in the healthcare sector, the use of three modelling techniques, namely,

C.1 State transition FDT

C.2   Petri Net FDT

C.3  UML FDT

2. project Co-Editors may have other solutions
	

	CA57
	6 ETS methodology
	Lines 1042 -1212
	te
	Based on resolution of ballot comments on Clause 3, there may be some changes in text required.

Most of the text in Clause 6 are of a rule-based nature and should be stated and expressed in the form of Rules and Guidelines as is done in other Part s of 15944
	Convert Clause 6 in a rule-based format, as per other Parts of 15944, i.e. where and when appropriate.
	

	CA58
	6.1.2
	Line  1108
	te
	Re use of “name”. and “label”

In Open-edi all of scenarios and scenario components have IDs to which may be attached one or more name in various languages. The “name label”  needs to be recast as the “ID” of any Node, i.e. in Open-edi this would become “Node ID”

In addition, in the development of 15944-2, there was considerable attention paid to the assignment and use of IDs for all business objects in the registration process.
	Use concept of “Node ID” instead on “name label of any node”.

Apply 15944-1 and 15944-2 rules pertaining to assignment and use of identifiers.


	

	CA59
	6.2

&

6.2.1.1.2 Country
	Lines 1213 -1266

Lines 1272-1293
	te
	Use and definition of “country”. Canada recognizes that in the ITU that the use of “country” differs from that from a United Nations perspective. ISO/IEC 15944-5 addresses this issue in detail and identified key issues pertaining to the reference and use of ISO 3166-1 without qualification (because this list of contains many (types) geo-political entities which are not countries. These are identified in Annex J.3 of Part 5 “…codes representing non-UN member states listed in ISO 3166-1.

Since this text re “country” is based on ITU addressing schema for  dealing with national regulatory authorities for addresses within telecommunications, it is important to determine how the list of geo-political entities listed in Apart 5, Annex J.3 is handled. 

The Figure 1 also contains a link between a “geographic area” which may or may not be equal to an “administrative sub-division” of a UN member state , what they are and their codes is provided for in ISO 3166-2.


	Project Co-Editors are requested to provide more information here.

ISO/IEC 15944 Part 3 and Part 5 Project Co-Editors are requested to work together to address and resolve this and related issues, and then bring the results forward to SC32/WG1.

Note resolution here impact use of “country” throughout. Possibly use “country telecommunications address and name”
	

	CA60
	(name of geographical area)
	Lines 1284 -1290
	te
	Line 1286 states that different spellings are not permissible. Lines 1285-1286 state that the name shall by that as spelled by the authorities in that Country, i.e. in a national language.

However, where a country has more than one national language, i.e. “official language” it will have different spelling for the name of the geographical area. (e.g. Belgie & Belgigue”, or for some of Canada’s provinces and territories, etc. etc. See further 15944-5 Annex E Codes representing UN member states and their official (or de facto) languages.

This matter requires further investigation
	Project Co- Editors are requested to provide more information here. The advice here of the 15944 Project Co-Editors may be useful here. Possible solution may be to qualify these concepts and the example in an ITU-T context (e.g. as “ ITU-T country name”, ITU-T Geographical Area Name”, etc.)

To be discussed and resolved at the Sydney ballot resolution meeting.
	

	CA61
	 Generic Order ETS
	Lines 1447-1545 & Figure 2
	te
	There is a need here to link the text and Figure to that of scenarios and scenario components (e.g. an “operator” as a specific role in this generic order scenario)
	Advice from the Project Co-Editors is welcome.

To be resolved and discussed at the Sydney ballot resolution meeting.
	

	CA62
	7.3.4 Simple normalized message
	Lines 1614-1546 &

Figure 4
	te
	Some of the “names” of the boxes need to be amended to the eBusiness standards context (e.g. as was done with the model for Part 2. For example “employee” needs to be replaced by “organization Person”


	
	

	CA63 
	7.3.4
	Lines 1633-1650 & Figure 5
	te/ed
	Figure 5 while may be complete is very difficult to read.  Is possible to also have a decomposition ot it spread over several pages? If so, this could be done in an Annex.
	Project Co-Editors to advice SC32/WG1 at the ballot resolution meeting
	

	CA64
	Annex A
	
	ed
	The Annex A is noted as incomplete and needing revision and completed prior to submission of FCD ballot
	Canada is willing to assist the Project Co-Editors in the completion of Annex A  once the definitions have been declared stable
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


NOTE 1 re “
Clause 3.2 archetype
Clause 3.16 business process

Clause 3.33 design paradigm
Clause 3.81 services
Clause 3.82 service orientation
Clause 3.83 Service Oriented Architecture (SOA) 

The key concept here and its definition is that of Clause 3.83 SOA whose proposed text currently reads as follows:

“the basic building block to define choreography between roles – the atomic business process unit that leads to a synchronized state in both roles”

Canada is surprised that “Wikipedia” is quoted as a source and its text used for the definition of this concept. Canada notes that

a. the ITU-T has and is doing standards development work in which the concept of SOA is of importance (e.g. Study Group 17). As such, Canada anticipated that the proposed definition for SOA would be based on ITU-T Recommendations or ITU-T related documents (see further below)

b. this proposed definition takes an approach which appears to be contrary to that of role as introduced in ISO/IEC 14662 (Clause 4.1.2.1 “Roles” and  further ISO/IEC 15944-1, Clause 8.4 “ Rules for specification of Open-edi roles and role attributes”)

c. it is not clear what is meant by an “atomic business process unit”. In addition, it is through the exchange of information bundles of role players, as parties, according to a scenario, that leads to a synchronized state

d. the “synchronized state” and state changes, etc. apply to the “state machines” of the parties playing roles in a scenario

e. the link to and the context of “scenario” is missing. This is important.

f.  The concept of “business process” as defined  in Clause 3.16

Notes re “a.” above.

Canadian experts have visited the ITU-T website and searched under “SOA”. The results identified a number of studies and papers which provide key characteristics which can and should form the basis for a more eBusiness and ITU-T compatible definition for SOA in an ISO/IEC context. The documents already identified here include:

An ITU-T paper titled  “Service Oriented Architecture for ICT” by Marco Carugi, ITU-T Q2/13 Rapporteur, Senior Advisor, Nortel networks. This paper was prepared for the  29 April -2 may 2007 ITU-T/ITU-D-NGN Seminar for the Arab Region

“Embracing SOA: The Benefits of Integration Independence” by David McGoveran, Alternative Technologies as a “White Paper” the research for which was co-sponsored by TIBCO Software Inc. 

It is noted that SOA in an ITU-T context has very strong to the use of ASN.1
Possible solution: Develop an international standard definition for SOA more closely related to ITU-T work and eBusiness standards. 
Notes re “b” above

It is important that one re-familiarize oneself with existing normative text on “role” as already defined and used for several years in Open-edi & eBusiness standards {See especially,  ISO/IEC 14662 (Clause 4.1.2.1 “Roles” and  further ISO/IEC 15944-1, Clause 8.4 “ Rules for specification of Open-edi roles and role attributes”). This is necessary in order to be able to ascertain whether “role” in UMM and/or ITU-T are the same of different concepts (as defined). One possibility is that neither defines and has as detailed characteristics, behaviours, etc. pertaining to “role” as the Open-edi and eBusiness standards do.

It is important that users of this Part 3 are made aware of this.  One way to do this would be to specifically reference ISO/IEC 14662 (Clause 4.1.2.1 “Roles” and further ISO/IEC 15944-1, Clause 8.4 “Rules for specification of Open-edi roles and role attributes”)
Possible solution:  Add an Annex which provides more detailed information on role (e.g. by basing it on excerpts of normative text drawn from ISO/IEC 14662 (Clause 4.1.2.1 “Roles” and as further ISO/IEC 15944-1, Clause 8.4 “Rules for specification of Open-edi roles and role attributes”)

Notes re “c” above
The concept of “atomic” is problematic at best. It should not be introduced unless it is thoroughly defined, worked out, and with examples. The concept of “atomicity” often is confused with levels of granularity. Many of the issues that may be associated with “atomicity” are of a granularity nature. For example, in one context, obtaining a customs release number  as a single information bundle could be a very simple scenario (or sub-scenario) by itself from a shipper’s role perspective, i.e. to be able to move a container out of a (bonded) terminal. However, for a customs broker obtaining a customs release number is a very detailed role with many information bundles, interaction with at least one or more regulators as role players, that of the seller, possible  financial services, if use  of  letter of credit  is used, etc.
Possible Solution: drop “atomic” replace by “specified process within a business transaction”

Notes re d. e and f above
Various comments on the definition in Clause 3 and CDN comments on other Clauses in Part 3 provide some answers to these issues. Also greater used should be made of the concept  and definition of “collaboration space” introduced and used in Part 4 and also used in 15944 Part 5.
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	001
	JP
	
	
	ge
	Japan votes “DISAPPROVE with comments” for this CD document. Acceptance of these comments and appropriate changes to the draft text may change our vote to “Approval”
	
	
	

	002
	JP
	
	
	ge
	As a whole, ITU-T ETS is still immature for complete modelling both the conceptual and implementation aspects of Open-edi scenarios.  
Further studies and experiments are exhausted to be widely accepted in the real business world.
	Japan propose to change the document status to TR.


	
	

	003
	JP
	0.2

0.3

0.4
	
	ge
	These sub-clauses are not essential for this part 3.
	Eliminate these sub-clauses.
	
	

	004
	JP
	5.2
	1016-1024
	ed
	The term “Open-edi scenario” is misused. Open-edi scenario is a specification, not an actual behaviour.
	Change the term “Open-edi scenario” to “business transaction.
	
	

	005


	JP
	6.2.2
	1128-1168
	te
	The missing of globally unique identification may disturb the handling of existing global identification scheme, such as EAN/UCC, GTIN, ISBN and others, which are widely accepted in the world business.
	Enhance the specification of class labels to be able to handle the globally unique code system.
	
	

	006
	JP
	6.2
	1214-1216
	te
	The illustration figure is focused on a too specific application. In order to illustrate the generic modelling capability of ETS. The illustration should mention the typical business transaction consisting of a series of planning, identification, negotiation, actualization and post-actualization processes.
	Replace the existing illustration with a more reasonable one.
	
	

	007
	JP
	Annex A
	1938-2031
	ed
	This annex is not essential in this part.
	Eliminate the Annex A.
	
	

	008
	JP
	 Annex C
	2083
	ed
	This annex is not essential in this part.
	Eliminate the Annex A.
	
	

	009
	JP
	Annex F
	Foreword
	ed
	This annex is not essential in this part.
	Eliminate the Annex A.
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