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, see item 10.2, UN/CEFACT survey, under AOB
0 Summary

The meeting concentrated on finalisation of the ebIX® profiles and the principles for modelling. Finally all modelling issues seem to be solved. However, ETC still needs to verify the agreed homework on the next ETC meeting before a common ebIX® CuS and EMD model can be presented for the ebIX® forum and thereafter published. 
1 Approval of agenda

The agenda was approved with the following additions:
· UN/CEFACT , see 10.1 under AOB
· Publication, distribution and national customisations of ebIX® models, see new item 7
2 Minutes from previous meetings
The minutes from the previous meeting was approved with the following comments:

· Jan have noted that there was an “a” too much under item 5, i.e. "However the Use of OCL constraints will moved to a a new topic in the ebIX® methodology, …."
3 Report from meeting with TMG/ATG (Kees)

Kees went through the presentation he showed for TMG. Thereafter the report distributed by Kees was reviewed. The only consequence, on short term, is that ebIX® needs to update the UPCC profile published on the UMM development web site.
4 UMM2 BCV, BIV and XML schemas for CuS and EMD - Main item for the meeting
5 Review of the CuS BIV
Ove had made a new proposal for the CuS UMM2 Business Information View for the Request Change-of Supplier Document and had the following comments and questions to the ebIX MagicDraw profiles:

· In the EnergyParty ABIE, both Identification and Role are optional [0..1], why?
Conclusion:

We merge the MP-Party and EnergyParty ABIE, calling it Energy_Party, adding a name and keeping all three attributes optional (using OCL to constraint the content).

· In the EnergyDocument ABIE, the cardinality of all three BBIEs are stated as [1]. Within UN/CEFACT the cardinality of 1 is the default and not shown. 

Conclusion:
We will ask Christian Huemer for the right solution. For the time being we keep [1].
· The ABIE Service is missing in the “ebIX Profile / ebIX ABIE” package.
Conclusion:

The ebIX® profile for MagicDraw was updated with the Service ABIE, together with other ABIEs needed in the CuS and EMD projects.
· According to UPCC, we should use an underscore “​_” between a qualifier term and a ACC name, e.g. Energy_Party.

Conclusion:

We change all BBIE, ABIE and ASBIE to include the underscore between the qualification term and the CC name, which is according to UPCC,

· Where should the Identification attribute from the CuS UMM2 Business Requirements View be mapped? To the EnergyDocument_dentification or the Payload_Event​_Identification.
Conclusion:

The Identification attribute will be mapped to Payload_Event​_Identification.

· How to specify that either the Transport Capacity Responsible Party or the Balance Responsible Party is to be used?

Conclusion:

The OCL statements were updated.

6 Content of the Service and Energy document classes

The content of the Service and Energy document classes ware discussed and agreed, see example in Appendix C.

7 ebIX BIE/QDT Library 
The ebIX BIE/QDT Library was updated.
8 New modelling features

Kees showed a proposal for mapping to EDIFACT in ebIX UMM-2 models. 
The proposal includes the creation of an UML structure reflecting the EDIFACT message. Classes are made for UNSM, Segment groups, Segments, Data elements (DE) and Composites. Association end names are used to specify number of repetitions and line number in the EDFACT message. The ebIX® documents are mapped to the UML EDIFACT structure. For mapping associations the tagged values from the stereotype <<EQ>>, i.e. DEPos, SEPos and Value are used. Similar principle (tagged values) will be used for the BDTs related to the ebIX® BBIEs.
Kees also showed a nice word table, which he expects can be derived from the UML model.
The discussion related to Harmonised Role Model discussion one step further was postponed due to lack of time.
9 Proposal for updated and simplified ebIX® Methodology 

Including addition of a chapter in the ebIX® Methodology related to the Use of OCL constraints was postponed.
10 Publication, distribution and national customisations of ebIX® models

It was discussed how to publish the model:
· We will publish the MagicDraw model in XMI format (.mdxml). However Kees will send a question to MD asking if there are any consequences of doing this (currently the model is saved in MDZIP format).

· The current model still needs some verification, i.e. verification if the CCs, ABIEs, UMM stereotypes etc are in line with the latest UN/CEFACT versions.

· National extensions also needs special care:

· It is important to stress that national additions are based on UN/CEFCAT ACCs and ABIEs for CCL and customised by OCL statements.

· National extensions must be published separately from the ebIX models and include an identification of the responsible agency for the extension. 
· We keep the possibility to have national code lists within the ebIX® model.
· Kees will ask TMG (Christian), if he can support the creation of a mechanism for specifying the responsible agency for a customisation of an envelope. I.e. how to specify national deviations in the OCL statements.

During this item it was noted that there are some old EMD documents under the Document page, which should be removed.
Homework:
· Ove will update the EEM-Structure BCV and BIV part of the model, with all possible class diagrams, i.e. all but Metering point characteristics diagrams.
· Kees will update the EEM-Measure BCV and BIV part of the model, with all possible class diagrams, according to EMD road map.

· Kees will make available a list over national codes available in the current model, which will be presented to CuS, EMD and ETC.

· Kees will update the UPCC profile according to latest version available for UPCC.
· Jan will verify and update the UMM base and foundation profiles according to latest version available for UMM, including:
· Changing the base class for initFlow and reFlow from Dependency to Flow. 

· Verify if <<BusinessTransactionAction>> have been renamed to <<BusinessTransactionCall>>
· Kees will ask the ebIX® web master to remove the old EMD documents under the Document page.

· All should find national codes for inclusion in the ebIX® profiles.

· Kees will make a first draft, meant for the ebIX® forum, for Publication, distribution and national customisations of ebIX® models. To be discussed at the next ETC.
Items for next ETC meeting:

· A final review (before publication) of the new UMM2 version of the complete ebIX® model
· Review of a first draft document, meant for the ebIX® forum, for how to publish, distribute and make national customisations of the ebIX® models.
· Review of possible national code lists for inclusion in the ebIX® profiles.
11 If time items (candidates for items, but only if proposals for discussion are available)

Postponed
12 Next meeting(s), including start and end time.
· March Tuesday 16th and Wednesday 17th, Oslo
· April Tuesday 13th and Wednesday 14th, Vienna (before next ebIX® Forum spring meeting)

13 AOB

14 UN/CEFACT survey
A UN/CEFACT survey related to stakeholder awareness of UN/CEFACT standards was answered, see attachment.
Appendix A The tasks of the General ETC and the ETC Modelling expert group
	Task
	Group
	Priority
	Planned

	Maintain the ebIX® technical documents:

· ebIX® Modelling Methodology (Draft for v2.0A)

· ebIX® Modelling Methodology (Draft for v2.1A)

· Evaluate if a paragraph related to OO modelling is needed when the first complete ebIX® UMM compliant model is available.
· National customisation using the Business realisation View
· ebIX® common rules and recommendations (v1r1D)

· ebIX® Recommendations for acknowledgement and error handling (v1r0C)

· ebIX® Recommended identification schemes for the European energy industry (v1r1D)
	General ETC
	Urgent

To be done

When need

To be done

When need
	Q1 2009

Q2 2009

	Maintain ebIX profile for MagicDraw, including:

· Core Components

· Code lists

· Templates, etc.
	ETC Modelling expert group
	
	Q2 2009

(after EMD and CuS RSM)

	Participation/representation in the ETSO, EFET and ebIX® Harmonisation group

· Maintaining harmonised role model

· Core Components 

· Information exchange between participation organisations
	Participants from General ETC
	
	

	Participation in:

· UN/CEFACT 

· TBG1

· TMG

· ETSO/TF-EDI

· IEC/TC57/WG16
	Participant(s) from ETC Modelling expert group
	
	

	Input of information for the ebIX® web site 
	General ETC
	Urgent
	

	Organise implementation support, such as:

· ebIX® course

· Implementation support for participating countries, such as inserting/updating codes.
	General ETC
	When need
	

	Supporting ebIX® projects, i.e.:

· Develop and maintain the UMM Business Choreography View and Business Information View from the CuS and EMD working groups.

· Develop and maintain XML schemas based on the Business Information View from the CuS and EMD working groups

· Integration of the ebIX® model for acknowledgement and error handling into ebIX® models (UMM compliant)

· Maintain ebIX® Domain model
	ETC Modelling expert group
	Urgent


	Q1 2009

	Maintaining EMD and CuS models when standards of relevance are updated, i.e.:

· UMM

· NDR

· CCL (and CCTS)

· UPCC

· Harmonised European role model 
	ETC Modelling expert group
	When need
	

	Follow up on request to UPCC project:

· Proposal for addition of the property Status to the CodelistEntry stereotype.
	ETC Modelling expert group
	Continuous follow up 
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Survey Name: Stakeholder Survey


SurveyID: 78745


Question: Your answer


id: 220


What is your name?: kees sparreboom


Please provide an email address we can contact you with (not mandatory)?:


kees.sparreboom@capgemini.com


What is the name of the organization you represent?: ebIX


What is your title within the organization?: consultant, wg secretary, national representative


In which country is your organization based?: Europe


Briefly describe the industry or domain your organization operates in.: modeling and harmonization


of information exchange processes in the European energy sector


Choose a category that best represents your organization.: Standards Development


Organization/Consortium [6]


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade currently use electronic


messages and approximately what percentage of the overall process is electronic? (): too many to


specify here


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade currently use electronic


messages and approximately what percentage of the overall process is electronic? (): structure


(master data) close to 100%


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade currently use electronic


messages and approximately what percentage of the overall process is electronic? (): trade close


to 100%


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade currently use electronic


messages and approximately what percentage of the overall process is electronic? (): plan close to


100%


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade currently use electronic


messages and approximately what percentage of the overall process is electronic? (): measure


within the sector close to 100%


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade currently use electronic


messages and approximately what percentage of the overall process is electronic? (): settle close


to 100%


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade currently use electronic


messages and approximately what percentage of the overall process is electronic? (): bill close to


0%


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade currently use electronic


messages and approximately what percentage of the overall process is electronic? (): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade currently use electronic


messages and approximately what percentage of the overall process is electronic? (): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade currently use electronic


messages and approximately what percentage of the overall process is electronic? (): 


Are these cross border business processes?: Yes [Y]


What is the scope of usage?: B2B - Business to Business [1]
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What document/message types are involved? (): what do yo mean? old Edifact UNSM's?


What document/message types are involved? (): DELFOR, MSCONS, QUOTES, SLSRPT, PRODAT, REQDOC,


REQOTE, UTILMD, UTILTS


What document/message types are involved? (): XML documents


What document/message types are involved? (): 


What document/message types are involved? (): 


What document/message types are involved? (): 


What document/message types are involved? (): 


What document/message types are involved? (): 


What document/message types are involved? (): 


What document/message types are involved? (): 


What syntax and format do these documents/messages use? (UN/EDIFACT): Yes [Y]


What syntax and format do these documents/messages use? (CEFACT XML ): Yes [Y]


What syntax and format do these documents/messages use? (ANSI ASC X12): 


What syntax and format do these documents/messages use? (GS1 XML): 


What syntax and format do these documents/messages use? (OAGIS): 


What syntax and format do these documents/messages use? (OASIS UBL): 


What syntax and format do these documents/messages use? (RosettaNet): 


What syntax and format do these documents/messages use? (ISO 20022 (UNIFI)): 


What syntax and format do these documents/messages use? (XBRL): 


What syntax and format do these documents/messages use? (xCBL): 


What syntax and format do these documents/messages use? (cXML): 


What syntax and format do these documents/messages use? (Inhouse format (XML)): 


What syntax and format do these documents/messages use? (Inhouse format (other)): 


What syntax and format do these documents/messages use? (Industry format (XML)): Yes [Y]


What syntax and format do these documents/messages use? (Industry format (other)): 


What syntax and format do these documents/messages use? (PDF): 


What syntax and format do these documents/messages use? (Comma Separated Values): 


What syntax and format do these documents/messages use? (Don't Know): 


What syntax and format do these documents/messages use?(other): 


Please rate the following criteria in order of importance when selecting a standard for eBusiness,


Government or Trade.1= not important2= may be important3= somewhat important4= important5= very


important  (Availability (open and accessible)): 5


Please rate the following criteria in order of importance when selecting a standard for eBusiness,


Government or Trade.1= not important2= may be important3= somewhat important4= important5= very


important  (Usefulness (best meets requirements, support tools, ease of implementation)): 5


Please rate the following criteria in order of importance when selecting a standard for eBusiness,


Government or Trade.1= not important2= may be important3= somewhat important4= important5= very


important  (Traction (widely used)): 3


Please rate the following criteria in order of importance when selecting a standard for eBusiness,


Government or Trade.1= not important2= may be important3= somewhat important4= important5= very


important  (Sanction (endorsed by recognized standards body)): 4
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Please rate the following criteria in order of importance when selecting a standard for eBusiness,


Government or Trade.1= not important2= may be important3= somewhat important4= important5= very


important  (Maintainability (governance, versioning, etc)): 4


Please rate the following criteria in order of importance when selecting a standard for eBusiness,


Government or Trade.1= not important2= may be important3= somewhat important4= important5= very


important  (Requirements from trading partners (legal or commercial)): 4


Please rate the following criteria in order of importance when selecting a standard for eBusiness,


Government or Trade.1= not important2= may be important3= somewhat important4= important5= very


important  (Maturity (stability for a period of time)): 5


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 6 months (in order of priority)? (1): upgrade


implemented structure process models


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 6 months (in order of priority)? (2): upgrade


implemented measure process models


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 6 months (in order of priority)? (3): define and


implement congestion handling


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 6 months (in order of priority)? (4): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 6 months (in order of priority)? (5): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 6 months (in order of priority)? (6): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 6 months (in order of priority)? (7): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 6 months (in order of priority)? (8): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 6 months (in order of priority)? (9): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 6 months (in order of priority)? (10): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 6 to 12 months (in order of priority)? (1): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 6 to 12 months (in order of priority)? (2): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 6 to 12 months (in order of priority)? (3): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 6 to 12 months (in order of priority)? (4): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 6 to 12 months (in order of priority)? (5): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 6 to 12 months (in order of priority)? (6): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 6 to 12 months (in order of priority)? (7): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as
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candidates for implementation in the next 6 to 12 months (in order of priority)? (8): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 6 to 12 months (in order of priority)? (9): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 6 to 12 months (in order of priority)? (10): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 12 to 24 months (in order of priority)? (1): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 12 to 24 months (in order of priority)? (2): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 12 to 24 months (in order of priority)? (3): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 12 to 24 months (in order of priority)? (4): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 12 to 24 months (in order of priority)? (5): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 12 to 24 months (in order of priority)? (6): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 12 to 24 months (in order of priority)? (7): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 12 to 24 months (in order of priority)? (8): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 12 to 24 months (in order of priority)? (9): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation in the next 12 to 24 months (in order of priority)? (10): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation beyond the next 24 months (in order of priority)? (1): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation beyond the next 24 months (in order of priority)? (2): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation beyond the next 24 months (in order of priority)? (3): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation beyond the next 24 months (in order of priority)? (4): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation beyond the next 24 months (in order of priority)? (5): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation beyond the next 24 months (in order of priority)? (6): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation beyond the next 24 months (in order of priority)? (7): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation beyond the next 24 months (in order of priority)? (8): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation beyond the next 24 months (in order of priority)? (9): 


Which of your business processes for eBusiness, Government or Trade have you identified as


candidates for implementation beyond the next 24 months (in order of priority)? (10): 


Will� these be cross border business processes?: Yes [Y]
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What is the scope of usage?: B2B - Business to Business [1]


What will be the primary document/message types involved? (): 


What will be the primary document/message types involved? (): 


What will be the primary document/message types involved? (): 


What will be the primary document/message types involved? (): 


What will be the primary document/message types involved? (): 


What will be the primary document/message types involved? (): 


What will be the primary document/message types involved? (): 


What will be the primary document/message types involved? (): 


What will be the primary document/message types involved? (): 


What will be the primary document/message types involved? (): 


Do you have a preference for the syntax and format for these documents/messages? (UN/EDIFACT): 


Do you have a preference for the syntax and format for these documents/messages? (CEFACT XML): Yes


[Y]


Do you have a preference for the syntax and format for these documents/messages? (ANSI ASC X12): 


Do you have a preference for the syntax and format for these documents/messages? (GS1 XML): 


Do you have a preference for the syntax and format for these documents/messages? (OAGIS): 


Do you have a preference for the syntax and format for these documents/messages? (OASIS UBL): 


Do you have a preference for the syntax and format for these documents/messages? (RosettaNet): 


Do you have a preference for the syntax and format for these documents/messages? (ISO 20022


(UNIFI)): 


Do you have a preference for the syntax and format for these documents/messages? (XBRL): 


Do you have a preference for the syntax and format for these documents/messages? (xCBL): 


Do you have a preference for the syntax and format for these documents/messages? (cXML): 


Do you have a preference for the syntax and format for these documents/messages? (Inhouse format


(XML)): 


Do you have a preference for the syntax and format for these documents/messages? (Inhouse format


(other)): 


Do you have a preference for the syntax and format for these documents/messages? (Industry format


(XML)): 


Do you have a preference for the syntax and format for these documents/messages? (Industry format


(other)): 


Do you have a preference for the syntax and format for these documents/messages? (PDF): 


Do you have a preference for the syntax and format for these documents/messages? (Comma Separated


Values): 


Do you have a preference for the syntax and format for these documents/messages? (Don't Care): 


Do you have a preference for the syntax and format for these documents/messages?(other): 


Are you aware of the following set of deliverables from UN/CEFACT? (Core Component Library (CCL)):


Yes [Y]


Are you aware of the following set of deliverables from UN/CEFACT? (Reference Document Models


based on CCL): Yes [Y]


Are you aware of the following set of deliverables from UN/CEFACT? (Standards EDI message
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structures (EDIFACT)): Yes [Y]


Are you aware of the following set of deliverables from UN/CEFACT? (Standards EDI message


implementation guides (EDIFACT)): Uncertain [U]


Are you aware of the following set of deliverables from UN/CEFACT? (Standards EDI message


structures (CEFACT/XML)): Yes [Y]


Are you aware of the following set of deliverables from UN/CEFACT? (Standards EDI message


implementation guides (CEFACT/XML)): Uncertain [U]


Do you want to skip the rest of the questions on UN/CEFACT deliverables?: No [N]


Have you implemented any of the following set of deliverables from UN/CEFACT? (Core Component


Library (CCL)): Yes [Y]


Have you implemented any of the following set of deliverables from UN/CEFACT? (Reference Document


Models based on CCL): Yes [Y]


Have you implemented any of the following set of deliverables from UN/CEFACT? (Standards EDI


message structures (EDIFACT)): Yes [Y]


Have you implemented any of the following set of deliverables from UN/CEFACT? (Standards EDI


message implementation guides (EDIFACT)): Uncertain [U]


Have you implemented any of the following set of deliverables from UN/CEFACT? (Standards EDI


message structures (CEFACT/XML)): No [N]


Have you implemented any of the following set of deliverables from UN/CEFACT? (Standards EDI


message implementation guides (CEFACT/XML)): No [N]


How would you rate the value to your business of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT?1= not�


valuable 2= may be valuable 3= somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable (Core Component


Library (CCL)): 3


How would you rate the value to your business of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT?1= not�


valuable 2= may be valuable 3= somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable (Reference Document


Models based on the CCL): 1


How would you rate the value to your business of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT?1= not�


valuable 2= may be valuable 3= somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable (Standard Message


Structures (EDIFACT)): 4


How would you rate the value to your business of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT?1= not�


valuable 2= may be valuable 3= somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable (Standard Message


Implementation Guides (EDIFACT)): 


How would you rate the value to your business of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT?1= not�


valuable 2= may be valuable 3= somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable (Standard Message


Structures (CEFACT/XML)): 


How would you rate the value to your business of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT?1= not�


valuable 2= may be valuable 3= somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable (Standard Message


Implementation Guides (CEFACT/XML)): 


How would you rate the value to your business of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT?1= not�


valuable 2= may be valuable 3= somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable (Other CEFACT


deliverables): 


How do you perceive the value of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT with regards to


improving semantic interoperability*?1= not� useful� 2= may be useful� 3= somewhat useful 4=


useful� 5= very useful (Core Component Library (CCL)): 3


How do you perceive the value of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT with regards to


improving semantic interoperability*?1= not� useful� 2= may be useful� 3= somewhat useful 4=


useful� 5= very useful (Reference Document Models based on the CCL): 
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How do you perceive the value of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT with regards to


improving semantic interoperability*?1= not� useful� 2= may be useful� 3= somewhat useful 4=


useful� 5= very useful (Standard Message Structures (EDIFACT)): 4


How do you perceive the value of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT with regards to


improving semantic interoperability*?1= not� useful� 2= may be useful� 3= somewhat useful 4=


useful� 5= very useful (Standard Message Implementation Guides (EDIFACT)): 


How do you perceive the value of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT with regards to


improving semantic interoperability*?1= not� useful� 2= may be useful� 3= somewhat useful 4=


useful� 5= very useful (Standard Message Structures (CEFACT/XML)): 


How do you perceive the value of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT with regards to


improving semantic interoperability*?1= not� useful� 2= may be useful� 3= somewhat useful 4=


useful� 5= very useful (Standard Message Implementation Guides (CEFACT/XML)): 


How do you perceive the value of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT with regards to


improving semantic interoperability*?1= not� useful� 2= may be useful� 3= somewhat useful 4=


useful� 5= very useful (Other CEFACT deliverables): 


How would you rate the overall importance of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT with


respect to your requirements for eBusiness, Government and Trade?1= not� important� 2= may be


important 3= somewhat important 4= important 5= very important (Core Component Library (CCL)): 5


How would you rate the overall importance of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT with


respect to your requirements for eBusiness, Government and Trade?1= not� important� 2= may be


important 3= somewhat important 4= important 5= very important (Reference Document Models based on


the CCL): 4


How would you rate the overall importance of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT with


respect to your requirements for eBusiness, Government and Trade?1= not� important� 2= may be


important 3= somewhat important 4= important 5= very important (Standard Message Structures


(EDIFACT)): 5


How would you rate the overall importance of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT with


respect to your requirements for eBusiness, Government and Trade?1= not� important� 2= may be


important 3= somewhat important 4= important 5= very important (Standard Message Implementation


Guides (EDIFACT)): 


How would you rate the overall importance of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT with


respect to your requirements for eBusiness, Government and Trade?1= not� important� 2= may be


important 3= somewhat important 4= important 5= very important (Standard Message Structures


(CEFACT/XML)): 


How would you rate the overall importance of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT with


respect to your requirements for eBusiness, Government and Trade?1= not� important� 2= may be


important 3= somewhat important 4= important 5= very important (Standard Message Implementation


Guides (CEFACT/XML)): 


How would you rate the overall importance of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT with


respect to your requirements for eBusiness, Government and Trade?1= not� important� 2= may be


important 3= somewhat important 4= important 5= very important (Other CEFACT deliverables): 


Do you plan to implement any of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT? (Core Component Library


(CCL)): Yes [Y]


Do you plan to implement any of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT? (Reference Document


Models based on CCL): No [N]


Do you plan to implement any of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT? (Standards EDI message


structures (EDIFACT)): Yes [Y]


Do you plan to implement any of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT? (Standards EDI message


implementation guides (EDIFACT)): No [N]


 7 / 12







 


Do you plan to implement any of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT? (Standards EDI message


structures (CEFACT/XML)): No [N]


Do you plan to implement any of the following deliverables from UN/CEFACT? (Standards EDI message


implementation guides (CEFACT/XML)): No [N]


Is the Core Component library (CCL), as currently published, usable by you?: No answer []


Are you familiar with any of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT? (Core


Component technical Specification (CCTS)): Yes [Y]


Are you familiar with any of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT? (Core


Data Type Catalogue): Yes [Y]


Are you familiar with any of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT?


(Business Data Type Catalogue): Yes [Y]


Are you familiar with any of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT?


(Unified Context Methodology (UCM)): Yes [Y]


Are you familiar with any of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT? (UML


Profile for CCTS (UPCC)): Yes [Y]


Are you familiar with any of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT? (XML


Naming and Design Rules (NDR)): Yes [Y]


Are you familiar with any of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT?


(UN/EDIFACT Message Design Rules (MDR)): Yes [Y]


Are you familiar with any of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT?


(Standard Business Document Header (SBDH)): Yes [Y]


Are you familiar with any of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT?


(UN/CEFACT Modeling Methodology (UMM)): Yes [Y]


Do you want to skip the rest of the questions on UN/CEFACT methodology specifications?: No [N]


Have you implemented or used any of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT?


 (Core Component technical Specification (CCTS)): Yes [Y]


Have you implemented or used any of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT?


 (Core Data Type Catalogue): Yes [Y]


Have you implemented or used any of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT?


 (Business Data Type Catalogue): Yes [Y]


Have you implemented or used any of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT?


 (Unified Context Methodology (UCM)): Uncertain [U]


Have you implemented or used any of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT?


 (UML Profile for CCTS (UPCC)): Yes [Y]


Have you implemented or used any of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT?


 (XML Naming and Design Rules (NDR)): Yes [Y]


Have you implemented or used any of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT?


 (UN/EDIFACT Message Design Rules (MDR)): Yes [Y]


Have you implemented or used any of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT?


 (Standard Business Document Header (SBDH)): Yes [Y]


Have you implemented or used any of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT?


 (UN/CEFACT Modeling Methodology (UMM)): Yes [Y]


How would you rate the value to your business of the following technical specifications published


by UN/CEFACT?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3= somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable


(Core Component technical Specification (CCTS)): 2


How would you rate the value to your business of the following technical specifications published
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by UN/CEFACT?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3= somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable


(Core Data Type Catalogue): 2


How would you rate the value to your business of the following technical specifications published


by UN/CEFACT?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3= somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable


(Business Data Type Catalogue): 2


How would you rate the value to your business of the following technical specifications published


by UN/CEFACT?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3= somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable


(Unified Context Methodology (UCM)): 2


How would you rate the value to your business of the following technical specifications published


by UN/CEFACT?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3= somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable


(UML Profile for CCTS (UPCC)): 5


How would you rate the value to your business of the following technical specifications published


by UN/CEFACT?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3= somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable


(XML Naming and Design Rules (NDR)): 4


How would you rate the value to your business of the following technical specifications published


by UN/CEFACT?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3= somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable


(UN/EDIFACT Message Design Rules (MDR)): 


How would you rate the value to your business of the following technical specifications published


by UN/CEFACT?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3= somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable


(Standard Business Document Header (SBDH)): 1


How would you rate the value to your business of the following technical specifications published


by UN/CEFACT?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3= somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable


(UN/CEFACT Modeling Methodology (UMM)): 5


In your opinion what are the most significant requirements to be met by the technical


specifications published by UN/CEFACT?  (): support technology independent modeling


In your opinion what are the most significant requirements to be met by the technical


specifications published by UN/CEFACT?  (): from which technology specific elements may be


In your opinion what are the most significant requirements to be met by the technical


specifications published by UN/CEFACT?  (): derived and that supports re-use


In your opinion what are the most significant requirements to be met by the technical


specifications published by UN/CEFACT?  (): within various contexts


In your opinion what are the most significant requirements to be met by the technical


specifications published by UN/CEFACT?  (): with an unambigious way of specifying context


In your opinion what are the most significant requirements to be met by the technical


specifications published by UN/CEFACT?  (): for both data and process is available


In your opinion what are the most significant requirements to be met by the technical


specifications published by UN/CEFACT?  (): bottom-up


In your opinion what are the most significant requirements to be met by the technical


specifications published by UN/CEFACT?  (): and last but at all not least: re-use implies havi


In your opinion what are the most significant requirements to be met by the technical


specifications published by UN/CEFACT?  (): ng a mechanism for tailoring re-usable elements


In your opinion what are the most significant requirements to be met by the technical


specifications published by UN/CEFACT?  (): to business requirements available


How important do you value the following characteristic of the technical specifications published


by UN/CEFACT? (Support for organizational interoperability, i.e. the ability of organisations to


provide, by making use of information systems, services to other organisations or to their


clients.): High [1]
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How important do you value the following characteristic of the technical specifications published


by UN/CEFACT? (Support for semantic interoperability, i.e. the ability of different organisations


to understand the exchanged data in a similar way.): High [1]


How important do you value the following characteristic of the technical specifications published


by UN/CEFACT? (Support for technical interoperability, i.e. the ability of of hardware acquired by


different organisations to work in a connected way.): Medium [2]


How important do you value the following characteristic of the technical specifications published


by UN/CEFACT? (Backward compatibility over time, i.e. the ability to have e.g. an Invoice issued


under an old version to be valid under a newer version.): Medium [2]


How important do you value the following characteristic of the technical specifications published


by UN/CEFACT? (Allowing for customization, i.e. the ability of user communities to define


compliant subsets of e.g. an Invoice applicable within their community while remaining compliant


to the UN/CEFACT deliverables): High [1]


How important do you value the following characteristic of the technical specifications published


by UN/CEFACT? (Allowing for extensions, i.e. the ability of user communities to define additional


data over and above the data structures defined in the UN/CEFACT deliverables): High [1]


How important do you value the following characteristic of the technical specifications published


by UN/CEFACT? (Forced validation of code vales in XML parsers, i.e. the ability to define allowed


code values in XML schema): Medium [2]


How do you perceive the value of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT


with regards to improving semantic interoperability?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3=


somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable (Core Component technical Specification (CCTS)): 3


How do you perceive the value of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT


with regards to improving semantic interoperability?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3=


somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable (Core Data Type Catalogue): 2


How do you perceive the value of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT


with regards to improving semantic interoperability?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3=


somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable (Business Data Type Catalogue): 2


How do you perceive the value of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT


with regards to improving semantic interoperability?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3=


somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable (Unified Context Methodology (UCM)): 2


How do you perceive the value of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT


with regards to improving semantic interoperability?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3=


somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable (UML Profile for CCTS (UPCC)): 4


How do you perceive the value of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT


with regards to improving semantic interoperability?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3=


somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable (XML Naming and Design Rules (NDR)): 4


How do you perceive the value of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT


with regards to improving semantic interoperability?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3=


somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable (UN/EDIFACT Message Design Rules (MDR)): 4


How do you perceive the value of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT


with regards to improving semantic interoperability?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3=


somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable (Standard Business Document Header (SBDH)): 2


How do you perceive the value of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT


with regards to improving semantic interoperability?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3=


somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable (UN/CEFACT Modeling Methodology (UMM)): 5


How do you perceive the value of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT


with regards to improving technical interoperability?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3=


somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable (Core Component technical Specification (CCTS)): 2
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How do you perceive the value of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT


with regards to improving technical interoperability?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3=


somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable (Core Data Type Catalogue): 2


How do you perceive the value of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT


with regards to improving technical interoperability?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3=


somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable (Business Data Type Catalogue): 2


How do you perceive the value of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT


with regards to improving technical interoperability?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3=


somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable (Unified Context Methodology (UCM)): 1


How do you perceive the value of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT


with regards to improving technical interoperability?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3=


somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable (UML Profile for CCTS (UPCC)): 4


How do you perceive the value of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT


with regards to improving technical interoperability?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3=


somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable (XML Naming and Design Rules (NDR)): 3


How do you perceive the value of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT


with regards to improving technical interoperability?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3=


somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable (UN/EDIFACT Message Design Rules (MDR)): 


How do you perceive the value of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT


with regards to improving technical interoperability?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3=


somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable (Standard Business Document Header (SBDH)): 2


How do you perceive the value of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT


with regards to improving technical interoperability?1= not  valuable 2= may be valuable 3=


somewhat valuable 4= valuable 5= very valuable (UN/CEFACT Modeling Methodology (UMM)): 3


How would you rate the overall importance of the following technical specifications published by


UN/CEFACT with respect to your requirements for eBusiness, Government and Trade?1= not  important 


2= may be important 3= somewhat important 4= important 5= very important (Core Component technical


Specification (CCTS)): 2


How would you rate the overall importance of the following technical specifications published by


UN/CEFACT with respect to your requirements for eBusiness, Government and Trade?1= not  important 


2= may be important 3= somewhat important 4= important 5= very important (Core Data Type


Catalogue): 2


How would you rate the overall importance of the following technical specifications published by


UN/CEFACT with respect to your requirements for eBusiness, Government and Trade?1= not  important 


2= may be important 3= somewhat important 4= important 5= very important (Business Data Type


Catalogue): 2


How would you rate the overall importance of the following technical specifications published by


UN/CEFACT with respect to your requirements for eBusiness, Government and Trade?1= not  important 


2= may be important 3= somewhat important 4= important 5= very important (Unified Context


Methodology (UCM)): 5


How would you rate the overall importance of the following technical specifications published by


UN/CEFACT with respect to your requirements for eBusiness, Government and Trade?1= not  important 


2= may be important 3= somewhat important 4= important 5= very important (UML Profile for CCTS


(UPCC)): 5


How would you rate the overall importance of the following technical specifications published by


UN/CEFACT with respect to your requirements for eBusiness, Government and Trade?1= not  important 


2= may be important 3= somewhat important 4= important 5= very important (XML Naming and Design


Rules (NDR)): 4


How would you rate the overall importance of the following technical specifications published by
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UN/CEFACT with respect to your requirements for eBusiness, Government and Trade?1= not  important 


2= may be important 3= somewhat important 4= important 5= very important (UN/EDIFACT Message


Design Rules (MDR)): 3


How would you rate the overall importance of the following technical specifications published by


UN/CEFACT with respect to your requirements for eBusiness, Government and Trade?1= not  important 


2= may be important 3= somewhat important 4= important 5= very important (Standard Business


Document Header (SBDH)): 2


How would you rate the overall importance of the following technical specifications published by


UN/CEFACT with respect to your requirements for eBusiness, Government and Trade?1= not  important 


2= may be important 3= somewhat important 4= important 5= very important (UN/CEFACT Modeling


Methodology (UMM)): 5


Do you plan to implement any of the following technical specifications published by UN/CEFACT from


UN/CEFACT?: Yes [Y]


Do you currently contribute to the work of UN/CEFACT?: Yes [Y]


What is your type of contribution?: participation in TBG1, contributions to other groups


Do you have any additional comments you wish to make about the current needs of stakeholders for


open international standards for electronic international trade data messages and which standards


stakeholders would like CEFACT to deliver as priorities?: +31 6 22667911 UTC +1


Do you have any additional comments you wish to make about the CEFACT Core Component Library


(CCL)?: 1) The CCa are specified top-down, while UMM and other modelling spesifications are


bottom-up2) There is a lack of customisation mechanisms for reusable CCs3) CEFACT has taken ower


to much responsibility for CCs. More of the responsibilities, such as ABIEs, should be left to the


business sectors
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