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Minutes ETC meeting, February 7th and 8th, 2007
Date:
Wednesday February 7th and Thursday February 8th, 2007
Time:
10:00 - 18:30
9:00 - 16:00
Meeting place:
INTER-REGIES, Brussels
Participants:
Christoph Ruffing, swissgrid, CH
Filip Drijkoningen, Interelectra/UMIX, BE
Hugo Dekeyser, Independent consultant, BE
Jan Owe, SvK, SE
Kees Sparreboom, TenneT, NL
Lucy Sarkisian, TenneT/EBO, NL
Ove Nesvik (Secretary), EdiSys, NO 
Attachment:
data quality & rectification.ppt, see 6), Discussion related to data quality
1) Approval of agenda

The agenda was approved with the following additions:
A) UN/CEFACT SBDH, see 12), AOB 

2) Minutes from previous meetings

The minuets from the two latest ETC meetings were approved.
3) Finalise Test (integration) related to UML/UMM packages (CCs, Code lists, etc)

We had got the following answer from Christian Huemer, on our UML questions from previous meeting:

A) How to detail the activities in the Business transactions (e.g. <<RequestingBusinessActivity>>)?

If I understand you correctly, you want to detail what is happening internally in an organization as part of the <<RequestingBusinessActivity>>? This means you want to draw another activity graph consisting of sending <<something>>, some other activities and receiving <<something>> in return. I think this is very important – but currently this is not part in UMM. It may get also a little bit tricky when such an “internal” activity graph includes activities that trigger a nested transaction in another partnership. [Example: <<RespondingBusinessActivity>> register customer is refined to: receive registration request (from buyer), some activities, request creditworthiness (from a bank), receive credit status (from bank), some other activities, and return customer id (to buyer).

In order to handle all these tricky situations, I am planning an UMM extension module, that defines the necessary stereotypes and allows checking if an internal process is compliant to one or more collaborative processes defined by the current UMM. However, the UMM foundation and base module 2.0 which will be based on UML2 will have priority over this UMM extension module.

For the moment, all I can recommend is to use another activity graph beneath the <<Requesting/RespondingBusinessActivity>> and try your best to keep it consistent.

B) What is the correct direction of the mapsTo dependencies for the <<AuthorisedRole>>? See also C)

The mapsTo dependencies are in the same directions as the includes/extends dependencies. When mapping <<BusinessPartnerType>> to <<AuthorizedRole>> the direction is from the first to the latter.

This should be easy to recognize from the UMM in a nutshell paper (“3 pager”): http://www.untmg.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=docclick&Itemid=137&bid=55&limitstart=0&limit=5
C) Are both the BusinessCollaborationView and the BusinessCollaborationRealizationView required as UseCase diagrams? If yes, why? (If we don't have reusable patterns in the BusinessCollaborationView, is the BusinessCollaborationRealizationView still needed?)

In UMM 1.0 the Realization is mandatory. However, after discussions with Steve Capell – who run into similar problems here in Down Under – we agreed that the BusinessCollaborationRealizationView will be optional in UMM 2.0.

D) Have we put the role model (under the BusinessRequirementsView) in the right place in the UMM structure?

Yes – it is exactly in the place which we plan for UMM 2.0. It is under the <<BRV>> in a package stereotyped as <<BusinessPartnerTypesView>>.

E) Where in the structure do we put the diagrams, e.g. the <<BusinessCollaborationView>> activity diagram. Below the <<BusinessCollaborationUseCase>> or directly under the <<BusinessCollaborationView>> package.

This answer is a little bit tricky, due to the fact that my PPT slide show for moving towards UML2 was not very precise – even I did it on purpose.

Firstly, in UML 1.4 an activity graph was a modeling element (not only a diagram). In UML2 the modeling element “activity graph” does not exist anymore. It must be replaced by another modeling element. Without looking into the spec, I do not exactly know how this element is called. Lets call it “CompositeAcitivity” for the moment.

It is envisioned in UMM2 that this “CompositeActivity” which is stereotyped as “BusinessCollaborationProtocol” (sorry for the bug in the PPT slide where it is unfortunately also stereotyped as <<BusinessCollaborationView>>) goes under the <<BusinessCollaborationUse Case>>. 

In general, from a modelling perspective it is not important where to put the diagrams. Since the activity diagram is not a modeling element (activity graph) anymore, it does not matter where to put the diagram.


F) In the MagicDraw UMM profile there is defined a stereotype <<BusinessTransactionActivityGraph>>, but no <<BusinessTransactionActivity>>, is this the same stereotype? Is it required to stereotype all the diagrams?

Sorry – I have not worked with the MagicDraw profile. I do not know about a <<BusinessTransactionActivityGraph>>. There should be a <<BusinessTransaction>> and a <<BusinessTransactionActivity>>. A <<BusinessTransactionActivity>> is an activity within a <<BusinessCollaborationProtocol>>, which is refined by a <<BusinessTransaction>> which is a UML 1.4 activity graph.

I will also forward this question to Jens Dietrich and will copy Ove on the request.

G) What is the reason for the differentiation between the <<RequestingBusinessActivity>> and the <<RespondingBusinessActivity>>, and he <<RequestingInformationEnvelope>> and the <<RespondingInformationEnvelope>>
First of all, we sticked to the concepts of UMM rev. 12 whenever possible and useful. Furthermore, the differentiation allows for an easier validation of the model. See the OCL constraints – or better their plain text descriptions.

Is there any argument for removing the differentiation?

H) Why is the Business collaboration model a UML model (and not a package) and the rest of the views and sub-views UML packages?

In the meta model a “model” inherits from “package”, so it is just a special kind of a package, i.e. the top most level one. This is what we wanted to express.

When looking at your ebIX model, I guess I understand the rational of the question. You have a model which includes all the profiles in addition to the business collaboration model. So the business collaboration model is not the root anymore. 

I have no problem to revise this in UMM 2.0 – so that the business collaboration model is based on a package. In this case it may still be a model (i.e. a special kind of package) as well as part of a model.

The answers from Christian Huemer were gone through and ETC was happy to see that the answers were as hoped (expected). The answers will be used as basis for the continuation of making an ebIX profile.
Ove had tried making MagicDraw profiles according to the proposal from the latest meeting, but got into problems with the linking of profiles in a hierarchy of profiles. The MagicDraw problems were solved during the meeting, mainly by Kees and Hugo.
Kees showed the tags he is using in the Netherlands for the stereotype <<Syntax>> (Qualifier, Version, Syntax, Structure, SG, Data and UNSM) and the stereotype <<Code>> (Dsc, End, Start, Assigned to, RR (Responsible Role), Type, UID and Version). The tags will be added to the “BCSS ebIX profile”.
Kees also showed an example of an UN/CEFACT BRS and a UN/CEFACT RSM from the EMVR projects. The models behind the documents are based on copy and paste of the CCs (ABIEs) and not reuse, and could be seen as a step back. 
Hugo showed again the principles he has proposed for structuring of code lists. The principles has several advantages, such as easy local (national) customisation of codes, structured combination of code lists, one place for all “assembled” code lists and we may have several origins for “original code lists”. Alternatives to using Hugo’s principles would be continuing using single enumerations for each code list or even going back to a Word version of the code lists (which might be needed independent of the chosen modelled solution). Also how to instantiate the code lists for the actual messages (class diagrams) was briefly discussed, but not finalised. The conclusion was that we go for Hugo’s principles for code lists.
The layout of the ebIX profiles was further discussed and it will be made national templates for models and BCSS extensions. 
The Stereotype <<ENUM>> from the BCSS profile, Data type package, is of base class [Class], but should probable be of base class [Property], since it according to the BCSS UML profile is used for stereotyping attributes in a class. I.e. “The ENUM (Enumeration Type) represents an enumeration type. The ENUM stereotype is used to define a restriction on either a content- or supplementary component of a QDT“. Ove sent a mail to inform Steve Capell, Christian Huemer and Jens Dietrich of this.

How to include national extensions was discussed. The best way of doing it (for extensions of codes) seems to be adding empty enumerations for all code lists in an open national package, which are generalisations of the ebIX code lists. Then codes added nationally in the empty enumerations will be available in the ebIX model by inheritance. 

To do:

· The stereotype <<Syntax>> (Qualifier, Version, Syntax, Structure, SG, Data and UNSM) and the stereotype <<Code>> (Dsc, End, Start, Assigned to, RR (Responsible Role), Type, UID and Version) will be added to the “BCSS ebIX profile”.

· The code lists from Hugo will be added.

· All code lists must be checked/verified.
· Stereotypes and tags must be checked/verified.

· The stereotype for the “ebIX Assembled” will be renamed to <<enumeration>> according to UMM.

· The available ebIX ABIEs and QDTs will be added.

· National extensions will be made in separate packages, which can be maintained separated from the ebIX profiles, i.e.:

· The “National model template package” will be created, including:
· Empty enumerations for all code lists, which are generalisations of the ebIX code lists. Then codes added nationally in the empty enumerations will be available in the ebIX model by inheritance.

· The “National BCSS template package” will be created.

· Upper case letter will be used in the first word of all roles in the code list.

· The term “Switch” will be changed to “Change” in all code lists related to CuS.

· The new ETC code list will be compared and updated with possible new codes from the CuS model.

· The code “E06 Unrequested change of supplier” will be remuved from ReasonForTransaction.

Homework:
· Hugo will update the code lists

· Kees will update the QDTs and ABIEs.
4) Discuss possible ways of presentation EDIFACT mapping. 

The three proposals for showing mapping from UML to EDIFACT (instantiation of UML classes, tagged values in UML and traditional Implementation guides) were discussed, but without a final conclusion. Kees will try to come up with some additional information on MDA (Model Driven Architecture) on a later meeting.

5) How to generate XML schemas.

Due to lack of time the item was postponed.
6) Discussion related to data quality

Filip presented the Belgian way of doing the rectification process. Today about 0,2% of the metered data are resent using the rectification messages (request/response) out of about 12 million messages a year. The Business Document Type “ERR” is used for all messages related to the rectification messages. UTILTS is used for start and end of the process, both for metered data and master data. All messages related to metered data are based on UTILTS and the master data itself is based on UTILMD.
According to Action item 10 from the latest ebIX Forum meeting will ETC make a proposal for dealing with the topic, i.e. whether ETC will work on this subject themselves or which other group should do it, latest before the next ebIX Forum meeting. 
However, the request for metered data and related response is already dealt with within the EMD project and CuS should add a similar process to the CuS work list. 
7) Comments from SvK related to the EMD models

The document “Extract from Swedish comments…” was reviewed and the following proposed:

· Sending the information to the correct application

Conclusion:
ETC proposes the use of the Overall Business Processes Identification (OBPI). Each OBPI can be considered as one standard application that is able to support the transactions. The OPBI covers an area similar to the Business Process Area in UMM. The OBPI is used for addressing and routing the interchange and is put on the EDIFACT envelope as application reference (UNB/0026).

· Repetitions

Conclusion:
The question is related to the “Belgian revolution”, i.e. in the ebIX models we model one business document. When implementing the modelled class diagram in EDIFACT or other syntaxes the cardinality may be extended (for the BusinessDocumentData class). 

· Tables with all data elements

From Sweden: For each message flow several data elements (QDTs, Qualified Data Types) are used. We want to have a list of all QDTs including information/links telling where these QDTs are used. Otherwise it will still be difficult, as it is now with the present documents from EMD, to find where a specific data element (QDT) is used. In this list it is not just informed in which message (E66, E31, …) the data element is used, but also for which Reason for transaction.

Conclusion:
There is a list of QDTs available in the ebIX CC registry. This is however not fully updated, but will be updated as a part of the ongoing CC work.

· Always original messages from Sweden

From Sweden: All UTILTS-messages in Sweden are marked as Original messages, we never use the code for update. We do hope that this will not be any problem when sending UTILTS-messages across the border.

Conclusion:
EMD will not change their principle, i.e. both “original” and “resending” will be options for the Function element. If Sweden wants to restrict this principle by only allowing “original” it has to be a national rule. In EMD there is also a possibility to add a registration data to every observation (e.g. for each 15 minutes value). 

· Quality flags

From Sweden:
In Sweden we in E66-messages use the following quality flags:

56 (estimated) – used when interpolating meter stands

61 (uncertain) – used for energy values, like an [uncertain] monthly value or hourly value

46 (missing) – used both for meter stands and energy values, for missing values

For aggregated time series (like in E31) we use the following quality flags:

56 (estimated) – some underlying value has as worst this status.

61 (uncertain) – some underlying value has as worst this status.

113 (incomplete data) – Missing underlying value, some value is missing at the aggregation.

46 (missing) – if all underlying values are missing

We want to be sure that we can use these codes according to EMD and ETC.

Conclusion:
The above list is partly matching the EMD documents. EMVR has not yet concluded.
8) Requests from CuS

The requested items from CuS was added to the “To do” list for the CC profiles.
9) Future work
Due to lack of time the item was postponed.
10) Information

Report from other meeting(s) with interest (UN/CEFACT, IEC/TC57/WG16 etc)
None.
11) Next meeting(s)

· Wednesday 21st and Thursday 22nd of March, Belgium (Hasselt)

· Tuesday 23rd and Wednesday 24th of May, Oslo

· Tuesday 26th and Wednesday 27th of June, Laufenburg (?)

12) AOB

A) UN/CEFACT SBDH

The latest UN/CEFACT SBDH spreadsheet was reviewed:
· The ebIX attributes Time Zone, Reason For Transaction, Business Sector, Ancillary role, Function and Class Diagram Version are missing. 

· The UN/CEFACT elements  “Instance_ Document. Dictionary Agency_Identification. Identifier” and “Instance_ Document. Version. Identifier” are required in SBDH, but not used within ebIX. 

· For the time being we recognise that there are differences between UN/CEFACT SBDH and the ebIX header. A request for change should be coordinated with ETSO and possibly IEC.
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Appendix B Work items for ETC

A) ebIX architecture for 
a. UMM: Organising the packages, stereotypes, tags etc
Homework: Ove will restructure the UMM profile according to the new UMM structure proposed by Christian Huemer and send to Lucy for a review, within December 20th 2007.
b. Code lists and additional tags, stereotypes etc required by ebIX
Homework: Hugo will finalise a code list he has been working on and distribute within December 11th 2006.
c. UN/CEFACT Core Components
Homework: Ove will update the UN/CEFACT CCs that may be of interest for ebIX in MagicDraw and distribute within December 20th 2007.
d. ebIX Core Components 
Homework: Hugo will remodel, copy,… the current ebIX CCs within January 1st 2007.
e. Generic model elements (acknowledgement and error report)
Action: Timeframe will be decided in January 2007.
f. Publication of the above elements in a readable format (Word, PDF…)
Action: Timeframe will be decided in January 2007.
g. Test (integration) of the above elements
Action: Will be done during the ETC meeting January 3rd and 4th 2007.
B) Migration of EMD models to the new UMM structure
Homework: Kees will make a trial version of the EMD model including one UseCase and relevant supporting artefacts before the ETC meeting January 17th 2007.
C) Migration of CuS models to the new UMM structure
Homework: Ove will make a trial version of the CuS model including one UseCase and relevant supporting artefacts before the ETC meeting January 17th 2007.
D) Mapping to syntax
Homework: Kees will make a proposal for how to generate XML schemas before the ETC meeting February 7th 2007.
E) Update of the ebIX Methodology
Action: Timeframe will be decided in February 2007
F) Update of the ebIX Domain model.
Action: Timeframe will be decided in February 2007
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