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Firstly, it should be noted this document has addressed many of the comments from the initial review.  However, the Team found the revised specification confusing.  This was possibly a result of the structure (e.g. the ‘flat’ table of contents) and style (e.g. section 8. the Conceptual Overview could have been presented in increments rather than a single diagram and narrative).  In addition there is superfluous material.  This created confusion by providing information not relevant to the architecture (e.g. Section 9. the description of Open-edi ) or covered similar concepts with different terminology (e.g. Section 7. Abstract Overview).  However, these opinions do not form part of this review except inasmuch as it made comprehension of some points difficult.

In accordance with our mission statement, our review was based on the following criteria:

· Does the Specification satisfy the ebXML Requirements? 

NO

The ebXML Requirements Document expects the following points from the Technical Architecture Specification:

Provide view for electronic means of integration of business processes

Covered.  

Reduce collaborative partners' need for prior agreement on BP integration

Covered.  

Provide high-level view of distributed e-business processes

Covered.  

Note: While the document formally addresses these three requirements, it does so only by assuming that ebXML processes are fully automated.  This seems unlikely in the case of small businesses, and it is not clear how enterprises in general will implement transitional solutions within the framework described.  For example, there is no specific mention that incremental and partial implementation is possible.  

Specify roles, interactions, interfaces among ebXML components

Not adequately covered.  Interactions and interfaces are covered at widely diverging levels of detail throughout the document.  

a.  Some interfaces are not mentioned at all, for example Core Components to 

anything else.

b. Some are inadequately defined, for example:

i. the interface between the Business Process and Information Metamodel and other parts of the ebXML Architecture (Section 17.5).  We understand from this that an XML (or ‘part of’) document is being exchanged in these interfaces, but not much else. 

ii. the relationship between the TPA, the BSI and the MS is identified but not clearly defined (Section 8. bullet point 7)

c. Others, for example Registry and Repository (Section 20.), supply far more details than is necessary for an Architecture document.

Allow for independent evolution of processes and technologies

Apparently not covered.  In fact, the document appears to mandate specific technologies (e.g. UML, Object Oriented technologies)

Retain long-term investment in both business processes and enabling technologies

Not adequately covered.  Rather it presents pieces of technology as an ‘all or nothing’ solution.

Integrate with new and legacy systems

Not covered, except by assumption that this is replacement technology.

Leverage existing technologies and standards

Not covered.  Section 9 describes Open-edi rather than presents how (or if) other existing technologies and standards may be used.

Provide naming conventions for content in the architecture

Not covered.

Provide design guidelines for ebXML compliant messages

Covered.

· Does the Specification have areas of overlap or gaps with other specifications?

YES

This document suffers from being developed alongside the specifications for the components it identifies.  Unfortunately this has resulted in some areas being misaligned.  Some examples are:

a. the assumption that data being exchanged has behaviours, we do not believe this is in agreement with the work of the Core Components team.  

b. the absence of any specifications for naming conventions.

c. the coverage of the Trading Partner Agreement is too prescriptive for an architecture document.

· Does the Specification satisfy its stated purpose? 

NO

“2.0 Scope

... It provides a high level overview of ebXML and describes the relationships, interactions, and basic functionality of ebXML Components. 

It should be used as a roadmap to learn: 

(1) what ebXML is, 

(2) what problems ebXML solves, and 

(3) core ebXML functionality.”

These points are not specifically and unambiguously addressed.

· Does the Specification identify conformance measures?

YES

· Is the Specification consistent with ebXML vision? 

OPEN ISSUE 

The concerns we have here can be summarised as:

· Makes assumptions

Assumes there will be complete automation of a total solution rather than incremental adoption.

· Promotes a particular viewpoint

Implies mandatory technologies such as UML (section 17.2), Object Oriented technologies (Section 11).  These should be presented as options and the examples indicated as such.

We believe these place unnecessary restrictions on the vision of ebXML.

Overall, the consensus of all QR Team members is that this document fails to satisfy the ebXML Requirements and does not reflect the complete vision of ebXML.

Therefore, the Quality Review Team recommended this document not go for public review.  However, we would like to propose the document be opened for discussion within the wider ebXML community, possibly in a special forum with the Steering Committee as early as possible during the Tokyo Plenary.

Our rationale is that if this document fails to explain the ebXML vision, is that the fault of the document or the lack of an agreed ebXML vision?  We suspect it would be unproductive for the TA Team to go through another document editing cycle until this is resolved.  

