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The Quality Review team have completed their review of the set of documents from the joint Business Process and Core Components teams as submitted on February 16th 2001. Whilst these documents have been submitted separately we consider them so closely inter-related as to require review simultaneously.  

The Quality Review team have a number of technical concerns that would normally prevent us from recommending this material for public review.  However, our recommendation is that these documents go forward for public review, but only after a significant amount of editorial improvements are made.  This recommendation has only been made to minimise delays in the review process.  The concerns of the Quality Review team regarding technical content will need to be addressed as part of the first public review process.

We have identified and documented the areas were editorial problems exist, both at the end of this report and in documents currently being couriered to your nominated Team Editor, James Whittle.  For your information, we are also providing a traceability matrix of your submitted documents against the ebXML Requirements.

For the sake of expediency and consistency, we would ask the Business Process and Core Component team to nominate and empower a single document editor who can co-ordinate with the Quality Review team and apply the editorial changes identified as soon as possible.  Once this has been done, we will recommend the revised documents go forward to public review together with our comments regarding their technical content.

As mentioned, the concerns of the Quality Review team are more than editorial.  We have several issues regarding the technical content and scope of these documents.  However, to minimise delays in the review process, we propose to submit these comments as part of the public review process. We also feel that some of these issues may be clarified when a more consistent and unambiguous presentation of the material is achieved.  

As an indication, the major areas of concern for the Quality Review team relate to:

· Incompleteness – this material does not appear to have enough explanation to allow core components to be applied and extended.

· Immaturity – some areas appear to be lightly addressed and/or are features still under discussion. Hopefully, this is because of lack of time to properly prepare the material. 

· Scope – there appears to be overlap and gaps with work of other specifications and within these documents themselves.  

· Theoretical comment - some documents are completely abstract, appear to be comment rather than specifications and without examples are difficult to comprehend.

The Quality Review team shall document and publish these issues once revised versions of the current documents are released.

Core Component and Business Process Document Overview Version 1.0 

· Line numbers overlap at the end/start of each page (eg  page 1 ends on line 35 and page 2 starts on line 35)

Line 91 

This diagram needs narrative explanation.  

The following sections use different terminology making it hard to align with the diagram.  

Line 91

Under the diagram list the names of sections 5.1, 5.2 etc 

Line 97 
Instead of ‘collaboration consisting of a’ consider ‘collaboration through a’

Line 99 

Acronyms TP, TRP and RegRep need to be introduced.  

It would be better to add at the start a list of other reference documents and define these terms there

Lines 94-106 
The paragraph reads very well in itself but needs some graphic or example to clarify its meaning.

Lines 108-111 
Should say:  “The current version does not address semantics of economic….”.  It should not reference what may happen in the future.  

Line 110 

What is ‘semantics of economic context’? Give an example.

Line 111 

What is ‘context based content’? Give an example.
Line 114 

Define ‘Business Information Expert’ if it is capitalised

Line 115 

What does ‘appropriate means’ mean? Give an example

Line 117 
What does ‘additional material pertinent’ mean? Give an example.

Lines 114-136 
Is too abstract.  Needs examples of a domain, a core component, a domain specific CC, a non domain specific CC and context.

Line 135 
The mention of the Library should reference the “Initial catalogue of Core Components“ document. 

Lines 123-133 
The methodology should not include the procedure.  That should be defined in actual specification document.  

Line 137 
Has the diagram been test printed in black and white to check the yellow is readable?

Line 137 
Term ‘components processes’ has not been introduced but is in diagram.  

Line 137 

The diagram needs a title and a narrative explanation

Lines 150-151 
What is a ‘context driver’? Give an example

Line 156 
Introduces the term ‘repository’ but this has not yet been defined 

Line 161 

There is an extra space after first occurrence of ebXML

Line 196 
This doesn’t explain if the specification referred to defines how the ‘rules are drawn’ ?

Lines 199-200 
The phrase ‘rules are associated with different values’ needs clarification and/or examples

Line 66-71 
For consistency, bullets markers should be ‘dots’ rather than ‘dashes’.  

Line 163-166 
Bullets should be consistently capitalised as with other specs

Lines 30-34 
The participants list is incorrectly formatted

Line 17
 
Page break before each section 

Line 58-60 
The subject should not be about a team, this is irrelevant, it should only be about the content of its deliverables

Line 62 

Glossary of terms should have a version number

Line 66-79 

Version numbers of all documents should be added

Line 73 

The heading suggests ‘for discussion’ – this should be removed.  

Line 86 

The table shows the audience is very hard to read.  

Consider either a grid or using an acronym for each document

Line 249 

Contains incorrect copyright statement (Internet Society)  

- this is yet to be defined!

 ebXML Methodology for the Discovery and Analysis of Core Components Version 1.0
· Document header team name and date statement needs to be updated

· Document footer document name needs to be updated

· Line numbers overlap at the end/start of each page (eg  page 1 ends on line 20 and page 2 starts on line 20)

· The use of the keywords MUST, MUST NOT, REQUIRED, SHALL, SHALL NOT, SHOULD, SHOULD NOT, RECOMMENDED, MAY, and OPTIONAL, when they appear in this document, must be interpreted as described in RFC 2119.

Line 22-23
This document is a working draft.

Line 23,210 
The term “eBusiness” needs a definition.

Line 29-30
Using specific URLs should be avoided in technical specifications in case they change.

Line 39-43
Indentation and format is inconsistent within the section.

Line 56
Chris needs a surname.

Line 88-89
The words, “the discovery” repeats.

Line 88,104
A “specification” does not “provide guidance”, it should define the methodology to be used.

Line 98 
Using specific URLs should be avoided in technical specifications in case they change.

Line 98
Other documents use bullets rather than tables.

Line 98
Is this list correct and complete (with version numbers)?

Lines 92-93
What is meant by “information technical background”? Give an example.

Line 117-119
The sentence should be simplified or split into two.

Lines 121-123
This sentence does not scan – it is the answer to the question posed by the title and needs rephrasing.

Line 125-133
Identifies areas that do not align with the headings of subsequent sections.  Why not use these four points as headings in the following sections?

Line 126
Should start with “Steps for finding business…”

Line 129-130
If a process is not covered in this document, it should state where it is.

Line 133
Bullet marker is out of alignment with previous ones.

Line 161
The apostrophe before the “s” creates ambiguity, maybe remove the “’s” altogether.

Line 162 
Needs an example of “those items”.

Line 162 
“meaningb” should be “meaning” 

Line 165
Sentence does not scan.

Line 170 
The meaning and content of this table is unclear and needs greater explanations and better formatting.  

Line 180 
If “concise” and “use” are italicised does this mean they have special meaning (ie defined in the glossary)?

Line 181-182
Avoid rhetoric without justification or explanation

Line 184-187 
This paragraph deserves promoting to the introduction (and overview document)

Line 195,222
Inconsistent use of parenthesis (square bracket).

Line 199-200
Sentence is incomplete.

Line 202
This talks about a group not a process.

Line 212 
The term “information entity” has not been defined (or in the glossary).  

Line 215 
Redundant “ before period/full stop.

Line 219-230
Entire section is incomplete

Line 239
There is no attached appendix.  This section needs an example to make sense.

Line 241
This section should come before section 8.5 (line 232) as section 8.5 references it.

Line 247
An “aggregation” is not “basic”

Line 247-249
this should be the first paragraph in this section

Lines 258
The CC-Data Dictionary has not been introduced

Lines 260-262
Appear to be out of context and incomplete.

Line 310 
Contains incorrect copyright statement (Internet Society)  

- this is yet to be defined!

ebXML CC Dictionary Entry Naming Conventions Version 1.0

· Document does not use standard ebXML template for section headings, table of contents, headings, etc.

· The document may benefit form using one consistent case study as an example and work through each stage as a demonstration.

· The use of the keywords MUST, MUST NOT, REQUIRED, SHALL, SHALL NOT, SHOULD, SHOULD NOT, RECOMMENDED, MAY, and OPTIONAL, when they appear in this document, must be interpreted as described in RFC 2119.

Line 23
The term “basic information entity” is not defined

Line 29-30
Sentence does not scan.

Line 32
Use the term “Appendix” not “Annex”

Line 32,40-49
Maybe move the “Annex” into section 1.1or rename it.

Line 43
“Object Class” and “Property” should be italicised.

Line 46
There is a redundant quotation mark at the start of the sentence.

Line 48
The concepts of “activity in a context” or “object in a context” need examples

Line 54
Give examples of what “occur naturally” means.

Line 61
Give examples of what “textual representation” means.

Line 97-98
Sentence does not scan and is therefore ambiguous.

Line 100
What is the “ebXML data dictionary glossary”?

Line 101
Redundant parenthesis around this sentence.

Line 105-106
Sentence does not scan.

Line 108-111
Give an example of “language restrictions”.

Line 114
These definitions use the term “CAN” – does this mean “MAY”?

Line 114
This table uses a different font for the definition of “Quantity”.

Line 124-125
This sentence does not scan and should provide reference to quoted material.

Line 127-128
Grammar needs improving in this sentence.

Line 131
Missing an “a” in “as a synonym”.

Line 144-146
Inconsistent font and poor grammar used.

Line 167-175
Remove empty position.

Line 195 
Contains incorrect copyright statement (Internet Society)  

- this is yet to be defined!

ebXML The role of context in the re-usability of Core Components and Business Processes Version 1.0

· The document may benefit from using examples of each entity/object as they are defined.

· The use of the keywords MUST, MUST NOT, REQUIRED, SHALL, SHALL NOT, SHOULD, SHOULD NOT, RECOMMENDED, MAY, and OPTIONAL, when they appear in this document, must be interpreted as described in RFC 2119.

Lines 9-16
Not consistent with ebXML template

Line 26
Avoid using URLs in specification documents as they may change

Lines 33-56
The layout of these lists are inconsistent

Line 64
Sub-heading is wrong number (1.1)

Line 65
No title against sub-heading

Lines 109-111
Meaning of sentence is confusing, “re-use” is not yet defined.

Lines 121-123
An example of “context” would be helpful in the paragraph.

Line 127
Missing comma between “business processes” and “partners”.

Line 140
Does not appear to be a complete sentence and makes not sense

Line 142
“Template” should be plural, “Templates”.

Line 145
The title refers to a “metamodel”, line 147 to a “model” and line 155 to “metamodel” – which is it?

Line 147-148
The diagram needs a narrative explanation.

Line 157-157
This entity model diagram is illegible and appears to add little more than the previous diagram.  If it is useful, it should be reformatted to be visible.

Line 172
The term “Basic Information entity” is not defined.  It appears to be used interchangeably with “core component”.

Lines 180-182
The sentence is incomplete.

Lines 233-234
Editorial notes left in document

Lines 237-243
Define “Functional Sets” and belong in section 5.2

Lines 249
The “note” is missing an introductory clause

Lines 249-251
In other documents these “notes” are not in brackets

Lines 256-258
In other documents these “notes” are not in brackets

Lines 285
Needs a comma after “Ideally”.

Lines 286-288
Appears like a casual remark, not a technical specification.

Line 298
Intoduces the concept of “recording” rather than “registering” Domain Components – what does this mean?

Line 300
The term “unwisely” is subjective and should be avoided

Line 309
Is rhetoric and without substantiation

Line 309
Is the underlining implying some emphasis on the word?  If this is a requirement for compliance then the words “SHALL NOT” should be used.

Line 311
The term, “Considered” should not be used in a specification document.

Lines 312-314
The workplan of the team does not belong in the specification.

Line 335
The heading should be just “Classifications” not “Note on…”

Line 338-339
The specification should not contain notes for future discussions.

Lines 341-345
Needs an example.

Lines 347-353
Needs an example.

Lines 355-356
Sentence does not scan.

Lines 361-363
Are rhetoric and should focus on the impact on the Business Process Context.

Line 365
Sections 7 to 11 (inclusive) are really sub-sections under section 6 (ie they are all Context Classifications).

Line 366, 396
These sub-heading are only one item ant each level and cover all the material – so they may be un-necessary. 

Line 378
Which “next section” is being referred to?

Line 390-394
Does not appear to be a bullet point/sub heading at the same level as the three previous heading.  This confuses to meaning of both concepts.

Line 390
The word “just” is redundant.

Line 409
Is this sub-heading necessary?

Lines 410-414
Should use bullet points

Line 416
What is this “structure” referring to?

Line 420
Poor grammar

Lines 422,427,441


These sub-headings could be applied to all Context Classification sections.  These sections should be consistent in style and appearance.

Lines 436,437,439


Expand all acronyms when first used.

Line 449-450
Needs proper punctuation to make sense.

Line 465,470,490


This style of underlining sub-headings is not used elsewhere.

Lines 464-617
Inconsistent typeface (from Times Roman to Arial)

Line 476
Should read “cite a few examples”.

Line 478
The phrase, “on an” should read “at an”.

Line 491
What is the difference between “starts” and “initiates”?

Lines 497-498
These lists need meaningful descriptions

Line 497
EDIFACT is UN/EDIFACT (always)

Lines 506-617
More examples of this quality would greatly assist all these documents

Line 532
Needs statement to identify these as examples using XML syntax only.

Line 566
“element” should be plural, “elements”

Line 618-630
Bullet points are not introduced and appear to be an incomplete set of notes and editorial comments

Line 632-634
Entire section is incomplete

Line 637, 639
Both sub-section headings are confusing, too long and unnecessary.  Headings are not substitutes for content.

Lines 640
The Registry metamodel has not been identified previously.  Does it mean Registry Information Model?

Line 659-687
Contact Information section needs completing

Line 698 
Contains incorrect copyright statement (Internet Society)  

- this is yet to be defined!

ebXML specification for the application of XML based assembly and context rules Version 1.0

· The document may benefit from using examples 

· The use of the keywords MUST, MUST NOT, REQUIRED, SHALL, SHALL NOT, SHOULD, SHOULD NOT, RECOMMENDED, MAY, and OPTIONAL, when they appear in this document, must be interpreted as described in RFC 2119.

Line 35
Avoid using URLs in specification documents as they may change

Lines 40-64
The layout of these lists are inconsistent

Line 71
Undefined bookmark in Table of Contents.

Lines 92-124
A better formatted and more intelligible version of this material appears in the “Core Component and Business Process Document Overview Version 1.0” section 5.5.  Use that instead.

Line 137-139
This statement needs explanation as to why exact specification is not critical.

Line 152
The term “schema” is overloaded in this context.  Either use another word or define it as per the ebXML glossary (i.e. “Schemas define characteristics of classes of objects”).

Line 152,157
The terms registry and repository are not clearly differentiated.

Line 155
A new paragraph needs a blank line above it.

Line 159
This first sentence is unnecessary. 

Line 166
The term “field” has not been defined.

Line 178
“rquire” should be “require”.

Line 158-199
This material should be in the document “ebXML The role of context in the re-usability of Core Components and Business Processes Version 1.0”

Line 202,204,205


A specification document should not “propose” – it specifies.

Line 205
These are not XML schemas but tables of structures (with examples in XML DTD form).

Line 218-219
These tables should be separated from each other by a blank line. Also, the order they appear could be more logical (e.g. “Assemble” comes before “Assembly”).


What is the significance of the cells will shaded background?

Lines 219-245
Sub-sections need blank lines between them.

Line 228-236
Should reference the document “ebXML The role of context in the re-usability of Core Components and Business Processes Version 1.0” rather than specify its content.

Lines 417,419
These names do not appear to follow rules specified in the “Dictionary Entry Naming Conventions version 1.0”.

Lines 403-465
May be better as an appendix and referenced after line 304.

Lines 466-540
May be better as an appendix and referenced after line 402.

Lines 551-553
Is this first sentence saying anything useful?

Line 558
UUID and Xpath expressions need definitions

Line 560
Separate paragraphs with a blank line.

Line 561-638
This process behind this DTD needs explanation.  Maybe the comments should be in the body of the section rather than in the DTD?

Line 641
The word “on” should be removed.

Line 642-643
These document titles are not aligned with the current deliverables.

Line 647
References need descriptions (is this one actually used in this document?)

Line 693 
Contains incorrect copyright statement (Internet Society)  

- this is yet to be defined!

The Initial Catalog of Core Components

· Needs a version number

· Does not adhere to ebXML template document with respect to page numbering and left aligned document name on the footer.

· Line numbers overlap at the end/start of each page (eg  page 1 ends on line 29 and page 2 starts on line 29)

Line 24
Unwanted line break after the word “The”.

Line 28
Avoid using URLs in specification documents as they may change

Lines 38,51,54
Undefined bookmarks in Table of Contents.

Line 58-64
Describes the process used to reach this document, not the contents of the document itself.  

Line 59
Table 1 is referenced here but defined much later in the document. Either remove the reference here or move Table 1 closer.

Lines 71-72
Can basic and aggregate entities be an audience?

Line 72
Is Attachment A the same as Appendix A (use the term Appendices not Attachments)

Line 81-87
All references to other documents must state the version numbers.

Line 88
Does not need to say it relates to itself.

Line 91
Does not need a sub-heading

Line 96,102
Why pose a question in the heading if the section does not answer it?  Perhaps use better headings.

Line 115-116
Table 1 has a different format from tables in other documents and needs better formatting and headings.


The description for “Entity” should begin with a capital “R” (i.e. “Representation”).

Line 117
Appendices should be at the end of the document (after the last section)  They should not be a section themselves.

Line 119
Would this be better presented as a CSV files, to make it portable?

Line 165
Contains incorrect copyright statement (Internet Society)  

- this is yet to be defined!
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