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After a lengthy and intensive review process, the Quality Review Team recommends to the Executive Committee that this document not be released for public review at this time.

We understand that the Executive Committee will consider this report over the next few days and advise the joint Business Process/Core Component Team accordingly.

Our consensus decision is based on some key weaknesses in the specification in its current form.  The following list identifies these major weaknesses. However, this is a large document and the examples cited are by no means exhaustive.  

For the sake of expediency we have limited this report to few (hopefully) meaningful cases:

· Maturity – not yet mature enough for Quality Review.

There are several cases were we felt the document showed signs of still being a working document.  Examples are:

· What appear to be editorial comment in sections 6.2.6 – 6.2.8.

· The use of ‘suggestions’ in a technical specification (section 6.2.2)

· Uses of cut and paste exposes redundancy (7.1.5 and the end of 6.1 part 2).

In addition the overall presentation was difficult to follow. The document would benefit from copyediting (pagination, grammatical style, labelling diagrams, etc.).

· Consistency - has a mixture of presentation styles and lack of consistency

Some sections appear to have been cut and pasted into several sections.  Others appear to be extracted almost verbatim from other documents (without due acknowledgement) and there is evidence of differing interpretations to some key issues.  Examples are:

· The title of the document suggests that it will focus on the specification schema, and the overview in section 6 is consistent with that, but much of the presentation material (eg diagram on page 4) relegates the schema to a role that is secondary to the metamodel that governs the business processes that will be specified. 

· Section 7.6 may be the best overview of the entire document. This could be on page one.

· The diagram in section 5 is particularly inconsistent 

· The diagram in 6.2 is hard to comprehend and does not explain " How the ebXML Business Process Specification Schema Works”

· Transactions are often referred to a being "legally binding". This may not be desirable and is inconsistent with the discussion in 7.2.1 about informal transactions.

· Section 11 needs to acknowledge the source, i.e. UN/CEFACT Modelling Methodology (N090)

· Applicability - does not appear to be rigorously applied to common business scenarios

Whilst this is a sub-set of the final Business Process Metamodel, we are concerned about the ability for this model to describe some typical business scenarios.  The lack of scenario descriptions, with diagrams and examples makes it difficult to gain any confidence in the metamodel.  Examples are:

· The notion of binary business collaboration in which the two concerns play "opposite" roles is too simplistic, and we are concerned that this can't be generalized to meet the multiparty collaborations hinted at but not developed in the beginning of section 7.  A "synthesis" of binary collaborations might not be the same as an "n-ary collaboration".

· The business transactions described in section 6.1 (point 2) would seem too simplistic even for the business service interaction patterns in section 11.  For example, use of intermediaries, brokers, etc.

· Section 7.1.2 and 7.1.4 suggest a partner may not perform both roles in a business transaction activity.  What about cases with intermediaries, brokers, etc.

· Section 7.1.8 does not allow for dependency of binary collaborations. For example, a logistical collaboration being dependent on a financial one.

· Section 6.1 (point 3) claims a document set “is in essence [is] the payload” of an ebXML message, yet it relates only to one business transaction. An ebXML payload may have several business transactions.

· Section 7.4 the use of ebXMLDocumentType is not clear.  Shouldn’t this section also address the use of existing EDI document structures?

· Compatibility - with Core Component, Trading Partner and Message Services specifications.

This document interfaces with work underway in each of these three teams and yet we found examples where they appear to be operating out of alignment: 

· The sample specification instance in 8.5 invents a lot of core components and business documents that tread on the work of CC.

· The RosettaNet connection is unclear and must be acknowledged in the introduction.  Section 9.2 uses the RN signal DTDs that have all sorts of irrelevant semantics and are certain to trample on CC (e.g., "Globalbusinessidentifier", "Globalsupplychaincode",”GlobalPartnerClassificationCode").

· The use of response patterns (section 6.2.2-6.2.5) is related to, yet significantly different from TRP Reliable Message Services (section 7.11-7.13).  This relationship is not clearly identified here and could lead to confusion.

· The terminology for Trading Partner Collaboration Profiles and Collaboration Agreements should be Collaboration protocol Profiles and Collaboration Protocol Agreements.

