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The Quality Review team have completed their review of the Collaboration-Protocol Profile and Agreement Specification Version 0.91 as submitted by the Trading-Partners team on Feb 16th 2001.  

We recommend that this document be released for public review immediately.  

At the request of the Quality Review team, the editors have made some non-substantive edits to document headers and footers and removed markers and references to the Quality Review team.  Hence, the version for public review has a later version number and release date.

Once again, we would like to commend the Trading Partners team for a most professional and cohesive document.  The overall quality level is something all ebXML specifications should aspire to.

Comments to be considered as part of the first public review period

As part of our review, we have identified some areas for editorial improvement and clarification, that can be addressed during the first public review period.  These are: 

[Note: These line numbers  apply to “Collaboration-Protocol Profile and Agreement Specification Version 0.91-QR”.] 

Alignment with ebXML requirements

There are no significant omissions in this specification, but some points may need to be emphasised (rather than assumed).  For example:

· Migration from existing EDI and XML solutions (cf. ebXML Requirement 2.5.4.2) .

· Support for portals and brokers (cf. ebXML Requirement 2.2).  

· Compliance to this specification can also be inferred but is not formally stated in a compliance section.  

A Traceability Matrix of this specification against the ebXML Requirements is attached to this report for a more detailed analysis.

Use of models and diagrams

Some of the textual descriptions may benefit from supporting diagrams.  For example, in lines 245 to 272, the relationships between Process Specification to CPP, CPP to Delivery Channel and Delivery Channel to Document Exchange and Transport, could be shown as an entity model or similar.  This applies to other concepts as well.  For example, “Conversations” (lines 185-202) and “CollaborationRole” (lines 448-453).  We also found Appendix F hard to follow and lacking in visual aids.

Attribute naming overload

The choice of generic names for attributes may lead to clashes with other ebXML attribute names.  For example, on line 493 the attribute is called “id”.

“may” versus “MAY”

The required RFC [RFC 2119] does not clearly state whether uppercase words should be used in the body of the specification.  The view of the Quality Review team is that either uppercase or lowercase words are permitted, however, they SHOULD/should be consistently uppercase or lowercase.  The word “may” fluctuates in its case (e.g. line 55 and then line 57).  This is not simply an editorial comment, the reserved words in lines 48-50 SHOULD/should only be used in the context of their meaning in RFC 2119 and avoided if that is not the intention.

Clarification of the role of the CPA at “runtime”.

In Figure 4 “Overview of Working Architecture of CPP/CPA with Repository”, steps 5 and 6 suggest that parties configure their runtime systems with information in the CPA.  Furthermore, throughout the specification, references are made to what appears to be automated functionality provided by either party at “runtime” (lines 204-205, 219-222,1305-1306).    It is not clear if this is mandatory for compliance to this specification (despite the disclaimer on line 234).   

Omission of a Party”s sending characteristics

These details must be supplied in the next version of this specification

Editorial Comments

We have identified a few editorial items that should be addressed:

· Cover page.  “http” appears twice under “Previous version:”.
· Table of contents.  Disclaimer in section 10 does not line up with References in section 9

· Line 13. Should Business-Process Model be Business Process Specification Schema to be consistent with lines 87 and 129,130?

· Line 16 (and throughout the table of contents and body text).  The word Document appears to be italicised in every case, implying it use as defined in the ebXML Glossary (it isn”t in there). We also suspect the word does not have the same context in all cases.

· Line 24.  Has the same global replacement affect the word Messaging?

· Line 29, 1210.  Should there be dashes between Collaboration and Protocol to be consistent with line 23?

· Line 33.  Should ebXML Technical Architecture Specification be added before [TECHARCH] because it is only referenced in a subsequent line 85 and to be consistent with line 13?

· Line 41.  It may be useful to highlight or differentiate the appendices containing normative material.

· Line 44. This document is called “ebXML Message Service Specification”.

· Line 74. There appears to be two spaces after “One”.

· Line 77, 135, 137, 152, 375, 1131, 1176, 1233, 1266, 1219, 1448, 1450(twice), 1451, 1465, 1473(twice), 1477(three times), 1478(twice), 1483, 1491, 1504, 1512, 2604, 2694. 
CPPs and CPAs are not italicised.

· Line 91.  Repeats line 88

· Line 107.  The word “Variable” may be misleading, what about “Various”?

· Line 111.  Should refer the reader to Appendix F.

· Line 130, 204, 356, 449, 451, 453, 474, 483, 485, 505, 543, 547, 587, 601, 1482.   Needs a dash in between Process and Specification to be consistent with line 129.
· Line 132.  ebXMP should be ebXML

· Line 134-135.  Figure 1.

1. The title should say “in a Repository” rather than “in Repository” – which would imply there is only one.

2. There should be references to A, A1 or A2 in the text

3. Should the two right boxes have word “document” in them

4. Diagram says “repository” but the text says “registry” (line 135)

· Line 137-138.  Rather than explain how this link is made (which is done later in the document) it may be better to say why this link is necessary.

· Line 145-148.  We do not believe this is an accurate representation of EDI Trading Partner Agreements.  It may be better to say…

“These CPAs are like the "information technology terms and conditions" sometimes used in Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) Trading Partner Agreements, that enable Business Documents to be interchanged between Partners.”

· Line 157-158 and 925-926.  Would the term “peer-to-peer” explain this concept better?

· Line 165-167.  This needs to be clear that use of the ebXML repository is only an example, not a requirement.

· Line 168  Figure 2.  

1. Title needs a space before “(CPP)”.

2. Why is “CAN DO” is uppercase and quoted (maybe “performs” is a better word)?

3. The title “(Example of CPP)” under the CPP box is unnecessary.

4. Maybe remove the second level bullets in right box for readability.

· Line 172 Figure 3.  

1. The comma after the 3 in the title should be a full colon “:” for consistency with other diagram titles.

2. The use of the word “agreement” by step 3 may be confusing.  Possibly say “consensus on CPA has been achieved”.

· Line 174 Figure 4.  Needs to be both legible and the same scale and font as the previous diagrams. There should be a period after point 6 to be consistent with points 1 to 5 and point 3 should have no space before the period and after Company A.

· Line 176. Line number 176 appears at bottom of page 12 and top of page 13.

· Line 187.  What if a Business Transaction does not have  one request and one response? 

· Line 198-202.  Maybe use Company A and Company B (as in previous diagrams) rather than Party1 and Party 2.

· Line 204.  Can a “NOTE:” mandate functionality (ie use the word SHOULD)?

· Line 205.  This would benefit from a definition of “runtime software”.

· Line 210. The “d” in Implemented is not bold to be consistency with the rest of the word.
· Line 212-213.   Is “application” or “program” a better word than “code”?

· Line 240, 1171.  Only the word “business” should be in quotes to be consistent with “technology” in line 239 and 1170.
· Line 243.  Maybe useful to describe and expand on the actual appendices here.
· Line 245.  There appears to be two spaces before “Transport”.

· Line 246.  The term “Conversation” is not in the ebXML Glossary.
· Line 266, 1364.  “Messaging” should be “Message”.
· Line 297.  Should be section 7.1.1 rather than 7.1.1.1

· Line 314, 470, 494.  Either “document” should not be in italics or the “d” should be capitalized to make references clear.

· Line 323.  The phrase “is discussed later” should be “are discussed later”.

· Line 394, 425, 575, 1427  “an URN” or “an URI” should be “a URN” or “a URI”.

· Line 402.  There appears to be two spaces after “link,”.
· Line 411- 414.  The example should follow the definition (lines 414-418).
· Line 421.  There needs to be a space after of and before “simple”.  Also, the single quotes around “simple” should be double quotes to be consistent with the rest of the document.
· Line 459. Is “such role” plural or singular?

· Line 469. Typo on word “Dis”.

· Line 490.  Should not be a comma after attribute if only one item.  “A” should be lower case to be consistent with lines 524 and 552.  

· Line 490.  Should this be “roleId” or “id” to be consistent with lines 429 and 493?

· Line 493.  There appears to be two spaces between “REQUIRED id” and “attribute”.

· Line 511.  Should “accord” be “accordance”?

· Line 516.  Should “Brocesses” be “Processes”?

· Line 525.  Is this a REQUIRED or OPTIONAL attribute?

· Line 538, 570.  There should be a space after “of” and before “locator”.

· Line 538, 570.  There should double quotes around “locator” for consistency with the rest of the document.

· Line 558, 625, 638. This should say “ebXML Business Process Specification Schema”.

· Line 583.  Is this the correct font size to be consistent with other examples.

· Line 590.  Refers to three attributes and only two are listed.

· Line 596.  No capital “N” in “Name” to be consistent with name in line 595.

· Line 606.  There should be a blank line between paragraphs.

· Line 611.  There should be a period (full stop) after the last entry

· Line 611.  Is this a REQUIRED or OPTIONAL attribute?

· Line 636.  [Xpointer] should be included in the section 9 References.

· Line 645.  There appears to be two spaces before the word “element”.

· Line 676-677.  This diagram needs a title.  In addition, it may be more meaningful if Delivery Channel DC2 used Doc.Exch. D1 and Delivery Channel DC3 used Transport T2 (to illustrate the overlaps possible).  Doc. Exch ID=D3 should just say D3.

· Line 693.  Should “Following” be “The following”?

· Line 693.  There should not be a dash between “delivery” and “channel” to be consistent with other uses (eg. line 696).

· Line 716.  The capital “D” in document should be lower case to be consistent with line 680.

· Line 722.  The word “Characteristics” should be bold and in italics to be consistent with line 721.

· Lines 723 to 728.  Attributes should be flagged as REQUIRED or OPTIONAL.

· Line 731, 736, 742, 747, 753, 758.  The word “The” has an inconsistent font size.  Also, the phrase “with possible values” should read “with the possible values” or “with possible values of”.

· Line 788.  The word “attribute” appears to have two spaces before it. 

· Line 792.  Can it be any content (not just MIME)?

· Line 805.  Is the word “initial” or “start” more meaningful then “login”?

· Line 806.  There appears to be two spaces before “endpoints”. 

· Line 826.  The phrase “request and response” use an inconsistent font.
· Line 830.  The word “response” uses an inconsistent font.
· Line 835.  There should be a space after the word “Protocol”.
· Line 837.  The words “Application” and “octet-stream” use an inconsistent font.
· Line 860.  Should (S/MIME) be [S/MIME]?
· Line 877. Spurious [ at the start of the line.

· Line 879.  The “E” in “Each” should be lower case.

· Line 962. What is “xxxBinding”?

· Line 999.  The word “BestEffort” uses an inconsistent font.

· Line 1012,1013.  Elements should be flagged as REQUIRED or OPTIONAL.

· Line 1016.   The “and” is not needed at the end of this line

· Line 1033.  The phrase “with possible values” should read “with the possible values” or “with possible values of”.

· Line 1084.  The word “NonRepudiation” should be in bold and italics to be consistent with line 1082.

· Line 1086.  The words “SHA1” and “MD5” uses an inconsistent font size 

· Line 1088.  Needs a space between “the” and “REQUIRED”.

· Line 1093.  The word “Protocol” should be bold and italics to be consistent with line 1091.

· Line 1133.  Should this be “NamespacesSupported” to be consistent with line 1128?

· Line 1223, 1230, 1233.  Do these need to be specified as either REQUIRED or OPTIONAL?

· Line 1228. How can a CPA be specified as “never expiring”?

· Line 1285,1296.  Is the underscore necessary before “element”? 

· Line 1329.  The word “ConversationConstraints” should be bold and italics to be consistent with line 1323.

· Line 1330,1331.  Maybe use “a” rather than “the” to be consistent with lines 524 to 527

· Line 1355.  There appears to be two spaces after “sections”. 

· Line 1369.  The word “The” has an inconsistent font size.  
· Line 1410.  The “D” should be lower case.

· Line 1414.  Should this be ds:CanonicalizationMethod rather then ds:Canonicalization ?

· Line 1437.  Should “id” be in bold and italics to be consistent with line 1418

· Line 1443.  Should “s:” be “ds:”?

· Line 1451.  Should “Signature” be “ds:Signature” in bold and italics to be consistent with line 1441

· Line 1466.  Should “BusinessTtransaction” be “Business Transactions”?

· Line 1502.  The lower case “d” in “document” needs to be upper case to be consistent with line 1504.

· Line 1516.  A space is needed between “the” and “Process”.

· Line 1531-1604. Web site references have inconsistent uses of underline or active links.  Maybe try to avoid active links (ie no underlining).

· Line 1643-1649.  Should use the revised copyright statement.

General Editorial Comments.

Bullet points used in lists need to be consistent.  For example, each item starts with an uppercase character, has a comma at the end of each line and a period (full stop) after the last item.  For examples, see lines 561 to 567, 699 to 701, 723 to 728.  

Fragments of XML code used in examples need to be consistent in fonts and indentation and should be validated (parsed).  See lines 647 to 649, 326 to 448, 658, 685 to 693, 768 to 778, 823, 842, 883, 897 to 900, 936 to 954, 1002 to 1009, 1075 to 1080, 1095 to 1096, 1139 to 1140, 1147, 1165, 1241 to 1244, 1264, 1278 to 1279, 1326 to 1327 and 1381.

Diagrams should be consistent with their use and position of titles.
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