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The Quality Review Team recommends that this document be submitted for public review.

However, our opinion was that the document would benefit from rigorous copyediting following the public review period.  This will greatly assist in reader comprehension of what will be a keystone document in the ebXML initiative.

Footnote:

An earlier draft of this document contained a section “5.3 Design Conventions for ebXML Specifications”.  This is a requirement for this document and appears to have been omitted in the latest version (possibly by error?).  This section (or the subject matter of it) needs to be included in the next version.

The following are some of the editorial comments we believe should be addressed during the public review of this document.  

Line 57.  This “Summary of Contents of Document” should contain the contents of section 4.5 “Document Conventions”.

Line 59-133.  The Table of Contents should be Section 3 not 4.1.

Line 179 –181.  The use of uppercase for keywords (e.g. MUST, SHALL, etc.) is part of RFC 2119to denote that wherever these terms appear they should be used in the context of the definitions in RFC2119.  However, it appears that a global search and replace has been done on these terms to move them to UPPERCASE wherever they appear.  On some occasions these keywords now appear out of context (e.g. lines1334-1342 Copyright Statement, line 468, and many more).  These keywords should be replaced if they are not used in the correct context.

Line 254.  The term “interoperable” appears in several places and should be clearly defined, probably in the ebXML Glossary or in the Conformance section.

Line 316-321.  This paragraph reads better as the introduction to 7.1 rather than in the middle.  In which case the last sentence can be removed.

Line 353. The sentence beginning “Figure 3…” should start a new paragraph.

Line 365.  The word “industry” is too limiting, a better word would be “context”.

Line 386-388. The sentence does not read sensibly (needs copyediting).

Line 397-398. The sentence reads “In order to store the models in the Registry, they are converted to XML (e.g. XML DTD, Schema, etc.)”.  It is not required that all models are in XML form.  We suspect it should read “In order to store the metamodels in the Registry, they are converted to XML (e.g. XML DTD, Schema, etc.)”.  

Line 403. DC 128 is not defined (or relevant??)

Lines 413-419. This list belongs in the Registry Specification or as a normative reference (in the latter case, there should be a default mechanism to guarantee interoperability).

Lines 435-445. These sub-sections are now un-necessary and their definitions can be incorporated into section 8.2.

Lines 468 and 640.  The term Trading Partner Profile is now Collaboration Protocol Profile.  

Line 471 (and Line 939-Figure 16). What is an ebXML Application? Should it be ebXML Business Service Interface.

Line 481-483. This point is normative comment and should be a footnote to this section.  The sections needs to explain why this statement is necessary, e.g. there is no ‘run time’ access to the Registry.

Line 482. The word ‘may’ should be ‘SHOULD’.

Line 494. The term “SMEs and other organizations” may be too restrictive, possibly it could say “potential Trading Partners”.

Lines 502-506.  This definition appears to be the same as a CPP.  A suggestion is to change the last sentence to read, “ebXML defines the ability for this to be realized under the broad notion of a Collaboration.”   This could then make an introduction to this section.

Lines 556-560.  This paragraph begins with a bullet point?  It needs some introductory text to explain its context.

Line 560. The terms “Roles” and “BP” need explanation.

Line 562. If there may be more than one CPA for a CPP then the phrase “the CPA for each”, should say “any CPAs for each”. 

Line 567-569.  This paragraph appears somewhat self-defining.  That is, a CPP defining the message that contains the CPP itself?  It would benefit from an analogy (eg. “… in the same manner as a letter contain a name and address inside and outside the envelope.)

Lines 571-585.  We had difficult understanding this section in general.  Therefore some comments may reflect our misunderstanding of the content.  

Lines 577-579. Sentence does not scan 

Lines 573-574. Is either redundant or misleading – does it imply all exchanges will use ebXML messaging? 

Lines 584-585. Is either redundant or misleading – if CPAs are in the registry they are just another ManagedObject, in reality CPAs are unlikely candidates for Registry items.

Line 587.  There should be a comment about the situations where casual, informal or implied CPAs will exist.

Line 618. The word ‘executive’ should be ‘execute’.

Line 635. We should not refer to anything as “legally binding”.

Lines 647-650. This paragraph may benefit from an explanation of the benefits of using a single, consistent methodology, e.g. creates the potential for interoperable BP models.

Line 658. The word “interpretation” makes this sentence meaningless.  It may be better to use “representation”.  

Lines 682-684.  We could not follow the significance of this statement.

Line 723.  Most of us technology dinosaurs were amused by the use of colour coding in these grey diagrams.  It may be safer to use another convention.

Line 762. This statement may be misleading.  Core Components SHALL be expressed in a syntax-neutral manner.  These will have the capability of being expressed in XML form.

Line 772. Will a Core Component be identified by a UID or GUID or is the unique identification something else?

Line 780.  We think the word “MAY” should be “SHALL”.  If these things are not in the Registry how (and why) would ebXML use them?

Line 827. The word “is” should be “as”.

Lines 835-839. The TA spec should avoid specifying the structure of the Registry Information Model.  The architecture should identify the functionality required of the Registry.

Line 864. The word “messages” should be “services”.

Line 874.  The sentence beginning, “The ebXML Messaging Service serves…” belongs on a new paragraph.

Line 885-887. The sentence needs re-writing to make it clearer.

Line 889.  Some of these points are not non-normative.  Non-normative does not mean optional (it appears the “MAY” items for this section have been moved into here??).

Line 939.  The diagram (Figure 16) has “ebXML Applications”

Line 948-949. This sentence is redundant as a more detailed description is given in lines 961-969.

Line 1009-1010. The use of the word “MAY” is not in alignment with the current TRP Message Services specification.  This specification only allows for the use of MIME.

(ref: Message Service Specification ebXML Transport, Routing & Packaging Version 0.8 10 November 2000, lines 198-205)

Line 1019. The word “specified” should be “specifies”.

Lines 1041-1044.  We could not understand this statement beginning “While conformance is a necessary…”.  It reads as if to say: “conformance is not sufficient – what you need is conformance”!

Lines 1083-1087. How can we impose a SHALL on implementation testing, especially as there are no available test suites?

Line 1096. The words “ebXML Infrastructure” should either be defined and italicised or written as “ebXML infrastructure”.

Lines 1102-1325. All of these scenarios are in need of significant updating to reflect changes in the document.  The overview diagram (Figure 1. Line 261) could be extended to show each scenario.

Lines 1326-1353. These clauses belong in the document body, before the Appendices (ie after section 11 and before line 1102)
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