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Comments to the proposed process diagram for documenting, reviewing and acceptance of capabilities in the DEXLib environment
· Should the “Technical Oversight” group accept the need for the new capability prior to the provision of a new identifier? If so, a new “box” (e.g. “request addressed by the TO group”) should be placed between “recognized the need for a capability” and “seize identifier”.
At this stage we have approximately 90 capabilities, and more may come. The “Technical Oversight” group should have a complete oversight of all existing capabilities and should be able to detect any overlaps/duplications.

· Ref “Update Work Plan” under “in_work” stage. Should we add this activity to the stages “in_model_review” and “in_business_review” also? 

· After “modellers review”, should the responsible modeller be notified (e-mail) that the activity is completed?

· Should we relate the process to the new OASIS organization, i.e. establish relations between activities in the process and roles in the organization? 

· Should the use of Check list be reflected as a “delivery” from the relevant activities? The check list shall be applied in the main stages 

· in_model_review - modeller notified model reviewer to start review
· in_business_review - modeller notifed business users to start review
· complete - accepted by the DEX coordination committee

· Sequence of modeller review and business review – should these reviews be performed in parallel? Or should business review be performed first to check whether business requirements are met?

· The status “Start_in_business_review” is not defined, why not?

· The process describes how to define and document new capabilities. What if new business needs imply new “sections” in the capability? 
In this case should the “recognized the need for a capability” box be linked to the “include in work plan” instead? Or should new identifier be defined (either as a completely new identifier or as a new version of the identifier)?
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