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Brussels 5th March 2003

Dear Jon,



Re: UBL op 70 Public Review 


Thank you very much for having included CEN/ISSS in the public review of the UBL op.70 and we welcome your proposition to submit the work as an input for the development of international standards. As a first recommendation, we would like to urge you to submit the UBL op.70 work through the UN/CEFACT Forum process, starting with the TBG1 (Materials Management) and TBG2 (Purchasing).

This would allow these documents to be reviewed by business experts from different industries and regions and it would also enlarge their acceptance by the e-Business user communities. May we also draw your attention to certain Work Items of TBG1 and TBG2 for the San Diego UN/CEFACT Forum, which we believe you are attending, they cover the same business area and are developed to the same level of detail by Eurofer (European Steel Industry) and EAN/UCC.

The UBL op 70 documents were reviewed today by members of EEG1 Trade composed of Eurofer, EAN/UCC, CIDX Europe and MKE in preparation for the San Diego meeting as well as to have a formal reply to CEN/ISSS. During the review, we did contact Mark Crawford from LMI on some points, but we were advised to address our questions to you and Mike Adcock of APACS. We concentrated mostly on the Order transaction and some of our initial comments are given here below 

Basic questions relating to the “History” of the messages:

· We would like to have a proper understanding of the reasoning behind the architecture of the Class Diagram and the messages. Is it possible to have the business/information needs of the users as well as conclusions reached by the working group that developed the diagrams? Are there reports or summaries of meetings that we could follow through the design process?

· On which base have these message been constructed? Are they based on business process diagrams? On concrete examples from an industry sector?

Actual purpose of the messages

- In some instances it is said that the messages have only to be developed for the purpose of creating the library of business information entities. In other instances, including your e-mail, the messages are presented as core messages for everybody i.e. to be actually used, starting point for more dedicated messages, This is creating confusion and should be clarified. 

Inter-relation of the blocks in the Class Diagrams 

· We need to try and understand how the different blocks are related to each other, e.g. the payment data in the Order are related to ‘allowance/charges’ rather than the Order or eventually the Order line?  In the Invoice, the payment data are linked directly to the Invoice
· The structure of the address do not take into account the way most of the European companies are presenting the address

· Why does the country code have a separate class, referred by specific meanings of the country (Destination country, Country of Origin, ..) 
Differences in naming conventions

-
We noted differences between the terms used in the class diagrams and the corresponding terms in the html files.


Example: 
ID >< OrderID




IssueDate><OrderIssueDate

     Business Processes

      -
In the Order to Invoice process, The ‘Order change’ procedure is implemented by canceling the original order and replacing it with a new order. If we look closely, we find there is no link between the original order and the new order. This may cause very adverse effects in some industries as the issue of the new order may signify re-starting the whole manufacturing process anew.  We would recommend a single order change request message with the requested changed values, e.g. changed quantity, changed delivery date… 

We look forward to meeting you and other UBL experts at UN/CEFACT Forum. If necessary we are willing to provide more details of our concerns based on a complete review of the messages, especially through the UN/CEFACT Forum process. 

Kind regards

Freddy De Vos

Chair EEG1 Trade
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