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UNITED NATIONS CENTRE FOR TRADE FACILITATION AND ELECTRONIC BUSINESS (UN/CEFACT)

COMMENTS AND REQUEST FOR SPECIFIED DOCUMENT AMENDMENTS

REGARDING: ECE/TRADE/C/CEFACT/2009/8
Informal Note submitted by the German Delegation
With reference to the following paragraph 20, page 5:

“20.
The note outlined steps towards achieving the objective of a Business Standard, with planning for the completion of deliverables to be presented no later than the Forum meeting in Senegal in November 2008. As this was not achieved, and the way forward could not be agreed between the Forum Management Group (FMG) and the UNeDocs Project Leaders, the FMG referred the issue to the Bureau for resolution. The Bureau then created the Review Team to proceed with a set of tasks. The results of the review and the Bureau’s recommendations on taking the project forward are contained in document ECE/TRADE/C/CEFACT/2009/18.”
ECE/TRADE/C/CEFACT/2009/MISC.4
A. GERMAN STATEMENT
1.
The above paragraph 20 should be amended as to the best of our knowledge there was no lack of agreement between the UNeDocs project leaders and the FMG. There was, however, an evident lack of agreement between the ICG Permanent Group and the TBG Permanent Group about how to publish the BuyShipPay data model which had successfully reached ODP Step 7 in July 2008 (CEFACT publication) after unanimous approval by the TBG Steering Committee. 

It is therefore requested that this sentence be changed to reflect the true position. 

(a)
Note: the FMG Saly Forum minutes are also incorrect in this respect. After the Saly FMG draft minutes became available the FMG chair was requested via formal email channels to correct this mistake but unfortunately no response to this request has ever been received.]

2.
The above paragraph 20 might give the impression that Business Permanent Group TBG has not been active in responding to CEFACT needs. In anticipation of the expected imminent CEFACT publication of the approved BuyShipPay data model, a list of documents together with development timelines had been developed by TBG Steering and this list was submitted to the FMG during the Saly Forum as a TBG approved ‘Next Steps’ project proposal. 

(a) Note

i. the UNeDocs project team was asked in 2006 not to develop documents independently from the Core Component Library. This required a major submission to the Core Component Library via TBG17 and this challenging work was completed in July 2008 following the TBG formation of a BuyShipPay Harmonization Team made up of representatives from all the relevant TBG active Working Groups;

ii. In parallel, TBG steering decided that all UNeDocs documents (message assemblies) should be developed under the umbrella of the appropriate active TBG Working Group(s) on the basis of the approved BuyShipPay data model. This engagement of all active groups in the next steps of the UNeDocs project was seen by TBG as an important step forward as it should discourage any interested party from bypassing the beneficial harmonization and specialized business knowledge available through the responsible TBG Working Groups.
3.
The TBG had considered it to be very important for CEFACT to provide a set of UN/CEFACT Core Component Library (CCL) aligned cross-border documents (message assemblies) in order to help users to migrate from the earlier development versions of UNeDocs such as the 2006 ODP5 (New Delhi) version or the 2007 ODP6 (Stockholm) version. This had become urgent as high-profile, significantly funded by public funding single window implementation projects with funding of several million USD were preparing to roll out pilots across whole continents.

4.
In parallel to these TBG activities, a request was sent from the FMG directly to one of the UNeDocs project leaders asking them to provide a list of priority UNeDocs documents (message assemblies) and timescales for their development no later than the upcoming CEFACT Saly Forum. Concerned that the provision of the requested list directly from the UNeDocs project team would have been interpreted as a bypassing of the appropriate business expert teams in TBG, the UNeDocs project leader asked the FMG chair via email for confirmation that the FMG including the TBG Permanent Group representatives had formally approved this request. No answer was ever received to this email. As a direct consequence the UNeDocs project leader stepped down from this position because work cannot proceed without clear and consistent management commitment. 
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