Collaboration Protocol Profile and Agreement (CPP/A)

Proposed Requirements for extensions to include systems with 
Business Transaction Protocol (BTP) capabilities

From:  Tony Fletcher, Choreology Limited

Requirements

1)
Use BTP, or not.

2)
Editions of BTP supported (for CPP), edition of BTP agreed to be used.

3)
Actors / roles that can be assumed (for CPP) – single actor/role for CPA
Values: Composer/Superior, Composer/Decider, Coordinator/Superior, Coordinator/Decider, Participant/Inferior+Enroller, Sub-Composer/Superior, Sub-Composer/Inferior, Sub-Coordinator/Superior, Sub-Coordinator/Inferior, Initator+Terminator, Factory.

4)
Address of default Factory.

5)
Bindings offered for CPP – binding to be used for CPA.

Values:


In BTP standard:
XML/SOAP1.1(messages)/HTTP1.1;
XML/SOAP1.1 with attachments (messages)/HTTP1.1;
  (only two for the present, more may be added later)


Not in BTP standard:
Java RMI;  (others to be added as companies provide)

6)
Default timeout / time limit value ranges acceptable.

Value ranges for:
transaction time limit


Inferior timeout


Minimum inferior timeout

(Note:  default value to apply if none given in the business process / collaboration.  The normal value used should come from the Business process specification.)

7)
Standard Qualifiers supported:

Values:
Transaction time limit


Inferior timeout


Minimum inferior timeout


Inferior name

(more may be added in future editions of the BTP specification)

8)
Proprietary Qualifiers supported (if any).

9)
Timeout before resending a message when the expected response message is received and the number of times the message is resent before taking alternative action.

10)
Failure recovery capability (separate CPP/A for failure recovery interactions?)

Note:  Security for the BTP interactions has not been specified yet.

Issue 1:
Have CPP/A that covers business application and BTP interactions, or separate ones for business application (just stating BTP to be used and pointing to separate CPP/A for BTP interactions) and BTP interactions?

Issue 2:
Have a separate CPP/A that covers failure recovery interactions?

Scenarios
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Figure 1
Minimal BTP enabled distributed application - two systems
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Figure 2
Minimal BTP enabled distributed application
 - two systems with ‘one-wire’ optimisation

[image: image3.wmf]Initiating

application

BTP

engine

application

BTP

engine

application

BTP

engine

application

BTP

engine

.  .  .  .

CPP

CPP

CPP

CPP

CPP

CPP

CPA

(BTP)

CPA (App + BTP)

CPP

CPP

CPP

CPP

CPP

CPP

CPA

(BTP)

CPA

(BTP)

CPA (App + BTP)

CPA

(App

+ BTP)

BTP Control

or Outcome

protocol

BTP Outcome

protocol

Application

protocol


Figure 3
Example tree structure BTP enabled distributed application - many systems
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Figure 4
Example of the use of a (sub-) coordinator or (sub-) composer
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