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Aim

The aim of this document is to provide a first-cut description of the contents of the Negotiation Descriptor Document (NDD). It is anticipated that this document will undergo revision as a result of inputs by members of the CPPA Negotiation subteam.

Introduction

The glossary of the Negotiation Requirement document defines the Negotiation Descriptor Document (NDD) as follows: A NDD describes what is negotiable in a CPP or a CPA template. Thus, the function of the NDD is to identify and describe in detail which fields in the CPP (or a CPA template) are negotiable. Since the NDD is exchanged during the process of negotiation, we should do this identification and description in such a way so that programs can manipulate the NDD without human intervention (for instance, the NDD should be expressible in  XML).

I propose to proceed in the following fashion. We first identify and describe the fields in the CPP that are negotiable according to the specification and how one would negotiate these fields. This we do in prose (see next section). After gaining experience in doing that, we will consider how to convert the prose into a machine processable form. My feeling is that the process of conversion will be simple once we identify what needs to converted.

Description of the Negotiable Fields of a CPP (version 1.10)

The first task is to identify the elements (or attributes) that the spec says are negotiable.

Here is what I was able to find.

From the CPP

Element  ProcessSpecification

Reference to Spec: Line 1442,  1449-1456

Issue: The question is what should be done if the CPPs do not refer to a BPSS instance document, but to some other business specification language. See the note on lines 119-1456 (reproduced below):

 A Party can describe the Business Collaboration using any desired alternative to the ebXML Business Process Specification Schema. When an alternative Business-Collaboration description is used, the Parties to a CPA MUST agree on how to interpret the Business-Collaboration description and how to interpret the elements in the CPA that reference information in the Business-Collaboration description.  The affected elements in the CPA are the Role element, the CanSend and CanReceive elements, the ActionContext element, and some attributes of the BusinessTransactionCharacteristics element.

Notes: Is this in scope for the current effort?

Element: ServiceBinding 

Reference to Spec: Line 1673: Section 8.4.8, Line 1717-1719, Line 1732-1734

Issue: The ServiceBinding element can have multiple CanSend and CanReceive elements. Within a CPA and under the same CanSend element, the DeliveryChannels and Packaging used/expected by the two Parties MUST be compatible. Within a CPA and under the same CanReceive element, the DeliveryChannels and Packaging used/expected by the two parties MUST be compatible.

Notes: This seems like something to be checked, rather than something to be negotiated.

Element ApplicationCertificateRef

Reference to Spec: Line 1645: Section 8.4.6

Issue: The ApplicationCertificateRef element, if present, identifies a signing certificate for use by the business process/application layer. This certificate is not used by the ebXML messaging system, but it is included in the CPP so that it can be considered in the CPA negotiation process. 

Note: It is not quite clear what is being negotiated here.

Element ApplicationSecurityDetailsRef

Reference to Spec: Line 1658: Section 8.4.7

Issue: The ApplicationSecurityDetailsRef element, if present, identifies the trust anchors and security policy that this Party will apply to any application-level certificate offered by the other Party. These trust anchors and policy are not used by the ebXML messaging system, but are included in the CPP so that they can be considered in the CPA negotiation process. 

Note: It is not quite clear what is being negotiated here.

BusinessTransactionCharacteristics element

Reference to Spec: Line 1815, Section 8.4.13

Issue: Dependencies between  several attributes of this element has bearing on whether the CPA is consistent or not. For instance, the  CPA would be inconsistent if isConfidential is set to "transient" or "persistent-and-transient", while isSecureTransportRequired is set to "false". Also, section 9.12 (line 3907) states that “A Process-Specification document contains a number of parameters, expressed as XML attributes.  An example is the security attributes that are counterparts of the attributes of the CPA BusinessTransactionCharacteristics element. The values of these attributes can be considered to be default values or recommendations. When a CPA is created, the Parties might decide to accept the recommendations in the Process-Specification or they MAY agree on values of these parameters that better reflect their needs.” The issue is how exactly they come to this agreement.

Element ReliableMessaging

Reference to Spec: Line 2934, Section 8.4.39

Issue: Although not explicitly stated, it  seems to be the case (for instance, from the discussions that we had in the face to face) that the subelements Retries, RetryInterval and MessageOrderSemantics could be negotiable.

Notes: Consider the case that we are negotiating Retries. The pieces of information needed for negotation are (a) What is the minimum and maximum for the number of retries (b) what is the step size for incrementing/decrementing while negotiating. This information resides (presumably) in the NDD(?).

Element Comment

Reference to Spec: Line 3524, Section 8.8

Issue: When a CPA is composed from two CPPs, all Comment elements from both CPPs SHALL be included in the CPA unless the two Parties agree otherwise. The question is: how does the parties do this negotiation? Over the number of comment elements that can be present?

Note: This seems like an issue that is not very relevant in practice.

From the CPA

Elements Start and End

Reference to Spec: Line 2792, Section 9.4

Issue: It seems likely that these will be negotiated between two parties. Hence the NDD should contain these (although the CPP does not). To accomplish negotiation, start and end should be accompanied by ranges for legal values, for instance,that the start should be between March 19, 2002 and March 21, 2002.

Element ConversationConstraints

Reference to Spec: Line 2836, Section 9.5

Issue: Both attributes of this element seem negotiable

Thoughts on Conversion to XML

Elements and attributes etc can be identified using xpaths (relative to the CPP or CPA-template) <elementLocation>   “xpath expression” </elementLocation>

With numeric valued attributes and elements, we could have other elements such as

<minValue>, <maxValue>, <stepSize>, <preferredValue>, <preferredDirectionOfNegotiation> etc.

For negotiating dates, we can have <earliestStart> <latestEnd> <stepSize>

Other relevant stuff (especially for implementers)

Action attribute:of ThisPartyActionBinding element

Reference to spec: line 1775, 8.4.12.1

Issue: NOTE: In general, the action name chosen by the two parties to represent a particular requesting business activity or responding business activity in the context of a binary collaboration that makes use of nested binary collaborations MAY not be identical. Therefore, when composing two CPPs to form a CPA, it is necessary to make use of information from the associated ActionContext (see Section Error! Reference source not found.) in order to determine if two different action names from the two CPPs actually represent the same ActionContext. When business transactions are not reused in different contexts, it is recommended that the names of the requesting business activity and responding business activity be used as action names.

BusinessTransactionCharacteristics element

Reference to Spec: Line 1815, Section 8.4.13

Issue: Dependencies between  several attributes of this element has bearing on whether the CPA is consistent or not. For instance, the  CPA would be inconsistent if isConfidential is set to "transient" or "persistent-and-transient", while isSecureTransportRequired is set to "false".

An NDD contains a reference to the CPP or CPA template

Questions

1. It seems that several elements or attributes of a CPP/CPA can be considered negotiable, although the specification does not explicitly state that they are negotiable. What should we do in this case (a) Modify the specification to explicitly state which are the possibly negotiable elements or attributes? (b) Leave the specification as is, but include in the NDD all that we think that negotiable?

2. Are packaging details negotiable? What about transports? Are preferences of transports negotiable?

3. What about security related stuff, certificates etc?

