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All line numbers refer to the pdf  document that Marty sent on 10/20/2002.

Comments on Sections 1-9

Lines 289-291: Having the negotiation protocol (represented by a BPSS instance) rank the results seems a stretch, because this assumes that the protocol is “smart” enough to do the ranking. Maybe this objective could be eliminated and put in futures.

Section 5.1: Maybe negotiation algorithm should be added as a bullet point in section 4.1. We should  also add text similar to the following: “Note that the negotiation protocol is distinct from the negotiation algorithm. The former is the public protocol, captured by  the BPSS instance document, whereas the latter is the private process that each party uses, in conjunction with  the CPA template, CPPs and the NDD,  to arrive at an offer or counter offer in the negotiation protocol”.

Lines 292-294: I do not quite understand what this means (separate state diagram for each party).

Lines 304-305:  I’d say delivery agreement (instead of delivery implementation)

Lines 320-322: I’d say that the NDD is used in the negotiation algorithm and passed along in the negotiation protocol.

Lines 329-330: I suggest that the following sequence of events in the formation of NCPA. For me, the main (only?) reason for having an NCPA is to have  some kind of agreement about being bound by the negotiation protocol referred to in the NCPA. In particular, the elements of the NCPA are not subject to negotiation.

1. Parties A and B publish NCPA templates (that they are willing to abide by) in a registry. These NCPA templates  are (somehow) to be  distinguished so that there is no confusion between these and  a regular CPA template. They are NCPA templates (as opposed to NCPAs) because some of the information in a CPA (such as names of both parties, end points etc.) is missing. 

2. Party B discovers party A and wants to conduct trade.

3. Party B chooses an NCPA template  of party A that it can live with (say, by looking at the business process pointed to by this NCPA template).

4. Party B then fills in this NCPA template (so that now it becomes an NCPA) and sends it, along with a draft CPA and an initial NDD to party A  to start the negotiation process.

If the above looks reasonable, we need to change the text in the following places:

1. Remove the second line in 337, starting with “Associated with each Party’s CPP…

2. Change line 347 to read “into Party A’s NCPA template”.

Figure 1, CPP(A is missing a parenthesis

Lines 388-394. For clarity, it might be good to restate the line starting on line 388-394 as follows. This makes it explicit that the second line is for covering the corner case.

· The Party that received the last counter offer builds the complete CPA by filling in details such as its Party ID and transport endpoint address and sends it to the other Party. (If it is the case that no counteroffers were received during the negotiation process, that is, if the Party that received the initial offer accepted it without sending a counter offer, that Party builds the complete CPA by filling in details such as its Party ID and transport endpoint address and then sends it to the other Party) 

If it was agreed that the CPA is to be signed, the Party that sends the final CPA signs it before sending it.

Figure 2 looks asymmetric in the top part with respect to A and B. Maybe, you can replace the two rectangles under Party B by a single rectangle that says “Steps similar to those for party A, such as CPP, NDD formation, registration etc.”Or alternately,  replace

PartyA by PartyA/PartyB. (I prefer the former suggestion)

Also, in the block Partner discovery, you might add “Partner Discovery of A by B”. Rest of the figure looks really good!

Line 431: You mean address of the registry?

Line 465-467: I do not understand the sentence starting with “Eliminating …” This seems to repeat the same idea as lines starting on 463-465. Is ontology the right word here? Maybe the sentence can  be eliminated.

Line 477-480:  I think, as you suggested, we should rely on CPA composition appendix for this information.

Lines 513-516: Not clear what is meant by a rule. Are you asking the question how the opposing preferences will be expressed if there is only one NDD for the draft CPA template? In this case, this cannot be currently expressed. Of course, if there are NDDs for each of the CPPs, this can easily be expressed—this suggests that if expressing this kind of opposing preferences is important, we need NDDs for the CPPs in addition to the NDD for the CPA. This might be fine for this version.

Section 8

If we agree to take the perspective of the NCPA that was discussed before,  then it seems that  we do not need to worry about the structure of the NCPA at all. Maybe we can specify it to be a concrete CPA, namely the simplest possible CPA conforming to the CPA schema.

