Response to Kartha’s 10/30/02 Comments

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

Responses are labeled MWS:

Comments not here have been accepted in full.

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.

MWS:  This should have said “negotiation algorithm”. It is left over from requirements discussion. I am deleting it.

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

MWS:  This is left over from the requirements discussion. People wanted to see the behavior of each party separately.  I believe that the state diagram (Fig. 3) satisfies this requirement. I am deleting the statement referred to in the comment.

MWS:  The following comments to lines 1000-1279 are excellent points. Everyone, please review them. We need to decide what is the minimum function that is “good enough” for version 1 and what items should be added to the futures list.

Line 1000:  What is the need for deleted items and inserted items? Do accepted items need values too? Also, in updated items, there might not be a single original value of the item.

MWS: “inserted” probably refers to the case where an element has a cardinality that can be more than one but there is only one in the CPA template.  Additional instances of the element might be added. 

Line 1015-1024: Marty’s points are well taken. Maybe the best thing to have is an accepted section for what is accepted by both parties, as well as what is currently under negotiation.

Line 1026: 1029. I think this is wrong as currently stated. Consider the case where we are negotiating a non leaf node. Then both the non-leaf and its children may need to appear in the negotiation content?

Line 1075: Do we need the Initiating and Responding Roles?

Line 1122: I do not understand assumption

Line 1279: How is status indicated?

Overall remark about the BPSS Instance document: The readability can be improved by removing the words CPA from every name (such as CPA_Offer_Document, CPA_FinalBT etc.). Also, in names like Final_CPA_BT_ReqBA, it might be better replace them by Final_BT_Req_IR (for initiator-responder), because B or A can be either the initiator or responder.

MWS:  This is a good point but do we want to revise the BPSS instance document at this late date?

MWS:  I agree that the following comments identify problems.  In at least one case, the structure of the BPSS instance document changed since I wrote the text.  I will review the points and repair the text as needed.

Line 1468-1470:  I was expecting a Success element with a fromBusinessState value set to CPAOfferBTA (from the text in lines 1465-1467). However, in the business process instance document, there is no such Success element (under  the binary collaboration CPA Negotiation BC). What is present, however, is a transition element with a fromBusinessState of CPAOfferBTA (line 2715), which transitions to the toBusinessState CPAFinalBTA. This is misleading.

Line 1489-1490: For clarity, say:”…RequestingBusinessActivity of the BusinessTransaction CPACounterOfferBT. Also, note a typo on line 1490,  the name of the RequestingBusinessActivity is CPA_Counter_offer_BT_ReqBA (note BT).


Line 1494: Is the binary collaboration still CPA_Negotiation_BC? Or  CPA_Negotiation_Counter_Offer_BC (as it seems fro the explanation of the transition element? If the latter, it might be good to point out that the business state now is CPA Counter Offer 1 BTA (once we are in in the CPA_Negotiation_Counter_Offer_BC) so that one can look for the correct fromBusinessState in the Success, Failure and Transition elements.

Line 1519: This seems incorrect. If the initial offer is accepted,  the business state seems to be CPA Final BTA (see line 2715). Similarly,  in line 1521, the “ReqBA” part of  “ReqBA_Final_CPA_…) should be deleted.
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