Aut omat ed Negoti ation of Col |l aboration Protocol Agreenent
Specification, Version 0.10 Date: Novenber 2nd, 2003

**** js used to highlight sections. Coments are mainly thoughts
whi | e readi ng through the spec.

General coments:
Is there roomto separate (or separate even nore) the follow ng?:

x ebXM. col | aborative business process vs internal business process

X general negotiation vs ebXM. CPA specific negotiation

X There is no schena for a CPA tenplate. Wat is a valid CPA

tenpl ate? As once di scussed a CPA only has one deliveryChannel

el ement whereas there can be nore in a CPA tenplate to keep the
preference ... Probably the CPPA schema is valid for a CPA tenplate
but ... not realy ... G ossary says that a CPA tenplate is a CPA with
open fields, hence a CPA tenplate will never be a valid CPA. A CPA
tenpl ate cannot be validated, can it? Maybe a CPA tenpl ate does not
have to be validated ..

*** Section 3.2

X Is it necessary to state that an negotiation algorithmis not
included in version 1.0? M ght otherw se sonmeone think that this spec
al so provides those negotiation algorihtns?

X Maintaining a |l arge nunber of partner relationships. This
negoti ati on scenari o m ght have different/new negotiation
requirenents ... to be thought.

x "It will reduce the need for human intervention ..."? Does this
sentence nean | ess human intervention or no hunman intervention?
think of the |ater.

*** Section 3.4

X Line 231, 239, 241, 245: Link to various file is invalid, but it
says To Be Defined (TBD).

X Line 250: | think the CPA should have an attribute w th possible
val ues, such as "CPA tenplate" or a "final CPA" or sinply a
"tenporary-test-somnet hing-that -1 ooks-1ike-a- CPA- and- ni ght - becone- a-
CPA".

*** Section 3.6
Way is this necessary for people who have to create CPP' s? The NDD
info should actually be in the CPPA Spec ..

*** Section 4

X Line 279: "It does NOT define negotiation algorithns in detail". It
rat her does not at all define negotiation algorithns ... or later
(line 281) it does not define negotiation strategies at all

Maybe nore on the difference between the negotiation algorithmand a
negoti ation stratgy could be provided.

Ceneral: WII you put any negotiation algorithns into this
specification? Then the negotiation aglorithns will also be ... under



the IBMpatent ... (not sure what the facts are here)

x Line 286: | thought the term"draft CPA" should no |onger be used

and the term"CPA tenmpl ate” should be used. O a description of what
the difference is, if there is any anynore. M ght have to be aligned
with the CPPA Spec and maybe the ebXM. Architecture Spec. if not

al ready done.

X Line 286: Section 6.2 only tal ks about CPA templ ate, not one word
about draft CPA

X Line 294: A NCPA is for two specific parties, including their party
info etc, maybe highlight that a NCPAis a sort of a skeleton CPA

where the parties who want to negotiatiate just need to fill in the
parties specific information (eg party id). | think this has to be
covered sonewhere ... like how the NCPA gets fully ready to be

depl oyed. . .

X Line 303: "should invoke human intervention"” ... how shall the

system contact the negotiation operators? by sending an email to
i ndicate that the negotiation fail ed?

X Line 218: it seens that rejecting an offer m ght becone a tactica
maneuever, especially the rejection of the initial offer with a new
ndd... in case the receiving party just does not want to use the
new y created CPA tenplate and NDD... Maybe this cannot be

ci rcunmvent ed.

*** Section 5

X Line 339: in5 it said a CPA tenplate and its NDD should be used
for the CPA negotiation whereas in the figure also the CPP(A) and CPP
(B) as well as NDD(A) and NDD(B) are shown to be an input to the CPA
negoti ati on. Maybe have a figure showi ng the CPA tenplate conposition
with the CPPs and NDDs as input and then the CPA negoti ation.

| liked to call it the "CPA fornmation" which includes the CPA
conposition and the CPA negoti ation.

Shall it be possible to run a CPA negotiation with 2 CPPs (eg no CPA
tenpl ate)?. Wien | renenber it also says sonewhere that the origina
NDDs or CPPs night be used in the CPA negotiation to make sure that
the initial preferences are respected during the CPA negotiation.

in the end the CPA negotiation algorithm (as stated previously that
they can be proprietary etc) can include whatever they |ike, because
that is an internal business process ...

X Line 354: Ceneral: NDD: 1) The NDD for the CPP's have to be created
(maybe manual ly), 2) NDD for the CPA tenplate in the CPA conposition
has to be created (probably automatically). Maybe some mmore

i nformati on about the NDDs and their creation is necessary...section
10 tal ks nore about NDD s so that's OK

X Line 383: Not sure if | understand the difference between a rea
and virtual NCPA. In both scenarios the mssing party information is
retri eved sonmehow.

X Line 415: The negotiati on process di agram suggests that everything
is part of the negotiation process, even the CPP, NDD formation ..
The diagramis very hel pful to show what is going on, howto get to a
CPA fromthe beginning. If considering that the CPA formation process
(CPA conposition and CPA negotiation) is very inmportant in adhoc e-
biz, this diagramshows it very cleary howto get it but it also
shows that it is not a straight forward process but can becone tricky
in the negotiation.



X Line 429: Prior to this point, there is a very inportant point in
nmy opinion. The Initial Ofer receiving party has to do a big job
here: validating the cpa tenplate and the ndd! For this process it
sort of also has to create a CPA tenplate and conpare the two CPA

tenplates if it can agree to what will be negotiated. The sane for
the NDD, it has to nake sure it does not get cut short sonewhere,
that all its negotiation itens are fairly represented in the ndd

whi ch goes with the new CPA tenpl ate.

Here | see currently the biggest hurdle to get started with the
negoti ati on as such

X Line 438: Does the party fill in details sucha s its Party ID here
or prior to the last counter offer? That could be done anytine during
the negotiation, right?

X Line 459: Seens |ike the negotiation start without a CPA tenplate
but two CPPs are shown here whereas this should be done by the CPA
conmposition ... matching of CPP's and to create a CPA tenplate. This
m ni mum | evel of matching mght go into the CPA conposition part.

X Line 500: Another service could be to provide "CPA conposition"
service where a party can select a potential partner CPP to compose a
CPA tenplate with its own CPP.

x Line 501: This nmight becone a possbile business scenario where a
negoti ati on agent does negotiate on behalf of its clients (cpp
provi ders).

*** Section 6

X Line 513: The problemwith a CPA tenplate is that it cannot be
val i dat ed agai nst a schena and a tool nust be able to pick up what
parts of a CPA tenplate are not filled out yet. Thats supposed to be
the NDD. It would be nice to be able to validated a CPA tenplate with
its NDD (sonehow overl ayed) agai nst the CPA schenm.

X Line 508: Do you need to keep tal king about a draft CPA after all?

X Line 533: Is it necessary to provide the Party | D? The CPA
composition process should be able to pick the Party ID and put it
into the CPA tenplate. If there is only one matching transport
element in both CPP's then the CPA conposition process will pick that
one and put it into the CPA tenpl ate.

X Line 540: "The process of conposing a CPA tenplate fromtwo CPP' s
will often narrow down the amount of ne..... " This is quite inportant
and coul d be highlighted even nore. And if the CPA conposition cannot

get a final CPA, then a CPA negotiation is necessary.

X Line 560: The ebCPP should contain nore informati on how to create
an NDD. Also the NDD has to be part of the ebCPP documnent.

*** Section 7

X Line 565: How to validate a CPA tenplate? Mst |ikely against the
CPA schema? But that validation could fail nost of the time, if
validating the dumy val ues

X Line 582: Qoops | never thought of having nore than one CanSend

el ement for the sane "business docunment"! (As a sidenote it mght be
interesting to have sone validation of the CPP agai nst the underlying
col | aborative business process, eg if the CPP includes all business
docunents for exanple)



x Line 588: The deliveryChannel elenent would al so be an exanpl e

X Line 593: This is an intersting problem it will be very
interesting to see how negotiation algorithms deal with such a
situation. Mght result in a deadl ock as noone wants to give in,

whi ch coul d be understandable. Well human to human negoti ati on m ght
have to finaliase the CPA

X Line 594: The validity of a certificate ... this is interesting as
here is a point where a tool also has to "deal" with included XM
schemas, so a tool has to understand themas well to know how to get
the date filed for exanple

X Line 600: In the maintenance, renewal of a CPA the Start and End
el ements will be inmportant to negotiate. Hopefully the rest of the
el ements can stay as they are and only these el enents have to be
updat ed.

*** Section 8

x Line 628: What functions?

X Line 644: vanilla SOAP? SOAP without attachenents?
X Line 648: HITP Version 1.17?

X Line 649: A response is synchronious? Line 620 said nessaging is
al  ways asynchronous.

X Line 661: Using SSL could go into line 648 to use HTTPS

X Line 664: "Explanation of NCPA Exanple"? Isn't the NCPA in Appendi x
C "THE" NCPA and not only an exanple? If parties want to build their
own NCPA than yes. But the NCPA in Appendi x C m ght be the "DEFAULT"
NCPA and not only an exanpl e one...

*** Section 9

X Line 676: "... with conposing a CPA fromtwo CPP's." Should it not
go into the ebXM. CPPA Spec, Appendi x E (CPA conposition) then? -- It
nm ght be worth to have a seperate docunment called the "ebXM. CPA
Conposition", especially when this functionality becones a rea
denand.

x Line 700: What is the same BPSS instance Docunent? sanme nanme, sane
version and same uuid? or a mx of it? which conmbinations of those
attributes are not the same bpss instance docunent? Neither clear in
the CPPA spec. A bool ean table would define when two
ProcessSpecification elenments are nment to be the sane BPSS | nstance
Docunent .

X Line 708: If both CPP' s specify both roles their is the potenti al
to get 2 CPA' s.

X Line 715: Again potentially two possible CPA's.

X Line 733/894: Probably |ike other "optional" el enents and
attributes the parties first have to agree whether to use it and then
to find a value for it. Havent read further yet but is this two step
process accounted for in the NDD, does sone attribute in the NDD
negotiation itemindicate this 2 step process? Watch out for any
dependenci es of such an attribute/el enent!

Does this only happen if one party has a value for an optiona
attribute/el enent and the other party does not have a value? | assune



that if both parties do not have it the do not want it and if both
parties have values for such an optional attribute/element they do
want it.

X Line 740: maybe say data type of value rather than type of val ue
X Line 742: might mght be witten in capital letters "M GHT"
X Line 746: a new term "CPA-under-construction” introduced here.

X Line 759: Cenerally each BusinessTransacti onCharacteristics el enent
has to be negotiated individually. Is this an idea to have a sort of
CPP gl obal Busi nessTransacti onCharacteristics information?

X Line 846 and 868: Marty, isnt here also the case, that only the
information in the CPA tenplate of the party changes but not
necessarly in the CPP? If the party would Iike to add the certificate
or trust anchor to the CPP it can do so but also could just add it
(certificate or trust anchor) to the CPA tenplate and finally CPA

x Line 903: Having nore than one Partylnfo in one CPP provides the
potential for nore than one CPA.

X Line 906: Maybe say that Partyld is not negotiable..

X Line 917: This is actually interesting, also in the CPA conposition
process as there might be Coll aborationRoles fromdifferent

Partyl nfos can match. It may say that sone content can be negotiate
and that the CPA formation just has to nake sure that there is at

| east one mat ching Col |l aborationRole in both Partylnfo el enents.

X Line 923: "This MJST be validated" probably in the CPA conposition
and during the CPA negotiation has to be checked that the roles are
OK. This has the interesting question how nuch validation is part of
the CPA negoti ati on.

X Line 930: ... ThisPartyActionBinding and O herPartyActi onBi ndi ng
have to match and as far as | can tell the nane is the only way to
find out if two bindings match or not. OK it might be possible to go
down the XML path to the business docunments and check if they al so
mat ch. . .

X Line 942: ... fromenail correspondance | thought that in a CPA
(version 2.0) only one channelld shall be present. In a CPA tenplate
nore than one can be present and the CPA negotiation nakes sure that
in the end only one channelld will be present. So it could say that
"The Parties can negotiate which delivery channel to use or add one"
i nstead of delivery channels (plural).

X Line 947: From some study | only can agree with instead of

nmodi fying a given DeliveryChannel to create a new one. The nmin
problemthat | found is to keep track of references

(http://ww. schl egel . i/ ebXM./ peecs_present ati on/ peecs-2003. pdf).

*** Section 10

X Ceneral NDD should be part of the CPPA Spec as it is created al ong
a CPP and a CPA tenplate (based on a CPA conposition). Probably if
this spec gets version 1.0 it mght go into the CPPA Spec or the CPA
conposition ( or generally the CPA formation ) gets its own
specification and the CPPA Appendix E will just reference to that new
speci fication/docunent.

X Line 981: An NDD is exchanged but it does not say howit is
exchanged; if it is exchanged electronically there needs to be sone
protocol, else it rmust be exchanged nmanually. Also this list itemis



open for a negotiation of a cpa tenplate and two cpps. maybe a
simplification is to only deal with the cpa tenpl ate case

X Line 983: It mght say an NDD specific for the CPA tenplate.

GENERAL: A notation such as NDD cpa and NDD cpp(a) m ght nmake cl ear
what kind of NDD the specification talks about...

X Line 988: Maybe nake say that a negotiation itemonly specifies an
el ement/attribute but not its children ... Here is a general problem
of elenent/attribute dependencies. Allowing to negotiate the

Busi nessTransacti onCharacteristics element, or a specific attribute
of the elenent m ght have the consequences that other

el ements/attributes have to be negotiated but are not listed in the
NDD.

Comment to above -- clarified in Line 1017+

X Line 995: Again the dependencies of elenment/attributes m ght cause
problems in the NDD. Exanple what does nmean to negotiate over the
Del i veryChannel el enent, does that include to be able to negotiate
over its children (and hence Transport el enment and DocExchange etc).

Comment to above -- clarified in Line 1017+

X Line 1004: Again the NDD for the CPA tenplate -- NDD cpa.

X Line 1004: Doesn't the CPA tenpl ate reference the CPPA XM. Schena
al ready? So it would not be necessary to be included in the NDD. But
the inclusion would be easier to be used.

x Line 1013: Wasn't there sonewhere the information, that choices,

optional elements/attributes can be retrieved fromthe CPPA Schena
and hence do not have to be listed in the NDD. Actually | would put
the choices into the NDD..

X Line 1017: Is a rule necessary such as only the child el enment(s)
but not its attribute(s) are negotiabl e?

X Line 1017: elenent/attribute depencency could be a problemfor al
rul es here.

X Line 1027: Maybe nove this section one section ahead.

X Line 1054: ... it seens like the NDD for the CPA tenplate is realy
only used for combining two NDD's. ** In my current CPA conposition

i mpl ement ation the conposition algorithmwites out that sort of gap
list, in particular a conflict list. It seens that those conflicts do
not have a place in the NDD.. The sentence beginning in Line 1056

shows that ... if there are irreconcilable conflicts ... the CPA
negoti ati on does not deal with them... ** Froma previous

understanding | was rather thinking that the CPA negotiation wll
trie to overcone irreconcilable conflicts ... thinking of that it

woul d probably beconme very conplicated to have al gorithms which can
deal with all those possible irreconcilable conflicts ..

At the sane tine ... if party A runs the CPA conposition which
results in a CPA tenplate, party A uses its NDD for its CPP. Party A
could even use a NDD which is not public, so party B has no way to
tell what party A exactly did. What | nean is, party A could sinply
say say, all conflicts found in the CPA conposition are ny NDD. Is
that cheating? Party A could run the CPA conposition, saying with its
NDD and Party B's NDD. The CPA conposition could find sone
irreconcible conflicts. To go ahead party A could sinply add those
conflicts to the NDD for the CPA tenplate, saying that it wants to
negoti ate over those elenents... but reading Line 1054, this is not
posshile as the NDD for the CPA tenplate only includes, what al so



Party B includes inits NDD ... and the CPA negotiation could not get
start ed.

Maybe sonme real world experiences will help how things will be used,
for exanple will it be a practice to set the negotiation item "//"
in the NDD, saying that everything is negotiatable?

So far | understood, that the CPA negotiation should help to overcone
serious problens, but it seems that the negotiation rather deals with
issues with are likely possible to be solve. Serious, irreconciilable
probl ens seemto be dealt only in human to human ways, so far. **
think, this is actually a serious sinplification then.

X Line 1059: Coment: This is the inportant part of what is in the
NDD and what the NDD is all about. The instance NDD docunent in the
Appendi x is very helpful as it shows how an NDD i s used.

X Line 1069: | think there should be two XPat h expressions, because
of the nature of the CPA, which holds two Partylnfo. Very often
there are pairs, one fromparty A against one fromparty B. Wth two
XPat h expressi ons the Negotiatabl elnformationltem can point to those
two itenms which, in the end, both nust have the same val ue. Which
val ue, the one of party A or the one of party B is changed, does not
matter after all. O course it does matter to the party... but not

t he CPA document.

For exanpl e the Negotiationlinformationltemin Iine 3828 wants to
negoti ate ALL i sNonRepduaitionRequired attributes in both Partylnfos
for ALL CanSend el enents etc. Wiat about the correspondi ng CanRecei ve
el ement 2?72

Further if one party specifices which one CanSend el enent eg CanSend
[ @ane="ABC'] how do you find the correspondi ng CanReceive? In the
prototype inplenmentation | did for the CPA conposition there is a
little bit of code which tries to figure out which CanSend goes with
whi ch CanReceive. Do you expect this work to be done by both parties?
What if they get it wong?

Furt her does the exanple in |line 3828 assune that sonehow t he
correspondi ng CanReceive elenent will be set accordingly to whatever
is negotiated for the CanSend elenent ... as there nmust be a matching
pair of CanSend and CanRecei ve.

The sane is true for exanple in |ine 3836.

Further | dont understand exanple in line 3846. There is only one
val ue for @yncRepl yMbde: signal sOnly. Questions:

1) This is probably the same value as is in the CPP? If so why add it
to the NDD? Actually in which CPP? In the Partylnfo down somehwere of
whi ch party? Does it matter?

2) Does it make sense after all? W shall negotiated that it
(attribute) is present and that the value is signalsOnly? If both
NDDs have been used to create this NDD then there is not need to
negoti ate about it and the attribute can be set to "signalsOnly"
wi t hout negoti ati on.

3) This shows the difficulty to track dependencies. If this attribute
chanages froma previous value to "signalsOnly" this would nean that
things in the CPA tenplate get out of validity because of this
change. Unfortunatly | still have difficulties to understand the
syncRepl yMode attribute but | think a change from none to signalsOnly
wi || have consequences of having additional elenments/attributes
within both Partylnfo elenents. Big question: Wio is responsible that
t hose dependenci es are net? 1lst question: what dependencies are they?



2nd question: Are those elements negotiatiabl e? Probably yes and they
have to be "added". What are the preferences of those new

el ements/attributes? Those preference values are not listed in this
currrent NDD ... Does this result in an irreconcilable conflict?

Sorry for not providing the answers but only questions :)

X Line 1073: Unfortunately | do not have any experiences if the
following list covers all possible scenarios.

x Line 1077,1080,1082: Is a data type necessary or should it be
| ooked up in the CPA Schena?

X Line 1093: Do you nean if the elenent/attribute is present or not
or the value is present or not? If the value is not present, does
that nean that the element/attribute can be renpved fromthe CPA?
Maybe there is there another type necessary: the type which

negoti ates whether an attribute or el enent nust be present or not and
then if present the value has to be negoti at ed.

*** Section 11
X Line 1212: maybe forward link to section 11.4 and its error codes.

X Line 1217: The cpal D of the CPA tenplate is negotiatable (see line
879) so the CPATenpl atel D el enent val ue can change throughout a
negotiation ... Does this matter?

X Line 1249, 1265: InitiatingParty and Respondi ngParty stay the sane
even after the role change, which is K

x Line 1238, 1261, 1279, 1262, 1279, 1300: Change all Uri to |ower
case uri ... or all to uper case URI or just nake it consistent.

CGeneral question when dealing with uri's: Does this nmean that the
parties nust have a webserver where the docurment (NCPA in this case)
can be accessed by the other party? This would nost |ikely be outside
the Messagi ng System Interface (MSl), and maybe even the Business
Service Interface (BSI). Is this generally no problemto provide a
HTTP access point to the outside world? Does the negotiation software
have the priviliges to change the content of that URI? Does it even
have the security permissions to provide a http access point?

X Line 1287: General question: | think there was the di scussi on about
"CPA O fer Doc", "CPA Ofer_Doc" and "CPAOferDoc". |Is it necessary
to nake it consistent to one version only?

X Line 1310: OChhh OK so the CPA tenplate HAS to be updated by each
party based on what the negotiation content was. This is actualy
good, | think, so each party can check verify that the CPA tenplate
is updated the sane way by each party; and this check can be made
after each counter offer.

X Line 1316: This is actually the inmportant el enent here!

X Line 1318: Marty, | think we once discussed, that not the CPP or
NDD do get changed but just their information in the CPA tenplate ..
e.g. the Partylnfo element in the CPA tenplate | ooks slightly
different to the Partylnfo of the initial CPP. It will be up to the
party to update the "public" CPP or not.

X Line 1331: "Any itemthat has been deleted by one party can no
| onger be re-inserted in future counter offers"” is actually an



i mportant rule and should maybe go to a negotiation rules section

X Line 1325: \Wat is the reason to have a party list only its
accept ed/ updated, deleted or inserted itens? It mght be hel pful to
have the full history of the negotiation in each nmessage, but that is
not really necessary as both parties maybe al ready have such a

hi story. But having the history in each negotiati on nessage the state
of the | ast CPA tenplate could be created by applying the changes
(update, add, delete, accept) to the initial CPA tenplate.

CGeneral : Maybe the specification could say, that with the initial CPA
tenpl ate and the history of the negotiation it shall always be
possible to get to the last CPA (or last CPA tenplate) version at any
st age.

X Line 1338: Maybe, as nentioned above, there needs to be two XPath
expressions for each item

X Line 1338: Another point is that the XPath expressi ons ni ght becone
wong after inserting new elements etc. | think the "ol d" accept
itens XPath expressions should not be updated, so that one follows
the history of the negotiation (add x, update x, update x, add vy,
update y, accept x, etc) with the XPath expression at that time is
possi bl e.

X Line 1352: Is the Original value redundant? It could be traced back
to a) the CPA tenplate or the Inserteltem But maybe its just easier
to keep the original value close.

X Line 1346: Does "during all exchanges prior to this Message"
contradict line 1326 "... (including the ones being accepted by this
Message) " ?

X Line 1360: Yes | agree as | dont understand that. Could it be that
the required or preferred can be found by | ooking at the NDD
Negoti ati onl nformati onltemtype? Do not understand this one.

X Line 1395: Seens to make it nore difficult to create a good NDD...

X Line 1405: Maybe add a sanple NDD to the initial offer in figure
(1).

X Line 1412: The Responding Party did sumarise all "Accepteditent in
the XPath expression ... is this valid? According to line 1346 or
1326 it should include the previous accepted itens as well ...

X Line 1412: Also | amnot sure if the "Accpetedltem xpath="/El emrent B
[0]"" complies with line 1346 or 1326 ... the initiating party only
has to |ist accepted by the sending party as El enentB[0] was accepted
by the responding party it should not be listed in the first counter
offer of the initiating party ..

x Line 1419: ... does the party already now what it will change at
that stage? O does the party just say, hey | am sending you a new
counter offer? OK Line 1420 says "might" ... in that case the

receiving party of a "Counter O ferPendi ng" docunent nust check the
Negoti ati onContent el enent! But naybe it would nake it easer to have
an enpty NegotiationContent elenent in a non "Initial Offer" and
"CounterOffer” document.

x Line 1421, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28: does not nmke sense to ne. |

t hought those are only in a "CounterOfer"” docunent ... In Particular
rejection should be in a "Rejected" nessage type ... not in a
"Count er O f er Pendi ng" nessage.

X Line 1441. Even if it the CPA tenplate id is negotiated?

X Line 1483: Type "QurOf..." -> "QutOr. . "



X Line 1483, 1486: Wy the need for a "_"?

x Line 1514: The CPA nust be a valid XM instance docunent. Do the
parties check that prior to sending the final documents?

*** Section 12

X Line 1516: The "Negotiation Protocol" section could nmaybe noved to
t he begi nning of the Specification ..

X Line 1608: |Is accepted necessary?

X Line 1653: General: Maybe add somwhere, that al

Negoti ati onl nformati onltens nust be accepted before the negotiation
can end, ... before a party can accept the offer/counter offer. and
otherwise if there are still open issues and one party accepts the
of fer/counter offer an error must occur

X Line 1662: Ooops here it says if one party sends an accept nessage
it, inplicitly accepts all remaining open itens. |Is that good? Al so
is it possible after all, if there is a range value for exanple?

Whi ch val ue would you take if the NDD provides a list of val ues?

X Line 1777: Maybe add why two binary coll aborations are used
(because the rol e changed could not be nodelled by one binary
col laboration). Still not sure why you wanted to have different
rol es?

X Line 1787: the first "to" is to nuch | think

X Line 1822: Type and confusion with " " : Change from
"CPA Negotiation CounterOfferlnititor Role" to "CPA Negotiation
Counter Offer Initiator"

X Line 1823: see above

X Line 1782: "Ofer-Counter-COfer Choreography" and
X Line 1859: "Final CPA exchange" not reviewed as they are sinmply
rephrasing the BPSS |Instance docunent and its tine for dinner ;)

*** Section 13

X The negotiation algorithmis probably the hardest part. Any idea
how t hese algorithns will evlove? Any idea who will inplenent these
al gorithms? Any ideas on what background know edge these al gorithns
will be based upon? Any one started with a study of what the

requi renents for a negotiation algorithmare? Any thoughts of having
anot her specification/docunent/report on ebXM. Aut omated Negoti ation
of CPA Negotiation Al gorithm Docuemmt or is this fully open to

i mpl ement er s.

X Ceneral: Mentioned before ... if any Negotiation algorithmgoes in
here it goes under the IBM patent, which will deal with version 1.0
of this spec, right? Is that OK?

Hope this list helps to advance the 0.10 version. | think sone
testing with sanple CPP's, sanple CPA tenpl ates and sanple NDD s
woul d reveal nuch of what is mssing and what is needed. This is
specially true for sections 10 (in particular 10.2) and section 11
(in particular 11.1.9). NDD probably need sone further thinking ..

Ki nd regards

Sacha Schl egel



