Face-to-face meeting of OASIS ebXML CPPA at New Orleans, April 28, 2004, 1 to 6 PM.
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The CPPA session began at roughly 1 PM and included a review of the points of interaction between BPSS and CPPA from the morning session.

The main topics for the meeting were a review of the working approach to extensibility for CPPA 2.x to 3.0 and the planning for the Negotiation specification.

We began with a review of Negotiation and a discussion of issues discovered by Sacha. Kartha commented on the issues and two needed changes were identified concerning NDDs. Kartha and Sacha will send these issues to the list and possible solutions will be investigated. One issue concerned marking dependencies within the NDD. For example, if the Endpoint value is marked negotiable, including a change of protocol to HTTPS, then the usinessTransactionCharacteristics/@isConfidential probably should be marked as Adjustable. These dependencies reflect semantic relations among CPA elements within different “layers/components” of the CollaborationProtocol (often at different abstraction levels). A second related issue pertained to optional elements or attributes, and how to indicate that adding omitted optional items was subject to negotiation. [The xpath identifer would point to a null node set.]

The session then turned to an impressive presentation by Sacha of tools for CPA formation from CPPs and for partner Negotiation in accordance with the state machine given by the current BPSS instance for Negotiation. More accurately, CPPs were merged to form a draft CPA and an internal tracking list of “gaps” that might need various forms of resolution, including negotiation with the proposed partner. Sacha then set up simulated partners that entered into Negotiation. As the partners moved through the states of the Negotiation process, users were prompted with a suggested location and value to use in a new counteroffer to see whether the suggestion, no change, or an alternative resolution was desired. The Negotiation headed to a successul resolution with a mutually agreed upon CPA. Sacha’s approach blended focused human interaction with automated suggestions to implement an effective semi-automated internal negotiation algorithm. 
Dale then posed the topic of how to continue moving the Negotiation specification forward. He reminded  the TC of the need for three successful member company usability testimonials for OASIS standards approval. He indicated that he would far prefer a  lower overhead approach to the Negotiation message implementation and urged consideration of replacing what he regarded as the heavy ebXML footprint with a lighter simple SOAP message pattern. Upon questioning, he agreed to sketch out how the Message, NDD, and optionally a draft CPA could be put in a SOAP body. He also agreed to sketch how WSDL for a typical WS operation would look. Monica objected to abandoning ebXML Messaging. Dale noted that could remain an option and also noted that Registry had for some time provided both HTTP and SOAP access to Registry services. Dale reiterated his view that the lower overhead of prior agreements (such as CPAId) made a simple SOAP message exchange desirable.
The TC then turned to consider how resources could be made available to bring the specification to a TC consensus.

After general discussion and solicitation of interest (of which there was plenty) and time (of which there was the usual shortage), Kartha and Sacha volunteered to augment Marty’s efforts. Monica moved and Pete seconded a motion to add Kartha as co-chair to the Negotiation SC, and to add both Sacha and Kartha as Editors. The motion passed without objection.
We had a break and resumed with a review of Extensibilty. 
Dale called attention to how the 2.x schema had been reworked to make many elements and complexTypes global and how, being global,  new abstract elements that served as substitution group heads were added. The old elements that will be used in 2.1 to add functionality have been made elements of these substitution groups. These changes make extensibility via substituion more available. New elements in the substitution groups can be added whose types derive from the types of the substitution group head global elements. Hence, extension will only require addition of schema declarations and not modification of existing declarations.

Dale demonstrated how the Extensibility approach could be used. The first illustration was a CPP for the EDIINT Messaging protoocol (specifically AS2). Two Document Exchange modules were added to deal with compression and with configuration parameters pertaining to the EDIINT form of receipts, namely MDNs. MDNs were treated as an application response in a sample BPSS instance. BusinessTransactionCharacteristics and several DocExchange modules were reused. Packaging elements for all the EDIINT variants were declared. Dale has a bried mapping showing how the EDIINT protocol configuration maps to the available features that he will post. 

Next Dale showed how the WSDL DocExchange extension module is added. For a service using the standard MEP patterns, a party announces its WSDL under its CanReceive declaration. [The BPSS instance for WSDL is deferred until the resolution of  changes under discussion for BPSS 2.0, possibly using the new construct of OperationActivity.]
The server receiver only needs to declare the “interface” aspects of WSDL. The question of whether to ignore service and binding elements is not resolved at present. Possibly a boolean attribute can indicate whether WSDL info in Binding and/or Service takes precedence or is overriden by CPA information. The treatement for 2.0 Feature and Property extensions are still under discussion. 
WSDL can be included verbatim or, if a remote wsdl is to be used, the wsdl include construct can be used in a wsdl stub.

On the client side (currently sender), the current capability to act as a client is marked by an entirely empty wsdlbinding element. This probably is an accurate representation of the client’s buden in the WS agreement. That is, the client has to be open to doing whatever the service specifies in terms of input, output, and faults. Draft CPAs just slap the halves together, and the implementation burden falls largely on the client.

CPPs and CPAs could handle nonstandard WSDL MEPs (the “out” and “out-in” forms called Notification and Solicit-Response in early WSDL). These would basically reverse the conventions and burdens of sender and receiver discussed above. 

Allowing clients to specify nonempty WSDL modules could conceivably be taken to indicate constraints on what the client was willing to accept input-, output- and fault-wise. There was general agreement that solving the matching problem for this case (for CPA formation, for example) would have to wait until Sacha decided to pursue a PhD!

Dale also mentioned that ProcessSpecification could be extended to cover emerging business process notations such as WS-CDL, (the emerged) BPML, WSCI, BPEL and others. Much lively, if inconclusive, discussion occurred here.

Monica mentioned that the Role rebinding changes would probably lead to some CPPA modifications. Dale agreed that it was possible. If BP 2.0 changes stabilize, perhaps a 2.x schema could track the changes needed as a generalization/extension.
Schedules and planning. Dale intends to roll-up the errata, the PartyID appendix, and a draft chapter on extension points with illustrations over the next quarter. Kartha and Sacha agreed to try to finish the current issues on Negotiation, possibly by midsummer.

