Rex Brooks’ Comments on SOA-RA PR2a.doc:
Objective: Reduce length, improve concision.

Abstract: 

If we have the audience explicitly called out in Section 1 Introduction, we don’t need it in the Abstract.

Section 1.1.1:
Eliminated elaborations unnecessary to understand what A Reference Architecture IS, versus how various elaborations SHOW or JUSTIFY our choice for what this RA IS.

Section 1.1.2:

Opinion: Saying “This reflects good organizational practice as well as reflecting …”

Fact: Saying “This reflects actual organizational practice as well as …”

Question: Can we SAY in the Terminology Section: Unless otherwise specified, when we say SOA system, we mean SOA-based system? (Even though it is only one word, it probably results in at least a whole page with the number of times it is used.
Edited to transitive voice, e.g permits vs. permitting; realizes vs. can be realized, 
Section 1.1.4

Deleted “sufficient” where what the level of abstraction was sufficient for was not stated. Edited second sentence in second paragraph to a simple declarative: “It is quite possible for this Reference Architecture to be realized on different platforms.”

The next section talks about technology, so the elaboration was getting redundant.

Section 1.1.5:

Deleted specific governance choice out to say “…Similarly, the particular governance models would have to be set.” (The prior part of the paragraph could be cut in half without losing the point, but I didn’t want to pick and choose for that edit.)

Section 1.2:
Deleted excess examples of parts, saying “…, a SOA-based system is a network of many parts. …”

Opinion: “Instead of visualizing a SOA as a single complex machine, it is perhaps more productive to think of it as an ecosystem”

Fact: “Instead of visualizing a SOA as a single complex machine, this RA thinks of SOA as an ecosystem.”

Deleted: “In certain situations this may be a difficult psychological step for owners of enterprise systems to take: after all, such owners may rightly believe that since they own the system they should also have complete control of it.”

Reason: Comment: “So? If they don’t want to play in the sandbox, that’s their prerogative.”

Section 1.4 Table 1:

Left unchanged;

Under Service Ecosystem for Stakeholders: People (using SOA) is confusing, I thought it referred to the remainder of the named entities, but I don’t know what else to say, except maybe: Public SOA users or Public affected by SOA use.
Section 2.1.1.1:

Is there a reason not to use the transitive voice, e.g. to meet their needs rather than to get their needs met?

Section  2.1.2:
Deleted “themselves” because it was used twice in the same sentence.

Section 2.1.2.1:
Isn’t the use of a relatively current colloquialism “wired-up” doomed to be obsolete sooner rather than later? Why not just say “..are connected as intended to the real world”?

NOTE: Couldn’t we specify in the Terminology Section that the use of “Model” as part of a Proper Noun such as “Acting in a SOA Ecosystem Model “(capitalized), we refer to a high-level structural element of the RA, and the use of “model” as a generic noun indicates a lower-level component-specific set of concepts usually represented in an accompanying Figure diagram such as “: a needs and capabilities model, a participants model and a resources model.”?

The same thing could be done for “Action” for “Joint Action” and “Service Action” v. “performing an action,” or “aspect of action.”

Section 2.1.2.4:

Transitive voice? Shorter to say  “In order to effectively use capabilities and meet needs,…”

Left unchanged, but,

Edited second part of sentence to read “it is critical that participants can see and interact with each other” rather than “it is critical that participants can not only see each other, but can also interact with each other.

Section 2.2:

Edited Lines 452-456: Unnecessarily complex: we shouldn’t give an example for why parsimony is a principle we support.

Separation of Concerns: Edited out reference to authors. We should not be discussing the Editors, even if this principle applies to the endeavor of writing the specification.

Section 3.1.1.1:

In the last line of the first paragraph, that says “-we address this more carefully in Section 3.1.1.3. In my Comment I ask: Should this be “thoroughly” instead?  “carefully” implies a lack of care here, and I don’t think that’s the case or the intent.”

Even though it is an addition, I would qualify the last sentence under the definition of Goal: “In some modeling there may be a separation between goals and objectives. Usually goal is the general and objective the specific case; and objective has a part-of relationship to its goal.
In last sentence, changed “accidental actions or malicious actions” to “accidental or malicious actions.”

Section 3.1.1.2:

 Should the caption read “Figure 5 Actors, Participants and Delegates” not ”Figure 5 Actors, Participants and Agents” since the term Agent does not appear in the diagram?
Section 3.1.2:
Edited Figure 7 Caption to read “Figure 7 Communication as Joint Action” vs. Figure 7 Communication as Joint”

Section 3.1.3
Edited phrase “there must be a bridge that gap;” to read “there must be a bridge across that gap;”

Edited caption for Figure 8: from “Figure 8 Communicative actions as Service Actions

“ to ” Figure 8 Communicative Actions as Service Actions” (Capitalized A in Communicative Actions)
Section 3.2.2:
Definition of Trust needs refinement:

Current: “Trust is the relationship, as perceived by a stakeholder, between a participant and a set of actions and events, which concerns the legitimacy of the participant’s actions and reported events.”

Proposed: “Trust is the value of relative confidence in the relationship, as perceived by a stakeholder, between participants in a SOA for the legitimacy of actions and events.”

Section 3.3.1:

Suggested edit: from;

 “State

State is the condition that an entity is in at a particular time.

State is characterized by a set of facts that is true of the entity – in effect we are concerned only with aspects of an entity that are potentially measurable.

Private State

Private state is the set of facts that is known and understood by the owner of the entity.

Shared State

The shared state is the set of facts and conditions that may be known by non-owning participants”

to;

 “State

State is the condition OF an entity at a particular time.

State is characterized by a set of facts that is true of the entity – in effect we are concerned only with aspects of an entity that are potentially measurable.

Private State

Private state is the condition of an entity known and understood by its owner.

Shared State

The shared state is the condition of an entity that may be known by non-owning participants.”
Section 3.3.3: 

Deleted third paragraph after Figure 17 because it mostly repeats first paragraph after Figure 17.
Question Should  term “Ownership Boundary” be changed to “Resource Ownership Boundary” ?

Section 3.3.4:

Proposed Edit:

From: Key to the concept of business transaction is the contract or agreement to exchange.”

To “Key to the concept of business transaction is the contract or agreement to exchange some thing of value for some form of compensation.”

Question: In Business Process and Process Choreography, should we mention that the sequence of tasks or interactions is included, and of the essence for successful Business Process and Process Choreography?

Section 4.1:

Deleted second example in 6th bullet. The first example is clear and sufficient. We can’t list every contingency, and as long as it is clear that there is a principle at work, I don’t think we need all the extra elaboration.

Suggested Edit:

From: “This Reference Architecture uses the term service description for consistency with the concept defined in the Reference Model.  Some of the current SOA literature speaks to the idea of a "service contract" as effectively the equivalent, although the details of what comprises the service description/contract may vary.  The term service description is preferred because policies are an element of description for any resource and the agreement on policies between service participants may be thought of as a contract.  Saying service contract for the service description implies just one side of the interaction is governing and misses the point that a single set of policies identified by a service description may lead to numerous contracts, i.e. service level agreements, leveraging the same description.  Indeed, these agreements establish the execution context of the service interaction and are not a fundamental attribute of the service itself.”

To: “This Reference Architecture uses the term service description for consistency with the concept defined in the Reference Model.  Some SOA literature treats the idea of a "service contract" as equivalent to service description. In this Reference Architecture the term service description is preferred. Replacing service description with service contract implies just one side of the interaction is governing and misses the point that a single set of policies identified by a service description may lead to numerous contracts, i.e. service level agreements, leveraging the same description.” Reason: too elaborate, hard to wade through.

Section 4.1.1:

What is the difference between 4.1 Service Description Model and 4.1.1 The Model for Service Description? (The model for the model?) Suggest renaming the Section: General Description or General Description Principles.
Suggested Edit:

From: “Figure 20 shows Service Description modeled as a subclass of the general Description class, …”

To “Figure 20 shows Service Description as a subclass of the general Description class, …”

Section 4.1.1.1:

Suggested Edit of Title:

From “Model Elements Common to General Description“

To  “Elements Common to General Description”

Section 4.1.1.1.1:

Sugessted Edit:

From: “… The description instance provides vital information needed to both establish visibility of the resource and to support its use in the execution context for the subsequent interaction.  …”

To: “… The description instance provides vital information needed to both establish visibility of the resource and to support its use in the execution context for the associated interaction.  …” (Could also be consequent interaction, but not subsequent since there has been no prior interaction specified.)
Section 4.1.1.1.1

Question: Is the following statement correct?

“While some subset of the description instance may be entered in a registry to support mediated discovery of the description subject, the entire description instance will provide the more complete description needed to initiate and continue interaction with the subject.” (Shouldn’t subset either be superset or else subset or superset?)

Section 4.1.1.2

Missing Word (?): “Figure 20 shows the template for a general description but individual description instances depend on the ability to associate meaningful values with the identified elements.  (Figure 21?) REF _Ref89738243 \h 
 \* MERGEFORMAT  shows a model for a collection of information that provides for value assignment and traceability for both the value meaning and …”

Missing Word (?) and Suggested Edit:
From: For the model in ? REF _Ref89738243 \h 
 \* MERGEFORMAT , each class…”

To: “In Figure 21 REF _Ref89738243 \h 
 \* MERGEFORMAT , each class…”

Suggested Edit:

From: “The value set also has attributes that define its structure and semantics.

· The semantics of the value set property should be associated with a semantic model conveying the meaning of the property within the context for use, where the semantic model could vary from a free text definition to a formal ontology.”

To:” The value set also has attributes that define its structure and semantics.

· The semantics of the value set property should be associated with a semantic context conveying the meaning of the property within the execution context, where the semantic context could vary from a free text definition to a formal ontology.”

Suggested Reorganization:

Move current Sections 4.1.1.2.1 Provenance; 4.1.1.2.2 Keywords and Classification Terms; and 4.1.1.2.3 Associated Annotations 
under Section 4.1.1.1 Elements Common to General Description after Figure 20 (to which they belong) and Section 4.1.1.1.1 (where they would be Sections 4.1.1.1.2, 4.1.1.1.3, and 4.1.1.1.4) and,

before Section 4.1.1.2 Assigning Values to Description Instances and Figure 21
Section 4.1.1.3:

Suggested Edit:

From: “Note, the intent in the subsections that follow is not to elaborate on the details of a particular element, such as the service interface, but to describe how that element is reflected in the service description. … “

To: “Note, the intent in the subsections that follow is to describe how that element is reflected in the service description, not to elaborate on the details of a particular element, such as the service interface, … “

Question: Do we define what we mean by the “physics” of an element’s functionality?

Figure Correction: Figure 24:

Connector between Action and Action Presence is labeled “Availability Relect in” but should be “Availability Reflected in” or “Reflects Availability” 
Connector between Protocols and Message is labeled “structural and behavioral details of” should be “define structural and behavioral details” (labels should be looked at in more depth because I only noticed this accidentally. I haven’t been looking at them in depth.”

Section 4.1.1.3.1:
The words’ reference architecture’ should be capitalized in “this reference architecture”.

A sentence should be be added to say that Structure is expressed in the syntax that formalizes Message Semantics.
Section 4.1.1.3.4:
Suggested Edit:

From:” Note, even though policies are from the perspective of a single participant, policy compliance can be measured and policies may be enforceable even if there is not contractual agreement with other participants.  This should be reflected in the policy, contract, and compliance record information maintained in the service description. “

To: “Note, even when policies relate the perspective of a single participant, policy compliance can be measured and policies may be enforceable without contractual agreement with other participants.  This should be reflected in the policy, contract, and compliance record information maintained in the service description.”

Section 4.1.2.1:

Suggested Edit: Second sentence in first paragraph under Figure 29:

From: “The purpose of Figure 29 is to demonstrate that the components of service description go beyond arbitrary documentation to provide critical information needed to define what Action is and how Action. operates.”

Suggested Edit: Replace third paragraph from end of section:

From: “Similarly, the result of invoking an action is one or more real world effects, and the Action Level Real World Effects MUST be reflected in the Service Level Real World Effect included in the service description.  If policies and real world effects at the action level are not unambiguously expressible at the service level, then the service description becomes inadequate for expressing conditions for use or results of using the service, and the understanding of what constitutes a service interaction is called into doubt.”

To: “The result of invoking an Action MUST be the Service Level Real World Effect expressed in the service description.”

Suggested Edit: Replace second paragraph from end of section.with two paragraphs:
From: “From a description standpoint, a consumer would show interest in a service if the service functionality is what is needed and the service policies are at least worth pursuing if not immediately acceptable. By saying functionality is of interest, we are saying the (business) functions and service-level real world effects are of interest and there is nothing in the technical assumptions that preclude use of the service. Note at this level, the business functions are not concerned with the action or process models.  These models get into the nuts and bolts of making the business function happen and will be dealt with at that level later.”
To: “An adequate service description MUST provide a consumer with information needed to determine if the service policies and the (business) functions and service-level real world effects are of interest and there is nothing in the technical assumptions that preclude use of the service. 

Note at this level, the business functions are not concerned with the action or process models.  These models are detailed later”

Suggested Edit: Replace last paragraph of section:

From: “The service description is not intended to be isolated documentation but rather an integral part of service use.  The initial use of any service should be based on information contained in the service description, and changes in service description should be made known to consumers.  Thus, changes would not be introduced that later are captured in perpetually out-of-date documentation but rather reference to the service description should be an integral part of service use.  This idea is consistent with checking the service endpoint before invoking a service action, but use of service description information should be more intrinsic than merely for a DNS-type resolution function”

To: “The service description is not intended to be isolated documentation but rather an integral part of service use.  Changes in service description SHOULD immediately be made known to consumers and potential consumers.”
Section 4.2.1.1.1:

Suggested Edit: first paragraph:

From: “At this point, let us assume the descriptions were sufficient to establish willingness; see Section 4.2.3.2.  Figure 29 indicates the service endpoint establishes where to go to actually carry out the interaction.  This is where we have to start considering the action and process models.”

To: “At this point, let us assume the descriptions were sufficient to establish willingness; see Section 4.2.3.2.  Figure 29 indicates the service endpoint establishes where to actually carry out the interaction.  This is where we start considering the action and process models.”

Suggested Edit: third paragraph:

From” Having established visibility, the interaction can proceed. Given a business function, the consumer knows what will be accomplished (the service functionality), the conditions under which interaction will proceed (service policies and contracts), and the process that must be followed (the process model).  Given the process model, the consumer knows which actions need to be performed; given the action, the consumer knows the endpoint and protocol to be used and whether there is presence for the action.  The remaining question is how does the description information for structure and semantics enable interaction.”

To: “The remaining question is how does the description information for structure and semantics enable interaction.”

Suggested Edit :fourth paragraph:

From: “In the discussion above, we indicate the importance of the process model in identifying relevant actions and their sequence.  Interaction with the actions are through messages and thus it is the syntax and semantics of the messages with which we are concerned. There seems to be a number of ways to approach this but the common way now is to define the structure and semantics that can appear as part of a message and then assemble the pieces into messages and associate messages with actions.  Actions make use of structure and semantics as defined in the information model to describe its legal messages”

To: “We have established the importance of the process model in identifying relevant actions and their sequence.  Interaction proceeds through messages and thus it is the syntax and semantics of the messages with which we are here concerned. A common way to approach this now is to define the structure and semantics that can appear as part of a message; then assemble the pieces into messages; and, associate messages with actions.  Actions make use of structure and semantics as defined in the information model to describe its legal messages.”

Suggested Edit: fifth paragraph:

From: “So to continue from above, the process model identifies actions to be performed against a service and the action sequence for performing the actions. For a given action, the Reachability portion of description indicates the protocol bindings that are available, the endpoint corresponding to a binding, and whether there is presence at that endpoint.  The interaction with actions is through messages that conform to the structure and semantics defined in the information model and the message sequence conforming to the action’s identified MEP.  The result is some portion of the real world effect initially examined in the service description (e.g. if an error exists, that part that covers the error processing would be invoked).”

To: “The process model identifies actions to be performed against a service and the sequence for performing the actions. For a given action, the Reachability portion of description indicates the protocol bindings that are available, the endpoint corresponding to a binding, and whether there is presence at that endpoint.  The interaction proceeds through messages that conform to the structure and semantics defined in the information model and the message sequence conforming to the action’s identified MEP.  The result is some portion of the real world effect that will then need to be assessed and/or processed (e.g. if an error exists, error processing would be invoked).”

Section 4.1.2.1.2:

Suggested Edit: first paragraph:

From: “The service description model discussed above applies to the service and not the components of the service. For example, the Action Model identifies numerous actions that can be performed against a service and the Process Model defines the order in which the actions are performed, but the real world effects are defined for the service and not the individual actions. Similarly, numerous policies may be associated with a service, but policies at the action level must be reflected at the service level for service description to support visibility.”
To: “Numerous policies may be associated with a service, but policies at the action level MUST be reflected at the service level for service description to support visibility.”
Suggested Edit: third paragraph:
From: “To begin, consider the situation if a given SOA service is the container for multiple independent (but possibly loosely related) business functions. Note, this is not multiple effects from a single function but multiple functions with potentially different sets of effects for each function.  As noted above, a service can have multiple actions a user can perform against it, and this does not change with multiple business functions.  An individual business function corresponds to a process model, so multiple business functions imply multiple process models because either the process is different or the specific action performed for some process step is different.  The same action may be used in multiple process models but the aggregated service presence would be specific to each business function because the components being aggregated will likely be different between process models.  In summary, for a service with multiple business functions, each function has (1) its own process model and dependencies, (2) its own aggregated presence, and (3) possibly its own list of policies and real world effects.”

To: “Consider the situation if a given SOA service is the container for multiple independent (but loosely related) business functions. These are not multiple effects from a single function but multiple functions with potentially different sets of effects for each function.  Since a service can have multiple actions a user may perform against it, this does not change with multiple business functions. As an individual business function corresponds to a process model, so multiple business functions imply multiple process models.  The same action may be used in multiple process models but the aggregated service presence would be specific to each business function because the components being aggregated will likely be different between process models.  In summary, for a service with multiple business functions, each function has (1) its own process model and dependencies, (2) its own aggregated presence, and (3) possibly its own list of policies and real world effects.”

Suggested Edit:  Delete fifth paragraph.

Suggested Edit: Delete second sentence in eighth paragraph:

“A consequence of having tightly-scoped services is there will be a greater reliance on combining services, i.e. more fundamental business functions, to create more advanced business functions.”

Section 4.1.2.1.3:

Suggested Edit: first sentence, first paragraph:

From: “The service description provides sufficient information to support service visibility, including the willingness of service participants to interact.”

To: “The service description MUST provide sufficient information to support service visibility, including the willingness of service participants to interact.”
Suggested Edit: first and second sentences, second paragraph:
From: “To illustrate the concept of the execution context, consider a Web-based system for timecard entry. “
To: An example of the execution context is a Web-based system for timecard entry. “
Suggested Edit: first paragraph under Figure 30:
From: “Figure 30 shows a number of contributors to the execution context. These broad categories are meant to include any disconnects that could get in the way of interoperability and successful interactions, but other items may need to be included to collect a sufficient description of the interaction conditions.  Any other items not explicitly noted in the model but needed to set the environment would also be a candidate for including in the execution context.”

To: “Figure 30 shows a few broad categories found in execution context. These are not meant to be comprehensive. Other items may need to be included to collect a sufficient description of the interaction conditions.  Any other items not explicitly noted in the model but needed to set the environment SHOULD be inclided in the execution context.”

Suggested Edit: first paragraph following Figure 31:
From: “With respect to repeatability, SOA allows for a great deal of flexibility and one of its benefits is that services and their underlying capabilities can be updated without disturbing the consumers.  So, for example, Google can improve their ranking algorithm in a manner transparent to the typical user without the user being concerned with the details of the update.  Indeed, improvements in Google often depend on the user being unaware of updates because that allows Google to adapt to content providers trying to game the ranking algorithms”

To: “SOA allows flexibility to accomplish repeatability or reusability. One benefit of this is that  a service can be updated without disrupting the user experience of the service. So, Google can improve their ranking algorithm without notifying the user about the details of the update.”
Suggested Edit: third paragraph following Figure 31:
From: “The interaction log is a detailed trace for a specific interaction, and its reuse is limited to duplicating that interaction.  On the other hand, an execution context can be reusable for the same participants using the same services or it can act as a template for those items to consider for similar interactions.  A previous execution context could provide a starting point for defining the conditions of future interactions, either between the same consumer and provider or by like-minded consumers and providers attempting to carry out similar tasks.”

To: “The interaction log SHOULD be a detailed trace for a specific interaction, and its reuse is limited to duplicating that interaction.  An  execution context can act as a template for identical or similar interactions.  Any given execution context MAY define the conditions of future interactions.”
Section 4.1.3:

Suggested Edit: second paragraph:

From: “When the service description (or even the general description class) is considered as the DCMI “resource”,  REF _Ref89738243 \h 
 \* MERGEFORMAT   aligns nicely with the DCMI resource model. While some differences exist, these are mostly in areas where DCMI goes into detail that is considered beyond the scope of the current Reference Architecture.  For example, DCMI defines classes of “shared semantics” whereas for the Reference Architecture, it is sufficient to prescribe that an identification of relevant semantic models is sufficient.  Likewise, the DCMI “description model” goes into the details of possible syntax encodings whereas for the Reference Architecture it is sufficient to identify the relevant formats “

Ro: “The service description (or even the general description class) can be considered as the DCMI “resource” because  REF _Ref89738243 \h 
 \* MERGEFORMAT  it aligns well with the DCMI resource model. While some differences exist, these are mostly in areas where DCMI goes into detail that is considered beyond the scope of this Reference Architecture.  For example, DCMI defines classes of “shared semantics” whereas this Reference Architecture considers that an identification of relevant semantic models is sufficient.  Likewise, the DCMI “description model” goes into the details of possible syntax encodings whereas for this Reference Architecture it is sufficient to identify the relevant formats “
Question: first sentence, third paragraph:

“With respect to ISO 11179 Part 5, the metadata fields defined in that reference may be used without prejudice as the properties in
  REF _Ref89738243 \h 
 \* MERGEFORMAT . (Comment: in what?)  
Section 4.1.4:
Line spacing between bulleted items needs to be consistent. Corrected: open bulleted items under third solid bullet.

Suggested Edit: third open bullet under fourth solid bullet:
From:

·  “mechanisms to catalog and enable discovery of which metrics are available for a described resources and information on how these metrics can be accessed;”

To:

“From: 

·  “mechanisms to catalog and enable discovery of which metrics are available for described resources and information on how these metrics can be accessed;”
Section 4.2.3.2:

Resolve Cross Reference Links. 

Error! Reference source not found
Section 4.3.1

Resolve Cross Reference Links.

Figure x, Section x
Resolve Cross Reference Links:

“Service visibility is modeled in Section x of this Reference Architecture while service interface is modeled in Section x.

Section 4.3.2:

Resolve Cross Reference Links: 

Error! Reference source not found.

Section 4.3.3.1

Resolve Cross Reference Links

Error! Reference source not found.
Section 4.3.3.3
Resolve Cross Reference Links

Error! Reference source not found.
Suggested Edit: Last sentence of second paragraph:
From: “Therefore, a third-party agent is usually used that serves as an intermediary that may have the ability to store event notification messages and serves to decouple the sending and received agents.”

To: “Therefore, a third-party agent or service is often used to decouple the sending and receiving agents.”

Section 4.3.4:

Resolve Cross Reference Links

Error! Reference source not found.
Suggested Edit; start of first sentence of last paragraph:

From: : Services can be composed in variety of ways…”

To: “Services can be composed in a variety of ways…”
Section 4.3.4.1:
Resolve Cross Reference Links

Error! Reference source not found.
Question: Why are we using “meta-level aspects” instead of “metadata”?

Suggested Edit: paragraph 5:

From: “In addition, a workflow activity represents a unit of work that some entity acting in a described role (i.e., role player) is asked to perform.  Activities can be broken down into steps with each step representing a task for the role player to perform.  Based on our earlier assertion that messages denote joint action between service participants, we could model these tasks as actions, i.e., message exchanges, which would imply that activities can be modeled as a collection of action-oriented message exchanges.  Of course, within a business process, the role player performing a task or sub-task of a particular activity in an overall process flow may actually be a human entity and not a software or hardware agent.’

TO: “In addition, a workflow activity represents a unit of work that some entity acting in a described role (i.e., role player) is asked to perform.  Activities can be broken down into steps with each step representing a task for the role player to perform.  Based on our earlier assertion that messages denote joint action between service participants, we model these tasks as actions, i.e., message exchanges, which model activities as a collection of action-specific message exchanges.  The role player performing a task or sub-task of a particular activity in an overall process flow may actually be a human entity and not a software or hardware agent.”

Section 4.3.4.2:

Suggested Edit: first paragraph:

From: “Turning our attention to business collaborations we note that business collaborations typically represent the interaction involved in executing business transactions, where a business transaction is defined in the Service Ecosystem View as “a joint action engaged in by two or more participants in which resources are exchanged” (see Section 3.3.2).”

To: “Business collaborations typically represent the interaction involved in executing business transactions, where a business transaction is defined in the Service Ecosystem View as “a joint action engaged in by two or more participants in which resources are exchanged” (see Section 3.3.2).”
Suggested Edit: third paragraph:

From: “Similar to service-enablement of business processes, business collaborations can also be service-enabled.  For purposes of this Reference Architecture, we refer to these types of business collaborations as “service-oriented business collaborations.”  Of course, unlike service-oriented business processes, the concept of service-oriented business collaborations does not necessarily imply exposing the entire peer-style business collaboration as a service itself but rather the collaboration uses service-based interchange.”

To: “Business collaborations can also be service-enabled.  For purposes of this Reference Architecture, we refer to these as “service-oriented business collaborations.”  Service-oriented business collaborations do not necessarily imply exposing the entire peer-style business collaboration as a service itself but rather the collaboration uses service-based interchanges”

Resolve Cross Reference Links

Error! Reference source not found.
Section 4.3.5:

Suggested Edit: first sub-bullet of second bullet:

From: “

· characterizes the knowledge of the actions invokes against the service and events the report real world effects as a result of those actions;”

to: “

· characterizes the knowledge of the actions invoked against the service and events that report real world effects as a result of those actions;:

Section 4.4: first sentence, third paragraph:

From: “Policies and contracts have wide applicability within the Reference Architecture.”
To: “Policies and contracts have wide applicability within this Reference Architecture.”
Section 4.4.1:

Resolve Cross Reference Links

Error! Reference source not found.
Section 4.4.2:
Suggested Edit: seventh paragraph after definition of Obligation:

From: “Policies and contracts can contain a mix of permissions and obligations, and, in sufficiently rich policy management frameworks, can be combined in interesting ways: for example, you may be obliged to give permission to certain actions; or you may be permitted to enter into obligations (this is the core of the right to enter into contracts).”

To: “Policies and contracts can contain a mix of permissions and obligations. More robust policy management frameworks can combine these in more flexible ways”

Section 4.4.3

Suggested Edit: first paragraph:

From: “Metrics are often expressed to measure service performance compliance and regulatory compliance.    Service Level Agreements (SLAs) are one commonly used category of contractual compliance.  The metrics that comprise a SLA often consists of (Service Level) constraints such as <service level SLA stuff> or <business level constraints> such as <business level SLA stuff>.’

TO: “Metrics are often expressed to measure service performance compliance and regulatory compliance.    Service Level Agreements (SLAs) are one commonly used category of contractual compliance.  The metrics that comprise a SLA often consists of (Service Level) constraints such as <service warranties and remedies> or <business level constraints> such as <business terms and conditions>.”

Section 4.4.5:

Suggested Edit: second sentence in third paragraph:
Form: “…The common policy architectural elements that are provided in this section are based on the minimal mechanisms required to provide policy guided delivery across distributed services within an ownership domain and across ownership domains”

To: “…The common policy architectural elements that are provided in this section are based on the minimal mechanisms required to provide policy across distributed services within an ownership domain and across ownership domains”
Section 4.4.6.2:

Suggested Edit: second paragraph:

From: “Regardless of the language used to describe policies and contracts, there are certain aspects to capture in any system for the representation of policies and contracts such as’

To: “Regardless of the language used to describe policies and contracts, there are certain aspects to capture in any system for the representation of policies and contracts including but not limited to:”
Section 4.4.6.3:
Suggested Edit: last sentence of first paragraph

From: “The composition of policies may be implemented as a hierarchy or nesting and/or it can be implemented as intersections and unions of sets.”

To: “The composition of policies may be implemented as a hierarchy or nesting and/or it can be implemented as intersections and unions of policy sets.”
Section 4.4.7:

Question: What does ‘elevation’ mean in the sub-bullet:
· conflict resolution or elevation
 of conflicts in policy rules;

�In what?


�What does this mean?





