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1 Status of this Document

This document is a working DRAFT for inclusion in the CPP and CPA Specifications pending approval by the TP Project Team.

AS OF FEBRUARY 14, 2001,  this document has not been approved by the ebXML Trading Partner Project Team. 

Authors/Contributors:  Duane Nickull, XML Global Technologies, Inc.

This version: 


0.1
Latest version:

0.1

Previous version:


none

This document is meant to be included in the ebXML CPP/CPA Specification, possibly as a Non normative appendix addressing implementation issues.

2 Design Objectives

2.1 Problem Description & Goals for Automated CPA negotiation

In order to facilitate fully automated ebXML Business Transactions, an automatic CPA negotiation from two or more CPP documents is necessary.  The scope of this document is limited to instances of negotiating a CPA from only two (2) CPP documents. This document describes the methodology and Production Rules for CPA negotiations.

2.2 Special Terminology

[NOTE: these terms to be added to the ebXML Glossary of Terms]

CPA Proposer – the Trading Partner who initially proposes a CPA document.


CPA Examiner – the Trading Partner who receives and examines a proposed CPA document.  

2.3 CPA Negotiation Overview


Figure 2.3 – CPA proposal process

In Figure 2.3 above, the sequence of events is for a CPA Proposer to request and retrieve the CPA Examiners CPP document.  The figure represents an abstraction of the process.  The actual process may involve making a query to an ebXML Registry to retrieve the location of the CPP then a subsequent “GET” type request to retrieve the actual CPP document.

Once the document has been retrieved, the CPA Proposer shall compare the CPA Examiners’ CPP to their own CPP.  A methodology is used to validate, compare and eventually derive a CPA from the two CPP documents.  The methodology shall be described as a series of production rules in order to yield consistent CPA results.  The Production Rules are outlined in Section 6.0 herein.

Once a CPA has been formed, it is not considered a bilaterally valid CPA until it has been signed, proposed to the CPA Examiner, and accepted by the CPA Examiner.  The CPA Examiner SHALL indicate their acceptance by signing the CPA and notifying the CPA Proposer of this event.  A CPA is proposed by the CPA Proposer sending a message that uses a specially defined payload that must contain specific information.  The payload SHALL be enveloped in a messaging format, possibly the ebXML TRP.  The payload SHALL be defined by a special Business Process to constrain CPA negotiation.

In order to facilitate automatic CPA negotiation, a special CPA negotiation Business Process must be present in the CPA Examiners CPP document.  Such a Business Process SHALL contain enough to enable the automation of CPA negotiation.  This information is outlined later in Section 4.0.


Figure 2.4 CPA Acceptance Process

Figure 2.4 (above) depicts the process for CPA examination by the CPA Examiner.  It starts where Figure 2.3 ends with a CPA being proposed by the CPA Proposer to the CPA Examiner.  When the CPA is sent, it is sent as part of a payload that is formed in compliance with a special CPA Negotiation Business Process (see section 4.0 below).

The proposed CPA is not considered accepted once it is received.  The Proposed CPA has a lifespan until which time it is either accepted or declined, or the lifespan expires and the Proposed CPA is then presumed “expired” by both the CPA Examiner and the CPA Proposer.  In the event a Proposed CPA expires, the process of CPA negotiation must be resumed from a reversion to the state prior to the CPA Proposer proposing the CPA to the CPA Examiner.

The examination of a proposed CPA by the CPA Examiner SHALL be done by the following methodology:

a) a mandatory step of initially parsing the proposed CPA and validating it against the DTD for CPA documents as defined by the ebXML CPP/CPA Specification.

b) A mandatory step of ensuring that the XML payload accompanying the proposed CPA is valid against the special business process declaration (either DTD or Schema) used for proposing the CPA.

c) A mandatory examination of the proposed CPA to ensure that the proposed configuration and delivery channels are within the capabilities of the CPA Examiner.

d) An optional examination of the proposed CPA to ensure that the CPA specifies configuration and delivery channel options that are in compliance with the CPA Examiners “preferred” methods. 

e) A mandatory examination of the “timeout” value and a comparison to the current time in order to ensure that the proposed CPA is still considered “alive” by the CPA Proposer 

Software implementers should write their algorithms to accept the proposed CPA if the above steps (a to d) are followed.   Once the proposed CPA is deemed acceptable to the CPA Examiner, the CPA Examiner shall indicate it’s acceptance of the CPA by sending a special “Acceptance” message back to the CPA Proposer.  The “Acceptance” message is also defined by the Special Business Process for negotiating the CPA.  An optional Step may be to sign the CPA if such a requirement is present in either CPP document.

2.5 Non Recommended Methodologies

It is not recommended that the CPA Examiner use a methodology whereby they examine the proposed CPA, then proceed to derive their own CPA from the two CPP documents then compare the two resultant CPA’s for a match.  It is anticipated that this methodology  would yield inconsistent results for deriving CPA’s.  If two CPA’s built and compared, they will likely not match.  A comparison algorithm would  refuse to accept the proposed CPA if it was not an exact match of the proposed CPA.

3.0 CPA Negotiation Payload

When a Trading Partner proposes a CPA to another partner, the proposal must contain the following information:

1: A declarative reference to the CPA Proposer’s CPP document used for the CPA negotiation

2. A declarative reference to the CPA Examiner’s CPP document used for the CPA negotiation

3. A completed and proposed CPA

4. A declaration of how to respond to the CPA Proposer
5. A declaration whether or not a the CPA Proposer will accept any counter-proposed CPA if the original CPA is declined by the CPP Examiner
The syntax for the negotiation payload SHALL be defined by an XML metadata methodology (eg – DTD or Schema) as part of a Business Process.  

4.0 CPA Negotiation Business Process

The CPA negotiation Business Process shall constrain how a CPA negotiation is performed.  This include the following information:

a) A mandatory declaration of the communication endpoint for CPA Examiner

b) A mandatory declaration of a timeout value by the CPA Examiner for response to a CPA proposal.

c) A mandatory declaration of any security protocols to be used during the CPA negotiation process.  If none is to be used,  this also MUST be declared.

d) An optional declaration of a human contact for fall back should the automated process fail. 

e) A definition, in XML DTD or Schema, of the CPA proposal and Response payloads

6.0 Production Rules for CPA negotiation

In order to derive consistent resultant CPA’s from CPP’s, a special set of negotiation protocols must be adhered to. Some general production rules for deriving CPA’s from two or more CPP documents are outlined below.

Conflict Resolution of Equally weighted options

In order to understand these rules, a  scenario of  a CPA Proposer and a CPA Examiner must be used.  The following XML represents an abstract view of real world information contained in CPP’s.  It is used to illustrate a scenario whereby each the CPA Proposer and the CPA Examiner have three possible options they must narrow into a single choice.  The elements in Figure 6.0 entitled “OptionA”, “OptionB” and “OptionC” represent bilaterally identifiable options.



Figure 6.0 – XML example

In Figure 6.0, both the CPA Proposer and the CPA Examiner have identical Options and preference ordering.  This presents no problem for resolving a CPA from the two CPP’s.

Alternatively,  if the CPA Proposer were to place it’s preference ordering of (1)OptionB, (2)OptionA, (3)OptionC, then the negotiation of a CPA becomes more difficult.  The pairings for direct comparison would be as follows:

CPA Proposer

CPA Examiner
OptionB

OptionA

OptionA

OptionB

OptionC

OptionC

CPA Production Rule:

The CPA Proposer SHALL ignore their own preferences and use the CPA Examiners’ preferences as the guide for choosing options.

The Resultant choice for the table above would be “OptionA” because it is the first choice for the CPA Examiner, whose preferences have priority over the CPA Proposer.
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<Choices>


  <OptionA preference=”1”/>


  <OptionB preference=”2”/>


  <OptionC/>


</Choices>





<Choices>


  <OptionA preference=“1”/>


  <OptionB preference=”2”/>


  <OptionC/>
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EndAutomatedProcess()
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