Section 5.1

Also in the registry are one or more standardized NCPA templates, which are complete CPAs except for party identification and endpoint addresses. Associated with each Party’s CPP is an NCPA, based on one of the standard NCPA templates, containing that Party’s Party identification information and transport endpoint address.

This is confusing.  NCPA template is not described in Section 5.1.

Section 5.2

Where does semantic negotiation occur?  Outside of this process, I presume.

Section 5.5

Are you precluding the possibility that an entity may use an intermediary to send the counters during the process although the initiator is managing the decisions and process?

General

What about error handling during the negotiation process?

Section 8.2

The response to a offer or counter offer is always synchronous.  This avoids the need for the responder to know the URL for a response.

How can you ensure that this will be handled synchronously when other messaging is occurring concurrently (that may not be related to this trading partner and interaction agreement)?

Section 8.4

This section is a bit nebulous in that it references trust and security matters but doesn’t say that this process will or won’t be used.  If it is outside the scope of v1.0 release, state accordingly.

Section 9

Does this account for self-signing for the CA reference? Pertaining to delivery channel.
Section 10.2

Acknowledge that other than a BPS instance may be specified.

Section 10.7

version attribute of the ProcessSpecification element:  The two Parties’ CPPs might specify the same BPSS instance but different versions of it.

Should indicate if a BPSS is used, this circumstance could apply.

CollaborationActivity: This allows a Party to specify a complete path inside the BPSS instance document.  It is not usually changed.

Last sentence is unclear.  It can be changed if negotiable right?

The Negotiation Descriptor Document (NDD) describes what is negotiable in the accompanying CPP or CPA template.  It SHALL describe only the negotiable elements and attributes and SHALL omit those elements and attributes that are not negotiable or for which there is nothing to negotiate. 

Omit items that are not negotiable – suggest you delete ‘or for which….”.  It doesn’t add any value.

Section 11.2

References to composition tool vendors don’t fit here; what is the purpose for this in this document?

Section 11.3

This could be much more simply stated that if the NDD for Party and A and B are present, the initiating party SHOULD use both to establish the NDD and CPA template sent to the receiving party.  Otherwise, the NDD establishes the parameters and items will be negotiated.  The simplification aspect should lead in the section because that is the main reason that the initiating party would use both documents to expedite the process (and provides a rationale for the process outlined).

Section 12.1.1

(1) We have to acknowledge that other than BPSS could be used. Therefore I think we should ask for a business document name, rather than one referenced to BPSS.  This comment could apply to any and all references in this document. 

(2) By the way, there have been guidelines established in the review of BPSS v.1.05 (excerpts below) – You can check with Brian Hayes but I believe this document name reference should be for the Business Process Specification.

(3) For Message Content, what about the initiator’s NDD ID?

A modified version of the 17 October 2002 proposed resolution to comment #129 is below.  All terms are case sensitive.

1.  Use "business process specification" to refer to a model of a business process which may or may not have an XML representation.  A UMM Meta-model instance (any format) and a BPSS instance are both "business process specifications."

2.  Use "ebXML Business Process Specification Schema technical specification" or "BPSS technical specification" to refer to the BPSS technical specification.

3.  Use "ebXML Business Process Specification Schema" or "BPPS" to refer to the schema.  This distinguishes the BPSS from other techniques for capturing business process models in XML.

4.  Use "BPSS business process specification" to refer to XML instances that conform the ebXML Business Process Specification Schema.

5.  Use "BPSS run-time instance" to refer to the run-time representation/model of an executing or executed business collaboration that is based on a "BPSS business process specification."

6.  Don't use the following terms: "ebXML Business Process Specification Schema instance", "ebXML Business Process Specification Schema instance instance", or "Business Process Specification".

[BPSS-106,129,136] BPSS Related Terms and Definitions 

---------------------------------------------------- 

Issues submitted by Tony Fletcher, Karsten Riemer, Sangwon Lim (KIEC).

[RESOLVE] 

Within the context of the BPSS technical specification:

1.  "Business Process Specification" refers to an XML document that is compliant with the BPSS schema.  Do not use "BPSS Business Process Specification" in the BPSS tech spec.
2.  "ebXML Business Process Specification Schema technical specification" or "BPSS technical specification" the document.

3.  "ebXML Business Process Specification Schema" or "BPSS" to refer to the schema.

We will consider providing a term for the run-time model of a business process if the BPSS technical specification discusses it.
Section 12.1.2

Didn’t we propose a caveat if the CPA ID was used for the Negotiation Dialog ID, as there could be many NDD based on a CPA ID?

Section 12.1.4

Line 1056 “Party B” not “Part B”.

Section 12.2

Acknowledge there may be an explicit Reject – Do we allow for an automated message for this (other than human intervention)?

Section 12.4 and 12.5

We discuss reason for Decline.  Is Rejected the same as Decline?  Need consistency in terms and use.  We actually have two expirations on CPA Counter Pending – expired CPP and expiration of the Counter Pending.  So we need to differentiate.

Section 12.6

Status codes should apply to all of these correct?  Therefore, we need to show that clearly in this section – currently it is not clear.

Section 12.7

Would make it explicit if a negotiable item is not listed as add/delete/update, it SHALL be accepted as is. Remember this is a negotiation and the more explicit the better (for clarity).  If you accept this, must clarify in Section 13.8.

Section 13.1

Use negotiation protocol rather than ‘process’ on all references.

Section 13.3

If we have a delay or suspension, should that be formalized in an interchange between the parties, such that the negotiation doesn’t expire because of time lapsed?  This may also assist in the case where two Negotiation Dialog ID exist for the same CPA ID.  Reference this to section 13.6.

Section 13.4

Be more explicit that the application SHALL define the Offer Identifier if ebMS is not used and vanilla SOAP is.

Section 13.10

A Party SHALL NOT send a counter offer that has no new proposals if any items in the NDD remain to be negotiated.

Once agreement has been reached on any part of the CPA, those elements and attributes SHALL NOT be reopened for negotiation.

On first sentence, should not use a ‘double negative.’  Suggest “A Party SHALL send a counter offer only if there are open items in the NDD that remain to be negotiated.

On second sentence, what if there are dependencies on elements, and the change in one influences the other? Suggest we re-evaluate this.

Section 13.10.2

If the responder does not send a reply at what point does the initiator send a reject to end the negotiation dialog, as this is not required of initiator?  Otherwise, the negotiation dialog is not officially closed.

Section 13.13

Can we differentiate here that the digital signature is a legal signing that may impact the business relationship? Are there any other legal criteria, or is this a ‘legal signing?’  Perhaps you should acknowledge that a business level agreement would be the deciding factor whether or not this negotiation is legally binding.  You speak about legalities in Section 13.14.

Section 13.15.2

We should look at this section closely as there has been a great deal of discussion about the ReceiptAck and AcceptanceAck in recent days for UMM, BPSS, and BCPS.  There is NO AcceptanceAck required from the Initiator after receipt of the response from the Responder.  To explain, the context of a typical business transaction is that if the Responder sends a response and the possibility exists that it changes the terms and conditions for the Initiator.  If there is a ReceiptAck and an AcceptanceAck, then this affects the business relationship and has legal implications.  It is acceptable to send a ReceiptAck from the Initiator to the Responder to indicate receipt but not the AcceptanceAck.  See Brian Hayes on some of this discussion.  It is only the Initiator that can send an AcceptanceAck.  As we are changing roles in this ‘collaboration,’ perhaps we should just be a bit clearer in this section.  I’ve also included two .gif that shows our working Initiating and Receiving state machine diagrams. Latter is not complete (from BCPS).

Section 14

I would suggest you stick with more predictable outcomes for first release – 1 and 2.
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