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Line 225. Agreed. For the time being, we can specify that the negotiation spec is related to the latest version of each of its related specs.

Line 304: Give a reference here to Section 6.2

Line 330. Add something like “Each party might have a separate NDD that refers to the same document, for representing its own viewpoint of what is negotiable, ranges of negotiation etc.”

Line 357:  “adding its own  negotiability information ….NDD” is a bit misleading, because it might lead the reader to think that B’s NDD is obtained simply by addition of B’s negotiability information to A’s NDD. May be this can be restated as “It then creates a new NDD by a careful consideration its own negotiability requirements, in conjunction with the information provided by A’s NDD”.

 Line 362: The NCPA defined in Appendix C is non-normative.  Line 361 uses “MUST” . Is this correct?

Line 366:  Note clear what the role of WSDL is here. Also, we should consider putting such ideas for future work in the futures document and removing it from the spec.

Line 387: If we are worried about this working, I suggest splitting step 4 into step 4 and 5, where step 4 sends the NCPA and step 5 sends the draft CPA (suggest renaming it to CPA template) and initial NDD.

Line 466: The questions should be changed to statements.

Line 476: Does not read well. Should be redone.

Line 545: Remove

Line 571: Too many things are left open in this section. 

Line 583: What is to be done here?

Line 586-589: Need clarification

Line 596: Replace “the negotiation CPA” by NCPA.

Line 600: Delete

Line 638. What is the issue here?

Line 642: I propose that these be deferred for future work.

Line 669: Supplied by who?

Line 684: Need a volunteer for this task.

Line 763: Defer for now

Line 771: I agree. Let’s move it to futures doc.

Line 786: I don’t think so (currently).

Line 861-862: Not clear what the edits are.

Line 868: Seems reasonable.

Line 891: Let’s decide what to do here. Sounds like this would be appropriate for f2f.

Line 1126: Sure, these can be changed. Suggestions? What about x-coordinate1, y-coordinate1. Also, need to fix lines 2297-2300

Line 1130: How do we state a rule? Need some help here.

Line 1214. Might give a reference to line 1564 or include some more info here.

Line 1142:  Yes. Maybe this can be an attribute on the element value called “needsFillingIn” with values yes, no, done.

Line 1319  “and” repeated

Need rationale for carrying the documents along.

Line 1408: What is the meaning of required or preferred?

Line 1410: Good point. Need to discuss this

Line 1422: Can items be inserted? What is the use case for this?

Line 1436. Agree. In particular, we need to discuss the insertion in Figure 2.

Line 1460. Agree. This is an efficiency issue.

Line 1555: Explaining this in text is fine.

Line 1714  Seems reasonable

Line 1717: Suggest leaving for future

Line 1734: how is excluding signing done

Line 1744-1751: Is this an elaboration of the two paragraphs above?

Line 1803:  I think that we should not speak on legal issues (due to lack of expertise).

Line 1812-1831: Postponed till the section is rewritten. Who will do this?

1836: Agreed

1845: These need to be added to the choreography. Again, who will do this?

1857: Is this what the message Type does?

1894:  Section 13.4.1 Skipped, since its seems identical to the version before and needs to be rewritten.

Line 1976; Jean is probably the person with most expertise for doing this.

Line 1994: Not clear what needs to be done.

Line 3869: Is this supposed to represent everything is open? (i.e. nothing has been accepted yet)?

Still need clarifications to some of my earlier questions on this section on messages from Jean.

