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Status 
This document is a memo to describe what kinds of changes were made to the draft of the WS-Agreement Specification in order to reflect the comments made during the second round of public comments.
Abstract
During the second round of Public comment Period (2005-10-18 –2005-12-18). All in all we received twelve postings which contained 106 issues.(cf. https://forge.gridforum.org/sf/discussion/do/listTopics/projects.ggf-editor/discussion.rec_ws_agreement_spec_1)  Of the 106 issues,  39 were straight forward (expressional problems) which we reflected immediately and 67 were more complex resulting in many discussions and updates to the document, which took about nine months to complete.
This document summarizes the updates we made.
1 Main consensus in reflecting the comments

Since this document had taken many years to complete and some comments were being made that the specification was quite complex, we decided to stick to the following consensus in considering the comments.
· We set the priority on getting the current draft nailed down.  We hope to address most of new features including renegotiation  in the next version of the draft.
· Discrepancies, missing terms will be handled in the current spec.
2 Main Changes made in the spec.
Main changes we made to the spec is as follows.

· Re-introduced the Terminate Operation.

· Updated the import spaces and references to point to the newest version of the specifications. 
· Introduced the concept of KPI Target.

· Deleted the suggestions that XQuery might be an appropriate condition expression language.
· Deleted references to WS-ServiceGroups.
 We will briefly describe the first three items below.
2.1 Re-Introduction of the Terminate Operation

We had deleted the Terminate Operation (initiated by the Agreement Initiator) but it became apparent from many usecases that Terminate Operation would be needed for various book keeping purposes.  So we decided to reintroduce the Terminate Operation.  This had an impact in that when both trying to come to a decision to observe an AgreementOffer and making a termination operation take a long time to complete, the Agreement status could go through a very complex state transition. We had to introduce several transition states and the final Agreement status transition diagram became as shown in the following Figure.
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This allows for complex scenario as shown below:

PendingAndTerminating->ObservedAndTerminating->Terminated would mean that the AgreementResponder (AR)  has decided, due to the non-deterministic things AR was doing as a broker, that AR was not able to complete the Agreement Initiator (AI)’s terminate request before accepting.  It might be that the AR would bill AI as having terminated an accepted agreement, i.e. in order to cover AR’s own obligations with the services AR was brokering (who may have accepted AR’s offers before AR could request termination).
On the other hand, PendingAndTerminating->Terminated would mean that AR has decided that AR was able to complete AI’s terminate request before accepting.  AR will bill AI as having terminated a pending agreement, i.e. AR does not have to cover obligations with brokered services because AR either terminated them early or never even got around to making offers.
2.2  Updating the references/import namespaces.
Some of the references to name-spaces and specifications that WS-Agreement depended on had been obsolete. (Fortunately WS-RF related specifications and WS-Addressing Specification became approved  specification/recommendation while we were doing the review of the spec.) The status and references as well as the name-spaces have been updated as below to follow the newest status.

	External Specification
	Standards Body
	Status
	Is used for

	WS-ResourceProperties 1.2
(WS-RF RP)
	Became an OASIS Standard 

1st April 2006
	Institutional
Standard
	Resource properties on port types

	Web Services Addressing 1.0　Core

(WS-Addressing 1.0 Core)
	Became a W3C Recommendation

９th May 2006

	Institutional
Standard
	End point references to resource-qualified services

	Web Services Resource Lifetime 1.2

(WS-RF RLF)
	Became an OASIS Standard 

1st April 2006 
	Institutional

Standard
	Factory pattern and destroy operation for resources

	Web Services Base Faults 1.2

(WS-RF BF)
	Became an OASIS Standard 

1st April 2006
	Institutional

Standard
	Defines the Basic faults


Institutional Standard: An approved specification from a generally recognized standards development organization with open membership.
(cf. "OGSA Profile Definition 1.0." [OGSA Profile]).
	Prefix
	Namespace

	wsag
	http://schemas.ggf.org/graap/2006/07/ws-agreement

	wsa
	http://www.w3.org/2005/08/addressing/  

	wsrf-bf
	http://docs.oasis-open.org/wsrf/bf-2 

	wsrf-rp
	http://docs.oasis-open.org/wsrf/rp-2  

	wsrf-rw
	http://docs.oasis-open.org/wsrf/rw-2

	wsrf-rpw
	http://docs.oasis-open.org/wsrf/rpw-2

	xs/xsd
	http://www.w3.org/2001/XMLSchema  

	xsi
	http://www.w3.org/2001/XMLSchema-instance

	wsdl
	http://schemas.xmlsoap.org/wsdl/  


2.3 Introduction of KPI Concept

One of the comments mentioned that “Given that the assurances over the services are expressed here, service level objectives seem to encapsulate the essence of WS-agreement which is to provide guarantees about service provision. It would be helpful to have some structure for service level objective rather than just anytype.”
We decided to  look in to providing a simple structure which we can consider  including, but it will not change the idea that this is extensible   as it is currently.
And came up with the following concept (Described in Section 4.6.2.3)

--Quote

The Service Level Objective element in a guarantee term is also expressed as an assertion over service attributes and/or external factors such as date, time. However, most often a Service Level Objective is expressed as a target for a Key Performance Indicator (KPI) such as average response time, completion time, availability, etc.  Hence, the core specification provides a simple expression structure for specifying a target for any domain specific KPIs defined outside this specification.

A Service Level Objective has the following form, expressed either using a KPI Target or as a customized expression of service level.

<wsag:ServiceLevelObjective>

   <wsag:KPITarget> </wsag:KPITarget> |   
   <wsag:CustomServiceLevel> … </wsag:CustomServiceLevel>

 </wsag:ServiceLevelObjective>

--Unquote
3 Responses to other Comments
We provide in a tabular form the responses we made to other comments.

(Responses to trivial typos/ grammatical errors are not shown.)

3.1 Comments we decided to follow

	Issue
	Resolution

	Page 5, section 1.1.1, first bullet, last sentence. 
“Service objective description will reference the elements defined in service description.” Even after two readings of the entire document, I still don’t understand what this means. 
	Deleted the sentence.

	Page 6, section 1.1.1, last bullet. The meaning of “.whether or not this is created using message exchange defined via protocol or template as a starting point” escapes this reviewer. 
	Changed to

“The specification of the agreement document structure can be used independent of the protocol defined here.”

	Page 6, para commencing “Relationship to other”.

Given the laudable intention of last bullet on this page, it is unfortunate that you have to refer to the “WS-Agreement protocol, ie. ...” instead of something 
more simpler and more concrete.
	Remove info. about what's in the protocol as it doesn't make sense at this point since it hasn't been introduced.

	Page 7, section 1.2, last paragraph.
It is unfortunate that square brackets are used in the same paragraph for two different purposes (references, and abstract property names).
	Use Bold+Underlined for references

Eg. [XML Schema] 

	Page 10, second paragraph (Template).
This is the first mention of agreement factory. This is quite disruptive to the reader, who now has to figure out whether “agreement factory” means the same as “(agreement) responder”, and the clues are a long time coming. 
	 Added reference to factory pattern in agreement responder,  removed from template, and added ref. to factory pattern in ws rlf  row of table.

	Page 13, section 3, layered model, figure 1
I see absolutely no need whatsoever to show so much detail in the service layer.
	Simplify the diagram for the service layer. 


	Page 14, section 3, paragraph numbered 2.
Similar comments to the above apply. 

	Removed a bunch of text in the discussion of service layer that talks about how the service layer operates.


	Page 11, section 2.1, second paragraph, last sentence, 
Use of “agreement resource". This is the first real hint that an agreement is represented as a WS-Resource and comes as something of a surprise to the reader. 

	changed resource to "service"


	Page 36, first paragraph, first sentence.
“Based on the service term state, agreement states can be determined.” Do you really mean “agreement states” here? 

	Delete the sentence (left over from previous definition)


	9.1.1.2
According to the (Pending) Agreement Factory Port Type WSDL, the content of wsag:createdAgreementEPR should be as follows. <wsag:createdAgreementEPR>   wsa:EndpointReferenceType </wsag:createdAgreementEPR> 

	9.1.1.2The pseudo schema should be fixed to follow the WSDL..
(Done)



	9.4.5
wsag:AgreementServiceReferenceList element specifies a list of service references. However, the Agreement types schema says that the element can have only one service reference

	P.58 Agreement Service References type should be ammended. (Not yet done?)


	Section 13 (p.49),
Although the following references are given in they are not  used within the text of the document.  [SOAP 1.2] [URI] [SNAP] [WS-Addressing] [WS-BaseFaults] [WS-Notification] [XML-Infoset] [XML] [XML-ns] [XPath] [JSDL] 

	except for the following references 
- ComputeJobs
- WS-BaseNotification

- XML-ns

These are not used within the text yet, but I left them in case people think that they should



	Appendix 1
The element declaration of wsag:Template and its data type definition are not found in the XML schemas.

	We'll move wsag:Template to a top-level   element.


	35. Page 27, /wsag:BusinessValueList/wsag:Penalty (first paragraph on page)
36. Page 27, /wsag:BusinessValueList/wsag:Reward
I do not understand the meaning of “they are applied alternatively, depending on the longest assessment interval applicable”.

	Change to

This element (defined below) when present expresses the penalty to be 

assessed for not meeting an objective. If multiple Penalty statements are 

present, for example penalty statements expressed per week and per month 

basis for an availability objective, the longest assessment duration 

resulting in highest assessment value will be applied. In the above 

example, multiple weekly violations within a month may result in a higher 

penalty amount as assessed by the monthly penalty statement rather than 

the cumulative weekly assessments.

	In section 5.1.1, the structure of an offer is not explicitly stated. It is unclear whether it has the same fields as the agreement template. (More..)

	We need to add a couple of lines making the  relationship of the template to the final agreement clear. (Done)


	When is the whole contract fulfilled? Is it when all the guarantee terms are fulfilled?

	Added explanatory test to explain that The contract is fulfilled when the state has transitioned to one of the terminating  states.  A common method for this to happen is for the expiration time of the  agreement to be reached.  


	
	


3.2 Comments We Decided not to Follow
	Page 17, first paragraph, ( /wsag:Context/wsag:AgreementInitiator )
Does the language permit this to be a WS-Name? If it is intended to allow WS-Names, it might be helpful to include this in the “MAY”s
	Decided not to add WS-Name since it was still in early discussion stage in OGSA-Naming WG. (It seems more updated version is being provided after GGF18..)

	Page 17, /wsag:Context/wsag :ExpirationTime Shouldn’t “service” read “resource” in “...to specify an Agreement service lifetime”?
	We're trying to standardize on the term service rather than resource.

	Section 9
I have a question about the simple client-server scenario. In order that the client can monitor the agreement, he/she must know the EPR of the AgreementState in the server side. How can he/she get the EPR?

	the details are later referred to.(No updates)


	I believe that an Agreement must, in order to be useful across organizational 

 boundaries, be regardable as a Contract. In order to meet this requirement, 

 a few requirements must be added overall: 

 1) Both parties to the contract must (digitally) sign it. 

2) Both parties must end up with their own copy of the contract. 

With this, either party that gets dissatisfied with the contract can go to an 

 independent third party (such as a civil court) and argue their case for 

 compensation. 


	Signatures, etc. are outside the scope, but may be a  good idea in many cases.  Similar wrt third party assessment.  See

  Section 11.

	It would be so much better, in my opinion, for future services to  be able to create flexible yet unambiguous SLAs. For example: I don't care  how many CPUs resource will utilize for my task, but I want it to finish in  certain time and my task is capable of running on 1,2,3,...N processors, however  the time required varies

	We don't think the current WS-Agreement prohibits what is being          suggested.


	I suggest to introduce some small price per request (visible from  the template presumably), in order to discourage clients pinging all the time. 

 This should regulate the load on the service nicely. Make it free for the first  5 attempts, etc.


	Basically DoS attack concerns.  Agreed, that this might be a  nice thing to be able to do, but we consider it outside the  scope of WS-Agreement.


	So, will the current  WS-Agreement fall  apart when a third party, say a "mediator",  appears? 

	We specifically restricted to 2 parties to avoid specific remediation of multiple parties.  That is, who specifically   is at fault when there are more than two parties with specific responsibilities to one another.  



	Whether WS-Agreement refers to another  Agreement or not, the need may arise for all WS-Agreements to be stored by  a trusted party/registry for at least N years, in which case Library Services  may be required, which may use WS-A themselves, and so on.

	Agreed that a library service is useful, but it is outside  the scope of WS-Agreement.  For signing, and authentication, other         general practices for web services should be applicable.


	I suggest that a kind of "expressionLanguage(Dialect)" attribute,  whose type is xsd:anyURI, be added to some of the elements of xsd:anyType. The attribute value can be the URI of XPATH specification, and so on. This kind of attribute can be seen in other specs, such as wsrp:QueryExpression/@Dialect attribute defined in WS-ResourceProperties.  I appreciate your effort to consider my suggestion. For your convenience, the elements of xsd:anyType are listed below. 

	Our current thinking is to consider      this in a next version based on some experience with the current version.  It may be that some practice like this will emerge  which we could incorporate in a future version.  The reference  to a similar use in WS-ResourceProperties does help us to see a model that might      be used.



	It would be valuable if it was possible to express more than one Unit/Expression 

 pair per Penalty/Reward. This would enable things like compound compensation: 

 "If you don't get your QoS, we'll give you $20 and a free run of 

 BLAST!"
	We do not want to specify this as there are too many choices..

	The main shortcoming of WS-Agreement for our needs in the Ontogrid project (which includes facilitating negotiation in VOMs) is the lack of support for negotiation. This is a two-fold shortcoming: 1) Limited Message Types and 2) No Interaction Protocols 

	Negotiation is outside the scope of the current  document, 



	It seems that a guarantee term has as field the set of services it applies to, it would be interesting to derive the complimentary, i.e. the guarantee terms applying to a service. 

	We do not see the need for the symmetrical   discovery of guarantee terms by service as it can be derived.


	It would be useful to have a state transition diagram that define the various actions between the agreement and service run time states, for completenes’s sake

	We consider the agreement state and the service   state to be independent. For example, agreement creation does not   necessarily mean that the service is created.  Thus, it does not   seem possible to have a state transition diagram that joins the   service state with the agreement state. 


	Here the specification focuses on guarantees by the provider to the customer on service provision. However as mentioned in the specification, the customer may need to provide some guarantees to the provider for the latter to be able to respect the agreement. Where does this occur in the WS-Agreement process? 

	Customer obligations can come from the template,
  or can be added by the initiator in to the offer, but all of the   initiator obligations are in the offer.  As for the qualifying  conditions, the customer obligations (e.g. request rate) or the   non-controllable ones (e.g. time) specify when the guarantee is   applicable.



	Compliance is needed on the part of the provider when sending his agreement. There should be a section to explain what is the structure of an agreement and its relation with the fields in an offer.

	We need further clarification (a use  case?) on this comment as we would hope that this is already  addressed in the spec.


	What is the relation between the service description terms, guarantee terms and the offer items and constraints in an offer?

	We need further clarification (a use  case?) on this comment as we would hope that this is already  addressed in the spec.


	According to the 3rd paragraph of chapter 1, An agreement includes one or more service terms. But the schema above allows an agreement with no wsag:ServiceDescriptionTerm, 
no wsag:ServiceReference, and no  wsag:ServiceProperties. 

In my opinion, such an agreement may be allowed in the case that it is clear (between the initiator and the responder) which service the agreement  describes. 


	We considered adding  some text to clarify  that when there are no service terms, there can also be no guarantee

  terms since the guarantee term must refer to a service term.

But this seems evident?
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