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	Line(s)
	Comment

	1966 & 2012
	CPA Lifetime and Conversation Constraints: The invocationLimit attribute appears to be a CPA Lifetime attribute and not a conversation constraint.

	2213
	Modifying Process Specs: Recommend stating that the new Process Specification is either registered in a Business Library.  The Business Library can be public to the parties involved or could be a local private Business Library.  In the case of local private Business Libraries, the new Process Specification should be registered and stored at each of the parties Business Libraries.

	2215-2219
	If the process specification is digitally signed, there should be no issue with this.  I think the sentence should be struck from the document or the use case needs to be elaborated further (e.g. state that the CPA information along with the new process specification is exchanged between the two parties until agreement is reached).

	524
	CPP Structure: Recommend adding a ccpid element to the CollaborationProtocolProfile.  This would be used to uniquely identify the CPP and will be useful when a business has more than one CPP.  I also recommend that we provide a recommendation (even a non-normative one ) on the format of the identifier.  See the BPINS scheme in [bpWS].

	524
	CPP Categories.  Recommend that there be an optional way of categorizing CPPs. Perhaps this implemented by registries; however, I much prefer there could be a category element as part of the CollaborationProtocolProfile.  It should be possible to specify one or more categories.  The category should be a URI and a recommend categorization scheme would be TBD (the values might have semantics of MRO goods, direct goods, aerospace, etc.  Interesting enough, the categories could possibly be used as part of the Core Components Context).

Putting the category information into the CPP is preferred over the registry approach since the registry (or a sophisticated registry) is not required for use of CPPs.

	1880
	Recommend CPA Categories.  See comment regarding CPP Categories (line 524).

	651
	This example -- urn:www.example.com – does not follow the same format as the previous example which is:
urn:<agency>:<agency-id>

Recommend changing example to “urn:icann:example.com.”  (For those who are not familiar with the ICANN, “the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN) is the non-profit corporation that was formed to assume responsibility for the IP address space allocation, protocol parameter assignment, domain name system management, and root server system management functions” [http://www.icann.org/general/abouticann.htm].

I also wonder if we would be well served to add “pid” or “partyid” to the format.  Although, it can be easily argued that you know it is a party id by context.

	524
	Recommend CPP Identifier.  It would be very useful if CPPs had a field to uniquely identify them.  This will be particularly useful when an organization has multiple CPPs.

	848-850
	ProcessSpecification xlink:href attribute.  The ebXML Business Process Analysis Worksheets & Guidelines [bpWS] recommends the use of a Business Process Identification Naming Scheme (BPINS) which is a URN.  Recommend discussing its usage here.

	852-888
	The ds:URI and ds:Digest elements (of ds:Reference) should be explicitly identified and discussed.

	970, 1071, 2764-2765
	The documentation and the schema should be consistent on the ordering of CertificateRef and ServiceBinding.

	989, 996, 2735, 2740
	Why does there need to be a packageId attribute in the ServiceBinding if there is only one Package per CollaborationProtocolProfile and CollaborationProtocolAgreement?



