Ian,
In a separate posting I have laid out three changes to WS-C and WS-AT which I believe are required to underpin complete specification of either approach (overt or encapsulated participant identification). 
In this posting I want to address four gaps  that your proposal does not address (although they have arisen in the written and verbal discussion), or does not address fully. 
I think that each of these will have to be dealt with to arrive at a complete specification which properly expresses the design intent of the input documents’ authors.  
I have outlined the additional specification work required in each case, in order to fully state the status quo approach.
NB. Interposed indented notes, in a smaller type size, address the misconception that the status quo is more efficient, or simpler than the use of overt participant ids.

Alastair

1. Move MEP RR usage description to WS-Coordination (purely editorial)
The current approach relies on the use of the WS-Addressing Request-Reply MEP for the two WS-Coordination exchanges

Register/RegisterResponse
CreateCoordinationContext/CreateCoordinationContextResponse). 
To sustain the current approach, the relevant portion of Section 9 of WS-AT should be moved to WS-C. The RR MEP is not used in WS-AT or WS-BA. 

The use of message identification and correlation requires the generation of a globally unique IRI for each request message transmitted, which is used as the message id. The value of the message id is then cited in the reply. By contrast the use of participant ids requires the generation of a globally-unique IRI for each Register message. The status quo generates two guid IRIs, and passes 3 IRIs; the participant id approach generates and passes one guid IRI. 
2. Specify behaviour in the event of transport duplication (design)
The ur-issue here is that the schemes described by Max require that the EPR is changed (is unique) for each new send of Register. A transport-level duplication precludes tampering with the message payload to observe this rule. For this reason I believe we have the RR MEP In the input documents. Otherwise its use would appear to be completely pointless. This is the origin of the fact that the status quo approach has two ways of dealing with duplication registrations (fault them and tolerate them).

The way in which the RR MEP is used must be explicitly stated. This flows from the following statement from the WS-A CR spec:
“The behavior of a receiver when receiving a message that contains the same [message id] as a previously received message is unconstrained by this specification.”
The implied and deducible design intent of the input specifications (given the discussion and explanations thus far from the author companies) was that a duplicate message should be faulted as Already Registered. I think the consensus is that this is not workable in it original rough-hewn form. 
The Participant requires the EPR of the Coordinator to transmit messages that may precede receipt of the Prepare. The fault does not communicate that EPR. Therefore, the most plausible response of the recipient of Already Registered would be to abort its involvement in the transaction, as the Participant would not be possessed of the EPR it requires to operate normally. 
The most plausible next step of the sender of Already Registered would be to cancel the activity. The import of the fault would in fact be: “Activity Cancelled”.
If the input specifications are unworkable in their current state, then I see four alternative approaches that can be taken to fix this problem. All of these require that transport-level duplication be detected. (Duplicate detection can be achieved using the WS-A RR MEP, or participant ids).

Possible change 1: Specify that the fault Cannot RegisterParticipant be issued, and state in WS-AT that the Coordinator immediately aborts the transaction, and that the recipient of the fault aborts its own work on receipt of that fault. Better, reinstate Already Registered in some guise, and specify that it has those semantics. (Arguably the general fault Cannot Register Participant should not cause automatic cancellation of an activity.) It is quite possible that this was the understated, original intent. However, it seems to be common ground (restated in Max’s most recent commentary and in earlier comments by him) that we should seek to avoid causing unnecessary and early transaction cancellation.

Possible change 2: Specify that a duplicate message should be ignored. Given a protocol that uses the CoordinationContext/Expiry value as a means of achieving Participant clean-up, this is safe. (If the duplicate condition is accompanied by a lost RegisterResponse message then the Coordinator and the unregistered Participant will both ultimately time out. Registered participants will be told to abort the transaction, and all Participants (unregistered or registered) will rollback any local work undertaken under the aegis of the distributed transaction.) This works for WS-AT, but may deprive other protocols of important information relating to duplicate registration. The use of /Expiry is optional, so this seems a dangerous approach at the WS-Coordination level. It also (again) generates aggressive abortion when the transaction is in fact capable of proceeding correctly.
Possible change 3: Specify that a duplicate message should engender a duplicate response. This will lessen the likelihood that a transaction abort will be induced. There is also an implication that the Participant must screen out (ignore) a duplicate reply. This is necessary anyway: if a Register can be duplicated by the transport then a RegisterResponse can be duplicated also. For this reason it would seem preferable to allow this limited degree of replay. A statement must be made to the effect that a Registration Service for a particular Coordinator can replay its original response (or one that is logically identical, i.e. has a CoordinationProtocolService EPR which maps to the same Coordinator), and that the requester/registrant should ignore duplicate replies. There are interoperable fault issues here – bugged implementations might send a duplicate with a new message id, for example, to the Participant side.
Possible change 4: Allow both behaviours in possible changes 2 and 3, allowing implementation flexibility.
Please note that in all four of these approaches it is necessary (in the status quo) for both the Coordinator and Participant endpoint agents to contain the logic for identifying duplicate registrations, by examining and comparing message ids or internal EPR values. In the explicit participant id case only the Coordinator is required to detect duplication by comparing participant ids. This speaks to the relative inefficiency and complexity of the status quo. 
Of these four possible changes, option 3 is the only one which avoids unnecessary aborts in all cases. It also answers “Yes” to the 007 question: “Should Register/RegisterResponse be retriable?”. (And it would be simpler to use participant ids to do the duplicate detection.)
Whichever the chosen solution, the behaviour of the Coordinator on receiving a duplicate request, and that of the Participant on receiving a duplicate reply, need to be specified explicitly.
3. Every WS-AT 2PC Register must contain a Participant-distinguishable (unique-per-Coordinator) EPR  (design)
This is partly covered in your proposal. The rule that every Register message must contain an EPR which is distinguishable (by the Participant registrant) from all other Register messages sent to the EPR of the same Coordinator should be stated. It should be stated that multiple registrations can occur, as a result of message loss and registration retry.
4. The WS-AT implications of bogus registrations must be stated (design)
The requirement that Participants must handle message traffic that results from bogus double, treble … registrations should then be stated exactly. 
As you point out, the state tables in WS-AT achieve this for circumstances where duplicate messages are directed to the same EPR, or are directed to an address which refers to a non-existent Participant. 
Note therefore that if duplicate registrations are eliminated (by use of explicit participant ids as we propose) then no additional specification work is required. 
However, if double registrations can occur (as you propose), then in circumstances where the same Participant state machine has uttered more than one EPR, and the Coordinator may have registered several seemingly distinct participants, it is necessary that the one true Participant should react safely in each of its seeming personalities. We now have a situation where the multiple registrations that are present in the unwitting Coordinator, must now be reflected in a situation where there are multiple “participants” in the Participant, because there are two state machines at work: one for the real participant, and one for all bogus participants. 

In the case of WS-AT this can arguably best be captured by modifying the WS-AT state tables. At present there is no state to represent the case where the state machine underlying a Participant EPR is in fact in the state “Bogus Participant”, nor is there any means of putting it into such a state. A bogus participant has a different state table to a true participant. For example, as you point out, it must not respond Prepared to a Prepare message. By the same token, bogus participants must not send any message that will affect the outcome of the transaction, including Aborted. And, again by the same token, you could argue that a bogus participant should immediately emit ReadOnly, thereby avoiding unnecessary Prepare traffic.
Whether in natural language text, by creation of a special state table, or by elaboration of a the existing state tables, these rules must be captured in the specification. It is not good practice to argue that these are private matters for the Participant. While resource managers or other user-written participants have freedom to apply their own rules to decide whether they are involved in transaction outcome, bogus participants are compelled to move into a no-op mode simply by the circumstances of their registration.
