[9:03] Simon Holdsworth: 09:00 - 10:30 Conformance statements and testing 

o What form should conformance statements in the specs take? 

o Approach to updating specs to make conformance statements conform 

o Overall approach for tests, how to define tests 

o Input from Assembly TC 

o Testing subcommittee 

o Walkthrough specs identifying conformance issues 

10:30 - 10:45 Break 

10:45 - 12:00 Open issue discussion 

12:00 - 13:00 Lunch 

13:00 - 15:00 Possible new areas of work/open issue discussion 

o Data binding 

o Exception handling 

o New bindings 

o Continue open issue discussion 

15:00 - 15:15 Break 

15:15 - 16:45 Plan of work, targets for spec completion 

o Deadlines for committee drafts for each binding spec 

o Criteria for specs being complete 

16:45 - 17:00 

o Summary of the meeting 

17:00 Close 

[9:05] Simon Holdsworth: 09:00 - 10:30 Conformance statements and testing 

o What form should conformance statements in the specs take? 

o Approach to updating specs to make conformance statements conform 

o Overall approach for tests, how to define tests 

o Input from Assembly TC 

o Testing subcommittee 

o Walkthrough specs identifying conformance issues 

10:30 - 10:45 Break 

10:45 - 12:00 Open issue discussion 

12:00 - 13:00 Lunch 

13:00 - 15:00 Possible new areas of work/open issue discussion 

o Data binding 

o Exception handling 

o New bindings 

o Continue open issue discussion 

15:00 - 15:15 Break 

15:15 - 16:45 Plan of work, targets for spec completion 

o Deadlines for committee drafts for each binding spec 

o Criteria for specs being complete 

16:45 - 17:00 

o Summary of the meeting 

17:00 Close 

[9:14] TomRutt: Topic: Discussion of Conformance Statements

[9:15] TomRutt: Martin: deciding on "MUST" vs "MAY" is not always editorial, and people sometimes have strong conflicting opinions on the proper choice.

[9:16] TomRutt: Mike R: we may want to wait until the assembly TC has made some progress on conformance targets and statements

[9:17] TomRutt: Mike R: what are the conformance targets in scdl, what are the run time conformance targets?

[9:18] TomRutt: Martin: what does it mean to conform to an entire web service binding document?

[9:18] TomRutt: Martin: this is a cross TC problem, bindings are actually sections in the assembly spec

[9:19] TomRutt: Simon H: target is often sca runtime

[9:20] TomRutt: Martin: in order to conform to a binding the run time must do ...

[9:21] TomRutt: Dave B: SCA binding implementation, or SCA binding run time environment

[9:21] TomRutt: Martin: and 

[9:21] TomRutt: Martin: "an SCA runtime that supports the web service binding"

[9:22] TomRutt: Mike R: JMS binding spec has some runtime requirements

[9:25] TomRutt: section 7.1 of JMS binding uses "SCA runtime" as a target

[9:26] TomRutt: Mike R: sometimes referred to as "binding instance"

[9:26] TomRutt: Mike R: "the binding must" statements are on the document as an artifact

[9:27] TomRutt: Mike R: then "this document puts a constraint on the SCA Runtime" , then "the SCA runtime must"

[9:29] TomRutt: Mike: references tell the runtime that it has to send messages in a particular manner

[9:30] TomRutt: Discussion on "message" conformance vs "JMS Runtime" conformance statementw

[9:32] TomRutt: Anish: scdl file itself may be a target.  I like wsi style where each conformance statement has a single target, with a single RFC 2119 keyword in it

[9:34] TomRutt: Martin: each binding has three targets: 1) the x-binding is a target (artifacts including scdl files and schema descriptions) 2)SCA runtime is another target, constrained by artifacts, 3) any technology specific artifacts (e.g., messages, soap headers)

[9:36] TomRutt: Martin moved to resolve issue 17 with the above resolution, seconded by Mike R.

[9:37] TomRutt: s/issue 17/issue 14/

[9:37] TomRutt: Mike R: change example (artifacts included in scdl files)

[9:38] TomRutt: change "each binding has three targets" to "each binding spec has at least three targets"

[9:41] TomRutt: Martin: we want to not have tools be a conformance target, however any generated scdl must conform as an artifact.

[9:42] TomRutt: Simon H: eg: the binding type in a JMS binding file must ...

[9:42] TomRutt: each binding spec has at least three targets: 1) the x-binding is a target (artifacts included in scdl) 2)SCA runtime, constrained by artifacts, 3) any technology specific artifacts (e.g., messages, soap headers)

[9:45] TomRutt: 1) binding.x elements and binding type definitions in scdl files 

[9:46] TomRutt: 1) binding.x elements in scdl definitions and binding type definitions in scdl 

[9:46] TomRutt: 1) binding.x elements and binding type definitions in scdl 

[9:47] TomRutt: each binding spec has at least three targets: 1) binding.x elements and binding type definitions in scdl 2)SCA runtime 3) any technology specific artifacts (e.g., messages, soap headers)

[9:47] TomRutt: Eric: do we have any deployment conformance targets?

[9:48] TomRutt: deployment is caught by conformance to sca runtime

[9:49] TomRutt: Motion recorded as:  each binding spec has at least three targets: 1) binding.x elements and binding type definitions in scdl 2)SCA runtime 3) any technology specific artifacts (e.g., messages, soap headers)

[9:50] TomRutt: No objections, motion passes to resolve issue 14

[9:52] TomRutt: Martin: moves to close issue 14 with the above resolution, second by Tom

[9:53] TomRutt: Martin: this gives us a template for each binding type.  Each binding spec has to have the specific "x" targets defined.

[9:54] TomRutt: Martin: we should direct editors to propose rfc 2119 wording, including the proper targets.

[9:55] TomRutt: Martin: we need to identify the artifacts that are conformance targets

[9:57] TomRutt: Mike R: there are action items that come off of this resolution.  Each spec will say, for example, "Any SCA runtime that claims to support this binding must abide by the requirements of this specification"

[9:59] TomRutt: Mike R: putting this statement at the top of the document eliminates the need to state it repeatedly throughout the document

[10:01] TomRutt: Martin: move to ammend to add: All binding specifications must include the statement "Any SCA runtime that claims to support this binding must abide by the requirements of this specification"

[10:02] TomRutt: Dave B seconded ammendment.

[10:03] TomRutt: Martin: we have to add action items to have the editors add this text to existing binding specs

[10:04] TomRutt: No objections to approve ammendment.

[10:05] TomRutt: No objections to approve amended motion.  Issue 14 closed with agreed resolution.

[10:06] TomRutt: Discussion on need to Add action item to the editors to add sentence to existing binding specs

[10:06] TomRutt: Resolution:  each binding spec has at least three targets: 1) binding.x elements and binding type definitions in scdl 2)SCA runtime 3) any technology specific artifacts (e.g., messages, soap headers)  All binding specifications must include the statement "Any SCA runtime that claims to support this binding must abide by the requirements of this specification"

[10:07] TomRutt: Agreed to add this as a new action item: editors to add new sentence to existing binding specs.

[10:08] TomRutt: Martin: we should direct the editors to start working on writing the conformance claims in their documents using this new template.  We should probably have this be done in a staged manner

[10:09] TomRutt: Mike R: JMS spec could be first.

[10:09] TomRutt: Action on Simon H to apply this template to the JMS binding spec to produce a working draft.

[10:11] TomRutt: Martin: each editor should feel free to start applying the template to their specs in a staged manner for review by the TC

[10:12] TomRutt: Topic: Testing

[10:14] TomRutt: Martin: Jacques gave a presentation at the f2f regarding writing of test assertions and machinery to evaluate them.

[10:15] TomRutt: Anish: assembly TC will produce the initial framework, which the binding tc and contribute into

[10:17] TomRutt: SCA runtime conformance can sometimes include test assertions on output messages based on parameters of input messages.   This requires a message log produced by the SCA runtime on a test scenario.

[10:17] anish: non public link to assembly testing proposal: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/sca-assembly-testing/email/archives/200803/msg00001.html
[10:17] anish: here is the public link: http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/sca-assembly-testing/200803/msg00001.html
[10:18] TomRutt: We may have to have test scenarios to run the test assertions against.

[10:21] TomRutt: Martin: we can start compiling a table of test assertions needed and the conformance requirements as two axis

[10:23] TomRutt: Anish: let the assembly go thru this a few times, and get it correct before we further refine it

[10:24] TomRutt: General agreement with Anish sentiment, this TC will wait for assembly to make progress

[10:41] TomRutt: Topic: Data Binding

[10:50] TomRutt: Mike R: references mapping to resource adapter is at domain level.  Not different per use.

[10:51] TomRutt: Simon H: the tc must determine if there are any aspects of this data binding in the scope of standardization.

[11:04] TomRutt: Simon H: is there agreement that we need something more than we have now regarding data bindings, and that we should open a new issue on this topic.

[11:04] TomRutt: General agreement expressed to add new.

[11:13] Simon Holdsworth1: Recess until 11:30

[11:39] Simon Holdsworth1: Meeting resumed

[11:40] Bryan Aupperle: Please dial back in

[11:41] Dave Booz: Simon is doing it

[11:41] Simon Holdsworth1: redialled

[11:42] TomRutt: additional configuration can be a subtype of the binding, corresponding to this extra configuration style

[11:42] TomRutt: Simon H: Discussion on vendor specific sub-typing of bindings being desirable

[11:43] TomRutt: Mike 

[11:44] TomRutt: Mike R: some subtyping mechanisms may be common enough to warrant standardization.  We can give them common labels and semantics.

[11:45] TomRutt: Simon H: do we standardize 2% cases, or wait till 20% usage level before standardization?

[11:54] TomRutt: Discussion of xsi type vs subtyping

[11:57] TomRutt: Dave B: put wrapper around non portable aspect of data binding

[11:59] TomRutt: Question on how many use cases will require custom data binding.  (more than 1/2, less than 80%)

[12:03] TomRutt: Simon H: may need adaptation to match between different implementation types (e.g java component to Bpel component)

[12:04] TomRutt: Eric J: differentiation between modeling as bag of name value pairs, vs specific set of parameters.

[12:09] TomRutt: Mike R: some people like strongly typed data representation, some like loosely typed data representation, neither is specific to SOA principles.

[12:09] TomRutt: Simon H: do not want details of how transport works to have influence

[12:11] TomRutt: Mike R: where we are now: have xsd any stating your data binding goes here (as extensibility element)

[12:12] TomRutt: Mike R: there can be more strategies we can standardize, less value in standardizing additional things.  Not in favor of a new element definition which contains only "any" children.

[12:21] TomRutt: Mike R: some level of agreement on a sub element of binding called dataBinding, with no attributes or sub elements other than xsd any's.  There is an open question as to whether that dataBinding element should be used directly or via subtypes thru substitution groups.  Another question on how many standardized versions of these dataBindings there are.  At least the one that we have now.

[12:23] TomRutt: Mike R: most implementations would have a custom data binding mapping to a class.

[12:25] TomRutt: Mike R: if enough buy in, we could have a resolution and two open issues.  Introduce dataBinding subelement (of what is open).  Have dataBinding subelement of JMS binding, intended to hold data about how data binding is done.  

[12:26] Michael Rowley: s/data/configuration

[12:26] Michael Rowley: The dataBinding element has no attributes or subelements, only wildcards.

[12:26] Michael Rowley: Issues:

[12:26] Michael Rowley: 1) How many other bindings should have this (or should they all)?

[12:27] Michael Rowley: 2) Should they be customized through substitution groups (e.g. dataBinding.foo)

[12:27] Michael Rowley: 3) What standardized dataBindings should exist beyond the one listed currently in the JMS spec.

[12:29] TomRutt: Agreed to have this recorded as a single new issue, with three or four questions

[12:29] TomRutt: MIke R took action to send the new issue proposal to the list

[12:30] TomRutt: MIke R:operation selection should probably be done in a similar way.

[12:31] TomRutt: Dave B: trying to separate these into two separate things might cause a problem

[12:32] TomRutt: Discussion on operation specific data binding

[12:33] TomRutt: May need fourth question on operation specific data binding (resolution needs to address operation selection)

[12:34] TomRutt: Recessed at 12:35 for lunch

[12:53] Simon Holdsworth1: Resume at 13:00

[13:17] Dave Booz: scribe switching to Dave B

[13:22] Dave Booz: topic: issue 11

[13:22] Dave Booz: Eric J presents his proposal from email

[13:23] Dave Booz: http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/sca-bindings/200803/msg00006.html
[13:30] Dave Booz: Mike R has an aditional use case: wants to ensure that genwe doc WSDL gen in the spec so that 

[13:31] Dave Booz: correction

[13:33] Dave Booz: an aditional uc: wants to ensure that gen'd WSDL is gen'd the same way by all vendors...portable WSDL.

[13:34] Dave Booz: Mike R wants to ensure that WSDL gen is predictable based on the fact that our users have some pseudo policy about what gen'd WSDL looks like

[13:42] Dave Booz: Eric assert that as a result of all the problems, the WS binding spec should not talk about WSDL generation

[13:45] Dave Booz: anish: suggests that that some of these problems are not important to solve.  It would be good to specify just the really important aspects...like WSDL binding generation

[13:45] Dave Booz: Eric suggests that exemplary text might be appropriate

[13:53] Dave Booz: Discussion about what apsects of the wsdl are important to std'z.  different opinions on whether or wsdl services and # of ports is important

[13:58] Dave Booz: anish we need to specify the rules that the gen'd WSDL need to comply with...but that raises an equivalency question

[14:02] Dave Booz: Mike R: is the list of rules to comply with shorter than the list of variability points?

[14:02] Dave Booz: spec has the list of what must be done...Eric's email has a good start at what is variable...

[14:13] Dave Booz: AI: Eric/Anish to create a list of most important rules for generating WSDL.

[14:14] Dave Booz: topic: issue 17 - binding compatibility

[14:16] Dave Booz: as context - this issue came from policy - policy FW was the only place where binding compatibility is described which seems inappropriate

[14:18] Dave Booz: Mike R describes the problem in the JIRA

[14:19] Dave Booz: simon n - suggests that binding.axis is a web service binding in the SCA sense, should not be a differet binding

[14:20] Dave Booz: mike r - differnece could be in the area of capability, policy, etc

[14:20] Dave Booz: matching today is based on binding qname

[14:21] Dave Booz: mike r - it is not sufficient nor necessary

[14:22] Dave Booz: e.g. binding.JMS might be able to talk to binding.WS

[14:24] Dave Booz: anish: we should punt, it isn't possible to enumerate all the possible compatibilities

[14:25] Dave Booz: simon n - suggests a mechanism for asserting compatibility

[14:25] Dave Booz: eric J wonders what's the point of bindinType

[14:28] Dave Booz: wonders if we really need bindings....

[14:28] Dave Booz: mike r - wonders should we disallow bindings on non-deploy composites and CTs

[14:35] Dave Booz: mike r - strawman - new attribute on all bindings...compaitilityId...if present and both bindings on the wire have the same one then you know they are compatible...if they dont match then you dont know anything about compatibility

[14:36] Dave Booz: anish - this will be a usability problem...users will have a hard time setting this on binding instances....have to know something about the binding impl

[14:40] Dave Booz: mike r- is wsdl 2.0 binding compatibility really the right place to check compatibility

[14:42] anish: wsdl 2.0 component model equivalence rules: http://www.w3.org/TR/2007/REC-wsdl20-20070626/#compequiv
[14:52] Dave Booz: mike r- let's get rid of <binding/> on references when reference targets are used

[14:56] Dave Booz: and then add binding name to the SCA uri specified in the reference target

[14:57] Dave Booz: we need to also resolve the question of whether or not specifying a specific binding on the reference is a constraint or suggestion or selection of a service binding

[14:58] Dave Booz: anish - are intents enough to constrain a reference?

[15:14] anish: 1) allow a reference target to point to a service/binding

[15:14] Michael Rowley: Binding matching will become moot.

[15:15] Simon Holdsworth1: Break until 15:25

[15:19] Michael Rowley: If a reference has any bindings they must be "bound".  The bindings MUST include a value for the @URI or must otherwise specify an endpoint.  The reference MUST NOT be wired using SCA mechanisms.

[15:19] Michael Rowley: To specify constraints on a reference, policy intents or policy sets must be used.

[15:21] Michael Rowley: SCA wiring should be extended to allow not just a specific service to be identified, but optionally also a specific binding of the target service, using a syntax of "componentName/serviceName/bindingName".

[15:42] Dave Booz: discussion of @name on binding, which is optional.

[15:42] Dave Booz: anish: assertion that a binding must have a name if you want to target it from a reference target

[15:43] Bryan Aupperle: Please dial back in.

[15:47] Dave Booz: no

[15:49] Dave Booz: motion: m:anish resolve issue 17 with the 3 points from above in the chat from Mike R (If a reference...) and send this resolution to the Assembly TC

[15:51] Dave Booz: second from Eric J

[15:52] Michael Rowley: s/using SCA mechanisms//

[15:56] Dave Booz: issue will not close until Assembly addresses this

[15:58] Dave Booz: motion passes with 13 yes, 0 no, no absentions

[15:58] Dave Booz: AI: Eric include link to new assembly issue to be raised into JIRA for issue 17

[15:59] Dave Booz: AI: Mike R to raise an issue in Assembly TC according to the motion just passed

[15:59] Dave Booz: topic: issue 19

[16:00] Dave Booz: simon H - asserts that issue 19 can be closed

[16:00] Dave Booz: in light of the decision just passed

[16:01] Dave Booz: motion: m:Simon N s:Mike R close issue 19

[16:01] Dave Booz: motion: m:Simon N s:Mike R close issue 19 with no action

[16:03] Dave Booz: AI: Eric J create link between this issue (19) and issue 17

[16:03] Dave Booz: motion fails, everyone objected

[16:05] Dave Booz: topic: conversations and callbacks over binding.ws

[16:05] Dave Booz: discussion limited to 30 minutes

[16:05] Dave Booz: Simon n describes a new proposal

[16:06] Dave Booz: calback address is placed in wsa:from as an EPR

[16:07] Dave Booz: for conversations use relatesTo in EPR, where type is an SCA specific type and the value is the message ID of the first message that initiates the conversation

[16:08] Dave Booz: tomr r - what happens on 1st callback in a conversation?

[16:09] Dave Booz: anish - callback needs it's own relatesTo type also

[16:11] Dave Booz: Martin C - why cant we use WS-Context?

[16:13] Dave Booz: because that would be another exemplar

[16:13] Dave Booz: mike r- we need to allow for user generated outbound message ID

[16:15] Dave Booz: tom r - is wsa:from always present in the outbound message

[16:17] Dave Booz: loud argument broke out - very hard to minute....

[16:26] Dave Booz: observation that callbacks in java have more semantics than what assembly describes

[16:26] Dave Booz: assembly also needs more text describing the model

[16:31] Dave Booz: mike r - java allows stateless callbacks  which is not explained in assembly

[16:35] Dave Booz: tom r - stateful callbacks in java doesn't talk about callback id

[16:36] Dave Booz: time expired

[16:37] Dave Booz: topic: plan of work

[16:40] Dave Booz: mike r - suggests that the TC set a deadline by which all issues must be opened (at which time the bar raises for accepting new issues to a super majority), and a deadline by which all issues must be resolved (or gets resolved), and a deadline by which proposals must all have spec text (or gets dropped)

[16:41] Dave Booz: s/(or gets resolved)/(or gets dropped)/

[16:43] Dave Booz: mike r - would like to set a date for the 1st phase (opened issues date)

[16:44] Dave Booz: anish - we shouldn't set a date until assembly does

[16:44] Dave Booz: simon h - wants the 1st CDs to contain RFC2119 language

[16:46] Dave Booz: mike r - 1st pass at RFC 2119 must be complete before issues deadline

[16:49] Dave Booz: martin c - wants to work backward from an end date (public review) - what is that date?

[16:57] Dave Booz: mike r - produce CD with to date resolutions and then create a WD after that for 2119 language

[17:01] Dave Booz: simon n: proposes date of March 20 for all resolved issues folded into all specs (WS, JMS, JCA) in CD form, all comments resolved by March 27 at which time we would hopefully vote to accept CDs

[17:04] Dave Booz: an over welming thanks for Mike R for hospitality

[17:04] Dave Booz: no one liked the weather

[17:04] Dave Booz: topic: next f2f

[17:05] Dave Booz: meeting adjourned

