OASIS WS-CAF  Technical Committee

Face-to-Face Meeting

Dublin

5-6 October 2004

Present

Mark Little & Malik Saheb (Arjuna), Tony Fletcher (Choreology), Peter Furniss & Robert Haugen (Choreology – by phone for part of second day), Eric Newcomer (IONA), Jeff Mischkinsky, Martin Chapman, Simeon Greene (by phone for part of first day) &, Greg Pavlik (Oracle)

Scribes: Tony Fletcher, Choreology, Jeff Mischkinsky &, Greg Pavlik (Oracle).

Admin

Unfortunately the meeting was initially not quorate by two members.  It was noted that we could call in Simeon and Peter if required to be able to take votes at a quorate meeting.

Martin and Eric took the chair.

We reviewed the agenda.  Agreed to move demonstration discussion to 2:30pm on first day and follow on with a discussion on IPR.  Martin said that most of the meeting should be concerned with a review of the Co-ordination Framework.  With these amendments the published agenda was agreed.

Agreed in principle the minutes for 13th and 27th September (after editing as recorded in the notes for 27th September).

Actions

There are no outstanding actions with regard to the Context specification, and Martin suggested we restart the actions for the Co-ordination Framework.

Context

It was noted that the Kavi vote on WS-Context had succeeded.

Jeff commented that originally Committee Drafts (CD) were very important, and OASIS standards rare and not so important as others outside a Technical Committee were not likely to be interested.  However, now it is the other way round.  CD is just step on the way to OASIS standard.

Work on the Co-Ordination Framework may reveal the need to make changes to context so it was suggested that we hold off on Context for a few months at least.  However, there has been no public review of context yet so Martin suggested sending WS-Context out for public review as a next step.  It was agreed to send WS-Context for a 30 day public review starting next Monday (or as soon as the comment mechanism can be set up) - motion proposed by Mark seconded by Jeff and passed by the meeting with no objections.

An overview of the WS-Co-ordination Framework (Mark Little)

Mark presented an overview of the WS-Co-ordination Framework as it currently stood (please refer to his slides).

The Co-ordination Framework needs to define an appropriate activity life-cycle service (ALS) as Context no longer does this.  Co-ordination Framework (CF) can support repeated coordination points within an activity.

On the architecture diagram slide the grey blocks on the left-hand side represent pluggable co-ordination protocols, the grey blocks on the right hand side represent participants.  The actual protocol used is wrapped in an AssertionType wrapper.

The grey squares are ALS / WSDL - this may change now.

The Co-ordination Framework is coordination protocol neutral - it is a framework.

Martin asked about constraints on the context.  Mark responded, yes this Co-ordination Framework is a referencing specification for WS-Context and it augments context.  However, the Co-ordination Framework is also a referenceable specification and the specifications that reference the Co-ordination Framework may also reference and further constrain Context.  Need to talk further about the relationship between the CAF specifications.  May need to change current version of CF to consider issues highlighted in red on the slides.

On the contexts slide coordinator-reference element an unbounded number of times might be a mistake - review.  Note: it is the WSDL that is optional on the optional slide, not a participant itself.  Note all coordination protocol messages are AssertionTypes and thus do not show up separately in the WSDL.

Can add extensible qualifiers to the protocol specified in CAF.

Interposition - the subordinate Coordinator is key to this concept.

CF includes basic support for recovery.  Can recover if either of the co-ordinator or participant go down, but if both move then need a third party to do recovery, so this is currently out of scope.

General Discussion

Martin said that the goal at this meeting is to come up with an agreed conceptual model for the Co-ordination Framework.  Greg suggested that we needed:

- session

- enlistment//registration

- protocol signals

- recovery

Coordination protocols (such as transaction protocols)

In this view enlistment/registration seems to stand out - do we want to factor out into a “WS‑Grouping” (or whatever name you like) specification?  This would apply to situations wider than straight co-ordination such as management.

Three cases:

1) send out information only,

2) receive coordination signals, and

3) events and notifications. 

Maybe stack is:

Co-ordination protocols

WS-CF

WS-Group

WS-Context

“WS-Group” covers dynamic binding of state, but what is relationship to pub/sub, etc?  Is this similar to WS-Eventing?

Martin reminded the meeting of the charter and goals, which is about composite applications and activities.

Tony said that he thought an interesting part of CF was the description activities, nested activities, coordination points, termination and so on and this should be maintained and expanded upon.

Martin said let us build upwards from Context which is just (Martin are pleased fill-in or comment). 
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The sum total can give ACID Transaction Protocol, and many others.

Something needs to know about the participants.  Several variations of group membership protocols.  Service groups in WS-RF sounds similar.  Tony mentioned that there was also the temporal aspect.  CF would spell out when each specification is used. 

In passing at this point it was noted that we need to advertise the fact that this group has a Web Service session structuring mechanism in WS-Context.  Perhaps consider a press release and / or a message to other OASIS groups?

And so we have a conceptual outline.  Martin suggested that we tried to deconstruct the current CF specification.

CF Deconstruction

Mark: current CF specification (with a original context specification): 
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How it might look given changes to context:
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Greg agreed with this model as a start.  Note the difference from before is the ALS no longer exists, so now out of scope how context is formed and augmented with actual coordination protocol information. 

The suggested functional decomposition for the CAF family of specifications is as follows:
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Note:  The A, B, C & D labels were added later in the meeting as shorthand for indicating which member of the WS-CAF family a particular operation / message might belong to.  These labels are used later in the notes.

So the co-ordinator could take on the registration role as well as the coordination role.

The “groups” part might add extra criteria on the groups such as whether the group must end when any member or a particular member ends.  Not yet clear whether the grouping or registration parts should be factored out and seen as a separate specification documents or not.  Could be useful if other specs might use.

Mark suggested that the current set of comments (issues as registered in the WS-CAF Bugzilla system) be suspended.  As a result of our discussions the Co-ordination Framework is likely to be considerably rewritten, and maybe a new registration specification developed as well.  Ask people to review and comment on the re-written specifications.

Context augmentation now done in background by the context service. 

Coordinator - participant 

	X
	getIdentity 
	

	
	AssertionType
	To participant from coordinator

	D
	getStatus
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	AssertionType 
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	status 
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	generalFault 
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	setResponse (AssertionType) 
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	responseSet
	

	
	unknownCoordinator 
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	protocolViolation 
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X means candidate for deletion

Application Service – Coordinator

	B
	addParticipant
	

	B
	removeParticipant
	To coordinator from application service

	D
	getQualifiers
	

	D
	getParentCo-ordinator
	

	
	
	

	
	participantAdded
	

	
	participantRemoved
	To application service from coordinator

	
	qualifiers
	

	
	parent co-ordinator
	

	
	+error messages
	


Participant Recovery 

	B
	recover (URI/EPR)
	

	A
	getStatus
	To recovery coordinator from participant

	
	
	

	
	recoverResponse
	

	
	wrongState
	One way acknowledgements

	
	unknownCoordinator
	

	
	generalFault
	

	
	status
	


Client to co-ordinator (coordination driver to coordinator)

	D
	co-ordinate
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 Discussion: not clear getIdentity returns anything useful

General discussion on the currently specified architecture, which will  

have to change to some extent to accommodate changes that were made to  

Context. We need to think some more about AssertionType 

AI: Need to find out why AssertionType is in the schema but not in spec  

in ws-context 0.7. [Done in the meeting]

As discivered during the meeting, the Context messages begin, etc. do extend from AssertionType. So we will need to review the AssertioType structure.

Register as an issue.

DEMO

Gary Tully (IONA) joined the meeting as part of the discussion on the  Demo

Simeon Green (Oracle) joined the meeting.

Malik: Presentation/Discussion of slides:

http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/ws-caf/download.php/9576/DemoStatus%20Presentation%20at%20Dublin%20f2f%20-%20October2004.pdf

Martin -- if all the retailers were participants, then a retailer could  

check out their own goods. This might be a way to extend

the current scenario.

Chairs have an invite to participate in XML 2004 - Washington, DC - nov  15-19.

The existing demo is adequate, but it would be nice to incorporate the  

by-reference, followed by addressing, functionality if the demo  

participants can get it working in time.

AI: Chairs to follow-up on organizing the demo.

Model Discussion Continues
Participant Recovery

-----------------------------

Recovery Coordinator WSDL

recover (uri) -- to recovery coord.

getStatus

recoverResponse

wrongState

unknownCoordinator

generalFault

status

"Straight out of the OTS model"

Not intended to support all types of recovery; just intended to bootstrap recovery

Tony: this is asymmetric. Makes case for "moving" coordinators. Mark says that implicit communication of movement will come. Depends on participant being reactive.

Three issues identified:

AssertionType


-CTX


-CF


Martin: architecturally not significant. Just needs to be cleaned up.

Group concept


-how does recovery fit in? Martin argues this is just a group membership management problem.

Asymmetric relationship between coordinator and participant

Issues will be revisited after "rearchitecting"; long discussion organizing operations by area.

First deal with qualifiers; discussion also dealt with policy. Qualifiers seen as overlapping. We don't want to try to define policy here, but in ws-txm we will have to say at least at an abstract level what policy assertions will exist. We prefer to non-normatively reference WS-Reliability over F&P.

Drop getIdentity and identity.

Provisionally drop getStatus on the coordinator? This probably returns the same information as asking the context service for the status. We can always add it back in later if it becomes necessary. Note, this is different from the getStatus on the participant.

There is a 1-to-1 relationship between context service and coordinator service.

Calling getStatus on context should probably return the same thing as getStatus on the coordinator.

If we want to manage registration outside the scope of context then do we need to keep getStatus and getParentCoordinator? No.

Greg: Registration service does not expose hierarchies. They are expressed outside the scope of that service, but in conjunction with the context service. 

Narrowed things down to two choices: activity service-style generic signals versus specific wsdl at the protocol level. The question is whether we want to move most things out of ws-cf or move most things in to wscf.




Pro 



Con

Generic WSDL

flexibility; minimal change
May miss something and need specific wsdl anyway




(no wsdl changes, actually)


Specific WSDL




web services friendly (wsdl)
bigger versioning (WSDL + schema)




strongly typed.

We all have an action to cogitate on this. Need decision quickly.

Next subject is group membership wsdl. We're going to work out the generic vs. specific issue first.

Mark has action to redo "current" CF model in Visio. Tony to send A, B, C, D notes.

Now quorate; some housecleaning:

Tony makes motion to approve minutes of the 13th and 27th. Greg seconds. Approved.

Mark makes motion to put context out for 30 day public review. Greg seconds. Approved.

Editors re-volunteered for CF. Martin suggests we pull out all the background stuff and has OASIS templates.

Greg Action to try to describe two alternatives more clearly.

Planning

There will be a call on 11 October.

-Plan to resolve model/architecture by third call (Nov. 8); model overview document due at this point. -New editor draft by Nov. 22 (version .3) -Then we proceed to do all issues -January should be down to minor issues.

Next F2F targeted for January sometime (not week of 17th). Need volunteers for hosting, pref in North America.

Meeting adjurns. Thanks to IONA for hosting.
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