WS-CAF call October 11, 2004

Review of minutes from face to face – chair sense is to delay ratification to the next call to give everyone a chance to digest them.

Alistair asks about whether the assertion type issue will be resolved before sending out the committee draft of WS-Context. Chairs feel that it is ok to send it out with the issue unresolved, in part because it comes up again in WS-CF.

Alistiar: when we put out the draft will there be some kind of note that the spec may have further changes depending on additional committee work. 

Perhaps a notice on the spec that it’s part of ongoing work would be sufficient. But not a big deal, Alistair said.

Continuing the recap of the F2F, we decided rather than to begin processing issues (as we did in WS-Context) without agreeing on the conceptual model, the best thing to do would be to come up with the conceptual model first, and then process the issues. So that’s basically what we did, and it’s pretty well captured in the minutes.

We didn’t make any motions to adopt any specific models, the action is for the editors to draft a model overview document separate from the spec so we can gain agreement on it. We reviewed the operations and got rid of a couple that didn’t seem to make sense anymore given the changes in WS-Context. 

Martin gives a recap of the discussion over the refactoring of the protocol, as captured in the minutes. Then asks if anyone present wants to add anything before opening up the discussion.

Alistair: comments – a group of members is an instance of an activity, but not necessarily vice versa.  Three comments:

· The notion of recovering the relationships of a group is a generic need, and some level of recovery should be added at the group level – this is general

· Specific ideas – such a thing as a distinguished coordinator may not be always necessary, perhaps groups can have peer to peer coordination instead. You may not know in advance that a coordinator is needed, determining who is the coordinator may not have to be known during the creation of the group. May be better to identify the membership in the group first, and then later decide that they need a coordinator

· Second specific idea – in certain coordination protocols, the ending doesn’t arise at the explicit end but rather the end is a deduction based on the results of the activities being coordinated. If you have the notion that “end must come” as a result of a context activity, you may end up with an additional message. I’m not sure therefore that the layering on context will serve us well when it comes to transaction protocols.

Martin – one thing we didn’t investigate whether the group notion would work in context by value, or whether the groups would be needed.

Alistair: if you segregate the registration piece like this, do you not end up with something close in its functionality to the WS-Coordination spec?

Alistair: Is the general use of the interface any improvement over just having established a simple pipe via the exchange of addressing information?

Eric: Something else that came up during the meeting was the importance of protocol type, and could we identify some generic types of protocols that prove (or disprove) the model. 

Next item on agenda – time plan on the next steps. 

Logistics – review as in the minutes from the F2F, call today, useful feedback today, will try to resolve the architectural model by Nov. 8, and from then start folding the changes into the spec. 

Editors to provide a write up before each meeting so we can have a concrete discussion on Oct. 25 and Nov. 8.  Then aim for a revised editor’s draft by Nov. 22.  We are doing an interim editor’s draft, but no substantive changes are being made, just adapting to the OASIS template.  Then continue processing issues.

Action on Eric to follow up with XML 2004 demo, send requested information to OASIS.

Next call Oct. 25

Motion to adjourn.  
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