OASIS WS-CAF  Technical Committee

Teleconference 8th November 2004

Present

Mark Little (Arjuna), Alastair Green, Tony Fletcher & Peter Furniss (Choreology), Eric Newcomer (IONA), John Fuller (Individual), Martin Chapman, Greg Pavlik & Simeon Greene (Oracle), Pete Wenzel (SeeBeyond), Doug Bunting (Sun).

Regrets: Malik Saheb (Arjuna), Jeff Mischkinsky

Martin noted that Joseph M Chiusano (Booz Allen Hamilton) is now an observer and Guy Pardon (Atomikos) has asked for a leave of absence.

Eight members out of fourteen were present so the meeting was quorate.

Tony Fletcher agreed to scribe.

Actions

Eric to provide (demo) abstract to OASIS, fee information to participants, top-level overview to list.

DONE: Eric has sent an e-mail to the list last week.  Eric asked if there any questions about the demo ?  There were none forthcoming at the time.

Public review on context

Martin explained that the editors had reapplied the OASIS template and made the results version 0.8 for ‘hygiene’ purposes, but the OASIS staff had noted that there had been no TC agreement on the 0.8 version (the TC did approve version 0.7).  This is why the public review of WS-Context has not yet started.

Motion by Mark to move 0.8 to Committee Draft, seconded by Doug.  Approved with no objections.

Update on the demo

Simeon: the demo is progressing nicely.  Malik and Gary (IONA) can interoperate with the Oracle endpoint, though there is a slight firewall problem, which Simeon said he would work on today.  Using the old demo (no by reference added) but with a third implementer, due to lack of time and the risk of a new development.  Plan to work on adding in by reference, etc., after this demo.

Review of the Co-ordination Framework model

Greg gave an overview of his write up, which was based on the face-to-face discussions in Dublin.  CF would depend on Context in some cases for enlistment.  Add group membership query?  Use this model as a basis for agreeing the WSDL operations.  One aspect is registration, for instance to subscribe to a sub / pub channel.

The idea of a group came out at the face-to-face meeting.  Define an abstract activity group with registration, enlistment and group membership.  How much of the co-ordinator semantics belong in the Co-ordination Framework and how much in specifications laid on top is an unresolved issue.  Have a generic coordination interface and a generic coordination assertion type.  Enlist / delist interface with context added in.

We need to choose between generic and strongly typed protocol elements.

Need to get consensus on what we are trying to achieve before going further.

Peter:  two and three of Alastair's three points seem to be answered by silence at present.

Alastair suggested renaming CF to WS-Relationship or something like that.  It is about swapping addresses for the purpose of various protocols.  The structure is valuable and worth preserving i.e. should be recoverable.  This would be better than, for example, WS-Coordination.  Hold structure together and failure recovery is worth doing at this level.

Given that the Co-ordination Framework is not based on Context except for the “UUID” aspect it is not relying on it for starting or ending.  This is the right balance and can be used by higher-level protocols such as transaction protocols on top.  Generally do need to start things, but ending maybe by deduction rather than by command.

Eric said he had posted an e-mail to the effect we should test / validate against a collection of protocol types.  Perhaps we should capture a list of these at some point.

Mark said that he had posted an e-mail which agreed with Greg’s proposal but questioned some of the recasting of the model, which he felt may not be appropriate given the proposed short timescales.

Doug raised a general question about looking at non transactional protocols such as subscription to a queue.  This is late re-architecting of the Web Service domain - is this possible to do?  We do not yet have people relying on Context, so we should not worry too much about non transactional things but focus on the core transactional work until we can show success elsewhere.

Alastair asked if Doug was suggesting that we should look at the transaction protocols first and then come back to the Co-ordination Framework.  Doug replied Yes in principle that could be one way, although may not be necessary to do completely, but he re-emphasised that his main worry was about adding requirements beyond the transactional area.

Greg:  scope of the TC is Composite Applications and is not limited to transaction protocols.  We (Oracle) are interested in Application and State Management not just transaction protocols and we view Context in this light.  The model represents a refactoring rather than a change of direction.

Peter said the he liked Greg's redraft of the model in terms of factoring out.  He asked: does the address in a context know what it is for?  Also can we be sure this is the right place to send a later protocol exchange to, but little to be said at the CF level so Greg has it about right.

Martin: would be against renaming to Relationship - too much baggage from OMG!

Other things aside proposal only has a registration interface and an augmentation of Context.  We should not look for other requirements but just design to do the job we want it to do.

Eric: agreed with Doug in that we should validate against the transactional stuff first and also agreed with Peter.  Pub/sub stuff made just fall out but should not be the focus.  Similarly recovery is often needed and is in the transaction case but not always as in a simple outcome protocol.

Greg said sorry for not including recovery - it was mentioned in Dublin and should be added. 

ACTION: Greg to add recovery into the model overview. 

Greg also said he liked the wording Peter used about pub/sub accidentally falling out.  We cannot expect others to adopt at present, but we should not ignore commonalities.

Doug said that he thought it would be wonderful if we could end up inventing new re-purposable components for a Web Architecture.  Previous comments were about current success rather than decrying the effort.

Alastair: whereas there may be cases where recovery is not required if it is covered then it can be used when required.  Specific point: notion of extending context to cover registration.  Need to consider address and identity and this is beyond the current Context specification.  This model is now more restricted, and simplified for transaction protocols layered above.

Greg said that he sensed there was consensus that this is something useful.  Greg made a motion to accept his proposal as an accurate reflection of the views expressed:

To adopt thrust of document noting that it needs to be augmented in the area of recovery.

(Thus the intent is to adopt the agreement in the group rather than Greg’s e-mail text as this needs amending on recovery and the signalling issues).

A formal amendment was suggested: Further noting that the area of signals needs to be further discussed.

The amendment was agreed and then the motion as amended was agreed.

There was some discussion on the next step.  Redraft the CF document straightaway or revise the model. 

AoB

Eric suggested an editor's meeting Thursday or some time soon to work out repercussions and plans.
Next Meeting

The next meeting scheduled is a regular fortnightly teleconference 22 November 2004 at 8:00 PST, 11:00 EST, 16:00 UTC, 17:00 CET.
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