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Web Services – Composite Applications Framework
Proposed disposition of previous Choreology comments on WS-Coordination Framework with respect to the version dated 22nd December 2004
Tony Fletcher, Choreology

Proposed disposition table

Legend for (proposed) disposition

Tony Fletcher
NAA
=
Not Applicable Anymore

Relevant
=
Still relevant to consider with respect to the current draft of CF.

Martin Chapman
Yes
=
Still relevant to consider with respect to the current draft of CF

	WS-CAF Bug No.
	Proposed Disposition
	temp #
	Where
	Summary
	Description
	Suggestion/Comment

	159
	NAA
	CHCF-1
	End of 1, page 7
	Spec is more than “outline”
	The spec should present more than “the outline of such a [coordination] service”
	Change sentence to “This document specifies a generic, interoperable service to provide this function, as a foundation for specific coordination protocols”

	160
	NAA (participant and activity now used correctly?)
	CHCF-2
	2 1) (page 8, last para)
	Multiple use of word “activity”
	The paragraph repeatedly uses activity as an example or synonym for participant, but also uses activity as the thing coordinated. Note especially “the outcome of the activity to the list of registered activities”. Although nesting may be possible, this architecture should use generally use the word at only one level. (and the last sentence of the para, on p9, is obscure too)
	Rework (or rethink). 

	161
	NAA
	CHCF-3
	2 2) (page 9, para 2)
	What is a Participant
	How can a participant be just some operations ? Surely it must be an entity with state – it is at least a thing that registers
	Rework (or rethink). 

	162
	Partially relevant?  Use in section 4 should be examined and second point about general pattern and particular object
	CHCF-4
	2 3) (page 9, para 3)
	Use of term “implementation of a Coordination Service”
	The term “implementation” in a spec such as this normally means a particular software incarnation; for a protocol spec. “implementation” is typically a unit of interoperability. Thus an implementation of a StockQuote web service (for example) would normally refer to just the service. But the term “implementation of a Coordination Service” here seems to mean a protocol definition that builds on the coordination framework, and which will itself need to be implemented in software (of Participants, at least) 

The term “Coordination Service” itself is sometimes used to mean the general pattern (c.f “interface”) and sometimes a particular (c.f. object implementing an interface), through out the document.
	The term "referencing specification" can be re-used from ws-context, now referring to a specification that builds on WS-CF but is not the entire application protocol. 

There are other uses of “implementation” in this sense. These should be checked. 

Some of the more confusing cases have been identified below.

	163
	Yes
NAA
	CHCF-5
	2, page 9, para 4
	WS-CF without Coordinator and Participant
	With the removal of ALS from WS-Context, the middle sentence of this says that a compliant WS-CF implementation doesn’t have to anything. This seems a little wide :) 

Presumably the intent is to cover coordination protocols whose propagated context is derived from wsctx:context
	Is it meaningful in any case to claim to be using WS-CF when it is only acting as a context service - and for a non-interoperable (or at least non-ws) coordination capability. 

	164
	NAA
	CHCF-6
	Figure 1
	Figure 1 problems
	What is the JTA coordinator doing here ? ALS doesn’t exist now, and Activity Service is the wrong name. The context will be typically passed to App web services via some kind of client. 
	Revise the diagram. It would be useful to show which components must, or typically will, share information by means that are assumed but not specified in WS-CF.

	165
	Yes
Check section 3.2
	CHCF-7
	Page 10, last para - page 11, para 3
	Protocol requirements
	All of the section “Protocol configuration and negotiation” after the first paragraph is very hard to understand. It seems probable it is saying ws-cf is independent of carrier protocol, but there are some requirements on the carrier. And that the coordination messages may have a different carrier to the application messages that are enhanced with context.
	The text in OASIS BTP which describes the communication model (including the “four-body diagram”) may be found to be a useful pattern. 

The relationship to SOAP (exclusive / mandatory / one option among many/ primus inter pares ) will affect this section.

	166
	NAA (mid not found in new text so facility removed?)
	CHCF-8
	Page 12, para 3. last sentence
	Implementation of what ?
	Which “implementations” do not need to support mid-activity coordination ? Does this really mean the coordination protocol (in which case “supported” should be “required”). If it means a software incarnation of one of the services, such a service would presumably not support a coordination protocol that did use mid-activity coordination
	Clarify

	167
	NAA
	CHCF-9
	Page 12, first two paras
	Coordinator, participant purpose and model
	These paragraphs would be better placed earlier, and used to introduce the coordinator and participant concepts.
	

	168
	Yes
NAA (hierarchy not found)
	CHCF-10
	Page 12, last para
	Activity hierarchy
	This paragraph suggests there is always a strict hierarchy of activities, some of which may be coordinated. There is no such concept of necessary hierarchy in ws-context, and it would be contrary to some of the suggested uses of ws-context. If coordination requires strict hierarchy, it must define (and enforce) it.
	Rethink and rework or delete. 

There is a related reference to this approach in the first para of 4.1 on page 14.

	169
	Yes
NAA (facility removed?)
	CHCF-11
	Page 13, first para
	Changing the coordinator
	The concept of changing the coordinator for an activity (i.e. the coordinater identified in a context) does not appear to be supported by the rest of the specification.
	As participants register for a particular coordination protocol, a lot of specification would be needed to make the coordination protocol migration work - would the participants all re-register, be automatically registered, initially register for a set of protocols ? 

This is probably just confusion as to what an activity is.

	170
	NAA (locating now out of scope)
	CHCF-12
	Page 13, coordination protocol definitions
	URI for protocols and coordinator implementations
	The URI that identifies a coordination protocol is just a name for the protocol. The reference to locating a coordinator implementation (“implementation” this time presumably meaning a particular instance – e.g. an entity accessed at a particular port) is confusing.
	Suggest replacing last sentence with something like “This URI is merely the identification of the protocol – it is implicitly a reference to the definition of the protocol, and bears no relationship to the location of any particular implementation of the protocol”.

	171
	Relevant (text not changed)
	CHCF-13
	Page 14, para 1
	Invokes operation X on service Y
	The “short-hand” is 4 characters longer than the “long form”
	Why not use the full-form which is clearer ?

	172
	Relevant (these role names are still present)
	CHCF-14
	4.1
	Role names
	The CoordinatorParticipant and ParticipantCoordinator role names are very confusing
	Invent a less confusing convention, and apply it throughout

	173
	NAA
	CHCF-15
	4.1
	Request/response or one-ways
	The participant : coordinator relationship has a confusion of request/response and autonomous exchanges. Is there a real need for the coordinator (as CoordinatorParticipant) to keep updating the Participant on its address. The registration procedure should (and does) allow exchange of addresses (references), and they should then be free to send AssertionType messages to each other as required. There is no need to distinguish setResponse from a reply to a request for the participants vote. A particular coordination protocol may allow or disallow spontaneous votes, but the framework should be flexible. 

The present text perhaps bears too much indication of an ancestry in an RPC world. Relationships built on one-ways are different (but the req/rsp way can be subsetted from that by a particular coordination protocol if needed)
	Merge the two directions.

	174
	NAA (lots about activities but nothing about ALS)
	CHCF-16
	4.3, page 19
	Coordinator and ALS
	The removal of the ALS from ws-context should allow considerable simplification of this section – the coordinator is now effectively embedded in the context-service instance.
	

	175
	Relevant? – check use of word ‘implementation’ in 4.1 and 4.2
	CHCF-17
	Page 19, para 2, para 4
	Implementation and service
	These paragraphs use “implementation” and “coordination service” in a different sense to elsewhere. Para 4 seems to switch to referring to a coordinator instance. 
	Ensure consistent use of terms throughout the document. 

(Note (and fix) the dual use of “implementation” in the first sentence of para 4)

	176
	NAA
	CHCF-18
	Page 19, para 5, bullet 1
	Coordination Service broadcasts ?
	There is no stated requirement or mechanism for this. What is broadcast to whom under what circumstances ?
	Delete the bullet. 

(If this is here to support some expectation on ws-caf, ensure those expecting it are informed their hopes are ill-founded)

	177
	NAA
	CHCF-19
	Page 19, para 5, bullet 2
	Participant service and CTX service
	This text appears to be garbled. Should it be saying that it must support ParticipantCoordinator ?
	

	178
	Relevant.  States what happens when there is a context on addParticipant but not when there is not.
	CHCF-20
	Page 20, 4.3.1
	Service-to-coordinator, Client-to-coordinator messages fully contextualized ?
	It would appear, but is not explicitly stated, that the message in both directions between Service and coordinator are sent with the context in a header. This seems unnecessary, as the only field that is really needed is the context-identifier. 

For client:coordinator it is slightly less clear if they are meant to be contextualized, but the same considerations apply.
	Various sub-issues arise, whichever way this goes.

	179
	OK in new text, section 4.1.1.  It is ServiceRespondent.  2nd and 3rd sentences repetitious?
	CHCF-21
	Page 20, 4.3.1, bullet 1
	“call-back address” is ServiceCoordinator
	“It is this call-back address” presumably means the ServiceCoordinator, but seems to refer to the ServiceRespondent
	Delete second sentence – it is duplicated in fourth sentence

	180
	NAA
	CHCF-22
	Page 20, addParticipant
	ServiceCoordinator entities
	The first paragraph garbles some terms – if the addP message is sent to the coordinator, what replies if the coordinator can’t be located ? And what is an ActivityCoordinator ?
	

	181
	Yes
OK?
Activity completion not the same as 2PC completion
	CHCF-23
	Page 20, addParticipant, para 4
	Allow late enrolment
	Some coordination protocols can accept the addition of participants after completion has begun; a generic framework should allow this.
	

	182
	Yes
Relevant - Completion not mentioned
	CHCF-24
	Page 20, addParticipant, para 4
	What defines beginning of completion
	Is receipt of complete by the ContextService a sufficient condition ? Is it a necessary condition ? The relation to ContextService.complete is not stated anywhere.
	Text should allow for internal processing delays/races.

	183
	Yes
Relevant – Multiple registration only mentioned for ‘not allowed’ case
	CHCF-25
	Page 20, addParticipant, para 5
	Multiple registration
	What behaviour is expected if a Participant is allowed to enroll more than once ? Does it get N copies of each message sent ? Are N responses required ?
	It would seem this has to be defined in WS-CF if the hope of a generic infrastructure Coord Service implementation is to be possible.

	184
	Yes
Relevant – no specific fault for this case is specified
	CHCF-26
	Page 21, para 3
	Fault for disallowed removeParticipant
	A fault should be defined for use when a coordination disallows removal
	

	185
	Relevant – getParentCoordinator / ParentCoordinator is in Fig 5 and WSD but not described in the text.
	CHCF-27
	Page 21, getParentCoordinator
	getParentCoordinator not needed 
	Why does the holder of a context need to get the parent coordinator when it already has the whole ancestry list in the context, so it can find out for itself.
	

	186
	Relevant – qualifiers mentied in 4.1.1 2nd bullet but no getQuailifiers in 1st bullet, both are in Fig 5 and WSD but not described in the text.
	CHCF-28
	Page 21, getQualifiers
	How are qualifiers “registered with a coordinator service”
	Are all qualifiers received “registered” ? The replying "qualifiers" message doesn’t associate the returned qualifiers with any particular participant or message. 

Presumably “service” here is in error – it should be just “coordinator”.
	Clarify/rework/delete

	187
	Relevant (could also add output message definitions to the WSD which would help)
	CHCF-29
	Several
	WSDL, request/reply, fields
	The text shows the WSDL for the various services, which is uninformative, just repeating which messages are part of which porttype (which is clearly stated in succinct paragraphs of the text) and with mechanical operation:message relationships (it might be slightly useful if it showed which were contextualized, but it doesn’t).
On the other hand, which messages are responses to which has to be teased out of the body of the text, and which fields are in each message can only be found by examining the schema, with attendant alignment problems.
	Remove the WSDL from the text, add tables of what is reply to what, include a list of fields for each message with short statement of what it does. 

(This is partly an application here of changes made/in process in ws-context)

	188
	Yes
Relevant
	CHCF-30
	Page 24, 4.3.2
	How is ClientCoordinator endpoint known
	Is ClientCoordinator port the same as the CoordinatorParticipant ? (and why are these names the opposite way round anyway ?) 

If not, how does the client get the reference to the ClientCoordinator ? An extension to wsctx:begun ? A (protocol-specific) further extension to wscf:context)
	Decide and specify

	189
	Relevant (not changed in new draft –also activityCoordinator is only mentioned here -twice)
	CHCF-31
	Page 24, coordinate, para 1
	coordinator/ActivityCoordinator, enlisted participant/registered Participant
	The first two sentences of this paragraph are either duplication (modulo some conditionalities) or there are some subtle differences that are not well-defined.
	Merge or clarify

	190
	Relevant?
The explanation of the use and reason for this message has been clarified
	CHCF-32
	Page 24, coordinate, para 2, 3
	Context with no Activity ?
	Shouldn’t this be “if no coordinator can be found” ? Is “invalidActivity” needed as well as “invalidCoordinator” AND “wrongState”.
	

	191
	Relevant?


	CHCF-33
	Page 25
	Type of status
	Align with current ws-ctx use of status, completionStatus
	Or remove status and complete from ws-context, and repatriate them to here

	192
	Relevant (partly)
	CHCF-34
	Page 27, ws-cf contexttype / schema
	Coordinator-reference
	Are the elements of the list in ancestor to child order ? This must be stated to avoid ambiguity. 

Why does it use attributes, not elements like everything else ? 

Shouldn’t the “coordinator” actually be of type wsctx:service-ref ?
	

	193
	Yes
Relevant
	CHCF-35
	Page 27/28, xml example
	Mysteries in example context
	A lot of stuff seems to have happened to this context that doesn’t have any defined means to make it happen. 

Where did the child context come from ? What does it mean ? 

What populated the activity-lists ? 

Is it significant (i.e. is there anything to show) that this is for a two-phase completion protocol ? (i.e. what changes would be needed if it were three-phase
	It would be more useful if the example used different bases of the uri’s that represent parts of ws-caf, other example specification, and particular instances of services, and more imaginative names for the last fields (hotel, taxi etc). This would make it easier to guess what the uri's were for. (Of course, it shouldn't be necessary to guess, because ws-context and ws-cf should specify clearly what they mean)

	194
	NAA (text removed)
	CHCF-36
	Page 28, para 3
	“coordination domain”
	What is this ?
	Define or delete

	195
	Yes
Relevant (now in 4.1.3)
	CHCF-37
	4.4
	Interposition
	Is interposition related to the coordinator hierarchy mentioned in the previous section ? To the child-context structure of ws-context ? 

Is this a choice of the particular coordination protocol, or general to all WS-CF use ?
	Specify the mechanics of interposition as it appears in ws-cf use – what is propagated, what is copied, what is replaced. Or is it all internal magic, and has no impact on the protocol.

	196
	Yes
Relevant
	CHCF-38
	Page 30
	Recovery
	Much of this section would be more appropriate in ws-txm than ws-cf, if it should be in the ws-caf specs at all. It is unclear what, if any, recovery requirements WS-CF itself places. 

The text should not refer to objects, and in any case the distinctions between "object data", application state and the "activity structure" are dubious. Distributed object graphs may represent state and behaviour; presumably that is what is meant by activity structure - the recovery requirement is identical.
	Rework. 

State succinctly what WS-CF requires, and what it provides.

	197
	Yes
Relevant (though the answer appears to be ‘Yes’)
	CHCF-39
	Page 31
	Port for RecoveryCoordinator
	Is the RecoveryCoordinator yet another porttype that must be supported by the coordinator ? 
	

	198
	Yes
Relevant
	CHCF-40
	Page 31
	Recovery of coordinators
	recover allows a participant to inform the coordinator that it (the participant) now has a new address. What happens if the coordinator has a new address.
	

	199
	Relevant
	CHCF-41
	Page 31
	Fault when recovery temporarily not allowed 
	“wrongState”, which typically indicates a logic error is an inappropriate response when the problem is just that some logfile is inaccessible. 
	Invent a “temporary failure” reply

	200
	Relevant
	CHCF-42
	Page 31
	get Status 
	Why is getStatus on RecoveryCoordinator and not on CoordinatorParticipant ? 

Why are they different services for that matter ?
	

	201
	Yes
NAA (Old Sections 5 to 7 have been removed so new issue is should the architecture sections and example be re-introduced)
	CHCF-43
	Page 34, para 1
	Beginning and ending of coordinated activity
	Is this a euphemism for using wsctx:begin and wsctx:complete ? If it is, it should say so. Or is this the responsibility of the mysterious (and local ?) “demarcation api”
	

	202
	Partly Relevant – provide new diagram (Old Sections 5 to 7 have been removed so new issue is should the architecture sections and example be re-introduced)
	CHCF-44
	Page 34,figure 18
	WS-CF components diagram
	The meaning of this diagram, and the placement of several of its elements is not clear. Few of the terms in section 5 refer to anything in the diagram.
	

	203
	NAA (Old Sections 5 to 7 have been removed so new issue is should the architecture sections and example be re-introduced)
	CHCF-45
	Page 34/35
	Definition of coordination service
	There seems to be only one bullet, which mostly says it is itself.
	

	204
	NAA (Old Sections 5 to 7 have been removed so new issue is should the architecture sections and example be re-introduced)
	CHCF-46
	Page 35
	Web service provider – “participant api”
	What has the CTX service to do with the Participant ? 
	

	205
	Partly Relavant? (Old Sections 5 to 7 have been removed so new issue is should the architecture sections and example be re-introduced)
	CHCF-47
	section 6
	Example doesn’t use ws-cf facilities
	It is not at all obvious what the example has to do with ws-cf. There is nothing that apparently uses any ws-ctx or ws-cf features. Possibly the registration mechanism did, but that is not mentioned. There is a delayed callback, but simple address exchange isn’t even a facility of ws-context any more.
	An example should not be in the normative text. An example that actually used WS-CF features could be presented in an appendix

	206
	Relevant? (New schema for CF not yet available)
	CHCF-48
	Schema
	Extension fields in wrong place
	The extensions to context in ws-cf (and in the july 03 ws-txm schemas) are additional sequences at top-level, not as concretizations of the xs:any elements in the sequences of ws-context:context (or ws-cf's extension)
	(this is taken from xml-spy's interpretation of the types, not checked against xml schema specification)

	207
	NAA (Old Sections 5 to 7 have been removed so new issue is should the architecture sections and example be re-introduced)
	CHCF-49
	General
	Justification and tutorial inappropriate
	Much of the text is material justifying the utility of transactions or coordination, or tutorial material that refers only to particular kinds of coordination (such as classic transaction systems). This perversely obscures what normative requirements are made and functions supported by the WS-CF spec and should not be in the main body of the document (if in it at all). The different explanations of how the concepts and players relate to each other sometimes contradict as well (particular cases have been mentioned in other issues)
	Describe (once) the model of how activity/context, coordinator, participant, Coordinator Service etc. relate to each other. Remove any text that refers to transaction systems as if they were normative elements of WS-CF implementations.

	208
	Yes
Relevant
	
	
	Conformance
	This specification should clearly state what sorts of artefact can be said to conform to this specification, and what the requirements are on other documents (specifications) if they are to correctly comply with this specification.


	


Summary
208 is very relevant still but needs to be tackled after we have agreed the basic 'shape' of the CF specification.

Of the others, Martin and I both agree that the following Bug numbers are superseded by the new text (or whatever designation it is appropriate to assign):

159, 160, 161, 164, 166, 167, 170, 173, 174, 176, 177, 179, 180, 194, 203, 204, 207

So I suggest these are disposed of forthwith.

The remainder are felt by either Martin, or Tony, or us both, to harbour something that may be worth discussing.  These are: 162, 163, 165, 168, 169, 171, 172, 175, 178, 181, 182, 183, 184, 185, 186, 187, 188, 189, 190, 191, 192, 193, 195, 196, 197, 198, 199, 200, 201, 202, 205, 206.
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