
WSBPEL TC
Teleconference Notes for 23rd March 2005
Notes from Tony Fletcher, Choreology
For the first hour of the meeting:

Admin

As Diane Jordan was travelling today John Evdemon was the sole chair.

The minutes for the recent face-to-face meeting and for the teleconference last week (16 March 05) have not been posted yet so their approval was postponed.
See agenda at http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/wsbpel/email/archives/200503/msg00132.html 
Sub-group Reports

No sub-group reports were made. 

Issues deferred from previous meetings

Issue 86  Addressing Interoperability / Portability - SOAP 1.2
Yaron and Monica have been trading e-mails, but have not yet come to a final conclusion.  Therefore this issue was deferred until the next meeting. 

Issue 92  Mandatory & Optional BPEL Extensibility
There is still active e-mail traffic on Issue 92 and its five sub issues and so it was decided to continue the e-mail discussion for a little longer, and thus this issue was deferred too. 

Issue 96  Engine-managed correlation sets
Yaron introduced this issue by saying it was about engine managed correlations.  The issue is that we require the BPEL programmer to define Properties, which turn out to be complex to manage using WS-Addressing.  However, we can get the engine to manage them under the covers so to speak.  But we do need to allow the programmer to be able to point to a particular conversation from a particular piece of BPEL code.  Thus the proposal is to specify the algorithm for the correlation sets for each conversation.  This would be useful when there are several conversations on a partnerLink which need to be distinguished.  The proposal defines one algorithm and a URI for it.
Paco: main concern is that it assumes that BPEL correlation sets are like HTTP request/response identifiers, but they are not.  This proposal breaks the BPEL model - not sure this is the best way to model a conversation - using partnerLinks would be better. 

Danny: does it make any sense to have any other value for this URI as it seems that anything else would be binding specific? 

Alex: tend to agree with Paco and Danny that the URI reveals binding details and that should be unnecessary, but agree that we do need a conversation handle, so in favour of the basic proposal for engine managed correlation.  Alex suggested using the general extension model, or a deployment descriptor.  Drop the proposed attribute and replace it with an attribute engineManaged=yes | no 

Yaron: do not understand Paco's comment.  Conversations are business level first order artefacts.  Could live with Alex's proposal of a Boolean plus extensions.  Also Paco previously argued for message exchange and this proposal is consistent with that. 

Paco: sorry for making Yaron frustrated.  Misunderstood the use of WS-Addressing.  The IRI, which he thought implied a middleware type facility, but now understands Yaron is referring to the message identifier part of the IRI.
Yaron said that he agreed that issue 96 proposal is not appropriate for reply management. 

Paco: if two outstanding messages on a partnerLink then need to distinguish - is that the crux of the issue? 

Yaron: yes need some sort of handle in BPEL that can point to one of the two messages. 

Paco said that he was concerned about hiding binding details, but would like to think and discuss further (and apologised that he would need to leave the meeting soon). 

Yaron: need to establish a context for each sub conversation too. 

Peter: seems the same to me as explicitly managed correlation sets and orthogonal to the number of partnerLinks, but now these are engine managed. 

Yaron: could use the URI to define capabilities such as what happens when you transfer the conversation context on to another partnerLink.
Agreed to think about this further (as Paco had now had to go).  Defer to the next teleconference. 

Issue 12.2  Accessing messageType properties under issue 12
Yaron: when we agreed to 12.1 an 'edge case' was missed out.  If I decide to receive an element of a WSDL message and later need to access properties of the message variable, they are gone and no longer accessible.  One solution would be to take the properties on that WSDL Message and make them available on the element.  In this case everything is in this element (not like literal for RPC), so define its properties on the element itself but not on the WSDL Message, so may not matter.  Yaron suggested applying the 80:20 rule and doing nothing more beyond the resolutions of 12/12.1.  He therefore proposed to close this sub issue with no further action.  12/12.1 says that you do not need to use the WSDL Message aspects.
The motion was move by Yaron and seconded by Alex and passed with no objections.  So sub issue 12.2 is closed with no change to the specification.
Hour 2 minutes taken by Monica Martin:

Issue 12.2

Goland: Close with no action.

vanderRijn: Why isn't rpc-literal important?

No objections. Approved with no action.

Issue 29 Simplification of XPath expressions

Continue discussion on the list.

Defer any discussion.

Issue 96.1 Filtering on partner role

Goland: With receive, you ignore value of partner role.

Allows switch to allow explicit override to allow value of partner role

to be considered. Implicit semantics that implementation is capable

of implementing this.

Koenig: Is there a binding dependency?

Goland: No.

Koenig: This does create a binding dependency. See overlap with security 

concerns too.

Yiu: Agree with Koenig. Duplication of binding information in BPEL. Why 

should we do this?

vanderRijn: Looking at authentication, this makes me nervous. Two tokens 

exist: each partner

has one. This equates endpoints pairwise that may not make sense.

Furniss: We need two partner links here. If binding allows, you could have

both roles that are actually the same EPR where the binding figures out the

conversations that apply.

Khalaf: Does this overcomplicate? This is low granularity to bring to 

business level.

Goland: IBM explicitly set the direction for this in place. There are 

two different

EPR bindings, we should express what programmers' expectations are.

You can use any binding that maintains this level of QoS; this is 

exactly what we are doing (and is needed).

This is a core issue for BPEL to support messaging.

Furniss: Seems if you need to have a separate relationship with same 

endpoint, that should

be a separate partner link allowed with the binding.

Goland: MyRole is outside of the developer to manipulate.

Furniss: I stand to be corrected.

vanderRijn: You missed my point, Yaron. If I send mail to you, I put it in

the mailbox which comes to you in the front door. I don't wait for the mail

at the mailbox but at my front door. Different ports exist.

Goland: In WS-A, these are the same EPR. We have different definitions 

of how EPRs work.

vanderRijn: This feature requires certain things for an EPR.

Goland: More basic question is what is an EPR?

vanderRijn: What perspective do we take - do we specify criteria or say 

I can't support certain functions?

Goland: What is an EPR needs to be answered?

Yiu: Filtering on a partner role is like a pattern and is useful.

What is justification to break the encapsulation we have maintained?

What information is duplicated in BPEL?

If you don't know the underlying WSDL binding, does it buy us some benefit?

If so, is this a compelling case?

Goland: No fault would be needed to define, because it is illegal to deploy

is can't support semantics.

Yiu: I was talking about a filter that wasn't initialized.

Goland: Agreed then.

Yiu: When you move BPEL across environments, what is the implication?

Goland: What problem is not solved?

Yiu: This doesn't resolve the problems inherent in migrating across 

environments.

I need to give a practical example.

Khalaf: Agree with Yiu. Do we get to a full solution.

Goland: Define what is the problem that is not solved.

Khalaf: Problem should be solved elsewhere.

Goland: BPEL can't be used to say I receive a message from someone. This 

is a substantive

issue.

Khalaf: We disagree on this issue. It could be handled in deployment.

Team: Now place to the email list.

Issue 140 Until

Goland: Positive feedback received.

Approved.

Issue 143 Static Switch

Goland: Small change with query.

vanderRijn: This is expressable in other ways.

Khalaf, Trikovic: Agreed.

Trikovic: No need to introduce activities such as this.

Goland: Why do you consider this macro 'fluff'?

Else if has arbitrary consideration, and static switch resolves this.

Allows for value added validation as well.

Yiu: Is it important for BPEL to handle a quick request-response synchronous

exchange as some users may desire to do? If so, this proposal supports that.

Trikovic: Keep language simple. How will BPEL interact with graphical 

tools is outside of BPEL scope.

vanderRijn: Is BPEL a programming language? This is the core of this issue.

Goland: Differ on Ivana's assertion about how people use BPEL is outside 

of scope.

What about users who want to migrate across BPEL editors?

Team: Now place to the email list.

Issue deadline and dependent issues:

vanderRijn: What about 1 April deadline? How do I handle placeholder 

proposal for another issue given the dependency and this

deadline?

Goland: Proposal has to be evaluated. Make case at time needed re: 

dependency.

Jordan's response doesn't answer the question.

Yiu: Send out conditional proposal.
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