Service and Action:

Summary:

1) Role element has been added to MSH element. So that would solve one of the issues from below where role element would be needed in the message to route accurately

2) Make suggestions to BPSS group for mapping BPSS elements to service and action elements in CPPA. As identified in the issues below, BSI providers need to identify the service and action names that would help to identify the right BP to route to.

a. Make a suggestion that they could use a hierarchial naming pattern for service to take care of nested collaborations.

b. Make sure they make name attribute for Requesting and Responding Business Activities required

c. Make action name a combination of BusinessTransactionActivity:RequestingBusinessActivity|RespondingBusinessActivity. This is cause the same BusinessTransaction could be used in multiple collaborations. So just using the Requesting and Responding Business Activities would still some holes.

3) Suggest MSH team to add an optional element to indicate the process specification to which the current collaboration corresponds to. As identified in email conversation between me, marty and arvola, process specification identifier is needed for routing the messages.

4) Clarify the service and action elements for synchronous collaborations which could include both the response and the signals

5) Service and action elements for Business signals and MSH messages so that users could configure a CPA to use certain features for these kind of messages
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thanks to David Burdett.

The way I look at it, the 2 questions we need to answer are

1) What parameters are needed either by a sending MSH to send the request out or by a receiving MSH to parse the request, if using a CPA for the configuration information?

2) How can a “BusinessServiceInterface” identify, without doubt, the process instance to activate?

1) Taking the example mentioned above, CPA has the “PartyInfo” which could have multiple “CollaborationRoles”. So for a MSH to identify the receiving endpoints for a particular service and action, it would need the “CollaborationRole” which would match with the “Role” name in the “CollaborationRole” element.

Note: Why not have a name for “CollaborationRole” element.

So given  a “CollaborationRole” id or the “Role” corresponding to this particular transfer and the ServiceBindingName and ActionName, MSH can identify the receiving endpoint. 

In this case if given a service=”Order Management” and role = “Buyer”, MSH could identify the receiving endpoint as http://himagirint:8080/ebxml/msh. But as there is no role information for the receiving MSH
, it cannot acquire the properties corresponding to the current conversation. 

2) For a BSI to identify the correct “BusinessProcess” instance to create or route the request to, it needs to recognize the hierarchical layer of the current collaboration. If the above example were to be modified by using a “CollaborationActivity” for InitOrder and ChangeOrder, in that case, for performing a collaboration of InitOrder, not by itself but being part of top level “OrderManagement” Collaboration, combination of service and action and role need to convey these to BSI.

In a simpler scenario, BSI could identify looking at the role “Seller” and Service 
”OrderManagement” and action “PriceQuoteBTA”

In a nested scenario just the “InitOrder” service with “Seller” as role and “PriceQuoteBTA” does not convey without doubt the BP Service to invoke. In this case “OrderManagement/InitOrder” and action “PriceRequestBTA” would let the BSI know that there exists a top level collaboration which could have had some preconditions which have to be verified.

From Davids document

3.3 Make the Document Name the Action

Same document could be used in multiple business transactions in the same collaboration. Looking at the example below from Davids document, Without the role information, the receving MSH cannot identify the governing parameters for this conversation. 

· Message 1:

<MessageHeader>

  <From><PartyId>ABCco</PartyId></From>

  <To><PartyId>XYZinc</PartyId></To>

  <CPAId>ABC-XYZ-CPA</CPAId>

  <ConversationId>5678</ConversationId

  <Service>OrderManagement</Service>

  <Action>PriceCheckRequest</Action>

  <MessageData>

    <MessageId>79465</MessageId>

    ...

  </MessageData>

  ...

</MessageHeader>

Comments:

1) Have to include the role name either in the service or action. Preferably action cause action deals with two roles, fromRole and toRole, would be alignment with BPSS.

2) Make service a hierarchical representation which would let the BSI interface identify the right Collaboration with a combination of the service and the action elements.

3) If a <Role>element is added to MessageService then, wouldn’t need to add the role element to the action. How would it work for Rosettanet without support for roles in the messaging layer, isn’t that part of RNIF?

4) Collaboration role already has a role included in it, so what happens to it, if action/service also has a role name?

5) Action name could be a combination of BusinessTransactionActivity which is unique in a collaboration and either the RequestingBusinessActivity or the RespondingBusinessActivity. This would make the name unique, if we were not going to use RoleName in the action element.

�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��An optional Role element has been added to both the From and To elements, as well as to the Sender and Receiver elements in the message header.





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Would it make more sense to use a hierarchical name for Action and a non hierarchical name for Service? The CPP/A spec currently defines Service as an overall identifier for the set of BusinessTransactions associated with the authorized role corresponding to the role identified in the parent Collaboration element. Potentially, actions that belong to multiple Collaborations may be grouped into the same Service. If we require Service to be hierarchical, then we are imposing a limit on what actions can be grouped into the same Service. Point 2)c also suggests the use of hierarchical Action names. It is not necessary to use hierarchical names for both Service and Action.





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��If we have a hierarchical name for Action, then the Business Process name can be the root of the hierarchy.





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��I think the same Service and Action elements should be used regardless of whether a response is being returned synchronously or asynchronously. Of course, the response will be returned over different delivery channels and the Packaging will be different.





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��We currently have Service, Action, and Role in the message header. This information is available to both the sender and the receiver.





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��The CollaborationRole element has a Role sub-element. The latter has a name attribute. This is effectively equivalent to having a name for the CollaborationRole.





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��This statement is no longer true because of the addition of the Role element under the To element.





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��I would prefer to have OrderManagement as Service and <Process Name>/InitOrder/PriceRequestBTA as Action.





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��No, the Role element is included in the From and To elements.





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Making Service non hierarchical and Action hierarchical works just as well.





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Role is added neither to Service nor to Action, but to the From and To elements. For RosettaNet, we have been contemplating the use of namespace qualified SOAP extensions to the SOAP Header, in order to carry information that are present in the RNIF 2.0 message header but not mappable to the ebXML message header. With the addition of from role and to role information in the ebXML message header, the mapping from a RNIF 2.0 message header to an ebXML message header becomes easier.





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Again, the Role element is added to the From and To elements, not to the Service or Action elements.





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Here you are suggesting the use of a hierarchical Action name. That is why I think Service should be non hierarchical.
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