General Action Items

Action SCA-JEE-1: Whole document - use capital letters for "EJB" throughout the document.

Action SCA-JEE-2: Whole document - make "Web module" the way in which this is spelled everywhere in the document.

Action SCA-JEE-3: Correct use of "Java EE" everywhere in the document, don’t use "JavaEE" or "JEE".

 

Action Items

Action 5.1.1: Section 5.1.1 - additional RFC2119 wording needs dealing with.

Action 5.1.3-: Section 5.1.3 - editorial change to add the example XML for Figure 5.

Action 5.1.4-1: Section 5.1.4, line 305 - improve the description of the example around line 305.

Action 5.1.6-1: Section 5.1.6, line 368 - need to specify what happens if jax-ws-catalog.xml is not present. (needs investigation)

Action 5.1.6-2: Section 5.1.6, line 363 - need a specific version of JAX-WS described in the specification

Action 6.1.2-1: Section 6.1.2 - editorial change to the title line 394 to remove "Pure JEE Session Bean".

Action 6.1.4 -1: Section 6.1.4 - editorial change for the last sentence in 6.1.4.

Action 6.1.4.1-1: Section 6.1.4.1 - can delete the comment in this section, the insertion is good.

Action 6.1.7-1: Section 6.1.7 - editorial change for the first sentence of third paragraph in 6.1.7. (proposal:  Therefore, within the assembly of the contribution package, a session bean MUST NOT be used as a service component implementation more than once.)

Action 6.1.8-1: Line 582-584 - remove second sentence of 1st paragraph.

Action 6.1.9-1: Line 598 - use "MUST NOT" instead of "must not".

Action 6.2.2-1: Line 636 - change "session" to "message driven bean".

Action 6.2.5-1: Line 654 - remove second bullet.

Action 6.2.5-2: Line 654 - change "may not" to "MAY NOT" in first bullet.

Action 6.3-1: Line 663 - review the second paragraph, it may not be correct now. (needs investigation)

Action 6.3-2: Section 6.3 - check whether something should be said here about the SCA Policy annotations, are they legal in an EJB? (needs investigation)

Action 6.4.1-1: Line 675 - change "may" to "can".

Action 6.4.1-2: Lines 678-681 in 1st paragraph - change "may" to "can".

Action 6.4.1-3: Lines 686/689 in 3rd paragraph - 1st "may" should be "might", second "may" should be "MAY".

Action 6.4.1-4: 3rd paragraph - "not behave as expected" requires a longer more detailed explanation.(needs investigation)

Action 6.4.2-1: 1st paragraph, second sentence - should be "can" not "may".

Action 6.4.2-2: 2nd bullet - change "of the session" to "of the web module".

Action 6.4.4-1: Line 742 in the last paragraph - "jsp" should be changed to "JSP".

Action 6.4.4-2: First paragraph - check the reference (i.e. [6]), looks wrong.

Action 6.4.5-1: Line 786 - must be made into RFC 2119 format, there is a normative restriction here.

Action 6.4.6-1: Section 6.4.6 - both sentences require RFC 2119 treatment.

Action 6.5-1: Section 6.5 - review the position of section 6.5 in the specification. (needs investigation)

Action 6.5-2: Section 6.5 - capitalize all may and must occurrences in the section.

Action 6.6-1: Section 6.6 – Dave Booz’ comment can be deleted.

Action 6.6-2: Section 6.6 – final paragraph should say "are not" not just "not".

Action 6.6-3: Line 845-851 – move the section on reference names (lines 845 - 851), before the material about the properties (line 840).

Action 7.0-1: Section 7.0 - fix the pseudo-schema of the implementation.jee element to indicate that @archive is optional.

Action 7.0-2: Section 7.0 - need to analyze the case where an archive that is itself a contribution has a component which uses implementation.jee that points to itself. (needs investigation)

Action 7.1.1-1: Section 7.1 & 7.1.1 - update 7.1 & 7.1.1 to talk about "introspected component type".

Action 7.1.1-2: Section 7.1.1 - go investigate whether "non SCA enhanced" is properly defined – i.e. what exactly is it that makes the archive enhanced? (needs investigation)

Action 7.1.1-3: Section 7.1.1 & 7.1.2 & 7.1.3 - need to investigate bullet 2's reference to "Section 6.6", since this section number is certainly incorrect. (needs investigation)

Action 7.1.2-1: Section 7.1.1 & 7.1.2 - investigate the different mapping algorithms in sections 7.1.1 & 7.1.2. (needs investigation)

Action 7.1.3-1: Section 7.1.3 - investigate if it is necessary to map references of Servlets within an EAR. (needs investigation)

Action 7.1.3-2: Section 7.1.3 - update examples to add the EJB intent.

Action 7.2-1: Section 7.2, line 1022 - investigate the use of implementation.xxx for EJB modules. (needs investigation)

Action 7.2-2: Section 7.2, line 1057 & 1059 - replace [some name] with an actual name for all occurrences.

Action 7.2-3: Section 7.2 - revisit the example in section 7.2, in particular the final version of the composite file. (needs investigation)

Action A-1: Appendix section - mark section A as not normative at the top.

Action A.1-1: Appendix A.1, line 1159 - remove the version="2.0" attribute from the composite file example.

Action A.2-1: Appendix A.2, line 1249 - change the implementation type in the example composite to one of the concrete types.

Action A.2-2: Appendix A.2 - mention in the text, that the binding for the reference from ACMEBean would have to satisfy the "EJB" intent.

 

Issues, which should be raised

Issue: Section 7: - the form of the @archive attribute of the implementation.jee element needs fixing to deal with references to archives in other contributions.

Issue: Section 7.1.1 & 7.1.2 - should say that the EJB references are optionally made into SCA references (as in 7.1.3).

Issue: Section 5.1.4 - need to spell out the names and locations of the files at line 313.

Issue: Section 5.1.3 - Raise issue to explain the name of the component in the Domain(line 287).

Issue: Section 5.1.1, line 182 - change to "SHOULD provide" is a normative change,  needs an issue to deal with it.

 

Comments, not made as Action Items or Issues

Section 6.1.5 - “extended component type” term is not good, should be replaced with better one. Don't need to justify why a component type is needed, just simply state that they exist and point to assembly specification.

(Plamen) Section 6 - what happens if there are 2 interfaces with the same unqualified name from 2 different Java packages?

(Anish) Not happy with the wording of Line 394

(Dave B) Section 3 - questions the need to retain lines 113 - 115 in section 3

(Dave B) Section 5.1.1 - this section really should come later in chap 5 but then the flow of the example is messed up
(Dave B) Section 3 - this section needs to be cleaned up, but that cleanup is not central to this restructure. There may be too many concepts introduced here. I think this section should simply expand on the use cases in section 2.
(Mike E) Normative Reference 5 - FIXME

(Mike E) Normative Reference 2 - We're going to have to keep these references up to date as CDs get published. & FIXME
(Dave B) Introduction  - This might need more work.
