Mark Combellack: - Roll Call

http://www.oasis-open.org/committees/membership.php?wg_abbrev=sca-j
- Appointment of scribe. List attached below

- Agenda bashing

Issue Status:

Open: 31

1. Review action items:

Action Items that I believe are done:

2008-11-11-33: Simon to write up proposal for JAVA-67 (not in previous minutes but Simon is sure he has this action item)

2009-01-26-01: Yang to produce updated draft for Issue 27 with only relevant changes and answer questions about JSR 250 annotation rules.

2009-02-02-01: Mike to produce CD02 rev 01 incorporating changes for issues 25, 95 and 120

2009-02-02-04: Dave to raise new issue for long running request/response

2009-02-02-02: Simon to raise new issue on section 2.2 to consider making some of the scopes mandatory

2009-02-02-03: Anish to write proposal for JAVA-119

2008-10-20-1: Simon to write new proposal with textual changes for JAVA-76

2008-11-11-3: Simon to provide proposal for JAVA-6

2009-01-09-01: Vamsi to produce proposal for JAVA-117

2009-02-02-03: Mark to come back by Friday with example code showing interface/factory style code for JAVA-1

Action Items that I believe are still to be done:

2008-07-15-2: Plamen to produce a proposal for JAVA-2

2008-11-11-7: Mark to propose a delta to Simon's action (2008-11-11-6) on JAVA-25 to add support for message correlation on call backs

2008-11-11-12: Mark to write proposal for JAVA-46 drawing inspiration from the chat log of day 2 of the November F2F

2008-11-11-21: Mark, Jim and Mike to describe their use cases for JAVA-30

2008-11-11-22: Mark to draw up some wording for Direction 1 (as discussed at the November F2F) for JAVA-62

2008-11-11-23: Mark (and others prepared to help) to investigate the WorkManager JEE spec and determine its applicability to SCA for JAVA-62

2008-11-11-27: Simon to raise issue on brain-damaged definition of @Service annotation (see comments in Nov F2F raw chat log)

2. Editorial Rework of CD02 Rev 1 to Merge Policy Annotation Material with rest of specification

http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/sca-j/200902/msg00040.html
3. Blocking issues

a. JAVA-119: JAA Conformance Section

http://www.osoa.org/jira/browse/JAVA-119
Updated proposal: http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/sca-j/200902/msg00021.html
Alternative proposal: http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/sca-j/200902/msg00049.html
b. JAVA-27: Security Annotations in generated Component Type

http://www.osoa.org/jira/browse/JAVA-27
Updated proposal: http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/sca-j/200902/msg00043.html
4. Critical Issue discussion

a. JAVA-6: @AllowsPassByReference requires more detailed description

http://www.osoa.org/jira/browse/JAVA-30
Proposal: http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/sca-j/200902/msg00053.html
Proposal Document: http://www.oasis-open.org/committees/download.php/31087/sca-javacaa-1.1-spec-cd02-rev1%2BMerge2-1%2BIssue6.doc
b. JAVA-1: Accessing SCA Services from non-SCA component code

http://www.osoa.org/jira/browse/JAVA-1
Proposal: http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/sca-j/200901/msg00094.html
Source Code Proposal: http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/sca-j/200902/msg00050.html
5. Other Open Issues discussion

a. JAVA-30: "Process" Scope

http://www.osoa.org/jira/browse/JAVA-30
proposal: http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/sca-j/200812/msg00006.html
b. JAVA-117: Clarify the name implied by setter method for property and reference names

http://www.osoa.org/jira/browse/JAVA-117
Proposal: http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/sca-j/200901/msg00124.html
c. JAVA-65: There is no lifecycle defined for SCA Components

http://www.osoa.org/jira/browse/JAVA-65
proposal: http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/sca-j/200811/msg00095.html
d. JAVA-102: Need to have a Name parameter on the @Service annotation

proposal: http://www.osoa.org/jira/browse/JAVA-102
e. JAVA-77: A remotable service SHOULD be translatable into a generally accepted standard for a service, such as WSDL 1.1 or WSDL 2.0

http://www.osoa.org/jira/browse/JAVA-30
proposal: http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/sca-j/200901/msg00029.html
f. JAVA-62: Clarify what a Component Implementation can do with threads

proposal: http://www.osoa.org/jira/browse/JAVA-62
6. Blocking issues waiting for updates/proposals

a. JAVA-104: RFC2119 Language is needed for CAA Specification

http://www.osoa.org/jira/browse/JAVA-104
b. JAVA-105: RFC2119 Language is needed for C&I Specification

http://www.osoa.org/jira/browse/JAVA-105
7. Critical issues waiting for updates/proposals

a. JAVA-60: Sharing Java artifacts across contributions

http://www.osoa.org/jira/browse/JAVA-60
Proposal: http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/sca-j/200902/msg00014.html
Waiting for updated proposal

b. JAVA-54: Section 7.1 of the Java CAA Specification is unclear

http://www.osoa.org/jira/browse/JAVA-54
No proposal

c. JAVA-121: Compilable artifacts for Java annotations and APIs

http://www.osoa.org/jira/browse/JAVA-121
More detailed proposal required

8. AOB

---------------------------------------------------------------

Rotating scribe list:

Peter Walker Sun Microsystems (1)

Roberto Chinnici Sun Microsystems (2)

Peter Peshev SAP AG (2)

Ron Barack SAP AG (3)

Michael Beisiegel IBM (3)

Sanjay Patil SAP AG (3)

Vladimir Savchenko SAP AG (1)

Jim Marino Individual (4)

Pradeep Simha TIBCO Software Inc. (5)

Meeraj Kunnumpurath Individual (2)

Anish Karmarkar Oracle Corporation (7)

Vamsavardhana Chillakuru IBM (3)

Yang Lei (3)

Mike Edwards IBM (6)

Bryan Aupperle IBM (6)

Plamen Pavlov SAP AG (2)

Ashok Malhotra Oracle Corporation (6)

Simon Nash Individual (4)

Graham Charters IBM (1)

Martin Chapman Oracle Corporation (6)

Martin C: .me needs to relocate rooms, back on the call in a bit

Meeraj: No modifications to the agenda

Meeraj: Simon: Java 76 move back

Meeraj: Editorial Rework of CD02 Rev 1 to Merge Policy Annotation Material with rest of specification

Mike Edwards: sca-javacaa-1.1-spec-cd02-rev1+Merge3.doc

Mike Edwards: is the one we should look at

Vamsi: is there a link to the doc?

Meeraj: moving on to the next item

Meeraj: blocking issue java 119

Meeraj: Anish posted an alternative proposal

Vamsi: http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/sca-j/200902/msg00049.html
Meeraj: Anish: JSR 250 compliance section doesn't have the rigour we need

Meeraj: Anish: CAA includes description of interface.java in addition to the APIs and annotations

Martin C: i like it, and i havent read it before so I'm not biased[image: image1.png]



Meeraj: Simon: If interface.java is a conformance point, it should be a conformance targets for the necessary java artifacts

Meeraj: s/necessary/relavant

Meeraj: Mike: Not sure about making java classes etc conformance targets

Meeraj: Mike: runtimes should be the conformance targets rather than interface documents

Meeraj: Nartin: the purpose of the conformance section is for vendors to claim conformance

Meeraj: Martin: agress with Mike

Meeraj: Anish: Conformance applies for both runtimes and "user-owned" artifacts like Java classes, XSDs, SCDLs, component type side files etc

Meeraj: Bryan: Only conformance targets are runtimes

Meeraj: Bryan: Onus is on the runtime to handle valid artifacts and reject invalid ones

Meeraj: Simon: Semantics of conformance is subtly different as applied to runtimes and documents

Meeraj: Mike: If documents are conformace targets, the test cases will have to assert their validity independently

anish: for example, we have "However, the @Property annotation MUST NOT be used on a class field that is declared as final."

anish: this, i believe stands on its own. What is the target for this statement?

Dave Booz: Anish, we could rewrite that stmt to say: The SCA Runtime MUST reject classes that contain a @Property annotation on a class field that is final"

anish: i suppose we could, if SCA runtime is the only target. Currently we have a global statement that states that

Dave Booz: sorry, we have a global stmt that says what?

anish: i'll have to dig it out. But I remember a resolution that says that a runtime must reject a class/whatever that violates any of these rules

anish: i think it was raised/proposed by simon

Dave Booz: ah ok, yes, i think there is

anish initiated a vote - please click the Vote button to cast your ballot
single target SCA runtime OR multiple targets
(1) Yes
(2) No
This is a single choice vote.

Meeraj: Meeraj: yes

Mike Edwards: I'm confused

anish ended the vote - results: 
single target SCA runtime OR multiple targets
	Tally 
	 
	Choice

	0
	
	Yes

	0
	
	No

	0
	
	Abstains


Meeraj: In the conformance section do wee need additional conformnce targets to SCA runtime

Mike Edwards: can someone type a motion in

Mark Combellack initiated a vote - please click the Vote button to cast your ballot
single target SCA runtime OR multiple targets
(1) Yes
(2) No
This is a single choice vote.

Mike Edwards voted for: 2(No)

Simon Nash voted for: 1(Yes)

Meeraj voted for: 2(No)

anish ended the vote - results: 
single target SCA runtime OR multiple targets
	Tally 
	 
	Choice

	1
	
	Yes

	2
	
	No

	0
	
	Abstains


anish initiated a vote - please click the Vote button to cast your ballot
In the conformance section do we need addition conformance targets to SCA runtime?
(1) Yes
(2) No
This is a single choice vote.

Simon Nash voted for: 1(Yes)

Meeraj voted for: 2(No)

Martin C voted for: 1(Yes)

Bryan Aupperle voted for: 2(No)

Vamsi voted for: 2(No)

anish voted for: 1(Yes)

Graham Charters voted for: 2(No)

Martin C: sorry i have to drop...

Meeraj: I thought this discussion was on what is in the conformance section

Mark Combellack: I would vote maybe since we do not NEED to have additional conformance targets since we could reword existing RFC2119 statements but it may be handy to have extra ones to save rewriting them

Mark Combellack abstains

Graham Charters: Can I register my attendance?  I joined late and need to drop early [image: image2.png]



Mark Combellack: Hi Graham, we have you recorded from yesterday since we are treating the 3 meetings as one for the role

Dave Booz: Graham, you're attendance is registered

Graham Charters: OK, thanks.  Sorry I have to drop.  Bfn.

Meeraj: Mark, I didn't attend yesterday, my attendance for today counts?

Mark Combellack: yes it does - attendance for any of the 3 days counts

Meeraj: k, ta

Meeraj: sorry, I need to step out, Yang, could you pls take over the scribe?

Meeraj: thanks

Yang Lei: Scribe: Yang

Dave Booz voted for: 2(No)

Yang Lei voted for: 2(No)

Yang Lei: Bryan Suggest to accept the proposal w/o the confirmation part on SCA runtime supporting interface.java

Yang Lei: Simon: should not drop the whole section. rewording it be around java interface instead of java implementations

Yang Lei: Anish: partial resolution.

Simon Nash: suggested rewording: A Java interface used by <interface.java> MUST comply 

with all statements in Appendix ?? with the tag prefix of "JCA3".

[do we need transitive closure for all dependent tags?]

Yang Lei: Mike: java C&I implementations can decide which part of CAA they want to use.

Mike Edwards: Anish - you're almost asking for <interface.java/> to be in a spec all of its own

Yang Lei: Simon: somewhere indicates a guidance.

Mike Edwards: For <interface.java/> we can create a separate conformance point

Mike Edwards: and that would be done by a special subsection that contains a comprehensive list of all the detailed normative statements that apply to <interfce.java/>

anish: Proposal for Java C&I:

---------------------

An implementation that claims to conform to this specification MUST meet the following conditions:

1. The implementation MUST conform to the SCA Assembly Model Specification [Assembly].

2. The implementation MUST conform to the SCA Policy Framework Specification [Policy].

3. The implementation MUST comply with all statements in Appendix ??, notably all mandatory statements have to be implemented.

4. This specification includes all the APIs and annotations defined in the Java Common Annotations and APIs Specification [JavaCAA], therefore the implementation MUST comply with all the statements in Appendix ?? of [JavaCAA], notably all mandatory statements have to be implemented.

For CAA:

-------

An implementation that claims to support <interface.java> MUST comply with all statements in Appendix ?? with the tag prefix of "JCA3".

[do we need transitive closure for all dependent tags?]

The annotations and APIs defined in this specification can be included and used by other SCA Java specifications on an ' la Carte' basis, as needed by those specifications. An implementation that conforms to a SCA Java specification that includes and uses annotations/APIs defined in this specification, is required to comply with all the statements in Appendix ?? of this specification that apply to the annotations/APIs that are used.

Vamsi: 3. The implementation MUST comply with all statements in Appendix ??.

4. This specification includes all the APIs and annotations defined in 

the Java Common Annotations and APIs Specification [JavaCAA], therefore 

the implementation MUST comply with all the statements in Appendix ?? of 

[JavaCAA].

Mike Edwards: We can't create that list yet because we dnt have a document with all the normative statements listed

Simon Nash: (to Mike) I would be OK with that as an agreed direction

Mike Edwards: I  don't like Anish's words about <interface.java/>

Mike Edwards: because they are almost certainly bound to be worng

Simon Nash: yes, this is which should be directional on that part at the moment

Simon Nash: sorry for typos

Simon Nash: (repeat) yes, this is why we should be directional on that part at the moment

Mike Edwards: the direction should be to create the comprehensive list of normative statements that I mentioed before

Dave Booz: I think we should raise a seperate issue for the interface.java piece

anish: Proposal for Java C&I:

---------------------

An implementation that claims to conform to this specification MUST meet the following conditions:

1. The implementation MUST conform to the SCA Assembly Model Specification [Assembly].

2. The implementation MUST conform to the SCA Policy Framework Specification [Policy].

3. The implementation MUST comply with all statements in Appendix ??.

4. This specification includes all the APIs and annotations defined in the Java Common Annotations and APIs Specification [JavaCAA], therefore the implementation MUST comply with all the statements in Appendix ??.

For CAA:

-------

The annotations and APIs defined in this specification can be included and used by other SCA Java specifications on an ' la Carte' basis, as needed by those specifications. An implementation that conforms to a SCA Java specification that includes and uses annotations/APIs defined in this specification, is required to comply with all the statements in Appendix ?? of this specification that apply to the annotations/APIs that are used.

Mike Edwards: +1 to Dave's suggestion

Dave Booz: partial resolutions are hard to manage

Simon Nash: can we resolve 119 and include in that resolution the opening of the new issue?

Dave Booz: sure

Mark Combellack: +1 to resolve and create new issue too

Simon Nash: then we would not need a partial resolution

Yang Lei: Anish: motion, use the wording above as partial resolution of 119

Yang Lei: Mike: open new issue for <interface.java>, so the proposal can be whole .

Yang Lei: Bryan: second the motion

Yang Lei: Mike: amend the motion it is a complete motion

Vamsi: complete resolution

Yang Lei: Simon: against the amendment.

anish: Description: The CAA specification is missing a conformance section which should identify conformance targets and make conformance claims for each target.

Yang Lei: Anish: also against the amendment

Yang Lei: Mark: need to vote if accept the amendment

anish not a voting member [image: image3.png]


</B< pre>
anish am i even allowed to make a motion?</B< pre>
anish forgot that i didn't have voting status</B< pre>
Mark Combellack: I think not [image: image4.png]


 - sorry should have spotted that

Yang Lei: 7 voting members. we can not make motion.

Mike Edwards: I suggest we go look at the updated spec

Mike Edwards: after the break

Vamsi: quick sand it is.

Yang Lei: 15 min break.

Mike Edwards: http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/sca-j/200902/msg00056.html
Mike Edwards: and

Mike Edwards: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/sca-j/download.php/31094/sca-javacaa-1.1-spec-cd02-rev1%2BMerge3.doc
Mike Edwards: ....even if we're not quorate we can review it to the point where we can tee up a vote on it for first thing on Monday#'s call

Mike Edwards: I also suggest that we put 119 back to the email list to thrash out an agreed resolution

Simon Nash: +1 for both of Mike's suggestions

Mark Combellack: We will be resuming in a moment or two

Yang Lei: Resume

Yang Lei: Item 2: Editorial Rework of CD02 Rev 1 to Merge Policy Annotation Material with rest of specification

http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/sca-j/200902/msg00040.html
Yang Lei: review CD01-rev01+ merge3

Yang Lei: Mike:review the details.

Mark Combellack: Can anyone else hear cracking on the line?

Simon Nash: the crackling seems to be associated with Mike speaking

Simon Nash: it stopped when he stopped

Yang Lei: Simon: need to decide the formal syntax.

Mike Edwards: Try this:

Mike Edwards: http://www.w3.org/TR/2004/REC-xml-20040204/#sec-notation
Yang Lei: Mike: use the above notion syntax.

Yang Lei: Simon, if we use the this syntax, do cross-reference to the document. In the past, {} are used.

Dave Booz I have no preference</B< pre>
anish no preference either. curious how do these things relate to augmented BNF used by 2616 and other protocols http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc822.txt</B< pre>
Yang Lei: Mike, point out 7.3.1 The inheritance rules for annotations are consistent with the common annotation specification, JSR 250.

Yang Lei: Simon, raise new issue for the sample in 7.3.1

Mark Combellack: AI: Simon, raise new issue for the sample in 7.3.1

Yang Lei: Simon, sample in 7.6.2.1, public float fromUSDollarToCurrency(float value) needs to be on the interface

Yang Lei: Dave, not object to adding the new methods

Vamsi: Are we raising a new issue for that?

Yang Lei: Mark: second else can be removed from method public float fromUSDollarToCurrency(float value)

Yang Lei: Mark: due to return, all else can be removed

Yang Lei: Vamsi, can we use ...

Yang Lei: Yang: takes the action to make change to the sample in 7.6.2.1

Yang Lei: Vamsi: the crrent from method is used internally..

Yang Lei: Mike: the sample needs to be reworked

Yang Lei: Simon: in SCA calling a method on yourself it is like self referencing ..

Yang Lei: Simon/Dave: in SCA calling a method on yourself it is like self referencing ..

Vamsi: I am sorry for moving back and forth [image: image5.png]



Yang Lei: Mike: review chap 9 on the added annotations.

Yang Lei: Simon/Mark, go with editorial change

Yang Lei: Mike, publish it as rev02

Yang Lei: next topic: issue 27

Mike Edwards: Anish, going back to your question about EBNF etc, I found this page on a University of Manchester site:

http://www.cs.man.ac.uk/~pjj/bnf/bnf.html
Mike Edwards: - this is a good discussion of the whole swamp

Mike Edwards: with lots of links

anish: http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/sca-j/200902/pdf00003.pdf
Yang Lei: <policySet name="runas_manager">

<securityIdentity>

              <runAs role="Manager"/>

</securityIdentity>

</policySet>

Yang Lei: Anish: how this section work with CAA, C&I..

Yang Lei: Mike, these annotations are general, so should belong here than Java C&I.

Yang Lei: Anish: as we do not define these annotations, should this be Java C&I?

Yang Lei: Anish: should we say it appy to all java C&I instead of only java implementations.

Mike Edwards: I thought that JSR 250 applies to JEE

Mike Edwards: (some level of JEE - I dont remember which....)

Yang Lei: Anish: move 7.6.2 to Java C&I

Yang Lei: Mike: JSR250 applies to both J2SE and JEE

Yang Lei: SCA definescomponent implementation that uses java language can honor the set  a number of security policy annotations that apply as policies to implementations themselves.

Yang Lei: SCA component implementation that uses java language can honor a number of security policy annotations that apply as policies to implementations themselves.

Mark Combellack: Really minor editorial point - the changes have eg. but the rest of the document has e.g.

Mike Edwards: there is a lot of noise on the phone line

anish: the correct usage is "e.g.," if anyone cares [image: image6.png]



Yang Lei: <policySet name="allow_manager_employee">

<authorization>

     <allow roles="Manager Employee"/>

            </authorization>

 </policySet>

Mark Combellack: minor editorial: end of second line - java should be Java (i.e. capital J)

Mark Combellack: 5 minute warning:

Yang Lei: Dave: remove "None of these annotations will appear in the introspected componentType definitions, therefore, these policies are Java implementation specific policies which only Java implementation implementers needs to deal with.  When assembly model defines policies it will over-write the java annotations on the implementation class."

Mike Edwards: These lines:

Mike Edwards: None of these annotations will appear in the introspected componentType definitions, therefore, these policies are Java implementation specific policies which only Java implementation implementers needs to deal with.  When assembly model defines policies it will over-write the java annotations on the implementation class.

Yang Lei: Dave, we do have a section of mapping annotation to componentType, which does not include these annotations. SO we do not need this section here .

anish: +1 to remove

Vamsi: +1 to remove

Mike Edwards: Need to turn change tracking off when doing the print to PDF

Simon Nash: (to anish) +1 to your comment on "e.g.,"

Mike Edwards: the print process in Word messes about with the document in weird ways

anish: ed suggestion: s/check/see/

Simon Nash: and I do care, but was expecting that it can be taken care of by a global editorial change

Simon Nash: there are other places in the text that need a similar change

anish: yup, this is global across all sca specs

Yang Lei: Yang: resend the proposal with the final changes.

Dave Booz: meeting adjourned
