Agenda:

TUESDAY Jan 16 10am  5pm GMT

1. Roll Call - chair

2. Confirm Paul Knight as minute taker - chair

3. Approve minutes of Jan 11 telecon - chair

4. Call for AOB - chair

5. Action Review - Paul K

6. Potential new issues to accept - Ram

Brief statement of each proposed new issue. There is no need to consider the merit of any proposed resolution at this stage. In general the TC will accept issues that are not reopening resolved issues and that are in-scope. Accepted issues move from "review" state to "active" state.

i111 - Public review comments on WS-BA

i112 - Public review comments on WS-BA (#2)

7. Proposed Agenda Item: TX TC comments on the published WS-Policy 1.5 specification:

http://www.w3.org/TR/2006/WD-ws-policy-20061117/
http://www.w3.org/TR/2006/WD-ws-policy-attach-20061117/
8. Issue resolution - chairs

i110 - WS-BA PR01 Errata (Issues 106, 107, 108 and miscellaneous deltas)

Note the minutes do not reflect every change made in the document (changes are based on resolutions to earlier approved issues).  Some highlights of the discussion are captured here.

Tom Freund: Describing changes to WS-BA in Issue 110

 Global change to 2007 – this may ned to be coordinated with the other 2 specs.

-
delete John Harby as Editor

-
ensure usage of  “business activity” was differentiated between references to the spec and to the general term.

Conformance to OASIS template – several changes to date format, etc.

Mark – do we need to change the namespace?

Ian: No, it is orthogonal to the copyright date.

-
Does use of 2007 as a copyright indicate that it was not copyrighted in 2006?

-
Bob – No, it is covered.

-
Ram:
Tom: global change on indenting all bullets, same as AT.

Next: missing references, or reference without name in front of it.

Use of upper-case keywords, section 1.3.  Also applied to AT.

Use of bold in 1.11.

Ram: Is it the same in the other specs?  I doubt they are bold.

Andy: Not in AT or C.

Tom: I will change those back.

Ram: I’m not opposed to use of bold.

Tom: We decided to make it conform to the others, so I will remove the bold.

Tom: 1.5 Bullets

Under references, I took out references to URI (RFC 3986) which is not used, as in AT.

In 2.1, referring to WS-C, text was coordinated with AT.

Tom: Line 175 and related lines – CoordinationContext used as one word to refer to the type.

190 – BA changed to uppercase as noted earlier.  

“CoordinationContext type” used in several places to simplify the text.

Section 3.2 – 

Line 308 – GetStatus – added hot link.

Ram – change to uppercase G in line 318 for GetStatus.

Tom: I will do a global search for that.  Good catch, Ram.

Tom: Line 336 – similar change

Ram: line 338 reference to 3.1 should be 3.2.  (Also noted by Ian in Issue 111.)

Tom: Section 4: inserted clarification developed under Issue 9, reference back to I 106.  Also same text under Mixed Outcome.

Line 448-453 – capitalization.

Section 5 – inserted text for SCT – security context Token.

Line 527 – WS-Addressing now fully qualified, with reference.

Glossary – some capitalization changes.

Tom: Issue 95 typo in state tables had been omitted before, and I changed it now.

Tom: Those are the changes.  Any other comments?

None noted.

i111 - Public review comments on WS-BA 
Ian: The line numbers are against the public review draft.
These are the IBM review comments.

Ian: noted inconsistency of copyright dates.  I think we should adopt the third, using 2007 as the copyright dates for all.  Any objections to using 2007 for all?

No objections.

Ian: In the Intro section, text describing WS-C is superfluous.  I suggest we remove the paragraph.

Tom: There is some description which is not in WS-AT.  Should we retain the first sentence?  It highlights that there are two types of agreement protocols.

Ian: It is really superfluous.

Tom: agree.

Ian: line 256 – rewording.

Ram: This is better than what is there.  Can we improve it further?

Tom: It is general text. Do we need it?  It’s not in AT.

Ian: It is needed in BA.  I think the text proceeding the bullets needs to be tightened up.

Ram: How does the first bulleted list motiviate the second bulleted list?

Ian: This is the introduction section of the BA spec.

Tom: These items explain the characteristics of BA, particularly the long duration and the individual messages.

Mark: I’m okay with the change in the intro.

Ian: I’ll make a motion to resolve using the text I proposed.

Ram: I’d like to remove the cause-and-effect relationship implied, and simply state that these are the design assumptions.

Mark: I’d prefer to call them requirements rather than assumptions.

Perhaps:” these characteristics lead to the following requirements.”

Bob Freund: Not exactly requirements.

Eric: Maybe “constraints” ?

Mark: Maybe just “lead to the following:”

Ram: “These characteristics lead to the following assumptions.”

Ian: That does not address Mark’s concern.

Bob: These leads to the following:

Ian: The Business Activity protocols defined in this specification have the following design points.

[11:30] Tom Freund: The Business Activity protocols defined in this specification have the following design points:
Ram: Motion to accept this text as posted in the chat room.
Bob: second.

No objections 

Ian: Point 4: accepted
Point 5 – already taken care of.

Point 6 – 3 references to  RFC 2119.

Tom: I think it’s taken care of.

Point 7: BA and AT should use the same format for references to RFC 2119 as WS-C.  Agreed.

Also the

Point 8:  Reference to BPEL is not used; delete it.

Agreed.

Point 9: BA headings in Section 2 are inconsistent with AT.  I suggest we make BA more similar to AT.

Tom: Agree.

No objections.

Point 10: This was discussed in Tom’s issue. 

Point 11: Lines repeated; not needed.  I propose removing them from Section 2.

Andy: I believe WS-AT has this twice.

Tom: It is out of context in Section 2, agree with removing it.

Point 12 – not needed due to acceptance of point 11.

Point 13: Move a block of text, and clarifying change proposed.
Tom: Why do we need this text at all?
Ian: It is the resolution to an earlier issue.  I believe it was Alastair’s issue.

Tom: It seems antiquated text which should be in the Coordination spec if anywhere.  Perhaps it is related to a future alternative BA protocol and could be retained.

Ian: Do we need this text at all?  It does not add any clarity.
Bob: Motion to simply strike lines 193-198.

Mark: Second.
No objection.

Point 14: Proposal to change the text.  Accepted.

Point 15: Formatting proposal for consistency.  Accepted.

Point 16: Proposal to clarify text.

Tom: Add B.A. coordinator in second sentence

Ram: Second the addition.

No objections.

Point 17: Proposed clarification of a sentence.
Proposal to move the figure in Section 3.2 before the explanatory text.

Tom: Is this similar to AT?

Ian: Not precisely.  BA reflects the different views of the participant and coordinator.

Ram: Should the text refer to the figure number?

Tom: It needs a reference to the Table as well.

Ian: There is a reference to Figure 1.  There is no reference to the state table.  I propose the editors should add a reference to the state tables, after the reference to the Figure, similar to AT.

Tom: I will add the reference to the state tables.

Other changes to point 17 also accepted.

Point 18, 19, 21 – accepted

Point 20: Inaccurate definition of Compensate message. 

Proposal accepted.

Point 22: modified proposal to maintain the upper-case P in protocol.  Accepted.
Point 23: Bulleted list items. Accepted.
Point 24: accepted.

Point 25: use code, numbered as the text type.  It is used in WS-AT.

Tom: The text type is not there in the template.

Tom: I will add it.

Andy: Line 388-392 – maybe need to change “transaction” with Business Activity?  

Ram: That is addressed in my issue.

Point 26: accepted.

Point 27: accepted

Point 28: accepted

Point 29: accepted

Point 30: Ram also picked this up, from a different perspective.  Remove the Glossary.  Ram found it had some inconsistencies.

Ian: Motion to remove it.

Mark: second.

No objections.

Point 31: Remove revision history.  It should be in the WD 13.  Mechanics of transition discussed. Accepted.

Point 32: Andy: PDF shows the table in an unreadable format.  Proposal accepted.

Point 33: Text from AT into BA. Accepted.
Point 34: Level 2 heading indentation not consistent with AT, C.

Tom: I will edit the heading format.

Point 35: Accepted.

Point 36: Accepted.

i112 - Public review comments on WS-BA (#2)

[13:35] Ian R: http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ws-tx/200701/msg00028.html
Ram: Point 1 is already handled.

Point 2: make “protocol” plural.

Point 3: Line 16 – two…

Point 4: Capitalization – 

Tom: Better to keep the current upper case for Activity.

Ian: Some usage in the AT spec show that when we talk about the spec, we should use capitals, but not when talking about the general case.

Line 22 – lower case activity.  Also line 26.
Point 5: lower case activity in line 29.

Point 6: reference missing. Line 42.  

Tom: Also several subsequent usages, line 45, etc.

Ian: At last F2F we agreed to use references everywhere.  Although is seems a bit extreme, especially when we use it as an adjective.

Bob: Second use of Coordination should not be capitalized and should not have WS- in from of it.

Ian: Agree.  Also line 45 should be the same.

Ian: I will make the changes and paste in the chat.

[13:49] Ian R: This specification leverages WS-Coordination [WSCOOR] by extending it to support business activities.
The Business Activity coordination types are defined in Section 2 and the Business Activity coordination protocols are defined in Section 3.
Tom: Do we even need this text?  We can delete the text on lines 42-46.

Ram: Want to keep something.

Bob: This specification extends WS-Coordination [WSCOOR] to support business activities.
Tom: Delete it all.  Lines 42-50.

Agreed.

Point 7 – line 84 duplication – done.

Point 8 – Add quote marks around “<?xml“ on line 98.  Change agreed.

Ian: We also need to change this in AT and C if this kind of boilerplate is there.  
Agreed to the change.
Ian: Please add this text to the other specs as well.

Point 9 – 

Change to use “ around description in several places.
Bob: We should follow the usage of the xpath specification.

Ian: We are putting single quotes around characters, which could otherwise be interpreted as English characters.

Andy: Motion: only make the one change in line 92, and leave the others as they are.

Ram: Second.

No Objections.

Point 9: Line 100.  make the references next to the place where it is used.

Ian: If we make this change, we should also make it in WS-C and WS-AT.

Agreement to make these changes in all the documents, and have the references next to the related words.

Point 10: Reference to addressing – accepted.

Point 11: BPEL reference.  

Tom: Already accepted.

Point 12: Line 195 – 

Ian: This section was deleted earlier today.

Point 13: accepted.

Point 14: accepted.
Point 15: Use of web service or Web service. Accepted.

Tom: This is inconsistent across the other specs as well.

Ian: Recommend we use Web service.

Bob: This is consistent with W3C recommendations.

Point 16: Already accepted this morning.

Point 17: Use an article with Operation Policy Subject.

Andy: This may also be needed in AT.

Ian: Let’s make this change, to use “an” in all three specs.

Agreed.

Point 18: done already.

Point 19: done already.

Point 20: line spacing – agreed.
Point 21: Word version 7 has trouble printing large landscape table.

The PDF file is printed fine.

Tom: We spent a lot of time and got an extra Adobe license to make it work in PDF.

Resolution: no action; readers recommended to use the PDF for printing.

Editorial comment 1:

Ian: We will give this as a task to the editors to handle. 

Ed. Comment 2: Capitalization of Business Activity (mostly resolved earlier); use of WS-BusinessActivity instead of Business Activity.

Ian: We need to be consistent if possible.  When we talk about the spec, we should use WS-*.  We have not really defined Business Activity as a term.  It is really clearer to use WS-BusinessActivity and WS-AtomicTransaction in all cases where we refer to the specification itself or characteristics of the specifications.
Andy: There are three usages, requiring three terms.  We need to avoid overloading WS-AtomicTransaction.  We can use Atomic Transaction to refer to the type of transaction where WS-AtomicTransaction (the specification) applies.

Tom: Don’t want to have to use the word “specification” with each use of WS-AtomicTransaction or WS-BusinessActivity.

Andy, Ian: Agree.

Ian: Let’s look at several cases and decide.

14: Business Activity

Line 19: WS-BusinessActivity

45, 46: removed

50: okay: Business Activity

171: WS-BusinessActivity

174: correct as is: Business Activity

176: WS-BusinessActivity

200: Business Activity
508: Business Activity

Ram: It might be helpful to explain our usage to readers.

Andy: It could be done in the abstract.

Tom: The BA abstract should say:  The WS-BA specification provides the definition of the Business Activity ….

Item 3 of Editorial comments: This was rephrased this morning. 

Item 4 of Editorial comments – antecedent of “It”.

Tom: will change to be more clear on lines 65 and 68. with “the Business Activity coordination protocols will allow:”

Item 5 of Editorial comments: unused references.  Put in a reference to XML namespace.
Ian: Both XML namespace and XML-Schema2 will be needed in both BA and AT (or removed from WS-C).

Andy: Or we could remove both from WS-C.  Just as we removed the URI reference in each spec.

Ian: Motion to add references in AT and BA, just like in WS-C.

Bob: Second.

No objections.

Ian: The composable architecture text in AT and BA specs have an XML reference, but that reference is not in WS-C.

Ram: I will move the reference from the terminology section to the composable architecture section, in WS-C.

Ian: I’ll propose some text for the references:

[15:45] Ian R: XSD schemas [XML-Schema1] [XML-Schema2] and WSDL [WSDL] definitions are provided as a formal definition of grammars.

Ian: That is not such a good line.
Ian: Maybe it should be in composable architecture.

Ian: Move to delete last sentence in terminology section (XSD schemas and WSDL [WSDL] definitions are provided as a formal definition of grammars.), and remove from normative section the related normative references.

Ram: Second

No objections.

Item 6 of Editorial: Duplicate text section.
Tom: This is resolved by adding a patch to the MS-Word software.

Item 7: Done this morning.

Item 8: Dne this morning

Item 9: Already handled.

Item 10: change “activity” to “transaction” in several places.

Item 11: Notifications

Andy: These are redefinitions of Fail and CannotComplete. The only new message is Complete.

Ian: The coordinators redefines fail

Ram: First talk about the new definition, then the redefinitions.
Tom: Will add this.

Item 12: Some of the cells do not have an action to take.  Is the default action to Ignore?

Tom: It should be ForgetTransaction.  You need to process the message to get to the proper state.  The only time to ignore is with a duplicate message.

Ian: However, we do need to put an action into the cells.  It should be Forget.

i113 – Schema and WSDL

Ian: This is mail I sent to the TC yesterday.
This is regarding the updating of schema files.  Our specs refer to the schema locations. 

My proposal includes changes, with a reference to the RDDL document.

Ram: Will this change the namespace?

Ian: No, it is just a change to the locations.  The reference to RDDL is more flexible, including the various versions, schemas, etc.

Ian: We should remove in each of our specs the section with the namespace URI, and add something to refer to the RDDL.

Tom: Is this the final line in the Namespace section which is already there?

Ian: Yes, immediately after the namespace URI.

Ian: In WS-C, we need to also remove the whole of the sections on XSD and WSDL files.

Andy: That will delete some important normative text.

Ian: You are right, we need to keep that part of the text. 

Tom: We could make it a section named WSDL and just have the one line in it.

Andy: It could be in the namespace section, but it really refers to the SOAP binding.

Ian: The text should be something like, “Dereferencing the above URI will produce the RDDL document etc.”

Ian: Maybe it belongs in the protocols section.  But there is not a section like that in WS-C…  Or we could have a “Use of SOAP Bindings” section.  “SOAP bindings for the WSDL messages defined in this specification MUST use “document” for the style attribute.”

Ram: Maybe rename the section to “SOAP Bindings.”

Andy: In WS-C it could be section 3.3.
In AT, it belongs in 

In BA, it could be just before section 3.1.

Ian: in BA: Section 1.6
[16:53] Ian R: Dereferencing the XML namespace defined in section XYZ will produce the Resource Directory

Description Language [RDDL 2.0] document that describes this namespace, including the XML schema and WSDL declarations associated with this specification.
Ram: This will go in Section 1.6, to replace everything except the last sentence?

Ian: Yes.  However, we will also have to change “defined in this specification” to “referenced in the RDDL document” in that last sentence.  I will paste the text for the entirety of Section 1.6 in the chat:
 [17:01] Ian R: Dereferencing the XML namespace defined in section XYZ will produce the Resource Directory Description Language [RDDL] document that describes this namespace, including the XML schema and WSDL declarations associated with this specification. SOAP bindings for the WSDL, referenced in the RDDL document, MUST use "document" for the style attribute.
Ram: Motion to accept this text.

Mark: Second.

No objections.

Ram: We will also need to address this in AT.

Ian: Ian will need other changes as noted:

Copyright date (to 2007), however, the XSD and WSDL files will not be adjusted for copyright date, since their content will not change.

Ram: Does the RDDL have a copyright?

Ian: No, but it has the date of production.

9. Review of further BA public review comments - chairs

Tom to summarize changes in latest working draft.

Each issue that is completed in the draft will be moved from "Pending" to "Resolved" state.

10. Working session to produce WS-BA committee draft for CS approval ballot.

Ian: This afternoon, we will produce new working drafts of WS-C and WS-AT as well as WS-BA.

Ian: 3:00 tomorrow we will have motions to approve WS-BA CS and the second CS for WS-C and WS-AT.  This will really be the last chance to change anything in these specifications.
Ian: In the best case, we may finish early and have a little time to work on the other items needed to do the document submission.

Tom: I hope to have the document ready by 10:00 tomorrow.

Andy, Ram: Will also shoot for that time.

Ian: Let’s assume a 10:00 start tomorrow.

Text from chat:

[9:59] Ian R: we'll be getting started in a few moments
[10:00] Ian R:  
[10:04] Room information was updated by: Martin
US (toll free) 866-505-4412

UK (toll free) 0800 279 9193

Int'l (toll) +44-20-7019-0808

Passcode: 268450
[11:30] Tom Freund: The Business Activity protocols defined in this specification have the following design points:
[11:59] Martin1: what time is lunch scheduled for?
[12:56] Colleen requests a private chat with you
[13:25] Dug: Are we on break?
[13:27] Andy: Yeah, we're just finishing lunch.
[13:28] Colleen: can you let us know when you're ready to start again?
[13:28] Dug: Colleen - have you been on the whole time?  If so, that's gotta hurt!
[13:29] Colleen: no - not in pain yet [image: image1.png]



[13:29] Ian R: we're back
[13:30] Colleen: what's mute / unmute?
[13:30] Dug: *6 for both
[13:30] Colleen: thx
[13:31] Colleen: are you taking roll call for stragglers Ian?
[13:31] Dug: go ahead and speak up - he asked before you called in
[13:35] Ian R: http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ws-tx/200701/msg00028.html
[13:46] Ian R: This specification leverages WS-Coordination [WSCOOR] by extending it to support business activities.  It does this by adding constraints to the protocols defined in WS-Coordination [WSCOOR] and by defining its own coordination protocols. 

The constraints that Business Activity puts on its coordination protocols are described in Section 2.  The Business Activity coordination protocols are defined in Section 3.
[13:49] Ian R: This specification leverages WS-Coordination [WSCOOR] by extending it to support business activities.  It does this by adding constraints to the protocols defined in WS-Coordination [WSCOOR] and by defining its own coordination protocols. 

The Business Activity coordination types are defined in Section 2 and the Business Activity coordination protocols are defined in Section 3.
[13:51] Ian R: This specification leverages WS-Coordination [WSCOOR] by extending it to support business activities.  . 

The Business Activity coordination types are defined in Section 2 and the Business Activity coordination protocols are defined in Section 3.
[14:03] Colleen: you guys are having way too much fun with these editing conversations [image: image2.png]



[14:03] Colleen: must be the good beer in the evenings
[14:54] ericn: colleen you just need to get on over here and find out!
[14:55] Colleen: wish i could (it's probably not snowning there [image: image3.png]


.  have one for me!
[14:58] monica: please speak up - I am on the phone now.
[14:58] monica: thanks!
[15:01] ericn: [image: image4.png]


 ok will do!
[15:04] charlton: ok, i can hear everyone now [image: image5.png]


 thx
[15:04] Colleen: have to drop off for a while
[15:16] Ian R: Abstract: The WS-BusinessActivity specification provides the definition of the Business Activity coordination type that is to be used with the extensible coordination framework described in the WS-Coordination specification. The specification defines
[15:17] Ian R: The WS-BusinessActivity specification provides the definition of the Business Activity coordination type that is to be used with the extensible coordination framework described in the WS-Coordination specification. This specification defines
[15:34] Martin1: I jut dialed in - long lunch (not boozy)
[15:44] ericn: looooooong lunch
[15:45] Ian R: XSD schemas [XML-Schema1] [XML-Schema2] and WSDL [WSDL] definitions are provided as a formal definition of grammars.
[15:50] Dug: from RX:  The following non-normative copy is provided for reference.
[16:29] monica: have to leave now for wsp 
[16:29] monica: will try again if call has not ended when I am there
[16:53] Ian R: Dereferencing the XML namespace defined in section XYZ will produce the Resource Directory

Description Language [RDDL 2.0] document that describes this namespace, including the XML schema and WSDL declarations associated with this specification.
[16:53] Martin1: i have to hang up for another call... "see" you tomorrow
[16:53] Ian R: thx Martin
[16:56] Ian R: SOAP bindings for the WSDL documents reference MUST use "document" for the style attribute.
[16:57] Ian R: SOAP bindings for the WSDL referenced in the this RDDL MUST use "document" for the style attribute.
[16:58] Ian R: Dereferencing the XML namespace defined in section XYZ will produce the Resource Directory

Description Language [RDDL] document that describes this namespace, including the XML schema and WSDL declarations associated with this specification. SOAP bindings for the WSDL referenced in this RDDL MUST use "document" for the style attribute.
[16:59] Ian R: Dereferencing the XML namespace defined in section XYZ will produce the Resource Directory

Description Language [RDDL] document that describes this namespace, including the XML schema and WSDL declarations associated with this specification. SOAP bindings for the WSDL, referenced in this RDDL, MUST use "document" for the style attribute.
[17:01] Ian R: Dereferencing the XML namespace defined in section XYZ will produce the Resource Directory Description Language [RDDL] document that describes this namespace, including the XML schema and WSDL declarations associated with this specification. SOAP bindings for the WSDL, referenced in the RDDL document, MUST use "document" for the style attribute.
