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Purpose of Document

This document is intended to describe and track those items that the technical committee believes need to be analyzed and resolved for the next version of the BPEL4WS specification. 
1. Non-mutability of correlation sets

Clarification:  the value of a correlation set once initialized is immutable, but this does not apply to the individual properties in the set, which may be shared with other sets.   Thus the set should be though of as a late-bound constant as a whole.  The properties are just means of defining it.
Questions: How much checking can be done at definition time and how much at execution time? Do we need a runtime fault?

2. Static analysis
Static analysis is a well-established technique to support robust design and implementation practice.  The specification permits that static analysis may reject a BPEL process definition, depending on how pessimistic the static analysis is. As a result, some BPEL definitions may not be portable between different BPEL implementations. 
Question:  Is it possible to define a conservative set of restrictions that will ensure portability?

3. Serialization of compensation

Clarification:  describe exactly how compensation handlers are invoked, including concurrency, especially in the case of default behavior.

4. Query in <to> close should allow assigning to new locations

Is Assignment too restrictive?  In particular, should it allow creation of nodes in cases where they are absent?  There are situations where a process needs to construct a set of results. This requires using the query attribute in the <to-spec> to specify the next insertion location. Currently, the specification requires that the run time should throw a fault in these cases.
5. XML types and WS Interactions

The specification currently disallows use of variables defined using XML schema types and elements in Web service interactions.  In cases where WSDL message types have single parts defined using compatible XML types and elements, it should be possible to use such variables in WS interactions.
6. Future Usage of XPATH 2.0 and XQuery 1.0

The current specification mandates support for XPATH 1.0 and leaves the door open for other query and expression languages fir the future.  XPATH 2.0 and XQuery 1.0 are the obvious future candidates.  There are two related issues here.

A. Should we adjust the BPEL syntax (element rather than attribute content for XQuery) to prepare for the use of XQuery in future?
B. Should we change the mandatory dependency for query and expression support from XPATH 1.0 to XPATH 2.0?  Keeping in mind that XPATH 1.0 is very widely deployed whereas XPATH 2.0 is not yet a recommendation, although it is likely to become one in roughly the same timeframe as the final release of the specification produced by the WSBPEL TC.

7. Restriction on join conditions

Should join conditions be restricted to be monotonic? This relates to some related research at York University [1] and seems to essentially say that it is undesirable to allow join conditions that evaluate to true because a link status is false.

8. WSDL MEPs

Tracking:  WSDL 1.2 has a number of MEPs.  We need to clarify the relationship of these with BPEL.
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