Minutes of the OASIS BPEL TC Call 01/21/04
(As recorded by Phil Rossomando, Unisys)
Meeting had quorum ( 44 of 66 members).  Minutes from Jan. 7 were accepted.  
Vote on issue #13: 
The Issue:

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
a. According to Alex, we don’t have enough examples how BPEL could be bound with a programming language. Only one line right now. XPath bind to Bpel. No multiple outputs. Open Bpel to multiple lines. This can be problematic if we don’t have example. No intention to define most of the bindings to most of the languages but rather choose one. Alex was concerned however that people might do wrong thing. Not ready to open up syntax

b. Yaron on the other hand argued for acceptance of this issue, saying the proposal changes nothing. Today, we can shove any string into BPEL. BPEL is language neutral. XPath 1.0 does not do function extension 1.0 but there is one in XPath 2.0. XPath 2.0 will be standardized by 2005. Extensibility in the language is already there. 
c. Maceij Szefler raised the point that join conditions may be an issue. Static analysis issues. Two issues
d. Paco agreed with Yaron claiming that Issue 13 involved a purely syntactic change doesn’t change anything except to reduce ugliness. Monica Martin also was concerned about the ugliness issue saying this must be dealt with. Ronya observed that ugliness is in most service specifications. Could define own bindings. Default is XPath 1.0.  The proposal is to move attributes into elements and overwrite expression language locally. Moving from attribute into element is the best thing you can do is define default language. 

e. Danny: requested clarification to what exactly was being requested. Query language attributes change. XPath1.0 not extensible said Yaron. But Danny observed that it is possible to put a multi-line language into BPEL today, it just looks ugly. Thus, we are already there, all problems raised. 
f. Alex observed that XPath 1.0 raises an extensibility issue. We can already extend functions in a BPEL way but how do you look up a function in a program? The suggested change will make BPEL more readable. But Danny countered observing that: “If you allow every query to override the query language you have more complexity.”
g. Yaron raised the concern that XQuery is not a standard.  Customers should only use languages defined in BPEL. Interjecting, Diane noted that we have already have this issue on the board from last meeting that there are also 2 other issues.
Yaron pointed out that issue 89 has already, been open here and again observed that it has nothing to do with 13. Second issue if we allow individual override it can be a minor pain from processing perspective. Put declaration up front. Issue only relevant if we pass 13.
h. Monica observed that maybe we should change the issue but Rania stated lets keep 13 the way it is. 
A vote was taken using the conference polling capabilities.  The results were:  21 voted Yes and 10 voted No on Issue 13 (remaining members abstained).  Thus the suggested change was accepted.
The polling results as captured by the operator are below – since this was the first time we used this method, please double check that your vote was counted correctly and let Diane know of any concerns.  
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Phil officially becomes scribe (12:00PM to 1:00PM:
Diane suggested that since Sadist had to leave early we Move 67, 68, 69 forward

Vote on issue #67: 

The Issue:

There has been some recent discussion regarding the concurrency control semantics of serializable scopes. Yaron Goland had also raised a question regarding the possibility of deadlock among serializable scopes. This section needs additional wording to clarify these issues. 

a. Satish observed that issue 67 is a clarification to make sure everyone understands semantics of serializble scope so it just adds a few lines to the spec to show deadlock is not possible.

Diane asked if there was anymore discussion. There was none so a vote was recommended.  Issues 67 passed without objection.
Vote on issue #68: 

The Issue:

The current catch syntax is broken This is because we make the fault name optional, and 

the fault variable is ".. deemed to be declared by virtue of being used as the value of this attribute and is local to the fault handler .." Thus issues 68 is a bug fixing an erroneous assumption fault variable give type. 

After some discussion , it was decided to vote first on issue 69 and return to 68 later.
Coming back to the issue 68 discussion:

a. Sadish observed that issue 68 just adds a type. Don’t actually have a type declared. WSDL fault name. Assumption is invalid. Default name is optional. Fault variable type can be left dangling. 

b. Restating issue 68 he observed that fault handle semantics are changed as a result implementing the proposed solution. 

Diane suggested that a vote be taken on issue 68. There were no objections so the solution to issue 68 was passed.

Vote on issue #69: 

The Issue:

Links don’t have a status until something happens in their environment. There is other more complicated situation. Question once link status is set, is it ever reset. Yes. Spec does not clea4rly specify what the life time of a link is but is similar to lifetime of a variable.

a. Danny asked if flow is outside the while loop? Sadish observed inks not allowed to close wile loop boundaries.
b. Yaron asked for clarification for confusion. Can flows be nested? Sadish went on to describe Yaron’s interpretation of the problem. Both Yaron and Sadish agree that Yaron’s interpretation is correct. 
c. However, disagreement arose between these two speakers with Yaron raising concerns about dead link cleanup. He can’t believe it is truly side affect free. Yaron say implications not totally thought out thus issue 69 should be tabled. Sadish agreed and also suggested issue 69 should be taken offline.
d. Monica raised a concern about XML type variables. Sadish observed that there indeed two types XML types and message type. 69 only address message types and not XML type needs to be a separate issue. So Satish suggested that a new issue be opened to address XML types.
Issue #69 was tabled for further study.

Vote on issue #24: 

The Issue:

Separate schemas for the executable vs. the abstract forms of BPEL would allow validation by schema, rather than by hand-coded rules based on spec verbiage.

a. Danny further described the issue. The suggested solution was that two URIs be introduced. One for executable and one for abstract BEPEL.
b. Packo agreed that we should use separate schemas but not two separate schemas. There would be too much repetition between these schemas. So he suggested that there should be three. One each for abstract and executable BPEL and one  common schema to be shared by both.

c. Tony asked for clarification of proposal observing that three schemas are being called for: A common schema, an executable schema, and an abstract schema. He suggested that the schema implementers should se includes in  the XSD produced so that while there would be three schemas, there would only be 2 name spaces.

d. Danny went on to restate the proposal saying he had what Tony said in mind. Alex also restated Tony’s concerns saying that 2 separate schemas may be problematic.
e. Phil stated that the 3 schema technique would be useful for simplifying changes, suggesting that further detail be added to issue.

f. Diane asked so “How the schemas should be implemented?” Danny said as far as he was concerned, he had no particular concern relative to how the details implemented.
g. Diane went on to describe the details relative to Spec Editing Team. Ron was concerned if all related issues were covered. Paco observed that the proposed solution needs more clarification.  

h. Danny observed that he had no problem to re-editing the proposed solution

i. Diane suggested that issue 24 be sent to the Spec Editing team for further investigation. She suggested that  Phil, Paco, Tony , Alex, and Ron be on committee to flesh out the solution along with Danny.
Vote on issue #24 was postponed until further study is completed.

Vote on issue #49: 

The Issue:

Imagine a process that has more than one <receive> outstanding on a particular partnerLink/porttype/operation. There is currently no way to tell which one to <reply> to when a <reply> is encountered.
a. Danny stated he had brought up this issue in error saying it was a duplicate of issue 26 so he suggested that it be withdrawn.

Diane took vote on closing issue 49. It was closed as duplication of 26.

Vote on issue #73: 

The Issue:

The current assignment model allows for assigning literal data entered in directly under the <from> element. In practice, it may be desirable to have an external file/location where the data is maintained, which will allow for reuse if the same set of data is to be utilized in different business processes. The external file must be a valid XML document.

a. Ugo described the issue to group suggested that it meant that we drop the fault element from synchronous purchase response.
With no further discussion Diane put the issue to a vote. With no Objections, the proposed solution to issue 73 was accepted.

Vote on issue #53: 

The Issue:

There are three multi-vendor specifications which address the needs of business transaction management for Web Services: Business Transaction Protocol 1.0 (OASIS Committee Specification, June 2002); WS-Transaction (proprietary consortium, August 2002), and the very recently published WS-TXM (proprietary consortium, August 2003). 

In our view BTP Cohesions, WS-T Business Activity, and WS-TXM Long-Running Actions are the most relevant aspects of these specifications for WS-BPEL. These aspects overlap to a very high degree, each effectively utilizing a two-phase (promise/decide) outcome protocol. (We should emphasize that there has been little time to analyze or assimilate WS-TXM, so this is a provisional conclusion with respect to that specification). 

WS-BPEL should be equipped with the ability to create and terminate business transactions, and to define process participation in such transactions, in a way which is compatible with the intersection of these three capabilities. This will minimize dependence on future standardization efforts in the BTM area.
a. Diane asked if we should we table this issue for now and take it up first thing on next calls discussion. 
With no objections raised, issue 53 was tabled.
Diane encouraged member to review the issues list and initiate action on any they would like to see closed.  Members should feel free to contact her if they have a concern about an issue but don’t know how to solve.  She went on to request status from the various sub-groups.
Liaison Sub Group:

ed for volunteers to draft a status update.  If none step forward, she and John will work on it.  
Choreography Group:
Martin Chapman asked for a status report from the BPEL TC for the next face to face meeting of the Choreography work group in early March.    Diane asked that someone volunteer to put together status statement for this group otherwise, John and she will put one together.  
Use Case Subgroup:

John asked for volunteers to help write use cases.

Specification Editing Subgroup:

Diane described what is being done within this group.

Implementation Subgroup:

Diane said that this SG is not getting much participation. As a result for now the SG has gone from bi-weekly to monthly meetings The next SG meeting has been called for  March 1. If you would like to attend, said Diane, please feel free to do so.
New Business:

Diane mentioned that there would be a New Orleans OASIS Symposium meeting and observed that it might be possible to get a conference room for the April 28 TC call if enough people are going to be there.  Diane would like feedback on who plans to attend this symposium to determine if arrangements should be made.

Diane went on to ask if there was any other new business.
None was called for. As there was time remaining it was decided to continue with our issues discussion.
Vote on issue #17: 

The Issue:

a. Yaron asked what the issue entailed.  Ah yes… now I remember. Response asynchronous not synchronous. He suggested that no action needs to be taken. He suggested to close the issue with no changes being made to the BPEL Spec.
b. Monica raised a concern that she though Peter had raised a concern about this issue at the f2f.
c. Peter tried to remember his concern. He observed that there’s more than one way to address this issue in BPEL. 
d. Yaron went on to clarify the issue observing that it was possible to strictly use a binding. No standard anywhere. Hugo countered that there was is the Java world. This statement let to more discussion between Yaron and Hugo with some apparent disagreement. Yaron observing that Hugo’s observation had no baring on this issue.
e. A speaker queue was formed and further discussion was held.

After considerable discussion, Diane observed that we were out of time and so asked if there were any objections for issue 17?  With no objections,  issue #17 was passed.

Next the meeting went on to a discussion of the up coming f2f meeting in Waldorf . it was said that the nearest city was Heidelberg. Directions are now being prepared by Kevin Liu as to where to stay in Heidelberg.  An attendance list for f2f has been posted on our Web site and Diane asked that the members who plan to attend the f2f please update this list accordingly.
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