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Hi BizTalk Hotrods!

tds been awhile and |

coul dnot pul I this off

BIGGER TOUGHER and more technical than the
last! We heard your feedback and I think we addressed some
of the topics requested.

bet s

I't6s been an exciting time in
ter: R2 is almost ready; TechEd announced a new cool host-
ing component for WF inside BizTalk and BizTalk.NET was
announced by the BizTalk PG as an incubation technology to
composite services on the web. Think of it as BizTalk in the
sky! (Check out Andyds
Oh and | etds not he
Marty and his wild bunch in Cali.

forget t

Also over the last couple of months we gave away the XBOX
360! Sorry, we only had one this time around. Thanks to all
of you who took the time to fill out the survey! Speaking of
surveys, I donot know about
those out and never hearing about the outcomes. So in the
spirit of transparency | etds

Figure 1

Number of BizTalk Instances in Production by Version
as Specified by Survey Respondents

» BixTalk 2000
® RizTalk 2002
® BixTalk 2004

» RizTalk 2006
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BizTalk Server Implementations

In a wWwWoOwWd wi th just the peo
over 400 BizTalk instances in production. You can see the
break out based on version. No surprise here as we all know
2004 and 2006 started the revolution! Now we need to see if
we can help those people dragging along those 2000 and
2002 instances to upgrade!

pl

What Parts of BizTalk are Being Used (see figure 2)

This was surprising. | expected to see a lot of folks using the
orchestration engine but to see almost 50% of the people
using the rules engine and BAM was very heartening. Those
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Flgure 2 Percentage of Survey Respondents using Selected
BizTalk Features
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We also discovered reviewing the survey, that almost every-
one that responded is also doing work with the Windows
Wor kfl ow Foundati on. Thi s i
content specifically around WCF.

S

| also wanted to let you know that we have 400 subscribers
worldwide! This is GREAT but we know there are still BizTalk
Hotrods toiling alone in the darkness. We need to continue

to spread the word. Letds sho)
force to be reckoned with! Lastly, | want to thank the folks

that reached out to work on BizTalk Hotrod! But we still

need more!

Letters from the Front Line:

A cubtGheritath&dicoh@cte® Be obeAte past months and
asked 0Todd whatdés the appr oy
|l ogic to put into a map or tra
consulting response, it depen
easy to decide. The mapper will let you write full blown pro-
grams inside a transform but |

Remember wedre heroes because
glowing personalities, fearsome technical prowess and our
use of BizTalk and its adaptability and flexibility. The more
business logic we put into a transform the more chance



wedre going to have to crack
tool : Vi sual Studio and make
bad at face value we still need to go through the full soft-
ware life cycle to get the change implemented in produc-
tion. Sort of like having to remanufacture your engine to
change the oil!

But rather than give you a
whereforesé |l etds | ook at a
Hereds a classic example of

— MIC_SuiWiod Dol = &

MIC Sunk echlg &

C_Sunialg &0

On the surface looks pretty normal but the first thing | no-

tice is that the developers
mappers tabbing capability. Using tabs could make this
transform a tad less noisy!

The next thing | start to drill into are those scripting functiods.

stamaoutie A AND L 4 Asamime &

Opreirst fumatoid lobka Nke a mainenarnce igsed waiing &n t
dhappen. Woen & seq this manyWbdgical aonditiohsi irsa singlen 0 t
functoid | start getting con
wrong tool in the BizTalk suite to address the problem. Sec-
ondly the developers |l ook 1 i ke
statements that will be loaded into the XML output. Digging

into this further this is exactly what the team is doing. They

b u nse hhe mlfne $QL dpyhpadsiegvitetd a .NET fcompdnennteat a n
c oexquutes the quary andwreturrs the datanThd retwn values

are then written to another XML document.
transformation:

On the surface a pretty creative solution but this looks like
it would be a good candidate for the Business Rules Engine.
Using the BRE would allow us to test, track and debug the
process using this transform more effectively. It also allows
us to change and version the business logic contained proc-

ess much more efficiently. Let
in the BRE
¥
b implemented in Bl
on —
AL ocors nhe (LLCA A VLE 1 eque o
AND
AU cws Jocote ALCCATEA SOLRCE. s oquetio SQL and .NET assembl
AL ™ N o e s wguw bo —
™~ L A ™ wgual n
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ERIFACE £ noque o CADL pose lncaee L OCATTA 0%
124 € L SR TVFE moegueiin |«
iy ¥ & JEL \f r 1 eguel
;Tnc :
" What youdre |l ooking at is

BizTalk rules engine that not only implements the
business logic contained in the functoid but also im-
plements the rules necessary to perform the appropri-
ate database calls to perform the lookup. No more
dynamically generated SQL or calls the custom devel-
oped .NET assemblies! Groovy!

Continued next page

The information contained in this document represents the

current view of Microsoft Corporation on the issues dis-

cussed as of the date of publication. Because Microsoft
M must respond to changing market conditions, it should not
be interpreted to be a commitment on the part of Microsoft,
and Microsoft cannot guarantee the accuracy of any infor-
mation presented after the date of publication.

The BizTalk Hotrod is for informational purposes only. The
BizTalk Hotrod contains the thoughts, theories and experi-
ences to those who work with BizTalk professionally and
voluntarily contribute to its publication. MICROSOFT MAKES
NO WARRANTIES, EXPRESS, IMPLIED OR STATUTORY,
THE INFORMATION IN THIS DOCUMENT.




Now that we fixed that lets look at some other functoids:

Public Function TransmitData(BVal parambDate As String) As String

RETURN Microsoft. yisualBasic MigS(parambate, 6, 2) &/ & Microsoft, VisualBasic MigS(paramDaze, 9,2) &
1 & Misreseft. YisueiBazis MigS(pprambate. 1.4)
End Function

Public Function QaglalibatelByal pammbPare As String) As Sting
RETURN Migrosoft. YisualBasicMigSiparamDate. 6, 2) & /" & Microsofs. VisualBasic.MidS{parambate, 9, 2) &
‘/* & Misrosoft. VisvalBasic MigSiparambate, 1, 4)

End Function

| remember back when | was 5 years old and | used to watch Well that didndét work as expec
Sesame Street. There was t hi s didsgetrogr &ddres® reeord aith the kaddsessRaleName>girs-
l ooks Il ike the otheré one of settedwierBizTalk found the carrect element ¢h thesourceé h e
sameéao document, but we also got two other bogus records. BizTalk

di dndt make these up, apparen
Hmmmm seems fitting here. These inline functions are per- three instances of the EIEDL21 parent element. So every
forming the exact same activity. Is this a job for the BRE? It time BizTalk ran into one it created a new Address record in
could be, but doing string manipulations and formatting is the output document.

not an optimum job for the BRE. No, | think this is fine in
the transformation. However we can implement a common
function, say, early in the transform that performs this date <Shipment>
formatting then just call the existing function in following cAddress />
scripts. This way we are reducing the amount of code in our <Address />
transform and eliminating redundancy. cAcdress>

<recordset»

<addresiRoleName >WOW </addressRoleName »

So as a general rule of thumb, maps should be used to for- ’n.‘,”. ;
mat data, do basic calculations, even basic db lookups (But </recordsats
|l 6d be very careful about wusing db |l ookups) but complex con:
ditional logic or formatting rules would be better imple- Letds pull this apart and see
mented as part of a rule. In the customer problem | was can do this by looking at the XSLT generated by BizTalk. To
referencing changing their approach to transforms would get access to this code just select your transform in the Vis-
result in the elimination on one transformation, calling .NET ual Studio Project explorer and right click. Then select vali-
code from and orchestration and improving performance. date map. The Output window in Visual Studio will popup
Not bad for just focusing on map! and you should see a referenc

the map. Pop that open and you should see something like
Another customer came to me with a filtering problem. this:
Letds | ook at this as an iterative -.I ear n_i__n.g' experience. We¢

go through the common attemp
autopsy to see what BizTal k w
work. Then we show you how this gets done. /% beDL®

Our problem child is a fairly complex input schema with seg-
ments that repeat. We need to evaluate elements of the
repeating segment to determine if we should add a new ad-
dress element to our output document.

checking to see
ent con

Approach 1 - Just use a value mapping functoid
Seems logical, evaluate whether the LPRIO element has the
appropriate value and write it into the <addressRoleName>
(For simplification | just set a constant in the value mapping
functoid that sayds O0OWOWO6. Letldfs we yt eari st loiust éapart you can

: ments before BizTalk creates the <Address> record (You
dondt have to be an XSLT maste
is however an 0l F6 statement b
so that explains why we DID g
out. This also explains why we got three <Address> records
as the xsl: for each statement have no filters or logic to pre-
vent new <Address> records!




Approach2 6Let ds add a value

mapping functoid to the parent!

After reading that XSL it looks like we need to add a condi-
tional mapping to the parent element as well as the data.
Letds just hookup our | ogical
hooked to the parent elements of both schemas.

Approach 3 - Link the Logical Functoid doing the filtering

to the parent element in the target schema.

Youodl | be

know

cluding the additional link from the logical equal functoid to

theparent eteinent in the taigetriedispheynapper hat fpal p p e |

also want to compare before adding the parent element.

Letds take this one for a spi nGonditional Mapping without the empty elements
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Whooooaa thatds not good:

-~ <recordset>
- <Shipment>
<Address />
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| f we run

- <racordset>
- <Shipment>
~ cAddress>
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<addressRoleName>WOW</addressRoleName>

t hat

<Address /> </Address>
<Address> </Shipment>
<addressRoleName>WOW</addressRoleName» </recordset>
</Address>
</Shipment> . . .
</racordsets We get a nice clean result. We wanted to filter the input

document and only write one output if we found the appro-
That was not what we were expecting. We got the same re- priate value in the input document. In this case we found
sults, we must be at a dead etnlue wWeelgue OPWRI0 ithhitdreoh&® RhPake
and see what BizTalk was thinking: record we added a record to t
check out the XSL and see what changed:
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The mapper generated another logicalEq function in the XSL et
and is saving that value to another variable. Now all we e e
need is to get the mapper to insert anoth



But now youdre asking
for more than ONE record
technical fight, we have the answer for you. Checkout the
map below:
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your s el Now we Wehtese together by addmg & legital ®Rofunétdidl t e
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then to the parent element. Basically tell the mapper that
in either case you can added a new <address> record.

If we run this we get this output:

- crecordset>
- <Shipment>
- <Address>
<addressRoleName>CO0L </addrassRoleName>
</Address>
- <Address>
<addressRoleName >WOW </addressPoleName>
</Address>
</Shipment>
</recordset>

Remember our input document had 3 source records but we
only wanted to map values into the <address> record if we

found 0026 or 0046. When we foc
First we added another logical equal functoid which lets us correct values. Cool huh!
l ook for the other record type; in this case 0036 We t hen
added another value mapping functoid that will write If we look at the XSL for this map we find where the code
0COOLO6 into the <addressRol eNawasa(teride‘dbwrmmappem.t. 0036.
fcxsl:styleshest xminaixal="heep://wvw. wd . org/ 1999/ XS0/ Transfore® xmins:maxsl="urn! achemsas-microsoft-com: Xaic™ xmina:var

Lput omit-xml-declaration="yes® mechod="xml™ version="1.0% />

=1 ate match="/">
<X ply-tenplates aelect="/g0:DELVRYO1" />
</xalitemplate>
<xplitewpinte pacche™/30:DELVRYOL">
<recocdser>
<Shipment>
<xal:for-esch select="EZEDL20002GRP">
<xml:for-each select=~"Z2EDLZI1GRP">
<xalivaciable nam=*var:vi®
<xglivariable name=*yvarivi®™ select*"string(L1EDL21/LPRIO/text |

/At iable nasee"yariva” :elec‘t-'\uu}CShup:wow-uqHv-rx

<xalivarciable nmses®varive”
<x3l:if teste"jvar:vi”>
<xzli:variable name="var:vsS" ase erCSharp:LogicalEg(fvariv: ,
<xslivariable names®yvar:v8" selecteuser JLogicallr (atr
<Address>
<xalilf tescs®sering(§var:vS)='true’”>
<xmlivariable name*"var:vé® pselect="i{quoc:B0Ncquot:®” />
<addresaRoleName>
<x=livalue-of select="§var:vé” />
</ addresaRo leNawe>
</x=111£>
<xaliif teat="scring(fver:v3)='true'">
<xzlivariabl= nmmes"var:v7?® select=®iquot;:COOLiquot:™ />
<addreasPoleNume>
<x2livalue-nf select="fvar:v?” />
</addreasRo leNane>
</xzl:if>
<x3l:if test="scring(§var:v8)='true'™>
<xalivariable name="var:ve" select="E1EDL21/text()* />
<xzlivalue-of select="$var:ve® />
</uslist>
</ Addresa>
</xal:12>
</x») 3 5
</xslifor-~sach>
</Shipwent>
</recordser>
</xslitemplnte>

pelect="uaerCSharp: LogicalEqi{atring (E1EDLZ A/LPRIO/text () ) , &sguot

selecte"userCSharp: LogicalOr {string(fvarivl) , string(fvac:vi))™

NI
v2 , fquot:02equocL: )™ />

>

squor ; 04squon: )™ />
Ang (Svar:vS) , string(fvar:vi))"™ />




BizTalk vs. WF/WCF Smack Down

few months ago | had a great

opportunity to help create a

sample Windows Workflow
Foundation (WF) solution for a SOA
Roundtable event at the North Central
District Microsoft office. | had previ-
ous experience with WF but this was
still a challenging experience that gave
me the opportunity to learn even more
about the technology and when it
should be utilized. The purpose of
building the sample was to be able to
compare it, at the SOA Roundtable
event, to a BizTalk solution that had
already been created. Both solutions
solved the same business problem.
The business problem was centered on
a service-oriented solution to request-
ing and aggregating the responses from
three airline ticket services.

From a problem perspective, a client
sends a request to a SOAP endpoint
that was actually an aggregation ser-
vice. The aggregation service, origi-
nally built in BizTalk Server 2006, com-
municates with three different mock
airlinesd ti
three services, over different trans-
ports, all of which required different
message formats. After receiving re-
sponses from the three different air-
lines, the service then aggregated the
responses and returned a single re-
sponse message to the client applica-
tion. (See Figure 1)

Before we get to
Downdé |1 etds go
briefly review the four fundamental
tenants of SOA:

Boundaries are explicit
This means is that

ing boundaries (geographic, trust
boundaries, processes, etc.) as op-

cket Sy

deerg
back

W

posed to trying to hide them like pre-
vious distributed technologies at-
tempted to do.

Services are autonomous

Instead of imagining that your applica- \
tion is deployed as a single atomic
uni t wedre acknowledging
applications are built on constantly
changing services and that different
services age at different rates.

t hat our

Service compatibility is determined
based on policy
Services share schema and contract,

not class Each service should publish its capa-

bilities and requirements to the world

in a machine readable way. If a mes-
sage is sent to the
meet the policy assertions that the
service defines then the message does-

We only share structures and behav-
iors with our services. Each service
defines the structures and patterns of
interaction that it accepts. With ser-

vices, we dondt s hmaGte gteﬁetacitm}aelfa(?t
classes that we used underneath the If you havendt come
services. tenants before, check out the A Guide

to Developing and Running Connected

Figure 1
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