WSRP Second F2F 6/24/2002

Objectives

· Achieve enough agreement so spec editors can create first draft of spec in July

· Reach agreement on WSRP concepts 

· Reach agreement on WSRP operations and WSRP/WSIA joint operations

· Reach agreement on markup fragment definitions and URL rewriting

· Consolidate list of metadata for WSRP

· Reach agreement on how to apply existing security standards (SSL/TLS, client certificates) to WSRP, and talk about other emerging standards

· Continue alignment with WSIA

· Tentative date and host for next F2F meeting

Agenda

· Day 1

· welcome

· Intro of new members; roll call

· Presentation by Navy

· WSRP Interfaces & Protocols concepts

· WSRP Strawman 

· Markup Fragments

· PFBM

· Breakouts

· Day 2

· Security, Identity & SSO

· Milestones

· Implementaion

· Breakout sessions

· Summary of breakout sessions

· Dinner

· 2 choices:  sit down dinner @ Chinese restaurant ($20/ person, need to prepay) or nice taqueria around the corner

· Decision:  Chinese

· Day 3 – Joint meeting with WSIA

· Admin stuff

· Go through WSIA use cases: embedded, customized, coordinated, orchestrated, & discussion of relationship to WSRP

· Review of joint interfaces draft spec

· Continue review of joint interfaces

· Review of customization sub-scenarios, etc.

· Structure of subgroup slots

· Status overview

· List of agreed upon items

· List of open items

· Presentation or part of the spec

· Breakouts

Roll Call

Alan Kropp, Epicentric

Gil Tayar, WebCollage

Jon Klein, Reed-Elsivier

Ugo Corda, SeeBeyond

Madoka Mitsuoka, Fujitsu

Geary Sutterfield, Dept. of Navy

Joe Rudnicki, Dept. of Navy

Adrian Fletcher, BEA

Alejandro Abdelnur, Sun

Mark Cassidy, Netegrity

Yossi Tamari, SAP

Sasha Aickin, Plumtree

Mike Young, Plumtree

Mike Freedman, Oracle

Jeff Broberg, SilverStream

Chris Braun, SilverStream

Charlie Wiecha, IBM

Rich Thompson, IBM

Carsten Leue, IBM

Thomas Shaeck, IBM

Eric van Lydegraf, Kinzan

Rajesh Tiwari, Peoplesoft

Mike Hillerman, Peoplesoft

Khuram Mahmood, Peoplesoft

Monica Martin, Drake Certivo

Ravi Konru, IBM

Rex Brooks, Individual

Navy presentation (Geary Sutterfield)

· Called task force web

· Goal is to “web-enable the Navy” by fiscal 2004

· Operational Concept

· Trying to use the portal on shipboard

· Have done a pilot program both ashore and on ships

· Architecture Goals & Strategy

· Reduce dependency on any single vender

· Allow replacement of components

· Commercial off the shelf

· Loosely coupled, substitutable components

· Interfaces based on standards

· Current architecture

· Using a product called CleverPath

· Description of architecture

· Special XML Data in Request

· Request includes an XML block with special Navy-unique fields (in the SOAP request or simple HTTP request)

· Logon id, user role, client type, limited bandwidth flag, URL rewriting prefix, session id

· Config options

· There are several configuration options to be specified by the portlet provider

· Flag for sending Navy-unique XML

· Template (color scheme)

· Flag for using CSS style sheet

· Flag telling portlet to rewrite URLs or not

· Current Portal Vendor Communication

· Create loosely coupled, substitutable components based on open interfaces

· Vision of the Future

· Be able to have COTS software that is WSRP compliant

· Questions?

· What about security?

· Obviously a big part, a “beast looking over our shoulder”; we want a single sign on solution, but that brings problems of its own

· SAML is definitely something that the Navy is concerned about

· Are the security issues largely on the transport or about access control?

· They’re both important, but transport comes first

· What security measures are being used?  SSL with certificates?

· We’re going to use certificates stored on cards issued to employees

· You mentioned 2004 as a guideline; what if the specs are a moving target at that point?

· Standards are not the main goal; the main goal is to get it working

· So if the standards aren’t there, our portal won’t support standards

· What tools do use to create portlets?

· Generally Java or .NET

· We don’t really care what language they use

· How do people create user-facing components with SOAP?

· They have to follow our rules

· Why do you need standards?  You don’t want to interoperate, right?

· We want to be able to replace a portal vendor’s product with another portal vendor’s product

· Want to take advantage of portlets that have already been written

· Do you have a goal of sharing portlets across branches?  With the Army, for example?

· It is a DoD goal; creating common strategy is important

· You talked about reusing work.  How much is done over straight HTML and how much XML/SOAP?

· Most is HTML although we prefer SOAP/XML with XSLT.

· Does the portal clean up the HTML at all? Do you use frames?

· CleverPath does use frames

· We have rules about the HTML

· Is the HTML in an IFRAME?  If so, does it go through the portal or direct to portlet

· Yes, we use IFRAMEs, but everything goes through the portal

· Does the portal connector do the URL rewriting, or does the portlet, or both?

· Essentially both are possible

· What was the decision making process there?

· Essentially, some portlet developers wanted to

Interfaces Discussion (MikeF)

· Status

· Working on requirements doc

· Draft API under development; not waiting for requirements

· Issues around the model & strawman api are being discussed

· Goals

· Brief you on where we stand

· Listen to your feedback

· Resolve some/many issues during breakouts; dive into details

· Decision Criteria

· Functionality

· Generality

· Performance

· Security

· Usability

· Flexibility

· Vendor Extensibility – the ability to describe behaviors specific to a vendor.

· Protocol Extensibility – essentially forward compatibility

· Modularity – Is it subsettable?

· Today’s Focus

· The big picture model

· What abstractions result?

· Let’s start with terms

· Define elements in the system

· Define request scopes

· Terms/process

· Client – with end user browser talking to portal

· Portal – application that aggregates and maintains structure

· Portlet Instance/Reference – specific instance of the a portlet within a portal

· Discussion around whether it is per-user or not

· Portlet Implementation – implementation (i.e. code)  that generates content meant to be aggregated by a portal

· Portlet Entity – abstraction that corresponds to a portlet instance (run time on the producer side)

· Is there a one-to-one correspondence between instances and entities?

· On an abstract level, yes.

· Portlet Producer – The WSRP (web) service with which a portal communicates; may contain 1 or more portlet entity types

· Portlet entity types – kind of portlet entity (stock portlet, weather portlet)

· Is there a one-to-one relationship?

· Not really; code can be parameterized with presets

· Questions

· Discussion around the use of having multiple entity types in a producer

· Request Scopes

· Want to define the scope & lifecycle of both persistent & transient state

· Going to present the 4 scopes that have been discussed

· Consumer Scope

· Many clients all get the same scope

· Is keyed off of the consumer and portlet producer

· Producer can use for globally shared resources like DB connections

· Lifecycle starts on first request from portal; destroyed when portal application “closed” or timeout (by either consumer or producer)

· Questions

· A lot of questions about this scope and why it’s important versus registration/de-registration (Sasha, Carsten)

· There’s a lot of work in the web services world already going on here (BillC)

· Discussion about whether or not the close call is required (Ugo)

· Session Scope

· Single client to a portlet producer

· All entities in a producer for a client share scope

· Lifecycle is on first request from portal by a user; destroyed when portal user session ends or timeout

· Questions/Comments

· This is really scoped at client session, not end user or end machine (BillC)

· A user could have different scopes with different devices, like a browser and a phone (ThomasS)

· Also, passing the scope from the portal to going directly against the app (MikeH)

· This is obviously problematic, especially with cookie management

· What is this used for?  This is a poor implementation of an action handling. (Yossi)

· Discussion about use cases; difficulty of calling them in parallel; changing state safely

· Carsten will deal with this; he says that portlets should have 2 phase protocol, and portlet should change state in the first protocol

· Entity Scope

· All requests from a portal to a portlet producer concerning a portlet entity

· For private resources

· Not per user necessarily, could be across clients

· Questions/Comments

· Discussion of scoping at entity type vs. entity

· Discussion of the use of this scooping

· Discussion of whether or not this means

· Entity Session Scope

· All requests from a Portal to a Portlet Producer, concernng a particular portlet entity stemming from requests from a single client

· Like a “private session”

· Lifecycle is first request from portal; destoy on logout, portal app closes, and timeout

· Questions/Comment

· “Private” is a confusing word here; confused with its Java scope (CharlieW)

· Scopes are keyed off of:

· Consumer: consumer, producer

· Session:  consumer, producer, client

· Entity: consumer, producer, entity

· EntitySession: consumer, producer, entity, client

· There are many other possible scopes, we should keep thinking and be open about them; this is not an exclusive list (RichT)

· Is this everything we’ll ever need, or should innovation be permitted (BillC)

· Discussion about whether this is something to close us down on

· Our goal is to be permissive on innovation level (MikeF)

· Strawman API (Carsten)

· First an Overview with concepts, etc., then spec details with scenario to interface mapping and walkthrough the API

· The entity

· Represents an “object” on the producer

· Is represented as a reference on the consumer

· Can be persistent (usually) or transient

· Both have data and logic associated with them, persistent state will remain after user logs out

· Object methods are accessible via a central access point

· In principle, the entity on the consumer side is just a reference being held, not with state on consumer side

· Questions/Comments

· Discussion about where state will be stored

· States related to Entities

· Runtime data is “transient Entity data”

· “Persistent Entity data” stored in persistent store like DB

· All conceptually stored on Producer

· Associated data (db connections, cache, etc.)

· Transient, persistent types

· Seems like it should be transient

· Questions/Comments

· What is the difference between entity/associated data?

· Discussion about what the use of these distinctions is

· Sessions

· State

· Transient (data would be lost)

· Producer managed (data on producer)

· Orthogonal to entities

· May be shared across entities

· 1 : n relationship of session to entities

· LifeCycle

· Initiated by either consumer and producer

· Producer initiated is “created on the fly”

· Consumer initiated is when the consumer decides they want to start one

· May time-out or be terminated explicitly by the consumer

· Questions/Comments

· Discussion of saving state on the Consumer side vs. Producer side

· The notion of having a session conversation without an idea

· Debate and discussion over the notion that data is opaque to consumer

· Data Storage

· At the provider

· At the consumer, passed with each request

· Lunch break 

· Scopes of state

· Entity data (persistent & transient) begins when entity is created and ends when entity is destroyed or timed-out

· Associated data begins when entity is accessed & ends when time-out or indicated by consumer

· Session state begins when session is explicitly or implicitly created and ends when session is destroyed or time-out

· These times are the latest times that they could be created

· Scope – Interfaces

· General

· Each scope transition could be expressed via an explicit method

· Each entity type could be expressed via a separate handle/ID

· Each handle/ID can be managed by client or server side

· Draft spec goals

· Keep it simple

· If entities imply other entities, they should not appear in the interface

· Allow both client and server initiated handle life cycles

· Idea that the producer should create and make the form/syntax of the handle

· MikeF’s proposal has it the other way around

· Handle Management – who decides what handles look like?

· Client Side (Consumer assigns handles)

· Server Side (Producer assigns handles)

· Handle Management Pros/Cons

· Client side

· Consumer sends along handles and producer notices that it needs new scope for that entity

· Client side Pros

· Simple for consumer; potentially no storage required on consumer; handles are always valid even after timeout (producer needs to create or recreate session based on ID)

· Client side Cons

· Complexity to map handle to instance moved to producer; producer must be stateful; difficult time-out detection by the consumer; no seperation-of-concerns

· Question about mapping (MikeF)

· People agree that it means that producer needs an extra mapping

· Server side  Pros

· Simple for producer; consumer can easily detect time-out situations; producer might be stateless; handle can contain static state

· Server side Cons

· Consumer must persist handles ; in time-out situations handles must be explicitly recreated

· State transitions/Scope transitions

· Mapping of transitions to methods in the API spec (sometimes they map to an implied process)

· All state (on the producer side) transitions are implied; creation and deletion of state does not need to show up in the interface

· Creation & deletion of entities is explicit

· Registration, PersistentEntity, TransientEntity, Session

· One single call to release a handle (releaseHandle), no matter what type

· CreateRegistration/deleteRegistration ( registerConsumer/releaseHandle

· Only transient entity ends with time out as well

· Questions/Comments

· Lots of discussion about transient vs. persistent entities

· Some consensus that this is confusing

· Confusion about how to proceed

· Scenarios – Lifecycle states

· State0 Unknown

· State1 Known but Inactive

· State2 Known and Active

· From State0 to State1 is just discovery (like UDDI, out of band, etc.)

· From State1 to State2 is registration and deregistration

· Registration

· Consumer wants to become known to producer

· Make the portal known to the provider; identify the portal; establish a trust relationship

· Result is a consumerID or null

· If null, then the producer is 

· Client Registration

· First, locate the service and get the producer’s access point

· Then make a bind request, which registers the consumer with the producer

· Persist the returned consumer id

· Next, the portal gets service description

· After use, the consumer releases the handle

· Create a portlet

· Consumer gets ID from DB

· Then, Consumer sends a createPersEntity call to producer

· Producer creates and stores handle on its side

· Consumer stores handle

· Consumer gets service description for entity

· Discussion about why this is important to be WSDL

· Consumer sets properties; producer saves properties &/or returns modified properties to the consumer

· Get Markup

· Client makes a get request to the consumer

· Consumer looks up entity ID and returns it

· Consumer calls getFragments to the Producer

· Producer might create a session on the fly, returns fragment and session id

· Consumer returns aggregated page

· On subsequent calls, everything is the same except for creation of session

· When the client logs out, the consumer releases the session, and the producer destroys session data

· InvokeAction

· Client makes request to consumer which calls getFragments

· Markup fragments are returned to consumer with encoded actions

· Consumer returns aggregated page

· Client makes a form post to consumer, which makes consumer call invokeAction on the producer

· The Producer then calls getFragments which return fragments

· Consumer returns an aggregated page to Client

· Question/Comments

· Issues with modifying state over multiple producers & shared sessions being used as eventing mechanism (Yossi)

· Perhaps blocking/non-blocking actions will help

· Break

· Open Issues (ThomasS)

· Do we need transient entities?

· Should we separate persistent & transient notion from entities? (MikeF)

· Do we need separation of state from logic? (RichT & MikeF)

· Do we need WSRP session sharing?

· How are scopes created/ended? (Alejandro, MikeF, & CharlieW)

· How are WSRP sessions created (implicit/explicit)?

· What scopes are required? (Alejandro, MikeF, & CharlieW)

· How are properties related to scope? (CharlieW)

· What is persistent entity, how does it persist over time, across what boundaries? (GearyS)

· How is consumer side storage of state managed? (SashaA)

· Lots of discussion about agenda and how to continue

· Rearrangement of agenda: do markup committee now; discussion to end the day; discussions continue tomorrow morning

· Markup (ChrisB)

· Charter

· Define standard mechanism to allow common look and feel across aggregated portlets

· Specify markup rules for different types of markup

· Define standard mechanisms for URL rewriting and namespace encoding

· Visual Themes

· Mechanism for common look n feel.

· Main tool to use is CSS

· Predefined well known classes prefixed with “wsia”

· Only use CSS for HTML & XHTML

· WSIA CSS Classes

· Fonts, messages, sections, forms, menus, portlet, colors

· Merged from lists provided by different vendors

· Examples: .wsia-font, wsia-msg-error, .wsia-section-header, .wsia-form-button

· CSS outstanding issues

· Some proposed classes with no home. 

· Should background and text styles be separate classes

· Questions

· Netscape 4’s support for CSS is like “an elephant in a china shop”.  Was this discussed? (GilT)

· We have to depend on modern technology

· Lots of folks are phasing out those browsers

· Why “wsia” vs. “wsrp”? (Sasha)

· Good question, we thought it was more general than WSRP; open for debate

· What about the connection of styles to JSR 168? (MikeY)

· We haven’t really talked about it; probably won’t include this in JSR 168 (Alejandro)

· It’s probably best for our customers if we agree on this (MikeF)

· Markup Fragment Rules

· Concentrated on (X)HTML

· Some tags disallowed (e.g. <title>)

· Some tags may be supported by browsers but are denied by the HTML spec, such as <link>.  These would be discouraged.

· We will not require that the container validate portlet markup

· Enforcing is quite an issue, so can’t guarantee that container will enforce

· What does disallowed mean then?

· If you produce disallowed markup, then you are non-compliant, and it is the portlet’s fault if they don’t work (RichT)

· What does discouraged mean then?

· If you produced discouraged markup, then you are compliant with WSRP but not with XHTML

· Issue with XFORMs: XFORMs always puts the model in the head

· RichT checked with XFORMs folks, who said this was a requirement forced on them by XHTML folks

· Questions

· What about WML? (Alejandro)

· We haven’t talked about it yet

· Might not have to since WML is phasing out (Yossi)

· Are you looking forward to a conformance suite? (Rex)

· No answer; good question!

· Markup Fragment Decomposition

· We will not specify a mechanism for which portlets can modify the containing page’s <head> tag because we don’t want to wait for all portlets to come back before sending the portal page to client

· Considering extensibility mechanism for vendors to modify other sections of the page

· Questions

· What about onLoad type functions? (Khurram)

· Long discussion about how portlet/portals do page eventing

· Isn’t getFragments designed to retrieve fragments for different parts of the page? (CarstenL)

· We put it off because of the problems of the problems affiliated with deferring the streaming of the aggregated page

· URL Rewriting

· Need a way to:

· Intercept portlet actions, and

· Proxy resource requests

· Often don’t want the end user to have to talk to portlet through portal

· Rewriting Scenarios

· Four Scenarios

· Using prefix sent by consumer

· Producer takes prefix, puts it in before URLs, consumer parses it out and rewrites

· Use a constant prefix

· Consumer parses out the constant prefix and rewrites URLs

· Consumer does it all by heuristics

· Magic!

· Consumer sends an actual URL prefix to use for the remote portlet

· URL types

· Fully qualified (no rewriting)

· Relative references

· Portlet Action

· Proxy

· Action to Other Portlet

· Action URLs (Scenario 4)

· Consumer sets an entity property that is parameterized

· Producer writes out rewritten URL, which is sent along to client

· Client clicks on it, which creates an action to the producer

· Scenario 2

· Static token

· Consumer parses and creates rewritten URLs

· Comparison

· Static pages are easier in 2 (pro for 2)

· Easier for the consumer; cleaner in 4 (pro for 4)

· Discussion about static content

· Does proxy allow for HTTP gets?

· Does this mean that the aggregated piece of the portlet could be outside of SOAP?  (SashaA)

· Err… let’s defer

· Discussion about how 2 doesn’t allow for static pages.

· In WSIA, we’ve talked about having a discussion about having both sides be able to do this, but we think there’s a downside to using both at the same time (RichT)

· Scenario 4 puts too much burden on the producer; it’s difficult to implement (Carsten)

· Complexity is everywhere, and portlet writer would not implement this level of portlet infrastructure (Alejandro)

· Probably will have to do both?

· Bring on the sumo suits and let’s wrestle!

· Discussion of what it means to support both?

· Is it too difficult for portal?  Is it important to have negotiation? 

· Maybe this is a different thing for WSIA/RP; let’s say that portals MUST support scenarios 2 & 4 in WSRP (RichT)

· General assent

· Outstanding Issues

· Scenarios 2 vs. 4

· Well-defined semantics

· Local vs. WSRP Rewriting

· Actions across portlets

· Name spacing

· Aggregation of multiple portlet markup from different portlet entities can potentially result in naming conflict

· Ids in HTML tags

· JavaScript functions and variables

· This problem is similar to URL Rewriting; should consider using similar mechanisms to solve both situations

· Questions

· If we’re using a portlet proxy, does this have issues with using SOAP modules like WS-Security for security? (MikeY)

· Valid point; haven’t thought about it; might mean we have unsecure documents (ChrisB)

· Perhaps we use SAML bindings to HTTP (RichT)

· Break

· Open Questions

· Should we look at each question and think about it overnight?

· We should re-evaluate the basic approach; it’s too complex and tries to be too complex (GilT)

· BTP had problems like this as well, but if people who have worked on it for a while can’t explain over several hours, then we have a problem.  We must be able to sell it to our friends, neighbors, etc.  We must make it saleable (BillC)

· Debate about if people understand the concepts presented

· People don’t understand and don’t agree (SashaA)

· Things are too complex; we need to start from the very simplest thing and build on top of it (GilT)

· Clarity of exposition should come from clarity of the model; what I’ve heard today is that the model is not clear; let’s ask what the critical part is, what the central parts are, how they can be expressed (BillC)

· Let’s start with what are the objects, what is the design pattern of how to do their lifecycle, let’s refactor what we have (CharlieW)

· General assent; everyone think about it tonight and bring in ideas tomorrow morning

· Perhaps this isn’t a good standard to create right now; we will not be able to be pluggable and will not give the customers what they want (JeffB)

· We need to step back and see what our base concepts and desires are (ThomasS)

