1/14/03 wss TC Telecom Minutes

Roll call - Quorum was achieved.

Previous Minutes – Voted to Approve the Minutes of 12/17/02.

The rest of the telecom was a discussion of Tim Moses’ motion with respect to the future disposition of the QoP work.  An amended motion was worked out by the TC and was accepted by vote of the TC by white ballet, i.e. no objections.   The motion as amended and approved is:

"This technical committee resolves to recommend within its deliverables the means by which the security requirements and capabilities of web service providers and consumers are represented and interpreted to support the interoperable use of the security mechanisms defined by the technical committee, especially in support of any interoperability demonstrations the technical committee advocates."

The attendance list is at the end of these minutes.
==============================================================

QOP Detailed Discussion 

Chris Kaler - Tim made a motion, which would force a change to the charter.

Hal Lockhart – Tim’s (Moses) motion is within the Charter.

Chris – The motion doesn’t fit within the charter.

Ron Monzillo– Shouldn’t we agree as a TC whether we want to do work before discussing changing the charter.  There is disagreement on what the wording of charter means.

Tim Moses – Is or is not this the group of experts who should tackle question?

Chris – That is not how I read the motion.

Kelvin Lawrence – Let’s debate this.  What do people think?

Tony Nadalin – There are many different groups doing policy.

Prateek Mishra - This is not about policy. Is policy mentioned in Tim’s motion?  Oh, I see policy in the motion. I withdraw my statement.

Tim Moses – Read the motion into minutes -

Motion: "The Web-services security technical committee resolves to identify and define within its specification(s) security policy and policy negotiation procedures to support interoperable use of the security mechanisms defined by the technical committee, especially in support of any interoperability demonstrations that the technical committee may advocate."
Chris – Tim is this clarifying the motion?  Is that motion the same as the previous motion?

Tim – Slight change

Chris – Lot of groups are thinking about how to handle policy 

Ron – There are different aspects to policy – Policy about binding to different parts; the way different types of policy are used; Domain specific policy.  We need to understand how to use this.  I support the idea that the different parts should be done.  

John Shewchuk – Ron, part of Tim’s motion is a policy of negotiation for procedures.  This part is open to question.  There are lots of people that are interested in this subject

Paul Cotton – This goes way beyond what is needed to declare victory.  While it would be difficult to do an interop demo without policy, can we just set up enough policy to do the interop demo.

Toufic Boubez – Is the intent to decouple QOP and the motion.  Policy is much bigger than Web Services security.  Agree with Ron, security people are the best people to deal with security policy.  However, UDDI also wants to develop a policy.  Each specialty should develop their particular part and put it within the general framework policy.

Bill Cox – Sometime in the future will have a Policy Framework.  This work is appropriate and necessary to close and fulfill the charter.  Customers’ need some kind of negotiation.  Can they complete their task without out-of-band negotiation?  Automatic operations are needed by customers. What do we want to accomplish?

Ron Monzilla – Where do things get done?  Policy and Policy negotiation bring on many other things that are not necessary here.  Some other groups can handle a framework.  How is security represented?  The other groups don’t have all the information they need to do job.

Ed Reed – Need a general policy.  In the meantime, manual out-of-band may be used.  What is necessary for the higher-level security services are needed.  Good fodder for another working group.  Now we need minimal procedures for the interop demo

Martijn de Boer – Moving around roadmap, the TC should concentrate on a WS-Security building block.  We keep on looking at what’s next.  Policy is recognized as next.  The docs on Policy are not submitted to a Spec committee.  Talk about roadmap.  Get companies that put out WS–Policy to submit it.

John Sewchuk – Others have said we want the minimum.  People have built monolithic protocols.  Those specs have an advantage of being complete.  SOAP has flexible header modules.  It can add headers that are orthogonal to other headers.  Since a header can be orthogonal, WS-Security can be taken advantage of by other groups.  We should define policy as a separate effort.  If we load up spec with half finished pieces then as other pieces come on line it will make the original pieces obsolete.  We should have a liaison to other subcommittees.  Tim’s document would add too much to the WS-Security Spec.

Jerry Schwarz – The Policy Docs as from the IBM web site.  The WS-Security document describes itself as an addendum to WS-Security.  Subject matter is what TC is talking about.  There is a large overhead to get a committee started.  To disband and start a new committee would be wasteful.

Rajesh Raman– Don’t need to solve all the problems.  The spec has to be complete in that it can be implemented.  It needs policy to be complete.  No point in completing a spec if you need a lot of out-of-band negotiation.  This work could be an input to some later policy committee, just like SAML was an input to WS-Security.

Tony Nadalin – How are assertions tied back to WS-Sec.  We need to agree for interop.  In previous interop demos it has been done by predefined agreements.  Not sure that this requires a lot of additional spec work

Phillp Hallam-Baker – Need some of the other policy people.  We don’t get WSDL people.  None of these are in the WS-Security TC.  We can do WS-Specification today with all defined.  WSDL just got their requirements on their last call.  Its not good idea to join one group to another.  If have super architecture or coordinating group over groups.  Don’t think necessary.  Overhead is not a good argument.  (Gave other examples where global things were in different groups.)  There is a need for coordination between groups for, say, meetings.  There are quite a few more boxes to go.  Don’t make it like the PKI group, which kept adding.

Prateek Mishra -  I agree that a policy language that includes WSDL is a stretch.  We need a policy for interop.  Interop is hard.  We should understand the parameters around interop.  Amendment to the motion – identify the parameters. 

Tim Moses – What John said persuasive.  If I get assurance from IBM and Microsoft that they would bring their spec to a spec technical committee and would work in the new TC, I would go along with the new TC.  There is a requirement for facets and components for policy in the interop event.  Timing is important.

Bill Cox – Tony said what is needed is out-of -band for a small scope.  Motion is for a small addendum.  Subcommittee of wss is formed.  When will IBM and Microsoft be done and pass their work on to a TC.  This proposed subcommittee should come out with a simple, interim solution and could merger with the larger TC.

John – I observe that this group is more aligned than not.  Everyone agrees that policy is important and a high priority.  Since it is important and with so much energy this will be short time to get together.  This TC with its expertise should give input.  Subcommittee of this group should give recommendation to broader policy TC.  Friendly addendum – Take work and move it to a recommendation.  What about IBM and Microsoft’s definition of policy – are they willing to form TC quickly?  Answer is yes.  Get process kicked off.  For example, SAP has strong interest but they are outside the specification committees.  Start the effort to get TC started.  For this group, a friendly amendment, define the parameters that are needed for interop.  Shouldn’t normatively define them. Agree with Phil and Tony – in our interop tests we needed to be careful about defining the parameters and made recommendation to broader group. That went well.

Tony Nadalin – In WS-I group we are talking about interop.  It is broader than what is needed for secure interop.   We would just have a narrow slice.  It is premature to do interop without some analysis.  Look to WS-I to get parameters.

Chris – Get together with Tim  and define a friendly amendment.

Rob Philpot – Do I get sense from John’s comments on forming a TC.  Focus a small group to define things that would make the interop successful.  People who did interop in past would input the things that need to be defined.

Tony Nadalin – IBM supports John’s statement for forming TC as soon as possible.

Peter Fanning   -  e.g need definition of things like host.txt and DNS’s.

Jeff Hodges – Agree we need to define these things.  Will IBM and Microsoft bring specs forward to a TC.

John Sewchuk – We are interested in operating in good faith.  This process is fair and good work is being done.  Would like to move forward a quickly as possible.  Get agreement in identifying the parameters for interop.  Host analogy is an interesting one.  Host file is not a normative approach.  Write down parameters – Place them in appendix.

Rob Philpot – Please make amendment.

Bill Cox – Is the work, in John’s opinion, to get the parameters work for this subcommittee.  

John – Subcommittee would probably be the TC as a whole.

Bill – Should this be the committee as a whole.

Kelvin – Could have separate calls

Bill Cox – We need to keep focus.

John – Is there a way for all of us to participate

Bill – Wants to approve.

Ron – Where are we?  We should decide on the nature of the work before the form it should take.  Experience in the space for .host and DNS are good examples.  Motion proposed – Replace define with identify.  There is agreement on identify but define is contentious.  Modify the focus on identification.  For the interop we need identification of the parameters.   Other thing, focus on policy is sensitive to us. Use other words – we want just to further the interop.  If we choose words that move us towards that goal, that’s good. 

Jerry Schwarz – Go to a Motion. Is Tim’s motion on floor?

Tim - yes

Jerry - Who will second it?

Kelvin - Any further discussion?

Phillip Hallam-Baker – Not sure what the motion directed to take place in the case that a separate working group is formed.  If we have assurance that new committee is formed how does this affect us?

Bill Cox – I’m in favor of Tim’s motion 

Tim – I’m seeking two assurances – 1. IBM & Micro feel the time is right to form a TC 2. Both will participate – Assure not too clear on #2.  Would accept friendly amendment if both assurances are given.

John – We will support them.

Tim – We need wording for an amendment. Could Ron put out an amended motion?

Ron –Motion: Proposed friendly amendment motion:

This technical committee resolves to identify within its 

specification(s) the means by which the security requirements and 

capabilities of web service providers and consumers are represented and 

interpreted to support the interoperable use of the security mechanisms 

defined by the technical committee, especially in support of any 

interoperability demonstrations the technical committee advocates.

Kelvin - Can the TC agree on the spirit, then we can get the words later.

It could be an appendix.

John   This would be defining parameters; Change the word identify to recommend.

Ron - Proposed friendly amendment motion:

John – Change means to parameters.

Jerry - Changing means to parameters is a significant change.  We want the latitude to state the means.

Chris - Change within to about

Tim – within the work of the TC

Chris – Worried that this will slow down the work of the TC.

Ron – Something that is written down and published.

Chris – Separate document.

Ron – Within in deliverable doesn’t mean.

Kelvin – 10 minutes left.  Lets get to a vote.

Toufic BouBez – Procedure – Could Ron summarize what the amendment means?

Tim – Original motion was to develop a schema, negotiation algorithm and parameters that form part of security policy.  There will soon be a TC for that.  This TC defines parameters and mechanism that need to be agreed between consumer and sender.  Just develop a List.   Leave out the negotiation and the schema.

Tim – New motion  (read into the record) –

"This technical committee resolves to recommend within its deliverables the means by which the security requirements and capabilities of web service providers and consumers are represented and interpreted to support the interoperable use of the security mechanisms defined by the technical committee, especially in support of any interoperability demonstrations the technical committee advocates."
Jerry – In the current proposal is there no must?

Tim – Just informative.

Chris – 3 minutes; Take a vote.

Kelvin – Motion as read out by Tim – Any objections – 

   No objections; Motion passes.

John Shewchuk – I will be sending mail on IP to disclose that Microsoft has IP and will send details on the IP.

Chris – Move to adjourn.  

Kelvin – Next meeting in two weeks.  Need a note-taker.  People have asked for the phone number.  The phone number will be on the Web page.

=============================================================

Attendance List:

Voting Members  

  Don Adams TIBCO

  Zahid Ahmed Commerce One

  Jan Alexander Systinet

  Steve Anderson OpenNetwork

  Toufic Boubez Layer 7

  Paul Cotton Microsoft

  William Cox BEA

  Martijn de Boer SAP

  Thomas DeMartini ContentGuard

  Yassir Elley Sun Microsystems

  Don Flinn Quadrasis

  Peter Furniss Choreology

  Eric Gravengaard Reactivity

  Phil Griffin Griffin Consulting

  Phillip Hallam-Baker VeriSign

  Frederick Hirsch Nokia

  Jeff Hodges Sun Microsystems

  Maryann Hondo IBM

  Merlin Hughes Baltimore Technologies

  Chris Kaler Microsoft

  Charles Knouse Oblix

  Yutaka Kudo Hitachi

  Guillermo Lao ContentGuard

  Kelvin Lawrence IBM

  Hal Lockhart Entegrity Solutions

  Monica Martin Drake Certivo, Inc.

  Prateek Mishra Netegrity

  Ronald Monzillo Sun Microsystems

  Bob Morgan (individual)

  Tim Moses Entrust

  Anthony Nadalin IBM

  Nataraj Nagaratnam IBM

  Toshihiro Nishimura Fujitsu

  Mark Nobles LMI

  Rob Philpott RSA Security

  William Pope Choreology

  Rajesh Raman BEA Systems

  Ed Reed Novell

  Peter Rostin RSA Security

  Jason Rouault HP

  Vipin Samar Oracle

  Rich Salz Data Power

  Jerry Schwarz Oracle

  Senthil Sengodan Nokia

  Shawn Sharp Cyclone Commerce

  John Shewchuk Microsoft

  Frank Siebenlist Argonne National Lab

  Gene Thurston AmberPoint

  Ganesh Vaideeswaran Documentum

  Sirish Vepa Sybase

  Sam Wei Documentum

  John Weiland Navy

  Rob Weltman Netscape/AOL

  Pete Wenzel SeeBeyond

Prospective Members    

  Takashi Kojo NEC

Observers  

  Simon Godik Overxeer

 Voting Status Changes

  TJ Pannu ContentGuard -- Requested membership 1/14/2003

  Sam Greenblatt Computer Associates -- Lost status due to inactivity

