Minutes of UDDI Spec TC Telecon

 
Date:      20050412
 
Chairs:   Luc Clément, Systinet, luc.clement@systinet.com 

Tony Rogers, Computer Associates, Tony.Rogers@ca.com
Logistics  

TC Telecon

Call hosted by Rob Kochman, Microsoft


Dial in
Toll-Free (US & Canada): 866-500-6738  

Toll: 203-480-8000  

Participant Passcode: 325260
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1 Attendance

	Member Name
	Company or Organization
	20050412

	Clement, Luc
	Systinet
	y

	Colgrave, John 
	IBM
	 

	Dovey, Matthew 
	Individual
	 

	Feygin, Daniel 
	Unitspace
	 

	Hately, Andrew 
	IBM
	y

	Kochman, Rob
	Microsoft
	y

	Macias, Paul A.
	LMI
	y

	Prout, Dave
	British Telecom
	y

	Rogers, Tony
	Computer Associates
	y

	Sycara, Katia
	Individual
	 

	von Riegen, Claus 
	SAP AG
	y

	Wenzel, Pete
	SeeBeyond Technology
	y

	Wu, Zhe
	Oracle
	y


Tom Bellwood had to step down.

John Colgrave sent his apologies.

Massimo Paolucci was also in attendance. 
2 Additions to Agenda
No additions.
3 Approval of Previous Minutes 

Motion:

Motion to approve the minutes of the last meeting     

 

Minutes:


None – minutes approved without dissent.
4 Administration

4.1 Next Call

Next call is scheduled for 3 May 2005. We need a host.
Minutes:

Tony Rogers of Computer Associates volunteered to host the next call.
4.2 Formation of a “UDDI Adoption TC”

The Member Section Steering Committee is considering the creation of a subcommittee with members drawn from among UDDI registry “practioners” (new word?). The goal would be to have TC (User Committee) provide input to the TC on specification requirements and future direction/programs.

The goal is for the user community to drive consensus as it relates to taxonomies and best practices; its goal is not to produce normative work.

At a high level – the structure of the TCs and the MS is proposed to be as follows:

· UDDI Adoption TC (End User TC) would be a new TC that would follow normal TC policy, procedures, etc., but would have a charter that would not involve production of technical specifications 

· If the new TC wants to operate under the UDDI Member Section, the charter should include reference that it wants to be part of UDDI MS 

· New members wishing to be part of UDDI MS would designate that on their membership applications.  Designating the UDDI MS gets them listed on MS roster and ability to vote for MS SC. 

· All OASIS members, however, would be able to participate in the new TC 

· UDDI Specification TC (current  Technical TC) - remains the same 

· UDDI Member Section - both TCs would be part of the Member Section. 

· TC's could share information directly between each other as TC liaisons or TC's could use the Member Section umbrella to be the conduit for information sharing between the two committees 

Discussion:

· TC to discuss

Minutes:

The idea received positive feedback. We would start by inviting the people who attended the UDDI V3 webcast.
It was asked what the customers who participated in this TC might get out of it. One suggestion was that these people would be able to share user experiences, and to avoid re-inventing the wheel. Indeed, this TC would arguably be the best source of best-practice documents, better than the current Spec TC.

There was some reservation expressed, particularly with some anti-trust / IPR concerns. Given that it will be a TC, it must be governed by the new OASIS IPR rules.

ACTION: Luc to respond to the SC to get more detail on the deliverables they expect, and some structure to the plan.
5 Old Business

5.1 Technical Notes
5.1.1 “Secure Channel for Trustworthiness” Technical Note

The completed TN has been posted. Formal review started 29 Mar 05 per http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/uddi-spec/200503/msg00028.html. 
Per last telecom:
Status: 

In the midst of 30-day formal review
Next steps:
Ready for TC vote; vote to be taken at 3 May telecon
Target date:
vote 3 May during telecon
Minutes
Will be dealt with at the next TC.
5.1.2  “Understanding Key Partitions” Technical Note

Document posted at http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/12051/uddi-spec-tc-tn-understandingkeypartitions-20050330.doc.
Per http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/uddi-spec/200503/msg00029.html (from Tony): 
This is a major revision of the document, mostly by Steve Capell.

I have added section 2.3 Common Questions - I'd appreciate your review of that section, paying particular attention to the last subsection, concerning what appears to be an anomaly in the keying system.

There is still much work to be done, most of which is indicated in blue. If anyone would care to contribute, you would be most welcome.
Per last telecom:

Status: 

Needs input from TC members and completion by Tony
Next steps:
Editors to provide early input

Target date:  
3 May 2005

Editors:

Max Voskob, Dave Prout, Jin Tong
Discussion: 
· Status to be provided by Tony.
· Solicit Editor’s help to provide feedback so we may close this TN
Minutes

Next revision posted on KAVI.
Editorial feedback is awaited. Dave is working on it now. 

5.1.3  “HTTP Basic and Digest Authentication” Technical Note

Per http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/uddi-spec/200503/msg00018.html (though not available via Kavi) – Andrew responded:
Document posted at: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/11960/uddi-spec-tc-tn-httpauth-20050321.doc 
I've accepted the edit changes, added the keyGenerator, added V3 tModel structures and added V3 query examples. 

I didn't add a full V3 example of publishing, but I could if I refer to some other document other than the WSDL 2.0 document where I could build on an existing V3 structure. 

The only other technical issue I noticed when making the update was whether the HTTP authentication should be based on the HTTP "Transport" tModel from the specification or the HTTP "Protocol" tModel from the WSDL best practice. The keys proposed in this document would change if we said it should be part of the transport. 

I'll have to think about this, but if I don't join the call, can someone record the consensus from the group. 

Per last telecom:
Status: 
Andrew has completed pass but there is a remaining open issues:
· V3 example

· Whether to use HTTP Transport tModel or the HTTP Protocol tModel

Discussion: TC to discuss:
· Whether to use HTTP Transport tModel or the HTTP Protocol tModel

Next steps:
Andrew to submit by next meeting. Tony and Luc to edit.

Target date: 
3 May 2005

Motion: If no objections, we will begin 30-day review at next meeting.

Minutes
Andrew suggested he will change the tModel reference, and will re-submit. He will notify Luc and Tony when resubmitting, so they can begin the edit pass.

5.1.4 “WS-Security Modeling” Technical Note

Andrew has proposed a TN for modeling WS-Security in UDDI along with:

· Modeling Issuing Authorities & Tokens

· Modeling Basic Security Profile for WS-I

Per last telecom:

Status: 

Andrew not on call 

Next steps:
Andrew to supply status on next call

Target date: 

Editors:

Dave Prout volunteered. We need at least one other editor.

Discussion: We need to discuss with Andrew whether we are proceeding with this TN. What is its current state if work has begun? How we move this work along?
Minutes

Andrew has submitted a first draft of this TN today. He discussed the structure of the TN, and the decisions he took in arranging it. He assumed the appropriate flagging for WS-Security Basic Profile. Things are a little unclear when it came to service timestamps. 

There are some issues with the numerous variations of security models: having one security token for signature, one for encryption, partial signature / partial encryption – the combinations are many and varied, and Andrew is unsure how many of these we need to describe.
Andrew is looking for feedback on how many combinations are desirable. The canonical tModels are straightforward enough, though. He is keen to avoid defining something that would need complete replacement when the WS-Security team produce a highly granular model.
5.2 Schema Centric Canonicalization Spec Errata

Need to discuss status of AR632 (http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/members/action_item.php?action_item_id=632) relating to "CR062: Errata for SCC14N: Prepare an errata appendix that lists the changes for ease of understanding."

Link to CR062: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/7470/uddi-spec-tc-cr062-element_only_whitespace_and_xmlnsXML-20040601.doc
 

Per last telecom:

Status: 

Andrew not on call

Next steps:
Luc will take it on if Andrew unable to complete; Tony to follow up with Andrew.

Target date: 
decision by next meeting.

Discussion: We need to discuss with Andrew status. Discuss reassignment to get the errata out sooner if required.

Minutes
ACTION: Andrew to complete this week.
5.3 Property Support in UDDI

Background: 

Jin Tong, BAH submitted a proposal ( http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/11602/uddi-spec-tc-prop030-property-and-significant-keyname-20050225.doc) to introduce the requirement for the support of Property information in UDDI
Luc presented an alternate proposal to address some of the concerns raised. This was submitted at: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/11602/uddi-spec-tc-prop030-property-and-significant-keyname-20050225.doc 
Discussion: 
· Agree on worthiness of this matter and get agreement that we support the need to a TN (or not)

· Discuss input from Jin - http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/uddi-spec/200503/msg00030.html
· Open issues: 

1. no guidance in the spec as it relates to Categorization Groups and more formal definition of “check”ing / definition. This is a possible candidate for a TN and/or errata.

· Jin proposed an approach:

One way this can be implemented is to use categorization on the categorizationGroup tModel definition to include keyedReferences to the set of property tModel keys as keyValues, using keyNames to hold property names/comments. We may need to define a special tModel for the key of such keyedReferences. 

2. Luc:

· needs to provide query examples (per John’s request)

· take editorial input from Jin

· submit as draft TN – if the TC will agree to pursue this work
Minutes
General agreement that this is a needed TN.

It is true that the process of checking a keyedReferenceGroup isn’t fully specified. Claus feels that this should be handled in the specification process, rather than in a TN.

ACTION: Luc to provide clarifications per Jin’s request, and to turn his document into a TN draft. Due 3 May.
Editors: Tony and Claus.
6 v.Next
6.1 Consideration of TN: “OWL as an Interchange Format”
We’ve discussed at numerous occasions turning John’s proposal (http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/8693/uddi-spec-tc-prop028-owl-20040813.doc) as a TN.
We understand that John and Massimo have had further discussion on the proposal.
Discussion: 

· John to brief TC on the current status of the proposal and make a recommendation as to its disposition

· Based on John’s status update and recommend, TC to decide next steps

Per Last telecom:

We discussed with John the possibility of adopting the current proposal as a TN. We discussed whether there were any impediments to do so. One item that John pointed out was the matter of using relative URI to references a Class in a keyedReference.  Section 2.1.2 of the proposal refers:

A UDDI implementation must support the use of an absolute URI reference as a keyValue value to refer to a class.

I assume it is a requirement to allow a shorter value to be used also and this proposal defines the use of a relative URI reference for this purpose.  The base URI is attached to the tModel representing the ontology and then a relative URI can be used as the keyValue value.  A UDDI implementation must combine the base URI from the tModel and the relative URI from the keyValue to produce the absolute URI that identifies the class.

For the example given above, the tModel could have the base URI of http://www.example.com/ontology/ and then a keyValue of “foo” would produce the absolute URI of http://www.example.com/ontology/foo
Note that this means that the same absolute URI reference could be produced from more than one keyedReference.  Assuming that the tModel continues to indicate whether the use of a value from a value set is checked or not this also means that the same absolute URI reference could be checked or not, depending on which tModel, and therefore base URI, was used to generate it.

As it is not a requirement to rewrite the existing value sets into OWL, it must be possible to differentiate between tModels used to represent built-in or legacy value sets from those used to represent OWL ontologies. It is proposed that a new subtype of “categorization” in the UDDI types category system be defined to indicate that a tModel relates to an OWL ontology.

Luc asked John to revisit the proposal in the light of the desire to move to work to a TN and determine whether there may be further impediments or a reasonable work around. 

John’s response: http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/uddi-spec/200504/msg00002.html

I have thought about the possibilities for a Technical Note for the OWL taxonomy work and I have reached the conclusion that support for OWL will have to be introduced as part of a future version of the specification. 

Even if we disregard the idea of having a single ontology per node/registry and just consider using OWL to define a simple UDDI taxonomy, there would only be any value in this if UDDI implementations changed to support it. There would be no change in the way that people used the UDDI API and data structures, which seems to be the antithesis of a Technical Note.

Discussion:
TC to discuss/close on the idea of making this proposal a TN and defer to v.Next
Minutes

John believes that this requires additions to the specification, and as such is not appropriate as a TN. The TC agrees, and this TN is dropped.
7 Additions to Agenda
7.1.1 Face-to-face meeting
Trying to set up a date for the next face-to-face meeting. Suggestions are July or September – looking for feedback from members. Suggested venue is LMI in the Washington area (thanks Paul), but we’re open to other suggestions.
8 Adjournment
Meeting adjourned 6:50 Australian Eastern Standard Time.
�Should we say that only one tModel can represent an ontology and its name must be the absolute URI reference of the ontology itself? This would probably work OK for most ontologies but rdf:about can contain an absolute URI reference that is not related to the URI of the parent ontology so in this case we would have to require that the absolute URI reference be used in the keyValue field.





