Notes from the OASIS WSRF TC 
Face-to-Face meeting
14th September 2005
Roll Call 

The roll call is kept on the TC web site under the meeting record.

See http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/wsrf/event.php?event_id=7908 
The meeting is quorate.
Confirm minute taker 

Tim Banks is taking the minutes.
Approve of minutes of August 22nd Telecon 

See: http://www.oasis-open.org/committees/download.php/14260
There were no comments and no objections to approving the minutes.
Action Review
(TomM) Post revised draft of RMD specification. Carried Fwd from July 25th.

Tom has left the committee.- Carry fwd.

(TomM) Write new text for resolution to issue wsrf 118. (cut/copy/paste for RMD to go in AppNotes.) Carried Fwd from June 27th. 

Tom has left the committee. - Carry fwd

(DaveS) Investigate the implications of the resolution of issue 137 to make MemberserviceEPR optional. Work on precise language with Tom. Carried fwd from 8th Aug. (Ongoing)
(Bryan) Move issue 137 to resolved. Incorporate any implications for the spec from Dave/Tom.  Carried fwd from 8th Aug.

(Bryan) Move issue 139 to ‘open’. Done
(Bryan) Move issue 140 to ‘open’.Done
(Bryan) Move issue 127 to ‘resolved’ based on IanR’s proposal of August 12, but with the removal of bullet 2 from the definition of WS Resource.Done.
(Bryan) Move issue 130 to closed, no action.  With explanation. Done.
(Bryan) Move issue 131 to closed, no action.  With explanation. Done.
(Bryan) Move issue 132 to resolved, with explanation and action to check for other cases of the same ambiguity in returning fault vs complete RPDoc. Done.
(Bryan) Move issue 133 to resolved. Done.
Call for AOB for this F2F 
(DaveS) We need to sync up with WS-N specs which is a normative reference. The WS-Topics spec is likely to be the last one to be 
(IanR) I think this is mentioned in a pubic review comment – we’ll cover it there.

New editors for SG and RMD (chairs) 
(IanR) Tom Maguire was the editor  and has left the TC, so we need new volunteers.

WS-RF schedule (Ian) 
Summary of where we are: 
· OASIS standard→ Committee specification→ Public review→Committee draft
· PR1 ended on Sep 5.

· Use this F2F to produce and approve PR2 drafts. 
PR2 drafts should be change-barred to show differences from PR1. 
· PR2 to take 15 days – target to complete on Oct 13 at the latest (in time for 17 Oct telecon). Latest start date is then Sep 28th.
· Aim to vote on CS drafts by end of Oct. 

Naming (again) (Ian). 
The OASIS IT staff, it turns out, will not provide for any “non-standard” web server configuration to map URLs to physical resources (such as .xsd or .wsdl files). Since OASIS is also going to require all filenames to have appropriate file types to identify the “form” of the file, our schema and wsdl need to have file types .xsd and .wsdl. 
Which means that we need to change our @location/schemaLocation to include .xsd / .wsdl, for example: 
(IanR) I propose we change all the namespaces to ‘-2’ and add the suffices.  Any objections.
None.

(IanR) Should we have a RDDL document?
(MartinC) We should not, since it does nothing except perhaps aid human access, and the process isn’t stable in OASIS.


Issue and comments review (Chairs) 
Objective – clear way for editors to produce PR2 drafts. 


WSRF134:PR Comment – correct type of the Dialect attribute on a QueryExpression
(BryanM) We should just do it

(IanR) Any objections?

None.
Action (Bryan) Move to resolved
WSRF135: PR Comment – reference to work in progress
(IanR) The reference to Xpath 2.0 at line 700 is not stable. I propose we remove the reference to XPath 2. (lines 700-704)  Any objections.
None.

Action (Bryan): move to resolved.

(IanR) We also need a new issue to deal with the question of the reference to the Xpath Spec and its relations to the dialect URI.

(MartinC) We should say (at line 673) below that if the WS Resource supports query, it must support the Xpath 1.0 query dialect as defined by the URI  …

(BryaM) The new issue number is 144.

Action: (Bryan) Move to resolved.
WSRF136: PR Comment – clarify description of QueryExpressionDialect
(SteveG) There is some ambiguity in the text – do we mean the operation defn or the property defn?  We should fix this.
(IanR) This is as expressed in the issue already.

(SteveG) Yes.
(IanR) Any objections?

None

Action (Bryan): Move to resolved.
WSRF138: Typo in title of section 5.1.1
(IanR) Any objections to making the correction.
None.

Action (Bryan) Move to resolved.
WSRF139: Number of messages needed to retrieve the content of a service group
(IanR) The proposal is to remove a normative statement.about the membership of the group being via the pointer
(TimB) But this removal doens’t make the ServiceGroup RPdoc authoritative.

(DaveS) Right, so the question of membership is implementation-dependent because of potential delays in using the member information.

(MartinC) Right: there is no definitive test of membership via the group.
(IanR) The second part of the proposal about making the pointer optional is a separate issue.

(IanR) The proposal is to remove the ‘authoritative test’ words ( lines 349-353: ‘This WS Resource is the representation… member of the group  Existence of this WS Resource… is a member of the service group’). Also, line 342 ‘entry’ becomes ‘member of’.
Any Objections.

(BryanM) I would like to make the EPRs optional anyway.

(DaveS) We don’t want to re-raise this issue which has already been discussed. The EPR can contain whatever is suitable.

(MartinC) We make no assumptions about the validity of the EPR, but we don’t want to make that kind of statement in the spec.
Action (Bryan) Move to resolved.
Editors for RM and SG

(IanR) We no longer have a primary editor for this document. Does anyone want to take it on?

(MartinC) We should officially ask if anyone wants to take it forward.

(SteveG) Can we post a query to the WSDL list to sound out the need?

(BryanM) Does the grid community have requirements for metadata – if so then we should do the standardization in WSRF.

(DaveS) I propose we send messages to OGSI, WSDM and WSRF to solicit interest in progressing the document. The default to be that no further progress will be made, and the TC will consider dropping the document.
Action: (Bryan/Dave/Ian) post a queries to the WSDM/OGSI/WSRF communities/lists to solicit interest in RM. 
(IanR) We also need a second editor for ServiceGroup.

(TimB) Ok, I will do that.

WSRF140: Constraints on use of schema for resource properties document 
(IanR) If we allowed any xml document to be a WS ResourceProperty document, then most of the messages in the specs would not work. 
(DaveS) Let’s take the bullets in section 4.2 one by one. Number 1 is that the RPDoc has a GED which lets us refer to it in the. WSDL.

(BryanM) All xml documents with a root  have the root as a GED.

(IanR) Not so – they may have a type with no element.
(BryanM) The second sentence is wrong – the GED doesn’t define the type. I think we should take the sentence out.

(IanR) The first part of the proposal is to remove ‘type of the’ from line 330.
No objections.

(IanR) Now let’s discuss bullet 2. (document must be uniquely identified)

(BryanM) This is redundant – bullet one says the GED is needed, and it uniquely identifies the RPdoc root.

(IanR) Any objection to striking out bullet number 2?
No objections.

(SteveG) Bullet 3 was there because there was no way to see attribute children or mixed content until we invented getResourcePropertiesDocument.

(IanR) Are there any objections to removing bullet 3?

None.

(SteveG) We could recast this as a statement resource property elements which have GEDs.
(DaveS) So this means that if there are no GED’d children, they can’t be ccessed via GetResourceProperty.
(SteveG) We need to define ‘ResourcePropertyElement’ which is something that has a GED and is a direct child of the document root, and say that the RPdoc MAY contain them. The AppNotes can describe the effect of having no RPElement. Also, this should be a separate section, not part of the constraints in section 4.2.
No objections.

(IanR) What about bullet 5.

(SteveG) This used to mean something when the restriction on child elements was there. It’s no longer needed.

(IanR) Are there any objections to striking bullet 5?

None.
Action: (Bryan) Move to resolved.

WSRF141: Update WS-Addressing namespace to Candidate Recommendation namespace from W3C 
(IanR) We need to change from 2005-04 and 2005-08, and accommodate the difference that the schemalocation used to resolve via the URI, where there is now a RDDL document. Any objections to making this change?
None.

Action (BryanM) Move to resolved.
WSRF142: Name of WSDL message part 
(IanR) Any objections to opening this as an Issue?
None.

(IanR) The proposal is to remove the second half of the sentence at line 240 and replace with “The WSDL part MUST have an element attribute and this MUST refer by QName to the element of this distinct fault as defined in step 2” Also to clarify what are the steps.
Any objections?
None.

Action (Bryan) Move to resolved
WSRF143: Context of XPath in QueryResourceProperties
(IanR) this is about line 750: replace QueryResourceProperties element with QueryExpression element. Any Objections?
None.

Action (Bryan) Move to resolved
Comments to review
HP BaseFaults

See: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/wsrf/email/archives/200508/msg00031.html 
Responses : http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/wsrf/email/archives/200509/msg00007.html 
http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/wsrf/email/archives/200509/msg00005.html 


(BryanM) Point1 was discussed earlier
(IanR) Point 2 is the same as issue 106, which we decided not to address, because providing bindings for the faults would be inconsistent with the rest of the specs which do not provide bindings.

(DaveS) Point 3 is an acknowledgement of the input from OGSI, we should keep reference.
(BryanM) Point 4 is about references to infoset. 

(SteveG) This is boilerplate.

(BryanM) Why do we need it?

(SteveG) All the other specs would need to change.

(BryanM) Ok.

(BryanM) The reference to WSDL 2.0 is not needed.

(IanR) We should create an issue containing minor editorial points.

Action (Bryan) Open new issue.

(IanR) any objections to removing the [wsdl 2.0] reference from the boiler plate?

None.

(BryanM) Point 6 was dealt with earlier.
(BryanM) Point 7… seems invalid – the reference works! Point 9 is about the blank page.

(IanR) Ok.

(BryanM) Point 10 is about footers.

(PeterN) The footer needs to change to be the document id, and this shouldn’t have .pdf suffix, and the document id in the title page shouldn’t have “http:..”
(BryuanM) So we need to address points 5,6,9 and 10.
(IanR) Also, specs should use the document creation date on the title page and in the footer, and the format should be dd.month.yyyy. Any objections?
None.

Action (Bryan) Add to new issue 145, and move to resolved.

HP ResourceProperties Issues

See:  http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/wsrf/email/archives/200508/msg00030.html

(BryanM) We’ve dealt with point 1. Point 2 clears up what we mean by the view and the WS Resource.
(SteveG) I agree the proposal is an improvement.

(BryanM) Point 3 is done, Point 4  is non-goals:

(IanR) This is part of the charter, it’s important, don’t change it.
(Bryan) Ok - it’s not a big point. Point 5 – the reference syntax is wrong.
[ok]

(BryanM) Point 6 is done, point 7 is  about the soap prefix.

(IanR) I suggest we don’t need to fix this – it’s Ok, and soap 1.2 isn’t necessary.
(BryanM) Ok.  Point 8, we should do this. Point 9.is about the relationship between explicit ops and the WSRF ones. We should use a different example that is related to the properties documents so that it doesn’t encourage explicit access operations. 
(DaveS) Such as ..reformatBlocks’ which implicitly changes the number of blocks.

(BryanM) Point 10. we should change the action field.
(IanR) I don’t think we need to change this. The WS-Addressing default pattern is good.

(BryanM) Ok. Point 11. Line 389  needs to updated to say the RP document is returned.

(IanR) Any objections

None.

(IanR) Any objections to the change proposed in point 12?

None.

(BryanM) Point 15 – reduces docoument size.

(IanR) Lets leave this to the editor

(BryanM) Ok.  Point 16  Xpath capitalization.

(IanR) Ok.

(BryanM) Point 17 not relevant (xpath 2 banished)

(BryanM) point 18 – simple, point 19…

(SteveG) Ok..

(BryanM) Point 20… 

[ok]

(BryanM) Point 21  the fault description is confusing.
(IanR) It should say that the resource property QName was not recognized, and should have the same text in each usage.

(BryanM) Point 22 – change line 1123 from ‘MUST be’ to ‘will. be’.

(BryanM) Points 23..26

(SteveG) Ok.

(BryanM) Point 27.  There’s a name change topic  should be topicExpression.  TopicSpace should be  TopicNamespace.
(SteveG) ok

(BryanM) Point 28

(MartinC) I don’t think we should introduce a new property change message for documents. And property change as a result of the putRPDocument wil be notified via AnyRPChange.

(BryanM) Ok, Point 29.

[Ok]

(BryanM) Point 30

(IanR) The namespace table references wsa. No change is needed.

(IanR) Also, we need to add a reference to BP 1.1 in WS-Resource. We should add this to this issue.

Action (Bryan) move new issue 146 to resolved including points.

Suspended 18:30

Resumed  9:15 on September 15th
Ricoh - ResourcePropoerties 

See http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/wsrf/email/archives/200509/msg00025.html
(DaveS) We need a new issue for these points.

(Alain)Line 453 & 4 

(DaveS) Ok. 

(Alain) Line 488 – sentence has no verb.

(DaveS) Ok – remove ‘that’, or something similar.

(Alain) 739 fixed yesterday.

(DaveS) ok

(Alain) Consistency of colons 740 et al

(DaveS) Let’s have colons

(Alain) Get vs GetMultiple
(IanR)We have considered this before. Get is simpler and is required – it sets a lower minimum bar. 

(Alain) Different notification mechanism – is this possible.
(DaveS) All we have is a mechanism to define a topic for WS-N.  We could equally define the equivalent for another notification  standard. We are doing WS-N because we know it exists.
(Alain) Line 141 – ‘this will facilitiate improved performance’.
(IanR)  Batching may improve performance. It looks reasonable.
(Alain) Ok. Line 244-5 Why is ‘any’ here? 
(BryanM) It’s best to put it after a required element – to avoid the UPA constraint.

(Alain) Ok. Set/update etc.
(DaveS) There is no way to remove one from several identically named properties. The primer deals with this case.
(Alain) What about a summary table?
(IanR) We would need to do this for all the documents. I don’t think we want to make this change.

(Alain) Line 391 – should there be a new fault?
(IanR) The easiest thing would be to define a new specific fault ‘unableToGet’

(DaveS) Or just use BaseFault

(MartinC) Or we could define ‘ResourceUnavailable’ 

(IanR) We should define ‘ResourceUnavailable’ as a peer to ResourceUnknown (for use on any operation, in the wsrf/rw namespace) which is due to temporary problems in the implementation, for example: a database is not  available.

(DaveS) We need boilerplate for this to paste into every operation.
(IanR) WS Resource will propose text. Other specs should remove explicit definitions for ResourceUnknownFault. 

[Text Reviewed]

(IanR) Any objections?

None.

(Alain) Section 5.4.2
(IanR) The proposal is that in section 5.4.2 (751) we will relax the text  around ‘it must also’ (Which now changed according to issue 144 resolution) to say that it MUST contain the property to contain dialects other XPath1.

(MartinC) We should also change the minOccurs, shouldn’t we?

(IanR) The RPDoc must have an RP if it supports another dialect and May have it if it does support for xpath 1.0. We shouldn’t change the minOccurs=0.

(TimB) Does the RPDoc schema still need the dialect element?

(IanR) No. 

(IanR) To review….The text should indicate that if Query is supported, and the only dialect is XPath1, there is no constraint on RPDoc or schema. If other dialects are supported then the RPDoc must contain the dialects, and the schema must contain the declaration. The RPDoc may optionally contain the xpath1 dialect. Any objections?
None.

(Alain) So now the example doesn’t need to change!
(Alain) Now section 5.6: 

(SteveG)The CurrentValue and RequestedValue contain the qnamed element as the ‘value’.

(BryanM) Should it say element, not value?

(IanR) An example would help – like this: 

<wsrf-rp:ResourcePropertyChangeFailure Restored="true">

  <wsrf-rp:CurrentValue>

    <tns:numberofblocks>60</tns:numberofblocks>

  </wsrf-rp:CurrentValue>

  <wsrf-rp:RequestedValue>

    <tns:numberofblocks>80</tns:numberofblocks>

  </wsrf-rp:RequestedValue>

</wsrf-rp:ResourcePropertyChangeFailure>
(IanR) any objection to adding the example?

(Alain) Ok. What about a partial success? Does this rollback to the beginning of the batch?
(DaveS) Yes – it restores back to the beginning of the request message.

(Alain) Ok. 1524…
(DaveS)

(Alain) Section 5.5 This is inconsistent
(DaveS) We should add the ‘MAY’ text.

(Alain ) Line 891, a typo?

(DaveS) yes.

(Alain) That’s it for RP,  Now for WS-Resource. Are ids’ in headers Ok.
(IanR) Yes.

(Alain) Ok.  In line 146.. looks strange.
(IanR) A little, but it’s right
(Alain) Ok. About pointer comparison..

(IanR) There are words in the AppNotes.

(Alain) Ok.  Line 158…. Missing ‘.’

(DaveS) ..next…

(Alain) In serviveGroup, line 279 typo  (‘Membershipt’)

(IanR) Yes

(Alain)  in 591…wrong xml

(IanR) yes

(Alain) Inconsistency in the definition of WS Resource is ‘stateful’ important.
(IanR) We should use the text from the ‘Abstract’ in wsrf-rp. SG (and other specs) should change. Any Objections
None.

(Alain) How to identify the SG entry…

(DaveS) By the ServiceGRouPEntryEPR
(Alain) Ok.  Inconsistencies

(IanR) We got rid of RAP.  If there are other inconsistencies, let us know.

(Alain) Ok – now in Lifetime.  About resources..
[That is issue 150]

(IanR) This is not specified by the spec – it’s implementation dependent. 

(DaveS) This also applies to point 3.

(Alain) About lifetime…
(DaveS) Lifetime is independent of notification subscriptions.

(Alain) Line 214..

(IanR) Proposal: lines 213-217 should simply indicate that response message indicates successful processing the Destroy request, so the service must either return a response message or a fault. Any objections?
None.

(Alain) So it’s clear that the WS Resource is what is destroyed, not the resource?

(IanR) Yes.

(Alain) Section 5.2  - does MUST apply only if the Scheduled termination is being used.

(IanR) Yes. It could be clearer with a qualification closer to the MUST, and this qualification should also apply to line 313 and section 5.3.
(Alain) Ok. In AppNotes: Real Life examples would be useful.

(IanR) The primer contains the examples, the AppNotes should point to the primer.

(Alain) Resource Identifiers…section 2.4

(IanR) We need to remove this text about where an identifier goes from the Appnotes, since we moved the example back into WS Resource.  In fact section 5.2 should be deleted. Any Objections?
None.

(IanR) We should still have a second Public review of the appnotes, but in a different schedule from the specs.

(Alain)  Line 255 – portType defn.

(DaveS) Ok – right.

Fujitsu

See: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/wsrf/email/archives/200509/msg00006.html
(DaveS)  Point 1 – a typo
(IanR) Right.

(DaveS) Point 2 – WS Topics not yet a standard.

(IanR) We will be referencing the PR01 of Topics in the next version. This will be in the editors notes.

(DaveS) Point 3 – URL for Topics in WS ResourceProperties is incorrect.

(IanR) This will be in the editors instructions.

(DaveS) Point 4 – WS Topics not yet a standard (in Lifetime)

(IanR) Ok

(DaveS) Point 5 - The reference is wrong.

(IanR) Ok.


WSRF127:PR Comment – Why MUST for “Resource Action Pattern”?
(IanR) we need to reconsider the resolution per Kirk’s notes.  See: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/wsrf/email/archives/200509/msg00020.html
(TimB) What is a Resource Identifier?

(IanR) We never defined this – it’s application –dependant, but we used to say that the Resource access pattern required us to place the Resource Identifier in the message. We need to add a sentence to the definition of a reference: ‘Such EPRs MUST reference exactly one WS Resource’.
(MartinC) Seconded.

(DaveS) Any objections

None.

(IanR) We also need to delete the definition of Resource identifier because it is never used.

(MartinC) Seconded.

(DaveS) Any Objections
None.

Actrion (BryanM) Update the resolution.

PR Comment from Mark McKeown
See http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/wsrf/email/archives/200509/msg00027.html

(DaveS) I will answer this one - we have discussed this before.

Meeting Suspended for editing per editorial note
Reviewing of updated specs…

WS Resource..

[Ok]

WS BaseFaults…

[Ok]

WS ResourceLifetime

[Ok – two points noted]

(Kirk) Comments on Section 4.2 bullet 3 – lifecycle.

Should this be lifecycle of WS Resource instead of resource.

(Ian) Ok

(Kirk) Also the picture of two resources is incomplete, and the cardinality of WS Resources and resources.

(IanR) Ok. We need ellipses to say there are two WS Resources.

Suspended 17:55
Resumed 9:00

Editing Session

Re-review spec Documents

WS Resource

(BryanM) Need to change location of wsdl file in appendix.


WS ServiceGroup
(TimB) need to backout the change to EntryEPR per resolution of WSRF137
(DaveS) Let’s review changes needed for optional MemberEPR

WS Resource Propoerties

(MartinC) The reference to WSI BP is non-normative. This is not what’s in the other specs.

(IanR) So it should be in all the other specs. Any objections?

None

Remaining Updates

These should be done and uploaded by EOB 16th Sept

Approval ballots for committee drafts and PR2 drafts 
Approval Ballot will be started 17th September.


Next f2f will be early in the week of 13th February 
 


Closed 12:00 
Summary of actions
Post revised draft of RMD specification. Carried Fwd from July 25th.
Write new text for resolution to issue wsrf 118. (cut/copy/paste for RMD to go in AppNotes.) Carried Fwd from June 27th.

(DaveS) Investigate the implications of the resolution of issue 137 to make MemberserviceEPR optional. Work on precise language with Tom. Carried fwd from 8th Aug. (Ongoing)

(Bryan) Move issue 137 to resolved. Incorporate any implications for the spec from Dave/Tom.  Carried fwd from 8th Aug.

(Bryan) Move issue 134 to resolved

(Bryan) Move issue 136 to resolved.
(Bryan) Move issue 138 to resolved.
(DaveS) Fix ‘read only’ setting in the SG document.
(Bryan) Move new issue 144 to resolved.

(Bryan) Move issue 139 to resolved.
(Bryan/Dave/Ian) post a queries to the WSDM/OGSI/WSRF communities/lists to solicit interest in RM. 

(BryanM) Move issue 140 to resolved.
(BryanM) Move issue 141 to resolved.
(BryanM) Move issue 142 to resolved.
(BryanM) Move issue 143 to resolved.
(Bryan) Add editorial points in new issue 145, and move to resolved.

(Bryan) Move new issue 146 et al (editorial Changes raised by HP/Ricoh/Fujistu) to resolved.

(Bryan) Update resolution to issue 127.
(Editors) Update specs according to resolutions.

