OASIS UDDI Spec Technical Committee

Minutes of UDDI Spec TC Telecon

 
Date:      200500927
 
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: +1-203-480-8000 

Participant Passcode: 325260
Time
UTC: Tue-19:30, Seattle: Tue-12:30, New York: Tue-15:30, London: Tue-20:30, Frankfurt: Tue-21:30, Melbourne: Wed-05:30
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1 Attendance
Attendance was taken:
	Member Name
	Company or Organization
	20050927

	Clement, Luc
	Systinet
	y

	Colgrave, John 
	IBM
	y

	Dovey, Matthew 
	Individual
	 

	Downey, Paul
	BTplc
	 

	Garbis, Jason
	Systinet
	y

	Hately, Andrew 
	IBM
	y

	Kochman, Rob
	Microsoft
	y

	Macias, Paul A.
	LMI
	 

	Mikulinsky, Oleg
	WebLayers
	y

	Prout, Dave
	BTplc
	y

	Rogers, Tony
	Computer Associates
	 

	Sharma, Shamik
	SOA Software
	 

	von Riegen, Claus 
	SAP AG
	y

	Wu, Zhe
	Oracle
	 


Also in attendance was Paul Denning, Mitre

2 Additions to Agenda
Minutes:

None
3 Approval of Previous Minutes 

Motion:

Motion to approve the minutes of the last meeting: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/14317/Minutes-v1-20050906.doc 
 

Minutes:

Approved
4 Administration

4.1 Next Call

Next call is scheduled for 18 October 2005. 
Need a host
Minutes:

Dave Prout will host the call.
4.2 Face to Face Meeting

Discuss when to hold the next 

Minutes:
We discussed and agreed that until we have a sufficient amount of work items to work on that we would postpone a FTF. At the earliest a FTF would occur in the new year. As customary, approx 2-month lead time will be agreed to.
5 Old Business

5.1 Transition of the TC to a new IPR mode

Per: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/email/archives/200509/msg00017.html 
The OASIS UDDI Specification TC has conducted a Transition Approval Ballot under the rules provided by the OASIS IPR Transition Policy [1].  The ballot results are visible to OASIS members at [2].  The ballot to apply the current (2005) OASIS IPR Policy to the TC's operations, and adopt the "RF on RAND Terms" IPR mode, was APPROVED.  As a result, the TC will start operating under that policy and mode on 10 October 2005, which is 14 days from the date of this notice.  That date will be the TC's Transition Effective Date under the IPR Transition Policy.  This message is your Approval Notification under that policy.

Please note:

1.  Any members of the TC who have not signed the current Membership Agreement by that date will be deemed withdrawn from TC membership on the TC Transition Effective Date.  If you have not yet signed the agreement, and have questions or would like assistance, please contact my colleague Scott McGrath, our Director of Member Services, who is copied on this message.

2.  The obligations of OASIS members who serve as TC members under the 2005 OASIS IPR Policy [3] are different, in some ways, from those under the prior policy.  Please review the 2005 policy so that you are clear about the licensing and disclosure obligations associated with the TC after the TC Transition Effective Date.

3.  OASIS staff will announce the TC Transition Effective Date and the TC's new IPR Mode to members in the same manner as a charter amendment.

Minutes:

Luc pointed out that 3 current members had not yet been identified by OASIS as haven renewed their membership agreement (based on the new terms). At the time of this writing, 2 members believe that this had been addressed and are following up with OASIS.
5.2 Schema Centric Canonicalization Spec Errata

Document posted at: http://uddi.org/pubs/SchemaCentricCanonicalization.htm 
Action: publicize this through the W3C and OASIS.

For discussion: take this to OASIS standard; submit to W3C; or status quo?
Minutes
We discussed the options available to us. We opted with status quo for the time being given that we did not feel that W3C would necessarily want to shepherd the spec going forward, and that getting adoption from the OASIS membership from a perspective of standardization would be difficult given the nature of the SCC14N spec. 
Note that there are at least three implementation of the SCC14N spec – satisfying the requirement to advance the spec to standardization.
5.3 Technical Notes
5.3.1 “Understanding Key Partitions” Technical Note

Action: Tony to update the TN and re-post
Minutes

Rob volunteered to assist Tony in completing the work. 
5.3.2 Security Policy TNs

We discussed the status and progress that we could make related to the security policy TNs we currently have on the books. We were told that another TC is in the process of being formed whose purpose will be to pursue policy work activities; this should help us address a set of open issues relating to policy.

We discussed a number of topics:

· Thoughts that one of the larger issues to tackle was whether/how we deal with WSDL policy assertions in the context of policy expression in registry. What might the impact of this be on the current wsdl-uddi mapping?
· Policy attachment does not take into account the WSDL/UDDI TN for instance (as stated above). How do we approach/address this? Do we impose restrictions that would allow for cohesive handling of policy from the perspective of the WSDL/UDDI TN, policy attachment and registry representation?

· How do we resolve the possibilities of redundancies that might exist if both WSDL and UDDI were annotated with policy information? How do we handle discrepancies; indeed, do we even attempt to do so?

· What is the criteria to use to identify a policy as a reusable policy that merits the definition of a policy tModel? Can policy exist in the registry is it is not reusable (sure it can, but do we advocate this)?
We debated whether to leverage profiles (as a reusable concept) or there was a need to decompose assertions and elevate some of them as metadata.

While a good discussion, we did not (or intend to during the course of the meeting) come to a close. What we agreed to was that the TNs that are currently under considerations would provide useful use cases to work through the issues. We agreed to broaden the activity to be as reasonably inclusive as possible whereby the narrow set of use cases before us would need to be expanded upon to adequately deal with the subject matter.
5.3.2.1 “Secure Channel for Trustworthiness” Technical Note

On hold until the policy discussion was settled. The following provided as background.
The completed TN has been posted. Formal review started 29 Mar 05 per http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/uddi-spec/200503/msg00028.html. 
Next steps:
Ready for TC vote; vote to be taken at 3 May telecon
Target date:
vote 3 May during telecom
ACTION: TC Members to review http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/uddi-spec/200503/msg00028.html and be ready to vote at the 3 May telecon to adopt the “Secure Channel for Trustworthiness” TN as a TC TN

Claus raised two questions in e-mail:

· How does the client determine that the server does validation?

· How does the client establish a secure channel?

The UDDI registry owner must offer a binding template under the Node Business Entity that offers an SSL connection.

The UDDI registry will need to make available policy information to specify that it does server-side validation of digital signatures.

Claus asked what the server should do if the signature fails validation – Tony suggested that the signed entry be suppressed, but Claus pointed out that this would be a deviation from normal behaviour. Unfortunately, we have no way, at the moment, to indicate in a response that the signature has failed validation.

Perhaps the TN should add a new find qualifier (as a canonical tModel) to specify if the server should omit entries whose signatures failed validation – one find qualifier to omit entries with failed signatures, one to include them (although there is then the question of whether there is any point to checking them, given that we cannot report the fact).

Dave asked if the TN should add another new find qualifier to specify that the client does not want the server to do validation. If the server were suppressing entries due to signature failures, this would allow the client to override that behaviour – perhaps this find qualifier would suffice?

Given how important these questions are, and the impact they could have on the TN, we will not vote on the TN today.

Claus’s questions remain open.

Luc suggests that the answer lies in policy.

Had been tabled until we have the policy discussion. 
Action: Andrew to report progress / TC to determine how to advance the work.
Minutes
Per section 5.3.2 minutes
5.3.2.2  “HTTP Basic and Digest Authentication” Technical Note

Document posted at:  http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/11960/uddi-spec-tc-tn-httpauth-20050321.doc 

Had been tabled until we have the policy discussion. 
Action: Andrew to report progress / TC to determine how to advance the work.
Minutes
Per section 5.3.2 minutes

5.3.2.3  “WS-Security Modeling” Technical Note

Document posted at: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/12217/uddi-spec-tc-tn-wssecurity-20040328.doc 
Had been tabled until we have the policy discussion. 
Action: Andrew to report progress / TC to determine how to advance the work.
Minutes
Per section 5.3.2 minutes

5.3.3 Property Support in UDDI

Document posted at: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/11942/uddi-spec-tc-proposal-strawman-representing-property-information-20050320.doc  
Proposed Editors: Tony and Claus

Action: Jason to take the next pass at this document; Tony will assist. Target next telecon.

Minutes
Jason reported that this will be submitted in time for the next telecon
5.3.4 Transport and Protocol tModels

Further to http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/email/archives/200506/msg00003.html where: 

We (Systinet in the context of a project) have reason to want to map a service as communicating over IBM MQ and using XML (i.e. XML/MQ vs SOAP/HTTP vs SOAP/TCP). We’re about to define tModels for this but I wanted to know whether there would be interest in coming up with a list of transports and protocols that supplements those we identified in the v3 spec and the WSDL-UDDI TN.
I’d be happy to collect these and write a TN. Doing so would greatly cut down on duplicative definitions. Please let me know your thoughts and transports/protocols you’d like considered.
... find below examples of "things" that are being identified. 

 

	Name
	Type
	Values

	xxx-org:yyy:jms
	 
	 

	xxx-org:yyy:file
	 
	 

	xxx-org:yyy:requestresponse
	 
	 

	xxx-org:yyy:requestonly
	 
	 

	xxx-org:yyy:anysoap
	 
	 

	xxx-org:yyy:anyxml
	 
	 

	xxx-org:yyy:messagingservice
	 
	 


 
Would like to discuss whether there is interest in collecting and identifying a common set of representations/nomenclature/definitions.

 

Action: Luc and Jason to prepare a TN proposal. To be reviewed during next telecon, at which point we’ll decide whether to proceed with this work. Draft to be circulated just before the telecon.
Minutes
Jason reported that this will be submitted in time for the next telecon
6 New Business
6.1 WS-Addressing

Tony raised the question of WS-Addressing, a standard which is rapidly approaching (WS-Addressing is now a Candidate Recommendation in W3C). 

Action: Tony to prepare a short paper on the subject for discussion at the FtF. Draft to be circulated before the next telecom.

For discussion: use cases we see and the role of registry
Minutes
Short discussion on the need for Tony to brief us on the issues he sees with WS-Addressing/EPR as it relates to registry. The other considerations discussed that need to be taken into account are that in other groups see EPRs are resources (e.g. WSDM and WSRM). We need to determine whether there are any EPR properties to map in registry; WSDM may be a special case and might need to be treated separately. 
Next steps: 1) waiting from paper from Tony, 2) identify potential consumers, 3) formulate comprehensive problem description that we can tackle. 
6.2 TN/BP vs Profile

Discuss the merits of the proposal to consider “Profile” as a way to name our TNs/BPs. Last message in the thread refers: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/email/archives/200509/msg00020.html 

Minutes
We discussed this and resolved that there was no compelling reason to make any change. The current approach/naming/process is the most appropriate one for the TC and indeed the concept of a profile is a mismatch. 
Decision: status quo.
7 Additions to Agenda
Minutes

None
8 Adjournment
Minutes

Adjourned at 17:00ET
6/6

