Teleconference Minutes

March 6, 2006 

Agenda

http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/wsrf/event.php?event_id=7757
1. Roll call
http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/wsrf/event.php?event_id=7757
The meeting was quorate.

2. Confirm Minute Taker

Lily Liu
3. Approve Minutes

Minutes of following previous meetings were approved:

 2/4 teleconference
 2/20 teleconference
4. Call for AOB
Tom’s report on WS-Addressing status: 99% sure the WSA namespace we use will not be changed.
Copyright: is it ok to copy and paste the OASIS copyright from WSRF WSDL to applications? The group will discuss this towards the end of this meeting.
5. Action Review
DaveS: Review unclean RMD – closed. 

Bryan: Record a new proposed issue to revise the Primer per the email (20th Feb) and consider the level of review needed – closed.

6. Status of Submission to OASIS Membership
Submission was forwarded to OASIS membership – they will have until 3/15 to digest the material and two weeks to vote.
7. Potential New Issues
WSRF165: Clarify uniqueness of RMD  per resource property


This refers to the ambiguity in the spec.


No object to accept as an issue. 

WSRF166: Make primer examples use complete xsd/wsdl
TC will have to review the XSD/WSDL if changes are made.
No objection to accept it as a new issue.
Discussion on DaveS’s review on RMD, for potential new issues:

Potential Issue 1: incorrect schemaLocation.

DaveS: Line 1028: Change

"<xsd:import namespace="http://docs.oasis-open.org/wsrf/rp-2" 

schemaLocation="http://docs.oasis-open.org/wsrf/rp-2" />

to

"<xsd:import namespace="http://docs.oasis-open.org/wsrf/rp-2" 

schemaLocation="http://docs.oasis-open.org/wsrf/rp-2.xsd" />

).
The group agreed to ask the editor to fix the schema location.
Potential Issue 2: move the location of the “any” element.
DaveS: We know from other specifications that if some one wants to extend the RMD schema, a likely possibility in addition to defining elements for the {any} component, the {any} component must come first to avoid non unique particle attribute errors. Note that the pseudo schema in the document will also need modification. (Lines 1066 - 1067, 1076 - 1080, 1112 - 1114, 1123 - 1127, 1152 - 1159, 1168 - 1177, 1213 - 1214, 1219 - 1224, 1236 - 1237, 1242 - 1247, 1261 - 1262, 1267 - 1272, 1285 - 1286, 1292 - 1296).
Recommendation: move the “any” to the first element.
Ian: we may not promote the same extensibility as base-fault in this spec.
No objection to make it an issue.
Potential Issue 3: is validation range ordered?

DaveS: Line 589: Do we know that all simple types are ordered sets?

DaveS: should we change it to simple ordered type?
The group agreed to open an issue on this.
Potential Issue 4: typos
The group agreed to suggest the editor fix the typos.
Potential Issue 5: repetitive mapping sections.

DaveS: Line 469: These mapping sections seem excessively repetitive. They add no additional information and only create an opportunity for additional errors.

DaveS: Recommendation: delete sections 6.1, 7.1, 8.1, and 8.4.1. Note if this recommendation is not accepted, new sections will be needed for mapping ValidValues (Section 8.3) and StaticValues (Section 8.5).
Dan seconded the suggestion.
The group agreed to open an issue, and resolve it as suggested.
Potential 6: reword the ‘path’ definition.
DaveS: Line 564: The 'path' definition implies that it may address the resource property, some element, or an attribute somewhere in the document. This creates a tension with other parts of the spec that imply the only the resource property is addressed.

DaveS: Recommendation: Reword this definition to specify addressing only the resource property. Also, in line 738 the phrase "(or child element thereof)" needs to be deleted.)

Ian: an early resolution was to remove the path information. Ian agreed that this use of path was unnecessarily complex.

Bryan: is this an extension of Issue 165?

Ian: I don’t think so. Issue 165 was only about uniqueness.
DaveS: suggest opening an issue on this path definition.

Ian: I second it. 

Proposed resolution: reword the definition. 
No objection to the recommendation. 

The group agreed to open the issue and to accept the resolution.
Potential 7: Is path the right term, if we are only referring to resource properties?

DaveS: based on the above opened & resolved issue, this issue becomes applicable.
Bryan: we can just call it “name”.

DaveS: I second it.
Ian: should we make it one issue? 
DaveS: agreed.
Ian: so the resolution for both issues is revised to: reword the definition and rename the name of the attribute from “path” to “name”.

No objection.
Potential 8: do we need to remove the attribute extensibility from ValidValue, ValidValueRange, and StaticValue?

Bryan: the attribute extensibility can be used in future versions, sort of like metadata about these values.
Tom: supporting extensibility is a common practice in the spec.
Ian: maybe we should track an issue about this and let people think about it.
Agreed to open an issue on this topic.
Potential 9: With two mechanisms for publishing the RMD, we need to specify a precedence order.

DaveS: suggested to open an issue

Ian: one could make the argument that it is unnecessarily complex. Second the motion.

No objection to open an issue on this. 

8. Issue Resolution

WSRF119: What should we name the metadata container, and does it need extensibility?

Bryan: extensibility is needed in metadata (from WSDM)
Ian: it was reopened because these two issue resolutions conflict.

We need to go back to Issue 119 to make sure the issue resolutions are consistent.

Revised recommendation of Issue 119: MetadataDescriptor allows extensibility, as well as the metadata contained. Issue 119 says there is no extensibility in MetadataDescriptor.

DaveS: thought the resolutions were consistent.
Ian: agreed. There is extensibility in metadata, but no extensibility in the overall container.

We need to decide what to call it in Issue 119.

Resolution: reset the element name back to MetadataDescriptor, rather than ResourcePropertyMetadataDescriptor.
Bryan: seconded it

No objection

9. Status on AppNotes
Rager: it is ready as a committee draft.
Ian: will post an electronic ballot for people to vote the AppNotes as a committee draft. An action for DaveS: whether to get the AppNotes to another public review.
10.  AOB

Copy Right Issue (from Ian’s notes)
Some implementers have asked the question whether it is necessary to copy the OASIS copyright statement into application WSDL if that application WSDL uses the WSDL 1.1 technique that we recommend (e.g. in the AppNotes) of cutting and pasting from WSDL defined by the WSRF TC.

For example, if a "ShoppingCart" web service supports the GetResourcePropertyDocument operation and the service implementer copies

the   <wsdl:operation name="GetResourcePropertyDocument"> element into

their application WSDL as follows:

<wsdl:portType name="ShoppingCart"

wsrf-rp:ResourceProperties="ssc:SimpleShoppingCart">

  <wsdl:operation name="GetResourcePropertyDocument">

   <wsdl:input message="wsrf-rpw:GetResourcePropertyDocumentRequest" . . />

   <wsdl:output message="wsrf-rpw:GetResourcePropertyDocumentResponse" .

./>

    . . .

  </wsdl:operation>

 . . .

then must the ShoppingCart WSDL reproduce the OASIS copyright notice?

(Ian) This boils down to whether the application that is composing in WSRF operations is considered to be a "derivative work" of the WSRF standard. I asked IBM IPLaw their opinion and they regard this as copying the format of an API, which is necessary in order to implement an API. An application which does this is NOT considered a derivative work of the specification that defines the API and therefore copying the OASIS copyright into the application WSDL is NOT necessary.

(Dave) Of course, there is no harm in copying the copyright statement.

However, if the information being copied is to a specification which extends or profiles WSRF (rather than to an application which is implementing WSRF) then the new specification IS a derivative work and MUST use the OASIS copyright.

(Ian) There was a suggestion that we may wish to document this in the AppNotes but I think that would be inappropriate. The AppNotes is a technical implementers document, not a legal document.

(Dave) We will take no further action, beyond this discussion, unless a TC member has a specific concern.

11. Straggler Roll Call
See meeting records at: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/wsrf/event.php?event_id=7757
Meeting Adjourned
