WS-Resource Framework Issues List
Editor: Bryan Murray

June 24, 2004

Table of Contents

3Introduction


3Issues Process


4Issues


4Issue WSRF1: Interface association is lost with the required aggregation model


4Issue WSRF2: Realign specifications using WS-BaseFaults


5Issue WSRF3: Specify whether GetResourceProperty returns fault or empty element


6Issue WSRF4: GetResourceProperty on property document with xsd:any


7Issue WSRF6: Describe properties consistently throughout the WS-RF specs


7Issue WSRF7: WS-Addressing is not a standard


8Issue WSRF9: Need an API to list all properties including those allowed in an xsd:any


9Issue WSRF10: Need mechanism to express metadata on properties such as ‘read-only’


9Issue WSRF13: Should WS-Addressing elements ‘service’ and ‘port’ be required for WS-RF?


10Issue WSRF14: Change SOAP message examples WS-Resource selector header to something other than ‘ResourceID’


10Issue WSRF15: Consider how maxOccurs > 1 can be represented in an example


11Issue WSRF16: Add QueryExpressionDialects property


12Issue WSRF17: WSDL still contains the ‘Request’ suffix on request messages


12Issue WSRF18: Typos in WS-RP WSDL


13Issue WSRF19: Allow relative time (duration) in addition to absolute time for TerminationTime property


13Issue WSRF20: Notification message format not clear


14Issue WSRF21: Consider splitting SetResourceProperties in separate Insert, Update and Delete operations


14Issue WSRF22: QNames as attribute values or text nodes is problematic with signatures/encryption and intermediaries


15Issue WSRF23: Combine the three operations to retrieve properties into a single operation with multiple dialects


15Issue WSRF24: Should the XPath evaluations in WSRF specs be made in the context of some namespaces defined or not


16Issue WSRF25: Fault messages should indicate which subset of properties were modified successfully


17Issue WSRF26: No fault defined to indicate invalid values


17Issue WSRF27: Add operation to return entire property document


18Issue WSRF28: ErrorCode element comes close to having platform dependencies


18Issue WSRF29: Discuss reconciliation between UDDI, WSIL, WSDL collection of ports, and WS-ServiceGroups


19Issue WSRF30: Not clear what the SOAPAction (and wsa:Action) field should be set to


20Issue WSRF31: Capitalization is not consistent for properties and operations across the specs


20Issue WSRF32: Substitution groups are difficult for current tooling to support for SetResourceProperties


21Issue WSRF33: When an update changes several properties, how many change notifications should be sent?


21Issue WSRF34: Need definition of a ‘Stateful Resource’


22Issue WSRF36: Consider optional binding to HTTP state transfer protocol


22Issue WSRF37: Version compatibility and specification evolution


23Issue WSRF38: Create a requirements document


23Issue WSRF39: Consider creating a WSDL 2.0 rendering


23Issue WSRF40: Is an EPR the right construct to use to reference a WS-Resource?


24Issue WSRF41: Is there a way to separate addressing a WS-Resource from the rest of the WSRF specification?


24Issue WSRF43: Consider moving to the WS-Addressing 2004 namespace


25Issue WSRF44: No obvious mechanism to include only members which extend a certain interface


25Issue WSRF46: Finding WSDL given an EPR


26Issue WSRF47: EPR Discovery


26Issue WSRF48: Specify behavior of nillable properties


27Issue WSRF49: Describe the format used for the pseudo-schema


27Issue WSRF50: Describe faults which are common to multiple specs in a common namespace


28Issue WSRF51: Reference to WS-AtomicTransaction in WSRP


28Issue WSRF52: Delete will always fault if minOccurs > 0


29Issue WSRF53:


29Simple WSDL/schema changes



Introduction

This document is a set of issues that have been identified on the specifications discussed in the WS-Resource Framework OASIS Technical Committee. These issues were found during public review of the specifications, email discussions, interoperability testing, and TC discussions about the specifications.

Issues Process

In order to have the TC driven by issues, we need a process which allows any member to easily add a new issue to the issues list and a process to resolve these issues. I propose the following process for handling issues.

1) Any TC member can propose a new issue. This is done by sending email to the list where the subject is "Issue: <title of issue>". The title of the issue should be a short reminder of what the issue is about. The body of the message should contain a description of the issue in detail and if possible a proposed resolution. Updates to existing issues can be done in the same way, just make sure the body of the message indicates it is an update and include the issue number. The person sending the email will be listed as the issue contact, unless noted otherwise in the message.

2) The issues secretary will collect all new issues since the last TC meeting as proposed issues. This list will be reviewed at the next TC meeting so the TC can accept or reject the addition of the issue to the issues list. Updates to issues should similarly be approved by the TC.

3) The issues secretary will post the entire issues list (including those proposed) to the TC site 2 business days before the next TC meeting. The document will have change tracking turned on so all changes since the last TC meeting can easily be noted. All changes will be accepted after the TC meeting as agreed by the members and again posted to the TC site.

4) Issues on the list will have one of the following values for Status:

a. Proposed: the issue has been proposed by a member but not yet accepted by the TC.
b. Open: the issue has been accepted and is still pending resolution by the TC

c. Resolved: The TC has decided and accepted a resolution, but the actions are still pending
d. Closed: The issue has been resolved and is reflected in the work products of the TC. The completion of the changes must be reported by the primary editor and verified by the secondary editor (or other TC member). Issues that have been closed will be shaded in the issues document to obviously mark completed issues.
5) An issue is added to the list with a status of Proposed. It moves to Open by agreement of the TC. If the TC chooses not to accept the issue it will be removed from the list. An issue moves from Open to Resolved after discussion and agreement of a resolution of the TC. Once the editors have made the changes and they are reflected in documents on the TC site the editors sends a message to the list indicating the issue is now closed.

Issues

Issue WSRF1: Interface association is lost with the required aggregation model

It is not possible for a client to determine from which interface a property comes from, or even which interfaces have been extended by examining the WSDL, property document schema, or property document instance for a WS-Resource. The requirement is to disambiguate which interfaces operations/properties come from and which interfaces are supported by a WS-Resource.

Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties, Version 1.1, March 5, 2004
Notes

Proposed Recommendations

Consider adding an attribute to a portType that is a list QNames of the portTypes extended. This option gives information about the set of interfaces that the service exposes, but does not address which interface an individual operation/property has come from.

Another alternative is to add an attribute to operations in a portType to indicate the interface they come from. This could also be done to properties in a property document.

Another alternative is to define multiple portTypes, a separate binding for each portType, and a separate port child in the service element for each portType/binding. This is something which will work for WSDL 1.1, but is not an option for WSDL 2.0. 
Status: Open since April 28, 2004
Contact: William Vambenepe, Steve Graham

Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF2: Realign specifications using WS-BaseFaults

The specifications WS-ResourceProperties and WS-ResourceLifetime were published and reviewed before the WS-BaseFaults spec was published. As a result, a temporary fault structure was introduced to provide a common way to format fault messages.

Specifications
· WS-ResourceProperties, Version 1.1: Update the WSDL. The specification should indicate somewhere that all fault messages comply with the WS-BaseFaults specification.

· WS-ResourceLifetime: Update the WSDL. The specification should indicate somewhere that all fault messages comply with the WS-BaseFaults specification.
Notes
Proposed Recommendations

Schema tweaks to be addressed before the first TC meeting:

In the WSDL for WS-ResourceProperties, remove the definition of BaseFaultType and add an import for the BaseFault schema.
In the WSDL for WS-ResourceLifetime, remove the definition for ErrorMessage, add an import for the BaseFaults schema, and define fault elements and messages for all faults specific to WS-ResourceLifetime making sure to use the faults from WS-ResourceProperties as appropriate.

Text changes to be considered by the TC:

In WS-ResourceProperties spec, add a statement at the beginning of section 5 describing that faults messages must be compliant with WS-BaseFaults.

In WS-ResourceLifetime spec, before section 4 describing that faults messages must be compliant with WS-BaseFaults. It may be necessary to make sections 4 and 5 subsections of a new section 4 in order to add an introduction that can include this statement.
Status: Closed June 7, 2004
Contact: 

Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF3: Specify whether GetResourceProperty returns fault or empty element
The specification does not define the behavior for GetResourceProperty when a property is defined in a property document schema with minOccurs=’0’ and the property document currently has no instance of the property. Two behaviors might be expected in this case: return an empty message, or return a fault. The same issue exists in GetMultipleResourceProperties.
Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties, Version 1.1, March 5, 2004; sections 5.1 and 5.2, WSDL
Notes

Proposed Recommendations

Since the QName is defined in the schema for the property document, a request for the property should succeed even though there is currently no instance of the property. This behavior is represented by returning a message where the GetResourcePropertiesResponse (or GetMultipleResourcePropertiesResponse) element is empty. A statement to this effect should be added to both sections 5.1 and 5.2.
Status: Closed June 7, 2004
Contact: Steve Graham, Bryan Murray
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF4: GetResourceProperty on property document with xsd:any
When a property document schema contains an xsd:any element and a GetResourceProperty message is received for a property QName for which there is currently no instance, what should be the response?
One possibility is that a fault message is returned. This behavior results in some requests for a QName will fail at one time and succeed at some later time if the property has been subsequently been inserted.

Another possibility is that an empty message is returned. This behavior results in all QNames returning successful messages, some empty, others contain values. This behavior is also consistent with the Set/Insert behavior where all QNames are accepted.

GetMultipleResourceProperties has this same issue.
Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties, Version 1.1, March 5, 2004; sections 5.1 and 5.2, WSDL
Notes

sgg: The "any" case is a very interesting one. My gut tells me that the insert should succeed (as you suggest). My feel is that the Get and the GetMultiple should fault, as there is no QName defined either in the instance document or (not explicitly) in the RP document's type definition.
Doug: I'm leaning more towards the Get and GetMultiple should not fault however. When talking about the other case (the "foo" one), those shouldn't have faulted (to me) because the query was valid relative to the schema. In this case (the "any" one) it would be valid for the same reason - relative to the schema it is valid. If it were not the case then you would either get back data or a Fault depending on the value of the instance data and that just feels wrong. A Fault should be returned due to invalid input not due to the specific value of the instance data. That just leads to inconsistent processing rules.
sgg: although it is true that the "foo" is valid wrt to the any appearing in the schema, I believe this would be a surprising result. With the "any", certain mis-spellings like fou instead of foo would not result in a fault. This is too surprising.

Proposed Recommendations

Add statement to sections 5.1 and 5.2 indicating that a request to get a property that is not explicitly defined in the schema for a property document containing an xsd:any element will result in a InvalidResourcePropertyQName fault.
Another alternative is to return no child elements in the GetResourcePropertiesResponse element.
Status: Open since April 28, 2004
Contact: Steve Graham, Bryan Murray, Doug Davis
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF6: Describe properties consistently throughout the WS-RF specs
The set of WS-Resource Framework specs describe properties and operations inconsistently. WS-ResourceProperties uses pseudo-schema for operations. WS-ResourceLifetime uses pseudo-schema for operations and schema for properties. WS-BaseFaults uses pseudo-schema. WS-ServiceGroups uses pseudo-schema for properties and operations.
Specifications

· WS-ResourceLifetime, March 5, 2004; section 5.2 and 5.3
Notes

Proposed Recommendations

Since most specs already use pseudo-schema, change WS-ResourceLifetime so it uses pseudo-schema to describe its properties.
Status: Resolved since June 14, 2004
Contact: Bryan Murray
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF7: WS-Addressing is not a standard 
The WS-RF specifications are based on the WS-Addressing spec which is currently not a standard and is not undergoing standardization in any standards organization.
Specifications

· All
Notes

From author’s review.

Anish presented an alternative to WS-Addressing at the April 28 TC meeting: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/wsrf/download.php/6586/WS-Reference_and_Resource_ID.ppt.
Proposed Recommendations

Delay discussion of this issue until late in the standardization process for the WS-RF specs to allow time for WS-Addressing to be submitted to a standards organization.

In any event, this issue should not be allowed to block the discussion of other issues relevant to the WS-RF specifications.
Status: Open since April 28, 2004
Contact: 

Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF9: Need an API to list all properties including those allowed in an xsd:any
There is no way for a client to determine the properties that are allowed to be added to a property document if there is an xsd:any in the property document. Worse, there is no way for a client to ask what properties are currently contained in the property document if they are not listed in the property document schema and QueryResourceProperties is not supported.
Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties, Version 1.1, March 5, 2004
Notes
Proposed Recommendations

Add an operation that returns a list of QNames for all of the properties currently contained in the property document.
Another alternative is to add a property that must be provided which will return the list of QNames for the properties currently in the document.

Add operation or property to return schema for the resource property document.

Consider adding an operation to return a list of all QNames that are acceptable in the property document.
Status: Open since April 28, 2004
Contact: Bryan Murray, Steve Graham
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF10: Need mechanism to express metadata on properties such as ‘read-only’

It is currently not possible to determine property behavior based on examining a property document schema. OGSI ServiceData defined some metadata for properties to express behaviors such as ‘read-only’. It is useful to a client to have access to this and similar metadata about a property.
Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties, Version 1.1, March 5, 2004
Notes

Proposed Recommendations

Status: Open since April 28, 2004
Contact: Bryan Murray
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF13: Should WS-Addressing elements ‘service’ and ‘port’ be required for WS-RF?
The elements ‘service’ and ‘port’ are optional in WS-Addressing. Should WS-RF make these elements mandatory in order to better understand what type of service the EPR refers to?
Specifications

· All using WS-Addressing.
Notes

Proposed Recommendations

Add a normative statement requiring the use of serviceName and portType in EndpointReferences to be used with WSRF.
The use case is that one might have access to a registry of WSDL descriptions. On reception of an EPR through some WSRF-compatible mechanism, the user will want to retrieve the WSDL for this endpoint to know which interfaces the endpoint supports and which binding should be used. With only the address to go by, the user could find more than one port element. IT then wouldn't know which of these ports represents the correct endpoint. If the ports use different bindings, the user would not know which binding to use. If the ports implement different portTypes, the user would not know which operations are available.

Status: Open since April 28, 2004
Contact: William Vambenepe
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF14: Change SOAP message examples WS-Resource selector header to something other than ‘ResourceID’
Since a WS-Resource qualified EndpointReference is not intended to indicate the identity of a WS-Resource, and more specifically the SOAP header(s) listed in a wsa:ReferenceProperties element, if any, do not indicate the identity of a WS-Resource, change the element name used to select the WS-Resource to something which does not imply ‘identity’.
Specifications

· All using WS-Addressing.
Notes

Proposed Recommendations

Change the element name used in the examples from ‘ResourceID’ to something like ‘resourceDisambiguator’.
Status: Closed June 7, 2004
Contact: William Vambenepe
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF15: Consider how maxOccurs > 1 can be represented in an example
Title says it all.
Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties, Version 1.1, March 5, 2004
Notes

From author’s review.

Proposed Recommendations

Add another property to the example which has a maxOccurs > 1 to show how property retrieval behaves in such a case.
Concise resolution described in: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/wsrf/download.php/7279/Example%20update%20issue%2015.doc
Status: Resolved since June 28, 2004
Contact: Steve Tuecke
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF16: Add QueryExpressionDialects property
The operation QueryResourceProperties has an attribute to indicate the dialect of the query expression. However, there is no way for a client to determine which dialects are supported before sending a request message. In a similar case in WS-BaseNotification, a property was added to indicate which expression dialects are supported.
Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties, Version 1.1, March 5, 2004
Notes
Proposed Recommendations

Discuss further whether this is warranted by defining a use case to drive the change.
Consider adding QueryExpressionDialects property when the operation QueryResourceProperties is supported.

Another alternative is to include the supported query dialects in a policy statement.
Concise resolution described in: http://www.oasis-open.org/archives/wsrf/200406/msg00095.html
Status: Open since April 28, 2004
Contact: Bryan Murray, Ian Robinson
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF17: WSDL still contains the ‘Request’ suffix on request messages
The specification and examples have been converted to remove the ‘Request’ suffix on all of the request messages. The WSDL still contains the suffix.
Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties, Version 1.1, March 5, 2004 WSDL
Notes

Proposed Recommendations

Schema tweaks to be addressed before the first TC meeting:

Remove the ‘Request’ suffix from WSDL elements associated with request messages. For instance, change ‘GetResourcePropertyRequest’ to ‘GetResourceProperty’. GetMultipleResourceProperties and QueryResourceProperties also have this problem.
Status: Closed April 28, 2004, fixed in WSDL/schema prior to first TC meeting
Contact: Bryan Murray
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF18: Typos in WS-RP WSDL
Misspelling and missing part for SetResourceProperties operation messages.
Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties, Version 1.1, March 5, 2004
Notes

Proposed Recommendations

Schema tweaks to be addressed before the first TC meeting:

Rename the element ‘SetRespourcePropertiesResponse’ to ‘SetResourcePropertiesResponse’ – remove extra ‘p’.

The wsdl:message ‘SetResourcePropertiesResponse’ is missing a wsdl:part. The message should be:

<wsdl:message name=’SetResourcePropertiesResponse’>


<wsdl:part name=’SetResourcePropertiesResponse’
element=’wsrp:SetResourcePropertiesResponse’/>

</wsdl:message>

Status: Closed April 28, 2004, fixed in WSDL/schema prior to first TC meeting
Contact: Bryan Murray
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF19: Allow relative time (duration) in addition to absolute time for TerminationTime property
Currently, the TerminationTime can only be set using a point-in-time. Add the ability to specify termination time using an xsd:duration in addition to an xsd:dateTime. This helps to reduce problems associated with getting clocks all set correctly and in the right time zone, etc.
Specifications

· WS-ResourceLifetime, March 5, 2004
Notes

From author’s review.
Proposed Recommendations

Status: Open since April 28, 2004
Contact: Peter Niblett, Steve Graham
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF20: Notification message format not clear
The specifications provide a pseudo-schema (and a real one in WSDL) for an element in a notification message. However, there is vague text around this saying the element must appear somewhere in the notification message.
It makes sense to allow for the difference between a raw notification (element is an immediate child of soap:Body) or a message using the Notify operation (element is an immediate child of Notify which is an immediate child of soap:Body). However, the text seems more slippery than this. Clarification is needed.
Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties, Version 1.1, March 5, 2004, section 6
· WS-ResourceLifetime, March 5, 2004, section 6
Notes

Proposed Recommendations

Add clarification text about how WS-Topics explains that the notification schema snippet can occur anywhere in the message, allowing different formats to be used for notification messages. The text will need to be explanatory enough to indicate how interoperability can be achieved with different notification formats.
Status: Open since April 28, 2004
Contact: Glen Daniels
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF21: Consider splitting SetResourceProperties in separate Insert, Update and Delete operations
When multiple sub-operations get combined into a single request, fault handling becomes problematic. It is not clear where the greatest benefit is: having a simple protocol for which fault handling is well defined, or being able to optimize bandwidth through combining activities into a single request.
Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties, Version 1.1, March 5, 2004
Notes
Proposed Recommendations

Consider adding three operations in addition to the SetResourceProperty operation: InsertResourceProperty, DeleteResourceProperty, and UpdateResourceProperty.
Status: Open since April 28, 2004
Contact: Glen Daniels, Steve Graham
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF22: QNames as attribute values or text nodes is problematic with signatures/encryption and intermediaries
SOAP allows intermediaries to change which prefix is used for XML namespaces. The security specs have addressed this is the case of attribute and element tag names through a canonical format. However, this has not addressed in the case of attributes values and element values. A signed message passing through an intermediary could undergo prefix modification in a way that the signature validation would fail based on attributes or elements containing QNames in their values.
Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties, Version 1.1, March 5, 2004
Notes

From WSDM discussions including Jeff Bohren:
Jeff: At the SAML 1.1 Interop at the RSA 2004 conference last week, this absolutely caused interoperability problems and several vendors had to make code changes on site to handle QNames that had different prefixes than they expected (but where legal).

Jeff: That is not to say that QNames names could not be made to work. But the question is since URNs would accomplish the same thing as QNames in this context, and don't have the issues that QNames have, why would we use QNames instead of URNs?

Proposed Recommendations

Status: Open since April 28, 2004
Contact: 

Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF23: Combine the three operations to retrieve properties into a single operation with multiple dialects
The specification supports three operations that offer different ways to retrieve properties from a WS-Resource. These operations could be combined into a single operation having a dialect attribute as the QueryResourceProperties operation has. It should be possible for an implementation to implement only a simple dialect or to support the more advanced dialects in addition to the simple dialect.
Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties, Version 1.1, March 5, 2004
Notes
Proposed Recommendations
No change. Editors to verify that no change is required to the specification to provide 3 operations: GetResourceProperty, GetMultipleResourceProperties, and QueryResourceProperties. Only GetResourceProperty is required, the other 2 operations are optional.
Status: Resolved since June 28, 2004
Contact: William Vambenepe
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF24: Should the XPath evaluations in WSRF specs be made in the context of some namespaces defined or not
The QueryExpression element of a QueryResourceProperties message may contain an XPath expression. The WSRP specification does not state what behaviour should be expected if namespace prefixes are used in the XPath expression. The XPath expression could either be evaluated stand-alone, or in the context of the element in which it exists in the SOAP message. The specification does not indicate which method should be used.

Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties, Version 1.1, March 5, 2004, section 5.4
Notes

Email excerpt:
Sam: So I take this to mean that it is not correct to resolve any prefixes found in the XPath statement within the context of the query message because those prefixes might actually be used as pure strings. Is that right?

William: That is correct. Unless there is an overriding spec that says something like "if you use XPath statements in the context of my spec, then you should resolve prefixes using declaration in location XYZ". XSLT does this for example, with the sentence: "the set of namespace declarations are those in scope on the element which has the attribute in which the expression occurs". It is OK for a spec such as XSLT to further specify how an XPath statement should be evaluated when the evaluation happens in the context of a spec you are defining.

Proposed Recommendations

The WSRP specification should state how namespaces and namespace prefixes are to be treated in XPath expressions. One of the following two alternatives are recommended.
First, a normative statement could be made indicating that an XPath processor can make no assumptions and gather no information about namespaces from the context in which the XPath expression resides. This means a client must explicitly declare all namespaces within the XPath expression.

Second, a normative statement could be made that the XPath statement be evaluated with the namespace context of the containing element, in this case the QueryExpression element in the SOAP message. The namespace context of the containing element includes namespace declarations in the containing element and all ancestor elements. This is what has been done for XSLT.

Status: Open since April 28, 2004
Contact: William Vambenepe, Samuel Meder, Rick Rineholt
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF25: Fault messages should indicate which subset of properties were modified successfully
In the case of a fault generated in the SetResourceProperties operation, there is no normative description of how to specify which subset of properties were updated successfully and which were not.
Quote from specification:
"The fault message MUST also indicate whether the effects of processing previous components were restored or not. Note: There is no isolation policy implied, for either modifications to the resource properties document resulting from the processing of the request or the modifications implemented by the restore." 

Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties, Version 1.1, March 5, 2004, section 5.3
Notes

Proposed Recommendations

Consider specifying a schema for how the faults should communicate which part of an update actually succeeded.

Status: Open since April 28, 2004
Contact: Ian Robinson
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF26: No fault defined to indicate invalid values
If a client application receives a fault from SetResourceProperties because it specified a property value that was not valid (out of bounds, for example) then there is no fault mechanism to inform the client what the specific content violation was. For example, a DayOfTheMonth property may reject a value greater than 29 in February.
Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties, Version 1.1, March 5, 2004, section 5.3
Notes

Proposed Recommendations

Consider a new fault whose contents contain a hint on what are the accepted values or boundary conditions of the property/properties being changed.

Status: Open since April 28, 2004
Contact: Ian Robinson
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF27: Add operation to return entire property document
Provide a RESTful mechanism to access properties.
Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties, Version 1.1, March 5, 2004
Notes

Proposed Recommendations

Add an operation to return the entire property document.
Status: Open since April 28, 2004
Contact: Steve Graham
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF28: ErrorCode element comes close to having platform dependencies
Since the ErrorCode element can indicate errors from any other legacy applications, it seems to bring in detailed information that needs to be understood about those applications. For instance, how can a Java implementation understand what an ErrorCode relating to a .NET produced fault?
Specifications

· WS-BaseFaults, Version 1.0, 3/31/2004
Notes

Proposed Recommendations

One suggestion is to use the XML Schema ‘extends’ capability to first define a fault that does not use the ‘ErrorCode’ element and provides a more generic description about the fault. Then to extend this generic fault with another more specific fault which includes the ‘ErrorCode’ field in case some applications might be able to perform more detailed processing based on this information.
Status: Open since April 28, 2004
Contact: Rick Rineholt
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF29: Discuss reconciliation between UDDI, WSIL, WSDL collection of ports, and WS-ServiceGroups
There are some use cases that are addressed by UDDI, WSIL, and WS-ServiceGroups. While not all of the use cases for WS-ServiceGroups are addressed by the other 2 specifications, or any other Web service registry work, it is important to understand how these specifications should be positioned relative to one another.
Specifications

· WS-ServiceGroups, Version 1.0, 3/31/2004
Notes

Comment/question at April 28 TC meeting:

Q ( Fred): WSDL needs to be discussed.

A: This is an issue.
Proposed Recommendations

Discuss whether any effort should be made to address the overlap between the identified specifications.
Status: Open since April 28, 2004
Contact: Igor Sedukhin

Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF30: Not clear what the SOAPAction (and wsa:Action) field should be set to
The specification does not indicate what the wsa:Action SOAP header and SOAPAction HTTP header should be set to. While a client should read the WSDL before sending messages, some clients will assume that when talking to resources, the messages will be the same to all services supporting resources.
WS-Addressing has a recommended method for composing the Action value, but WS-RP does not say anymore about it. With the aggregation method prescribed by WS-RP, it is not clear whether the namespace used should be the WS-RP namespace or the namespace used for the aggregation.
Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties, Version 1.1, March 5, 2004
Notes

From the interop event April 20.
Proposed Recommendations

Adopt the new WS-Addressing 2004. Decorate the input, output, and fault elements in the portType with the action to be used for that message. The namespace used for WS-RP operations will be the WS-RP namespace.
Status: Open since April 28, 2004
Contact: Sam Meder
Cross Reference: WSRF43
Issue WSRF31: Capitalization is not consistent for properties and operations across the specs
Specifications

· All (including notification specs)
Notes

Proposed Recommendations

Decide on and use a consistent form of capitalization throughout the specifications.
Status: Closed June 7, 2004
Contact: Glen Daniels
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF32: Substitution groups are difficult for current tooling to support for SetResourceProperties
Experience from the interop event and following discussion indicates that many tools do not support the XML construct substitution groups very well in generating stubs from WSDL. In fact, some tools actually generate code that is incorrect when substitution groups are used in the WSDL.
Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties, Version 1.1, March 5, 2004
Notes

Discovered during the interop event.

Proposed Recommendations

Schema tweaks to be addressed before the first TC meeting:

Use different XML types to represent Delete, Update, and Insert and use a repeating choice of these elements.

Status: Closed April 28, 2004, fixed in WSDL/schema prior to first TC meeting
Contact: Glen Wassen
Cross Reference: WSRF21
Issue WSRF33: When an update changes several properties, how many change notifications should be sent?
The SetResourceProperties operation accepts a list of components where each component can Insert, Delete, or Update a property. Therefore, a single SetResourceProperty request may cause changes to several properties. If the WS-Resource is also a NotificationProducer and supports the value change notification, it is not clear how many notifications should be sent when multiple properties are affected.
Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties, Version 1.1, March 5, 2004
Notes

Proposed Recommendations

One notification message should be created for each SetResourceProperties component.
Status: Closed June 7, 2004
Contact: Rick Rineholt
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF34: Need definition of a ‘Stateful Resource’
Specifications

· Charter?, all specs (maybe glossary shared by all)
Notes

Proposed Recommendations

Modify the text in the charter from:

This TC will define the means by which: 
Web services can be associated with one or more stateful resources (named, typed, state components).

to:

This TC will define the means by which: 
Web services can be associated with one or more stateful resources (named, typed, state components) and what is meant by a stateful resource and the context in which it operates.
Status: Open since May 17, 2004
Contact: 

Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF36: Consider optional binding to HTTP state transfer protocol
Presented at April 28 TC meeting:  http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/wsrf/download.php/6589/WS-Rest4WSRF.ppt
Add a binding to fully use HTTP as a state transfer protocol: use HTTP GET to get resource properties, HTTP DELETE to delete properties, etc. This needs WSDL 2.0 Web Method support.

This is not an issue with the development of the specifications, but an action pending to develop a binding.
Specifications

Notes

Proposed Recommendations

The TC must not publish specifications which prevent such a binding from being defined. That said, a WSDL 2.0 Web method binding must be possible.
Status: Closed May 17, 2004
Contact: David Orchard
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF37: Version compatibility and specification evolution
How does one know which versions of the specifications are compatible with each other?
Specifications

· All
Notes

Proposed Recommendations

Status: Open since May 17, 2004
Contact: Dave Orchard
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF38: Create a requirements document
The members at the April 28 TC meeting supported the creation of a requirements document. Sources for requirements should include at least: OGSI primer, WSDM, and GGF DAIS.
Specifications

Notes

Katy Warr has volunteered to edit a requirements document.
Proposed Recommendations

Status: Open since May 17, 2004
Contact: Susan Malaika
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF39: Consider creating a WSDL 2.0 rendering
Specifications

· All
Notes

This cannot be done until after WSDL 2.0 is published.
Proposed Recommendations

Status: Open since May 17, 2004
Contact: Steve Graham
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF40: Is an EPR the right construct to use to reference a WS-Resource?
Specifications

· All specifications, including the primer
Notes

Proposed Recommendations

Status: Open since May 17, 2004
Contact: Anish Karmarkar

Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF41: Is there a way to separate addressing a WS-Resource from the rest of the WSRF specification?
Specifications

· All
Notes

The groups BPEL and WS-CAF are wrestling with a similar issues regarding addressing.
Proposed Recommendations

Status: Open since May 17, 2004
Contact: Dave Snelling
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF43: Consider moving to the WS-Addressing 2004 namespace
A new version of WS-Addressing was published in April 2004. Should the next published version of the specifications reference this new version?
Specifications

· All
Notes

From the wsrfdiscussion email list.
Proposed Recommendations

Status: Open since May 17, 2004
Contact: Glen Wasson
Cross Reference: WSRF30
Issue WSRF44: No obvious mechanism to include only members which extend a certain interface
The method of aggregation for WSDL 1.1 required by WS-ResourceProperties allows only a single portType to be exposed by a WS-Resource. This has the consequence of restricting the value of the MemberInterface attribute of the membershipContentRule to having 1 value. It does not appear possible to specify a ServiceGroup that contains only members that have extended from a specific interface.
Specifications

· WS-ServiceGroups, Version 1.0, 3/31/2004
Notes

http://www.oasis-open.org/archives/wsrf/200405/msg00042.html
Proposed Recommendations

Status: Open since May 17, 2004
Contact: Norman Beekwilder
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF46: Finding WSDL given an EPR
The WSDM TC, as a consumer of WSRP, has the following requirements/constraints on an EPR that they would like included in a WS-Resource EPR.

1) Any EPR used to reference a WS-Resource must provide sufficient information for the consumer to retrieve the WSDL description of the WS-Resource.
2) The EPR must contain enough information to disambiguate which port and/or service to use.

3) The WSDL component model of the WS-Resource must be complete (must include, inline or import the schema of all referenced elements)
Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties, Version 1.1, March 5, 2004
Notes

Proposed Recommendations

Status: Open since May 17, 2004
Contact: William Vambenepe, David Snelling
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF47: EPR Discovery
The WSDM TC is formulating requirements for discovery of EPRs. This issue is a placeholder for those requirements.
Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties, Version 1.1, March 5, 2004
Notes

Proposed Recommendations

Status: Open since May 17, 2004
Contact: William Vambenepe, David Snelling
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF48: Specify behavior of nillable properties
There is need for clarification of how to know when a property is nillable, what should be returned when a property is nillable and the value of the property is nil, and under what circumstances a nil value is returned. In WS-ResourceLifetime, the TerminationTime property description talks about returning a nil value under some circumstances.
Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties, Version 1.1, March 5, 2004
Notes
Proposed Recommendations

Status: Proposed since May 17, 2004, issue to be clarified in email discussion (June 7, 2004)
Contact: Jarek Gawor, Sam Meder
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF49: Describe the format used for the pseudo-schema
The specifications use a pseudo-schema format to describe properties and operations. However, the brief description of the pseudo-schema format may not be quite explicit enough for someone unfamiliar with this format.
Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties
· WS-ResourceLifetime

· WS-ServiceGroups
Notes

Proposed Recommendations

After WSDL 2.0 is published, copy the pseudo-schema description used in this spec to all of the specs that use pseudo-schema in WSRF.
Status: Open since June 28, 2004
Contact: Jeff Mischkinsky, Anish Karmarkar
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF50: Describe faults which are common to multiple specs in a common namespace
There are several faults like ResourceUnknowFault TopicNotSupportedFault, InvalidTopicExpressionFault that are defined in multiple namespaces within WSRF itself and Notification interfaces.  More than likely in most implementation the source of such faults are from a common component. Which means some implementing components would need to capture the actual exception thrown by the common component and rethrow a new exception that when deserialized match the namespace for that particular interface in the WSDL.  I would like to ask consider moving at least these shared exceptions to a separate xsd file with its own namespace to make to make them the same across all interfaces.

Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties
· WS-ResourceLifetime

· WS-ServiceGroup
Notes

Proposed Recommendations

Move faults that are common to multiple specifications into a namespace shared by all of the WSRF specs. Consider a common namespace to be shared with the WS-Notification specs.
Status: Open since June 28, 2004
Contact: Rick Rineholt
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF51: Reference to WS-AtomicTransaction in WSRP
I noticed that WSRP [1], section 7 refers to the WS-AtomicTransaction specification. There is another TC in OASIS -- WS-CAF [2] that is chartered to deal with transactions in the WS world. I would like to raise an issue regarding this and suggest that the reference to WS-AtomicTransaction be replaced with WS-TXM [3].

[1] http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/wsrf/download.php/7185/wsrf-WS-ResourceProperties-1.2-draft-04.doc
[2] http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/ws-caf/
[3] http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/ws-caf/download.php/4346/WSTXM.pdf
Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties
Notes

Ian: The reference to WS-Transactions from WSRP is non-normative. Its purpose is to declare that transactional behaviour is a composable quality of service rather than a behaviour specified by WS-RP and to point the reader to an appropriate specification that deals with transactional behaviour. WS-AtomicTransaction is such a specification and, as you rightly point out, so is WS-CAF and indeed the work of the OASIS Business Transaction TC. If we change the reference and the text that surrounds it, it would be better to refer to a each without judgement rather than single out any individual specification since WSRF imposes no restrictions on which specification it may be composed with to provide this quality of service.

Proposed Recommendations

Alternative Proposals include:

· Replace the reference to WS-AtomicTransaction with a reference to WS-TXM.
· Remove all reference to other transaction specifications.

· Clarify references to transaction specifications as non-normative as described by Ian in the Note above and consider including other alternative transaction specs.
Status: Open since June 28, 2004
Contact: Anish Karmarkar
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF52: Delete will always fault if minOccurs > 0
The WS-ResourceProperties specification indicates that the SetResourceProperties operation to Delete a property will remove all occurrences of the property. If the property has minOccurs > 0 this would cause the resource property document to become invalid with respect to its schema. The spec indicates this should cause a fault to be returned.

This means that elements of this property can never be deleted (even if they are inserted).

Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties 1.2, Working Draft 04, 23 June 2004
Notes

Proposed Recommendations

Add clarifying text to warn the reader that if they design a property with a minOccurs > 0 and expose Delete, that the Delete will always return a fault.
Status: Open since June 28, 2004
Contact: Bryan Murray
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF53: Stop using ‘wsrp’ to refer to WS-ResourceProperties
Special request from the Web Service for Remote Portlets TC, who have a prior claim to "WSRP" as an acronym.

We could consider changing all our namespace prefixes to wsrf-rp, wsrf-rl etc and including "WSRF-RP" etc as the abbreviated form of the specification name in the introductions of each spec to start to train people not to say "WSRP" when they mean "WS-ResourceProperties".

 Specifications

· WS-ResourceProperties
· WS-ResourceLifetime

· WS-ServiceGroups

· WS-BaseFaults
Notes

Proposed Recommendations

In all specs, email, press releases, and other documentation refer to the specs with the acronyms WSRF-RP, WSRF-RL, WSRF-SG, WSRF-BF. This includes the prefix used in XML examples, WSDL, and schema.
Status: Open since June 28, 2004
Contact: Ian Robinson
Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF54: Add elementFormDefault to all WSDL/schema files
Add elementFormDefault attribute to all schemas declared in either .xsd or .wsdl files. To be done before republishing of specs. 
Specifications

· All
Notes
This issue is from #7 of the Simple WSDL/schema changes
Proposed Recommendations

Status: Open since May 17, 2004
Contact: 

Cross Reference: 
Issue WSRF54: 

<description>

Specifications

Notes

Proposed Recommendations

Status: Proposed since <date>
Contact: 

Cross Reference: 
Simple WSDL/schema changes
1. Remove the explicit definition of BaseFaultType in both WS-ResourceProperties and WS-Lifetime WSDL. Done.
2. Add import statements for WS-BaseFaults schema and map a prefix to this namespace in WS-RP and WS-RL WSDL. Done.
3. Remove ‘Request’ suffix on all request messages in all WSDL/schema. Done.
4. Correct spelling of SetResourcePropertiesResponse element. Done.
5. Add wsdl:part child element to SetResourcePropertiesResponse message element. Done.
6. Change the use of substitutionGroup for SetRequestComponentType to a repeating choice of Insert, Delete, and Update elements. Done.
7. 
