WSRP UDDI Tech Note Issues
Issue No.:

Applies to version:
Issue Description

Proposed Resolution

Issue No.: 1

Applies to version: draft-08

Issue Description

Page 12, Line 19. We’re referring to the Universal Business Registry, should be UDDI Business Registry.
Proposed Resolution

Change to UDDI Business Registry.
Issue No.: 2

Applies to version: draft-08

Issue Description

Producer WSDL address bindingTemplate, accessPoint holds WSDL URL. Currently we state that the service wsdl document must contain only one service element. Key point is that if we allowed having multiple service elements the service would need to be referenced somehow additionally to be unambiguous (e.g. XPointer notation in the WSDL URL).
Proposed Resolution

Keep it as is, restrict to just one service element.
Issue No.: 3

Applies to version: draft-08

Issue Description

Page 26, Find WSRP Portlets. We mention that we could also use wild card searches on portlet handle tModels to find portlets with the V3 UDDI API. Do we want to add a V3 example here?
Proposed Resolution

Add V3 search example.
Issue No.: 4
Applies to version: draft-08
Issue Description

Page 28, Private UDDI registries considerations. Do we want to give some guidance here? Implementations must be aware that the tModel keys for V2 UDDI might be different then the ones we present. Most seem to feel that isn’t necessary.
Proposed Resolution

Remove section.
Issue No.: 5

Applies to version: draft-08

Issue Description

tModel names use inconsistent scheme. While our tModels introduced in section 6 use urn syntax to make them unambiguous as much as possible, the tModel names in Appendix A use simple names (not namespaced by our urn convention). The reason for this is that the Appendix A tModels follow the rules defined by the WSDL in UDDI TN V2 and enforce a mapping of WSDL name attributes to tModel names, thus no namespacing here.
For our tModel we could easily live without the urn syntax. The urn syntax just provided a better identification and limited the chance to duplicate tModel names in UDDI registries.
Proposed Resolution

Leave as is or remove urn prefix?
Issue No.: 6
Applies to version: draft-08
Issue Description

Key value placeholders (page 5, line 21 and usages in the document):
For all canonical tModels (those defined by this TN), V3 keys need to be fixed and V2 keys need to be generated. Thus, placeholders are needed, for example, in keyValues that represent WSRP producer service references.
Proposed Resolution

Accept proposed text

Issue No.: 7

Applies to version: draft-08

Issue Description

Replication of meta-data (page 10, line 19)

Replication of meta-data can't be avoided, it can be minimized to a practical extent, as described in item 5 (line 38, same page).

Proposed Resolution

Change avoided to minimized in line 20.
Issue No.: 8

Applies to version: draft-08

Issue Description

tModel publication (page 12, items 1 and 2 / page 15, items 1-3)

The publication of the canonical tModels can only be done by the registry provider since the keys need to be maintained.

Also, the note on publication to the UDDI (not "Universal") Business Registry (page 12, line 18 / page 15, line 37) is misleading since the tModels still need to be published in local registries.
Proposed Resolution

Reword
Issue No.: 9

Applies to version: draft-08

Issue Description

UDDI V3 keys (page 19, line 13 / page 20, line 17 / page 22, line 4 / page 23, line 13)

The UDDI V3 keys are invalid. They MUST have a prefix "uddi:" and MUST NOT contain "/". The current approach seems to introduce several layers of key generators. An alignment with the UDDI TCs ideas on how to manage (OASIS-specific) key generators seems to be useful.

Proposed Resolution

Make keys conformant.
Issue No.: 10

Applies to version: draft-08

Issue Description

Validation of WSRP Service Type tModel (page 19, line 16)

As discussed earlier for the WSDL and BPEL TNs, the WSRP Service Type tModel can be categorized as being "checked".

Proposed Resolution

Make tModel checked.

Issue No.: 11

Applies to version: draft-08

Issue Description

WSRP v1 Bindings tModel

This tModel's categorization (page 20, line 19) should be "specification", "xmlSpec", "wsdlSpec", and "soapSpec".

Validation of Web service types (tModels of type "specification") is out of scope. Thus, line 20 on page 20 and section 6.2.3 on page 21 can be removed.

In order to conform to the WSDL TN V2, a separate tModel for the portType and a corresponding reference from the binding tModel is needed.

Proposed Resolution

Issue No.: 12

Applies to version: draft-08

Issue Description

Validation of WSRP Producer Service Reference tModel

Since the tModel is based on serviceKeys, it is automatically checked. Line 7 on page 22 should be changed accordingly.

Proposed Resolution

Issue No.: 13

Applies to version: draft-08

Issue Description

Valid values of WSRP Portlet Handle tModel

There is no information on what a syntactically valid PortletHandle is. Please elaborate or refer to corresponding WSRP specification.

Proposed Resolution

Issue No.: 14

Applies to version: draft-08

Issue Description

Use of WSRP Service Type tModel (page 12, items 2 and 3 / page 14, line 1). 

Since the registration and use of the WSRP Service Type tModel for categorizing WSRP Producers is optional, not all producers are categorized accordingly and, thus, not all producers can be found using this categorization, making this categorization almost useless. A requirement level "must" seems appropriate.

Proposed Resolution

Issue No.: 15

Applies to version: draft-08

Issue Description

Use of WSRP Producer Service Reference tModel (page 18, items 2)

Since the registration and use of the WSRP Producer Service Reference tModel for referencing WSRP Producers is optional, not all portlet data can be completely resolved, making this categorization almost useless. A requirment level "must" seems appropriate.

Proposed Resolution

Issue No.: 16

Applies to version: draft-08

Issue Description

Producer Service Reference tModel uses UDDI’s entity key value tModel categorization. It’s use is not explained and there is no reference to that tModel
Proposed Resolution

Add explanation and reference
Issue No.: 17
Applies to version:

Issue Description

P. 5 clarify keyValue place holders. We’re talking about the usage of the place holders, however it is not obvious when reading what the current place really is.
Proposed Resolution

Clarify text
Issue No.: 18
Applies to version:

Issue Description

p. 6 add Consumer as WSRP actor.
Proposed Resolution

Seems to got lost somewhere (. Add Consumer description.
