ebXML Reg/Rep TC teleconference 20 October 2005

Attendees:

Carl Mattocks

Kathryn Breininger

Farrukh Najmi

Joe Chiusano

Monica J. Martin

Web Services Profile (draft)

Reference: 

http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/regrep/document.php?document_id=14756
Chiusano: Still have comments to submit.

Najmi: Another draft is advised. Have some items that need to be addressed from working to implement this.

This is a normative specification.  

Breininger: We need to provide this to the web services community.

Martin: How far in this process?

Najmi: Higher priority should be profiles and others, that may take a higher priority than a major ebRIM and ebRS updated version.  Others may be namespaces and XML schema. There may be others that happen in other groups such as health care.  There is a CCTS profile in CEFACT.

Breininger: What is a tentative schedule for Web Services profile?

Najmi: Try to have Committee Draft by end of 2005 at a minimum and earlier if possible.

Breininger: We need to discuss if we want to move this forward to OASIS membership, but first need to get to TC approved status. 
All comments need to be received by a determined time.

Martin: The minimum to OASIS approved would be 60 days + time to get to Committee Draft and Committee Specification, plus review/resolution of comments.

Breininger: Set a deadline for comments of two weeks maximum, 3 November 2005.

Have TC approved Committee Draft by late November 2005 is possible.

Martin: Have to consider if another Public Review is required (15-day if substantive changes).

ACTION: TEAM - All TC members submit profile comments by 3 November 2005.

Najmi: In implementation I found that the WSDL interface can be in a single or multiple files (that import). In some import cases, unqualified or relative imports are used.

Gave example of Reg/Rep WSDL files, that uses relative imports without a path (only by name).

Take the top level WSDL, the catalogue service when it finds the import, it needs to process it.

If only the top level is provided, the imports can't be resolved. 

Solutions include (not mutually exclusive):

1. Submit WSDL bottom up so references can be resolved. Need to identify how to assign URLs to the WSDL.

2. Allow publishing of WSDL as single .zip file. Object type is still WSDL; mime type is application/zip rather XML. Resolves WSDL and relative imports on the .zip file.

Najmi: Need to define error conditions. We may also run into this problem in XML schema too.

May necessitate a core specification change. Define how to submit object type and mime type, and process.

This has been implemented.

Martin: Suggest we be explicit about WSDL imports as declared.

Najmi: If WSDL validator validates, this is OK. As long as it is valid WSDL, this should be sufficient.

ACTION: MARTIN - Will send an example and we can determine if there is an issue (at all) to be considered.

Martin: Should state what our level of support for WSDL v2.0 is (if at all at this time).

Webinar survey results

Breininger: From registration survey, there was a quite a range of participants, and worldwide. About 170 people represented with more than 50% of registrants attending.

Martin: Helped educate people on the value and function of registry.

Najmi: I have a picture than my be leveraged by the TC.

Mattocks: Review participant responses on needs and see how registry ranks.  Consider how we can use this data for FAQs, presentations, brochures and other education related events.
ACTION: Team - Review participant responses on needs and see how registry ranks.  Consider how this information can be used.
Martin: Registry is being discussed on the OMG list on process models - process fragments and compilation that are at different levels of granularity that need to be associated relative to targeted audiences. Need to be stored in a registry. Send post if I can locate. Other one more on broader SOA.

Post, in part, provided herein:

"The Digital Business Ecosystem (DBE) project as a consequence of non irrelevant political and sociological requirements, has to build an Internet-wide open SOA environment where business services can be modelled, published, searched and consumed (this is really an over simplification of the its capability). The "open" term in the specification has meant for us also to try avoiding single point of failure in the architecture. In SOA the infrastructure relies on UDDI registries that, even in version 3, are pretty static (relation and delegation need to be defined manually and endpoint addresses need to be kept updated: what about mobile devices?). The P2P in the DBE is related the implementation technology of the service registry (implemented by SUN), which is also able to deliver proxy objects to requestors. Least but not last, the registry entries, are kept in sync with the service endpoints, if a bell rings, yes; it's somehow a P2P re implementation of Jini.

This is not to say that the DBE is a P2P based SOA project, rather there is some P2P in the DBE which enables a more resilient architecture. From the business modelling and execution perspective the P2P is completely transparent.

It might be interesting to notice that in the healthcare industry, when integrating health record (HR) of patients the existence of a centralized (although clustered) registry is a major concern (NICTIZ, NHS, EHRS, IHE).

A couple of project are actually moving to P2P based registry for such a SOA projects (IBIS, Italy). The point IMO is that SOA as it is actually, is clumsy when scaling up to inter-enterprise environments with a highly dynamic network of requestors and providers. There is also an interesting aspect related to Scale Free network that I might expose you if still interested."
