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Chapter 1 Publish Subscribe Notification for Web services

WSN1.1: Shared Service for NotificationProducer and SubscriptionManager

Further clarification may be required for how both NotificationProducer and SubscriptionManager interfaces can be provided by same service. The clarification is particularly important because WS-RP rules require that one Web service can support a single type of Resource Properties document.
Specifications

· WS-Notification Whitepaper – section 3, sub section – SubscriptionManager, item 3
Proposed Recommendations
Notes

Email excerpt

<sgg>The wording is careful but subtle, it states that the NotificationProducer must include the following RPs ..., this was stated specifically to allow portType to copy/paste operations from the NP portType and ref the RP element definitions specified by NP. So there are two approaches: a) the SubscriptionManager and NotificationProducer happen to reside at the same network address, so they appear as separate WS_Resources, have separate EPRs, but happen to have the same network address and b) a new portType is composed of the functions from SubscriptionManager and NP is created, combining these definitions in the ways stated in the spec (the wording was phrased to allow this).  Personally I prefer approach a), but b) is allowed.</sgg>
Status:   Open
Contact: 


Bryan Murray
Cross Reference: 
WSN1.2: Replace “WS-Security” by “Web Services Security”

WS-Security should be replaced by Web Services Security (WSS) as OASIS 
either has already published it or will soon.

Specifications

· WS- Notification Whitepaper
Proposed Recommendations

Notes
Status:   Open
Contact: 

Bryan Murray
Cross Reference: 
WSN1.3: Security section to include more specific advice.

Specifications

· WS- Notification Whitepaper – chapter 5
Proposed Recommendations

Notes
Status:   Open
Contact: 

Cross Reference: 

WSN1.4: Support for pull-type notification

A common subscription model for notifications is one where the notification producer does not “push” notifications to the notification consumer, but the notification consumer “pulls”, at intervals, from the producer and retrieves the notifications that were raised since the last pull. 
Specifications

· TBD 

Proposed Recommendations

Add operations to retrieve notifications in a “pull” way. WS-Events describes one way of doing this
Notes

Status:   Open
Contact: 


William Vambenepe
Cross Reference
WSN1.5: Term “Event” is not clearly defined
Although the term “Event” is carefully avoid throughout the specifications, it shows up in a few places and is not clearly defined anywhere. 
Specifications

· All 

Proposed Recommendations

IETF and GGF already have defined this term, and we could reuse the same.

Add a glossary for the WS-Notification specifications and include definition for “Event”
Notes
Excerpt from the notes of New Orleans F2F meeting:

Issue: Jem Treadwell pointed out that the term event was not defined. David Martin suggested that this TC compare with the IETF and GGF word event. Steve Graham suggested that Jem be GGF liaison. John Kemp recommended that this group have a glossary.
Status:   Open
Contact: 


Jem Treadwell
Cross Reference
WSN1.6: Grouping of instances of a particular role
There are scenarios where a set of related instances of a role can be grouped and acted upon together. For example, all Consumers subscribed for receiving a system alert are typically notified when one of the Consumers handles the situation causing the alert.
Without the support for such grouping, applications are tasked to manage such relationship.
Specifications

· All 

Proposed Recommendations

Include  support for grouping instances of a role in the WS-Notification family of specification, such that  application design becomes simpler and applications become interoperable at a greater degree.
Investigate use of WS-ServiceGroup for the above purpose.
Notes

Status:   Open
Contact: 


Sanjay Patil
Cross Reference
Chapter 2 WS-BaseNotification

WSN2.1: Topics are not optional in WS-BaseNotification
Current Semantics: Topics are still a required capability in WS-BaseNotification. For example, a Subscribe message cannot be sent without a Topic, a Notify message cannot be sent without a Topic.

Issues: Supporting topics is unnecessary for simple scenarios that do not utilize the concept of Topics
Specifications

· WS-BaseNotification
Proposed Recommendations

Make support for Topics optional in WS-BaseNotification. Make the Topics element in Subscribe and Notify messages optional.
Notes

Excerpt from emails:

<sgg>Making topics optional is something that I am not comfortable with.  It is certainly something we should discuss in the TC, but for now, making these things optional poses too many challenges to be addressed without further discussion/consultation.  Things like, what does it mean when they are missing in the subscribe, etc.</sgg>
Status:   Open
Contact: 


Bryan Murray, William Vambenepe, David Hull
Cross Reference: 
WSN2.2: Dependency on WS-Resource Framework
Current Semantics: WS-Resource Framework defined mechanisms are used for managing Subscriptions and their life cycle. Specifically, WS-Notification family of specs use three things from WS-RF, namely the implied resource pattern, Resource Properties and Resource Lifetime

Issue: Use of WS-ResourceProperties adds complexity. For example, an extra interface for managing subscriptions (SubscriptionManager) is necessitated.
Specifications

· WS-BaseNotification 
Proposed Recommendations

It may be better if WS-Notification specs just presented their functionality directly (e.g., an explicit destroySubscription/renewSubscription), with the understanding that implementations may leverage WS-Resource.  This is basically an is-a/has-a distinction.

The NotificationProducer and SubscriptionManager functionality should all be in one place.
Notes

Email excerpts:

<sgg>There is some interesting reuse to be gained by specifying this as we have. Otherwise there is significant duplication and interoperability challenges.  One person's tight coupling is another person's "reuse".</sgg>
.<sgg>We have modelled this in a classical factory pattern, the NP is a factory of subscriptions and it CAN BE a different entity from the actual WS_Resource (the subscription) that is created as a result of the factory operation (subscribe). This is a pretty common pattern.</sgg>
<Bryan> The precondition and selector fields provide more dependencies upon WS-RP. 
These are good filters to have available, but I don't think it is worth 
requiring WS-RP just for these fields. In this particular case, I would rather 
redefine the query expression in this spec. Another option is to define a 
filter more generally as some expression in some dialect and you can have 
more than one filter defined at a time with some rules as to the order of 
filter processing. However, it may not make sense for this rev. </Bryan>
<sgg>ok, again a matter of reuse.</sgg>

<pdn>It would be inconsistent if we were to promote the WS-Resource Framework as the standard way to access resources, and encourage people to use it rather than implement domain-specific alternative, while at the same time not using it in WS-Notification</pn>

Status:   Open
Contact: 


Bryan Murray, David Hull
Cross Reference: 
WSN2.3: Duration for the initial termination time is not allowed
Current Semantics: Subscribe message allows specifying absolute time for the initial termination time resource property.
Specifications

· WS-BaseNotification – Section 4.2, page 12, last para

Proposed Recommendations

Allow setting duration for initial termination time
Notes

This issue may belong to WS-ResourceLifetime, in which case it can be removed from here.
Status:   Open
Contact: 


Bryan Murray, David Hull
Cross Reference: 
WSN2.4: Clarification needed - which service roles require WSDL

How much WS-weight the various roles have to carry, particularly NotificationConsumer? It should be made clearer what endpoints need to be advertised where.
Specifications

· WS-BaseNotification
Proposed Recommendations

Notes

Email excerpt

<DavidHull>There is concern about how much WS-weight the various roles have to carry, particularly NotificationConsumer.  It should not be necessary to advertise oneself as a consumer in a WSDL in order to receive notifications. <sgg>really the NC is a producer of WSDl.</sgg> Strictly speaking, this doesn't appear necessary, but the paragraph "The Web service identified by the endpoint reference SHOULD implement the message exchanges defined by NotificationConsumer ..." (italics added) casts doubt on this.  At the very least, it should be made clearer what endpoints need to be advertised where.</DavidHull>

<sgg>Not sure how to update. the notion that an EPR points of a Web service is a property of WS-Addressing.  Because the mechanism subscribe uses to indicate "send the notifications here" is an EPR, the consumer is a Web service.  It must be able to receive messages.  Now things normally will work if there is no WSDL for the consumer, that is one of the reasons it is a SHOULD, not a MUST.  So for things like Publisher, we have tried to reduce weight,  but with respect to Base notification, the notification is delivered as a Web service message, the thing receiving it is a Web service.</sgg>

A separate email conversation between Bryan and Steve:

<Bryan>1st para page 7: I don't understand why it is necessary to support raw 
notifications in the consumer WSDL. I think this should be removed from the 
spec.</Bryan> <sgg>In many cases the WSDL description for the consumer can  be used by the NP to examine different binding options etc. The case suggested here is that the Notify message allows this description to be clear and unambiguous in the cases where the NP wants to examine the WSDL.  It is not mandatory that raw notificatoins appear in the WSDL.</sgg>
Status:   Open
Contact: 

David Hull, Bryan Murray
Cross Reference: 
WSN2.5: Native Subscriptions

Can we allow for native subscriptions to be made (e.g., subscribing directly to a JMS topic), without reference to the SubscriptionManager interface?
Specifications

· WS-BaseNotification

Proposed Recommendations

Notes

Email excerpt

<sgg>Not sure we should broaden the scope beyond Web services.  We could consider doing some sort of binding WP that suggests how this might work, but I am not sure this is a focus item.</sgg>
Status:   Open
Contact: 


David Hull
Cross Reference: 
WSN2.6: Third party subscriber can be a security concern

In any scenario where a third-party Subscriber can subscribe on behalf of a consumer, DDOS is a serious concern.
Specifications

· WS-BaseNotification
Proposed Recommendations

Solutions include 

· No security, which may be appropriate behind a firewall in a trusted environment 

· Full PKI, which may be acceptable in a larger but essentially closed system, but will be burdensome in a publicly accessible system 

· An opt-in mechanism, whereby the Producer first sends a test message to the Consumer to determine if the Consumer really wants the Notifications 

Whatever other mechanisms may arise or already exist in particular bindings
Notes
Status:   Open
Contact: 


David Hull
Cross Reference: 
WSN2.7: Clarification  - Updating resource properties via SetResourceProperty 

Current Semantics: By using WS-RP mechanisms, specifically SetResourceProperty, it remains possible to modify any resource property of a resource.
Issue: Modifying some of the Subscription resource properties is associated with additional semantics, beyond just the change to the resource properties. For example, changing the ConsumerReference of an existing Subscription may require validation of some other properties of the Subscription, or may require some additional checks by the NotificationProducer.  The overarching issue here is – it is not clear which resource properties are changeable via SetResourceProperty, and which are accessible only via PortType methods?
Specifications

· WS-BaseNotification (for Subscription management)

· WS-BrokeredNotification(for PublisherRegistration management)
Proposed Recommendations

Notes

Email excerpts:

<sgg>If the SubscriptionManager does not support SetResourceProperties, none of these can be set.  Which ones are settable/not settable is the subject of additional RP meta-data that is currently not spec'd, but might be interesting work for WSRF TC.</sgg>

Status:   Open
Contact: 


Bryan Murray, David Hull
Cross Reference: 
WSN2.8: Ability to query subscriptions 

The SubscriptionManager interface allows a client to retrieve information about a given subscription, but the specifications do not provide a way to retrieve the current list of subscriptions.

Two possible use cases for such an interface:

1. Administration of a NotificationProducer or NotificationBroker

2. NotificationConsumer which wishes to cancel its subscription, but doesn’t have (or has lost) the subscription’s EPR.   
Specifications

· WS-BaseNotification 

· WS-BrokeredNotification
Proposed Recommendations

Notes

Status:   Open
Contact: 


Peter Niblett
Cross Reference: 
WSN2.9: Conform for WS BaseFaults 

Change the schemas for the Fault Message so as to conform with WS BaseFaults. This essentially means deleting the definition of wsnt:BaseFaultType and replacing references to wsnt:BaseFaultType with references to wsbf:BaseFaultType 
Specifications

· WS-BaseNotification 

· WS-BrokeredNotification
Proposed Recommendations

Notes

Status:   Open (Last revision to WSDL and XSD files includes updates regarding this issue)
Contact: 


Peter Niblett
Cross Reference:
WSN2.10: WS-BaseNotification to be retitled WS-SubscriptionManagement and focus exclusively on subscription management 

Specifications

· WS-BaseNotification 
Proposed Recommendations

With the exception of defining a port type for notification, WS-BaseNotification leaves the question of notification mechanisms open and concentrates instead on subscription management.  Indeed, WS-BaseNotification expressly allows for non-WS notification mechanisms.  The titles "WS-Notification" and now "WS-BaseNotification" have proved a conceptual stumbling block in understanding this, as the titles imply that notification is to be done via WS mechanisms.

With the refactoring of the specifications, it becomes clear that only WS-BrokeredNotification deals directly with WS and notification.  Retitling WS-BaseNotification would make this more clear and encourage more general use of the protocols it describes.  It would also provide a litmus test for questions of scope: If it doesn't pertain to subscription management, it doesn't belong here.
Notes

Status:   Open
Contact: 


David Hull
Cross Reference:
WSN2.11: Consumer can not identify the subscription causing notifications

There is no way for a notification consumer to know which subscription caused the notification to be sent.
Specifications

· WS-BaseNotification

Proposed Recommendations

Should the wsa:From header be the EPR of the subscription?
Notes

Status:   Open
Contact: 


Rick Rineholt
Cross Reference: 
WSN2.12: Resolving XML Names in the TopicExpression content 

If the TopicExpression content includes qualified names (with a namespace prefix and a local part separated by a colon), it is not clear where the association of the namespace prefix to the namespace URI should be declared. 

One suggestion was to use the attribute-based namespace declarations in the SOAP Envelope to define the namespace prefixes used by the qualified names in the TopicExpression content. However, this approach would make it hard for implementations to have a layered design where by a WS-Notification layer owns the SOAP specific functionality, and an application layer on top of the WS-Notification layer (which deals with topics, etc) is completely unaware of SOAP.
Specifications

· WS-BaseNotification

· WS-Topic

Proposed Recommendations

The namespace prefixes used by the qualified names appearing in the contents of TopicExpression should be declared local to the TopicExpression element.
Notes

Status:   Open
Contact: 


Sanjay Patil
Cross Reference:

WSN2.13: Bindings for sending messages to Consumer
Notification Producer is provided with an EPR for the Consumer, which alone may not be sufficient for sending messages to the Consumer. For example, consumer may require  specific bindings for formatting and sending the messages.
Specifications

· WS-BaseNotification
Proposed Recommendations

Notes

Status:   Open
Contact: 
Cross Reference
WSN2.14: Is EPR the right construct?

The current WS-Notification specifications are defined in terms of EPRs. Is EPR the right construct?.
Specifications

· WS-BaseNotification

Proposed Recommendations

Notes

Status:   Open
Contact: 
Anish Karmarkar
Cross Reference
WSN2.15: Reliance on WS-Addressing
Are we comfortable with relying on WS-Addressing?
Specifications

· WS-BaseNotification

Proposed Recommendations

Notes

Status:   Open
Contact: 

Anish Karmarkar
Cross Reference
WSN2.16: Behavior when some roles become unavailable 

The specification does not clearly state the behavior  of roles, when one or more of the other  roles becomes unavailable. For example, if a Producer goes down, should the Consumers wait indefinitely, or try to ping the Producer (perhaps by invoking GetCurrentMessage?)

Specifications

· WS-Topics

Proposed Recommendations
The specification assumes positive scenarios, where all the required roles are constantly available. It should also cover at least some of the important negative scenarios and specifying the behavior of roles, when one or more of other roles become available.
Notes

Status:   Open
Contact: 

Dave C.
Cross Reference: 

Chapter 3 WS-BrokeredNotification

WSN3.1: Dependency of WS-BrokeredNotification on WS-Topics

Current Semantics: WS-BrokeredNotification MUST support the ConcreteTopicPath dialect defined in WS-Topics. 

Issue: There are possibly many simple scenarios, in which the broker functionality does not utilize the concept of Topics. Therefore mandating a broker to support a particular dialect of Topics is burdensome.

There are really two issues here –

a> Mandating NotificationBroker to support Topics (In other words, support for Topics is not optional. See also similar issue WSN2.1,  in the context of WS-BaseNotification)

b> Mandating NotificationBroker to support a particular dialect for TopicExpression

Specifications

· WS-BrokeredNotification

Proposed Recommendations

The Subscribe supported by a broker should have the same signature and shape as the Subscribe in WS-BaseNotification. There should not be any special requirements for a broker regarding the Subscribe message other than it supports whatever is required of a NotificationProducer. We want there to be less inter-dependencies between specs, not more.

Notes

Excerpt from email discussion:

<sgg>The NP interface was designed with light weight designs in mind. Our experience with Message Oriented Middleware suggests that brokers will want to be able to deal with all topic situations.  What cirumstances did you have in mind that suggest a broker that could not deal with at least concrete topic expressions? </sgg>

<wv>Brokers are not only useful for message oriented middleware. They can also be used in very simple scenarios where the notification producers are not Web services. Just because we have a broker doesn't mean we are in a complex, enterprise-scale scenarios. I can well see simple networked devices making use of a broker but not wanting to have anything to do with WS-Topics.</wv> 

Status:   Open
Contact: 


Bryan Murray, William Vambenepe,  David Hull, Sanjay Patil
Cross Reference: 

WSN2.1
WSN3.2: Raw messages from Publisher to Broker is not supported

NotificationBroker allows Publisher to send messages of type Notify only. 

While Raw messages are allowed between NotificationProducer and NotificationConsumer, the NotificationBroker is restricted to Notify messages only.
Specifications

· WS-BrokeredNotification
Proposed Recommendations

Raw messages should probably be permissible in the brokered scenario, as they would be useful and also to keep consistency with the WS-BaseNotification.
Notes

Email excerpt

<sgg>This might be too wide open for broker implementations.  We will stick with Notify for now.</sgg>
Status:   Open
Contact: 


Bryan Murray
Cross Reference: 
WSN3.3: Should section 4 (on Publishing) be moved out?
The section 4 (on Publishing) describes different patterns of interaction between a Publisher and NotificationBroker (Simple, Composable and Demand-based).
Clarification is needed regarding whether this text has any normative material. 
Specifications

· WS-BrokeredNotification
Proposed Recommendations

Clean up this section to include only normative parts such as the definition of Publisher role itself. Rest of the text regarding patterns of usage can be moved to the WS-Notification Whitepaper.
Notes

Email excerpt:

<sgg>We debated this a little, but it somehow "felt" better as it really does describe the publisher role, which is not a base role in WS_BaseN.</sgg>
Status:   Open
Contact: 

Bryan Murray
Cross Reference:
WSN3.4: Demand-Based Publisher is a light-weight NotificationProducer
Demand-Based Publisher is nothing but a combination of Publisher and Notification-Producer roles, with the added requirement that the publisher registration message should have the Demand flag set to true.
Specifications

· WS-BrokeredNotification

· WS-Notification Whitepaper
Proposed Recommendations

The text in the specification can be simplified by  - eliminating the Demand-Based Publishing role, and instead describing the role in terms of base roles (Publisher, NotificationProducer).
Notes
Status:   Open
Contact: 

Sanjay Patil
Cross Reference
Chapter 4 WS-Topics

WSN4.1: Best Practice document for Topic Spaces

The concept of Topic Spaces is defined and used in the WS-Topics specification. But there is not much information in the specification regarding where Topic Spaces live, how to find them, how changes to Topic Space may be handled, etc.
Specifications

· WS-Topics
Proposed Recommendations

Provide Best Practices material for issues related to Topic Spaces.

Explain how WS-Metadata Exchange might be used to retrieve Topic Space information.

Notes
Status:   Open
Contact: 


Bryan Murray, Sanjay Patil
Cross Reference: 
WSN4.2: No source document for FullTopicPathExpressions
Current Semantics: FullTopicPathExpressions are to be evaluated over a

document (the Topic Set), which contains elements representing the topics supported by the NotificationProducer. This not the same as a topic space document.

Issue: The Topic Set document is not completely specified, and there is no normative specification for transforming topic entries from a topic space document into the Topic Set document.
Specifications

· WS-Topics – section 7.3
Proposed Recommendations

Provide normative mapping (XSLT, etc.) to transform topic space document into source document for applying FullTopicPathExpressions.

Notes
Status:   Open
Contact: 


Bryan Murray, Igor Sedukhin, Peter Niblett
Cross Reference: 
WSN4.3: XPath 1.0 as an additional dialect for FullTopicPathExpression 
Should be able to use full XPATH 1.0 locationPath expressions over the Topic Set document defined by WSN4.2, rather than the XPATH 1.0 subset defined by the FullTopicPathExpression. This will allow implementers to use off-the-shelf XPATH packages.

Specifications

· WS-Topics
Proposed Recommendations

· The normative mapping recommended in WSN4.2 should transform a topic space document into an XML Schema definition. Based on the XML Schema definition, it should be possible to use  full XPATH 1.0 locationPath syntax for FullTopicPathExpressions.

· Update the WS-Topics specification to – 

· Introduce a new dialect for FullTopicPathExpressions that allows full XPATH 1.0 locationPath expression, or 

· Modify the current FullTopicPathExpression definition to say that implementers MUST implement the subset currently defined, MAY implement the full XPATH 1.0 locationPath syntax.
Notes
Status:   Open
Contact: 


Bryan Murray, Igor Sedukhin
Cross Reference: 
WSN4.4: Domain specific Extensions to Topic Spaces
There is no way for an industry to define a topic space and a manufacturer defines some sub-topics of that space, but in its own namespace. The only way to do it is to redefine the entire tree in your own namespace. This makes it very cumbersome to extend a Topic Space.
Specifications

· WS-Topics
Proposed Recommendations

Notes
Status:   Open
Contact: 


Bryan Murray
Cross Reference: 
WSN4.5: Complexity and Necessity of AliasRef Mechanism
AliasRef mechanism seems very complicated, difficult to validate, and not very useful. It would be helpful to see some examples or use cases.

Specifications

· WS-Topics – section 8, etc.
Proposed Recommendations

Notes

Email excerpt

<sgg>More non-normative text, perhaps in a WP or Best Practices would be a good work item for the TC to consider.</sgg>
Status:   Open
Contact: 


Bryan Murray
Cross Reference: 
WSN4.6: Events for notifying changes to topic set

Current Semantics: Notification Produce can allow dynamically adding more topics to its topic set. Issue:  Where do you find out about how a topic set has been grown? 
Specifications

· WS-Topics – section 9.
Proposed Recommendations

Events could be defined to let consumers know how the topic set is changing.
Notes

Email excerpt:

<sgg>Specific events like this were explicitly listed as a non-goal.  We need to discuss in the TC.</sgg>
Status:   Open
Contact: 


Bryan Murray
Cross Reference: 
WSN4.7: Complex dependency on Topic Spaces
Current Semantics: The Topics resource property of Notification Producer is expressed in terms of TopicExpressions. Those clients of NotificationProducer, who are interested in obtaining a list of supported Topics (Topic Set of NotificationProducer) are required to first access the Topic Space document to expand the TopicExpressions. 

Issue: This mechanism is complicated and poses the following problems:
a> Since the Topic Set is allowed to grow without necessarily updating the underlying Topic Spaces, how does a requestor now get access to the growing Topic Sets, which is required for expanding the TopicExpressions.

b> The instances of Topic elements in a Topic Set may have some values different from their definitions in the Topic Spaces. For example, the MessagePattern element may have values specific to NotificationProducer. These NP specific values now become inaccessible to the requestor.   At least these NP specific Topic values do not become available as a result of the expansion of TopicExpressions on the requestor side.

Specifications

· WS-BaseNotification
Proposed Recommendations

Simplify the model by limiting the scope of Topic Space to NotificationProducer only. In this model, the requestor of the Topics resource property will get the particular Topic Set supported by the NotificationProducer. The Topic Space is visible only to the NotificationProducer and need not be accessed by Subscribers, etc.

Notes
Status:   Open
Contact: 


Sanjay Patil
Cross Reference: 
WSN4.8:Namespace attribute of Topics element

Current Semantics: The namespace attribute of Topic element is always derived from the targetNamespace of the Topic Space. 

Issue: The attribute provides redundant information, and may only cause confusion.
Specifications

· WS-Topics – Section 6, under /wstop:Topic/@namespace
Proposed Recommendations

The text under /wstop:Topic/@namespace be merged with the text for /wstop:Topic, and the heading for  /wstop:Topic/@namespace should be deleted.
Notes

The proposed recommendation was agreed by the Apr 02, 2003 Issues & Recommendations conference call attendees.
Status:   Open
Contact: 

Bryan Murray
Cross Reference: 

WSN: 4.9 Specifying the Ad-hoc topic space is cumbersome
The ad-hoc topic space is intended to provide a way that publishers and subscribers can communicate without having to allocate a formal topic space. The mechanism currently proposed is that such users use a special topic space with URI http://www.ibm.com/xmlns/stdwip/web-services/WS-Topics/adHoc.

There is a concern that this is a rather cumbersome syntax for something that is intended for simple use. 

Specifications

· WS-Topics
Proposed Recommendations

Possibly consider a special dialect which doesn’t require a namespace prefix and which automatically uses the ad-hoc topic space.

Notes
Status:   Open
Contact: 

Peter Niblett
Cross Reference: 

WSN: 4.10 Inconsistent topic path dialect URI naming

The topic path dialect URI naming for the dialects specified in the Topics document is  inconsistent: 

http://www.ibm.com/xmlns/stdwip/webservices/WSTopics/TopicExpression/simple 
http://www.ibm.com/xmlns/stdwip/webservices/WSTopics/TopicExpression/concreteTopicPath 
http://www.ibm.com/xmlns/stdwip/webservices/WSTopics/TopicExpression/FullTopicPath 

Specifications

· WS-Topics
Proposed Recommendations

http://www.ibm.com/xmlns/stdwip/webservices/WSTopics/TopicExpression/SimpleTopicPath 
http://www.ibm.com/xmlns/stdwip/webservices/WSTopics/TopicExpression/ConcreteTopicPath 
http://www.ibm.com/xmlns/stdwip/webservices/WSTopics/TopicExpression/FullTopicPath
Notes

Email excerpt:

<sgg>This would require some non-trivial changes to the WS-Topics spec.  I recommend that these changes not be viewed as "simple syntactical" but go beyond that.  Interoperability will still be possible, and the names are not wonderful, but they are unambiguous.  Suggest that this be moved back to the issues list for consideration by the TC.</sgg>
Status:   Open
Contact: 

Sam Meder
Cross Reference: 
WSN4.11: Semantics of Topics Hierarchy
What are the semantics of topics hierarchy? For example, one possible semantics for the topics hierarchy could have been that – the subscription for a non leaf node in the topics hierarchy automatically subscribes for the topic nodes that fall under  the non-leaf node.  However, this is clearly not the case. It is therefore unclear what the use cases and motivations are behind introducing the concept of Topics hierarchy.
Specifications

· WS-Topics
Proposed Recommendations

Notes

Status:   Open
Contact: 

Glen Daniels
Cross Reference: 

WSN4.12: General purpose mechanism for structuring topics
The mechanism defined in WS-Topics specification to list, organize, extend and query topics can be considered as general purpose and not specific to topics. We can therefore attempt to have a separate definition of such representation system and  apply the same independently to topics and notifications. 
Specifications

· WS-Topics

Proposed Recommendations
For the representation system, we could use existing work (RDF, XSD)  and if absolutely necessary invent something that can be useful for topics as well as other entities with similar needs for serialization and extensibility (for example relationships, faults, resource status).
Notes
Email Excerpt:

<David Orchard>

XML provides a hierarchical data(tree) structure for associating names (and especially qnames) with nodes in the tree and the hierarchical relationship between the parent/children nodes, as well as various interaction/query languages for interacting with the tree.  Other languages have chosen to create a constrained tree language in order to place restrictions upon the nodes, ie RDF requires that the resource nodes have subjects.  It seems to me that XML and it's tools are at the right level of granularity for expressing topics.  The need for expressing tree node names, hierarchical, and even free-standing relationships (using ID or KEYREF) is sufficient in XML.  

The next is how to specify that an XML tree is associated with a topic tree root.  This could easily be accomplished by making the assertion in the uses of the XML tree that the XML tree must be a topic tree, ie "when expressing XML at a particular URI, it will be treated as a topic tree".  Other languages, like WSDL, WS-Policy and Properties/features, have dealt with this by various decisions.  In the case of WS-Policy, a new construct "the policy" has been created to specify that a given node is that start of a tree, and then there is a policy attachment mechanism to attach a policy to something, beit operation, input message, etc.  WSDL uses WSDL extensions to associate extensions with particular WSDL elements.   

IMHO, the two key questions are: Is there a need to restrict the topic expressions from just XML, and how are the topic expressions attached/associated with the topic?  In my mind, the answer to the first is no, and the second should and can be very simple.  I have constrasted the spectrum of possibilities ranging from entirely constrained tree(rdf) to top-node constrained tree(policy) to unconstrained tree(wsdl), with commensurate association mechanisms, and found that I fall into the unconstrained tree and context defined tree assocation camp.

</David Orchard>
Status:   Open
Contact: 

William Vambenepe, David Orchard
Cross Reference: 

WSN4.13: Reuse same  construct for Topic and TopicSpace
Can we eliminate the TopicSpace construct and instead reuse the Topic construct. In addition to simplifying the syntax, such reuse will also address certain shortcomings of TopicSpace. For example, TopicSpace as it is defined at present can not be used recursively, making it harder to use it new compositions of topic hierarchies.
Specifications

· WS-Topics

Proposed Recommendations

Notes

Status:   Open
Contact: 

Sanjay Patil
Cross Reference: 

WSN4.14: Multiple schemes for filtering

Why do we have several different filtering mechanisms, specifically -  Topics and selectors.
Specifications

· WS-Topics

Proposed Recommendations

Notes

Status:   Open
Contact: 

Glen Daniels
Cross Reference: 

WSN4.15: Wildcards in Topic Set
When the Topic Set of a Notification Producer is defined in terms of expressions that contain wild cards, should the wildcards be returned (without expanding) to requestors of the Topics resource property. Are there any best practices, semantics surrounding the choices the Notification Producer has regarding the return value of the Topics resource property.
Specifications

· WS-Topics

Proposed Recommendations

Notes

Status:   Open
Contact: 

Peter Niblett
Cross Reference: 

WSN4.16: When are wildcards and aliases resolved?
With topic aliases and wildcards, when do you evaluate wildcards? Does the producer have to evaluate every time there is a change in list?
Specifications

· WS-Topics

Proposed Recommendations

Notes

Status:   Open
Contact: 

David Martin
Cross Reference: 

WSN4.17: How to reach children of alias Topic?
If a topic with child nodes is also an alias for some other topic, then it becomes impossible to reach the child nodes.
Specifications

· WS-Topics

Proposed Recommendations

Notes

Status:   Open
Contact: 

Fred Carter
Cross Reference: 

WSN4.18: Is a complete tree closed?

Specifications

· WS-Topics

Proposed Recommendations

Notes

Status:   Open
Contact: 

Peter Niblett, Fred Carter
Cross Reference: 

WSN4.19: XPath capabilities for FullTopicPath Expression 

What exactly could the XPATH expression select?  What does it operate on?  Can you do query based on types?
Specifications

· WS-Topics

Proposed Recommendations

Notes

Status:   Open
Contact: 

Dave C.
Cross Reference: 

Issues related to the WSDL/XSD files published on March 5th
1. Capitalization isn’t consistent across Operation names

Contact: Glen Daniels
Comments from Steve Graham: <sgg>all the operations in both WSDL files were upper case.  I cannot understand the basis of the comment.</sgg>
2. SimpleTopicExpression: What was the rationale behind writing this type as a
restricted xsd:token rather than just making it a xsd:QName?

Contact: Sam Mader
Comment: <sgg>Rationale is consistency across the different topic dialects.  I suggest we remove this item, or "promote" it for an issue to be discussed in the TC.</sgg>
3. Operations Subscribe and GetCurrentMessage could produce the same set of faults related to TopicExpression. At present, Subscribe operation throws TopicPathDialectUnknownFault, where as GetCurrentMessage throws InvalidTopicExpressionFault

Contact: Sam Meder
Comment: <sgg>These are different errors.  One relates to unknown dialect, the other relates to some syntactical misconstruct in the TopicExpression.  TC should consider aligning these error messages.  I will not make changes here, since TC should deliberate and give editor instruction.</sgg>

The following issues were fixed in the latest revision (submitted by Steve Graham via email on 04/27/04
4. Typo on WS-BaseNotification.wsdl (line: 498) – s/PauseSubcription/PauseSubscription

Contact: Sanjay Patil
5. WS-BaseNotification describes /wsnt:Notify/wsnt:NotificationMessage/wsnt:ProducerReference as an optional element (Page 7). Where as  WS-BaseNotification.wsdl (line: 123) specifies minOccurs=1
Contact: Rick Rineholt, Sanjay Patil
6. Potential changes due to adoption of WS-BaseFault and WS-ServiceGroup by the WS-RF specs

Contact: 
7. WS-Topics.4.xsd, line:41 – schemaLocation needs to be fixed

<xsd:import namespace=
   "http://www.ibm.com/xmlns/stdwip/web-services/WS-BaseNotification" 
             schemaLocation= 
 "../WS-BaseNotification/WS-BaseNotification.1.xsd" 
 />

Contact: Sam Meder
Fixed in the latest revision
