Agenda:

1. Roll call started at 9:05AM Pacific Daylight time. 

Result: 17 of 35 voting members on call so not yet quarried.

Ian Robinson joins call making it 18 of 36 members on call, so now quarried.

2.Appointment of scribe: Alan Weissberger of NEC agreed to take minutes

3.`a]Minutes of the call on Monday 27 September [reference 1] approved

   b]Minutes of the call on Monday 13 September have not been submitted yet.  Peter asked the minute taker to please do so and he agreed.

4. Action items from 27 September call:

Item 1. Peter checked with WS-Topics editors on the status of issue

4.8. He said it has already been resolved by the approved draft, so we can close this issue.

Item 2. Peter and William to create process document explaining our

versioning policies - Draft posted at [reference 2].  This draft document also includes our versioning number scheme.

Item 3. Dave Hull and Lily to post use cases in preparation for next

F2F

Item 4. Igor provided a proposed resolution to WSDM issue and that document has been posted [reference 3]

5. WS-BaseNotification editorship - David Hull has volunteered to

join the editing team.  Steve Graham happily welcomed him.

6. WS-Eventing letter. See email from David Snelling [reference 4].

This is an updated version of Martin Chapman’s original letter.

No comments have been received against Dave’s email and Martin says he is happy with it.  No objections were raised so we all approve.

Action Item (AI): Peter will forward the updated letter to authors listed in the WS Eventing spec.

7. Policy discussion- Goal is to get scope defined and use cases submitted that are related to policy

a) Email thread [reference 5]

b) Other use case contributions?

David Hull stated that he has tried to provide taxonomy for a few policy issues.  However, those are not Use Cases.  It would be nice to make the policy discussion more concrete by “agreeing on a set of hooks to hang the issues onto.”  For example, how do you negotiate (e.g. define procedure) something that is negotiable?  Has anyone else solved this problem?

Alan W:  GGF GRAAP WG will be addressing it in their WS-Negotiation spec, which will be started after WS-Agreement has been completed.

Peter:  This is part of the reason we need Use Cases.

David:  There are a fair number of subscription attributes that are 1 party and not subject to negotiation.  For example, what topics are supported or what dialects are supported.  These might need to be queried, rather than negotiated.

Alan: We need to itemize and define the subscription parameters and attributes which are negotiable between the subscriber and the provider.  There are examples of this in ISDN and ATM/B-ISDN call control negotiation of QOS parameters for the call.

David:  For QOS negotiation, assume subscriber knows what consumer wants (also note that the consumer and subscriber could be the same entity).  The subscriber could provide a range of parameters/ attributes (in the Subscribe message) and the producer must select one of those possible values.

We should allow for various means of negotiation and various negotiable parameters/ attributes.  The Use Cases should define these negotiable parameters.  So we really need to enumerate the Use Cases.

Martin Chapman (seconded by Steve G): we must AVOID defining any kind of negotiation protocol in the WS-N family of specs.

Steve: We should follow the GGF (GRAAP WG) work on WS Negotiation (once it gets started).

David:  How to deliver the data (in notification messages) should be separated from subscription management aspects of WS-N specs.  We need an extension mechanism to handle policy issues (like negotiation).  

“Use Notify” example may give preference to one kind of box carrying mechanism (no explanation of what this means in relationship to negotiation or policy)

David asked Alan to email the WS-N list some of the issues related to QOS parameter negotiation that he has dealt with and his thoughts on same.  Alan agreed to do that (but not today).

Peter:  How important are 3 party (consumer-subscriber-producer) cases?

David:  Interaction between consumer-subscriber-producer should be fixed at subscription time.  Introducing 3 party scenarios could allow for the consumer to override the subscriber’s actions.

Peter: there is a more complex scenario, where multiple consumers are sharing the same subscription using a single subscriber.  If a consumer overrides a subscription, it should complain to the producer (via the subscriber acting as a transparent relay of the complaint message).

Alan: We need to avoid specification of the consumer-subscriber protocol and procedures, because it is out of WS-N TC’s scope.

[There seemed to be consensus on the above point as confirmed by Peter]

Lily: We should agree on the basic model and principles (but not specify any protocol actions).

Resolution of this discussion will apparently be done at the f2f meeting.

8. Potential new issues

There is a potential problem with the use of namespace prefixes in topic and selector expressions: Client tooling may modify the prefixes used in a Web Service request.  The result is that prefixes used in these expressions may become unbound. 

Igor has observed a similar problem [reference 6].

WS-RF TC has also considered that the topic expressions and XPATH selectors in the Subscribe message may contain namespace prefixes.

Peter proposed to include this namespace prefixes issue in 2.12, rather than make it a separate issue.

Sanjay (Issues Editor): asked if someone could summarize the issue and send him the issue summary text via email.  Then he will decide whether or not to include it in issue 2.12 or make it a new issue.

Steve:  WS-RF selected option 1 – to stay within the scope of the name spaces.  That is essentially “to do nothing.”

Peter:  We ought to capture the suggested resolution for this issue, citing the discussion in WS-RF.

Steve:  We should at least say that namespace declarations can be anything within the parent element.

Alan suggested that Steve propose the precise wording to Sanjay, who would then evaluate it as per his above proposal.  Steve agreed to do this.  Immediately after the call Steve sent email to the list:

Steve proposed the resolution be as follows: 


For each message exchange that describes a component that may include a QName embedded in a string, the following normative text be included in the description of that component: 

If the value of the component contains QNames, then the namespace declarations that specify the mapping of the QName's prefix to an actual namespace URI can be found amongst any namespace declaration in scope for the component.  Note: Some XML processors MAY modify the namespace declarations. Designers should be aware that such transforms exist and may render the _expression incoherent, as it is likely the change in namespace declaration will not update a QName embedded within a string.
Editors Note: Sanjay decided to create a new issue for this one (see his email of Oct 11, 2004) 

9. Issue resolution

(TC members should pick issues of interest and propose resolutions to

the list for discussion on the conf calls)

· WSN 2.30 Partial Notification (see reference [3])

Igor: this is in response to a related WSDM issue to reduce the amount of information carried in a Notification message.  There is a definite use case for filtering the Notification message: the consumer may not be interested in all of the information in the Notification message and might only want to receive a small portion of it (maybe only 10% or less).

A]Solution is to add a “filtering functionality” when subscribing to receive Notification messages: A Subscriber could specify a “transformation” be performed on a Notification message, at the time that it subscribes to a topic.  The Consumer would then receive the transformed Notification message from the Producer.

B] The other part of the solution is to “advertise the dialect of the filter to be used.”

Suppose there are 2 different topics (in the same subscription), but the Notify message type is the same.  You want the transformation to apply to only one topic and not the other.  Otherwise you would need to have separate subscriptions.

David:  In that case the transformation might fail, because the Producer does not know a priori which (of the two) topic it applied to.

You would have a “wild card” message.

Peter:  What action needs to be taken if there’s a mismatch between the filter and transformation?

Igor: Subscriber needs to know what information comes back or is transformed (by the Producer).

David: That could produce unexpected results. It may be hard to retrofit.

Steve:  What problem is this solving?  Is it only saving bits on the wire?

[No direct response to Steve’s question, but presumably it is not to inundate the consumer with information he does not want to receive]

David:  A suitable use of Topics might solve this problem.

Steve: I’m concerned about incremental complexity.

Peter: Suggest Producer create an entire (Notification) message and run it through an XSLT transformation.

David: You could also run it (the Notification message) through a “Transformation Broker,” if the Producer is a “lightweight” entity.

Peter: We should describe this wildcard as a corner case.

Would the Producer be expected to reject a subscription request when the wrong filter is specified?  Or should the subscription be accepted and deliver a Notification message with no data?

Steve: If Producer understands the dialect used it should accept the subscription request.

As no resolution of this subject could be reached on the call,  Igor will present it at the f2f meeting where we will attempt to agree and close the issue.

Other open issues:

· WSN 5.3  Section for relationship with other specifications

· WSN 4.16 When are wildcards and aliases resolved?

As time was running out on this call, Peter proposed to defer the above open issues till the f2f meeting, where we will discuss them in detail in hope of reaching consensus and resolution.

-Peter asked if there were any other issues that people wanted to add to the list or discussed.  As none were proposed, Peter adjourned the call shortly before 10:30AM Pacific Daylight time. 
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