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1
Decision/action requested

Consider the agreements made at this teleconference meeting as valid for WT49, since the teleconference was an official WT49 meeting. Also consider the outstanding issues.
2
References

S5-066066 Motorola comments on SOAP SSs
3
Rationale

We need to draw all outstanding issues in WT49 to a conclusion.
4
Detailed report
Meeting: WT49 (SuM) Teleconference, 24 April 2006 (15.30-17.20 CEST)
Participants:

Dai Peng & Thomas Tovinger, Ericsson

Yang Li, Huawei (partly)

John Islip, Lucent

Dave Raymer, Motorola

Wang Enxi, Nokia.

Agenda: To discuss and try to agree on Motorola comments on SOAP SSs in S5-066066 (and discussed on the SWGC email reflector).

Minutes (items numbered as in S5-066066):
(1) Stating support literal encoding in current versions
Questions/Comments:

- Motorola has already agreed that a literal style should be used

Conclusion:  Agreed that a literal style should be used.

(2) The SOAP/XML must be WS-I basic profile compliant. (Assuming that Ericsson can verify this). 
Questions/Comments:

· Ericsson agrees, and have started to update the drafts based on that. But, WS-I basic profile 1.1 and 1.0 use SOAP 1.1, shall we follow it or ? 

· Motorola: Not sure yet if we can do this due to the version issue.
Conclusion: Agreed to use the WS-I basic profile, but the SOAP version choice will be discussed separately (below).
(3) It would be preferred if the payloads were defined in the “abstract” approach, that is complex types and for each complex type an element is declared.  (This is an argument made earlier, and from an extensibility perspective, it is a better approach.)
Questions/Comments:

- Already agreed in the email discussion. 

Conclusion: No changes in current drafts needed due to this.
(4) Specification of XPath as the filter language is good, however, to be really useful XPath must be combined with Xpointer and XLink.
Questions/Comments:

- Dave: After the email discussion, it seems OK with XPath right now, but if the schema gets more complicated (e.g. with VS extensions), we might need to revisit this later.

Conclusion: Current drafts seem OK for now.
(5) All references to SOAP as an acronym must be removed.  SOAP is no longer an acronym (In SOAP 1.0 and 1.1 it was, in SOAP 1.2 it is not.)
Questions/Comments: 

- Dai Peng: Depends on which version we will use. With version 1.1, we should keep it as is, and with version 1.2, we remove the acronym. Agreed.

Conclusion: Decide depending on the version choice – see above and issue (6).
(6) (Note: Issue (7) was discussed before (6)). We should be using SOAP 1.2, it is the latest approved version and has some much need refinements and improvements over SOAP 1.1 – some :

· Many interoperability issues in SOAP/1.1 were caused by ambiguities in the processing model: scope of the mustUnderstand attribute in the processing of a message, processing done by intermediaries, etc. In the process of evaluating SOAP/1.1, the XML Protocol Working Group discovered and addressed around 400 issues in order to make the SOAP Version 1.2 and its processing model robust and unambiguous.

· Both the SOAP Version 1.2 specification and SOAP Version 1.2 implementations were tested with a test collection resulting in a comprehensive implementation report.

· SOAP Version 1.2 brings better interoperability thanks to a clarified processing model, comprehensive review, and testing.

· SOAP Version 1.2 is based on the XML Information Set. This is a significant change. A SOAP Version 1.2 message is specified as an Infoset which is carried from one SOAP node to another. While SOAP/1.1 was based on XML 1.0 serialization, SOAP 1.2 places no restriction about how the Infoset is transported. It could be using HTTP and an XML 1.0 serialization, or a completely different means. SOAP Version 1.2 processors are agnostic to this. This allows for compression, optimization, and other performance gains

· The power of SOAP Version 1.2 comes from its extensibility model. The SOAP/1.1 model has been reworked and formalized as features and properties that can be expressed either in the SOAP envelope or via the underlying protocol binding, making SOAP Version 1.2 very flexible and making it take advantage of any feature that the underlying protocol would be providing. SOAP Version 1.2 has better, more formalized extensibility.

· WSDL 1.2 will be based on SOAP 1.2.
Questions/Comments:

· Dai Peng: SOAP Version 1.2 is not supported by so many tool kits. And WS-I basic profile is linked to version 1.1.

· Dave Raymer: Most of the tools we are using version 1.2. 

· Yang Li: Is the SOAP version 1.2 an important issue? The current drafts only use features defined in 1.1.

· Dave Raymer: It may be OK to start, marginally accepted (meaning no sustained objections) with version 1.1 but we should investigate moving over to SOAP 1.2 ASAP. SOAP 1.1 has a number of interoperability issues, to integrate Web services. For example, MTOSI have identified a number of such issues.

· Dai Peng: If we use WS-I basic profile, it should minimize these problems. Dave: Agree, it helps, but doesn’t eliminate them.

· Dave: Agreed that we can accept using SOAP 1.1, but we should create a CR on 32.101 first to add it there as a valid protocol, and at the same time send the drafts for Information to SA. Reply by Thomas: We can do this at the same time, no need to one before the other. This has been agreed earlier. And the drafts have already been sent for Information to SA, all of them. Dave: OK, then I withdraw the comment.

· Yang Li: We should still, before approval, define some WSDL style guidelines and templates, preferably also for XML schema.

· John: Lucent are planning a contribution on XML methodology and style guidelines, for the methodology RG, expected to SA5#48.

· Dai Peng reminded: We have discussed style for name space, extension mechanism and references at earlier meetings, based on Huawei’s comments, but no conclusion yet.

Conclusion: 

· OK by consensus to use SOAP 1.1 in a first version, as long as all companies agree to be open to step-wise improvements in the near future, in order to resolve the interoperability issues with version 1.1 which have been pointed out.

· Huawei still wants to discuss the need for WSDL/XML style guidelines and templates. Still outstanding and needs to be discussed at next SA5 meeting.

· Motorola (Dave) should provide detailed information about the disadvantage and limitation of SOAP 1.1 and WSDL 1.1, especially the finding in the MTOSI work, in order to have future improvements.
(7) Repeated definitions of Generic IRP on a per xxxIRP SOAP SS is not considered to be appropriate – examples on how to circumvent this may be found in:

· http://docs.oasis-open.org/wsn/wsn-ws_brokered_notification-1.3-spec-pr-02.pdf --> see section 2 for feasible example

· “Web Services Business Activity Framework (WS-BusinessActivity)” - mandates the direct reuse of constructs defined in WS-Coordination

· “Web Services Resource Lifetime (WS-ResourceLifetime)” - see section 6, for another examples
Questions/Comments:

· Dave: WSDL adds a new protocol on top of SOAP, which means that we need to issue a CR on 32.101 to add it as a new valid protocol first. And there are some issues with using WSDL which makes it “not necessarily the best solution”. There are “semantical holes” in WSDL which causes potential interoperability problems.

· Dai Peng: Then we need another way to describe the input to the web services. How should we do that? And a “limited specification” is better than no specification at all.

· John: As Jörg suggested at the last meeting, would it not be better to await the result of the study item on the HTTP/XML-based SSs, to give us a recommendation for this? Reply by Thomas: It would take a lot of time, and it was agreed in SA5 when the work items were agreed that they should not be linked. 

· Wang Enxi: Can we afford to wait for everything to be perfect until we approve it? We should use WSDL in the first version and later refine it if we find better solutions. Version 1.1 should be ok to start with.

· Dai Peng: WSDL version 1.1 should be ok, and it is already used in the current SOAP SS drafts.

· Yang Li: Each company should study which version of WSDL (1.1, 1.2, 2.0) they want to use depending of which tools are giving best support. But version 1.1 should be ok to start with.

· Dave: Motorola would not object to using version 1.1, but would prefer that we quickly move forward with 1.2 as soon as possible. 2.0 is still too premature.

· John: Don’t have a Lucent position on the WSDL version yet, but as a personal view I would expect we want to go towards version 1.2 asap. Will check the company position to the upcoming meeting.

· The meeting agreed that we should not repeat definitions.

· We need to decide if WSDL is to be used, and if so, we should use the WSDL import mechanism.

Conclusion: 

· Agreed to use WSDL 1.1 in a first approved version, and investigate using 1.2 as soon as possible.

· We should not repeat definitions of Generic IRP, and instead use the WSDL import mechanism.

· John Islip to check the company position on the WSDL version.

· (Post-meeting NOTE: As a consequence of the agreement to not repeat definitions of Generic IRP, Ericsson’s interpretation is that we should re-introduce the Generic IRP SOAP SS specification. The meeting did however not make a concrete statement about that. We therefore need to decide about this at the upcoming SA5 meeting)

