Minutes of Conference Call   10-12-01

David Burdett presiding

Colleen Evans

Chris Ferris

Ian Jones

David Burdett

Arvola Chan

David Fischer

Dan Weinreb

David Smiley

Carry-on from Monday

Items (italics is discussion from Monday):

1. Do we rename Via as NextActorData or similar?

Via does not adequately describe the function of the item and is thus misleading.  Clarify description.  Members present were mostly ambivalent.  Only issue was backward compatibility.

Chris – put off till 2.0.  This is not actually broken.  Via needs some clarification.  Via should never be used except for intermediaries.

David B. – Information which can vary from hop to hop is in Via.  Via is currently only for intermediaries yet this might be used for single-hop.  This is misnamed.

Remove Request.  <<long discussion about use of CPA>>  SyncReply should be variable, message by message.  Establish ability beforehand and vary by message.  Chris disagrees.

2. Use of separate SOAP blocks for AckRequested and Acknowledgment so that it becomes a "SOAP Module"

This could be a stand-alone item.  This is not a fix.  Very good idea although probably should be v2.0.  <<discussion>>

Agreed – this is a very good idea but it should be v2.0.  Discuss at F2F.

3. Make return of a Delivery Receipt by a To Party a requirement if DeliverySemantics is OnceAndOnlyOnce.

Not necessary since the same functionality can be achieved with DeliveryReceiptRequested.  What if the end does not implement DeliveryReceipt – the non-implementation (e.g. gateway) would send a Delivery Failure Notification.  This is acceptable. <<discussion>>  Request withdrawn.  Remove Delivery Receipt from Reliable Messaging discussion.  This is tied to the next question.

Agreed.

4. Allow the From Party to retry sending of a Message sent reliably if an Acknowledgement was received but no Delivery Receipt. If we agree should it be in v1.1 or v2.0.

Already exists in the spec but doesn't work now so we need to fix (duplicate detection problem – add RetryCount).  Should be v1.1.  Will discuss further on the next call.

Chris – unnecessary.  This was not original functionality.

David F. – Single hop retries (end-to-end) have always been a requirement.  Adding Intermediaries should not change single-hop (end-to-end) functionality.

Arvola – sending DR reliably causes more overhead than the occasional DR Retry.

<<much discussion>>

David B. – Adding intermediaries is essential and support for both intermediaries and single-hop is required.

Arvola – In favor of functionality in v2.0.

Chris – Private keys should not be on a node exposed to the Internet.  Signing a DR must be done inside.

David B.  This is mailroom functionality and mailroom is an Intermediary.

Colleen – DR is application level, it is a payload.

David F. – Absolutely not.  DR (wrongly named) is the equivalent of US Registered Mail.  This has nothing to do with the application or payload.

Colleen – So this is a backup in case RM doesn't work?

<<heated discussion>>  How will system function if there is an unreliable hop?

David F. – Issue not resolvable – need a vote.  Should not wait for F2F since more discussion will not change opinions.

David B. – Should we discuss at F2F or vote on list?

Colleen – need vote at F2F.

2 issues for F2F.

· SOAP Modules for AckRequested – Chris.

· Allow Retry on DeliveryReceipt – Chris vs. David F.

Adjourn.

