1) Roll Call 


2) Review and approval of the agenda 

Various requests. However, decided to keep existing order. 


3) Approval of the Feb 9, 2006 meeting minutes 
http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/ws-rx/download.php/16663/MinutesWSRX-020906.htm 
Umit wishes to correct last weeks minutes. 


Feb 2nd minutes 

Move: Charlton

Second: Tom 

No objections. 

4) AI Review 
http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/ws-rx/members/action_items.php 

AI76 - closed

AI80 – chairs to bug OASIS staff.

AI81 – tbd but will be done this week.


5) Update from editors 
Dug: in progress. Finishing last of pending issues. Aiming to put out for review tomorrow.


6) New issues since last conf-call 
None tracked.


7) Issue Discussion: 

a> i084 RMS state table and SequenceClosedFault 
http://docs.oasis-open.org/ws-rx/issues/ReliableMessagingIssues.xml#i084 

Proposal here:

http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ws-rx/200602/msg00147.html
Bob describes it.

PaulC: asking for a diff from the old text and the new text.

Bob: Couldn’t understand old text. Think that the Intent was the RMD should behave as if it had been instructed to Close.
PaulC: I notice that the old text has MAY and SHOULD.  New text does not have MAY/MUST. Consciously?

Bob: First one yes. It is just English usage.

Friendly amendment – change lowercase will to uppercase MUST.

Accepted by Bob.

DougB. There is no distinction between may and MAY. We should find another word, or uppercase. 

Chris: why not make it MAY. Accepted

And shall to MUST as well.

New text:

Should the RM Destination wish to discontinue use of a sequence it MAY autonomously close the sequence.  From that point in time until the sequence is terminated, the RM Destination MUST behave as if it had received a <wsrm:CloseSequence> element from the RM Source and MUST generate SequenceClosed Faults upon receipt of new messages directed at the closed sequence.  The RM Source, upon receipt of a SequenceClosed Fault at any time, MUST behave as it had sent a <wsrm:CloseSequence>.
All changes deemed friendly. 

Chris Moves

PaulC seconded

No objections. Passed.
b> i092 Where is the SequenceAcknowledgement sent on receipt of AckRequested header? 
http://docs.oasis-open.org/ws-rx/issues/ReliableMessagingIssues.xml#i092 

Anish posted proposal:

http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/ws-rx/email/archives/200602/msg00136.html
Anish described the proposal. 

PaulC peruses the spec. 
Chris moves to accept. Marc G seconds. No discussion or objection. Passed.

g> i061 Anonymous AcksTo 
http://docs.oasis-open.org/ws-rx/issues/ReliableMessagingIssues.xml#i061 


Two proposals (DougD’s and Gil’s)

Doug: Gil’s is similar except recommends you shouldn’t use it. 

Doug: I do not support Gil’s amendment. 

TomR: Agrees with Doug.

Gil: I feel the use of Anon case can be dangerous. There may be cases where the acksTo doesn’t get.

PaulF: A “real” URI may also be non-contactable. So I do not support Gil’s proposal to call out anonURI as well.
ChrisF: Don’t do dumb things. Would like to close with no action. 

DaveO: WS isn’t easy enough. We should offer up the places where people can get stuck. Support having some caveats in text.
Umit: Similar perspective to DaveO. Looking at wire level, and interoperability and back channels. The discussion about i061 arises from the idea that the back channel can have SOAP-Envelope and extra headers. If there is a warning to be made, then I support Doug’s text.

PaulC: Does DaveO support the text? 

DaveO: I support what Gil has been saying.

PaulC: I want a concrete proposal. 

http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/ws-rx/email/archives/200602/msg00046.html
http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ws-rx/200601/msg00199.html
Chris would prefer neither.

TomR: Jacques proposed doing a developers guide. 
Chris reiterates his position that this text is not normative.

Lei: I think there are issues because an intermediary may mess things up.

DaveO: Thinks a dev guide may not be useful in this timeframe. There are issues because we are layered. In our case we have RM, we know there can be issues. We need to call these out. Serious issue. 

Sanjay: any objections to adding text?

Chris and PaulC object to adding text.

Chris: either the text is normative or not. 

Umit: can we put normative text on the table.

Gil: The text is not meant to stop anyone using the anonymous IRI.
DaveO: I suggest you post the text to the list.

Chris proposal:

PROPOSED TEXT: When a CreateSequence contains a <wsrm:AcksTo> EPR that specifies the WS-Addressing anonymous URI, the RM Destination of a Web service provider MUST send the <wsrm:SequenceAcknowledgement> in a SOAP envelope with an empty <soap:Body> in the context of a WSDL operation that contains only a <wsdl:input> message that uses the SOAP over HTTP binding.
Stefan: to answer how insane Chris is… to have something so specific in the spec is too hard core. I support Chris’s previous suggestion that the spec should not go into such detail. 

Anish: I understand your thinking. I don’t think it must be an empty body. Don’t want to make the same mistake as WS-I.

Chris: I’m fine with that. 

Umit: I would like this to be deferred until WS-A finishes figuring out how to make the anonymous IRI finish. Another possibility is that we wait till the WS-A spec completes

Straw poll. 

Option 1: Doug’s
Option 2: Gil’s
Option 3: Close No action

Option 4: Defer

Option 5: Chris’s proposal with empty body 
Result to appear by email.

No more time 
