Apr 27, 2006
WS-RX TC Weekly Conference Call

Agenda:

1) Roll Call

From Kavi

Assignment of Minute Taker:

Sanjay volunteers

2) Review and approval of the agenda

Time limit the discussion of i089 to 30 minutes

3) Approval of minutes:

April 13th, 2006 meeting minutes

http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/ws-rx/download.php/17806/MinutesWSRX-041306.html
April 20th, 2006 minutes

http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/ws-rx/download.php/17813/MinutesWsrx-42006.htm
Tom moved to accept both the minutes, Chris seconded, No objections

Approved

4) Administrative Issues


Editor's update: latest WD

WD 12 of WSRM and WD 8 of WSRMP are published by the editors for TC’s review. i093 is not applied yet

Action Item for Doug Bunting is still pending

Editors to produce another WD that incorporates i093

Paul F warned the TC that it takes about 4 months after all issues are resolved to producing a publicly reviewed CS


Sponsorship of TC calls

MSFT
Nortel

BEA

Hitachi

Sun

IBM

5) AI Review

http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/ws-rx/members/action_items.php
AI 94 - Marc G will produce a detailed proposal for i089 by fixing normal replay mechanism.
Status: Closed

AI 97 - have editors get a new namespace for next CD, given the use of ws addressing PR
Status: Closed

WSRMP namespace is not revved up yet

AI 99 - Gill and Doug B will work to carry out resolution of issue 93
Status: Pending

6) New issues since last conf-call

Proposed-01

http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ws-rx/200604/msg00124.html
Title: Issue 21 resolution text contains language about 'parameters' 

which don't exist

Description:

Issue 21 resolution text contains the following text:

"If the RM policy assertion appears in a policy expression attached to a

wsdl:binding as well as to the individual wsdl:binding level message 

definitions(wsdl:binding/wsdl:operation/wsdl:input, 

wsdl:binding/wsdl:operation/wsdl:output, 

wsdl:binding/wsdl:operation/wsdl:fault), the parameters in the former 

MUST be used and the latter ignored.

If the RM policy assertion appears in a policy expression attached to a 

wsdl:port as well as to the other allowed WSDL/1.1 elements, the 

parameters in the former MUST be used and the latter ignored."

The WSRMP spec does not define any 'parameters', therefore these 

statements don't mean anything and are possibly misleading (may lead 

reader to believe something about policy merges that may or may not be 

true).

Justification:

See above.

Target: WSRM policy

Proposal:

Remove the two offending statements mentioned above.

No objections to raise this as a new TC issue.
7) Issue Discussion:

 a> i089 suggest the restricted use of anonymous URI

 http://docs.oasis-open.org/ws-rx/issues/ReliableMessagingIssues.xml#i089
Three proposals have been submitted so far.

PaulFremantle http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/ws-rx/email/archives/200604/msg00022.html
Dug http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/ws-rx/email/archives/200604/msg00129.html
MrGoodner http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ws-rx/200604/msg00114.html
Marc Goodner described his proposal.

Peter: Proposal points out that anon URI can not be used for HTTP binding

Marc: Proposal is not restricting anon URI but it is pointing out a need for a solution. Restricting anon URI is going too far.
Peter: The proposal is not conclusive. Does the presence of anon URI indicate bidi async communication or bidi synch communication.

Marc: For two-way MEP, you need to have bidi asynch communication

Peter: Is there anything in the HTTP request that indicates the expected processing

Marc: No

Matt: We should define a solution that works and helps interoperability rather than just saying “Here be dragons”.

PaulF: The straw-poll at the last F2F indicated that the spec should solve the problem. Would your proposal allow the interop scenario 2.4 or not?

Stefan: The jury is still out on that. Marc’s proposal leaves room for allowing 2.4. Replay request mechanism shouldn’t be the main focus of this TC.

PaulF: The expectation from the resolution of i089 is an interoperable standard way of conducting 2.4 scenario. It’s not clear from MSFT’s proposal whether replay mechanism is that standard or not.

Stefan: Whether we do replay or not, or how RM compose with two-way MEP could be resolved on two separate tracks

DougD: Paul, are you suggesting that with polling based solution the spec still needs to talk about replay

PaulF: My proposal allows replay but does not require it. My point is that Marc’s proposal does not clarify whether the replay model is interoperable standard or not.

Marc: Don’t you think that RMD is always prepared to receive a replayed message

PaulF: Already acked request message may be dropped without any additional specification
Marc: You are assuming that the response is also reliable.

Chris: Without some specification, RMD may not have the capacity to do reliable messaging in an interoperable manner

PaulF: A perfectly valid implementation of the spec as it is today may buffer all the response messages and never deliver.

DougD: I would like to present my proposal since the discussion is time boxed.

DougD presents his proposal

Gil: You say GetMesssage is one-way operation where as you expect something to flow back
DougD: If GetMessage is tagged as request-response, then we create a conflict between GetMessage/EPR and the GetMessage’s wsa:ReplyTo. The semantic of GetMessage is that I am opening a backchannel to you and here is the correlation information for relating to the backchannel.

Gil: How would you describe this in WSDL? 

DougD: This is exactly same situation as sending an RM Ack or 202 on one-way message.

Stefan: Trying to imagine implementing this. Which of the many pending messages should flow on the GetMessage?

DougD: Proposal should probably include EPR comparison but it is a generic problem that also appears in the context of piggy-backing.

Stefan: So RMD understands both polling as well as EPR comparison

Marc: Why is this RM’s problem? 

DougD: My example wasn’t meant about two correlated one-ways. It was pointing out an example of long running service operation.
Marc: Don’t understand how this is RM’s problem.
DougD: Disagree. Reliability should include how to send messages to unreachable clients.

PaulF: There are two orthogonal issues in the polling proposals. A> Which URI – anon URI or polling URI, b> Criteria in the GetMessage. In my proposal, you pass a Sequence identifier that makes EPR comparison unnecessary. 

DaveO: Sync request-response and reliable messaging is yet another composability problem, so the spec should either avoid the situation or solve the problem. Don’t like a proposal that does not do either of these. Agree with Doug and Chris’s comments on this.

TomRutt: Doug’s proposal imposes much more restrictive rules for EPR comparison than what is allowed by WS-A.
Discussion stopped.
 b> i106
Bob Freund
 SequenceAcknowledgement:Final assumption of deliverability

 http://docs.oasis-open.org/ws-rx/issues/ReliableMessagingIssues.xml#i106
Bob presented his earlier proposal at - http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/ws-rx/email/archives/200604/msg00031.html
and the most recent proposed addendum at - http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/ws-rx/email/archives/200604/msg00131.html
Umit: It may be beneficial to give a policy assertion to this. The proposed element is expected to appear on a per sequence basis
Bob: Have no fundamental issue with policy based solution

Umit: It will be great if an addendum to this proposal to declare policy is considered

Jacques: I can see where Bob is coming from. These behaviors will be important for ordering, and different sequences may have different requirements

Chris: It will be fine for the RMD to express what is going on

PaulF: Is the solution optional?
Bob: The element is optional.

PaulF: So a receiving implementation can ignore?
Bob: It could. But those implementations caring about the ordering will very much want to not-ignore. The default value is intended to be least disruptive to the existing specification.

Anish: Like the proposal. Don’t understand optionality. Is it optional for the sender, and the receiver is expected to either process or generate a fault?

PaulF: As I understand, the element provides information to the RMS and it can ignore it if it wants to

Bob: Choking the element on this element will be wrong thing.

Gil: The purpose of putting this element in the spec is that the RMS can not claim that it doesn’t recognize the QName. RMS may decide to ignore utilizing the element value.
Chris moves to accept the joint proposal

Marc seconds

Discussion:

Umit: It’s not clear if IncompleteSequenceBehavior is going to be of a string type allowing definition of new values or it is a fixed enumeration.
Bob: best way may be to leave it extensible
No objections. Motion passed.

Issue i106 moves to pending status.
PaulF: Proposes to skip i115

ChrisF: Not ready with proposal for i114

Decision is to jumpt to i116

 c> i115
Gilbert Pilz
"must understand" attribute for extensions to RM components

 http://docs.oasis-open.org/ws-rx/issues/ReliableMessagingIssues.xml#i115
Skipped

 d> i114
Christopher B Ferris
Figure 2 (cd3) is out of date with the changes to the potocol (sic)

 http://docs.oasis-open.org/ws-rx/issues/ReliableMessagingIssues.xml#i114
Skipped

 e> i116
Doug Davis
Add Max Msg Num to Message Number Rollover Fault

 http://docs.oasis-open.org/ws-rx/issues/ReliableMessagingIssues.xml#i116
DougD presents his proposal

Doug moves to accept the proposal

Marc G seconds

Discussion: none

No objections

i116 moved to pending status

Discussion of Proposed-01 (accepted as new issue earlier on this call)
http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ws-rx/200604/msg00124.html
PaulF: Tend to agree that the text related to policy parameters is confusing

ChrisF: No objections to the proposal. Confirms that the presence of wsp:optional=true on port and wsp:optional=false on message means that the policy is required for that message.

Gil: RM policies are for sequences and it is not clear what happens if multiple WSDLs with policy declarations are involved for the same sequence. No objections to the proposal.
Marc moves to accept Anish’s proposal

Umit seconds

No objections

Proposed-01 moved to pending status

8) Any other business

None
