Minutes of the Dec 8, 2005 WS-RX Weekly Conf call

1) Roll Call 
    From Kavi

    Meeting is Quorate


2) Review and approval of the agenda - http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ws-rx/200512/msg00044.html
Marc suggested to add i035 to the list, and move i035 and i077 up in the list.
Anish suggested to take i061 out of today’s agenda as it may be premature to discuss. Umit seconded. No objections.


3) Approval of the previous meeting minutes 
http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/ws-rx/email/archives/200512/msg00027.html
Paul Cotton moved to approve. Marc Goodner seconded. No objections. Minutes approved.

4) Update from the editors team

Umit: We have posted both the working drafts for TC’s review.
Anish: wd-07 for wsrm and wd-02 for wsrmp. These drafts incorporate all resolved issues until last call.
PaulCotton: Thanks to the editors team. However I didn’t have a chance to review them yet.

5) Sunnyvale F2F logistics

PaulF: Good news. We have sponsors for dial-in facility for both days

PaulF requests the TC to review agenda outline sent to the list earlier and send comments - http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/ws-rx/200512/msg00047.html
Alll issues are potential candidates. Please do the prep work before the F2F.

New issues raised at the F2F are also potential candidates for discussion.

PaulC: Can we confirm that there will be proposals for each issue from the issue owners?
PaulF requests the issue owners to either ensure a proposal or send an email to the mailing list before the end of this week if they can not work on a proposal

PaulC: Can we go through the open issues now on the call?

The TC goes through the open issues list to check for proposals.
I006, i008, i049, i058: Deferred since Tom is not on the call

I021:  Current proposal is not concrete enough. Concrete proposal with reference to line numbers is expected. Jacques may be able to either provide a concrete proposal or present the proposal ideas more concisely at the F2F.
I052: Umit: I have concrete ideas and will present them at the F2F
I058: Bob: i066 requires updates to the state table and we will try to incorporate the necessary changes by F2F. 
    Several TC members suggested a need for presentation of the state table at the F2F. Bob agreed to present the state table at the F2F to the group.

I075: Umit: I have concrete directions and can be ready to discuss by F2F


Other issues have concrete proposals.

Other main F2F agenda items:
a> Implementation Subcommittee:


PaulF: Who would like to drive the discussion at F2F?


DougD: Will do

b> CD plans will be discussed at the F2F

c> Next F2F Planning
PaulF: WSO2 offers to host in Srilanka

Umit: When would be the next F2F?

PaulF: March 1st or 2nd week

PaulC: WS-TX is having a F2F hosted by IBM about the same time. It will be convenient to have WS-RX F2F in the same vicinity and around the same time.

???: W3C Plenary also happens around the same time

PaulF: Those with preferred ideas for F2F could do the leg work of planning and make a proposal to the TC.
d> Plans for Committee Specs

PaulF: CD following the March F2F would be the candidates for CS



6) AI Review 
http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/ws-rx/members/action_items.php
AI 31: Open two issues around cancel / fill proposal and use cases

Stefan: Proposes to close with no action


PaulF: Is there no need or the AI owner does not have time to work on the AI


Stefan: No immediate need


Umit: How would we interoperate in this area?


Stefan: May work on it when deemed necessary


AI Closed

AI 52:  Need a bridge for the Sunnyvale F2F
A bridge and sponsors for dial-in facility are confirmed.

AI Closed

AI 53:  Editors team to produce a RDDL document to be placed at the namespace URIs (3).
Gil: Let us add this as a F2F agenda item.

AI is left open
AI 55: Umit take Action item to come up with proposal for I 057
Umit: I have circulated a proposal in the editors list and haven’t received a negative feedback. Will forward it to the TC.

AI closed.

6) New issues since last conf-call 

Prooposed-01

-----------------------------------------------------------------
Title: RMS lacks support for InOrder
Description: InOrder (as defined) requires two conditions in 
addition to the use of the protocol: (a) messages are numbered by 
RMS in same order they are submitted ("sent"), (b) messages are 
delivered by RMD in same order as they are numbered. There is currently
no requirement for (a).
 
 
Justification: RMD alone can't enforce InOrder. RMS must do its part.
Either it has to be aware of which DA is required, or the required behavior must be an invariant of RMS regardless of DA.
Target: core
Type: design
Proposal: Make it an invariant.
Add a sentence at the end of 1st invariant (section 2.3):
"During the lifetime of a Sequence, two invariants are REQUIRED for correctness: 
The RM Source MUST assign each message to be delivered reliably a message number 
(defined below) beginning at 1 and increasing by exactly 1 for each subsequent message 
to be delivered reliably. These numbers MUST be assigned in the same order in 
which messages are sent by the Application Source."

-----------------------------------------------------------------
Jacques describes the issue to the group.

No objections to accept.

Issue accepted as a new issue with Jacques as the owner.

7) Issue Discussion: 

a> i077 How does a RM Destination reject an offered Sequence? 
http://docs.oasis-open.org/ws-rx/issues/ReliableMessagingIssues.xml#i077 

Proposal in the issue description 
Proposal to close with no action: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/ws-rx/email/archives/200512/msg00042.html 
(
Matt: Proposes to close with no action.

No objections to close with no action.

i077 closed.

b> i035: What does 'anon' URI mean when used in AcksTo EPR?
http://docs.oasis-open.org/ws-rx/issues/ReliableMessagingIssues.xml#i035
(
Umit: WSA WG has added the necessary text. Issue can be closed.

Bob: Is there a need to do due diligence in future to ensure that WSA includes the necessary text in its final versions

DougD: Issue 61 can cover it

PaulF: The TC members can monitor the progress of WSA

Bob: It might be appropriate to raise an AI

New Action Item: Ensure that the final WSA specifications include text for handling of anonymous IRI values for non-WSA EPRs
AI owner: Bob
No objections to close i035 with no action.

i035 Closed.

c> i076 Semantics of offered Sequences 
http://docs.oasis-open.org/ws-rx/issues/ReliableMessagingIssues.xml#i076

Proposal in the issue description 

(
Matt Lovett describes the proposal

Matt: I am happy with the proposed changes by Anish to use RM terminology of “AS and AD” instead of SOAP terminology of “Initial Sender and Ultimate Receiver”.

Anish: Should we use “RMS and RMD” instead of “AS and AD”?

MattL: The roles of RMS and RMD change when exchanging messages.

Steve: The difference is that the use of AS and AD indicates application level exchange where as RMS and RMD terms indicate reliable messaging level exchange

Anish: Agree. I am fine either way

PaulF: Need clear guidance for editors to act upon
Steve: I am happy with using the terms RMS and RMD

Anish: Move that we accept Matt’s proposal with the following changes: Replace Initial Sender with RMS and Ultimate Receiver with RMD. 

Steve: Seconds

Chris’s dog barks

No objections to the motion on the table.

DougB: Are we reversing things? 

DougB: Should we also qualify RMD with “original”?

PaulF: How about – “A new sequence with the response messages”?

Steve: Why don’t we leave it to editors?

PaulF: Are there any objections to accepting this motion and closing the issue with appropriate guidance given to the editors.
No objections.

i076 Closed.

--------------------------------------


d> i060: Definition for "Reliable Message" 
http://docs.oasis-open.org/ws-rx/issues/ReliableMessagingIssues.xml#i060

Proposal from Jacques in the issue description. 

*Tabled from last meeting* 

Motion by Matt Lovett, seconded by Chris Ferris 
Change the 2.3 invariant to 

“The RM Source MUST assign each message to be delivered reliably a message number (defined below) beginning at 1 and increasing by exactly 1 for each subsequent message to be delivered reliably" 

(
PaulC: Chris had put down some text on the last call. I had reminded that there may be other cases in the spec that may require tweaking. Does the proposal on the table address my concern?

PaulF: We may need to amend the proposal on the call today

Jacques: There are other places in the spec where the expression “reliable message” appears and need clarification. 

Friendly amendment: We also update the other occurrences of reliable message expression in the spec. I have sent out an email to the group earlier.

PaulC: What about the concerns I raised on the last call in response to Chris’s suggestion?

ChrisF: There are two ways to do this – a> Deal with the motion on the table and b> Approve what I sent out earlier related to “reliable message” and open another issue for reliable messaging

Jacques: There are other occurrences of “reliable messaging” also

PaulC: Agree. A text search of “reliable mess” will capture more occurrences.

PaulF: Paul, how do we propose we move forward?

PaulC: I would vote against both the proposals (old and amended)

MattL: People could send concrete proposals referring to Jacques’s amendment to the proposal if they have any issues.
Jacques: There could be more occurrences than what is covered by my amendment. We may need more work.

PaulC: I haven’t done searching of the spec to identify occurrences that are not covered by Jacques’s amendment

Gil: I may have complicated things by combining treatment of “reliable mess” terminology with other issues related to the invariant text.

ChrisF: I would like to remind the group that this issue is about adding a glossary term – reliable message. I disagree with the idea of formally defining reliable message in the spec as it is well understood.  The “reliable message” term appears in only one place and can be addressed there.

Steve: + 1 to Chris. This seems to me more or less editorial task barring adding a new definition of the “reliable message”. We need to decide whether we want to add a glossary term or scrub the spec to clean up use of “reliable mess”
Jacques: If we don’t want an entry of “reliable message”, we can decide to not have it. But there are more occurrences of reliable message than addressed by Chris’s suggestion. I have no issues with the term “reliable messaging”. I can come back with a complete proposal that addresses all occurrences of “reliable message”.

PaulF: We have two options here – a>Take the motion and approve it and raise a new issue that deals with the other occurrences of the word reliable in the document. B> Hold off until we have a complete proposal that addresses everything. Which way does the TC want to go? Are there any objections to the motion on the table?

MattL: Prefer canceling the motion from the last call and waiting for a more concrete proposal.

Steve: Why don’t we let the editors deal with the problem

Umit: We need to first decide whether the TC wants to define the term “reliable message” or not.

PaulF: Do we withdraw this motion or do we take a vote on it?

ChrisF: I am happy to take another week for myself, editors and others to work on the spec to cleanup the usage of the term. There is no need to polarize using this term.  I move to table.

Umit/DougD both seconded at the same time.

No objections to table the motion.
PaulC: Who is going to drive this?

ChrisF: Me

i060 remains open.

---------------------------------- 

e> i080 Remove ambiguity about the protocol being at least once on the wire 
http://docs.oasis-open.org/ws-rx/issues/ReliableMessagingIssues.xml#i080

Proposal in message http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/ws-rx/email/archives/200510/msg00085.html 


(
Chris Kurt joins

Anish describes the proposal

Umit: First part of your proposal indicates that AS is involved in fulfillment of DA. This does not seem right.

Anish: How about - “application counterpart” instead of AS?

MarcG: Makes a motion to accept Anish’s proposal as-is

PaulC: Seconds it

Umit: I speak against the first sentence in the proposal. The rest is fine.

DougD: Can we take Umit’s suggestions as editorial and move on.

Umit: No problem.

Andreas: Does the newly raised issue (i081) mean that RMS is involved with DA?

Anish: Depends upon how i081 would be resolved

Jacques: It is little bit going too far to say that RMS is not involved

PaulF: That is a separate issue

Anish: Assuming that the TC is giving a license to the editors to incorporate Umit’s suggestions
MarcG: Motion was made to accept Anish’s proposal as-is. There was no amendment

Steve: There was a question raised and answered if the final text could be resolved among editors
PaulF: Is there any objection to the motion on the table?

Umit: I object.

PaulF: There is not time left to discuss the motion further
i080 remains open
Meeting ended.

No time to discuss remaining issues on the agenda: i061, i078, i079 and i058

8) Any other business

No time to discuss
