ebXML CPPA Technical Committee Teleconference

(Non Voting)

September 27, 2001

Attendees

Arvola Chan

Jamie Clark

Tim Collier

Brian Hayes

Neelakantan Kartha

Kevin Liu

Pallavi Malu
Dale Moberg

Peter Ogden

David Smiley

Tony Fletcher

Tony Weida

Pete Wenzel

Jean Zheng

Minutes

Administrative

Dale reminded us that he circulated a list of committee members’ status with respect to attendance requirements and that those who have missed the last two voting meetings, including telephone voting meetings, will have to attend the F2F in person or by phone to avoid interruption of their voting rights.  See his Sept. 25 posting on “Membership status updates …” for details.

Dale proposes that we continue to have our mailing list open for anyone to join.  No one has objected so far.  See his Sept. 26 posting on “FW: Mail list membership” for details.

Preliminary Discussion
Committees

BPSS

Brian reported that ebTWG has accepted one business process proposal:  to make enhancements to BPSS taking account of recommends from this group, the Messaging group, and others affected.  It’s a tactical project, aimed at a (say) 1.02 or 1.1 version to tie up loose ends, bring specifications into alignment, and make short-term improvements.  They will also put together a requirements list for the next major version. Tim noted that other related proposals such as the one involving business collaboration patterns have also been approved.

Security

Tim advised us that they are working to resolve version 1.1 issues.  Although he expected “automatic agreement” that intermediaries would involve no changes regarding security, there has been some difficulty.

Dale would like to reach consensus on how to view and treat intermediaries for version 1.1.  As detailed in his Sept. 26 posting on “11 AM CPPA Teleconference Thursday September 27” intermediaries could be:

1. Below CPPA radar (like routers …)

2. Part of BPSS (first class citizens)

3. Somewhere in between, e.g., with special support for ebXML Messaging

David S. quoted a representative of Commerce One (“a classic intermediary”) as saying they don’t need a Via element; Brian agreed.

Dale identified as a critical the question of whether an intermediary just transparently handles acknowledgement traffic.  Things are more complicated if an intermediary otherwise gets involved in acknowledgements.

Tony W. urged that the discussion of intermediaries should start by establishing high level requirements; Dale agreed.  He asked: Should active support for reliable messaging with forwarding be a requirement?  David suggested a less ambitious requirement of reliable point-to-point messaging.  .

Tim noted that intermediaries are not just about reliable messaging – especially in the case of non-repudiation, they’re involved in proving that a message originated at the from party.  Dale pointed out that replay issues are not resolved.

Dale asked people to indicate their leanings about intermediaries for 1.1.  Jamie declared “death to the Via field” with no support for anything other than straight thru messaging for 1.1.  Brian prefers not modeling intermediaries with Via or with BPSS; he wants to do it in the CPA but guesses that’s a form of Via.  We talked about the scope of the Messaging specification and the possibility that higher level concerns such as intermediaries might belong in separate layers and hence separate specifications.  Dale believes that intermediaries are really a messaging question; we’ll know what we have to support when the Messaging committee decides, although we could add intermediary support even if they don’t.

Messaging

Arvola reported on recent activities of the Messaging group.  [For details, see his Sept. 26, 2001 posting re “Latest ebxml-msg developments.”]  He noted that the RNIF version 2 team initially started to address intermediaries but ultimately scaled down substantially.  He feels that intermediaries are a big can of worms, it’s not clear we can address them in our version 1.1.

Discussion

Dale wants to go over Arvola’s Messaging-related issues list at the joint F2F on Wednesday.  Arvola agreed to recommend priorities for his list items.  Dale asked everyone to indicate to the list (or to him, Arvola or Tony W. concerning specific lists) if they want to include a particular issue for version 1.1.

Dale said that we should help the Messaging committee by saying what CPPA information is used in messaging.  

Jamie mentioned that in ebXML, the original architecture decided which functionality belonged in which layers and assigned functionality to teams; when one team wanted to do something that was in another team’s area; it would specify requirements and send them to the other team.  He believes that the question of establishing an authenticated identity and “modem dial tone” for collaboration is exclusively the domain of the CPPA team; he’s not sure we’re required to agree with the Messaging team.

Dale is hoping to assemble a roster of writing team volunteers at the F2F.

We discussed interaction with the new ebTWG business process effort stemming from Brian’s proposal.  Jamie thought their initial meeting might not get past agenda setting, so we may just need to communicate our priorities.  Dale suggested that we also pass along results of our discussion with the Messaging committee on intermediaries.

Kevin will send out dial in information in the next day or two.

There will be a face-to-face meeting next week on October 1 – 3.  See the posted announcements for details.

Metadata

Please send additions and corrections to Tony Weida (rweida@hotmail.com).

Respectfully Submitted,

Tony Weida

