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Preliminary Minutes WSRM Face To Face Meeting
Wed May 28

1 Introductions

1.1 Proposed Agenda
Wed May 28 (8:30 AM) thru Friday May 30 (12:30 PM)

Conference Bridge Detalls:
(8:30 AM to 10:30 AM, and 3:00 to 5:00 PM) Wed and Thur
10:30 AM to 12:00 AM Friday

Dial-In number: 877.302.8255
International Dial-1n number:; 303.928.2609
Conference | D: 4541308

Wednesday:

AM:

8:00 Continental Breakfast

8:30 Introductions and Review of Agenda

9:00 Roll Call, identification of input contributions, and Minutes approval
32 voting members - 16 present,
9:30 Discussion and Resolution of Requirements | ssues

Re 8
Intermediary is defined in Soap. Clearer in Soap 1.2
Active vs passive Intemediary — Sunil states we do not have an issue here.
IM changing Messagel D is considered harmful.
IsIM changing any WSRM Header field is considered harmful ?

Payrits— keeping silent is not acceptable. Need to define how an intermediary node can behave,
in processing headers.

Discussion on ensuring that a participating intermediary is used for both the request and ack path.
M essage Exchange pattern vs. Header fields.
NAT at TCP layer istransparent to soap layer, thusit is a non-participating intermediary.

10:30 Break
10:45 Requirements Issues Cont.
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PM
12:00
1:00
2:30
3:00
5:00

Lunch

Requirements I ssues Cont

Break

Discussion of Requirements Document
Homework Assignments, meeting closes 5:30 PM

Thursday:

AM:
8:00
8:30
10:30
10:45

PM
12:00
1:00
2:30
3:00
5:00

Friday:
AM:
8:00
8:30
10:15
10:30
11:30
12:00

Continental Breakfast

Review of WS-Reliability Input Specification and schedule planning
Break

Discussion / Resolutions f WS-Reliability Specification Issues

Lunch

Requirements Issue Discussion

Break

Requirements I ssue Formal Resolutions/ Requirements Doc Review
Homework Assignments, meeting closes 5:30 PM

Continental Breakfast

Review of Homework Assignments
Break

Concluding Discussion / Resolutions
Future Meeting Planning

Meeting Adjourns/ Lunch

Sunil pointed out that Lunch will not be served on Friday, and that the afternoon breaks need to be at
3:00 PM rather than 2:30.

1.2 Roll Call
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First Name | Last Nane Conpany Emai | F
Nobuy uki Yamanot o Hi tachi (by no_yama@i sd. hitachi.co.jp N
phone)
Magdol na Ger endai Noki a (by phone) magdol na. ger endai @oki a. com )
Jef f Turpin Cycl one Commerce | jturpi n@ycl onecommerce. con N
ki wasa ki wasa Fujitsu ki wasa@ p. fujitsu. conm N
Tomrr Rut t Fujitsu tom@oastin. con 1
Ei saku Ni shiyam Hi t achi nishiy e@tg. hitachi.co.jp N
Mar k Hansen I ndi vi dual khookguy @ ahoo. con N
paol o r oneno I ndi vi dual romanop@li s. uniromal. it N
Venkat Danda | ONA venkat . danda@ ona. con \
Dock All en Mtre Dock@ritre.org N
Cor porati on

Al an Wei ssher ger NEC Cor porati on aj wdct @ echnol ogi st. con N
Szabol cs Payrits Noki a Szabol cs. Payri t s@oki a. comr N
Suni | Kuni setty Oracle Suni | . Kuni setty@r acl e. comr N
mar ¢ goodner SAP mar ¢c. andr ue. goodner @ap. con N
Pet e Wenzel SeeBeyond pet e@eebeyond. con N
Doug Bunti ng Sun doug. bunti ng@un. comr N
Scot t Wer den WRC scot t w@w q. com N
Pram | a Mul | an France Tel econ pramla.mullan@d. francetel ecomcon | F
Ri cky Ho Ci sco (observer)

Juni chi Tat ermur a NEC Cor porati on tatenura@crl.sj.nec.com F

Voting members 31, Quorum 16. Reached Quorum, even without Phone attendees.
1.3 Approval of Prior Minutes

<tbd on Thursday or Friday>

2 Wednesday Requirements Issues Discussion
2.1 Rel 8 - Intermediaries

Intermediary is defined in Soap. Clearer in Soap 1.2

M essage Exchange pattern vs. Header fields.

NAT at TCP layer is transparent to soap layer, thusit is a non-participating intermediary.

Are SOAP intermediaries store and forward entries that also implement WSRM over SOAP? Or are they
strictly soap entities that are unaware of wsrm

Discussion:

SOAP 1.2 has a better definition of intermediary.
Definitions for participating intermediary — participant in the formal message exchange pattern

And non-participating intermediary — transparent to the soap message exchange pattern

If the sender wants an intermediary to do something the sender will have to defineiit. If the intermediary
isactive, doesit send an id, does it send an ack,

Proposed by nokia.

Do we want to deal with intermediaries that change the message exchange pattern? The intermediary
cannot change the message header field especially the message id.
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IM changing message id is considered harmful.
IsIM changing any wsrm header field considered harmful ?

Payrits- keeping silent is not acceptable. Need to define how an intermediary node can behavein
processing headers.

We need to clearly specify the behaviours of the intermediary with respect to the soap header.

If you expect the intermediary to impact flow or fault management then you need to specify behaviours
of the intermediary.

Either you send a message to the intermed which returns an ack and then forwards to the next node.
Other solution an intermediary forwards the message to the next node and then.
NAT at TCP layer is transparent to soap layer thusit is non-participating intermediary.

Paolo: Two concepts end to end relaibity vs point to point — both are possible end user defines what type
of reliability is supported. Borrowed from ebxml spec.

Alan —if you allow intermediaries to change the messages then you have to specify the limits on what
they can do.

Dock: How does the presence of an intermediary impact generation of fault messaged and acks. Only an
issue if participating intermediary i.e. can impact M.E.P.

Paolo — could express intermediaries directly in the Header

Scott — stay away from routing!

Message Exchange Pattern is defined in SOAP 1.2

Could we alow extensions in wsrm for other routing protocols? Sunil says no!

Dock — start with intermediaries which do nothing at soap layer — add capabilities required one by one.
Pete — one pattern for actor next receiver —rm header targeted at ultimate reciever

One pattern for both next receiver and ultimate receiver.

WS-Rel does not state anything about actor — protocol does not use actor. Original author was end to
end protocol between ulitimate sender and ultimate receiver;. Intermediaries were transparent.

Discussion on what ws rel spec assumes about soap actor. Sysbolcs state from/to attributes overlaps with
soap actor. This causes a problem. Could instead use soap actor. Other alternative isto not useit.

If an intermediary is not acting in the role specified it cannot touch that header. Soap defined
intermediary was intended as pass thru only. Soap intermediary processes only those headers for which
it isthe actor.

Alan — rechanging the destination — back up receiver when primary path has failed. An intermediary
does backup rerouting. In this case, the intermediary would change the path and destination by
changing the header —to field to another destination.

Doug — URI message is sent to

Doug — WS Re schema does not use soap actor — therefore the recipient is the ultimate destination of
the soap message.
Doug — intermediaries are out of scope vsintermediaries must not process the wsrm headers.

Suggestion — to make use of intermediaries outside of scope of spec.
We need to agree on what architectures and what technical models we are supporting.
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Question on whether the decision on soap actor is precluded by this decision.
Pete — the ws rel spec disallows intermediaries to ack since we do not allow soap actor attribute.

Attempt by Sunil at straw proposal:
a) intermediaries out of wsrm scope, soap:actor excluded in schema
b) intermediaries out of wsrm scope, soap:actor optional
c) describeintermediary behaviour in detail

Doug has different straw poll:

Schema:
Allow optional soap actor vs.
Disallow soap actor (asin WS-Rel V1.0)

Text:
Describe whatever we do in schema
Be strong about excluding soap actor use
Describe Reliable delivery with intermediaries
Describe Reliable delivery with actor to actor
Describe Reliable Delivery with end to end (asin WS-Rd V1.0)

Sunil — dealing with this extra stuff is out of scope for WS-RM

Paolo — since there is no Routing standard, we could only allow end to end. However thisisabig
[imitation.

Suggest limit scope to end to end reliability, and any intermediaries must be transparent to end to end
view of protocol.

Payrits Support reliability for end to end. Where one end is ultimate destination, other end is sender.
Dock: thisleads to intermediaries not being able to change the behaviour of the protocol.

Support architecture of end-to end, thus any intermediaries may not change messages.

Sunil: this could be an extensibility.

Proposed to resolve issue with a new Requirements:

WSRM must only support end to end reliable messages, where one end is the sender, and
the other end is the ultimate destination. Because of this there is no need to define
intermediaries.

Payrits stated another potential requirement:

Spec needs to cover the fault case when the processor of the header is not the ultimate
destination. Thisis not defined in the soap processing model.

There were several concerns expressed regarding this additional requirement. Since the system
receiving this message is not participating in the protocol, how can we make statement about what that
system should do.

Sunil moved, Dock Seconded. Resolve rel 8 with following requirement:

WSRM must only support end to end reliable messages, where one end is the sender,
and the other end is the ultimate destination. Because of this there is no need to define
intermediaries.

= No opposition, motion to resolve rel 8 passes.

2.2 Rel 004:
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From Dave Ingham:
Synchronous SOAP HTTP binding:

We say that a synchronous SOAP HTTP binding isin useif the outbound Reliable Message is
sent in the HTTP POST request and the Acknowledgment Message is contained in the
corresponding HT TP response message. We refer to this binding as "synchronous” in order to
imply the WS-RM exchange inherits the blocking behaviour of the HTTP exchange.

Asynchronous SOAP HTTP binding:

We say that an asynchronous SOAP HTTP binding isin use if the Acknowledgement Message is
sent in aseparate HTTP POST request/response exchange from the outbound Reliable Message.
Werefer to thisHTTP binding as "asynchronous' in order to emphasize that the WS-RM
message exchanges are not tied to the blocking request/response behaviour of the HTTP
transport. Two alternate usage patterns are possible. We say that the "callback” pattern is being
used if the Acknowledgement Message is contained in the HTTP POST request of a second
HTTP exchange operating in the opposite direction to the one containing the outbound Reliable
Message. We say that the "polling” pattern is being used if asecond HTTP POST request is
issued in the same direction as the one containing the outbound Reliable Message to act as a
reguest for acknowledgement. The Acknowledgement Message is contained inthe HTTP
response to this request. This polling pattern is expected to be used in situations where it is
inappropriate for the sender of reliable messages to receive HT TP requests.

Chris Ferris, through Mark Little, suggested using new terms (since http post does not imply blocking if
HTTP pipelining is implemented) such as:

Http Response Acknow edgement Pattern
Cal | back Acknow edgenent Pattern

Thisled to discussion of new terms for binding (i.e, mapping) soap/wsrm layer to the Transport layer:
Response Acknow edgenent Pattern
Cal | back Acknow edgenent Pattern
Pol I'i ng Acknow edgenment Pattern

Each of these involves a different binding of soap/wsrm layer to the underlying transport.

Payritsdrew the following diagrams on the whiteboard, to illustrate his point about bindings between
layers:
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WSRM User / Application Layer

RM
A > B
SOAP / WSRM Layer
RMHdr + RM R
A | . ACK(RM) B

Underlying Transport Layer
HTTP Request (MSG)

v

A HTTP Request (ACK) B

Figure — One way MEP interlayer binding examples

WSRM User / Application Layer Request /Response MEP
Request RM1 R
A B Response RM2 B

SOAP / WSRM Layer

RMHdr + RM1
A éAck(RMl) + RMHdr + RM2 B

Ack(RM2)
<hold RM2 until Ack or timeout>

Figure — Request response MEP inter layer Binding Example
2.3 Rel 09 Pull model
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Iwasa presented histwo slides.

2.Firewall consideration - Pull model

* The sender can't initiate a HT TP connection to the receiver, since receiver’s firewall
doesn’t accept the connection from outside.

(1) Sender application puts a message to be sent to Recelver in astorage at Reliable
Messaging Processor. The message has an identification who can retrieveit.

(2) and (3) Receiver is polling a message stored for the receiver every XX minutes. When
the receiver found any messages, it will retrieve the message in the HTTP response.

(4) Thereceiver give the message to its application.
Figure — Firewall use case for Pull capability
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3.Limited resource device consideration - Pull model

Resour celimited device

Recelver Sender

Application I nternet Application

(4) (1)

Reliable HTTPRequest (2) |1 3 Reliable
Messaging 3) Messaging
Processor My« s . Processor

HTTPResponse

* The sender can't initiate the HT TP connection to the receiver, since recelver hasno IP
address. Or receiver may not have capability to recelve amessage incomming.

(1) Sender application puts a message to be sent to Receiver in astoragein Reliable
Messaging Processor. The message has an identification who can retrieve it.

(2) and (3) Receiver is polling a message stored for the receiver every XX minutes. When
the receiver found any messages, it will retrieve the message in the HTTP response.

(4) Thereceiver send give the message to its application.

Figure — Limited system use case for Pull capability

It was pointed out that these figures do not show the ack phase of reliable message protocol. Iwasa
agreed that that would be required, but was not shown for ssimplicity.

Discussion turned to how to realize the requirement (receiver of Reliable message cannot receive
underlying protocol request).

Tom R stated this could be treated as a special case of Request/Response MEP at WSRM user level,
where the request hasa empty body.

Payrits stated that another solution could be a special request.
Marc G stated that there is more than one way to meet the requirement.
Payrits presented a use case for mobile phones:

He presented two solutions, one requiring storage by the WSRM user, the other mechanism the storage
is done by the WSRM layer.

Marc G stated that is we agree to this as arequirement, we could defer on the particular solutions.
Possible Requirement:

WSRM protocol must allow Reliable messages to be received by an endpoint which cannot
accept an underlying protocol request message or underlying protocol one-way message.

Question is whether we need a separate requirement from the already accepted requirement for
supporting reliable request response MEP.

Iwasaasked that we leave this I ssue open, to allow time for him to consult his devel opers.

2.4 Rel 13-22 as Spec Issues:
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Ilwasasuggested moving issues Rel 13 thru rel 22 as spec issues.

24.1 Rel13
Agreed to move Rd 13 as spec issue

2.4.2 Rel 14 regarding wsdl definitions
Tom Rutt suggested that we either make this a requirement or request a charter clarification:
Could change, in the charter:

“The specification to be created will provide WSDL definitions for reliable messaging and the message
formats will be specified as SOAP headers and/or body content.”

To:

“The specification to be created will provide message formats specified as SOAP headers and/or body
content.”

Tom Ruitt stated that the WSS security people have the same problem. Thisis not specific to WSRM.
Doug Bunting stated that WSDL 1.2 features might be able to do this.

Alan suggested leaving it in charter, not including it as arequirements, and marking it in the spec as an
item for further study in the specification.

Potential resolution:

Move this as a Spec level issue, and close with agreement that this will be marked in the spec as
an item for further study, (i.e not solved in the first version of the spec.

Sunil suggested to leave it open as a spec Issue for now, and not make it a requirement.
Agreed to make this a spec issue, and leave open.

2.4.3 Rel 15

Alan moved, Iwasa seconded, to resolve this issue with a new requirement:

“WSRM spec must identify fault cases and WSRM protocol must support the reporting of
these identified faults.”

= No opposition, motion to resolve Rel 15 passes, agree to add new requirement.

2.4.4 Rel 16 -
Agreed to move to spec issue

2.4.5 Rel 17 - Persistence requirements

Agreed to move configurability of persistence requirements as a Spec issue.

246 Rel19-

We are no longer using terms synch/asynch. We have defined binding patterns, but have not yet decided
which will be included in the spec’s protocol.

Dock moves to make two new requirement. Scott seconded.
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requirement for Spec having a solution for response Ack Binding pattern, for both one-
way and request/response MEP.

requirement for Spec having a solution for Callback Ack binding pattern, for both one-
way and request/response MEP.

= No opposition to adding two new requirements Motion passes. Issue still open for
discussion of additional requirements.

Sunil suggested we add a third requirement.

Proposal to have requirement for spec having a solution for Polling Ack Binding pattern, for
both one-way and request/response MEP.

Pete stated this might be difficult for request/response MEP.

Payrits stated he does not need the polling Ack binding pattern for any MEP.
No time for further discussion, will continue on Thursday PM.

2.5 Homework:

Tom told everyone to read the WS-rel spec, so we can walk thru the doc Thursday AM to find new
Requiements and Spec Issues to add to Issuelist.

Payritswill work on making a new requirements doc.
Meeting closed for the day at 5:30.
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