ebXML Transport, Routing and Packaging meeting minutes: 

Boston interim face-to-face meeting, July 11-12, 2000

Attendees: 

Chris Ferris (Sun Microsystems), Dale Moberg (Sterling Commerce/SBC), Tom Kim, (Neon), Bruce Peat (Neon), Philippe De Smedt (Viquity Corporation), Nikola Stojanovic (CJDS), Masayoshi Shimamura (Fujitsu), Jacques Durand (Fujitsu), Jim Hughes (Fujitsu), Henry Lowe (OMG), Anil Vijendran (Sun/Javasoft), Rik Drummond (Drummond Group), John Ibbotson (IBM), Carol Gustav (SAP), Dick Brooks (Group 8760), Ian Jones (BT), Sohaib Kidwai (ecomXML), Farrukh Najmi (Sun/Javasoft), Mishra (Netegrity);

Participation in proof-of-concept conference call: Nick Kassem (Sun/Javasoft), Samantha Rolefes (Extricity), (Netfish), (OAG)

(apologies for omissions and misspellings)

scribe: Philippe De Smedt

Day 1:

9:00 
meeting called to order

9:15 
discussion of Packaging spec's open issues (refer to packaging spec for description of issue, and 
              to latest version for specific wording of resolutions):

· Issue 1: re. multi-part related with signed receipt (i.e., hash in receipt)
resolution: sign starting at first MIME body part; i.e., do not calculate hash over headers; will have guideline specifying how to calculate sig over digest (i.e., start/end of signature block);

· Issue 2: non-compliance with MIME standard:
possible solutions:

· Own subtype (e.g.  ebXML)

· Register own media type for ebXML headers (Nick, Rick, Dick have authority to change); avoid going through entire IETF process by using vnd (i.e., application/vnd.xxx)

resolution: 

· do not use content type parameter at top (to be in sync with RosettaNet) (i.e., top line would only specify MIME/multi-part), but specify content type with the first body part (header) (this type will percolate up);

· use application/vnd.eb-xml as content type (conforms to IETF RFC2533, and is still ebXML-like)

· Issue 3 (= 4): content ID: need it for referencing, not packaging (i.e., each body part needs content ID); need content ID in header for CIDs (local rerference);
10:20
ebXML, SOAP, BizTalk discussion


premise: 

SOAP, BizTalk catching mindshare; we're transport-agnostic, could we use SOAP?; 

BizTalk 2.0 is very similar, in its headers, to ebXML TR&P

selected observations:

· BizTalk message receipt is just a time stamp (properties are just re-iterated), which goes back as SOAP (not BizTalk) message;

· BizTalk has simplicity (positive);

· issue is BizTalk, not SOAP;

· BizTalk has a flat structure (all payload body parts are at the same level); ebXML allows for a hierarchy of distinct body parts;
· BizTalk has versioning by name-spacing; greater resolution is required (could use combo of name space/registry/version); (use of name space to differentiate elements = good; other uses are bad);
· SOAP can force someone into adopting a set of elements; ebXML has greater extensibility;
discussion on limitations of SOAP vs. ebXML:

· SOAP deals with packaging only;
· in earlier discussions (cf. long e-mail discussion on 'pure' XML vs. using MIME), it was established that we need MIME; same arguments apply here;
· BizTalk 2.0 only uses envelope header from SOAP (when dealing with multi-media payload);
· cannot carry XML as-is in SOAP: need to transform;
· SOAP is not a standard;
discussion on BizTalk 2.0 vs ebXML:

general observations: 

· ebXML is more than TR&P, but the BizTalk/ebXML issue is mostly at the transport level;

· key requirement is capability to gatewaying between the two;

· specs are now very similar;

· W3C XML messaging is a very similar initiative - BizTalk/SOAP induced?;

· Dick Brooks drafted brief analysis (see his e-mail of July 16) of ebXML and BizTalk, and also the following 'positioning statement':
'Microsoft's BizTalk Framework Version 2.0 defines a reliable transport protocol for sending/receiving business documents formatted in XML and other formats. This "purpose" is virtually identical to that of the ebXML TR&P solution.

If  the two specifications continue to develop independently and without concern for interoperability, it is likely that "protocol converters" will be needed to "bridge" between BizTalk and ebXML implementers. But this need not be the case, [as] both specifications are still in a relatively formative state and share a significant amount of overlap in functionality, packaging and header names/values.' 

· bottom-line: ebXML needs to better position itself vis-à-vis BizTalk;

11:15
Fujitsu presentation on reliable messaging - Masayoshi Shimamura

Fujitsu has been using this scheme successfully for about 10 years, and wanted to share their
approach with ebXML (discussion continued after lunch); it is based on a 'recovery' counter

[need to get electronic copy of presentation from Fujitsu]..

12:00
Proof-of-concept (PoC) conference call

Nick Kassem is heading PoC team: intent is to validate and provide feedback on specs as they come out;  not focused on a demo (cf. Nick's e-mails re formation of this working group).

· broaden beyond transport: all ebXML groups to send proposals to Nick;

· once-a-week conference call (Wednesday, 9AM, Pacific Time?);

· 'mini' white papers;

· educate people;

· 3 lines of attack at once: message structure, headers, reliable messaging;

· at next ebXML conference, try to show progress on reliable messaging;

· priority: need to get specs from registry/repository WG (i.e., how to use TR&P to get to registry);

· Q: which process to show in PoC?; RosettaNet PIP3A4 (Purchase Order Management)?;

· suggestion: rotate through vertical industries;

· priority: get more vendors on board;

· issues: intellectual property;

· 39 people on PoC mailing list;

1:45
Resume discussion on reliable messaging (please also refer to Bruce Peat's notes on this 
 
(07/13), including drawings)


Issues:

· need finer granularity of recovery counter based on apps pairs?;

· notion of three layers: service interface, document exchange, transport;

· what is the scope: edge-to-edge or app-to-app?;

· what about multiple hops (cf discussion at end of day two: 'transitivity' of reliability: if I deliver to first hop, and first hop delivers reliably to second hop, etc., then reliability to first hop implies reliability of delivery to final destination?);

· Q: does this require change to headers?; this would break signatures if multiple hops; solution: put in routing, rather than in headers;

· suggestion: reliability flag in header and counters in routing?;

· observation: counter for message sequencing and recovery counter are not the same thing (could they?);

· scalability issue: MxN counter pairs?

Summary:

· definition of reliable: at most once;

· Fujitsu solution: guaranteed delivery at most once with time-out;

· possibility of extra QoS metrics;

· MQSeries: persistence is at the message level; notion of 'shared state machines';

· could use message ID instead of sequence/recovery number;

· densely packed sequence number would be OK;

5:30 
meeting adjourned for the day

Day 2:

9:00
scribe arrives at meeting half hour late after being stuck in traffic for > 1 1/4 hour, and misses first half hour of Ian Jones's introduction on TPAs and subsequent discussion  (cf. Bruce Peat's notes on this topic for complete coverage);

9:30
John Ibbotson's (IBM) presentation on tpaML(refer to tpaML spec, John's e-mail of 07/18)

· notion of 'delivery channel' (see below), with functionality to be specified by ebXML TR&P;

· ebXML Business Process WG's role: specify public interface;

· tpaML = describes conversation, potentially long-running;

· instance of such conversation = instance of a TPA;

· consists of business protocol section, sets of request messages, responses, sequencing rules;

· TPAs cover three layers (2. and 3. are the 'delivery channel'):

1. business protocol;

2. document exchange ('preparation of things to be put on the wire', i.e., enveloping (ebXML, RosettaNet, BizTalk);

3. transport  (HTTP, SMTP, MQSeries, FTP, …);

· multiple delivery channels may exist, each understanding one enveloping and one transport scheme; 

11:00
Karsten Riemer on the work of the ebXML Business Process WG (cf. discussions on BP mailing
list)

· BP modeled after eCO;

· components:  discovery, business process, participants, contractual effects (resource, event, action), structure and order, messages required, services offered (constraints, business service interface, business message interface), functional message content (touch point with ebXML Core Components); TPA and SLA (touch point with ebXML TR&P) (see drawing in Bruce Peat's notes);

· interaction with ebXML Registry and Repository: Rik to meet with Scott Nieman;

· observation: SWIFT is working on a UML->DTD translation mechanism;

· Karsten: apply notion of 'context' to all areas/components, and ,maybe generate tpaML from context;

· Classes defined: Business Service; Business Service Interface (portal); Business Message Interface;

· resolution: by next ebXML meeting, merge BP's and TR&P's models of TPA;

12:00
discussion on ebXML TR&P header document

· reconciling current headers with TPA;

· structure:

· document label;

· document ID;

· TPA ID (~ TSLA);

· Conversation ID (~ MessageSet ID);

· Service Interface;

· Action;

resolution: add last four fields to header (as one element);

· for now:  no batching ('KISS', for now);

     

2:00
wrap-up

· focus on integration with ebXML Business Process and Core Components (Rick);
· Jim Hughes to produce draft of reliable messaging spec (with Chris Ferris) (3 weeks);
· Marsha will do clean-up (grammar, etc.) of existing documents;
· will eventually merge all of ebXML's documents into one;
· make sure to get documents out for review right after August ebXML meeting;
· between now and August: PoC effort to validate current specs;
· no progress made on Security - will attempt to make progress by November meeting;
· we did not get to discuss Jerry Brown's comments on requirements document;
2:30
back to discussion on reliable delivery across multiple hops

· discussed various scenarios: bottom line is whether to consider message reliably delivered to final destination if delivered to first hop - widely diverging opinions;

· what's the role of TPAs in this?;

· we need real-world business use cases!;

2:50
meeting adjourned

