TRP Meeting 2/22/01 Minutes

EbXML SOAP press release has gone out.  There was some delay due to Sun concern with a quote.

Ralph asked:  

· Figure 6.1 Diagram block describing notification – what do we want to say about notification between, up the stack?  Group agreed to take out Notification (Ralph do).  Picture will be changed.

· If manifest is empty, there must not be any payload.  Is manifest required?  Can it be empty?  <discussion>  Can there be data in the SOAP body (can we preclude)?  Group agreed to preclude empty Manifest element.  We must require one or more elements in the Manifest to preclude <manifest></ manifest>.

· Section 8.4.7 Quality of Service Element – intended for intermediaries who do not have access to CPA.  Values extracted from CPA prior to transport.  This information has been moved to RM.  <much discussion about override> Decided to leave this element.  What if it conflicts with CPA?  This probably needs to be an override – more discussion.  <lots of discussion on override – CPA can contain many delivery channels – how do we tell which one was used?> Agreed to ignore this element whenever the CPA is available.  More of the CPA elements may need to represented in this element.  This is for intermediaries – not source routing.  <discussion on override – unresolved>.

· We created one NS for header and one NS for body.  Chris said only one NS.  Is there one or two?  <discussion>  eb:  or  ebh:/ebb:?  Logic is separate NS for header and body so one could be extended without impacting the other.  Chris indicated team agreement for only one. <discussion on scoping> Pending…

· Section 8.5 – RoutingHeaderList – now called TraceHeaderList.  Ralph disagrees – wants to rename to MessagePath.  Is it a duplicate?  Will ask SOAP experts.

· Document Organization – sections added at end (8.7-8.9).  Elements are no longer in order – need references.  (see figure 7.1).  Dick will add words to 7.2.3.

· Six Deliverables from SOAP team – talk offline

SOAP meeting notes

· Single name space with versioning on each child element was agreed to (attribute on each child element).

· Relationship between SOAP and SWA – normative reference rather than include text

· Allow payloads in SOAP Body or in additional bodyparts only.  Unresolved.  Microsoft recommends URI for global unique naming rather than included in document – some dissention (security issues).  If documents in SOAP Body there could be encoding issues.  There is no way to preclude data in the SOAP Body.

· XP uses MessagePath – names are NS qualified so there is no duplicate issues.

· SOAP-ENV:Fault – if errors are in SOAP Fault, will the errors be passed back up to ebXML processors?  SOAP Fault detail is a scarce resource (only one fault allowed) so should not be used other than as a trigger.  If there is an ebXML error a SOAP Fault should be triggered.  If there is an error, the only thing allowed in the Body is the Fault.  Headers must go in as a child of SOAP Headers or as a child of SOAP Fault.  MS will check on what SOAP Fault does with children.

· HTTP 500 – MS says they wanted to make sure if SOAP fails then HTTP would fail as well.  SOAP Fault can also be sent as a POST after the connection terminates.

Dick:  New Issue – identifying base64 based encoding elements.  Use MIME encoding in multiparts.  SMTP binding issue – transport issue.

