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Notification Filtering Ad-Hoc Meeting #1

Date/Time:
Oct 15, 2002, 10:00 am 

Duration:
2 hrs 

Place:
Dallas, Nokia House 4, Andromeda

Bridge:
1-877-891-6976 and passcode is 14757. Leader: Tim Moran
Participants:


Adam Roach

Dynamicsoft

Robert Sparks
Dynamicsoft

Eric Berger

Snowshore

Sriram Parameswar
Nortel Networks

Sean C Olson
Microsoft

Henning Schulzrinne
Columbia University

Tim Moran

Nokia

Sreenivas Addagatla
Nokia

Missing:
none

Jonathan Rosenberg
       Dynamicsoft

Agenda

1. Agenda Review & Approval

2. Old Business

2.1 Justification & Requirements (30___ mins)

Why are you here?

Do you think this is needed? Why - Why Not?
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Requirements drfat:

Sriram: Requirements are more important than solutions.

Robert: Question on 3.3: is it all about rate limiting

Sriram: Throwing out notifications vs. delaying

?: Throwing out is all that is there about rate limiting

Robert: Clients implementing rate limiting is better

Henning: Content based filtering: is XML sufficient? Full  programming language/API is required?

Sriram:  Keep the architecture very generic, rather than include  all details.

Tim: Already done that in the draft

Robert:  Data may not have attributes we are looking for (may just be a blob)

?: XML is evil for "programming"

Sreenivas: the draft covers mark-up, not programming constructs

Sriram: Content indirection is not present in the draft

[AP]Robert: Transcoding (MIME) is the generic means for content indirections (Q- values?): Robert can send some info on this

? & Robert: 3.4.1 => statefulness and content awareness

Adam: Need to be stateful for even most basic filtering

Henning: three different levels of complexity:

- SIP headers

- SIP event type


- SIP state

Sriram: All filtering agents need to understand body

Henning: That will be too complex

Adam: Even throttling requires knowledge of message body

Henning: 4.1: Typing SIP SUBSCRIBE to filtering may not be a good idea

Robert: SUBSCRIBE is an optimization: need to be wary

Adam: Possible trouble interactions with forking w.r.t. SUBSCRIBE carrying filtering information

Robert: Probbaly a PUBLISH filter mechanism is better than

SUBSCRIBE (code explosion ...)

?: 4.3 => accepting and rejecting filters: finer grain details required

Henning: Interoperability nightmare (filter support and error  reporting)

Tim: absolute thing required is whether a filter is supported or not

Sriram: Reject filters not understood

Robert: Reject filters that may take too many resources

[AP]Sean: Error reporting needs to be stated explicitly as "extensible" as in 3.5

[AP]Sriram: Security stuff

2.2 Issues & Scope (_30__ mins)

Can it be done? Why? Why not?

SIPPING WG Why? Why not?

Perhaps list criteria for selecting a language/approach.

- SIPPING WG?

- Why XML?

Robert: not convinced about generic content filtering; event by event basis; creating a new event package is better?

-- need not specify the whole power set; specify a  subset and allow extension

Adam: language should be compact and terse

Sriram: event parameters may be sufficient to define filters

Henning: CPL type of model; Call control language (W3C); number  of different solutions possible

- no language

- by subscription


- rule based language (CPL type)


- ful-fledged generic language to express all  the details (close to XPath?)

Rate limiting is best done at the event generator...

Sean:
Solid framework that can plugged in by new solutions



- XML is good

Adam: two different aspects:


- rate limiting


- content based filtering

2.3 Architecture & Potential Languages (30 mins)

Name your candidate?

Justify why? 
Eric: We just don't know enough; XML is awful; LISP may be better

Henning: Headers may be enough; format of language is no big deal; no new language is required? IETF is not the right forum; CPL?

Sriram: Headers enough for rate limiting; worry about content filtering later

Adam: Content based filteringis important; nature of language is more important than syntax; Postscript or BC or LISP (stack based and easy to implement)

Robert: We don't know enough about event packages to come up with a language to describe it; Wait and see approach, till the specific packages come with many required features so that they can be generalized (bottom up approach)

- Don't leave out REFER

Sriram: Waiting too long may not be good

[AP]Tim: Can every one send e-mail on about specific packages and example filtering requirements?

2.4 Going forward (Logistics)  (30 mins)

Next meeting,

AP review

Tim: By Nov 1st week; Comments required by end of the week

BOF at Atlanta?

Robert: Wait till there is some progress; if there are a lot of responses from a large group, then we can have a BOF at Atlanta; otherwise just an informal meeting

3. New business

3.1 Other?
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