This topic was discussed in a series of emails between Brian, Larry, and me (Brian stated his
concerns and then Larry and I discussed this separately). The following lists the concerns
that were raised along with a response for each one.
 

1. "We need to modify the schema/spec to include a field in certain queries indicating which URL the callback should go to "
 

Response:  An element named "CallbackTarget" is being added to the schema for the applicable "Query" messages
(QuerySummaries, QueryHistory, and QueryTags).  This is an enumeration indicating whether the callback
should go to the primary or secondary URL.  The "CallbackTarget" element is optional; if not specified,
the authority would assume that the target is the primary URL (i.e., same as in current eTag implementations).

There is also some draft wording for the spec to define the primary and secondary URLs and how that
relates to the forwarding URL (see attachment).
 

2. "We need to add some text to exclude the new messages from performance and logging requirements".
 

Response: This is addressed through proposed additions to sections 1.4.9.2, 2.7, and 4.7 of the spec (see attachment).
Note that forwarded messages should still be logged (in order to aid troubleshooting), but the duration that such messages
must be kept has been reduced (the exact timeframe could be adjusted if JESS determines that a different value would be better).
 

3. "We need to add a new section to the document (similar to what was done for IDC) to describe the new service"
 

Response:  Unless a specific justification can be provided, we do not feel that such a change is appropriate or necessary.
The initial proposal was intended as an extension to the existing agent and approval services by allowing
a second URL.  Adding a new service definition is unnecessary to meet that goal and would potentially
make the spec harder to maintain in the future, as the agent/approval requirements would be repeated
in the document.   In particular, note that the the example stated for IDC is a diffferent scenario; IDC, being a
RAS implementation, has distinct messaging requirements (for instance, sending DistributePotentialTLRProfileChange
messages). However, the proposal to use the forwarding URL's is an extension to the spec for which the requirements
would be the same as for agent and approval services (aside from the performance requirements, etc. as mentioned above).
 

 
 

