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1.1.1 Rationale
In order to operate properly over unit-data transfer (UT) layer implementations that perform their own retransmission, CFDP in unacknowledged mode must better tolerate the routine arrival of metadata and file data after the arrival of the EOF PDU for the same transaction.  A simple solution would be for EOF arrival to trigger a timer cycle, similar to the NAK timer cycle in acknowledged mode, which checks transaction completeness periodically.

1.1.2 Goals
1) Draft the CFDP Recommendation revisions needed to effect this new behavior;

2) Modify a CFDP implementation to comply with the revised specification.  Note:  Because the revised procedures are unilateral (there is no reciprocal protocol traffic), there is no interoperability issue;

3) Demonstrate the modified implementation;

4) Submit the revisions for incorporation into the CCSDS Recommended Standard for CFDP.

1.1.3 Schedule and Deliverables
	Date
	Milestone

	31 October 2003
	WG established

	14 November 2003
	Published proposed revisions to CCSDS 727.0-B-1 as a proposed Standard

	19 December 2003
	JPL demonstration of initial implementation of the proposed Standard; WG analyzes results

	12 November 2004
	Publish final revisions (“pink sheets”) as a draft Standard

	15 November 2004 - 
7 February 2005
	Agency Formal Reviews

	7 February 2005
	Submit draft Standard for acceptance as a Recommended Standard, revising CCSDS 727.0-B-2

	8 April 2005
	File resolution requesting publication of the revised Recommended Standard.

	6 June 2005
	File resolution dissolving the Working Group.


1.1.4 Risk Management Strategy
1.1.4.1 Technical Risks

The problem and proposed solution are well understood, as they are derived from existing, tested CFDP functionality.  Technical risk is minimal.

1.1.4.2 Management Risks

Programmatic risks:

· Unavailability of resources could delay achievement of milestones.  Fallback option would be to reschedule the milestones.

· Because the proposed solution is backward-compatible with existing implementations, agency opposition should be minimal.  In the event of unanticipated opposition from one or more member agencies, achievement of consensus on the proposed revisions to CFDP could be delayed.  Fallback option would be to reschedule the milestones or cancel the work item.

