DSM. Tel econference M nutes July 25, 2001
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Al exis Bor, Directory Wrks, Inc.
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2) Mnutes
Looking for editors
Websi te update

I ndi vi dual presentations
M nutes from Chris Hardi ng

Things to be added to Mcrosoft proposa
Thi ngs that need to be renpved
Thi ngs to be changed

Editi ng of document

Jeff Parham of Mcrosoft, Christine Tominson of iPlanet, and Tony Gullotta of
Access360 will assist with co-editing.

Gavenraj Sodhi will take m nutes.
Resol utions agreed to (e.g., 20010725)
Sequentially date these.

Action items (Track these)

Action: E-mail presentations to group for posting to the website.
W nston Reviewed Sunmmary of |ast week's neeting



Access360: Unsolicited notification of change
May set this aside because of tine

i Planet: Goes hand in hand for DSM. i n asynchronous concept. Still |eaves the
i ssue of unsolicited open. Asynchronous is key el ement.

M crosoft: Should throw out idea of Transport independence. Need to get
something out in 3 nonth tinefrane

i Planet: |If we take asynchronous approach, RFC2251.3 is transport independent,
UDDI v1 and v2 are transport independent.

M crosoft: Proposal on hand only di scusses LDAP operations in DSM.. Shoul d be
able to overlay asynchronous on top of it.

i Planet: |If we |eave LDAP with collection of responses and operations, then we
don't sacrifice transport independence.

Mcrosoft: Wuld like nore detail on this.
Novell: If a proposal can be drafted to show how this can be done, that would
be best to show. Buckets: Add, change, delete, v3 bucket. Wuld it be fine to

write-up, iPlanet?

i Planet: Access360 proposal was in |ine of what we are tal king about. Wuld
like to work on base proposal

Action: Mcrosoft to send out base proposal in HTM. and word fornats.
Mcrosoft: What is tinmeline?
i Planet: to be provided next week

Action: iPlanet to provide updated nodified proposal for consideration by next
week.

Access360: Filters are being passed as textural string. W found it useful as
nested XM_ tags. The recipient found it useful to parse.

Novel | : proposal has conmm separated |ist.

IBM not ready on interoperability coments:

Action: w Il provide conments next week

Agreenment that security is out of band.

IBM Parallel serial issue: |f we have batches, do we permit parallel as the
advi sory?

Should this be in DSM. or LDAP? There is a proposal in LDAP that may be

i npl enented on the server.

i Planet: This m ght be substance for DSM. v3. Should be Tier 2.

M crosoft: Seems inportant to supersede LDIF. How can this bee done when a

file has nany operations in it. Parallel vs. serial is that you don't want big
entries in LDIF and performthem serially.



i Planet: You don't want to have 100,000 entries in XM. to parse. W should
represent individual operations independently at a separate |evel where we can
orchestrate separate operations.

Mcrosoft: Interested in details.

Novell: soneone to wite proposals around URIs and URLS?

Veri Sign: wasn't sure to wite proposal on this. Assunption was to wait before

we deci de on any one proposal. |Is definitely a transport issue.
Novel | : RFC 2255 LDAP RFC.
M crosoft: Not required for referrals. Still an open issue.

Veri Sign: transport issue unless you talk about referrals.

Mcrosoft: referrals that don't depend on URLs. URL nami ng does not cone out
in v2.

i Planet: URL would be present if another nethod was not defined.
Novell: nanmed URI
Veri Sign and |BM Agree

Novell: Referrals have a lot of further issues above and beyond. Need to get
hand on what it all neans.

Pl acehol der pl aced on Referrals.

Novel | : Schenma di scovery and how people returned schema. Should there be a
standard format on schema representation in the DSM. proposal ?

M crosoft: not sure if that was much of a question. Do we need to transform
aggregate schema that would be nore useful to parse the |arge ness that cones
out .

Novel | :  Markup defines schema in vi1.

IBM LDAP is trying to do sone of this. Suggestion is out to incorporate in
schenma.

Novel | : Can be expressed in DID or schema (currently). Sun agrees XM. Schena.
Novel | states XM. schema as normative and than capture in DID

Resol ution (20010725): To capture docunent as normative XM. Schema and then
capture in non-normative DTD.



