PSTC F2F#3 Notes – DJR 11/19/2002

· Summary Motions 

· Motion to rename the PSU a PSx until a better name is found.  JeffB suggested PSO for Object.  DR to send this to the wider list (AI) 

· Motion to define the PSxID’s are immutable 

· Motion to make the canonicalization of the entire SPML identifier (including the type) a MUST be unique 

· Motion to add operational parameters to all SPML operations and the R/R protocol 

· Conrad to make a proposal and example of the ExtendedRequest & ExtendedResponse to the list 

· Meeting adjourned at 3pm PST 

 
· Summary Action items (AI) 

· DR to offer a motion to the list that the PSU be renamed Provisioning Service Object (PSO) 

· DR to formalize the transport bindings decision through list vote.  Current candidates are SOAP/HTTP and file 

· Gavenraj to propose/manage dates/location for F2F# around end of January/early February – possible sponsors BMC or Waveset 

· DR to propose earlier meeting time (or revised day) to better accommodate Televiv time zone 

· DR to add editors to the web site 

 
· Summary Open Items/Outstanding questions/Issues (I) 

· Definition of QOS/SLA type information as operational parameters to the batch and the individual operations 

· Consider adding a use case that alludes to the need for operational parameters on the R/ model and the operations – something like a scheduled delete 

· Review the use of a schema attribute to model the PSx-PSTD relationship and cardinality.  Need to re-visit this issue as we approach implementation prototyping to ensure that this model does not impose un-due complexity on the RA implementation 

· What was the <spml:RequestAttribute> on the Request – I missed this? 

· Who sets the model for processing (sync v asynch)??? Can the RA request it one way and the PSP do it another? 

· Need to be sure that ExtendedRequest does not get abused and unduly effect interoperability for the specification – needs to be addresses in the normative text of the specification 

· Tabled motion from JB that we consider a profile like model in which we define implementation recommendations for a pass-through DSML implementation of SPML 

· Tabled review of the proposed special status of “object class” as the representation of the service name for the RA/PSP.  Conrad has concerns that we my have namespace issues over re-using object class for this 

· Consider a full async notification model for a future version of SPML – members can work with the returned data attributes model for now 

· Uniqueness over request ID’s – can this be taken directly from something like the SAML 1.0 spec’s assertionID model 

 
· Assigned Editors and responsibilities 

· Core Operations schema – JB & YK 

· Request Response Schema – JB & YK 

· Specification document – DR ++ 

· Use cases – DR & GS 

· Requirements – DR 
· Glossary - DR 

· Business Paper – GS ++ 

· DR to annotate this on the web site (AI) 

 
· Notes on the review of DSML v2 

· General 
· Why are we making DSML a start point for this specification? 

o        Approved existing standard
o        Mature V2 spec
o        Existing provisioning products and identity 
o        Products use it today
· Object Class 

o        We need to call out the use of special attribute “Object Class” as being the indicator of type of object being created (be it PSx or PSTD)
o         
· AuthRequest 

o        DSML uses this to detail the principal making request
o        May keep this and make it an SPML identifier (optional for the RA but mandatory for the PSP – would need to add this to the normative implementation text for the PSP)
·   

· Batch 
· Sequential or parallel really refers to the return order of batched requests 

· All can be ordered or non-ordered 

· Three models are 
o        Parallel – can be ordered or non-ordered – this defines the order results are returned
o        Sequential - is always ordered
o        Asynchronous – will be added by us that allows us to operate a full async model
o        RA to supply a unique id
o        Response would be sent right back with the unique id 
o        Need to add a query request to the DSML model so the RA can check the status of its async requests
o        Need to add a cancel operation 
o        Need to consider adding an SLA concept to the batch if possible - needs further discussion  – maybe this is just an extension or replacement for the on-error stuff in DSML – consider operational directives on the batch and operational elements
· The request responses will not use the fixed DSML DN attribute 

· The response elements would include the same result-code concept with newly defined SPML types 
· ModifyRequest 

· Request 

o        Use the new SPML-ID – otherwise the same (remember the importance of the object class)
· Response 

o        Changed to allow response to return any changed attributes and the modify response is able to send back optional calculated values (i.e anything that was not passed or was otherwise modified)
o        Any attributes returned in this way would be scoped by the PSP’s implemented AuthZ model such that the RA does not get back attributes that it would never have seen in the first place
· Delete 

· Request 

o        Uses the SPML-id – otherwise supported as normal
o        Big  question on weather you can also send in attributes with the delete operation – things like delete date and time on a delete account – possible use case expression of this may help (see outstanding issues)
· Rename 

· Not included 

 
· Notes on the review of SPML Core Operation Proposal 

· ExtendedRequest Discussion 

· Lots of discussion over the selection of the operations defined thus far.  Should everything simply be an open extensible <Request>.  Conrad  explained this in the context of the projects whe is working on at MSFT.  Resulted in laying out three basic choices: 

o        Fixed operations (add, modify, delete, search)
o        Fixed operations (add, modify, delete, search) with single extension <ExtendedRequest>
o        Open operations where everything is simply a <Request>
· Motion to accept option two (Fixed operations (add, modify, delete, search) with single extension <ExtendedRequest>) passed unanimously.  Conrad to make a proposal and example of the ExtendedRequest & ExtendedResponse to the list (AI) 

· ExtendedRequest operation would handle provisioning requests that simply do not fall into either good semantics or physical fit with the current schema/protocol operations 

· Need to be sure that this “catch all” does not get abused and unduly effect interopewrability for the specification – this is noted as an open item/issue and needs to be addresses in the normative text of the specification (I) 

· Object Class Attribute 

· The “object class” attributes will define the service name – or may be the actual object class name or SPML schema name – we will need to add some non-normative text in the specification explaining the elegance of this as a generic object/operation model. 

· The SPML Identifier – will support simple and complex types 

· SPML id – simple types 
o        Email 
o        DN
o        User id  & domain name
o        Liberty unique id
o        URN
o        String
o        GUID
· SPML complex types 

o        SAML subject statements
· Conicalization of the entire SPML identifier (including the type) MUST be unique (M) 

· Add 

· Request 
o        The “object class” attribute will define the service name or may be the actual object class name
· Response 

o        Changed result codes and descriptions to be SPML specific 
o        Add a list of returned attributes
· Modify 

· No issuses 

· Response will be an SPML result code – we are going to define our own complete list 

· Delete 

· Open discussion on what needs to be on the delete request – how do we pass in things like expire time – continues through to eventual common agreement that all operations (and the R/R protocol) will include operational parameters examples: 

o        Timing – effective or execution time
o        Logging -  
· Discussed 5 approaches to handling this type of extended delete: 
o        Delete stays as is in the dsml model – a delete is a removal of an object from the namespace, everything else is a modify
         JeffB likes the purity of this – much debate on how does a parameterized delete differ from a modify
         Doing this could make the RA interface more complex to understand
o        Add attributes to the delete operation that control things like effective date and logging
         General consensus that if we did this why not do it for everything
o        Add these types of control parameters to all operations 
         General support for this option
o        Put the control information on the R/R protocol
         Problem that this would then apply to all operations in the batch – could use separate batched but that sounds ugly
o        Throw parameterized deletion out to the newly define ExtendedRequest 
         No one really liked this option 
· Motion to accept 3 – add operational parameters to all operations (M) 

· Search 

· No issues 

· Schema operations 

· This includes the query schema and the expression/representation of its return.  This is needed for most actions.  Real value comes when we define standard schema for commonly used types 

· This would probably fall onto the R/R protocol 

· Ran out of time – JeffB will make a proposal to the committee for this on the list 

· PSx-PSTD-ID relationship 

· Jeff’s proposal pushed the expression of this relationship to the schema level – you add a schema attribute to the PSTD schema that is in effect the PSxID and through search semantics you are able to read the relationships back to support use case 18 “RA-PSP – Query PSTD for a given PSx”    

o        Pros
         Generic object elegance – ability to represent any relationship not just the PSx-PSTD-ID relationships.  This will allow us to support group, role and any arbitrary provisioning relationship
         Clean model for changing ownership of the PSTD-ID
         Use the same search request to search for relationships not a whole new search
o        Cons
         Requires this semantics to be expressed in the schema 
         Possible semantic complexity this introduces
         Does this make the RA implementation more complex??
· Passed motion to proceed with this model, to review the model as we start to look at implementations and to ensure this approach is clearly described and documented in the non-normative text of the specification (M) 

· Table a review item to consider this as we approach again as we near implementation prototyping (I) 

 
· Notes on the proposed equest/Response (SOAP over HTTP) model 

         General
o        NOTE: this entire discussion is only for the R/R protocol binding for SOAP over HTTP.  Action item for DR to formalize the 1.0 transport bindings discussion with a vote on the list.  Current feeling is that SOAP/HTTP and file are the candidates (AI)
o        All SPML operations are considered atomic (i.e can’t be half done) – how the PSP implements is up to them
         <spml:RequestAttribute>
o        Both Async/Sync would have an <spml:RequestAttribute>
o        What was this for??
o        <spml:requestedID> 
o        Both  Async/Sync would have an <spml:requestedID> 
o        if you send a request with  execution=async the requestedID would be mandatory
o        Still support requestedID on sync operations so that another thread could be used to cancel a hanging sync request
         Synchronous model 
o        DSML model looks unchanged with the addition of the operational parameters as discussed
         Asynchronous model
o         Who sets the model for processing??? Can the RA request it one way and the PSP do it another?
         Open item to discuss – no consensus reached (I)
o        Options are
         Processing = sequential/parallel – return order of the batch operations
         Ordering = true/false – only used on parallel runs states that results come in the batchResponse
         Execution = sync or async
         BatchCancelRequest/Response
o        Can only cancel a request if you know the requestID (i.e. no support for cancel *)
o        Add a returnType=response to imply that if one cancels a request it still return what has completed so far – this is very useful for canceling search requests
o        Response return types identified so far are 
         Completed – requested completed 
         Cancelled – request was cancelled
         Failed – Request failed (we need to define how this differs from a SOAP error)
         Error – Error occured
         Warning – Warning – general warner that something in the batch needs review – will need to define this further for purpose of interoperability
         None – “hey I don’t have this request”
         BatchStatusRequest/Response
o        Again can only be issued for known ID’s (AuthZ is PSP dependant)
o        This would be synchronous only
o        Support the following retrunType=
         Response – status response will include the “return data” for everything that has happened so far for that request
o        Support the following Status codes
         No such request – requested <spml:RequestID> does not exist for requestor
         Success – It’s running (plus any “returned data” when using returnType=Response)
         RequestID’s
o        Uniqueness over request ID’s will be taken directly from something like the SAML 1.0 spec
 
         Notes on Operational Parameters & Return Data
         All requests and all responses (both batch and operational) will include “operational parameters” for things like:
o        What the operation costs
o        Who approved it
o        What other data got changed
o        When to execute this
         All requests and all responses (both batch and operational) will include both data attributes going in on the request and being retuned on the response
 
· Summary/Wrap-up 

· Reviewed motions 

· Reviewed open items and issues 

· Discussed next F2F meeting frequency 

· Support for F2F#4 in late January/early Feb 2003 

· Gavenraj (AI) to propose/manage dates for this 

· Possible sponsorship from BMC (Houston) or Waveset (Austin) 

· New con-call meeting times 

· DR (AI) to propose earlier meeting time (or revised day) to better accommodate Televiv time zone 

· Review Goals – did we get done what we wanted to? 

·           Agree specification contents - tabled for list activity 

·           Push core schema work forwards - yes 

·           Define task lists and task owners for outstanding work items - yes 

·            Define timetable for completion of committee draft – working towards a firm draft before F2F#4 at which time we could focus on interop and conformance 

· Meeting adjourned at 3pm PST (M) 

 

 
