OASIS Reg/Rep TC Meeting, 13 January 2005.

Attending:

Ivan Bedini

France Telecom

Kathryn Breininger
Boeing Company - TC Chair

Joseph Chiusano
Booz Allen Hamilton

Sally Fuger 

AIAG

Peter Kacandes

Adobe Systems

Carl Mattocks

Individual member (CheckMi)

Farrukh Najmi

Sun Microsystems

Duane Nickull

Adobe Systems

Goran Zugic

ebXMLsoft

Monica Martin   

Sun Microsystems

Original Agenda:

http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/regrep/200501/msg00020.html
1. Minute taker:

Joe Chiusano to take minutes 
2. Approval of minutes from last meeting:

Minutes approved with no comments
3. Face-to-Face in April (OASIS Symposium):

TC members should let Kathryn know within the next few weeks if they are able to attend a F2F in April during the OASIS Symposium
Farrukh recommended considering starting an online poll
Kathryn will send additional reminders in future [ACTION ITEM – KATHRYN - DONE]
4. Calls for participation (OASIS Symposium):
Kathryn confirmed that there is no word yet on our submitted abstract
Farrukh also mentioned the XTech conference (formerly XML Europe) – he submitted 

   an abstract for us based on Joe’s in-progress “Fine-Grained Artifacts” TN 
· Farrukh to post abstract to our TC listserv [ACTION ITEM – FARRUKH - DONE]
· If it is accepted, we will need a speaker, as Farrukh has a scheduling conflict

Duane now discussed CCRIM binding work (not on original agenda)
· Duane described the work, and its motivation: The Core Components folks asked us to take a look at how to tackle serialization
· We have now taken it as far as we can
· We are not the decision-makers for this; we are just recommending best practices

· We have raised several issues that have been sent back to UN/CEFACT

· Main issue: If you request a Core Component from someone, what is sent? GIF of UML diagram? PNG file? Spreadsheet? XML?
· Duane recommends that we now take this work, package it, vote on it, and publish it as recommendations to UN/CEFACT on serializing Core Components 
· Then, UN/CEFACT will decide what to do with it

· We will also shut down the CC-Review listserv 
· Farrukh suggested that it might be better to give this work to UN/CEFACT without voting on it, as a vote implies a certain level of completion
· Duane cited IP issues involved with our giving the work to UN/CEFACT without voting

· If we publish it as a draft recommendation, or a best practice, or a TN, then it is available for all to read

· Duane also reminded that we don’t want to force people to use an ebXML Registry in order to serialize Core Components, which is why we need a serialization format that is not dependent on ebRIM 
· Updates to ebRIM would necessitate updates to serialization formats, creating an unnecessary dependency
· Farrukh clarified that ICD’s intention is to use XMI, not ebRIM format (i.e. not the format of an XML document that would be produced in compliance with the ebRIM XML schema)
· Duane also strongly believes that one cannot define the storage format in absence of the serialization (wire format)

· The requirements for serialization should drive the storage requirements

· Goran inquired about what would happen if UN/CEFACT did not apply our document’s recommendations

· It is their choice – they are under no obligation (Joe and Farrukh)
· Duane also mentioned that UN/CEFACT needs to address the context mechanism (8 context categories and their possible values), and the fact that the storage requirements, when considering all of the possible combinations of values applied to the maximum potential number of registry objects, can be unmanageably large

· The TC agreed that the title of the work should be “Report on Lessons Learned On Serialization and Storage of Core Components”
· Duane to update the title and post the document [ACTION ITEM – DUANE – DONE]
· The TC began a voice vote per Farrukh’s suggestion, but then decided to switch to an online vote instead at Farrukh’s additional suggestion, to give folks a chance to review the work a final time
· Kathryn to send Kavi vote [ACTION ITEM – KATHRYN – DONE]
5. Review of RIM and RS:
Kathryn asked that comments be sent to our listserv by 01/20 [ACTION ITEM – TC –  

   DONE]
Farrukh will discuss the comments on our next call (01/27)
· After that, we may be able to begin the process of TC vote
· The TC was ok with the timeframes

Farrukh also emphasized that comments received after 01/27 will be accepted, as part 

   of OASIS public review – but the reason for the deadline is to “force” a TC vote to occur
Kathryn to send the OASIS voting procedures to our listserv as a refresher for all   

   [ACTION ITEM – KATHRYN – DONE]
Review of RIM 3.0 began, chapter-by-chapter – highlights:
· Goran raised a question about the specification title – specifically, that it did not contain “OASIS” (i.e. not “OASIS/ebXML Registry”, but “ebXML Registry”)
· Kathryn confirmed that the ISO specs use “ebXML Registry”

· TC agreed to retain “ebXML Registry”

· Goran raised a question about the lack of reference to “repository” in title
· No one else shared the concern

· TC agreed to retain title as is 

· Carl proposed using the term “repository” in the text wherever “registry” appears, and wherever it makes sense
· TC agreed that this would be excessive, and this should be clarified within introduction and FAQs
· Joe suggested that “(ebRIM)” be appended to the spec title
· Kathryn confirmed that this approach is unconventional

· Will retain title as is 

· Goran: In Figure 1, not all classes are included
· Farrukh explained why this is, and agreed to add a clarification note for the reader [ACTION ITEM – FARRUKH]
· Goran: In Section 1.6, the names of object types are too generic – recommended that we begin them with “ebRIM”, or something similar that would show their relationship to our effort
· Farrukh explained that this would require a lot of rework for current implementations

· Joe: Since these names are in the context of our spec, there should really be no need for any additional clarification for the reader
· Agreed to keep as is
· Carl: Current bi-weekly schedule is no longer possible for him, as he now has a conflict

· The TC decided to resolve this over e-mail – may shift by one week

· Kathryn to send e-mail to listserv [ACTION ITEM – KATHRYN - DONE]
· Joe: Not all attribute are I118N-capable – we saw this in our CC Review work

· Farrukh to review the issue against our specs to see impact of change, and if change is really needed
· Goran: This is important for – for example – RegistryObject Name attribute, as Core Component names should be internationalized
· Farrukh: Will begin e-mail discussion [ACTION ITEM – FARRUKH]

· Goran: RIM does not mention ID attributes in classes where the role of the ID attribute is to provide a linkage to its parent class

· Ex: Section 2.6.1, relation between Slots and RegistryObjects 
· Farrukh: Will update spec to include ID attributes consistently throughout [ACTION ITEM – FARRUKH]
· Goran: We have removed RegistryEntry class – but what about the Stability and Expiration attributes that were associated with that class? 

· Farrukh has removed these from the spec, as he has not seen any usage of them in his implementation experience
· Slots can be used if necessary – no objections from TC on this point

· We can also add normative Slot names, description, behavior, etc, in a future version of the spec 

· No change

· Farrukh: Figure 6, company names – any issues?  

· None

· Farrukh: Chapter 5 is on “provenance”
· This is regarding the origin or source of information – persons, users, etc.
· Including this shows that we recognize the importance of provenance in our standard
· Goran: What is the reason for having our own query language? 

· Farrukh explained that it has to do with making our query languages extensible

· Farrukh recommended that Goran refer to Richard Martell’s comment on this topic on our listserv, several months ago [ACTION ITEM – GORAN]
· Monica: Sections 6.2.2 and 6.2.3 have same title, when they should not

· Farrukh will fix [ACTION ITEM – FARRUKH]
· Joe: Section 9.1 list can be better formatted, in table or bullet form

· Farrukh will do [ACTION ITEM – FARRUKH]
· Goran: Our handling of ACP’s may be an issue for performance

· Every RegistryObject has the default ACP, and may have custom ACPs as well 

· When a large amount of RegistryObjects are fetched, each ACP must be referenced and acted upon – this can be a performance bottleneck

· Farrukh has not seen this in his implementations – but they may not be large enough to raise the symptoms

· Joe: Addressing this in our specs may be out of scope, as it is really an implementation issue; if we highlight this, we would need to highlight a number of other aspects, which may turn our specs into an implementation guide

· We can have another document as an implementation guide

· Farrukh to add a brief caution regarding this in the spec [ACTION ITEM – FARRUKH]
6. Other issues/items:

None
7. Next meeting:

 Depends on results of listserv poll regarding shifting meeting weeks
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