July 26, 2001

Attendence Taken – 15 Voting Members Quorum Reached

Agenda Bashing

Simon – Apology agenda late, incorrect dates in schedule and raw minutes not cleaned up yet. Will have that out next week

Sandyila – Got list of issue from Suresh and will update his list with those and those he collected from face to face

Hal – Who is Leonardo?

? - Have not seen an email with MPEG requirements

Simon – Will follow up with Dave. MPEG put out request for requirements and assembled an official MPEG requirements and post with RFP. Dave did post slides to list but requested not to put on website.

? – What about Fred Moses slides?

Fred – Will do

Simon – Jeff get concerns from RFC 3060 guy?

Jeff – Working on it

Simon – Did have a quorum at the ftf meeting. If have any questions 

Tim – Sent slides to Ken, should probably sent to someone else

Simon – Send materials to Micharharu for addition to website. Or link when appropriate. Will adjust date misprints when we get to that.

Simon – During f2f discussion about scope of work and getting concrete of what to deliver in 1.0. Agreed that things discussed important but take on too much, difficult to get done. Consistence to zero in on policy schema and meta policy with one meta policy mandatory to implement. This will be the primarily goal and excludes heavy work on protocols and other things as well. Will make a minor modification of what posted in minutes and reread [read statement from minutes] Questions/Statements?

Hal – Think agree, but not sure about terms used (ie metapolicy, etc) Replay of discussion?

Simon – Policy expression language, not much discussion what it meant

Jeff – tad early to try to vote in that statement. Haven’t decided whether have metapolicies or defined that term.

Simon – table voting and do clarification. PE language things like Ponder language, XACL. Formal model give to Jeff to comment

Jeff – Point at anything (RFC3060) or other work that describes a formal model

? – Not sure RFC3060 alone. Group and role would also be part of formal model.

Hal – Formal Model is abstraction lies behind PE Language

Ernesto – FM related to language like syntax related to semantics. FM will be main guideline for implementation on any platform of engine. We did a formal model a couple months ago and is in the references Pierangelo sent.

Hal – distinction from RFC3090 [ed 3060] is model but not formal. Are we signing up for a mathematical formal model?

Ernesto – Also wonder if we want to embark on this type of thing

Jeff – Using Formal too loosely. Abstract object model

? – Which one is a formal model?

Ernesto – I agree with abstract

Pierrangelo – why not just use the word model?

Jeff – Many models for those that have been around, like in database design

Pierrangelo – security model or access control model

Jeff – We’ll have several models as we move along

Pierrangelo – mapping to low level more of mechanism than model

Suresh – Need to have a good model to evaluate

Pierrangelo – word model charactizes it enough

Jeff – Disagree

Thomas – Model means different things to different people

Hal – Intent want to define syntax but also semantics

Pierrangelo – syntax will be language for describing authorizations, but description you give is the model.

Simon – qualifier on model “creation of pe language based on a semantic model”

Pierrangelo – that’s implicit. Want a model so can capture whatever you express and how decision is taken. Want it to be formal if you want to prove properties, etc.

Suresh – Will need implementation model like in 3060

Jeff – 3060 not an implementation model

Suresh – that is core policy

Jeff – that is core policy abstract model. 

Suresh - 2904

Jeff - 2904 are abstract models trying to describe a system as a whole

Suresh - PDP, PEP belong to how implement a system

Hal – Model of environment, not language

Jeff – Deployment model

Hal – Propose some propose language and discuss on list

Simon – Everybody understands what we are talking about but coming up with language that expresses that is unambiguous.

Hal – Would we create a mathematical expression that could be evaluated or more English language description of semantics

Simon – Believe consensus on second one

Suresh – don’t believe PDP, PEP give a deterministic solution

Jeff – Need to clear up misunderstanding. RFC 3060 does not talk of PDP, PEP

Simon – Jeff saying we need a lot more than that

Suresh – Need something that will give us a deterministic answer

Jeff – What are referencing? Which document

Suresh – Domain model discussed at F2F

Jeff - I agree

Simon – Domain model inadequate as a model. Need something that in style of 3060 talks about how to do things. Need some language to describe how it will behave

Ernesto – In long term want to have a formal model. Start with semantics for now and in long term define a formal model so can state properties mathematically. Short term abstract model is enough.

Simon – V1 no formal mathematical model 

Simon – Metapolicy – if one comes up with grammer for expressing policy It is conceivable that can be evaluated in different ways to different results so might be desirable to specifiy the policy for evaluating the grammer. Ie in rule based programming have forward chaining and backward chaining. When talk about security policy, allow then deny and deny then allow. Those are metapolicies about how to evaluate the specific policy. Otherwise will  have to have massive policy expressions that are logically complete.

Hal – seems clear but as personal opinion having more than one a bad thing

Gil – Individual policy would specifiy metapolicy under which to interpret them. Identify families of metapolicies. If we don’t run risk of not being adopted.

Simon – Don’t provide support, vendors will not do that because we don’t like or can’t support the way you’ve chosen. Or indeed, maybe customers that already have implementations of security policies that would be broken.

? – What is the line between the policy and the metapolicy?

Simon – That is a detail left for once we start doing that.

Hal – Willing to take a wait and see. Hope like ASN1 – never an ASN2. In practice largest problem is human understanding, not machine evaluation. If same set of expressions may be evaluated to different contexts will confuse everyone. LDAP ACI’s don’t work like POSIX ACLs but those are different things.

Gil – attempting to evaluate a policy that specifies a certain metapolicy if you don’t have that metapolicy in your system would be a runtime error.

Hal – XACML a language people are going to look at and configure and see representation. If someone configuring a policy, need to understand effects of what they are doing. If computer says it is unambiguous, doesn’t help him. Hope is XACML will be intelligible by human beings.

Simon G – Product issue, not XACML issue. Also how organization use these models? Will stick to one that makes sense.

Hal – I disagree completely.

Simon G – Okay We provision to have conversions between different models.

Simon B – Need to cut in as chair. Clear discussion needed. Premature to have adoption and push off to list and folks to come up with language that is acceptable.

Jeff – We were talking about how a policy can be deterministic. Had been looking at Ponder and had noticed that he had provisioned for explicit metapolicy. What Hal is teasing at, we need to decide whether or not we will support explicit metapolicy or what we design will have an implicit metapolicy and then work from there.

Simon – Please post that to the list.

Simon Next have discussing issues but flip around and talk of schedule so can move forward.

Simon – Correction to dates:

1. All policy model references to be submitted to the list by 2001-08-01.

2. All use case proposals to be submitted to the list by 2001-08-01

3. Concall on 2001-07-26 to cover schedule issues

4. Concall on 2001-08-09 to cover use cases

5. Concall on 2001-08-23 to cover policy models

Will send a revised email.

Simon – use case proposals means doesn’t need to be fully worked out, but initial submission by that date is necessary. Need motion we adopt this schedule

Motion made and seconded to adopt the schedule read by Simon

No discussion, no objections, no abstentions

Motion passed that the schedule will be as read by Simon (and shown above)

Thomas – posted MPEG requirements to list

Simon – Will get posted to site

Simon – got a lot done at the F2F. Want to discuss next F2F: When and Where

Lots recommendations for East Coast.

Simon – Need a sponsor. Guess around 20-25 people.

? – SAML FTF in august for 3 days

Simon – Early September and maybe a 2 day one. Next XML conference in Sept in San Jose then December in Orlando. Don’t know of any others.

Simon – Think need early September and late October.

Simon – Any objections to Week of Sept 10?

Hal – we may be able to do something.

Ken – around $600 without food.

Simon – Names of possible Fred, Hal, Chris McLaren, Bruce, Thomas. Can you inquire if your employers will sponsor a Face to Face?

Hal – Possibly all four split if we do in Boston

Simon – Complete or partial sponsorship possible. Other option is to have a $100 attendance fee.

Motion to adjourn. 

