Membership Roll Call

Voting Members

Ken Yagen

Simon Godik (New Member)

Hal Lockhart

Fred Moses

Carlisle Adams

Nigel Edwards

Jason Rouault (New Member)

Michiharu Kudoh

Christopher McLaren

Jeff Hodges

Simon Blackwell

Bill Parducci

Suresh Damodaran

Pierangela Samarati (New Member)

Tim Moses

Prospective Members

Don Flinn

[Action Item]  Warnings to absent voting members need to be sent out. Simon will do this.

[ed note: unless otherwise indicated, Simon refers to Simon Blackwell, not Simon Godik]

10:15 Agenda Review

10:00 - 10:05 Roll call

10:05 - 10:10 Agenda review

10:10 - 10:20 Open action items (including next F2F)

10:20 - 10:35 How to handle use cases

10:35 - 11:00 Use case content

10:16 Open Action Items

[Action Item]  Michiharu to setup some links to the MPEG requirements on website

Simon: Fred, Hal, Krishna, Thomas were to check face to face sponsorship Sept 10

Joe Pato might be able to make a facility available in Cambridge

[Action Item] Simon will pursue Joe Pato’s offer to use their facility for that week

Meeting will be two days to go through use cases and policy model

Simon try to go for 10th-11th or 11th-12th because he is speaking at securities industry conference on 13th
Simon: - Jeff to talk to offer of 3060 and make public concerns or comments

Jeff: – Been trying to get hold of him; John Straussner has some concerns that the model has some brokenness that you need to watch out for if use this model, another model or driving a new one from scratch

[Action Item] Jeff to continue to try to get comments from John Straussner

Simon: Talked to Karl about MPEG participation; Only if we had people in our group that are members; there is no official relationship

Simon: TREX; Karl agreed that they weren’t far enough along but we should communicate to them we are using W3C Schema 

[Action Item] Simon to communicate our intention to use W3C Schema to TREX committee

Simon: Post use cases and policy information to list successful; more stuff about policy than I can read

Simon: Any other open action items? 

Hal: Question. We deferred voting on the amendment to the charter

Simon: Amendment to charter to refine it to specifically address the model and discussion about using the term formal model or another qualifier; Bill proposed a rephrasing to the list; another open issue is dealing explicity or implicity with metapolicy

Jeff: researched term metapolicy and did research describing, justifying and documenting where it came from; subset of wider set of issues on conflict or interference. Metapolicy was explicit in Ponder’s paper from my research. General way to put it is how we deal with conflict or interference.

Hal: are those interchangeable or different terms?

Jeff: Similar, but should ask Pierangela.

Pierangela: Interference and non-interference refer to processes running together that could affect each other. Should not use that.

Suresh: Can we defer this discussion to policy model discussion

Hal: original question was a process question

Simon: think the point is there is some underlying issues related to the evaluation of policy statements that we have to make some specification about to make sure the policies are comprehendible in some uniform matter. 2, whether have an explicit mechanism. Need to give it some thought and work it out – maybe not make a decision until f2f.

Hal: Fundamental concern is that the work for XACML needs to yield something that can be deterministically evaluated. At least one scheme be complete and deterministic
Suresh: Can we have a proposal on email and discuss at next meeting?
Propose that we have a proposal on the revision of the charter on the mailing list by Pierangela and anyone who wants to help her?
Simon: my request would be that people participate on the list and give feedback
7:35 motion on floor to table this for further discussion on list

[Motion] We have a proposal on the revision of the charter on the mailing list by Pierangela and anyone who wants to help her
Jeff: friendly information point; message i sent sited 5 papers. People should go read them.
[Voting] Jeff seconded, no objections, no abstentions, motion carries
10:36 how we are going to handle use cases
Simon: consolidate use cases that were provided going on. But what do we do with them, what level of specificity, uniform format, etc
Suresh: After doing this i have some thoughts. I’ve seen other committees; useful in our case to have requirements document that comes after use cases; while writing, some overlap; might be worthwhile to look for overlap or similarities
Simon: large amount of stuff submitted in varying levels of quality and completeness; concern we have minimal level of detail that is adequate and specificity that is adequate. Ideally if others can look at and use to decode spec, some uniform type of formatting.
Tim: what worked well in SAML – use case subcommittee coming up with summarization of submissions, look for commonality, categorizing, etc. Suitable for 2-3 people to do this and come up with dozen pages.
Simon: subcommittee members (read off list)
Suresh: willing to lead the work as long as can have help doing it; really need help.
Hal: willing to enhance my submission and would welcome suggestions
Bill: through out idea – come up with a standardize template of basic points and send back to original submitters to fill in blanks; would be willing to do that.
Simon: book – writing effective use cases
Bill – i’ll take the action item to do that
Suresh – what is our end goal? Pull out requirements
[Action Item]  Bill will put together straw template and send out to list for refinement then give to original submitters to resubmit their use cases
Fred – website is usecases.org
Bill – someone please post to list.
Simon – i will post some stuff to list and set up use case mailing list through oasis

[Action Item] Simon to post use case info/links to list
Suresh what is the goal – use case summary document or requirements document?
Hal – we need both based on SAML experience. Requirements are generalizations of use cases and then other types of requirements.
Use cases formatted and summary comments from use case subcommittee then move forward on requirements, maybe at f2f.
Suresh – output of committee is comments on use cases but not requirements statement?
Hal – someone could start drafting the requirements; that would help.
Simon – have made a request of questions would have to be answered in policy model and Ernesto agreed to do that and is working on it.
[dECISION ON uSE cASE dELIVERABLES]

Simon – committed to Bill will come up with strawman use case format, float around uc subcommittee and they will forward acceptable format to creators of uc so they can bring into compliance; Simon will set up mail list (later decided not to); output document has all uc in std format and summary comments that extract commonalties.
Jeff – recommend one mailing list
[Discussion of pro’s and con’s of this]
Simon; sounds like most people like one list; ask to please prefix the messages with use case prefix described on website
10:50 comments on current use cases put together
HL7
Suresh: dealing with how you should send constraints on use of document with the document; the policy actually goes in the document
Simon: restrictions are granular; control different sections of document
Hal: poster child for instance specific or mydata model; idea you need to express set of ac policies that apply to subjects with a specific relationship with one record amoung many.
Fred: trying to model demo system, hardest problem is self reference (my family)
DRM
Suresh: the provider, distributor and consumer actors; whole issue is about how do you transfer rights in restraint form
EBXML
Suresh: role based access control for very simple actions
Administrative
Suresh: how do you restrict policy itself to everyone
Financial
Suresh: pdp wouldn’t know what constraints are but they would know how to execute them.
Simon: issue of what the intended use of the data is; also requirement that policies themselves be a first class object about which we can reason or do processing; must be able to figure out constraints other than trial and error.
Hal: would like to hear more discussion; pdp/pep model implies request and enforcing the decision.
Simon: not in context of a pdp/pep but requirements for the language or the grammer is something that is accessible. 
Simon: whole use of the intended use of the data. Pierangela wrote a document on protecting a data archive
Suresh: suggest Pierangela be on use case team
Hal’s uc
Hal: main scenario is access management; assume document being held by server and access to portions of it; one aspect is this is a non-discretionary ac model. Distinguished group of admins creating policy, no individual ownership. Many inputs other than identity based inputs that are part of the policy; also some specifics to SAML
[had to drop off at this point]
