MINUTES: 
Minutes of the OASIS/ebXML Registry TC Subcommittee on Core Components
Conference Call Meeting, Wednesday, February 6, 2:00 - 4:00 p.m. Eastern Time

Attendees:
Kathryn Breininger, Boeing
Lisa Carnahan, NIST
Joe Chiusano, LMI

1.
There were no questions related to last meeting’s minutes

2.
Kathryn agreed to be minute taker for this call.

3.
We briefly discussed the subcommittee goals as listed in last meeting’s minutes, and agreed that this would be a good approach to take.  The goals are repeated here:

· Understand the expectations and requirements for ebXML Registry functionality defined in the Core Components Technical Specification;

· Where appropriate propose changes and additions to the ebXML Registry V3 specifications to meet the expectations and requirements defined in the Core Components Technical Specification;

· Help ensure that the Registry TC efforts are aligned with CC-related ebXML committee by serving liaison roles;

· Serve as a resource to the Registry TC in understanding the CC model and processes.

4.
Kathryn reported on her meeting with the ebTWG Catalog of Business Process subteam members.  A full summary was sent to the Registry TC list.

5.
Lisa has been monitoring the ebTWG e-mail and some of the subteam mailing lists.  There are six business process related projects and four non-business process related projects.  There is currently a proposal out for the future structure of the organization of these subteams and projects.  An ebTWG UNCEFACT forum would be formed as an umbrella that all the ebTWG subteams would fall under.

6.
We briefly discussed the ebTWG Core Components Supplements Project.  Lisa will join the e-mail list and monitor the activities of this group.

7.
Joe had sent several questions that resulted from our discussions at our last telecon to Mary Kay Blantz, who forwarded them to Hermes Harmut and Mark Crawford.  Joe has not yet received responses.  He will follow-up on this.

8.
We discussed the recent debates on UML vs. XML that had been going on in the ebTWG lists.  Our conclusion is that it doesn’t really matter to the Registry; we will accommodate whatever they request.

9.
We each talked a bit about where we were with the functional points mapping.  There appear to be four sections of the Core Components specification that apply directly to the Registry: Discovery, Submission, Constraint Language (or Assembly), and Metadata.  We agreed to lump Discovery and Submission together, leaving three major sections. 

10.
We decided to complete the functional mapping first, do some analysis, and present a complete package to the Registry TC.  We will try to complete the mappings by the next telecon.  We also determined that when we get to the point where we have proposals for the Registry specs, we should submit the proposals with line-by-line changes and specific additions to functionality.

11.
We discussed the CCR-at-a-Glance document that Joe had sent out.  Lisa noted that it highlights the unique identifier issue.  We felt that the CCR should conform to the Core Components spec, but that is their issue to work out.  As far as the registry goes, it does not really matter.  The Registry does not open content at this point.

12.
One additional item we discussed was to think about the approaches we need to consider in order to represent core components in the Registry.


13. Our next meeting will take place Wednesday, Feb. 20 at 2:00 EST. Here is the call-in info.

CALL DATE: FEB-20-2002 (Wednesday)
CALL TIME: 02:00 PM EASTERN TIME
DURATION: 2 hr
USA Toll Free Number: 800-779-6816

PASSCODE: 53700
LEADER: Ms Lisa Carnahan

Kathryn Breininger

