OASIS Reg/Rep TC Meeting, 09 January 2003.

Attending:

Kathryn Breininger Boeing 
Joe Chiusano Booz Allen Hamilton 
Suresh Damodaran Sterling Commerce (on loan to RosettaNet) 
Sally Fuger AIAG 
Michael Kass NIST 
Monica Martin Drake Certivo, Inc. 
Farrukh Najmi Sun Microsystems 
Nikola Stojanovic Individual member

Original Agenda:

http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/regrep/200301/msg00021.html
1. Minute taker:

Nikola suggested a new minute-taking policy that orders by last name – the 

   TC agreed

Joe Chiusano to take minutes

2. Approval of minutes from last meeting:

Minutes approved with no corrections

3. Discussion on XACML:

The TC discussed the possibility of including XACML (extensible Access Control 

   Markup Language) in the v3 specification, now that the XACML specification 1.0 is     

   approved as a Committee Specification

Farrukh pointed out that XACML is not the real issue; the real issue has to do with   

   customer access policies in general (XACML is a means to an end)

Suresh summarized the licensing issues involved (there are several patents claimed on   

   XACML) 

· In light of these, the TC agreed that the best approach would be to create an access control policy and provide a non-normative binding to XACML for that policy

· The TC agreed that this should be included in the v3 spec; this means the v3 spec release will be delayed while XACML is incorporated

Suresh gave a brief history of access control policy mechanisms 

Several TC members (in addition to Suresh) offered to help with this effort:

· Matt

· Farrukh

· Joe

· Kathryn will ask Sanjay as well

Suresh recommended that someone create a brief summary of the DRM (Digital Rights 

   Markup) work for the TC – Joe agreed [ACTION ITEM]
· Joe also offered to create similar writeups on SAML and XACML [ACTION ITEM]
Farrukh proposed that a formal proposal not be written for this, in the interest of time 

   (i.e. write an informal proposal) – the TC agreed

4. Status on specs, review of changes:

Farrukh walked the TC through the latest round of updates, reflected in the ebRS 

   specification v2.33

Not all updates were reviewed due to lack of time (most were) – the review will 

   continue with Ch.12 of ebRS v2.33 on next call

Summary of updates appears at end of minutes

5. Review of action items:

Skipped due to lack of time.

6. Open Forum Presentation Update:

Kathryn and Monica will both be giving presentations at the upcoming Open Forum 

   on Metadata Registries conference in Santa Fe, NM

Monica gave a status on her use case presentation

· She asked the TC for feedback on which use cases to include in presentation; based on feedback, she will include GM and HL7 

· Monica will send her presentation to our listserv for feedback [ACTION ITEM]
Kathryn gave a status on her Registry 3.0 presentation

· She will be using material from the presentation that Farrukh sent to listserv in December

· Kathryn will send her presentation to our listserv for feedback [ACTION ITEM]
7. Other Issues/Items:

Kathryn reminded the TC that Karl Best still needs feedback regarding the MoU, as per 

   his e-mail

· Kathryn asked Sallie for her thoughts

· Sallie recommended that Kathryn let Karl know that we are working on the need to register Core Components and business models 

Kathryn reminded the TC that Karl Best has submitted the Registry 2.1 specs to ISO for review/vote for possibly becoming an ISO standard; this is a 90-day process

We will begin next call with an overview by Kathyrn and Monica of their presentations 

   at the Open Forum conference, and then a status on the XACML work

· Kathryn and Monica will call in from the conference 

SUMMARY OF UPDATES INCLUDED IN v2.33 SPEC

· Page 22, line 579 - Table 3 (and other related places):  

· NotificationType no longer abstract. Added a Notification element to deliver the most basic notifications using Slots defined on Notification instance.

·  “getNotifications” method: now takes parameter of GetNotificationsRequest and returns NotificationType. Removed GetNotificationResponse as it is replaced by NotificationType. 

· Page 23, line 593:  

· Updated Figure 4 to include HTTP binding

· Page 30, lines 829-835:  

· HTTP interface allows multiple digital signatures; however, the SOAP interface allows only a single signature

· Farrukh asked TC if we should change this to allow multiple signatures for the SOAP interface as well, so that we are consistent between the two types of interfaces

· Joe Chiusano mentioned the WS-Security spec – if we become compatible with WS-Security in future, will this matter?

· Farrukh expressed that it’s OK if we remain out of sync with the WS-Security spec while it is being matured and make updates to our spec

· Monica Martin (WS-Security TC member) stated that it will be at least a few months before the specification is complete

· Farrukh stated that there would be backward compatibility issues with earlier Registry specification versions for this, but the amount of work to alleviate that is not great

· The TC agreed that the update should be made - Farrukh to update spec [ACTION ITEM]
· Farrukh also mentioned that he is compiling a list of potential v4 updates, and that TC members should submit ideas  

· Page 33, line 936 (and other related places):  

·  “RegistryRequestType” base type: Added “RequestSlotList” parameter

· Renamed all “SlotList” parameters to “RequestSlotList”, “ResponseSlotList”, etc. 

· Page 46, line 1433:  

·  “LeafRegistryObjectsList” parameter of “UpdateObjectsRequest” method: added “All independent, top-level (non-composed) objects in the list must be a current RegistryObject already in the registry.”

· Page 117, line 4208 (and other related places):  

· Object Export Queries: now uses Ad Hoc Query to export RegistryObjects from registry

· Previously, use object ID’s – but there were issues with this approach (retaining ID’s, ensuring no ID collision, scalability)

· Decided that the most flexible way to export is not to specify hardcoded ID’s, but by Ad Hoc Query

· Also applies to Object Relocation (p.146, line 5023) 

· Page 138, line 4822:  

· With Matt’s input, added the following for Default XML Content Cataloging Service:  “The Service may have at most one additional input XML document that is the content represented by the RegistryObject (e.g. a CPP document or an HL7 Conformance Profile). The optional second input must be referenced within the XSLT Style sheet by a using the “document” function with the document name specified by variable “repositoryItem” as in “document($repositoryItem)”. A registry must define the variable “repositoryItem” when invoking the default XML Cataloging Service.”

· Farrukh explained that this was added because the XSTL style sheet can have as input either one or two parameters: the RegistryObject XML document, or RegistryObject XML document + a “content” XML document

· This update allows the second parameter to the style sheet to be specified in a consistent manner

· Page 139, line 4855 (and other related places):  

· Updated Event Notification Service to use content-based Notification where interested parties express their interest in the form of a query 

· Previously, there was a distinction between events and objects – no longer

· Page 140, line 4885:  

· Notification actions: now allows for multiple actions per Subscriber  

· Page 142, line 4966 (and other related places):  

·  “ObjectRefsNotification” notification type: added as a lightweight way to handle objects (by reference)

· Page 154, line 5281 (Figure 70):  

· Relocate Objects Protocol updated as follows:

· Leveraged existing RegistryClient interface and its “onResponse” method invocations for delivering Notification by making NotificationType a subtype of RegistryResponseType. 

· Now using a Notification to notify userAtDestination of a relocation. Also, destinationRegistry using notification  to notify sourceRegistry that it has committed the relocated data and that the sourceRegistry should now remove it.

·  Uses Ad Hoc Query for object relocation

· Joe Chiusano asked Farrukh if there is a “transactional cover” over this process, to ensure that there is an all-or-nothing behavior

· Farrukh responded that there is no 2-phase commit capability now, as it may place a burden on implementations; however, there is an audit trail that keeps track of objects being relocated, in case troubleshooting needs to occur

· Farrukh to include a statement that audit trail is created before deletion [ACTION ITEM]

· In a worst-case scenario, there would not be objects lost – the objects would be duplicated on both ends

· Page 158 line 5410:

· Added information regarding Object Relocation timeouts










