OASIS ebXML Registry TC Minutes for the telecon held June 10, 2004

Present:

Members

Kathryn Breininger
Boeing Company

Sally Fuger
AIAG

Carl Mattocks
Individual member (CheckMi)

Duane Nickull
Adobe

Farrukh Najmi
Sun Microsystems

Nikola Stojanovic
RosettaNet

Peter Kacandes
Adobe

Matt MacKenzie
Adobe

Paul Macias
LMI

Prospective Member

Steve Jones
Xenos Group

1.
Minute taker: Kathryn Breininger 

2.
Minutes from May 27th were approved without corrections.

3.
eGov Report - Farrukh Najmi
The eGov subcommittee for Registry is currently working on a project to deploy a pilot using ebXML to manage eGov standard vocabularies and to harmonize them.  They are debating how to map vocabulary to ebXML, and how to harmonize and reconcile vocabularies from other governments.

4.
WSRP report
The subcommittee met this week and reviewed the SWRP paper.  The review went well, although there is one issue still to be resolved concerning how the service maps to the registry.

5.
SCM subcommittee report
They have been working on the document of use cases.  This document spells out the requirements for semantic content for the registry, and is beginning to come together.  

Two of the subcommittee members worked as joint authors with 4 other people on a paper titled “Enhancing ebXML registries to make them OWL aware”.  The paper has been submitted to the Distributed and Parallel Databases Journal, Kluwer Academic Publishers, and is posted to the subcommittee’s website.
6.
cc-Review report
The rough draft  document has gotten some feedback.  It is looking at common ground between ebRIM and the CCTS model.  The subcommittee is also looking at a conceptual domain model.  The draft is currently at version.03.  Please contact Duane if you are interested in seeing the working draft.

7.
Spec status
Section 6.6 (http binding) is being worked.  See also agenda item 8 below.
8.
Interface change proposal
Farrukh presented a third method for http interface for consideration for version 3.0.  We reviewed a demo of this functionality, as well as the proposed sections for the document via an instant webex session.  The two previously approved methods were RPC encoded RUL and the user defined URL methods.  The new proposed method is to use a file path based URL, which is based on the file/folder metaphor.  After discussion it was agreed that two ballots be set up, one for File Path Based URL and the other for URL Resolution Algorithm.
9.
Interop demo opportunities
We discussed the e-mail from Dee listing a number of interoperability demo opportunities.  We agreed that the Registry TC is most interested in participating in the OASIS Open Standards Days (Oct. 4-8) and the IDEAlliance sponsored XML 2004 (Nov 16-18).  Duane indicated he would be available for the OASIS Open Standards Days.  Kathryn will let Dee know of the TC’s interest.

10.
Update on Publishing Web Services


Skipped due to time constraints.  Will be on the agenda for next time.

11.
Survey discussion
The remainder of the meeting was spent discussing the questions on the survey.  It was noted that there should be a purpose for each question, and that we need to think about what kind of information we would get from the question, and what we would use it for.  It was also noted that there should be some introductory text for the survey, and that the  intention of the survey was to learn how the OASIS ebXML Registry specs are being used.  

Kathryn noted that OASIS has purchased a web-based survey product, and has volunteered to set up the survey on the OASIS server for us.  This product has been used a couple times by one of the other TCs, and they seemed quite pleased with it.  OASIS staff has also offered to assist in publicizing the survey, and getting it lots of visibility.

There was quite a bit of discussion regarding the budget question and the number of employees.  The purpose behind these two questions was to get an idea of the size of the organization (small, medium, large).  It was suggested that these two be collapsed into one question asking about the size and put some parameters around “small, medium, large” to define them.  For example; Small might be qualified by “under 100 – 5,000 employees”.

Terms need to be used consistently in the survey, for example, use Registry/Repository in all places.

Other comments on specific questions were:
· Delete the question “Does the repository maintain multiple classifications”
· Change “Must the repository maintain historical content views” to “Does the registry/repository maintain historical versions?”
· Change “Which trust factors are used in the registry/repository” to “Which security features are used in the registry/repository” with choices of authentication, role-based access control, requests and responses, and audit trail.
· Change “Does your project leverage both the Registry/Repository and a semantic web application” to “ Does your project use a semantic web application”
· Add a question for “Did you use existing standards to develop your registry/repository” and list several standards.
· Delete “Did you perform a bulk load of the repository”
· Delete “How is the repository maintained”
· Delete “What percentage of your project was spent in the planning phase of the project”
· Delete the three questions under “Repository Project – Future” and rephrase as:
· Do you use the registry/repository internally? yes no
· Do you intend to share the registry/repository externally?  yes no.  If yes, with whom?  partners, suppliers, subcontractors, etc.
· Have you deployed a registry/repository?  yes no.  If not, when? 6-12 months, 12-18 months, more than 18 months.
12.
Other issues/items
None.

13.
Next meeting
Thursday, June 24, 2004 from 1:30 pm -3:30 pm PT.
