XML Forum Meeting Summary

August 4, 2000

Washington, DC

I.  Keith Riccitelli, PESC Steering Committee Chair and facilitator for the meeting, welcomed attendees and explained the origins of the XML Forum concept.  He suggested that the following definition of “forum” was apropos for this meeting:

Assembly for the discussion of questions of public interest

Keith underscored the need for community participation in creating the Forum and determining its focus.

II.  Update on national and international XML specifications

Mike Rawlins of Rawlins EDI/EC Consulting, gave a standards update regarding major activities affecting B2B and A2A interchanges using XML, noting that no new XML specs have been released since publication of the XML white paper.  John Evdemon, XML Solutions and an active member of W3C, added that the W3C public draft of XML schema is available as well as a recently released public draft primer on XML schema (to be found at http://www.w3.org/TR/xmlschema-0/).  A second version on XML schema is coming out later this summer.

ANSI ASC X12—going in the direction of object-oriented analysis methodologies (top down approach), developing business process models which could serve as a foundation for DTDs and schemas.  A task group under the Steering Committee has been established to align X12 with ebXML.

EbXML—the goal is to complete its work by May 2001.  One requirement specification has been approved.  It lays out business requirements and overall requirements for a needed infrastructure.  In draft status are architecture, transport routing and packaging specs.  They are beginning to work on a registry/repository specification whose vision is a linked group of repositories or registries of trading partners, business documents, etc., as well as a business process meta-model (building blocks of the framework).  There is a methodology out now for describing core components—common business objects and data dictionary elements and defining ways to extend the object to provide more detail such as context-sensitive information and what business processes you might be engaged in.  A second set of drafts ought to be coming out after next week’s meeting including a methodology for modeling, initial set of core components and how they are extended, and others.  All documents are available at www.ebXML.org.

Industry initiatives—more continue to be announced, although Mike is not aware of any significant expansions of what is included in the white paper.  The pace seems to have slowed down in favor of marketplaces, which is getting the most press:  the automotive exchange marketplace, and other exchanges.  Few are up and running yet.  Those that are are not yet linked into back-end systems.  Mike thinks marketplaces will have an impact on how things roll out across industries in point-to-point exchanges without any intermediary and in how fast XML business standards and some of the infrastructure standards are developed.  

III.  XML Activity in Education

Scott Fullerton, Great Lakes Higher Education Guaranty Corporation, spoke about the CommonLine High Performance Channel worked on by the NCHELP Electronic Standards Committee.  They are developing a standard to route CommonLine data between schools and student loan providers.  The format initially will be flat file.  Routing and packaging will be handled in XML.  They are currently working on a DTD with the enveloping and body specifications of SOAP.  A prototype will be available by mid-August.  

A number of members of NCHELP are working on a project called METEOR, setting up an infrastructure to make it possible to receive Pell Grant and Direct Loan data for portals to aggregate with data from other sources to deliver to information consumers.  There will be security policies, packaging and routing, data layout, and interfaces to backend systems.  How that is to be done will depend on what is worked out with the Dept. of Education on the common record layout.  That will dictate whether or not XML is used to format the data.  XML will be used for the packaging.  Data sources would be NSLDS, NSLC, and any service provider that wants to provide information in the system.  They’ll publish it and create a directory interface for people to use.

Wayne Martin, Miami-Dade Community College, spoke of the statewide project that connects 28 community colleges and 10 state universities.  The system they developed is called FACTS.  The purpose of the system is to have a common entry point to higher education for a student from Florida.  Initially it provided transcripts and graduation audits shipped in real-time.  The system was developed using homegrown EDI.  All future projects are being done in XML.  Providing transformation from EDI to XML for those schools which do not want to change.  They are getting ready for rollout of the capability for a student to apply for admission to any state institution with data entered just once.  Next will be articulated advising on 2 year degrees and transfer degrees to 4 year institutions.  XML advising documents from 2 institutions will be merged into one.

Joan Roberts, Sierra Systems, spoke of the Statistical Networking Applications Project, which supports the K-12 community in implementing EDI.  With the development of the Schools Interoperability Framework (SIF) Project (whose purpose is to enable interoperability between software packages for K-12) and its adoption of the use of XML, it has been especially difficult to get K-12s to implement EDI.  (See information on SIF and its Version 1.0 specification released in May at http://www.siia.net/sif/default.htm.).  SNAP therefore decided to treat XML as another tool in the toolkit and do a transformation of the EDI TS 130 format, working with the Rochester School District in New Hampshire.  Joan distributed copies of the work being done in New Hampshire and described a start-up effort to ship student records from school districts to postsecondaries.

Joe Bass, ScienceWise.com, related their relationship with the research grants community and a project to offer an online masters degree program for research administration which would employ XML.

Frank Henry of LMI discussed the IAEGC work with the grants community as well as the Federal Commons.  Aside from implementing TSs 194, 424, and 850, IAEGC has developed a data dictionary available on their website at http://www.financenet.gov/financenet/fed/iaegc/develop.htm.

Bill Banks representing CitiBank called for collaboration on standards to avoid the huge overhead of developing and running systems for higher education.

Frank Tansey of the IMS Developers Network discussed their specifications to enable distributed learning—meta-data, enterprise, questions and test interoperability and content packaging.  Details are available at http://www.imsproject.org/specifications.html.  IMS is using XML as a binding.

John Evdemon of XML Solutions spoke of their services and clients using XML.

Michael Gettes of Georgetown University and representing Internet2 reported on middleware development, LDAP directories, and Eduperson for inter-institutional resource sharing.  There is some focus on PKI with certification profiles in XML and defining policies in XML.

Rebecca Babel of ELM Resources described a pilot project to create a data switch to allow processing and status inquiries in real-time.  This project used a small agreed-upon set of data elements, which were given XML-like tags.  DTDs for query and response were created.

Vincent Ferrer, Dept. of Education, related the Department’s expectation to adopt XML for data transactions and its intention to work with the community regarding standards setting and use.

Robert Ranck of CMDS explained the recent merger of 4 administrative software companies, including CMDS, to form a higher education web portal called Jensabar.com.  They plan to use XML to share data between the four product lines.  They hope to make their internal XML standards as open as possible.

Dave Sharman, SCT, mentioned their use of IMS standards with integration between learning systems and student systems.  XML is used for integration and interoperability between SCT student systems and partner Campus Pipeline.  Now looking at XSL and SXLT for wireless applications, cell phones, etc. used by students.  In government systems area, XML is being used and leveraged to provide a layer for transparency for database independence.

Maxine Chan, of Oracle, spoke about their building Internet applications that are scalable to exploit XML.  Oracle has built its own tools like XDK (XML developers toolkit), using core XML for their Oracle 8i database.  Their iLearning is a distance learning portal using IMS specifications.  Maxine is currently working with the Oracle student system, planning to integrate it with iLearning and using the IMS specifications.  

IV.  Review of PESC Steering Committee Position Paper

Keith Riccitelli reviewed this position paper and explained the vision the Steering Committee had for the Forum.  It proposes an organization made up of members and non-members of PESC who are interested in XML standardization in higher education.  The work of the Forum would be accomplished by work groups that would meet by conference call, email, etc. as often as necessary.  The Forum would meet twice a year to get updates on work group activity and plan for the future.  The Forum would be supported by Standards Council staff and supplemented by technical consultants.  The Steering Committee proposes the following tasks for the Forum:

a.  Work aggressively with appropriate bodies in the development of XML standards

b.  Monitor and evaluate global efforts for framework development (ebXML, BizTalk, etc.)

c.  Identify business processes to develop in XML

d.  Identify the X12 EDI transactions to move to XML

e.  Identify document current XML work being done by other organizations

f.  Utilize the PESC-provided website repository for storing higher education XML standards and documentation

g.  Establish work groups on topics determined by Forum participants

Comments:

· The value of threaded discussions recommended by Scott Fullerton could serve as a consulting tool to pose questions that experts can respond to.

· Possibility that the PESC repository could be an industry repository that could be linked with others.

· Possibility to develop a schema for particular applications.

· Interest in when the 2 Forum meetings might be.  Response:  possibly in conjunction with the PESC member meetings in November and May, although that’s not a requirement.  They would not necessarily have to be held in Washington.

V.  Discussion and approval of the goals of the Forum

The group reviewed a goal statement Keith proposed.  Suggestions for improvement included adding “input—external/external,” “guidance,” “outreach,” “encouragement,” “advocacy,” “identify standards/holes/overlaps,” “identify other business standards-setting bodies,” and “encourage the use of….”  The statement was modified to read:

Establish XML standards for the higher education industry through collaboration.

It was proposed that this be the Forum’s mission and the above suggestions plus the remainder of Keith’s original goal statement or the tasks previously identified would be considered a set of Forum goals.

VI.  Discussion of governance and operational processes

Michael Sessa led this discussion, explaining the relationship between the XML Forum and the Standards Council (see attached graphic).  He discussed how the Forum would not necessarily have the same membership as the Standards Council.  Any member of the Standards Council can participate if interested.  Non-members may join only the Forum for a fee of $1500 for organizations and $250 for individual schools.  He reviewed the handout that described the Forum Chair responsibilities and the Work Group Chair’s responsibilities.  There will be no limit to the number of members from the same organization to participate in the Forum; however, there will be one vote per organization.  

Forum meetings could be connected to the PESC May Conference.  A discussion followed regarding the possibility of holding a fall/winter meeting elsewhere.

VII.  Determination of the work groups to be formed

Mike Rawlins reviewed the suggestions for work groups that were included in the Steering Committee’s response to the XML white paper.  

· Business process modeling—top down approach with one work group for each model, using tools from ebXML.

· Core component development—bottom up approach developing data dictionary items that could be used in business models or converting EDI transaction sets using ebXML methodologies and the core components coming out of ebXML.  End up with a common set of tags for schemas and documents.

· Technology—review framework initiatives and recommend message design rules, transport, routing and packaging, use of registries and repositories

Mike added that X12’s interest in business process modeling was seen as being coordinated in X12 and then turned into XML messages or EDI transaction sets, while the modeling would be done at the industry level.  There is the flexibility for either taking models to X12 or not.  

Questions:  

· Modeling across the entire industry and then develop at lower level?  Mike says you can go either way.

· How would one work group’s output be used as input by another work group?  There needs to be coordination.

Other suggestions:

Inventory of XML, DTDs, other standards, etc.

Implementation—migration, resource, strategies, case studies, resource material, promotion, market to 2 levels (operational and sr. management), act as a clearinghouse of information

Interoperability—possibly certification among like business partners, verification of valid implementation

Marketing and best practice guide

DTD/schema development, analysis of X12 transaction sets, names, structures

Focus centered on areas of data exchange, subset of issues that we deal with

The final three were:

· Core Components

· Technology

· Marketing

VIII.  Breakout of Potential Work Groups

Attendees broke into the three discussion groups to discuss details of potential work groups, their scope, outputs, timeline, stakeholders, and expertise needed.  

IX.  Breakout Reports

Representatives reported back to the larger group when it reconvened.  Their reports are attached to this document.

The PESC Steering Committee will use these reports to prepare charges for each of the three work groups.  These charges will be published in the next week to 10 days.

X.  Identification of any unmet needs

Keith encouraged anybody whose expectations were not met to contact him or Betsy Bainbridge.  Keith reiterated that PESC hopes that the Forum will accommodate as many of the community XML standardization needs as possible.

XI.  Next steps

A summary of this meeting will be distributed by PESC staff.

The PESC Steering Committee will develop charters for the work groups.

Forum membership forms will be distributed for membership sign-up.

The PESC Steering Committee will select the Forum Chair.

The first work group meetings will be scheduled.

Keith thanked the attendees for their participation and enthusiasm and invited them to join the Forum and encourage others to do so.

Technology Discussion Group

1. Describe the scope of the work group

Research and make recommendations with regards to specific technologies to the Forum membership and the other work groups.  Provide technical guidance to the other work groups.

2. What would the outputs be?

Inventory of existing frameworks and transport mechanisms along with recommendations of specific technologies

Security best practices document

Protocol for dealing with extensions

Guidance on message design rules:

· Naming conventions

· Description on using namespaces

· Common set of attributes

Provide proof of concept and/or mockups to other work groups to ensure validity of guidance.

Provide quality assurance for core technologies work group

3. What would be the suggested timeframe to complete the outputs?

CommonLine is requesting guidance on transport mechanisms by early fall.

4. Name the potential stakeholders in the work group

Software vendors, institutions, Department of Education, lenders, guarantee agencies

5. What kind of expertise would this work group need, and is it represented in the current discussion group?  (Level of expertise in group listed in parentheses “()”)

Security/authentication (medium)

Transport protocols (high)

Frameworks (high)

Message design rules (high)

XML (high)

X12 (high)

Global input (low)

6. Please identify discussion group participants

Wayne Martin

Scott Fullerton

Bob Carroll

Dave Sharman

Vincent Ferrer

John Evdemon

Frank Tansey

Paul Ness


Li Lu

Robert Ranck

Tom Jacobs


Keith Riccitelli

Core Components Discussion Group

9. Enough interest?  Yes

2.  Scope:  Focus on the data exchanged among schools and their data trading partners—lenders, guarantors, servicers, state agencies, Federal agencies, data routers, and service providers.  Functional areas needing addressing immediately would be prioritized.  Existing data dictionaries such as those for EDI, CAM, XML applications, and CommonLine would be inventoried.  XML naming conventions would be determined in conjunction with the Technology Work Group.  

9. The outputs would be:


a.  Priority order of functional areas to be addressed


b.  inventory of existing EDI, XML, CAM and CommonLine dictionaries


c.  Publication of naming conventions


d.  Data dictionary with XML tags


e.  Common objects defined

4. Timeframe:

· By November 2, outputs a, b, and c

· By March 1, outputs d and e

5.  Potential stakeholders:  state reporting agencies, state departments of education, INS, Social Security and other Federal agencies, software vendors, College Board, AACRAO, NASFAA, lenders, guarantors, state aid agencies, servicers, data routers, AIR, EDUCAUSE, scholarship aggregators, testing agencies K-12s, NCES, NSLC

6.  Expertise needed:  subject matter experts, data analysts, XML consultants, policy experts

7. Discussion group participants:  Neil Knight (Access Group), Rebecca Babel (ELM), Charla Rasmussen (NSLP), Monica (ED), Kurt Scafe (Educaid), Jeff Andrade (ITSA), Ed Ashley (FailProof), Adele Marsh (PHEAA), Victor Munoz (College Board), Tom Stewart (MDCC), Joan Roberts (Sierra Systems), Graham Tracey (Datatel), Will Waldron (XML Solutions), Betsy Bainbridge (PESC)

Marketing and Communications Discussion Group

Scope of the WG:

· Market, sell, advocate for XML standards at the operational, executive, and strategic levels.  

· Perform outreach

· Increase participation in the Forum - recruitment

· Increase awareness about XML, standards, and the Forum

· Identify conferences and events in which representation of the XML Forum should occur either by providing marketing collateral or coordinating presentations and sessions

Outputs:

Outreach plan – This plan would include the complete plan of attack for the WG.  Included in the Outreach Plan:

· Glossary of definitions, companies, initiatives, acronyms

· Descriptions of initiatives, companies, and other related items to educate and inform

· Identification and a directory of applicable white papers and other related information

· Documentation, directory, identification of best practices and scenarios

· Annotative bibliography

· Compendium of applicable resources

· Press Kit

Stakeholders:

Associations, suppliers, vendors, institutions, guarantors, servicers, US Department of Education, state agencies, other federal and governmental agencies, Federal Commons, lenders, consultants, ANSI and other standards-setting bodies.

Participants:

· Michael Sessa, ASA

· Ellen Blackmun, NASFAA

· Harriet Downer, PeopleSoft

· Chris Hill, US Department of Education

· Rich Kraus, ACE

· Susan Libby, AAMC (until someone else is designated)

· Jimmy Lewis, XML Solutions
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