SIF Object Proposal and Plan:

Infrastructure Working Group

Submitted by:
Infrastructure Working Group

Version:
v1.0

Date Submitted:
02/05/2007

Table of Contents

1Object Proposal


1Business Case


2Time Line


2Potential Objects


2Infrastructure Changes


2Predefined types


2Proposed changes for SIF 2.1


3Changes proposed for the Authentication object


4Changes proposed for the SIF_LogEntry object


4Issues


4XML Example




	Draft Specification Document Version Control

	Version
	Date:
	Author/Organization:
	Comments

	DRAFT 0.1
	01/05/2007
	Andrew Elmhorst
	Initial Draft. This version will be submitted as an Object Proposal to the SIFA Executive Directory

	DRAFT 0.2
	02/01/2007
	Andrew Elmhorst
	Stubbed out a proposed set of lengths for Infrastructure elements

	1.0
	02/05/2007
	Andrew Elmhorst
	Finalized for Submission


Object Proposal

Business Case

One important aspect of interoperability is agreement between all parties on the types of data being shared. One facet of agreement on textual data is defining the length of all fields that are stored as text, which can have a theoretical unlimited length. Most systems store text data in systems with fields of pre-defined lengths. If agreements are not reached on the length of these fields, one system could allow data to be sent to the other that is not able to be stored in the destination system. This can result in incongruence between the two systems, resulting in interoperability breaking down.

The Infrastructure Working Group would like to define Max-Length restrictions on all Infrastructure elements that carry text. This is a very good time to do so as SIF 2.0 ZIS and agent implementations are being developed, and the ZIS and Agent certification programs are getting closer to coming online. Defining these fields clearly now will help to ensure that SIF 2.0 has a better chance of succeeding without interoperability issues.

Time Line
· Object Proposal Submission—January 5, 2007

· Executive Director Approval—January 12, 2007 (estimated)

· Contacting ZIS vendors to address ability/willingness to implement this feature in SIF 2.1—January 15, 2007 with any necessary calls prior to January 24, 2007

· Report to Tech Board on ZIS vendor support and decision to move forward—January 24, 2007

· Completed Object Plan—February 5, 2007

Potential Objects

Not Applicable

Infrastructure Changes
Predefined types

These elements already have a pre-defined length in SIF 2.0
	Element
	Max-Length Restriction

	SIF_MsgId
	(MsgIdType) 32 

	SIF_Timestamp
	(datetime)

	SIF_AuthenticationLevel
	unsignedInt

	SIF_EncryptionLevel
	unsignedInt


Proposed changes for SIF 2.1
Here is a list of elements that Infrastructure has targeted for defining a max-length in SIF 2.1. This is not an exhaustive list of elements owned by Infrastructure. Excluded are some elements that are already sufficiently restricted by codeset or data type.

	Infrastructure elements
	

	Element
	Max-Length Restriction

	SIF_SourceId
	(SourceIdType) 64

	SIF_DestinationId
	(SourceIdType) 64

	SIF_Context
	(SIFContextType) 64

	SIF_Protocol/SIF_URL
	256

	SIF_Protocol/SIF_Property/SIF_Name
	64

	SIF_Protocol/SIF_Property/SIF_Value
	256

	SIF_Status/SIF_Description
	(SIFDescType) 1024

	SIF_Error/SIF_Description
	(SIFDescType) 1024

	SIF_Error/SIF_ExtDescription
	unlimited

	@ObjectName (Anywhere it’s used)
	(ObjectNameType) 64

	SIF_Element/@Alias
	64

	SIF_Register/SIF_Name
	(SourceIdType) 64

	SIF_Version (anywhere it’s used to represent a SIF version)
	12

	SIF_NodeVendor
	256

	SIF_NodeVersion
	32

	SIF_Application/SIF_Vendor
	256

	SIF_Application/SIF_Product
	256

	SIF_Application/SIF_Version
	32


Changes proposed for the Authentication object

	Authentication Object
	

	Element
	Max-Length Restriction

	AuthenticationInfo/System
	255

	AuthenticationInfo/Username
	64

	AuthenticationInfo/DistinguishedName
	255

	PasswordList/Password
	255

	PasswordList/Password/@KeyName
	64


Changes proposed for the SIF_LogEntry object

	SIF_LogEntry Object
	

	Element
	Max-Length Restriction

	SIF_ApplicationCode
	64

	SIF_Desc
	(SIFDescType) 1024

	SIF_ExtendedDesc
	unlimited


Issues

This change is expected to be backwards-compatible with SIF 2.0, which had no max-length restrictions, and thus all fields were theoretically defined as being unlimited in length, while real-world implementations do, indeed have maximum length restrictions in many cases.

XML Example

Not Applicable
