CCOW Meeting Agenda
Wednesday, May 18, 2011
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	David Fusari (phone)
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	Microsoft 
	david.fusari@microsoft.com

	Michael Russell
	X
	X
	Duke University
	michael.russell@duke.edu

	Kevin Seegmiller
	X
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	Carefx
	kseegmiller@carefx.com

	David Staggs
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	david.staggs@va.gov

	Andy Woyak
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	GE Healthcare
	Andy.woyak@med.ge.com


QUARTER 1

Meeting called to order.
Agenda
· Administrative issues

· Call for project topics
· Drafting of project scope statements
I. Administrative Issues:
Roll call:
There being more than two co-chairs and an additional one member, under the rules of the working group quorum is achieved. This meeting was held at the May 2011 Working Group Meeting (WGM) in Orlando Florida.

II. Call for project topics:
Several topics were suggested by members of the work group for possible CCOW WG topics.  

1. Examine the current model for web applications- focus on approaches that do not require additional functionality downloaded to work.

The group discussed the advantage in allowing access to CCOW-specific context through web browsers.  Members stated that the current standard uses either ActiveX or Java applets to perform a “locate request.” The locate request acquires the URL that represents the context management instant for that remote platform.  There are disadvantages in requiring a user to activate or download ActiveX or Java with regard to security issues, lack of privileges, and ease of use.  Members suggested investigating how newer approaches might be beneficial in this regard.  This work could be done in collaboration with the Security work group.
2. Update the standard to reflect current data transfer models.

Members also discussed offering the user community a wider range of data transfer models with possible data throughput advantages. Candidate data transfer models include REST (Representational State Transfer), JSON (JavaScript Object Notation), and SOAP (Simple Object Access protocol). The working group has been considering adding to the current ActiveX and HTTP data exchange models for several years.  This work item would compare the advantages/disadvantages and compatibility of each model within the CCOW framework.  Security issues would be included in the analysis.
3. Use of location-aware services.

Members also discussed the work ongoing at Duke University using location aware services.  There may be advantages in using location aware services but this requires study.  The work group decided to return to this topic at another time.

4. Reported issues accessing CCOW functionality from remote sites.

Another issue discussed was a problem seen accessing a specific context from within another enterprise running their own CCOW context manager.  If a laptop is taken to another enterprise and launches the remote context session, the local context can disrupt the functioning of the remote applications.  It would be beneficial to control how multiple context sessions are run on the same platform.  One suggestion was to not allow sharing of context across organizations unless both organizations desire this capability.  This issue has been identified as a gap in the existing standard.
5. Support for hand-held devices.

The workgroup also discussed the popularity of tablets with regard to CCOW.  Tablets can display sessions that merely paint the glass (e.g. Citrix) or use a web based delivery through a browser, or use native applications coordinated on the tablet.  All members agreed that there is increased interest by clinicians in using tablets for the delivery of healthcare.
Motion, to adjourn quarter 1 session was approved unanimously.
QUARTER 2

II. Call for project topics (continued):

Prioritizing proposed projects.

The projects discussed in the first quarter were prioritized below:

1. Models for web applications that do not require the download/use of additional functionality (e.g. ActiveX or Java Applets).

2. Control of context sessions across multiple business organizations on a single platform.

3. Creation of addition data exchange models, including JSON, SOAP, and/or REST.

4. Support of CCOW on Tablets. 
5. Use of real-time locations services in CCOW.

II. Drafting of project scope statements:

The workgroup decided to draft two project statements.

Project 1: Models for web applications not requiring additional downloaded functionality
Project 1 scope statement:
Develop a new reference model for browser-based applications that is integrated into the CCOW context that leverages contemporary web technologies.  This work may require new interfaces and/or updates to the current CCOW specification to accommodate this new reference model.

Project 1 need:

The current reference model is no longer desirable because it leverages the use of heavy application functionality (ActiveX, Java Applets) inside the browser. New approaches may provide a more secure approach and eliminate any required client-side components.
Success Criteria:

The completion of an updated reference model that improves adoption of browser-based functionality for CCOW applications and removes the need to download components onto the user platform.
Project 2: Removing multiple session conflicts.
Project 2 scope statement:

Update CCOW standard to allow multiple context sessions to co-exist on the same desktop without context sharing as controlled by context manager configuration settings. 

Project 2 need:

The current CCOW standard does not address the scenario of multiple context environments on a single platform where there is a desire for no interaction between context environments.
Success Criteria:

Support of multiple CCOW contexts on a single platform, e.g. ability to open a Citrix CCOW-enabled desktop from one institution on a CCOW-enabled platform of a different institution without the sharing of context disrupting operation of the two CCOW contexts.
After completion of the project scope documents, the following motions were made:
Motion 1

MOVED, to forward the scope statement for the proposed project “Models for web applications not requiring additional downloaded functionality,” with any additional non-substantive changes required to the text, to the Structure and Semantic Design (SSD) steering division for approval.

Made by: Kevin Seegmiller
Seconded by: Tracy Angeles
Motion APPROVED unanimously

Motion 2

MOVED, to forward the scope statement for the proposed project “Removing Multiple Session Conflicts,” with any additional non-substantive changes required to the text, to the Structure and Semantic Design (SSD) steering division for approval.

Made by: Michael Russell
Seconded by: Tracy Angeles
Motion APPROVED unanimously

Motion, to adjourn quarter 2 session was approved unanimously.

QUARTER 3

Joint meeting with the Security Workgroup.
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	trish.williams@ecu.edu.au 


Report out on the CCOW workgroup meeting and proposed project scope statements:
CCOW members discussed the five proposed projects under discussion and the two project scope statements drafted in Q2.  Comments are included below.

On the topic of location services, the security WG suggested reviewing the location services project in the SOA WG.  There are standards in both W3C and OMG.  The CCOW currently believes work on this project is premature but members will follow-up on the comments by the Security WG.
On the topic of conflicts between two CCOW installations, the VA / DoD collaboration was discussed as an example.  Kevin suggested that the use of an absolute location for configuration values might be a problem when two implementations are used on a single platform.  More investigation is needed.  Dual vendor implementations might be a problem because multiple sessions by on vendor is accommodated but not separate instances of two vendor contexts.  Since we are seeing conflicts between sessions, this is an important issue and the CCOW WG will follow up with a project proposal “Removing multiple session conflicts.”
The collaboration of the Security WG was sought on the two projects approved by the CCOW WG for submission as project scope statements to the steering division.  At this time the security WG was not expected to be joint sponsors but this would be welcomed by the CCOW WG.

General Discussion:

Has the CCOW WG considered adding authorization to the CCOW model?  One vendor has incorporated Authorization into a CCOW context, could that be included in the CCOW specification?  Some stated use of authorization in CCOW is better handled in the applications themselves and that CCOW should be used for discretionary authentication changes to context rather than mandatory control over authorization of applications in context.  This has been a running topic for several years.  The problem being the enforcement of an authorization decision can be avoided by dropping out of context.
Motion, to adjourn quarter 3 session was approved unanimously.

There was no official session in quarter 4.

