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Day 1 – March 10, 2010

Session 1: Data Publishing 

A. Validating Definition of Publishing within Exchange Network Context
The NTG discussed the following draft definition of publishing on the Exchange Network: 

“Publishing means supporting one or more services for ‘Query’ or ‘Solicit’ functions through an Exchange Network node or recognized complimentary service. The services must conform to an FCD posted on the Exchange Network web site, and must be registered in ENDS so that they are discoverable. In addition, the services must allow for ad hoc data access that is useful for some business function. That means that services designed solely for synchronization with a specific database do not constitute publishing, even if operated as a ‘Solicit.’
Publishing does not imply either public or universal partner access; published services are subject to security as established by the supplying partner.”
NTG members agreed with this definition and explored options for sharing data with the public. The most common way to share data currently is through a Network Authentication and Authorization Service (NAAS) account (which requires a sponsor). 

The NTG came up with a couple ideas for how to allow different sectors of the public to see publicly available data, including: 

· Provide third-party publishing subscription services as part of a software development kit (SDK); 

· Define generalized “user” roles with the appropriate rights in NAAS (e.g., state/tribal partner, local environmental agency, general public, etc.).

The NTG concluded that best practices for providing access to published data will need to be further explored and noted that the Trading Partner Agreement (TPA) is the vehicle for that.

B. What is going on at EPA?

EPA’s Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Office is publishing data.  Joe Carioti shared RCRA’s recent data publishing activities with the NTG. He noted that while some RCRA data is private, there is a lot of publicly shareable data. For the public data, RCRA built a REST application to allow the public to get data over the internet (without needing to log in to any environment). In addition, RCRA developed all of the Exchange Network (EN) services that duplicate the public services in order to make the same data available on the EN. In short, there is one implementation set available over REST that will support both protocols. Any EN partner can invoke this data. The RCRAInfo security model (not the EN security model) is used and managed by EPA Central Data Exchange (CDX). NAAS IDs are associated with RCRAInfo IDs in a “same sign-on” format.

Regional and state partners are really excited about being able to get data back out of RCRA. And, Dwane Young has committed to providing access to a web application (without login requirement) as well as a maximum sequence number, so people know how to increment. Kurt suggested that EN governance should reinforce this concept and create a mini-IPT to work on it. Connie cautioned that system owners will need to know that people will be hitting their databases and that there will be fees. System managers and the mini-IPTs will need to think about efficient usage in light of these fees. 

EPA Office of Water’s (OW) Water Quality Exchange (WQX) has a similar data publishing construct to RCRA that is available for organizations that have submitted data. For example, Mississippi can call back access to data. The importance of the public facing services (in SOAP construct) are the data partnerships that OW is making with other federal agencies (e.g., USGS), which people are hitting frequently.
With regard to defining WQX/Storet services as Exchange Network, Kristen needs to consider how that would impact the work being done with USGS. WQX has not had much chance to discuss wrapping its public services in the EN flavor yet. Thus, there is a need to further explore WQX publishing services on the EN.

EPA’s Office of Environmental Information (OEI) is working on developing a Data Publishing Strategy (as part of the Information Access Strategy) that will include data publishing as well as search and discovery elements. Customers of this strategy are the public, EPA, and its partners. The main task of the strategy is to develop recommendations for how EPA can publish data in a systematic way and provide services to the programs. This will include recommendations on metadata, how to move data around within EPA, and how to integrate with the Facility Registry System (FRS) (and other data systems) where it makes sense. A workgroup has been formed to work on the strategy and includes representatives who work on the EN, EnviroFacts, Data.gov, ENDS, Geo-Data Gateway, and metadata tools. The workgroup hopes to publish initial recommendations in July. The EN is seen as a source of data and an audience. OEI could use input from the NTG on what data states want to see flowing through the EN.

C. Broadening and Complementing EN Services

Chris Clark shared a diagram of the EN .NET software architecture (see below) and discussed how additional software tools (e.g., RSS, Atom, and REST) can all be added onto the current architecture as extensions or API layers. It’s important for the EN to have an architecture that can accept new software layers so it can evolve and expand as other technologies do. Syndication layers (RSS/Atom) have already been added. The NTG discussed how to add REST Query support. A few approaches include: 1) building a shared translator service; 2) building REST as another publishing endpoint; and 3) investing in a wrapping function. Glen suggested that if the EN moves forward with support of REST services, it could be useful to addend the FCD to share instructions.
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D. Mini-IPTs

The NTG agreed that there is a need to define the outbound (query and solicit) services on EN flows to enable data publishing; and that we need to get the desired parameters for this from the user community.

Action Items

· Ross & Associates to work with Kurt Rakouskas to identify and document how a “Mini-IPT” would operate to define a publishing interface

· Ross & Associates will work with Kurt Rakouskas to identify a list of prioritized data areas for NTG review
Session 2A: Exchange Network Tools

A. Strategies for Simplifying Existing Tools and Tool Management
EN Web Client

Chris Clark shared the menu of options available on the current web client. There is a need to make the web client interface more user-friendly for a broader community and a future version could look more like the mock-up on page 4. Connie noted that the Emissions Inventory System (EIS) is going to use the web client as part of the node data submission and will make an investment to put a more functional front-end on it. The plan is to have multiple user interfaces for different kinds of audiences. 


CDX is currently working with a contractor on multiple enhancements to the web client and will solicit NTG input after more progress has been made. 

The NTG made the following comments:

· A working group session at the User’s Conference could be a good place for dialog on what is needed.

· There will be different needs from the tribal user community, so the Tribal Meeting in May could be a good opportunity to get input from tribal users.
Simplifying and Refreshing the SDK

Chris Clark provided history on the CDX .NET SDK and shared a demo of SDK 2.0. The SDK for Node 1.1 consumed EN web services and hid as much as possible.

The primary SDK functions are to:
· Write comments, set parameters, set properties (e.g., debug mode), then value of parameter

· Invoke query/set value of return set

A programmer could go to the script library for the SDK where there are different options (e.g., authenticate, notify, and submit) and get codes for each of these applications. Programmers can then grab the code, build a few lines in and build whatever they want. CDX currently has a zip file on the web with the script files. 

Additional SDK Opportunity Areas
Windsor’s Node Client Light has a DLL that can be installed now as well. It has a similar library with built-in functionality, 1.1 and 2.0 endpoints, and a header. 

An additional SDK opportunity could be a GIS person using ArcGIS software. Ideally, this user wants to consume directly with tools. ArcGIS doesn’t integrate EN security, but one could point a GIS desktop at NAAS and use its security. This user could use the SDK and pass onto ArcGIS GeoServer. With SOAP and REST, it’s just adding another layer. 

Glen suggested that the NTG could do a mash-up with goals (similar to what OEI did for the EN SDK) offline with Windsor’s Node Client and Arc Server to show what could be done.

NTG members provided the following feedback for all packages:

· A useful SDK has a note that says what you can expect if you use the code 

· Testing code to make sure it doesn’t break anything is a useful practice
· There is a need to monitor when changes occur and have up-to-date messaging around those changes

The NTG agreed on the following next steps:

· Inform people about the existence of the different SDK packages on exchangenetwork.net. 

· Add generic high-level descriptions for non-programmers. (Programmers will be able to figure out how to get code.)

· Provide working examples.
· Have an open call for developers with screenshots to tie the EN application to a GIS application. (Glen and Dave offered to help plan this Open Call.)
Exchange Network Discovery Service (ENDS)

The NTG discussed how talk about ENDS at the User’s Conference. Members expressed that the most important components of this communication are:

· Connecting ENDS to the larger strategic discussion of how we ensure all the flows are built out; 

· Defining ENDS value in the EN model (possibly through a picture);
· Showing the mission and business value of it; and

· Sharing an interesting way to use it with examples.

Kurt suggested that New Jersey can help make the business value case. The New Jersey Browser is working off a local registry, but it’s a tool that could be used to show what’s possible. They have WQX-like services and register their drinking water in ENDS. 
It was also suggested that ENDS password access could be defined as the endpoint of the node, since you have to be a node administrator to register a node in ENDS.
Schematron

Schematron creates dynamic WSDL files that can authenticate and submit data to the EN. It is essentially a stylesheet service. The tool enables people to take their data file and validate it before submitting it. It is useful for developers as they iteratively come up with a flow document. One can replicate the same process each time they send a file and check it automatically. 
OW UIC recently implemented schematron and the capacity and speed was beefed up. NEI and EIS have also used it with varying degrees of satisfaction. Some people have chosen to conduct this process locally. The capacity has been increased significantly, and you can process schemas without a hierarchy.
NTG members made the following observations related to the schematron tool:

· The schematron business logic needs to be in the design and back-end. 
· Schematron cannot execute all the backend processing. There will still be some backend error catching. 

· Schematron would improve data quality.

· Schematron could help provide one place for all the business rules.

· Schematron will help reach the goal of making sharing data easier.
· For the PNW exchange, schematron would have been a nice way to implement things on a national level.
Glen suggested a schematron product enhancement idea that included the following steps:

· Develop a stylesheet for each set of error messages, where you could have an XSLT transform it (not a programmer converting it);

· Create an XML transform to do a geo data transform; 

· Take WQX data through a transformer and then the SDK to see pins on a map, and then back to WQX with an ID for a map; 

The NTG discussed whether it should encourage use of the schematron at the national flow level to increase access to timely, well formed data. If resources are the issue preventing use of schematron, Kurt is willing to consider funding a pilot project, but will need buy-in from the National Program Offices. Kristen is willing to consider piloting schematron with Tom Aten for WQX needs after she understands why some WQX error messages are not understandable. The NTG will revisit this issue on its May 13 call.

Observations/suggestions for EN User’s Conference:

· The audience for schematron information is developers

· It is important to share the business value 
· Announce that SDWIS is going to replace the FedRep with schematron
Action Items

· Chris Clark will explore how to package the CDX .NET SDK for NTG input
· NTG will investigate other potential SDK opportunity areas
· Kurt will think about how to post SDK information on exchangenetwork.net
· Mitch will draft Admin Flow IPT one-pager
· NTG will revisit schematron on May 13 call
Session 3: Finishing the National System Flows

Rob described the National System Flow (NSF) Strategy, Flow Diagrams, and Talking Points documents which were drafted to help with finishing the National System Flows.  There is also an implementation matrix which looks at whether a state is considered “in production.”

This story will be told at the EN User’s Conference. The NTG discussed what would be helpful in terms of communication and provided the following suggestions:

· The message of whether a state is falling out of compliance needs to be shared with a Director or Division Director so they can bring it down.

· Remind people that this is a partnership between States and EPA that is flow-specific and that we want to help people engage.

· Make sure that the language of the EN is built into the grant requirements in order to help tie the program people in.

· Make sure these documents are reviewed by the programs before being shared publicly.

Action Items

· NTG to look through the three documents (strategy, talking points, and flow diagrams) and send comments to Ross & Associates by April 1st NTG call.
Session 4: Exchange Network User’s Conference

The NTG discussed User’s Conference sessions on: Demystifying the Network, Practical XML, and Shared Exchange Network Tools.

· Tom and Dennis Murphy volunteered to lead the Demystifying the Network session again this year.  They will work with Bill to integrate Practical XML information.
· Bill will lead the Practical XML session and is planning to include information to help explain: what XML is, why it’s useful, where it can be found, and its downsides. 
· The NPRG is planning the Shared Tools working group session and will connect with Lico to integrate the Reusable Component Services (RCS) Registry. 

· Lico plans to have his laptop to run a demo of RCS.

Action Items

· NPRG will coordinate with Lico Galindo on Shared Tools working group session

· Tom and Dennis Murphy will plan the Demystifying the Network session and will coordinate with Bill Rensmith regarding “Practical XML”
· Bill will continue working on Practical XML session

Day 2 – March 11, 2010
Session 5: Node 2.0 Interoperability Issues

Background

Toward the end of 2009, it was discovered that some transactions between the EPA CDX .NET node and the .NET OpenNode2 failed. As a result, the primary node vendors (Windsor Solutions, enfoTech, and CGI) conducted further investigation and surfaced some additional interoperability issues. The Node 2.0 spec can be interpreted differently in some areas and thus there are some inconsistencies in how the different node toolkits are working with the spec. In preparation for the NTG meeting, Windsor Solutions conducted some testing and Bill wrote up one-page issue papers. The NTG discussed the three primary issues (which are related to the WSDL, MTOM, and SOAP and wsa:Action) and developed initial next steps for each.  

The issue summary and proposed resolution sections in the following summary were taken from the one-page issue papers and were not necessarily ratified at the NTG meeting.  Some of these issues are ongoing since the NTG meeting and continued testing and trouble-shooting is being conducted between CDX and the primary node vendors.

Node WSDL Conformance

Issue Summary: The EN published a WSDL file that defines the Node v2.0 services. Each EN node is required to comply with the service descriptions defined in the WSDL. What is not clear is whether the exact WSDL must be emitted by each node.
Proposed Resolutions:

1. Require that nodes emit the exact, approved Network WSDL

2. Require that nodes emit a WSDL that is equivalent to the approved Network WSDL.

3. No specific requirements about WSDL conformance. Only require that nodes services comply with Node v2.0 specification.

NTG Input: 

· The Node Certification Test (NCT) tool was developed to check that nodes do what they are supposed to do, but it is currently out of date and cannot be updated until resolutions have been reached on the current issues. In addition to the NCT (which only checks nodes/responses to requests), there is also a need for a tool that tests clients as they initiate requests.
· Though resolution #1 would be ideal, the NTG felt that objectively it may not be feasible to do better than #2 (i.e., it works). 

Next Steps: Chris Clark will work with CGI on a Node Interoperability Tool. After the test tool is completed, the NTG will continue to act as a neutral body to review issues when nodes fail to pass the test tool. 

When to Use MTOM Encoding

Issue Summary: MTOM is used to efficiently send binary attachments between nodes. The Node 2.0 specification is not precisely clear about when MTOM must be used and when it shouldn’t.

Proposed Resolution:

1.
The following language is proposed to be added to the Node Functional Specification 2.0:

· An Exchange Network Node must only use MTOM encoding in a Submit request and a successful Download response.
· Faults (errors) must never be MTOM-encoded.

NTG may also wish to decide whether nodes can allow MTOM-encoded requests, even when the request shouldn’t be encoded. This would make nodes more flexible, but requires defensive coding in the node to detect whether or not the message was MTOM-encoded and process it accordingly. Most nodes appear to have this flexibility built in already.

NTG Input: As MTOM usage has been implemented differently, NTG members felt that the least disruptive solution would be to clarify that nodes should accept all requests (whether MTOM encoded or not) and that clients should allow MTOM or non-MTOM responses. More testing of this issue will be undertaken in the short-term. 

Next Steps: EPA and node vendors will complete testing and develop a clear message for developers on when to use MTOM encoding.

SOAPAction and wsa:Action Issue

Issue Summary: There are a variety of ways a Network request can be structured. Some nodes are more restrictive than others about the how requests must be structured and under some conditions, a request will fail (and result in an error) if it is not structured in a particular way. The Node Specification 2.0 is not specific about what is or is not allowed in the structure of a SOAP request.

NTG Input: As different EPA node implementations differ on how requests must be structured, NTG members felt the easiest fix would be to turn off the default requirements and let nodes ignore the SOAPAction and wsa:Action elements.


Next Steps: Bill Rensmith will check with Windsor’s developer on the feasibility of turning off WS-addressing. Walt Baucom will look into the level of effort needed to enable the NGN node to ignore the WS-addressing message. 

Bigger Picture

For a longer-term approach to implementation issues, NTG members expressed that a node reference implementation would be very valuable. EPA plans to move in that direction once these initial interoperability issues are cleared up.

Action Items

· WSDL

· Chris Clark to write up a one-pager on what a Node Interoperability Tool (NIT) 2.0 would look like

· Chris Clark will work with CGI on this product (reviewing and integrating ERG’s original Node Conformance Tool version as appropriate)

· MTOM

· Clarify with developers how requests should be handled

· SOAP and wsa:Action

· Bill Rensmith will check with Windsor’s developer on the feasibility of turning off WS-addressing 

· Walt Baucom will look into the level of effort needed to enable the NGN node to ignore the WS-addressing message

· Communication

· NTG will discuss how to best communicate interoperability clarifications

· Future Process Steps

· NTG to act as independent body for reviewing alternative paths forward and products that are developed to increase interoperability

· Choose a toolkit to use as the reference implementation to test whether nodes can talk to each other

Session 6: Schema Development Process and Tools

Bill provided a summary of the history and documentation surrounding the schema conformance review process. From a developer perspective, the current process is time intensive, outdated, schema-centric, and SSC-centric. From an NTG perspective, the Conformance Report is not very useful, the FCD review is very time consuming, and Suggestions go unheeded.
At this point, most schema packages are complete and of acceptable quality. This may be because people know someone is going to review them and/or because the process is mature. As a result, schema reviews do not take much time to complete and turn around.

Bill suggested the following path forward:

· Simplify the process for both developers and reviewers by eliminating the schema conformance report and replacing it with a checklist

· Retain human review at NTG

· Retain “accepted” and “accepted with caveats” approvals

· Replace the “Schema Conformance Report Preparation and Review Process v2.0” with “Exchange Documentation Package Preparation and Review Process”

· Deal with the SSCs as a separate issue

NTG Input

The NTG discussed whether there are any schema design tools that could be leveraged to save money, push consistency, and enable people to export a DET with styles automatically. The following existing tools may be helpful in this regard: XMLSpy, the data dictionary tool in the Reusable Component Services (RCS) registry, XML Canon, and MapForce’s XSLT generation.

Dennis Murphy observed that many people are not ready to write a good FCD at the time they submit their schema package. NTG members discussed whether it might be more effective to separate schema review and FCD review into two parts; and enable more explicit early engagement around schema review.
NTG members agreed that the Network should publish the changes Bill suggested and continue to think about how the NTG can enhance the early engagement process. 
Action Items

· Bill will share a list that illustrates what DRCs and EDRCs are included/not included on the current Flow Conformance Checklist with the NTG

· NTG members will provide feedback on whether any of DRC and EDRC items should be added/removed from the Flow Conformance Checklist

· Bill will update the Conformance Report Review Process document for NTG review

· Upon NTG/NOB approval, Kurt will publish the updated Conformance Report Review Process document and new Flow Conformance Checklist on the EN website
· Copy cat some of what NAEM is doing and get a contact block

Session 7: Communication
Open Calls

The April Open Call will focus on geospatial activities on the Network.  Tony Hartrich and Connie Dwyer volunteered to help plan the call.  NTG members suggested the following geo activities and relationships that could enhance the April Open Call (and/or Geo User’s Conference sessions):

· Dave Smith’s collaboration with the Carbon Project on how to integrate the EN security model with OGC;  
· EPA’s GIS community (which includes lots of regional, program, and ORD folks);

· Demonstrate simplicity of bringing GeoRSS into Bing maps; and 

· Discuss what tools are already out there (e.g., stylesheets for turning WQX into GeoRSS and getting the points onto a map)

Potential topics for the June and August Open Calls: 

· New and improved EN Web Client 
· Regional focus

NTG members provided some ideas for how to shape a Regional focused call, including the need to:

· Delineate the advantages to Regions and States in using grants to develop tools for the Region;

· Remind EN Regional coordinators to get EN issues on the agenda at Regional user’s meetings; and

· Connect NCAI with EPA regional tribal coordinators (potentially at the EN user’s conference).

Messaging on Tools
Bill recently drafted a list of the different generic EN tools, which he will distribute to the NTG for review. When this list is approved it could go up on the EN website or Wiki.

NTG and Broader Communication Efforts

· Glen suggested that a “Network Recovery Group” might be useful to assist States with achieving success on the National System Flows. There could be focus groups for people having trouble in specific areas.
· A calendar which advertises all the open calls related to the EN and programs would be useful. 
Action Items

· April Open Call with Geo Focus
· Tony Hartrich and Connie Dwyer are the NTG volunteers to help plan the call
· R&A will schedule planning call
· June/August Open Calls
· Flesh out agenda and speakers for an open call with a Regional focus
· Connie will work with Carl Alvarez on connecting EN with tribal office at EPA

· Messaging on Tools
· Bill will share the list of generic tools he drafted for NTG review
· Publish refined list of all known tools with URLs on EN website and wiki
· NTG and broader communication efforts
· Consider implementing a Network Recovery Group to assist States with NSFs and returning to “green” status; and/or
· Focus groups for people having trouble with X.
· Develop a calendar that shows all meetings of interest per month
Action Item Summary

Data Publishing

· Ross & Associates to work with Kurt Rakouskas to identify and document how a “Mini-IPT” would operate to define a publishing interface

· Ross & Associates will work with Kurt Rakouskas to identify a list of prioritized data areas for NTG review

Exchange Network Tools

· EN Web Client

· CDX will solicit NTG input on the EN web client when it is at a solid point for input 

· SDK 

· Chris Clark will explore how to package the CDX .net SDK for NTG to provide input

· NTG will continue to investigate other SDK opportunity areas

· Kurt will think about how to post SDK information on exchangenetwork.net
· Schematron

· NTG will revisit on May 13 call

· Admin Flow IPT

· Mitch will draft a one-pager on an Admin Flow IPT
· NTG will review and provide input on draft Admin Flow IPT ideas on April 1st call

National System Flows

· NTG to look through the three documents (strategy, talking points, and flow diagrams) and send comments to Ross & Associates by April 1st call. 

User’s Conference Prep

· NPRG will coordinate with Lico Galindo on Shared Tools working group session

· Tom Aten and Dennis Murphy will plan the Demystifying the EN session and will coordinate with Bill Rensmith regarding “Practical XML”

· Bill Rensmith will continue working on Practical XML session

Node 2.0 Interoperability Issues

· WSDL

· Chris Clark to write up a one-pager on what a Node Interoperability Tool (NIT) 2.0 would look like

· Chris Clark will work with CGI on NIT 2.0 (reviewing and integrating ERG’s original Node Conformance Tool version as appropriate)

· MTOM

· Clarify with developers how requests should be handled

· SOAP and wsa:Action

· Bill Rensmith will check with Windsor’s developer on the feasibility of turning off WS addressing 

· Walt Baucom will check the level of effort needed to enable the NGN node to ignore the WS-addressing message

· Communication

· NTG will discuss how to best communicate interoperability clarifications

· Future Process Steps

· NTG to act as independent body for reviewing alternative paths forward and products that are developed to increase interoperability

· Choose a toolkit to use as the reference implementation to test whether nodes can talk to each other

Schema Conformance Report

· Bill will share a list that illustrates what DRCs and EDRCs are included/not included on the current Flow Conformance Checklist with the NTG

· NTG members will provide feedback on whether any additional DRC’s and EDRC’s should be added/removed from the Flow Conformance Checklist

· Bill will update the Conformance Report Review Process document for NTG review

· Upon NTG approval, publish updated Conformance Report Review Process document and new Flow Conformance Checklist on EN website
· Copy cat some of what NAEM is doing and get a contact block
Communication 

· April Open Call with Geo Focus
· Tony Hartrich and Connie Dwyer are the NTG volunteers to help plan the call
· R&A will schedule planning call
· June/August Open Calls
· Flesh out agenda and speakers for an open call with a Regional focus
· Connie will work with Carl Alvarez on connecting EN with tribal office at EPA

· Messaging on Tools
· Bill will share the list of generic tools he drafted for NTG review
· Publish refined list of all known tools with URLs on EN website and wiki
· NTG and broader communication efforts
· Consider implementing a Network Recovery Group to assist States with the National System Flows and returning to “green” status; and/or
· Focus groups for people having trouble with specific things
· Develop a calendar that shows all meetings of interest per month
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