Taxonomy AHG Meeting 2013-07-25
Attendees:
· Adam Madlin
· Neil Juddell
· Srivathsan Krishnamachari Suzanne Lightman NIST
· Bob Thibodeau, Wave System
· George Peabody, Glennbrook Partner
· Scott Shorter, Electrosoft 
· Cathy Tilton, Daon
· Eric Krum, Mitre
· John Stearns, MagTek
· Bob Faron, USCIS verification division (e-verify program)
· Sal D’Agostino
· Dazza Greenwood
Notes:
· Intro
· Adam mentioned there’s been a 2nd taxonomy group scheduled, but he had to leave for his flight during that so the meeting is tentative.
· Win and Adam are presenting after lunch on the progress of the working group
· Presentations are posted to the file depot.  Final slide of the update is around a proposal for adoptions process, but Adam will be omitting this from the presentation and will follow up on this later.
· Suzanne pointed out that many groups are dependent on the work of this group. Suggests when we have four or so terms defined we should release to the Plenary.
· Cathy mentioned the use case process will include sharing work products with the Privacy (and other?) committees so they can be reviewed as soon as possible.
· Adam displays the Taxonomy Approach Used slide of his presentation, we noted the comparisons with the use case lifecycle.
· Work 
· Last meeting ended with a discussion of entity. Current “A thing that exists, eg. a person, organization, device,  software application or service.
· Points were made that the examples didn’t include all types of entities
· Adam noted that Eric had a lot of discussion on this term previously, Eric notes that he likes the current definition, grammar comment (e.g.,)
· Suzanne agrees that there was no real objection in the prior call.
· Adam comments that we need to define both broad and specific terms, so entity needs to be fairly broad, and we can define more specific types of entities.
· Cathy mentions that ISO definitions, and if there’s explanatory text that is included in included in a note.
· Suzanne mentioned “physical or logical” could be in a note.
· Cathy suggests “hardware, software, or service”.
· Neil suggests the notes can indicate that the entity can be non-unique under circumstances, suggests that goes in a note.
· Eric suggests an additional term to recognize logical entity / cyberspace entity.
· John Stearns wants to go back to “device or software application”.  Software does not speak to an entity, but software application does?  He also states that he prefers “device” over “hardware”.
· Question – at one point in the definitions it said “Acting in cyberspace”.  Adam mentions there might be a cyberspace only entity.
· Sal – have we limited the definitions of others to cyberspace? A: No.
· Eric – if you look at SAML or NIST docs, you’ll see ‘identity’ and ‘digital identity’, that model is worth following.  Digital identity would include non-logical entities that are trying to access online resources.  
· Group to consider a term for ‘cyberspace entity’.
· Cathy points out that our definitions are in the context of online identity 
· Sal points out that physical access or face-to-face identity proofing at LOA4 are both non-cyberspace transactions.
· Suzanne points out that a lot of identities start in the physical world.
· Sal observes that identity exists in the physical world, but is translated into digital representations.
· Cathy is happy with this approach.
· Adam observes that the identity ecosystem is going to be open to various possibilities.
· Cathy points out that the processes include physical entities , we should recognize the context in which its being defines.
· Dazza – Sal and I worked in UMA and talked about these definitions.  Scrubbed NSTIC carefully for guidance, there’s a list of definitions of NPE and individual. NPE is organization, network, software, etc.  NPEs may support or engage in a transaction.  Individual “a person engaged in online transaction, individuals are the first priority of the strategy”
· Dazza referenced UEDA and ESON legislation.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Dazza said the term they came up with was “electronic agent”, they can make contracts, do formal filings, etc.
· Sal drew concentric circles – ‘entity’ within ‘identity’ within ‘digital identity’.
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