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Happy New Year!
Attendees
E. Barkley, C. Ciocirlan, A. Crowson, W. Eddy, M. Gnat, C. Haddow, H. Kelliher, J. Pietras 
Agenda
1. General Announcements
a) New Colleague joining us from DLR Rossella Falcone – welcome! 
b) TGFT is in Agency review
c) CPIF is in Agency review
d) Confirmed Spring 2020 meetings are in the Westin Hotel in Huntsville, AL USA 
2. Action Items Check
a) Two actions closed 
b) Two new actions opened 
c) See updated AI spreadsheet for details 
3. AD Review Status
a) AED -- Publication: In AD Queue
b) CDE – Publication: In AD Queue
c) SPDF – Agency Review: In AD Queue
4. AED – Disposition of the “Christmas”
a) Reviewed requested change 
b) Concluded that example provided is really more of a message definition rather than an event 
c) Agreed that future best practices book can be the future location for examples of concrete event definitions derived from the abstract event definition
a. also noted that this can already be seen with the current CPIF
d) Concluded that there will be no change to the AED at this time as a result of this RID
5. Finalization re XML Schema organization “flattening” 
a) Agreed to go with what is indicated at the “Colin Approach” in the email (embedded immediately below)
b) C. Haddow to update the schema file names and books accordingly
a. Update to ensure that simple schedule is not confused with simulated schedule (“smp” for simple rather than “sim”) 


6. CPIF Prototyping Status Check
a) BepiColombo has been sent from ESA to NASA prototype – check on NASA end is pending
b) Agreed that re-running of NASA CPIF output targeting BepiColombo rather than Stereo-A is not merited at this time
c) E. Barkley to double check spreadsheet of test case 2 test criteria that still need to be met
7. SMURF prototyping Coordination 
a) Prototype interactions have begun between DLR and ESA
b) Initial exchanges have revealed some difficulties re interpreting time definitions
a. Appear to be some muddled semantics re start/stop time as defined in the Common Data Entities vs SMURF
b. Upon further analysis, appears that the SMURF needs to be revised to better define start/stop time for requests
i. C. Haddow to update SMURF accordingly 
c) Initial exchange have also revealed lack of specificity in combining various constraint types 
a. After subsequent discussion agreed that we need to perform an exercise to determine what types of constraints are truly implemented by various member TTC networks
i. C. Haddow to re-work the basic constraints definition to fix-up start time and duration (as part of same constraint type)
ii. An AI issued to the WG to evaluate the (re-worked) basic constraints vs TTC network operations 
1. This will be followed by another AI for same type of review re enhanced constraints 
8. Reminder for Follow-up re New and Improved SANA Procedures


a) All WG members encouraged to review the ~10 pages of section 3 of the attached updated book in the email immediately above
b) P. Shame will be invited to for discussion re updated SANA procedure re ~10 pages at our next telecon
9. AOB (none)
Next Telecon
Our next scheduled telecon is February 4, 2020. 
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Comments re registry procedures update

		From

		Barkley, Erik J (US 3970)

		To

		CCSDS Service Mgmt WG

		Recipients

		smwg@mailman.ccsds.org



CSSM Colleagues



 



Following up from our teleconference last month, below please find a forwarded email of the exchange between myself and the SE AD with regard to our look at the updated SANA registry procedures. If you wish to take a look and comment attached is the updated procedures -- both with change tracking and also the "clean" version.  I propose to introduce this at the teleconference tomorrow and then perhaps we could have any comments ready at a subsequent teleconference.



 



Best regards,



-Erik



 



From: Shames, Peter M (US 312B) 
Sent: Friday, November 22, 2019 10:37
To: Barkley, Erik J (US 3970) <erik.j.barkley@jpl.nasa.gov>
Subject: Re: Registry process slides



 



Hi Erik,



 



Thanks for the feedback.  I'll insert my comments <<inline>>.   As I worked through the mods to these three docs I arrived at the conclusion that some modest deltas would be useful and those are reflected in the draft docs, particularly 313.2-Y-2.  Keep in mind that this is intended for use by all WG that need to create registries, and that its new form is intended to put all that a WG needs to know to create, describe, submit, get them reviewed, and approved in one place.  I hope it is now both "short enough" and also complete enough.



 



Since your CSS guys make a lot of use of registries it would be great to get them to look at the doc, not just a one page summary of changes.  Is that possible?  I've attached the raw edited version and a clean one with "accept changes" applied.  Feel free to send either to your team. The feedback would be useful.  



 



Thanks, Peter



 



 



From: Erik Barkley <erik.j.barkley@jpl.nasa.gov>
Date: Thursday, November 21, 2019 at 5:59 PM
To: Peter Shames <peter.m.shames@jpl.nasa.gov>
Subject: RE: Registry process slides



 



Peter,  here are notes from walking through the slides at the CSSM WG telecon this past Tuesday.  I think they are fairly self-evident, but if you need more input please let me know.  I think some definitions and or adoption of the traditional CCSDS color codes would help.



 



-Erik



 



a.       Can a “beta registry” be essentially a “correct” structure with garbage values?  <<The initial Beta can be empty and the contents and structure can be modified over time.  But the WG ought to use this development time to populate the Beta with at least some representative data as examples.>>



b.       Does a “candidate registry” mean at least some “real” values are present?  <<Since the intent is that the initial CESG review, prior to first release for Agency review, verify Candidate registry structure and forms, it would be useful to have at least some real or representative values.  In Sec 2.3, which is the process flow, it now says this:



h) The Working Group should populate the Beta registry with initial values and make any adjustments to registry structure, formats, fields, and related references (such as references to Organizations or Contacts registries, or adding new Roles) prior to requesting initial Red Book Agency review.



>>.   



c.       Does “approved registry” mean only “real” values are present?  <<That is the intent.  An Approved registry occurs only after the doc is published.   Nominally this migrates the Candidate registry from the Beta website to the Production website and marks it as Approved.  I guess that if there is not "real" data then a WG has two choices at that point:  1) Migrate it but leave it in the Candidate list until it has vetted real data, or 2) Migrate it and mark it as Approved, but mark any data that is not "Approved" as "Provisional".  Do you guys have any opinions about those options, or do you want both to be spelled out?  >>



d.       Could these also be considered to be the equivalent of a white registry versus a red registry versus a blue registry?  <<I had not thought to map them in that way, but I think you could make the following equivalences:  1) Initial Candidate registry in Beta website == White; 2) Updated Candidate registry in Beta website that is approved by CESG == Red; 3) Approved registry in Production website == Blue (even if it has some Provisional content).  I do not know what color would be the equivalent for a registry that is Migrated to the Production website after the doc is approved, but left in Candidate status.  That is essentially what I proposed for any registry that is in a published Orange Book, so maybe that would be == Orange. >>  



e.       Suggested that agency reviews should emphasize more reviewing of the registry structure and content <<That sounds like something that belongs in the Org & Proc updates that Tom needs to do>>.



f.        noted that the procedures discussed in the presentation did not really address checking a bigger picture information model for reuse and/or augmentation of existing registries rather than creation of new registries  <<That topic is (and has been) explicitly included in the 313.2-Y-2 doc, in sec 2.3.b and also in 3.2.3.  
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1 Introduction



1.1 Purpose and ScopE



This document defines procedures for CCSDS Working Group (WG) interactions with the CCSDS Space Assigned Numbers Authority (SANA) for the purpose of creating and modifying SANA registries.



1.2 Applicability


The procedures defined herein apply to the development and approval phases of normative projects in the purview of the CCSDS Areas which require SANA registries.


1.3 Rationale



Clear procedures for interaction with the SANA are needed in order to assure consistency in CCSDS Working Group, Area, CESG, and Secretariat interactions with SANA.  These are key to ensuring timely and accurate creation, update, review, approval and promotion of new or modified registries.


1.4 NOMENCLATURE



1.4.1 Normative Text



The following conventions apply for the normative specifications in this Recommended Standard:



a) the words ‘shall’ and ‘must’ imply a binding and verifiable specification;



b) the word ‘should’ implies an optional, but desirable, specification;



c) the word ‘may’ implies an optional specification;



d) the words ‘is’, ‘are’, and ‘will’ imply statements of fact.



NOTE
–
These conventions do not imply constraints on diction in text that is clearly informative in nature.



1.4.2 Informative Text



In the normative section of this document (section 3), informative text is set off from the normative specifications either in notes or under one of the following subsection headings:



· Overview;



· Background;



· Rationale;



· Discussion.


1.5 References



The following publications contain provisions which, through reference in this text, constitute provisions of this document.  At the time of publication, the editions indicated were valid.  All publications are subject to revision, and users of this document are encouraged to investigate the possibility of applying the most recent editions of the publications indicated below.  The CCSDS Secretariat maintains a register of currently valid CCSDS publications.



[1]
Space Assigned Numbers Authority (SANA)—Role, Responsibilities, Policies, and Procedures. Issue 3. CCSDS Record (Yellow Book), CCSDS 313.0-Y-3. Washington, D.C.: CCSDS, Dec 2019.


[2]
CCSDS SANA Registry Management Policy. Issue 2. CCSDS Record (Yellow Book), CCSDS 313.1-Y-2. Washington, D.C.: CCSDS, Dec 2019.


[3]
CCSDS Publications Manual. Issue 4. CCSDS Record (Yellow Book), CCSDS A20.0‑Y‑4. Washington, D.C.: CCSDS, April 2014.


2 Overview


2.1 Background



During development of new standards a Working Group may identify the need to define and access certain kinds of data, both static and dynamic, that could usefully be placed in an on-line registry instead of in a formal, and infrequently updated, document.  For this purpose a new on-line registry could be created or an existing registry could be extended with new fields or identifiers.  This document is intended to provide a Working Group, in one place, all of the required guidance on this process and the related workflow.


2.2 SANA Registry Model



The SANA and the SANA Operator provide the framework and the machinery for managing, registering, updating, and accessing these data registries.  The set of registries in the SANA belong to one of three separate categories: Enterprise, Global, and Local/WG.  These categories are described in the SANA Registry Management Policy (RMP) (reference [2]). Figure 2‑1 provides a view of all of the identified registry categories.
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:  Overall SANA Registry Model


Many of these registries are in the Local/WG category, but they may make use of information in the Enterprise or Global registries.  Working Groups will most often develop instances of Local/WG registries, but they may need to reference (or even update) certain Enterprise or Global registries.


2.3 CCSDS AREA AND WORKING GROUP Registry WORKFLOW OVERVIEW


The overall policies and procedures for the SANA and the SANA Operator are described in the SANA Procedures Yellow Book (see reference [1]). The RMP document [2] describes the specific policies, procedures that the CCSDS Areas, Working Groups, and users are to follow for the Enterprise and Global registries and for the development of new registries or extensions to existing registries.  The RMP also has all of the details of the design of the Enterprise and Global registries and the processes for managing and extending them.


This document is intended to provide, in one place, specific guidance to any WG that decides, or discovers, that it needs a registry.  It includes step by step guidance for the design, creation, review, and approval of new and modified registries. 


Once a WG has determined that it needs to create or adapt a registry it should contact the SANA Operator (info@sanaregistry.org) to explore possible approaches for meeting its registry needs. The SANA Steering Group (SSG,  ssg@mailmain.ccsds.org), which is the technical part of the CCSDS organization that governs the SANA, may also be consulted.  It is strongly recommended that the WG initiate discussions with the SANA Operator and/or the SSG as early in the standards development process as possible.  The SANA Operator will meet with the WG, describe the registry process, and help determine the best structure for the registry.  One possible outcome of these discussions may be to determine that no registry is needed.  


Once it is determined that a registry is needed WG must define the registry structures and procedures and document them in the SANA Considerations section of the White Book that is a draft of a proposed Blue or Magenta Book. This must be done prior to when the first Agency review is requested. Once this registry design is stable the SANA Operator, using this draft specification, will create a Candidate registry in the Beta website. This Beta registry can be used by the WG and reviewers for evaluation, testing, and document review.


NOTE: In some rare cases an Orange Book may require a registry.  In such instances the SANA registry processes will follow those for Blue Books, but any registries will only be promoted to Candidate status in the Production SANA website.


When a WG is developing a new standard that requires a registry it must understand the overall SANA context and contents, which are to be found at https://sanaregistry.org.  Each SANA registry includes a description, the source reference, a pointer to the defined registration policy for that registry, and the Review Authority for the registry, as well as pointers to any source document(s).  



Before a new registry is proposed, or before changes to an existing registry are made, the WG must determine if re-use or extension of an existing registry would be acceptable.  If extension of an existing registry, of any category, seems most appropriate, then the proposer must contact the Review Authority for the existing registry to explore the possible options.  Every effort should be made to re-use, or make simple, conformant, extensions to existing capabilities wherever possible.  The SANA Operator and SSG will play a role in facilitating this.  



When the registry design is settled and documented in the draft SANA Considerstions section, the SANA Operator will create the prototype of the new registry in a separate Beta website (https://beta.sanaregistry.org).  This Beta website is a replica of the complete Production SANA site, but it is used to support development of new registries and also new software elements, prior to release in production.  This permits the kinds of experimentation that may occur in development to take place without disrupting the production SANA services.  The CCSDS document and process flow will migrate new registries to Candidate registries on the Production website as they become stable and are approved, possibly after the first successful Agency review and RID disposition has completed, and then to Approved registries only after the source documents that define them have been published.


The following describes the overall workflow for a WG to define and develop a new registry.  Depending on the WG, and its familiarity with the process, the flow may differ in some details from what is described, but the approval gates for promotion to approved Production registry status are the same for all WGs.



a) Identify a need for a new or modified registry related to a standard.



b) Explore the SANA to see if there is an existing registry that either meets the need or that can be easily adapted to do the new task.



c) Evaluate how best to use or adapt existing registries, where that appears to be feasible, and discuss the approach with the affected organization.



d) Draft and then discuss the proposed registry requirements and design with the SANA Operator (info@sanaregistry.org) and, if necessary, the SANA Steering Group (SSG) (ssg@mailmain.ccsds.org).



e) Document and stabilize the initial registry design during Red Book development and describe it in the draft SANA Considerations section (see Annex B for the outline and some examples). 


f) Document the registry policies, registration rules, and Review Authority, and if necessary the Registration Authority, in the SANA Considerations section of the document.



g) Work with the SANA Operator to create the Candidate registry in the https://beta.sanaregistry.org website prior to initiating a request for the first Agency review of the document.  


h) The Working Group should populate the Beta registry with initial values and make any adjustments to registry structure, formats, fields, and related references (such as references to Organizations or Contacts registries, or adding new Roles) prior to requesting initial Red Book Agency review.



i) The CESG will verify that the Beta registry exists before approving the Red Book for initial Agency review.  The CESG may ask for changes to the registry during their review of the Red Book.


j) The Beta registry must be complete and stable prior to the start of any interoperability testing. The registration rules, any website interfaces, and the policies must be exercised, and, if required by the source document, the Beta registry itself must be used during testing. 


k) Before asking for the document to be published the WG shall review the SANA Considerations section in the final document, ensure that it is up to date and that any other related registry extensions, such as new roles added to Organization or Contacts Registries, have been defined and checked.



l) Work with the SANA Operator to verify the final registry design prior to submitting the Red Book to the CESG and CMC for approval to publish.



m) Once publication of the document has been approved by the CESG and CMC the Secretariat will notify the SANA Operator to promote the registry from Candidate status on the Beta website to Approved status on the Production website.


n) Many registries are intended to be regularly updated.  In many cases this may be done by the SANA Operator, as described in the Registration Rules.  For other registries the WG, or the Area if the WG is no longer active, will have to act as the Review Authority for managing updates to the registry.


o) Participate, as needed, in any registry review or request for extensions after the registry has been published.



3 Interactions with SANA


3.1 Overview


This section describes the overall process for CCSDS Areas or Working Groups who wish to develop new registries or extend existing registries.


3.2 CCSDS AREA AND WORKING GROUP Registry PROCESSES



Every CCSDS Area or Working Group that identifies a potential requirement for a new registry shall contact the SANA Operator at the earliest opportunity, well prior to final draft specification:


a) contacting the SANA Operator shall be accomplished by sending an e-mail request to info@sanaregistry.org;



b) the registry definition request in the draft document shall contain relevant information concerning the creation or modification of one or more registries:



1) for new registries:



· the name of the registry,



· a short description of the registry purpose,



· the structure of the registry (column names, …),



· a precise data type for each data item, including boundaries,


· registration rule governing how the SANA operator will assign new parameters to that registry (see Annex B),



· registry category and Review Authority (see Annex B);



2) for existing registries:



· the name of the registry,



· a description of the requested modification,



· any other relevant information.



NOTE
–
It is expected that the initial request to SANA will involve a dialog between the requestor and the SANA Operator in which questions are answered and particular requirements are discussed and accommodated.


All new registries, or extensions to existing registries, shall be defined in a CCSDS Blue or Magenta Book, or a CCSDS normative Yellow Book such as this one.


Every CCSDS Area or Working Group requiring a registry shall evaluate the existing registries in the SANA for re-use or adaptation.



Any requirement for a registry referencing agencies, organizations, commercial entities, universities, or other service providers shall use or extend the existing Organization Registry.


Any requirement for a registry referencing contacts who are members of a CCSDS agency or other registered organization shall use or extend the existing Contacts Registry.



Any requirement for a registry referencing spacecraft shall use or extend the existing Spacecraft Registry.



Any requirement for a registry referencing service providers, sites, or apertures shall use or extend the existing Service Site and Aperture Registry.



If direct use of an Organization, Contacts, Service Site and Aperture, or Spacecraft Registry is possible the standard shall point to the existing registries.


If new roles or other attributes are required the standard shall define these extensions and coordinate them with the SANA and the Review Authority for the affected registries.


Any requirement for a registry referencing global data, SANA, Terminology/Glossary, XML, Uniform Resource Name (URN), or Object Identifier (OID) shall use or extend an existing global category registry.



If direct use of one of the global registries is possible the standard shall point to the existing registries.



If extension to one of the global registries appears to be required the Area or Working Group shall contact the appropriate Review Authority for the affected registry.



Any requirement for a local category, Area, or Working Group registry shall evaluate use or extension of one of the existing registries, either within the Area or in another Area.



If extension to an existing local category registry appears to be required, the Area or Working Group shall contact the Review Authority for the affected registry.



In some cases it may be appropriate to adapt, extend, or promote a local registry to a global category registry.  Any such proposals shall be reviewed with the SSG and the originator of the registry.



Each working meeting of any CCSDS group that acts as a Review Authority shall, when necessary, review and determine dispositions for proposed changes, additions, or deletions to any existing registries and contact points under their purview.


Every Working Group that defines or modifies a registry shall use that registry during any interoperability testing that is required prior to publication of the standard.



NOTE
–
This does not necessarily require exercise of any programmatic interfaces as part of interoperability testing, but it does require the registry to exist, be populated with relevant data, and be used for its intended purpose during testing.


The standards that define or modify registries shall reference them by name.  The URL for the SANA itself should also be included (e.g. https://sanaregistry.org/new-registry-name).



3.3 CESG Verification



The CESG has responsibility to verify that any new or modified registry has been created and tested prior to standard publication. 


The CESG shall verify that every Red Book that has a non-null SANA Considerations section adequately covers all of the topics identified in Annex B.


The CESG shall verify that the registry design is sufficiently accurate and unambiguous.


The CESG shall verify that the registry policies and procedures are reasonable and unambiguous.


The CESG shall verify that the identified Candidate registry has been created  on the https://beta.sanaregistry.org website and that it is populated with at least a subset of representative data.


When a new Candidate registry has been created, the SANA Operator shall inform the CESG by sending an email to cesg@ccsds.mailman.org, as defined in subsection 3.6 of reference [1].


ANNEX A 

Abbreviations

(Informative)



CESG
CCSDS Engineering Steering Group



CMC
CCSDS Management Council



OID
object identifier


RMP
Registry Management Policy


SANA
Space Assigned Numbers Authority



SSG
SANA Steering Group



URN
Uniform Resource Name


XML
EXtensible Markup Language



SANA Considerations 


B.1 Overview



This annex provides Working Groups with a template for the SANA Considerations section that is to be included in all CCSDS normative track documents (see reference [3]).  Examples of different customizations of the template are provided. 



B.1.1 NO SANA ACTION



When there is no SANA action required, the following text is required to be included in the CCSDS standards track document.



SANA Considerations




The recommendations of this document do not require any action from SANA.



B.1.2 NEW REGISTRY TO BE CREATED



When a new registry is requested to be created by the SANA operator, the following information should be included into the CCSDS standards track document. A SANA Considerations section that defines a new registry, as described in this section, shall be a Normative section in the CCSDS Blue or Magenta Book document that defines it.  In rare cases an Orange Book may also define a registry that will only be promoted to the Candidate set.


The SANA Considerations section for each new registry shall contain:



· the name of the registry


· a short description of the registry purpose


· the structure of the registry (column names, …)



· a precise data type for each data, including boundaries



· registration rule governing how the SANA operator will assign new parameters to that registry


· registry category (Enterprise [Organization, Person, Assets], global, or WG/local) 


· Review Authority (the organization responsible for the registry)


The following sections contain examples that must be adapted to the appropriate context.  The initial version of this section, as shown, is intended to both document the registry contents and their intended use and curation, and to provide guidance to the SANA Operator for creating the Beta version of the registry.  


B.1.2.1 Registration Rule (repeated in [1])


The CCSDS document requesting the creation of a new registry must define which one of the following registration rules is to be used for adding new entries or for making changes to the registry:



a) Change requires a CCSDS approved document.



b) Change requires an engineering review by a designated expert or expert group (see 3.18).  This is the Review Authority for the registry. The Review Authority for that registry is assigned by the CESG based on the WG recommendation.



c) Change requires no engineering review, but the request must come from the official representative of a space agency, or other registered organization, that is a member of the CCSDS.  The official representative of an agency may differ for each registry.



d) Change requires no review; assignments are done on a first-come, first-served basis.



In the CCSDS document that defines the creation of a registry, the registration rule for that registry must be defined either within the above set of rules or by another rule. This provides guidance to the SANA operator on how to make assignments of new parameters for that registry. The CCSDS document that defines the registry must define the rules to be followed for update, modification, or removal of entries.  


B.1.2.2 Review Authority



Working Groups may request extension or adaptation of existing registries by describing that update in the SANA Considerations section of a new or updated CCSDS document.  These changes will require concurrence of the identified SANA Review Authority for the affected registry. The Review Authority is the person or organization that has responsibility for governance and engineering review of a registry and its contents.


B.2 Examples



B.2.1 New Registries



Example B-1: New FrameID Registry


This example shows a SANA Considerations section for a new simple registry that creates a list of FrameIDs.  This registry may only be extended by action of a Working Group.


SANA Considerations




The recommendations of this document request SANA to create the following registry(ies).


Registry Description:  The registry named FrameID documents mandatory and optional parameters that may be used in the FrameID field of XYZ link layer protocol.



The registry named FrameID consists of a table of parameters:





FrameID: an integer between 0 and 256





Description: a string of text describing the parameter




The initial registry should be filled with the following values:





FrameID
Description





0

Reserved





1

Basic Frame





2

Extended Frame




The registration rule for new values in this registry requires engineering review by the Review Authority.




The Review Authority for this registry is the SLS AD or an SLS WG to which this has been delegated.



The final published version of the SANA Considerations shall state:



The recommendations in this document have created the following SANA registry(ies), named {FrameID Registry} and located at https://sanaregistry.org/frameID.


Example B-2: New Data Registry requiring a new Agency Representative role


This example shows a SANA Considerations section for a new registry that creates a list of new data objects.  The registry will may extended by request of an Agency Representative (AR) who has been assigned the Role to perform these updates.  This requires reference to existing Organization (for the agency) and Contacts (for the AR) registries, and also creation of a new Role that the AR gets assigned.


SANA Considerations




The recommendations of this document request SANA to create the following registry(ies).


Registry Description:  The registry named DataObjectID documents mandatory or optional parameters that may be used in the DataObject field of BFD data exchange specification.  New entries in this registry must be requested by an Agency Representative (AR). 



The registry named DataObjectID consists of a table of parameters:





DataObjectID: an integer between 0 and 1024



Description: This registry allows single projects, a single space agency, or multi-agency enterprises to register new DataObjects and assign them a DataObjectID.



The DataObjectID Registry shall consist of the following fields:



 



			Field


			Type


			Size


			Comments





			DataObject Name


			Character (64)


			64


			Max size string





			DataObjectID


			ISO OID


			 


			Unique OID is assigned by the SANA Operator





			Submitting Organization Name


			Character (64)


			64


			Max size string, referenced from Organization OID





			Submitting Organization OID


			ISO OID


			 


			OID from the Organization registry, must be registered





			DataObject Point of Contact Name


			Character (64)


			64


			Max size string, referenced from Contact OID





			DataObject Point of Contact OID


			ISO OID


			 


			OID from the Contact registry for the Point of Contact for the DataObject





			DataObject source document name


			Character (64)


			64


			Name of the document that specifies the DataObject format.  Max size string, referenced from References OID





			DataObject source document OID


			ISO OID


			 


			OID from the References registry for the source document that formally specifies the DataObject format.





			Reference URI


			URI


			 


			Optional URI for additional information on the registered format








 



The Submitting Organization is the one supplying the DataObject format to be registered, it identifies the organization that created this DataObject format.  If the Organization is not yet registered it must register in the SANA Organizations registry following the RMP rules [see reference 2]. 




The registration rule for new values in this registry requires engineering review by the Review Authority, and the request must come from an Agency Representative (AR), an official representative of a space agency, who is member of the CCSDS.  The AR must have the “DataObjectClass assignor” Role.




The Review Authority for this registry is the MOIMS AD or a MOIMS WG to which this has been delegated.



NOTE: The Submitting Organization and the AR assigned by the Head of Delegation of that organization must both be registered in the respective SANA registries.  Normal SANA rules apply.  If the “DataObjectClass assignor” Role does not yet exist it will also have to be created.  See example B-5 for this.  When creating new Roles the WG should try to make them be as broad as possible, such as DataObjectClass, e.g. navigation data as a class or cross support service data as a class, and not narrowly focused on one specific data type, e.g. MO mission planning data type.


The final published version of the SANA Considerations shall state:



The recommendations in this document have created the following SANA registry(ies), named {ObjectID Registry} and located at https://sanaregistry.org/ObjectID.


B.2.2 CHANGES TO AN EXISTING REGISTRY



When a change to an existing registry is requested of the SANA operator, the following information must be included in the CCSDS standards track document. Such changes may involve adding new entries in the registry or a change to the structure of the registry. If a change in the structure of the registry is required, the SANA Considerations must contain the same information needed to create a new registry, such as data types, boundaries, registration rule, etc and clearly indicate the nature of the changes.



The text below provides examples and should be adapted to the appropriate context. The first example shows the addition of new records to an existing registry. The second example shows a structural change of an existing registry.


Example B-3: Change existing registry, add records



This example SANA Considerations section just adds two new entries to a registry that was specified so as to permit such additions.  This change follows the rules already established for the existing registry, see Example B-1.


SANA Considerations




The recommendations of this document request SANA to update the FrameID registry by adding the following two new records.





FrameID
Description





3

Compatibility Frame





4

IPv4 packet payload



Example B-4: Change existing registry, add fields


This SANA Considerations example adds one new field to an existing registry.  This change follows the rules already established for the existing registry, see Example B-1, but adds a new Name field for additional information and specifies acceptable Name field contents.


SANA Considerations




The recommendations of this document request SANA to update the FrameID registry by adding the new name column.




The registry named FrameID consists of a table of parameters:





FrameID: an integer between 0 and 256





Name: a string of [a-zA-Z0-9] characters, limited to 256 chars maximum





Description: a string of text describing the parameter



Any existing registered entries will contain the value “empty” in their respective Name column.



The registration rule and Review Authority are not changed.



Example B-5: Change existing registry, add new organization role



This SANA Considerations example adds a new Role to the existing Role registry defined in the RMP.  This change follows the rules already established for the Role registry.


SANA Considerations




The recommendations of this document request SANA to update the Enterprise Organization registry to add a new role for “relay spacecraft operator”.



Registry Description:  The registry named Organizations documents mandatory and optional fields describing each of the CCSDS organizations.  The Organization Role field identifies one or more roles that an organization may play in CCSDS.



The registry named Organization, as defined in reference [2], annex subsection B1, defines a field named “Organization Roles”. This standard defines a new Role: Role name: Relay Spacecraft Operator



Description: Organization Roles types are defined in the OID registry, starting at OID 1.3.112.4.5.1.  This creates a new, unique OID that may be used to identify organizations of this type.



The current registered entries in the Organization Roles registry will remain as they were.  This is to be added as a new role. The registration rule and Review Authority are not changed.
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1 Introduction



1.1 Purpose and ScopE



This document defines procedures for CCSDS Working Group (WG) interactions with the CCSDS Space Assigned Numbers Authority (SANA) for the purpose of creating and modifying SANA registries.



1.2 Applicability


The procedures defined herein apply to the development and approval phases of normative projects in the purview of the CCSDS Areas which require SANA registries.


1.3 Rationale



Clear procedures for interaction with the SANA are needed in order to assure consistency in CCSDS Working Group, Area, CESG, and Secretariat interactions with SANA.  These are key to ensuring timely and accurate creation, update, review, approval and promotion of new or modified registries.


1.4 NOMENCLATURE



1.4.1 Normative Text



The following conventions apply for the normative specifications in this Recommended Standard:



a) the words ‘shall’ and ‘must’ imply a binding and verifiable specification;



b) the word ‘should’ implies an optional, but desirable, specification;



c) the word ‘may’ implies an optional specification;



d) the words ‘is’, ‘are’, and ‘will’ imply statements of fact.



NOTE
–
These conventions do not imply constraints on diction in text that is clearly informative in nature.



1.4.2 Informative Text



In the normative section of this document (section 3), informative text is set off from the normative specifications either in notes or under one of the following subsection headings:



· Overview;



· Background;



· Rationale;



· Discussion.


1.5 References



The following publications contain provisions which, through reference in this text, constitute provisions of this document.  At the time of publication, the editions indicated were valid.  All publications are subject to revision, and users of this document are encouraged to investigate the possibility of applying the most recent editions of the publications indicated below.  The CCSDS Secretariat maintains a register of currently valid CCSDS publications.



[1]
Space Assigned Numbers Authority (SANA)—Role, Responsibilities, Policies, and Procedures. Issue 3. CCSDS Record (Yellow Book), CCSDS 313.0-Y-3. Washington, D.C.: CCSDS, Dec 2019.


[2]
CCSDS SANA Registry Management Policy. Issue 2. CCSDS Record (Yellow Book), CCSDS 313.1-Y-2. Washington, D.C.: CCSDS, Dec 2019.


[3]
CCSDS Publications Manual. Issue 4. CCSDS Record (Yellow Book), CCSDS A20.0‑Y‑4. Washington, D.C.: CCSDS, April 2014.


2 Overview


2.1 Background



During development of new standards a Working Group may identify the need to define and access certain kinds of data, both static and dynamic, that could usefully be placed in an on-line registry instead of in a formal, and infrequently updated, document.  For this purpose a new on-line registry could be created or an existing registry could be extended with new fields or identifiers.  This document is intended to provide a Working Group, in one place, all of the required guidance on this process and the related workflow.


2.2 SANA Registry Model



The SANA and the SANA Operator provide the framework and the machinery for managing, registering, updating, and accessing these data registries.  The set of registries in the SANA belong to one of three separate categories: Enterprise, Global, and Local/WG.  These categories are described in the SANA Registry Management Policy (RMP) (reference [2]). Figure 2‑1 provides a view of all of the identified registry categories.
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Many of these registries are in the Local/WG category, but they may make use of information in the Enterprise or Global registries.  Working Groups will most often develop instances of Local/WG registries, but they may need to reference (or even update) certain Enterprise or Global registries.


2.3 CCSDS AREA AND WORKING GROUP Registry WORKFLOW OVERVIEW


The overall policies and procedures for the SANA and the SANA Operator are described in the SANA Procedures Yellow Book (see reference [1]). The RMP document [2] describes the specific policies, procedures that the CCSDS Areas, Working Groups, and users are to follow for the Enterprise and Global registries and for the development of new registries or extensions to existing registries.  The RMP also has all of the details of the design of the Enterprise and Global registries and the processes for managing and extending them.


This document is intended to provide, in one place, specific guidance to any WG that decides, or discovers, that it needs a registry.  It includes step by step guidance for the design, creation, review, and approval of new and modified registries. 


Once a WG has determined that it needs to create or adapt a registry it should contact the SANA Operator (info@sanaregistry.org) to explore possible approaches for meeting its registry needs. The SANA Steering Group (SSG,  ssg@mailmain.ccsds.org), which is the technical part of the CCSDS organization that governs the SANA, may also be consulted.  It is strongly recommended that the WG initiate discussions with the SANA Operator and/or the SSG as early in the standards development process as possible.  The SANA Operator will meet with the WG, describe the registry process, and help determine the best structure for the registry.  One possible outcome of these discussions may be to determine that no registry is needed.  


Once it is determined that a registry is needed WG must define the registry structures and procedures and document them in the SANA Considerations section of the White Book that is a draft of a proposed Blue or Magenta Book. This must be done prior to when the first Agency review is requested. Once this registry design is stable the SANA Operator, using this draft specification, will create a Candidate registry in the Beta website. This Beta registry can be used by the WG and reviewers for evaluation, testing, and document review.


NOTE: In some rare cases an Orange Book may require a registry.  In such instances the SANA registry processes will follow those for Blue Books, but any registries will only be promoted to Candidate status in the Production SANA website.


When a WG is developing a new standard that requires a registry it must understand the overall SANA context and contents, which are to be found at https://sanaregistry.org.  Each SANA registry includes a description, the source reference, a pointer to the defined registration policy for that registry, and the Review Authority for the registry, as well as pointers to any source document(s).  



Before a new registry is proposed, or before changes to an existing registry are made, the WG must determine if re-use or extension of an existing registry would be acceptable.  If extension of an existing registry, of any category, seems most appropriate, then the proposer must contact the Review Authority for the existing registry to explore the possible options.  Every effort should be made to re-use, or make simple, conformant, extensions to existing capabilities wherever possible.  The SANA Operator and SSG will play a role in facilitating this.  


When the registry design is settled and documented in the draft SANA Considerstions section, the SANA Operator will create the prototype of the new registry in a separate Beta website (https://beta.sanaregistry.org).  This Beta website is a replica of the complete Production SANA site, but it is used to support development of new registries and also new software elements, prior to release in production.  This permits the kinds of experimentation that may occur in development to take place without disrupting the production SANA services.  The CCSDS document and process flow will migrate new registries to Candidate registries on the Production website as they become stable and are approved, possibly after the first successful Agency review and RID disposition has completed, and then to Approved registries only after the source documents that define them have been published.


The following describes the overall workflow for a WG to define and develop a new registry.  Depending on the WG, and its familiarity with the process, the flow may differ in some details from what is described, but the approval gates for promotion to approved Production registry status are the same for all WGs.



a) Identify a need for a new or modified registry related to a standard.



b) Explore the SANA to see if there is an existing registry that either meets the need or that can be easily adapted to do the new task.



c) Evaluate how best to use or adapt existing registries, where that appears to be feasible, and discuss the approach with the affected organization.



d) Draft and then discuss the proposed registry requirements and design with the SANA Operator (info@sanaregistry.org) and, if necessary, the SANA Steering Group (SSG) (ssg@mailmain.ccsds.org).



e) 


f) 


g) Document and stabilize the initial registry design during Red Book development and describe it in the draft SANA Considerations section (see Annex B for the outline and some examples). 


h) Document the registry policies, registration rules, and Review Authority, and if necessary the Registration Authority, in the SANA Considerations section of the document.



i) Work with the SANA Operator to create the Candidate registry in the https://beta.sanaregistry.org website prior to initiating a request for the first Agency review of the document.  


j) The Working Group should populate the Beta registry with initial values and make any adjustments to registry structure, formats, fields, and related references (such as references to Organizations or Contacts registries, or adding new Roles) prior to requesting initial Red Book Agency review.


k) The CESG will verify that the Beta registry exists before approving the Red Book for initial Agency review.  The CESG may ask for changes to the registry during their review of the Red Book.


l) The Beta registry must be complete and stable prior to the start of any interoperability testing. The registration rules, any website interfaces, and the policies must be exercised, and, if required by the source document, the Beta registry itself must be used during testing. 


m) 


n) Before asking for the document to be published the WG shall review the SANA Considerations section in the final document, ensure that it is up to date and that any other related registry extensions, such as new roles added to Organization or Contacts Registries, have been defined and checked.



o) Work with the SANA Operator to verify the final registry design prior to submitting the Red Book to the CESG and CMC for approval to publish.



p) Once publication of the document has been approved by the CESG and CMC the Secretariat will notify the SANA Operator to promote the registry from Candidate status on the Beta website to Approved status on the Production website.


q) Many registries are intended to be regularly updated.  In many cases this may be done by the SANA Operator, as described in the Registration Rules.  For other registries the WG, or the Area if the WG is no longer active, will have to act as the Review Authority for managing updates to the registry.


r) Participate, as needed, in any registry review or request for extensions after the registry has been published.



3 Interactions with SANA


3.1 Overview


This section describes the overall process for CCSDS Areas or Working Groups who wish to develop new registries or extend existing registries.


3.2 CCSDS AREA AND WORKING GROUP Registry PROCESSES



Every CCSDS Area or Working Group that identifies a potential requirement for a new registry shall contact the SANA Operator at the earliest opportunity, well prior to final draft specification:


a) contacting the SANA Operator shall be accomplished by sending an e-mail request to info@sanaregistry.org;



b) the registry definition request in the draft document shall contain relevant information concerning the creation or modification of one or more registries:



1) for new registries:



· the name of the registry,



· a short description of the registry purpose,



· the structure of the registry (column names, …),



· a precise data type for each data item, including boundaries,


· registration rule governing how the SANA operator will assign new parameters to that registry (see Annex B),



· registry category and Review Authority (see Annex B);



2) for existing registries:



· the name of the registry,



· a description of the requested modification,



· any other relevant information.



NOTE
–
It is expected that the initial request to SANA will involve a dialog between the requestor and the SANA Operator in which questions are answered and particular requirements are discussed and accommodated.


All new registries, or extensions to existing registries, shall be defined in a CCSDS Blue or Magenta Book, or a CCSDS normative Yellow Book such as this one.


3.2.1 Every CCSDS Area or Working Group requiring a registry shall evaluate the existing registries in the SANA for re-use or adaptation.



Any requirement for a registry referencing agencies, organizations, commercial entities, universities, or other service providers shall use or extend the existing Organization Registry.


Any requirement for a registry referencing contacts who are members of a CCSDS agency or other registered organization shall use or extend the existing Contacts Registry.



Any requirement for a registry referencing spacecraft shall use or extend the existing Spacecraft Registry.



Any requirement for a registry referencing service providers, sites, or apertures shall use or extend the existing Service Site and Aperture Registry.



If direct use of an Organization, Contacts, Service Site and Aperture, or Spacecraft Registry is possible the standard shall point to the existing registries.


If new roles or other attributes are required the standard shall define these extensions and coordinate them with the SANA and the Review Authority for the affected registries.


Any requirement for a registry referencing global data, SANA, Terminology/Glossary, XML, Uniform Resource Name (URN), or Object Identifier (OID) shall use or extend an existing global category registry.



If direct use of one of the global registries is possible the standard shall point to the existing registries.



If extension to one of the global registries appears to be required the Area or Working Group shall contact the appropriate Review Authority for the affected registry.



Any requirement for a local category, Area, or Working Group registry shall evaluate use or extension of one of the existing registries, either within the Area or in another Area.



If extension to an existing local category registry appears to be required, the Area or Working Group shall contact the Review Authority for the affected registry.



In some cases it may be appropriate to adapt, extend, or promote a local registry to a global category registry.  Any such proposals shall be reviewed with the SSG and the originator of the registry.









Each working meeting of any CCSDS group that acts as a Review Authority shall, when necessary, review and determine dispositions for proposed changes, additions, or deletions to any existing registries and contact points under their purview.


Every Working Group that defines or modifies a registry shall use that registry during any interoperability testing that is required prior to publication of the standard.



NOTE
–
This does not necessarily require exercise of any programmatic interfaces as part of interoperability testing, but it does require the registry to exist, be populated with relevant data, and be used for its intended purpose during testing.


The standards that define or modify registries shall reference them by name.  The URL for the SANA itself should also be included (e.g. https://sanaregistry.org/new-registry-name).



3.3 CESG Verification



The CESG has responsibility to verify that any new or modified registry has been created and tested prior to standard publication. 


The CESG shall verify that every Red Book that has a non-null SANA Considerations section adequately covers all of the topics identified in Annex B.


The CESG shall verify that the registry design is sufficiently accurate and unambiguous.


The CESG shall verify that the registry policies and procedures are reasonable and unambiguous.


The CESG shall verify that the identified Candidate registry has been created  on the https://beta.sanaregistry.org website and that it is populated with at least a subset of representative data.


When a new Candidate registry has been created, the SANA Operator shall inform the CESG by sending an email to cesg@ccsds.mailman.org, as defined in subsection 3.6 of reference [1].


ANNEX A 

Abbreviations

(Informative)



CESG
CCSDS Engineering Steering Group



CMC
CCSDS Management Council


OID
object identifier


RMP
Registry Management Policy


SANA
Space Assigned Numbers Authority



SSG
SANA Steering Group






URN
Uniform Resource Name


XML
EXtensible Markup Language








SANA Considerations 


B1 B.1 Overview



This annex provides Working Groups with a template for the SANA Considerations section that is to be included in all CCSDS normative track documents (see reference [3]).  Examples of different customizations of the template are provided. 



B.1.1 NO SANA ACTION



When there is no SANA action required, the following text is required to be included in the CCSDS standards track document.



SANA Considerations




The recommendations of this document do not require any action from SANA.



B.1.2 NEW REGISTRY TO BE CREATED



When a new registry is requested to be created by the SANA operator, the following information should be included into the CCSDS standards track document. A SANA Considerations section that defines a new registry, as described in this section, shall be a Normative section in the CCSDS Blue or Magenta Book document that defines it.  In rare cases an Orange Book may also define a registry that will only be promoted to the Candidate set.


The SANA Considerations section for each new registry shall contain:



· the name of the registry


· a short description of the registry purpose


· the structure of the registry (column names, …)



· a precise data type for each data, including boundaries



· registration rule governing how the SANA operator will assign new parameters to that registry


· registry category (Enterprise [Organization, Person, Assets], global, or WG/local) 


· Review Authority (the organization responsible for the registry)


The following sections contain examples that must be adapted to the appropriate context.  The initial version of this section, as shown, is intended to both document the registry contents and their intended use and curation, and to provide guidance to the SANA Operator for creating the Beta version of the registry.  


B.1.2.1 Registration Rule (repeated in [1])


The CCSDS document requesting the creation of a new registry must define which one of the following registration rules is to be used for adding new entries or for making changes to the registry:



a) Change requires a CCSDS approved document.



b) Change requires an engineering review by a designated expert or expert group (see 3.18).  This is the Review Authority for the registry. The Review Authority for that registry is assigned by the CESG based on the WG recommendation.



c) Change requires no engineering review, but the request must come from the official representative of a space agency, or other registered organization, that is a member of the CCSDS.  The official representative of an agency may differ for each registry.



d) Change requires no review; assignments are done on a first-come, first-served basis.



In the CCSDS document that defines the creation of a registry, the registration rule for that registry must be defined either within the above set of rules or by another rule. This provides guidance to the SANA operator on how to make assignments of new parameters for that registry. The CCSDS document that defines the registry must define the rules to be followed for update, modification, or removal of entries.  


B.1.2.2 Review Authority



Working Groups may request extension or adaptation of existing registries by describing that update in the SANA Considerations section of a new or updated CCSDS document.  These changes will require concurrence of the identified SANA Review Authority for the affected registry. The Review Authority is the person or organization that has responsibility for governance and engineering review of a registry and its contents.


B.2 Examples


B.2.1 New Registries


Example B-1: New FrameID Registry


This example shows a SANA Considerations section for a new simple registry that creates a list of FrameIDs.  This registry may only be extended by action of a Working Group.


SANA Considerations




The recommendations of this document request SANA to create the following registry(ies).


Registry Description:  The registry named FrameID documents mandatory and optional parameters that may be used in the FrameID field of XYZ link layer protocol.



The registry named FrameID consists of a table of parameters:





FrameID: an integer between 0 and 256





Description: a string of text describing the parameter




The initial registry should be filled with the following values:





FrameID
Description





0

Reserved





1

Basic Frame





2

Extended Frame




The registration rule for new values in this registry requires engineering review by the Review Authority.




The Review Authority for this registry is the SLS AD or an SLS WG to which this has been delegated.


The final published version of the SANA Considerations shall state:



The recommendations in this document have created the following SANA registry(ies), named {FrameID Registry} and located at https://sanaregistry.org/frameID.


Example B-2: New Data Registry requiring a new Agency Representative role


This example shows a SANA Considerations section for a new registry that creates a list of new data objects.  The registry will may extended by request of an Agency Representative (AR) who has been assigned the Role to perform these updates.  This requires reference to existing Organization (for the agency) and Contacts (for the AR) registries, and also creation of a new Role that the AR gets assigned.


SANA Considerations




The recommendations of this document request SANA to create the following registry(ies).


Registry Description:  The registry named DataObjectID documents mandatory or optional parameters that may be used in the DataObject field of BFD data exchange specification.  New entries in this registry must be requested by an Agency Representative (AR). 



The registry named DataObjectID consists of a table of parameters:





DataObjectID: an integer between 0 and 1024


Description: This registry allows single projects, a single space agency, or multi-agency enterprises to register new DataObjects and assign them a DataObjectID.



The DataObjectID Registry shall consist of the following fields:


 


			Field


			Type


			Size


			Comments





			DataObject Name


			Character (64)


			64


			Max size string





			DataObjectID


			ISO OID



			 


			Unique OID is assigned by the SANA Operator





			Submitting Organization Name


			Character (64)


			64


			Max size string, referenced from Organization OID





			Submitting Organization OID


			ISO OID


			 


			OID from the Organization registry, must be registered





			DataObject Point of Contact Name


			Character (64)


			64


			Max size string, referenced from Contact OID





			DataObject Point of Contact OID


			ISO OID


			 


			OID from the Contact registry for the Point of Contact for the DataObject





			DataObject source document name


			Character (64)


			64


			Name of the document that specifies the DataObject format.  Max size string, referenced from References OID





			DataObject source document OID


			ISO OID


			 


			OID from the References registry for the source document that formally specifies the DataObject format.





			Reference URI


			URI


			 


			Optional URI for additional information on the registered format








 


The Submitting Organization is the one supplying the DataObject format to be registered, it identifies the organization that created this DataObject format.  If the Organization is not yet registered it must register in the SANA Organizations registry following the RMP rules [see reference 2]. 



The registration rule for new values in this registry requires engineering review by the Review Authority, and the request must come from an Agency Representative (AR), an official representative of a space agency, who is member of the CCSDS.  The AR must have the “DataObjectClass assignor” Role.



The Review Authority for this registry is the MOIMS AD or a MOIMS WG to which this has been delegated.


NOTE: The Submitting Organization and the AR assigned by the Head of Delegation of that organization must both be registered in the respective SANA registries.  Normal SANA rules apply.  If the “DataObjectClass assignor” Role does not yet exist it will also have to be created.  See example B-5 for this.  When creating new Roles the WG should try to make them be as broad as possible, such as DataObjectClass, e.g. navigation data as a class or cross support service data as a class, and not narrowly focused on one specific data type, e.g. MO mission planning data type.


The final published version of the SANA Considerations shall state:



The recommendations in this document have created the following SANA registry(ies), named {ObjectID Registry} and located at https://sanaregistry.org/ObjectID.


B.2.2 CHANGES TO AN EXISTING REGISTRY



When a change to an existing registry is requested of the SANA operator, the following information must be included in the CCSDS standards track document. Such changes may involve adding new entries in the registry or a change to the structure of the registry. If a change in the structure of the registry is required, the SANA Considerations must contain the same information needed to create a new registry, such as data types, boundaries, registration rule, etc and clearly indicate the nature of the changes.



The text below provides examples and should be adapted to the appropriate context. The first example shows the addition of new records to an existing registry. The second example shows a structural change of an existing registry.


Example B-3: Change existing registry, add records



This example SANA Considerations section just adds two new entries to a registry that was specified so as to permit such additions.  This change follows the rules already established for the existing registry, see Example B-1.


SANA Considerations




The recommendations of this document request SANA to update the FrameID registry by adding the following two new records.





FrameID
Description





3

Compatibility Frame





4

IPv4 packet payload



Example B-4: Change existing registry, add fields


This SANA Considerations example adds one new field to an existing registry.  This change follows the rules already established for the existing registry, see Example B-1, but adds a new Name field for additional information and specifies acceptable Name field contents.


SANA Considerations




The recommendations of this document request SANA to update the FrameID registry by adding the new name column.




The registry named FrameID consists of a table of parameters:





FrameID: an integer between 0 and 256





Name: a string of [a-zA-Z0-9] characters, limited to 256 chars maximum





Description: a string of text describing the parameter



Any existing registered entries will contain the value “empty” in their respective Name column.



The registration rule and Review Authority are not changed.



Example B-5: Change existing registry, add new organization role



This SANA Considerations example adds a new Role to the existing Role registry defined in the RMP.  This change follows the rules already established for the Role registry.


SANA Considerations




The recommendations of this document request SANA to update the Enterprise Organization registry to add a new role for “relay spacecraft operator”.



Registry Description:  The registry named Organizations documents mandatory and optional fields describing each of the CCSDS organizations.  The Organization Role field identifies one or more roles that an organization may play in CCSDS.



The registry named Organization, as defined in reference [2], annex subsection B1, defines a field named “Organization Roles”. This standard defines a new Role: Role name: Relay Spacecraft Operator



Description: Organization Roles types are defined in the OID registry, starting at OID 1.3.112.4.5.1.  This creates a new, unique OID that may be used to identify organizations of this type.



The current registered entries in the Organization Roles registry will remain as they were.  This is to be added as a new role. The registration rule and Review Authority are not changed.


�Check this is in the acronym list. ** Need to add OID = object Identifier  to Annex D **
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RE: [cssm] [EXTERNAL] Re: Proposal for updates Schema naming convention

		From

		Barkley, Erik J (US 3970)

		To

		'Colin.Haddow@esa.int'; Anthony Crowson

		Recipients

		Colin.Haddow@esa.int; anthony.crowson@telespazio-vega.de



Colin,



 



Indeed, let’s see if anyone responds further.  So far the only somewhat clear preference for the abbreviation approach has been expressed by myself and Wes as far as I can tell.  As I just said in my note to Anthony, ultimately I don’t think it makes that much difference (between the two approach I labeled Erik’s Approach and Colin’s Approach in my earlier email) – I think both are ultimately acceptable/workable.  I did indeed realize that when I raise the issue that we in fact had previously discussed this and we did in fact agree on the naming convention -- it was just when I saw it all laid out that it kind of hit me that the names were very long (getting into the too many words territory).  Over the years there have been multiple snide digs at the verbosity of CCSDS standards and in particular the naming of parameters particularly coming from the CSS Area – so I thought I might coral at least a bit of that.  In any case, my apologies for the extra work.  



 



If we get no further response by say tomorrow, I’ll take it as its not really a burning issue, and we can consider going with “Colin’s Approach” – although if we do that let’s please double check the names along the lines that Hugh was alluding to (Simulated schedule vs simple schedule, etc).



 



Cheers,



-Erik 



 



From: Colin.Haddow@esa.int <Colin.Haddow@esa.int> 
Sent: Thursday, December 12, 2019 08:08
To: Anthony Crowson <anthony.crowson@telespazio-vega.de>
Cc: Barkley, Erik J (US 3970) <erik.j.barkley@jpl.nasa.gov>
Subject: RE: [cssm] [EXTERNAL] Re: Proposal for updates Schema naming convention



 



I agree with Anthony, this has all the signs of turning into a religious battle, I accept that there is probably a case for shortening some of the file names, but I am strongly against using TLAs. There are already far too many of them floating about in my opinion. I'm also slightly surprised that this is being raised now since we had previously discussed and (I thought) agreed the naming convention. However I will bow to the consensus of the working group (if one exists), 

Cheers for now, 

Colin 


---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Dr. Colin R. Haddow,
HSO-GI, European Space Agency,
European Space Operations Centre,
Robert-Bosch-Str 5,
64293 Darmstadt,
Germany.

Phone; +49 6151 90 2896
Fax;      +49 6151 90 3010
E-Mail;  colin.haddow@esa.int
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------




From:        "Anthony Crowson" <anthony.crowson@telespazio-vega.de> 
To:        "Barkley, Erik J (US 3970)" <erik.j.barkley@jpl.nasa.gov>, "Colin.Haddow@esa.int" <Colin.Haddow@esa.int> 
Date:        12/12/2019 11:11 
Subject:        RE: [cssm] [EXTERNAL] Re: Proposal for updates Schema naming convention 



  _____  


 



Much of this is indeed personal preference.



 



For what it’s worth, I tend to prefer either full words (but not too many) or easily recognisable and consistently used abbreviations, ideally pronounceable acronyms. Things like SMURF are part of our vocabulary; there is always of course a danger of having too many TLAs and relatives. I find unpronounceable abbreviated or condensed words to be harder to deal with.



 



So I could be happy with the “Erik approach” or with a modified “Colin approach” that keeps the reduced number of words but spells them in full, with only a few very obvious abbreviations like “Info” – e.g. 902x02r1-CommsPlanningInfo.xsd, 902x04w0_00-ServicePackage.xsd



 



I was tempted to propose “pronounceable” shortenings for Erik’s longest file names:



902x09w0_09.02-SMURF-BaCon.xsd



902x09w0_09.02-SMURF-EnCon.xsd



902x09w0_09.02-SMURF-TraDa.xsd



But beyond the entertainment value of “SMURF Bacon” I don’t think they’re all that helpful.



 



Anthony



 



From: SMWG <smwg-bounces@mailman.ccsds.org> On Behalf Of Barkley, Erik J (US 3970) via SMWG
Sent: 12 December 2019 03:12
To: Colin.Haddow@esa.int; smwg@mailman.ccsds.org; CCSDS Service Mgmt WG <smwg@mailman.ccsds.org>
Subject: Re: [cssm] [EXTERNAL] Re: Proposal for updates Schema naming convention



 



Colin,



 



I think it is a step in the right direction but I’m still not quite convinced – I realize this comes down to personal preference.   So, to close out my action from yesterday, here is what a proposed list of abbreviations with some selected examples might look like.  For contrast I have put both the “Erik Approach” and “Colin Approach” names in the table. To me the abbreviation with the full sub-schema name is a bit easier to read. I do think this is converging.  In any case, I’d like to see if anyone in the WG ventures an opinion on this. 



 



I tend to agree with Hugh that SimSchd might be confused for simulated schedule.   The table is immediately below. In case it does not render well an excel file with the table is also attached. 



 



CSSM Colleagues,



 



Can you take a look and register a preference if you have one? 



 



Best regards,



-Erik 



 



 



 







 



 



 



 



 



 



From: SMWG <smwg-bounces@mailman.ccsds.org> On Behalf Of Hugh Kelliher
Sent: Wednesday, December 11, 2019 12:20
To: Colin.Haddow@esa.int; smwg@mailman.ccsds.org
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: [cssm] Proposal for updates Schema naming convention



 



Hi Colin,



 



It looks fine to me overall. I only have one small question, do you think something like SmplSched might avoid future possible misinterpretation of SimSchdl as  simulated schedule? Probably not an issue but just a thought.



 



Cheers,



Hugh



 



From: SMWG [mailto:smwg-bounces@mailman.ccsds.org] On Behalf Of Colin.Haddow@esa.int
Sent: 11 December 2019 10:53
To: smwg@mailman.ccsds.org
Subject: [cssm] Proposal for updates Schema naming convention



 



Dear all, 
                as a result of the telecon yesterday (10th Dec), I've had a think about the schema naming convention and have come up with the following proposal. 

Below is the suggested abbreviation for the Book Titles to be used in the schema names; 

902x01        Simple Schedule -                                                 SimSchd 
902x02        Comunications Planning Information Formats -                        ComsPlnInfo 
902x04         Service Package Data Formats -                                 SrvPkg 
902x05         Service Agreement and Configuration Profile Data Formats -         SrvAgrConfPrfl 
902x06        Space Link Event Sequence Data Format -                         EvntSeq 
902x07        Service Catalog -                                                 SrvCat 
902x08        Service Accounting -                                                 SrvAcnt 
902x09        Service Management Utilization Request Formats -                 Smurf 
902x10        Management Services -                                         MgtSrv 
902x11        Best Practises                                                        BstPrac (although I don't think we'll need it wrt a schema...) 
902x12        Cross Support Service Managment - Common Data Entities -         SmCmnEnt 
902x13        Abstract Event Definition -                                         AbsEvnt 


Based on the use of these abbreviations the existing schema names would become 


Book 902x01 
902x01b1p1-SchemaCssmSimpleSchedule.xsd                                                                        -> 902x01b1p1-SimSchd.xsd 

Book 902x02 
902x02r1-SchemaCssmPlanningInformationFormats.xsd                                                                -> 902x02r1-ComsPlnInfo.xsd 

Book 902x04 
902x04w0_00-SchemaCssmServicePackageDataFormats.xsd                                                        -> 902x04w0_00-SrvPkg.xsd 

Book 902x05 
902x05w0_00-SchemaCssmServiceAgreementAndConfigurationProfileDataFormats.xsd                                -> 902x05w0_00-SrvAgrConfPrfl.xsd 

Book 902x06 
902x06w0_00-SchemaCssmSpaceLinkEventSequenceDataFormat.xsd                                                -> 902x06w0_00-EvntSeqt.xsd 

Book 902x09 
902x09w0_09.02-SchemaCssmServiceManagementUtilizationRequestFormats.xsd                                -> 902x09w0_09.02-Smurf.xsd 
902x09w0_09.02-SchemaCssmServiceManagementUtilizationRequestFormats-BasicConstraints.xsd                -> 902x09w0_09.02-Smurf-BasicCons.xsd 
902x09w0_09.02-SchemaCssmServiceManagementUtilizationRequestFormats-EnhancedConstraints.xsd                -> 902x09w0_09.02-Smurf-EnhancedCons.xsd 
902x09w0_09.02-SchemaCssmServiceManagementUtilizationRequestFormats-TrajectoryData.xsd                -> 902x09w0_09.02-Smurf-TrajData.xsd 

Book 902x12 
902x12m1-SchemaCssmSmAbstractEvent.xsd                                                                        -> 902x12m1-SmCmnEnt-AbsEvnt.xsd
902x12m1-SchemaCssmSmCommonClasses.xsd                                                                -> 902x12m1-SmCmnEnt-CmnClss.xsd 
902x12m1-SchemaCssmSmInfoEntityHeader.xsd                                                                -> 902x12m1-SmCmnEnt-InfEntHdr.xsd 

Book 902x13 
902x13m1-SchemaAbstractEvent.xsd                                                                                -> 902x13m1-AbsEvnt.xsd 
902x13m1-SchemaAbstractParameter.xsd                                                                        -> 902x13m1-AbsEvnt-AbsParm.xsd 
902x13m1-SchemaCcsdsTimecodes.xsd                                                                        -> 902x13m1-AbsEvnt-TimCde.xsd 

To me this appesr to satisfy the desire to shorten the names without resorting to the use of TLAs or XTLAs. 

If this is acceptable I would also apply it to the names of the UML model files. 

Cheers for now, 

Colin

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Dr. Colin R. Haddow,
HSO-GI, European Space Agency,
European Space Operations Centre,
Robert-Bosch-Str 5,
64293 Darmstadt,
Germany.

Phone; +49 6151 90 2896
Fax;      +49 6151 90 3010
E-Mail;  colin.haddow@esa.int
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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