Minutes VC-Subcommittee February 3™ 2025
Discussion about the title modification/ paper focus & adaptation:

Title changed to White Paper on implementation of Person/Subject identifiers, attributes and claims
Research and Education.

Coming from eduPerson and SCHAC the focus is on users’ identities. These are defined with an ID or
by attributes.

Depending on the audience: talking to the community using SAML we should talk about attributes. For
those using OIDC, claims.

Originally the whitepaper was about mapping between SAML and OIDC and now we are introducing a
third technology (VCs). The whitepaper would need more re-elaboration to fulfil the new scope of VCs
still not present in the previous version.

The schema itself is not part of the document. The focus is rather on the elements of the schema.

All these technologies need JSON schema, a JSON representation of eduPerson. If we think now about
JSON objects, the schema comes into the game.

But only schema snippets. The elements can be used in several situations. It’s about mapping the small
elements.

The task seems to be similar to that described by Scott Cantor many years ago about attributes. How
to represent a data structure in the messaging protocols.

The idea is to find a representation of the higher education schema in JSON

Those elements are going to be used in JSON objects, but the schema of those JSON objects is not what
we are now discussing, but how to map the attributes or identifiers in those JSON objects.

What is not clear is whether there are differences in the JSON representation between OIDC and digital
wallets. In wallets the notion of IdP changes from the current federated world. How data
representation changes due to this is not clear.

Still, we have the attributes, identifiers in claims relating to a person which need to be transported.
The stuff that differs is not something we are interested in this context. We are interested in
transporting that stuff attached to a person regardless of the technology.

The actual information is the same regardless of the differences in roles in VCs.

We should be careful not going to far towards those identifiers where eduPerson is different so that
we specifically exclude that one.

We are assuming to go with the W3C standards
We focus on the claims

Another important aspect to consider is that there are other people also creating conventions and we
should be aware of reconciling with existing conventions.

EBSI considers that the PID is a standard. But the idea is rather to have something specific for education
and additional attributes. With that EBSI would agree because it is not replicating the PID, but it is
specifying something that is separate from that one. We should not step in others’ gardens and at the



same time continue with the already established semantics in the new world that will also coexist with
other stuff.

The summary should be rewritten to be more clear and to the point.

Currently the whitepaper in the first sentence of the summary says refers to token and proxy. But we
are not talking about token translation service. We should first know what kind of work we are going
to do and then reflect it in the premise section and in the whole text.

The token translation was written in the whitepaper because when the first version was produced the
thought was the need to translate a lot between protocols, but the current need is to be able to
understand how attributes are systematically named in different protocols.

In the order of importance, working on how we are going to standardise claims is urgent.
Target of the whitepaper

There is also a schema in SCIM and the SCIM people need to add new schema to that. They need the
information to be interpreted by higher education institutions.

Suggestion for the rewriting: this work is on representing those data schemas as equivalent of the
SAML attributes profiles for each of the protocols (OIDC, W3C OIDC VCs, SCIM). All this would be in
one document, specifying how to do that like in the SAML document.

The document should show “this is how we do it” rather than a binding document itself.
Basically the implementation advice for Idps for how to do mappings with different technologies
A kind of rational or roadmap of how to map additional things

Not sure whether defining higher education attributes for VCs and for SCIM are not the same thing,
because both are JSON based

Not sure whether there are established conventions in these communities that we have to
interoperate with. If those conventions differ, we have to develop different mapping — not certain
about that.

For SCIM there is user and enterprise user and is not a problem, but uncertain how it is in VCs

Given that the W3C wallet has its roots in OIDC, it is probably adopting the conventions of OIDC. We
might start there. In six years after the production of the mapping whitepaper, probably some things
have changed in OIDC. We may investigate about the current OIDC convention for expressing claims.

It would make sense to keep the semantics as near as possible to whatever we have in place. But we
also need to be aware not to step into others’ gardens and keep the names that we already have. The
summary that Niels has already written is very well formulated. We are talking about those claims for
which we are doing the mapping. As this is giving the reason why we write this document, the sentence
should be more at the beginning of the summary.

Are we starting with OIDC or with SAML? Because SAML is there for ages and the OIDC migration is
still ongoing. And then we have discussions about new kids on the block.

The new kids on the block are more related with OIDC than with SAML which is good for us. The SAML
— OIDC mapping is already solved in this document. Now is more OIDC and SCIM and OIDC and VCs.

Do you think we could even exclude SAML? The legacy has already been shaken out by the OIDC
migration. That would be a good thing.



What is missing in the SAML mapping? What are we addressing?
Well, we came from SAML, we can consider the migration to OIDC done

It has nothing to do with SAML itself. It's about mapping our current data schema that we used natively
to define the structure to a messaging protocol.

Let’s say protocol agnostic way.

If we think eduPerson as a data schema it’s about mapping eduPerson SCHAC and voPerson to OIDC
claim and then to VC claim.

Look at OIDC as it is and map eduPerson and SCHAC to it.

So, we start with the technology agnostic stuff that we have, then we map it to the protocols at hand,
the relevant ones.

- Structure of the working document:

- Working area (s. page 2) is intended to collect suggestions for the development of the
document.

- Summary: Rewrite. It would be useful to mention the specific things we are looking into: the
schema, VCs, OIDC and SAML, eduGAIN... All those names should be described in this section.

- Table of contents: remains as it is for the moment.
- Premise: Rewrite.
- Mapping between identifiers in SAML and OIDC: We depart from OIDC (Rewrite).

- Annex: The full set of commonly used claims in the research and education context should
be added in an Annex. Examples of VCs implementation should be also included in the Annex.

Next steps:

- Explore/ get informed about the current OIDC convention for expressing claims.
- Add information in wiki with links to groups working in parallel on this topic.
Whitepaper:

- Exclude SAML, include OIDC and VCs

- Refocus: implementation advice for how to do mappings with different technologies. It’s about
mapping our current data schema that we used natively to define the structure to a messaging
protocol.

- Rewrite the premise and the summary. Mention all the concepts used (OIDC, VCs, credentials,
SCHAC, SCIM, etc.) in the summary.

- Create section for specific protocol solutions.

- Annexes. Include most common claims in research and education as well as examples of VCs
implementation.



