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Minutes of UDDI Spec TC FTF Meeting – LMI Corp HQ, McLean, VA, USA
Date:
20031028 - 20031030
Chairs:  Tom Bellwood, IBM, bellwood@us.ibm.com

Luc Clément, Microsoft, lclement@windows.microsoft.com
Logistics

The TC Face-to-Face was held at LMI Corporate HQ in McLean, VA, USA for 3 days on Tue 28 through 30 Thurs, Oct 2003. The meeting will commenced at 10:00 Tue 28. 
The chairs would like to extend thanks to Paul and LMI for hosting this FTF.
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1 Attendance

 Chairs took attendance:

· Tom Bellwood, IBM
· Maud Cahuzac, France Télécom

· Luc Clement, Microsoft
· Daniel Feygin, UnitSpace
· Rajul Gupta, OSS Nokalva
· Andrew Hately, IBM
· Brad Henry, NCR
· Paul Macias, LMI
· Claus von Riegen, SAP
· Tony Rogers, Computer Associates

· Paul Thorpe, OSS Nokalva
2 Additions to Agenda
1. Tony wants to discuss the change to the Understanding Key Partitions TN (see discussion in-line with minutes and reference to this TN posting)
2. Tracking of assertion deletions in subscriptions discussion (see section 5.5 below).
3 Approval of Previous Minutes 

Motion:

Motion to approve the minutes of the 20031014 meeting, which are posted at: http://www.oasis-open.org/committees/download.php/3883/TCMinutes-V1%200-20031014.doc.
Minutes:
The minutes were approved.
4 Schedule for FTF Meeting by Day

	Tuesday
	
	
	
	

	
	Open Meeting & Take Attendance
	10:00
	-
	10:15

	
	Review AR List / Review of “Value Set Overview Document” TN
	10:15
	-
	11:15

	
	Change Request / WSDL v2 TN / FAQ
	11:15
	-
	12:00

	
	LUNCH
	12:00
	-
	13:00

	
	Prioritize Discussion of Requirements
	13:00
	-
	13:15

	
	RQ-016 Access Control Requirement
	13:15
	-
	17:00

	
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday
	
	
	
	

	
	XML 2003 demo discussion
	9:00
	-
	10:30

	
	RQ-018 Trustworthiness
	10:30
	-
	12:00

	
	LUNCH
	12:00
	-
	13:15

	
	RQ-020 Extended Find Qualifiers
	13:15
	-
	14:30

	
	RQ-023 KeyedReferenceGroups and Claus’ proposal
	14:30
	-
	15:30

	
	RQ-004 Authentication and Auth
	15:30
	-
	16:15

	
	RQ-0
	16:15
	-
	17:00

	
	
	
	
	

	Thursday
	
	
	
	

	
	Review Progress / Adjust Schedule
	9:00
	-
	9:45

	
	Revisit Publisher Assertion Deletion
	9:45
	-
	10:15

	
	Review Key Partitions TN
	10:15 
	-
	11:00

	
	RQ-026 “Catch All” Requirement
	11:00
	
	11:30

	
	RQ-017 Grid Services
	11:30 
	-
	12:00

	
	LUNCH
	12:00
	-
	13:00

	
	RQ-011/014 Taxonomy Items
	13:00
	-
	16:00

	
	Wrap-up / Action Items Close Meeting
	16:00
	-
	16:30

	
	Wrap-up / Close Meeting
	16:30
	-
	17:00


5 Old Business

5.1 Review of AR List

5.1.1 Update to the “Key Partitions” TN - AR 0002
	Update Key Partitions TN
	Tony Rogers

	[image: image1]
	#0002


Tony Rogers was to report on progress made. 
Minutes:
We discussed the note “Another way to control keys” which was submitted by Tony. The note aims to provide a formalized way in which a publisher can be given permission to publish keys from a partition.  Tony proposed that: 

What can be done is that another publisher (possibly a registry administrator) can publish the keyGenerator tModel, and then transfer ownership of that tModel to the publisher who wants it. …
It is worth noting that once a publisher transfers a keyGenerator tModel to another publisher, they give up control over all keys derived from it. They are no longer entitled to publish keys from within its partition. Thus transferring a keyGenerator tModel to another publisher effectively makes a hole in the set of keys a publisher may publish. That’s quite deliberate: only one publisher, the one owning the keyGenerator tModel, can publish keys derived directly from that keyGenerator.

The proposal posed a number of questions which were discussed: 

1. Might a registry enact a policy that denies some publishers permission to transfer keyGenerator tModels to other publishers?

We discussed this and concluded that the spec will allow a custody transfer which may for example cause tier limits (a policy) to be exceeded.  We concluded that the spec anticipates this and allows for such an occurrence, although will disallow the publisher to further exceed the limit by disallowing further publish operations until the limit constraints have been lifted.
2. If a publisher has published one or more entities with keys derived from a keyGenerator prior to transferring ownership of that keyGenerator to another publisher, what limits are placed on the publisher’s actions? One assumes none, in that the publisher can legitimately modify or delete the existing entity. The only thing the publisher cannot do is create another entity (even as a child of this existing one) that uses a new key from the key partition of the transferred keyGenerator.

We agreed with Tony’s conclusions.
3. Do we need to formalize the concept of an administrative publisher, one who can publish domain key keyGenerator tModels?

We discussed that the spec does not formalize the concept of “admin publishers”.  We acknowledged that implementations may need this role to deal with practical matters of implementation and administration. The TN should describe roles in generic ways and in particular should describe:

· Publisher – specifically define the role of publisher as a role and not exclusively or specifically a person (i.e. a security principal)
· Administrator – as required to describe the role and tasks identified by the TN.

We accepted Tony’s proposal. Tony subsequently updated the TN with all this material and we reviewed it on day 3 of the meeting.  Results of this review are posted at:

http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/4076/uddi-spec-tc-tn-understandingkeypartitions-20030602.doc
and is annotated with several comments / TODOs that need to be resolved.  Andrew will work on clearing the outstanding comments.

5.1.2 “Value set tModel overviewDoc guidance document” TN – AR-0017 
	Value set tModel overvie...nce document
	Max Voskob
	Open
	11 Oct 2003

	#0017


AR Description: Max to write a guidance document (i.e. a Technical Note) to be posted to http://uddi.org/tmodels.html describing what the overviewDoc for category or identifier system value sets should contain. Max posted a draft of this TN at http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/3824/uddi-spec-tc-tn-taxonomyOverviewDoco-20031012.doc. 

Minutes:
We discussed and provided input on the TN for Max to incorporate. The update was posted by Luc; this version of the document (including revisions and notes) minutes the discussion.  Tony Rogers accepted acting as an editor for this TN. 

During the course of the FTF, Max updated and posted back the TN for review; see http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/4038/uddi-spec-tc-tn-ValueSetOverviewDoco-20031029.zip.

5.2 Change Requests 

5.2.1 CR-045 – Explicitly Specify Meaning of “checked” classification for Value Sets
	CR #
	Document Identifier
	Title / Action
	Authors

	CR-045
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/4088/uddi-spec-tc-cr045-checkedValueSetIndicator.doc
	Explicitly specify that “checked” classification means an external Value Set must be checked
	Tom Bellwood


Background:
The UDDI V3 specification does not explicitly require the use of the “checked” classification on an externally validated value set cause a registry to either perform the needed validation, or reject attempts to publish using values from the value set.  This unpredictable treatment damages value set providers and discourages their participation.

Minutes:
We discussed the CR and updated some of the text proposed. Tony raised objections over the lack of rigidity of the spec’ed behaviour. In short, if a tModel is identified as “checked” then a node should honor this. Tom and Andrew explained that administrative actions need to be taken which requires multiple steps before checking can be enacted: 
1) The tModel must be saved and categorized as checked, and 
2) The node’s administrator needs to configure the node to start calling out – this is almost necessarily an administrative step. 
After some discussion the TC agreed to accept the CR with text revisions. Tom reposted the agreed upon wording for the CR (see link in above table).
5.3 WSDL v2 TN – Open Issues
Address John’s questions (http://www.oasis-open.org/archives/uddi-spec/200310/msg00084.html): 
Looking at the "Common tModels" page on uddi.org, the WSDL TN tModels will have to be published in the UBR before they can be considered by the OASIS UDDI Member Section.  Should they be published to one of the V3 beta nodes to establish both V2 and V3 keys?  Who is (going to be) responsible for uddi.org keyspaces in the UBR?

 

The information for the WSDL TN tModels is below. It has been pointed out to me that the naming is inconsistent in that some of the names begin with uddi.org and some with uddi-org.  I have used here the names that match what was published in the Technical Note but if anyone feels strongly that the names should be consistent I would be happy for them to be changed prior to publication in the UBR.
Minutes:
We discussed the matter of the inconsistent naming. The TC agreed to correct naming and align it to the v3 spec (i.e. use of “uddi-org:” rather than “uddi.org:”. John is asked to update the TN and post. This update will be presented to the TC for a 15-day review followed by a vote to accept the update.
On the matter of the registration of these tModels in the UBR, the TC chairs will request the UBR Operator’s Council to publish these on behalf of the TC. The IBM node will be suggested for this purpose. 
5.4 New OASIS TC FAQ Pages

Anne volunteered to prepare an FAQ for our TC’s page in response to Carol Geyer’s request to send completed FAQ. Discuss her input.
Minutes:
Discussion was deferred due to Anne’s absence. 
5.5 Tracking of publisherAssertion Deletions

We discussed the issue identified by Zhe Wu. 
Publisher assertion handling
It was noted that when both assertions forming a business relationship are deleted, we have no means of communicating this in subscription.  This occurs because there is no state that indicates this available in the completionStatus element.  On the basis that the deletion is akin to a change of state, that the most consistent approach is the following:

· Update completionStatus in base schema to include a “status:both_incomplete” (or similarly worded) option

· Annotate spec where this is discussed outside of subscription to indicate that use of status:both_incomplete only applies to subscription

· Add explanation in subscription text in spec describing how assertionStatusReport in subscriptionResults supports deletion by examining the completionStatus for presence of “status:both_incomplete”.

Find APIs where keys are used in filters
Find_relatedBusiness has a similar yet distinct issue given that the business key (which was the focus of the filter) may itself be deleted. This is a general issue wrt finds that use keys; as such, this is not limited to just find_relatedBusiness.

As a general matter we need to clarify what is reported in the keyBag when the key which is part of the filter criteria itself is deleted.  For example, if a businessKey is deleted and the filter criteria is a find_service for one of the services in that business, do we report back the deleted serviceKey, all of the deleted serviceKeys from that business, or the businessKey, or all of the above?  We agreed that the serviceKey in question is the one that should be returned.

We also need to add an attribute to the subscriptionResultsList which indicates when a subscriptionFilter criteria is now broken.  This can occur if the filter was searching for specific keys which have been deleted.  Subsequent use of the filter would no longer be applicable and the subscriber needs to be informed that this has occurred.

Summary of Material Needed in this CR:

· Update completionStatus in base schema to include a “status:both_incomplete” (or similarly worded) option

· Annotate spec where this is discussed outside of subscription to indicate that use of status:both_incomplete only applies to subscription

· Add explanation in subscription text in spec describing how assertionStatusReport in subscriptionResults supports deletion by examining the completionStatus for presence of “status:both_incomplete”.

· Clarify what is returned in keyBag when parent entities of deleted entities are deleted (e.g., the subscription is tracking service 1 in business A, and business A is deleted – the key for service 1 is still what gets returned in the keyBag).

· Add an attribute to the subscriptionResultsList structure (filterCriteriaBroken) which is a boolean.   For explanation, when this is returned as “true”, it means that  the subscriptionFilter criteria specified with the subscription are no longer valid (e.g., when a specific key being tracked is no longer in existence).

This CR should be submitted by Zhe for formal consideration.
5.6 Spec/Standard Interop Demo at XML 2003

Participants will meet at a time agreed to at the meeting.
Minutes:
The participants met on Wed morning from 09:00-10:15. We discussed the WS-I interop demo and the desire by some to leverage it and drill down on UDDI usage and interop aspects within the context of this demo and pre-existing implementation. Daniel, raised objections with this approach, reiterating that it did not sufficiently demonstrate interoperability and was not directly applicable for this purpose. The discussion was inconclusive. Daniel was asked to further refine his proposal.  Tom subsequently requested the team to focus on developing a detailed scenario and agreeing upon the roles of each participant this week.
A follow-up meeting will be held Fri Oct 31 at the following times and call-in numbers:
Date/time: October 31, 2003

· 8:00 - 09:00 Pacific 

· 11:00 - 12:00 Eastern

· 16:00 - 17:00 London

· 17:00 - 18:00 CET

Call-in

Toll-Free (US & Canada):     866-500-6738  
Toll:                                          +1 203-480-8000  
Participant Passcode:          494912  

6 UDDI Version 4
Version 4 requirements were discussed. We focused on refining the scenarios and identifying a requirements list. This list summarizes all of the requirements which need to be taken forward to a solutions document.  Each is prioritized as (1) = must have, (2) = very useful or (3) = nice to have

The requirements documents were discussed in the list presented in this section.   The Requirements Summary for each is included in both the reposted documents and in the minutes below for your convenience:
6.1 RQ 016 – Access Control

	Req  #
	Requirements Document Identifier
	Requirement Title
	Owner(s)
	Reviewers

	RQ 016
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/4070/uddi-spec-tc-req016-acls-20031028.doc
	Access Control:  by role, entity, action
	Ugo, Andrew, John, Luc
	Tom

Daniel


Minutes:
Requirements:
1. Restrict access to a particular entity or part of an entity.

a. Read access – common request, need to restrict discovery and retrieval to particular set of authorized users

i. Restricting read access to particular (top-level) keyed entities (1)
ii. Restricting read access to parts of particular keyed entities (2)
iii. Restricting read access to keyed children of particular keyed entities (1)
1. Restricting read access to particular entities due to references to other restricted entities (including via service projections)

iv. Restricting read access to particular entities due to references to other restricted entities (including via assertions and keyedReferences, etc.) (3)
b. Write access – support multiple authors, different controllers (which may be expressed as different publisher roles)

i. Restricting write access to particular (top-level) keyed entities (1)
ii. Restricting write access to parts of particular keyed entities (2)
1. Must resolve handling of partial writes (need one specify entire entity to save only a part that is being changed)?

iii. Restricting write access to keyed children of particular keyed entities (1)
iv. Restricting write access for references to particular entities for which one does not have read access (1 or 3, depending upon your level of paranoia)
v. Restricting write access for creation of new entities [including keyGenerator]  (1)
c. Support for groups of inquirers/publishers allowed to perform read/write access behaviors above (1)
2. Externalizable access control expression and/or principals.  Ability to export access control information to a separate registry or node.  (3)
a. Support in Replication

b. Support in Subscription

c. Support in Affiliations

d. Support for Inquiry

3. Specification of Access Control Information

a. Ability to set access controls (1)
i. Ability to discover and define principals (users and groups) and roles

b. Ability to restrict access to access control information (1)
c. Ability to inherit access control information (1)
i. Ability to determine effective ACL when multiple criteria are present

ii. When creating new entities, support ability to automatically establish ACL information based upon default values for the principal or from ACL information derived from the hierarchical relationship of an entity with its parent.

d. Specification of default access control behavior, including for new users (1)
i. Restriction of all users in an affiliated registry to publication within a specific key space(s).

4. Re-use existing ACL engines.  Implications of greater granularity of ACL checking capabilities could require UDDI awareness in ACL engines. (2)
6.2 RQ 018 – Improving Trustworthiness

	Req  #
	Requirements Document Identifier
	Requirement Title
	Owner(s)
	Reviewers

	RQ 018
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/3854/uddi-spec-tc-req018-trustworthyQuery-20031013.doc
	Improving Trustworthiness: Integration of trust & identity services (e.g., XKMS) into Inquiry API
	Andrew, Tony, Ugo
	John,

Tom,

Anne


Minutes:
Requirements:
1) Effective policy: there is no deterministic way to understand/glean what policies. (1)
a. Examples of policies:

i. Publication controls

ii. Restricted publication policy

iii. Data verifications prior/post to publishing

iv. Trust of the policies expressed by the registry

2) Ability to query data specifying how trustworthy we need the data to be. Examples related to the use of digital signature: (3)
a. Signature is good

b. Cert is not on a CRL/OCSP returns good

c. Use a trust service to interact with the node 

3) Data verification prior/post to publishing. Examples of:   (2)
a. Signature verification and return of results – actor: server

b. keyedReference validation prior to return (still valid). In the case of identifiers:

i. The authenticity of the data is when you use a combination of the entityKey and the identifier, or the entity and the identifier.

4) Discovery of trust services related to specific data. i.e. given a set of data returned, which service can I leverage to obtain trust verification (3)
5) Consider the use of securing the channel; explain in the specification the use of secure channel in the case when the registry is used to perform validation.   (1)
Issues:
1) Understand the effects associated with registry affiliation

6.3 RQ 020 Extended find qualifiers for bags
	Req  #
	Requirements Document Identifier
	Requirement Title
	Owner(s)
	Reviewers

	RQ 020
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/4072/uddi-spec-tc-req020-ExtendedFindQualifiersForBags-20031029.doc
	Extended find qualifiers for bags
	Claus, Daniel, Tom
	Matthew

Tony


Minutes:
Requirements:
1) Ability to apply a find qualifier to the result of an embedded API call.    (2)
a. E.g., the find_relatedBusiness
b. Support for the following: Using the embedded find_tModel call together with the orAllKeys find qualifiers precludes the andAllKeys find qualifier associated with the find_binding.

2) Ability to selectively target a find qualifier to an element of a query to which you want to apply; by implication, we could need to allow for multiple find qualifiers (each with a specific query/bag in mind)   (1)
a. Applying multiple find qualifiers to one tModelBag
b. As an additional requirement: allow the above and then apply an operation (find qualifier) to the result produced by both bag searches
c. use of approximate match find qualifier with selective application of find qualifiers to bag behaviours

3) Requirements: NOT find qualifier   (1)
4) Requirement: XOR – though no use case known.  (3) 

5) All these requirements must apply to keyedReferenceGroups  (1)
6) Extensibility: we need (via extensibility) the ability to address matching of geographic queries from a certain point  (3)
7) Ability to forcekeyName to be included in the find qualifier or tModel based categorization (i.e. similar to that of the entityKeyValue tModel  (2)
6.4 RQ 023 KeyedReferenceGroup behavioral override

	Req  #
	Requirements Document Identifier
	Requirement Title
	Owner(s)
	Reviewers

	RQ 023
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/4069/uddi-spec-tc-req023-keyedReferenceGroup-20031029.doc
	KeyedReferenceGroup behavioral override – tModel can override default semantics and matching
	Matthew,

Claus,

Tom
	Max

Tom


Minutes:
Requirements:
1. Operations/operators:

a. Numeric range on keyValue query on keyedReferences  (1)
b. Ranges for non-numeric data on keyValue query on keyedReferences; may want to leverage extensibility  (3)
c. Partial numeric range (A62, A65).  (3)
d. Applying to multiple ranges.  (2)
e. Bounded and Unbounded ranges using these operators (>, <, >=, <=)  (1)
f. Inclusive or exclusive ranges (e.g. not between these values)   (1)
2. Ability to apply the above operators between any element of a specific keyedReferenceGroup  (1)
6.5 RQ 004 Compatibility changes for:  SAML, WS-Security
	Req  #
	Requirements Document Identifier
	Requirement Title
	Owner(s)
	Reviewers

	RQ 004
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/4071/uddi-spec-tc-req004-authenticationAndAuthorization-200301029.doc
	Compatibility changes for:  SAML, WS-Security
	Andrew, Max


	TBD


Discussion: Max and Andrew to report on whether this requirement is being broken into two, with one for WS-Security, and the SAML piece being absorbed into the Access Control Req.  Andrew and Max were to submit updates for this item and to report on progress to the TC.

Minutes:
Requirements:
1. Identify modeling for http/basis auth and ws-security (identifying common set of tModels and modeling of web services including UDDI’s)  (1)
2. Identify modeling of acceptable credential tokens  (2)
3. Modeling for how to obtain those tokens  (2)
4. Bootstrap issues associated exposing minimal set of info to allow access of supported credential tokens  (2)
6.6 RQ 021 Federation Enablement (representation of one registry within another to simplify/aid federation)
	Req  #
	Requirements Document Identifier
	Requirement Title
	Owner(s)
	Reviewers

	RQ 021
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/4068/uddi-spec-tc-req021-federationEnablement-20031030.doc
	Federation Enablement (representation of one registry within another to simplify/aid federation)
	Claus

Max


	Paul

Luc


Minutes:
Requirements:
1. Ability to administratively determine original source (registry node) of an entity which has been imported (3)
a. Any meta-data added to track this must not break any signatures on signed data

b. Always carry forward original as additional operational information (meta-data) describing source

2. Ability to model a registry within another UDDI registry (2)
3. Ability to query the registry to determine the original source of an entity (3)
4. Ability to obtain the “freshest” copy of an entity.   If we do this, we probably don’t care about the original source, just about the prior one or two sources (for example). (1)
a. Maybe support get_businessDetail combined with a comparison against operationalInfo to establish freshness.

Solution Notes:

1. One possible solution may entail devising an alternative keying scheme which includes information on the ultimate source of the entity.

2. One possible solution might entail using the replication API to obtain a filtered version of that data

6.7 RQ 011 - 014 – Taxonomy Items

	Req  #
	Requirements Document Identifier
	Requirement Title
	Owner(s)
	Reviewers

	RQ 011 through RQ 014
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/4065/uddi-spec-tc-rq011-14-20031030.doc
	Taxonomy Items
	Matthew, Max, Daniel
	Luc

John

Tony


Minutes:
Requirements:
1. Support the definition of a taxonomy and its constituent values in a UDDI registry. (1)
a. Establish a protocol by which taxonomies can be discovered and navigated by a client of a UDDI registry

2. Support (mostly) static taxonomies (1)
3. Support dynamic (frequently changing) taxonomies (2)
4. Support contextually validated taxonomies (3)
5. Reuse ACL and Trustworthiness solutions developed for Requirements 16 and 18 for taxonomy representations.  (1)
6. Need to support environments with external taxonomy servers  (2)
a. Need a means for interacting with a Taxonomy (e.g., through a taxonomy API), whether it is internally represented, or available from an external taxonomy server.

b. UDDI servers must be able to cache (or internally represent) taxonomies, as appropriate to both the taxonomy and the capabilities/policies of the UDDI registry.

7. Functional Requirements for a UDDI Client:

a. Ability to discover taxonomy (1)
b. Ability to browse and/or retrieve a taxonomy (1)
c. Ability to download a taxonomy (entire, or partial based on knowledge of structure) (2)
d. Ability to interpret (i.e., parse) taxonomy data (to understand structural relationships) (1)
e. Ability to reference taxonomy (huh??? needs explanation) (3)
f. Ability to validate taxonomy values (1)
g. Ability to establish authenticity of a taxonomy (2)
h. Ability to subscribe to a taxonomy [content or meta-data] when present on a UDDI server. (3)
8. Functional Requirements for a UDDI Server:

a. Ability to validate taxonomy values  (1)
9. Functional Requirements for a Taxonomy Provider:

a. Ability to publish and modify a taxonomy and its properties (1)
b. Ability to delete a taxonomy (1)
c. Ability to control access to taxonomy registrations and taxonomy content (2)
d. Ability to assert authenticity of a taxonomy (e.g., signatures, etc.) (2)
10.
Adoption requirements for selection of a Taxonomy Description Language(s)

a.
There is NO requirement for us to develop our own TDL. (1)
b.
Taxonomies should be in XML form (1)
c.
I18N compatibility (1)
d.
Value set structure
i.
Flat  (1)
ii.
hierarchy  (1)
iii.
network (3)
iv.
mixed (3)
e.
Relationships:

i.
relationships between values within the same taxonomy (1)
ii.
relationships between values from different taxonomies (3)
iii.
relationships between taxonomies (3)
f.
Usability and informative content (2)
i.
self-describing taxonomies or taxonomies with pointers to plain language explanations where needed

ii.
be able to describe the meaning of the value in regards to relationships between UDDI components (business, service, binding, tModel, etc) 

iii.
be able to describe the meaning of the value in regards to relationships between external non-UDDI objects / topics / entities.

g.
Modularity (nice to have)  (3)
i.
be modular to split one taxonomy into several separate modules of a manageable size

ii.
be flexible to provide clients with an option to work with only a portion of the taxonomy

h.
It is desired that the taxonomy description language

i.
is open (1)
ii.
is based on a proven technology (1)
iii.
is based on an industry accepted technology (2)
iv.
is royalty free (1)
v.
has an XML Schema (1)
11.
NOTE – Requirements list needs to reconcile unfinished discussion from telecon on internal representation and referencing of taxonomic data within UDDI – TBD.  (1)
Issues:

1. Consider supporting this within the existing V3 information model

2. Consider supporting through augmentation of the V3 model 
3. Do we also need to have support for continuous taxonomies (vs. discrete)?

4. Taxonomy updates can cause referential integrity problems.  We need to decide whether this is important to check for, or should be ignored

6.8 RQ 017 – Grid Services Items

	Req  #
	Requirements Document Identifier
	Requirement Title
	Owner(s)
	Reviewers

	RQ 017
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/4066/uddi-spec-tc-req017-GRIDServices-20031030.doc
	Grid Services Items
	Matthew,

John
	TBD


Minutes:
Requirements:
1. Ability to specify a limited lifespan for an UDDI entity.   (2)
a. Entity could vanish after a specified period or at a specified time (although this does not work for tModels)

b. Entity could simply indicate it has expired for those inquiring

c. Add definition for a registry policy on how expired items are treated.  The recommended behavior should be for such entities to be removed – except in the case of tModels.

2. Range based query (See REQ 23)  (1)
3. Support for tModel inheritance (dependent upon standardization of WSDL 2.0 (aka 1.2))  (2)
d. Single inheritance can already be expressed using the isDerivedFrom tModel, although this is a static solution.
e. This can also likely be handled via modeling through a new section in our WSDL V2 TN (may be able to reuse portType tModel)

Issues:

1. Should we consider maintaining a list of expired keys and creating a policy statement which allows registries/nodes to decide to use this list to prevent reuse of expired keys?

6.9 RQ 026 – Catch All for Minor Changes

	Req  #
	Requirements Document Identifier
	Requirement Title
	Owner(s)
	Reviewers

	RQ 017
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/4067/uddi-spec-tc-req026-CatchAllForMinorChanges.doc
	Catch All Item for Minor Misc. Changes
	Tom
	N/A


Minutes:

Requirements:
1. Support inclusion of description as follows:   
a. Add a description element to the serviceInfo scheme element to ensure descriptions are always returned as a result of find_business and find_service.  (2)
b. Add two new find qualifier, one for businessDescription and one for serviceDescription.  The default should be for businessInfo to include the business description, and for serviceInfo not to include the description.  This matches current behavior but allows inclusion of description.  (3)
2. Consider a keysOnly findQualifier to support responses in “brief”.  (3)
6.10 RQ 003 Compatibility changes for:  WSDL 1.2 & WS-I
	Req  #
	Requirements Document Identifier
	Requirement Title
	Owner(s)
	Reviewers

	RQ 003
	NO document posted yet 
	Compatibility changes for:  WSDL 2.0 (was 1.2) & WS-I
	John, Claus, Andrew, Matthew
	TBD


Minutes:
Item still on hold pending progress in working groups.
7 Additions to Agenda
Addressed in the minutes above.
8 ADJOURNMENT
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