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1 Attendance

Chairs will take attendance.
2 Additions to Agenda

· Should the TC Telecons be moved 1 hour earlier to make things a bit easier for the large number of European members?
3 Approval of Previous Minutes 

Motion:

Motion to approve the minutes 10/28-10/30 FTF meeting minutes, which are posted at: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/4089/TC_FTF_Minutes-V1.0-20031028-30.doc
Minutes:
The motion was Approved with no dissent.
4 Upcoming Meetings

4.1 Next Telecon
Our next telecon is scheduled for 09 December, 2003.  We still need a host for the call though – any volunteers?
Minutes:
Anne volunteered to host.  Thank you Anne!  Callin information has been posted to this event on the TC pages. 
5 Old Business

5.1 UDDI as the registry for ebXML Components Technical Note

As per Luc’s note, this Technical Note has been approved and is now posted on our site.  The vote was 23 of 24 in favor; one vote was not cast.

George – can we get some press on this on the SC Web site?

Minutes:
George indicated he will see to it that news on this is posted.
5.2 V3.0.1 Errata

As you no doubt noticed from Luc’s posting, the UDDI v3.0.1 specification is an official TC spec. now.  It is posted at http://www.oasis-open.org/committees/uddi-spec/doc/tcspecs.htm#uddiv3.  Congratulations to the TC on completion of this milestone.
5.3 WSDL v2 TN Updates

John Colgrave has updated the WSDL v2 TN to adjust tModel names for consistency.  This version of the TN is posted at http://www.oasis-open.org/archives/uddi-spec/200311/msg00010.html .  

Motion to approve this update.

Minutes:

The motion to approve this updated version of the WSDL V2 TN was approved without objection.   Tom and Luc will have the updated version posted to the TC pages shortly.
5.4 Review of AR List

Review and obtain status from AR owners.
5.4.1 Update to the “Key Partitions” TN - AR 0002

	Update Key Partitions TN
	Andrew Hately
	Open
	2 Dec 2003
	
	---
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	#0002
	Tony.Rogers@ca.com


After we reviewed the updated version of this TN which Tony Rogers supplied during the FTF, Andrew agreed to take the next edit pass at it.   Andrew to post updated version for TC review.
Minutes:
This item is still in progress.  Andrew will work on having an update posted within 2 weeks from now.
5.4.2 Create a CR for publisher assertion handling in subscription – AR 0018

	Create CR on Publisher A...Subscription
	Zhe (Alan) Wu
	Open
	16 Nov 2003
	30 Nov 2003
	---

	#0018
	alan.wu@oracle.com


At the October FTF, we agreed upon the changes needed for this CR.  Zhe got the TODO to put it together.   Zhe to report on progress getting this CR put together for submission.

Minutes:

Zhe will work on this and get it submitted for review this week.
5.4.3 Create a TN for WSDL changes to support code generation – AR 0019
	Create a TN on changes t...e generation
	John Colgrave
	Open
	16 Nov 2003
	05 Dec 2003
	---

	#0019
	colgrave@hursley.ibm.com


At the 10/14/2003 telecon, we came to partial resolution on the issue of changing V3 schema & WSDL to support code generation.  It was agreed that the next step would be for John to submit a Technical Note describing the WSDL changes needed.   We decided not to pursue schema changes at that time, pending discussions on this TN.   Chairs have assigned a December date on this item hoping we can get some resolution to it during 2003.   
Minutes:

This item was not reviewed during this telecon as a result of the chair being distracted.   It will be considered at the next telecon.
5.5 UDDI Interop Demo at XML 2003

The shortness of time and the participants inability to commit adequate resources forced us to drop our involvement in this conference.  This most unfortunate since we have few enough opportunities to market UDDI as it is.   The subcommittee, now led by Daniel, would like to pursue this demo effort anyway to try to get a viable demo assembled for future use.  There are other conferences next year which we could as a group decide to support with such a demo.

The next steps based on where things stand now are then:

· Subcommittee to continue work to develop & agree upon a scenario and script for an interoperability demo

· Set a schedule

· Look at conference opportunities in 2004 to present it
Minutes:

Anne agreed we need to get a demo together and organized.  Chairs will discuss progress offline with Daniel to get this subcommittee moving forward.
5.6 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 to support@oasis-open.org before 25 Aug for posting to the TC’s page. The FAQ will include:

· What is the need for this specification?

· Who should be involved in this development?

· Who will benefit from this work and how?

· How does this work compare with related efforts at other standards organizations?

· When will this specification be completed?
Anne Thomas Manes volunteered to do this.  
Discussion: 
Ann to provide an update – this item is long overdue at OASIS.  We need to get closure.
Minutes:

Anne indicated she can address this in December and promised to have it ready for review at the 12/9 meeting.
5.7 Proposed Revision to Value Set Overview Doc template:
We reviewed this document during our last meeting at the FTF.  Tony took over editorial responsibilities at that time and a new version was posted.   Max has since proposed further updates to this document.  See his posting at http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/4175/uddi-spec-tc-tn-ValueSetOverviewDoco-20031110.doc.
The TC will discuss and review the latest updates and determine how we should proceed.

Minutes:

What Max posted was the latest edition based on the requirements out of the FTF.   Max needs someone to review the new version of the document at this point.  Some of it may be redundant or missing.  The intent of documents of this type is to let someone be able to determine whether it applies to their data within just a few minutes.  IP issues pertaining to information in these documents will have to be clearly stated as well.  This applies to all uses of UDDI registries (both public and private).  Max will re-post this document to the list for those having trouble with KAVI.  TC should review this and provide feedback.  Tony will review and coordinate comments in his role as editor.
5.8 Review of Change Requests

5.8.1 CR-047 – find_relatedBusinesses should support use of “binarySort” find qualifier
	CR #
	Document Identifier
	Title / Action
	Authors

	CR-047
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/4180/uddi-spec-tc-cr047-useOfBinarySortAndFindRelatedBusiness.doc
	Find_relatedBusiness needs to support the "binarySort" find qualifier
	Luc Clément


Background:

The v3 specification erroneously disallows the use of the binarySort find qualifier with the find_relatedBusiness API. 
Minutes:
CR-047 was approved for inclusion in the v3.0.2 bucket.
5.8.2 CR-048 – Specify a default sort order for responses to non-inquiry API containing multiple entities

	CR #
	Document Identifier
	Title / Action
	Authors

	CR-048
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/4192/uddi-spec-tc-cr048-defaultSortOrderForNonInquiryCalls-20031110.doc
	The V3 specification is silent on the default sort order for response structures to those non Inquiry API calls that can contain multiple UDDI entities.
	Claus von Riegen


Background:

The V3 specification is silent on the default sort order for response structures to those non-Inquiry API calls that can contain multiple UDDI entities.  This needs to be clarified.  

Minutes:
CR-048 was approved for inclusion in the v3.0.2 bucket.

5.8.3 CR-049 – Correction for tModel keys and AndAllKeys for find qualifier examples

	CR #
	Document Identifier
	Title / Action
	Authors

	CR-048
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/4260/uddi-spec-tc-cr049-tModelKeys-and-example-fix.doc
	Correction for tModel keys and AndAllKeys for find qualifier examples
	Rick Allen

Tom Bellwood


Background:

The API message used in andAllKeys example does not match its description. The example also contains invalid tModel keys.

Minutes:
Most TC members have not had a chance to review this item yet.   Andrew indicated that there are a couple of items which appear to be valid changes and others which may not be.  Until recently, there was an ISO 3166 licensing issue which prevented us from posting updated tModels.  He made a motion that we should withdraw this CR from consideration at this time since some of it is for V3 keys which are not yet published.   TC agreed to this motion and the item will be withdrawn.
5.9 UDDI Version 4

At the October 2003 FTF, we completed and prioritized the requirements for nearly all of the open requirements for V4.  The sections below reiterate those requirements and the prioritizations we assigned during that meeting.  
From here, we need to:

1. Insure we agree with the prioritizations made 

2. Set a schedule for development of solution documents

Here is a proposed set of milestones for accomplishing this.  OK – I know that these dates are pretty arbitrary at this point.  TC will discuss this schedule, refine and update it so we can get a plan we all can move forward with:
	Milestone
	Solution#
	Owner
	Target

	Post Solution Documents

	Access Control
	016
	Andrew, John,

Luc, Ugo
	1/15

	Improving Trustworthiness
	018
	Andrew, Tony, Ugo
	1/31

	Extended findQualifiers for Bags
	020
	Claus, Daniel, Tom
	1/15

	keyedReferenceGroup Behavior Override
	023
	Matthew, Claus, Tom
	1/31

	WS-Security Compatibility
	004
	Andrew, Max
	1/15

	Federation Enablement
	021
	Claus, Max
	2/28 or sooner

	Taxonomy Items
	011
	Max, Matthew, Daniel
	1/30

	Grid Services
	017
	Matthew, John
	2/28

	Misc Items
	026
	Tom
	1/30

	WSDL 2.0 Compatibility
	003
	John, Claus
	TBD

	Specification Assembly & Review

	All Solution Documents Reviewed
	
	
	3/30

	Assemble Specification from Solution Docs
	
	
	4/30

	Review
	
	
	5/30

	Editorial Pass
	
	
	6/15

	Review
	
	
	7/15

	Editorial Pass
	
	
	7/30

	Review & Vote
	
	
	9/30


Minutes:
Most members of the TC who were not at the FTF were unable to review the prioritizations of the requirements summaries developed with each of the V4 requirements.   The chair strongly requested TC members to review these prioritizations and be ready to comment at our next meeting.   We also went through the dates in the table and adjusted several.  The updates are reflected in the above table.  Chair also acknowledged that there area only 28 days in February.

TC members indicated general belief that we should try to meet in FTFs every other month next year in order to achieve the goals we have set for developing V4.   This seems generally acceptable and is probably necessary to make reasonable progress.   Please post to the list if you are able to host an upcoming FTF.  San Francisco was suggested as a good location for several of these as it is a hub and is centrally located for a number of us.  

Chair agreed to create a ballot with some choices for our next FTF.  We need a few volunteers to host first though.  Please post with your willingness to host and where.  Likely next meeting will be February.

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


Prioritized 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)
Minutes:
Not discussed during this telecon. 

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


Prioritized 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

Minutes:
 Not discussed during this telecon. 

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


Prioritized 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)
Minutes:
Not discussed during this telecon. 

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


Prioritized 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)
Minutes:
Max suggested that this requirement might make us consider a non-template based generalized query language for UDDI.  This of course would represent a significant change for UDDI which would entail substantial costs for vendors.  Matthew felt that the requirement as it stands does not call for a change in the query paradigm in UDDI.   We will consider this at a later time if the solution for this item cannot be contained with enhancements to the current query template paradigm.

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.

Prioritized 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)
Minutes:
 Not discussed during this telecon. 

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


Prioritized 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

Minutes:
Not discussed during this telecon.  

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


Max posted some further thoughts which start to address possible solutions for the taxonomy items.  See the document at:  http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/uddi-spec/200311/msg00020.html.  
Prioritized 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

Minutes:
Please refer to Max’s Semantic Web document noted above to follow this discussion.

Do we want to have a value set, just a set of values, or do we want semantics that allows UDDI entities to references real relationships in taxonomies (ontologies)?   The FTF downgraded the relationship requirement (see above).    Max started looking at this requirement just thinking about hierarchies.   After some research, having relationship information for taxonomies makes much more sense.
We discussed Max’s posted document (which forms a start for a solution doc).  Max felt that the RDF bag option was the most powerful and flexible, allowing us to describe relationships.   Comments made were that we’d have to do a query and publish interface for an RDF bag.   
One uses external taxonomies/ontologies to make sense of the statements in an RDF bag in uddi.  There are two options for using (interpreting or validating) an RDF bag.  Using it without an external taxonomy, we can use an RDF schema that describes the meaning of the RDF statements.  It could describe basic relationships, meaning of elements, data types, etc.  If you really want to make run time decisions using a reasoning engine though, you need to use an external taxonomy to do this.  
It appears that UDDI doesn’t really have to understand anything about the RDF bag content in order to do meaningful queries using it.  The client, however, DOES need to understand the RDF data in order to do so.  This isn’t different from standard searching with value sets expressed through keyedReferences though.    In order to do internal validation involving RDF bags though, UDDI would have to understand the basic RDF schema.  
OWL describes meaning and semantics.  Topic Maps describes resources and relationships between resources.  All of these could be represented in an RDF bag.  External documents of OWL or topic maps could be used to help interpret their content.   This makes an RDF bag the most flexible solution.
Max will post more documentation on the RDF bag solution, including how it would be used in queries and in publication.  

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


Prioritized 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?

Minutes:
 Not discussed during this telecon. 

RQ 026 – Catch All for Minor Changes

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

	RQ 026
	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



Prioritized 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)
Minutes:
Not discussed during this telecon. 

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


Item is still on hold pending progress in working groups.
Minutes:
Not discussed during this telecon. 

6 New Business 
6.1 RDF Discussion
Paul, Max and Mary have each posted on this topic.   TC to discuss what we want to do in terms of pursuing it.   We’ll discuss it here unless we’ve already covered it during discussion of the Taxonomy requirements above.
6.2 Additions to the Agenda

· Should the TC Telecons be moved 1 hour earlier to make things a bit easier for the large number of European members?

· Chair will post a ballot to see who is (too) negatively impacted.
7 Adjournment
OASIS UDDI Spec TC
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