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1 Agenda
The meeting covered the topics identified in the Table of Content. Approximate time spent on each of these topics follows.
Tuesday

Open Meeting & Take Attendance

9:00
-
9:30

Comments from OASIS CEO – Pat Gannon
9:30
-
11:00


Review AR List




11:00
-
13:00


Change Request Discussion


14:00
-
16:30


Review of V3.0.1 Errata



16:30
-
17:30
Wednesday

Review V3.0.1 Errata (continued)

9:30
-
15:00


V4 Requirements Discussion


15:00
-
17:30


Prioritization of topics




REQ011-REQ014 (Taxonomy items)






Thursday

V4 Requirements Discussion (continued)

09:00
-
16:00



REQ016 (Access Control)





REQ018 (Trustworthiness)





REQ020 (Find Qualifiers)





REQ023 (keyedReferenceGroups)


REQ021 (Federation)


RQ OTHER 001 (Generalization of UDDI Concepts)





XML 2003 Interop Demo Discussion

16:00
-
17:00

Wrap-up




17:00
-
17:30
2 Attendance

The following TC members were in attendance.

Tom Bellwood

Luc Clément

Matthew Dovey 

Daniel Feygin

Andrew Hately

Claus von Riegen

Max Voskob

Patrick Gannon attended the meeting the morning of the first day.
3 Additions to Agenda

Patrick Gannon asked for time to provide an update on OASIS; address items of interests to the UDDI Spec TC; and hold a free form discussion. This discussion occurred the morning of the first day and is summarized below.
4 Approval of Previous Minutes 

Motion:

Motion to approve the minutes of the 20030708 meeting, which are posted at: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/2840/TCMinutes-V1.0-20030708.doc 
The Minutes were approved.

5 Update on OASIS from Patrick Gannon

Patrick gave us an update on OASIS touching on membership and growth and efforts made towards promoting of OASIS committee specs. He also discussed the opportunity for the TC to participate in a UDDI demo at the XML 2003 conference. Details follow.
From: "dee schur" <dee.schur@oasis-open.org>

Date: Tue, 8 Jul 2003 15:40:46 -0400

Dear Chairs,

We have been approached by IDEAlliance with what seems like a terrific opportunity with enough lead time to actually accomplish the mission at hand. As you may know, XML 2003 <http://www.xmlconference.org/xmlusa/> will occur in Philly from 7-12 December. They would like to expand the program to include interoperability demonstrations of OASIS approved specs and standards. We have had a lot of success with these types of demos in the past, therefore, we would like to encourage you and your TC to consider this option. We are looking for at least four member vendors with stable implementation products to commit to each spec/standard demo. We have flexibility with scheduling and space.
Please discuss this with your TC and feel free to contact me with questions or concerns. I am available to help orchestrate the demos and assist with logistics.

Patrick explained OASIS’ desire to promote this conference. He gave us an overview explaining:
· that booth space would be made available to the TC at the convention centre

· that the TC should target locking down agreement to proceed and scenarios end-Aug / early Sep

IANA Submission
We discussed the IANA submission; we’ll get the submission completed and submitted to Patrick. This will be followed by a board discussion where the submission will be approved.   We have received a request for some updates from OASIS and now need to reformat the document to get it ready for submission.   AR #15 assigned to Andrew for this item.

UDDI.org domain names usage in v2 and v3 specification URL, namespaces and keys

There was a lengthy discussion on this topic. We explained to Patrick the ramifications and consequences on products and the specs that any change would have if we were to replace “uddi.org” in URL, namespaces and keys for the v3 and SCC14N specifications. Patrick found the information helpful in his understanding of the issues. Patrick explained that the issue that OASIS was facing was related to it maintaining its non-profit status; the use of the uddi.org domain name may cause problems in this regard. Patrick will share the information we provided him as part of future OASIS Board discussions.

Test and Conformance Activities
We asked Patrick what OASIS was doing in the area of test and conformance activities. He explained that some work had been done by the ebXML Implementation TC (ebxml-iic) as well as interest by the DSML TC in pursuing similar activities. This is area of active interest for OASIS.
“UDDI as the Registry for ebXML Components” Technical Note
We discussed the TC’s TN and our request to the ebXML TCs and the JC to review the content of the TN and specifically the namespaces, URLs and key spaces. We explained to Patrick that we would prefer having these assigned by the ebXML community. Patrick and OASIS will help facilitate this activity. 
6 Old Business

6.1 Review of AR List

We reviewed the AR list (http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/members/action_items.php) and obtained status from AR owners.    
6.1.1 Update the “UDDI as the Registry for ebXML Components” TN – AR 0011

	Action Item  
	Owner  
	Status  
	Opened  


	Due  

	Update ebXML TN based on...TC feedback.
	Daniel Feygin
	Open
	08 Jul 2003
	31 Jul 2003

	#0011


We discussed the request by the ebXML RegRep TC to amend the TN with the text that was forwarded by Paul Macias on behalf of the RegRep TC at http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/uddi-spec/200307/msg00025.html. Daniel accepted to take on editing responsibilities for the TN and will make the update.
Note to Daniel: Luc proposes that Daniel make this update as part of the edit pass resulting from the input we receive from the ebXML JC and TC's on namespaces, URLs and keys. See AR 0007.
6.1.2 Update Value Set Provider TN with CR 32 impacts - AR 0009

	Action Item  
	Owner  
	Status  
	Opened  


	Due  

	Update Value Set Provide...R 32 impacts
	Claus von Riegen
	Open
	08 Jul 2003
	10 Jul 2003
	

	#0009


Claus reported that the TN was updated. This task has been completed and closed.
6.1.3 Request namespaces, URLs and Keys from ebXML Joint Committee - AR 0007

	Action Item  
	Owner  
	Status  
	Opened  


	Due  

	Request namespaces, URLs... Components"
	Luc Clement
	Open
	23 Jun 2003
	08 Jul 2003
	

	#0007


We discussed setting a deadline by which we needed input from the ebXML JC our request for input on the namespaces, URLs and Keys proposed for the “UDDI as the Registry for ebXML Components” TN. We set the deadline to the end of Aug 2003.
Note to TC: Luc and Tom have been informed of the progress made by the JC. Review and work on this TN is in progress.
6.1.4 Update to the “Key Partitions” TN - AR 0002

	Action Item  
	Owner  
	Status  
	Opened  


	Due  

	Update Key Partitions TN
	Patrick R. Felsted
	Open
	23 Apr 2003
	01 May 2003
	

	#0002


Input was provided by Andrew. We are now waiting for input by Patrick. We are considering reassigning this TN to another editor given that we have not heard from Patrick on this matter for several meetings.
6.1.5 Update to the “Value Set Versioning” TN - AR 0001

	Action Item  
	Owner  
	Status  
	Opened  


	Due  

	Update Value Set Versioning TN
	Patrick R. Felsted
	Open
	23 Apr 2003
	28 Apr 2003
	

	#0001


We are waiting for input by Patrick. We are considering reassigning this TN to another editor given that we have not heard from Patrick on this matter.
6.2 Change Request Discussion
We reviewed and subsequently updated the CR List posted at: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/2916/status.htm
6.2.1 CR-022

	CR #
	Document Identifier
	Title / Action
	Authors

	CR-022
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/2592/uddi-spec-tc-cr022-serviceProjectionWithServiceMove-20030527.doc
	service projection move
	Andrew Hately


Discussion
We discussed the CR and agreed with the changes proposed to CR-022 (those introduced since the last discussion of this CR). The CR was approved for inclusion in the v3.0.1 bucket.
V2 Errata 

This CR proposes an update to the v2 spec that would require an erratum to a spec that is now an OASIS Standard. OASIS does not have a clearly defined errata process for OASIS Standards. We discussed and agreed that we would issue a v2 errata document that would collect v2 erratum and give it the status of a committee spec. This document would be posted separately from the v2 specs. Each addition to the errata document would be voted on individually with Committee Specification voting rules applying. This would require a slight alteration to the last bullet of the TC’s errata process (http://www.oasis-open.org/committees/uddi-spec/doc/process/uddi-spec-tc-process-20021212.htm#_Toc27444264).
V2 Errata Item
Add this CR to the v2 errata.
Action
Luc to discuss errata process with OASIS.  See new AR #14.
6.2.2 CR-034

	CR #
	Document Identifier
	Title / Action
	Authors

	CR-034
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/2850/uddi-spec-tc-cr034-creatingSelfreferencingTmodels-20030711.doc
	Creating self-referencing tModels.


	Claus von Riegen


Discussion
We discussed the CR and approved it for inclusion in the v3.0.1 bucket.
Action
Luc is to add it as part of the v3.0.1 errata.
6.2.3 CR-037 

	CR #
	Document Identifier
	Title / Action
	Authors

	CR-037
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/2851/uddi-spec-tc-cr037-secondlevelsortorder-20030705.doc
	Sort order of second level elements in a Find Business API
	Eric Lee


Discussion
We discussed the CR and approved it for inclusion in the v3.0.1 bucket.
Action
Luc is to add it as part of the v3.0.1 errata.
V2 Errata Item
Add this CR to the v2 errata.
6.2.4 CR 038

	CR #
	Document Identifier
	Title / Action
	Authors

	CR-038
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/2915/uddi-spec-tc-cr038-saveserviceerrorcodes-20030714.doc
	Adding information on error codes to be returned in specific circumstances for save_service and save_binding.
	Tony Rogers


Discussion
We reviewed this CR and made changes to the document. We removed the “In this event, the faulty bindingTemplate MAY be indicated by its position in the list of bindingTemplate elements” statement replacing it with “In this case, the error text should clearly indicate the use of an incomplete bindingTemplate (in 4.2) / businessService (in 4.4).”
CR was posted by Tom. As amended, we agreed with this CR.
Action
Luc to add as part of errata 3.0.1.
6.2.5 CR 039

	CR #
	Document Identifier
	Title / Action
	Authors

	CR-039
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/2832/uddi-spec-tc-cr039-isreplacedby-20030709.doc 
	Validation requirements for the isReplacedBy identifier system tModel
	Luc Clément


Discussion
We discussed the CR and approved it for inclusion in the v3.0.1 bucket.
Action
Luc is to add it as part of the v3.0.1 errata.
6.2.6 CR 040

	CR #
	Document Identifier
	Title / Action
	Authors

	CR-040
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/2825/uddi-spec-tc-cr040-underspecifiedArguementsFindBindingAndBusiness-20030709.doc
	The v3  find_binding and find_business API calls do not specify what is returned in the event that all optional parameters are not specified
	Luc Clément


Discussion
We discussed the CR and approved it for inclusion in the v3.0.1 bucket.
Action
Luc is to add it as part of the v3.0.1 errata.
6.2.7 CR 041

	CR #
	Document Identifier
	Title / Action
	Authors

	CR-041
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/2844/uddi-spec-tc-cr041-XMLschemaImportInWSDLdocs-20030710.doc 
	XML schema import in WSDL documents
	Claus von Riegen


Discussion
We discussed the CR. The TC decided this CR needed to use absolute URLs.  Claus made change during the course of the meeting.  The TC reviewed these updates and approved it for inclusion in the v3.0.1 bucket.
Action
Luc is to add it as part of the v3.0.1 errata.
6.2.8 CR 042

	CR #
	Document Identifier
	Title / Action
	Authors

	CR-042
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/2936/uddi-spec-tc-cr042-caseFoldFindQualifiers-20030718.doc 
	Case Folding Find Qualifiers in the Inquiry API
	Claus von Riegen


Discussion
We discussed and reviewed the CR and closed on the discussion thread with Daniel agreeing with the text proposed. We approved the CR for inclusion in the v3.0.1 bucket.
Action
Luc is to add it as part of the v3.0.1 errata.
6.3 Review V3.0.1 Specification

The TC reviewed the content of the v3.0.1 Errata during the FTF.  The intent was to make any corrections before the errata was formally submitted to the TC for vote. This review took place with updates made being accepted by the TC. Additional items were added to the errata and are listed below:
1. Need to case-fold “:keyGenerator” when used as part of a key.

2. Look at usage of “< >” and determine whether to eliminate them. The following areas where identified as making use of “<>”: 4.4.1, 4.4.2, 5.1.4.3, 5.2.2.1, 5.2.2.1.1, 5.2.2.3.1-5, 6.5, Footnote 18

3. The diagram in section 5.2.12.3 is incorrect; it looks like it was updated with identical version.

4. Check consistency of putting parenthesis around error codes.  Parenthesis should not appear.
5. When converting MS Word cross-references, HTML HREFs need to be created as relative references.
6. Make global change of “keyGenerator” when used to name the tModel as "key generator"

7. Change "UDDI v2" and "UDDI v3" capitalization throughout

8. Determine whether the case of “RECOMMENDED” is correct in section 10.2.8

9. Fix "Value Set" capitalization throughout.

10. Fix capitalization of "Web services" throughout
11. Change tModel definition headings to refer to the tModel names by "name" rather than by the camel-case form.

12. Change capitalization on all tModel descriptions (e.g. UDDI Case Sensitive Matching findQualifier) 

13. Fix copyright in WSDL and schema files
14. Change version attribute on schemas to 3.0.1
15. Add xml comment in WSDL files specifying version 3.0.1
16. Change keys using the “uddi:ubr.uddi.org:” key prefix to “uddi:uddi.org:ubr:”

17. Remove “Recommended” from "UDDI Recommended Keying" in the table in Chap 9
6.4 CR’s needed to be written for errata v3.0.2
We identified the following CR as needing to be written for the v3.0.2 errata.
1. Need a keyGenerator tModel for uddi:uddi.org:categorization:general_keyworks

6.5 UDDI Version 4

Background:
The List of v4 requirements (last updated 7/02) posted at http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/2248/Requirements%20Summary.xls was reviewed as well as the v4 requirements that had been posted prior to the meeting.
We discussed these requirements documents; the discussion is summarized below.

6.5.1 RQ 011 – RQ 014 – Taxonomy 
	Req  #
	Requirements Document Identifier
	Requirement Title
	Owner(s)

	RQ 011 through RQ 014
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/1700/uddi-spec-tc-rq011-14-20030421.doc
	Taxonomy Items
	Matthew, Max, Daniel, Demetrios


Discussion
We reviewed the scenarios in the requirement.  The following summarizes the discussion:
· We should consider using XTM (XML Topical Models) for managing a taxonomy.   Maybe move to OWL (Ontology Web Language) in future after it’s evolved enough.
· Max took us through a presentation on the XTM standard, which is really an XML version of the Topic Maps Standard.  
· XTM is about knowledge management – it allows computation of a set of criteria based on available knowledge.
· We COULD come up with a basic schema that supports the common basic needs for taxonomy validation rules in XTM though (like ranges, relationships, etc.).  Max indicated that an approach like this is being successfully used in the industry in New Zealand.
Issues / Additional Requirements
· Should we separate out the richer queries for taxonomies into a separate taxonomy service capability?

· What about the set of rules needed to perform a validation? Nothing is currently provided to support definition of these rules – it’s only based on direct match now.   This could be done via extension of the validate_values API.   

· We need to be able to express taxonomy validation and valid value sets as simply a set of rules that describe what’s legal.  It may be useful to have those rules in the UDDI server, as well as in the Taxonomy Server and Client.  Codifying a standard way of describing such rules is something probably beyond our scope – this could be a value-add in vendor products though.

· For example, value set providers should be able to query and define categorizations, the validation rules affecting them, and what are the legal values or rules affecting them
· Computation of a set of valid values based on established rules for the taxonomy and some given criteria would seem to be the job of a Taxonomy Server.

· Useful scenario: “I’m classifying my business:  I know I live in Moscow, give me the list of Taxonomies and valid values that apply to me so I can use them in my business.”

· Taxonomy Server

· We discussed whether a set of APIs should be specified for Taxonomy server and the interaction with UDDI nodes and clients of this server. 

· We discussed whether a client would interact with the UDDI server or the Taxonomy server to glean and manage a taxonomy. What does the Client do?  Does it call 2 separate APIs?  Are they all managed by the UDDI Server for the Client?

· During the course of the discussion, we concluded that we should do nothing to mandate the combining of a Taxonomy server and a UDDI server.
· Note that “Client” can be not only be a user of the UDDI Server or Taxonomy Server, it could be the UDDI Server itself.

Action
· We need a more inclusive set of use case scenarios with more detail – WHY we’d want to do each piece.  

· Need to include motivation for doing each piece.

· Max will update and resubmit for review at next telecon.
6.5.2 RQ 016 – Access Control
	Req  #
	Requirements Document Identifier
	Requirement Title
	Owner(s)

	RQ 016
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/2990/uddi-spec-tc-req016-acls-20030704.doc
	Access Control:  by role, entity, action
	Ugo, Andrew John


Discussion
· Andrew and John have started development of this requirement.   Andrew took us through a document summarizing the issues.  

· Daniel noted that Content Management has already invented a substantial portion of what we might need here.   There are in fact too many other alternative frameworks.
· We are missing a root in our data model to which we can attach access control information.  Having a root in the data model would also be useful for representing a SET of entities.  Mixing different data types together in a group becomes possible.  

· Access control issues related to containment cause problems with save_business and save_service interaction.  Do we need a simplification for inheritance of access control?   If we didn’t have services and bindings as part of our containment model, all this might be easier, but the core issue here is that we currently do a full write of an entity and its contained entities for save.   We could consider an “update” model as an alternative to the “full replacement” containment model.
· We could address this problem by adding add/remove capabilities for all contained entities.

· The issue of identity came up during the discussion.  To date, UDDI has not normalized this concept. We may be able to isolate knowledge of identity to the access control engine.  Hopefully we can keep the information on this opaque to the UDDI server.

Action
· We need to flesh out the top 4 scenarios in the outline as next step, before moving to solution discussion.

· We need to add information on the related technologies that we need to research and consider being compatible with.
· We need to consider how replication affects the requirement.
· Andrew to discuss these with John and post an update for the next telecon.
6.5.3 RQ 018 – Improving Trustworthiness
	Req  #
	Requirements Document Identifier
	Requirement Title
	Owner(s)

	RQ 018
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/3011/uddi-spec-tc-req018-trustworthyQuery-20030704.doc
	Improving Trustworthiness: Integration of trust & identity services (e.g., XKMS) into Inquiry API
	Andrew, Tony, Ugo


Discussion
The problem we’re trying to solve is to allow a client to get trustworthy data as quickly as possible with as little effort on their part as possible.

· Andrew presented notes on this topic.   The following paraphrases the referenced requirement’s document developed during the meeting.  Current mechanisms include:

1. The first mechanism is the use of keyedReferences in identifierBag; these are weak assertion of identity corresponding to an external system.  There is also the checked value-set (identity system) capability.  No audit capability exists.
2. The second is the use of digital signatures, together with client’s use of well known algorithms/PKCS and XKMS.  This is not integrated though in UDDI.
3. Control of publication via registry policy.

· We could enhance the above capabilities by:
1. Defining a service to validate identifiers; this still puts burden of use on client.
2. Incorporating Digital Signature Services (DSS – OASIS) into inquiry APIs to keep client from having to do a lot of work to check the signatures. 
3. Formalizing UDDI registry as trust authority such as declaring access control with message signing/SSL to associate the registry with the messaging query results.
· This requirement seems most useful in a public or semi-public registry scenario.  It saves having to force clients to do all the validation of signatures.

· One concern expressed was whether the registries SHOULD become trust authorities.
· It was suggested that we create a canonical “trust” tModel.  

Action
· We need to expand the detailed scenarios.  
· Luc is interested in expanding on these.
· Andrew to review with team members, update and repost for the next telecon.

6.5.4 RQ 020 – Revisiting Find Qualifiers
	Req  #
	Requirements Document Identifier
	Requirement Title
	Owner(s)

	RQ 020
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/1930/uddi-spec-tc-req020-ExtendedFindQualifiersForBags-20030505.doc
	Revisit findQualifiers for bag behavior: 
a) logical operations
b) applicability to some or all bags
	Claus, Daniel, Tom


Discussion
· We discussed find qualifier bag behavior and considered some alternatives to support logical operations and applicability of a find qualifier to some or all bags. We discussed the following alternatives:
· Add more flexibility / granularity in how we  specify find qualifiers on inquiries;  or 
· Given that we have categoryBags and keyedReferenceGroups, use the keyedReferenceGroup to represent logical operators, such as OR, and AND.   We could then define queries that do not use the “new” find qualifiers, but have the operators themselves in the categoryBag.   The keyedReferenceGroup may need to be broader than a 2-level hierarchy as it is today to support this though.
· Note - this requirement is related to REQ 23 that changes the matching behavior to keyedReferenceGroups.
· Another motivation for this requirement is for the WS-Policy work which has logical operators which describe the combination of policy assertions.   When attaching these to UDDI artifacts, one can search for given assertions, but cannot search for entities which have fragments of policy expressions.

· There are other inquiry requirements not addressed here – such as search on descriptions or components of the contact structure.  How much more complex do we want to make the inquiry API before we start looking at an externally based standard for query such as XQuery?  TC should comment.
· We may need to look at the UDDI data structure and how well people understand how to use the data model against their business.  This could either be done in a Best Practice context, or we could hack apart our data model to be more modular.

Action
· This item appears ready to move to the proposed solution phase.   Claus, Tom and Daniel to post proposal.

6.5.5 RQ 023 – Keyed Reference Groups Behavior Override
	Req  #
	Requirements Document Identifier
	Requirement Title
	Owner(s)

	RQ 023
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/2988/uddi-spec-tc-req023-keyedReferenceGroup-20030708.doc
	KeyedReferenceGroup behavioral override – tModel can override default semantics and matching.  Geographic 
	Matthew,
Claus,
Tom


Discussion
· How do we establish syntax for communicating generic matching rules for any arbitrarily complex capability?
· We could consider having an external matching server, which avoids having to force a registry to understand and implement arbitrary systems.
· Perhaps combine this capability with a set of basic matching capabilities, such as:

· Vector (Range) based

· Area based (polygon?) – may be able to reduce to a SET of ranges
· Considerations on the ranges themselves may have to account for the format, expression.  The range may have to be typed to be a specific range function to account for the type of data being matched.

· This item would be useful to customers such as USGS and other mapping agencies, grid, and consumer inquiry for locations of services.

· Lack of range based searching is a major reason Grid based solutions are unable to consider UDDI.  This requirement should be strongly considered in order to support Grid.
Action

We need to add additional scenarios such as:
· “Show me all of the restaurants within x meters of me, organized by type, cost, etc.”
· Multiple dimensions via addition of another coordinate to the keyedReferenceGroup.

· Other considerations to be added to the requirement

· Implications to implementations on caching and performance

· Affect on value add providers

· Restricting range matching to primitives would keep the cost of processing much lower.
· Matthew to update requirement as above and repost.
6.5.6 RQ 021 – Federation Enablement
	Req  #
	Requirements Document Identifier
	Requirement Title
	Owner(s)

	RQ 021
	http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/2937/uddi-spec-tc-req021-federationEnablement-20030717.doc
	Federation Enablement (representation of one registry within another to simplify/aid federation)
	Claus, Sam


Discussion

We discussed a number of topics and requirements including:
· It would be useful to know that the data we are importing from subscription hasn’t already been imported from other registries to which my affiliate subscribes.

· So that it is not overlayed – how do we resolve the issue of which one has the most recent version of this data?
· If I need a reference to another piece of data (e.g., tModel) in another registry somewhere, how do we know where to go get it? 
· Should we try to tackle the scenario where a registry is asked to do a search beyond itself for something it does not have, against some definable registry list, obtain and consolidate results for return to the client?

· In the past we intentionally left this out of scope – let the client or a value-add service support this feature…

· Designing in an “absence of result” query which spurs a registry to ask other registries, we set up a dangerous chaining model.

· Probable answer is NO. 
We concluded that

· We lack a means of identifying the registry with the data in it – it is hard to know where something came from.

· It would be useful to identify other collections of known nodes as other registries.

· The client would like to know where the data in a registry comes from (another affiliate or root, or created here?)
· Probably valuable to know both where a piece of data came from directly, as well as originally.
Action

· Claus and Sam to update requirement to address these concerns and repost.

6.5.7 RQ OTHER 001 – Generalization of UDDI Concepts
	Req  #
	Requirements Document Identifier
	Requirement Title
	Owner(s)

	RQ OTHER
	
	Generalization of UDDI Concepts to other applications (categorizations, subscription, value-set checking, etc)
	Daniel, John


Discussion
· Daniel suggested that we componentize many of the features in UDDI in order to allow us to replace these components with others which already or eventually have better solutions outside of UDDI; or to allow others to benefit from our solutions in other solutions. Some examples:

· Authentication API (there are several good ones out there now – we should pick one and use it)
· Daniel has use cases for many of the items listed in the REQ. 

· The opinions expressed during the meeting are that the list proposed by Daniel should be shorter than what was proposed. Other concerns:
· Why make a framework out of these components?

· Which of the features listed REALLY has great value to abstract?

· To address this requirement we would need to expand our scope / charter.  

· Daniel expressed the desire to make this a new initiative and probably a new TC.

· Should the TC consider this?

· Should we give up control over these capabilities by going down this road?
Action
· We need to define the crisp criteria for what features get componentized, and then apply it to the list in the requirement.

· Daniel to clarify and submit.
6.6 XML 2003 Interoperability Demonstration
We discussed a number of options and scenarios that could be used to demonstrate UDDI at the XML 2003 <http://www.xmlconference.org/xmlusa/> conference (Philadelphia 7-12 December). The following summarizes the content of our free-flowing discussion:
1. We could simply demonstrate several implementations of the specification and create a scenario which uses all of them for various purposes.

2. Should be V3 based? V2?  Maybe both?  Does showing V3 send the wrong message?

· A V3 scenario involving registry affiliation would be great, but having subscription is unlikely in the required timeframe – it also could be too difficult to get multiple vendors there by this time.
· Timing of the required demo is unlikely to allow us (available vendors) to prepare something with V3 for December. 
· A V3 scenario may detract with what is currently available in v2-based products today
3. Scenarios proposed:

· Scenario 1 - A V2 scenario could involve the new V2 WSDL TN.  For example, have a vendor publish a postal code mapping service, use tools to export the service to UDDI via the WSDL; have another demo search for the service in the registry; find it with different criteria; have some discussion of how to decorate the registration.   Scenario could include 1 registry and multiple toolkits and let the audience pick which registry is used by each for each round of the demo.
· Scenario 2 - have a registry which registers services which track traffic tickets across multiple countries and determines when someone owes money before leaving a country.  Having multiple services with the same interface but different contexts.  Different clients would look for data in different ways.  Within the country, we might look for data just to send out ticket reminders. 

· Scenario 3 - stay government focused and adapt traffic ticket idea:

· License plate renewals checks for outstanding tickets, failure to have insurance, sending reminder notices by mail oriented demo to allow queries against it.  This could involve multiple registries.   May have the problem of not being able to demonstrate richness of discovery / need for decoration of data though.  We need to insure we demonstrate the usefulness of rich classification…
· Immigration services to check on whether an individual should enter the country, be granted a visa, be deported, be reminded their visa will expire soon, etc…

· Scenario 4 - finding the best insurance company to get the best quote; work in services to check driver records and factor these into the quote, etc.

· Scenario 5 - register a library catalog.  It would have a tModel and businessServices for services that search the library catalog.   This would have a dependency on internet connectivity during the conf. unless we restructure it.  The client finds the right library of interest via UDDI, and then searches the library.

· Scenario 6 - have a demo application which queries multiple registries for information; requires us to model entries for other registries in one or more registries to allow the client to discover those and search others.  This would probably prerequisite a TN before we do this – timing could be short.

4. ANY demo needs to focus on decoration of the data to make it obvious why we’re using UDDI, and not just creating a web page with links to the services.
Action
1. We need owners to flesh out the scenario:
· IBM (TBD)

· Claus

· Luc

· Matthew

· Other?   Solicit TC.
2. We need to confirm to OASIS our intent to participate
7 ADJOURNMENT

We adjourned the FTF Thu 24 Jul 03 at 17:30.
OASIS UDDI Spec TC
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