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Logistics


The TC Face-to-Face will be hosted by Max Voskob at:

Brackenridge Martinborough
White Rock Road
Martinborough,   New Zealand.
for 3 days from Tuesday 30 March through to Thursday, 1 April 2004. Note that there will be an extra day, Friday 2 April, for those who can afford the time to discuss outstanding issues further. The meeting will commence at 10:00 am Tueaday, and 09:00 am the remaining days.  Friday’s times will be arranged during the meeting.
The chairs would like to extend thanks to Max Voskob for hosting this FTF.
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1 Attendance

 Chairs will take attendance.
2 Additions to Agenda
· Discussion on advancement of UDDI V3 errata #2 and move to standardization
· Add CR 46 on altering dispositionReport definition (item from John)
3 Approval of Previous Minutes 

Motion:

Motion to approve the minutes of the 20040316 meeting, which are posted at:   http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/6014/TCMinutes-V1.0-20040316.doc
Minutes:
Approved.
4 Schedule for FTF Meeting by Day

Timing of items subject to change based on our progress.   Two teams to work on items in parallel during breakouts.   Suggested content for Breakout Groups:
A
Access Control, WS-Security, Trustworthiness, Contact Element Enhancements
B
Inquiry Enhancements, Grid Items

Taxonomy Items to be considered as a group.

	Tuesday
	
	
	
	

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

	
	Administrative Items
	10:15
	-
	10:30

	
	Review AR List
	10:30
	-
	10:45

	
	Review Change Requests
	10:45
	-
	12:00

	
	LUNCH
	12:00
	-
	13:00

	
	Discuss breakout assignments & work product goals
	13:00
	-
	13:15

	
	Taxonomy Items
	13:15
	-
	17:30

	
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday
	
	
	
	

	
	Review Progress from Groups A & B / Adjust Schedule
	9:00
	-
	9:30

	
	Define / Agree on Day’s Goals
	9:30
	-
	9:45

	
	Breakout Session – Group A (main room)
	9:45
	-
	12:00

	
	Breakout Session – Group B (secondary room)
	9:45
	-
	12:00

	
	LUNCH
	12:00
	-
	13:00

	
	Discussion & Report from Steering Committee
	13:00
	-
	14:00

	
	Discussion & Report from Demo Subcommittee
	14:00
	-
	14:30

	
	Afternoon Break
	14:30
	-
	15:00

	
	B2B Contracts – Steve Capell to address group 
	15:00
	-
	16:00

	
	Breakout Session – Group A (main room)
	16:00
	-
	17:30

	
	Breakout Session – Group B (secondary room)
	16:00
	-
	17:30

	
	
	
	
	

	Thursday
	
	
	
	

	
	Review Progress from Groups A & B / Adjust Schedule
	9:00
	-
	9:30

	
	Define / Agree on Day’s Goals
	9:30
	-
	9:45

	
	Breakout Session – Group A (main room)
	9:45
	-
	12:00

	
	Breakout Session – Group B (secondary room)
	9:45
	-
	12:00

	
	LUNCH
	12:00
	-
	13:00

	
	Discussion & Report from Steering Committee
	13:00
	-
	14:00

	
	Discussion & Report from Demo Subcommittee
	14:00
	-
	14:30

	
	Afternoon Break
	14:30
	-
	15:00

	
	Group Discussion – Review of Progress from Groups A & B
	15:00
	-
	17:00

	
	Adjourn
	17:00
	
	


Friday’s schedule will be decided during the meeting.
5 Old Business

5.1 Administrative Items

5.1.1 Next Face-to-face Meeting

We need to start planning for the next face-to-face meeting, tentatively suggested for June.
Suggestions for next location:   

IBM in SF (primary option)
MS in San Jose

Claus can host in Waldorf

Systinet may be able to host in Prague

Week of June 14 is tentative date, in SF.  

5.2 Review of AR List
5.2.1 AR002: Update to the “Key Partitions” TN

	#0002: Update Key Partitions TN

	Owner: Andrew Hately

	Status: Open

	Assigned: 23 Apr 2003

	Due: 02 Dec 2003


Andrew to present on progress.

Minutes:
Andrew is working it – defer until Wednesday.
5.2.2 AR0022: Publish TC published tModels to UBR

	#0022: Publish TC published tModels to the IBM UBR node

	Owner: Andrew Hately

	Status: Open

	Assigned: 13 Jan 2004

	Due: 03 Mar 2004


	#0024: Submit update per AR0022 to the UDDI SC for posting to http://uddi.org/tmodels.html

	Owner: Luc Clement

	Status: Open

	Assigned: 18 Feb 2004

	Due: 03 Mar 2004


The tModels have been published to the IBM node of the UBR, but not replicated.
Andrew to report on status.

Minutes
Item #22 is completed.   Luc has submitted request for SC to update.
5.2.3 AR0025: Produce Errata to the "Using WSDL in UDDI, v2" TN
	#0025: Produce Errata to the "Using WSDL in UDDI, v2" TN

	Owner: Tony Rogers

	Status: Open

	Assigned: 18 Feb 2004

	Due: 03 Mar 2004


Since the last telecon, John and Luc have agreed to a set of changes to the TN which Tony needs to fold in these updates and submit the revised to the TC for consideration. 

Discussion: Tony to report on status.
Minutes
Tony hasn’t made the changes needed yet.   Plans to complete this during FTF though.   tModel update are done.  Wording of footnotes still in question.  We had agreed to remove it and any mention of things being “not recommended”, and wherever the xml namespace is mentioned – remove it from the list of things that MUST be generated, change to “if there is a namespace, you have an namespace keyedReference, etc.
Steve raised the issue of whether or not the TN should describe how to select v3 key names?  This is a V2 TN and that’s why this is not discussed.  We agreed not to explain this further. 
Tony to complete revisions and we’ll review this on Wednesday.

5.2.4 AR0027: Solicit input from WS-I or others on interop requirements of the XML Schema datatype anyURI
	#0027: Solicit input from WS-I on interop requirements of the XML Schema datatype anyURI

	Owner: Claus von Riegen

	Status: Closed

	Assigned: 18 Feb 2004

	Due: 03 Mar 2004

	Closed: 11 Mar 2004


Claus has been conscripted to continue with this item, involving the review of the draft RFC [1], assessing its impact and recommending what steps the TC should take.

[1] http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/5649/TC_FTF_Minutes-V1.7-20040210-12.htm#_Toc65400705 

Minutes
Claus reported that Luc has already initiated a conversation with W3C.  They reiterated proper operational behavior and did not understand the concern. Claus checked with SAP experts on XML schema on how this should be treated.  What is legal to put in the anyURI data type?   These must allow non ASCII characters, in the RFC’s 2396 and 2372.  We need a clarification from XML Schema.  Interop tests with the UBR group have uncovered different implementations / interpretatioins of what can be in anyURI.  

Use of multiple registry implementations together is likely to create a problem for people if they enter one of the problem characters.  Pending a clarification from XML Schema and establishment of interoperable parsers for anyURI, the UBR folks decided to do a PSVI restriction on legal characters to prevent interop problems.  Should we do something similar?  We could publish a set of implementation notes on uddi.org for this.  

The problem we have is that the language in XML Schema is not crisp enough.  We should send a recommendation to XML Schema that it needs to declare that the PSVI Augmentation is not a change to the string, it’s just an indication of whether it is valid or invalid based on conformance with RFC 2372.  
TODO:  Claus and Andrew to take this and ask XML Schema group for clarification of the spec.

TODO:  Need to update this AR since it’s no longer a WS-I item.

TODO:  Andrew and Claus to format XML Schema request in to an “IN” (Implementation Note) to be posted on our site.  Luc to provide a format for these documents.

TODO:  Create an implementation note section on the uddi.org site (Luc to pursue).  Luc to define a process to get this posted.
5.3 Change Requests

5.3.1 CR062: Errata for SCC14N

Bob Atkinson’s suggested change request relating to Schema-Centric Canonicalization, (due to a slight oversight relating to the handling of white space). See http://www.oasis-open.org/archives/uddi-spec/200402/msg00090.html.

The CR was posted to: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/5900/uddi-spec-tc-cr062-element_only_whitespace-20040217.doc 
We’re waiting for feedback from Bob regarding the inclusion of another erratum: http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/uddi-spec/200403/msg00001.html 

Apart from that the change request has been agreed to.
Minutes:
Bob has responded to Andrew’s item and agreed with it.  Andrew needs to write a CR for this.  Still open item.  Revisit this item during the meeting.
Both of these CR’s will be used to update the SCC14N specification to a 1.0.1 level.   Should we take this forward to a new Committee Draft now, or wait until the other V3 documents are updated for errata 2?

Andrew noted that given that 3 companies are doing interop testing with this specification, it may be better to wait for any other input they may have.

We should also be promoting the SCC14N algorithm to other groups, like W3C again.  We may want to create a liaison to W3C.  They’re working on “Chunk of XML” now (definition of what defines the beginning and end of an xml fragment).  This work could have prevented us from having to do SCC14N if that work had been done.  IN starting this group, they referenced the proliferation of canonicalization algorithms.  We’d like them to look at our spec to see how they might cover all our issues.   We should have a liaison with them or at least monitor.   The group is W3C TAG.  

TODO:  Chairs to look into whether we can liaise with W3C TAG.  Who has reps?  MS & IBM do.  If they will not accept a liaison, we can use one of the member company’s reps already on the TAG to take our issue forward.

5.3.2 CR046: Restrict dispositionReport to faults
John has proposed that we alter the definition of dispositionReport in order to make allowance for parser implementations which cannot tolerate the same structure being used for both success and failure.
Minutes:
John’s proposal only affects the WSDL, it doesn’t actually change the Schemas.

Discussion centered around 2 issues:
1) How badly do we affect existing clients and server implementations which also have to change?  Is it too late for this?

2) Failing to accept this CR does a significant disservice to a large segment of the programming community (Java developers) because w/o it there will be no Java programming model for UDDI for another 1-2 years w/o a JAC-RPC update.   

So which hurts adoption more?   Mirek represents the only company (Systinet) shipping a v3 solution at this time and could adapt to this change if we decide quickly.   Waiting will make it difficult to accommodate.  They will likely support separate versions for v3.0.1 and v3.0.2 anyway and will publish best practice / implementation notes on the difference.
Tony is concerned over the use of JAX-B.  Let’s check whether it can handle the response suggested.   Tony agrees with changing the success message though.  Tony to check.  If it does have a problem we’d change the schema to add a success element instead.  As it stands, we don’t need one though.

We need to strongly consider doing this since it enables us to have a WSDL based programming model across the board.  That eliminates need for the proliferation of clients that is creating confusion and hindering UDDI adoption.

The TC appears to be in agreement with this item in general, but Tony wants to resolve the question on JAX-B use and whether we have to create a success indicator in the schema for this.  We will defer vote on this until Day 3.

5.4 QoS Technical Notes

Adam Blum posted a Technical Note on the work he and Fred Carter presented at the FtF meeting at: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/5658/uddi-spec-tc-tn-QoS-metrics-20040224.doc
A number of TC members participated in a call on 9 March.  Adam posted notes from the telecon at http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/uddi-spec/200403/msg00029.html. Here is a summary of action items and next steps:

1) Adam - update section 1.3 Developers and Users
2) Adam - move content from section 3 to section 2.4 since there are perhaps two recommended solutions now 
3) Andrew - add to section 1.3
4) Luc - update and add to section 1.4 Administrators and Service Publishers
5) Luc - add section 2.5 on Business Services Representing Management Service with QoS Information Categories for Each Binding Template
6) Adam to schedule meeting for  shortly after New Zealand (April 6)
Discussion: TC members invited to ask questions/clarifications as required.

This item will be deferred to the next telephone conference call because Adam won’t be at this meeting.
Minutes:
5.5 Storing B2B Contracts in UDDI

Steve Capell posted at http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/uddi-spec/200403/msg00015.html a scenario and a set of options for storing B2B Contracts in UDDI – a capability currently leveraging ebXML CPA for this purpose in the deployment at hand. 

Discussion: Steve to present the work he is doing to engage further with the TC.

Minutes:

6 UDDI v.Next Discussions
Review progress on the requirements, proposals and ARs.

The latest “UDDI v.Next Project, Requirement and Proposal Status” document is posted at: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/5910/uddi-vnext-proj-status.htm 
6.1.1 REQ004 – WS-Security Compatibility

TNs under consideration:

a. HTTP Basic Authentication technical note

b. WS-Security technical note
At the last telecon Andrew reported on status. He stated he expected to have both ready for the FTF.

Discussion: Andrew to report on status of each TN.

Minutes
Andrew submitted a TN document on (a).  

Assignment of editors:  Tony & Mirek will be reviewers.
Andrew took the team through a whiteboard presentation on (b).  There are several base tModels needed in this TN:
· There are two applicable WS-Security tModels:

· tModel 1:  WS-Sec Signature

· tModel 2:  WS-Sec Encryption

· WS-Security also describes 2 token mappings which need to be modeled.  It identifies that “I have a cert for this, but here is how I want it expressed”.
· tModel 3:  X509

· tModel 4:  WS-User/Token 

· For interop, we have a WS-Security Taxonomy, a Sig. Profile, a Encryption Profile and Token Profile.  This is also modeled with a  tModel:

· tModel 5:  WS-Security Taxonomy (describing the above items)

· So when WS-I Basic Security profile is released, it will cover all three of these.

· tModel 6:  WS-Basic Security 

· Then there will be a tModel for SSL

· tModel 7:   Token Mapping Trust Domain
· Taxonomy for Issuing authorities

· tModel 8:  Issuing Authorities tModel (including, PKIX, x509, Kerberos,…)
Andrew has some of this TN written.  It can cover 1, 2, 3, 4 and 8, which are public now.  The others we’re waiting on WS-I to make information public so we can work on that.   Andrew will move forward with an initial publication of what we can do now, then tie in 6 & 7 later with a subsequent note to cover the WS-I profiles.

So we’ll split this (b) TN into three documents:

1) TN for Modeling Issuing Authorities & Tokens in UDDI

2) TN for Modeling WS-Security in UDDI

3) TN for modeling Basic Security Profile for WS-I

Andrew is likely to post on the first two by the next meeting.
6.1.2 REQ016 – Access Control
6.1.2.1 AR0031: Complete Work on the RQ-016 Proposal (Breaking the containment model)

	#0031: Complete Work on the RQ-016 Proposal (Breaking the containment model) Document

	Owner: Andrew Hately

	Status: Open

	Assigned: 24 Feb 2004

	Due: 02 Mar 2004


Andrew to complete work on Prop-016 proposing the approach he advocates.
- TC to consider this approach, and decide whether breaking the containment model is acceptable in context.

Latest Prop Doc: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/5550/uddi-spec-tc-prop016-acls.doc 
Discussion: Andrew to report on status

Minutes
6.1.2.2 AR0038: Produce RQ-016 Proposal - Not breaking the containment model.

	#0038: Product RQ-016 Proposal - Not breaking the containment model

	Owner: Andrew Hately

	Status: Open

	Assigned: 12 Mar 2004

	Due: 30 Mar 2004


Due to the strong concerns voiced about the idea of breaking the containment model, it would be useful to have an alternative proposal. John and Andrew to work on the proposal to which does not break the containment model. 
Andrew is concerned that this version will have problems with expressing the ACLs in-line – access control may be out-of-band. He has been looking at a variety of existing systems: EJB, LDAP, Microsoft’s Active Directory. Andrew is looking for help on the AD – Rob volunteered to help with that.

John will assist with this.

· document some of the error codes

· formalize default access controls concepts

· document possible APIs to read (at least) the ACLs and their impact

· sketch out the place-holders and where they slot into the APIs

· explore specifying some of the content to go into the place-holders

· document impact of containment breakage on APIs

John and Andrew will get some of this documented for discussion at the NZ FTF.

Discussion: Andrew and John to report on status

Minutes
6.1.3 REQ017 – Grid Services

Matthew explained that the direction on this requirement may have to change, given recent announcements from the IBM/Globus alliance – reference implementation of GRID services. 
Matthew posted at http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/uddi-spec/200403/msg00030.html indicating that Web Services Notification and Web Services Resource Framework TCs being formed are intending to replace/continue (?) the GRID standards activities carried out by the OGSI.

Discussion: Matthew to provide amplifying details.

Minutes
6.1.4 REQ018 – Trustworthiness

6.1.4.1 AR0032 - REQ 18: proposal using WS-Policy to address machine assessment of registry policy
	#0032: REQ 18: proposal using WS-Policy to address machine assessment of registry policy

	Owner: Claus von Riegen

	Status: Open

	Assigned: 24 Feb 2004

	Due: 02 Mar 2004


Background

Per last telecon: Claus wasn’t aware of this AR. Andrew clarified what he thought was required. The WS-Policy group is suggesting that the expression of UDDI policy (using WS-Policy) is the province of the UDDI TC rather than work that should be carried out by the WS-Policy group; we agreed with this assessment. The goal of the work would be to determine through modeling and related activities how UDDI policy can leverage WS-Policy and allow us to express policy statements (i.e. those found in Chap 9 of the UDDI v3 spec) such that they can be expressed in a machine-assessable form. 

Claus suggested that he would write this up and post it a week before the NZ FTF; Luc cautioned about proceeding too far on this matter before we address IPR issues relating to WS-Policy. IPR issues relating to WS-Policy need to be resolved before the TC can perform any derivative work based on WS-Policy.
Discussion: What are next steps currently open to us, given that WS-Policy has not yet been submitted to a standards body?

In the past we have not included any content that had IPR issues, and we’re reluctant to do so this time. It was suggested that we consider doing this as a TechNote, rather than including any part of it in the standard.

Andrew and Rob to report on summary of discussions with the legal teams of each of their respective companies regarding the status of this content.

Chairs will then work with OASIS legal: can we work on it? Can we post a TN on it? Do we need a particular IP statement?

Claus was also to take this back to the WS-Policy people for their reaction. Report on any progress.
Minutes
6.1.4.2 AR0034 - REQ 18: technote on the subject of securing the channel

	#0034: REQ 18: technote on the subject of securing the channel

	Owner: Rob Kochman

	Status: Open

	Assigned: 24 Feb 2004

	Due: 02 Mar 2004


Rob has submitted a document. He’s looking for feedback / reaction – any comments to the list, please.

Discussion: Rob to report on status

Minutes

6.1.5 REQ019 – Management of Stale Data

6.1.5.1 AR0033
	#0033: REQs 18/19: proposal validation of data

	Owner: Tony Rogers

	Status: Open

	Assigned: 24 Feb 2004

	Due: 03 Mar 2004


Tony has submitted two proposals, one on data validation, and one on GetQualifers

Tom recommended having a policy on the node to specify style of revalidation – timed / on-demand.

He suggested validating bindings – check that the access points are still valid.

He questioned the use of GetQualifiers rather than FindQualifiers, but Tony explained the desirability of separating the FindQualifiers stuff (restricted to find_ APIs) from the GetQualifiers (applicable to find_ and get_ APIs). Note that the GetQualifier concept is already being referenced in other proposals.

We will give more time for TC members to review the proposals – to be discussed at next meeting.
Discussion: Tony & Team to work on refining the proposals.
Minutes

6.1.6 REQ020 – Extended Find Qualifiers

6.1.6.1 AR0035 – Cleanup of Proposal for REQ020 – Extended Find Qualifiers for Bags

	#0035: Extended Find Qualifiers for Bags REQ020

	Owner: Danihel Feygin

	Status: Closed

	Assigned: 24 Feb 2004

	Due: 25 Feb 2004

	Closed: 11 Mar 2004


AR0035 completed.

At the FTF, we went through several alternatives of the Extended Find Qualifiers for Bags REQ 20. Daniel was to clean up the final version and repost. Daniel has posted an update to the proposal for REQ020; proposal posted at http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/5859/uddi-spec-tc-prop020-ExtendedFindQualifiersForBags-20040209.doc. 

Per http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/uddi-spec/200403/msg00034.html the main changes proposed are: 

· deprecated andAllKeys, orAllKeys, and orLikeKeys find qualifiers

· allow multiple bags of each type in inquiry messages

· new find qualifiers conjunctiveNormalForm and disjunctiveNormalForm to indicate intended interpretation of bag combinations (AND/OR inside/between

· bags)

· new notOperands element in inquiry messages to indicate the undesired results

Tom would like more meaningful names, and there was some sympathy with this view. Daniel’s choice of names is not inappropriate, though: conjunctiveNormalForm is an AND of or’ed components and conjunction = AND; disjunctiveNormalForm is an OR of and’ed components, and disjunction = OR. Perhaps we need more explanation in the standard? Or perhaps other names might be helpful.

There was some concern that these options may be expensive to evaluate, and that we should reconsider them.

We were going to consider a new FindQualifer to include/exclude the keyName from keyedReference comparison. Daniel will re-include this.

The schema in the document should be reviewed – it should specify that the number of categoryBags is unbounded on each of the find_ APIs – the current schema indicates 0 or 1.

Note that we will deliberately NOT support multiple embedded queries.
Discussion:  Team to review proposal and make updates inline as needed / time permits.
Minutes:
6.1.7 REQ023 – Keyed Reference Group Behavior Override

6.1.7.1 AR0036 and AR0037 – Update of REQ023 and PROP023

	#0036: Produce updates from FTF discussion: Keyed Reference Group Behavior Override - REQ 23

	Owner: Daniel Feygin

	Status: Closed

	Assigned: 24 Feb 2004

	Due: 25 Feb 2004

	Closed: 11 Mar 2004


	#0037: Redesign Proposal for Keyed Reference Group Behavior Override - REQ 23

	Owner: Daniel Feygin

	Status: Closed

	Assigned: 24 Feb 2004

	Due: 15 Mar 2004

	Closed: 11 Mar 2004


At the previous FTF, we went through several versions of the proposal and discussed enhanced requirements.   The version we decided to adopt expands the requirement to allow the persisting of ranges within categoryBags.  

         AR-0036: Daniel to update the requirements document to match change in focus as above.

         AR-0037: Daniel to redesign the proposal).

Per http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/uddi-spec/200403/msg00034.html the main changes proposed are: 

· range persistence requirement: allow publishers to store a range where they normally have a keyedReference (actual solution does not leverage keyedReferenceGroup for this).

· Markets served: a business may declare its target market as being within uddi:ubr.uddi.org:categorization:wgs84:latitude range of +45.000 to +55.000 and uddi:ubr.uddi.org:categorization:wgs84:longitude range of +005.000 to +015.000.

· Service availability period: declaring service availability between 8:00 GMT inclusive and 20:00 GMT exclusive.

· new element keyedReferenceRange, which may be used to provide persistent range categorizations and to specify range-based queries

· new API for comparing values to support specialized value sets

· two built-in comparators for numeric and string value sets

· new utility tModels and modeling guidelines to apply the new API to published value sets
Updated Requirements document: 

http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/5857/uddi-spec-tc-req023-keyedReferenceGroup-20031012.doc 

Updated Proposal document:

http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/5858/uddi-spec-tc-prop023-keyedReferenceGroup-20040211.doc 
Daniel took us through his requirements and proposal documents. 

We prioritized the persisting of ranges as a 2 – Luc will posted the requirement document with that decision:

http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/5978/uddi-spec-tc-req023-keyedReferenceGroup-20031029.doc 

We discussed some interesting complications, such as the use of FindQualifiers with string ranges. We definitely do not want to allow anomalies such as a case-sensitive lower bound and a case-insensitive upper bound (such a complexity could put a single value both in and out of the range) – this was never intended, but some of the language is rather complicated.

There will be a call on Tuesday to discuss this proposal – details to be provided.

Tom raised some questions about this:

· Is the new value comparison API to be implemented by the registry or be an external one similar to validate_values?   If the latter, why not just enhance validate_values?   If the former then this is solely here for purposes of extension, right?

· Probably should not assume access to the find qualifiers

· Do we need the complexity of having a way to specify whether various string comparison based find qualfiers can be applied to the upperEndpoint, lowerEndpoint or both?  Is it worth this added complexity?  If we don’t do this, we’d just have all specified find qualifiers apply to both.

· What about error conditions?

Another question that was raised related to the need to define a new structure for ranges: couldn’t this all be done with keyedReferenceGroups, albeit less clearly?

Admittedly, this does lose the ability to put ranges into groups.

Team to review state of document and decide on disposition.  Inline updatest to document to be made during meeting as time permits.
Minutes
6.1.8 REQ027 – Contacts

At the last telecon, Luc raised the issue that this requirement needs more attention by the entirety of the TC. He expressed concern that other than the discussion that occurred at the SF FTF, little other discussion has taken place on this requirement.

Determine if we need to update the requirements document, or proceed to proposal.

Latest Requirements Document: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/5551/uddi-spec-tc-req027-contacts-20040101.doc
Discussion:
1. TC to review the requirements document and confirm prioritization

2. Identify volunteers to draft and review a proposal.

Minutes
6.1.9 REQ028 – Taxonomy Management

6.1.9.1 AR0028 - Submit Reqts Document for REQ-028
	#0028: Submit Reqts Document for REQ-028

	Owner: Tony Rogers

	Status: Open

	Assigned: 24 Feb 2004

	Due: 25 Feb 2004


This AR is closed with the submission of the document located at: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/5909/uddi-spec-tc-req028-taxonomymanagement-20040302.doc 
Also see the discussion thread at: http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/uddi-spec/200403/msg00017.html
We have had considerable discussion of whether we want to use OWL or not. There is a lot to be said on both sides: using OWL means existing tools, but potentially a lot of unnecessary complexity – we may be able to define a subset of OWL to avoid this... It became clear that this is not a simple topic, and will not be resolved without more discussion than is practical on a telephone conference.

Two proposals have been advocated – both will be published for TC consideration. John Colgrave is submitting the OWL-based one, Tony Rogers the other – both authors will be at the NZ FTF, so the proposals can be discussed in depth.

Minutes
We began by discussing Tony’s proposal document.  
He needs to modify it to account for the fact that taxonomyChildren is unnecessary since you can embed a taxonomy in a taxonomy.
We agreed that any taxonomy structure for UDDI will need to support the separate persistence of both descriptive and value based information, so that values are not forced to embed descriptive data.

We need to revisit any taxonomy solution for how range data will play here.
Is there anything special required for entity key value sets themselves that facilitates the construction of relationships?

Max feels that this proposal does not adequately address the requirements of networks and of heterogeneous relationships.

We need to agree on the number of different types of taxonomy problems we need to solve and whether they will be solved with the same solution.

Then we discussed John’s document:

6.1.10 REQ029 – Semantic Searching

6.1.10.1 AR0030 - Submit Reqts Document for REQ-029
	#0030: Submit Reqts Document for REQ-029

	Owner: Rob Kochman

	Status: Closed

	Assigned: 24 Feb 2004

	Due: 25 Feb 2004

	Closed: 11 Mar 2004


Rob has posted the requirements document at http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/5884/uddi-spec-tc-req029-semanticsearch-20040308.doc
Discussion:
1. TC to review the requirements document

2. TC to review the prioritization proposed
Minutes

6.1.10.2 Identify Proposal Document Owner
We need an owner for the proposal document for this requirement. 

Minutes
7 Additions to Agenda
Minutes:
8 ADJOURNMENT
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