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1 Attendance

The chair took attendance.
	Member Name
	Company or Organization
	6/1/2004

	Bellwood, Tom
	IBM
	 

	Blum, Adam
	Systinet
	 

	Cahuzac, Maud
	France Telecom
	y

	Capell, Steve
	Individual
	y

	Clement, Luc
	Individual
	y

	Colgrave, John 
	IBM
	 

	Corda, Dr. Ugo (Leave)
	SeeBeyond Technology
	N/A

	Dovey, Matthew 
	Individual
	 

	Feygin, Daniel 
	Unitspace
	y

	Hately, Andrew 
	IBM
	y

	Henry, Brad A.
	Individual
	y

	Kochman, Rob
	Microsoft
	y

	Macias, Paul A.
	LMI
	y

	Morgenthal, JP
	Software AG
	 

	Novotny, Mirek
	Systinet
	 

	Paolucci, Massimo
	Individual
	y

	Rogers, Tony
	Computer Associates
	y

	Sycara, Katia
	Individual
	y

	von Riegen, Claus 
	SAP AG
	Leave

	Voskob, Max
	Individual
	 

	Wenzel, Pete
	SeeBeyond Technology
	y

	Wu, Zhe
	Oracle
	y

	Zagelow, George
	IBM
	y


Also joining were Harris Reynolds, webMethods and Gerry Smith, US DoD

2 Additions to Agenda
None.
3 Approval of Previous Minutes 

Motion:

Motion to approve the minutes of the 20040511 telecon meeting which are posted at: http://www.oasis-open.org/committees/download.php/6736/TCMinutes-V1.1-20040511.doc. 
Minutes:
Approved without dissent.
4 Old Business

4.1 Administrative Items

4.1.1 FTF

Tom has booked IBM conference facilities in downtown San Francisco (Market St) for Monday 28, Tue 29 and Wed 30 June. Unfortunately, we did not follow-up via mail as we should have to confirm these arrangements. 
We need to discuss:

a. are the Mon 28 June – Wed 30 June dates ok with everyone?

b. get confirmation of attendees

c. request that Tom send out further info on venue

Minutes:

	Member Name
	Company or Organization
	Attending 6/28-6/30/2004 FTF

	Bellwood, Tom
	IBM
	Yes

	Blum, Adam
	Systinet
	No

	Cahuzac, Maud
	France Telecom
	Yes

	Capell, Steve
	Individual
	No

	Clement, Luc
	Individual
	Yes

	Colgrave, John 
	IBM
	No

	Corda, Dr. Ugo (Leave)
	SeeBeyond Technology
	No

	Dovey, Matthew 
	Individual
	No

	Feygin, Daniel 
	Unitspace
	Yes (80%)

	Hately, Andrew 
	IBM
	Yes

	Henry, Brad A.
	Individual
	No

	Kochman, Rob
	Microsoft
	Yes

	Macias, Paul A.
	LMI
	No

	Morgenthal, JP
	Software AG
	TBD

	Novotny, Mirek
	Systinet
	Yes

	Paolucci, Massimo
	Individual
	Yes - TBD

	Rogers, Tony
	Computer Associates
	Yes

	Sycara, Katia
	Individual
	Yes – TBD

	von Riegen, Claus 
	SAP AG
	Yes

	Voskob, Max
	Individual
	No

	Wenzel, Pete
	SeeBeyond Technology
	No

	Wu, Zhe
	Oracle
	No

	Zagelow, George
	IBM
	No


4.1.2 Host for Next Telecon Meeting
Maud has agreed to host the 20 July telecom. 
Minutes:

Maud will send in call-in details to Luc so they may be posted.
4.2 Review of AR List
4.2.1 AR0002: Update to the “Key Partitions” TN

	#0002: Update Key Partitions TN

	Owner: Andrew Hately / Steve Capell

	Status: Open

	Assigned: 23 Apr 2003

	Due: 02 Dec 2003


Steve Capell is working on a new version of this TN. He was aiming for a first draft by 1 June.
Discussion: Steve to report on progress.

Minutes:
Steve has sent a draft to the chairs, and has forwarded it to the list after the call. He has rewritten the TN bearing in mind the appropriate audience. Steve is asking for input.

4.2.2 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


Discussion: Tony to report on progress in updating this TN with the agreed upon changes.  
Minutes
A draft went to John and Luc this morning. John has provided feedback already. Tony hopes to complete this by tomorrow, if Luc can provide his feedback by then.
4.2.3 AR0039: Submission of a TN discussing implementation and usage issues related with the use of Unicode in elements and attributed of the anyURI datatype
	#0039: Submission of a TN discussing implementation and usage issues related with the use of Unicode in elements and attributed of the anyURI datatype
Owner: Claus von Riegen 
Status: Open 
Assigned: 16 Mar 2004 
Due: 16 Jul 2004 


We resolved that it was entirely legal to use Unicode chars in element and attributes defined as anyURI, though identified that some tools (e.g. Xerxes) currently erroneously reject use of Unicode chars in attribute/elements of type anyURI. 

Claus agreed to author a TN discussing implementation and usage issues that would be encountered by developers, implementers and users. 

Minutes
Claus has taken a one-meeting leave of absence. This topic is deferred to the June FTF.
4.3 QoS Technical Notes

Discussion: Luc to update TC on progress on this TN and relationship with activities happening in the WSDM TC. 

Minutes:
Luc has been working on this, and hopes to submit it shortly. The WSDM TC is working actively on the subject of discovery, so they have asked for the UDDI TC’s input as soon as possible. Luc and Fred Carter plan to provide them with a draft, on the understanding that it may change.
4.4 "Using BPEL in a UDDI Registry" TechNote

The "Using BPEL in a UDDI registry" TN was posted by Claus (http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/6407/uddi-spec-tc-tn-bpel-20040415.doc). 

Editors were assigned at the 20040511 telecon: Luc and either John or Andrew. 

Discussion: Editors to report on progress

Minutes:
John has comments on this TN, and will be providing them shortly. Luc will be providing feedback soon.

5 V3 Standardization

5.1 Change Requests

5.1.1 Status of Change Request Submissions

We had originally targeted a submission of the v3 spec as an OASIS Standard by the end of the summer. Also included in this submission should be the SCC14N spec. We need to discuss:

a. Number and timing of planned Change Request submissions

b. Availability of a minimum of 3 implementation "successfully using" the v3 spec and the scc14n spec; the version of the spec in question needs to be the version we are putting forth. Per http://www.oasis-open.org/committees/guidelines.php#spectostand: 

Certification by at least three OASIS member organizations that they are successfully using the specification. (Despite numerous requests, the OASIS TC Administrator feels it is not in the TC's best interests to further define the meaning of "successfully using". The implementation could really be anything from prototypes or proof of concept all the way up to shrink-wrapped software. Defining this further would only restrict the definition and make it harder for member organizations to say that they are successfully using the specification.) This certification can be in the form of a simple statement in email from a company representative, e.g. "I certify that XYZ company is successfully using...." The implementers must also certify that their implementations comply with known IP encumbrances (see IPR below). The submission should include the URLs of these mail messages in the TC's email archive.  

Minutes:
We need any further change requests as soon as possible – we need to plan for incorporating them in the 3.0.2 bucket quickly if we are to meet our goal of standardizing this by the end of the (Northern hemisphere!) summer.
There may be 2 change requests coming from Luc and another six from Andrew. Both sets should be ready for discussion at the Face To Face meeting.

Anyone else who is contemplating submitting a Change Request must work fast – any CR submitted after the FTF will probably not make it into the standard version.

We require a minimum of 3 implementations of the V3 spec before we can take the standard to OASIS. At the moment it looks like we should be able to get statements from IBM, SAP, Systinet, and possibly Microsoft, but the more the better. An organization need not have implemented a server to make the statement of use – client code is an equally valid use.
5.1.2 CR062: Errata for SCC14N

We are waiting to issue our first errata for the SCC14N spec based on:

a. Bob Atkinson’s suggested change request - see http://www.oasis-open.org/archives/uddi-spec/200402/msg00090.html (CR posted to: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/5900/uddi-spec-tc-cr062-element_only_whitespace-20040217.doc); and

b. namespace issues identified by Andrew which he is trying to resolve to produce a single compound CR. He was to discuss this matter with Bob and confirming the changes with him. 
Andrew to report on progress.
Minutes:
Andrew has sent out the suggested change today, and we can review the change now.
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 in the uddi-vnext-proj-status.htm document of the v.Next Activities folder (http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/documents.php?params=1&expanded_folders=471&shrink_folder_id=471#folder_471). 
6.1.1 REQ027 – Contacts

Notes from the NZ FTF:

The canonical representation of person names and addresses is poorly defined in general.  That makes it difficult to standardize anything for these.  Max had a proposal for name/address for using 3rd party tools for name/address matching.  Still difficult to standardize though.

Other point is whether we’re really likely to use a personal relationship as a search criteria. There has not been a huge outcry for contact-based queries.

Contact solution needs to be revisited based upon updated proposal for Access Control we now need to develop.

Are there other benefits compelling enough to cause us to break out other elements of a contact into separate top-level keyed entities?

Should we formalize something around the “usetype” attribute? There is some real value in including this, or another indicator of the role this contact plays.

Steve indicated we haven’t included a requirement for consistency of data. That can be the downfall of many a directory.

In larger organizations, even sometimes in smaller ones, there is likely to be one (or more) directories of people and possibly positions/roles. It seems less than useful to pursue a path of duplicating such functionality in UDDI. The original purpose of the contact information came from the history of UDDI as a public registry, where reference to a directory would be unlikely, or possibly inconvenient. Given the way UDDI is being used, perhaps we need to revisit the need for contacts information altogether?
At the FTF, Daniel was “volunteered” to write the proposal/s – to be confirmed with him.  The potential solutions are:

· Make contact a top-level keyed entity

· Make contacts into a pointer into an external directory 
· Remove contacts altogether, and write a TN on how to add contact info via bindings.

Discussion: Seek level of support from Daniel to work on this proposal.
Minutes
· Daniel is talking about making contact data more manageable, with the view to having only one copy of each contact, instead of having multiple copies.
· There may be positive effects on access control issues, too.

· Daniel is also interested in using contacts for discovery.

· This all requires that identity be established for contacts, probably in a way analogous to the identity of publishers.

· It is suggested that this is best achieved by making a separate top level entity for a contact.

· There is the possibility of adding contacts to services, bindings, and possibly tModels.

· There’s the question of whether we should have a link from a contact structure to the contact’s identity in an external directory. Luc expressed support for this idea, but stressed the importance of linking the contacts with an external identity store.

· Daniel’s plan is to have a proposal for this ready for the Face To Face meeting, but his solution may not address an extra requirement that Max added to the requirements document.

· The biggest open question relates to whether we need contact-based search abilities. There is at least one compelling use case: when a person leaves an organization it is necessary to replace (or remove) that contact from all entities.
6.1.2 REQ029 – Semantic Searching

6.1.2.1 AR0030 - Submit Proposal Document for REQ-029
At the FTF, we reviewed and updated the priorities in the requirements document which Rob previously submitted. The updated version is posted at: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/5884/uddi-spec-tc-req029-semanticsearch-20040308.doc
Max also agreed to submit content for this proposal.  Rob is the proposal owner. Rob was targeting submission of a proposal prior to the 1 June telecon.

Discussion: Rob to report on progress.

Minutes

Rob has been suffering severe time constraints, and doubts that he will be able to proceed with this proposal. We need one or more volunteers to take over this proposal. 
Katia and Massimo have volunteered, and will be able to talk about the status at the FTF. Rob will provide them with pointers to the current state of the work on this item. John Colgrave is working on the proposal for Requirement 28, and his work must interlock with this work.
6.1.3 REQ004 – WS-Security Compatibility

This requirement is being handled largely through the use of four TN as follows:
1. "HTTP Basic and Digest Authentication" TN – This TN has been expanded to include 1) BasicAuth and 2) MD5 Message Digest Auth. The TN is posted at http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/6132/uddi-spec-tc-tn-httpauth-20040316.doc. 
Action items:

a. Andrew to add keyGenerator tModels
b. Andrew to list all prerequisite TNs
c. Tony and Mirek will do a proofing run over the TN.

2. "WS-Security TN for Modeling Issuing Authorities & Tokens in UDDI" TN. This TN will introduce the Taxonomy for Issuing Authorities tModel including PKIX, x509, Kerberos and others (TBD)

3. "WS-Security TN for Modeling WS-Security in UDDI" TN. This TN will introduce the following tModels:
a. two applicable WS-Security tModels:

i. WS-Sec Signature tModel
ii. WS-Sec Encryption tModel
b. two token mapping tModels. They will cover the following example usage: “I have a cert for this, but here is how I want it expressed”.

i. X509 tModel
ii. WS-User/Token tModel
c. for interoperability purposes, we will require a supporting taxonomy to address DSig Profiles, an Encryption Profiles and Token Profiles. This will be modeled by:

i. WS-Security Taxonomy tModel
4. "WS-Security TN for modeling Basic Security Profile for WS-I" TN. This TN (which can now be worked on due to the availability of the WS-I Basic Security profile) will include the following tModels:

a. WS-Basic Security tModel 
b. SSL tModel

c. Token Mapping Trust Domain tModel
Andrew was targeting 11 May to complete a first draft of the "WS-Security TN for Modeling Issuing Authorities & Tokens in UDDI and WS-Security TN for Modeling WS-Security in UDDI TNs. This did not happen.
Discussion:

a. Discussion that the above breakdown of TNs and activities is sufficient and correct

b. Obtain report on status from Andrew, Tony and Mirek on HTTP Basic and Digest Authentication TN
c. Obtain status from Andrew on items 2, 3 and 4

Minutes
1 should be complete this week. Tony has already made a proofing pass over the document. Andrew will revise it too as the keyGenerators. Mirek to take the next proofing pass.
2, 3, 4 are in-progress. The WS work appeared rather earlier than expected – it was posted a few weeks ago, which simplifies matters, so Andrew is now able to work on this as a single TN with the three items as different sections within it. He can save considerable repetition by writing this as a single TN. He expects to be able to produce a draft soon. We’d hope to see a version by the Face To Face, but he has higher priority items to work on before this one.
6.1.4 REQ016 – Access Control

Two approaches are being evaluated as part of this activity: one that breaks the containment model and one that does not. They are as follows.
6.1.4.1 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


Refer to Section 6.1.2.1 of http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/6315/TC_FTF_Minutes-V1.4-20040330-0402.doc of the NZ FTF for background on this AR.

Action item: Andrew to post proposal.
At the last telecon: Andrew and John were to report on progress developing the proposal based on discussion from the NZ FTF.
This item was held over until the 1 June telecom to give Andrew and John time to work on the proposal.

Minutes
See below.
6.1.4.2 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


Refer to Section 6.1.2.2 of http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/6315/TC_FTF_Minutes-V1.4-20040330-0402.doc of the NZ FTF for background on this AR.

John was to prepare a proposal and will report on progress.
Minutes
Andrew is targeting the production of the two drafts by the Face To Face meeting – with and without breaking the containment model.
Backwards compatibility is a strong requirement, and so consensus looks to be in favor of not breaking the containment model, but Andrew is open to the idea that the proposals may evoke a wave of opinion in favor of the proposal for breaking the containment model.
6.1.5 REQ017 – Grid Services

This topic remains an open issue.

Minutes
Matthew was not on the call. He will not be at the FTF meeting, so we hope to receive an update from him relating to this item before the meeting.
We will be asking Matthew (see below discussion in section 6.1.9.1 of these minutes) to take an active role in identifying possible areas of synergy between related TCs and UDDI.  
6.1.6 REQ018 – Trustworthiness

6.1.6.1 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


At the last telecon, Claus talked to the WS-Policy authors about the IP issues we identified in previous telecons and which has been staling progress on adopting it for use with UDDI. He doesn’t expect the licensing term will change on the currently posted specs, but he expects them to change on the next versions of the specs which will be the ones submitted for standardization. The expectation is that the licensing terms will be reasonable and non-discriminatory (they may also be royalty-free). What is not known at this time is when the specifications would be submitted to a standards body.

Discussion: We need to discuss and resolve the following:

a. get agreement that the UDDI Spec TC will start work on the use of WS-Policy prior to its submission to a standards body based on currently published specifications; 

b. delay the activity until the next revision (but prior to standardization submission) of the spec; or

c. delay activity until such time that a standardization submission is made

TC to discuss alternative and reach consensus, or agree to defer until the FTF when Claus can join us to discuss.

Minutes
The question: do we want to address WS-Policy at this time? Or do we want to wait for the next iteration, knowing that we are expecting to be a next iteration. Daniel feels that we can achieve what we need without it, and that might be a better solution. He suggests that we investigate addressing our requirement both with and without WS-Policy.

Harris Reynolds (webMethods) suggests rephrasing the question to one of how would we support system-level semantics for a service, rather than whether we use WS-Policy.

6.1.6.2 AR0034 - REQ 18: TN on the subject of securing the channel

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

	Owner: Rob Kochman

	Status: Open

	Assigned: 24 Feb 2004


After the last telecon Tony was to take the next pass at drafting this document – the first draft needs some work.

Tony to report on progress.

Minutes

Tony has done some revisions, and is waiting for feedback from Luc and Rob before writing the next section of the TN.
6.1.7 REQ019 – Management of Stale Data

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

	Owner: Tony Rogers

	Status: Open

	Assigned: 24 Feb 2004


Tony has submitted two proposals, one on Data Validation, and one on GetQualifiers. During the NZ FTF, Tony made updates to the Data Revalidation proposal based on input during the meeting.   See:  http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/uddi-spec/download.php/6463/uddi-spec-tc-prop018-revalidation-20040309.doc
We set the proposal on GetQualifiers aside for the time being.  For Data Validation, there were two things that needed be revisited:
1. There is a standard format for expressing digital signature validity, and it may well be appropriate to provide that result in place of a single true/false for the signature validity (including things like: certificate expired, for example).

2. We should look at the possible results from validateValues, and use that in the keyedReference invalidity report.
During the last telecon Andrew suggested that much of what we require from DSS is satisfied by XKMS, so we not need to reference DSS – we may be able to use XKMS’s ValidateResult directly, which obviates that worry.

Discussion:

1. Andrew was to provide words to Tony to incorporate into the next revision. Obtain status.

2. Tony to report on progress.

Minutes

Neither Andrew nor Tony has made progress on this item.
Action: Tom, Tony and Luc to look at prioritizing the action item list to help those authors with several items to deal with.
6.1.8 REQ020 – Extended Find Qualifiers

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

Notes from the NZ FTF:

Looking at the revised proposal for extended inquiry. We revised some of the wording to make it clearer.

We reviewed the suggested new XML, including the addition of the notOperands bags to all the inquiries.

A question about whether there is a use case for forcing comparisons to include keyName – it appears in the requirement summary, and was prioritized, but does not appear elsewhere in the requirement. The proposal does not describe the addition of a FindQualifier to control this behaviour, despite that being the understanding of the group. Max urged moving this proposition into the Semantic Search proposal, because there are use-cases that fit better in that requirement. Max will write a section on this, which Rob will incorporate into REQ029.

Andrew asked that a detailed backwards compatibility section be written, describing the differences between the 3.0 version of the inquiries and the proposed next version.

Tom still has a to-do to create a table which explains the differences between V3 and the new behavior for these find qualifiers.  He is targeting completion by end of May. Other than that, this proposal is nearly complete.

Discussion: This topic was deferred to the 1 June during the last telecon. Tom & Daniel to report on progress.
Minutes:
Tom was not on the call. The table is the last remaining element to the proposal; other than that, this proposal is complete.
6.1.9 REQ023 – Keyed Reference Group Behavior Override

6.1.9.1 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


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

	Owner: Daniel Feygin

	Status: Closed

	Assigned: 24 Feb 2004


Notes from the NZ FTF:

In reviewing the document, categoryBag was modified to allow use of keyedReferenceRange as well as keyedReference and keyedReferenceGroup. Andrew argued forcefully for using keyedReferenceGroup in place of keyedReferenceRange. There was lengthy discussion of this argument – whether or not to use a new structure.

We went through the revised document, but it still contains the web service call out for comparisons, which is viewed as far too expensive (making large numbers of calls to answer a query with large numbers of potential matches).

We decided that we needed to return to the requirements document to redefine what we want to do. We altered the requirement document to be much more specific – see the revised version of the document in Kavi.

We continued the discussion, attempting to modify the proposal to fit the revised requirements. It was suggested that we look at all possible combinations of data combined with operators combined with constraints, to see if there are any unexpected cases. Looking at this we found a bit more in the way of requirements.

Resistance to defining a new structure for ranges continues. Another solution was posited, using keyed reference group, using special canonical tModels for such items as lower bound (inclusive/exclusive), upper bound, top, bottom, left, right (all ditto). Yet another proposal was suggested, using the keyName in a keyedReference as a special indicator (this is not popular because it implies giving meaning to keyName that has been resisted all along).
At the FTF, Andrew offered to write up the alternative proposal based on keyedReferenceGroup.  Tom to assist as needed.   Andrew & Tom to report on progress, but this item is not expected to be completed before the 1 June telecom.
Minutes
The alternative proposal will be worked on between this call and the Face To Face; this is the proposal uses keyedReferenceGroup in place of a keyedReferenceRange.
This is an important topic, and it would be extremely helpful if we can see this proposal as early as possible, and definitely before the Face To Face. He will target the 14th June, to give us two weeks before the Face To Face. His biggest question relates to the source of the queries: are we still talking about the GRID source? Or are there other use cases?
Can Matthew provide us with more enlightenment on the use cases? If we make these changes to UDDI, does it satisfy their requirements? We’ll need to get the proposals to Matthew as early as possible so he can provide us with his feedback, particularly as he cannot get to the Face to Face meeting.

Daniel to update his proposal to deal with the ambiguities associated with comparing two ranges – the superset, subset, overlap (by a minimum amount?) questions. 
The examples of the range to range comparisons are things like:
· subset (search must be subset of data) – if I am looking for a resource for use from 10:00 until 11:00, and this resource is available from 9:00 – 17:00, then this is a match

· superset (search must be superset of data) – if I am looking for a resource within 15 to 30 degrees North, and this resource extends 20 to 25 degrees N, then this is a match
· overlap (search must overlap with data) – if I am looking for a resource with 10 – 20Gb of space, and this resource offers allotments from 15 – 40Gb, then this is a match

· overlap with minimum (search must overlap data by a minimum amount) – if I am looking for at least an hour of server time between 13:00 and 18:00, and this server is available 9:00 to 15:00, then this is a match

Note that the subset request can be treated as a special case of overlap with minimum where the minimum is equal to the size of the range. Note that a pair of ranges (geographic coordinates, for example) may have the same, or different, comparison requirements (should we call these “comparators”, or is there a better word?)
Action: Andrew asked if we have a formal liaison with the WS Resource group (from whom many of the use cases came) – is Matthew our interface? Or should we have a particular nominated interface? Chairs to pursue.
6.1.10 REQ028 – Taxonomy Management

6.1.10.1 AR0028 - Submit Reqts Document for REQ-028
We have adopted the OWL approach proposed by John. John is currently working on the management APIs. He is unclear on the navigation API requirements and will make clarifying proposals. He has already covered the basic representation in his original proposal, and was going to post a new version when he has fleshed out the management APIs. The navigation APIs and their impact on the form of the data remained an open issue during the last telecon.

John was to host a dedicated call to resolve these issues; this did not occur. In his 17 May posting, John stated "My current view is that I will omit from my proposal the single priority 2 requirement for a browsing/navigation API, and keep the management capabilities to the minimum, assuming that a client/tool will offer similar taxonomy management capabilities to a UDDI registry.  I will try and get this proposal out this week."

Discussion: John to discuss progress
Minutes
John not on the call.
7 Additions to Agenda

None.
8 ADJOURNMENT

Adjourning 7:07am AEST.
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