RETS Transport Workgroup 
Conference Call Minutes:  1-23-2008

Attendees:

Steve Clarke (chair)

Jeff Brush (vice chair)

Gary Calfee

Colby Ackerfield

Joshua Darnell
Dan Mills

Barbara McCollum (scribe)

Initial housekeeping:

1. Asked for volunteers for a scribe.  There are significant benefits to having a scribe that is technically versed in RETS to be able to summarize discussion.  

2. Discussed possibility of shifing bi-weekly this conference call by a week in order to synchronize with the UPDATE WG call.  Paul brought up potential conflict on Feb 13th.  I have decided to keep the current scheduling until after Feb 13th and potentially shift the meeting at that time. 


Discussion (Clarification of whitepaper):

1) How do we incorporate RESO schema elements into existing RETS 1.x metadata?  The consensus was that we keep the existing StandardName element and add whatever additional elements are needed to sufficiently integrate the RESO schema.

2) Do we use the XPATH element designations or do we use the RESO Schema ID?  Consensus was that we use both, as XPATH is more useful, and the ID is short and will likely also be relevant.

3) How to distinguish multiple instances of same XPATH element that may have different context?  For example, ListingAgentLastName vs. SellingAgentLastName.  Jeff will provide more details on how these can be distinguished in XPATH.  Steve noted that if the simple XPATH is not enough to distinguish within the metadata, then we will need to add additional distinguishing information to the metadata.
4) How will this impact the DMQL2 query language?  Objective is for transport WG to work independently of Query WG initially and use DMQL2 as basis.  Minimize impact on DMQL2.
5) Payloads/output formants.  On topic of output formats, Steve brought up the notion of breaking up FORMAT designations in such a way that they coulf be mixed.  Example:  COMPACT+DECODED or STANDARD+DECODED+DELIMITED or RESO+XML, etc.  This idea was generally perceived as “overkill.”  Paul raised the notion of simply allowing the standard RESO payload to be selected as an alternative payload.  Dan raised the notion of “syndication” payloads (Yahoo, etc.)  Are these “syndication” payloads completely different?  Or are these just a subset of RESO but still consistent?  Consensus was that these should be consistent, otherwise mapping RESO in metadata really makes no sense anyway.

6) It is critical that the Syndication WG adhere to the assumption that any specific “syndicate” payloads are consistent with the RESO schema.  In other words all syndication payloads use “RESO Schema Vocabulary.”
7) What about field selectability in the DMQL query language?  Shouldn’t client be able to decide what subset of RESO belongs in their payload?  Steve still thinks they should, but consensus was that field selectablility is not necessary.


What do we do next?

· Resolve issue of ambiguity in referencing RESO schema elements that can have multiple meanings based on context.

· Modifications to RETS 1.x metadata to allow reference of RESO schema from MetadataTable.
· Modifications to query transaction to allow request of specific schema as result format.

· Define mechanism for discovery of available schemas.

