EbXML Technical Coordination Group

Minutes of Technical Architecture Document Review Aug 8, 2000

Written by:  Tim McGrath, Aug 8, 2000

Present:

Technical Coordination and Support Group

Representatives from All Working groups

Representatives from Steering Committee

Open Audience

Discussion:

Dick Raman (Chairman and Team Leader, Technical Coordination and Support Group) inroduced the meeting.  Only representatives seated at the table will be recognised by the Chair.

· Anders Grangard (Team Leader, Technical Architecture Project Team) outlined the structure of his presentation:

· Overview of Technical Architecture

· Walkthrough of TA Specification Document (version 0.7)

The TA Specification Document has three purposes:

1. Provide a framework for product teams – a glue.

2. Provide Technical Specs. for public entry into the ebXML specifications

3. May be the basis of a marketing document

It does not need formal approval during San Jose Plenary but should be agreed by all team leads.  The meeting is asked to focus on:

a. is the content correct but not well organised, and/or

b. are pieces missing

Duane Nickull (Technical Editor, Technical Architecture Project Team) presented an overview of the TA philosophy.

· ebXML ‘layers’

· Use of Registry and Repository

Issues are: 

whether semantic equivalence is direct or indirect

options for describing semantic equivalence

caching

Q1. What is a Registry Object?

Confusion exists with using Object Oriented terminology – change to Registry Item

Q2. How will this support SMEs?

Perhaps a web-based interface to Registry/Repository

Q3. Are TA thinking about ‘use cases’?

Looking at limited set

BP use ‘metamodel’ scenarios

Q4. What is in Registry and what is in Repository?

RegRep is ‘black box’ to TA

Registry – interface to Repository (OASIS)

Repository – holds content

(cf. Database = Repository, DBMS=Registry)

need not be hub+spoke may be distributed

Q4.1 How will it work (deferred…)

· Core components is not a limited set, will allow additions and extensions

Q5. What do Reg/Rep items look like?

Submitted as UML, presented as XML at runtime.

Q6. What Security/Signatures on Reg submissions?

Optional

· Business Processes will model choreography -> into XML syntax

· A mechanism for transformation (optional in RegRep)

Q7. In ‘use cases’ how will a Purchase Order be sent?

Schema will not be in Repository, BP will have a pointer to schema

Reg = XML

a. Rep = Binary data (ie can hold, non-XML data), or

b. Rep = XML metadata referencing binary data

ongoing issue… to be resolved with RegRep Team.(action item: TA + RR)
· Fixed attribute values in DTD

· Caching for BP/CC data

Q7.5 Who is defining Human Search Interface?

No answer

· One registry can references multiple Repositories(inc non-ebXML) (cf search engines)

The meeting then commented on Duane’s presentation.

Comment 1. Presentation is at right level, but TA document is not ‘horizontal’, covers all three areas…

Functional Specs

Architecture  ( presentation: correct level 
document: inconsistent level

Implementation

Comment 2. Document is not a conceptual model

Comment 3. Document does not map to project teams

Comment 4. Document does not provide interfaces

Comment 5. Document should define relationships/API.  Use cases to establish relationships

Comment 6. Organisation is not satisfactory.

Comment 7. Architecture must allow for extensions , not all ‘use cases’ will be revealed initially. E.g. GCI set submitted for analysis
Anders then presented the TA Specification Document, noting…

· TRP section is a ‘shell’ to be completed by TRP/TA sub-group. 

· Not all recent comments have been incorporated yet (eg Reqmts. not aligned yet)

Q8. What is in RegRep?

Reg. has controls for access to Repository(s) – must be scalable.

Section 2.2.5. (“Registry/Repository Acceptance Policy”) is an open issue.

Q9. Who owns definition of ‘caching’ attributes?

Requirements of repository items defined by BP and CC.

Q10. Where does Global Unique ID come from?

Maybe RA

GUID is not a CC but defined by RegRep.

‘uniquely’ identified within ‘context’, may be global or otherwise.

‘context’ is held in RegRep.

Comment 8. Core Components view too simplistic, eg what about aggregation of components?

A CC subgroup will work with TA to fill in their section.

Q11. Are we designing a product capable of manufacture for a real market?

ebXML is only infrastructure not product

The initiative is well represented by developers/suppliers.

Comment 9.  Section 2.2.3 (b) “A registry shall provide an interface for applications (i.e., API) to query its associated repository for repository objects” does not aid interoperability and it is not clear who will do this (maybe RegRep). This should be stated in TA Spec. (action: TA Team + Reg Rep) 
Comment 10. POC team cannot use RegRep until API is defined.

Q12. Can Registry messaging be delivered in the ebXML timeframe?

CC have XML items to provide to POC team.

Project Plan concerns taken offline

Duane suggested Sections 2.2.6 – 2.6 Repository Objects needs rewriting

Action: BP and CC need to align with TA, ref: diagram “Business Message References” to be discussed with joint BP,CC,RR and TA group later in the day.

Q13. Is the RegRep Spec. deliverable in the timeframe for use by the POC Team?

· Resourcing of RegRep team is a concern and being discussed by Steering Committee

· 85-90% of TA in alignment with RegRep

· RR Part 2 document “Use Cases” will enable POC to build demo.

· Working document can be supplied in 4 weeks

Q14. What is the timeframe for deliverables of CC?

· CC will deliver Components and methodology (ref 1.2.c.v)

· CC has groups working on both areas

· CC has team working on examples of migration from EDI to ebXML

· CC plans for Core Components to be stored in the repository

· ebXML payload should be possible by November (Tokyo)

· Can build CC payload without a RegRep.

· Example Components must be relevant

· Validation of CC is an alignment between BP model and existing practices

· BP team also uses a neutral methodology and wishes to align closer with CC Team

Q15. What is the mechanism for approving extensions to CC library?

· CC library is a deliverable

· Addition/modification mechanisms should be in the Architecture

· Affected by TP Agreement, no-one should receive unknown components.

Anders asked if the meeting was in agreement with the current TA Specification document.

The meeting agreed to the content of the TA philosophy presentation (as given by Duane) subject to the outcomes of a meeting to be held with CC, BP and RegRep team members.

The view was given that meeting cannot agree with the TA Specification document without more input from all teams.  TA needs to set up a liaison with each relevant Team.

Dick summarised the outcomes

1. Each section of the TA Specification needs refining with the responsible Team (action: TA Team to co-ordinate with Team Leads)
2. Comments need to be edited in (action: TA Team Editor)
3. The document structure needs reorganising to focus on architecture and not Functional Spec or Implementation issues. (action: TA Team)    
Minutes to be distributed (action item: TCS Editor)
End of document 

