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Thursday -- October 12, 2000

Requirements Document Terminology

We went over the terminology used in our requirements document, starting with party versus partner.  Scott pointed out that party is the root of the Registry/repository team’s role taxonomy, and that not all of those roles are applicable to the type of agreements we are specifying.  Jim stated that the BP metamodel has both a trading partner and a business partner.  Asit observed that trading partner is a well-known term.  Dale suggested that it might be good to get away from the old term, since party covers marketplace operators (for example).  Tony suggested the term collaboration protocol agreement (CPA), avoiding both party and partner in the name.  There was consensus that we are specifying agreements at the technology level, and that collaboration protocol agreement constrains our scope properly, so we all agreed to adopt that term.   However, Karsten reported that Klaus feels strongly about keeping the name TPA since people relate to it.  Therefore, we note that a collaboration protocol agreement (along with other things) is part of a trading partner agreement (TPA).  In this way, we are focusing on protocol while leaving room for extensibility.   We also agreed to use the corresponding term collaboration protocol profile (CPP) .  Finally, we confirmed that we will use the term partner (for those that agree or are profiled).  [Editorial notes: (1) This section is consolidated from two related discussions on Thursday. (2) For consistency, your reporter has taken the liberty of substituting the agreed terms for alternate terms throughout the remainder of these minutes.]

Agenda

Marty reviewed our agenda, as reflected in these minutes.

Methodology

We discussed the relative merits of developing our specifications “top down” from the BP metamodel or “bottom up” from tpaML.  Chris recommended starting with tpaML as a suitable baseline.  Jim and Tony expressed a preference for starting from the metamodel to ensure consistency with it.  Scott proposed a “middle out” approach, which was agreed upon.

Concepts

Scott made a very valuable presentation on agreement and profile concepts, which he has since posted to our team list (please refer to that presentation for details).  Much of the discussion focused on the “red box” for an ebXML BP XML layer, which Karsten believes is at the BOV and FSV level of the BP metamodel, while the CPA is at the IFV level.  We discussed the idea that not everything from BP is reified to a CPA, for example the REA portion.  Karsten observed that BP conveys possibility, CPP conveys capability, and CPA conveys an actual agreement, so that there is (in some sense) subsetting from one to the next.  Tony questioned the use of the term “layer” for the red box, and Scott agreed that layer was not being used in the technical sense of layering.

Scheduling

The team agreed to hold conference calls on Wednesdays at 1:00 pm Eastern (US) time.  The next call will take place on October 18.

Architecture

At Marty’s suggestion, Karsten and Scott will draft and submit our team’s contribution to the ebXML architecture document and at the same time post it to our list, thus deferring any team comments until the next draft.  Karsten presented his draft description of the profile and agreement; Marty indicated that the lower level bullets should be characterized as being examples rather than a comprehensive list.

Profile

 We talked about what a profile should contain at some length.  The first question was whether contact information is in or out of scope.   There was talk of including just profile contact information, but there was no overall conclusion about contact information. 

We eventually came to an outline of what a profile should contain, as captured in the following diagrams (courtesy of Karsten):
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We touched on the relation between CPPs and CPAs, which Karsten described as close cousins.  Asit saw a profile as a combination of an agreement template and a specification of what's negotiable and what the technology choices are.  Chris felt that for small/simple enterprises, we’d want a complete set of templates filled out except for one role, so that they could choose one.  There was some discussion about templates versus other approaches, with no immediate conclusion.

Flow 

We talked at length about the notion of flow, or choreography, as represented in the ebXML metamodel and in tpaML.  Jim advocated event-driven, rule-based choreography rather than explicit sequencing.  He pointed to the metamodel’s specification of state machines using OCL expressions and noted the need to constrain OCL semantics in a suitable way.  Chris suggested that by taking a “thin” approach, we could open things up to any alternatives that partners agree on.  As a historical note, Marty told us that during the development of tpaML it was felt that sequence rules covered 99% of the cases and were easy, so they decided to go with that and move on.  Flow/choreography was recognized as a complex subject that will require careful and detailed future work.

(The team enjoyed a delicious Indian dinner at Malabar Hill, courtesy of IBM)

Friday -- October 13, 2000

Automation (part 1)

Dale spoke on the need for an automatic agreement formation process.  Jim and Marty said that the work belongs in the core process team.  By consensus, it’s out of scope for our group.  Jim will follow up on this via his participation in the core process team.

UML and XML

 We returned to the relationship between tpaML and the metamodel, focusing on choreography.  Karsten thought it best to map from tpaML to the metamodel.  Jim said that the metamodel can accommodate sequencing from tpaML.  Scott said that in contrast, choreography as expressed in the metamodel does not map to tpaML today, and that a critical piece of work is how to handle choreography in XML.

BP XML Revisited

We continued the previous day’s discussion on BP XML with attention to the following diagram from Karsten:
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BP XML will include all the necessary business semantics from BP UML, including flow, but will not have other modeling artifacts (such as REA).  We emphasized that BP XML must have the same semantics, particularly choreography, as BP UML.  Furthermore, a modeling tool that creates BP XML must enforce the same semantics that a BP UML modeling tool would.  Tony elaborated that the vocabulary should be the same too; Karsten agreed that this was implied.

Middleware

We moved into a discussion of middleware, noting that interoperability among different vendors’ middleware was another crucial interoperability issue.  Karsten, among others, felt that middleware (EAI) interoperability issues may fall into a gap among existing ebXML teams.

Disposition of Requirements Document

The team agreed that Marty will immediately update our requirements document according to discussion in this meeting, then Dan will put it into proper ebXML format, and Marty will formally submit it to the steering committee for delivery to the quality review team.  

Automation (part 2)

Dale characterized automated party agreement formation with a view towards the POC effort.  From his outline on the flip chart:

CPA Formation

Inputs: Two CPPs 

Output: One CPA

Comment: CPA formation is like intersection of (parts of) CPPs

Goal: would be nice if delivery channel sets could be the focus of intersection"

Chris noted that inputs also include selection criteria, e.g., ranking of preferences, as well as parameters (passwords, etc.)  Dale noted that the process will arrive at a maximal overlap between the CPPs, and that subsequent negotiation could derive a subset of the overlap.  We’d need a preliminary channel (in the intersection) for each side to exchange their CPA proposals (with choices for passwords, etc.), then they could exchange "CPA proposal acceptable" messages, and at that point the results on each side should be identical.  Scott said the most difficult area is when problems occur with the profile exchange.  Asit said companies should be able to propose their own private process.  Dale said there are (at least) two ways of agreement formation: a symmetric peer-to-peer process and driven by a dominant partner.  By consensus, the TP team is not ready to specify exactly how all this works in time for the POC in Tokyo.

tpaML

The team agreed to adopt IBM's contribution of tpaML version 1.0.6 as a starting

point.  Marty and Dan will convert the document to ebXML format and update the vocabulary to reflect our decisions to date.

Tokyo

We considered our objectives for the end of the Tokyo meeting and decided upon the following: 

1. Produce a draft DTD for CPP and make a start on associated documentation

2. Discuss / work on service interface and document agreed notions

3. Conduct gap analysis between the XML representation of flow in tpaML vs. the BP UML metamodel’s representation of flow

Documents

Chris proposed (without objection) that we publish our documents, for both internal and external comment, in PDF format with line numbers.  Only the technical editor (Dan) will update the documents, and he will update the version number whenever a document is changed.

Culpability

Respectfully submitted,

Tony Weida

