Minutes for ebSOA TC Meeting

Tuesday, August 29, 2006

3:00pm ET; 12:00 PM US Arizona Time

The agenda was to focus on two items:
1. Discuss what portion of ebSOA Specifications should be normalized and what shold be un-normalized. 

2. Review Use Case examples and plans for publication. 

Attendees: Goran Zugic, Dave Webber, Kathryn Breininger, and George Brown
Main Points:

1. We need to communicate up front that the ebSOA solution is a pluggable architecture that can accommodate a variety of protocols based on simple messages that allow integration with any targets. 

2. In the specifications we should consider documenting different levels of “semantic integration”.

3. In addition to having different levels of semantics defined, we can also cover compliance testing for different levels and accommodate version drift.

4. Different levels within the spec or versions of the spec should be associated with the scope of capabilities that are supported. 

5. Level One could be minimal with other levels adding capabilities. 

6. It is crucial that CPID is recognized as the main information model crucial to support semantic integration even with heterogeneous components.

7. The Level One Normative portions of the specifications should not be negotiable.

8. We need to formalize these concepts and organizing the document so that these levels of details are apparent to people when they open it up. 

9. At the top level maybe it is like chapters for the different levels of complexity coverage. For example, Chapter one will be levels, Chapter two Components, Chapter Three the implementation guide. 

10. After that we provide an explanation of the minimum performance level for clients, the pieces you need for implementation, what you need for a minimal conformance server, and then circle back around to define what extras you need for supporting more complexity.

11. We should consider within the specification how this ebSOA solution adds value to work going on in other areas
12. Semantic integration for ebSOA is at the level of business process and no one has been able to deliver a semantic integration framework like ebSOA has. We should consider collaboration with thsoe groups recognizing the importance of process context.

13. How are we going to package this so other people find it approachable and understandable, and what they do to use it?

14. George will update the outline and Goran will recommend how we split up the work on getting the spec out.

15. We must emphasize the value that can be provided through the ebSOA solution at different levels. This will be done with use case examples.

16. David will search for one or two use cases that we can use for ebSOA documentation.

17. The two use cases George will contribute are to insert decision logic within order fulfillment process of supply chain management, and a second one is to use decision agents to respond to late order requests, both of which are inserted into existing value chain processes and they trigger collaboration.

18. One issue is how to best describe or document these use cases to help in communicating the potential value of ebSOA.

19. We should re-send the ebSOA Vision document with a deadline for response, as well as, release the vision document publicly.

We need to get more people involved in our meetings and should email Carol Geyer, Mary Ray, or James Clarke to see if they can provide some support.

20. Discussion:

The ebSOA specifications will support use of other components since each component has messages which can be exchanged with other components which can be supported within the workflow either through the ebSOA or other protocols as long as the interfaces essential for semantic integration are supported. 
We need to communicate up front that FERA-based SOA is a pluggable architecture that can accommodate a variety of protocols based on simple messages that allow integration with any targets. 
In the specifications we should consider documenting different levels of “semantic integration”. Some of our information models are essential for supporting certain types of processes. ebSOA Information models should be fully supported in the normative part of the specs since they are core for the support of interoperability design and execution. On the other hand, there is a full definition of semantics for all of the other components but you can use different components as long as you use the information models that define the process. In addition to having different levels of semantics defined, we can also cover compliance testing for different levels and accommodate version drift. Different levels within the spec or versions of the spec should be associated with the scope of capabilities that are supported. Level One could be minimal with other levels adding capabilities. It is crucial that CPID is recognized as the main information model crucial to support semantic integration even with heterogeneous components.

The Level One Normative portions of the specifications should not be negotiable. The main idea is that the SOA framework is needed to represent the collaborative process. For some components, like the Gateway, one can use any product on the market. On the ESB side, it can support exchange of a small set of messages to communicate with the Federation Server, and that is it for the minimum client at Level One.

We need to specify what is needed for Level One at the Client and for the Federation Server, which will be more detailed than the Client functionality. Beyond Level One, the more extensive capabilities for ensuring semantic integration for complex collaborative processes can be specified.
We use the FERA-ontology to model the processes and the SOA Information Model. Beside this, there are a great many details that can be used within CPID. These details belong to Web Services Description Languages, CPPA, or whatever, but you just reference that document from within the CPID. So the level of the process model represented in the CPID based on the FERA-ontology is what should be in the Normative part. That guarantees the complete integration through the common framework. When you come to the level of the process flow implementation components can be defined in terms of ebSOA or Web Services or ebXML as long as the CPID is used to define the overall semantics.
We need to formalize these concepts and organizing the document so that these levels of details are apparent to people when they open it up. At the top level maybe it is like chapters for the different levels of complexity coverage. For example, Chapter one will be levels, Chapter two Components, Chapter Three the implementation guide. And then provide an explanation of the minimum performance level for clients, the pieces you need for implementation, what you need for a minimal conformance server, and then circle back around to define what extras you need for supporting more complexity.

The ebxml-jc meeting reviewed work on BPPS that included role-based support for views on data. This brought up the potential importance of having process context-defined views on information. This implies synergy between our ebSOA solution and the work in BPPS on role-based data views. We should consider within the specification how this ebSOA solution adds value to work going on in other areas, like BPPS or UNCEFACT UMM. There may be a huge overlap between the newest UMM models and ebSOA. A difference being an OCL plugin? 
Our work is the only work that is really addressing the issue of maintaining the context of a collaborative process.

UNCEFACT has a global group that is deriving a representation for global context with methodology. CPSS is predicated on knowing context. It seems like everybody has that same message. There is no agreement of how to represent that context and what Xml to use. CEFACT will come out with the business view of the requirements for it. Once those requirements are defined by UNCEFACT we can pull them back into OASIS and apply them. ebSOA may jump start that or we may have to realign in order to get buy in at some point.
Semantic integration for ebSOA is at the level of business process, CAM is already referenced in the spec as a component for the Federation Server support for distributed collaboration. ebSOA is on the level of the integration of the process and the semantics of the process not at the level of process implementation.

But no one has been able to deliver a semantic integration framework like ebSOA has. 

How are we going to package this so other people find it approachable and understandable, and what they do to use it. We may need to update the specification outline provided by Sally. 

George will re-create the outline and Goran will recommend how we split up the work on getting the spec out.

David will search for one or two use cases that we can use for ebSOA documentation.

We must emphasize the value that can be provided through the ebSOA solution at different levels. From a Use Case perspective, we have the Logistics Network Services use case. The two use cases George will contribute are to insert decision logic within order fulfillment process of supply chain management, and a second one is to use decision agents to respond to late order requests. Both of these are inserted into existing  value chain processes and they trigger collaboration.
One issue is how to best describe or document these use cases to help in communicating the potential value of ebSOA. We should keep it at a high level and not too detailed so readers will absorb the main points with out too much material. We should also be clear about what we are trying to accomplish with the use cases. We should be a little more detailed than just two or three paragraphs. The role-based flows used for LNS may be appropriate. We should include details enough to show people that it is a real case, but we will not go to too low a level of details. We can also provide links to additional supporting information and more details. 
We have not yet gotten any feedback from our ebSOA Vision document shared with James Clark and others. Sally did send out a follow up message but has not shown any reply. It may be that summer travel has impacted our vision paper distribution. We should re-send the ebSOA Vision document with a deadline for response. We should release the vision document publicly.
We need to get more people involved in our meetings. We should email Carol Geyer, Mary ray, or James Clarke to see if they can provide some support. They may be able to send out messages to members. 

