Business Process Project Team Meeting Report

20 November 2000

Attendees:
Paul Levine



Telcordia



Bill McCarthy



MSU



Bob Haugen



Logistical Software LLC



Karsten Riemer


Sun



Anne Hendry



Sun



Jim Clark



Edifecs



Mark Kay Blantz


Netfish

Agenda:

Review deliverables of the Joint Core Components/Business Process Delivery Team Project Plan for the purpose of updating the ebXML Project Plan

Discussion:

It was noted that a number of updates to the Delivery Team Project Plan were outstanding:

· Seven items submitted by Karsten in Tokyo related to incorporating the TPA in the ebXML metamodel, required for the ebXML infrastructure release,

· Eight items from Paul, yet to be communicated to Mary Kay,

· Four items from Martin Bryan, submitted by email on 20 Nov.,

· Other items from Mary Kay.

Action: Mary Kay will update the Delivery Team Project Plan in time for the next CC/BP conference call, scheduled for 27 November.

Paul asked if a draft of the revised TA Specification had been released to anyone outside the TA PT, since updates to the TA Spec need to be reviewed by the Joint Delivery Team.  No one was aware of a TA Spec draft release as yet.  Karsten and Paul had both submitted text to the TA PT to be included in the revised TA Spec.  Karsten’s submission dealt with the ebXML technical architecture for handling the TPA functionality in the ebXML infrastructure.  Paul’s submission explained the interaction of CC and BP with TRP in the construction of the business document payload at three levels of ebXML conformance, transport, information and process.  The TA Spec revision will be a topic of discussion as soon as it’s available for review.

Jim stated that he was not in agreement with Karsten’s submission on TPA in that it did not preserve the semantic integrity of the ebXML metamodel based on core processes, i.e., patterns.  He questioned whether a simplified metamodel layer for run-time choreography could be fully mappable to the ebXML metamodel.  Karsten stated that Paul had reviewed his paper before submitting it to the TA PT.  However, Paul had reviewed it from the standpoint of “agreeing to disagree,” i.e., providing an ebXML technical architecture that allows for business process nonconformity. 

Karsten summarized his objectives for the simplified metamodel layer as quoted below from a Nov. 20 email from Karsten:

“The design objectives for the specification metamodel layer are:

1. Alignment between the methodology and specification metamodels, so that a model against the methodology metamodel layers can be unambiguously transformed to a subset of it against the specification metamodel layer.

2. Support for TP. Basically be able to replace all ‘business’ functionality in TPAml, i.e., the action menu.

3. Alignment with RosettaNet.

4. Simplification for easier ‘isomorphic’ transformation to/from XML

5. Provide a simplified UML/XML layer against which you may create your models if you choose not to use the optional UMM methodology.”

Bob stated that it was important to maintain common business process models based on the ebXML metamodel.  His goal was to achieve useability without losing RosettaNet compatibility.  Karsten reiterated the importance of his third objective above.

Karsten requested that Jim address his concerns on the metamodel conference call, scheduled for 21 Nov. to progress the simplified metamodel layer for TPA.  Jim stated that ebXML core processes were being developed based on the ebXML metamodel, and that Brian Hayes, CommerceOne should also be on the call.

Action: Paul will try to contact Brian regarding the 21 Nov. call.

Bob stated that he was developing criteria for a good run-time environment by taking economic elements from the ebXML metamodel and seeing how they could be used in run-time collaborations.  He hoped to come up with illustrative business scenarios, but would not be able to complete this study by the 21 Nov. call.  He planned to have the study completed by the time of the joint BP-TP-Security meeting scheduled for 6-8 Dec. in Boston.

Anne questioned the Project Plan timeline.  Karsten replied that deliverables as he had indicated to Mary Kay were needed regardless of how the TPA functionality is integrated.

Respectfully submitted,

Paul Levine

BP PT Co-lead
