SOA-RM TC Meeting 

Thursday, 18 February 2016 

A: Administrivia

1. Roll call

2. Note taker appointed 

3. Minutes from previous Meeting
4. Open Action Review 
B: Taskus Genuineus
5. SOA on WikiPedia 

6. Granularity of services interfaces
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Link to Meeting Notes
Link to Meeting Actions
· Meeting Attendees –

Ken Laskey

Rex Brooks

Martin Smith

Michael Poulin

- Meeting Notes –

A – Administrative – Ken Laskey Chaired the meeting 

1. Roll Call:  Ken conducted roll call
2. Note Taker Assigned: Rex Brooks
Quorum achieved.

3. Minutes from previous meeting:  We approved the minutes from January 20, 2016.
4. Open Action Review: actions related to interactions with other committeess are still carried on.
Ken noted that he has been following the Open Group discussions on Microservices; the OMG discusson concluded that microservices should be “worlds onto themselves,” that is, they should  not include dependencies. Michael said that this should be “dependencies on other services” (versus all types of dependencies.)
Ken reported that the IEEE work on assessing the Open Group SOA materials and ours is still ongoing and may be taken up again under the leadership of the new working group leader, ?? Hall.
B  – Taskus Genuineus

5. WikiPedia updates:  Ken updated the WikiPedia situation -- that they said we didn’t have authorization to use a graphic and Ken said he is working with Jamie at OASIS to correct the situation.
6. Service interface granularity:  
asked if we should add something to the summary of goals: (a) easy to maintain; (d) easy to understand; (c) accommodate reasonable variability; (d) appropriate level of abstraction to limit number of separate services. Specifically, should we add something to do with the opaque subordinate dependencies of the service? 
7. Martin and Michael discussed the difference between encapsulation and decoupling, and after reference to WikiPedia agreed that encapsulation covered both ideas (bundling of data and methods, and also hiding of implementation detail behind the interface.) 
The discussion moved to the question of the usefulness of making a distinction between services and microservices. Ken noted that a monolithic service, say a container, might need a change that could be made in a subordinate microservice without revamping the whole monolithic structure. 
Martin asked Michael agreed that it was appropriate to characterize a particular service as implementing the SOA design pattern or architecture, assuming the service observes the requirements and constraints specified by the architecture. an Sarchitecture is that subordinate to the overall architecture? Michael said that it is if it is a subcontractor. Further discussion followed a supply chain network scenario. Aircraft manufacture and electricity production and maintenance were discussed. 
The significance of external dependencies of one service on another (or others) was discussed. It was agreed that characterizing a service on which another depends as “subordinate” was not useful since a service might support another in one case while being a “top-level” sevice accessed directly by an end-user in another. It is better represented as multiple service-specific networks with service-specific dependencies rather than a fixed subordinate-superior hierarchy. 
Another way to think about these relationships is that each service is a co-equal peer, but that to deliver a specific capability for users one service may be the “prime contractor” with direct interface to the user (and direct obligation to honor the interface contract and service-level terms as expressed in the service description), while others may be “sub-contractors” to the “prime”, with no direct interface to or service obligations to the end users. Thus, whether or not the “prime contractor” provides all functionality or “subcontracts” portions of it is invisible to (and should be of no concern to) the end-user of the service.  The granularity of the interfaces can help us work with those dependenices. The idea is that if one can specify an interface template that provides a way of expressing the most likely variations of dependencies, e.g. query language for a search engine, we can manage dependencies better. 

Ken noted that Semantic Engagement is important. It is a dependency—how much do I need to understand the details of a request? An interface needs to pass a query to appropriate search engine. 

Ken would like this discussion to turn out a TC Committee Note to capture the essence of this discussion for others to consider and reference.
8. The meeting closed at 12:55 EST; next meeting in 2 weeks.
· Actions carried forward – 

· Peter:
Complete a zip file for SOA-RAF UML Models and load to KAVI 
· Ken: Peter Brown/Ken finalize adjudication of comments received as a result of review of OASIS SOA-RM by IEEE.
· All: Gather Statements of Use
· Ken – Will coordinate with William as to when Ken can put discussion of his “patterns” write-up on the TC meeting agenda

· Ken – still working on liaison with ISO/IEC JTC1 SC40 study group
· Ken: Will continue trying to resolve designation as OASIS liaison for participation in SC-40 SG. (During today’s meeting Ken sent an e-mail ping to involved parties asking for status.)

· New Actions – 

· Ken to take a stab at drafting an article for WikiPedia on RAF

�This part was not new or controversial. I was (unsuccessfully) trying to clarify that the "goals" are goals to be achieved by SOA services (and not by the guidance itself.)  But never mind. <g>


�I don't recall this specific point and don't really understand it. --Martin


�Is this New? 
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