Core Components Review Subteam Conference Call, 5 April 2002.

Attending:

Kathryn Breininger

Lisa Carnahan

Joseph M. Chiusano 

Original Agenda:


1. Questions on last meeting's minutes 

2. Minutes taker for this call

3. News from eBTWG front

4. Review Functional Points mapping document 

5. Review Discussion Topics document

6. Discuss Constraint Language (CC Spec pp.61-66) 

7. Discuss Figure 7-1 from CC Spec (p.70) - Metadata

8. Next call - date/time, goals, etc.

Discussions:


1. Questions on last meeting's minutes: 

· No questions

2. Minutes taker for this call:

· Joe Chiusano to take minutes

3. News from eBTWG front:

· UID issues:

· We discussed the UID issue that was mentioned by Duane Nickull on the Registry TC listserv

· We need to get more information regarding how UID’s are to be used in the eBTWG architecture

· The Registry spec does not specify a hierarchy for ID’s; for instance, what if you request a UN/CEFACT external identifier and get back 5 ID’s - is this an issue?

· Lisa Carnahan to investigate with David Webber.

· eBTWG Architecture team representative:

· Duane Nickull informed Lisa Carnahan that David Webber is the correct person for us to interface with in the future

· Lisa Carnahan will utilize David Webber’s expertise on an as-needed basis; Kathryn Breininger approves of this approach.
· Coordination with eBTWG teams:

· Lisa Carnahan expressed concern that there is a lack of adequate coordination between the eBTWG teams and the OASIS technical committees

· The new OASIS architecture group should help this situation

· Lisa Carnahan will send note to Karl Best expressing her concerns


4. Review Functional Points mapping document:

· We reviewed the latest version of the Functional Points mapping document - there were no issues raised


5. Review Discussion Topics document:

· Storage:

· We discussed the storage of Core Components and their related entities (BIE’s, etc.)

· We are leaning toward default representation as intrinsic objects (for conformance), with the option of representation as extrinsic objects (non-conformant)

· Representation as intrinsic objects would require new classes added to RIM - would need to bring up to TC level

· Given that V3 is targeted for December 2002, we may need to provide an interim solution to the UN/CEFACT CC team - such as extrinsic objects with slots

· Joe Chiusano reported that as per discussions with Mark Crawford, all entities that are marked as “stored” in CC spec need to be stored in Registry

· Joe Chiusano will update Discussion Points and Functional Points mapping documents to reflect the discussion

· Will continue discussion at next call

· Associations between entities:

· We discussed how to associate entities in Registry (BIE’s and their Core Components, etc.)

· At one point we had discussed using packages - however, we are now leaning toward using Registry associations  

· Will need to consider the effect of registered object ownership - i.e. what if a user attempts to assemble an ABIE from BIE’s that they do not own?  

· We may simply document this in our analysis results as an issue to be aware of

· Registration of reuse:

· The CC Spec calls for registration of reuse of various entities (Business Processes, ABIE’s, etc.)

· At one point we had considered the Business Process reuse covered by the base Registry functionality, because a Business Process is associated with a CCP; however, we had since learned that this association is not a requirement

· Additionally, this does not cover the reuse of entities such as ABIE’s, BCC’s, etc.

· We are leaning toward creating a “Uses” association between the various entities and the Organization

· We may want to create a new, more distinct association for this in the future (i.e. other than “Uses”)
· This functionality may also be covered by a “Publish/Subscribe” feature in the future 

· We have decided to not wait for such a feature, and accommodate the requirement as shown above


6. Discuss Constraint Language (CC Spec pp.61-66): 

· We discussed whether or not the constructs that are part of the Constraint Language (CreateGroup, CreateBIE, etc.) need to be stored in Registry

· We agreed that these constructs do not need to be stored in Registry because they are roughly equivalent commands in a programming language

· The constructs would actually be stored as part of an XML document known as an “assembly document”

· May need to create another type of object in registry to represent an assembly document vs. an XML document containing data

· We discussed security as an aside: we may want to query the CC team at some point to find out their expectations regarding enforcement of ownership, etc.


7. Discuss Figure 7-1 from CC Spec (p.70) - Metadata:

· We began a discussion of this figure, but due to time constraints we decided to continue our discussion at the beginning of the next call


8. Next call - date/time, goals, etc.:

· Next call: Friday, 4/19/02 2:00-3:30 PM EST

· Joe Chiusano to update Functional Points mapping document and Discussion Points document and send to listserv

