OASIS WS BPEL Technical Committee

Regular Meeting via Teleconference Call, 21-May-2003
Diane Jordan called the meeting to order at 11:07am EST, and opened the meeting with roll-call, which began with 58 participants.
Attendance

Present: TBD – waiting for verification of MCI list.
Meeting Agenda
Diane Jordan referred us to the agenda for the meeting.
Motion To accept the agenda for today’s meeting, as distributed via email on 20-May-2003.
Seconded
Carried – no objections
Meeting Logistics

Diane Jordan noted that in an effort to improve meeting efficiency and ease of conduct on teleconference calls, we would use open lines today (not toggling in and out of listen-only mode), and that we would manage the process of members getting the floor by keeping a speaker queue. To speak, members should voice a request to be added to the speaker queue. A manager of the speaker queue would then recognize members in FIFO order.
Danny van der Rijn volunteered to manage the speaker queue for today’s meeting, to no objections.

John Evdemon provided us with a brief overview of Robert’s Rules of Order, and referred us to a document on the WS BPEL web site that provides a ‘cheat sheet’ to the basics of meeting participation.
Diane Jordan noted that an experimental IRC session is running in parallel with today’s meeting, courtesy of Bernd Eckenfels, and requested that Bernd provide an introduction to the TC on its use, possibly during the upcoming face-to-face meeting. Discussion via IRC is purely an informal and supplemental communication channel to WS BPEL TC business meetings and will in no event replace the ‘voice channel’ for meeting conduct and recognized meeting communications. The TC will consider archiving IRC session transcripts with meeting minutes as supplemental meeting material.
Minutes of 16-May

Sally St. Amand read the minutes of the May 16, 2003, meeting.
A number of corrections were identified and raised. In addition to typographical errors, it was noted that:

· The BPEL4WS specification was submitted to the TC during the meeting by Satish Thatte (rather than a motion made to do so)

· The submission by Satish Thatte was on behalf of all of the contributors to the specification

Diane Jordan directed that any additional correction requests be submitted via email to Sally St. Amand. Also, future meeting minutes need not contain all discussion but rather should be primarily a record of decisions made and things done.
Motion To accept the revised minutes for the meeting of May 16, 2003

Seconded

Carried – no objections

In the future, the TC will expect members to have read the minutes for the prior meeting in advance of the meeting. The minutes for the prior meeting will not be read aloud during the meeting unless specifically motioned for.

Plans for First Face-to-Face Meeting
Diane Jordan announced the plans for the face-to-face meeting next week, noting that there will be teleconference facilities available to allow participation by those who cannot attend in person. At this point, there are 35 members who are planning to attend, and 9 who are planning to call in.
Motion To accept the plan for a first Face-to-Face meeting of the TC, to occur on May 28 and May 29, 2003, at the Learning Center on IBM’s Headquarters in Armonk, NY, with a proposed agenda to be reviewed later in this meeting
Seconded
Carried – no objections
Charter Review and Clarification

John Evdemon provided some clarifications about the charter of the OASIS WS BPEL TC.

First, In the Statement of Purpose section it says: "The purpose of the Web Services Business Process Execution Language TC is to continue work on the business process language published in the Business Process Execution Language for Web Services (BPEL4WS) specification in August 2002 [1]." Later, in the deliverables section, it says: “The OASIS Web Services Business Process Execution Language TC will: 1. Accept contributions as input within the TC's defined scope. BEA, IBM, Microsoft, SAP and Siebel intend to submit the Business Process Execution Language for Web Services (BPEL4WS) V1.1 specification [3]…”

The first sentence should be amended to delete the phrase "in August 2002" to eliminate this apparent contradiction.

Secondly, the references section of the charter points to the BPEL4WS Specification v1.1, March 2003.  This reference should be to the v1.1 specification dated May 5, 2003. 

Finally, the Charter states that we will produce a specification in 9 months. This time-frame is a goal and will not require the TC to be re-chartered if it is not achieved. Diane Jordan will confirm this with OASIS management.

John next presented a brief introduction to the BPEL 1.1 specification. He noted that:

· We will be working with the BPEL 1.1 submission
· It is not a goal to specify bindings to software or hardware
· Other industry groups have been identified with whom it will likely behoove us to liaise with, including but not limited to UDDI, WS Security, XML Protocol WG, WS Choreography, BPMI, ebXML/BPSS
He went on to note that anything not specifically listed in this scope is considered out of scope up-front. Other issues are not part of the TC, even if important. We may, however, make recommendations for how these out-of-scope issues should be addressed.
John then provided a brief introduction to BPEL 1.1, summarizing its approach to process definition and highlighting some of its key elements. He highlighted the section in the 1.1 specification that delineates the differences from the 1.0 specification, especially the new modularity of extensions on top of core functionality.
He closed by expressing a special interest in factoring in to the ultimate specification the experiences of real-world practitioners in modeling actual business processes. He hopes to see us drill in to the critical technical issues, and to educate listeners/readers on the concepts that drove the submitted specification.
Some Q&A followed regarding the charter.

Motion That the submitters of the specification provide a list of differences between the versions dated 30-Mar-2003 and 05-May-2003 to the TC

Seconded
Discussion ensued about whether the differences are material differences or not.
Carried – no objections

Satish Thatte agreed to produce such a document describing the differences between v1.1 dated March 31, 2003, and v1.1 dated May 5, 2003.

IP Issue
Diane Jordan began the discussion regarding intellectual property (IP) and licensing by noting that no motion is required to create a BoF to discuss this (or any) issue. BoF’s are simply an informal discussion by members of the TC around a stated topic to determine if and how any business should be brought before the TC regarding said topic.
Motion In order to initiate the process of examining licensing issues related to the BPEL4WS v1.1 specification as submitted at the first TC meeting and implementations thereof, the TC chairs shall request the following from the 5 original submitters:

a. To drop all royalty and license restrictions

b. In lieu of A, to offer a single, open license representing their common interests

c. To make further details of the licensing terms available to the TC membership as soon as possible, preferably before the next face-to-face meeting
Seconded
Discussion followed.
Motion To amend the motion on the floor with a request that the submitting organizations, when practical and possible, make available legal representatives to discuss licensing issues with the TC

Point of order: Jamie Clark from OASIS provided some clarifications on the nature of BoF’s.
Seconded

Amendment Carries – no objections
The amended motion in its entirety now reads: In order to initiate the process of examining licensing issues related to the BPEL4WS v1.1 specification as submitted at the first TC meeting and implementations thereof:

1. The TC chairs shall request the following from the 5 original submitters:

a. To drop all royalty and license restrictions
b. In lieu of (a), to offer a single, open license representing their common interests
c. To make further details of the licensing terms available to the TC membership as soon as possible, preferably before the next face-to-face meeting
2. When practical and possible, the legal representatives of the submitting members should be made available to discuss licensing issues with members of the TC.

Motion To amend the motion on the floor to stipulate that at the next F2F meeting, an explicit block of time not in parallel with the main meeting will be allocated for all parties interested in participating in the IP BoF. Output should consider formation of a sub-committee.
The motion was withdrawn by the submitter, following assurances by the Chairs that BoF’s will not run in parallel with scheduled TC meetings.
At Diane Jordan’s request, Jamie Clark commented on issues related to IP policy, especially with respect to OASIS IP policy. As long as we don’t violate the OASIS IPR, the law, etc., we can do whatever we want. In the end, though, the essential thing – and the hard part – is specifying what we want to have happen.

Lengthy discussion ensued, with those in favor of the motion emphasizing the negative impact on traction of the standard that the ‘wrong’ licensing scheme will have, and those opposed basically agreeing about the significance of the licensing terms, but observing a) that it is not clear that actually addressing licensing issues should be something that this TC should engage in and b) that this TC needs to gain a better basic understanding of the implications of the current licensing and possible alternatives before proposing specific alternatives to the submitters.
When discussion drew to a close, a question was raised as to the appropriate voting mechanism, given the difficulties of tallying voice votes on a teleconference call.

Motion To vote on the motion on the floor using Kavi balloting.
Seconded

An objection was voiced, thus barring a carries-by-lack-of-objection process
A voice vote was conducted: The yea’s outweighed the nay’s
Carries

Diane Jordan noted that we will try to find a better way to vote in future teleconference call meetings.
Agenda for Face to Face

Diane Jordan presented a tentative agenda for the Face-to-Face meeting next week.
Timeslots were requested for the agenda items. Diane Jordan assured members that BoF meetings would not run in parallel with the formal agenda, though no assurances could be made that multiple BoF’s might not run in parallel with each other.
Members were requested to submit additional suggestions for the agenda to the TC chairs via email as soon as possible.
Closing Notes and Announcements
It was agreed that the open-lines, coupled with the practice of having someone assigned to manage the speaker queue, worked relatively well today. The TC will continue looking into the use of IRC and other supporting technologies to further improve meeting operations conducted via teleconference.
Those planning to attend the face-to-face meeting and wishing to stay overnight at the Learning Center need to make individual reservations; however, the Learning Center does not yet ‘know’ about the meeting – Diane will post out an announcement shortly via email that will include a Learning Center meeting identification number.
Motion To adjourn

Seconded

Meeting adjourned at 14:00 EST.
Respectfully Submitted,
Rand Anderson

