Draft Minutes of 02/13/2006 Meeting of SEC

Name and P1484 # of Working Group:

LTSC Sponsor Executive Committee – P1484

Date, Time, and Location of Meeting

Monday, February 13, 2006 from 2:00 pm CST
Teleconference
Presiding


Chair: Robby Robson
Secretary: Debbie Brown

Attendance:


Tyde Richardson

Kerry Blinko
Brandon Muramatsu

Debbie Brown
Robby Robson
Wilbert Kraan

Magda Murad

Claude Ostyn

Call to order, chair’s remarks

Robby Robson called the meeting to order at 11:00 am EST. 
Approval of Agenda

No formal agenda was circulated.
New business:
P&P Changes

The group first discussed Claude’s suggested modification to the P&P’s circulated by Chad.    Claude’s comments are:

“In 7.1 "Formal e-mail votes require a minimum of a seven (7) calendar day voting period and require a positive vote by the majority of eligible voters to pass unless specified otherwise in this document." 

I assume this means:

"Formal e-mail votes require a minimum of a seven (7) calendar day voting period and require a positive vote by *a quorum of* the majority of eligible voters to pass unless specified otherwise in this document."

The group agreed that we should consider the restrictions for quorum.  We should only consider fully-paid members.  In section 6.1, the quorum for WG meeting is 5 members, and on the LTSC votes, we need at least 10 votes.
The participants preferred to spell out the requirements.  The group would like to require that a majority vote is required, and require a reasonable number of votes to be received for the email ballot to be valid.   We also do not want to make it easy for a decision to be made with minimal consideration.  In the case of the SEC, meeting quorum requirements is not a problem, but we are concerned about LTSC-wide decisions and in some WG decisions.

We can enforce a rule that policy changes must take place in face-to-face meetings or meet these quorum requirements.  

We recognize that there are circumstances where we may want to require more than just a quorum.  After further consideration, it was determined that the current wording was sufficient.
The participants commented that the P&Ps look good.

MOTION:

Claude moved that we accept the P&P’s latest draft submitted by Chad. 
Debbie seconded.  

The motion passed unanimously.
Working Group Reports

LOM WG report was submitted by Wayne via email.

Update on LOM is:

1.  Work on the joint project with DCMI is continuing to make progress with thanks to Mikael Nilsson.

2.  We have a new and growing relationship and liaison with the ALA.  I attended their annual meeting as liaison and standing in for Curtis Priest and gave comments on their upcoming RDA document that will shape their policies for the future.  It was also good confirmation of the need for our joint work with DCMI, who were also there and this context gave coincidental (if you believe in such) support for our work on the abstract models.

3.  Robby will be giving an update at the upcoming SC36/WG4 meeting.
Magda reported that DREL is forming the resolution committee.  Robby explained that the idea is to have about 5-6 members who don’t have strong agendas but do have technical expertise.  Claude also suggested that the BRC be restricted to address only comments that were submitted during ballot by the entire WG.  The objective is to raise consensus, not unanimity.

Claude reported that in Competencies, he and Scott are working some issues on the editorial side.  Several people from Europe have recently joined the WG.  We are trying to coordinate with HR-XML Europe.  

Kerry reported that the CMI RAMLET work is making progress again.  The CP work is undergoing a great deal of review and comment, since there are a number of issues with the base document.  Kerry has forwarded these issues to Robby, in hopes that they can be submitted to the IMS by Tuesday (before their next call).  

IMS News

Robby reported that Rob Able has been appointed CEO of the IMS.  He came from Oracle and was in the Association for Higher Education Competitiveness.   From everything that Robby has heard, the response outside of the IMS has been positive.  We will hopefully find going forward that things are a little easier to work with in the IMS now.  We are not sure if they will be changing some of their procedures.  The Board, CEO, and Staff will be figuring out how to work together for a bit, but we do see this as a positive change in the IMS.  Wilbert’s impression is that the folks are gearing up to undergo a sort of fundamental review of direction and focus, and they see this as a great opportunity.  
Robby was concerned that the announcement stressed that the IMS creates “standards”, and we need to look purely from the LTSC perspective that this may be of concern.  Kerry added that there are some small indications that things may change, and we are taking it as a positive opportunity.
SC36 Liaison

Robby and Tyde reported that they attended the International Plugfest in January.  There were some expressed desires from international National Bodies from SC36 to move the SCORM application profile and take it to the international standards arena.  The idea is to have a joint “ratification” by the IEEE on one hand (representing industry standards) and the SC36 (representing the international arena).  The outcome would be that SOCRM would be an accredited document. The LTSC Liaison report suggested that this activity would be supported.  Tyde has been doing work with other organizations on this effort. 

Tyde further explained that the ADL was asked to look into standardization options, and they have asked him to do this investigation.  The initial step he has taken is to request a Category A Liaison in SC36 for the ADL.  Since the ADL is a program, not an organization, he is concerned about the outcome of this request.  It will be voted on in their next month meeting.  He would also like to see an ad-hoc group open to NB members to look into parameters for standardizing SCORM.  In particular, he will be contacting the AICC, IMS, IEEE LTSC before the meeting since all three organizations already have Category A Liaisons and are stake holders in the current model.  We would like to request that representatives from each group participate in this process.  
Tyde feels that this process will be fairly contentious for a number of reasons on a number of different levels.  One alternative is to take the SCORM document set and submit it to the SC36 as a technical report.  Right now, he is really more interested in getting somewhat of a catalog of options and positions.    He will be keeping us informed of the progress of this effort.

Claude and Kerry both expressed concern about the complications of working with the multitude of documents and organizations.  However, they both agreed with Tyde’s approach to research it first.  Kerry clarified that what we would ideally want is an internationally supported profile.  A lot of it is on track to being standardized, but it will take a lot of time.  The group is concerned about the perception of “standardization of SCORM”.  
As a group, Robby summarized that the LTSC does not have a reason to oppose the ADL being named a Category A Liaison.  

Robby will be making the liaison report at the March meeting.

March Meeting
We will be meeting the first Monday of March to discuss this in better detail.
Membership / Funding

Brandon reported that we now have 44 members.
Website

Robby and Wilbert are still investigating alternative hosting solutions.  Robby may be in a position to offer a server at his office.
The SIM group wants to use their reflector, but our website.  

The IEEE is asking for our meeting schedule for the year.  His inclination is to tell them that we will have another meeting in the fall, perhaps co-located with Learning2006.  If we need to have 3 meetings this year, then it will need to be in the summer and plans need to begin right away.  Kerry added that her WG will potentially have their own face to face meeting in Europe.  Consensus was two meetings.
Robby closed the meeting at 3:06 pm Central.
