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LTSC Sponsor Executive Committee – P1484
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Monday, March 06, 2006 from 2:00 pm CST
Teleconference
Presiding


Chair: Robby Robson
Secretary: Debbie Brown

Attendance:


Kerry Blinko
Brandon Muramatsu

Debbie Brown
Wilbert Kraan

Wayne Hodgins

Robby Robson

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:
WG Reports

LOM Report
Wayne reported that the LOM group is planning for the March meeting.  He and Erik have been working on this and he will be sending out a suggested agenda.  It will be focusing on the LOM Next.  Mikkeal Nielson will also be able to present the abstract model.  He hopes to put together a joint committee with the DCMI group.  Mikkeal, Andy, and Pete have put together a rough draft of a model that they are ready to present to the group and move forward in the LTSC.  They have a scope and purpose statement ready to propose, and hope that after the March meeting it will be ready to put forward to the IEEE.  They are also discussing LOM 2.0 work moving forward. He has also been working to try to get some new participants to attend the meeting.  

CMI Report

Kerry reported that things were progressing with the editing of the XML binding.  The web versions of the XSD and examples are up on the web and ready to go.  They are making progress on the RAMLET and see the March meeting as a good working opportunity.  There are also efforts in the Content Packaging area, which Robby’s letter addresses.  They have also had some conversations with the IMS about how Scott is going to participate in the next set of documents.  

Letter to the IMS
Robby reported that he received a letter from the IMS.  He distributed it via email for the participants to consider.

The context of the IMS letter is that the Content Packaging IMS working group now has a new version 1.2.  The intent was originally to revise the CP with input from the LTSC and the ADL, and that version would then be a candidate for adoption by the LTSC with a wrapper.  Subsequent to that, what is happened is several things:

1. The IMS WG did work, and came out with something that is radically different


a. Uses UML

b. Became lengthy and abstract

2. There hasn’t been much input in general by the users, by the LTSC, or the ADL and potentially even within the IMS.

The IMS WG will continue to work taking the comments that we have made.  They will try to produce another document set, but we are not sure what it will be called.  The ADL is going to try to set up some opportunities to test it out in June of this year.  Presumably, some venders would have a chance to try it out and make sure that it works.  After these milestones, then we will be interested in moving forward within the LTSC.  

However, in that context, there is a new CEO named Rob Able.  In the last call, Collin seemed extremely anxious to get a letter from the LTSC stating our intentions regarding the content packaging specification.  The letter the participants are being asked to review is the proposed LTSC response to this request.

Brandon pointed out that we must allow for derivative works of the XML binding, and Kerry agreed that it is essential.  Robby agreed, and he also pointed out that the IPR must be protected for the IMS and the IEEE, and these terms still require negotiating.

Wayne pointed out that perhaps we should clarify that in the opening paragraph that we are interested in standardizing specifications after having been in the field and tested and adopted, which is not the case with the current version.  Robby added that Colin and Lisa have certainly focused on getting a specification out in “n” weeks, assuming that the community would adopt it just because it is from the IMS.  Kerry pointed out that 80% of the WG in the IMS consists of LTSC or NIST members.  Robby explained that the hope is that the attitude changes, but we should not expect it to happen very quickly.  
Wayne suggested that we can still consider standardizing the previous CP version since it has been in the field and widely implemented.  Kerry felt that the WG had already made the decision to work on the newest version.  Robby added that it evidently isn’t the ADL’s desire to standardize the existing 1.1 version, since there were some things that needed to be fixed.  The participants all agree that the assumption that 1.2 could be fully implemented and tested within a year is probably overly optimistic.  
Wayne was concerned that this is not the message that the ADL is spreading in their presentations, and he also feels that most users are expecting that the 1.1 version is the one to be standardized since they are ignorant of the problems.  Robby was concerned with Wayne’s observations.  Kerry added that the ADL is paying for Scott to edit 1.2, and everything they have heard from the ADL is about 1.2.  
Wayne felt that the user community is much more concerned with immediate problems rather than these future standard problems.  He wondered what we will do about cleaning up the existing stuff for this user community.  

Wayne asked if the LTSC is done focusing on SCORM 2004, and we are working for the next revision of SCORM.

Wilbert explained that the changes in 1.2 address issues that have been brought forward by the user community which affected the data model.  The over-riding concern would be it that it would be as backward compatible as possible.  
Robby asked if content that was produced in conformance with SSCORM 2004 be conformant with CP 1.2?  Wilbert answered yes.  Robby explained then that we should just describe this as a delay in getting the CP standardized, rather than a huge change.  Claude pointed out that there is a straight forward, automatic conversion process for SCORM 2004 to the new version, not that it is readily compatible.  There is a small schema change, and these things are absorbed via XSLT all the time.  

Robby asked the group if anyone has any objections to the letter.  There were no objections.  
ACTION ITEM:  
Robby will complete the suggested edits to the letter and get it submitted to the IMS.

March Meeting

The CMI part of the agenda will need to be adjusted to fit Collin’s travel schedule.  This change will be posted on the web site as soon as his plans are clarified.  

Robby will make sure that the travel hotels and locations be posted to the web site in addition to the informational email that was distributed by Erik, Claude, and Rolf.  

We need to be getting an idea of how many will be attending, and we also need to check on the communications and internet support.  

The participants agreed to bring personal equipment to support VOIP if necessary.

The agenda is posted on the website for review.

We need to organize a meeting for later in the year, and the assumption is that we will try to co-located with Learning2006.  

Robby closed the meeting at 3:00 pm Central.
