Draft Minutes

P1484.20 Reusable Competency Definitions (RCD)
Date, Time, and Location of Meeting:

Monday, May 16, 2005, 3:30 pm until 5:30 pm

ADL Co-lab, Alexandria, VA
Presiding:
Chair: Claude Ostyn
Secretary: Debbie Brown

Attendance:

In Person:

	Brandon Muramatsu

	Chad Kainz

	Claude Ostyn

	Debbie Brown

	Geoffrey Frank

	Laila Emara

	Lori Morealli

	Mike Bednar

	Nancy Hoebelheirich

	Paul Jesukiewicz

	Peter Greene

	Robby Robson

	Rolf Lindner

	Schawn Thropp

	Scott Lewis

	Scott Shultz

	Steve Sarapata

	Tom King

	Valerie Smothers

	Wayne Hodgins

	Wilbert Kraan


Call to order (Chair’s remarks):

Claude called the meeting to order at 3:50 pm

Approval of Agenda:
Proposed agenda was approved unanimously.


Old business:

Claude reviewed the status of the current working draft development.  He explained that they still have several technical issues to resolve.  They are producing simply a data model for the reusable competency definitions, and the first rough draft was circulated in May of 2005.  
Scott has made several IEEE editorial corrections.  We have agreed with the IMS not to make technical changes or add new features, so some of the comments cannot be resolved in the manner in which requested.  

If you want to vote on this standard, you must be on the balloting group.  You will need to join the balloting pool and then specify that you want to participate in LTSC ballots.

He reported that there have been some coordination activities with the CEN/ISSS (Cleo Sgouropoulo) HR-XML (XML schemas using or referencing RCDs), and HR-XML Europe (a couple of proposed projects). 

The purpose of this standard is to allow processes to use automation to reference descriptions of competencies.  It is similar in scope to a container, within which we don’t technically care about the contents.  

He has many ideas for future projects within this group, including the handling of competency maps, best practices for metadata, RCD identifiers, as well as bindings for the RCD.
Rolf added that as soon as we have RCDs, we need to take care that we don’t have thousands of entries for the same thing.  We would need to have expressive, descriptive data for users to compare them.  Wilbert added that he agreed this is certainly a big issue, but it depends upon whether or not we want the organizations to manage them internally… it is more of an ontology solution.  
Schawn suggested that we do need to get the community of users more involved via feedback and use cases.  We should be able to develop the basic data model with little difficulty, but technical works need to be better explored.

We have beginnings of a practice, but Schawn is concerned about getting a representative set of users involved.  Rolf brought up the point that the objectives in the CMI RTE have no semantic requirements, and users are able to create very useful systems, although not very interoperable objectives.  
Claude suggested that we request a renumbering of their project, which would entail a renewal of the PAR.  The SEC must request the extension, and Claude asked for discussion of this extension.

Robby pointed out that it would be of benefit for RCD to be in ballot prior to requesting the extension, since we have already requested extension once before.  

Brandon explained that the LTSC SEC has discussed our current membership status.  Our dues structure will now be $25/year for professionals and $10/year for students or participants from developing countries.  We need to collect dues from you if you want to participate in a WG.  Those who already paid dues at the higher rate will be excused from dues until the end of 2006.  

Robby clarified that we have members (pay dues, sign up for mailing list, have the right to vote and right to join working groups as voting members).  Anyone can participate (for free), but in order to vote you must pay the dues.  In order to access the private areas of our website you must also an LTSC member.  WG chairs have a mechanism to add Experts to the web site, but these Experts do not have a vote.  

The LTSC is separate from the IEEE Standards association.  When we discuss balloting, that takes place under the direction of the IEEE SA.  In order to participate in the ballot, you have to be either a member of the IEEE SA or pay to participate in that particular ballot.  In order to be a member of SA, you must pay $35, and you have to be a member of either the IEEE or the IEEE CS.  

When you join the Standards Association, you will need to check the box for the LTSC, and once you have checked it, you will always get an invitation to join the ballot group of an LTSC ballot activity.

Evidence of LTSC membership is provided by the treasurer, who will give members a receipt.  The other membership of IEEE can be done online with a credit card.  

Claude then presented the current draft of the RCD standard and the issues spreadsheet.  
The resolution for 6.2.3 was to copy the definition of “vocabularies” from LOM.

A comment from Mike Collett suggests regarding line 115 will require a change in the PAR.  It was determined that the suggested change be made to the document in the interest of proceeding to ballot, but the request to change the PAR with the IEEE will not be submitted until after having started the ballot.  
Wayne pointed out that the balloting group will need to be informed of the impending change to the PAR, because they need to be balloting against the newer version.

Claude clarified that the map of competencies will be future work, but this standard is the building blocks used to create the map.  He added that this draft has been posted for close to a year on the LTSC web site.  At some point we must move forward, so we are finalizing comments from the WG prior to proceeding to the first formal ballot.  
The remaining comments came from Rolf, and Claude and Rolf will attempt to complete them during a breakfast meeting in the morning.

