Draft Minutes of 11/01/01 Meeting of P1484.1

Name and P1484 # of Working Group:


Architecture & Reference Model Working Group -- P1484.1

Date, Time, and Location of Meeting


Thursday, November 1, 2001 

Session: 9:00 am – 12:00 pm

Teleconference

Presiding

Chair: John Tyler

Secretary: Debbie Brown

Attendance:


Frank Farance

Josh Tonkel

Debbie Brown

Mike Fore

John Tyler

Bruce Peoples

Call to order, chair’s remarks


John Tyler called the meeting to order at 9:15 am.  

Approval of minutes of previous meeting


Mike noted that we are still missing minutes from the LTSA meeting that was held in Pittsburgh.  John has his notes from the meeting, and he is planning to enter those as minutes and get them posted to the web site.  <Note:  John’s materials were posted to the reflector during this conference call. >

Both the 6/01 and 10/01 minutes will need to be approved at the next meeting.

Approval of Agenda


09:00am
Phone Conference Open

09:15
Review/Approval of prior meeting minutes and Agenda

09:30
Review LTSA Specification Draft v8.0 Comments



+ Review Draft 6 Comments



+ Comments on LTSA w.r.t ADLI

10:30
Ballot Resolution development

11:00
Sponsor Ballot Group Formation Discussion

12:00
Adjourn - Phone Conference Close

The agenda was approved.

Old business:
 

The first order of business was to review the comments posted on Draft 8 of the LTSA.  Dan had made some suggestions on wording and consistency issues for the LTSA.  Frank asserted that most of the recent document improvements were a result of incorporating his proposed comment resolutions.  Mike Fore clarified that since we are a small group of participants, we need to make sure that we have Dan’s approval of these changes as resolutions to his comments.  

ACTION ITEM:

Frank took the action item to attempt to contact Dan and get his feedback on the changes.

Frank clarified that as a group we need to decide how we would like to address the comments.  Most of the changes in draft 9 are a direct result of comment resolution, but the Technical Editor made the proposed solutions.  

In terms of describing the components, there are 3 types: process, flows, and stores.  Dan had suggested that we use a more consistent approach to describing these components.  Frank decided to change the names of “Performance Information” and “Learner Preferences” to “Learner Information”, and he made the appropriate adjustments in diagrams and documentation throughout the draft.

Another comment that we still have yet to resolve is Robby’s comment that he could not map the LTSA reference model to current architecture specifications in the IMS and other organizational works.  Robby felt that newer models are based on services, and he wasn’t sure how the LTSA could be applied.  Frank’s preliminary response was a request for more information about the architectures that don’t fit, and he hasn’t gotten a response.

Mike Fore suggested that Frank post Robby’s comment and repeat the request for more information on the reflector.  

ACTION ITEM:

Frank agreed to post this comment either on the reflector or directly to Robby and request feedback in order to get a resolution.

Josh asked for clarification of which other kinds of architectures Robby might be addressing, and Frank explained that his concerns result from work Robby is personally involved with in the ADL and/or IMS.  Mike confirmed that the Army is also interested in services-based architectures.  

Frank did not think that services were incompatible with the LTSA.  He pointed out that in the SC36, Rolf Lindner has also had similar ideas.  He doesn’t have any problem with the concept, but Frank suggested that we might better address this form of architecture in another document.  

Frank also noted another comment on Draft 7 from the 3/01 meeting, which might be related to Robby’s issue.  The comment was D07WG03 in the Ballot Distribution Document.  This one also implies that we need to get some examples from the ADL and attempt to address these concerns.  It is possible that we will need to modify diagrams in order to incorporate these new types of systems.

Frank pointed out that right now the document is heavily controlled – only accepting changes as a result of comment resolution.  We have been in this level of control since Draft 6.

John asked if there were any other key objectives for Draft 9, and Frank answered that there were none other than completing these last comment resolutions.

Frank would like to submit the new version of the document for review the week of November 19th.   This would allow 2 weeks for review prior to the WG meeting in Hawaii.  Prior to release, Josh will perform a cover-to-cover review looking for inconsistencies and editorial issues.

ACTION ITEM:  


Frank will submit the new version of the document for review the week of November 19th.

New business:

Frank then discussed the possibility of going forward with the document to Sponsor Ballot.  He felt that the number of comments received with each release has stabilized to a minimum, and he thought it was time to consider moving forward.  We need to be looking to wrap this project up.   John is concerned that since we have been limited to teleconference participation and time zone differences recently, we haven’t had as broad a participation as we have enjoyed in the past.  However, he did feel that we should at least make preparations in consideration of Sponsor Ballot. 

John asked that we include as an appendix, an example of the architecture of the LTSA.  The example that was suggested was mapping an existing distributed training architecture to the LTSA.  The second point that was suggested was to develop an evangelization brief to communicate the value of LTSA to the training systems community and then take it forward to other initiatives, such as the ADL and IITSEC.  If we could get the brief done by February, then it seems reasonable that Draft 9 as a Sponsor Ballot candidate would be more useful for 2 purposes:

1) Communicate what we are doing in LTSA

2) Communicate what the NG is doing in distributed training systems

Frank added that Rolf had suggested at one point that we should map the IDEALS modular training system.  This example is currently in the document as Annex E, and we could certainly add one more example.  

John noted that it would take an additional resource to do the work, and we haven’t had the manpower to get it done in the past.  Since we are in the process of trying to finish the project, we need to make an asserted effort to get it done.  John suggested that the NG mapping could go into the brief rather than Draft 9.  

John proposed would like to see a draft of the evangelization document (LTSA Evangelization White paper) by 11/30/01.  John is going to approach the work as a white paper for IITSEC 02, and he will try to include it as an objective in his organization’s staffing plans.  

Frank felt that a supporting document would be of benefit to LTSA, and John’s offer to get it done within his organization will be very helpful.  Frank felt that the primary perspective for John’s paper would be to help the DoD community at large, the ADL, and the IITSEC activity; however, there are other communities that are not DoD-centric that might also benefit from the white paper’s availability.

John suggested that we discuss the white paper further offline, rather than taking any further agenda time.

John then moved on with discussion of the formation of Sponsor Ballot Group for LTSA.  

Frank explained the IEEE Sponsor Ballot process.    John asked what immediate action would be required to get started with the Sponsor Group.  Frank answered that we need to request for permission to start the formation of the Sponsor Group to the LTSC chair, who would then forward the request to the SEC.  We also need to request an automatic 24-month extension on the project, because it will expire by the end of February if not extended.

MOTION:

Frank made the motion that the WG approve John’s proposal to move forward with the Sponsor Ballot process.

The WG unanimously concurred.

ACTION ITEM: 

Frank will submit draft wording to request a PAR extension and to form a ballot pool to John, and John will forward them to the Chair.

<Note:  Frank submitted the following wording at the close of the meeting:

Request #1: The IEEE 1484.1 WG requests the automatic 2-year extension to the P1484.1 project.  The 1484.1 WG expects the P1484.1 project to enter sponsor ballot very shortly.  The 1484.1 WG requests the LTSC SEC to forward this request to IEEE-SA (NesCom).

        Request #2: The IEEE 1484.1 WG requests the formation of the sponsor ballot group for the P1484.1 project.  The 1484.1 WG requests the LTSC SEC to forward this request to IEEE-SA.  The 1484.1 WG requests that the LTSC SEC expedite this request so that the ballot invitation could be issued no later than 2001-11-30.

>

Frank clarified that it will probably be around the end of January before the document will be ready for its first Sponsor Ballot.  Frank also suggested that we convert the document to the IEEE format (Framemaker) for the first re-circulation ballot.  This will offer a much more controlled “change control” process.  

John suggested that he, Frank, and Robby might need to have a 3-way conference call to clarify the chair’s role in moving forward with Sponsor ballot.  Frank pointed out that the SEC vote could go ahead and take place via email if we would like it to.  Bruce emphasized this point, and added that we couldn’t afford to wait until December to begin the debate.  Frank explained that the LTSA doesn’t have to be perfect either – we’ve seen in LOM how the Sponsor Ballot process can facilitate further improvement on a document.

John then pointed out that he has a scheduling conflict for the week of the December meeting, so he hopes to schedule a teleconference with those in attendance.  He would like to have a 4-hour meeting, and he would like to have it Thursday, December 6th at 1:00 EST, which would translate to 8:00 am in Hawaii.  

The proposed agenda for this conference call will be:

· to review the changes in LTSA draft 9

· take comments on the changes

· discuss the ongoing action to begin sponsor ballot group formation and PAR extension

· discuss the evangelization white paper

John adjourned the meeting at 11:16 am.  

Motions and action items with name and date

ACTION ITEMS:

1) Frank took the action item to attempt to contact Dan and get his feedback on the changes.
2) Frank agreed to post Robby’s original comment regarding the mapping of LTSA to services-oriented architectures either on the reflector or directly to Robby and request feedback in order to get a resolution.
3) Frank will submit the new version of the document for review the week of November 19th.
4) Frank will submit draft wording to request a PAR extension and to form a ballot pool to John, and John will forward them to the Chair.

MOTION #1:

Frank made the motion that the WG approve John’s proposal to move forward with the Sponsor Ballot process.

The WG unanimously concurred.

Next Meeting -- date and location


Next meeting will be held at the University of Hawaii at Manoa, December 4-7, 2001

