Report of Liaison Meeting
ISO TC 37 and ISO/IEC JTC 1/SC 32/WG 2

Berlin, Germany, April 15, 2005

This is a report of a liaison meeting held on the day following the Open Forum on Metadata Registries. 
WG 2 and TC 37 have previously agreed to work jointly on topics of mutual interest. As an initial step, the Eighth Open Forum on Metadata Registries was jointly organized by ISO TC 37 and ISO/IEC JTC 1/SC 32/WG 2.

At the meeting, we identified several topics of mutual interest along with activities to address these topics. These are identified below.

1. Define terms that are not clear between the groups

What we want to accomplish:

There are core terms used in TC 37 and in SC 32 that are understood differently in the two groups. Also, there are activities in the working environments of terminology and metadata registries (actual term assignments in terminology and lexicography, attributes used in MDRs, etc.), in which use some of the same "words" are used to address different aspects of the work, leading to confusion between the two areas. For example, what does TC 37 consider to be a "data category" as opposed to or in consonance with 11179 data elements and data element concepts? There is a desire to resolve these problems.

We would like to reduce the motivation for proliferation of different kinds of registries when it may be possible to use common approaches (between SC 32/WG2 and TC 37) to manage metadata semantics.
How to accomplish the above: 
Use TC 37 methodology for defining terms that we identify to be of interest. E.g., use essential and delimiting characteristics when defining these terms. Comparative views and analysis of existing definitions could be a starting point. Reach consensus based on essential characteristics.

Do this "on demand" as particular concepts and designations are identified.  

A desire was expressed to develop a set of resources concerning different views on creating definitions with respect to different kinds of resources. A question arose about writing definitions in the context of ontological and taxonomical resources.
2. Semantic Interoperability

What we want to accomplish:

 It would be useful to have an agreed upon terminology for semantic interoperability. This could include a definition for semantic interoperability.
We want to specify, at the level of conceptual thinking, what semantic interoperability is. 
How to accomplish the above: 
See item 1, above. Start an email discussion to resolve this for the group

3. Analysis of data categories in 12620 from the perspective of 11179
What we want to accomplish:
We want to analyze data categories in 12620 with respect to how they might be registered in an 11179 metadata registry.

How to accomplish this:
This is similar to the material in the TR 20943 series of technical reports. Those reports could be informative for this task.
The online version of the 12620 collection is the place to look at the data category specifications
(a) to determine whether they are in compliance with 11179 and 

(b) to see whether the content is reconcilable against the standard to ensure that concepts that have been identified in the catalogue are appropriate for the 11179 environment.

Frank Farance stated that he is willing to contribute to the analysis.
Sue Ellen will provide information on how to become an expert in the Loria-based Data Category Registry.

4. Internationalized concept representation
What we want to accomplish:

It is desirable to develop a minimum set of agreed-upon terminology for the various activities practiced by the two groups. International concept representation includes representations that are independent of representation in natural languages.
How are we going to accomplish this?
Proposal from Japan: Apply conceptual graphs to the representation of shared concepts and relations; this implies the development of an ontology reflecting the semantics of these elements.
Task: Japan will offer an example of how they suggest that we should proceed.
5. Define a set of core metadata for all types of language resources

This effort is underway in TC 37/SC 4. SC 32/WG 2 is invited to monitor and comment on this activity.

6. Establish procedures for communication between interested parties on these and other topics
What we want to accomplish:

We want to be able to communicate on topics of mutual interest, such as those described above. 
How can we accomplish this?

Frank Farance set up an email reflector for this group. People can send messages to: 
terminology-and-metadata@metadata-standards.org
This email reflector has an archive that will capture a copy of all email messages sent to the reflector. The archive can be viewed on the web or as email. Frank will send out an initial message to the reflector. The message will outline how users can utilize the various functions, including how to access the email archive. 

7. Future meetings

An interim WG2 meeting will be held in late Sept or early October in Toronto, Canada. The next Open Forum on Metadata Registries will be held in Japan, probably in late March, 2006. The annual SC 32 & WG 2 meetings will be held following the Open Forum
It was proposed that we hold a day long joint meeting on the day after the Open Forum.
A conference on conceptual modeling and metadata is scheduled for 2006 in Vienna. 
8. Formality

Joint meetings would be held as ad hoc liaison meetings, which can be called by the Secretaries of TC 37 and SC 32.
9. Develop registries that work together

What we want to accomplish:

Develop registries that work in the presence of different organizational, operational, work-flow and business models. Develop registries that work together (both metadata and terminology registries)
Issues to address--

Discuss the requirements for federated registries. What is a federated registry? Apply rule number 1 to this activity.

Discuss the requirements for metadata exchange between registries.

Request to explicitate the relationships between registries and databases, not just how the registries are related to each other.

Model the registration authority process.

Identifying the procedures needed for common administration of multiple registries

How do you achieve a situation where different registries can play well together

One aspect is to define a global name space, but there are many different aspects of how to work together.

How we can accomplish this:

Semantic service-oriented architectures offer a potential solution to this issue. Sam Chance will provide an SSOA example of how to do this.

Japan, Korea and China are creating federated registries. Horiuchi-san will provide an example of what is going on with the federated registries project.

Frank Farance will outline common-registration uthority procedures.

Christian Galinski the EAF -Term East-Asian Forum on Terminology may have some relevance to this.
10. Report

A report of this group will be sent to the reflector.

11. Appreciation

The group thanks the meeting host DIN and especially Cord Wischöfer of DIN.

