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AGENDA 

1. Welcome by Thodoris Papadopoulos 
2. Acceptance of the previous meeting's minutes by Thodoris Papadopoulos 
3. The conceptual model, including open issues Need for Jurisdiction, Input and Output 

examples, Complex Services by Phil Archer 
4. Roadmap - from here to public review period and future pilot studies/implementations 

by Phil Archer and Thodoris Papadopoulos 

The agenda of the virtual meeting is available on Joinup. 
 

1. Welcome  

Discussion  

 TP welcomed everyone to the fourth online meeting of the Core Public Service 
Vocabulary Working Group (WG). He thanked everyone for their participation in and 
contribution to the WG. 

Documentation  

 List of WG members  

 

2. Acceptance of the previous minutes 

Discussion  

 TP invited all WG members to give comments on the meeting minutes of the previous 
virtual meeting. No comments were raised. The meeting minutes are therefore 
considered as accepted.  

Documentation  

 Core Public Service Vocabulary Virtual meeting minutes 2012-12-19 

 Public mail archive 

 Issue tracker 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/sites/default/files/D5.1.2_Core%20Public%20Service%20Vocabulary_WG_Virtual_Meeting_20130109_v0.02.pdf
https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/core_public_service/document/core-public-service-conceptual-model-v05
https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/core_public_service/issue/do-we-need-capture-jurisdiction-service’
https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/core_public_service/issue/wg-provide-examples-inputs-and-outputs
https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/core_public_service/issue/wg-provide-examples-inputs-and-outputs
https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/core_public_service/issue/complex-services
https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/core_public_service/wiki/core-public-service-wg-virtual-meeting-20130109
https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/core_public_service/document/core-public-service-working-group
https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/core_public_service/document/core_public_service_vocabulary_virtual_meeting_minutes_2012-12-19
https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/core_public_service/document/core_public_service_vocabulary_virtual_meeting_minutes_2012-12-19
https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/core_public_service/document/core_public_service_vocabulary_virtual_meeting_minutes_2012-12-19
http://joinup.ec.europa.eu/mailman/listinfo/core_public_service
https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/core_public_service/issue/all
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3. The conceptual Model, including open issues 

Discussion  

 

 

 
 

 PA briefly presented the current draft of the Core Public Service specification document 
that will be later published for public review. PA invited WG members to have a look 
and comment on the specification document. 
 

 PA presented the revised conceptual model v0.05. He explained that each property and 
class in the conceptual model is further defined in the specification document. 

 

 The discussion around the conceptual model was structured following the current open 
issues. 

 
Open issue - Jurisdiction: Do we need to capture the 'jurisdiction of a service’? 
 

 TP invited PA and the WG members to discuss about the jurisdiction issue: 
https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/core_public_service/issue/do-we-need-capture-
jurisdiction-service%E2%80%99 

 

 PA said that he does not have a strong feeling about the ‘Jurisdiction’ concept and 
invited the WG members to give their opinion on that issue. PA also said that Dublin 
Core does not have property for ‘Jurisdiction’.  

 

 PW said that some authorities may have jurisdiction in different spatial areas. For 

https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/core_public_service/document/core-public-service-conceptual-model-v05
https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/core_public_service/issue/do-we-need-capture-jurisdiction-service%E2%80%99
https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/core_public_service/issue/do-we-need-capture-jurisdiction-service%E2%80%99
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example, the European Commission has a supranational jurisdiction applicable in the 
entire European Union. PW said that it might be complicated to just include the spatial 
concept. The authority body under which a particular rule is applied might be an 
important concept to model. Therefore, there are two different concepts behind 
‘Jurisdiction’ class that should be modelled: 

o Authority body  
o Spatial area. 

 

 MD explained that it is important to agree on a definition for jurisdiction.  
 

 NL shared the definition from wikipedia, jurisdiction is defined as follows: "Jurisdiction 
(from the Latin ius, iuris meaning "law" and dicere meaning "to speak") is the practical 
authority granted to a formally constituted legal body or to a political leader to deal with 
and make pronouncements on legal matters and, by implication, to administer justice 
within a defined area of responsibility. The term is also used to denote the geographical 
area or subject-matter to which such authority applies.". He highlighted that in his view 
jurisdiction is a property of the service provider (of the public authority) and not a 
property of the service.  

 
 

 WG participants raised some examples where the service is independent from the 
location: 

o PA raised the example of the passport. A citizen can receive a passport from 
any location. For example, British citizens can apply for passports also in 
overseas territories of the UK.  

o PW raised the example of the pension. A citizen can go anywhere and still get 
his pension.  

o NL mentioned that in the case of the pension, the execution of the service is 
decoupled from the location where the result is delivered (i.e. the actual money 
delivered to the citizen). For example, this means that the pension public 
service is still executed in the UK, but the pensioner receives his salary in 
Spain.  

 

 BH raised another example from the US with regards to jurisdiction. A citizen can apply 
for unemployment insurance in the State where he resides but multiple jurisdictions can 
be involved in the process of delivering this service. In this case however, the notion of 
jurisdiction is mixed with public agencies collaborating in the provision of a public 
service. 

 

 PA and MF suggested removing both ‘Location’ and ‘PeriodOfTime’ and replacing them 
by a new class ‘Eligibility’. 

 

 NL commented on the whole discussion about ‘Jurisdiction’. According to him, 
‘Eligibility’ is different from ‘Jurisdiction’ because it refers to the fact that a citizen is 
entitled to execute and / or receive a service. ‘Jurisdiction’ is more on the provider’ side. 
It defines whether the service provider is granted the power and / or specific area of 
responsibility. NL said that the discussion was more relevant for ‘Location’ and he 
agreed with MD on the fact that a special attribute can cover jurisdiction. If the 
Vocabulary models the fact that a service can be delivered at a specific area, it is 
enough. Of course, this will therefore not cover the pension example but it is important 
to decide on a certain level of granularity.  

 

 TP said that although ‘Eligibility’ is a good concept, he would not be in favour of 
including it in the conceptual model. 

 

 PA suggested therefore not including ‘Jurisdiction’ in the conceptual model. However, 
he also suggested including a short explanatory text in the specification document that 
will be published for public review. This text should highlight the fact that ‘Jurisdiction’ 

https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/core_public_service/document/core-public-service-conceptual-model-v05
https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/core_public_service/document/core-public-service-conceptual-model-v05
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has been discussed within the WG and can still be included in the model. 
 

 Everybody agreed with the suggestion. 
 

 PW said that it is important to keep ‘Location’ because it is a very important element 
when searching for a public service. 
 

 It has also been agreed to keep ‘Location’ classes (temporal and physical aspects) 
 
 
Open issue - Complex Services 
 

 TP invited PA and the WG members to discuss about the issue of a Complex service: 
https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/core_public_service/issue/complex-services 

 

 PA suggested using an example of complex service and trying to represent it using the 
Core Public Service Vocabulary. In case it is not possible to represent a complex 
service using the Core Public Service Vocabulary, we would have to see how the 
vocabulary needs to be extended. The example of the complex service shared by 
Lyubo Blagoev could be a relevant example to test the Core Public Service Vocabulary. 
 

 NL said that we are missing a definition for what complex service means, especially in 
the context of the Bulgarian public administration. How does this differ from Service 
Bundle (which is already part of the model)? He suggested following up with Luybo on 
this.  
 

 BH said that it is a marvellous idea to go to a specific use case. 
 

 NL agreed that creating test cases is a very good idea. He also said that it is part of the 
next slot on piloting the Core Public Service Vocabulary and that a collaboration 
between the WG and some of the partners of the former SPOCS consortium is 
underway.  

 

Open issue - Accessibility metadata 

 TP invited PA and the WG members to discuss about the issue on providing examples 
for inputs and outputs: 
https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/core_public_service/issue/accessibility-metadata-be-
considered 

 

 MD said that this is a comment coming from the DC community.  
 

 PA said that there are levels of accessibility (e.g. AA and AAA). According to him, a 
public service that is not accessible for everyone would probably break the law. He said 
that he will ask a colleague expert in accessibility to confirm this.  
 

 PA mentioned that W3C has published some guidelines on Web accessibility.  
 

 NL commented that here we are discussing also physical accessibility. For example, 
does the building where from the service is physically made available have sufficient 
access for people with mobility disabilities? In this case, accessibility is a property of 
Location and not of service.  
 

Future Core Public Service Vocabulary Pilot(s) 
 

 NL explained that, in parallel to the Core Public Service Vocabulary and overlapping 

https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/core_public_service/issue/complex-services
https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/core_public_service/issue/accessibility-metadata-be-considered
https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/core_public_service/issue/accessibility-metadata-be-considered
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with the Public Review period, a set of pilot actions will be launched and supported by 
the ISA programme to demonstrate how the vocabulary can be used for representing 
real public service data.  

 Every WG member is encouraged to   try out the vocabulary in their particular context, 
e.g. public information from their e-Government portals.  
 

 NL explained that the following ideas have already been discussed: 
o Contact SPOCS and describe some of their data by using the Core Public 

Service Vocabulary. Stijn Goedertier already contacted MF to see whether 
SPOCS has such public information and how to access them.  

o Visit 3 or 4 eGovernment portals and collect public service description. The idea 
would be to describe them using the Core Public Service Vocabulary and 
demonstrate how cross-portal search can be implemented using the 
vocabulary. 
 

NL said that PwC can offer limited assistance.  
 

 MF agreed to share with NL description of some public services documented in SPOCS 
and see whether this would make sense to model them. 

 

 NL, PA and MF agreed to discuss this further offline.  
 

 

4. Conclusion and actions ahead of next meeting (6 February 2013) 

Discussion  

 

 TP and PA thanked the WG members for their participation and invited them to continue 
to discuss on the mailing list. TP reminded the WG members the date for the next 
virtual meeting: 6 February 2013 @ 16.00 CET (UTC+1) (world clock). A page has 
already been created on Joinup and is available at:  
https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/core_public_service/document/core-public-service-wg-
virtual-meeting-20130206 

 

 TP informed the WG members that all questions, comments, information related to the 
WG will be communicated via the mailing list. He said that SK will summarize the notes 
and action points discussed during this call and publish them for review on Joinup by 
the end of the week. WG member are invited to review the minutes by 2013-02-01. 
 

 PA explained the expectations for the next online meeting (2013-01-06). He said that he 
will send out a new version of the specification document before the next online 
meeting. The WG members will then be invited to review it before the meeting takes 
place. The objective of the next online meeting will be to agree on the specification 
document, so that it can be published for public review.  

 

Decision  

 To keep ‘Location’ classes in the conceptual model. 

 To not include ‘Jurisdiction’ in the conceptual model.  

 
 
 
 

http://www.timeanddate.com/worldclock/fixedtime.html?msg=Core+Public+Service+WG+Virtual+Meeting+2013.02.06&iso=20130206T16&p1=48&ah=1&am=30
https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/core_public_service/document/core-public-service-wg-virtual-meeting-20130206
https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/core_public_service/document/core-public-service-wg-virtual-meeting-20130206
https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/core_public_service/document/core-public-service-wg-virtual-meeting-20130206
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Action  
Task 
Owner 

Date 

SK to write meeting minutes and publish them on Joinup SK 2012-01-28 

PA to close all issues that have been resolved PA 2012-01-31 

All to review the meeting minutes. All 2013-02-01 

SK to circulate final version of the meeting minutes. SK 2013-02-03 

PA to revise and share a new conceptual model with the WG. PA 2013-02-04 

PA to finalise the specification document so that it can be shared 
before the next online meeting. 

PA 2013-02-04 

All to read the specification document when ready and to come up 
with questions in the next online meeting 

All 2013-02-06 

 


