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AGENDA: 

1. Welcoming and introduction 
2. Update on use cases 
3. Modelling: distinction Asset and Release 
4. Discussion of concept classes 
5. Discussion on properties and relationships 
6. Asset type taxonomy 
7. Inventory of applicable value vocabularies 
8. Issues and actions 
9. Meeting schedule  
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1. Welcoming and introduction 

Discussion  

 MD welcomes everyone to the Virtual Meeting.  

 MD explains that today’s meeting is a follow up on last week’s meeting (of which 
the report was sent out), but that this meeting is intended for a smaller and more 
technically inclined group. 

 The objective of the technical group is to produce a Working Group draft, acting 
as input for a discussion with the wider group.  

 MD, as editor of the draft, will listen to all comments and feedback, incorporating 
them in the draft. 

 The draft will also be reviewed by a Review Group during a couple of weeks. 
After this period, another Virtual Meeting will be organised to discuss and work 
on the review comments. 

 SG proposes a round-table to allow everyone to give a short introduction and to  
express the interest in ADMS (from a technical point-of-view). 

 

 
 
 

2. Update on use cases 

Discussion  

 SG presents updated use cases. Every use case consists of the business needs, 
a usage scenario and the derived requirements.  

 Use case 1 illustrates how the ADMS could allow searching for semantic assets 
in different repositories. 

 The suggested use case on comparing assets is listed as a specific use case of 
the federated search (use case 1).  

 Attention is given to use case 3, matched information resources. It explains how 
information that is not linked directly can still be derived from metadata.  

 MD states that the goal is to work on a ‘Core ADMS’, a minimal ADMS so to 
speak, that works context-neutral. By extending and implementing ADMS, more 
precise use cases should become apparent.  

 MZ believes use case 1 should be further ‘split’, to work on more concrete 
aspects of searching (e.g. a user is looking for a particular translation or an 
asset with a particular status). MZ defines four stages for a search: Find, 
Identify, Select and Obtain. 

Decisions  

 MZ’s comment will be taken into account.  

Action Items Responsible Deadline 
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SG to incorporate MZ’s comment on the details of 
searching. 

SG 28/10 

Documentation  

 https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/CITnet/confluence/display/ISACV/ADMS+Use+Cas
es 

 
 
 

3. Modelling: distinction Asset and Release 

Discussion  

 The previous draft of ADMS made a distinction between Asset and Release. The 
question is whether or not to keep this for the next version.  

 GS has analysed a number of repositories (XRepository, Digitaliser,... ), 
concluding that these all make this distinction.  

Decisions  

 The distinction between Asset and Release is maintained.  

Documentation  

 https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/CITnet/confluence/display/ISACV/ADMS+Modellin
g 

 https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/CITnet/confluence/download/attachments/5108532
7/ADMS_Asset_v0.01.pptx 

 https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/CITnet/confluence/download/attachments/5108532
7/ADMS_Asset-Release_v0.01.pptx 

 
 
 

4. Discussion of concept classes 

Discussion  

 MD has updated the diagrams to represent concepts as classes explicitly.  

 MZ asks what ‘location’ means in this concept.  

 MD explains it describes the geographic coverage of an asset. It is not explicitly 
described where an asset is produced. adms:AccessURI and the location of the 
Agent exist however. 

 GS suggest to keep foaf:Image out of the core specification.  

 MD doubts there is a specific use case for a tag in a semantic repository, but GS 
knows it is used in Digitaliser.dk. The use case for this should be analyzed.  

 JB suggests considering information about projects reusing the asset and the 
resulting services of the reuse. MD will consider this, although it is not clear if 

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/CITnet/confluence/display/ISACV/ADMS+Use+Cases
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/CITnet/confluence/display/ISACV/ADMS+Use+Cases
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/CITnet/confluence/display/ISACV/ADMS+Modelling
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/CITnet/confluence/display/ISACV/ADMS+Modelling
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/CITnet/confluence/download/attachments/51085327/ADMS_Asset_v0.01.pptx
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/CITnet/confluence/download/attachments/51085327/ADMS_Asset_v0.01.pptx
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/CITnet/confluence/download/attachments/51085327/ADMS_Asset-Release_v0.01.pptx
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/CITnet/confluence/download/attachments/51085327/ADMS_Asset-Release_v0.01.pptx
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this should be part of the ADMS model or that it is part of the description of a 
service. 

 MZ thinks adms:QualityLevel is too subjective. SG agrees and mentions that the 
concept of quality level in itself is removed. Instead, there’s a focus on quality 
indicators such as usage. MD proposes to remove adms:QualityLevel. 

 MD asks if security levels should be included but JB feels this is too complex. 

Decisions  

 adms.QualityLevel will be removed from the specification. 

 moat:Tag will be dropped from the specification.  

Action Items Responsible Deadline 

Remove adms:QualityLevel from the specification MD 26/10 

 
 
 

5. Discussion on properties and relationships 

Discussion  

 GS mentions AssetType is not linked to a release . MD’s idea is that a release 
"inherits" this property from the asset. However, the adms:Release has a 
particular format.  

 GS further explains that SEMIC has the version on the release level. One 
release can have multiple formats. This is different for the other repositories. 
The other repositories put the version on the asset.  

 MZ suggests an "example resource". GS explains this is to already have a link to 
related datasets. 

 MD mentions that Bart Hanssens thinks translations to be of interest and asks 
how this can be modelled, as a related asset or not? 

 JB states that these assets are likely to have different lifecycles, so it is probably 
useful to consider them as separate assets. 

 MD proposes to have a "is translation of" relationship type between assets. 

 GS asks what the difference is between dcterms:domain and dcterms:subject. 
MD explains that dcterms:Domain needs to be a list that is agreed on as part of 
the ADMS specification, whereas dcterms:Subject can be anything.  

 JB considers foaf:Document seems to be a physical document.  

Decisions  

 Every release has only one format. A class adms:Documentation will be added 
as foaf:Document does not include non-web documents. 

 Person will be removed from the specification. Only Organization will be 
considered instead. 
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6. Asset type taxonomy 

Discussion  

 JB introduces a matrix that represents a checklist on interoperability aspects 
that need to be taken into account by organisations when addressing 
interoperability  

 MD asks if we have any knowledge of person registers or person registers. MZ 
mentions "VEAF" for a controlled list of publishing author names. MD also 
suggests the Working Group could look at EU projects such as the European 
Business Register, the FAO Corporate Body to retrieve organisation URIs . 

 JB mentions that there are many registers of organisations in national 
governments and that it might be better to consider not including any person 
data, as one quickly runs into personal data protection constraints.  

 MD asks for input on statuses. JB propose that SG includes a small set of 
statuses. MD asks GS to produce a small list of statuses that SG has come 
across (e.g. geography: Geonames, etc.) 

 GS agrees and says that geography:Geonames is perfect for RDF use. 

 MZ shares the FAO organisational ontology 
http://www.fao.org/countryprofiles/geoinfo.asp 

Documentation  

 https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/CITnet/confluence/display/ISACV/ADMS+Terminol
ogy+and+Taxonomy 

 
 
 

7. Inventory of applicable value vocabularies 

Discussion  

 Not discussed 

 
 
 

8. Issues and actions 

Discussion  

 Overview of actions not yet listed. 

Action Items Responsible Deadline 

SG and GS to produce a short list of asset statuses SG 28/10 

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/CITnet/confluence/display/ISACV/ADMS+Terminology+and+Taxonomy
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/CITnet/confluence/display/ISACV/ADMS+Terminology+and+Taxonomy
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MD and JB to produce a list of asset types MD 28/10 

MD to request Sofia Zapounido more information on 
the ADNOM vocabulary 

MZ 28/10 

MD to produce a new version of the specification, 
taking into account the decisions and issues raised 
during this meeting. 

MD 26/10 

 
 

9. Meeting schedule 

Discussion  

 No specifics discussed other than a request by MD to fill in the Doodle poll to 
indicate availability for the next meeting.  

 


