Draft Meeting Notes from the EM-TC Telecon Meeting

Date: October 19, 2005, 9:00  AM EDT

Next meeting: November 1, 2005, 12:00 PM EDT (face-to-face)
The face-to-face meeting was hosted by CapWin in Greenbelt, Maryland. A quorum was in attendance.
1. Attendance
	Patti Aymond 

Art Botterell

Rex Brooks

Sukumar Dwarkanath

Tim Grapes 

Gary Ham
	Elysa Jones

Julia Ridgely

Lee Tincher

Rich Vandame

Sylvia Webb


2. Review of Agenda
The following agenda was approved:

1. Attendance 
2. Meeting notes from 10/04/05 
3. Goals of the meeting 
4. Review agenda 
5. Ground rules 
6. Resource requirements 
7. Review DOM 
8. Resource messages and flow 
9. Data dictionary 
10. Wrap up and next actions

3. Meeting Notes from 10/04/05
The Meeting Notes from 10/04/05 were approved.
4. Review of EDXL Resource Element Requirements
The requirements document for EDXL-RM was received from the Emergency Interoperability Consortium last week. The remainder of the meeting was devoted to reviewing and revising the document. 

A revised version of the document has been uploaded to the Document area of the EM-TC website. The notes below reflect the discussion points around each of the requirements. Since two requirements were deleted and one added, the notes reference the requirement’s keyword.
Action item: Review the requirements template, which seems more “technical” than is necessary for the committee’s work.
Action Item:  Set a date and formally accept the RM work product.  Finalize and communicate the decision on sub-committee acceptance of RM work product and make clear that anyone wishing to participate in RM standards participates in this SC.

Standards Compatibility
In the Standards Compatibility section, NIEM was added to the list of standards. “Compliant” in the original version was changed to “compatible” to reflect the inability of any standard to be compliant with a standard, such as NIEM, that is still under development. It was further felt that using “compliant” would suggest than an application had to be compliant with one of the listed standards in order to use EDXL-RM.
Action Item: Discuss whether to recommend support for UBL, EBXML, and UDDI in the future.

Action Item: Further discuss meaning of “compatibility” in this context.

A separate requirement for compatibility was deleted because it substantially duplicated this section.

Focus for Requirements

A corresponding Response was added to each Request. 

Actor Profile

Language was added to indicate that this is not a comprehensive list.

Action Item: Rex will contact Lawrence Livermore Labs for relevant information about incorporating lists.

EDXL-DM

This requirement was added to reflect the dependency of the EDXL-RM on the EDXL-DM (Distribution Message). 

REQUISITION (formerly ORDER)

The requirement name was changed to requisition to get across the idea that a “contract” may be in place between a requestor and a resource without a purchase order or being in place. A sentence was added to indicate that the Requisition is independent of any business process or software that may be employed. 
COMMIT

At Patti’s suggestion, the idea of partial commitment of resources was incorporated. 

INFO

There was discussion of how to include the idea of “no response” to a resource request, and whether practioners would prefer to select from a list of possible responses or write their own in free text. It was decided to include both.

RELEASE

There was discussion of whether the requirement should read “non-perishable” or otherwise indicate that there are types of resources that may not need to be released, or may only be partly released. It was decided that the existing language was sufficient to convey that idea.

DISPOSITION (formerly STATUS)

Initially, the committee considered eliminating this requirements, since it was thought that the originating party, after not hearing back about a request, might wish to re-issue the request rather than request a status. The word “status” was also held to be confusing, and did not make it clear that the request was for the status of the resource, not the message (which is addressed later). The resolution was to change “status” to “disposition.” Examples for resource disposition that might be specified include approved, denied, submitted, denied, cancelled, and filled.
CANCEL

A sentence was added to make it clear that it is not possible to “cancel a cancellation.” 

ADVISE

There was a question about whether this requirement would be more appropriate for the DE. With a unique message ID, there is no way for an auxiliary entity to get “involved” in the message exchange. It was noted the fact auxiliary notification is part of DE does not mean it cannot be implemented in RM. Since they are part of the same “family,” it can be implemented in either. This discussion led to the decision to include dependency on EDXL-DE as the first requirement.
ADDITIONAL (removed)

Recommendations by Jon Skeel (USDA) had been placed in a skeleton requirement. Discussion focused on the most appropriate way to incorporate these recommendations. The committee proposed requesting additional information from Jon, as well as bringing him into the TC process. Tim emailed his mapping of Jon’s suggestions to the requirements.
Action Item: Discuss the proposed resolution on the next TC call.
Action Item:  Compose a memo from the OASIS sub-committee to Jon addressing his recommendations, and requesting information and deadline needed by the sub-committee in order to address these recommendations.
STANDARDS (removed)

Since compatibility with standards is not a testable requirement, the requirement was removed. It is essentially duplicated in the Standards Compatibility section of the introduction.

STATUS
Status was clarified to msgStatus to make it clear that it is the status of the message. 

SPECIAL REQUIREMENT (formerly Special Needs)

The name of this requirement was changed to avoid confusion with “special needs” (e.g., ADA requirements). Instead, it allows a request for a related or auxiliary requirement to a resource, such as a qualified driver for a special piece of equipment. 

REQUEST RESOURCE
The individual examples in this requirement need to be matched with individual requirements. 


Action Item:

Tim has volunteered to undertake this, answering the following specific questions:

1. Where do these specific items go inside structure laid out in requirements?

a. Note:  A response was provided to the sub committee by Tim Grapes on 10/21
2. Specifically, what are they looking for in terms of current location for tracking resources? 

3. How should we handle absolute time, or provide a way to track where something is right now? There should be a real-time location, or at least an observed location with date/time coordinates.

a. Note:  This was a comment provided by Art that was not included in the original requirements.  This recommendation needs further discussion.

5. Adjournment

The committee voted to adjourn following completion of review of the EDXL-RE requirements. A revised version of the requirements document reflecting the completed work was posted to the document area of the EM-TC website. Elysa was to present the committee’s work to the EIC at its board meeting on Thursday.
Respectfully submitted,

Julia Ridgely, Secretary
OASIS EM-TC

President
Long Branch Systems
(443) 604-8699

