A message subcommittee working group conference call was held on 10/10/03. The purpose of the meeting was to work through in detail comments made by Walid Ramadan and Art Botterell on the ICS201 msg standard.
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Walid Ramadan Comments (and Subcommittee responses)

1) resourceId: why are we limiting the format for this one?  ICS instructions suggest a resource ID may vary from a license plate or a vendor name plus anything in between. 

Limitation of format to be removed in data dictionary so that any text can be used.

2) I may be mis-reading this, but how can the "resources" element be optional and the "asset" element be required 

An optional subelement to an element that is required is considered to be “conditionally optional”, meaning that if the parent element is present then the subelement is required. The data dictionary will be updated to reflect these conditionally optional items within the notes for those items.

3) The ICS201 is a 4-page document, and therefore, it must be maintained as such with all its elements regardless of whether information is available to go on all 4 pages.  For example, in a paper environment, you do not just take out the resource page of the ICS201 just because you do not need or have any resources, but rather you include it blanc. I would like for our object model to reflect that.  In other word, the recipient of the ICS201 should be able to recognize that there were no resources needed.  Same applies to "location" and "position" in the object model. 

After much discussion, it was decided that an element would be added to indicate whether subelement data was included or not.

4) The multiplicity for "organization", "resources", "location" and "summary" in the object model cannot all be "0…n" simultaneously.  We need to capture that constraint., otherwise, what is the point of filling the ICS201? 

All of these elements to be changed to 0..1 in the object model.

5) In the data dictionary, the "objective" is designated as "optional", but in the object model, it is showing "1..n" multiplicity.  Are these two inconsistent? 

Object model to be changed to 0..n

6) A time/date data element is missing under "action" under "summary"
The ICS form will be checked to see if this is required.

7) I am not sure I understand the "0…n" multiplicity between ics201 and incident data elements.  Is that implying that the same ICS201 is used for multiple incidents?  The purpose of ICS201 is to provide a limited number of users with information on the initial incident response until the first operational period begins 

Multiple incidents can be communicated in a single ICS201 message. This is the case where multiple apparent disparate incidents are determined to be related

8) We made some of the elements that we listed in the data dictionary under "ics201" "Elements and Sub-elements" mandatory, such as msgType, and status.  I believe that we agreed to reuse particular set of elements from CAP that provide for identification of the incident to which this ICS is related.  Are we trying to translate ICS201 into a CAP message? 

No. Some of the same elements happen to have value to both CAP and ICS201.

9) Although designated as optional, the "contact" element under "incident” Elements and Sub-elements" is not necessary because that information is already captured by other mandatory data elements such as preparedName, preparedPosition, and preparedAgency. 

The person to contact regarding the message may be different that the person who prepared or sent the message.

10) I am not sure I understand under what circumstances the incident element under “incident” Elements and Sub-elements can have more than one <organization> block. 

Agreed, and <organization> block changed to 0..1 multiplicity.

11) When it comes to the data element "positionReports", the high level positions such as those making up the Unified Command, Officers, and Section Chiefs are pre-defined in ICS201, although not necessarily deployed in every incident.  I think the data model should capitalize on the fact that those positions are well-defined. We can also extend that to all ICS positions including task forces groups, etc.
There was much discussion on this item. It was decided to change the notes on the position related elements to include “ICS Position Names must be used where possible”.

Art Botterell (and Subcommittee responses)

1) I notice that we haven't borrowed the <scope> , <restriction> and <addresses> elements from CAP.  That's fine, so long as we don't anticipate needing to assert constraints on the dissemination of a message, e.g., a security classification (one possible use of a <restriction> element) or any sort of explicit addressing.

It was decided not to include these elements at this time..

2) Seems like we've used the same rather general definition for both  <objective> and <action>.  Might I suggest something like, for  <objective>, "A description of an operational goal or objective for  the incident" and, for <action>, "A description of a specific  activity being undertaken in response to the incident"?

This suggestion was accepted and the data dictionary is to be updated.

3) In <resourceDesc> we have both number and type in a single  element... that  doesn't seem right somehow.  If there's more than  one component to the asset being described, shouldn't it have a  singular aggregate entity, e.g., "task force"?

Data dictionary definition to be changed to indicate that each resourceDesc refers to a single resource. This single resource may be an aggregate or individual resource.

4) In <isOnScene> seems like we could define "false" as encompassing  both "not on scene" or "unknown", since both have the functional  effect of the asset not being at the Incident Commander's disposal.

Agreed. This element will be changed to Boolean with suggested description.

5) In <positionTitle> and <positionResports> I think we could be a bit  more prescriptive here... ICS provides an enumeration of position  names... and allowing free-form text descriptions can cause heartburn  for implementers which, in this case, might be avoidable.

See Walid comment #11.

6) Rather than allow "other descriptive information" in the <name>  element, might we consider going ahead and adding an optional <vCard>  element (perhaps per  <http://www.jabber.org/jeps/jep-0054.html> )?  Note that this would involve quoting the opencontent.org copyright  and license language in the OASIS document... but that's allowed.

Rex took the action to investigate and possibly recommend an existing Vcard standard to use.

7) In the <polygon> and <circle> elements the definition refers to a  WGS-84 note, which has not been appended yet and which includes some  important specifics about the format.  Probably need either to bring  in that note or to pull those specifics (e.g., coordinate order) into  the definition itself.

The WGS-84 notes will be pulled in as am appendix to the standard doc.

8) I'll note for the record that we haven't provided a way to transmit  binary resources (map sketches, in particular) over one-way links.  (I'll also note that both the Jabber and W3C vCard formats do provide  for an inline binary photo.  The W3C RDF version also supports inline  binary audio, logo (graphic) and encryption keys.)

Rex took the action to bring this to the GIS subcommittee.

