
Meeting Notes from the Emergency Management Infrastructure Subcommittee

Date: March 15, 2011 (TC Tuesday) 1100-1200 EST

Attendance: Jeff Waters, Hans Jespersen, Rex Brooks, Werner Joerg, Lew Leinenweber, Tim Grapes, Gary Ham

Agenda & Note-Taker's Summary (in parens or in blue):  At today's meeting, the members discussed the current status of the common components, namely the Common Types, the CIQ Profile and the SimpleFeatures Profile.  The following topics were discussed:

1.   TOPIC: What is the status of our common components?  (Answer: The Common Types, including schema and document, are almost ready for recommended approval by EM TC.  The CIQ Profile has a schema from Don and Jeff is drafting a document. The SimpleFeatures schema and document are being drafted by Tim and Lew. )

2.  TOPIC: What is the status of the SimpleFeatures Profile?  (Answer: Draft is underway, but one issue is the need to create the SimpleFeatures schema, since OGC has changed its policy and currently does not offer a schema. )

3.   TOPIC: Should we keep WeatherInfoType as a simple string in the Common Types or remove it until we get a better version?  (Answer: Members discussed the issue. Benefits of removing include avoiding confusion, but benefits of keeping include serving as a placeholder for awareness of the need. Ran out of time before matter resolved.)

References:

(1) The Common Types document: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/emergency-if/download.php/41441/edxl-ct-v1.0-wd01-JW-3.odt
(2) The Common Types schema: http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/emergency-if/download.php/41442/EDXL_Common_Types_ver04.xsd 

Meeting Discussion:

-------------------------------------------

TOPIC 1: What is the status of our common components?  (Answer: The Common Types, including schema and document, are almost ready for recommended approval by EM TC.  The CIQ Profile has a schema from Don and Jeff is drafting a document. The SimpleFeatures schema and document are being drafted by Tim and Lew. )

 ---------------------------------------------

Jeff: (summarized status) We are using our IF telecons, as well as Messages and Notifications telecons and RIM telecons, to complete the reusable components which are (a) common types; (b) CIQ profile; and (c ) SimpleFeatures profile.  For each component, we need the schema and a document describing the schema in the formal OASIS template. We have the schema and document for common types for everyone to review. We have the schema for CIQ profile, but not yet a document. For SimpleFeatures, we need both. Jeff is working the draft of the CIQ profile. Tim and Lew are working the SimpleFeatures profile.  Once we have a schema and a document that we're reasonably happy with, we can recommend to EM TC that they be approved as a “committee specification draft” which means they can be housed in the publicly-accessible OASIS repository. This will allow us to reference them in our “larger” standards, such as Sitreps and DE 2.0.  Then we can get back to our regular work in the subcommittees producing these larger specs. Tim, would you like to give an update on SimpleFeatures profile?

Tim: Yes.  I can give you an update on our work. 

Lew: I started on document side of it and I started preparing material using the same template as for Common Types, even if that is not quite right, I know we want a new template, but I  used the same structure for the elements and types for the SimpleFeatures for OASIS, it’s a work in progress at this point. Once we get the real template, I’m not sure when that is coming, I should be able to just cut and paste.

Werner: I can get the templates in 2 days after the EM TC considers my suggestions for namespaces.

Tim: Is the namespace issue the only thing that is in the road right now?

Werner: Yes, we have to use the abbreviation for the work product. I don’t think there are too many difficulties, title, abbreviation for the workspace and namespaces. And I’ve decided to provide them for URI, URL and URN.

Tim: Once we get into what you have put together, I hope we can agree so we can get the templates done.

Rex: Sounds like a winner for me to have all three types of namespaces.  Great.

Jeff: Regarding the CIQ profile, I'm intending to finish an initial draft, but not quite there yet. One issue is how much do we need to or should we document the components that we are reusing, since they are already documented in the CIQ specification, but perhaps in a different style. The basic idea I've been going with is that some re-documentation is ok if we're only re-using a relatively small part of the overall CIQ spec and if it will help our audience and if it will give us a stable base of documentation under our control, since the CIQ documentation may change.  On the other hand, if we start reusing major components of CIQ requiring a lot of duplicative documentation, then we may need to rethink this and document only a portion and reference the CIQ documentation for more detail.

-------------------------------------------

TOPIC 2: What is the status of the SimpleFeatures Profile?  (Answer: Draft is underway, but one issue is the need to create the SimpleFeatures schema, since OGC has changed its policy and currently does not offer a schema. )

 ---------------------------------------------

Lew: Same thing, cause SimpleFeatures was subject of core agendum that includes circle, etc. is based on GML 3.2.1, so I’ve referred to that specification to pull the elements that SimpleFeatures core agendum looks at.  It’s a matter of referring back to the full GML specification. In past, the OGC had published the GML SimpleFeatures profile specification, but they are not doing that as a separate document anymore. You have to go to SimpleFeatures specification to build your application schema. Then I will build a schema that has those components that will validate. It was easier before, so someone with inside knowledge prepared. 

Elysa: I don’t understand, that’s a departure of what Carl posted earlier?

Lew: Yes, in investigating this, I talked to OGC GML specification working group care person, yes it is a departure. 

Elysa: You did look at the references for the schema Carl provided? He posted one that was posted to the list fairly recently. 

Tim: Let me see if I got that to Lew

Lew: I would like to be in sync with that.

Elysa: So I’m not sure if it has been displaced with how they now want to handle the core agendum.

Jeff: And my question is what if someone goes to the work of creating the schema for SimpleFeatures, then shoudn't that be reused by others. Does everyone have to create a SimpleFeatures schema?

Lew: Those are good questions to ask.

Jeff: Perhaps I can take a bit of our time to do a quick walk-thru of the Common Types document and we can resolve any remaining issues. (Jeff began walking through the document describing what elements are in there. The document is at http://www.oasis-open.org/apps/org/workgroup/emergency-if/download.php/41441/edxl-ct-v1.0-wd01-JW-3.odt)

Jeff: Is there a better weatherinfo type? Rex was mentioning that a better weatherinfo was discussed at the face-2-face.

Tim: I think if it was at face-2-face, then it should be in there. 

Jeff: PersonTimePairType? Leave it in?

Tim: Ok.

Rex: No problem.

Lew: ok.

Jeff: Ok, we'll leave in PersonTimePairType.

-------------------------------------------

TOPIC 3: Should we keep WeatherInfoType as a simple string in the Common Types or remove it until we get a better version?  (Answer: Members discussed the issue. Benefits of removing include avoiding confusion, but benefits of keeping include serving as a placeholder for awareness of the need. Ran out of time before matter resolved.)

 ---------------------------------------------

Jeff: What about WeatherInfo?  Leave it in? Ok with me

Rex: From the sitrep document, it’s in as a WeatherInfoType.  

Tim: We could debate either way, but let’s leave it out for now

Rex: What I have is the element is “WeatherConcerns”

Tim: I would say if it's just text, then take it out.

Werner: Question is whether we expect to have a more structured version of WeatherInfo, then perhaps it’s ok to have it in common types. Just as a matter of completeness, if it will change into something more structured, maybe we reserve a slot.

Rex: We have WeatherEffects and the type is WeatherInfo.  

Tim: I know in sitrep we had another standard that broke out weather components. It was a weather information website.  Maybe we lost it somewhere along the line. Let’s set this aside and for sitreps we need to go back and find it. For this effort, set it aside rather than invest time. As far as Werner’s suggestion to reserve a slot, I’d say we do that somewhere else.

Rex: Well no question we want the WeatherInfoType, but what it actually consists of is, so I suggest it aside.

Lew: Any thought, downside of leaving it in, if it goes through and gets published and someone uses it, then we change it, then it wouldn’t cause as many ripples to leave it out.

Tim: Leave it aside, and deal with it when we’re ready.

Werner: If we don’t have it in common types, where do we have it?

Rex: It’s in sitreps as just the text one.

Tim: The text one is not of value for common types.  We brought this group together to move this forward. My suggestion is to not interject more days or weeks.  

Werner: If we have WeatherInfo type in stireps right now, what difference does it make?

Rex: In sitrep we have WeatherInfoType and WeatherEffects, but we can take that out to avoid the issue, but we should get this fixed.  

Tim: If you are taking it out of sitreps, that won’t work. We need it in sitreps.  

Rex: It’s in sitreps as a common type.  

Jeff: We're out of time for today. The issue is whether we leave the WeatherInfoType in as a simple string and placeholder for a more complete version later, or just take it out of common types for now. We'll decide next time. But if we can resolve the issues, then we can offer it up to EM TC for approval.

Elysa: Just offer up to EM TC for their review and then in meeting in two weeks, the EM TC can consider any last minute changes. Then we can agree and review. 

Meeting adjourned.

Summary for EM TC:

We’ve paused sitreps, DE and RIM, to tackle the common components: (1) Common Types; (2) CIQ Profile; (3) SimpleFeatures Profile.  For each, we need the schema and document. For common types, we have both. You will find them as the 2nd and 3rd uploaded document in the Requirements folder of the IF Subcommittee uploaded on March 14, one is an xsd and one is in open document format.  We have a couple remaining issues, WeatherInfo, and our plan is to present this to the EM TC in two weeks for approval as a committee specification draft. For CIQ, we have the schema (thanks to Don) and I started work on a document. We’re hoping to have a draft document by end of week.  For SimpleFeatures, Tim and Lew are working that. 


