TG- Working on EDXL-SitRep-Rqmts-Rev1.5:
TG - This was the outcome of the feedback from the practitioners steering group.
TG - We don’t need to go over the closed ones for now; as they have been resolved.
TG - Working on number 16:
· TG - The comment was that this seems like it should be designed around a class of messages; instead of forcing them into one large message
· TG - He was expecting a message model for each
· TG - Resolution: We agree – we are looking for each ICS form to be a message?
· RB - We are only using some of them as a basis
· RB - We should revisit this issue 
· RB – We should get feedback from lessons learned from RM, and RIM
· RB – We need to be clear that we are providing a basic format to describe the messages we are going to use; we don’t want to confuse having a bunch of different messages for being complex; the messages all have the same format
· TG – We will keep it open; will leverage lessons learned from RM; need to emphasize the simplicity
· RB – Will be going to Silicon Valley; same place as Google; will be discussing Grad program and training facilities, NASA mobile networking trailer for setting up business when wired comm. Is down and get hooked up to SATCOM and deploy local cloud; they are trying to automate SA and decision support; he will discuss that we are working on this now and look for some input for them to make a system that is more likely to succeed.  He is looking to get them on a similar path
· RB- We need to go back to PSG so that we create an architecture that can leverage existing work
· TF – I am working with Monmouth and Army for interop framework between Military and civilian areas
· RB – I am doing the same with DoD, NCOIC, 
· TF- George Mason doing something similar
· RB – We need to get on same page so there aren’t duplication of efforts
· TG – Working on 17:
· TG - Concerned about not using the DE
· TG- All messages are designed to use the DE
· TG – we need to make it clear in the documentation that we are
· RB – We should leave this open to address
· TG – There is also concern about duplication between DE elements and SR payload
· RB – That’s where you use the valuelistURN; Should be addressed in RIM; Flag for collab; Should be collaborated with IF as well; 

· RB – Perhaps this should go into DE 1.1 or 2.0?  

· It can be more simple if we better leverage the valuelistURN
· One could be promoted out of emergency context?
· TG- This is a good issue to keep open for collab; How these scenarios can be best handled; Will keep open
· Working on 20:
· TG-asks whether req 12&18 are redundant
· RB- We have 12 in general req’s; there is no 18;
· RB – 18 is report number and version (in sub-cat)
· RB – A message may be a report or something other than a report
· RB – Can a single message have a number of different reports in it?
· The DE can
· GH – That’s why you wrap in the DE – so it can carry more than one payload
· TG – May be msg id is transmission information; purpose of message is a report under version control; that’s why there are two elements
· TG – We need to revisit design to determine if there is a reason to eliminate
· RB – Maybe the DE should hold the UID?; Leave it for now
· Working on 24:
· TG – Talks about Req 23; should it go in the DE instead of SR
· GH – The purpose of putting in the DE is for routing; Purpose in SR is for content/report; if it’s part of the report leave it in SR
· RB – Message type in the DE would be just a general SR-type; Content in the SR would be the actual report; DE could carry a number of SR reports; 
· GH – SR report info should be left in there; if we need it for dist. Then it should be moved up to the DE
· RB – Concern over multiple message types in a single DE and how to process that; broken apart and sent to multiple groups
· GH – Break and wrap in new DE’s; 
· RB – Need to push this off to DE to think about this
· Working on 29:
· TG – Req. 28; He sees cause and incident type as two separate things; isn’t that what we were saying
· RB agrees – Accuracy / certainty is not a separate req.
· TG – We may have a valuelist to indicate accuracy – need to check
· Working on 30:
· RB – Req. 29 – Converting Addr. To LL; Maybe the wrong req?  
· TG – There are 4 req tables; Will need to hunt down the req; will get back to group
· RB- May be req. 30 – 
· TG – We need to be able to be able to represent in multiple forms
· DM – We shouldn’t specify that it has to only be lat lon
· RB – Should we require both if known?
· TG – one or both
· RB – If known send both; 
· TG – Specify as note or business rule
· Working on 36:
· RB – Req. 36 – VEDS is a non-vetted XML standard
· DM – Could we encapsulate 1512
· RB – IEEE is pay your way; Using it would require folks to buy in on 1512; It isn’t free/open so building an encapsulator isn’t possible
· Working on 38:
· RB Triage categories
· RB There are multiple standards
· RB Maybe do a valuelist
· RB HAVE adopted a default
· TG we didn’t put in specifics on purpose
· RG It would be out of date; out of scope
· TG TEP will address this

