
Approved Meeting Notes from the EMA-TC Teleconference
Date: Mar. 04, 2011

12:00-13:00 EDT
Next Meeting: Mar. 18, 2011

1. Attendance

Andrew Louis (AL) Aviv Siegel (AS) Bill Tabor (BT) Bryan Kaplan (BK)

Buddy Ackerman (BA) Camille Osterloh (CO) Claire Carpenter (CC) Daniel Ryan (DR)

Dara Ung (DaU) David Box (DB) Dee Schur (DS) Denis Gusty (DG)

Don Beattie (DoB) Don Uyl (DoU) Donald McGarry (DMG) Doug Allport (DA)

Elysa Jones* (EJ) Gary Timm* (GT) Gavin Treadgold (GTr) Greg Parsons (GP)

Hans Jespersen (HJ) Herbert White (HW) Jacob Westfall (JWe) Jane Harnad (JH)

Jeff Waters (JWa) Maria Emerson (ME} Mark Lucero (ML) Mark Titus (MT)

Norm Paulsen (NP) Patrick Gannon (PG) Paul Denning (PD) Rex Brooks* (RB)

Rob Torchon (RT) Robin Cover (RC) Shayne Barr (SB) Sukumar Dwarkanath (SD)

Thomas Ferrentino* (TF) Thomas Merkle (TM) Tim Grapes (TG) Werner Joerg* (WJ)

William Cox (WCx) William Flannigan Jr. (WF) William Kalin (WK)

* indicates voting member

Quorum – achieved

2. Review of Agenda: TF adds an item re FEMA/IPAWS to section 4.

3. Review  of meeting notes  of 20110218_Draft_EMA-TC_Minutes:  1 typo was corrected.  GT 
moves to accept as amended; TF seconds. Approved.

4. Notes from the chairs:
• Abstracts  for  NIEM Training  Event  (Aug.  23-25,  Philadelphia):  6  proposals  have  been 

submitted  for  an  EM  Track.  (Submission  deadline:  Mar.  01;  Notification  of  selected 
presenters: Apr. 06).

• Abstracts for IAEM (Nov. 12-17, Las Vegas): an unexpectedly early submission date came 
to our attention very late and left little more than a day to hastily assemble 2 (incomplete) 
proposals.  This  situation  will  need  to  be  reviewed  with  the  O&E  SC  to  prevent  re-
occurrence.
And while we're on the topic of conferences:
- EJ reminds the TC that she plans to attend the CAP Implementation Workshop (Apr. 6-7, 
Geneva) as a speaker  and offers to make specific mention of the upcoming EDXL 101 
webinar and of our efforts to collect information about adoption of CAP and EDXL across 
the world.
- DA confirms that 2 Canadian representatives will  attend the CAP Workshop: NP as a 
presenter and Dr. Gordon Gow (U of Alberta) to talk about the use of CAP in Sri Lanka.

• Presenter for ISCRAM (May 8-11, Lisbon, Portugal) – JH has approached DMG; expect 
response within a week.

• EJ observes that PG is EMA-TC liaison to EI Member Section St. Cte. Given his absence, 



she asks whether the TC would forward a recommendation for funding her travel to the 
CAP Workshop. RB makes a motion that we support Elysa's request for funding for the 
CAP Workshop. WJ seconds, but urges a discussion about broader conference needs and 
prioritization  in  case  other  funding  requests  such  ISCRAM  emerge.  RB  opines  that 
ISCRAM is  not  of  the  same caliber,  quality  and importance  as  the  CAP Workshop,  in 
particular  because  CAP is  being  supported  by many different  people  and  Governments 
around the world.  Therefore funding for the CAP Workshop must take precedence over 
ISCRAM. And as a general guideline, funding priority should be given to missions that have 
a chance of affecting adoption at  an official  level or at  other groups to which we have 
liaisons  –  e.g.  ISO,  NCOIC,  …  Motion  approved  –  TF  to  follow  up  with  a  formal 
recommendation to the EI MS St Cte.

• The discussion then turns to our newest EM TC member from Australia – Greg Trott – who 
will be speaking at the CAP Workshop and has offered to subsequently visit the US to meet 
for talks about his efforts for an Australian CAP profile. EJ notes that he has quite a list of 
things he wants to have done, on a very aggressive schedule. DA reports that he has talked 
to  Greg  and  briefed  him on  the  Canadian  efforts.  But  having  seen  Greg's  list,  DA is 
concerned that his expectations surpass what OASIS may be able to do.
- EJ confirms this impression and this is why she wants to get full clarification from OASIS 
Staff about what they have committed to do with their  membership and what resources 
they'll bring to do some of that work. On the other hand, if Greg is willing to bring help and 
we are to provide guidance and the OASIS process, the situation is different.
-  GT:  does  the  TC  feel  obligated  to  help  develop  profiles?  Canada  basically  did  it 
themselves and used a Canadian Standards Organization to adopt it. Where does OASIS feel 
its responsibility ends once it has adopted a standard, where is the responsibility for help 
regarding development of a profile? EJ clarifies that when any new work comes in, it is 
reviewed by the TC and its members have to identify and accept the work, or not, and if  
accepted, they have to decide how to dispense of it. So far everything that has come through 
the S&T or EIC paths, we have accepted. Other cases such as a CAP profile for sensors and 
Cursor on Target, we have not embraced. Also: other Standards Organizations charge for 
such work and can hire resources, but OASIS does not work that way. 
- DA informs the TC that within a few weeks they will have a very comprehensive reference 
implementation guide for the CAP Canadian Profile, that stakeholders like Australia would 
be able to reference in developing their profile. EJ: this may serve also as a basis for a set of  
common practices for the EMA-TC.
- GT: may be Greg's high expectations stem from a perception that OASIS wants to control 
all profiles. In fact: OASIS does not have to adopt an AUS profile – they could go a route  
like Canada. DA notes that the AUS Government creates “Govt. Standards” and so they are 
in a position where they can make their own AUS profile and call it a Standard of Australia,  
without having to go through an accredited Standards Organization – and that's what they 
may end up doing.
- WJ agrees that any work coming to the (EM-)TC must be reviewed and approved by the 
TC members and once approved, the EMA-TC gets involved with helping out in terms of 
best practices, etc., but cautions that we should be very supportive of efforts like Greg's and 
not discourage them as they fall within our mandate. It is important for us to find a way to  
help within our means. DA illustrates that point by their providing Greg with documentation 
and on-line presentations, and answering all his questions.
-  At GT's suggestion that  there ought  to be a  separate  session with Greg to  answer his 
questions, EJ confirms that the CAP SC will convene to that effect. He expects that we may 
get more similar requests and we need to respond in a supportive manner, and if we do not 



have resources to help every country, let's at least provide guidance and a format that they 
could  follow for profiles. DA and RT reinforce that idea by promoting an emphasis on the 
process rather than individual profiles.

• DA  reports  on  the  standardization  efforts  for  the  Canadian  CAP  profile:  the  final 
recommendation is that they develop a process standard for developing Canadian profiles of 
any EM specification,  rather  than  standardizing  each profile  –  the  standards  process  in 
Canada is a 5 years cycle, 100k expense. “We are taking the position that we just need to 
standardize the process by which we follow to maintain the Canadian profile”.
- Also, as of Jan. 26, Canada has a formal Communications Interoperability Strategy and an 
Action Plan – CAP-CP and MASAS are mentioned in it. “So we do actually have formal 
governance that we can align with, which we never had before.”

• Consistency in notation – a minor issue (WJ), but we should avoid using different notations 
for  the  same  thing  across  documents  and  e-mails,  e.g.  Sit-Rep,  SitReps,  SitRep.  EJ 
disagrees: this is not a minor issue – once the filename for a work product1 is defined, we 
must use it consistently. Agreed, and in the cited case the filename is “SitRep” (RB).

• TF:  the  FEMA IPAWS  Group  has  decided  not  to  field  the  Framework  (intended  as 
replacement for DMIS tools), due to funding issues. They are looking into alternatives and 
are expected to make a public statement next Wed. (Mar. 9). All resources will be devoted to 
IPAWS-OPEN (currently 2.0 and work on 3.0 has started).
-  In that  context,  EJ wonders about what is  being done w.r.t.  Training at  EMI, in CAP 
Standards and IPAWS. There is a big training gap in local EM managers about what CAP is 
and how to input data to activate EAS, and unless this is remedied, they will not support this 
work, and yet EAS people and broadcasters have to be compliant. Also, if DMIS Tools was 
tasked with the HazCollect interface, what are EM Managers supposed to do for the All 
Hazards Weather Alerts capabilities? TF to investigate and report back to the TC.

• TF: IPAWS-OPEN 1.0 will be discontinued on June 30 and 2.0 will be the official platform, 
so all interop participants will have to switch – a potential source for real embarrassment if 
info is not disseminated (RB). When CO wonders whether DMIS will make that switchover 
from 1.0 to 2.0, TF confirms that ML will call her with a recommendation for NIMS. 
EJ:  how  is  this  going  to  affect  people  who  use  DMIS  on  a  regular  basis  (e.g.  Dave 
Lamensdorf's outfit)? Question remains open/
TF adds that FEMA recognizes the need for a COG management tool, as intended for the 
framework, because in order for OPEN to work there must be a way to register your agency 
to obtain an ID for sending and receiving alerts. FEMA is also looking at a messaging tool. 
But due to the current cuts, such tasks can not divert money from the IPAWS mission (i.e. 
EAS, CMAS, etc..).
- DA highlights that through the MASAS project (masas.ca) they are publishing open source 
tools with source code for creating and receiving CAP alerts. The community is welcome to 
use them. But EJ observes that these tools won't be of much use in the US because of the 
need to use OPEN which, with 2.0, adds a critical security barrier over alert and warning 
information that should be publicly accessible. DA wonders whether, given the demise of 
Framework, its tools could be made available in open source, for someone to pick up – that 
option is being discussed also (TF).
- EJ: this is an important matter for adoption. We have identified some of the issues and as 
the EMA-TC we need to give consideration to what we can do to support IPAWS in this 
transition – may be starting with a letter of request asking IPAWS how we can support them. 
Several TC members approve of the idea, but TF cautions that we should wait with such 

1 That is the WPA, or Work Product Abbreviation, in OASIS terminology [clarification added by editor]



action till the word has gone out officially.
- DA: can we as a TC support open source? Some of the stakeholders may not appreciate 
that,  but with MASAS a very basic toolset was created which was then adopted by the 
vendor community and that is working well  in Canada: for example they had a vendor 
interoperable within one week, in time for an exercise. TF will follow up with ML and DA 
on this idea as yet another possible reuse of the Framework. EJ emphatically supports the 
idea,  reminding  that  for  public  alert  and  warning  authentication  and  authorization  are 
important, but there is no need for it to be controlled, monitored, maintained and secured to 
the extent that 2.0 requires. 

5. Subgroup reports:
• Collateral & Documents:   RB: currently only 2 members are participating regularly and the 

SC is looking for more active members to help out – expect to have a report out by next 
EMA-TC call.
WJ recalls that a conversation about the scope of the notion “testing” from an Adoption 
perspective had reached an impasse and that the SC would like to have a discussion about 
this at the TC level.

• Events & Demos   – TF: current focus is on CRHNet conference (Oct. 19-21, Ottawa). DA 
and JH are  in  discussion  with  organizers.  Facilities  will  include  a  tradeshow area  with 
booths  and capabilities  for  poster  presentations.  The interoperability  demo will  be  kept 
simple with distributed messaging and encouraging stakeholders to go from booth to both, 
instead of a full scale scenario. DA will be meeting with the US Embassy in Ottawa who 
could provide some support for US stakeholders to participate.
- ECBC: TF got tentative, positive response from the CWID event organizers about placing 
promo material during the event – needs to be approved by event sponsor, DHS S&T. 

• Outreach & Education   -  CO: discussed 3 topics:  a)  personnel for poster  presentation at 
ISCRAM  is  still  open;  b)  webinar  status  –  on  track;  c)  process  by  which  to  identify 
conferences and getting them approved – WJ is working on it.
- GT: do we need a vote on the slides for the EDXL 101 webinar? CO: the TC Admin has 
agreed that webinar slides are not considered as formal work products (i.e. not Committee 
Notes) and hence there is no need for formal approval as long as we follow the process 
(with OASIS Staff) as we did for the earlier webinars.
Due to a timing overlap with the CAP Implementation Workshop, a later delivery date is 
being considered to deconflict as much as possible for international participants. 
-  re Outreach, RB observes that CO had a very well attended presentation at the NCOIC 
session.  CO acknowledged RBs help in facilitating the outreach and noted that,  besides 
CAP, there was a lot of interest in HAVE and RM, and that a particular question about 
HAVE and whether it is being used in the Military had been raised for which she'd like input 
from RB or the HAVE SC. RB to follow up.

Out of time. RB moves to adjourn, DA seconds.

Session adjourned 13:06

Redacted and submitted by

Werner Joerg, co-Chair
OASIS EMA-TC 110317/wbj

Amended and approved 110401/wbj


