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DII COE Alerts Services Technical Working Group (TWG) Meeting Minutes

Meeting Date: 28 February 2001

Meeting Location: MITRE facility in Reston, VA

Attendees: Grace Baratta-Perez, Ray Dolgert, Mick Hanratty, Chuck Heazel, Anna Kinne, Jim Lilly, Rick Miller, Mike Mishler, Prakash Patel, Jesse Pirocchi, Brian Pulis, Ileana Reisch, Rob Sanders, Rob Schnoor, Esther Williams, and Jean Wyllie.

1) The meeting started off with introductions, and a few brief announcements by the TWG Chair, Grace Baratta-Perez, including:

A) Update on the status of upcoming Alerts Services Version 4.1.0.0: Our “material” date for this Alerts submittal is still today, 28 Feb., however, we have a slight delay in our submittal to DISA. There have been e-mail exchanges with DISA’s DII COE Engineering Office over the past couple of days regarding the packaging of Alerts Version 4.1.0.0. The initial intent of the Alerts development team had been to include only the new features in this submittal, namely the Java JMS-compliant APIs to the Alerts Java server and the Alerts Administrative GUI. However, as we were in final stages of segmentation and packaging, the question came up as to whether the C APIs from Version 4.0.0.0 should also be included in this version. Since the version numbering of Version 4.1.0.0 implies that we are superseding Version 4.0.0.0, and since the new GUI works for both the C and JMS APIs, it seemed logical to include all of Version 4.0.0.0 software in Version 4.1.0.0, allowing this to truly supercede Version 4.0.0.0. Jesse Pirocchi of MITRE, who supports DISA, reported that, per the DII COE Chief Engineer, Mr. Ken Wheeler, we need to continue support of both the Version 4.0.0.0 C APIs and the new JMS APIs, since we have users for both API sets. Alerts development team explained that we have intended all along to continue support of both API sets. Jesse said that we need to e-mail our segmentation details of the Alerts Version 4.1.0.0 SDK (directory structure) to him prior to submittal to DISA. Jesse will also get further clarification from Mr. Wheeler that both language API sets should, in fact, be included in Version 4.1.0.0 (as opposed to having two separate versions of Alerts for the two languages).

B) Rob Schnoor, Alerts Lead developer, was asked to give attendees an update on the enhancements and fixes that have been added to Version 4.1.0.0’s Administrative GUI since the upcoming product was demonstrated at the 31 January 2001 Alerts TWG. Rob reported: A) Refresh button was added to the Alerts Administrative GUI tool, allowing users to view an up-to-date list of alerts. B) The Delete button was modified to correct a bug that deleted the incorrect alert when multiple alerts were selected. C) A View button was added to provide the capability to view an alert’s body, user id, and topic.

C) Rob Sanders was asked for status of his performance testing on the Alerts Version 4.0.0.0 product. Rob said he is still testing, and the results are not ready to be reported yet. Rob wants to set up more of a realistic heterogeneous testing environment. The issue of performance differences between the C and Java Alerts versions was discussed because the example client being used for performance testing of the C version is based upon polling. If the JMS version uses a non-polling subscription mechanism, the performance may differ between the two versions. Rob will do performance testing on the JMS version of Alerts when he receives it. Note that after the TWG meeting, e-mails were exchanged between Rob Sanders and Evelyn Labbate, former Alerts Technical Lead, clarifying the fact that developers can implement either a “push” or a polling technique in order to retrieve alerts using our Alerts C APIs. Our product does not dictate which mechanism is used.

2) Most of the remainder of the meeting was devoted to discussion of follow-on Alerts requirements and schedules of the service/agency/program reps at the meeting. Alerts chair had e-mailed the existing Alerts SRS, as well as other Alerts requirements that had been submitted in writing recently. The SRS contains a number for requirements that had been submitted fairly long ago. The current objective of the Alerts development team is to determine how to best evolve the Alerts product to meet the present and near-term needs and schedules of our existing and future users.

A) Mike Mishler, one of the Marine Corps attendees, briefed the Joint Warning and Reporting Network (JWARN) program to the group. JWARN is a joint program for which the Marines are the executive agent. Jesse Pirocchi offered to provide a DII COE table of latest software releases to Marines. Jim Lilly, also supporting Marines, provided a table of Alerts JWARN system requirements. The group determined that some of these requirements describe mission system specific functions that would not be within the scope of our Alerts Services toolkit. Most of the requirements are at too high a level and need to be further refined and described in terms of functionality that would be accomplished by the Alerts product. 

B) Jesse Pirocchi explained that, in general, the Alerts product is to provide an event/notification framework; and that INRI has a proposal, presently documented in an evolving white paper, for a C4I Alerts Presentation Layer (CAPL), to be built on top of our infrastructure. Brain Pulis, white paper author, explained that he will soon be releasing a Functional Description Document (FDD). This proposal describes capabilities associated with the COP. This proposed product is intended to use the COE Alerts Services. GCCS rep (Brian Pulis) indicated that the GCCS requirements that had been submitted previously by Rob Amos, and distributed via e-mail have been rescinded at this time, pending the direction of the CAPL project that has been proposed by GCCS. However, Brian is verifying this with the original submitter.

C) Attendees discussed the Alerts log file size, and the issue that, at present, it will continue to grow in size, with the responsibility of managing/archiving left to the user. The proposal for a configurable log file was discussed, with various possibilities discussed: user option of specifying a maximum log file size, or allowing the data in the file to be wrapped, thereby overwriting older data, or specifying an archive log file to some media. In future releases, the Alerts development team needs to address the log file size issue in some manner. All service/agency reps should include their specific log file requirements and preferences along with their other Alerts requirements submissions.

D) Coast Guard rep stated that CG is waiting for a version of Alerts for HP. CG rep intends to get from users their exact logging requirements. Esther Williams stated that there is an official HP UX 11 kernel now. Alerts development has the action item to investigate whether Army is providing appropriate HP hardware for HP 11 Alerts development. If not, there is a possibility that CG could provide needed hardware.

E) Air Force rep reported that no new AF requirements have been submitted as of this time by AF users.

F) Navy rep discussed a few Alerts requirements: 1) capability to automatically discover location of Alerts server; 2) recovery mechanism if Alerts server crashes. Navy rep has an action item to e-mail Navy Alerts requirements in writing to Alerts development team.

G) Attendees discussed the overall need for fault recovery in Alerts, e.g., server fail-over.

3) Miscellaneous discussions:

A) Rob Schnoor indicated that he is in the process of documenting what parts of the JMS spec are and are not implemented in our Alerts product.

B) A few attendees signed up requesting an early engineering release of Alerts Version 4.1.0.0. SDKs, which will be e-mailed by Rob Schnoor. Developers are to provide feedback to Alerts team as they use this engineering release.

· Plans for next DII COE Alerts Services TWG: 

Attendees agreed that the next Alerts Services TWG be tentatively scheduled for 18 April 2001. This date is a deviation from our standard schedule of meeting the Wednesday before each AOG, but the group had suggested this date based upon schedule conflicts with other upcoming DII COE meetings. However, after our TWG meeting, an announcement was sent out via e-mail regarding a DII COE CM TWG meeting scheduled for 18 April. Therefore, the Alerts TWG may be scheduled for a different date in April. Anyone who wants to attend both the CM and the Alerts TWG meetings should let the Alerts TWG Chair (Grace Baratta-Perez) know so that the Alerts TWG can be rescheduled. Details on date and location of April Alerts TWG will be distributed shortly. Before the April Alerts TWG meeting, users should submit requirements in writing, to be reviewed at the April TWG. Service/agency reps should also review previously submitted Alerts requirements to ascertain if they are still valid requirements. In addition to requirements discussions, at the April TWG Rob Sanders of MITRE will present for the group his first cut at Alerts performance evaluation results.

· Action Items resulting from 28 February 2001 Alerts TWG: 

1. Closure on item (1A) above: 

· Alerts team is to submit proposed SDK segmentation details to Jesse Pirocchi. (Status: Closed; Alerts team e-mailed this on 2 March 2001.)

· Guidance is needed from DISA on packaging of Alerts Version 4.1.0.0. (Status: Awaiting response from Steve Cornio on segmentation details that were e-mailed).

· Jesse will get clarification from the DII COE Chief Engineer that both C and JMS APIs should be included in Alerts Version 4.1.0.0. (Status: Closed; Jesse confirmed that DISA does agree with packaging both language APIs in Alerts Version 4.1.0.0.)

2. Per item (1C) above:

· Rob Sanders will prepare and present a briefing at the April Alerts TWG on the status of the Alerts Services performance evaluation task.
3. Per item (2A) above:

· Jesse Pirocchi is to provide a DII COE table of latest software releases to Marines reps. (Status: Closed; Jesse sent an e-mail with this information on 1 March 2001, and it has been forwarded by the TWG Chair to the Alerts TWG e-mail distribution list.)

· Mike Mishler and Jim Lilly, Marines, are to refine JWARN Alerts requirements in terms of functionality that would need to be accomplished by our Alerts product.

4. Per item (2B) above:

· Brian Pulis is to verify with Rob Amos that the GCCS requirements that had been submitted previously by Rob Amos and distributed via e-mail have been rescinded at this time.

5. Per item (2D) above:

· Alerts development team is to investigate whether Army is providing appropriate HP hardware for HP 11 Alerts development. If not, there is a possibility that CG could provide needed hardware

6. Per item (3A) above: When it is ready, Rob Schnoor is to distribute his documentation on what parts of the JMS spec are and are not implemented in our Alerts product.

7. Per item (3B) above:

· Rob Schnoor is to e-mail engineering releases of Alerts Version 4.1.0.0. SDKs to those who signed up for it at the TWG. (Status: Closed; Rob Schnoor e-mailed engineering releases to five individuals on 7 March 2001.)

· Developers are to provide feedback to Alerts team as they use this engineering release.

8. All service/agency rep are to submit their systems’ Alerts requirements in writing, as well as their development schedule information, via e-mail, to the Alerts TWG mailing list for review by Alerts TWG members and discussion at Alerts April 2001 TWG meeting. Reps should also review previously submitted requirements and report whether they are still valid requirements at this time.

Minutes prepared by Grace Baratta-Perez, DII COE Alerts Services TWG Chair
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