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2. 26 Jan – 0800 - Due to some weather problems in the East, Capt Campbell was delayed in arrival.  He asked that we start the meeting, get access to accounts, passwords, etc in the meantime.  Introductions were made by all attendees and a brief overview provided of their background in use of TOM.

a. General Comments Collected:

i. There is an overall problem getting info out after input.

ii. Databases do not interface (between modules)

iii. Power outages are a major problem with deployed locations and any applications utilized.

iv. Communication problems are always a problem.

3. Ms. Wentworth provided a brief overview of Capt Campbell’s plan for the FUG.  The first priority is to fix problems (existing functions that don’t work correctly) and second priority is to identify enhancements (what do we need that GEMS TOM doesn’t do now).

4. Michael Dunavent provided an overview of TOM.

a. In 1999, the first TMIP milestone was missed.

b. GEMS was developed as a stop gap solution.

c. Initial version was very basic.

d. Common compliant is TOM allows for a lot of data collection but very little capability in getting data out.

e. TOM 2.5 provided the Environmental Baseline Survey, developed by AMC.

f. This provided some flexibility but data has to be standardized in order to pull good reports.

g. The Water section was just ‘too clunky.’

5. 26 Jan – 1000 - Capt Campbell arrived and provided opening comments.

a. GEMS is under limited distribution currently.  Full distribution for training purposes is forthcoming.

b. As we identify areas for the Maintenance Release, we should also identify incorrect links and missing reports.

c. There is a limited amount of funds available for GEMS maintenance at this time.  In addition to TOM, there are two other modules that are hot and received a lot of attention during the OEF/OIF.  All requirements must be addressed utilizing this same funding amount.  Therefore prioritization is important.

d. ADRRS is coming – also referred to as GEMS 4.0.

i. This includes the first Aeromedical platform on a C9.  Currently TRAC2ES is being used to track patient movement but doesn’t do all we need.

ii. This also includes an NBC Event Module (Incident Tracking).  This will allow interface into the PEM module so the provider can make risk assessments based on exposure, add the provider’s signature, and incorporate into the patient record.

iii. DOEHRS will be the eventual location for all data collected.  We must line up collected data to interface with those systems (i.e. record layouts, interface capability, etc).  This compatibility will allow export of GEMS files into DOEHRS and import of DOEHRS files into GEMS.

iv. TMIP Joint Block I is due this summer.  There is no occupational capability in Block I.

v. TMIP Joint Block II is due in 2005.

vi. We need to clarify and refine the TOM requirements listed in the ADRRS requirement document.  Requirements are too general at this point.

6. General Comment:  Since GEMS was developed to be very user friendly, there is not as much standardization as there should be but more narrative capability.  We should work to standardize more of the entries.  Without this standardization, we can’t get good recaps or formatted reports.

7. Capt Campbell provided an overview of the issues he already identified and documented.  This became the basis of our Requirements List.

8. We discussed Geographical Information System (GIS) while waiting to clear a system problem with TOM.  It is known that GeoBase is the designated system of the future but we believe it is currently unfunded.  Capt Campbell suggests GIS should be a separate platform but compatible.  The question is what type of layers and data you would like to export from GEMS to GIS or import from GIS to GEMS.  This led to a detailed discussion of appropriate layers that would be beneficial.  All requirements were captured and added to the requirements list.

9. Additional capabilities of the software were also discussed (i.e. interfaces, hot links, query functions, etc).  These were also captured and added to the requirements list.

10. Future Instrumentation and Interface Capabilities were discussed .

a. Interface of Surveillance Equipment (WBGT, JCAD, EPDS) were discussed.  WBGT interface is a good idea but only takes 30 seconds to enter four to five times a day.  This change may not be worth the investment just now.  We agreed it should be kept as a future enhancement.

b. Capability to download data from Electronic Personal Dossimeter (EPD) (tracks and logs exposure to radiation) and import to GEMS.

c. Capability to download data from air monitors (which have continuously monitored ambient air quality) and import into GEMS.

d. Capability to download data from Noise Dossimeter (which has tracked and logged data for a 24 hour period allowing collection of in-depth noise pollution at a site) and import into GEMS.  Currently, there is no tool for tracking incidental/ambient noise levels and exposure which would result in hearing damage.  The proposed solution is to download noise dossimeter info, import into GEMS, and interface with GIS for Air Installation Compatibility Use Zone (AICUZ).  This would result in an eventual link of AICUZ to Noise Exposure PEG.

e. Joint Chemical Agent Detector (JCAD) which is updated from ACAD was discussed as a future interface.

f. Joint Effects Module (JEM) is projected to collect all the devices from a location, consolidate the info, and adjust the model.

11. 26 Jan - 1530 - After all discussion, attendees started loading their own data, testing, and documenting problems encountered.  

12. 27 Jan – 0800 – As each attendee completed their spreadsheets, issues were validated by Capt Campbell.  This enabled Capt Campbell to ensure he had a good understanding of the issue.  Each individual’s sheet with prioritized votes were kept for reference if needed.  

13. 27 Jan – 1300 - A consolidated spreadsheet was provided and attendees were asked to prioritize the items by groups using A. Broken-Fix Immediately  B.Enhancement-Priority High  C.Enhancement-Priority Low.  All votes were recorded and tallied for an overview of the group’s priorities.

14. 27 Jan – 1530 – Results of the outcome were discussed and reviewed.

15. We began a review of the ADRRS-TOM requirement document for clarification.  The intent is to provide as much specification to the contractor as possible to ensure the government gets what they ‘want’ rather than what the contractor ‘perceives’ to be the desired result.  This goal will also be facilitated by regular interaction between the contractor and government POCs.  As we reviewed each requirement, we attempted to keep in mind that continuity is a big issue at deployed sites.  The more archive capability the system offers, the greater the continuity provided for the next rotation.  All additional comments provided by the TOM FUG were included in the ADRRS document in red.

16. 28 Jan – 0800 – We continued the line by line review and discussion.  Any areas requiring clarification of original intent were highlighted to be discussed with Michael Dunavent when possible.

17. Comment:  We skipped several areas in the document based on the group’s perception that item didn’t apply to TOM but rather than Public Health, etc.  There needs to be at least one expert from each group who overlaps a final review if the document.  The concern is if the other group (i.e. Public Health) meets separately and gets a similar understanding (‘it belongs to someone else’), eventually an item could be skipped in the validation process.  We recommend an overall review of final document by each group POC OR limited participation by each group POC in each FUG (i.e. Capt Campbell as Primary POC for TOM, should have some participation in each of the other FUGs to provide continuity throughout the product).

18. 28 Jan – 1400 – When Michael Dunavent was available, the group went over their comments and questions in the ADRRS document.  As Michael provided clarification. Capt Campbell actually made corrections or deletions in the ADRRS requirement document.    Significant events was defined as time expired event that created a cohort of people with exposure and resulting illness.  Decision was made to remove AFMIC CD from the requirement.  It is already a part of the NBC tool and didn’t prove to be good value added.  

19. Michael Dunavent reported there are no EMEDS packages with Palm Devices on the packages so development of a palm version wasn’t value added.  However, Capt Campbell reported Palms are being put on the new Allowance Standards.  While a Palm or PenTab can be added to the Allowance Standards, SSG has concerns from a security standpoint.  The manner of communications utilized with these devices (wireless, synch, etc) will be an issue in the certification and authorization process (DITSCAP, CtO,CoN, etc).  The two processes are separate.  Changes to an Allowance Standard takes approximately 4 months.  Changes to a SSAA (DITSCAP package) takes 6- 9 months if all components and software pass testing.

20. Michael Dunavent took a copy of the group’s ADRRS document to review and will continue discussion Thursday a.m.

21. 29 Jan – 0800 – Michael requested some minor clarification and issues were resolved on the ADRRS document.  Ms. Wentworth will document this clarification information in the ADRRS requirement document 
22. Capt Campbell began a discussion of CBRNE event tracking.  Some suggested forms for NBC incident reports were brainstormed and drafted on the board by the group.  Those suggested forms will be formally documented for the ADRRS requirement document.

23. We briefly discussed PDA platforms and PenTab devices.  The intent is to provide the best solution for the user—not easiest solution for the developer/certifier of the system.

24. Question:  Why are we doing GEMS instead of Command Core?   Command Core is too large, more designed for in-garrison use, and GEMS is designed for deployed location requiring more flexibility.  

25. We were scheduled to have a recap telecom with Maj Tim Mukoda AFMSA/SGPE at 1500, Thursday.  However, since we had wrapped up all our scheduled discussions/agenda items, we rescheduled the telecom to 1300.
26. 1300 – 29 Jan – Recap Telecon:
Attendees:
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Lt Col Naugle
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Capt Rentes

Capt Catyb


MSgt Alberthal

TSgt Posten


TSgt Martinez

SSgt Guerrero


SSgt Alexander

Ms. Wentworth

27.   Capt Campbell reported we had a productive and efficient week.  He listed items discussed/actions taken:

a. An orientation of GEMS
b. Presented info relative to transition to TMIP
c. Discussed ADRRS contract status
d. Hands-on work with TOM module to identify problems and needed enhancements

e. Problems well identified and validated by Capt Campbell

f. Documented and prioritized required enhancements.

g. Many enhancements identified in ADRRS

h. Discussed PRD5 and JS Memo on surveillance-tied to exposure

i. Refined the ADRRS Requirement Document for the TOM module

j. Discussed NBC events - occupational or environmental exposure

k. Discussed incorporation of detections into patient records

28.   Maj Mukoda commented that we must ensure the training piece doesn’t get lost in the mix.
29.   We went over questions of attendees:

a. Maj Peake – When is GEMS 4.0 coming?  Capt Campbell stated ACC should be working the requirement with the contracting office as we speak.  The steps will be contract award, Kick-Off Meeting with contractor, Schedule Determination, Delivery of Product, Beta Test, Final Changes, Final Tests, Release (within 1 year).

b. TSgt Posten – As for the items that are currently broken in GEMS, do we wait for ADRRS or will they be fixed sooner?  Capt Campbell stated that we would not wait for ADRRS to fix broken items.  We will fix broken items utilizing maintenance money which is currently available thru ACC.  He will address those issues with ACC as soon as he returns.

30.   Capt Campbell reported we did a good job of going over the ADRRS requirement document from the TOM perspective.  The NBC module was identified pretty well.  Also reviewed were:

a. Radiation Tracking

b. Incident Tracking

c. Accident Tracking

d. Interfaces with PEM or entry first into PEM and interface with TOM

31. Capt Campbell mentioned that Michael Dunavent had reviewed our inputs and feels the detail provided is adequate for the ADRRS document.

32. Capt Bacon will also be working the ADRRS requirements for capabilities that should be covered in the TMIP design for Block II ORD.  The Block II Source Selection begins next week.

33. Maj Mukoda expressed a major concern with TMIP, GEMS, etc.  The TMIP deployed surveillance solution is DOEHRS-IH which is not a viable solution.  He asked that Capt Bacon pass on to appropriate POCs that this solution is not viable for the Air Force.  Maj Mukoda stated he got his information from a Navy POC.  Capt Bacon commented that the Navy has had more involvement in TMIP Joint for a longer time but he is trying to catch up as soon as possible to ensure all Air Force requirements are in the hands of the TMIP-J Program Manager.

34. Maj Yamamoto asked if the DOEHRS-IH is not viable and we’re not pushing for GEMS TOM, what is the solution?  Maj Mukoda commented that we have to get more involved and show them more about GEMS and show the pitfalls of not using a product that meets the requirements.  Capt Campbell mentioned an interim solution might be to get a GEMS file and have it imported into DOEHRS.

35. Maj Mukoda asked about GEMS funding for FY06.  Is ACC POMing?  Ms. Wentworth stated that she knew Maj Pat Reader (SSG/MI) and Lt Col Lamothe (ACC/SGR) had been working future funding issues.  She stated she believes the funding for GEMS will be going directly into the SSG/MI funding line beginning in FY05 distribution.  

CLARIFICATION:  The funding will only cover the current level of sustainment/project management support provided by SSG today.  Funding for maintenance of GEMS software is above this amount and that distribution (which was coming to ACC separately) will still have to be resolved.
36. Capt Campbell thanked everyone for their participation and adjourned the group.

