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introduction

The Chief Architects Forum (CAF), is a body under the CIO Council Governance Subcommittee. The Forum is a partnership with the Architecture and Infrastructure Committee (AIC), where Chief Architects can collaborate, share lessons learned, and can request and give assistance to their colleagues. To facilitate collaboration, the CAF hosts meetings that focus on various topics. Table 1.0 below provides a summary of the topics covered and outcomes of past meetings.  

Table 1.0 – CAF Meeting Summaries

	Title

	Purpose
	Synopsis
	Outcome

	CAF Kick-Off Meeting
	- To congregate and introduce the CAF and identify a schedule for the upcoming year.
	- Introduced CAF and initiated Chief Architects to the forum.
	- Meeting proved to be productive and helpful. Future meetings were scheduled for 2004 as a result.

	Federal Lines of Business (LoB) Initiative
	- Identify “best practice” architecture work that is leveraging the tenets of the LoB initiative and discuss how agencies can better use the LoB initiative to support agency EA development.

- Provide a forum for participants to articulate architecture and business case related issues they will face in implementing the five Lines of Business as part of the 2006 budget process

- Foster the creation of  "communities of practice" to support the process

- Identify ways to improve the process moving forward.


	- Developed LoB Summary Report and meeting recommendations, which were forwarded throughout the architecture community and to OMB.
	- LoB Summary was a successful goal to set. A weight was given certain initiatives to follow for the future.

	Title

	Purpose
	Synopsis
	Outcome

	CAF Agenda Setting Meeting
	- To listen to what architects had to say with respect to EA topics to completing their mission, prioritize them and identify the issues CAF should focus on throughout the upcoming fiscal year.
	- Developed discussion summary report outlining 2005 CAF Strategic Agenda.
	- CAF has taken the prioritized issues and started to arrange them into the 2005 meeting schedule.


As noted in the table above, the objective of the CAF Agenda Setting meeting was for the CAF

to listen to what architects had to say with respect to EA topics they felt important to completing their mission, prioritize them and identify issues the CAF should focus on throughout the upcoming fiscal year.  Interoperability was one of the main topic focus areas that arose during the meeting. The activities and desired outcomes that were addressed in reference to interoperability are discussed in Table 2.0 below. 

Table 2.0 – Interoperability Activities and Desired Outcomes



     Activity and Desired Outcome

              CAF’s Role


	Interoperability


	Improve collaboration and communication across various enterprises through the principle and practice of *semantic interoperability. 
	Use the CAF as a vetting body on forthcoming guidance. 

	
	Provide guidance on interoperability before LoB solutions are implemented.
	Use the CAF as a vetting body on forthcoming guidance.

	
	Provide assistance in defining components that can be used across agencies.
	Assist in determining whether if this is simply the idea of modularity.

	
	Provide data interoperability guidance and standardized data, tools, etc.
	Assist in defining recommendations that would aid in conformance (e.g. inventory of existing data standards) and that leverage open standards. 

	
	Identify opportunities for leveraging EA tool buying power and the possibility of sharing of information included in existing EA tools.  


	Explore the formation of a “Smart Buy” for intuitive and interoperable EA tools.


The emphasis on interoperability guided the CAF Planning Committee to focus the January 6, 2005 meeting on developing an EA Glossary. The glossary will provide government agencies with a platform for understanding the language involved with compliance issues, contract writing and information sharing, and other cross agency communication activities for which the current construct of language is misrepresented with inconsistent definition identification for terms. 

The January 6th meeting provided a forum for Enterprise Architects among others to contribute and to provide input to the development of the Enterprise Architecture (EA) Glossary of terms.  It began with Ira Grossman, Chairman of the Chief Architects Forum, welcoming everyone. He then introduced Dick Burk, OMB FEAPMO Chief Architect. Dick gave a brief outline of the past FEA efforts and his vision for future related topics to be addressed. Ira Grossman then introduced the process for the meeting and recognized the IAC representatives for their hard work in developing the draft glossary that would be used as a base for discussion. 

Michael Farber was introduced and began to explain the facilitation process for the meeting. He explained the point of the collaboration effort and asked each person to contribute experiences that could be shared with their individual group. He then explained that the WIKI , a piece of server software that allows users to freely create and edit Web page content using any Web browser , would be used to document the work of the CAF and the development of the EA Glossary. 

The participants then broke out into smaller discussion sessions with a focus to derive a strawman common set of EA definitions to be applied by all Federal Enterprise Architecture (FEA) constituencies. A working draft EA Glossary (version 1.0) was one of the outcomes of the meeting. 

This document details the meeting proceedings and summarizes the next steps in the development of the EA Glossary.  Meeting notes, a meeting agenda, and an attendance list are included as appendices to this document and can be referenced to identify the issues and prospective activities discussed.  

The break-out sessions were split along the following subject lines “theme areas”:

· Information Definitions

· Business Definitions

· Data Definitions

· Meta EA Definitions

· Applications Definitions

· Infrastructure Definitions

Each group was given a list of roughly fifteen glossary terms to discuss and review. The findings of each group are in the following report. The discussions from the working session provide valuable insight into the needs of the Chief Architect community as it relates to the EA Glossary.  

Based on feedback from the CAF Planning Committee, a strategy will be drafted for the development of the EA Glossary.  This will be shared with the membership for feedback to ensure that the agenda adequately reflects membership needs.    

These “theme areas” are described in more depth in the table 3.0.

Table 3.0 – Break-Out Session Groups and Discussion Notes

	Theme
	Facilitators/IAC Representatives
	Summary
	Recommendations

	Information Definitions
	Facilitator: Michael Farber

IAC Representative: Felix Rausch
	The following questions were posed  in order to frame discussion: 

· What is the problem we are trying to solve?

· Has something like this been done before?

· How should we implement it?

· What is the value of the registry?
	· Develop a meta-data repository specification to help answer the question of how to proceed. 

· Recommendation to reference OMB 11179 standards 

· Produce a registry for definitions

	Business Definitions
	Facilitator: Angela Duin

IAC Representative: Sudhi Umarji


	Identification of term definitions and potential improvements and clarifications. Additional terms not included in the current glossary, but relevant to the various agencies, were also identified. 
	· Need to have a source for definitions

· Definitions need to be driven by context

· Add missing definitions that are important to the area. 

	Data Definition
	Facilitator: Pat Heinig

IAC Representative: Mike Dunham


	Drivers affecting term definitions were identified. Terms were applied to other spectrums beyond the draft EA Glossary
	· Develop established standards making processes 

· Harmonize terms from a number of sources.

· Candidate data for the glossary should be expressed in XML format. 

· Accepted terms should show how they were derived in reference to the domain of origin and other references bearing on how they were selected.

	Meta EA Definitions
	Facilitator: Mary McCaffery

IAC Representative: Mike Tiemann

 
	Drivers for the glossary effort were identified and put into a number of contexts in order to discuss the importance of the EA Glossary. Changes to be made to about twenty definitions were also discussed.
	· Develop basic rules for how to create the definitions

· Use the reference models as a taxonomy, not NIST framework

· Develop basic terms first and use these to define the other words.

· Only use the Reference Models to organize the glossary. 

	Applications Definitions
	Facilitator: Stephen Lowe

IAC Representative: Banglore Sivacharan
	Application Architecture drivers were developed and focus was also put on a list of definitions that were imperative to the subject relevance of the group topic.
	· Reference  the following  drivers listed in Appendix B: Meeting Minutes as Application Architecture Drivers



	Infrastructure Definitions
	Facilitator: John Sullivan

IAC Representative: Davis Roberts
	n/a
	n/a


appendix A – Meeting Agenda

CAF Meeting

January 6, 2005

Enterprise Architecture Glossary Session

A. Welcome & Introduction – Ira Grossman (2 minutes)

B. Presentation by Dick Burk, Chief Architect, OMB-FEAPMO  (15 minutes) 

C. EA Definition Development & Approval Process and WIKI Overview (5 minutes)


D. Small Group Break out Sessions (90 minutes)

E. Break (5 minutes)

F. Report Outs from Small Groups (30 minutes)

G. Group Discussion (30 minutes)

H. Concluding Remarks (3 minutes)

appendix B – Meeting Minutes

CAF Agenda Setting Meeting Minutes

Thursday, January 6, 2004, 1:00-4:00pm

Location:  NOAA
Held January 6, 2005 at the NOAA Science Information Center, Silver Spring, MD

The meeting started at 1:15PM with Ira Grossman providing a quick set of thank you’s and introduction of the program. He thanked IAC (EA-Sig) for production of the Draft EA Glossary, the CAF Steering Committee and Booz, Allen, Hamilton (BAH) for their support and meeting preparation.  

Then Ira introduced Richard “Dick” Burk, the OMB FEAPMO Chief Architect. He gave a summary of Mr. Burk’s background and emphasized that he was “one of us” the former Chief Architect at HUD. 

Dick Burk’s presentation started with the history of the Federal Architecture efforts under Mark Foreman, Norm Lorentz and Bob Haycock and then he mentioned the various constituencies he had met with including the IAC.  His presentation was somewhat formal in that it was tightly scripted and featured only a little in the way of specifics, given his short time in the job, including:

· FEAPMO has just changed out supporting contractors

· They are preparing a strategic plan and a Program Plan for the FEAPMO, (He invited any suggestions from the CAF or its members regarding either of these areas).

· The Plans will feature 30, 60, and 90 day goals,

· The DRM has been turned over to the CIOC to rework and Michael Daconta (DHS) has agreed to lead that effort,

· He covered the principles that have been established for the FEA, paraphrased as follows:

· Measurable mission progress is the principal product of EA;

· Development of the FEA is a collaborative process that must involve the agencies;

· The FEAPMO is a proactive office with advice from the agencies and the OMB;

· Architecture is a PREQUISITE for investment (IT and other);

· The FEA will advance all five of the PMA Goals.

Dick said, “It is not sufficient to maintain the gains of the past! We must do better.” He wants a policy approach of almost constant experimentation, which he said many may not be comfortable with. He wants all to be motivated by the same reasons why he came to public service- to excel, to serve and advance the public missions. He wants us to corporately have an attitude of discomfort with things as they are and he will work for us and with us to change.  He said to forget about the ratings and focus on impacting the mission and the ratings would come. 

He stated that he is the sole permanent FTE in the FEAPMO and that he has three detailees and could use two more right away if anyone knew of people who would be interested. He stated he would be losing another detailee next month and another in March, so he is also looking to fill those as they are released. Anyone with suggestions regarding these positions should contact him at rburk@omb.eop.gov.

He then entertained questions:

1. Q. What are your plans for the Reference Models evolutions/changes? A. The PRM will be connected in a much more meaningful way to the PART. The BRM not expected to change. The DRM is being worked as stated earlier by the CIOC and the SRM and TRM potentials for changes are uncertain as yet (hasn’t looked at them in that regard as yet).

2. Q. Have you engaged with the Procurement Officials Council regarding the need to conform to and be driven by the EA? A. No he hasn’t engaged with that council…but that’s a great idea…he wants to follow up on.

3. Q. What is he doing to convince the business side (budget) that EA is important? A. He had several people from the budget side ask him why the EA section was needed in the budget documentation and given the way it was written he understood. Basically we have to begin to explain and demonstrate how the EA helps fix business problems and solves challenges. We must do a better job of capturing the benefits and explaining them to the business/mission people. When he was at HUD he used the OMB/IG/GAO focus to get the business peoples attention and then said, ”I can help you with that finding, issue or weakness.”

4. Q. What is the best way to get information/suggestions up to the OMB?  A. Case studies are great that describe mission /performance improvements and or savings or efficiencies.  Described as we applied EA here to this and had these results. Describe how integrated EA to achieve demonstrable results.

Ira thanked Dick and then asked Mike Tiemann (IAC – EA-Sig CAF representative) to introduce the other five participating IAC subject matter experts who would be assisting with the breakouts. Mike introduced the following:

Information -Felix Rausch – Director, FEAC Institute

Applications - Bangalore Shivacharan  -  CEO, TurningPoint Global Solutions

Business - Sudhi Umarji  - Program Manager, Enterprise Architecture, Hewlitt Packard

Data - Mike Dunham – Formerly of Treasury now with Thomas and Herbert, LLC

Infrastructure - Davis Roberts – Blueprint Technologies (and EA-Sig leadership team)

Meta-definitions – Mike Tiemann – AT&T Gov. Solutions (and EA-Sig leadership team)

Next Ira introduced Susan Turnbull who gave a brief description of the Wiki and its use for supporting the Glossary work.  Basically it was available to be used if the groups so desired. 

Next Ira introduced Michael Farber of BAH as the main facilitator who would go over the break-out groups processes. He stated that the first ten minutes of the breakouts would be focused on the Drivers for the Glossary and in defining or describing the context for the Glossary and its terms. Then he said the terms and definitions should be reviewed or assessed by the four C’s – are the definitions correct, complete, coherent and in the proper or required context? He said we must focus from the communities of use and the stake-holders positions of understanding. Keep a business mission function perspective.  Focus on the drivers and then on the terminologies. Identify the technical, statutory, operational and communications based drivers and mandates…not on the artifacts found in the IT community.  The logistics were that there was about 60-70 minutes available. The tables for the various groups were pointed out and all were asked to attend a particular table. The groups, facilitators and SME’s were as follows:

Category                                    Facilitator                                 IAC SMEs

Information Definitions          Michael Farber                        Felix Rausch

Business Definitions               Angela Duin                            Sudhi Umarji

Data Definitions                       Pat Heinig                               Mike Dunham

Meta EA Definitions                Mary McCaffery                     Mike Tiemann

Applications Definitions          Stephen Lowe                        Bangalore Shivacharan

Infrastructure Definitions        John Sullivan                          Davis Roberts

 
Lastly it was noted that sources for definitions would be good as well as any identifiable mother lodes of definitions. Identify those that are missing and those that don’t belong.

The groups each met and a summary of each group and its activities follows:

Information Definitions – First the group tackled the drivers of the Glossary.

They are: Lines-Of Businesses (LOBs), Presidential E-Gov Initiatives, the Federal Enterprise Architecture, the Security area, Information Technology area, Financial Community, Oversight Agencies and Congress.

Next the group asked, “what is the problem we are trying to solve?”

Is an Acronym list the answer - value?

Is a Glossary is the answer - value?

Is a National Registry on registered terms, definitions the answer?

Has something like this been done before?

Yes, apparently it has been done to some degree at: EPA, FAA, and in the Health Care areas. We need to identify more if they exist.

How?  Next the group looked at solutions:

The OMG 11179 standard, or the meta-data repository specification would be applicable to helping answer the question on how to proceed. It was suggested that we need an expert to enlighten us. Gail Wright of Oracle (onthe OMG MDR board) is a person whose name came up as a potential.

Next the group considered, “What is the value of the (a) registry (for definitions)?” All of this needs to be answered in terms of:

· the ultimate customer, the public,

· the various stakeholders,

· the financial management community and OMB.

Other questions, which arose, were:

· How will the Glossary contribute to EA and the FEA Reference Models?

· Is there value for the Glossary beyond EA practice and community?

No conclusions were reached on answers to these.

Concerning the issue of the Glossary’s Governance:

· How would such “a beast” be administered?

· Who would have the ultimate management and enforcement responsibility?

· Where will the leadership come for its continued evolution?

· Where would be the central point of contact for adds and how will decision making be done regarding it?

· Who will provide the required funding to manage this activity long term? Will it move to the FEAPMO?

· Probably could use an activity model to define the governance processes for the glossary.

Michael Farber facilitated the group, with Felix Rausch supporting, and he gave the report out to the full CAF.

Business Definitions –

The breakout session spent began with a discussion of the value of having the same definitions so that everyone would have the same understanding (for example: the same understanding of what is being turned in by agencies to OMB). This was followed by a discussion of the context and drivers of the glossary project. As an example, we debated the following question: “Why is it important to have a definition for Best Practice"? This was followed by a lively discussion regarding the term Best Practice where several opinions were expressed, such as 

· “Agencies are responsible for benchmarking and the concept of benchmarking implies you know what the best practices are.” (accepted by consensus)

· “A Best Practice” evolves to an IT Principle”  (rejected)

· “A Best Practice” evolves to a Business Principle”  (accepted)

During this initial discussion, the possibility of multiple definitions was discussed. The glossary was viewed as a way to improve communications between people and agencies so that all participants would have the same definition of what was being turned in. 

The following feedback was received from the government participants:

· For each definition (not in general), it is important to reference the origin of the definition. 

· Tense (Grammar) is not consistent in the glossary. 

· Put acronyms in their own category (it is difficult to do this when legislation is the driver for certain acronyms).

· In the definition of "Business Case" drop the last sentence to make it more general, consider developing a second definition.

· In the definition of  "Earned Value Management" - (current) A systematic approach to the…….. :  Replace with  (New) A defined / repeatable approach to the ……..

· In the definition of  "Performance Metric"- 

1. Get rid of "example"

2. Add "usually quantifiable" in front of measure

3. Suggest referencing Performance Management Institute

· In the definition of  "Project" - don't think that the word "unique" in the definition is accurate

1. Change the word "unique" to the word "specific" 

2. Do we need to add a definition for “work activity"?

3. Add another definition for Project that references A11 / A130 and PART definitions and Project Management Institute definitions)

· The definition of “Strategic Planning" is too long – redo. 

· In the definition of  "Value Proposition":-

1. Rethink second bullet

2. Define value

· In the definition of “Vision" include the notion that "Vision guides decisions".

· In the definition of “Strategic Direction", delete the first and last sentences. 

· The following terms must be added to the glossary:

1. Certified Project Manager

2. Modernization Blueprint

3. Enterprise Integration

4. Information Sharing

5. Performance Based

6. Mission Critical

7. Project Manager

8. Cross Function 

9. Work Activity 

10. Investment

11. Mapping 

12. System

Angela Duin facilitated, with Sudhi Umarji supporting, and gave the report out to the full CAF. 

       

Meta EA Definitions- 

The group started out identifying the drivers for the glossary effort and then related them to the multiple contexts for the document, as follows:

	DRIVERS
	CONTEXTS

	Business – Mission Support Understanding
	· Multi-Contexts 

· Glossary – Gen.Audience

· Ontology – IT Contexts

· Procurement – Legal and contracts

· Budget context

	Human Communications
	Player Context – Not technical- need to translate to common language

	Knowledge Understanding
	· Whole industry 

· Standards for understanding 

· Multiple definitions in multiple contexts

	Semantic Interoperability – Machine to Machine Interfacing
	Explicit and rigorous, not implicit.

	Understanding across layers of the FEA
	Cross Government/Agency Collaboration

Vertical and Horizontal

	Rapid Ramp Up on Projects
	Referenced Understanding

	Continuity of Efforts
	Standardization

	Facilitate Organizational Change
	Change context - transitional

	Balance Across Mission Areas
	Reuse across LOBs 

Maintain alignments

	Ease of EA Use
	Commonality Across EA Practice Area

Multiple overlapping terms

· Either differentiate

· Acknowledge sameness, synonyms


Next there was a discussion about the selected 20 or so terms and how the group should proceed. Several people expressed their positions regarding the lack of understanding as to definitions origins, rules for development, alignment to guidance (reference models) and lastly the lack of relationship to on going semantic interoperability efforts to define the reference models (being briefed at the next Architecture Plus). There are three rules used in the semantic interoperability defining that could be useful in this effort. One is to reduce compound words.  i.e. Architecture Framework is reduced to “Architecture “ – as defined and “Framework” –as defined.  The list of twenty terms was reviewed and the primary words extracted. These were:

· Framework

· Repository

· Baseline

· Business

· Component

· Enterprise

· Integration

· Interoperability

· Target

Next the group attempted to follow the instructions and review/vote on the terms completeness, coherence (clarity), correctness (consistency) and proper context. The term Architecture Framework was used and what was found was that the group could vote and had opinions as to these attributes but there was such a diversity of views that the approach – voting on each term for each characteristic would yield noting useful other than to reinforce that there is much work to do to reach consensus. This approach was scrapped in favor of making a listing of the groups recommendations and advice. The following were brainstormed in no particular order and represent a dump, not a culled consensus:

1. Need to add terms like transition strategy, transition plan, sequencing plan, and risk management plan.

2. Need some basic rules for how to create the definitions- like how to treat compound worded entities.

3. Use the RMs as taxonomy if necessary not NIST.

4. Need to tell the “to-do” aspect in the term. (i.e. How is it used? What for? Why?)

5. Need clearly defined validation criteria. (Correct, Cohesive, Complete and Context – what do these mean and how evaluate?)

6. Examples could add value in context and understanding.

7. When two terms are similar – either clearly distinguish or make synonyms.

8. Need basic terms first then use to define others..

9. Ontological rules could/should be used/followed.

10. Capture the dialogue on terms first – then vote on validation.

11. Listing currently includes mostly all nouns. We need verbs also to describe a story to business people.

12. Many of the definitions could use Antedotes. Definitions are dry by themselves.

13. Context of OMB official understanding and official linkages should be established up front. (Use legislation and regulation- A-11, A-119, A-130, FEAPMO Reference Models, so forth). (Issue- what to do about poor or incorrect definitions in these?)

14. Multiple presentation views – alphabetical, reference models, taxonometric, other – Dummies Guide

15. How to relate to other disciplines and their terminologies?

16. There are experts that know how to do this…perhaps we should consult or engage with them.

17. Only use the Reference Models to organize the glossary.

18. Some of the words in the glossary are too technical or too much in the weeds. These do not belong in this glossary…diffuses use and purpose. These fit elsewhere – in the RMs for example.

In summary this group established there are a multiple and clear drivers for the CAF to pursue a common vocabulary for EA, yet the path to creating one must be more clearly

defined.  If there was an emerging consensus in our group, it probably was that
most people believed the most important terms for definitions were those that

are in embedded in OMB guidance (A-11, A-130, A-119) and legislation, as well as, budget documents since that is what "connects" us all.  Second, we should concentrate on definitions that allow Architects to communicate cross organizationally. (intra/inter agency).

Mary McCaffery facilitated the session and Mike Tiemann scribed and gave the report out summary to the full CAF.

Applications Definitions –

The following  developed by the group is a list of Application Architecture drivers:

Rise and acceptance of Service Oriented Architecture approach
E-Gov Act of 2002 mandates
President's Management Agenda performance goals
Vertical government coordination
International Harmonization and exchange
Security demands
Open Source approach to solutions registry
Leverage of COTS; particularly functionality 
Evolving web services approach; e.g. OASIS
Semantic Web; choice of ontology
Business improvement and transformation for efficiency and effectiveness
Standard business rules
Executive Office OMB direction
CIO Council leadership through AIC
Products vs. Standards debate
Acceleration of technology evolution 
Adaptive, agile designs
Encapsulation moving beyond modularity 
Layered approach to solutions building
Agency specific business models/change
Cost to implement
Ease of procurement 
Source code reuse

The group then worked actual definitions, as follows:
 
Category 5: Applications Architecture Definitions 

"Applications Architecture Definitions provide terms that define a legacy transformation blueprint for individual application services to be deployed, their interactions, and their relationships to the core business architecture processes and decision-making information needs of the organization."

Adaptive - Able to support a wide variety of solution designs, and evolve as business processes and the technology environment changes. 

Adapter - (new)

Application - Software designed to perform a specific set of functions.

Application Architecture - Representation of an application and its parts, including all their inter-relationships and functions in the context of the entire enterprise architecture. 

Application Building Block - Large grain component, which can stand alone or lead to scalable solutions. 

Application Environment - A set of specifications for programming and user interfaces, aimed at providing a consistent application environment on different hardware.

Application Family Architecture - Representation of a related group of applications, their inter-relationships and functions. Uses the standards and policies defined in the Enterprise Architecture to ensure consistency and interoperability across all components and applications.

Application Function - A major work element that accomplishes the mission or business of an organization, such as accounting, marketing, etc. A sub-function is defined as a component of a function such as accounts receivable, accounts payable, etc. within the accounting function.

Application Portfolio - Collection of integrated information systems required to satisfy business needs; current inventory of applications and components; business process relationships, interfacing systems, and infrastructure patterns; representation of required functionality; and migration plans for transitioning to future state. (new)

Application Programming Interface (API) - (new)

Capabilities - (new)

Component - In object-oriented programming and distributed object technology, a component is a reusable program building block that can be combined with other components in the same or other computers in a distributed network to form an application.

Component (2) – Self-contained business service with predetermined functionality that may be exposed through a business or technology interface (new)

Component Repository - Application designed to store component specifications and implementations. Provides facilities to efficiently search for and retrieve components for evaluation against desired component specifications.

Configure - (new)

Container - (new)

Enterprise Application Integration (EAI) – (Transactional Integration) (new)

Federal Enterprise Architecture Service Component Reference Model (SRM) - Customer Services, Process Automation Services, Business Management Services, Digital Asset Services, Business Analytic Services, Back Office Services, and Support Services (new)

Integrated Development Environment (IDE) - (new)

Patterns – e.g. transact, collaborate, publish (new)

Service (1) - Discrete unit of functionality that can be requested (provided a set of preconditions is met), performs one or more operations (typically applying business rules and accessing a database), and returns a set of results to the requester. Completion of a service always leaves business and data integrity intact.

Service (2) - A distinct part of the functionality that is provided a system element on one side of an interface to a system element on the other side of an interface.

Service Consumer – (new)

Service Domains – high-level categorization of service capabilities from a business perspective. (new)

Service Grid – (new)

Service Level - (new)

Service Oriented Architecture - (new)

Service Provider – (new)

Service Types – group of service components (new)

Software - Computer programs. Instructions that make hardware work. Two main types of software are system software (operating systems), which control the workings of the computer, and applications, such as word processing programs, spreadsheets, and databases.

Standards – e.g. UDDI, SOAP, WSDL, XML (new)
Other new terms suggested are: 

Workflow, Web Portal, Web Services,  and Application Portability 

Steven Lowe and Bangalore Shivacharan facilitated the group. Steven gave the report out to the full CAF.

Data Definitions- 

1.  We started the session by listing some of the major drivers behind data terminology.  Much of the terminology applicable to a glossary would be meta-terms that would pertain to establishing effective data practices across all environments.  Hence the term set for a Glossary purpose should cover recognized terminology that promotes data sharing, interoperability and how to engineer semantic conformance.

Drivers that were listed on our note board are not mutually exclusive but were our brain storming on the value of quality data and its management to:

*  Promote shareable, interoperable information

*  Reduce friction among collaborating entities (Communities of Interest)

*  Provide cost control with respect to data synchronization/sharing efforts

*  Reduce redundancies (w/respect to the same data elements)

*  Support effective decision-making

*  Facilitate the creation of accurate/meaningful representations for a context 

*  Normalize data against standards

2.  The list of terms generated for the Data category was manageable (< 40) and the group could look at them as a whole to see the scope of the list.  The facilitator departed from choosing 15 terms to focus on and refine.  Rather, the group considered that a wider spectrum of terms exists within the many published authorities on data architecture, engineering, and administration.  Knowing that an abundant set of "validated " terms existed, the group started to identify sources of already accepted terms & definitions that could be attributed to a specific source if included in a glossary. 

The group also benefitted from having participants who understood the existing XML standardization efforts that were producing benefits for data exchange in numerous communities.

The following partial list of guidance addressing sources of standardized data terms and definitions was identified:

*  ISO/IEC 11179 (6 parts)

*  FEA Data Reference Model

*  UN/CEFACT Guidance (United Nations Center for Trade Facilitation and Electronic Business), e.g.,

    Core Components Technical Specification * Part 8 of the ebXML Framework

*  XML Standards Communities

*  ISO/TS 15000-3:2004, Electronic business eXtensible Markup Language (ebXML) -- Part 3: Registry information model specification (ebRIM)

3.  A prevailing observation was that established standards making processes could yield valid terms without starting from scratch.  However, to select a proper set for a Federal glossary would require more scoping to identify the level of granularity and the particular context that would provide the best benefit to the intended audience.  Harmonization of terms from a number of sources could generate effective terminology.

An observation was offered that the candidate data for the glossary be expressed in a valid XML format.  Also, accepted terms should show how they were derived in terms of the domain of origin and any other references bearing on how they were selected.

Mike Dunham and Pat Heinig facilitated the group and Pat Heinig gave the report out summary to the CAF.

Infrastructure Definitions –

John Sullivan gave the report out for the group to the full CAF. 

Final summarization and wrap-up, just before 4:00 pm was made by Michael Farber. He stated that we would continue this process of working the glossary for those who wanted to participate and that the steering group would meet, consider all of the information from today’s meeting and get back quickly with further direction as to the next steps in the process. He asked if anyone had ideas about any experts we could engage.  He also asked Susan Turnbull to reiterate about the Wiki training/orientation, which she did. It is every Friday from 11 to 12 AM. Contact her at susan.turnbull@gsa.gov .

Ira Grossman again thanked everyone for coming and said that the next meeting of the Forum would be there at NOAA on May 12th , from 1 to 4 PM.
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Appendix D– CAF Fact Sheet

Chief Architects Forum

Sponsored by the

Architecture and Infrastructure Committee               

U.S. Chief Information Officer Council
The underlying philosophy of the Forum is a belief that federal-wide EA success rests squarely on the success of the individual agencies and departments. The purpose of the Forum is to assist Chief Architects in improving the practice and usefulness of architectures in their agencies and in the Federal Government at large.

On the cutting edge of EA, Chief Architects have first hand knowledge of what does and does not work when implementing a federal EA program.  The Forum is a partnership with the AIC, where Chief Architects can collaborate, and share lessons learned, request and/or give help to their colleagues with specific strategic, management and operational EA challenges.

Through meetings of facilitated sessions, Chief Architects will have the opportunity to share their real world experiences and identify specific issues that impede EA success.  The Forum can also serve as a formal mechanism for the voice of Chief Architect Community to be heard by the AIC leadership, CIO Council and OMB.

The Forum’s structure is designed to be timely, agile and specifically responsive to the challenges of the Chief Architect is currently facing. This approach recognizes that Agencies are at different places in the integration of EA into the fabric of their Agencies' strategic management culture.  Each Chief Architect's EA needs must be understood and addressed if EA efforts are to be successful.
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Department of Defense
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U.S.CIO Council

Roy.mabry@osd.mil
Ira M. Grossman

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

Chief Architects Forum Task Leader

Governance Subcommittee

Architecture and Infrastructure Committee

U.S CIO Council

Ira.M.Grossman@noaa.gov
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