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Geospatial Community of Practice (GeoCOP)
Geospatial Enterprise Architecture Working Group

 Meeting Minutes
June 1, 2005
Hosted by the U.S. Forest Service
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Meeting Objectives:

This is the third in a series of fact finding meetings to develop a collective government approach to the development, validation and implementation of a Geospatial Profile that can be used to help consistently advance geospatial / location-based capabilities and proven practices throughout government enterprise architectures.  The activities of the first two meetings were continued to allow all of the stakeholders to expose their existing work.  The specific objectives of today’s meeting:

· to solicit experiences and perspectives on geospatial aspects of EA from agencies 

· to refine a charter and work plan for a Geospatial Architecture Working Group
· use EA to better communicate how to apply geospatial
Meeting Attendees:

	NAME
	PHONE
	EMAIL

	1. Bacastow, Todd
	814-863-0049
	bacastow@psu.edu

	2. Bacharach, Sam
	703-283-7202
	sbacharach@opengeospatial.org

	3. Blake-Coleman, Wendy
	202-566-1709
	blake-coleman.wendy@epa.gov

	4. Buehler, Kurt
	812-339-9396
	kurtb@imagem.cc

	5. Grossman, Ira
	
	

	6. Heald, Jim
	202-720-0787
	Jim.Heald@usda.gov

	7. Helmrich, Joan
	
	

	8. Kannalley, Betsy
	
	

	9. Milliken, Sandy
	
	

	10. Moeller, John
	703-961-5328
	john.moeller@ngc.com 

	11. Nebert, Doug
	703-648-4151
	ddnebert@fgdc.gov

	12. Owens, Kim
	301-713-1156 x182
	Kimberly.Owens@noaa.gov

	13. Percivall, George
	301-560-6439
	gpercivall@opengeospatial.org 

	14. Ridley, Dave
	
	dave.ridley@dhs.gov 

	15. Singh, Raj
	
	rsingh@opengeospatial.org 

	16. Smith, Brenda
	202-564-2034
	Smith.brenda@epa.gov

	17. Tucker, Rich
	
	


Summary of Discussion and Actions:
Major Discussion Points:
· Presentations on existing efforts continued with the following organizations telling us about their work.  Slides are available for all three at Agenda on this site.
· USGS by Joan Helmrich over the telephone.  Her presentation was well received and Doug Nebert asked that this group be given access to the current state of the Rational repository that USGS has built.
· Kentucky Landscape Census project for Commonwealth of Kentucky

· NOAA Architecture by Ira Grossman explained the NOAA effort in some detail, making it as easy to understand as possible.
· He included a suggestion from the Records Management Profile of the FEA that would expand our glossary to a set of three definitions for each term.  This would allow us to define the terms of the profile in words that would be better understood by three different audiences from completely non-technical to highly technical:  Business, Technical and Context
· Tom McCarty, SAIC, presented lessons learned from TopOff III in addition to reporting on the results of the recent Chief Architects Forum (CAF) meeting .  He described the CAF as being very interested in what this group is doing and also what has been done by the ‘early adopters’, which he identified as including EPA, DHS, NOAA,USGS (TNM).  He expects the early providers to be invited to present at future CAF meetings.
· We continued discussion over Use Case selection.  The possibility of using the after action report from TopOff III as a starting point was also brought up.

· Several participants volunteered to work between meetings to help us all understand how the Business Reference Model should look in relationship to the Geospatial Profile.

· OGC committed to assembling a straw document of use cases for consideration at the next meeting, starting from the bottom up, and aiming to fit into the BRM work from the volunteers.  Thoughts were that Business RM is supported directly by the Service Reference Model that is supported directly by the Data Reference Model that is support directly by the Technical Reference Model.  Use Case assembly will start at the TRM for guidance using the model that says Scenarios track from Lines of Business, Use Case track from Services, and Services track from data.
· We continued discussion of the Charter, making some edits in real time and recommending others to the editor who will make them offline and post to the website prior to our next meeting.

Actions:

1) Expand glossary to three levels and post additional terms identified for the WIKI  these to list of terms to be defined in the glossary:  

a. Profile

b. Actor 

c. Use Case

d. Metadata

e. Reference Model

f. Wiki

g. Services

h. Business Scenario

i. Service Component

j. Soft core versus Hard core geospatial

2) Business Reference Model suggestions by 15 June

3) Scenario and Use Case suggestions by 20 June

4) Update Use Cases

5) Post Revised Charter

6) Convene a working call on the 7th or 8th to address BRM

7) Post Records Management Draft Profile

8) DHS can host next face to face meeting

9) Meet with OMB to learn specific reporting requirements ( BS, ID)

10) Prepare FEAPMO status for June before 22nd.

Update on Actions from May 11th meeting::


1) Based on participant discussion and citations, support staff will populate a list of candidate definitions for the Geospatial Architecture Working Group WIKI site. WG members are urged to submit additional candidates. Status: Definitions added to WIKI.
2) GEA WG Participants should immediately go to the following URL and establish an account on WIKI.  http://colab.cim3.net/mailman/listinfo/geo-forum Status:  Many have registered.  It is not necessary to register to view the website, but it is necessary if you intend to upload items to it. 

3) GEA WG members were asked to review and comment on a draft Geospatial Enterprise Architecture Charter. The Chair requested that comments on this document be forwarded to the group email list before the next meeting. Status:  Several comments received.
4) The GEA WG (Chair) should connect with NASCIO on their work on advancing EA, including their work to cross-walk their EA work with FEA.  The GEA WG is to look for opportunities to leverage from what they have accomplished.  Status:  No response from NASCIO yet.
5) Identify and obtain available NASCIO materials for GEA WG review and consideration. Status:  Awaits NASCIO response in 4 above.
6) EPA will post all relevant Agency EA materials to the WIKI for GEA WG review and consideration. Status: EPA materials posted.
7) GEA WG Members should consider and identify use cases for use in driving Geospatial Profile development and follow on operational validation.  Priority should be applied to identify use cases by the next meeting on 1 June 2005. Status:  Attendees at 1 June meeting brought additional use cases as requested.
8) The group is to identify an administrator to represent the interests of the GeoCOP.  Status: Open
9) John Sullivan is to produce an Advice Memo for the group.  Status:  Open
10) Susan Turnbull to help the group set up WIKI accounts, working with administrative assistants, etc. Action for GEA WG to identify an WIKI administrator from the group.  Status:  WIKI instructions delivered.  WIKI administrator identification Open.
11) The group is to consider the measures of success and related target goals for this effort. How do we know if/when we have succeeded? Status: Open
12) GEA WG members are asked to identify a suitable venue for the next meeting scheduled for 1 June 2005.  The facility should have good teleconferencing capabilities.  Contact Doug Nebert directly with your recommendations by 20 May.  Status:  USFS provided location.
Schedule and Deliverables:

Phase I (May -  )  
Discovery – Common Terms, Use Cases, Artifacts / Experiences, Agreement on Geospatial Profile Constructs)
· Approach – conduct a series of regular meetings to encourage exchange and sharing of experiences and idea.  Tentative Meeting Schedule:
· June 22 (Teleconference)

· June 29 (Face to Face)

· July 6    (Teleconference)

· July 20   (Face to Face)

· Continue on biweekly basis for program duration
· Deliverables:

· Geospatial Enterprise Architecture Working Group Charter (June)

· Updated Project Plan  (June)

· Identification of and agreement on 2-3 Use Cases (June)

· Draft Outline for Geospatial Profile (July)

Phase II (June – August 2005)   
Consensus development of Geospatial Profile for EA 
· Approach

· Develop Geospatial Profile based on review and understanding of EA Service, Data and Technology Reference Models, and  based on agreed upon use cases and other associated input from GeoCOP participants  

· Develop Geospatial Profile for coordination.

· Facilitate broad consensus perspectives from industry, government (state, local) on evolving Geospatial Profile
· Deliverables

· Draft Geospatial Profile for community coordination

Phase III (July – November 2005)
Validation of Geospatial Profile via active prototyping and demonstration (e.g. OGC Technology Integration Experiments, Interoperability Experiments).

· Approach:

· Engage a consensus process to further evolve reference models via broad NSDI Stakeholder / Community involvement, identify service-level agreement candidates.

· Support transition of Geospatial Profile to the FGDC.
· Conduct active prototyping of 1-3 use cases between select federal, state and local agencies to validate the Geospatial Profile

· Identify potential service level agreements that could be put in place to streamline inter enterprise cooperation

· Deliverables

· Planning, development, execution and documentation of Technology Integration Experiments.  Facilitated consensus process to further refine Geospatial Profile
Discussion Summary from June 1
Doug Nebert  (DN) opened with an overview of the project to-date.
We discussed Use Cases, which will be used to guide the creation of the Profile and then to ‘test’ it to make sure it supports the needed actions.

DN explained that Use Cases are typically used to identify real business requirements and processes in narrative form.  Our goal is to identify a few that could be used to illustrate the Profile.
Possible sources for scenarios time include: Land use; air quality management; transportation planning; grants; wetlands; NLCD; Interactions between local governments and the Census for official boundaries (block, tract, and more general) WebBAS; Communications Assets Mapping and Home Land Security - many assets are not publicly owned, public/private opportunities, involve DRM, involve American Public Works Association and GITA on releaseability and the GOS Publish use case (A note: GOS publication case must address the publication of web services, not just data.

Begs having a service type classification for the project) - agencies have a requirement to publish to geodata.gov

It was suggested we might have one use case in the Profile, and additional ones in an Annex or other documents to address other areas of application.  There are different business requirements to meet their mission, but may resolve onto a specific data set from very different points of view.

The National Map will be using a template for Use Cases.  
The Charlotte use cases, which were presented at an earlier meeting, are more like broad scenarios under which many use cases would be elicited to satisfy functional lines.

Seeing where agencies overlap the most will help us identify opportunities.

Take a look at lines of business, see where lines intersect, then focus on areas with common function and data, e.g. emergency response.

The goal by July 1, is to have one common scenario to follow with the Profile. Including  facilities (CAD) and non-traditional geodata in the selected scenario to get beyond GIS data.

A Subgroup (John Moeller, Sam Bacharach, Brenda Smith, Wendy Blake-Coleman) set to converge on a central scenario and the subordinate use cases to report by the 22nd.

The draft charter was presented, comments were taken and Mark Reichardt (MR) committed to posting up date prior to the June 22 teleconference.  There was some talk of convening the COP as a Working Group under the FGDC and to be recognized by the CIO Council.
It was reported that the CIO’s Chief Architects Forum: Subgroup met and is interested in the geospatial early adopters presenting their efforts.  Those were identified as USDA, FEMA, EPA, OMB. Resolutions to get geospatial EA early adopters to present in July at next CAF meeting.  Kim Nelson to send memo to other CIOs to get involved with the Profile.
We had an additional stakeholder report by Joan Helmrich about the USGS and its  National Geospatial Program Office (NGPO)and The National Map.  Their architecture work uses the IBM Rational Suite which comes with more than 150 artifacts (templates) to start with, and includes RequisitePro for requirements management.  Their Business use cases explain what is done in USGS from an outside perspective (high-level activities).  USGS has systems for six major business areas, captured capabilities, development needs: web portal, data theme performance and measurement system, data acquisition system, agreements system (partnerships management), geospatial data router system (replication of services), rights management system, and legacy access systems Status: Using Rational Tool Suite and look at Popkin for DOI, Word, UML, Rose, RequisitePro.  Geospatial features are not present in the EA at the moment

A Profile would help: vocabulary, communicate geospatial information among agencies, reference models and examples would be useful to the broader geospatial community.

The Commonwealth of Kentucky also reported on its work to make land cover and cadastral and water shed modeling data and services available on the web using funding from  NASA and EPA. They will use the FGDC Framework Cadastral Layer for ‘free data’ though the counties will continue to charge for more detailed information.
We were informed that the DHS ITEP grants will pursue more open multi-governmental access to data.

We acknowledged the need to get programmatic and admin folks involved in our Profile.

NOAA continued the stakeholder reports with Ira Grossman, Chief Enterprise IT Architect on hand. He reported that the NOAA EA Version 1.4 (May 7) delivered 100MB of information that define it for his organization.  He noted that the different branches of NOAA, NWS, satellites, fisheries, ocean service, research, and marine/aviation operations have cross-cutting mission goals: ecosystems, climate, weather/water, commerce and transportation, organizational excellence

The Reference Models do not add up to the FEA, working on defining the FEA.

There is a coordination group for EA within NOAA.

Commerce uses METIS as its modeling environment, will upgrade to their Server (Troux) product as a repository.  NOAA recommends Mega, Popkin, and METIS.

He suggested that the effort takes dedicated effort and skills that do not exist widely in government.

In general discussion on the Profile we concurred that  Profile document needs to be tailored to chief architects, but we need multiple points of view. Perhaps the approach to a multi-level glossary (technical, business, context) is helpful to segregate the examples and the document.  We may need to have a break between those agencies as audiences who are fundamentally geospatial and who are working with looser geospatial data such as addresses. Business description and technical description, maybe best as two documents.

Suggest each reference model include a business description, the technical explanation, and then the scenario and its use cases.

Services and components may be divided. Services could be offered by several components.

We will attempt to gain consensus by aggregating up what we are doing and evaluating the various reference models in parallel.

We reviewed the Security and Privacy Profile and concluded that it is a Phase I document. Perhaps Phase II will be more detailed. The current document addresses the high-level executive view.  We are attempting to get a copy of where Security Phase II document is going, which would help us.

We have consensus that we need to appeal to the systems developers and the CIO types -- two audiences.

The security profile document outline is acceptable. Introduction, tracing of every Reference Model at the business (enterprise) point of view and the technical (engineering) point of view.
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