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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 this meeting:

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

· to refine a charter and work plan for a Geospatial Enterprise Architecture Community of Practice Working Group
· to present some candidate scenario/use cases that will be use to inform the profile writing process

· to discuss the form and process of the profile documentation
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@imagemattersllc.com

	5. Helmrich, Joan
	
	

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

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

	8. Singh, Raj
	
	rsingh@opengeospatial.org 

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

	10. Maldee, Sal
	
	

	11. Haithcoat, Tim
	
	

	12. Green, Deb
	
	

	13. Bentley, Nathan
	
	

	14. Heazel, Chuck
	
	

	15. White, Stacey
	
	

	16. Ringer, Mitch
	
	


Summary of Discussion and Actions:
1. The group discussed the GEA COP Charter document and made several change recommendations. The charter is in review at the AIC and we should receive feedback by next week’s meeting.
ACTION: Kurt to make edits and post the final version.

2. The group discussed the work plan and made several change recommendations.

ACTION: Kurt to make edits and post the final version.

3. The group discussed the Situation Awareness and Boundary Annex Use cases and decided that participants should come to the meeting on June 29 with a selection from the list of use case scenarios so that we can pick one and move on.

ACTION: Participants to review the use case scenarios and be prepared to select one for the group to use as the focal point for further profile creation activity.
4. The group discussed the form and order of reference model creation and made no concrete decision at this time other that to recognize that in every case to focus on creating useful guidance to EA authors within agencies via the profile documentation.

ACTION: Glossary updates: scenario, use case.

Major Discussion Points:
Rapid Progress Summary:

Doug provided an overall status on the activity. See Doug’s slides for a list of presenters of EA. Summary:

· 4 meetings post kickoff

· Very good agency participation in the process

· Face to face meeting will be on the 29th, tentative for OGC offices in Herndon, but we are open to a more convenient site if others have offers

Next Steps for the GEA COP WG (from slide package):

· Identify reference model priority areas

· Outline Profile document

· Develop guidance per Reference Model

Tim Haithcoat will connect with NASCIO to see if they can brief their EA rollout at the meeting on the 29th
Charter Discussion:

Brenda:  The AIC is reviewing the charter and will provide feedback in the next couple of weeks.  Still open for comments from the GEA COP WG participants.  

Tim H:  Sent the Charter and Work Plan out to the NSGIC EA group.  Most of the movers and shakers in this process are in meetings now, but may have comments by the end of the week.    Some issues:

· Need to be consistent in the use of data and services throughout the charter document.

· Scope – OMB, CIO Counsel AIC, FGDC are the reviewers and authority for approval. Doug:  FGDC and AIC CIO will be the authorities.  Kurt:  need to clarify exactly the specific approval authorities

· Responsibility:  Under B – focus in on feds, and needs to be intergovernmental EA approach “cross organizational” “multi-jurisdictional” “vertical and horizontal” are alternatives to get this point across.

· Membership:  non-governmental organizations and non-governmental is used twice, correct this.  

· Procedures:  Develop and approve annual “work plan”.  Consider striking the term “annual”. 

· Coordinating mechanisms:  clarify the specific interaction. [Brenda] The spirit of this is to make sure that we report back to the FEA PMO, the CIO AIC, and the FGDC.  But we also realize that to be effective, we should reach out more broadly.  Change “and” to “as well as the FGDC subcommittees…”, or ‘as appropriate”.

· Other editorial comments that he will pass along.
[Doug] Recommended policy for WIKI:  When documents are updated or posted, submitters should send an email to the list so that participants will know when content has changed.

Tim – establish time periods for posting and review of documents, meeting schedules.
Updated Work Plan

[Tim H] Need to correct reference to OGC qualified members. [Kurt and Doug] this is an artifact of the OGC contract, and will be removed’

[Tim H / Kurt] change the reference to EA Modeling language to “an agreed upon use case template”

[Tim / Kurt / John M]  Rewrite the paragraph on vetting with the broader community to include the AIC Forum, NASCIO, etc.  If possible, if we can get a finite list of priority organizations, then mention that others are invited, we’ll be sure to get to the priority forums.

[Doug]  Make it open to public comment period

Interoperability Experiment Planning by 30 September 

Correct the deliverables titles to be consistent with changes made in earlier discussions

Keep deliverables 3.b and 3.c

Use Cases Discussion

Situational Awareness Discussion (see WIKI)
[Tom M]  How do we go from the agreement on Use Cases to the concrete requirements definition that contributes to the Geospatial Profile?  How is this going to link / feed the DRM in the FEA?  What is the path to defining taxonomies, exchange packages etc?  Dan Feinberg has the same question

[Doug] use the use case as a way to keep us on track.  The document that we must write must provide input or guidance to each of the Reference models.  So, we should logically start with the BRM and then work down through the other models.  

Kurt] this is why he assumed that there would at least be multiple use cases to help derive concrete patterns, data needs etc.   These multiple use cases would help us to make a decent abstraction of perspectives for further refinement into concrete artifacts.   

[Doug] identify and state as guidance recurring requirements (structures for instance).  [Kurt] may notice that situational awareness example will have specific schema requirements that will help to foster guidance / requirements for a schema to define information requirements for a community of interest.  

Multiple Use Cases --- pattern requirements --- specific geospatial guidance, taking into account that we have some exemplar work being done at DHS and other agencies that we can draw from rather than to recreate the wheel. 

[Brenda] – thinking along these lines.  Selecting a theme that allows all of the agencies to come together in a theme / scenario that we can all track back to, this will help up achieve an “illustrative anchor” that we can orient the guidance to in the document.

[Kurt] – cannot really write down a use case that gets down to a level of requirement unless it gets really detailed.  For the national profile effort, we are going to have to be clever about how we write down the use cases. They should point out good guidance to architects within each agency.

[Brenda] – Select one use scenario to get folks focused.  Use cases that evolve from this would be rallying points for the guidance document (profile).

Action – use the term Scenario (note that someone also mentioned the term Business Use Case) as the top level item, use cases run within the scenario.  Glossary item for action
[Dan F] GOS is a very good one since we have an Executive Directive.
[Brenda] DRM folks looking at a Situational Awareness scenario as well. This may be a very good one to use to thread the dialog across the RMs.  Having agency business data come into play in EM situations, along with implications for releasability etc, will be good for use.  Much of this is not thought of as geospatial information but is critical in the spatial context in an emergency context.

[Tom M] wants to get focused on this as a mechanism to help connect with the DRM, and to generate the “how to” principles in terms of geospatial pieces.  

[Kurt] how to find out what the use case is as it evolves (in the DRM group) so that we have a smartly evolved document as we go.  

[Doug] EM seems to be the scenario rallying point, rather than situational awareness.  
[Kurt]  Emergency Support Functions (from National Response Plan) themselves would bring in the very specific service elements that Doug is fishing for in his earlier remark.  Yes, it is called a Situational Awareness scenario, but it is reflective of the core components of positioning the agencies to an EM situation. Agree that we should change the scenario name to better fit its content.
[Tom] put together a straw man plan on the next steps for discussion at the next meeting.  We can vacillate on use cases for weeks.  

[Joan H] goes back to the BRM that needs to be done in the flow of documents to be completed.  Need to settle in on the what and the why level?   Need to be pure at this stage in terms of what we want to accomplish.  Needs to be raised up a level based on what’s been discussed today.  

[John M]  Out of the previous meeting we had, Sam, Brenda and John did a bit of work for an outline for a Geospatial Profile.  We need to work on this a bit more, and post the outline for discussion on the WIKI for next week.  John M will send the outline material to Kurt for posting <see http://colab.cim3.net/cgi-bin/wiki.pl?GEACoPBusinessReferenceModelEffort>.

[Kurt]  What do you think would be of value in a Geospatial Profile at the BRM level?  

[Doug]  When you are preparing your BRM, you need to be aware of these things.  Essentially the touch points between the BRM and your business process.   

[Tom M] notes that this is guidance so that when they are covering their BRM construction, here are the terms, and guidance for conducting interviews etc.  Focusing on the framework and how rather than the BRM.  

[Tim H] Guidance:  Terminology, processes, touch points (for example, one of the things we’ve done on the interface and branding part of the activity, we talk about web mapping service development, the portal for this thing called the interface in services.  These elements have geospatial, standardized cartographic things.)  

Reference Models to Deal with First

[Brenda]– focus on BRM and DRM first.  Natural tendency here for us in the geospatial community to do this.  BRM needs to be first to enable us to tell/thread the story throughout the GP.  DRM flows from this.   
[Doug] from a SRM perspective we have a good start in terms of services

[Brenda] Performance RM will be an important area to assure performance is delivered to show results. 

[Joan] – raise this to a business use case, then the metrics and performance goals should be linked as well. [Doug] performance logically is subordinate to business case. 
[Tim] Capability and capacity and maturity are elements in a performance model.   

[Brenda] – will connect with the DRM WG folks to discuss our effort and to learn more about their efforts.  

Actions:

ACTION: Kurt to make edits to the charter and post the final version.

ACTION: Kurt to make edits to the work plan and post the final version.

ACTION: Participants to review the use case scenarios and be prepared to select one for the group to use as the focal point for further profile creation activity.

ACTION: Glossary updates: scenario, use case.

Schedule and Deliverables:

As delineated in the revised Work Plan.
Next meeting 29 June 2005.
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