GeoCOP 7 September Notes

Attendance:

Vince Allen, EPA Contractor (Indus Corporation for Brenda Smith)

Sam Bacharach, OGC

Wendy Blake-Coleman, EPA

Kurt Buehler, Image Matters

Eliot Christian, USGS

Tim Haithcoat, NSGIC and State of Missouri

Joan Helmrich, USGS

Sandy Milliken, ESRI

Doug Nebert, FGDC

Raj Singh, OGC

Rick Tucker, Mitre

Doug recapped the schedule as published on the Wiki and we started recapping sections. Goal is Monday we will have a whole document that people can start editing:
Action:  KB assembles document and posts

Introduction

Intro 0.2 on the Wiki, Rick-Tucker-just-received, update will be posted as 0.4.  
RT narrates:  emphasize that focus includes government below federal, not just FEA; reorganized it too. 
Eliot Christian suggests Geospatial community be taken out of the authority section – may be an acknowledgement or footnote so show it as maintenance authority, not existence authority.

Business Reference Model 0.3

Wendy Blake-Coleman briefs that BRM is behind schedule due to Hurricane Katrina – WBS and Brenda Smith have been overwhelmed with EPA work.  That group has another meeting Monday, after which the draft will be incorporated in the Profile Draft that will be posted Monday.

EC encourages we proceed from positive view that every business has something geospatial in it, which means our job is to help them understand it.  
EC if  I were going to EM folks – the point is not to say anybody should go buy GIS, that is a separate issue, but what they are already doing needs to be interoperable.

RT seeks examples that tie the reference models together.

RS restates his concern: Example: Lets say I am moving material across the country.  As GIS pro we would recognize that as routing, but how do we help others to understand this?

KB:  Not in this document, but through reading business activity statement (DHS experience) what you end up with is analysis of each one to determine if there are locations of importance?  Yes.    All note that the words need to be more clearly defined, exemplified, or elucidated.  
WBC:  this is solution architecture which is several steps below FEA Profile.

WBC:  Back to the BRM piece:

SM:  Seems that there is a tendency to go way too far into the details.

EC:  BRM and PRM are meant for top level execs; others are more CIO level execs and even technologists below them.

SB:  High level approach is fine for those with Geo LOB and heavily dependent (USGS and EPA respectively), but need something illustrative for those with ‘just addresses’ who don’t see that as a geospatial data element.

EC: I think we are starting with the assumption that folks are reading the Geospatial Profile because they know they have some o’ that stuff.

SB:  Unsaid, but don’t agree that means we ignore the unwashed.

RS:  This has lots of overlap with the TRM.
Action:  BRM group does one more iteration and gets to KB to post on Monday.

Performance Reference Model

TH speaks: Part of it is giving something actionable to CIO for them to use NASCIOs architecture maturity model to determine how they are doing.  It is based on checklist that gives them ‘grade’ and a work list to guide future activities.

EC suggests that OMB and other accountability items be included here too – intermixed as appropriate and not separately so some can just do what they must and never get past it.
Technical Reference Model v04

RS: Explains how he got to where he is.  No details recorded.

EC: questions if security has any geospatial only characteristics that would put it in here.

RS:  Unclear whether data transfer or data management applies. 

RT: Notes that TRM is vague on this and everybody is having trouble with.

RS:  Put it in both, and focus on data transfer because it is less onerous

Metadata in TRM and DRM.

Table with geospatial specifications from OGC, FGDC, ISO and ANSI, DOJ and OASIS

WBC: Difference in technical than BRM and PRM and Technical highlight the need to put guidance in the Introduction to help folks understand which ones they need to read

EC /RT:  The GJXML Data Model and NIEM are not eligible for ‘complete’ inclusion because they have not been through any kind of consensus review.

Service Reference Model v05

KB:  Nobody does this in practice; they all skip directly to the TRM.

Now ready for review.  Purposes listed in the scope. Blah, blah, blah.
EC:  Notes that geospatial service components are not separate from FEA service components generally.  GSC are to be so named only where they are geospatial pieces to FSC listed outside the Geospatial Profile.

KB: Challenges non believers to name the geospatial service component of these FSCs.  Perhaps it is a geospatial specialization to whatever FSC it fits under.
KB:  Glossary stuff will be transferred to the glossary.

EC: Do we use term reference architecture like breaking big ‘un into small one and implementing it?  No.

JH:  I wonder if we want to realign this table to line up with the Exhibit 300 form and software?  Recommends doing so for ease of use.

Data Reference Model 0.7
No report, but it is up on the wiki

DN:  Wants to make sure we stay in synch with FEA DRM as it matures.

KB:  Had it in but was removed in earlier version transition.

EC:  FEA DRM is moving target and why chase it now?  Lighter is better to reach consensus.

RT: Once stability there should be a worked out example

KB:  agrees to wait

KB:  Asks if there is an official NSGIC exchange template.

TH:  Notes agreement exists and a first cut at it is in the works.

KB:  Indiana has one it has signed with counties, NJ and NY too.

TH:  will get those agreements for us to include
Scenario v 0.2
VA:  Have we considered epidemiology scenario?

Fire fighting scenario, resource management, economic development

Raj gets action to rethink scenario.  Emergency Management may be too ‘hot’ and sensitive right now.

KB changes it to wildfire and cuts it to three scenarios and then Raj adds a couple of use cases.  Fire to epidemiology to economic recovery to forest recovery
Geospatial Basics chapter will steal from DHS Geospatial Strategy – in intro as section.
