	Line # or Section #
	Comment
	Proposed Resolution

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	196-198
	See proposed:
	In its fullest sense, geospatial information is ubiquitous and cuts across all lines of business in a multitude of applications.   Geospatial information systems have tremendous potential to integrate information from seemingly disconnected activities and a variety of sources.

	521-945
	Just because the FEA orders its RMs with PRM first does not mean we have to.  I think the PRM as written is a heck of a job, but the topic itself seems to slow the trip into the document. ( Sam B.)
	

	521-945
	Are these supposed to  be the set of measurement indicators in addition to maturity criteria? –  (JB?)

1. NOTE: Once people are comfortable with the categories (detailed below) then a brief paragraph on each will be written for this section. 

· Coordination—

· Governance, Management, & Planning—

· Data Acquisition, Documentation, & Maintenance—

· Standards & Best Practices—

· Data Access & Distribution—

· Policies & Compliance—

· Enterprise Integration—

· Training and Skills Development—


	

	521-945
	2) It is not clear if the Maturity profile is to assessed on a business area (eg. Law Enforcement) or IT or on practices of Geospatial within an organization, EA or all of the above…?   Tracking this responsibility may be tough. (JB)


	

	521-945
	3) If the intent of the Integration Maturity Model is to be CMMI-based, it should referenced as the source? Have you assessed the OMB EA maturity model and thought of an extension to that? 

a. In order to get to measurements, one can think of the maturity categories as business activities/processes and derive items that are measurable from them…i.e % of org. that have implemented Policy, or % of data being redundant and unmanaged, or $ spent on data acquisition of redundant data or number of authoritative GEO data sources aligned with GOS Catalog  etc….(JB)


	

	521-945
	4) I assume that you will be developing the measurement indicators for the FEA PRM measurement areas?  (Jb)

	

	521-945
	5) Within the Governance suggestions are they intended to be criteria that would need to be absorbed by an IT (inclusive of EA and CPIC) governance structure vs. an independent model? (jb)


	

	521-945
	6) General Comment:  May need a section on Governance Guidance;  Organizations typically manage the Reference Models via a Governance Channel.  Some high level guidance on how to work this with existing structures may be solid. This has always been a deficiency of the FEA Taxonomy. (jb)


	

	521-945
	7) I assume that you will be developing the measurement indicators for the FEA PRM measurement areas?  Unknown)


	

	521-945
	
PRM - I found the PRM section to be a good section for giving the reader an understanding of what is expected in terms of geospatial.  It is a quick read.  I suggest that we keep it in total in the main document
	

	521-945
	PRM is too detailed.  Right now it suddenly stops the willing
      reader of the Geospatial Profile who will tune out.  The info is
      fine, but is too detailed for the main message.  Need to know if
      the maturity model has really been exercised or is just a concept   right now.  In any case, move the details of the maturity model to an appendix or to an FEA geospatial knowledgebase web site. ( Rick Tucker)
	

	520
	I fail to understand how one can determine adequate performance before defining what work will be done.  The FEA can use this as a high level document, but we are too far into the nitty gritty to do it here and if properly named (which it is) it won’t matter for those who want to find it. (Sam B)
	Move PRM to the last module as the way we will ensure proper implementation of the guidance contained in the document.  

	524-526
	Unnecessary repetition (Rick Tucker)
	Remove this paragraph

	528
	(RickTucker)
	Remove “FEA”

	529-530 + 535 and elsewhere
	Consistency(RickTucker)
	Replace “geo-services” with “geospatial services” 

	537
	Consistency.  The Section 1 Audience section uses the term “Business Sponsor”, which I prefer to “Owner” (RickTucker)
	Change “owner” to “sponsor”

	555
	
	Clarify to note that while there are 6 measurement areas (as shown in the diagram) only 4 have been defined in the FEA.

	524-548
	Way too complicated and requires expert understanding to comprehend. (Sam B)
	Simplify it to better agree with the tenor of the overall document.



	573
	Has this Geospatial Integration Maturity Model been used somewhere or is has it only been defined and not sufficiently exercised?

The concepts here seem quite valid and well thought out.

However, there is so much here as compared to the treatment of the other reference models that it seems imbalanced.  When a reader reaches this section, it comes across as too much detail.  If this is to be included, perhaps it should be split into two parts, one in the main document (sections 2.3.3.1 and 2, one in an appendix (e.g. sections 2.3.3.3+) or online FEA Geospatial knowledgebase. (RickTucker)
	The Geospatial Profile should avoid introducing concepts that have not been sufficiently exercised.

If this has been exercised, suggest adding a call-out box with a short paragraph that e.g. “Agency-X has been using this maturity model since YEAR to measure and improve its geospatial architecture and integration.”

	574
	“Collaboration” should either be its own category or part of another one.  This emphasizes working within common communities of interest and sharing across boundaries.  I see something close at lines 938-9 but that is in the Training and Awareness area. (RickTucker)
	

	587-590
	Does ‘independent’ mean contractor? (SamB)
	There is not a documented geospatial integration profile in place at this level of maturity. While geospatial solutions are developed and implemented, this is done with no recognized use of standards or base practices. The organization is completely reliant on the knowledge of independent geospatial specialists

	592-595
	Don’t know what ‘contributor’ means. ( Sam B)
	The base geospatial architecture framework and standards have been identified but are typically performed informally. There is general consensus that these steps should be performed, however they may not be followed and are not tracked. Organizations with a geospatial integration profile at this level are still dependant on the knowledge of individual geospatial contributors.

	620, 653, and elsewhere
	(RickTucker)
	Change “GIT” to something else.

	826
	Clarify(RickTucker)
	Add “OMB Circular” before “A-16”.

	844
	Confusing use of term “Business Case”, which means much more to OMB. (RickTucker)
	Change “Business Case” to “waiver request and business justification”.

	855
	This “Business Case” is okay as used here. (RickTucker)
	

	946-1145
	3. BRM is at a good level of detail.  I like the Geospatial
      Business Language, which is fine in the appendix (which I did not review line-by-line). (RickTucker)
	

	942-949
	1) It appears the BRM is more methodology than Taxonomy.  Its artifact contribution is a Geospatial Business Statement that is based on relationships to the SRM and DRM.  This is sound thinking but I don’t see how it affects the taxonomy????  (Jb)

	

	942-949)
	2) There Government is in the business of producing Geospatial  Products and Information of which there is not taxonomy in the BRM…(jb)


	

	942-949
	Recommend hitting the ‘understanding they have it nail’ yet again.(Sam B)
	The value of place or location-based analysis is often overlooked when modeling business processes because enterprise architects and program managers typically think of geospatial data only in the context of a map or a remotely sensed image created with GIS applications. The coupling of geospatial data, services and technology with conventional data and technologies are often one of the most significant enablers of improved decision making within business operations and increased performance of key mission requirements across all levels of governments. This section is provided to help managers and architects gain a better understanding of geospatial data they have and  how they can incorporate it, and geospatial services and technology as a part of their business processes.

	955
	(RickTucker)
	Change “is” to “includes”.

	963
	(RickTucker)
	Change “which” to “that”.

	964
	OMB changed this from “to Citizens” to “for Citizens” between BRM v1 and v2. (RickTucker)
	Change “Service to the Citizen” to “Services for Citizens”

	968
	I thought OMB was going to rename “Sub-functions” to be “Functions” but it looks like it didn’t make it into the Consolidate Reference Model. (RickTucker)
	

	984-991
	Component viewpoint here would be too limiting (Sam B)
	This needs to be architecture oriented, not component oriented …

	993
	Unneeded modifier – it makes me think that every other place was untruly – (Sam B)
	Remove ‘truly’

	1000
	(RickTucker)
	Change “such” to “to ensure”

Change “so” to “and”

	1001, 1004, 1006, and elsewhere
	Don’t capitalize “Enterprise” when it is on its own(RickTucker)
	

	1003
	later portions of is redundant – and it does not matter if it is later or not (Sam B)
	Remove ‘later portions of’

	1010-1019
	Too noncommittal on what is desired here (Sam B)
	Replace existing text with: (changes in red)

The Geospatial BRM development process is intended to uncover and define the geospatial data and functional aspects of any business activity.  This process starts with analyzing business activity descriptions to determine if there is a role for placed-based information in the execution of the business activity.  The next step then is to determine the function of these geospatial data, technologies, and services in carrying out those activities. If it is ascertained that there is a locational aspect to the business activity, the next step of the analysis is to develop a business statement for each activity that describes the role of geospatial data and technology in the business activity. This statement will be called a Geospatial Business Statement in this development process.  Descriptions of the geospatial data, applications and services needed to support a business process may also be generated during this step of the process.

	1016
	Consistency(RickTucker)
	Change “place-based” to “location-based”

	1020-1023
	Original wording was too restrictive as requiring a determination of benefit to use a location based approach is too vague – what is a location based approach? (Sam B)
	The following list of geospatial business questions are provided to help the Enterprise Architect assess whether they have geospatial data and / or their operations could benefit from a location based approach , determine  where and how  to incorporate this approach in to the business activity.  Geospatial data in the form of something as simple as an address can also have useful value to other agencies and it needs to be identified as geospatial so those agencies will recognize its potential for use.


	1023
	(RickTucker)
	At end add “and incorporated into the other perspectives of the EA”

	1025
	(RickTucker)
	Change to “location-based” (with hyphen)

Add “and” before “determine”

	1026
	(RickTucker)
	Change “in to” to “into”

	1028 and elsewhere
	Don’t capitalize “Subject Matter Experts” (RickTucker)
	

	1035-1936
	Need to specifically call out db as a potential location of the key words. (Sam B)
	1) Does the activity description or database contain any of the following key words?



	1037
	I really like these questions.  They are very concrete and nontechnical. (RickTucker)
	

	1043
	(RickTucker)
	Add “route”

	1078-1079
	(RickTucker)
	Change “are or should be a part of” to “are (or should be) used during”

	1083
	(RickTucker)
	Remove “, taken in their totality”

	1098
	The term “geoprocessing unit” would not be clear to most readers. (RickTucker)
	Clarify or remove

	1098
	(RickTucker)
	Change “geoprocessing user tools” to “geospatial user tools”

	1100
	(RickTucker)
	Change “actions” to “activities”

	1107
	(RickTucker)
	Add “to” before “limit”

	1114
	(RickTucker)
	Change “within the business analysis write-up” to “throughout the architecture”

	1124
	(RickTucker)
	Change “Components” to “Component”

	1132
	(RickTucker)
	Add after “Statements”:  “for consistency and to emphasize opportunities for commonality and reuse”.

	1133
	(RickTucker)
	Remove “fruit”!

	1138
	[An aside:  at some point the FEA will better distinguish “service” from “component”, but that has not yet happened.] (RickTucker)
	Change “services” to “service”

	1139
	(RickTucker)
	Delete “define”

	1142
	(RickTucker)
	Remove comma.

	1144
	(RickTucker)
	Add “common, consistent” before “terminology”

	1144
	(RickTucker)
	Change “which” to “that”

	1144
	“relates” appears twice(RickTucker)
	Change “concepts related to the business” to “capabilities supporting business needs” 
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