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Content or Objective Comments

	Line # or Section #
	Comment
	Proposed Resolution

	
	
	

	206
	The first bullet is strongly worded and somewhat redundant with the next bullet
	Rephrase and combine with second bullet- “Organizations are frequently limited in interoperability- their ability to share information and to collaborate...” 

	Section 2.5 
	General comment:  Is the SRM intended to be exhaustive inventory of services?
What are the criteria for inclusion (maturity, sponsoring organization, acceptance, compliance, etc.?)  (Same question applies if minimal.)  What is the governance process for sustainment of the SRM- additions, version updates, deletions, etc.? 
	Provide a few paragraphs that scope the section and address governance.

	1154 (2.5.1)
	This is a sweeping statement without substantiation.  Standards increase development costs in many ways. Any time functionality is reorganized, eg, for standards compliance, potentially many software modules have to be reconsidered and retooled, which is not always (or often) done without introducing more errors into the software.



	Suggest rewording:  Classifying Service Components according to the SRM framework can help decrease software maintenance and development costs through the systematic identification and elimination of redundant systems.

	Section 2.6 
	General comment:  Need to clarify the intent and purpose in order to address how the TRM profile will be used and maintained.  Specifically, is this intended to be an exhaustive list of standards or the minimum essential standards?  If it is to be exhaustive, what are the criteria for inclusion (maturity, sponsoring organization, acceptance, compliance, etc.?)  (Same question applies if minimal).  What is the governance process for sustainment of the TRM- additions, version updates, deletions, etc.?  


	Provide a few paragraphs that scope the section and address governance.

	1390 (2.6.1.1)
	Need to ensure that standards can be successfully employed and supported.  Concern is that many standards cited are immature or not widely used, and other standards are missing.  Heavy focus on OGC and FGDC.  Missing DoD standards immediately come to mind, such as  DIGEST and  NITF. Others include TIFF, JPG, MPG, S-57, W3C standards, etc.
	Suggest this be qualified “proven and widely used industry standards”, and this criteria be applied to the standards included in the TRM.  Standards need to enable and support the FEA objectives.  Given the evolutionary nature of Standards, it is essential that only Standards that have been proven to work and have been adopted by a large number of GIS systems and users should be mandated.  R & D on the use of Standards should be encouraged, but as Standards are means to an end, ie. Interoperability, and not the end state themselves, caution must be taken to mandate Standards which in the end will not produce the desired results.  Technology solutions may solve problems which standards are often meant to address.  For example, data interoperability can also be achieved through ETL technology in GIS.   

	1401 (2.6.1.2)
	Intent seems to be to ensure that interoperability can be achieved regardless of the vendor solution- not independence from vendors 
	Suggest the term vendor neutrality be used, meaning that integrated solutions and interoperability can be achieved with any vendor’s technology.  Remove word ‘vendor independence and components. Promote the ability to choose the best of breed vendor without concern of being locked into one system through the use of standards-based products and interchangeable services.

	1419
	Why is this DHS specific?
	Remove reference to DHS and make more generic.

	1422
	This is a very significant statement that needs higher visibility.
	Find a place in the introductory sections.  If interoperability is a key concern, it should be a mission driver for the GIS EA.

	1465
	Terms service type and service layer not explained, and used in further discussion

	Provide definitions

	1472
	Why is there a reference to the DHS IT infrastructure?  
	Remove reference to DHS and make more generic.

	1492 (2.6.6.1)
	This section needs to be expanded to account for data stores other than just DBMS.  


	Include discussion of other types of data stores as mentioned in 2.6.4. (Line 1450)

	1478 (2.6.7.1)
	Is security within the domain of the Geo profile?  
	Suggest that Geospatial comply with FEA Security profile.  If there is anything unique to geospatial, pass that along to the FEA security profile team.

	1579
	Just saying “GML” is ambiguous. There are numerous possible domain implementations.


	This should be qualified to GML Simple Features Profile.

	1633 (2.6.8)
	This section misses the real intent of middleware and the applicable standards.  Standards cited only apply to database exchange or application level connections.  J2EE and .NET are missing.  Service oriented architecture is completely missing-  SOAP, WSDL, XML, UDDI
	Revise definition of middleware according to IT community definitions and include applicable standards 

	2338 
	Elements in this table need to be qualified by version number. Several of these are draft and have not been formally adopted. Compliance tests are not defined for many.  Is the table intended to be a one-for-one compilation of the standards in Section 2.6.8? 


	Add standard version and status information. 
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