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Content or Objective Comments

	Line # or Section #
	Comment
	Proposed Resolution

	General
	Overall, this early version provides some good initial thought on what could be beneficial guidance if certain prescriptive examples are provided.  
	

	General
	It is difficult to see how to use this document in an implementation or practical manner.  It is useful as an informative perspective, but lacking in practical guidance.  If it is simply meant to make its ‘audience’ aware of the presence of geospatial information in the governments business, then it will have met its purpose.  If the intent is to have government organizations ‘comply’ with guidance, it will require further focused attention as it would be difficult to quantify compliance or ensure consistent implementation.
	Determine if this document is intended to be “Descriptive’ or ‘Prescriptive’ and how an organization would implement the guidance.  If it is not intended to provide practical implementation or merely as notional  FEA guidance for reporting purposes (e.g. CPIC) then the document could be streamline as an informative brief to raise awareness regarding the pervasive extent of geospatial.  If a more definitive stepwise approach to quantify and practice an EA with a geospatial element, then either a restructured or subsequent guidance (e.g. appendix or separate document) will be required.

	Executive Summary

28-30
 vs.
 42
	28-30: “The purpose of the FEA GeoProfile…provide guidance to organizations to help them identify and describe the geospatial data, capabilities, and needs within their EA.”  

                                            vs.

42: “…it instructs agency architects on best practices…” 
	It appears to provide general awareness, it does not provide instruction.  See above for separation of intended purpose. 

	57-58
	“Supplemental annexes were then added…”
	Needs the practical application examples here, including Metadata

	80
	“…maturity model is intended to help agencies measure…”
	What are needed are the steps to become mature for the practical and consistent implementation of the guidance.

	82
	BRM: “…help enterprise architects identify…business activities.” 

Is it the intent to have the EAs drive the requirements as the business managers are unaware or it is the intent to educate the business managers so they can communicate to the EAs during requirements analysis portion of the EA design?
	Determine audience and write to them.  If both (or multiple) then see comment Line 296.

	93-96
95-96
	DRM: “…mechanisms used by the geospatial community to implement the FEA DRM in practice.”
“The Geo DRM addresses all the components…for implementing and managing…geospatial data policy.”

It is unclear what the intended outcome of this section will be?  …mechanisms or policy?
	Mechanisms would tend to indicate practical implementation, where policy (at the individual agency level) would appear to result in a less programmatic implementation.  

	123-125
	Conclusion: “…ensure that all organizations will architect, invest, and implement geospatial capabilities in a coordinated way…”
Without clear guidance and ‘blueprint’ it is optimistic to think that organizations will be able to implement ‘capabilities’ consistently.
	See initial comment.  Determine whether this is information to increase awareness or intended to be practical implementation guidance.  A blueprint would seem to indicate the latter, and this is not yet evident in the context of the document.

	202-205
	#7 & #8 will hopefully begin to address the comments listed above.
	

	262-264
	“The purpose of the FEA GeoProfile…identify and describe the role of geospatial in …EA”
	Raise awareness, yes…provide implementation guidance, no.

	267-272
	“…consistent application of the guidance supplied in this profile…”
	In its current maturity, this statement is not possible.

	287
	“The GeoProfile intends to inform…”
	If this is the intent, then make perfectly clear upfront so as to understand that there are no practical implementation guidance contained in the document and it will not be used as prescriptive government policy or mandated requirement for compliance.

	289
	“…geospatial artifacts and concepts…”
	Give example

	291
	“Provide guidance for documenting and integrating geospatial capabilities…”
	Integrating ? – this is not apparent in the document

	Section 1.1 General
	What should be the end product or final result of a “successful” geospatial Enterprise Architecture?  What processes or actions should the agency initiate in order to facilitate successful implementation of a geospatial EA?
	A section which provides “prescriptive” milestones and/or objectives which assist agencies in monitoring progress towards FEA goals would be an effective way to define and translate into actionable steps necessary for agency success.

	296
	Audience – perhaps any document that has as its primary intended audience 3 targets and pertains to be useful to 5 more will have a difficult time in clarity of focus for any one audience in particular.
	As this document is extensive in its current state and will apparently increase in size and possible scope, perhaps a way to allow those discrete audiences a way in which to look at those section that pertain to their respective needs.  In addition, it would be helpful to not just list the audience type and their area of responsibility, but how that particular audience would use the document in the form of a very brief example.  
Need to more clearly define and identify the various stakeholders and their associated responsibility in the GeoProfile process.  Need to address how audience members will benefit from adoption and implementation of the GeoProfile.  Need to clarify how channels of communication can be created and maintained across divergent sectors like Program management and Architecture design.
Consider a communication plan flowchart to effectively identify who should serve as domain experts and technical leads on various GeoProfile tasks.  Such a plan could also assist in creating and maintaining effective channels of communication between various stakeholders

The document may want to be divided by audience type as it is doubtful that architects and capital planners would need to review the same material.  

	Section 2
	Reference is made to many different mandates, organizations, and initiatives that address the management of geospatial data at the Federal level:  Federal Geographic Data Committee (FGDC); National Geospatial Programs Office; Geospatial One-Stop Initiative; National Map; National Spatial Data Infrastructure (NSDI); National Spatial Data Clearinghouse; Section 216 of the E-Government Act; OMB Circular A-16; OMB Circular A-11.  It is not clear in this discussion how these various pieces should work in concert with each other, nor how the Geospatial Profile helps agencies navigate these complexities.  Figure 3 on Page 20 notionally depicts how geospatial data can be exchanged across the NSDI, but does not fully explain the relative roles of all of the above, or more importantly, the role the Geospatial Profile plays relative to those things. 
	

	2.3
	It is implied that the GeoProfile will assist in addressing these past inconsistencies and failures, yet it is unclear how. 
	A chart or matrix would assist agency in identifying how the GeoProfile will help agencies to realize certain E-gov initiatives

	2.3
	Too much background and is unclear how the GeoProfile relates.
	It may be more beneficial to briefly mention the many federal geospatial activities but better to focus upon the required compliance needs and how to implement (e.g. Metadata and include in appendix the minimum requirements.)

	Section 3
	Performance – It seems as though the authors are proposing recommended approaches to agency integration of geospatial-oriented measures into their PRMs and some sample measures, but nothing prescriptive.  Is that a correct interpretation?
	

	Table 2, Page 29
	Table would be more useful if GIMM categories were labeled on the vertical axis.
	

	1192
	The following claim is made with no substantiating evidence:  “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.”
	

	1206-1210
	There are actually four business areas in BRM, the fourth being “Mode of Delivery.”  
	Why does the Geospatial Profile ignore the Mode of Delivery business area of the BRM?

	1354
	Use of the term “function” as defined here is likely to cause confusion.  Within the EA community, and as used in the FEA BRM, a function is considerably different from this definition.  
	Recommended alternatives:  Geoprocessing Service or Geoprocessing Capability

	1349-1360
	The terms “application” and “technology” are not well differentiated in these definitions.
	

	Section 4.2.2 and Appendix D
	The interplay between the use cases in Appendix D and the discussion of the use cases in Section 4.2.2 is awkward.
	It seems as though combining the use cases and the discussion of them into a single section, either in the body of the document or in an appendix, would be more effective.  More significantly, the content of the use cases and the discussion of them is not very enlightening.  It would be more instructive to develop a single use case / scenario that dives deeper and addresses all relevant architectural layers- process, data, supporting automation and technology.

	Section 4.2.3
	This section articulates a set of “NSDI-based business practices,” only some of which even loosely relate to the business layer of agency EAs or the practice of identifying geospatial elements in the business architecture, as discussed in Section 4.2.1.  For the most part, they are data and records management practices.  What is the source of these business practices?  Are they requirements or recommendations?
	

	Section 5, Data
	This may be one of the main elements for a successful implantation of the guidance, yet it does not go far enough.
	While this section is planned for continued Future Work, it may very well be the most practical element for possible guidance for a consistent programmatic approach to implementation.

	Section 5
	This section covers a lot of ground very quickly in a relatively unstructured way.
Also, how does geospatial metadata as discussed in this section get reflected in agency EA data models?

	It would be more instructive to have guidance that walks through a structured, sequential thought process on how an enterprise architect would go about defining the data model for geospatial data related to a specific business process.  It should start with the business, then walk through applicability to relevant concepts in the FEA DRM – subject area, supertype, data element (object, property, representation), and information exchange package.  It should use a real world example to make this thought process more tangible to the reader. It should reference when during this process agencies should be leveraging or referencing the appropriate standards (e.g.FGDC) and relevant guidance (e.g. OMB Circular A-16).

	Section 5
	Data Reference Model
	This section could go further in proposing a generic geospatial data reference model to serve as a starting point for agencies in modeling geospatial data in their DRMs (similar to the way the document proposes an extension to the SRM and defines actual service components that serve as a more granular “pick list” for agencies).  In this way, the Geospatial Profile could serve as a more definitive resource for agencies, by aggregating, standardizing and defining the geospatial data types that are likely to be common to many Federal agencies and applying data standard.

	1469-1470
	“The Geospatial DRM addresses all the components…for implementing and managing…geospatial data policy.”
	Is the intent to develop individual agency Policy?  Or is the ultimate intent to develop compliant federal policy and direction for implanting/complying with that policy? 

	1482
	“The purpose…guidance to enterprise architect authors…”
	This chapter should have a broader audience that is directly linked to the BRM.

	5.1
	The document frames the GeoProfile DRM as a moving target.  


	There is a need to more precisely identify “tasks” or “action items” that agencies should undertake to begin compliance with a GeoProfile framework, especially related to data collection efforts.

	5.1.2.1
	Data Context 
	ISO 19115 – provide the 19 Topic Categories of the compulsory metadata record as appendix

	5.1.2.2 


	Data Sharing - The document does an effective job at summarizing the benefits of data sharing, yet there is a need for a more prescriptive approach within the document.
	There exists a need for identifiable tasks and milestones which would assist the agency in developing the necessary framework for data sharing

	1568 - 1569
	“…well defined schema representations are needed.”  

	This is the key…can a ‘blueprint’ or baseline be developed similar to the failed attempt at the SDTS. 

	1578 – 1582
	“…business components must be reconciled…”
	See comment above.


Grammar, Typos, Admin Comments
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