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Content or Objective Comments

	Line # or Section #
	Comment
	Proposed Resolution

	2.3
	More description of how this document relates to the NSDI would be helpful.  
	Some commentary on how fully the NSDI is implemented currently and how this document might help further the implementation.  In general, a graphic showing how all of the different federal initiatives and circulars relate might be helpful.

	2.3 (around line 516)
	The term “catalog” isn’t mentioned as a synonym for “registry” until line 556, although registry is discussed.
	Mention the term “catalog” in the box of terminology and in the text upon first usage of “registry”

	3.1 (line 632)
	It is confusing that only 4 of the measurement areas are described here.
	Describe all 6 areas.

	3.1.2 (line 673)
	What is the GEA COP WG and how can they be contacted.
	Provide an overview of this group, where they are organizationally and how to contact them.  If it is already included previously in the document, ignore this comment.

	3.2 (starting line 805)
	There are several evaluation tools mentioned (PRM, PART, EAAF and GIMM) – it isn’t clear how they overlap or how an organization would decide which to use.
	Provide discussion on how an organization would decide which of these to follow and how they overlap.

	3.3 
	Is the GIMM related in any way to the Software Engineering Instittue’s (SEI) Capability Maturity Model (CMM)?  They seem similar and a reader may assume there is some commonality, especially because of the GIMM name.
	Describe ways in which the GIMM is similar/not similar to the CMM levels.

	3.3
	Who would “own” the GIMM process?  Who would do the GIMM assessments”
	Some discussion addressing these questions would be helpful.

	4.2.1 (line 1362)
	The DHS Geospatial Enterprise Architecture is mentioned here.  How does the FEA Geospatial Profile relate to DHS’s GEA or a specific organization’s GEA?  What would an organization do with the FEA Geospatial Profile if they’ve already invested in their own GEA?  
	Some discussion answering these questions would be helpful, although it may be more appropriate in the introduction section.

	4.2.3
	It isn’t entirely clear how this document relates to the NSDI.  Readers may questions if the FEA Geospatial Profile is outlining how an organization contributes to the NSDI?  Is it guidance for the whole NSDI?  This relates to the first comment above.
	The relationship of the FEA Geospatial Profile to the NSDI should be clearly depicted, although it would be a better fit in the section specifically discussing the NSDI.

	5.1.2.1 (starting at line 1520)
	There are several options mentioned here for identifying data resources.  There is no clear direction outlined by this document.
	Provide a clear direction for which data categorization is preferred by the FEA Geospatial Profile.

	5.1.2.2
	There is a listing of possible methods for data sharing but no clear direction or guidance on which should be used.
	Provide clear guidance on data sharing.

	5.1.2.3 (line 1622
	It is not clearly stated how the FGDC Metadata standard relates to ISO 19115.
	Clearly state the relationship.

	5.1 
	General comment on data section: no mention of the role of semantics in data interoperability.
	Address the emerging importance of semantics with respect to geospatial data and provide guidance.

	6.1.2
	Appendix G – service components matrix doesn’t include list of standards.  
	Understand that the standards are listed in the TRM, but it would be helpful if the standards were listed along with the service components for a good reference list.

	7.1.4
	General comments: The graphic appears out of place and doesn’t appear to be referenced in the text.  The order of the items in the graphic is different than the order in the text, making it hard to follow. The transition between 7.1.4 and the subsections is rough.  A sentence describing what the components are would be helpful.  The formatting of section 7.1.4 makes it hard to digest the material.  A more substantial summary is needed for this section as the section is potentially the most useful reference in the document for an Architect. 
	

	SUMMARY
	A summary or conclusion for the overall document appears to be missing.
	Include a conclusion stating what parts of the document are “living” and most likely to change.  It would also be helpful to reiterate what organization “owns” this document and will be sheparding its evolution.
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Content or Objective Comments

	Line # or Section #
	Comment
	Proposed Resolution

	2117
	WFS version 1.0 is out of date
	Reference WFS 1.1

	2121-2131/

p. 150
	These requirements are requirements that went into the design of WFS, not implementation requirements, and are not appropriate here.
	Remove lines 2121-2131

	2132
	WCS version 0.7 is out of date
	Reference WCS 1.0

	2134/

p. 151
	WCS is not an extension of WMS – It is a totally separate service.
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Content or Objective Comments

	Line # or Section #
	Comment
	Proposed Resolution

	7 (Technology)
	For one that is not familiar with these specifications it is difficult to understand how they are related to each other.  For instance it is not spelled out that FGDC ISO-19115 specification for metadata relates back to Service discovery and the OGC Catalog 2.0 specification.  This section is hard to follow and is not laid out in a manner that makes sense.
	Reorganize the content.  OGC has a cookbook where items are broken down into applications, discovery,  information exchange, portrayal and processing.

	2437
	Service Discover makes no reference to the FGDC z39.50 specifications.  This specification is widely used for the storage of service information amongst other things.  The OGC specifications for Catalog reference this specifications interface definition
	It is probably important to include this and relevant specifications.

	2193 (Middleware)
	What is the intent of the middleware section?  There are a lot of other technologies that are implied but not discussed.  SOAP/WSDL, HTTP, XML?  There is reference to these specifications in this section but no discussion as an enabling technology for “gluing” separate applications together.  It is impractical to use COM, CORBA and even SQL on massively distributed systems.  Think about what you are implying here.  These technologies are fine for developing individual pieces of the architecture such as a WFS but would not be used to chain a WFS and a portrayal service together.
	The discussion of middleware is confusing to an extent.  Maybe it should be discussed at a level of abstraction higher than it is.  Basically when working at the services level you are chaining.  This requires a completely different list of technologies and specifications than listed.

	7.1.5.4
	It is not clear how to use these standards/technologies to solve the problem.  This section could be a lot more beneficial to an architect if it were expanded upon.
	Explain why these standards are important for solving this problem.  Where is the data stored (data profiles)?  How does one find the data (service discovery/metadata)?  How does one access the data (wfs/wcs…etc)?


Name: Eric Dorner
Organization: Northrop Grumman IT TASC
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Date: 11/14/05
Content or Objective Comments

	Line # or Section #
	Comment
	Proposed Resolution

	Section 5 as a whole
	In addition to the spatial metadata component, a temporal metadata component is equally as important.  GIS data without a time reference can be virtually meaningless in some situations.
	Require that the temporal component of geospatial metadata is a mandatory element.

	Section 5 as a whole
	After adding a temporal component to the metadata, some organizations must also consider “versioning” the data to provide a historical view of the data.
	Develop a database schema that is capable of storing a historical view of the data.
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Content or Objective Comments

	Line # or Section #
	Comment
	Proposed Resolution

	1322, section 4.2.1
	The question should also address when the change in location occurred. Time a time reference can be as important as location in some activities.
	Add question. Is the time of the change in location important for the activity?

	1457, section 4.2.2
	In addition to searching all sources and NSDI clearinghouses for existing federal, state, local or private data, a compreshensive catalog of geospatial data sources needs to be created so users can find the type, location, and time relevance of the geospatial sources.
	Add a component of the enterprise architecture to catalog the geospatial information sources and use catalogs that interoperate and share their holdings.

	Section 7.1.4
	Specific standards are listed in the component framework, but no method of verifying that technology used complies with the framework.
	Require compliance certification for technology that adheres to the standards chosen in FEA.

	2117, section 7.1.4.2
	Why wasn’t Web Feature service 1.1 from OGC adopted instead of WFS 1.0?
	Change to WFS 1.1

	2132 section 7.1.4.2
	Why wasn’t Web Coverage service 1.0 from OGC adopted instead of WCS 0.7?
	Change to WCS 1.0.

	Section 7.1.4
	Maintaining the accepted standard versions in this document will be diffucult. 
	Suggest moving to another document or online listing of accepted stanrdads.

	Section 7.1.5
	Security is a component of the framework, but no standards are given for using security services.
	Suggest standards such as SAML 2.0 from OASIS be included in the standards profile


Grammar, Typos, Admin Comments

	Line # or Section #
	Comment
	Proposed Resolution

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


