FGDC Comment Sheet – Non-Federal Standards Policy

Final adjudication of comments – 2003-04-08 


	No.
	Reviewer
	Paragraph/ subpara/PG#
	Figure/ Table/ line #
	Type of comment
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Adjudication

	1
	FGDC/Maitra
	-
	-
	G
	Do we want to include some background on Federal policy on standards?
	-
	Yes - see comments 5 and 8


	2
	David Stein (NOAA)
	Objective
	Page 1
	T/E
	I think the objective could be written more succinctly.   It's kind of wordy and could be misinterpreted, especially the part about non-federally developed standards under the responsibilities of federal agencies as given in OMB A-16 and coordinated by the FGDC?
	Here's an alternative:

OBJECTIVE:  To provide a mechanism for FGDC endorsement or acknowledgment of non-federal standards that are related to the missions and spatial data responsibilities of federal agencies as outlined in OMB Circular A-16.


	Accepted - wording included as given.



	3
	FGDC/Nebert


	Categories, bullet 5
	Page 1
	T
	OGC represents one industry consortium, but there are others of note. 
	Suggest change to: “Industry consortium developed specifications – those specifications (standards) developed by consortia such as the OpenGIS Consortium (OGC), World Wide Web Consortium (W3C), and the Object management Group (OMG).”


	Accepted - wording included as given.

	4
	FGDC/Maitra
	Categories
	Page 1
	T
	Where do treaty-based organizations such as the International Hydrographic Organization (IHO) fit in?  The FGDC Subcommittee for Coastal and Marine Spatial Data had identified at least two IHO standards (S-44, S-57) of interest to it.
	-
	Accepted in principle - added LIMITATIONS section (III) that states nothing in this policy should be construed to supersede an agency’s responsibility to use particular standards.
List IHO as an example of “Other standards.”   

If an agency believes that a standard from a treaty organization has wide federal applicability outside of that specified by the treaty and should be used by others, they can introduce them as part of the normal FGDC standards process or offer then for endorsement or recommendation through this policy.  These standards are different only in their applicability under the specific treaty and that is a separate policy issue.
   

	5
	EPA/Mann
	Categories
	-
	T
	OMB Directive A-119 Federal Participation in the Development and Use of Voluntary Consensus Standards and in Conformity Assessment Activities

Clause 4 of A-119 defines Consensus-base standards

Clause 3 of A-119 defines standards
	These should be used in "Categories"
	Accepted in principle – refer to Comment 1.

	6
	EPA/Mann
	-Categories
	
	T
	There are also spatial ISO/IEC standards that are developed according to the ISO/IEC Joint Technical Committee 1
	Include ISO/IEC published standards – those standards developed through the ISO/IEC JTC 1 standards process
	Accepted in principle, but included in IV.4 as part of ISO.

	7
	FGDC/Nebert


	Levels of Recognition
	Page 1 
	G
	…External standards should be voted for “endorsement” only, but with a definition of applicability. Do not include an “acknowledgement” category.
	By including a required section on “Scope of Applicability” for the subject standard or specification, the context in which an external standard or spec would apply could be clearly defined. This could provide clear context for its usage and when it should be applied or exceptions are permissible. Without such a clarification, “requirement” for use by agencies may be reluctant.
	Not accepted – comment changes fundamental purpose of policy, which is to shortcut the FGDC standards process for externally developed standards.  Multiple levels of recognition for that process are appropriate in that case.  Without the reduced level of recognition (recommendation), very few externally developed standards would be adopted.  FGDC is voting on these standards without the opportunity to change them so many won’t be recognized unless there is a lower status of recognition.
     

	8
	EPA/Mann
	-LEVELS OF RECOGNITION
	
	T
	Clause 6 of A-119 specifies the Policy For Federal Use Of Standards

Clause 6h of A-119 states

" This policy does not establish a preference between domestic and international voluntary consensus standards. However, in the interests of promoting trade and implementing the provisions of international treaty agreements, your agency should consider international standards in procurement and regulatory applications."
	The text from A-119 should be included
	Accepted in principle; this policy is on the mechanism, not about trade or preference.  But see Section V.

	9
	EPA/Mann
	-LEVELS OF RECOGNITION
	
	T
	Clause 9a of A-119 specifies

 "As required by the Act, your agency must report to NIST, no later than December 31 of each year, the decisions by your agency in the previous fiscal year to use government-unique standards in lieu of voluntary consensus standards. If no voluntary consensus standard exists, your agency does not need to report its use of government-unique standards. (In addition, an agency is not required to report on its use of other standards. See Section 6g.) Your agency must include an explanation of the reason(s) why use of such voluntary consensus standard would be inconsistent with applicable law or otherwise impractical, as described in Sections 11b(2), 12a(3), and 12b(2) of this Circular. Your agency must report in accordance with format instructions issued by NIST."
	-
	Not accepted for inclusion in policy – out of scope

	10
	FGDC/Maitra
	Step to Endorsement
	Pages 1-2
	T
	We should indicate that this is a fast-track process that bypasses steps 1-9 of the FGDC standards process for standards that have been approved through an external process.
	-
	Accepted in principle – but omit the phrase “fast-track” because this typically refers to standards that have not already been approved through a rigorous standards process.  See rewording of opening paragraphs in section

VI, STEPS TO ENDORSEMENT/RECOMMENDATION.


	11
	George Percivall (NASA/GAI WG)
	Steps to Endorsement
	Page 1
	T
	During a presentation of this to an earlier SWG, I commented that there should be at least two agencies that sponsor any proposed standard.  Step 1 of the process should indicate a primary and secondary sponsoring agency.  The rationale is that if only one agency has an interest, then there is no need for an interagency endorsement.
	-
	Accepted in principle – interagency endorsement or recommendation of an external standard is obtained by approval by the SWG, Coordination Group, and Steering Committee, which are comprised of multiple Federal agencies. 

	12
	Cliff Kottman (OGC)
	Steps to Endorsement
	Page 1-2
	T
	What constitutes "agency sponsorship" exactly?  A letter?  Signed by whom, Or at what level?  Is there a difference between the letters from primary and secondary sponsors?  Is it possible for two sponsors to forward letters, yet have the sponsored standard "fail" to achieve endorsed or acknowledged status?  What are the additional criteria, if any?
	-
	If an external standard is proposed for endorsement, an agency head (or designee) should sponsor the standard for presentation to the FGDC.  The FGDC Steering Committee is comprised of Cabinet-level officials


	13
	Stein
	Steps to Endorsement
	Pages 1-2
	
	It might be prudent to have a subcommittee in addition to a federal agency sponsor the non-federal standard.  This would demonstrate that multiple federal agencies support the non-federal standard.
	-
	Accepted in principle:  sponsorship by a FGDC Subcommittee or Working Group will be sought whenever appropriate.  See section VI.1.c.


	14
	Stein
	Steps to Endorsement
	Page 2, Step 1
	T
	Another requirement under step 1 should be the inclusion of the standard development and review process used to develop the standard under consideration.  This should be required if the Standard under consideration falls into the "other standard" category.
	-
	Accepted.  See section VI.1.f.

(refer also to comment 5). 

	15
	Barry Schlesinger (NASA/GMU)
	Steps to Endorsement 
	Page 2, Step 1(a)
	T
	1a) Category in what classification?
	-
	As given in categories in Section IV

	16
	Schlesinger
	Steps to Endorsement 
	Page 2, Step 1(d)
	T
	1d) Acronym POC is not defined
	-
	Accepted.  See rewording VI.1.e POC expanded into point-of-contact for first instance

	17
	Schlesinger
	Steps to Endorsement 
	Page 2, Steps 2-5 


	T
	Number of days for these steps in the process has not been defined >here.  When will it be defined?
	
	Change Step 2 to read: The SWG chair will circulate the proposed standard and accompanying report to SWG members for a minimum of a thirty (30) day review/comment period.


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Change Step 3 to read: Based on the comments from the SWG members, within twenty-one (21) days, the SWG chair will prepare a report and recommendation to the FGDC Coordination Group.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Change Step 4 to read:  The FGDC Coordination Group will publicize the report and recommendation and make available the standard to the FGDC membership and provide a minimum of twenty-one (21) days for comment by the membership.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Change Step 5 to read: The SWG chair, on behalf of the FGDC Coordination Group, will consolidate the final report and recognition recommendation and forward them to the FGDC Coordination Group at least fourteen (14) days in advance of the next Coordination Group meeting.

	18
	FGDC/Nebert


	Steps to Endorsement
	Page 2
	T
	No scope of applicability.
	Insert a new item Section 1.c: “The scope of applicability of this external standard or specification in federal activities. Define the conditions where this should be employed and identify exceptions where it may not.”
	Accept in principle – see IV.1.B in policy


	19
	FGDC/Nebert


	
	Page 2, Steps 2 and 4
	T
	Time of review
	Suggest  30 day comment periods but clarify that the comment is not on the technical content of the referenced standard/specification but rather of the guidance. 
	Accepted in principle.  If these specifications are not being offered to FGDC for formal approval through the normal process, then FGDC has no control over their content.  That means that this process can only approve or disapprove in toto.  This is one reason why it is smart to have levels of approval.  If an FGDC member can only approve or not approve, then it is less likely to want to give full endorsement.


	20
	Schlesinger
	Steps to Endorsement 
	Page 2, Steps 3


	T
	What is the content of the SWG report to the Coordination Group?
	
	The report will include the issues cited in step 1 and adjudication of comments submitted by SWG members.


	21
	FGDC/Nebert


	
	Page 2, Steps 3 and 5
	T
	Time of review
	“within (xx) days” should be lined up to present for review at the next scheduled Coordination Group Meeting. There should not be much processing involved and there is a desire to expedite.
	Accepted in principle: see resolution to Comment 17


	22
	FGDC/Nebert
	General
	
	G
	Can a block of referenced specifications, such as the GIRM be brought through the process together as a single corpus?
	-
	Not accepted - This would not be a wise move.  Because an FGDC member organization can only approve or disapprove an external standard, if there are problems with just one of the specifications, that organization would be likely to disapprove them all.



Initial adjudication:

� Maitra – TBD; Richard Hogan – Yes; Barry Schlesinger - I think it’s a good idea





� Maitra - Refer issue to David Stein


Hogan - These should be addressed in a separate policy if addressed at all.  NOAA’s required use of S-57 or NIMA’s required use of NATO Stanags are a different issue that the one you are trying to address here.  If, however, an agency believes that a standard from one of these treaty organizations has wide federal applicability outside of that specified by the treaty and should be used by others they can introduce then, as NOAA has, as part of the normal FGDC standards process or offer then for acknowledgement through this policy.  These standards are different only in their applicability under the specific treaty and that is a separate policy issue.





� Maitra - TBD - need to get clarification of comment.  Nebert offered this clarification of his comments: 


I still think that the goal for FGDC policy on external standards should be one of endorsement and not�merely recognition for two reasons: 


1) the external standards or specifications would already have a sponsoring organization and have gone through votes and approval, and


2) the new value-add we bring to the FGDC membership is not the standard itself so much as the guidance on federal adoption. 


As I suggested, defining the context of the external standard to the federal users (what I called "scope of applicability") would be a necessary section in this endorsement�procedure as we would be specifically endorsing a standard/spec for federal use in certain situations. We simply need to declare when and where adoption or implementation would be expected by federal participants. The narrative that describes this is really the part that would require the most membership review and understanding, in some cases, more so than the content of the referenced standard itself.��Your suggestion that few if any external standards would be 'endorsed' but many would be 'acknowledged' as a justification for having two categories causes me some concern. OMB Circular A-119's principal guidance is for feds to engage and adopt standards that lie outside the federal bureaucracy and to participate in their�development where possible. An FGDC endorsement process would bring these external standards and specifications into the context of the FGDC community. I feel strongly that a mere 'acknowledgement' tier would lessen the value and pace of adoption and would hope that the SWG would work enthusiastically to promote these external works so that we would, in fact, get many through this process.��My suggestions:��1. Promote only 'endorsement' of specifications and standards that are developed externally and are relevant to the federal enterprise��2. Require a 'Federal applicability' section to explain when and to whom these external specs and standards would apply.��3. Consider who should write and own the applicability section.   Certainly the SWG and broader membership would refine it, but would it be the sponsoring agencies who would define the terms?





Hogan - Doug’s comment seems to miss the whole point of the policy.  FGDC standards don’t need to have levels of recognition because they go through a rigorous formal approval process.  You are proposing a policy to shortcut that process for externally developed standards.  Multiple levels of recognition for that process are appropriate (ISO has three) in that case.  ISO found, and I believe that FGDC would as well, that without the reduced level of recognition that very few externally developed standards would be adopted.  Remember, you are voting on these without the opportunity to comment or change them so many won’t be approved unless there is some lower status of recognition.


Schlesinger - “Scope” and “Applicability” appear to be confused.  Scope is a description of the technical areas covered by the standard.  Applicability describes the user communities for which the standard is required or recommended. Furthermore, it’s not clear where the statement would go.  In the report? Is the report to be distributed with the standard? I thought the report was internal to FGDC.   My notion was that FGDC would be putting an “endorsed” or “acknowledged” stamp on the standard.   It’s not clear that the handling of outside standards needs to be the same as that for FGDC standards.  I see the categories of  “endorsed” and “acknowledged” as corresponding to “required” and “recommended” While FGDC would probably not want to expend great efforts on a standard that is only recommended, there might be situations in which community usage favors recommendation rather than requirement of a particular standard.





� Maitra – TBD; Schlesinger – I agree





� Maitra - TBD - But here are some thoughts: There should be no distinction between primary and secondary Federal sponsors.   They should forward only one report.  The sponsored standard might fail to achieve endorsed or acknowledged status if other Federal agencies vote against endorsing or acknowledging the standard.  The level of signatories needs to be discussed.


Hogan - Agency heads.  OMB and NIST have repeated ruled that only agency heads can properly evaluate the effect of a standards government-wide.  That is what you are looking for here; some indication that the positive effect government-wide will outweigh the cost of implementation.


Schlesinger - I agree that the two cosponsors should be equal, not primary and secondary.





� Maitra: Accepted in principle


Hogan: Stein’s suggestion would satisfy my suggestion that you get 5 agencies to sponsor it.


Schlesinger - I agree that the two cosponsors should be equal, not primary and secondary.





� Maitra: Propose:


Step 2, 30 calendar days


Step 3: 14 calendar days


Step 4: 14 calendar days


Step 5: 14 calendar days


Schlesinger: Actions 3 and 5 both appear to require action by the SWG.  Since the SWG meets only every other month, the only way these steps could be carried out in the prescribed time would be if the Standards Coordinator were to collate the material and send it out for mail review by the members.  Is this the envisioned procedure?  With this procedure, in the required period, the comments must be collated, the report prepared and then reviewed by the members?  Is two weeks enough time?





� Maitra: TBD


Hogan: This is a good comment if the standard is going to be ‘endorsed’.  It may not be necessary if the intent is to just ‘acknowledge’ it, but it would be good nonetheless.  I would accept this comment.


Schlesinger: “Scope” and “Applicability” appear to be confused.  Scope is a description of the technical areas covered by the standard.  Applicability describes the user communities for which the standard is required or recommended. Furthermore, it’s not clear where the statement would go.  In the report? Is the report to be distributed with the standard? I thought the report was internal to FGDC.   My notion was that FGDC would be putting an “endorsed” or “acknowledged” stamp on the standard.   It’s not clear that the handling of outside standards needs to be the same as that for FGDC standards.  I see the categories of  “endorsed” and “acknowledged” as corresponding to “required” and “recommended” While FGDC would probably not want to expend great efforts on a standard that is only recommended, there might be situations in which community usage favors recommendation rather than requirement of a particular standard.      





� Maitra: Accepted in principle, but need clarification about the statement that "comment is not on the technical content of the referenced standard/specification but rather of the guidance."


Hogan: I think Doug is exactly right here and it is a point that needs to be clarified.  If these specifications are not being offered to FGDC for formal approval through the normal process, then FGDC has no control over their content.  That means that this process can only approve or disapprove in toto – no comments.  This is one reason why it is smart to have levels of approval.  If I can only approve or not approve, then I am less likely to want to give full endorsement.


Schlesinger: It looks as if what is meant is the criteria in step 1.  The question is whether or not the standard as it exists is appropriate for FGDC use, not whether the content of the standard should be different.





� Maitra: The report should contain comments received by FGDC Standards Working Group members


Schlesinger: The item says that the report should be based on the comments, which is not the same as containing comments.  But what is the report about?  The issues under item 1?  The idea was that this question would be answered in the document, not just in the adjudication comments.





� Maitra: Accepted in principle: Step 6 will read that the FGDC Coordination Group will vote at next meeting or by electronic ballot, whichever comes sooner.





� Maitra:A leading question!    This will be taken on a case-by-case basis, depending on the maturity and stability of the underlying specifications.


Hogan: A leading question indeed!  But I don’t think this would be a wise move.  Again, because I can only approve or disapprove, if I have heartburn with just one of the specifications, I would be likely to disapprove them all.  I don’t think that is what you want to promote.
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