Checklist For The Review of A Standards Proposal (Step 2)

Proposed Changes to Geospatial Positioning Accuracy Standards, Part 3: National Standard for Spatial Data Accuracy


1. Evaluate the following parts of the proposal: 

Title: Does the title clearly and adequately describe the project? 
Project as described is focused on providing additional instructions for testing and reporting vertical accuracy in areas where a normal distribution cannot be maintained.  However, the National Standard for Spatial Data Accuracy is due for a five-year cyclical review (see Directive #9, Maintenance, http://www.fgdc.gov/standards/directives/dir9.html) and the entire standard should be reviewed
.   Therefore, the title clearly and adequately describes the project.

Date of Proposal: Is there a submission date? 
Yes, March 28, 2003
Type of Standard: Is the type of standard identified? 

Yes, identified as a Process/Quality Control and Quality Assurance standard.   However, since additional accuracy reporting instructions will be included, this is also a Data/Data Usability Standard according to the FGDC Standards Reference Model (March 1996). 

Submitting organization: Is the submitting organization identified? 
Yes, NDEP
Point of Contact: Is a point of contact identified? 
Yes, Eric Constance
Objectives: Is the purpose clearly stated and is this an appropriate FGDC project? 

Yes, although I would like to see the objective to be a complete review of the NSSDA, according to Directive #9, Maintenance.

Scope: Is the scope clearly defined and reasonable for this standard? 

The scope might be expanded to include other issues that may arise during a complete review of the NSSDA.

Justification/benefits: Is there adequate justification for this project? 


Yes, but hope that standards development group will review all sections of the standard and revise where appropriate.

Development approach: Is the approach sound? 

Work has already been done to update the NSSDA for vertical accuracy testing and reporting.   However, the NSSDA should undergo a complete review to make sure it is consistent with other projects.

Related Standards: If related standards or related standards projects exist, are there overlap issues that need to be resolved, or is there a need to coordinate with other standards projects? If an existing standard is being moved forward for adoption or is being modified for adoption, is the original standard identified? 

Geospatial Positioning Accuracy Standards, Part 1: Reporting Methodology, FGDC-STD-007.1-1998, and Geospatial Positioning Accuracy Standards, Part 2: Geodetic Networks, FGDC-STD-007.2-1998, were endorsed at the same time as Geospatial Positioning Accuracy Standards, Part 3: National Standard for Spatial Data Accuracy.    The National Geodetic Survey is the maintenance authority for Parts 1&2, and should carry out a review of these parts.  The NDEP should coordinate with the National Geodetic Survey.

Relevant ISO/TC 211 standards (see http://www.isotc211.org/pow.htm) are:

ISO 19113, Geographic information - Quality principles (published as IS – International Standard)

ISO 19114, Geographic information - Quality evaluation procedures (submitted for IS)

ISO 19138, Geographic information - Data quality measures (New Work Item approved September 2002)

The standards development should assess and document the relevance of these standards to the revision of the NSSDA.
Development and completion schedule: Is schedule reasonable? 

Development approach applies only to work already completed.

Resources required: Does the proposal identify adequate resources to carry out the project? 

Proposal only identifies resources needed for work already done on vertical accuracy testing and reporting.

Potential participants: Are participants and lead organization identified? Is participation broadly based? 

Contact information reflects broad-based participation from Federal agencies and States (as represented by NSGIC); however, this standard is also of interest to others.  For example, The Minnesota Governor's Council on Geographic Information, with support from the Minnesota Land Management Information Center (http://www.lmic.state.mn.us/), prepared the Positional Accuracy Handbook: Using the National Standard for Spatial Data Accuracy to measure and report geographic data quality.     Other special interest groups include (but are not limited to) URISA, ASPRS, and MAPPS.
Other Targeted Authorization Bodies: Are targeted standards bodies appropriate for this standard. Where is the most appropriate place for development of the standard? 

No other targeted authorization bodies were identified.  However, the NSSDA (or at least portions of it) might be a candidate for an American National Standard (ANS) through INCITS Technical Committee L1, Geographic Information Systems.  The FGDC Standards program of work is being reviewed to identify candidate FGDC standards for American National Standards. 

2. Is the standard independent of technology? 
Yes.

3. Can the standard be implemented with known or future technology? 
Yes.

4. Is the proposal presented in a clear and understandable way? 
Yes.

5. Are there any questions that need to be answered or clarifications required before approval? 

Is the NDEP willing to undertake the extra work to do a comprehensive review of this standard and carry out the necessary coordination to revise the standard, and actively promote public review of the standard?

6. Do you approve of this standards proposal? Explain reason for approving or not approving project. 

Yes, provided that Item 5 is answered affirmatively.

7. If proposal is approved, which FGDC Subcommittee or Working Group should be assigned sponsorship of the project? If a new FGDC sponsor group is identified, please justify.

The Subcommittee for Base Cartographic Data sponsored development of the original standard; however, this group has not met for several years, and the USGS recommends that the subcommittee be discontinued (see Base Cartographic Data Subcommittee: 2002 Reports on NSDI Implementation, http://www.fgdc.gov/02nsdi/subcommittee/base_carto.html).     

If NDEP is willing to undertake the extra work, it can continue to sponsor this standards project. 

� I am aware of an error in the factor used in one of the computation tables in the NSSDA that needs to be corrected.   Also, Greg Tilley of VARGIS (� HYPERLINK http://www.vargis.com/ ��http://www.vargis.com/�) proposed creating accuracy "bands" for different applications in a paper that he gave at ASPRS a few years ago. Now since the NSSDA is being reviewed, it might be worthwhile to contact Greg and see if he would be interested in re-submitting his paper for a proposed revision. 
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