FGDC Digital Cartographic Standard for Geologic Map Symbolization

Checklist For Endorsement Review of A Standard Prior to Final Endorsement (Step 10) 


1. Evaluate the following parts of the standard: 

Title: Does the title clearly and adequately describe the project? 
Yes
Title page: Does the title page conform to the FGDC format? 

No – “Final draft” is not appended to the title.  “Prepared by the U.S. Geological Survey for the Federal Geographic Data Committee” is not needed.   “Recommended reference” is better placed on the FGDC information page. – For more information, see FGDC standards directive #6, Formatting FGDC Standards Documents.
Table of contents: Is there a table of contents and does it correctly identify the contents? 

Yes.   However, a few errors in page numbering are noted.   See editorial comments below.
Introductory material 

Objectives: Is the purpose of the standard clearly stated? 
Yes
Scope: Is the scope clearly defined? Is it clear what is within and not within the scope of the standard? 
Yes
Applicability and intended uses of standard: Is it clear who should use the standard and for what applications? 
Yes
Description of relationship to existing standards if applicable: If there are related standards, are they identified and the relationship explained? 
Yes
Description of the development process: Is there a brief description that adequately describes the process by which the standard was developed? Is the basis for the standard identified, for example is this an existing standard, a modification of an existing standard or a new standard? 
Yes. The first sentence of Section 1.5 states, “This standards document represents only the latest milestone in a long history of geologic map standards development in the United States, which, within the USGS, began prior to 1881.”


Identification of participants: Are the participating organizations identified? Individual names may or may not be included in the draft. 

Yes, participants are identified in Section 2.3

Maintenance of the Standard: Is the maintenance authority for the standard identified? If a maintenance strategy is described, is it understandable, reasonable, and does it follow FGDC process guidelines? 
Yes.
Body of the standard: Is the standard clearly organized and presented in an understandable manner? Does the Standard follow format guidelines in the FGDC Standards Reference Model?
Yes.
References: Is there a reference section and does it conform to FGDC format requirements? 
Yes.
Appendices/Annexes: Is it clear whether these informative (not part of what is being standardized) or normative (part of what is being standardized)?

No.  Annex A is not identified as informative or normative.  For more on “informative” and “normative,” see Section 6, Appendices, of FGDC Standards Directive #6, http://www.fgdc.gov/standards/directives/dir6.html#Appendices.

2. Are there any editorial corrections required?

Page numbers below refer to PDF page numbers:
· Append “Final draft” to title in all headers

· Page 3 (page ii): delete “Table of Contents” from header for this section.

· Page 5 (page v), Line 155: change page number to 42

· Page 7 (page vii), Line 227: change page number to A-8-3

· Page 8 (page viii), Line 284: change page number to A-37-1
· Page 10 (page 1): delete “Introductory Text” from header for this section

· Page 12 (page 3, Line 377: change name from “Tri-Service CADD-GIS Spatial Data Standards” to “Spatial Data Standard for Facilities, Infrastructure, and the Environment (SDSFIE).”

· Page 55 (page A-1): “Annex A” should be on a separate line on the header – for more information, see section 1.3, Headers, of FGDC standards directive #6, http://www.fgdc.gov/standards/directives/dir6.html
· Pages 56-57 (pages A-2 and A-3): why are these tables not numbered?
· Page 197 (page I-1): “Index: Introductory Text, Annex A” should be on a separate line on the header – for more information, see section 1.3, Headers, of FGDC standards directive #6, http://www.fgdc.gov/standards/directives/dir6.html
I did not cross-check page numbers and reference numbers in the index.  

3. Does the Standard reflect the requirements of the original proposal?

Yes.   The original intent for this standard is found at http://beta.fgdc.gov/standards/projects/FGDC-standards-projects/geo-symbol/index_html or http://www.fgdc.gov/standards/status/sub4_3.html
4. Is the standard independent of existing technology?
Yes.
5. Can the standard be implemented with known technology?

Yes.  According to Section 1.5, Standards Development Procedures, a PostScript implementation “enabled reviewers to directly apply the standard to geologic maps and illustrations prepared in desktop illustration and (or) publishing software.” Additionally, work on an ArcGIS implementation may be completed in the future.
6. Are there other similar standards available or are there other related standards development efforts going on? If so, are there overlap issues that need to be resolved, or is there a need to coordinate with other standards projects?

The FGDC Homeland Security WG is advancing a standard on Emergency Management and Hazard Mapping Symbols through the ANSI/INCITS standards process.   For more information about this standard, please visit http://www.fgdc.gov/HSWG/.  Make sure that there are not any conflicts.
Standards developer said that ISO 19117:2005, Geographic information – Portrayal, was too abstract for their needs.
Are there any plans to implement the styling language in OpenGIS® Styled Layer Descriptor (SLD) Implementation Specification (SLD)?  Refer to https://portal.opengeospatial.org/files/?artifact_id=1188.
7. Was the public review based on a broad cross-section of users?

The Geological Data Subcommittee has a close working relationship with the American Association of State Geologists and solicited comments from that organization.

8. In revising the standard, was the development group responsive to the comments received during the public review period?

The Geological Data Subcommittee added many new symbols in response to reviewers’ comments.

Dave Soller had requested that we comment on the responses.   In some instances, you (the editor) need to explain why you rejected a comment.   It is appropriate that you rejected comments where the reviewer did not submit a proposed symbol.  I recommend removing the bold typeface in all your responses: particularly when you reject a comment, it sends an antagonistic message to the reviewer.
I recommend that you adopt the guidance issued to editing committees working on the Framework Data Standard:
Editing Committees shall accept or reject comments for specific reasons.  This section provides the types of reasons and their optional abbreviation(s) for use during posting of decisions.  Each comment shall be evaluated and assigned one of the following decision types.  The abbreviation does not have to be used if the decision is spelled out.

Accepted as submitted (AAS, or Accepted) - the comment is determined to be appropriate and the proposed change as is will resolve the problem identified.

Accepted in principle (AIP) - the comment is determined to be appropriate, e.g., it identifies a problem in the standard, but a change other than the proposed one is determined to be best. 

Beyond scope [no abbreviation, spell out] - the comment is determined to address an issue that is beyond the scope of the standard or authority of the editing committee …
Rejected as submitted (RAS, or Rejected) - the comment is determined to be inappropriate or unacceptably presented.  …  A brief but clear reason shall be given.

No longer necessary (NLN) or No longer applicable (NLA) - the reason for the comment no longer exists due to changes brought about by other comments or actions.  The reference comment that solved the problem shall be provided, e.g., “No longer applicable, section rewritten per comment U13C32”, or simply “NLA, see U13C32”.

More specific comments are found in the markup of the public review draft comments and responses document.   Although they address particular responses, I suggest that you review all responses in this vein.
I appreciate your formatting the comments into a tabular form similar to that in Directive #2d, Standards Working Group Review Guidelines: Review Comment Template (see http://beta.fgdc.gov/standards/process/standards-directives/directive-2d-standards-working-group-review-guidelines-review-comment-template).  I was a bcc: recipient on the Email reflector for public review comments, and knew that reviewers did not submit comments according to that format.   It must have taken a lot of effort to reformat comments.

9. Are there any questions that need to be answered or clarifications required before endorsement?

What software was used to create the Annex?   How can I be sure that the page numbers and reference numbers in the Index are correct?
At the suggestion of Leslie Armstrong, Deputy FGDC Staff Director, I contacted Lindsay McClelland of the National Park Service.   He recommended that the President, AASG be contacted to verify that AASG supports the standard.    Also, he asked if the American Institute of Professional Geologists had been involved in the development of this standard.
10. Do you approve forwarding this to the Coordination Group with a recommendation for endorsement as an FGDC standard? Explain reason for approval or disapproval.

Yes.   This standard is the result of many years of work on the part of the Geological Data Subcommittee and Editorial comments should be resolved for publication, however.  

� For more information about the SDSFIE, visit � HYPERLINK "https://tsc.wes.army.mil/products/tssds-tsfms/tssds/html/" ��https://tsc.wes.army.mil/products/tssds-tsfms/tssds/html/�








Julie Maitra 
Page 4
1/31/2006

