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Executive summary

The purpose of the Federal Geographic Data Committee (FGDC) standards process review survey is to make the FGDC standards process more effective and efficient without compromising validity of the process.  The goal of the FGDC standards process review survey is to provide recommendations to improve the standards process.

The survey design was developed and vetted by the FGDC Secretariat in December 2009.
Invitations to participate were sent through mailing lists for FGDC Coordination Group, FGDC Standards Working Group (WG), and Other Federal agency members.  The survey was open two weeks, from January 8 to January 22, 2010.

There were seventy responses to the first question.  That number dropped to thirty-three after that question.  Thirty-seven participants completed the survey.  
Survey results were analyzed and findings were developed, using both qualitative and quantitative approaches.  The qualitative approach employed principles of grounded theory to create “codes” for open-ended responses and to identify patterns in responses.  Other survey results lent themselves to quantitative approaches, including simple statistics, bar charts, and pie charts.
The findings helped generate the recommendations for this report:
Recommendations

FGDC Standards WG should
· Set guidance for target dates for completion of documents by standards development groups.   Guidelines will be derived from ISO/IEC Directives, Part 1, Procedures for the technical work and the results of the FGDC standards process review surveys. 

· Take an active role in project management and tracking and seek justification from standards development groups for slippage in schedules.  

· Provide funding to support resolution of public review comments.  In past years, the FGDC transferred funds to other Federal agencies to enable non-Federal participation in editing committees.

· Continue promoting public review through the Federal Register, FGDC news, general interest GIS e-publications, social media, and other media.

· Identify coordinators/facilitators for projects.

· Refer proposals for FGDC standards project to the FGDC Coordination Group to determine if a project is within scope.
· Revise FGDC standards directives to require a 14-day concurrent review by both the FGDC Standards WG and the FGDC Coordination Group.

· Submit the GSDI suite of standards for FGDC endorsement using the guidelines in the FGDC policy on recognition of non-Federally authored standards.  The suite of standards should then be referred to the CIO Council’s Data Architecture Subcommittee and FEA Program Management Office.

· Review external standards for endorsement/recommendation if an FGDC Standard contains normative references to external standards: for example, the Address Standard references ISO 3166 on country codes.

· Recommend to the FGDC Coordination Group the development of a cadre of experts in UML and XML to assist in standards development.
· Propose a slate of FGDC standards projects for withdrawal.

· Recommend to the CG that issue of SWG participation be raised to the FGDC Steering Committee.

Standards development groups and sponsoring organizations should
· Identify requirements for a standard before writing a project proposal.

· Identify subject matter experts (SMEs) as early in the standards development process as possible, including lining up SMEs when a project proposal is submitted to the FGDC.

· Have multiple agency sponsors or sponsorships for a proposed standard before the FGDC takes on the project.
· Identify and document the business areas that will be impacted by a proposed standard.
· Coordinate with their FGDC Coordination Group and FGDC Standards WG representatives during all phases of the project.

· Seek dedicated project support such as facilitators and contractors

· Obtain agency commitment (dedicating human resources for SMEs, authors) for standards development, “[not] just making it another duty as assigned.”

· Promote public review within their Communities of Interest (CoI)
· Identify SMEs and dedicate FTEs for resolution of public review comments

FGDC member agencies should
· Participate in the FGDC standards review and approval process, if only to be aware of a project.
· Participate in technical reviews if a standard affects their business area.

· Perform an editorial review to maintain the highest administrative and processing quality of the standard.
· Continue to promote awareness of FGDC standards among themselves, and 

· Could be allowed to abstain from voting if a standard does not affect its business area. 
Introduction
Purpose

The purpose of the Federal Geographic Data Committee (FGDC) standards process review survey is to make FGDC standards process more effective and efficient, without compromising validity of the process.  The goal of the FGDC standards process review survey is to present recommendations to improve the standards process.  Participants provided input on the current effectiveness of the FGDC standards process and ideas on how the FGDC standards process might improve.
Methodology

The chair of the FGDC Standards Working Group (WG) did the initial design of the FGDC standards process review survey in December 2009.   The FGDC Secretariat vetted the questions that month.  The survey was implemented via SurveyMonkey. Members of the FGDC Secretariat tested the survey to estimate the time for completion.  Their estimate was that participants could complete the survey in 20 minutes.
The FGDC standards process review survey was announced at the January 8, 2010 FGDC Coordination Group meeting.  Invitations to participate were sent through mailing lists for FGDC Coordination Group, FGDC Standards WG, and Other Federal agency members.  The survey was open two weeks, from January 8, 2010 to January 22, 2010.

Results
There were seventy responses to the first question.  That number dropped to thirty-three after that question.  Thirty-seven participants completed the survey.  
Both qualitative and quantitative approaches were used to analyze survey results.  

The qualitative approach employed principles of grounded theory to create “codes” for open-ended responses and to identify patterns in open-ended responses.  Often, there was more than one code for each response.  The codes were used to identify patterns among responses. Recommendations were developed from those codes that occurred most frequently. 

Other survey results lent themselves to quantitative approaches, including statistics, bar charts, and pie charts.  Given the small sample sizes for each process step, simple statistical measures (count, average, max, and min) were used. 

Organization of the report

The main text discusses quantitative and qualitative results for each of the questions in the FGDC standards process review survey:

· Question 1: What is a reasonable length of time in months for standards from approval of a proposed standards project to FGDC endorsement?

· Question 2: Review the FGDC standards process.  Identify one to three steps and time requirements appropriate to meeting your mission requirements.
· What would you propose to reduce the time and/or alter the process for this step?

· What is a reasonable length of time in months for this step?

· How might the FGDC Standards Working Group help expedite this step?

· Question 3:  Many organizations require all members to have representation on their standards approval body.  Currently, the FGDC Coordination Group gets a chance to approve a standard only after it has gone through most of the FGDC standards development and review steps.  Do you support the following process changes?
· All FGDC agencies should participate in the review and approval process of FGDC Standards
· All CG members or active designees will represent their Department/Agency on standards activities that affect their mission or business areas
· Upon receipt of a standards proposal (Step 2), the FGDC Standards Working Group should review the submission for completeness and then present the proposal to the CG to determine if the standard should be introduced into the standards process.

· Question 4: Do you have standards that you plan to submit to the FGDC for review and recommendation in CY 2010?

· Question 5: OMB Circular A-119 directs Federal agencies to use voluntary consensus standards whenever possible.  Does your agency use geospatial standards from standards bodies other than the FGDC?
· Question 6: The Global Spatial Data Infrastructure (GSDI) Cookbook proposes a compatible suite of standards to enable interoperability.  Do you support FGDC endorsement of these standards for Federal application or adoption?

· Question 7: What other activities should the FGDC Standards Working Group address this year?
Annexes present information that, if included in the main text, would obstruct the flow of the main text: 

· Annex A: Survey Participants by agency
· Annex B: Question 2 Open-ended responses and coding

· Annex C: Question 7 Open-ended responses and coding
· Annex D: References

Question 1
What is a reasonable length of time in months for standards from approval of a proposed standards project to FGDC endorsement?

This question invited participants to provide an initial “guesstimate” of the time for standards development.  Question 2 provided information about the time it takes to complete individual steps of the FGDC standards process.
There were seventy responses to Question 1.  Answers ranged from zero to forty-eight months (maximum).  The single largest number of participants (18) responded that six months was a reasonable period of time from approval of a proposed standards project to FGDC endorsement, while the next largest number of participants (13) responded that twelve months was a reasonable period of time.  See Table 1.
Table 1: Responses to Question 1 
	 
	Number of replies
	 
	Number of months

	 
	1
	 
	0

	 
	4
	 
	1

	 
	2
	 
	2

	 
	9
	 
	3

	 
	2
	 
	4

	 
	18
	 
	6

	 
	1
	 
	8

	 
	4
	 
	9

	 
	13
	 
	12

	 
	4
	 
	18

	 
	7
	 
	24

	 
	3
	 
	36

	 
	2
	 
	48

	TOTAL
	70
	AVERAGE
	13


Figure 1 graphically depicts the above responses.
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Figure 1 – Responses to Question 1
Question 2
Review the FGDC standards process [See Table 2].  Identify one to three steps and time requirements appropriate to meeting your mission requirements.
Thirty-seven participants continued the survey to Question 2.  For further details on qualitative findings, refer to Annex B.

Question 2.1 was designed to identify the first step by a survey participant; Question 2.2, the second step; and Question 2.3, the third step.
Each question had three parts:

1. What would you propose to reduce the time and/or alter the process for this step?

2. What is a reasonable length of time in months for this step?

3. How might the FGDC Standards Working Group help expedite this step?

Table 2: Current Timeline for the FGDC standards process
	STAGE
	STEP
	LENGTH OF TIME
	CUSTODIAN

	PROPOSAL
	1 – Develop proposal
	Unknown
	Standards development group

	
	2 - Review proposal
	Minimum 14 days
	FGDC Standards Working Group (SWG)

	PROJECT
	3 – Set up project
	
	Standards development group

	DRAFT
	4 – Produce working draft
	These steps can take 1-5 years
	Standards development group

	
	5 – Review working draft
	
	

	REVIEW
	6 – Review and evaluate committee draft
	Minimum 30 days
	SWG

	
	7 – Approve standard for public review
	Minimum 14 days
	FGDC Coordination Group

	
	8 – Coordinate public review
	90 days
	FGDC Secretariat

	
	9 – Respond to public comments
	This step can take 6 months or longer
	Standards development group

	
	10 – Evaluate responsiveness to public comments
	Minimum 30 days
	SWG

	
	11 – Approve standard for endorsement
	Minimum 14 days
	FGDC Coordination Group

	FINAL
	12 – FGDC Endorsement
	Minimum 10 days
	FGDC Steering Committee


Question 2.1

Thirty-seven people replied to Question 2.1. The largest number (13) of participants identified Step 3, Set up Project, while the next largest number (9) identified Step 4, Produce Working Draft, as the step to comment upon.   There was no consensus among participants about reasonable time periods for Steps 3 and 4. 
Values for the reasonable length of time to complete Step 3 ranged from one month (minimum) to twenty-four months (maximum), for an average of seven months.   Values for the reasonable length of time to complete Step 4 ranged from one month (minimum) to twenty-four months (maximum), for an average of nine months.   See Table 3.  Figure 2 provides a pictorial representation.
Both Steps 3 and 4 take place before the standards development group submits a committee draft to the FGDC.  If Steps 3 and 4 are sequential, the total time to complete both steps is sixteen months, according to the results of the FGDC standards process review survey.  If, however, Steps 3 and 4 are considered to be concurrent, the average time to complete the steps is nine months.
ISO/IEC Directives, Part 1, Procedures for the technical work, state that six months might be used as guidance for setting a target date for a working draft.

Table 3 Responses to Question 2.1.2 months for completion for process step: 
	Step
	Months
	Count
	Average (in months)

	Step 1
	6
	6
	2

	Step 1
	0
	 
	 

	Step 1
	2
	 
	 

	Step 1
	0
	 
	 

	Step 1
	0
	 
	 

	Step 1
	3
	 
	 

	Step 2
	1
	4
	1

	Step 2
	1
	 
	 

	Step 2
	1
	 
	 

	Step 2
	0
	 
	 

	Step 3
	9
	13
	7

	Step 3
	6
	 
	 

	Step 3
	2
	 
	 

	Step 3
	3
	 
	 

	Step 3
	1
	 
	 

	Step 3
	1
	 
	 

	Step 3
	18
	 
	 

	Step 3
	2
	 
	 

	Step 3
	6
	 
	 

	Step 3
	12
	 
	 

	Step 3
	6
	 
	 

	Step 3
	24
	 
	 

	Step 4
	6
	9
	9

	Step 4
	1
	 
	 

	Step 4
	3
	 
	 

	Step 4
	4
	 
	 

	Step 4
	12
	 
	 

	Step 4
	24
	 
	 

	Step 4
	6
	 
	 

	Step 4
	12
	 
	 

	Step 4
	12
	 
	 

	Step 5
	1
	2
	1

	Step 5
	1
	 
	 

	Step 6
	1
	1
	1

	Step 8
	2
	1
	2

	Step 9
	2
	1
	2

	
	
	37
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Figure 2: Responses to Question 2.1.2 months for completion for process step 

Survey participants recommended proactive project management by the FGDC Standards Working Group, shorter time frames for process steps, and use of online collaboration tools such as wikis.  Other recommendations included identification of requirements for a proposed FGDC standards project and commitment of subject matter experts and project support for standards development early in the standards process.  Refer to Annex B.
Question 2.2

Thirty-one people replied to Question 2.2, down from thirty-seven.   Six entries, however, were redundant with Question 2.1: effectively, there were twenty-five replies.  The largest number (9) of participants commented on Step 4, Produce Working Draft, while the next largest (7) commented on Step 9, Evaluate Responsiveness to Public Comments.  Refer to Table 4.
Table 4 : Responses to Question 2.2.2 months for completion for process step
	 
	2.2.2 What is a reasonable length of time in months for this step? 
	
	
	

	Step (please specify)
	Open-Ended Response
	Average
	Max
	Min

	Step 02
	 
	0.5
	1
	0

	Step 02
	1
	 
	 
	 

	Step 02
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Step 04
	24
	14
	36
	2

	Step 04
	2
	 
	 
	 

	Step 04
	12
	 
	 
	 

	Step 04
	4
	 
	 
	 

	Step 04
	18
	 
	 
	 

	Step 04
	3
	 
	 
	 

	Step 04
	12
	 
	 
	 

	Step 04
	12
	 
	 
	 

	Step 04
	36
	 
	 
	 

	Step 06
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Step 06
	1
	 
	 
	 

	Step 08
	2
	3
	6
	2

	Step 08
	2
	 
	 
	 

	Step 08
	6
	 
	 
	 

	Step 09
	1
	4
	6
	1

	Step 09
	6
	 
	 
	 

	Step 09
	6
	 
	 
	 

	Step 09
	6
	 
	 
	 

	Step 09
	3
	 
	 
	 

	Step 09
	6
	 
	 
	 

	Step 10
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Step 12
	0
	0.5
	1
	0

	Step 12
	1
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	


For step 4, survey participants raised issues of dedicated and committed human resources (subject matter experts, authors), agency commitment to standards development, FGDC Standards Working Group funding and project management, and shorter time frames.  Time frames ranged widely, from two months to thirty six months, with an average being fourteen months.
Similarly, for step 9, survey participants raised issues of dedicated human resources, shorter time frames, and SWG project management.  Time frames ranged from one month to six months, with the average being four months. 
Figure 3 provides a graphic representation of the responses. 
ISO/IEC Directives, Part 1, Procedures for the technical work, provides guidance for setting target dates for draft documents:  twelve months following approval of a standards project proposal for a committee draft (CD) and twenty-four months following approval of a standards project proposal for a Draft International Standard (DIS).   The CD corresponds to the pre-public review draft that the FGDC Standards Working Group reviews in Step 6, while the draft DIS corresponds to the final draft FGDC standard, which is the deliverable from Step 9.  Currently, FGDC-sponsored public review runs ninety days: if ISO/IEC target dates were adopted, that would leave nine months to resolve public review comments and produce a final draft that incorporates the resolution of public review comments, longer than what was proposed by survey participants.  

.
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Figure 3 - Responses to Question 2.2.2 months for completion for process step
Question 2.3

Twenty-seven (27) people replied to Question 2.3; however, seven replies were determined to be test entries or redundant with previous replies.

Eight replies identified Step 9, Respond to Public Comments, and identified time requirements for that step that ranged from one month to twelve months. Table 5 shows that the average time in months for Step 9 is four months.  Figure 4 provides a pictorial representation of the responses.
Those who identified Step 9 most often identified the need for dedicated human resources (subject matter experts, contractors) and setting time limits. 
Table 5: Responses to Question 2.3.2 months for completion for process step 
	2.3 Step from table:
	2.3.2 What is a reasonable length of time in months for this step? 
	 
	 
	 

	Step
	Open-Ended Response
	Average
	Max
	Min

	Step 4
	3
	3
	3
	3

	Step 5
	3
	3
	6
	1

	Step 5
	6
	 
	 
	 

	Step 5
	1
	 
	 
	 

	Step 5
	1
	 
	 
	 

	Step 6
	2
	2
	2
	2

	Step 8
	1
	2
	2
	1

	Step 8
	2
	 
	 
	 

	Step 9
	6
	4
	12
	1

	Step 9
	12
	 
	 
	 

	Step 9
	2
	 
	 
	 

	Step 9
	2
	 
	 
	 

	Step 9
	1
	 
	 
	 

	Step 9
	3
	 
	 
	 

	Step 9
	4
	 
	 
	 

	Step 9
	4
	 
	 
	 

	Step 12
	1
	1
	3
	0

	Step 12
	3
	 
	 
	 

	Step 12
	0
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Figure 4: Responses to Question 2.3.2 months for completion for process step

Recommendations

The FGDC Standards WG should
· Set guidance for target dates for completion of documents by standards development groups.   Guidelines will be derived from ISO/IEC Directives, Part 1, Procedures for the technical work, and the results of the FGDC standards process review survey. 

· Take an active role in project management and tracking, even when the FGDC standards development is custodian of the project, and seek justification from standards development groups for slippage in schedules.  One recommendation was for the SWG to meet with the standards development group at least twice a year to review development.

· Provide funding to support resolution of public review comments.  In past years, the FGDC transferred funds to other Federal agencies to enable non-Federal participation in editing committees and standards development.
· Continue promoting public review through the Federal Register, FGDC news, GIS e-publications, social media, and other media. And FGDC Standards WG may
· Identify coordinators/facilitators for projects.

Standards development groups and sponsoring organizations should
· Identify requirements for a proposed standard before writing a project proposal.

· Identify subject matter experts as early in the process as possible.  It is recommended that SMEs be lined up when a project proposal is submitted to the FGDC.

· Coordinate with their FGDC Coordination Group representatives and FGDC Standards Working Group during all phases of the project.

· Seek dedicated project support such as facilitators and contractors.
· Obtain agency commitment (dedicating human resources for subject matter experts and writers) for standards development, “[not] just making it another duty as assigned.”

· Promote public review within their communities of interest.
· Identify subject matter experts and dedicate FTEs for resolution of public review comments.
Question 3

Many organizations require all members to have representation on their standards approval body.  Currently, the FGDC Coordination Group gets a chance to approve a standard only after it has gone through most of the FGDC standards development and review steps.  Do you support the following process changes?
Question 3.1

All FGDC agencies should participate in the review and approval process of FGDC Standards
While a decisive majority (62%) of survey participants supported this position, some participants stated that only agencies directly impacted by a standard should participate.
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Recommendations

FGDC member agencies

· Should participate in the FGDC standards review and approval process, if only to be aware of a project.
· Should participate in technical reviews if a standard affects their business area.

· May perform an editorial review to maintain the highest administrative and processing quality of the standard.
· Could be allowed to abstain from voting if a standard does not affect its business area.

· Should continue to promote awareness of FGDC standards among Federal agencies.
The FGDC Standards Working Group noted that standards reviews also include aspects of business and policy: for example, the FGDC Content Standard for Digital Geospatial Metadata is being written into data preservation policies of the National Archives and Records Administration (NARA).
Question 3.2

All CG members or active designees will represent their Department/Agency on standards activities that affect their mission or business areas
An overwhelming majority (86%) supported this position.  Refer to Figure 5.
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Figure 5 Responses on Question 3.2
Recommendations
FGDC standards development groups 
· Should have multiple agency sponsors or sponsorships for a proposed standard before the FGDC takes on the project.
· Should identify and document the business areas that will be impacted by a proposed standard.

Question 3.3

Upon receipt of a standards proposal (Step 2), the FGDC Standards Working Group should review the submission for completeness and then present the proposal to the FGDC Coordination Group to determine if the standard should be introduced into the standards process.

An overwhelming majority (92%) supported this position.  Refer to Figure 6.
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Figure 6: Responses to Question 3.3
Recommendations
The FGDC Standards Working Group 

· Should refer proposals for FGDC standards project to the FGDC Coordination Group to determine if a project is within scope.
· Should revise FGDC standards directives to require a 14-day concurrent review by both the FGDC Standards WG and the FGDC Coordination Group.
Question 4

Do you have draft standards that you plan to submit to the FGDC for review and recommendation in CY 2010?

This question lends itself to neither qualitative nor quantitative analysis.
The following draft standards were identified:

· North American Profile of ISO 19115, Geographic Information - Metadata, and North American Profile of ISO 19110, Geographic Information - Methodology for Feature Cataloging

· U.S. Thoroughfare, Landmark, and Postal Address Data Standard
· Review of existing Wetlands Classification Standard

· Cultural Resources Geospatial Data Content Standard

· Shoreline Data Content Standard

· Federal Buildings and Facilities Geospatial Data Content Standard 
The FGDC Business Update, which is presented monthly at the FGDC Coordination Group meeting, lists standards that are planned to be submitted to the FGDC in CY 2010.
Question 5
Does your agency use standards other than FGDC standards?

Seventy-three percent (73%) of the participants stated that their agency used standards other than FGDC standards, while 27% stated that their agency did not use other standards.  Refer to Figure 7.
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Figure 7 Response to Question 5
Among external standards, standards from ISO, the International Organization for Standardization, the American National Standards Institute (ANSI), and the Open Geospatial Consortium (OGC) were most frequently mentioned.

Other standards development organizations that were mentioned by survey participants include:
· U.S. Postal Service
· International Hydrographic Organization (IHO)
· International Association of Geodesy (IAG)
· Various state organizations

· EPA/Environmental Council of States and the Environmental Data Standards Council

· National Geospatial Intelligence Agency (NGA)
· American Society for Photogrammetry and Remote Sensing (ASPRS), and
· Joe’s universal standards

Question 6
Do you support the idea that FGDC endorse Implementation Standards that enable interoperability, such as the suite of standards listed in the GSDI Cookbook? Refer to Table 6.
Table 6: Suite of SDI Standards
	SDI 1.0 core standards 

	OGC Web Map Service 1.1.1 
OGC Web Feature Service 1.0 
OGC Filter Encoding 1.1 
OGC Web Coverage Service 1.0 
OGC Geography Markup Language 3.1.1 
OGC Catalogue Service 2.0.2 Z39.50 protocol binding 
FGDC Content Standard for Digital Geospatial Metadata (CSDGM, 1998) 

	SDI 1.0 supplemental standards 

	ISO metadata standard 19115:2003 and ISO DTS 19139:2006 
OGC Catalogue Service 2.0.1 HTTP protocol binding (CS-W) ebRIM and ISO Profiles 
OGC Geography Markup Language 3.2.1 
OGC Styled Layer Descriptor 1.0 
OGC Web Map Context 1.1 
OGC Catalogue Service 2.0 HTTP protocol binding, CS-W


An overwhelming (92%) majority support this position. A couple of survey participants raised issues about platform independence.  Refer to Figure 8.
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Figure 8: Response to Question 6
Recommendations

The FGDC Standards Working Group

· Should submit the GSDI suite of standards for FGDC endorsement using the guidelines in the FGDC policy on recognition of non-Federally authored standards.  The suite of standards should then be referred to the CIO Council’s Data Architecture Subcommittee and FEA Program Management Office.

· Should review external standards for endorsement/recommendation if an FGDC Standard contains normative references to external standards: for example, the Address Standard references ISO 3166 on country codes.

Question 7
What other activities should the FGDC Standards Working Group address this year?
Quantitative
34 participants responded; however, 10 volunteered no comment, so there were effectively 24 replies.
Qualitative
As this question did not pertain to the FGDC standards process per se, responses varied widely, and there were no consistent findings.  Replies encouraged greater use of voluntary consensus standards and addressed FGDC Standards WG participation, the FGDC standards program of work, training and coordination, and funding.  Refer to Annex C.
Recommendations

FGDC Standards WG

· Should submit a proposal for FGDC endorsement of SDI standards through the FGDC policy on recognition of external standards to the FGDC.

· Should recommend to the FGDC Coordination Group to raise the issue of development of a cadre of experts in UML and XML to assist in standards development

· Should propose a slate of FGDC standards projects for withdrawal.

· Should recommend to the FGDC Coordination Group that the issue of SWG participation be raised to the FGDC Steering Committee.

The FGDC should reinstate funds transfer to other Federal agencies to provide funding for standards development.  Standards development funds were successfully used to support non-Federal participation in standards development activities.
Annexes

Annex A: Survey Participants by agency
37 completed surveys

· 33 provided contact information

· Four participants did not provide contact information

Department of Agriculture (6)

· Natural Resources Conservation Service: 4

· Forest Service: 1

· Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS): 1

Department of Commerce (5)

· National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA): 4

· U.S. Census Bureau: 1

Department of Defense (1)

DISDI (1)

Department of Homeland Security (1)

Federal Emergency Management Agency (1)

Department of the Interior (17)

· Bureau of Land Management (4)

· Fish and Wildlife Service (2)

· National Park Service (3)

· U.S. Geological Survey (3)

· U.S. Geological Survey/Federal Geographic Data Committee (5) 

· Environmental Protection Agency (1)

Library of Congress (2)

Annex B: Question 2 Open-ended responses and coding
	2.1 Step from table:
	2.1.1 What would you propose to reduce the time and/or alter the process for this step?
	2.1.2 What is a reasonable length of time in months for this step? 
	2.1.3 How might the FGDC Standards Working Group help expedite this step?
	Categories

	Step
	Open-Ended Response
	Open-Ended Response
	Open-Ended Response
	 

	1 - Develop Proposal
	Identify core group to expedite this process
	6
	Moderate the proposal develop process
	Project management

	1 - Develop Proposal
	Based on percieved need.  Submitter takes all the time he/she needs
	0
	post requirements.
	Requirements

	1 - Develop Proposal
	Only well organized communities can make a proposal that will be sufficiently supported, and therefore, completed in a reasonable amount of time.
	2
	Write guidelines and "interview" proposers early in the process to establish how organized they are. (or require a petition?)
	Shorter time frames

	1 - Develop Proposal
	2
	0
	Combine steps 11 and 12 maintain timeline for step 11
	Shorter time frames

	1 - Develop Proposal
	Establish a clear reason why the FGDC is doing a standard, what effect it might have and whether it is worth the effort.
	0
	Resolve the issues of whether or not FGDC Standards have any effect
	Requirements

	1 - Develop Proposal
	have support team to work with folks to help develop a proposal and work it through the process
	3
	become more proactive
	Project management

	2 - Review Proposal
	Keep the length of time for review at the minimum.  The shorter the review time, the more apt people are to respond quickly.
	1
	Keep the language of the standard clear, concise, and free of jargon unless it's required.
	Shorter time frames

	2 - Review Proposal
	I would keep the two-week minimum requirement for reviewing a proposal.  This gives SWG members the opportunity to schedule time into their work schedules to review a proposal thoroughly.
	1
	Perhaps by providing some of the supporting request/documentation material that fostered the proposal, initially.
	Shorter time frames

	2 - Review Proposal
	Target specific members of the WG that are subject matter experts most closely on topic for the proposal. This would represent a real portion of the SME's workload and not just a collateral duty.
	1
	Pre-select a list of SME's and designate which ones are to take the lead.
	Identify subject matter experts

	2 - Review Proposal
	If the development group is not the FGDC, does that not put it's development into the Voluntary consensus category? Make them stick to what is outlined in the proposal.
	0
	14 days is appropriate. Months is not (see 2.1.2  above)  Should not be an entire month.  Proposal review with folks proposing the standard with clear understanding of the intent and no allowance for scope/schedule creep.
	Shorter time frames; project management

	3 - Set Up Project
	How in the world can this take 1 to 5 years? I don't know enough about the process to suggest time reduction for this step.
	9
	Better communications and timelines between all responsible parties.
	Project management

	3 - Set Up Project
	It's unreasonable to take 5 years (the last standard we worked on took 5) to do this.  The standards are not beneficial.  The process needs to be changed as well as the scope and length.  Standards should include only "minimum standards" and should focus on layers and attributes, not writing a 100 page document no one reads.   The standards should include at a minimum a data model that is easy to use/look at.  See the DOD SDSFIE for a GREAT example of useable standards. Then a seperate document on data quality can be developed.
	6
	Make the process and the documentation simplier.  No need to include data quality.  Work on only mimimum standards.  Make it a monetary benefit to completion or adoption.
	standards content

	3 - Set Up Project
	Throughout the entire process a project manager should be consulted at a minimum while developing the standard.
	2
	Utilize staff project managers, if available, or consult with agency staff that successfully experienced the FGDC process.
	Project management

	3 - Set Up Project
	Define what is required to set up a project and set a tighter schedule.
	3
	Define what is required to set up a project,  Provide templates for required documents.
	Requirements; project management

	3 - Set Up Project
	Not sure what takes so long to set up a stds. project?  This could be part of the proposal.
	1
	Send back proposals that do not have a project already outlined.
	Proposal development

	3 - Set Up Project
	Have people in an member orgaization have contact with their FGDC reps.  They are so far removed from operations levels that thye do not know who can help with any efforts regarding FGDC.
	1
	Once the need is identified, a working group should be assembled in 1 month or less.  This should be easy if people are quickly identified by their FGDC Reps
	Identify subject matter experts

	3 - Set Up Project
	Make working group form proposal group.
	18
	Look toward developing joint ISO and OGC working groups.
	???

	3 - Set Up Project
	This assumes that the standard need is completely unknown or defined. A conceptual model should already be in existence when strating the process.
	2
	Require that a definate need does exist for a standard and that a conceptual model is available.exists
	Requirements

	3 - Set Up Project
	FGDC identify important areas of interest and be proactive in establishing working groups.
	6
	Coordinate working group activities; identify key players; assign duties
	Identify subject matter experts

	3 - Set Up Project
	This ties in steps 3, 4, and 5.  1-5 years seems like a long time.  These three steps should be held to 1 year to ensure standards are approved that are not outdated.
	12
	Work towards shortening all time frames in table 1.
	Shorter time frames

	3 - Set Up Project
	combine 3,4 5 into one phase
	6
	become more engaged . have project champion detailed to SWG to work on it full time.
	Project management

	3 - Set Up Project
	I think the greatest expenditure of timeis in the set-up and producing the working draft.  Neither does the SWG have control.  In addition to asking the CG, ask the recent standards developers if the process is too long and how to resolve it. After all they are the ones who have the most experience.
	24
	Development of guides explaining the roles, responsibilites, time requirements of all the players.  Getting the best experienced personnel will make the process shorter and smoother.  Gather this information from the recent standards developers.
	Delineation of responsibilities

	4 - Produce Working Draft
	Dedicate staff to support this effort and define a clear timeline for completion.
	6
	Evaluate agile methodologies like SCRUM for project planning.
	Project management

	4 - Produce Working Draft
	contract the services
	1
	Use a formal process to gather business requirements
	Requirements

	4 - Produce Working Draft
	Detail responsible party/parties to this task for 3 months.
	3
	see 2.1.1
	Project development support

	4 - Produce Working Draft
	Standard proposal does not need to be perfect at this point.  I think the FGDC committees agonize over getting "it just right" when really that is what the review process is for.
	4
	Provide trained coordinators/facilitators.
	Project development support

	4 - Produce Working Draft
	Time is appropriate
	12
	Can't
	???

	4 - Produce Working Draft
	1-2 years
	24
	Have regular reporting on progress with agreed to milestones
	Project management

	4 - Produce Working Draft
	Write it into performance plan.  Follow ISO directives
	6
	Chair meetings upon request
	Project development support

	4 - Produce Working Draft
	If an FGDC SC or WG is develping the standard, use of social media, such as a wiki site, could be used to help expediate the development of the standards content.
	12
	Either by managing or working with the appropriate developing WG to manage the site(s).
	Collaborative technologies

	4 - Produce Working Draft
	Supervisory commitment to prepare a committee draft for pre-public review within a year.
	12
	If a committee draft for pre-public review is not submitted within a year, a request for extension should be provided or else the project will be terminated.
	Project management

	5 - Review Working Draft
	Utilize the net for collaborative review. Make drafts available as soon as possible and establish a 2 week window for review and comment.
	1
	Implement WIKI / Sharepoint with automated email notification to potential reviewers.
	Collaborative technologies

	5 - Review Working Draft
	Concurrent reviews by disparate reviewers.
	1
	Encourage concurrent reviews
	Shorter time frames

	6 - Review and Evaluate Committee Draft
	14 days makes more sense. The actions to be taken for all these steps should be stated and possibly simplified.
	1
	Simplify the review process. This should be largely procedural rather than technical.
	Shorter time frames

	8 - Coordinate Public Review
	This step seems to be overly time consuming.  Could be shortened to 60 days.  Often times the period is extended if the standard doesn't get the public response it intended.  Work should be done ahead of time to ensure people are ready to revew and provdide feedback
	2
	Handle everyting via elecronic ballot.  No need to make decisions at meeting since they are held so sporadically.
	Collaborative technologies; shorter time frames

	9 - Respond to Public Comments
	Use social media
	2
	Help with communications and publicize the standard in review.
	Collaborative technologies


	 
	2.2.1 What would you propose to reduce the time and/or alter the process for this step?
	2.2.2 What is a reasonable length of time in months for this step? 
	2.2.3 How might the FGDC Standards Working Group help expedite this step?
	Coding

	Other (please specify)
	Open-Ended Response
	Open-Ended Response
	Open-Ended Response
	 

	Step 01 - Develop Proposal
	The question above said "idenify one or more"  I selected one area.
	0
	x
	Redundant with Question 2.1 response

	Step 02 - Review Proposal
	Use seven days to review the proposal
	 
	 
	Shorten time frame

	Step 02 - Review Proposal
	Send it out for comments ASAP.  Proposed standards should already be mature Technical Specifications or pre-existing standards used by an organization and its members.
	1
	Have a more effective, web-based presence between meetings.
	"Fleshed-out" project proposals; web presence

	Step 02 - Review Proposal
	Establish a clear criteria for measuring the probable value and effect of a proposed FGDC standard.  This would require a tactical implementation plan.
	0
	By taking a reality based view to adressing the tangible value of the FDGC as a standards body.
	requirements; implementation plan

	Step 04 - Produce Working Draft
	How in the world can this take 1 to 5 years? I don't know enough about the process to suggest time reduction for this step.
	6
	Better communications and timelines between all responsible parties.
	Redundant with Question 2.1 response

	Step 04 - Produce Working Draft
	The A-16 listings don't work because there is no real benefit from having this (money).  It take s a lot of time to create a draft standard - what is the benefit?
	3
	Make a boiler-plate, SIMPLE template that everyone can use.  NOT a 100 page document.   Then info is just put into the dcoument.  Focus, focus, focus on simple mimimum requirements for standards and not data quality.
	Redundant with Question 2.1 response

	Step 04 - Produce Working Draft
	Set a time limit.  If that cannot be met, then it might be impractical to develop the standard.
	24
	Provide funding so authors and subject matter experts can devote time to this task and get other staff to cover their regular duties.
	shorten time frame; funding; dedicated human resources

	Step 04 - Produce Working Draft
	Not sure what takes so long to develop a working draft?  Proposal should already have some of the contents in mind.
	2
	Provide project coordination and clear guidance on what and how to accomplish.
	"fleshed-out" project proposals; project management

	Step 04 - Produce Working Draft
	Incorporate existing industry requirements and allow Program Specialists to field test the working draft as it is developed.  If something won't work on the ground it can be omitted early in the process.
	12
	Identify industry requirements and Program Specialists who know and use the data early on.
	Requirements; Identification of SMEs

	Step 04 - Produce Working Draft
	Make the commitment to dedicate some time and energy to the effort.  Not just making it yet another duty as assigned.  This requires organizational commitment from member groups.  Set up funding for meetings and conference calls.
	4
	See above.
	Dedicated human resources; funding; 

	Step 04 - Produce Working Draft
	Require agencies to devote the resources to do the proposal.
	18
	Change rules to require proposal to guarantee resources by the Agency Head or Deputy.
	Agency commitment; dedicated human resources

	Step 04 - Produce Working Draft
	Same SME's from above plus person(s) who proposed will develop the draft.
	3
	Broader group input required to ensure compliance in other areas. Still, the original core group should have the lead for generating the draft.
	Dedicated human resources

	Step 04 - Produce Working Draft
	If a standard is truly needed then resources and time should be available from the sponsoring agencies. If it takes 5 years to put something on the table it will probably be out of date by time of review.
	12
	More oversight. Set timelines.
	Dedicated human resources; funding; project management

	Step 04 - Produce Working Draft
	Write guidelines stipulating a max time window allowed between a draft standard.
	12
	Enforce the time limit.  If the group can't prepare a draft standard within 12 months, they obviously aren't ready, organized, mature, etc.
	Project management

	Step 04 - Produce Working Draft
	Standard WG meet w/Standard developer panel at least 2 times in a year to review development and keep them on scope & schedule
	36
	If a Federal Agency is not developing the standard, they can participate, or adopt later as a voluntary consensus standard.
	Project management

	Step 06 - Review and Evaluate Committee Draft
	I would propose setting a meeting about two weeks after receiving the document, to discuss initial evaluations/impressions of the standards draft, and to provide final evaluation of the draft two weeks later.
	1
	Establish an annual time table for standards proposals to be submitted for evaluation and approval.
	Project management

	Step 06 - Review and Evaluate Committee Draft
	Again concurrent reviews
	1
	Encourage concurrent reviews
	Redundant with Question 2.1 response

	Step 08 - Coordinate Public Review
	No more than 2 months.
	2
	Make a request to reduce the public review from 90 to 60 days.
	Shorter time frames

	Step 08 - Coordinate Public Review
	post it on the web for public review
	2
	 
	web capabilities

	Step 08 - Coordinate Public Review
	This may apply to both steps 8 and 9.  An online comment submission, response, resolution tracking capability may improve this process if it is still being managed manually.
	6
	By initiating a capability, perhaps on the FGDC site, that can be used to support this process for any stanards in review, i.e. make it a standing resource.
	Collaborative technologies

	Step 09 - Respond to Public Comments
	Designate POC for draft of comment with specific requirement for action
	1
	Establish service level agreements with reviewing agencies for staff dedicated to response.
	Dedicated human resources

	Step 09 - Respond to Public Comments
	Consider an explicit time-line of 6 months
	6
	Again, the use of a PM and agency personnel who are experienced in standards development lend a hand.
	shorten time frames; dedicated human resources

	Step 09 - Respond to Public Comments
	see 2.1.1
	1
	see 2.1.1
	Redundant

	Step 09 - Respond to Public Comments
	Not sure how this is handled now.  Focus on the comments that are substantial and impact the overall design.
	6
	Provide trained coordinators/facilitators.
	dedicated human resources: coordinators/facilitators

	Step 09 - Respond to Public Comments
	Time is appropriate
	6
	Can't
	Redundant

	Step 09 - Respond to Public Comments
	6 months seems a long time. Perhaps 3 months.
	3
	Actively track review process and be proactive in preparing responses.
	Project management

	Step 09 - Respond to Public Comments
	Supervisory commitment to complete response and revision within 6 months
	6
	Chair Editing Committee
	dedicated human resources: coordinators/facilitators

	Step 10 - Evaluate Responsiveness to Public Comments
	Simply set a shorter timeframe.
	1
	Delegate evaluation to an individual and seek concurrence within the SWG.
	Shorter time frames

	Step 12 – FGDC Endorsement
	Approve and endorse as the process progresses
	0
	15 business days
	Shorter time frames

	Step 12 – FGDC Endorsement
	make it more automatic through electronic balloting
	1
	work closely with FGDC Sec Staff
	Shorter time frames


	2.3 Step from table:
	2.3.1 What would you propose to reduce the time and/or alter the process for this step?
	2.3.2 What is a reasonable length of time in months for this step? 
	2.3.3 How might the FGDC Standards Working Group help expedite this step?
	Observations

	Step
	Open-Ended Response
	Open-Ended Response
	Open-Ended Response
	 

	Step 1
	as above
	0
	x
	REDUNDANT

	Step 4
	If the FGDC starts with proposal that is a mature tech spec or data standard already in use, the time needed to produce a working draft is much less.
	3
	Open communication, transparency and links into other standards developing organizations
	Time frames

	Step 5
	How in the world can this take 1 to 5 years? I don't know enough about the process to suggest time reduction for this step.
	6
	Better communications and timelines between all responsible parties.
	REDUNDANT

	Step 5
	Review should be expedited and can be assisted by making the process simplier.
	3
	More reviewers and better organization.  There are currently too many spin-off groups from the FGDC and too much leadership.  Simiplify and quit diversifying.
	Time frames

	Step 5
	Set hard time lines with the possibility of requesting definite extensions based on certain criteria.
	6
	 
	Time frames

	Step 5
	What review is this?  Stds. team/committee or FGDC?  Set a reasonable time limit and push it along.
	1
	Provide clear guidance and coordination/assistance to help expidite.
	Time frames, delineation of responsibilities

	Step 5
	Have someone from the Standards working group as a liason with the group working on the standard so the SWG aren't surprised by anything in the standard - should make the process move a little quicker.
	1
	see 2.3.1
	SWG coordination

	Step 5
	Make the commitment to dedicate some time and energy to the effort.  Not just making it yet another duty as assigned.  This requires organizational commitment from member groups.  Set up funding for meetings and conference calls.
	2
	See above
	REDUNDANT

	Step 6
	If the language of the standard is clear and concise with a representation of the final product the review time could be reduced.
	2
	If the Draft Standard were accompanied by a mocked up data set (Geodatabase with generic data) some of the more complex elements of the data standard might be easier to understand.
	Standards content

	Step 8
	limit the time for comments
	1
	Change the rules/regulation
	Time frame

	Step 8
	Reduce public review to 60 days?
	60
	Issue reminders to FGDC participants to contact community.
	Time frame

	Step 9
	Set a time limit.
	6
	Provide funding so authors and subject matter experts can devote time to this task and get other staff to cover their regular duties.
	Time frame, funding, committed resources

	Step 9
	Need someone with real people skills, not just a SME or someone who's been around a while. Such an individual will finesse the interaction with the public while the SME's and originator(s) review the technical merit of any public feedback.
	12
	No matter how you get the word out (publications, meetings, etc.), somebody will not find out until near the end of the period set forth initially. Aggressively advertising within the necessary communities will be needed to shorten this process.
	Promote public review

	Step 9
	FGDC is to coordinate federal data needs. Limit review to the direct customers.
	2
	Define the subject matter experts needed for the review and limit review to those. Do not let every public entity have input.
	Limit number of SMEs

	Step 9
	Responses should get the same amount of time that the public had to comment on, 2 months.
	2
	Respond as comments come in, or dedicate more FTE's to this part.
	Time frame, Dedicated human resources

	Step 9
	Use contract support where appropriated.
	1
	Encourage contracted support where volume of comments would realize efficiency through contracted support
	Dedicated human resources (contractors)

	Step 9
	Set a deadline for preparing response to comments.
	3
	Unless the SWG can document there are extenuating circumstances, enforce the deadline via coord. group and steering committee.
	Time frames

	Step 9
	Categorize the responses and respond to each category of responses.
	4
	If the categorization does not answer a response it can be resubmitted (new time clock)
	Categorize replies

	Step 9
	Within 2 months of the close of the public comment period, convene EC.
	4
	cut down allowable time to deal with comments
	Time frames

	Step 10
	Establish workflow to perform evaluation with expectations for both quality and timeliness of evaluation.
	1
	Adopt policy and protocol specifying workflow.
	REDUNDANT

	Step 10
	Provide an initial assessment after two weeks, meet to discuss outstanding concerns and/or public opinion, and finalize public response two weeks later.
	1
	Establish a time-table for the public comment period on a proposed standard; set guidelines for submitting public comments, and establish a comment format.
	Time frames

	Step 11
	see previous
	1
	see prvious
	 

	Step 11
	Only wanted to comment on 2 steps
	0
	test
	 

	Step 12
	iNCREASE THE TIME
	1
	1O DAYS IS NOT LONG ENOUGH
	Time Frame

	Step 12
	More a question of how quickly a standard moves from coordination group approval to steering committee approval in practice. It would interesting to see the average amount of time. In reality, an approval by the steering committee should just be a formality if there is proper representation on the coordination group.
	3
	Reasonable time above is basically the amount of time between steering committee meetings.
	Time frame

	Step 12
	Endorsement means little if there is no follow up on use,  If use of the standard is voluntary, we should call it something else.
	0
	Clarify FGDC role in standards
	FGDC role in standards

	Step 12
	fff
	0
	wetrwr
	 


Annex C: Question 7 Open-ended responses and coding

	7. What other activities should the SWG address this year?
	 
	 

	Open-Ended Response
	Coding
	Comments

	Educational/technology training/coordination on standards and the process for their development.
	training; coordination
	Capacity building among agencies in UML, XML grammars.  We need a cadre of experts across Federal agencies to assist standards developers.

	N/A
	 
	 

	Reimbursement for participation of agencies
	funding
	Reinstate funds transfers to Federal agencies to enable non-Federal participation in standards development

	LiDAR technology, data management and services
	LiDAR
	Existing LiDAR standards include: LAS ASPRS exchange standard and ISO 19130-2 NWIP.  FEMA has Specifications for Flood Hazard Mapping, which are process specs, but the FGDC has not focused on process specs: indeed, our standards are supposed to be technologically independent.

	Nothing comes to mind
	 
	 

	revisit the standards on the books and retire or recommend completion
	FGDC standards program of work
	Propose a slate of draft standards for withdrawal

	Reorganization and streamlining of all of the 100s of committees.
	Reorganization
	Beyond SWG scope

	1) How can we change “voluntary to required”  2) How can a required activity be funded?  3) How can voluntary standard development be supported with funds?  4) Who and how can “enforcement” of standards be ensured?
	Standards enforcement; funding
	Reinstate non-competed standards development funds

	How to increase membership and keep members engaged.
	SWG participation
	FGDC Coordination Group should refer FGDC Standards Working Group participation to the FGDC Steering Committee.

	Unknown
	 
	 

	no opinon
	 
	 

	Making the standards process more efficient and effective is a good challenge w/o adding to it.
	FGDC standards process
	This is the whole point of this exercise.

	None
	 
	 

	Standards that incorporate an enterprise relational geodatabase structure would be helpful.
	FGDC standards implementation
	FGDC standards are technologically independent.

	DATA- DATA- DATA.  That is the heart of all of the work.  What we collect, what we maintain, what we try to share.  If the data are standardized, then it can be more readily shared across platforms.
	data
	 

	Nothing else.
	 
	 

	Endorsing more ISO and OGC standards rather than having only Federal developed  standards.
	Voluntary consensus standards
	Develop proposal for FGDC endorsement of SDI standards 

	no comment at this time.
	 
	 

	I will send in some items related to IT and improving cataloging and use of metadata - improve the ability of metadata to be used in work flows..(don't know if there is a way to get back to my answers and modify)
	Metadata
	We can look at the contact information to follow up.

	Becoming more functional.
	SWG participation
	FGDC Coordination Group should refer FGDC Standards Working Group participation to the FGDC Steering Committee.

	data preservation
	data
	 

	Are there federal standards for all fed gov agencies when making national maps or interactive mapping sites; such as projections, GIS style guides, datasets (boundary layers), labeling/anno...  If so, does everyone know how and where to get this info?
	mapping standards
	The National Map??

	Promoting the cookbook idea for enhance efficiencies among FGDC agencies.
	Voluntary consensus standards
	Develop proposal for FGDC endorsement of SDI standards 

	None other than those described in this questionaire.
	 
	 

	cadastral, address
	Cadastral, Address Standards
	The Cadastral Data Content Standard has been on the books since the 1990s.  The draft Address Standard is currently out for public review.

	No suggestions at this time
	 
	 

	nothing comes to mind at the moment..
	 
	 

	Determine the value and effectiveness of FGDC as a standards body
	FGDC effectiveness
	 

	I'm not inclined to "drum" up business. I guess if there are particular issues in the ANSI-INCITS-ISO arena we need to address, but we do that anyway.
	Voluntary consensus standards
	Develop proposal for FGDC endorsement of SDI standards 

	Establish time limits for steps for which standards development group is custodian
	Time frames
	 Shorter time frames

	outreach
	outreach
	 

	Reinvigorating the WG
	SWG participation
	FGDC Coordination Group should refer FGDC Standards Working Group participation to the FGDC Steering Committee.

	none
	 
	 

	fgfgg
	 
	 

	Update FGDC Standards Reference Model with contract support
	FGDC Standards RM
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