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	Item #
	Point of Contact


	Section
	Page
	Comment


	Status and Comment from Author

	1) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
(Filename= 2005.0426 NAVY TV-1_Comments 5_2.doc)


	5.4.1.1
	5,7,10
	Administrative: Hyperlinks to documents do not work

Recommendation:  

Rationale:  


	Complete: all links and sources updated as of 09/12/05

	2) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
	5.4.1.1.2
	
	Administrative:  M1 standards body is not “MI”

Standards body incorrectly referred to as such throughout the TV-1

Recommendation:  

Rationale:  


	Complete 

	3) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
	5.4.1.2
	
	Administrative: 

Substantive: Govt. agencies are required to adopt FIPS 201 and standards that are included in the document ie. SP800-73/76/78 etc.

Recommendations:  

Rationale:  


	Complete: added 201, 73, and 78

	4) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
	5.4.1.2.4
	
	Administrative: No applicability selected 

Recommendations: Entry control/delay/denial

Rationale:  


	Complete

	5) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
	5.4.1.5.3
	
	Administrative:  Unknown table presented

Recommendations:  

Rationale:  
	Complete: table deleted

	6) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
	5.4.1.6
	
	Administrative:  OV2 area not selected

Recommendations:  B and C 

Rationale:  
	Complete: selected B and C

	7) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
	5.4.1.10.1
	1
	Administrative:  Should AFIS be changed to EFIS?

Recommendations:  

Rationale:  
	Complete: changed text

	8) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
	5.4.11
	
	Administrative:  No version number or enacted date given 

Recommendations:  

Rationale:  
	Complete : April 04, 1994



	9) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
	5.4.1.11.1
	
	Administrative: 

Substantive:  Paragraph is more of a rationale than synopsis


Recommendations:  rework both sections


Rationale: 
	Complete

	10) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
	4.1.12.1
	1
	Administrative:  “…standards” should read “standard”

Substantive:

Recommendation:

Rationale:   


	Complete

	11) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
	5.4.1.14
	
	Administrative: table format not being followed

Substantive:

Recommendation:  

Rationale:   


	Complete: fixed title reference in the table

	12) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
	5.4.1
	
	Administrative:  not all biometric related standards carry title of information technology

-completion of standards information table not consistent throughout section

Substantive:

Recommendation:  


Rationale:


	Complete 

	13) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
	5.4.2.1.1
	
	Administrative:  

Substantive: table not completed OV2 area not defined

-applicability defined as communication should also include entry-control

Recommendation:  

Rationale:


	Complete

	14) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
	5.4.2.3
	
	Administrative:  standards should be included in section 5.4.1 with other biometric interchange standards

-standards table not completed

Substantive:

Recommendation:  

Rationale:   


	Complete:  moved to new section 5.4.1.18

Standards table was also updated

	15) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
	5.5.1.13
	
	Administrative: best format for addressing suite of standards 

Substantive:  section of the rationale should be part of synopsis

Recommendation:  

Rationale:   


	Complete

	16) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
	5.5.1.3.4
	
	Administrative: 

Substantive:  standard is not applicable to all areas indicated 

Recommendation:  

Rationale:   


	Complete: updated applicability

	17) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
	5.5.1.4.1
	
	Administrative: improper formatting of synopsis

Substantive: link “follow link on pg. 3” is not applicable  

Critical:  

Recommendation:  

Rationale:  


	Complete: updated synopsis

	18) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
	5.5.1.4.4
	
	Administrative:  

Substantive: no application area selected 

Recommendation:  

Rationale:  


	Complete: updated applicability

	19) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
	5.5.2.1
	
	Administrative: table incomplete

Substantive:

Recommendation:  

Rationale:  


	Table has been corrected.



	20) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
	5.5.2.5
	
	Administrative: standard table incomplete

Substantive: 

Recommendation:  

Rationale:  


	Complete


	Item #
	Point of Contact


	Section
	Page
	Comment
	Status and Comment from Author

	21) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
	5.4.1.7.4
	i.
	Administrative:  Standard link is dead if supposed to be a link, if not then an improper referencing format.

Substantive:

Recommendation:

Rationale:   


	Complete: updated links

	22) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
	5.4.1.9.4
	i./ii
	Administrative:  Link i. and ii. are dead

Substantive:

Recommendation:  

Rationale:   


	Complete: also fixed title

	23) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
	5.4.1.11.4
	vi
	Administrative: Link is dead

Substantive:

Recommendation:  

Rationale:   


	Complete: updated and added new links

	24) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
	5.4.1.17.4
	i.
	Administrative: Link is dead  

Substantive:

Recommendation:  

Rationale:   


	Complete: updated links

	25) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
	5.4.2.1.4
	i.
	Administrative: Link is dead

Substantive:  

Recommendation:  

Rationale:  


	Complete: updated links

	26) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
	5.4.2.3.4
	i.
	Administrative: Link is dead
Substantive:  

Recommendation:  

Rationale:  


	Complete: link fixed



	27) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil

	5.5.1.1.4
	iii.
	Administrative:

Substantive:  Why are we citing the Tasmanian government standards and not entirely US?

Recommendation:  

Rationale:  


	Complete

	28) 
	SPAWAR

Christopher Hernandez, 843.218.4613

Chris.hernandez@navy.mil
	5.5.1.2.4
	iii.
	Administrative: Link is dead

Substantive:  

Recommendation:  

Rationale:  


	Complete: removed dead links

	
	
	
	
	
	

	29) 
	Bill Habernan

(Filename = ADDL COMMENTS ON FILNAL TV-1.doc)

May 3, 2005
	5.1.1.1: Federal Information Processing Standards 140-2 (FIPS-140-2)


	
	The information on this standard is well written, consistent in format and font, with a particularly good Rationale.  However, the Applicability is checked for Assessment, but is more applicable to Communications or CCDE.  The Synopsis, while acceptable, could be expanded upon to some extent
	Complete

	30) 
	Bill Habernan

(Filename = ADDL COMMENTS ON FILNAL TV-1.doc)

May 3, 2005
	5.1.1.2 X.509


	
	Synopsis is in nonstandard font and clearly says it is not an accepted standard.  This is a certificate apparently required for use by DISR.  It is not clear how this should be handled in a TV-1.  Rationale is limited, and no Applicability box is checked.


	Complete: updated synopsis, rationale, links, and applicability

	31) 
	Bill Habernan

(Filename = ADDL COMMENTS ON FILNAL TV-1.doc)

May 3, 2005
	5.1.1.14 Internet Key Exchange
	
	Except for some typos, this appears to be a good model for standards and protocols to be adopted by the SEIWG for the final TV-1.  The title needs to be compressed to Internet Key Exchange Protocol.
	Complete

	32) 
	Bill Habernan

(Filename = ADDL COMMENTS ON FILNAL TV-1.doc)

May 3, 2005
	5.1.1.21 Firewalls


	
	This is not a standard but a description of different types of firewalls used for protection.  Fonts are nonstandard.  A list of some (or most) of the existing firewall products is provided, but no clear standard is recommended.  Much of the information in the Rationale probably belongs in the Synopsis if this belongs in a TV-1 at all.  Perhaps each methodology, Packet Filter, Proxy, or Hybrid should be provided as a separate standard, based on the most common usage for each. No Applicability box is checked, but CCDE would probably be the most appropriate.
	Complete: all guidelines and references have been removed form the standard listings and put in a separate “Guidelines” section (09/12/05)

	33) 
	Bill Habernan

(Filename = ADDL COMMENTS ON FILNAL TV-1.doc)

May 3, 2005
	5.1.2.2  HTML 4.01


	
	This is a specification and not a standard per se, although it is a very important Internet communication standard.  Here, too, the font sizes and types vary among subsections and need to be made consistent.  The explanation of the “standard” in the Synopsis is brief and does not appear to be adequate.  Some of what is in the Rationale appears to belong in the Synopsis.  The Rationale should state why this is important and should be adopted as a SEIWG standard in the TV-1.  


	Removed:  duplicated from 5.1.3.3



	34) 
	Bill Habernan

(Filename = ADDL COMMENTS ON FILNAL TV-1.doc)

May 3, 2005
	5.1.2.5 ISO/IEC 11179


	
	This appears to be the overall XML standard document. 5.1.2.6 through 5.1.2.14 all pertain to some aspect of the XML standards and protocols.  These need to be combined in some way, either as subsections of this standard listing or connected in some other way, as we asked in past comments.  Again, font sizes and types are inconsistent.
	Complete

	35) 
	Bill Habernan

(Filename = ADDL COMMENTS ON FILNAL TV-1.doc)

May 3, 2005
	5.1.2.27 Vector Quantization Decompression for NITFS


	
	Font type for Relationship is different than for other sections.  Otherwise, this standard reference appears to be acceptable and compatible with the TV-1 requirements.  However, the Relationship section says how it relates to specific Applicability areas but not to other standards, which is the purpose of this section.


	Complete: fixed font, and applicability text

	36) 
	Bill Habernan

(Filename = ADDL COMMENTS ON FILNAL TV-1.doc)

May 3, 2005
	5.1.2.38 Vector Product Format (VPF) MIL-STD-2407


	
	In general, this is an appropriate and well written section.  However, much of what is stated in Relationships belongs in Rationale or Synopsis.  The Relationship section is supposed to state how this standard relates to specific other standards.  Also, the wrong boxes are checked in the Applicability section.  Boxes to the right of each capability should be checked, but instead the ones to the left are incorrectly checked (see BAE comments on this).
	Complete: made appropriate changes to the Synopsis, Rationale, Relationships, and applicability

	
	
	
	
	
	

	37) 
	Bill Haberman

(Filename= COMMENTS ON TV-1 (31 Mar 05).doc)

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
April 21, 2005


	Section 1.1 Introduction.  
	
	No information is provided under this section, only the title.  Either provide the information or delete the number, unless this was meant to be numbered as 1, which would be consistent with the other sections (2, 3, 4, 5).  If that’s the case, then renumber the other subsections, e.g. Scope would become 1.1.
	Complete

	38) 
	Bill Haberman

(Filename= COMMENTS ON TV-1 (31 Mar 05).doc)

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil

April 21, 2005


	Para. 5.2.1.1  Spectral Event Sensor


	
	This is not a standard! It does not belong in TV-1.  It is a report on a new technology that may not lead to any standards, and therefore it most likely does not belong in TV-2 either.  It does not meet the criteria established in Section 1.4.
	Complete: removed


	39) 
	Bill Haberman

(Filename= COMMENTS ON TV-1 (31 Mar 05).doc)

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil

April 21, 2005


	Para. 5.2.1.2  Real Time Network, Fieldbus: IEC 61158:


	
	This standard does not pertain to detection, but to the means of communication between detection sensors or other field devices and a control station.  As such, it does not belong in this section, but should be reassigned somewhere in Section 5.1.  

Also, fonts change within sections and between sections, with no apparent reason, and they are inconsistent with fonts used in other sections (i.e., standards) in this TV-1.
	Completed: Moved to 5.2.1.2 to then end of Comms. section.  It is now  5.1.3.65

Also, the fonts were corrected

	40) 
	Bill Haberman

(Filename= COMMENTS ON TV-1 (31 Mar 05).doc)

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil

April 21, 2005


	Para. 5.2.1.3  Intrinsic Safety


	
	This lists a standard number (IEC 79-15) but then the description appears to discuss a specific capability, Insitec, and a manufacturer, Malvern Instruments Ltd. The box that is meant to provide information on the name, number, and issuer of the standard is not filled in. There is no synopsis provided.  The rationale does not state why this is a standard and why it should be included in TV-1.  The paragraph on relationship is a copy of the one for Section 5.2.1.2, and the applicability chart is unchecked, and this does not appear to relate to the area of Detection in which this paragraph is placed.  This section is not a useful input to TV-1, nor does it appear to be a standard pertinent to Physical Security Equipment and its interfaces.


	Completed: removed from the TV-1 document, The IEC 79-15 does not seem to pertain to Physical Security systems.

	41) 
	Bill Haberman

(Filename= COMMENTS ON TV-1 (31 Mar 05).doc)

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil

April 21, 2005


	Para. 5.2.1.4  Data Distribution Service (DDS) for Real Time Systems
	
	This standard, which is stated to be included as a place holder (see Rationale), does not appear to relate to the area of Detection in which this standard is placed.  In fact, for Applicability, only Assessment and CCDE are checked, not Detection.

Also, fonts are inconsistent with those used in other sections (i.e., standards) in this TV-1.


	Complete:  DDS included in TV-1

	42) 
	Bill Haberman

(Filename= COMMENTS ON TV-1 (31 Mar 05).doc)

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil

April 21, 2005


	Para. 5.2.1.5  EIA-422, IEEE 802.15.1, USB and IEEE 1394  


	
	This paragraph covers three different standards that provide connections to computers and peripheral equipment.  They appear to relate to CCDE type equipment rather than Detection, which is the Section in which this is placed.  Each standard needs to be separately listed with its own Synopsis, Rationale for (or against) its adoption by the SEIWG, and statement of Relationships.  The Applicability chart is not checked at all.  Place this in its appropriate section of the TV-1, and list each standard individually.

Each of the subsections is formatted differently than most of the remainder of the TV-1.  It needs to be made consistent in font and format
	Complete:

1) Separated IEEE1394 standard. Listed as section 5.2.1.10

2) Separate USB standard: listed as section 5.2.1.11

3) Separate 802.15.1 (Blue Tooth) standard: listed as section 5.2.1.9



	43) 
	Bill Haberman

(Filename= COMMENTS ON TV-1 (31 Mar 05).doc)

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil

April 21, 2005


	Para. 5.2.1.6  EIA_STD-232-E  


	
	The Synopsis subparagraph number is in the wrong place, and also provides some information that appears to belong in the Rationale subparagraph.  The brief information under Relationships appears to be better suited for the Synopsis, and a better discussion of Relationships to other standards needs to be provided.  Since Applicability chart has CCDE checked, so it is not clear why this section is place under Detection.  

Also, fonts and formats are inconsistent with those used in other sections (i.e., standards) in this TV-1.


	Complete

	44) 
	Bill Haberman

(Filename= COMMENTS ON TV-1 (31 Mar 05).doc)

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil

April 21, 2005


	Para. 5.2.1.7  EIA-STD-485  


	
	The Synopsis subparagraph number is in the wrong place, and also provides some information that appears to belong in the Rationale subparagraph, and some information in the Rationale subparagraph appears to belong in the Synopsis subparagraph.  Synopsis is to describe the standard, and Rationale is to state why it should (or should not) be adopted by the SEIWG.  A better discussion of Relationships to other standards needs to be provided.  Under Applicability, it is not clear why the Power box is checked.


	Complete

	45) 
	Bill Haberman

(Filename= COMMENTS ON TV-1 (31 Mar 05).doc)

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil

April 21, 2005


	Para. 5.2.2.1  ANSI/UL 1610


	
	The Synopsis subparagraph does not clearly define what the standard is for and what it does.  It mentions that UL provides a number of standards for these burglar alarms, and mentions UL 1635 in particular.  However, this standard is UL 1610, which is not explicitly described.  Each applicable UL standard should be separately listed, and the Rationale should state which is the preferred standard.

Also, fonts and formats are inconsistent with those used in other sections (i.e., standards) in this TV-1.


	Complete

	46) 
	Bill Haberman

(Filename= COMMENTS ON TV-1 (31 Mar 05).doc)

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil

April 21, 2005


	Para. 5.2.2.2  Real-Time Publish-Subscribe (RTPS) Wire Protocol Specification, Version 1.0


	
	This is apparently a place holder for a standard that does not seem to be connected with “Other Detection”, which is the overall subject of Section 5.2.2.  It is also not clear that this will be a standard, since the title uses the term “Specification”.  There is a need to ensure that this will not duplicate a standard included in Section 5.1.


	Complete: removed, it is not a standard and was not able to link it to any specific Physical Security application.  

	47) 
	Bill Haberman

(Filename= COMMENTS ON TV-1 (31 Mar 05).doc)

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil

April 21, 2005


	Para. 5.2.2.3  Serial Protocols


	
	This covers four different standards that all provide similar functionality.  Two of them, RS485 and RS232, have been covered separately, and the other two, if appropriate, should also be covered separately.  The Synopsis subparagraph provides some information that appears to belong in the Rationale subparagraph, and some information in the Rationale subparagraph appears to belong in the Synopsis subparagraph.  Synopsis is to describe the standard, and Rationale is to state why it should (or should not) be adopted by the SEIWG.  A better discussion of Relationships to other standards needs to be provided.  Under Applicability, four boxes are checked.  If this standard (set of standards) has general applicability beyond just Detection, it needs to be place in the appropriate subparagraph in Section 5.1.


	Complete:

Removed the duplicate RS-xxx standards.  Already listed in sections 5.2.1.6 – 5.2.1.8



	48) 
	Bill Haberman

(Filename= COMMENTS ON TV-1 (31 Mar 05).doc)

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil

April 21, 2005


	Para. 5.2.2.4  Arcnet Real-time Network  


	
	The Synopsis does not clearly describe this standard other than that it is usually embedded into a particular sensor as an interconnecting networking capability.  The Synopsis subparagraph provides some information that appears to belong in the Rationale subparagraph, and some information in the Rationale subparagraph appears to belong in the Synopsis subparagraph.  Synopsis is to describe the standard, and Rationale is to state why it should (or should not) be adopted by the SEIWG.  A better discussion of Relationships to other standards needs to be provided.  Under Applicability, no boxes are checked.  If this standard is not applicable to Detection, or is applicable to more than one capability area, then it needs to be moved to where it belongs.


	Corrected: Synopsis and Rationale sections were updated

Also, new links were added

	49) 
	Bill Haberman

(Filename= COMMENTS ON TV-1 (31 Mar 05).doc)

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil

April 21, 2005


	Para. 5.3.1.1  Communication (End-Systems, Host Standards): Requirements for Internet Hosts  


	
	While this is not a standard, but is apparently a place holder while a standard for this capability is being developed, the Synopsis does clearly state what the eventual capability and utility of this standard will be.  However, this appears to relate to communications and therefore appears to belong in Section 5.1 rather than under Assessment.  The correct boxes are checked under Applicability – CCDE and Communications.

It appears that there are no standards provided in this section that apply only to assessment.  The other sections of the TV-1 need to be examined to ascertain whether standards located in those sections are more appropriately placed here under Assessment.


	Complete:

Many new standards have been added to Assessment section (09/12/05)


	50) 
	Bill Haberman

(Filename= COMMENTS ON TV-1 (31 Mar 05).doc)

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil

April 21, 2005


	GENERAL COMMENTS:


	
	1. There are many spelling and grammatical errors throughout that need to be corrected.


	Complete:



	51) 
	Bill Haberman

(Filename= COMMENTS ON TV-1 (31 Mar 05).doc)

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil

April 21, 2005


	GENERAL COMMENTS:


	
	2. Overall, the quality control provided for the final version of this TV-1 appears to be minimal or nonexistent.  

a. Standards applicable to one section are placed in a different section to which they are not applicable.

b. Fonts and formats vary widely and need to be made consistent.

c. The Synopsis does not always clearly summarize what is in the standard, but often provides a rationale as to why the standard is included in this TV-1.

d. The Rationale often contains information that describes the standard and thus belongs in the Synopsis, while it does not provide a clear and concise rationale for adoption of the standard by the SEWG.

e. The section on Relationships does not clearly show the relationship of  one standard to others.

f. Standards that may not be available for use until after 2007 are included generically as a place holder.  This is contrary to instructions in the SOW.  They belong in the TV-2.


	Complete: The TV-1 and TV-2 documents have been completely re-written, reviewed, and spell checked.



	52) 
	Bill Haberman

(Filename= COMMENTS ON TV-1 (31 Mar 05).doc)

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil

April 21, 2005


	GENERAL COMMENTS:


	
	3. Information in the chart under the heading for each standard needs to be completed in a consistent manner, which is currently not the case.


	Complete:



	53) 
	Bill Haberman

(Filename= COMMENTS ON TV-1 (31 Mar 05).doc)

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil

April 21, 2005


	GENERAL COMMENTS:


	
	4. The appropriate boxes under Applicability need to checked, and the standard placed in the section to which it applies.


	Complete:



	
	
	
	
	
	

	54) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation

(26 April 2005)

(334-271-6804)

(Filename=tr_seiwg_tv-1_final_v1{wls26apr05}.doc)

Author: William Steffan
	Executive Summary


	
	Standards profile mentioned; hard to understand just what it is, does, or should be from the narrative.

Need a breaking page before starting the body of the text.


	Complete

	55) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	Section 1, Introduction


	
	Inappropriate to cite the Abacus proposals for Andrews and Robins in a TV-1; use the themes, perhaps, cite them, no.

The text claims no consideration of system function was explicitly offered; take the claim as poetic license, there is, in fact, a great deal of such consideration.


	Complete: removed Abacus proposal references 

	56) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	Section 2, Database Methods


	
	The proposed approach to incorporate the TV‑1 recommended standards into an Access database is too high-level to assess its suitability in detail.

There appears to be no intent to include the Rationale and other provided narrative entries within the database structures; that would be unfortunate as the Rationale often provides keen insight not elsewhere documented.


	Complete: The database activities are out of the scope of this project.  The Database references were removed.



	57) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	Section 3, Document Structure


	
	Ends abruptly.

Need a complete polish and organization to clarify the presented themes. 


	Complete: fixed table, used the latest published listing from the DISR-Online website.  Removed abrupt ending. 

	58) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	Section 4, TV-1 Content Selection in Response to OV, SV, and Overarching DoD IT Infrastructure Strategies


	
	Presentation rambles a bit; some sentences appear to have been added as an afterthought {those beginning with "And ..."}.

The discussion on Real-Time Sensor / Actuator Network does not 'fit' as a subordinate to 4.8, Standards Defining Organizations.

Stops abruptly.


	Complete:  removed this section



	59) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	Section 5, Standards


	
	No evident way to discriminate among some of citations, as the key words appear to be cut and paste, sometimes inappropriately.
Including a Synopsis and Rationale text is a superior technique in that the narrative often helps build a body of knowledge or refresh a dimmed memory.

	Need to discuss this with the SEIWG principals.  Keywords?

	60) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	Section 5, Standards


	
	Twenty-one (21) applicability blocks were not marked (e.g., see 5.1.1.2.4).  A complete list of unmarked Applicability blocks follows here:

5.1.1.2.4, 5.1.1.3.4, 5.1.1.7.4, 5.1.1.16.4, 5.1.1.18.4, 5.1.1.21.4, 5.1.2.1.4, 5.1.2.15.4, 5.1.2.24.4, 5.1.3.3.4, 5.1.3.20.4, 5.1.3.22.4, 5.1.3.45.4, 5.1.5.4.4, 5.1.5.5.4, 5.1.4.6.4, 5.2.1.3.4, 5.2.1.5.4, 5.2.2.4.4, 5.4.1.2.4, 5.5.1.4.4


	Complete: fixed all of the “applicability” issues.  



	61) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	Section 5, Standards


	
	The method chosen to indicate Applicability is error prone, if not confusing.  For example, in 5.1.4.3.4, IEEE Power Standards for Information Technology, there is this chart.  Notice that the X actually refers to Communications while a quick glance suggests "Power".

A ready but tedious "fix" is to right-justify the legends as illustrated below (refer to original document)
	Complete: New format removes this confusion



	62) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	Section 5.1, Common Infrastructure


	
	Correlation between the paragraph titles, key data element blocks, and narratives often does not track properly. 

Several of the hyperlinks do not work properly.  Note that we only checked a random sample of the hundreds of hyperlinks in the TV‑1.


	Complete: New format removes this confusion



	63) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	Section 5.2, Detection


	
	Gives very sage advice for remote locations where communications connectivity is sparse or poorly maintained (e.g., a motion detector installed at a munitions storage dump).

	Noted

	64) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	Section 5.3, Assessment Systems


	
	Themes touch on formal Information Assurance and its required certification and accreditation.  We reaffirm our previous report's suggestion to call out, for example, the Defense Information Technology Security Certification and Accreditation Process (DITSCAP) {DoDD 5200.40}, and its companion DITSCAP Application Manual {DoD 8510.1‑M}.


	Complete: added in Draft #2

	65) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	Section 5.4, Entry Control


	
	Good security warning about not opening port until authentication occurs
	Noted

	66) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	Section 5.5, Delay, Denial, and Response


	
	The text has the term "classified" that presumably means "designated" not security classification.


	Complete: changes to designated

	67) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	Section 5.6, Command and Control
	
	Executive Summary and 1.2 have it as 'command and control and communication'; need to choose a phrasing and use it consistently.

Discussion on Display Device Standards provides clearly superior research on an important topic.

Discussion on Human Engineering, another important topic well done.


	Complete

	68) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	Appendix A, List of Architectural Views


	
	Handy compilation of reference to other AV, OV, TV, et al.


	Noted

	69) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	Appendix B, Referenced Documents


	
	Items 34 and 35 dealing with the Abacus proposal could remain here.


	Noted

	70) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	Appendix C, Existing Network Designations within the DoD


	
	Excellent reference material.


	Noted

	71) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	Appendix D, W3C SDO Interrelationships


	
	Reference material source.


	Noted

	72) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	Appendix E, Glossary


	
	Useful and necessary to understand important concepts.
	Noted

	73) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	Title Page
	
	The several text box blocks should be replaced with customary lines of text to avoid, among other things, overlaying the embedded Electronic Systems Center logo.
	Complete

	74) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	Subtitle Page
	
	The title and subtitle lines should have a Normal Style applied; as presented, these lines generate entries in the table of contents that were, surprisingly, suppressed in the delivered version.
	Complete

	75) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	Table of Figures
	
	The last entry is a "Table" entry
	Complete

	76) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	Executive Summary
	
	The customary acronym for the U.S. Army is "USA" and for the U.S. Navy it is "USN".

Please change here and globally throughout the document
	Complete: changed all references

	77) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	1.2 Scope {sub-paragraph beginning with "The TV-1 document contains ..."
	
	The nearly unbounded use of the ambiguous slash ("/") significantly detracts from the presentation in that it is often difficult to discern the intended meaning with precision.  For example, the phrasing "long range/remote UAV assessment" seems to imply there is a distinction between a "long range UAV" and a "remote UAV" -- a distinction the text fails to make clear.

Please do a global search for the "/" and replace it with appropriate conjunctions such as "and", "or", and the like.
	Complete: changed all references to “/” except for the AT/FP designation.

	78) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	1.3, Purpose; untitled third subparagraph
	
	The text could be usefully rephrased as "TV-1 is the culmination of joint activities among the Services and Industry ... " thus avoiding the need to explicitly cite the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps individually.
	Complete

	79) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	1.4, Methodology, untitled second subparagraph
	
	Delete the text "Also considered are the Abacus ... and Related Document Preparation."

When published, the TV-1 will presumably not include the Abacus-developed proposals for Andrews and Robins.  Thus, it is inappropriate to call them out here.
	Complete

	80) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	1.4.1, Selection Criteria Used; sub-item (6).
	
	The text should read "Be defined by one or more standards ..." thus eliminating an extra space.

Editorial; please do a global search to correct several other instances of extra space between words that appear in the document.
	Complete

	81) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	1.6, System Products Associated with Standards; untitled third subparagraph

(currently referenced as 1.5)
	
	The text modestly claims that "TV-1 does not include, for now, any consideration of system function, performance, system-to-system matrix, or operational activities/systems function traceability."  Our reading of the several hundred offered standards suggests the contrary, albeit the consideration was done informally.

Noteworthy.  Even a hurried reading of the companion Rationale statements for each of the offered standards provides a wealth of essential insight into the functionality, performance, and, in many instances, operational activities.  
	Complete:  this text was removed

	82) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	1.7.2.2, Migration of DoD to Internet Protocol Version 6 (IPV6); embedded hyperlink
	
	The embedded hyperlink given here fails to work.

Note that several dozen of the embedded hyperlinks given throughout the document do, indeed, work properly; however, many do not.  Each of the embedded hyperlinks should be checked for proper functionality -- given there is sufficient time and resources to do so.
	Complete: all of the hyperlinks have been updated in Draft #2.



	83) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	2, Database Methods; portion calling out Transmissions
	
	The text should join the two segments to read "The transmissions may be within a sequenced set of transmissions as well as consist of transmissions in both directions."
	Complete

	84) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	4.2, CORBA; in its entirety
	
	The presentation appears to ramble without a clear focus on the intended theme.  Suggest a review of the theme(s) and update accordingly to eliminate having, for example, several of the sentences that begin with "And ....".
	Complete: changed the sentence structure.

	85) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	4.2, CORBA; second sentence
	
	Please complete the definition for CORBA to include the word "Architecture"
	Complete:

	86) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	4.5.4, XML is the Lingua Franca of Information Networks
	
	Traditionally, the term is "lingua franca" vice "lingua franka" as given here, in 4.5.4, and in 5.1.2.2.1.

Editorial -- hopefully most readers will appreciate such image-laded phrasing as lingua franca to characterize the ubiquitous nature of XML in the TV-1 context.
	Complete: changed to “Common Communication Language”

	87) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	4.5.3, Following IT Industry Technical Directions; untitled second subparagraph
	
	Please provide the full meaning for several undefined acronyms:  AVDL, ebXML, SAML, UDDI, ... COTS.
	Complete: added all of the full meanings



	88) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	4.5.4, Making the AT / FP IT Infrastructure Standards Based; untitled last subparagraph
	
	The text "So when we reviewed a suite of XML standards that are recommended by main-stream SDOs, and appear to be in the process of being adopted world wide, that are fundamental to implementing, managing and using a Local Area IP network then this set of circumstances is also considered along with the primary, more direct functional requirements of the AT/FP Infrastructure." needs to be rewritten for clarity.  Our reading suggests there are at least four to five 'main points' enmeshed in this run-on sentence.
	Complete: the  text was changed and the points of the text were separated

	89) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	4.5.6.3.1, Stateless Services; untitled last subparagraph
	
	The text should read "Service Oriented Architecture Protocol" vice "Orient".
	Complete: the  text was changed

	90) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	4.6, Standard Naming and References; untitled fourth subparagraph
	
	Please change the text to read "... standard designation where available ..." vice "were".



	Complete: the  text was changed

	91) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	4.8, Standard Defining Organizations (SDO); Table 2, Grouping Standard Defining Organizations
	
	The table does not "fit" within the defined page margins.
	Unable to locate this issue (already fixed?) 

	92) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	4.8.1, Real-Time Sensor / Actuator Network; in its entirety
	
	This paragraph does not "fit" as a subordinate to 4.8.  Suggest it be designated as 4.9.


	Complete: the section was changed to 4.9

	93) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	Section 4; in its entirety
	
	There does not appear to be a cohesion that usefully integrates the set of theme(s) being presented in this section.  Further, the section abruptly stops without benefit of a summary or transition to the next section.
	Complete: This section was completely re-written in Draft #2

	94) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	5.1.1.1.2, Rationale; next to last sentence
	
	The text improperly claims that " ... FIPS 140-2 only specifies the physical tampering resistance ... "  In fact, FIPS 140-2 is the specified methodology for verifying cryptographic algorithm implementation correctness through a mandated set of formal tests.  FIPS 140-2 does address physical tampering, but not as a principal concern.  The text given in the Rationale statement needs to be researched and updated appropriately.  
	Complete: the  text was changed

	95) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	5.1.1.3, Security ISO 17799
	
	The entries in the block are in error.  For example, the grey block should read "Code of Practice for Information Security Management".  The ISO Organization ISO 17799 Home Page should be researched and the text updated accordingly.
	Complete: the  text was changed

	96) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	5.1.1.3.2, Rationale
	
	The text incorrectly claims that ISO 17799 "is the only comprehensive statement regarding security practices for a large organization.".  See DoDD 8500.1, Information Assurance (IA), DoDI 85002, Information Assurance Implementation, and, NIST Special Publication 800-53, Recommended Security Controls for Federal Information Systems, among others, for comprehensive statements about security practices.  The Rationale statement needs to be reviewed and updated accordingly.  

Technical accuracy; see DTIC 8500.1, DTIC 8500.2, NIST SP 800-53 for details.
	Complete: the  text was changed
DoDD 8500.1, DTIC 8500.2, and  NIST 800-53 are not standards.  There are guidance documents.  There were added to the Guidance section


	97) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	5.1.1.4.3, Relationships
	
	The text could usefully include this snippet " This Standard specifies the minimum security requirements for effective management of biometric data.  Within the scope of this Standard the following topics are addressed: Security for the collection, distribution, and processing, of biometric data, encompassing data integrity, authenticity, and non-repudiation; Management of biometric data across its life cycle comprised of the enrollment, transmission and storage, verification, identification, and termination processes; Usage of biometric technology, including one-to-one and one-to-many matching, for the identification and authentication of banking customers and employees; Application of biometric technology for internal and external, as well as logical and physical access control; Encapsulation of biometric data; Techniques for the secure transmission and storage of biometric data; Security of the physical hardware used throughout the biometric data life cycle; Techniques for integrity and privacy protection of biometric data."
	Complete: the  text was changed

	98) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	5.1.1.5, Data (Cryptographic Security Services) Security Requirements for Cryptographic Modules
	
	The technical details for FIPS 140-2 are correct as given here.



	Noted

	99) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	5.1.1.5.3, Relationships
	
	The text needs to note that cryptographic techniques addressed by FIPS 140-2 apply more often than not to confidentiality issues for protecting sensitive information whether in storage or in transit.  See DoDI 8500.2, Control Objective ECCR-2, Encryption for Confidentiality (Data at Rest), and DoDI 8500.2, Control Objective ECCT-2, Encryption for Confidentiality (Data in Transit), for germane examples.  The Relationships text needs to be researched and updated appropriately.
	Complete: the  text was changed

- changed applicability from entry control to comms. And CCDE

	100) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	5.1.1.6.3, Relationships
	
	Here too, the text inappropriately claims the Advanced Encryption Standard (AES) applies to 'access controls" whereas the principal use of AES is for data confidentiality.  The Relationships text needs to be researched and updated appropriately.
	Complete: the  text was changed

	101) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	5.1.1.7, Synopsis
	
	The text incorrectly calls out "Quantum Electrical Dynamics" as one of the underlying principles for Quantum Key Distribution.  The correct term is "Quantum Electrodynamics".

Technical accuracy; see QED.
	Complete: the  text was changed

	102) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	5.1.1.13.3, Relationships
	
	The discussion of Triple Data Encryption Standard (3DES) is excellent.  This additional insight is valuable for understanding the choices and options available to meet SEIWG PSE requirements.
	Noted

	103) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	5.1.1.15, WS Security
	
	The paragraph title should be Web Services Security to avoid misreading "WS" as a common acronym for 'workstation' -- also for consistency with other block entries.
	Complete: the  text was changed

	104) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	5.1.1.15.3, Relationships
	
	The text should read " ... to security throughout the AT / FP ... “
	Complete: the  text was changed

	105) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	5.1.1.16.1, Synopsis
	
	The text should read "... negotiate a secure relationship without the extensive ..." to avoid a sentence fragment.
	Complete: the  text was changed

	106) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	5.1.1.18.2, Rationale; second subparagraph
	
	The text claims, without supporting evidence, that the standard makes identifying, tracking, and mitigating web site vulnerabilities "less labor intensive, less prone to human error."  Our experience is to the contrary; we suspect the standard may be useful as a tool for describing vulnerabilities, but question whether the effort is less. (Analyst Note)
	Complete: the  text was removed

	107) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	5.1.1.21.2, Rationale
	
	The discussion about Packet Filter, Proxy, and Hybrid firewalls is excellent and should be carefully read and understood by PSE Program Managers and their IA staff experts. (Analyst Note)
	Noted

	108) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	5.1.1.23.3, Rationale
	
	The text should read "All networking" vice "Allk networking"
	Complete: the  text was changed

	109) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	5.1.2.5.1, Synopsis, second subparagraph
	
	The text should read "... meta names or content but is rather a model ..."
	Complete: the  text was changed

	110) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	5.1.2.14.3, Relationships
	
	The embedded table depicting the relationships between OASIS and other standards cited in the TV-1 is an excellent example of the masterful research done in preparing the TV-1.  Presumably, the body of knowledge given in the table will be constructively incorporated into the PSE Standards Database implemented via Access.  Otherwise, valuable insight will be unfortunately lost. 
	Noted

	111) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation
	5.1.2.18.3, Relationships
	
	The text claims that "non-COTS graphics development for Force Protection is not expected at this time".  Please clarify and provide additional insight and rationale.
	Complete: the  “non-COTS” text was removed

Rationale was updated

	112) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation


	5.1.2.20, Data (Motion Imagery Data Interchange): MPEG2 Part 1: Systems
	
	The grey block title should be "... and Associated Audio Information ..." that is, the words should be in title case.



	Complete: the  text was changed and links were updated

	113) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation
	5.1.2.26.3, Relationships
	
	The text is yet another example of the excellent research done in preparing the TV-1; here, citing the relationships between international and DoD standards is especially germane.
	Noted

	114) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation
	5.1.3.2.1, Synopsis
	
	Another excellent example of the diligent research done for TV-1.
	Noted

	115) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation
	5.1.3.12.2, Rationale
	
	Please change the text to read " ... instead of the platform's own hard disk."
	Complete: the  text was changed

	116) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation
	5.1.3.16.2, Rationale and 5.1.3.16.3, Relationships
	
	There appears to be a contradiction between the text given in these paragraphs.  That is, in 5.1.3.16.2, the text states, "It should not be depended upon to eliminate any congestion on all IP networks." while the follow-on paragraph 5.1.3.16.3 states "Any IP networks."  Please research and update the paragraph(s) accordingly.


	Complete: the  text was removed

	117) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation
	5.1.3.17, Communication (Network and Systems Management, Data Communications Management): Host Resources MIB
	
	The acronym MIB (Management Information Base) should be spelled out in the title.
	Complete: the  text was changed

	118) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation
	5.1.3.17.1, Synopsis
	
	Please change the text to read "... used by one or more persons."
	Complete: the  text was changed

	119) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation
	5.1.3.20, Metro Ethernet
	
	The text indicates that Metro Ethernet is an organization seeking adoption of the Ethernet protocol in metro networks, rather than a standard, per se.  Consistent with the presentation methodology, perhaps the Metro Ethernet entries should be a footnote.
	Complete: updated in Draft #2 


	120) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation
	5.1.3.23, CORBA
	
	The grey block should have additional text beyond just an acronym.
	Complete: the  text was changed

	121) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation
	5.1.3.34, QoS 802.1p
	
	Quality of Service (QoS) should be spelled out in the title.
	Complete: the  text was changed

	122) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation
	5.1.3.44, Small Form Factor (SFF) Standards
	
	This standard will be especially important to realize the "plug and play" and "interchangeability" objectives for the PSE initiatives called out in the Interface Specification.
	Noted

	123) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation
	5.1.3.46.3, Relationships
	
	The requisite text is missing.
	Complete: the  text was added

	124) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation
	5.1.3.51.2, Rationale
	
	The text provides a good precaution about using FTP.
	Noted

	125) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation
	5.1.4.1.4, Applicability
	
	Surprisingly, UL 508, Industrial Control Equipment, was not designated as applying to Power; it should be.  See the latter portion of the Synopsis block in paragraph 5.1.4.2.1
	Complete: the  applicability was updated

	126) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation
	5.1.4.3.4, Applicability
	
	Here, too, this standard should apply to Power, but it was not marked as such.  Note that there is an X indicating applicability immediately adjacent to the left of the legend Power.  However, as noted elsewhere in these comments, the marking should be in the box to the right of the legend.
	Complete: the  applicability was updated

From COMMS. to POWER

	127) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation
	5.1.5, Other Technology Infrastructure
	
	The standards in this series further illustrate the comprehensive scope of the work done by Abacus.
	Noted

	128) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation
	5.2.1.3.1, Synopsis
	
	The requisite text is missing.
	Complete: this section was removed (see earlier entry on Intrinsic Safety)

	129) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation
	5.2.2.2, Real-Time Publish-Subscribe (RTPS) Wire Protocol Specification, Version 1.0
	
	The entries are blank.  Please provide the customary information
	Complete: this section was removed (see earlier entry on Real-Time Publishing)

	130) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation
	5.4.1.1.1, Synopsis
	
	There is a broken hyperlink near the end.
	Complete: the  links were updated



	131) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation
	5.4.2.1, Wireless Authentication 802.1X
	
	There are no entries in the block; please provide.
	Complete: the entries were updated



	132) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation
	5.4.2.1.2, Rationale
	
	PSE Program Managers and their IA staff or consultants would be wise to adhere to the security admonishments called out here with regard to wireless access ports.
	Noted

	133) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation
	5.5.2.1.4, Applicability
	
	The "Power" box should also be marked.
	Complete: the boxes were updated



	134) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation
	5.5.2.4.3, Relationships
	
	We disagree with the text claim that EMC standards have "no architectural implications".  We envision that some sensors or other PSE equipment must NOT cause undue electromagnetic compatibility issues with already installed mission equipment.  For instance, at a satellite receiver site, physical security entry monitoring PSE equipment must not generate harmonics or other interfering signals that would impede the site's mission.  Please review and update the text accordingly. 
	Complete: this claim was removed



	135) 
	BAE Systems

Systems Solutions and Integration Operation
	5.6.1.1, CCDE, in its entirety
	
	The themes and topics given here are especially germane presuming there will be increasing emphasis to reduce the "foot print" of PSE devices.  Again, detail such as provided here attests to the superior work done by Abacus in their standards research efforts.
	Noted

	
	
	
	
	
	

	136) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems 

(Filename = Comments on TASK A 02082005.doc) (Date = 2/09/05)
	General Comments
	
	Task A document can provide encouragement for the development of standards in Detection, Assessment, Response, Access Control, Power Management, and Command and Control. We can provide an excellent set of guidance for the DOD and vendors to provide the type of system necessary for deployment.  From my experience, I often refer back to the Joint Technical Architecture (JTA) to give encouragement to vendors to develop products based on these standards. 


	Noted

	137) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems 


	General Comments
	
	Examples of standards could be for alarm zone size, alarm processing times, probability of detection, tamper, camera assessment, and sensor placement. These would be helpful for readers of the Task A document. This may be outside the scope of the Task A document, but the standards in these areas need to be established. 


	Noted: but outside of the scope of the currently define work product

	138) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems 
	General Comments
	
	The Task A document would benefit from additional categorization. This additional categorization could highlight the most important standards for physical security, and may speed their incorporation into the JTA. 


	Complete:  per SEIWG directions, new categories were added to Draft #2 

	139) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems 
	General Comments
	
	Many of the standards outlined in the document are applicable to information technology (IT), which is covered in other areas of the JTA. If the IT related standards are maintained in the Task A document, we suggest that a search be conducted with the existing JTA to verify that we are in not overlapping other efforts of SEIWG. Additionally, the IT standards should be categorized in a general category.
	Complete: this was resolved in the discussion during the project teleconference on 7/7/05.

Discussion Consensus: It is OK to have “duplicate DISR Online entries”.  In fact, the TV-1 needs to explicitly reference the DISR Online standards that apply to Force Protection 

	140) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems 
	General Comments
	
	Other government efforts are being conducted in the same area as this part of the SEIWG. For example; the “Global Justice XML data model” is being developed under the FBI’s supervision. Review and investigation of these standards, along with other commercial standard activities, will benefit the quality of the Task A document. A listing of which physical security standardization efforts that were considered should be outlined to understand the methodology that was applied to the document development. 


	Complete: the  text was changed

	141) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems 
	General Comments
	
	All of the comments from the second bi-monthly review continue to be relevant. 


	Noted 

	142) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems 
	Methodology
	
	The approach taken in Task A could be better defined. As mentioned in the last review, the methodology outlined in the document does not define how standards were picked or how they were categorized.  It may confuse the reader why certain standards were picked over others. While the document attempts to show this in the “Rationale” section of the data sheets, a more consistent approach will benefit the document.


	Complete: 
The “Selection Criteria” has been outlined in section 1.3 “Methodology”.

The rationales for many of the standards have been updated.



	143) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems 
	Methodology
	
	The document does not attempt to address the selection criteria associated with the standards. The selection process would be assisted by articulating the criteria. It would become possible to determine the reason that a specific standard has been selected. The selection criteria for each section could be outlined and show the logical process assigned to the specific selection of standards
	See above comments on selection process

	144) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems 
	Methodology
	
	Applying a consistent selection criterion should also reduce the number of standards that are being captured in TV-1; to the benefit of the DOD and contractors worldwide. This approach would also eliminate standards that may not apply or should be better placed in TV-2. 


	See above comments on selection process

	145) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems 
	Methodology
	
	These comments beg the questions: Are the internet and computing standards appropriate for this TV-1/TV-2?  Are IT standards better defined in other portions of the SEIWG or JTA?


	Complete: this was resolved in the discussion during the project teleconference on 7/7/05.

Discussion Consensus: It is OK to have “duplicate DISR Online entries”.  In fact, the TV-1 needs to explicitly reference the DISR Online standards that apply to Force Protection

	146) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems 
	Categorization
	
	A concern is that the standards could be categorized with more granularity. The course grain categorization may be the result of the unclear methodology used in the selection of the standards. Indistinct categorization adds an additional level of confusion for the reader. This may affect the credibility of the document to other organizations that will use the standards discussed in Task A. 


	Complete:  per SEIWG directions, new categories were added to Draft #2

	147) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems 
	Categorization
	
	There is also a large number of IT related standards that have indirect applicability to physical security. While IT standards are generic to many domains, the specifics of these standards are discussed in other documents focusing on IT related technology. Admittedly, the physical security industry is switching from standalone electronics and hardwire to a distributed processing approach. However, the consumers of the Task A document are going to be looking specifically for standards applicable to the physical security realm. They will be confused by the more generic IT standards being incorporated in the Task A document.  


	This was discussed during the project teleconference on 7/7/05.

Discussion Consensus: It is OK to include the more general IT standards in the TV-1.  However, the standards must be applicable to Physical Security.

Complete:  per SEIWG directions, new categories were added to Draft #2

	148) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems 
	Formatting
	
	In general, the document should follow the DODAF template standards. Specifically, the document may want to add

· The Technical Standard Profile matrix. 

· The TV-1 Template with corresponding System Elements. 

· The TV-1 template for systems with corresponding time periods. 
	Complete:  per SEIWG directions, new format in Draft #2

	149) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems 
	Formatting
	
	It appears that some of the TV-1 Data Element Definitions may have been overlooked in the formatting of the document. They may be in the document, but it is not readily noticeable. Additionally, information that was not requested by the TV-1 has been added to the format. While it is a good idea to add additional information to add value, it may confuse the people expecting a more traditionally formatted document. It is suggested that the TV-1 document templates be followed for easier incorporation into the more general DODAF and eventual incorporation into the JTA.
	Complete:  per SEIWG directions, new format in Draft #2

	150) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems 
	Formatting
	
	It was also noticed that the TV-1 data elements did not have a data element for Synopsis description or Rationale. While the synopsis is helpful, sometimes the justification doesn’t match the reasoning in the Rationale. With a standard methodical approach, a majority of this work would become self evident and would not require as much Rationale effort.


	This has been identified in many of the other comments and feedback.  Each issue that was specifically identified was corrected

	151) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems 
	Incorporation of DOD standards
	
	New and interesting standards and guidelines will be found all the time. The SEIWG process is an ongoing and living activity. As more items are found, we suggest they become incorporated into the process. 


	Complete:  Draft #2 includes this text

	152) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems 
	Incorporation of DOD standards
	
	There are excellent documents produced by the various services that may have applicable guidance or standards for the deployment of physical security. While external entities, such as OASIS, are good references for standard XML schemas, the external entities may not have a strong understanding of the specific needs for physical security implementations in the military environment.


	Noted

	153) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems 
	Incorporation of DOD standards
	
	This reviewer has found that several documents from ESC (Air Force) and the PM-PSE (Army) may have applicability. While this reviewer works primarily in support of Army and Air Force programs, I believe the Navy and Marines have comparable organizations that have produced excellent quality documents. These organizations should be contacted and the documents should be reviewed for incorporation into the Task A effort. 


	Noted: see comments in next entry

	154) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems 
	Incorporation of DOD standards
	
	Here are some examples of Air Force ESC documents that may have applicability:

· BISS/ESE Security Classification Guide

· AFI 310-101 Air Force Installation Security Program

· ESE-SIT-0001 Siting and Design Guidance for Permanent Installations

· DOD 5210.41M Nuclear Weapons Security Manual (U)

· T.O. 31W3-10-12 Outside Plant Cable Placement

· T.O. 31-10-24 Installation Practices: Communication Systems, Grounding, Bonding and Shielding

· T.O. 31 10-34 Standard installation Practices, Fiber Optic Communications Cables 
and Connectors

The Army has several field manuals that I aware of, but do not have access to their name at this time.


	Complete:  Draft #2 includes this text

	155) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems 
	TV-1/2 Standard Suggestions


	
	Several suggestions of different standards have come up in the review of the document. I will submit them here for consideration.

· Motion JPEG video encoding

· H.264 video encoding 

· Form Factor C dry contact

· Simple Network Management Protocol

· CAN

· MODBUS

· SCADA
	Complete:  Draft #2 includes this text

	
	
	
	
	
	

	156) 
	SEIWG II RFP Pre-Final Questions and Answers document
	Item #6 of RFP document
	6.1 of  SOO Docmnt.
	In developing TV-1 close attention was paid to the direction that DoD is going regarding Information Technology standards: - 1) NetCentric,  2) XML(including MDR),  3) IPV6,  4)Component based Architecture/Modular Open Architecture,  and   5) Service oriented Networking.  Should these topics be considered as essentials for TV-1 and TV-2?

Response: With the exception of Component based Architecture/Modular Open Architecture, these topics are essential.  For each of these areas, we urge the contractor to monitor the DoD Information Technology Standards Registry (DISR).  For IPv6, in the TV-1 time frame, we suggest a combination of standards that calls for dual stack capable equipment which will initially operate using IPv4 and then transition to IPv6.  However, it is important that other standards in both Information Technology areas and equipment related areas be included as well.
	Noted

	157) 
	
	Item #7 of RFP document
	6.1 of  RFP Docmnt.
	While developing the TV-1 internal network security was to be considered of significant importance. The critical platforms and security keys involved in operating the AT/FP infrastructure must be protected from mis-use by trusted, authorized inside personnel. Should we assume that this is outside the scope of TV-1 and TV-2 and will be handled by the base security officer, or should we consider that the AT/FP information technology infrastructure should include technology that protects it from personnel working on the base?

Response: Given the time frame for the TV-1, we anticipate that many AT/FP systems in the TV-1 time frame will continue to be stand-alone systems requiring their own network management.  Therefore, internal network security is within the scope of the TV-1.  Given the time frame of the TV-2, and given the long-term DoD guidance to move toward net-centricity, we anticipate that internal network security issues may become the responsibility of base IT infrastructure and therefore less importance should be paid to this area in the TV-2, unless specific standards are identified as necessary as a result of Force Protection unique security requirements.
	Noted

	158) 
	
	Item #8 of RFP document
	6.1 of  SOO Docmnt.
	A few standards were placed in the TV-1 that relate to creating a secure room for sensitive servers, using blast resistant glass for AT/FP infrastructure control rooms adjacent to public accessible areas, and NBC filters for sensitive AT/FP command and control areas. Are such standards in scope?

Response: No, only standards pertaining to Physical Security Equipment and to their interfaces.
	Complete: 

The following standards were removed from the TV-1:

5.5.1.3 Building Glass

5.5.1.4 Airborne CBRN Protection

5.5.2.5 Construction of Data Center or Related Strong Rooms

  

	159) 
	
	Item #9 of RFP document
	5.0 of  SOO Docmnt.
	A.  In addition to continuing to develop and maintain the architecture under Task 1, the objective should include what is mandatory/preferred, acceptable and not desired (low priority). The rationale for each of these classifications should also be included.  Otherwise things get ‘collected’.  This should also include any uniqueness to each of the services (Army, Navy, USMC or USAF).  Such an approach to shepherding the choices to a better focus, in the long run, reduces life cycle costs and improves reliability and operational benefits.

Response: A. It would not be practical to provide a complete list of what is mandatory/preferred and what is not desired, and it would unnecessarily constrain the contractor's research.  However, the following examples may provide useful suggestions as to the service areas in which AT/FP standards are desired.  

At the IBDC2 and above level, the contractor should INCLUDE: (1) minimum essential standards related to netcentric operations; (2) minimum essential standards related to XML; (3) a suite of standards that, in the near term, will require equipment capable of supporting either IPV4-only, dual stack IPv4 and IPV6 operation, or IPv6-only operation; (4) minimum essential Service Oriented Architecture standards (e.g., in accordance with the Enterprise Service Management standards currently posted on the DoD Information Technology Standards Registry); (5) HTML; (6) Image and video data interchange (e.g., GIF, JPEG, MPEG, Motion Imagery Standards Profile, EIA RS-170-57);
	Noted

	160) 
	
	Item #9 of RFP document

(Continued)
	5.0 of  SOO Docmnt.
	(7) Map and geographic imagery data interchange, to include particularly the Geobase standard (Geobase, RPF, ESRI Shapefile, NITF); and (8) emerging standards which should be considered in the TV-2 for AT/FP applications at the IBDC2 and above level, e.g., the OASIS Common Alerting Protocol.  In addition, at the IBDC2 and above level, the contractor should consider the possibility that, when data is exchanged above the IBDC2 level (e.g., with TBMCS, GCCS, or the Intelligence Community) the data may be exchanged with classified systems, suggesting that security guards may be needed and/or the data may need to be handled in accordance with DoD requirements for classified data.

At the level between the IBDC2 and the CCDE, the contractor should INCLUDE as emerging standards (to be included at this level in the TV-2 time frame, but not necessarily mandated at this level in the TV-1 time frame):  


	Noted

	161) 
	
	Item #9 of RFP document

(Continued)
	5.0 of  SOO Docmnt.
	A. (cont’d)
(1) minimum essential standards related to netcentric operations; (2) minimum essential standards related to XML; (3) a suite of standards that, in the near term, will require equipment capable of supporting either IPV4-only, dual stack IPv4 and IPV6 operation, or IPv6-only operation; (4) minimum essential Service Oriented Architecture standards (e.g., in accordance with the Enterprise Service Management standards currently posted on the DoD Information Technology Standards Registry); (5) HTML; (6) Image and video data interchange (e.g., GIF, JPEG, MPEG, Motion Imagery Standards Profile, EIA RS-170-57); and (7) Map and geographic imagery data interchange, to include particularly the Geobase standard (e.g., Geobase, RPF, ESRI Shapefile, NITF).

At the CCDE and below level, the contractor should INCLUDE: (1) Standards currently in use in the AT/FP community, recognizing upgrades to these standards where available or in preparation (e.g., SEIWG-001, ICD-TASS-001, the XML ICD, and SEIWG-005A); and
	Noted

	162) 
	
	Item #9 of RFP document

(Continued)
	5.0 of  SOO Docmnt. 
	(2) Smart card and biometric standards related to entry control (e.g., consider as candidates the ANSI BioAPI Specification, those Smart Card standards from the ISO/IEC 14443, ISO/IEC 7816, ISO 7810, and ISO 7811 series that are relevant today, and the PICS suggestion, located at <http://herbb.hanscom.af.mil/tbbs/R317/UPDATED_4_March_2005_Q_A_Clarification.doc>, that PICS be capable of using either the Wiegand standard or the ASCII serial RS232 standard for transfer of credential data [Reference  <http://herbb.hanscom.af.mil/esc_opps.asp?rfp=R317> for PICS background.]).

The Task 1 contractor should monitor the DoD Information Technology Standards Registry for new mandated standards and for previously mandated standards that may have been retired.  In addition, the contractor should review any service-specific AT/FP
	Noted

	163) 
	
	Item #9 of RFP document

(Continued)
	5.0 of  SOO Docmnt.
	A. (cont’d)
Standards Profiles which may be available for standards that should be considered for SEIWG approval. 

At all levels, the contractor should EXCLUDE: (1) standards for construction of a SCIF;  (2) standards for using blast resistant glass for AT/FP infrastructure control rooms; (3) facility requirements such as requirements for the use of NBC filters for sensitive AT/FP command and control areas; (4) standards for encoding of voice signals; (5) standards which are aimed at a target audience consisting primarily of civilian emergency agencies (e.g., city/town police departments, fire departments) and commercial businesses, but may not be appropriate for military organizations; (6) standards which have been proposed but never adopted; (7) standards for assessing water quality and food quality; (8) standards which no vendors in the U.S., Canada, Europe, or Japan currently support; and (9) standards for cutting-edge image animation which would require the use of SGI workstations running IRIX as CCDEs.

Whenever a standard to be cited in the TV-1 is not contained in the DISRonline standards profile and is not currently in use in one of the service's AT/FP systems, the contractor should be prepared to provide a strong, persuasive rationale for inclusion of the standard.

	Noted

	164) 
	
	Item #9 of RFP document

(Continued)
	5.0 of  SOO Docmnt.
	B.  The three tasks of this SOO and the resulting documents are related.  Therefore the topics within the documents should be hyperlinked much as the references and deliverables under SEIWG I were hyperlinked.  Traceability has value and brings cohesion going forward to deployment. 

Response: This issue should not affect the proposals submitted by the offerors, but can be addressed at the scheduled kick-off meeting.



	Noted

	165) 
	
	Item #9 of RFP document

(Continued)
	5.0 of  SOO Docmnt. 
	C.  With the additional scope suggested above under the objectives, and under each of the tasks, the period performance be extended to nine months which, we believe, will result in a more useful base of knowledge and understanding to help in the future.

Response: The Government intends to move forward with the 26 week period.  The contractor should make best use of available time and funding.
	Noted

	
	
	
	
	
	

	166) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems

Additional Changes and Comments

July 13, 2005

Steven Lau
Steven.lau@ngc.com
	
	
	
	Removed Duplicate entry:

Section 5.1.1.5 Data (Cryptographic Security Services): Security Requirements for Cryptographic Modules:  This is the same as section 5.1.1.1



	167) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems

(Steven Lau)
	
	
	
	Section 5.1.1.3 Security ISO 17799

Updated: Synopsis, Rationale, and links 

	168) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems

(Steven Lau)
	
	
	
	Fixed the Rationale for 5.1.2.43 : H.263 Video Compression



	169) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems

(Steven Lau)
	
	
	
	Section 5.1.2.1 HTML

Updated: Rationale

	170) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems

(Steven Lau)
	
	
	
	Moved 5.2.1.2 Real Time Network, Fieldbus: IEC 61158   to section 5.1.3.6.5  (re-classification)

	171) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems

(Steven Lau)
	
	
	
	Moved 5.1.1.7  Quantum-Key Distribution (QKD) to the TV-2 Document

	172) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems

(Steven Lau)
	
	
	
	Complete:  Draft #2 includes this text 

	173) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems

(Steven Lau)
	
	
	Work In Progress

Need to continue the analysis of the various “quasi-standards”.

1) Interface Control Documents (ICDs)

2) Technical Papers

3) Guidance documents

Although many are applicable to Physical Security they are not standards.  This needs to be discussed with the SEIWG principles
	Complete:  Draft #2 includes Guidance section


	174) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems

(Steven Lau)
	
	
	Work In Progress

Section 3: Document Structure:

Changed the DISR Online Categories to reflect what is listed in the current documents.  Need to get clarification that the updated DISR categories listed are correct.


	Complete:  Draft #2 includes this text

	175) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems

(Steven Lau)
	
	
	Work In Progress

APPLICABILITY:

Need to discuss this topic with the SEIWG customers.

Challenge: What to do when we have a standard that seems to be applicable to all the areas.  For instance, the TCPIP standard is utilized in all of the AT/FP categories.  So, should all the boxes be checked or a "General IT Infrastructure" box be checked?


	Complete:  per SEWIG feedback, include ALL applicable categories

	176) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems

(Steven Lau)
	
	
	Work In Progress

Review the most current listing in the DISR Online and determine:

1) Where any standards left out of the TV-1?  If so, these need to be included

2)  Are there any newly listed standards that need to be considered.


	Complete:  Draft #2 includes these updates

	177) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems

(Steven Lau)
	
	
	Work In Progress

Continue discussions with Physical Security vendors to determine:

1) Any new or emerging standards?

Any missing standards (especially in the areas or surveillance)
	Complete:  Draft #2 includes these updates

	178) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems

(Steven Lau)
	
	
	Work In Progress

Review the Glossary section:

1) Are all entries applicable?

Need to change format.  The current table layout requires too much space.  Consider removing the table and use normal text.
	 Complete:  Draft #2 includes updated glossary

	179) 
	08/01/2005 L-3 GSI
	Executive Summary
	First page
	Use either JTA or DISR throughout the document or resolve this terminology clearly
	Complete:  Draft #2 includes these changes

	180) 
	08/01/2005 L-3 GSI
	Section 1.1 
	Figure 2 Architecture Map
	No reference to this Figure in the text.  Every figure in a standards document should be referred and explained in the standards document.
	Complete:  Draft #2 includes these changes

	181) 
	08/01/2005 L-3 GSI
	Section 1.2 
	Purpose
	Purpose as discussed included use of TV-1 listing to be used for compliance by government PMs
	Complete:  Draft #2 includes these changes

	182) 
	08/01/2005 L-3 GSI I
	Section 1.3
	Methodology
	There is a bullet listing. Does the order show their relative importance?   Need annotation or a brief discussion of importance
	Complete:  Draft #2 includes these changes

	183) 
	08/01/2005 L-3 GSI
	Section 1.4 
	Figure 4
	There should be lines between SV-1, -2, and -6 to TV-1 per the text in the document or clarify
	Complete:  Draft #2 includes these changes

	184) 
	08/01/2005 L-3 GSI
	Section 1.5
	Para beginning with ‘First’
	Avoid time dependency of the document.  Avoid words like “present”, etc.
	Complete:  Draft #2 includes these changes

	185) 
	08/01/2005 L-3 GSI
	Section 1.6
	Definitions of SVs
	Repeat the definitions from DoDAF and add a sentence or two to elaborate
	Complete:  Draft #2 includes these changes

	186) 
	08/01/2005 L-3 GSI
	Section 1.6.2.2
	IPV6
	IPV6 planned completion by 2008 – is this an objective
	Noted

	187) 
	08/01/2005 L-3 GSI
	Section 3 and others
	
	Eliminate all first person references and language (we, etc.)
	Noted and corrected

	188) 
	08/01/2005 L-3 GSI
	Section 4.3
	CAP 
	Common Alerting Protocol ICD should be separate ICD from ICD-0100.  Mixing CAP and others in one giant ICD and XSD definitions will create confusion and compliance issues during procurement and inclusion of documents by reference in RFPs.  TV-1 document may refer to related standards for clarification but as much as possible they must remain ‘unbundled’ and independent of each other from procurement perspective.
	Complete:  Draft #2 removed this section

	189) 
	08/01/2005 L-3 GSI
	Section 4.5.6.3
	Use of the word “dependency”
	Use of this word should be avoided as much as possible if this document is to be used for compliance in procurements and “relationship” is preferred.  
	Noted

	190) 
	08/01/2005 L-3 GSI
	Section 4.9
	Figures 9 and 10
	These figures need to be explained/annotated in the text.  Field Bus needs to be described concisely.
	Complete:  This Field Bus section was eliminated

	191) 
	08/01/2005 L-3 GSI
	TV-1 Document
	
	This document should address the standards as to what they are, their purpose and how they may be related and not much else.
	Noted

	192) 
	08/01/2005 L-3 GSI
	Section 5 and above
	
	To be reviewed at the next version.
	

	193) 
	Terrill Smith Abacus Tech
	5.1.121
	
	Firewalls  No industry accepted firewall standard exists. A separate set of policy level guideline addressing the firewall issue and similar important topic not covered by a standard should be created.
	Complete:
According to DISR online there are several listings of mandated firewall standards all these were included in the TV-1):

1) Application-level Firewall – Basic: U.S. DoD Application-level Firewall Protection Profile for Basic Robustness Environments, Version 1.0, June 2000.

2) Traffic Filtering Firewall - Medium Robustness 1.4: U.S. DoD Traffic Filter Firewall Protection Profile for Medium Robustness Environments, Version 1.4, 1 May 2000.

3) PP_FWPP-MR: U.S. Government Firewall Protection Profile for Medium Robustness Environments

4) Traffic Filtering Firewall - Low Risk: U.S. Government Traffic Filter Firewall Protection Profile for Low Risk Environments, Version 1.1, April 1999.



	194) 
	Terrill Smith Abacus Tech
	5.2.1.4 DDS
	
	An online document by the vendor ITI claims that DDS is a DoD mandated standard. 

See http://www.usipv6.com/6sense/2004/sep/sep03.htm
I have not found authoritative confirmation of this however. 


	Added OMG ptc/03-07-07: Data Distribution Service for Real-Time Systems Specification, Version 1.0, July 2003

	195) 
	Terrill Smith Abacus Tech
	5.2.2.2
	
	The RTPS protocol governs the format of the data packets sent among Network Data Distribution Services (NDDS) applications.
	NGMS could not find any references to this  DoD mandated standard.  Will continue to reserach

	196) 
	
	
	
	
	

	197) 
	ECSI Intnl.

 Ashok Saxena

 301-537-3672, ashok2secure@yahoo.com


	Delivery Memo – since the memo appeared to be soliciting comments

Para 4, page 2
	
	Substantive:  Do not understand why we need a category for IT security and General IT Security.

Recommendation:  Use IT security and General IT Infrastructure

Rationale:  Seems redundant as used.


	The SEIWG principles agreed to use these new categories. (Review Meeting on July 26-28), 2005)

This comment will be discussed in next meeting.  

	198) 
	ECSI Intnl.

 Ashok Saxena

 301-537-3672, ashok2secure@yahoo.com
	Delivery Memo – since the memo appeared to be soliciting comments

Para 4, page 2
	
	Critical:  In order for the ICD to be useful, ECSI’s preference would be to check one main category for every standard. So for TCP/IP, the only category to be checked should be “General IT Infrastructure”.

Recommendation:  However, there appears to be interest in some members wanting to know every function that may utilize this standard. As a compromise, the ICDs should have two categories – Principal Category and a Secondary Category. So for TCP/IP, the Principal Category to be checked is “General IT Infrastructure.”  Secondary Categories that can be checked include “Detection”, “Assessment” etc.

Rationale:  This approach will separate the wheat from the chaff/signal from the noise. An informed Systems Engineer/PM will be able to focus on the Principal Category. The curious individual who may be less informed and wants to know everything about the subject can look at the “Secondary Categories”


	The SEIWG principles agreed to mark all applicable categories. (Review Meeting on July 26-28), 2005)

This comment will be discussed in next meeting.  

	199) 
	ECSI Intnl.

 Ashok Saxena

 301-537-3672, ashok2secure@yahoo.com
	Delivery Memo – since the memo appeared to be soliciting comments

Para 2, page 3
	
	Substantive:  This is in response to a request for suggestions on how to categorize standards that apply to multiple areas.

Recommendation:  Add a general category called 

“General IT Infrastructure”

Rationale:  Best way to deal with such issues


	This comment will be discussed in next meeting.  

	200) 
	ECSI Intnl.

 Ashok Saxena

 301-537-3672, ashok2secure@yahoo.com


	Delivery Memo – since the memo appeared to be soliciting comments

Para 3, page 3
	
	Substantive:  This is in response to inputs on whether we should combine the separate Surveillance and Assessment categories into one 

Recommendation: There should be only one category.

Rationale:  The principle difference is the mode of operation and not the interface.


	These have been separated, but can easily be combined.

This comment will be discussed in next meeting.  

	201) 
	ECSI Intnl.

 Ashok Saxena

 301-537-3672, ashok2secure@yahoo.com


	Delivery Memo – since the memo appeared to be soliciting comments

Para 4, page 3
	
	Administrative:  The memo was looking for suggestions on how to capture the large amount of useful data such as those in useful Interface Control Documents (ICD’s) and Guidance documents that pertain to the Physical Security area.

Recommendation:  They should be placed as reference documents in an appendix. 

Rationale: This way they will not be confused with the reference documents for the standards.


	Complete:

Agreed, this change was made

	202) 
	ECSI Intnl.

 Ashok Saxena

 301-537-3672, ashok2secure@yahoo.com
	Proposed TV-1 Format Example – since this provides an overview of comments on the whole TV-1

Page 1, first column – service area/FTP category
	
	Substantive:  Service areas.

Recommendation:  Consider adding the following categories: Tracking, IFF.

Rationale:  These provide information that is fundamentally different than what is traditionally covered by intrusion detection.


	This comment will be discussed in next meeting.  

	203) 
	ECSI Intnl.

 Ashok Saxena

 301-537-3672, ashok2secure@yahoo.com
	Proposed TV-1 Format Example – since this provides an overview of comments on the whole TV-1

Page 1, first column – service area/FTP category
	
	Administrative: Use of the term “Power Supplies”

Recommendation:  Replace with Power/Power subsystem/Power source/Power.

Rationale:  The word Power Supply is generally used with a device within a component. It does not include power storage.


	The term/category “power supplies” was adopted from the original statement of work description.  NGMS decided to keep this nomenclature.

However, this comment will be discussed in next meeting.  



	204) 
	ECSI Intnl.

 Ashok Saxena

 301-537-3672, ashok2secure@yahoo.com
	Proposed TV-1 Format Example – since this provides an overview of comments on the whole TV-1

Page 1, Column 5 – Relationship and OV-2 Reference
	
	Substantive: How many boxes will be provided for checking? Also..

Recommendation:  consider using the data path designator in the OV-2 diagram as an additional reference. Alternatively add this descriptor in parenthesis.

Rationale:  This will provide more precise and meaningful information.
	Noted

	205) 
	ECSI Intnl.

 Ashok Saxena

 301-537-3672, ashok2secure@yahoo.com
	TV-1

Section 2, Pages 14-16
	
	Substantive: Review the title and content of this section.

Recommendation:  Consider deleting the word “Methods” in the title. We need to do some systems engineering to determine if the categories identified are necessary, adequate and useful.

Rationale:  This will provide more precise and meaningful information.
	Noted

	206) 
	ECSI Intnl.

 Ashok Saxena

 301-537-3672, ashok2secure@yahoo.com
	TV-1
Section 3, Table 1, page 19
	
	Substantive: This table has been included to “aid in the coordination of common standards”

Recommendation:  At this point it is confusing. ECSI recommends that we map these categories to the categories that we are using.

Rationale:  This will provide more meaningful information.
	Complete: Draft #2 changed this section


	207) 
	ECSI Intnl.

 Ashok Saxena

 301-537-3672, ashok2secure@yahoo.com
	TV-1
Section 4

All of it.
	
	Substantive: This section contains useful information. However, it is quite long and the message is not always clear.

Recommendation:  Recommend that it is reduced in length and that the relevancy of component based and service oriented architectures etc. should is in consonance with the work being performed on Tasks 2 and 3.

Rationale:  This will provide correct and more useful information to the user.
	Complete: Draft #2 changed this section


	208) 
	ECSI Intnl.

 Ashok Saxena

 301-537-3672, ashok2secure@yahoo.com
	TV-1
Section 5.1.2.44
	
	Substantive: This section discussed MPEG-4.

Recommendation:  Other video compression formats should also be included.

Rationale:  Completeness.
	Complete: Draft #2 includes additional video standards


	209) 
	ECSI Intnl.

 Ashok Saxena

 301-537-3672, ashok2secure@yahoo.com
	TV-1
Section 5.3, page 414-415
	
	Critical: The only form of assessment that is generally used is Video. However this word is conspicuously missing from the whole section.

Recommendation:  Add the appropriate material.

Rationale:  Correctness.
	Complete: Draft #2 changed this section


	210) 
	ECSI Intnl.

 Ashok Saxena

 301-537-3672, ashok2secure@yahoo.com
	TV-1
Section 5.6.2.1 Page 483
	
	Administrative: ECSI suggests that this standard should be moved to TV-2.

Recommendation:  

Rationale:  Appropriate time frame for Technology adaptation.


	Complete:
Agreed,  although ISO/IEC 14772-1 is listed as DOD mandated standard, wide adoption is in the future.  

	211) 
	ECSI Intnl.

 Ashok Saxena

 301-537-3672, ashok2secure@yahoo.com
	TV-2
Section 3.1, page 18
	
	Administrative: ECSI suggests that this standard should be moved to TV-1.

Recommendation:  

Rationale:  Appropriate time frame.
	Not able to find the standard in question.  Need clarification

	212) 
	ECSI Intnl.

 Ashok Saxena

 301-537-3672, ashok2secure@yahoo.com
	TV-2
Section 3.2
	
	Administrative: Not sure as to what is the intent of the section or its content. 

Recommendation:  

Rationale:
	Complete: 

This section was completely re-written

	213) 
	ECSI Intnl.

 Ashok Saxena

 301-537-3672, ashok2secure@yahoo.com
	TV-2
Section 3.2 and 3.3
	
	Administrative: The UL standards appear to belong to TV-1. 

Recommendation:  

Rationale:
	Complete: 

Agreed, the appropriate UL  sections were moved

	214) 
	ECSI Intnl.

 Ashok Saxena

 301-537-3672, ashok2secure@yahoo.com
	TV-2
Section 3.7 and 3.8
	
	Administrative: It appears that these standards belong in TV-1.

Recommendation:  

Rationale:
	Not able to find the standard in question.  Need clarification

	
	TV-1 DOCUMENT COMMENTS
	
	
	
	

	215) 
	Terry Smith 

SmithT@abacustech.com

Abacus Technology Corporation
	FIPS PUB 46-3 ON PAGE18
	Data Encryption Standard (DES) and Triple DES
	This standard has been replaced by FIPS 197 (PAGE 16) The advanced encryption standard (AES). DES and triple DES both consume much more compute power than other stronger encryption standards such as the new AES. DES has a limited key size which is why triple DES is used. But even triple DES’s use of thee keys provide only a little more than 150 key digitals of protection. Other encryption standards such as AES have variable key size thus offering selectable levels of security.
	Complete:  This was added


	216) 
	Terry Smith 

SmithT@abacustech.com

Abacus Technology Corporation
	Page 18
	Table overlays part of the page footing
	
	

	217) 
	Terry Smith 

SmithT@abacustech.com

Abacus Technology Corporation
	Page 65
	Namespaces in XML 1.0
	The meta data within an AT/FP infrastructure will likely be expressed in three different models: as 1)XML within the SEIWG defined AT/FP set of NAMESPACES and associated XML SCHEMAS, 2) as TOPICS within a DDS defined Publish-Subscribe Domain and 3) as category level metadata entries within the DoD’s Metadata registry. Language to this effect – linking the three models would be usful in the TV-1

	Complete: Added to Synopsis


	218) 
	Terry Smith 

SmithT@abacustech.com

Abacus Technology Corporation
	PAGE 95
	OMG PFC.03-07-07 DDS
	The DDS specification defines three layers 1) Data Local Reconstruction Layer (DLRL) which is simply the mapping between the particular application’s view of data-objects and the DDS view of the Data Centric Publish-Subscibe (DCPS) layer. The third layer is called the “Future DDS Protocol” and must be designed and implemented for each use of DDS in creating a PUB/SUB facility. It is this third layer that interfaces to the IP network. The DDS specification contains an example of providing this network protocol with CORBA. The DDS is a specification of an agent (both client and server). OMG is currently working on a specification for this third layer due out mid 2006. Note that DDS is highly related to DoD’s meta data registry and to the AT/FP aggregate set of names spaces for all Schemas.  Some description of these relationships at this point or elsewhere is warranted.

	Complete: Added to Synopsis


	219) 
	Terry Smith 

SmithT@abacustech.com

Abacus Technology Corporation
	Page 105
	IEEE 802.3 CSMA/CD
	Second Paragraph “Ethernet, the implementation of Carrier Sense Multiple Access with Collision Detection (CSMA/CD), is the most common LAN.” 

This sentence gives the impression that this standard is still being used when new LANs are implemented. This is decidedly not the case. Almost all Ethernet implementations today are switched Ethernet which does not use CSMA/CD. Many legacy LANS are likely still using CSMA/CD but interfacing to them through a router of switch poses no special network protocol problem.
	Complete: Noted and added to the rationale


	220) 
	Terry Smith 

SmithT@abacustech.com

Abacus Technology Corporation
	Page 142 IGMPv2
	
	The Internet Group Management Protocol (IGMP) is a component of any multicast arrangement designed in support of Publish-Subscribe as defined in DDS. Specifying the linkage between these standards here may be of benefit. 
	Complete: Added to the Relationships section


	221) 
	Terry Smith 

SmithT@abacustech.com

Abacus Technology Corporation
	Page 145 TELNET protocol
	IETF RFC 2581:TELNET Protocol May 1983
	IETF RFC 2581 is not related to TELNET. It is related to congestion control, which is discussed in the entry. The title “TELNET Protocol May 1983” should be changed to”TCP Congestion Control April 1999”
	Complete: Text was fixed


	222) 
	Terry Smith 

SmithT@abacustech.com

Abacus Technology Corporation
	Page 153 CORBA Rationale
	The capabilities of CORBA such as garmented ….
	Should be CORBA such as guaranteed …

The use of DDS within AT/FP infrastructures addresses many requirements. Within the DDS specification an example of one way of implementing DDS makes use of CORBA. However the concept of a broker or server managing the relationships between publishers and subscribers as would be the case with a standard implementation of CORBA both delays alarm messages  and add a single point of failure. OMG recognizing this has already started a project to create a DDS protocol other than CORBA. 
	Complete: Text was fixed and added to the rationale


	223) 
	Terry Smith 

SmithT@abacustech.com

Abacus Technology Corporation
	Page 198
	Synopsis “his standard”
	Should be “This standard”
	Complete: text was fixed


	224) 
	Terry Smith 

SmithT@abacustech.com

Abacus Technology Corporation
	Page 338 
	 Anti-Ram barriers
	The Department of State (DOS) standard is currently the only US standard for crash barriers. We should track work being done by the DoD to modify the DoS standard in order to address requirements that are different for DoD. 
	Complete: Noted


	225) 
	Terry Smith 

SmithT@abacustech.com

Abacus Technology Corporation
	Page 355 
	Power over Ethernet IEEE 802.3af
	This duplicates the entry on page 109 “IEEE Std. 802.3af although the versions referenced are different. But the rationales are the same text.
	Complete: duplicated was removed


	226) 
	Terry Smith 

SmithT@abacustech.com

Abacus Technology Corporation
	Glossary 
	US 
	Defined four times.
	Complete: duplicated were removed


	
	TV-2 DOCUMENT COMMENTS
	
	
	
	

	227) 
	Terry Smith 

SmithT@abacustech.com

Abacus Technology Corporation
	Page 24
	XSLT 2.0 DRAFT 5 November 2004
	Latest draft for XSLT IS DATED 9-15-05

This standard is already being incorporated into XML software products. 
	Complete: 2.0 was kept ion TV-2 because the document is still emerging.  Added version XSLT 1.0 to the TV-2 document


	228) 
	Terry Smith 

SmithT@abacustech.com

Abacus Technology Corporation
	Page 35 
	XSLT 2.0 DRAFT 12 November 2003
	This appears to duplicate the entry on page 24 – XSLT is a mapping specification tool and is likely to always be in a state of being updated. It appears that the entry on page 24 and page 35 are just different drafts of the same standard.
	Complete: Text was fixed 


	229) 
	Terry Smith 

SmithT@abacustech.com

Abacus Technology Corporation
	Page 36 
	RFC 3416 SNMP VERSION 2 
	The current version of SNMP is 3 (SNMPV3) SNMP has been in use for decades. Most hardware for networks such as switches and routers come with SNMP built in and these hardware units are updated to the latest versions as they are approved. 
	Complete: Moved to TV-1


	230) 
	Terry Smith 

SmithT@abacustech.com

Abacus Technology Corporation
	Page 37
	 IETF RFC 2228 File Transfer Protocol (FTP) 
	FTP is a pervasively used Internet protocol. It is defined in RFC 959. The RFC 2228 is for some security extensions. The RFC 2640 is for International extensions and the RFC 2773 is for encryption using skipjack
	Complete: Already in TV-1


	231) 
	Terry Smith 

SmithT@abacustech.com

Abacus Technology Corporation
	Page 38 
	SSH SECURE SHELL 
	This protocol has been in extensive use since the 2002 version was released. 
	Complete: This standard is not yet released, still in draft form, remains in TV-2


	232) 
	Terry Smith 

SmithT@abacustech.com

Abacus Technology Corporation
	Page 45 
	Table rows overlap footer of page 
	
	Complete: Moved to TV-1


	233) 
	Terry Smith 

SmithT@abacustech.com

Abacus Technology Corporation
	Page 59-
	PKCS 7
	PKCS 7 is the cryptographic msg std and has been in use within any PKI system for years 
	Complete: Moved to TV-1


	234) 
	Terry Smith 

SmithT@abacustech.com

Abacus Technology Corporation
	Page 60
	PKCS 12
	PKCS 12 is the personal information exchange std and has been in use within any PKI system for years
	Complete: Moved to TV-1


	235) 
	Terry Smith 

SmithT@abacustech.com

Abacus Technology Corporation
	Page 61
	PKCS15
	PKCS 15 is the cryptographic token std and has been in use within any PKI system for years
	Complete: Moved to TV-1


	236) 
	Terry Smith 

SmithT@abacustech.com

Abacus Technology Corporation
	Page 62
	 PKCS 11
	PKCS 11 is the cryptographic token interface  std and has been in use within any PKI system for years

RSA created a set of these standards that all work together to provide a secure PKI facility. If PKI is used then these standard are not optional they are required.  They number 1,3,5,6-13 and 15
	Complete: Moved to TV-1


	237) 
	Terry Smith 

SmithT@abacustech.com

Abacus Technology Corporation
	Page 72 
	DDS 
	This was noted as “emerging” on DISRonline a few weeks ago but is now simply listed as mandatory. Products using this standard are now available. Should this be listed in TV 2 or in TV 1?
	Complete: Moved to TV-1


	238) 
	Terry Smith 

SmithT@abacustech.com

Abacus Technology Corporation
	Page 93 
	RADIUS 
	This RFC is dated 1997. It has been a standard part of network security for dial in users since long before that date. 
	Complete: Moved to TV-1


	
	COMMENTS FOR TV-1
	
	
	
	

	239) 
	Nara Kamath 
nara.kamath@l-3com.com

Alban Deniz
alban.deniz@baker-research.com

	
	
	Should include AV, OV, and SV Table from DODAF?


	Complete: Noted

	240) 
	Nara Kamath 
nara.kamath@l-3com.com

Alban Deniz
alban.deniz@baker-research.com

	
	
	Application specifics re AES, IPSec, DES,  etc.  may need some additional guidance?

E.g., the document says AES for external connections with C2 but the rationale says for Access Control – need clarification.


	Complete: text was changed

	241) 
	Nara Kamath 
nara.kamath@l-3com.com

Alban Deniz
alban.deniz@baker-research.com

	
	
	Include more on VOIP and Video specifics?

NITF relationship with other video/image encoding standards


	Complete: VoIP standards were added to TV-2

	242) 
	Nara Kamath 
nara.kamath@l-3com.com

Alban Deniz
alban.deniz@baker-research.com

	
	
	IT Industry considers LDAP for high performance database

Fits well for detection data storage

	Complete: stadards were added

	243) 
	Nara Kamath 
nara.kamath@l-3com.com

Alban Deniz
alban.deniz@baker-research.com

	
	
	ISO/IEC 11179-1: Is a methodology standard.  Should we include this?


	Complete: standard remains in TV-1 for now

	244) 
	Nara Kamath 
nara.kamath@l-3com.com

Alban Deniz
alban.deniz@baker-research.com

	
	
	Building Wiring Standards (EIA/TIA 569) and Fiber Standards. Include more on CWDM and DWDM?


	Complete: standard remains in TV-1 for now

	245) 
	Nara Kamath 
nara.kamath@l-3com.com

Alban Deniz
alban.deniz@baker-research.com

	
	
	Should include RF MIL-STDs?; Also Defense Messaging Standards?


	Complete: standards were added

	246) 
	Nara Kamath 
nara.kamath@l-3com.com

Alban Deniz
alban.deniz@baker-research.com

	
	
	Are there standard solutions to security related instability  in 802.xx a/b/g and to improve stability of commercial wireless?


	Complete: standards were added

	247) 
	Nara Kamath 
nara.kamath@l-3com.com

Alban Deniz
alban.deniz@baker-research.com

	
	
	Should TV-1 address comparative rationale IPv4 and IPv6, DHCP vs fixed address?


	Complete: noted

	248) 
	Nara Kamath 
nara.kamath@l-3com.com

Alban Deniz
alban.deniz@baker-research.com

	
	
	Secure Shell (SSH) is a secure alternative to Telnet and should be in TV-1?


	Complete: SSH is not yet released (draft form) remains in TV-2

	249) 
	Nara Kamath 
nara.kamath@l-3com.com

Alban Deniz
alban.deniz@baker-research.com

	
	
	Should we include Controller Area Network (a standard for vehicle networking)in TV-1?


	Complete: standard remains in TV-1 for now

	
	COMMENTS ON TV-2

	
	
	
	

	250) 
	Nara Kamath 
nara.kamath@l-3com.com

Alban Deniz
alban.deniz@baker-research.com

	
	
	SSH is addressed in TV-2 but should be moved to TV-1?


	Complete: SSH is not yet released (draft form) remains in TV-2

	251) 
	Nara Kamath 
nara.kamath@l-3com.com

Alban Deniz
alban.deniz@baker-research.com

	
	
	RSVP in TV-2 should be moved to TV-1?

 RSVP is perhaps more relevant for better quality VOIP

	Complete: standard was added

	252) 
	Nara Kamath 
nara.kamath@l-3com.com

Alban Deniz
alban.deniz@baker-research.com

	
	
	More biometric standards in TV-1/TV-2?


	Noted

	253) 
	Nara Kamath 
nara.kamath@l-3com.com

Alban Deniz
alban.deniz@baker-research.com

	
	
	More on sensor technologies and RF and MIL-STDs?


	Noted

	
	COMMENTS ON TV-1
	
	
	
	

	254) 
	Steve Lau
Northrop Grumman Mission Systems Corporation
Steven.lau@ngc.com
	
	
	Triple DES: although is used, AES is required for new systems


	Complete: text was added

	255) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems Corporation
Steven.lau@ngc.com
	
	
	MIL-STD 188-220 : combat net radios, need to include in TV-1


	Complete: standards were added

	256) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems Corporation
Steven.lau@ngc.com
	
	
	MIL-STD 800 Environmental standards should be researched


	Complete: standards were added

	257) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems Corporation
Steven.lau@ngc.com
	
	
	Define Assessment vs. Surveillance in the introduction


	Complete: text was added

	
	COMMENTS FOR TV-2
	
	
	Need to add IEEE 61131-3 PLC standard


	Complete: standard was added

	258) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems Corporation
Steven.lau@ngc.com
	
	
	Rationales need to be updated: more details, not just generic text


	Complete: text was updated

	259) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems Corporation
Steven.lau@ngc.com
	
	
	ID Card 15693 needs to reference RFID not ID cards.  This can not be used for ID Cards.  1443-x is the ID Card standard and needs to be included in TV-1

	Complete: text was updated

	260) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems Corporation
Steven.lau@ngc.com
	
	
	Radio Network, mesh networks standards need to be added (Sandia)


	Complete: standards were added

	261) 
	Northrop Grumman Mission Systems Corporation
Steven.lau@ngc.com
	
	
	Biometric Standards: BioAPI 1.8 needs to be in TV-1


	Complete: standard was moved to TV-1

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	TV-1 COMMENTS PROVIDED: Sept 19, 2005: Wolf Haberman
	
	
	
	

	262) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Sept. 24, 2005


	TV-1
	1
	What about infrastructure ?
	Complete: This was added


	263) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Sept. 24, 2005


	TV-1
	1
	Why are these combined here?  They are separate in the body of the document?
	Complete: the titles were separated



	264) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Sept. 24, 2005


	TV-1
	3
	Whoudl say” used in gerating this TV-1”
	Complete: this text was added


	265) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Sept. 24, 2005


	TV-1
	4
	Public and non-proprietary are the same
	Complete: “public” was removed  


	266) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Sept. 24, 2005


	TV-1
	4


	Not clear who these are (“supporters”) Does this mean and their supporting contractors?
	Complete: removed “supporters”  



	267) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Sept. 24, 2005


	TV-1
	4
	Comments on the standards generated by this group will be documented and delivered as part of this TV-1.
	Complete: This text was removed


	268) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Sept. 24, 2005


	TV-1
	6
	“key to etablishing the scope of this effort is the DoD…”
	Complete: This sentenced was changed


	269) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Sept. 24, 2005


	TV-1
	6
	“integrated sub-system”  
“sub system”
	Complete: changed to “integrated whole”
Changed to “integrated group”



	270) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Sept. 24, 2005


	TV-1
	10
	“such as moving from draft-status to recommendation-status was available. In these cases that date has been used to define which standard is being specified.”
	Complete: removed this text


	271) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Sept. 24, 2005


	TV-1
	11
	Changes to the “Standard Defining Organizations (SDO)
	Complete: this section was removed because it is considered unncessary


	272) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Sept. 24, 2005


	TV-1
	13
	ITU-T Rec. x.509:200

Comment: why is Access Control checked?
	Complete: Access Control box was “unchecked”



	273) 
	
	
	
	
	

	274) 
	
	
	
	
	

	275) 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	TV-2 COMMENTS PROVIDED: Sept 19, 2005: Wolf Haberman
	
	
	
	

	276) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Sept. 24, 2005


	TV-2
	13
	OV-7:  “ Is OV meant here?
	

	277) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Sept. 24, 2005


	TV-2
	14
	“the period address by the TV-2”:  Need to explicitly state what this period is. i.e. for use on systems to be developed after FY 2007
	

	278) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Sept. 24, 2005


	TV-2
	14
	Recommend that “AT/FP” used consistently here
	

	279) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Sept. 24, 2005


	TV-2
	
	“current, proposed or emerging”:  see comment on TV-1 for applicability to TV-2
	

	280) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Sept. 24, 2005


	TV-2
	
	VPN Protection Rationale:  “VPN was selected because it is an acrhitectural…”  Change this rationale
	

	281) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Sept. 24, 2005


	TV-2
	
	SOAP: here an elsewhere, if the standards organization is not clearly stated in the title or standard title, then that organization should be addressed here
	

	282) 
	
	
	
	
	

	283) 
	
	
	
	
	

	284) 
	
	
	
	
	

	285) 
	
	
	
	
	

	286) 
	
	
	
	
	

	287) 
	
	
	
	
	

	288) 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	COMMENTS PROVIDED: “FOR COORDINATION DRAFT”
	
	
	
	

	
	TV-1 Comments
	
	
	
	

	289) 
	L3-GSI

10/03/05
	TV-1
	
	Federal Register / Vol. 70, No. 96 / Thursday, May 19, 2005 / Notices

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, National Institute of Standards and Technology

[Docket No. 040602169-5002-02]

Announcing Approval of the Withdrawal of Federal Information Processing Standard (FIPS) 46-3, Data Encryption Standard (DES); FIPS 74, Guidelines for Implementing and Using the NBS Data Encryption Standard; and FIPS 81, DES Modes of Operation AGENCY: National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST), Commerce.

<http://csrc.nist.gov/cryptval/05-9945-DES-Withdrawl.pdf>
	Complete: Removed the following standards:

1) FIPS PUB 46-3 Data Encryption Standard (DES)
2) FIPS PUB 81: DES Modes of Operation

	290) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Oct. 24, 2005
	
	14
	State when development must begin.


	

	291) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Oct. 24, 2005
	
	14
	Changes based on comments made on the second draft (Sept. 05) have not been incorporated.



	

	292) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Oct. 24, 2005
	
	
	Changes based on comments made on the second draft (Sept. 05) have not been incorporated.
	

	293) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Oct. 24, 2005
	
	16
	“Physical Security” defintiion: Suggest that some words be provided to introduce the two definitions below.  They seem to appear out of nowhere.


	

	294) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Oct. 24, 2005
	
	24
	Need some discussion as to how this relates to which standards have been selected for this TV-1.


	Complete: Removed the STANDARDS table.  This information was considered superfluous. 



	
	TV-2 Comments
	
	
	
	

	295) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Oct. 24, 2005


	TV-2
	10
	The USAF Electronic Systems Center Force Protection System Squadron (ESC/FPSS) at the Hanscom Air Force Base is the Lead in developing the PSE Architecture for SEIWG.
	Complete: Removed this text

	296) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Oct. 24, 2005


	TV-2
	10
	The Anti-Terrorism/Force Protection (AT/FP) Technical Standards Forecast (TV-2) is  a listing of standards and protocols that may be used in the future by the Services in the development and procurement of physical security systems, equipment and components within their domain. The purpose of the development of the TV-2 is to present, through the SEIWG, a truly joint services TV by collecting and assimilating as much applicable data from the US Army, US Navy, and US Marine Corps.  As the system views and operational views are developed by the other Services and provided, the list of standards and protocols will be expanded and reviewed for common features and potential technical issues.:
Comment: This is a copy of what is in the TV-1, and it needs to reflect what a TV-2 contains rather than a TV-1.
	Complete: Updated text per the comments

	297) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Oct. 24, 2005


	TV-2
	11
	The Electronic Systems Center Force Protection Command (ESC/FPSS) at the Hanscom Air Force Base is the Lead in developing the PSE Architecture for SEIWG.  The US Air Force- sponsored Integrated Base Defense Security System (IBDSS) program provides ESC/FPSS with extensive experience in base defense upgrades for a number of CONUS bases.
Comment: Suggest this be deleted as information not pertinent to the TV-1 for the PSEAG.
	Complete: Updated text per the comments

	298) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Oct. 24, 2005


	TV-2 
	12
	Placeholders will be assigned to denote work in progress in areas where information is not yet available….
Comment: Are placeholders used?  Recommend that this not be done.  Only include standards that have been completed and are likely to be accepted and used in the future.
	Complete: Updated text per the comments (deleted this text)

	299) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Oct. 24, 2005


	TV-2
	12
	Key to establishing scope for this effort is the DoD view of physical security equipment.  The Department of Defense (DOD) Joint Technical Architecture (JTA) mandates a set of standards and protocols for all DOD Command, Control,
Comment: Clarify that this is now DISR.
	Complete: Updated text per the comments (removed JTA reference and replaced with DISR)

	300) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Oct. 24, 2005


	TV-2
	12
	Anti-Terrorism/Force Protection (AT/FP) systems and equipment as part of their plans to implement the JTA.
Comment: Need lead in to definition paragraphs below.
	Complete: Updated text per the comments

	301) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Oct. 24, 2005


	TV-2
	13
	system functions, system data, hardware/software items, and/or communication protocols in SV-1, SV-2, SV-4, SV-6, OV-7, and SV-11 products, where applicable. In support of the architecture implementer or system designer, each standard listed in the profile is associated with the SV elements that implement or use that standard…

Comment: Should this be “forecast”? 
	Complete: changed to forecast

	302) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Oct. 24, 2005


	TV-2
	14
	The TV-2 contains forecast information about the availability of emerging standards over time. Emerging standards are expected to become essential for providing interoperability and netcentric services across the DoD enterprise over the period addressed by the TV-2.
Comment: Where is this stated?  It could be included here.
	Complete: changed to 2008, and updated DISR Online report reference

	303) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Oct. 24, 2005


	TV-2
	14
	The emerging standards focus on technology areas that are related to FP/AT and help to identify issues that may affect the architecture. This forecast information includes confidence factors as suggested by the source of the information. In order to avoid influencing system developers and architecture users toward a particular commercial solution, a conscious effort during the TV-2 product development was to focus only on technologies, Technical Services, and Standards that support them, while avoiding discussion of the actual commercial products that implement them. This approach avoids the appearance that a particular commercial solution is preferred, while simultaneously delivering a complete and unbiased description of the Technical Service and Standards available.  
Comments: 

1. “Confidence Factors” Are these specifically noted?  I only saw this as part of the Rationale statement.
2. “Support them”: Support what – both technologies and Technical Services or just the former?
	Complete: 
1. confidence factors reference was removed
2. “ technical services” text was removed



	304) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Oct. 24, 2005


	TV-2
	15
	Aren’t public and non-proprietary the same thing?
“Network centric”: Not all standards are related to the network.  Should this say, “where applicable”?
	Complete: “public” text removed

Removed “network centric” text


	305) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Oct. 24, 2005


	TV-2
	15
	“standards profile” : whould this be Standards Forecast?
	Complete: text changed to “forecast”



	306) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Oct. 24, 2005


	TV-2
	15
	… used for all DoD PSE design and acquisition efforts and will be adopted by materiel developers.
Comment: This may be true for TV-1, but is it also true for TV-2?
	Complete: text changed to “forecast”



	307) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Oct. 24, 2005


	TV-2
	16
	Not relation for HTTP provided.

Is there also a relationship to other standards, either in the TV-2 or the TV-1?
	Complete: Relationship added.


	308) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Oct. 24, 2005


	TV-2
	17


	HTTP rationale: I assume that this Rationale belongs with the standard on the preceding page.  If so, put the header in front of the next standard and use a page break to separate them. 

“The standard is currently an Emerging standard in the Department of Defense Information Technology Standards Registry and is expected to be elevated to Mandatory status by 2007.” 

Comment: Is this true even though it was enacted in 1999?
	Complete: 
Fixed the header format

Removed text:”and is expected to be elevated to Mandatory status by 2007.”



	309) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Oct. 24, 2005


	TV-2
	18
	This standard is a candidate to help the Program Manager determine what is likely to change within three years and to suggest that this is an area where upgradeability should be a concern. The standard is currently an Emerging standard in the in the Department of Defense Information Technology Standards Registry and is expected to be elevated to Mandatory status by 2007.

Comments: 

1) This comment appears to be part of the Rationale for a very large number of  the TV-2 standards.  Is there a better way of stating this rather than include it in each rationale?  

2) “2007”: Is this true even though it was enacted in 1999?


	Complete: 
This statement is implied by the definitions and overview provided in the introduction section (Section 1).  Perhaps this text should be eliminated because it is redundant
This text will be eliminated in the rationales. 

Those standards which are listed in DISR as emerging standards are indicated in the Service (DISR) column.  

	310) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Oct. 24, 2005


	TV-2
	19
	“draft-ietf-secsh-userauth-27.txt”: Is this supposed to be all lowercase?

“Enacted 09/15/05”: How can this be a draft and still be enacted?  is the date given the date it was enacted or the proposed enactment date?
Rationale: Will it replace or augment any existing standard(s), or is it completely new?
	Complete: 

The title of the document is in lower case
Fixed: not enacted, in draft form

Updates SSH standard

	311) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Oct. 24, 2005


	TV-2
	20
	draft-ietf-secsh-userauth-16.txt: SSH Authentication Protocol, 20 September 2002: See comments on prior standard.  Should this be combined with Layer Protocol and/or the Connection Protocol, etc.  or is it a completely separate standard.
Enacted:  see previous comments
	Complete: 

The SSH protocol drafts were consolidated.  Although each is a separate draft document, they are all part of the SSH-2 version.


	312) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Oct. 24, 2005


	TV-2
	21
	draft-ietf-secsh-connect-24.txt: SSH Connection Protocol, 19 February 2005.

Enacted:  see previous comments
	Complete: 

The SSH protocol drafts were consolidated.  Although each is a separate draft document, they are all part of the SSH-2 version.



	313) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Oct. 24, 2005


	TV-2
	23
	IEEE 802.3ah-2004: “proposed by NGMS”: If this is only in the proposal stage, it probably doesn’t belong here.  To be included in  the TV-2, it should be in the process of enactment (i.e., acceptance) as a standard that is already being used in the marketplace.
	Complete: 

The “proposed by NGMS” means



	314) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Oct. 24, 2005


	TV-2
	24
	IETF RFC 2228: File Transfer Protocol, October 1997
If this was enacted in 1997, why is it in TV-2 rather than in TV-1?
	Complete: 

Moved to TV-1

	
	TV-1 Comments
	
	
	
	

	315) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov. 1, 2005


	TV-1 3.3
	
	ANSI X3.135.10: Rationale is on the same page as and part of the next standard (ANSI/INCITS 303-1998 (R 2003)).  Needs to be on its own page.
	Complete: 

Rationale is now on its own page separated from the next standard.



	316) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 1, 2005


	TV-1 3.3
	
	ANSI/INCITS 303-1998(R 2003): Same comment as above.  
Also, if this provides the Physical and Signaling specification for the FC-PH-3 Interface, perhaps it should be a reference to that document rather than a separate standard.  
Also, the first and third hyperlinks do not provide clear useful information about this standard. 
Also, the second hyperlink brings the reader to INCITS 385-2004, not the standard listed here.
	Complete: 
Links fixed.



	317) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 1, 2005


	TV-1 3.3
	
	ANSI/INCITS 355-2001:
Similar comments to the one for ANSI/INCITS 303.  
Also, the hyperlink brings the reader to INCITS 385-2004, not the standard listed here.
	Complete: 

Links fixed.


	318) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 1, 2005


	TV-1 3.3
	
	ISO 9660: The abstract should be used as the synopsis, and some of what is in the synopsis probably belongs in the rationale
Also, the second hyperlink is inoperable.
	Complete: 

The abstract used as the synopsis and the rationale has been expanded.

The second link has been corrected.



	319) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 1, 2005


	TV-1 3.3
	
	ISO/IEC 9075-1: Only parts 1, 3 and 5 are included here and in the next two listed standards.  Parts 2 and 4 are excluded from this TV-1. Parts 1, 2 and 11 (according to the second hyperlink, which is for 9075-14 and is not included in this TV-1) provide the basic information on SQL formats and the others provide for extensions. [Note: The standards for -3 and -5 also have this same hyperlink.] 
In fifth line of Synopsis: “SQL). Was superseded by current 1999 version.”  should be: “SQL) - was superseded by current 1999 version. 
Also in Rationale, change to read: Because databases do not directly interface with each other, [deleted] they are not compelled to be as rigorous as they are in data communication.
	Complete: 

The second hyperlink for the parts 1, 3, and 5 have been corrected.

Changes made as suggested.



	320) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 1, 2005


	TV-1 3.3
	
	IETF RFC 2138: The rationale for this standard (and the two preceding ones) is that it is mandated by DoD.  The source of this mandate should be provided here and for other standards included in the TV-1 where the same statement is made.  
Also, the second line in the rationale repeats what is in the synopsis, but should not be part of both. 
The hyperlink leads to a memo on this standard but not to the standard itself.  In all cases, at least one of the hyperlinks used should provide direct access to the official standard.
	Complete: 
This standard is not mandated by DoD.  Rationales for the two preceding standards have been changed.
The synopsis and the rationale modified as suggested.

Only the memo on this standard is available on the web.

	321) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 1, 2005


	TV-1 3.3
	
	VESA Display Standards: Spelling of “devices” in first sentence.
First hyperlink does not appear to be applicable to this standard, and neither hyperlink provides access to the standard itself.  
The Synopsis includes material that should be in Relationships and/or in the Rationale sections.  While this was proposed by NGMS, it isn’t clear from the Rationale as why this series of standards should be adopted by the SEIWG for DoD use.
	Complete: 
Links fixed. 

Related standards from the synopsis moved to the rationale section.

	322) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 1, 2005


	TV-1
	246
	The page is blank.  Why?
	Complete: 
Page removed.

	323) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 3, 2005


	TV-1 3.6
	
	EIA-330: Reference not set up as a hyperlink.  Using address given does not provide a copy of the standard; it doesn’t appear to lead to any web site.  
It isn’t clear why this standard is being recommended by EIA and NGMS if RS-170 is the preferred standard.  Is a 1966 standard (40 years old) still valid?
	Complete: 
Link fixed. 

Redundant contents removed from the synopsis section.


	324) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 3, 2005


	TV-1 3.6
	
	ISO/IEC 13818-1:2000:
Need another zero on Date Enacted.  
The first hyperlink is for 13818-2 not the -1 version. Add a hyperlink to the standard itself, if possible, not just the ISO page that references the standard. 
Is this a DoD Mandated Standard for Motion Imagery as is stated for ISO/IEC 13818-2:2000?
	Complete: 
Link fixed.
This standard is also mandated by DoD.

	325) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 3, 2005


	TV-1 3.6
	
	ISO/IEC 13818-2:2000:
Add the first hyperlink in the previous standard (ISO/IEC 13818-1:2000), which is for 13818-2 not the -1 version.
	Complete: 


	326) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 3, 2005


	TV-1 3.6
	
	ISO/IEC 14496-2:2004:
Rationale should be on separate page, not attached to information on the next standard
	Complete: 


	327) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 3, 2005


	TV-1 3.6
	
	ITU-T H.264: Why is this called a “recommendation”?  
The first hyperlink is also applicable to ISO/IEC 14496-2:2004 and should be included there as well as here. 
The third hyperlink does not lead to
 an available site. The fourth hyperlink refers to MPEG-4, but not to H.264 (only H.261 and H.263).  
The fifth hyperlink is a general MPEG-4 reference and is also applicable to ISO/IEC 14496-2:2004.  
The third paragraph under Synopsis appears to state that this standard has not yet been enacted or generally accepted, but the enactment date is listed as 2002.  Is this paragraph still relevant? 
Rationale should be on separate page, not attached to information on the next standard.  Check grammar in Synopsis and Rationale.
	Complete: 
The synopsis is taken right out of DISR online entry for this standard.  Removed the word "recommendation".

Inoperable links fixed.
Links relevant to ISO/IEC 14496-2:2004 have been added to that section.

Third paragraph of the synopsis section removed because it is not relevant.

	328) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 3, 2005


	TV-1 3.6
	
	NTSC/PAL EIA-STD-170-A: Provide title for this standard. 
It is not clear that this standard will be applicable to any equipment to be provided today or in the future. The applicability of the first hyperlink, which applies to MPEG standard, is not clear.  
The third hyperlink provides little useful information, and the fourth provides no useful information. The term “Eastern Block countries” is no longer applicable.
	Complete: 
Title provided.
Links removed.

"Eastern Block countries" placed with France and Russia.

	329) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 3, 2005


	TV-1 3.7
	
	ISO/IEC 10918-4:1999:
Synopsis refers to this as a specification.  Is it a specification or a standard? 
Statement concerning application under Relationship is inappropriate for this TV-1, but might be included under Rationale.  It is also in disagreement with boxes checked under OV-2 Relationship. 
The first and fourth hyperlink is to a JPEG version 1.02, which is dated 1992.  They are the same document.  Is this still applicable here?  The second hyperlink is inoperable.  A better Rationale for its adoption by the SEIWG is needed.
	Complete: 
This is a standard.  Removed the paragraph referring to this a s a spec.

Second and fourth links removed.
Modified Relationship section and Rationale section as suggested.

	330) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 3, 2005


	TV-1 3.7
	
	ISO/IEC 15444-1:2004:
The second and third hyperlinks lead to a 15444-1:2000 version rather than the 2004 version indicated here.  
The Synopsis calls this a Recommendation/-Standard, yet it’s been enacted.  Is the word Recommended still applicable?
	Complete: 
This is a standard.

Removed second link.

Second link pertains to all versions of JPEG 2000.

	331) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 3, 2005


	TV-1 3.7
	
	ISO/IEC 15444-2:2004:
Can this or and should this be combined with ISO/IEC 15444-1:2004?  
This also has a hyperlink to the JPEG 2000, but explains under Relationship its connection to that JPEG standard.
	Complete: 
No.  While JPEG 2000 refers to all parts of the standard, ISO/IEC 15444-1:2004 is an International Standard and is a DoD mandated standard.  ISO/IEC 15444-2:2004 is a DoD emerging standard.

Hyperlink now points to the JPEG 2000 Part 2.

	332) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 3, 2005


	TV-1 3.7
	
	ISO/IEC FCD 15444-3:
Can this or and should this be combined with ISO/IEC 15444-1:2004?
	Complete: 
No.  While JPEG 2000 refers to all parts of the standard, ISO/IEC 15444-1:2004 is an International Standard and is a DoD mandated standard.  ISO/IEC 15444-3:2004 defines a new format called MJ2. 



	333) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 3, 2005


	TV-1 3.7
	
	ISO/IEC 15444-3:2002/Amd 2:2003: Can this or and should this be combined with ISO/IEC 15444-1:2004?
	Complete: 
No.  While JPEG 2000 refers to all parts of the standard, ISO/IEC 15444-1:2004 is an International Standard and is a DoD mandated standard.  ISO/IEC 15444-3:2002/Amd 2:2003 defines MJ2 derived from ISO base media file format.

	334) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 3, 2005


	TV-1 3.7
	
	ISO/IEC 15444-6:2003:
The bottom part of the Synopsis appears to be cut off.
	Complete: 


	335) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 3, 2005


	TV-1 3.7
	
	ISO/IEC FDIS 15444-9:
Provide additional Rationale as to why this standard should be adopted by the SEIWG.
	Complete: 
New rationale provided.


	336) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 3, 2005


	TV-1 3.7
	
	GIF v89a: Needs a better description of the Relationship between this standard and others.
	Complete: 


	337) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 3, 2005


	TV-1 3.7
	
	ANSI/ISO/IEC 9636: This is a good example of the combination of different parts of the same standard into a single entry in TV-1.  This should be done wherever else it is feasible to do so.  
The first hyperlink only provides reference to Part 1, while the second references all six parts.  Is the first hyperlink necessary?  
The bottom part of the Synopsis appears to be cut off.  
A statement of the relationship of this standard to other is missing.  
A better Rationale for adoption needs to be stated.
	Complete: 
First link removed.

Relationship section completed.

Better rationale provided.

	338) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 3, 2005


	TV-1 3.7
	
	MISP v2.4: The first hyperlink is inoperable.  
The bottom part of the Synopsis and Relationship sections appears to be cut off.  
It appears that part of the Rationale belongs in the Synopsis.
	Complete: 
Link fixed.

Rationale section revised as suggested.

	339) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 3, 2005


	TV-1 3.7
	
	ISO 19107:2003: The bottom part of the Relationship section appears to be cut off.
	Complete: 


	340) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 3, 2005


	TV-1 3.7
	
	ISO 19108:2002: The bottom part of the Relationship section appears to be cut off. 
This says the same thing as ISO 19107:2003 with respect to replacement of MIL-STF-2407.
	Complete: 


	341) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 3, 2005


	TV-1 3.7
	
	ISO 19110:2005: The bottom part of the Relationship section appears to be cut off. 
This says the same thing as ISO 19107:2003 with respect to replacement of MIL-STF-2407. A better Rationale for adoption needs to be stated
	Complete:
Rationale revised.

	342) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 3, 2005


	TV-1 3.7
	
	DGIWG FACC: If this is a STANAG, is there a number associated with it?  If so that should be used as the primary reference.  
The second hyperlink was not set up for automatic use.  
The bottom part of the Synopsis appears to be cut off.  
A better Rationale for adoption needs to be stated.
	Complete:

No, there is no number associated with it.
Second link fixed.

Rationale revised.

	343) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 3, 2005


	TV-1 3.7
	
	ISO/IEC 15948:
Number should be 15948:2003.
	Complete: 


	
	TV-2 Comments
	
	
	
	

	344) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 8, 2005


	TV-2 2.3
	84
	Put first standard (ANSI/INCITS 230-1994) on this page.
	Complete: 


	345) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 8, 2005


	TV-2 2.3
	
	ANSI/INCITS 230-1994:
Define HIPPI, IPI, SCSI.  
The second hyperlink leads to the standard and should be put first.  The first only links to the INCITS Web Site.  The second hyperlink also states “REPLACED by ANSI/INCITS 373”, which requires explanation.  
Why is this an emerging standard, since it was enacted by ANSI in 1994?
	Complete: 
Replaced by a new standard, ANSI/INCITS 373. 

	346) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 8, 2005


	TV-2 2.3
	
	ANSI/INCITS 297:1997 
(R 2002): This only explains updates to ANSI X3.230-1994, which appears to have been replaced by ANSI/INCITS 230-1994.  
The second hyperlink leads to the standard and should be put first.  The first only links to the INCITS Web Site.  
Why is this an emerging standard, since it was enacted by ANSI in 1997?
	Complete: 
Replaced by a new standard, ANSI/INCITS 373.

	347) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 8, 2005


	TV-2 2.3
	
	ANSI/INCITS 348-2001: The second hyperlink, which isn’t active, would lead to the standard and should be put first.  The first only links to the INCITS Web Site.  
Why is this an emerging standard, since it was enacted by ANSI in 2001? 
 The rationale for including this standard and the preceding two are the same, all applying to Fibre Channel use.  Does this supersede the others, or is it an alternative to the others?  Should all three be included in TV-2 (or TV-1) or only the most recent?
	Complete: 
Links reordered and fixed.

This is an emerging standard according to DISR.

ANSI/INCITS 373, which replaced the preceding two standards, deals with a transport layer whereas this standard deals with generic services.
Rationale revised.

	348) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 8, 2005


	TV-2 2.3
	
	ANSI/INCITS 332-1999:
The second hyperlink leads to the standard and should be put first.  The first only links to the INCITS Web Site.  
Why is this an emerging standard, since it was enacted by ANSI in 1999?  
The rationale for adopting this standard and the preceding three are the same, but this applies to a different use.  Make this rationale (and the preceding ones) more specific.
	Complete: 
Links reordered and fixed.

This is an emerging standard according to DISR.

Rationale revised.

	349) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 8, 2005


	TV-2 2.3
	
	ANSI/INCITS 352-2002:
This is a later standard than the previous ones, but for a similar use.  Some more information is needed on how each of these standards differ, so that the most appropriate can be applied by the specifying agency. 
The second hyperlink leads to the standard and should be put first.  The first only links to the INCITS Web Site.  
The rationale for including this standard and the preceding four are the same, but this applies to a different use.  Make this rationale (and the preceding ones) more specific.
	Complete: 
Links reordered and fixed.

Rationale revised.

	350) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 8, 2005


	TV-2 2.3
	
	ANSI/INCITS 357-2002:
The second hyperlink leads to the standard and should be put first.  The first only links to the INCITS Web Site.  
The rationale for including this standard and the preceding ones are the same, but this applies to a different use.  Make this rationale (and the preceding ones) more specific.  
Put Rationale on separate page.
	Complete: 
Links reordered and fixed.

Rationale revised.

	351) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 8, 2005


	TV-2 2.3
	
	ANSI/INCITS X3.289-1996: The title of this standard is missing.  
In the Synopsis the word “descries“ should be “describes”.  
The second hyperlink leads to the standard and should be put first.  The first only links to the INCITS Web Site.  
The rationale for including this standard and the preceding ones are the same, but this applies to a different use.  Make this rationale (and the preceding ones) more specific.
	Complete: 
Title added.
Spelling corrected.

Links reordered and fixed.

Rationale revised.

	352) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 8, 2005


	TV-2 2.3
	
	IETF RFC 2289: The two hyperlinks lead to slightly different formulations of the same document.  This is confusing.  Select the most appropriate for the reference. 
Since this was enacted in 1998, why is it still an emerging standard for authentication?  Explain in the Rationale section.
	Complete: 
Link corrected.
This is an emerging standard according to the DISR.

	353) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 8, 2005


	TV-2 2.3
	
	ISO/IEC 9075-2: If this has been accepted by ANSI, ISO and IEC, why is it still an “emerging” standard?
	Complete: 
This is an emerging standard according to the DISR.

	354) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 8, 2005


	TV-2 2.3
	
	ISO/IEC 9075-3:1999: The hyperlink has this as “ISO/IEC 9075-3:2003”, not 1999.  It also states that it is in stage 60.60 with a stage date (not an enactment date) of 12/15/03.
If this has been accepted by ANSI, ISO and IEC, why is it still an “emerging” standard?
	Complete: 
1999 changed to 2003.
ISO standards do not have enactment date associated with them.  Only the published dates.

60.60 (international standard published) date is 12/15/03.

This is an emerging standard according to the DISR.



	355) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 8, 2005


	TV-2 2.3
	
	ISO/IEC 9075-4: Add “:2003” at end of number, per hyperlink.  This is a revision to the 1999 version, and should be so stated. The hyperlink states that it is in stage 60.60 with a stage date (not an enactment date) of 12/15/03.
	Complete: 
ISO standards do not have enactment date associated with them.  Only the published dates.

60.60 (international standard published) date is 12/15/03.

	356) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 8, 2005


	TV-2 2.5
	
	draft-ietf-idwg-idmef-xml-06.txt: 
Should the title be in caps or initial caps?  
Are there any relationships between these and other standards included in either TV-1 or TV-2?  If so, list in Relationships column.  
Place the Rationale on its own page, not on the same page as the next standard.
	Complete: 
All lower case is how this standard is listed everywhere.
No relationships.



	357) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 8, 2005


	TV-2 2.5
	
	IDS Sensor-2001: The first hyperlink is to IDS Sensor Protection Profile, Version 1.2, which is ISO/IEC 15408:1999 and is dated April 27, 2005.  Why are different dates used in the STANDARDS column?  The second hyperlink appears to refer to a set of related standards. 
Are any of these included in TV-1 or TV-2? 
The Rationale does not clearly state why it should be included in the TV-2, only that it is an emerging standard.  Actually, it appears that the referenced standard is an update of earlier versions.
	Complete: 
Date has been corrected to 4/27/05.  It was a typing error.

The second link has been corrected to point to the IDS Sensor-2001.

Relationship section has also been revised.

Rationale section revised.


	358) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 8, 2005


	TV-2 2.5
	
	IEEE 1451.5: The first hyperlink should lead directly to the standard, not to a web page from which the standard can be accessed.  The latter could be a second hyperlink. It is not clear why the IEEE web page is the second hyperlink and why it’s included at all.  
Stating “Under Development” for this type of standard is good and should be used wherever else it’s applicable.
	Complete: 
Links fixed.

	359) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 8, 2005


	TV-2 2.5
	
	IEEE 1451.6: The term CANopen needs to be explained.  Also, see comments on IEEE 1451.5.
	Complete: 
Links fixed.
CANopen explained.

	360) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 8, 2005


	TV-2 2.5
	
	SLP-MSG-210:
The referenced document is more of a white paper than a standard.  
Is it appropriate to include in the TV-2?  Are any of the references in the white paper itself included in either the TV-2 or the TV-1?  Is this developing standard related to any other existing or to be developed standards?
	Complete:
It is appropriate to include it in the TV-2.  It is an emerging standard according to DISR.

	361) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 8, 2005


	TV-2 2.8
	
	ANSI/AIAA R-004: The first hyperlink should lead directly to the standard, not to a web page from which the standard can be accessed.  The latter could be a second hyperlink. 
The relationship to ISO 1151-1 and -3 should be included in the Relationship column.
	Complete: 
Links fixed.
Relationship added.

	362) 
	Wolf Haberman

Wolf.Haberman.ctr@hanscom.af.mil
Nov 8, 2005


	TV-2 2.8
	
	SAE J1708: This hyperlink is not available.  
The relationship to ISO 1151-1 and -3 should be included in the Relationship column.
	Complete: 
Link fixed.

Relationship added.

	
	TV-1 Comments
	
	
	
	

	363) 
	SPAWAR, Chris Hernandez,

Comm 843-218-4613, chris.hernandez@navy.mil

Nov 9, 2005


	TV-1 1.3
	3-4
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization]- The section goes between past and future tenses.

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical]

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document]

Recommendation: Reconcile tenses within the section

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 
Changed will to is.

	364) 
	SPAWAR, Chris Hernandez,

Comm 843-218-4613, chris.hernandez@navy.mil

Nov 9, 2005


	TV-1 3.3.1
	245
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization] Link #1 I believe had an extra “.” In the address link

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical]

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document]

Recommendation: Update link to:

http://www.opengl.org/documentation/specs/version1.2/opengl1.2.1.pdf

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 
Link fixed.

	365) 
	SPAWAR, Chris Hernandez,

Comm 843-218-4613, chris.hernandez@navy.mil

Nov 9, 2005


	TV-1 3.4.1
	260
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization] 

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical] ANSI/NIST has published the ITL 1-2000 as SP 500-245, 

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document] 

Recommendation: It may be worth noting somewhere in the synopsis that these are the same documents and that the SP document is freely available

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 
Noted in the synopsis section.
Link to the SP document added.

	366) 
	SPAWAR, Chris Hernandez,

Comm 843-218-4613, chris.hernandez@navy.mil

Nov 9, 2005


	TV-1 3.4.1
	260
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization] 

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical] The DoD has released the Electronic Biometric Transmission Specification Version 1.1. This describes the transactional functionality required to interface with DoD’s Automated Biometric Identification System (ABIS). 

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document]

Recommendation: At the very least a footnote or reference to this spec. should be included in the ITL 1-2000 section.

Rationale: While this is only a spec. and not standard, it is important for a system that may want to interface with ABIS

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 
Reference to the suggested spec included in the Relationship section.  Link to the spec also provided.

	367) 
	SPAWAR, Chris Hernandez,

Comm 843-218-4613, chris.hernandez@navy.mil

Nov 9, 2005


	TV-1 3.4.1
	260
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization] 

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical] International standard ISO/IEC 19794-1:2005 (BioAPI 2.0) has been released. This new standard is not addressed here or in TV-2.

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document]

Recommendation: Vendors are already looking to build to this new standard. It is important that integrators are aware of this new development, if only a mention in TV-2

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 
Replace ISO/IEC FCD 19794-1 in TV-2 with the suggested standard ISO/IEC 19794-1:2005 BioAPI 2.0

	368) 
	SPAWAR, Chris Hernandez,

Comm 843-218-4613, chris.hernandez@navy.mil

Nov 9, 2005


	TV-1 3.4.1
	264
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization] –“(2) Marketplace disadvantages of X.984 technology.  Only two small companies offer X9.84 software development tools…..”

I believe you are referring to the same product when referring to X.984 and X9.84

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical] 

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document]

Recommendation: Change to X9.84 throughout the section

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 


	369) 
	SPAWAR, Chris Hernandez,

Comm 843-218-4613, chris.hernandez@navy.mil

Nov 9, 2005


	TV-1 3.4.1
	265
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization] Rationale sentence is missing a period at the end

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical] 

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document]

Recommendation: Add a period

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 
Link fixed.

Relationship added.

	370) 
	SPAWAR, Chris Hernandez,

Comm 843-218-4613, chris.hernandez@navy.mil

Nov 9, 2005


	TV-1 3.4.1
	291
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization] Line spacing in synopsis section is not consistent with other sections.

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical] 

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document]

Recommendation: 

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 


	371) 
	SPAWAR, Chris Hernandez,

Comm 843-218-4613, chris.hernandez@navy.mil

Nov 9, 2005


	TV-1 3.4.1
	293
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization] “CBEFF s…..”

Character did not transfer from copy/paste.

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical] 

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document]

Recommendation: Change to ‘

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 


	372) 
	SPAWAR, Chris Hernandez,

Comm 843-218-4613, chris.hernandez@navy.mil

Nov 9, 2005


	TV-1 3.4.1
	282
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization] 

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical] SP’s 800-73/78 are mentioned separately from FIPS 201 section. Is there a reason 800-76 was not addressed separately as well?

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document]

Recommendation: 

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 
SP's 800-76 was not addressed separately because it is still in draft.

	373) 
	SPAWAR, Chris Hernandez,

Comm 843-218-4613, chris.hernandez@navy.mil

Nov 9, 2005


	TV-1 3.4.1
	286
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization] Different font size than rest of document

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical] 

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document]

Recommendation: 

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 


	374) 
	SPAWAR, Chris Hernandez,

Comm 843-218-4613, chris.hernandez@navy.mil

Nov 9, 2005


	TV-1 3.4.1
	287
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization] I was not able to get links 2, 3 to work. 

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical] 

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document]

Recommendation: 

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 
Link 2 removed. Link 3 is operational.

	375) 
	SPAWAR, Chris Hernandez,

Comm 843-218-4613, chris.hernandez@navy.mil

Nov 9, 2005


	TV-1 Appendix E
	413
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization] 

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical] ANSI/INCITS M1 has a vocabulary register that gives the internationally recognized definition for biometric terms

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document]

Recommendation: Use ANSI/INCITS definitions for biometric terms. Include minutia, as a term to be defined.

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 


	
	TV-2 Comments
	
	
	
	

	376) 
	SPAWAR, Chris Hernandez,

Comm 843-218-4613, chris.hernandez@navy.mil

Nov 9, 2005


	TV-2 2.4
	103
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization]

Link #3 does not work

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical]

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document]

Recommendation: 

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 
Link fixed.

	377) 
	SPAWAR, Chris Hernandez,

Comm 843-218-4613, chris.hernandez@navy.mil

Nov 9, 2005


	TV-2 2.4
	127
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization]

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical] ISO/IEC FCD 19794-1 is the BioAPI 2.0 that I alluded to in TV-1

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document]

Recommendation: Research BioAPI 2.0, name it as such.

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 
ISO/IEC FCD 19794-1 has been renamed to ISO/IEC 19794-1:2005 BioAPI 2.0.
Synopsis has been changed accordingly.

	378) 
	SPAWAR, Chris Hernandez,

Comm 843-218-4613, chris.hernandez@navy.mil

Nov 9, 2005


	TV-2 2.4
	129
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization] No synopsis, this presentation will help guide you. http://www.biometrics.org/bc2005/Presentations/Conference/2%20Tuesday%20September%2020/Tue_Ballroom%20B/Campbel_Interoperability%20&%20Conformance%20Testingl.pdf

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical]

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document]

Recommendation: 

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 


	379) 
	SPAWAR, Chris Hernandez,

Comm 843-218-4613, chris.hernandez@navy.mil

Nov 9, 2005


	TV-2 2.4
	136
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization] Name of standard is listed twice.

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical]

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document]

Recommendation: Delete one

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 
The entries are for parts 1 and 2 for 19785

	380) 
	SPAWAR, Chris Hernandez,

Comm 843-218-4613, chris.hernandez@navy.mil

Nov 9, 2005


	TV-2 2.4
	137
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization]

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical]

I am not sure why CBEFF is in TV-2 as well as TV-1. It is as mature a biometric standard as possible given the newness of the technology.

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document]

Recommendation: Please explain reason for placing in both TV-1&2

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 
NISTIR 6529 listed in TV-1 concerns with the Common Biometric Exchange File Format (CBEFF) whereas ISO/IEC FDIS 19785-1 listed in TV-2 concerns with the Common Biometric Exchange Formats Framework.

	381) 
	SPAWAR, Chris Hernandez,

Comm 843-218-4613, chris.hernandez@navy.mil

Nov 9, 2005


	TV-2 2.4
	139
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization]

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical]

It is not clear as to why this standard is both in TV-1&2. 

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document]

Recommendation: Recommend removing from TV-2 and leaving in TV-1

Rationale: This is a mature standard in the biometric community

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 
The document is correct as is.

	382) 
	SPAWAR, Chris Hernandez,

Comm 843-218-4613, chris.hernandez@navy.mil

Nov 9, 2005


	TV-2 Acronyms
	
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization]

Method of identifying acronyms is not consistent, sometimes full name is listed in the same grid, other times its spelled out in the adjacent grid

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical]

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document]

Recommendation: Either way is fine, consistency is the key

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 
Acronyms spelled out in the adjacent grid for both TV-1 and TV-2 for consistency.  Re-alphabetized.

	
	TV-1 Comments
	
	
	
	

	383) 
	Terrill Smith, Abacus Tech
Nov 2, 2005
	TV-1
	
	Geospatial Standards:

Significant work at ISO [Technical committee 211 (ISO/TC 211)] has been completed and is continuing. These standards should be included in the TV-1 and TV-2. The following table contains suggestions. 

Rcmd 

for
Existing or emerging standard
Brief Description

TV-1
ISO 6709:1983

STD representation of latitude, longitude and altitude for geographic point locations

TV-2
ISO/CD 6709

STD representation of latitude, longitude and altitude for geographic point locations

TV-1
ISO 19101:2002

Geographic info -- Reference model

TV-2
ISO/WD 19101-2

Geographic info -- Reference model -- Part 2: Imagery

TV-1
ISO/TS 19103:2005

Geographic info -- Conceptual schema language

TV-1
ISO 19105:2000

Geographic info -- Conformance and testing

TV-1
ISO 19106:2004

Geographic info -- Profiles

Already in TV-1
ISO 19107:2003

Geographic info -- Spatial schema

Already in TV-1
ISO 19108:2002

Geographic info -- Temporal schema

TV-1
ISO 19109:2005
Geographic info -- Rules for application schema

Already in TV-1
ISO 19110:2005

Geographic info -- Methodology for feature cataloguing

TV-1
ISO 19111:2003

Geographic info -- Spatial referencing by coordinates

TV-2
ISO/DIS 19111
Geographic info -- Spatial referencing by coordinates

TV-1
ISO 19112:2003

Geographic info -- Spatial referencing by geographic identifiers

TV-1
ISO 19113:2002

Geographic info -- Quality principles

TV-2
ISO 19113:2002/NP Amd 1

TV-1
ISO 19114:2003

Geographic info -- Quality evaluation procedures

TV-1
ISO 19114:2003/Cor 1:2005

TV-1
ISO 19115:2003

Geographic info -- Metadata

TV-2
ISO/WD 19115-2

Geographic info -- Metadata -- Part 2: Extensions for imagery and gridded data

TV-1
ISO 19116:2004

Geographic info -- Positioning services

TV-1
ISO 19117:2005

Geographic info -- Portrayal

TV-1
ISO 19118:2005

Geographic info -- Encoding

TV-1
ISO 19119:2005

Geographic info -- Services

TV-1
ISO/TR 19120:2001

Geographic info -- Functional STDs

TV-1
ISO/TR 19121:2000

Geographic info -- Imagery and gridded data

TV-1
ISO/TR 19122:2004

Geographic info / Geomatics -- Qualification and certification of personnel

TV-1
ISO 19123:2005

Geographic info -- Schema for coverage geometry and functions

TV-1
ISO 19125-1:2004

Geographic info -- Simple feature access -- Part 1: Common architecture

TV-1
ISO 19125-2:2004

Geographic info -- Simple feature access -- Part 2: SQL option

TV-1
ISO/TS 19127:2005

Geographic info -- Geodetic codes and parameters

TV-2
ISO/PRF 19128

Geographic info -- Web map server interface

TV-2
ISO/WD TS 19129

Geographic info -- Imagery, gridded and coverage data framework

TV-2
ISO/CD 19130

Geographic info -- Sensor and data models for imagery and gridded data

TV-2
ISO/DIS 19131

Geographic info -- Data product specification

TV-2
ISO/CD 19132

Geographic info -- Reference model -- Location based services framework

TV-1
ISO 19133:2005

Geographic info -- Location-based services -- Tracking and navigation

TV-2
ISO/DIS 19134

Geographic info -- Location based services -- Multimodal routing and navigation

TV-1
ISO 19135:2005

Geographic info -- Procedures for item registration

TV-2
ISO/DIS 19136

Geographic info -- Geography Markup Language (GML)

TV-2
ISO/DIS 19137

Geographic info -- Generally used profiles of the spatial schema and of similar important other schemas

TV-2
ISO/CD TS 19138

Geographic info -- Data quality measures

TV-2
ISO/CD TS 19139

Geographic info -- Metadata -- XML schema implementation 

TV-2
ISO/CD 19141

Geographic info -- Schema for moving features

TV-2
ISO/AWI 19142

Geographic info -- Web Feature Service

TV-2
ISO/AWI 19143

Geographic info -- Filter encoding


	Complete: 
The following suggested standards have been added to TV-1:

ISO 6709:1983
ISO 19101:2002
ISO/TS 19103:2005
ISO 19106:2004
ISO 19109:2005
ISO 19111:2003

ISO 19112:2003
ISO 19113:2002
ISO 19114:2003
ISO 19115:2003
ISO 19117:2005
ISO 19118:2005
ISO 19119:2005
ISO/TR 19120:2001
ISO/TR 19121:2000
ISO/TR 19122:2004
ISO 19125-1:2004
ISO 19125-2:2004
ISO/TS 19127:2005
ISO 19133:2005
ISO/CD 6709
ISO/WD 19101-2
ISO 19105:2000
ISO/DIS 19111
ISO 19113:2002/NP Amd 1
ISO 19114:2003/Cor 1:2005 

ISO/WD TS 19129
ISO/DIS 19131
ISO/CD 19132

The following suggested standards have been added to TV-2:

ISO/PRF 19128
ISO/CD 19130
The following suggested standards already exist in TV-2:

ISO/WD 19115-2
ISO 19123:2005
ISO 19135:2005
ISO/CD TS 19139
The following suggested standards have not been added due to their lack of information available to rationalize their inclusion:
ISO/DIS 19134
ISO/DIS 19136
ISO/DIS 19137
ISO/CD TS 19138
ISO/CD 19141
ISO/AWI 19142
ISO/AWI 19143


	384) 
	Terrill Smith, Abacus Tech
Nov 2, 2005
	TV-1
	
	The United States National CAD Standard (NCS)  published by the National Institute of Building Sciences, and supported by the American Institute of Architect’s CAD Layer Guidelines, and  the construction Specification Institute’s Uniform Drawing System and Tri-service Plotting Guidelines as promulgates by the U.S. Department of Defense CAD/GIS Technology Center; all relate to creating and using uniform site layouts, images and drawings. 

http://www.nationalcadstandard.org/samples.html

https://tsc.wes.army.mil/

These standards are relevant in that they relate to location imaging and referencing for infrastructure (wiring, utilities, communication etc.) and building layout and object location.  The two links above provide a starting point for selection and inclusion of these standards and guidelines. 


	Noted. 


	385) 
	Terrill Smith, Abacus Tech
Nov 2, 2005
	TV-1
	1
	“Each listed standard will include; the title, version, date of enactment, synopsis of standard, rationale for including standard, relationships between standard and others, category of equipment to which the standard relates, information regarding an authoritative copy of the standard can be obtained.”

Consider changing to be ….

“Each listed standard includes; the title, version, date of enactment, synopsis of standard, rationale for including standard, relationships between standards, category of equipment to which the standard relates, and information regarding how an authoritative copy of the standard may be obtained.”


	Complete: 


	386) 
	Terrill Smith, Abacus Tech
Nov 2, 2005
	TV-1 1.5
	
	“Each listed standard will include; the title, version, date of enactment, synopsis of standard, rationale for including standard, relationships between standard and others, category of equipment to which the standard relates, information regarding an authoritative copy of the standard can be obtained.”

Consider changing to be ….

“Each listed standard includes; the title, version, date of enactment, synopsis of standard, rationale for including standard, relationships between standards, category of equipment to which the standard relates, and information regarding how an authoritative copy of the standard may be obtained.”


	Complete: 


	387) 
	Terrill Smith, Abacus Tech
Nov 2, 2005
	TV-1 2.3 Following IT Industry Technical Directions
	
	The phrase “net centric” is used throughout the document. Sometimes rendered as “netcentric”, other times as” net centric” or “net-centric”.  I suggest that either “Net Centric”, “net centric” or “net-centric” be used consistently.
	Complete: 
"net-centric" used for consistency.

	388) 
	Terrill Smith, Abacus Tech
Nov 2, 2005
	TV-1 1.2
	
	1.2 Purpose 

“The AT/FP TV-1 will be a listing of standards and protocols currently used by the USAF, USN, USA, USMC, security vendors, and program managers in the development and procurement of physical security systems, equipment and components within their domain and those proposed by the Services for current and future use.”  

Consider the following change. 

1.2 Purpose 

“The AT/FP TV-1 is a listing of standards and protocols currently used by the USAF, USN, USA, USMC, security vendors, and program managers in the development and procurement of physical security systems, equipment and components within their domain and those proposed by the Services for current and future use.”  


	Complete: 


	389) 
	Terrill Smith, Abacus Tech
Nov 2, 2005
	TV-1 3.1.1
	
	Architectr should be Architecture 

Srvillnce should Surveillance

Assesmnt should Assessment

Infrastructr should be Infrastructure 

                   [Should be changed on all pages]


	Complete: 
Architectr changed to Architecture.

Others remain the same for formatting purposes.

	390) 
	Terrill Smith, Abacus Tech
Nov 2, 2005
	TV-1 3.1.1
	
	Mngmnt should be Management


	Complete: 


	391) 
	Terrill Smith, Abacus Tech
Nov 2, 2005
	TV-1 3.2
	
	IEEE 1379 is a standard for the Power Distribution Industry. It is currently being revised extensively. The related effort by the Power Distribution component of the IEEE to develop a standard for SCADA has to-date produced a draft but the standard is not yet approved.

SCADA (Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition) systems are used in industrial and civil engineering applications to control distributed systems from a master location. SCADA is a very broad umbrella that describes solutions across a large variety of industries, including but not limited to the following:

 Electric power generation, transmission and distribution

 Environmental control systems

 Traffic signals

 Water management systems

 Mass transit systems

 Manufacturing systems

SCADA may be incompatible with existing SEIWG directions regarding IP and XML, except between PLCs and RTUs. 

IEEE 1379 may not be compatible with the existing focus on IP/XML. It is focused on the communication between the RTU and the PLC.  

SCADA has never been a standard. It is a class of software system related to industrial control systems.  The drafts standard can be found at 

http://grouper.ieee.org/groups/sub/wgc3/c37sections/drafts/IEEE%20C37.1%20draft1%20rev1.2a.doc

And additional information at http://www.absoluteastronomy.com/encyclopedia/s/sc/scada4.htm

The IEC 61131-3 standard’s purpose is to make a program developed for one PLC easy to move to another manufacturer’s PLC. I did not find this standard mentioned in the TV-1 or the TV-2. 

Recommend review of the inclusion of IEEE 1379, move SCADA to TV-2 it may apply to the communication between PLCs , RTUs and analog sensor hardware 

IEC 61131-3 is a standard published in December 1993 by the IEC. It defines five PLC programming language standards:

•
Ladder logic 

•
Sequential function chart 

•
Function block diagram 

•
Structured text 

•
Instruction list 

It is the third publication in the series IEC 61131.

Recommend: Put IEC 61131 in TV-1, Put IEEE 1379 and SCADA in TV-2
	Complete: 
Additional links provided for SCADA.

Separate section on SCADA is not necessary since IEEE 1379 describes it.

IEEE 1379 should stay in TV-1 since SCADA systems are now being used for the controls of ancillary systems in Force protection systems.
IEC 61131 added to TV-1.

	392) 
	Terrill Smith, Abacus Tech
Nov 2, 2005
	TV-1
	
	The following URL is for the Multiple Protocol Label Switching technical team at the IETF. The initial set of MPLS standards are complete but this task team is pushing MPLS to a second release. MPLS should be in either TV-1 or TV-2.  http://www.ietf.org/html.charters/mpls-charter.html


	Complete: 
IETF RFC 3031:MPLS Architecture has been added to TV-1.

	393) 
	Terrill Smith, Abacus Tech
Nov 2, 2005
	TV-1 3.2
	
	Fibre should be Fiber
	Complete: 
common industry usage has adopted the French spelling (Fibre) and therefore Abacus recommends keeping the French spelling – “Fibre”.



	394) 
	Terrill Smith, Abacus Tech
Nov 2, 2005
	TV-1 3.2
	
	The French spelling of Fiber (Fibre) should be replace by the English spelling “Fiber”.  (occurs in a number of places)

(See copy of Markup-document for  Microsoft Word Markup details regarding changing the tagging of portions of the document text from being internally tagged by Microsoft Word as in French language to being so tagged as being in the English language.) 


	Complete: 
common industry usage has adopted the French spelling (Fibre) and therefore Abacus recommends keeping the French spelling – “Fibre”.



	395) 
	Terrill Smith, Abacus Tech
Nov 2, 2005
	TV-1 3.2
	
	“messages  and add a single”  should be ”messages and adds a single”  
	Complete: 


	396) 
	Terrill Smith, Abacus Tech
Nov 2, 2005
	TV-1 3.2
	
	Crytographic should be cryptographic
Occurs again in following pages 
	Complete: 


	397) 
	Terrill Smith, Abacus Tech
Nov 2, 2005
	TV-1 3.2
	
	Netcentric should be “net centric” or “net-centric”


	Complete: 


	398) 
	Terrill Smith, Abacus Tech
Nov 2, 2005
	TV-1 Appendix E
	
	“signalling” should be “signaling
“Atchitecture”  should be “Architecture”


	Complete: 


	
	TV-2 Comments
	
	
	
	

	399) 
	Terrill Smith, Abacus Tech
Nov 2, 2005
	TV-2
	
	ISO/IEC 27001:2005 should be in TV-2 as an emerging standard. 

http://www.iso.org/iso/en/commcentre/pressreleases/2005/Ref976.html

http://www.iso.org/iso/en/commcentre/pressreleases/2005/en/CatalogueDetailPage.CatalogueDetail?CSNUMBER=42103


	Noted.
Not applicable.  This standard defines the security requirements on the organizational level.

	400) 
	Terrill Smith, Abacus Tech
Nov 2, 2005
	TV-2
	
	ISO/IEC 17799:2005 should be listed in TV-2 as an emerging standard. 

http://www.iso.org/iso/en/CatalogueDetailPage.CatalogueDetail?CSNUMBER=39612&ICS1=35&ICS2=40&ICS3=


	Noted.

Not applicable.  This standard establishes general principles in security management on the organizational level.

	401) 
	Terrill Smith, Abacus Tech
Nov 2, 2005
	TV-2
	
	Geospatial Standards:

Significant work at ISO [Technical committee 211 (ISO/TC 211)] has been completed and is continuing. These standards should be included in the TV-1 and TV-2. The following table contains suggestions. 

Rcmd 

for
Existing or emerging standard
Brief Description

TV-1
ISO 6709:1983

STD representation of latitude, longitude and altitude for geographic point locations

TV-2
ISO/CD 6709

STD representation of latitude, longitude and altitude for geographic point locations

TV-1
ISO 19101:2002

Geographic info -- Reference model

TV-2
ISO/WD 19101-2

Geographic info -- Reference model -- Part 2: Imagery

TV-1
ISO/TS 19103:2005

Geographic info -- Conceptual schema language

TV-1
ISO 19105:2000

Geographic info -- Conformance and testing

TV-1
ISO 19106:2004

Geographic info -- Profiles

Already in TV-1
ISO 19107:2003

Geographic info -- Spatial schema

Already in TV-1
ISO 19108:2002

Geographic info -- Temporal schema

TV-1
ISO 19109:2005

Geographic info -- Rules for application schema

Already in TV-1 and TV-2
ISO 19110:2005

Geographic info -- Methodology for feature cataloguing

TV-1
ISO 19111:2003

Geographic info -- Spatial referencing by coordinates

TV-2
ISO/DIS 19111

Geographic info -- Spatial referencing by coordinates

TV-1
ISO 19112:2003

Geographic info -- Spatial referencing by geographic identifiers

TV-1
ISO 19113:2002

Geographic info -- Quality principles

TV-2
ISO 19113:2002/NP Amd 1

TV-1
ISO 19114:2003

Geographic info -- Quality evaluation procedures

TV-1
ISO 19114:2003/Cor 1:2005

TV-1
ISO 19115:2003

Geographic info -- Metadata

TV-2
ISO/WD 19115-2

Geographic info -- Metadata -- Part 2: Extensions for imagery and gridded data

TV-1
ISO 19116:2004

Geographic info -- Positioning services

TV-1
ISO 19117:2005

Geographic info -- Portrayal

TV-1
ISO 19118:2005

Geographic info -- Encoding

TV-1
ISO 19119:2005

Geographic info -- Services

TV-1
ISO/TR 19120:2001

Geographic info -- Functional STDs

TV-1
ISO/TR 19121:2000

Geographic info -- Imagery and gridded data

TV-1
ISO/TR 19122:2004

Geographic info / Geomatics -- Qualification and certification of personnel

TV-1
ISO 19123:2005

Geographic info -- Schema for coverage geometry and functions

TV-1
ISO 19125-1:2004

Geographic info -- Simple feature access -- Part 1: Common architecture

TV-1
ISO 19125-2:2004

Geographic info -- Simple feature access -- Part 2: SQL option

TV-1
ISO/TS 19127:2005

Geographic info -- Geodetic codes and parameters

TV-2
ISO/PRF 19128

Geographic info -- Web map server interface

TV-2
ISO/WD TS 19129

Geographic info -- Imagery, gridded and coverage data framework

TV-2
ISO/CD 19130

Geographic info -- Sensor and data models for imagery and gridded data

TV-2
ISO/DIS 19131

Geographic info -- Data product specification

TV-2
ISO/CD 19132

Geographic info -- Reference model -- Location based services framework

TV-1
ISO 19133:2005

Geographic info -- Location-based services -- Tracking and navigation

TV-2
ISO/DIS 19134

Geographic info -- Location based services -- Multimodal routing and navigation

TV-1
ISO 19135:2005

Geographic info -- Procedures for item registration

TV-2
ISO/DIS 19136

Geographic info -- Geography Markup Language (GML)

TV-2
ISO/DIS 19137

Geographic info -- Generally used profiles of the spatial schema and of similar important other schemas

TV-2
ISO/CD TS 19138

Geographic info -- Data quality measures

TV-2
ISO/CD TS 19139

Geographic info -- Metadata -- XML schema implementation 

TV-2
ISO/CD 19141

Geographic info -- Schema for moving features

TV-2
ISO/AWI 19142

Geographic info -- Web Feature Service

TV-2
ISO/AWI 19143

Geographic info -- Filter encoding


	Complete: 


	402) 
	Terrill Smith, Abacus Tech
Nov 2, 2005
	TV-2
	
	The United States National CAD Standard (NCS)  published by the National Institute of Building Sciences, and supported by the American Institute of Architect’s CAD Layer Guidelines, and  the construction Specification Institute’s Uniform Drawing System and Tri-service Plotting Guidelines as promulgates by the U.S. Department of Defense CAD/GIS Technology Center; all relate to creating and using uniform site layouts, images and drawings. 

http://www.nationalcadstandard.org/samples.html

https://tsc.wes.army.mil/

These standards are relevant in that they relate to location imaging and referencing for infrastructure (wiring, utilities, communication etc.) and building layout and object location.  The two links above provide a starting point for selection and inclusion of these standards and guidelines. 


	Noted.

	403) 
	Terrill Smith, Abacus Tech
Nov 2, 2005
	TV-2
	
	The Microsoft spell- checker  flags Fibre Channel (French spelling) as in error to be replaced by Fiber Channel. However common industry usage has adopted the French spelling (Fibre) and therefore Abacus recommends keeping the French spelling – “Fibre”.


	Complete: 


	404) 
	Terrill Smith, Abacus Tech
Nov 2, 2005
	TV-2 2.6
	
	The status of this standard as listed on the ISO home page is “Published Standard”.  No further actions by ISO/IEC. This standard should be in TV-1


	Complete: 
It is currently an emerging standard in DISR.

	405) 
	Terrill Smith, Abacus Tech
Nov 2, 2005
	TV-2 2.6
	
	The link for this item is broken.  


	Complete: 


	
	TV-1 Comments
	
	
	
	

	406) 
	SPAWAR, Joey Pomperada,

Comm 843-218-4528, joey.pomperada@navy.mil
	TV-1 1.5
	4
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization]- The possessive noun does not match the verb tense “Each listed standards are..”.

Inconsistent formatting, e.g. bullets with commas and period vs. bullets without (like this on)

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical]

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document]

Recommendation: Reconcile tenses within the section. Change “Each” to “The.” 

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 


	407) 
	SPAWAR, Joey Pomperada,

Comm 843-218-4528, joey.pomperada@navy.mil
	TV-1 2.4
	
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization] “Part of the rationale for including a standard within the TV-1 may be because it is believed that [the] standard”

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical]

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document]

Recommendation: correct as shown above

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 


	408) 
	SPAWAR, Joey Pomperada,

Comm 843-218-4528, joey.pomperada@navy.mil
	TV-1 3.5
	298
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization] 

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical] What about the rest of the 802.15 family? I believe the higher rate and lower rate communications are in 802.15.2 and 802.15.3 and 802.15.4 in addition to 802.15.1.

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document] 

Recommendation: Review 802.15 family

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 
Per Dr. Rains' suggestion, some members of 802.15 family do not meet AT/FP wireless security requirements.


	409) 
	SPAWAR, Joey Pomperada,

Comm 843-218-4528, joey.pomperada@navy.mil
	TV-1 Appendix
	426
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization] 

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical] Why aren’t projector and monitor standards included in TV-1? Or in the appendix?

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document] 

Recommendation: Review projector and monitor standards for inclusion if not already included in another section.

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 
Per Dr. Rains' suggestion, projector and monitor standards have not been included.


	410) 
	SPAWAR, Joey Pomperada,

Comm 843-218-4528, joey.pomperada@navy.mil
	TV-1 Appendix
	434
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization] 

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical] 

or Definition of “Middleware” is incomplete

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document] 

Recommendation: Add “Also, software that allows one application to communicate with another application.”

Rationale: UIM is not in glossary

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 
Added UIM and SIM in the glossary.


	411) 
	SPAWAR, Joey Pomperada,

Comm 843-218-4528, joey.pomperada@navy.mil
	TV-1 Appendix
	459
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization] UIM is not in glossary and “USMC” and “USN” are duplicates.

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical] 

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document] 

Recommendation: Add definition for “UIM”

Rationale: Not defined

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 


	412) 
	SPAWAR, Joey Pomperada,

Comm 843-218-4528, joey.pomperada@navy.mil
	TV-1 Appendix
	461
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization] SIM is not in glossary.

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical] 

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document] 

Recommendation: Add definition for “SIM”

Rationale: Not defined

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 


	
	TV-2 Comments
	
	
	
	

	413) 
	SPAWAR, Joey Pomperada,

Comm 843-218-4528, joey.pomperada@navy.mil
	TV-2 1.4
	14
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization]- misspelling

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical]

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document]

Recommendation: AT/FD to AT/FP

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 


	414) 
	SPAWAR, Joey Pomperada,

Comm 843-218-4528, joey.pomperada@navy.mil
	TV-2 2
	50
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization]- “The standard is currently an Emerging standard in the in the Department of Defense Information…”

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical]

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document]

Recommendation: delete duplicate words. Found throughout entire section 2.

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 


	415) 
	SPAWAR, Joey Pomperada,

Comm 843-218-4528, joey.pomperada@navy.mil
	TV-2 2.2
	61
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization]- 

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical] 802.11g is already an industry standard and should be moved over to TV-1.  However 802.11n should be inserted here.

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document]

Recommendation: Propose suitability for TV-1. Add 802.11n standard.

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 
Per Dr. Rains' suggestion, 802.11g does not provide the security needed to meet AT/FP Line Supervision requirements and Privacy Act requirements.

802.11n is not suitable to be added to TV-2 since it has not been certified by the Wi-Fi Alliance and no IEEE 802.11n products currently exist, and none are expected to exist until the standard is completed in approximately two years (November 2006).



	416) 
	SPAWAR, Joey Pomperada,

Comm 843-218-4528, joey.pomperada@navy.mil
	TV-2 2.2
	69
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization]- is “internetwork” a word?

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical] 

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document]

Recommendation: Check term. It’s also used in other pages.

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 
It is a word.

	417) 
	SPAWAR, Joey Pomperada,

Comm 843-218-4528, joey.pomperada@navy.mil
	TV-2 2.2
	72
	Administrative:  [Administrative comment, e.g., spelling, grammar, organization]- text is cut off in synopsis column

or 

Substantive:  [Substantive comment which is not critical] 

or 

Critical:  [Critical comment, i.e., a comment which must be addressed before reviewer could concur with document]

Recommendation: Check term.

Rationale: 

Document Author Comment: 


	Complete: 


	418) 
	ECSI Intnl.

 Ashok Saxena

 301-537-3672, ashok2secure@yahoo.com
	TV-2 2.2
	68-75
	Critical: The VoIP standards are more mature than the other standards identified in TV-2.

Recommendation:  Move the VoIP standards to TV-1.

Rationale:  Components which employ one or more of the VoIP standards are being deployed today.
	Noted.

All VoIP related standards in TV-2 are DISR emerging standards. 


	
	TV-1 Comments
	
	
	
	

	419) 
	11/02/2005 L-3 GSI
	TV-1 Executive Summary
	
	It may be a good idea to refer the reader to review first some basic documents like DODAF Vol 1 and Vol 2 prior to using this document.
	Noted.



	420) 
	11/02/2005 L-3 GSI
	TV-1
	35
	Spelling check.  Thee --> the
	Complete:  

	421) 
	11/02/2005 L-3 GSI
	TV-1
	
	FIPS PUB 81: DES Modes of Operation: If this is the case, why use/recommend only AES for future.

Spell check.
	Complete:  

Not applicable. This standard has been removed from the document.

	422) 
	11/02/2005 L-3 GSI
	TV-1
	
	IETF RFC 2246: Transport Layer Security (TLS) Protocol Version 1.0: These are RFCs?
	Complete:  

Yes, they are RFCs. 

	423) 
	11/02/2005 L-3 GSI
	TV-1
	
	SAML V2.0: What does the word "disjoint" mean here?
	Complete:  The SAML standard enables two different (disjoint) security infrastructures to mutually authenticate, exchange information and negotiate a secure relationship without the extensive analyst and programmer time and effort to do these things manually.

	424) 
	11/02/2005 L-3 GSI
	TV-1
	
	ITU-T G.711: IP telephony usually does not use 8000x8 bit samples and should this be a qualified statement?
	Complete:  

Rationale revised.

	425) 
	11/02/2005 L-3 GSI
	TV-1
	
	Namespaces in XML 1.0: What cab we say about set relationships, if any, among the three models/categories, like mutually exclusive?.
	Noted.



	426) 
	11/02/2005 L-3 GSI
	TV-1
	
	MIL-STD-2401: DoD World Geodetic System 84 (WGS84), 11 January 1994: Could not access this link
	Complete:  

Link fixed.

	427) 
	11/02/2005 L-3 GSI
	TV-1
	
	IETF RFC 1738: But de facto this is the practiced standard for the base and the GIG.
	Noted.

This standard is not a required concept for internal addresses within an enterprise network such as the base or the Global Information Grid (GIG).

	428) 
	11/02/2005 L-3 GSI
	TV-1
	
	IETF RFC 1850: What format? Hex? Decimal?
	Complete:  

IP datagram is in binary format

	429) 
	11/02/2005 L-3 GSI
	TV-1
	
	IETF RFC 2131: This sentence conflicts with the synopsis above re server addressing and need clarification
	Complete:  

No further clarification is necessary.

	430) 
	11/02/2005 L-3 GSI
	TV-1
	
	IETF RFC 2132: You may want to rephrase and just say RFC 2132 includes RFC 1497 in its entirety.
	Complete:  

Noted, but rephrase not necessary.

	431) 
	11/02/2005 L-3 GSI
	TV-1
	
	IETF RFC 2236: Internet Group Management Protocol, Version 2 (IGMPv2), November 1997
sensor server should be removed from this sentence.
	Complete:  

	432) 
	11/02/2005 L-3 GSI
	TV-1
	
	IETF RFC 2790: You may clarify the sentence, "This MIB instruments attributes common to all internet hosts including, for example, both personal computers and systems that run variants of Unix."
	Complete:  

No clarification needed.  The sentence was taken right out of the RFC document.

	433) 
	11/02/2005 L-3 GSI
	TV-1
	
	ITU-T G.7xx: Change "an" to "a"
	Complete:  

	434) 
	11/02/2005 L-3 GSI
	TV-1
	
	IETF Standard 9/RFC 959: Use a different term other than ‘paper’
	Complete:  

	435) 
	11/02/2005 L-3 GSI
	TV-1
	
	IETF Standard 9/RFC 959: "restricted" should be bold-faced in the sentence "FTP is a powerful tool that should be restricted"
	Complete:  

Noted, but no changes made to preserve consistencies in the document.

	436) 
	11/02/2005 L-3 GSI
	TV-1
	
	UDDI 3.0.2: Character correction
	Complete:  

	437) 
	11/02/2005 L-3 GSI
	TV-1
	
	ANSI/INCITS 303-1998 (R 2003): This sentence is misleading as SAN are quickly migrating to 10 GbE.
	Complete:  

Currently, Fibre channel is the principal technology used to implement SAN.

	438) 
	11/02/2005 L-3 GSI
	TV-1
	
	FIPS PUB 201: Need some character corrections in this para?
	Complete:  

	439) 
	11/02/2005 L-3 GSI
	TV-1
	
	ISO/IEC 11172-2:1993: 1.5 Mbits/s - change comma to a decimal point; other places too
	Complete:  

	
	TV-2 Comments
	
	
	
	

	440) 
	11/02/2005 L-3 GSI
	TV-2 Executive Summary
	
	may be a good idea to refer the reader to review DoDAF Vol 1 and Vol 2 before using this document.
	Noted.



	441) 
	11/02/2005 L-3 GSI
	TV-2
	
	ANSI/INCITS 348-2001: This is a misleading statement as FC is being fast displaced by 1 GigE and 10 GbE.
	Complete:  

Currently, Fibre channel is the principal technology used to implement SAN.

	442) 
	11/02/2005 L-3 GSI
	TV-2
	
	ISO/IEC 15693-1:2000: Missing "S"
	Complete:  

	
	TV-1 Comments on Title Page and Introduction
	
	
	
	

	443) 
	11/23/2005 USA
	TV-1
	
	The logo on the cover needs to be DoD or include all four services
	Complete:

	444) 
	11/23/2005 USA
	TV-1
	
	Do a global search and replace of “DOD” with “DoD”
	Complete:  

	445) 
	11/23/2005 USA
	TV-1
	
	After defining the abbreviation, use the abbreviation for the remainder of the document
	Complete:  

	446) 
	11/23/2005 USA
	TV-1 1.2
	3
	Change “AND” to “and”
	Complete:  

	447) 
	11/23/2005 USA
	TV-1 1.4.1
	5
	Change “(Ovs)” to “OVs)”
	Complete:  

	
	TV-2 Comments on Title Page and Introduction
	
	
	
	

	448) 
	11/23/2005 USA
	TV-2
	
	The logo on the cover needs to be DoD or include all four services
	Complete:

	449) 
	11/23/2005 USA
	TV-2
	
	Do a global search and replace of “DOD” with “DoD”
	Complete:  

	450) 
	11/23/2005 USA
	TV-2
	
	After defining the abbreviation, use the abbreviation for the remainder of the document
	Complete:  

	451) 
	11/23/2005 USA
	TV-2 1.1
	3
	Change “(USARMY)” to “(USA)”
	Complete:  

	452) 
	11/23/2005 USA
	TV-2 1.1
	4
	Change “US Army (USARMY) to “USA”
Second use
	Noted.

Abbreviations defined in the Executive Summary section need to be defined again in the Introduction section for clarity.  

	453) 
	11/23/2005 USA
	TV-2 1.2
	4
	Change “USARMY” to “USA”
	Complete:  

	454) 
	11/23/2005 USA
	TV-2 1.5
	4
	Change “the Program Manager” to “Acquisition Managers”
	Complete:  

	455) 
	11/23/2005 USA
	TV-2 1.7
	7
	Change “USARMY” to “USA”
	Complete:  

	456) 
	11/23/2005 USA
	TV-2 1.7
	7
	Change “W3” to “World Wide Web” First usage
	Complete:  

	457) 
	11/23/2005 USA
	TV-2 1.7
	7
	Change “USARMY” to “USA”
	Complete:  

	458) 
	
	
	
	
	


