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NIST has not submitted comments or rebuttals. The Editor's response is the only set of 
statements from NIST 


Comment Number Comment Editor's Response 
1 Not very consistent approach – 


“short‐tag” gets representa5on … 
but ASN.1 does not because you 
do not know it… 


2 I think the burden of the detailed 
write‐up falls on whomever 
proposes something – at least this 
way you’d know they are serious 
about the proposal, not just 
throwing ideas in the air with no 
responsibility and no detailed 
reasoning behind it. [We] are 
preLy good at ASN.1, but it does 
not mean we will be spending our 
5me wri5ng up a detailed 
proposal, especially given that we 
have no use for this op5on. 


3 I recommend for each technical 
representa5on that four 
considera5ons be addressed before 
the commiLee invests in the 
development of a specific 
representa5on (e.g. legacy, XML, 
ASN.1, etc): 
1.  That an architectural defini.on 
be developed for a specific technical 
format (e.g. is this targeted for 
enterprise apps, for web apps, for 
mobile apps, for hardware devices, 
or some combina5on of, etc.) 


2.  That there be a commitment to 
the development commiLee by 
mul5ple organiza5ons 


3.  That there be a commitment to 
the cer5fica5on defini5on and 
tes5ng effort by mul5ple 
organiza5ons 


I agree.  If you have someone 
or know someone who can 
provide a write‐up for ASN.1, 
I would greatly appreciate it. 
 Otherwise, all I can do is to 
men5on it, and request that 
someone assist me. 


It was suggested to me at a 
mee5ng as a comment 
following my presenta5on, and 
never followed up by the 
person who stated it  (or 
anyone else).  I have men5oned 
at mee5ngs and public forums 
about the ASN.1 sugges5on and 
asked that if anyone could help 
me on it, I would gladly 
incorporate it into the 
standard’s draO.  No volunteers. 



https://defini.on
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4.  That there be a commitment to 
the implementa5on of the new 
technical representa5on by mul5ple 
organiza5ons within a specific 
5meframe 








NIST has not submitted comments or rebuttals. The Editor's response is the only set of 
statements from NIST 


Comment Number Comment Editor's Response 
1 It would be useful to have the subject New text reflects these 


rotate their entire body rather than the suggestions 
head (for 45 degrees) 


2 The 67.5 degree pose and "both eyes New text reflects these 
visible" is in conflict. In the absence of suggestions 
compelling rationale for using 67.5 degree 
poses, we suggest using 45 degrees and 
dropping mention of "both eyes" and 
mention the ears instead 
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Comment Number Comment Editor's Response 
1 The standard should be clearer about See revised text 


resolutions. It should specifically not 
allow WSQ at other than 500 ppi. 
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Comment Number Comment 
1 We are looking at using 40 STR loci (the CODIS 


core 13 loci, 25 addiAonal NIST loci, and the 2 
sex‐typing loci) to ensure that we have strong 
enough likelihood raAos that fully automated 
match results will be sufficient for kinship 
determinaAons. 


2 I would be very concerned if a DNA standard was 
published that was limited to only 13 loci or 
implied that 13 is sufficient 


3 The DNA list should include markers for 
familial relationship checking 


4 The DNA record should include all of the 
information in the ISO draft standard 


Editor's Response 
All of these loci are included 
in the list 


The table is not limited to 
the CODIS 13 loci 


The X-STR and Y-STR loci 
have been cross-checked 
against several commerical 
family geneology sites to 
ensure that the markers 
that they test for are 
included 
The record contains that 
information and more, such 
as X-STR and a more 
extensive list of loci, as well 
as distinctions for lab and 
Rapid-DNA types of testing 








NIST has not submitted comments or rebuttals. The Editor's response is the only set of 
statements from NIST 


Comment Number Comment Editor's Response 
1 (We are) in agreement with 


this change 
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Comment Number Comment Editor's Response 
1 (We are) in agreement with this 


change 
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Comment Number Comment Editor's Response 
Making the Implementation Domain 
value in the Type 1 record mandatory 
is a good idea, but we believe it 
would be good to add version 
information as well. In the current 
version of the standard the Domain 
field is being used in a very general 
way.  All RCMP, FBI, WIN 
specifications use the same domain 
value.  It would be nice to know the 
implementation and version as well.  
For example EBTS 8.1 or EBTS 9.1, 


1 etc. 
2 (We are) in agreement with this 


change 
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Comment Number Comment 
1 The 1-2010 draft contains the 


first publiscation of the Extended 
Feature Set (EFS) format for this 
ANSI/NIST standard. Annex F 
has yet to be marked up for XML 
encoding. 


Editor's Response 
The encoding instructions for 
the Traditional encoding in 
the first draft that related to 
EFS have been removed.  
XML for the NIEM-
conformant encoding will 
only get developed if EFS is 
approved to be included in 
the standard (as content-
based field descriptions) 












Comment Number Comment Editor's Response 
1 (We are) in agreement with 


this change 
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Comment Number Comment Editor's Response 
1 Probably [should] include, not only 


sample collection reference or location, 
but sample storage reference or 
location as well 
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Comment Number Comment Editor's Response 
1 (We are) in agreement with this 


change 
2 It seems like the description of the 


record and fields are a little short 
on details 
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Comment Number Comment Editor's Response 
1 The proposed image hash code field 


which has been added to many of the 
record types (10 and higher) does not 
include an item for algorithm. In 
addition it does not specify a text field 
compatible format for the hash code, 
which is a binary value.  The simplest 
approach for specifying the algorithm is 
to pick one algorithm and to specify in 
the standard that only this one can be 
used. Alternatively, an additional item 
could be added to the hash field that 
specifies the algorithm used. If this 
approach is taken there should be a table
included in chapter 5 listing the allowed 
hash algorithms and the codes to best 
used to indicate each of them (just like 
the table for compressing algorithms). 
For either approach, a section should be 
added to chapter 5 describing the 
purpose and use of the hash codes. 
Since has codes are binary, they cannot 
be represented directly in a text field. 
The hex representation of the hash code 


SHA-256 is the only 
algorithm in the revised 
draft. 


 


should be stored in the field. 


2 (We are) in agreement with this change 
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Comment Number Comment Editor's Response 
1 (We are) in agreement with 


this change 
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Comment Number Comment Editor's Response 
1 (We are) in agreement with this 


change 
2 This (the standard) is not a Agreed. Reference is now 


NISTIR; it is an ANSI standard. in a footnote. 
Therefore, references to NIST 
studies should not be part of the 
normative text 








Comment Number Comment 
1 Change major case print number 


of prints to "up to 78", reflecting 
full possibility of all types of prints 
being included 


The use of the term “major case 
prints” infers that there are also 
“minor case prints”.  Can the use 
of major case prints be changed 
so that it doesn’t mislead the 
reader of the standard? 


Tip image should be clarified to 
ensure that it is not 
misinterpreted by an agency to 
mean the tips or tops of the 
fingers. Tip images refer to 
friction ridges which begin from 
the first flexion crease up and 
from nail edge to nail edge. 


Editor's Response 
The text describing Type-14 records 
states "In the case of major case 
prints, there may be up to 78 prints: 
each of the ten fingers may contain a 
rolled tip image and either one entire 
joint image or one full finger rolled 
image and left, center, and right full 
finger plain impressions 







2 When flats are transmitted 
without plains, there is no way to 
verify the segmentation 
automatically. It requires a 
manual examination of the prints 
to ensure that they are 
sequenced properly and 
segmented well. Without the 
inclusion of the plain impressions 
there is no way of utilizing 
automated system processes or 
manual examination to ascertain 
correct sequencing. The plains 
should be made mandatory in the 
standard, as opposed to relying 
upon users to set up their own 
requirements. This situation has 
caused problems when 
exchanging data internationally, 
with different interpretations of 
the Type 4 and Type 14 (ID Flat) 
record by different groups. 


The use of the term “major case 
prints” infers that there are also 
“minor case prints”.  Can the use 
of major case prints be changed 
so that it doesn’t mislead the 
interpreter of the standard? 


3 ➢ There is ambiguity as to 
whether 
2 plain impressions of thumbs 
are 
required. This should be 
corrected. 
Two plain thumbs are always 
required along with the plain 
impressions to ascertain the 
proper sequencing of the 
segmented plains or rolled 
impressions. Without this 
information, some AFIS systems 
will not be able to ensure the 
integrity of their AFIS negative 
search result. 


The definition of major case prints now 
reads: 
A set of exemplar images of all finger 
and palm friction skin for an individual. 
Major case prints include full palmprint 
images, as well as rolled fingerprints, 
plain fingerprints, entire joint images, 
and rolled tips for all fingers. A set of 
major case prints may optionally include 
plantar images. They are also known as 
complete friction ridge exemplars. (Note 
that the term Major Case Prints may be 
deprecated for some uses because in 
legal contexts it can be incorrectly read 
as making an implication regarding the 
severity of the case.)  
In order to ensure that segmentation of a 
multi-finger plain image has been 
performed correctly (if single finger flat 
images are transmitted), the original 
multi-finger plain images shall 
accompany the segmented single-finger 
images. 
Also, 2 plain impressions of the thumbs 
are specifically required in major case 
prints. 
Major case prints may be transmitted 
using either Type-4 or Type-14 records, 
with Type-14 preferred. 


See above 








NIST has not submitted comments or rebuttals. The Editor's response is the only set o
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f 


Comment Number Comment 
1 Merging of the traditional and NIEM-


conformant XML versions of the 
standard: We are OK with this 
proposal 


2 There are several references to 
"three specific encodings 
(Character-separated, NIEM XML 
and short-tag XML) But, the base 
standard had - and will continue to 
have - a binary format that does 
not use character separators, used 
fixed field length, and does not use 
ASCII numerics.  This draft refers 
to character-separated encoding, 
binary encoding and tagged-field 
encoding. Since 'binary encoding' 
is used for record types 3-8 (where 
character-separators are not used) 
and other record types (e g Type 
14) use character-=separators" 
and both could be contained in the 
same message, the terminology is 
confusing. To avoid confusion all 
references to "Tagged field' 
encoding should be edited out of 
this version because XML is also a 
tagged-field encoding method. The 
terms "legacy encoding' or "non-
xml encoding' and 'xml encoding" 
will cause less confusion 


3 Relocating XML-specific 
requirements to Annexes is mostly 
acceptable, although many XML 
descriptions have been removed 
rather than relocated.  In the 
Conformance Section of 2-2008 
was a paragraph allowing the 
ANSI/NIST package to be included 
as a payload in a larger package.  
This clause, arguably, would be 
useful to any encoding, and should 
be resotred to the 102010 section 
on conformance 


Editor's Response 


The new (second) draft 
removes the terms 'tagged 
field" and changed 
'character separated' to 
'Traditional' encoding.  
Other modifications were 
made to the text in an 
attempt to make it clearer 
in this respect. 
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4 The information contained in the 
Annexes is required to understand 
the text in the record descriptions. 
Turning back and forth between the 
base standard and one or more 
annexes is extremely difficult. 


5 A summary of all the fields in each 
record type should be present in 
the base document description of 
each record type 


6 It is not clear where the mapping 
between the field numbers/mnemonics 
and the XML elements will be 
documented.  It was taken out of both 
Annex K and the main document, but it 
needs to be somewhere (preferably 
expressed in XPath, not just simple 
element names). 


7 Regarding the paragraph after the 
bullets in Section 1, "The 2010 
version is based upon several…"   
The 2011 version should not be 
based on these studies but on the 
outcomes of the July workshop; 
even though these studies 
obviously contributed to the 
outcomes of the workshop. 


8 
I would like to suggest we put back into 
the table the minimum and maximum 
field size per occurrence character count 
per data element, but only post in the 
table the lowest data element level (ie 
VER, REC,CRC,IDC,TOT,DAT etc).  This 
would bring most of the specificaOon 
documentaOon out there in line with 
each other (including the FBI) and is 
more understandable from the layman’s 
eye.  Ie a Date filed is 8 characters 
(YYYMMDD) and not 9 (YYYMMDDs) 


Agreed. Annexes are 
removed from the second 
draft.  Relevant tables are 
now in each Record type 
description and the 
encoding rules are moved 
to external documents. 
Agreed 


Agreed. The glossary / 
Crosswalk document will 
provide this information.  At 
present, I have not had 
time to change the "long 
name" to the XPath 
reference for all of the fields 
(in fact for only a few!) 
VOLUNTEERS WELCOME! 


Agreed. Hopefully, the new 
wording reflects this point 
clearly 












NIST has not submitted comments or rebuttals. The Editor's response is the only set of 
statements from NIST 


Comment Number Comment Editor's Response 
1 Were there changes other than to There is the ability to 


the finger position table? enter SAPs for other 
than face. Also, SAPs 
for mobile face are 
included. 


2 Since Mobile ID have specific SAP 
levels, they should probably 
appear as entries in the 
(relevant) table 


Agree 
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Comment Number Comment Editor's Response 
1 Rather than combining ansi-


nist and itl into a single biom 
domain / namespace, it is 
preferable to have a biom 
domain within NIEM (replacing 
the ansi-nist schemas in NIEM) 
but still retain a separate ITL 
exchange schema as part of a 
full IEPD.  Using exchange 
schema an IEPD separate from 
the NIEM doman has benefits. 


Rebuttal to 1 from These assertions are in error. 
another canvassee The IEPD will have an 


exchange schema separate 
from the NIEM domain. Using 
the "biom" namespace does 
not preculde declaration of a 
root element, creation of a 
NIEM subset, nor enforcing 
cardinality 


2 We would like to see some NIEM 
ideas about data/document 
enveloping - start/stop tags, 
standard headers, etc. 
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Comment Number 
1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


Comment 
It is important that NIEM XML encoding be 
accompanied by a NIEM-conformant IEPD 
with all associated files. 
The text (in the first draft) imples that a 
meaningless element nc:OrganizationName 
is required by NIEM.  This is not the case. 
NIEM has very loose cardinality 
requirements on all of its types nad the 
nc:OrganizationType complex type does not 
require an nc:OrganizationName chile. 
There are several technical errors in the 
example on p. 156-157 of the first draft. 


The paragrah on p. 157 is misleading that 
states" By referring itl and ansi-nist to the 
Biometrics domain, the user does not need 
to record existing sections. …" The 
namespace name (regardless of prefix) is a 
mandatory, integral part of an element 
name, and it cannot be a choice between 
one or the other.  So to say that users are 
encouraged to use the biom namespace is 
misleading. They must use the biom 
namespace if that is the namespace chosen 
by the ITL standard.  Also, saying that the 
user does not need to "recode existing 
sections" is misleading. If a namespace 
changes, all documentation and code that 
describes oir processes that XML must 
change. This whole section appears to be 
confusing prefixes with namespaces. 
Elements 
biom:DomainDefinedDescriptiveText and 
biom:OtherDescriptiveText must have their 
names changed to be NIEM conformant A 
complex element (with child elements) 
cannot have a name ending in "Text" 


The annex leaves out several important 
paragraphs from p. 2 of the 2008 XML 
specification. 


Editor's Response 
the IEPD, when released, 
will be NIEM conformant. 


This is corrected in the 
second draft.  Specific 
references to encoding are 
now in the Encoding 
documents that are outside 
of the standard. 


Agreed. The annexes have 
been removed from the 
second draft. 
Agree. It was a confusing 
section. See new draft.  
Hopefully it is better 


This portion was exerpted 
directly from the 2008 
version of the standard.  In 
the file containing 
instructions for the NIEM-
conformant encoding, I 
changed "DescriptiveText" 
to "Description" 
These are now included in 
the file containing 
instructions for the NIEM-
conformant encoding 







NIST has not submitted comments or rebuttals. The Editor's response is the only set of 
statements from NIST 


7 The tables (p. 139 of the first draft) are very The affected annex is 
confusing and appear to be aiming to do the removed from the second 
job of the XML schema. A better approach draft.  There is a detached 
would be to have a row for each field and document "Field Cross-
use an Xpath to indicate the location of the Reference" that lists the 
field in the XML. Xpath is the conventional short name (mnemonic). 
way of mapping an XML structure to an Agree with the Xpath 
existing model, and is used widely in NIEM referencing suggestion. I 
component mapping templates. Let the will try to update as much 
schema define and put cardinalities on the of the document to reflect 
grouping elements; that is what XML this prior to the July 
Schemas are for and can define it much meeting as is possible. 
more precisely and accurately than a 
separately written table. 


8 
nist:Transac3onCategoryCode>, is of type <ansi‐
nist:TOTCodeType>, which does not allow us to 
extend the list of TOTs 


the current element, <ansi‐


9  For Field 1.001, transaction XML tag was The 2008 version's 
not specified. So whether or not the encoding of these fields will 
"Transaction" XML tag and its nested tags remain intact 
are mandatory were unclear 


10 It would be nice that the 2010 version of the Such a file will be prepared 
standard includes XML examples as it did in once it is voted upon what 
the 2008 version content revisions are 


accepted by the canvassees 
11 For CNT, the 2010 version of the standard The 2008 version's 


did not state or include the encoding of these fields will 
"ContentRecordSummary" field (page 35). remain intact 
However, it was included in the XML 
example (Basic10-printCard-NIEM-
conformant) file. 


12 Wasn't very clear whether the SRC field of The 2008 version's 
2010 version contains subfields such as encoding of these fields will 
OrganizationIdentification and remain intact 
OrganizationName as it did in the 2008 
version. 


13 The NIEM encoding document talks a lot about the   
differences from the 2008 standard.  While this is 
very useful for discussion at the workshop, if this 
informa3on ends up in the final document, it 
should be isolated in a separate sec3on en3tled 
something like “Differences from 2‐2008”.  The 
bulk of the document should describe what the 
2011 standard is, not how it differs from 2008. 
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14 An important sentence (below) from the 2008   
version is not included.  It is necessary so that 
implementers do not try to modify the ITL schema 
in unintended ways and s3ll claim conformance. 
“Implementers may not introduce new elements 
except within the subs3tu3on elements described 
above, nor may they change the order or structure 
of elements defined by the standard.” 


15 In the “missing data” sec3on of the NIEM encoding  
document, there is typo:  “Mission” instead of 
“missing”?   In 2‐2008, we qualified the guidance 
on missing data to apply to mandatory elements, 
but we were silent about op3onal elements. 
 Perhaps the NIEM encoding document could 
specifically say that op3onal elements are to be 
omiXed. 


16 The XML package has a root element (in 2‐2008,   
<itl:NISTBiometricInforma3onExchangePackage>). 
 There is no equivalent of a root element in 
tradi3onal encoding.  We were careful to say (2‐
2008 Sec3on 207) that the package ‐‐ defined as 
the root element and its contents ‐‐ “may or may 
not be a complete file.”  Most of the workgroup 
agreed that an XML package like this would usually 
be a payload in a “larger, user‐defined data 
structure.”  Perhaps this is a conformance issue 
rather than an encoding issue, but it is important 
that that this concept con3nue in the new version. 


17 The xsi:schemaLoca3on aXribute must contain   
two values ‐ first the namespace name, followed 
by a space, followed by the schema loca3on, so it 
should read: xsi:schemaLoca3on=" 
h"p://www.biometrics.nist.gov/standard/itl‐1‐
2011  hXp://biometrics.nist.gov/standard/1‐
2011/ITL‐Package.xsd" 


18 The list of 4 elements that were revised by ITL are   
not complete.  For example, what about 
itl:FingerprintImage which is different from ansi‐
nist:FingerprintImage (and many others)? Please 
just leave the list out. 


19 All but the first subs3tu3on element schema   
snippets are incorrect because they have two 
consecu3ve quota3on marks at the end of this 
line: <xsd:element ref=”user‐domain:TwoField””/> 
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20 The <biom:CaptureOrganiza3on> example is not 
correct because it needs to have children. So it 
should be: 
<biom:CaptureOrganization> 
<nc:OrganizationIdentification> 
<nc:IdentificationID>UNKNOWN</nc:Identif 
icationID> 
</nc:OrganizationIdentification> 
</biom:CaptureOrganization> 


21 For record type 7, right now users are not required 
to define their own image record type (they can 
use itl:FingerprintImage, ansi‐
nist:FingerprintImage, etc. – all of which are 
subs3tutable for ansi‐nist:RecordImage.)  So 
maybe this should say “Implementers can define, 
in an extension schema,...” instead of should, and 
indicate the other elements they can use also 
(similar to the way Type‐9 is described). 


22 In your new drag, the record tables now have a 
“header” at the beginning of each record. 
 Consider whether the NIEM encoding document 
should specifically reference the word “header” 
and say that the “header” consists of the record’s 
element name (like itl:PackageInforma3onRecord) 
and its record‐type iden3fier.  Right now the NIEM 
encoding document refers to the record‐type 
iden3fier as “itl:RecordCategoryCode.”  Under 
NDR, code is restricted to elements that have a 
fixed enumera3on list. We didn’t do that in 2‐
2008, but it would be a good idea to fix that error. 
 The enumera3on list (in the itl schema file) would 
have “01”, “02”, … “20”, “98”, “99” as allowable 
values for the record types. 


23 Consider whether the NIEM encoding document 
should state that the binary images in the package 
need to be Base‐64 encoded.  A descrip3on of 
Base‐64 encoding was an Annex in previous 
versions.  That could become another “encoding” 
document, specific to handling binary image data? 







 


 


 


 


NIST has not submitted comments or rebuttals. The Editor's response is the only set of 
statements from NIST 


24 In construc3ng 2‐2008, we discussed character 
sets, and decided to use the “encoding=UTF‐8” in 
the schema – but we retained the base standard’s 
references to ASCII in the text. Consider whether 
the NIEM encoding document should state that 
the only UTF‐8 characters allowed are the128 8‐bit 
US‐ASCII characters. 


25 In 2‐2008, we said specifically that there was no 
dis3nc3on between the tradi3onally‐called binary 
records (Types 3‐8) and other, tradi3onally‐called 
ASCII records.  All records were to be coded using 
ASCII, XML tags. 


26 The NIEM encoding document refers to an 
instance document and gives a web address for its 
loca3on (not yet available?). An instance 
document would be part of a NIEM IEPD, but the 
order of paragraphs in the encoding document 
suggests that it isn’t.  


27 The IEPD would be all of the schemas. Consider 
whether the NIEM encoding document should also 
give a specific loca3on for the “biom” schema 
document.  There is a reference loca3on for the 
default xsi:SchemaLoca3on; should it also say that 
it is the “itl” schema?  The NIEM core schema 
needs to be reduced to a subset of elements 
actually used.  Consider a reference loca3on for 
that file.  


28 [The comme3ng organiza3on] believes that the  I agree that we need to 
construc3on of the NIEM encoded biom and itl  have a workgroup.  


schema files, construc3on of a complete instance  However, the time for 
addressing thedocument, and subsepng NIEM core will require a 
establishment of allworkgroup. This must be acknowledged up front 
potential workgroups is onrather than wai3ng for the third day. 
the third day.  It is simply a 
matter of a lot to cover and 
trying to put it in some 
reasonsable order. 
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Comment Number Comment Editor's Response 
The type 16 record can be, and Type 16 is designed as a 
is, used to support original record type for testing and 
images. is user defined. It does not, 


therefore, have a common 
field definition that Record 
Type 20 would have, if 
approved by the canvassees 


1 
(We are) in agreement with this 


2 change 
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Comment Number Comment Editor's Response 
1 (We are) in agreement with 


this change 
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Comment Number Comment Editor's Response 
1 We believe the addition of a record for 


plantars is OK, as long as it follows the 
established convention for type 10+ 
records. 


2 (We are) in agreement with this 
change 
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Comment Number Comment Editor's Response 
1 We are not sure why this needs to 


be separated into two records.  We 
believe it is important to consider 
the impact on legacy systems. 


2 While all images have properties in 
common, the additional properties 
need to describe Scar/Mark/Tattoo 
(SMT) images are distinctly 
different from the properties 
needed to describe a facial image. 
It makes good sense to separate 
these into two different record 
types. 


3 The amount of documentation This will be up to the 
required to keep Type-10 canvassees as to the best 
synchroized with Type-11 appears approach, should this 
huge. Consider freezing the Type- general proposal get 
10 record at the 1-1007 version accepted 
level, and adding the 1-2010  
enhancing features ONLY to the 
Type-11 record.  Any 
implementation of these 
enhancements would necessarily 
be a "new implementation" and 
new implementations should use 
Type-11. 


4 New implementations should This will be up to the 
require users to use Types 11 & 12 canvassees as to the best 


approach, should this 
general proposal get 
accepted 
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Comment Number 
1 


2 


3 


4 


Rebuttal to 1 by 
another canvassee 


Comment 
Change text for the Type 4 record 
to fix the transmitting resolution:  
Any recorded transmitting 
resolution within the range of 
19.69 ppmm (500 ppi) to 20.47 
ppmm(520 ppi) is permitted for 
the processing of Type 4 records. 
The sections on Resolution 
accuracy, scanner resolution 
requirement and transmitting 
resolution requirement are 
confusing in the existing versions 
of the standard and the first draft. 
Section 6 defines "resolution 
requirements" but the definition 
for scanning resolution is 'only 
informational' This is a conflict. 
"Transmitting resolution 
requirement" is a different concept 
than "Scanning resolution 
requirement" 
Allowing transmitting resolution up 
to 520 when scanning resolution 
isn't allowed to go that high is 
confusing and potentially a source 
of errors. It should be reduced to 
the same as scanning resolution 


Editor's Response 
Included in draft based 
upon canvassee's suggested 
text 


Agreed. Second draft 
includes contributor's 
suggested revision 


See new section 


See new section 
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Comment Number Comment Editor's Response 
1 The addition of short tag XML 


encoding: We are OK with this 
proposal, however the binary 
version of the standard is still 
shorter, and for mobile devices this 
may be the most valuable variant 


2 Message size is not a significant 
factor One of the major arguments 
for short tags is that the length of 
the NIEM element names creates a 
problem in resource-constrined 
environments.  This is a 
questionable argument for several 
reasons: 1) NIEM tags add only 
slightly to the size of the entire 
transaction; 2) Extra transmission 
times are extremely small; 3) Many 
user-facing applications transmit 
rendered items rather than raw 
XML; 4) The legacy encoding is still 
available for extreme cases 


Rebuttal to comment This is a poor assumption. Many 
2, point 2) by another current users are on dial-up 


canvassee 
Rebuttal to comment The legacy [traditional] format is 
2, point 4) by another not conducive to transmission via 


canvassee web services without additional 
encoding 


3 Having two vocabularies 
undermines NIEM's goals, This 
extra effort is likely to discourage 
information sharing and / or add 
significant costs to data sharing in 
government 


Rebuttal to comment 3 The short-tag encoding is optional.  
by another canvassee As is the "extra  effort" which is 


easily handled with an XSLT 
4 Adding an encoding increases the 


complexity of the specification … 
There is not a one-to-one mapping 
between the data elements in any 
of the encodings; all three have 
different structures. Trying to 
express a three-way many-to-many 
mapping in a comprehensive way is 
challenging 
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Rebuttal to comment 4 Users would not be encoding all 
by another canvassee three encodings. The specification 


gives them the freedom to choose 
which encoding is most appropriate 
for their use. Any necessary 
mappings between the encodings 
can be very easily effected by XSLT. 


5 Cryptic element names are difficult 
to work with… NIEM tags, on the 
other hand, are human readable by 
anyone and are even more 
meaningful to users familiar with a 
few NIEM rules 


Rebuttal to comment 5 Targeted partners don't all speak 
by another canvassee English, so the NIEM tags are 


actually quite meaningless to them. 
The short tag elements, on the 
other hand, are familiar names that 
they are used to working with as 
part of the current native 
specification. Applications are more 
likely to be written correctly and 
quickly when developers and users 
understand the meaning of the data 
at a glance. 


6 The short-tag approach does not 
take advantage of XML benefits.  
The proposal says that no XML 
schema will be developed for the 
short tag XML. Schemas serve 
several important purposes in any 
XML application: a) They allow for 
automated validation; b) They 
specify the order and structure of 
elements; c) They document the 
structure in a standard way; d) 
They allow for code generation 
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Rebuttal to comment A schema for short-tag XML can be easily 


6) by another generated, should one be desired.    
Concerning the statement about importance 


canvassee of schemas: This is not a true statement. 
The SAX API works with XML documents, not 
schemas, although one can argue that a 
schema is an XML document. The SAX API 
doesn't care about the order of elements in 
an XML document; you use this API to 
traverse the XML elements, the XML 
characters and any processing instructions 
sequentially from the top of the docuemnt to 
the end of the document. XSLT enables you 
with the use of XPath to extract values from 
an XML document without necessarily 
knowing the structure of the document. That 
is the power of this tool; it is functional rather 
than imperative in nature.  Concerning code 
generation: Most agencies implementing 
NIEM or GJXDM-based XML do not use code 
generation.  Java-based suites generate one 
class per XML element, and thus try to 
generate more than a thousand clases per 
NIEM-based IEPD and usually crash as a 
result. XQUERY (XML Quuery Language) is a 
technology based on XPath that enables a 
developer to traverse XML documents without 
knowing the structure of the document being 
processed, directly accessing elements 


7 Adding an encoding places an extra 
burden on implementers 


Rebuttal to comment Implementers will not care about 
7) by another existing optional encodings they are 


canvassee not using 
8 There is no clear transformation 


path between the two XML 
encodings. Transforming short tag 
XML to NIEM XML is particularly 
complex because there is no 
schema for the short tag XML. It is 
impossible for the developer to be 
able to make assumptions about 
the structure / order of the input 
document so he has to handle 
every case 


Rebuttal to comment This statement is untrue. XSLT is 
8) by another typically used to transform one XML 


canvassee instance document to another form 
of XML, not schema (although it can 
be done as schemas are XML) This 
is a very common and simple use of 
XSLT and is not "impossible' at all 







NIST has not submitted comments or rebuttals. The Editor's response is the only set of 
statements from NIST 


9 I believe that the short tag concept 
has really been forwarded to be able 
to address concerns that our 
international partners have regarding 
NIEM. Traditionally, the ANSI/NIST  
ITL has been the defacto biometric 
fingerprint standard worldwide, even 
though the NIST standard is primarily 
targeted for use in the US. Moving to 
the NIEM XML standard for the NIST  
standard makes sense for the US 
participants - especially since the 
feds have adopted it and because 
federal funding for the states requires 
its use. Obviously the international 
community is not married to the 
NIEM standard in the same manner 
that we are in the states - they don't 
see the benefit and arguably it is an 
inefficient exchange standard for 
biometric transaction. Furthermore, I 
have heard that the international 
partners do not like the plain text 
NIEM tags because they are in 
English - they don't get the benefit of 
knowing what the tag is because of 
the language barrier, but they have to 
absorb the extra overhead 
associated with the length of the tag. 
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To me, the question is:  do we value 
the ability to exchange biometric data 
with our international partners? I 
think that the answer is different 
depending on who you ask: 
individual states - no so much, but 
the federal government (DoD, DHS 
and FBI) - yes. It would seem to me 
that there would be a real need for a 
international short tag standard that 
could be mapped to the true 
ANSI/NIST standard, however, I'm 
not sure what body should develop it. 
 It may make sense for NIST to 
develop a "Part 3 - International Short 
Tag" as well as a mapping crosswalk 
to part 2 so that there would be 
consistency in a transformation from 
the NIEM based Part 2 to a 
standardized Part 3. 


10 Although we don't believe that NIEM 
provides an answer for all solutions, and 
we don't believe anyone could develop a 
NIEM standard transmission spec without 
leaving something out or extending NIEM 
to accommodate missed elements in the 
standard, we don't think the "short tag" 
approach is the answer either.  Just one 
more thing we have to worry about 
coding to, introducing errors, spending 
money testing, etc. Unfortunately, they 
can't use the argument that NIEM is 
easier to understand or use, or that it is 
so comprehensive that there is no reason 
why any other standard should be 
considered.  In developing NIEM, they 
could have done better about naming 
elements in a more friendly or obvious 
manner, and giving the option of a 
broader scope of defined elements.  But 
the short tag approach seems more like 
a regression to early XML days rather 
than a step forward in technology.  If 
they are worried about size of data 
transmitted over the network from a 
mobile device, couldn't they use 
compression? 
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11 It is not a rejec-on of a NIEM‐based XML 
implementa-on, but rather an 
alterna-ve implementa-on to provide 
interoperability with interna-onal 
organiza-ons that do not recognize 
NIEM, as well as providing a simplified 
method of communica-ng in XML for 
those who do not care about NIEM 
conformance. 


12 [This organiza-on] supports the short tag 
XML proposal in the DraH ANSI/NIST‐ITL 
1‐2010 both for data sharing with 
interna-onal stakeholders that have no 
requirements for NIEM conformance, as 
well as for mobile applica-ons and 
systems that can benefit from the 
elimina-on of certain structures and 
constraints. 


13 The short tag sample provided does 
not use namespaces. Using 
namespaces in an XML application 
is important for several reasons: a) 
They identify the standard to which 
the elements belong; b) They 
facilitate the combining of 
vocabularies from different 
standard or domains; They make 
extensions easily identifiable; d) 
They are commonly used to identify 
the major version of an XML 
vocabulary 
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Rebuttal to comment If a namespace is not explicitly 
13) by another defined, unqualified elements are in 


canvassee the default namespace. Having one 
namspace is actually simpler for 
implementers. Concerning 
vocabularies, a SOAP element is 
just an XML envelope that will 
support / contain any XML used for 
a specific exchange even if the 
embedded XML doesn't have 
namespaces associated with it. It 
is valid to have namespace-
qualified elements and unqualified 
elements within the same 
document. Concerning d), 
Namespaces are used to represent 
data sources. The W3C 
recommendation for versioning of 
XML vocabulary is by representing 
the release date in the URI of a 
schema 


14 The cryptic tag names attempt to 
reduce space slightly while 
sacrificing clarity.  This is 
antithetical to XML. The XML 12.0 
specification says "Terseness in XML 
markup is of minimal importance." 


15 Who would be responsible for 
writing an XSLT?  It is complex 
enough if it is left up to 
implementers. There will likely be 
variations among them.  It should 
be writtten by NIST as part of the 
standard, but it is unlikely that 
NIST will have resource to write it.  


Rebuttal to comment This is mere speculation and off-
15) by another topic. The XSLT will be provided 


canvassee with the IEPD.  This is meant to be 
a review of the draft ANSI/NIST/ITL 
specification, not an IEPD. 


16 The extra time required to run an 
XSLT in a real-time scenario will 
negate any benefit of sthorter tags 
in the first place. 
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Rebuttal to comment Although it is not projected to be an 
16) by another intensive process, it is important to 


canvassee note that there is no reason to 
assume that any particular users 
will perform such a transformation.  
It merely offers users the option to 
do so, if they wish.  The benefits of 
short tags are that they use less 
bandwidth and are more 
comprehensible to non-English 
speakers, especially those who are 
already familiar with the legacy 
encoding. They may wish to 
transform the short tag XML to a 
different encoding, or they may not.  
They will be allowed to decide for 
themselves. 


17  Short-tag approach does not 
increase business value. One other 
option to reduce data file size is by 
applying data loading scheme. 
Mobile device's screens, in general, 
are small in size. So a user will not 
need to view the entire XML 
document. Dynamic or lazy data 
loading would be one approach. 
Additionally, the mobile industry 
probably already solved this 
problem. 


18 The XML representation of the new 
ANSI/NIST Standard is still a literal 
translation from the ASCII/Binary 
fields in the old standard to XML 
tags. It does not follow the best 
practices of using XML. The strength 
of XML should be utilized in the 
standards to facilitate efficiency, 
scalability and maintainability of the 
standards. For example, the XML 
type IDREF can be used in place of 
cross-reference fields like “IDC” to 
reference related objects within the 
data transaction. IDC is required to 
link fingerprint minutia (Type 9 data) 
to the associated fingerprint images 
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19 Unfortunately, the agenda includes a 
proposal for a “short tag” XML version of 
the biometric standard.  In [a person's 
name]'s words, “… proposal is a total 
rejection of NIEM and work we’ve done 
to date. “ 


20 I recommend for each technical 
representa-on that four considera-ons 
be addressed before the commiQee 
invests in the development of a specific 
representa-on (e.g. legacy, XML, ASN.1, 
etc): 
1.  That an architectural defini.on be 
developed for a specific technical format 
(e.g. is this targeted for enterprise apps, 
for web apps, for mobile apps, for 
hardware devices, or some combina-on 
of, etc.) 


2.  That there be a commitment to the 
development commiQee by mul-ple 
organiza-ons 


3.  That there be a commitment to the 
cer-fica-on defini-on and tes-ng effort 
by mul-ple organiza-ons 


4.  That there be a commitment to the 
implementa-on of the new technical 
representa-on by mul-ple organiza-ons 
within a specific -meframe 


The proposal does not affect 
the NIEM-conformant 
encoding. That is, and shall 
remain an authorized 
encoding of the standard. 
The short-tag proposal is in 
addition to the Traditional 
and NIEM-conformant 
encodings, not replacing 
either.  The decision to 
officially authorize a 
particular encoding (now 
including ASN.1) is up to 
the canvassees and should 
not be taken as a rejection 
of anyone's work.  Proposals 
for change to the standard 
can be broight up by any 
person / group and should 
not be taken personally. 



https://defini.on
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Comment Number Comment Editor's Response 
1 A name change is suggested to Application is filed with ANSI 


reflect both biometrics and under this proposed new 
forensics name. Any change will require 


a new filing 
2 I saw the name change and like it. 
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Comment Number Comment Editor's Response 
1 (We are) in agreement with 


this change 
2 the current element, <ansi‐ This should be addressed when the 
nist:Transac3onCategoryCode>, is  IEPD is developed for the NIEM-


of type <ansi‐nist:TOTCodeType>,  conformant encoding of this new 
version of the standard which does not allow us to extend 


the list of TOTs 
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Comment Number 
1 


2 


3 


Comment 
The first draft stated " The character-
separated encoding formed the 
basis…" It is the basis through 
2007 and 2011 at least! With all of 
the new versions, the conventional 
ANSI/NIST stays constant!  My point 
is that the character-separated 
version is still the basis for the 
standard, including the XML versions 
As written (in the first draft) the A/N 
standard is now NIEM-XML biased. 


In the 7th paragraph of the forward 
of the 2007 standard, Part1 was 
referred to as the "conventional 
ANSI/NIST standard." The use of 
"conventional was reached by 
afgreement at NIST by those directly 
involved in its development 


Editor's Response 
I have rewrtten the 
referenced section. 
Hopefully, it will be more 
acceptable to this and other 
canvassees. 


In the second draft, I 
attempted to remove all 
encoding references except 
to mention how the 2007 
and 2008 versions differed.  
Hopefully, the new draft is 
encoding-neutral 
In the second draft, I 
changed "character-
separated" to "Traditional"  
This can be changed to 
"Conventional" if desired by 
the canvassees 
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4 The first (issue) is associated with the 
column heading labeled "Field size per 
occurrence" in table 8 (and other 
similar tables). As stated at the end of 
page 23 in section 9.1: "The two entries 
in the "field size per occurrence" 
include all character separators used in 
the field." The original intent of this 
statement was that the count would 
include not only all of the <US>  and 
<RS> separator characters within the 
field, but also the <GS> separator 
character terminating the field. 
Depending on whether or not the 


<GS> is included in the field, will 
directly affect the Max Byte Count for 
the field. For example, the date field in 
the form of "YYYYMMDD <GS>" 
has a field size of 9 which is the 
maximum size of the field. However, 
another interpretation is that the field 
length should NOT include the 
"<GS>" character since it is not within 
the field itself (but between fields) and 
therefore the date field size would only 


5 This (issue) relates to the logical record 
length of the record (LEN field 1.001). 
The original intent was that this field 
shall contain the total number of bytes 
in the logical record including any and 
all of the separator characters. This is 
in contrast to the interpretation that the 
count does not include the "<GS>" 
characters. the “Max Byte Count” should be 
eliminated since this count can vary 
depending on how many zeros are in the 
tag.  (ie 1.13, vs 1.013,vs 1.0000013). 


6 


We should expressly state that the min 
and max character count no longer 
includes the separator characters 


7 


We will need to be clear 
about this in the final 
encoding document 


We will need to be clear 
about this in the final 
encoding document 
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I saw a couple of errors in the  “tradiGonal 
encoding” 


8 


The example is using 1.103  s/b  1.013 for 
Domain 
(In Field 1.013, the default is 
“1.103:NORAM{US}{GS}” 


And the next sentence is referencing 1.015 
as GMT, but GMT is 1.014 For Field 
1.015, the Greenwich mean Gme is 
represented as 
“YYYYMMDDhhmmssZ”, 
a 15‐character string that is the 
concatenaGon of the date with the 
GMT and concludes 
with a “Z”. Here YYYY is the year, MM 
the month, DD the day, hh the hour, 
mm the 
minute, ss the second and Z is a set 
character concluding the string. 
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Comment Number 
1 


Comment 
The 1-2010 draft proposes to 
deprecate the "original" format 
for coding minutiae -- the non-
proprietary format published in 
previsou versions of this 
standard. Since that "standard" 
is being deprecated, and multiple 
other formats exist, additional 
values must be allowed in field 
9.004 Minutiae format. The 
current values "S(tandard" and 
"(U)nstandard" won't mean 
much if the standard is obsolete. 
In 2-2008. the "standard" format 
was defined in XML.  That 
language has been omitted from 
Annex N. 


Editor's Response 
Agree that Field 9.004 loses 
its meaning. It is also 
deprecated in the second 
version of the draft 


2 The proprietary formats of 
Cogent, Morpho, NEC, etc. will 
remain unpublished, as will the 
FBI's EFTS format, but this draft 
officially recognizes their 
existence and has reserved field 


That langauage is now 
included in the rules 
document for NIEM-
conformant encoding 


space for them (for numeric field 
encoding). Version 2-2008 
described mechanisms for 
vendors to create a substitution 
element for the abstract element 
<RecordMinutiae>.  That 
language has been omitted from 
the 1-2010 draft. 


3 The INCITS M1-378-2004 was The second draft does not 
published in 1-2007, 2-2008 and 
is proposed to be republished in 
this draft 1-2010.  The 1-2008 
version had complete 
documentation for implementing 
m1-378 in XML. That language 
has been omitted from Annex G 


include specific instructions 
for any encoding.  The first 
draft was not 'clean enough' 
in removing all encoding 
descriptions, so some had 
remained and it seemed an 
error when others were 
missing. 


4 As there is no default minutiae 
definition now, you may want to 
consider making INCITS 378 the 
default set. 







NIST has not submitted comments or rebuttals. The Editor's response is the only set of 
statements from NIST 


5 In an effort to remove fields 5- There is a description of 
13, there has been too much angles and origin associated 
information sent to the annex. … with the EFS. 
This is especially true on the 
origin and angle directions 












NIST has not submitted comments or rebuttals. The Editor's response is the only set of 
statements from NIST 


Comment Number Comment 
1 The description of the use 


and possible content of this 
field is mysterious.  It has 
been assigned a numeric 
field value of 9.901.  (We) 
propose reserving a "block" 
of fields (say 900-901) for 
the ULW, and include it in 
Table 9.  And, Universal 
Latent Workstation deserves 
to be defined, perhaps in 
Section 4. 


2 Field 901 seems to be a 
very random number! 


3 This should go in the EFS 
block 


Editor's Response 
Field 9.901 has been used to convey 
this information (as a user-defined 
field) for many years.  This has been 
incorporated into ULW operations.  
This entry is designed to formally 
recognize that usage.  Changing the 
number would potentially cause 
problems for police departments 
interfacing with the FBI. 


That is probably why it was chosed 
by users of the ULW several years 
ago. 
Doing so would require changing the 
number from 901 which has been 
used unofficially for many years. 







