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IMPROVING FEDERAL AGENCY

GEOSPATIAL DATA COORDINATION

A.  INTRODUCTION

1. Background

OMB Circular A-16, revised and issued in 1990, establishes and describes "responsibilities of Federal agencies with respect to coordination of federal mapping, surveying, and related spatial data activities."  This Circular also established the Federal Geographic Data Committee (FGDC) to oversee and provide policy guidance for agency efforts to effect the coordination of Circular A-16 related activities.  FGDC has grown to a federal membership of 17 departments and independent agencies.  In 1994, Executive Order 12906 directed FGDC to help coordinate non-federal geospatial activities in addition to federal, in the development of the National Spatial Data Infrastructure.  The FGDC has engaged in many successful partnerships with non-federal organizations.  Presently, 31 State coordinating councils and 7 National organizations are considered stakeholder groups/members of the FGDC.

In recent years, federal FGDC members have voiced concerns that FGDC’s expanded role to address a wider community has impeded the coordination work at the federal level.  As a result, federal interagency coordination has slowed and key federal agencies are absent from FGDC meetings, thereby adding to the difficulty of coordinating the federal partners in the more inclusive organizational structure.  Many federal agencies, now with lower budgets and resources, have requested that FGDC re-focus on federal partner coordination.

Recent events, such as the January 1999 Coordination Group Retreat in Shepherdstown and the June 1999 GeoData Forum, have highlighted the need to update the FGDC's roles and responsibilities, identify and focus priorities, and evaluate its organizational structure.  Today FGDC is taking the lead in discussions with a variety of geospatial organizations regarding the creation of a new national organization that also would coordinate National Spatial Data Infrastructure across geospatial activities across all sectors, but the scope of this national organization has not been decided.  It is anticipated that a public/private partnership will eventually take over the leadership of the national organization.  With a national entity established, the FGDC will be able to return to federal coordination as its primary role.

2.  Purpose 

In preparing for re-focusing FGDC efforts on improving federal coordination, a Design Study Team (see Appendix A) was formed to gather information, evaluate and recommend actions on priorities that FGDC must now address. This report presents the recommended actions from this study to the FGDC for consideration and implementation.
3.  Methodology

The Design Study Team used the interview process for collecting information.  An interview guide (see Appendix B) was developed, tested and refined prior to full use.  Interviews were conducted with 45 people at various levels and with differing perspectives within twelve federal member agencies of the FGDC.  Interviews were conducted face-to-face and responses were captured in near-verbatim notes.  A summary of interview responses is available in Appendix C.  Once the interviews were complete, the team evaluated the responses, grouped similar issues, and made recommended actions based on the information. This document attempts to capture the key actions necessary to improve the interagency geospatial coordination of federal agencies.

B.  RECOMMENDED ACTIONS

1.  Raise geospatial data awareness to the policy level.

Many respondents mentioned that senior officials within their agency have not had the opportunity or reason to develop an understanding or appreciation of the importance of geospatial data or GIS to the overall mission of the agency.  Respondents believe that the FGDC and NSDI will be able to accelerate progress only when they are incorporated into agency mission statements and performance agreements of high-level agency officials.  In order to accomplish this, the FGDC and its NSDI partners must undertake concerted and ongoing efforts to educate all policymakers about the importance of geography and geospatial data in supporting the program needs of agency activities.  Recommended actions:

a. Articulate a clear vision of the NSDI that is easily understood by policy makers.

b. Contract with a professional firm to help us develop the promotional materials and market the benefits of the NSDI to all potential partners. 

c. Develop strategic briefing packages for administration transition teams and incoming agency officials. 

d. Encourage state, local and private sector stakeholders to voice their support for the NSDI vision with legislators and other elected officials.

2.  Get serious about coordination among federal agencies.

Coordination is a difficult, time-consuming job.  It cannot be done effectively using volunteer staff resources, working part time under the heading of “other duties.”  Interagency geospatial data coordination requires a full-time coordinator in each agency, and a commitment by senior agency officials to actively support the goals of OMB Circular A-16 and Executive Order 12906.  OMB could play a significant role in promoting coordination among federal agencies exercising some of its interagency leverage if it were more fully aware of FGDC coordination activities.  Recommended actions:

a. Schedule regular meetings between FGDC and OMB staff.

b. Work with OMB to incorporate specific elements of EO 12906 into a revised 
A-16.

c. Give FGDC member agencies greater say in how FGDC Secretariat funds are spent.

d. Use FGDC funds to provide partial support for a Geographic Information Coordinator or Geographic Information Officer in key federal agencies.  The roles, responsibilities, and authority of these coordinators must be clearly defined in a mutual process.

e. Foster partnerships among federal agencies by focusing on specific applications requiring interagency sharing and coordination of geospatial data and budget initiatives.

f. Promote other federal agency support and testimony at FGDC-member agency budget hearings.

3.  Focus federal agency efforts toward building and distributing integrated national geospatial data assets.

Many respondents expressed great frustration at the lack of progress in developing the NSDI framework layers, and requested stronger leadership and commitment from lead agencies identified for framework categories.  It is also apparent that the current FGDC is comprised of two different types of federal agencies with respect to geospatial data development.  One type consists of the traditional mapping agencies for which geospatial data development is part of their mission.  However, many more FGDC member agencies develop geospatial data for program use, but believe they do not have a mission to disseminate that geospatial data to the general public.  There is a lack of understanding among these latter agencies to fully participate in NSDI coordination efforts, because they view their data as a product for internal use only.  Some of these agencies are, or should be, key players in developing certain framework and other data layers, and should accept responsibility for public dissemination of this data.  But without a clear mandate to do so, they have not devoted the resources needed to support this initiative.  Federal NSDI framework activities need a renewed commitment, reevaluation, and redirection of effort.  Recommended actions:

a. Clarify individual agency responsibilities for national data stewardship.

b. Identify meaningful ways for FGDC agencies lacking direct mapping mandates to contribute to national geodata initiatives. 

c. Re-evaluate and redefine framework and the Federal role in its development.

d. Clarify standards needs and increase the effectiveness of the standards process. 

e. Develop a model of multi-agency data development and user participation that includes local, state and national players. 

f. Develop a coordinated crosscut budget initiative to achieve the vision of integrated national geospatial data assets.

g. Re-evaluate clearinghouse technology to provide easier public access to data and to stimulate development of metadata records for important national data themes. 

4.  Restructure the FGDC.

While respondents generally felt that the FGDC has been a positive force for implementing the NSDI, many of them still felt that the organizational structure should be modified to be more responsive to the needs of member agencies.  Several respondents mentioned that the FGDC is engaged in too many concurrent activities, and needs to prioritize them. Others questioned whether the FGDC Secretariat was really autonomous from the USGS National Mapping Division.  Recommended actions:

a. Keep the FGDC Secretariat within USGS, but move it out of NMD and elevate it to report to the Director of USGS.

b. Evaluate and modify the responsibilities and membership on the FGDC Steering Committee, Coordination Group, Subcommittees and Working Groups.

1) Consider replacing the current Steering Committee with a committee of individuals authorized to make commitments for their agency such as “Bureau or Agency Directors.”

2) Consider replacing the Coordination Group with an interagency council of Geographic Information Officers/Coordinators. 

3) Evaluate whether the current subcommittee and working group structure is still practical and functionally appropriate.

c. Focus FGDC staff role toward interagency non-partisan brokering with federal agencies:

1) Bring agencies together to facilitate development of national data assets and complementary standards. 

2) Promote the initiation of interagency collaborative projects.

3) Conduct awareness workshops and seminars.

4) Facilitate the sharing of problem solving applications, tool development, proven business practices, technology, and policies.

5.  Establish management oversight and accountability.

The actions listed in the above sections should have management oversight and accountability to ensure they are implemented and effective. Responsible parties need to be identified to perform these actions. Furthermore, guidelines for monitoring and measuring their progress need to be established.  Recommended actions:

a. Develop an implementation plan with timelines and responsible parties once the recommended actions are adopted.  Review the action plan with OMB and add appropriate progress measures for performance management.

b. Issue the plan under OMB signature.

c. Review progress with OMB and modify the plan as appropriate on a regular basis.

APPENDIX A: DESIGN STUDY TEAM MEMBERSHIP:

Identifies Design Study Team participants

The Federal Geographic Data Committee commissioned this study. A team assembled of interested individuals from both federal and non-federal organizations researched and prepared the report.  

The ‘Design Study Team’ consisted of: 

· Nancy Blyler (USACE, Geospatial Coordinator)

· Kim Burns-Braidlow (Federal Geographic Data Committee Secretariat, USGS)

· Christine Clarke (National GIS Coordinator, Natural Resources Conservation Service) 

· Hank Garie (Director, New Jersey Office of GIS)

· Bruce McKenzie (Federal Geographic Data Committee Secretariat, USGS)

· John Moeller (Staff Director, Federal Geographic Data Committee, USGS)
· Bruce Spear (Director of Geographic Information Services, Bureau of Transportation Statistics, USDOT)
· Gale TeSelle (Consultant, Founding member of FGDC, retired Natural Resources Conservation Service)

· Lonnie Weiss (Weiss Consulting, facilitator).

APPENDIX B: INTERVIEW GUIDE:

The question template used by team members to ensure consistency in interviews
Interviewee_________________________




Interviewers __________________________
Date _________________________

A.  Opening

1.  Tell us a little about your agency,  such as staffing, budget, mission, and your area of

responsibilities.

2. As you understand them, what are the critical issues facing the agency, what keeps 

your agency’s top leadership up at night?

B.  Data in the Agency
1.  What kinds of data are essential for your agency’s mission-critical needs?

2.  What types of programs does your agency have that need geographic information?

3.  To what extent is obtaining program pertinent data a problem in your agency?

4.  Where and how do you get the geographic data you need?

5. If you had to guest, what portion of the data your agency produces or uses is placed

based?

6.  How do you use it?  examples.... a) management of decisions, b) programmatic issues,

c) funding of other state/local organizations spatial data development?

7. What would you suggest as 2 or 3 key motivators that could get your agency to

institutionalize a comprehensive data sharing philosophy, within and with others?
C.  Constituencies (Customers)

1.  Thinking of a couple of your most important constituencies, what is the nature of your 

interactions with them?

2.  What changes are you seeing in your customer/user expectations?

D.  Public Access

1.  In what ways does your agency provide public access to data?

2.  Do you have an internet-based clearinghouse? 

3.  Is it a part of the NSDI clearinghouse network?

4.  Who do you make your geodata available to?

5.  From your perspective, what kid of priority does your agency put on that activity?

E.  Standards

1.   How important are geographic standards to your organization? 

2. What programs or policies in your organization rely on adherence to standards

 beyond those your agency sets?

3. What current practices or standards do you use to document the use of geographic or

 spatial identifiers in your public use databases?

4. For what types of geospatial data does your agency believe standards still need to be 

developed?

F.  Partnerships and Coordination
Agency-wide

1.   How do you coordinate geospatial data needs and activities in your agency?

2.   What has been very successful in your coordination?

3. What are the major impediments to spatial data coordination and use within your

agency?

4. What incentives are necessary for your agency to stimulate coordination and

 cooperation?

Federal-wide

5. To what extent, (national, regional, inter-agency, intra-agency) do you believe federal

geospatial data development activities should be coordinated?

6. How should they be coordinated by individual agency action and /or multi-agency

committee action?

7. Which aspects of federal geospatial data development do you think should be

coordinated?   And to what extent?  (Need examples such as framework data, product

development, data standards (content, transfer, and management), establishment a

data requirements registry, building decision support systems, improving access to

data - clearinghouse etc.)

Nation-wide

8. To what extent do you believe that geospatial data development needs to be

coordinated nation-wide?

9. Who should be responsible for the coordination?

10. What role can your organization play for the federal government in helping

communities have and use information to address and solve issues?

G.  FGDC

1.  What has your direct involvement with FGDC been and in what ways has your agency

participated in the FGDC?

2. What’s your current take on the existing FGDC structure of subcommittees and

working groups?  What has worked and what has not worked?

3. Focusing on potential benefits to agencies from the activities of the FGDC, how do

you think your agency is benefiting?

H.  NSDI Issues, Strategies, and Goals

1.  How does the use of geospatial data within your agency and the delivery of geospatial

data to your customer’s link with your agency strategic plan?

2. Are you aware of the NSDI and it’s issues and goals? (If not, provide them with a

copy of the plan and briefing highlight the major goals)

3. What do you think it would take to get your program’s or your agency’s leadership to

give serious time and attention to NSDI-related issues and goals?

4. What 1 or 2 things would you most want to see in your agency that would indicate a

growing and serious appreciation of NSDI issues and goals?

APPENDIX C- INTERVIEW RESPONSE SUMMARY:

A collection of statements representing the variety of responses collected during the interview process (the entire responses cover 80 pages)
1.  Agency Descriptions, Applications, Issues, and Plans

· We want to bring in local digital geo files and reposition TIGER – make TIGER more accurate.

· The Office of Pipeline Safety regulates 2 million miles of pipeline in the U.S.  We are working on a National Pipeline Mapping (NPM) system that will contain natural gas lines, hazardous liquid lines, and trunk lines.  If a train derails and it hits a pipeline it can cause a problem.   We need to know the high consequence areas and highlight them for our inspectors.  

· We use spatial data to support regulatory functions involving clean water, air, and the land.  We have a “community right to know” philosophy which is to make information available to the local communities so they can make the decisions. 

· We have a passion for mitigating the effects of a disaster and we want to do it through our “Building Disaster Resistant Communities” program. 

· We have so much information in reports, in databases, in libraries, wherever, but that the public needs access.  I see location as an organizing principle for much of this information and GIS as the tool for access. 

· There is pressure growing in the states to get geo-referenced health data so they can use GIS to analyze relationships to local conditions. 

· We have a whole new $65 million dollar initiative.  We want to use this web-based data collection and mapping process to assess the demographics of superfund sites.

· We award $7 billion to grantees per year and we use Community 20/20 to help develop plans on how to spend the money.

· We put out $4 billion in grants.  I don’t see why we can’t place conditions in these so we can tie into our Global Crime Initiatives.

· Accurate spatial data is a primary product of our nautical and aeronautical charting mission, and spatial data and mapping represent a principle means for analyzing and disseminating weather information.

· We have 2600 county based service center offices which will use common office automation, common web interfaces, and eventually common GIS tools to help delivery over $30 billion worth of USDA services to the customers.

· Our division was given $12.5 million in our budget to develop corporate geospatial databases.  We have an initiative in the 2001 budget that would increase our data inventory budget from $88 million to $128 million.

· We are committed to developing and delivering earth science data to the public.  We recently hired a GIO as a giant step toward using GIS and geography as the integrating tool.

· I have an interest in GIS and A-16.  We work on some data management issues, but right now there is not a fire under that issue to get the attention of our managers.

2.  Agency Customers

	Example Customers Named By Interviewees



	50 state legislators
	War fighters

	Transportation folks – MPO’s, State DOT’s
	Mission planners

	Private Industry
	Intelligence community

	Water way users
	Marine fishing

	Port Authority
	Shipping Industry

	Dredging Contractors
	All who want to know about the weather

	Military Base Commanders
	State and local coastal managers

	Pipeline Operators
	Surveyors

	Congress
	GIS specialists

	State and Local Government
	County conservationists

	Home Buyers
	State and local conservation groups

	Victims of Natural Disasters
	Zoning people

	Communities who want to build disaster resistance
	Tax collectors

	Grantees in communities
	Water Management Districts

	Congressman who want to know where the dollars are going
	Consultants

	Police Departments
	District and Forest Managers

	FBI
	State and Private Forestry Groups

	We have scientists who want the raw data and the mom and pops that want to click a button to see if a toxic dump is in their backyard.




Changing Customer Expectations

· Our users want information quicker.  Our demand increased once they find out about our data.

· Our customers expect up-to-date data now, immediately after they give up their updates.

· They want TIGER positionally accurate.

· Our customers are telling us they want our information electronically.  There is a tremendous growth in real-time data.  Customers are getting this data quickly and making decisions in near real-time like never before.

· Customer expectations are changing.  Several years ago it was common for a customer to wait 4-6 weeks for a paper map.  Now they want it immediately.

· Many of our customers are asking for an electronic database or access to it instead of the traditional map product.

· Our customers tell me, don’t make me learn about your agency to get my information.

· People want more than just data.  They want information content.  Everyone needs to do a better job of putting some intelligence to their data, to help people use the data correctly, perhaps build in application software.

· Geography permits us to relate to the public first.  Geography provides a dimension the average customer can understand.

· Customers want data quicker and cheaper.

· State and local customers consistently tell us that the data we provide for their applications is not the resolution needed at the local planning level.

· Every popular magazine now has articles about how GIS has helped solve an important problem. 

· Customers are demanding more and we have not done a good job of listening to them.  So we have developed a focus on customers to help better meet their needs.

3.  Public Access and Clearinghouse

· FGDC can be proud of their work on metadata and clearinghouse.  They need to adopt GILS Clearinghouse as THE method for getting information out to citizens.

· All too often our people just want to put up their data on a web site and say they have done what is needed.  It takes a lot more then that to do the job right.

· With the Gateway to the Earth Project, the Director wants an integrated approach to all our data with a more robust interface to the customers.

· Our customers get our data on-line through Enviromapper.  We recently became a clearinghouse node.  This is the future, everyone grabbing each other’s data.

· We are much more user friendly and much more amendable to releasing data then a few years ago.

· Metadata will become part of the new contract

· Our agency is putting high priority on making our data publicly available.

· We tried the Internet, but our files were too big for it.  We will try again with our 1999 data.

· We had a clearinghouse but it was not NSDI compliant and it did not work very well.  We hope to have it working next year.

· We have no strategy to update and maintain data that we generate for a project.  It may have value to the public, it may not.

· We have one clearinghouse node because the Executive Order says we need to have one.

· We try to make our data available on the clearinghouse, but it is spotty at best.

· We currently only provide our data over the Intranet, because some of it is proprietary.

· We are not providing data to the customer to meet their needs, in an easy to use form.

· Right now our data is proprietary.  If I have anything to say, it won’t be in the future.

· I’d like to see FGDC have a www.federal data page.  Clearinghouse is not quite filling the need.

· Metadata is somewhat of a burden

· Not much of our data is available to the public

· We do not have a clearinghouse.  It may be too complex and it does not fit our data.

· Generously speaking, 1% of our data are connected to NSDI.  We should look at FGDC as a combination of Fort Know and the Bureau of Standards.

· The clearinghouse standard Z39.5 conflicts with CORBA, which is where the industry seems to be heading.  

· There is no support for developing metadata among our data centers.

· We need a general-purpose metadata loader scripter for metamanager.

· When I think of specific products, I think of agency web sites.  I don’t think of clearinghouse.

· Internal agencies are charging to gain access to data within their own group.  This is a barrier.

· Handling the workload to deal with the clearinghouse huge.

4.  Cultural Change and Education

· Leadership positions in Congress do not know the value of GIS, NSDI, and the role of FGDC and they need to be made aware.

· Leadership positions in OMB are not sufficiently aware of GIS, NSDI, and FGDC to provide oversight.

· Leadership positions within USGS, (lead agency for FGDC), are not sufficiently aware of the role of FGDC, the breath of NSDI, and the relationship it has to their own mission.

· Leadership positions in most agencies still do not understand the capabilities and value of GIS

· Leadership positions in most agencies have no working knowledge or awareness of FGDC and NSDI

· A lot of people talk about GIS but still don’t know what is it.

· Engineers don’t seem to have an appreciate of the capabilities of GIS

· We are developing strategies and plans to implement training

· For executive leadership training, we need to focus on program applications of the technology, not GIS, NSDI, and the technology itself.

· We need to get outside organizations to help us educate Congress, such as NGA and WGA

· Our map production people are still oriented toward paper maps rather then NSDI

· Our scientist often see GIS, data management, NSDI, and technology as competition for resources that takes money away from good science.

· There is a disconnect between the Departmental agencies and their FGDC Steering Committee representation.

· There is a culture change needed among the sister agencies.  They are not willing to share responsibilities, to share data, to share systems, to share technology expertise.  Instead they try to do it all themselves.

· In the field, management does not understand how to compare the value of implementing GIS technology versus the value of a new pickup truck

· There are not enough GIS and NSDI champions across the agency to promote awareness and get the culture change.

· NSDI is still not clearly defined and explained

5.  Coordination

a.  Internal

· We recently hired a GIO and I am determined to set a new tone of information technology coordination among our Divisions and our scientists.

· We recently hired a CIO and I am optimistic that this person will help elevate the importance of geospatial data within our agency.

· We recently established a GIS Working Group and I am hopeful it will help coordinate our internal activities, however I know there is distrust with the IT people.  

· We have recently hired a CIO and a Geospatial Agency Leader.  They are not in the same Division areas.  We think of one as ADP and the other more linked to engineering CADD operations.

· We don’t coordinate well internally.  Everyone’s doing his or her own thing.

· Turf is a problem internally also.

· The management of our two agencies has not gotten along for years and it that way in 48 out of the 50 states.

· We have a communication gap between the Headquarters office, the Regional Offices, and the State and County Offices.  Information about FGDC and NSDI does not get down through the organization.

· Unless it is a specific crosscut initiative, I don’t coordinate among budget examiners the various geospatial budget initiatives and agency geospatial programs.

b.  External

· I have a federal GIS User Group in my State and that works well for coordinating with federal agencies.  It works will with the State GIS Council.

· We are doing a better job of partnering and coordination today than say three years ago.

· We need to do a better job of federal agency integrating and partnering.  

· Pipeline mapping is not a high priority for USGS.  We feel like the runt of the family.

· I don’t see a willingness to share information among federal agencies.

· We have focused our efforts on partnerships with state and local agencies rather than with other federal agencies.  There is more pay-off for us.

· We are recommending that our regional offices get involved with the State GIS meetings.

· Coordination must be centrally managed and it has enormous potential value.

· I am excited about the new A-11 Form 53 process.  It may help collect useful information for the GIS community.

· Once our digital data all gets out to the county field offices, coordination will be easier.

· Coordination is much easier now that we have a product everyone wants.
c.  Barriers

· I am frustrated the federal government is not coordinating things.  Agencies are racing to get headlines. We are not talking to each other.

· There is overlap.  We need to run to audits of our activities.

· There are no incentives for coordination; we don’t get funded to coordinate.

· I don’t have time to coordinate.  I am already overwhelmed.

· Agency turf and cultural differences are barriers to coordination.

· CINDI is in USGS.  Why isn’t in FEMA

· We map soils but they need to line up to streams.  When you get the streams from USGS they don’t match up to the ortho base map we are using for soils.  Nobody is coordinating this.

· We brought DRG’s for the nation.  We wanted seamless coverage but USGS wouldn’t put them together.  So we contracted for it and found out later that some other agency is working on this.

· I asked for FS boundaries but I got put in the queue so long, I had to do with the inaccurate boundary data that I had.  Aren’t we supposed to make our data more readily available?

· When requirements for data and information don’t line up, agencies go their own way, and the public suffers.

· We are still duplicating work and missing opportunities due to lack of coordination.

· In the North Carolina flood recovery work, the state agencies complained about the lack of coordination in federal agencies.  Sometimes we had the right information that they needed, they just didn’t know about it.
d.  Incentives

· It would be beneficial if FGDC provided financial assistance to foster better coordination.

· Agencies need a financial reward for working together.

· Small amounts of money set aside for cooperative projects go a long way to leverage more funds.

· We need a prize for doing coordination.

· FGDC participation needs to be written in our individual standards of performance.

· Congress should collaborative program language in our agency program allocations.
e.  Program Collaboration

· We would be interested in jointly funded programs that would benefit our agency

· We would be interesting in leveraging our funds with other federal funds to develop data that can benefit all.

· If FGDC asked us to come to the table to participate in jointly funded programs we would.

· We would be happy to have USGS take leadership for elevation and develop a joint funded program.

· We need to run a multi-hazard mapping program that is jointly funded.

· The National Digital Orthophotography Program is a good example of program collaboration.  In less the 10 years, we have DOQ coverage for the nation. It has been very successful.

· We need to create collaborative programs for the rest of the framework layers.

· We need to create collaborative programs for other national thematic coverage’s in addition to framework

· Congress is very receptive to agency program collaboration.

6.  Data 

a.  Requirements

· We need integrated seamless framework data for the nation.

· We need 1:24,000 scale and 1:12,000 scale data for our framework data, then we need larger scale data for our project level work.

· We have identified 19 data themes that we need in our GIS strategy.  Our critical data needs are DOQ’s, soils, common land unit boundaries, and Census data.

· We have defined 15 data layers as essential for our agency-wide GIS implementation.

· We are in the process of defining our critical data needs.

· We have not completed an inventory of our geospatial data needs.

· We need lots of different kinds of data, most of it we need to get from others.

· We plan to develop people data and integrate it with other agency data.

· We need land cover and land use data, but getting it has always been a problem

· Our biggest disappointment is that data from other federal agencies is too gross

· We want water boundary and transportation updates for TIGER

· We don’t want proprietary data because we need to share it with others.

b.  Acquisition

· Clearinghouse is used by many for finding and acquiring data, but not as much as other methods. 

· State and Local sources are more important to get what I need from my programs.

· The feds need local data more then the locals need federal data.

· Lack of available data and getting the right data is still a big limiting factor for implementing GIS.

· If the data does not exist for what I need to run my GIS application, it is often hard to justify developing the data because of the expense of data development.

· Finding data and getting the data that you want is not easy, it takes talented people to acquire data.

· We can’t find the existing data we want, we contract for it and use partnerships to get it developed.

c.  Framework

· I am frustrated with FGDC for not getting Framework completed.  Someone has to build it and we can’t get there by talking about it.

· Declare TIGER as framework and then promote fixing it.

· The Framework Blue Book was too overblown, it tried to incorporate everyone’s ideas

· Framework is in sad shape.  These are the data themes agencies need. Other then digital ortho’s, nobody is doing anything, no product specifications, no funding, no strategic direction to create framework.

· We need a transportation layer and it is very frustrating that no one is developing it.

· There is no strategic plan for developing framework

· If I can’t delivery integrated framework data to my field office, I am irrelevant to them and FGDC is irrelevant to me.

· FGDC needs to focus on building interagency collaborative programs to develop specific framework national coverage’s.

· DOQ’s seem to be coming along, but nothing seems to be happening with the other layers.

· NDOP is a good model for developing framework data

· I thought framework was being developed by USGS.  We give them money for that every year.

d.  Integration and Management

· Use technology to help better integrate data.

· Generalization algorithms are needs to take detailed data and use for broader purposes.

· The federal government is behind when it comes to integrating and packaging data to meet customer needs.

· We want to collect once and share data in a central repository.  Data management in a multi-agency enterprise-wide systems architecture is a major challenge.

· It is ludicrous for every federal agency to store data and try to integrate data in their own data center.  We need to encourage the federal agencies to develop a coordinated effort among these data centers.

· USGS needs to play a key role in data integration.

· Logically, USGS should develop and integrate framework data since they did this type of job on the paper edition of the 7-½ topo quad.

· Senior management in USGS is reluctant to accept responsibility for integrating framework data.

e.  Public Domain and Privacy

· The important thing is that the data stays in the public domain.

· Framework has to be free.

· We are reluctant to make the data available due to fear of misuse.

· Federal standards on data confidentiality are too difficult to develop and adopt.

7.  Standards

· Standards are critical

· Standards are very important

· Standards are extremely important

· We need consistent data standards

· We need relevant standards for all of the framework layers.

· Standards are the only way we can achieve our goals in NSDI.

· It takes too long for FGDC to develop standards

· The standards that are developed are not relevant to our work.

· The standards are not implementable; they are on paper and not incorporated into commercial systems.

· If federal standards do not exist, we will go our own way, we can’t wait.

· The FGDC standards process is broken and needs to be reinvented

· FGDC standards are not relevant to agencies that work in the international community.

· Many standards are complete, but who is using them?

· Government standards are not that important to us, commercial standards are.

· The metadata standard is great and something FGDC can be proud of.

· The metadata standard is too complex, does not represent the real world, and is not implementable.

· The metadata standard is still missing a few key things that the geospatial industry needs.

· We need metadata training and better metadata tools if we are going to implement this standard.

· Why should we implement the metadata standard if USGS is not creating metadata for their data?

· Standards are a hard sell

· I am bored with standards

· Why should I try to develop and implement a national standard when it is easier for me to use 56 translators?

· We don’t have time to implement standards.

8.   Technology Development

· We need tools to extract documentation needed for metadata.  Why aren’t these tools in commercial products? 

· FGDC clearinghouse seems to be developed based on Z39.50 were industry seems to be going towards CORBA as the standards.

· You can’t buy a commercial clearinghouse.  Maybe we need to privatize clearinghouse.

· We need to develop more robust interfaces to clearinghouse, better geographic search engines.

· FGDC needs to adopt the OMB/GSA GILS concept of clearinghouse and integrate it with its own clearinghouse technology.

9.  Budgeting, Funding, Costs, and Benefits

· We talk, but if the money is not there to do this work, we hold back.

· The altruistic movement does not seem to work to get agencies to work together.  Distrust goes on.  Money drives cooperative spirit.

· Money drives policy and OMB drives policy in the way they allocate money.

· We need to work on creative financing schemes to support NSDI

· We need to testify for each other on the Hill regarding geospatial programs that benefit our agencies.  If would be wonderful if Secretary Babbitt or agency leaders would support our budget initiatives.

· We never got FGDC to go to OMB and support our initiative.  We needed that support.

· We need to find a way that the important goals of NSDI are funded.  

· We need to help Congress understand NSDI and these initiatives are non-partisan.

· CFIP is a good initiative and we need to try hard to get Congressional approval.

· We need to see more cost/benefit information to adopt technology

· GIS needs to plug-and-play and be cost effective for us to adopt it in our field office

· We need to see cost/benefit information if we are to keep money off the top at NHQ for collaborative data development programs

· If we are to get standards developed and adopted, we need to show people what the extra costs will be if they don’t standardize

· FGDC needs to convince Congress of the economic benefits of GIS and NSDI

· We need to hire a professional to put a NSDI marketing and economic benefits package together so we can educate Congress.

10.   FGDC 

a.  General

· It is positive that Secretary Babbitt is so involved.

· There is always going to be a need for an FGDC of some kind.  The feds need to coordinate this kind of work.

· The clearinghouse and metadata are helping us.

· FGDC helps us make contacts with people.

· The NSGIC survey was helpful.

· The general direction that FGDC has set, metadata, clearinghouse, and framework is good.

· FGDC has helped foster partnerships and standards.

· FGDC has reached out to states and others stakeholder and that was needed.

· FGDC has done a good job of defining NSDI and the international community is adopting it for GSDI.

· It is good that FGDC got the Chaotic Organization initiative going.

· FGDC was the right thing at the right place at the right time.  Now they need to move on.

· FGDC has done some good things.  But now we need policy level coordination.

· Senior agency management does not see the importance of FGDC.

· I don’t see FGDC as very effective, I don’t see much strategic direction.

· If FGDC does not move at creating products, it will become irrelevant.

· This chaotic organization model for the national committee bothers me.  I don’t think it will be easily embrace by management.

· The FGDC shouldn’t be helping to issue unfunded mandates like the Executive Order.

· The FGDC has a bad habit of throwing around terminology without explaining what they mean.

· FGDC should not challenge agency sovereignty but show a new way through interoperability.

b.  Roles, Responsibilities, and Priorities

· FGDC is too thin.  It tries to do everything.  

· The current mission of FGDC is too broad given the voluntary nature of the organization.

· FGDC should focus on standards, budget initiatives, and research and coordination of federal geospatial program.

· FGDC should focus on federal data, data sharing, and standards.

· Push the development of seamless, integrated framework

· Focus on building national data coverage’s, not just framework

· Help develop, organize, and manage major national geodata assets

· Help form interagency national geodata warehouses

· Focus on building agency collaborative programs

· Get more data sharing not selling going on among federal agencies

· Create electronic, product oriented, implementable standards

· Accelerate the standards process

· Do more awareness training and metadata training

· Build an interactive data catalog; an electronic version of the Federal Data Products Catalog

· Work closer with OMB and help support budget initiatives

· Provide a forum, perhaps a subcommittee on technology issues among federal agencies

· Set up and manage an e-forum discussion group for each of its major activities.

· Conduct best management practice forums; get the word out on what works best.

· Provide guidance, advice, and counsel on geospatial activities that have government-wide implications.

· Act as the Federal Consortium and Federal Forum for geospatial issues with private industry.

· Do more regional workshops like the Atlanta meeting

· Set agency goals relating to NSDI.

· Work from an accountability perspective.

· Tell OMB when federal agencies are not in compliance or not coordinating with FGDC

· Work with OMB to help create annual performance goals for FGDC

c.  Organization

· Either FGDC needs to be drastically restructured with a new mission or phased into the new national committee.

· FGDC at one time was organized to coordinate.  I don’t think it has the right structure or people to do that anymore.

· The faster we create a national committee the better.  FGDC can be an arm of the national committee.

· The existing structure of FGDC is sound; leave it alone.

· The Steering Committee meetings are not very effective.  Rubber-stamping standards does not appeal to me.  Working on interagency projects appeals to me.

· The Steering Committee is unfocused and ineffective.  The majority has little idea of what is happening.

· The FGDC Steering Committee should also become the Digital Earth Steering Committee.  These concepts need to merge.

· Agency Heads need to be brought into the process.  They are not involved and need to be.

· The Coordination Group has no management impact on the FGDC secretariat.

· The Subcommittees and Working Groups don’t seem to develop any products.

· The FGDC needs to do a subcommittee survey to get the correct people involved.

· The Subcommittees and Working Groups need to be phased out of an FGDC structure and into a professional society or discipline-oriented structure that already exists.

· Most people identify FGDC as USGS.  That perception is out there and it is a strike against FGDC.  

· We don’t have open and trusting relationships with USGS and it hurts the FGDC 

· There seems to be tension and distrust internally within USGS regarding FGDC.

· USGS wants to control FGDC and use it for its’ own purposes.  FGDC is a power grab by USGS

· FGDC should be removed from NMD.

· We need to look at the location of FGDC within USGS

· The mapping organizations seem to be driving FGDC but it should be driven by the applications oriented federal agencies.

· The mapping organizations seem to be driving FGDC. Maybe FGDC should be managed by an applications oriented agency such as EPA, NRCS, COE, or FEMA.

· FGDC should probably stay in USGS.  The only other location would be OMB but they don’t have the technical expertise to manage it.

· Put FGDC closer to the White House and let them call the shots.

d.  Legislation

· Legislation might be helpful but it must not become an unfunded mandate.

· I think legislation is necessary.  You need a legislative framework to help put this new national council together.

· Perhaps legislation is necessary, but unfortunately Congress is not on the cutting edge of technology and they could screw this up.

· Legislation has lasting impact.  Agencies respond to laws and funds.

· Legislation may be required to drive integration of programs since many agencies are reluctant to cooperate.

· The National Dam Safety Act could act as a good model for NSDI legislation.
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