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FGDC FY 2007 Annual Report Agency Survey
Please submit responses to Patricia Phillips at paphillips@usgs.gov.

If you have questions about the survey please contact Milo Robinson mrobinson@usgs.gov 703.648.5162.

Due Date:  3 December 2007  
1. Name of Agency or Bureau:  
Agency: Department of Commerce

Bureau: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)

2. Name of Contact for Report:



Natalie D. Smith


Natalie.D.Smith@noaa.gov


301-713-3525 ext. 213
3. Steering Committee Member: 




Joseph Klimavicz




Joseph.Klimavicz@noaa.gov





301-713-9600
4. Coordination Group Participant(s):



Tony LaVoi



Tony.Lavoi@noaa.gov 



843-740-1274


Dave Zilkoski



Dave.Zilkoski@noaa.gov



301-713-3222 x 141
5. Subcommittee or Working Group Participation:  
Homeland Security Working Group
Metadata Working Group
Standards Working Group

Marine and Coastal Spatial Data Subcommittee (Chair)

Marine Boundary Working Group (Co-chair)

Geodetic Control Subcommittee (Chair)

Wetlands Subcommittee
6. Investment Profile:  Do you feel there would be value in providing a summary of federal investments in the 2007 FGDC Annual Report?
No.  Too many questions remain on the information collection procedures and quality and accuracy of the data collected to warrant using it in this forum.
  
Success Story
7. “Spatially Understanding Our Changing World”   – Main Story
Does your Agency have a 2007 success story relating to using spatial data to understand our changing world?  Story should be anchored in NSDI (standards, metadata, partnership, or framework).  If so, please send a brief description of the accomplishment using the “Success Story” format:
Completed Coastal Change Analysis Program (C-CAP) National Baseline

· Challenge --- The Nation’s coastal regions provide vast public benefit, both natural and economic.  These areas are also the most developed, accounting for more than half of our population, and attracting large numbers of visitors each year.  Such development can increase economic and recreational opportunities, but can also have serious environmental consequences, including: the loss of habitat, disruption of natural processes, increased pollution and degraded water quality, use conflicts, and loss of cultural and historic resources.  Land cover change is a direct measure of quantitative habitat loss or gain, and is an indirect measure of increases or decreases in sources of pollution, sedimentation, and other factors that determine habitat and water quality.
· Action --- NOAA’s Coastal Change Analysis Program (C-CAP) has taken on the mission of inventorying coastal intertidal areas, wetlands, and adjacent uplands with the goal of monitoring these habitats, on a one-to-five year cycle.  C-CAP has recently completed two time periods of land cover and change information (1996 and 2001) for all of the CONUS coastal regions.  This milestone marks the completion of the Nation’s first baseline of land cover change information, specifically focused on coastal areas.   
This effort is closely coordinated with other federal programs, through the Multi-Resolution Land Characteristics (MRLC) Consortium, and the data produced by NOAA is a coastal expression of the National Land Cover Database (NLCD).  This close coordination has led to decreased duplication across these agencies, and has produced more consistent products than those developed independently, in the past.
· Result --- Some of the changes that C-CAP observed during this 1996 to 2001 timeframe include:

· About 2,274 square miles of land became developed (roughly equal to 7.5 times the area of New York City).

· The Southeast and Gulf coast region is the least developed, but fastest growing area, accounting for more than 50% of all the new development (though only 37% of the land area).

· Approximately half of all new development was associated with increased low intensity development (associated with suburban development and at the urban fringes).  20% of all development was actually an increase in density, to more dense development.

This change information can be used, in part, to determine trend information about the cumulative effects of development, impacts of land use on water quality, and indicators that link land use change with ecosystem health.  By utilizing standardized, regional information managers are able to coordinate the planning of shared resources, facilitating an ecosystem approach to environmental issues that transcends local and state regulatory boundaries. 
(We have graphics for this story if needed)
Agency NSDI Contribution Section

8. Does your Agency have a 2007 contribution to building the NSDI?  If so, please send a brief description of the accomplishment using “Success Story” format:
· Challenge

· Action 
· Result 
Highlights of any additional successes related to NSDI contribution response (not to exceed 4 sentences)
Metadata Section: 
8. 
Does your agency have a metadata policy?  Yes           
9.
Who serves as your metadata point of contact? Repeat as necessary for all programs.

Sarah O’Connor


Sarah.Oconnor@noaa.gov


301-713-3000
Ted Habermann


Ted.Habermann@noaa.gov

(303) 497-6472


Role (check all that apply): 
· X General metadata assistance and consultation

· X Metadata edit and/or review

· X Metadata clearinghouse/collection management and publication

· X Metadata training

· X Agency Metadata Working Group member

10.
Does your agency provide metadata creation/editing support?  Check all that apply: 

· X For Program personnel only
· X For Agency personnel only
· X For Data partners
· No metadata creation/editing support provided
11.
Does your agency provide metadata training? Check all that apply:  

· X For Program personnel only
· X For Agency personnel only
· X For Data partners
· For FGDC
· No metadata training provided
12.   
Indicate products for which you actively publish metadata to geodata.gov. Check all that apply:

· X Key geospatial data products

· X Most geospatial data products

· X Data acquisition plans in excess of $500,000

· X Geospatial web services

13.
When contracting for data and metadata is a deliverable, do you: 

· X Specify FGDC compliant metadata.

· X Provide a template as an example of the metadata to be delivered.

· Don’t specify metadata as a deliverable.

14.
When planning for data updates, is planning for metadata updates included?

· X Yes
· No   
Comments:    
15.
Does your agency:

Utilize a communication method to provide metadata guidance and support? Check all that apply: 

· None

· X Web site

· X Wiki

· X Community of Practice/Interest  

· X Guidance Document(s) 

· X Conference calls- may be a part of other regularly scheduled calls. 

Include metadata in position descriptions where the employee’s major activity is geospatial data or geospatial data management?
· No
· X Yes
If Yes, check all that apply: 
· Route training requests to appropriate agency training resource(s).
· X Provide agency metadata consult: agency metadata working group. 
· X Represent agency at FGDC Metadata Working Group- Policy subgroup.
· Encourages agency metadata training resources to participate in FGDC Metadata Working Group- Training and Education Subgroup. 
· X Reports agency metadata implementation activities to agency GIO, CIO, and FGDC Metadata Coordinator.  
Standards Section
16.  Are FGDC-endorsed standards written into your agency's contracts?   If so, which standards?
· Content Standards for Digital Geospatial Metadata
· Shoreline Profile of the Content Standards for Digital Geospatial Metadata

17.
Please check Yes/No


	Yes
	No
	

	x
	
	Does your agency participate in intra-agency or interagency standards activities not necessarily under the FGDC umbrella?

	x
	
	Does your agency participate in FGDC standards activities?

	x
	
	Does your agency participate in NSDI-related voluntary consensus standards activities, as defined by OMB Circular A-119?

	
	  x
	Does your agency track resources ($ or FTE) devoted to standards?


If you replied yes to any of the above questions, please elaborate.
Suggestions:

· Technical Committee membership in the Open Geospatial Consortium (OGC)
· Co-lead role in the Interagency Working Group on Ocean and Coastal Mapping (IWG-OCM), an administration priority under the Ocean Action Plan
· Lead role in the Integrated Ocean Observing Systems (IOOS) Data Management and Coordination (DMAC) geospatial standards process
18.
Who serves as your standards point of contact?

David Stein

Dave.Stein@noaa.gov


843-740-1310
Does your point of contact have standards activities identified as an individual performance element?  Yes
19.
Does your Agency plan to submit a proposal for FGDC standards project, advance a draft standard for public review or advance a draft standard to endorsement through the FGDC standards process in the FY 2008?  Yes
If so, which standards?  National Shoreline Data Content Standard
Training Section

20.
Who serves as your NSDI training point of contact?

Tony LaVoi


Tony.Lavoi@noaa.gov 


843-740-1274

21. 
Did your organization host any NSDI related course in FY07?  
NOAA’s Coastal Services Center’s GIS training “Coastal Applications” course contains a section on FGDC-compliant metadata.  10 courses in FY2007 and approximately 200 trained.
NOAA's National Coastal Data Development Center conducted 12 metadata workshops with 122 participants during FY07.  This included nine Introduction to Geospatial Metadata classes, two Train the Trainer Classes and one Metadata for Managers class.
22.
Of the participants, are they internal only, or offered externally to Federal, State, Local or Tribal governments?  Other organizations?
Federal, State, Local, and NGOs were trained

23.
Do you have a budget for NSDI related training for FY08?

· X Yes

· No
24.
How many courses are planned per year in NSDI related courses either at your training center or at another facility? 15
International Section

25.
 What international collaborative efforts have taken place with NSDIs of other nations?
Coastal Mapping and Informatics Trans-Atlantic Workshops:  Potentials and Limitations of Coastal Web Atlases.  From July 16 to 20, 2007, international partners in a trans-Atlantic workshop series on coastal mapping and informatics, held a workshop on the campus of Oregon State University entitled “Coastal Atlas Interoperability.” The workshop engaged 27 participants from 6 countries, representing 17 organizations and multiple areas of scientific and technical expertise. This meeting was a follow-up to a successful first workshop entitled “Potentials and Limitations of Coastal Web Atlases,” hosted by the Coastal and Marine Resources Centre (CMRC) at University College Cork in Ireland in July 2006.  The first workshop examined state-of-the-art developments in coastal web atlases (CWAs) from the Europe and U.S., shared several case studies and lessons learned, and established key issues and recommendations related to the design, data requirements, technology and institutional capacity needed for these atlases.  The purpose of the second workshop to examine best practices for achieving interoperability between CWAs.  Given that no CWA functions alone as an island, and is often part of a larger universe of resources that is needed for effective marine spatial planning, resource management, and emergency planning, CWAs must build a common approach toward managing and disseminating the coastal data, maps and information that they contain.

26. What international collaborative efforts are you planning with organizations of other nations?  List organizations involved, a brief summary of activities, and point(s) of contact.
The International Hydrographic Organization (IHO) recently established a Marine Spatial Data Infrastructure Working Group (MSDIWG).  The NOAA Office of Coast Survey is participating (Maureen Kenny – lead).   Part of her role is to coordinate with all other National Ocean Service Offices who might have an interest in the work of the this group.

The Working Group on Marine Spatial Data Infrastructure Development (MSDI-WG) shall:

1. Identify, in line with IHO objectives, mission and vision, the IHO’s pertinence to be involved in the development of SDI’s across Member States.

2.
Examine technical issues related to ensuring interoperability within MSDI and with land-based SDIs, in particular:

· Datum issues,

· S-100 interoperability with land-based SDIs,

· S-100 interoperability with oceanographic, marine biological, geological and geophysical data structures, and recommend solutions. 

3.
Liaise, as appropriate, with other relevant technical bodies such as of IOC, World Data Centers Oceanography, Bathymetry and Marine Geophysics.

4.
Identify actions and procedures the IHO should take to contribute to the development of National Spatial Data Infrastructure (NSDI) and / or MSDI in support of  Member  States.

5.
Inform IHO Member States of the benefits in forging links with other bodies (e.g. OGC, ISO TC211, IOC) to ensure IHO members are best placed to meet the developing challenge associated with data management and governance. Active support through capacity building will be explored where necessary.
Planning a 1/2 day workshop in cooperation with the Canadian government during

the 2009Canadian Hydrographic/Land Surveyors Conference in Victoria.  Canada
is interested in discussing with NOAA the possibility of expanding our VDatum

tool in the Straits of Juan de Fuca to include the Canadian side.
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