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1.0 Executive Summary

1.1 Background

Working with its partners, the National Geospatial Programs Office (NGPO) of the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) is building The National Map as a framework for geographic knowledge with the goal to provide current, accurate and nationally consistent digital geospatial data, and topographic maps derived from those data.  The National Map is a key component of the National Spatial Data Infrastructure (NSDI).  To improve collaboration between all levels of government and to further enhance development of The National Map, NGPO worked in a partnership with the National States Geographic Information Council (NSGIC) and the National Association of Counties (NACo) to explore partnership perspectives on the program and document their findings and recommendations.  
Although these groups have long-standing relationships, two Memoranda of Understanding (MOU) were signed on January 16, 2004, to formally create and set forth the goals of this partnership and to identify particular areas of focus and cooperation.  The MOUs demonstrate a commitment on the part of NGPO and these non-government organizations that represent state and local governments to work together to provide seamless access to geospatial data that will benefit the Nation.
To support implementation of these agreements, the U. S. Geological Survey (USGS) issued a Cooperative Agreement (No. 04HQAG0108) to NSGIC.  This agreement funded the activities and travel requirements of a “Core Team” that managed the project, and four additional work groups established by the Core Team.  The Core Team consisted of two representatives from each of the partner organizations with assistance from other NGPO staff.  The work groups implemented the work plans for each of the project objectives.  The individual work groups were staffed by ten to twelve representatives from the partner organizations, and altogether, forty-four people worked on this project.  For 2004-2005, the following objectives were identified: 
· Determine the relevance of The National Map to state and local government partners.

· Develop a "Best Practices" model by drawing from existing partnering efforts nationwide and seeking perspectives at all levels of government. 

· Examine the opportunities and challenges on a state-by-state basis to develop effective implementation plans and develop measures of success to track implementation. 

· Identify communication and collaboration mechanisms that allow input from stakeholder groups to be routinely integrated into technical decision-making and program planning for The National Map.

While completing the work plans on each of these objectives, the work groups quickly concluded that building The National Map with state, local and tribal partners can only be accomplished through a comprehensive program that:
· Establishes a clear vision for their participation
· Meets the business needs of the partners

· Sets realistic goals
· Manages expectations
· Makes fundamental changes in the way partnerships are developed
· Provides feedback to partners on programmatic changes
1.2 Methodology

The Partnership Project obtained federal, state, local, and tribal government input in four ways, including public forums, internal meetings, an Internet-based survey, and personal interviews.  The public forums included:

· NSGIC 2004 Mid-year and Annual Conferences
· NACo 2004 Annual Conference in Arizona

· Pi2 Forum hosted by General Services Administration
· ASPRS 2004 Conference
· GITA 2004 Conference
The Internet-based survey instrument was jointly created by two of the work groups which also identified state and local government organizations and particular representatives that were to be interviewed or surveyed.  Survey responses were analyzed and used in the production of this report.  The questions were designed to “discover” the level of understanding and/or the perceptions of state, local, and tribal governments regarding the relevancy of The National Map.  The survey also provided insights about the impediments to participation in The National Map and the incentives that would be required to ensure participation by state, local, and tribal governments.  The surveyed groups included:
· Existing The National Map Project Participants
· State GIS Coordinators
· County GIS Managers and Representatives
· Municipal GIS Managers and Representatives
· Tribal Representatives and Others
The survey was officially run for a period of thirty-three (33) days from July 23 to August 25, 2004, during which time the NSGIC State Coordinators were also urged to complete the survey in a more broad sense to represent their entire state.  The Core Team representatives promoted the survey within their respective organizations to encourage and maximize participation (e.g. NACo advertised the survey to their GIS Committee list serve).  Individuals from the federal and private sectors were discouraged from completing the survey since it was designed to determine issues related to state, local and tribal organizations.  Three hundred and sixty-nine (369) responses were received by the time the survey was closed for final analysis.  The Internet-based survey was designed by the work group members to be applied to their own constituent groups in order to solicit comments on general issues related to the relevancy of The National Map.  It was not developed to be scientifically or statistically valid.  The survey identified and reinforced generally held beliefs about The National Map program within state and local government.

To help model existing best practices, a series of extensive interviews were conducted to validate a model developed by the cross-sector workgroup against actual conditions.  This process led to documenting “real world” successes, desired improvements and necessary changes.  The interviews were refined after the establishment of NGPO to address not only The National Map, but to also touch on other NGPO programs and NSDI implementation in general.  

The complete series of personal interviews included representatives of successful and emerging implementations of The National Map, and also reached out to states with successful programs that are not participating in The National Map.  The work group facilitated a comparison of viewpoints across all sectors by interviewing two to three representatives from different sectors in each state.   Regional councils were interviewed to explore their role as key components in the conceptual model.  The work group ensured that they sampled a balanced geographic distribution of the nation to reflect important regional variations.  Interviews were conducted with representatives in thirteen states, including ten state implementers, ten local or regional implementers, and eight USGS Geospatial Liaisons.  To encourage candid responses, interviewees were assured that their transcripts would not be made available outside of the workgroup.  Extensive recommendations were developed through this modeling effort and they are available in the body of the report.  
The following information is a “cameo” of the findings and recommendations made by all of the work groups.

1.3 General Findings and Recommendations

The National Map has achieved a number of great successes relating to the underlying technology and it has also developed successful partnerships that can be used to derive a best practices model.  These successes and partner feedback should drive the future of the program to ensure a consistent and viable program.  However, The National Map program has yet to create a nationally consistent “foundation” on which to build the program.  It previously sought out “low-hanging” fruit to generate quick successes, but this resulted in inequities among the partners, inconsistent interpretations and implementations, and a patchwork of activity at the national level.  

In redefining its mission from managing stand-alone data programs to developing an integrated The National Map, NGPO needs to identify ways that it can deliver content and benefits relevant to state and local governments.  This is especially true now that NGPO includes the Cooperative Topographic Mapping (CTM) Program which is responsible for The National Map, the Federal Geographic Data Committee (FGDC), and the Geospatial One Stop (GOS) program.  The relationship, future roles and functionality of these programs will impact how state and local governments view their relevance.  

To ensure that The National Map is relevant to state, local and tribal partners, NGPO program managers should continue to study and understand the business needs of state, local, and tribal partners.  In addition, they need to focus on specific benefits that will encourage participation in The National Map.  Since perception becomes reality, NGPO needs to constantly “take the pulse” of its state, local, and tribal partners and review their experiences and impressions about the value of The National Map in meeting their own business needs.  The collected information needs to guide development of the program and most importantly, the information and program decisions need to be effectively shared with the partners.
Local governments are the key to the ultimate success of The National Map program.  County and municipal governments have the best available geospatial data, because they are developed and maintained to meet their detailed business needs, including currency requirements.  There needs to be a compelling reason for them to participate and partner with their states and NGPO on The National Map.  Viable partnerships provide a robust environment that will allow The National Map to gain current and credible data from local partners.  This is not new information, but to date, USGS has not been able to expend the “human capital” nor offer the incentives that are required to develop these partnerships.  NGPO should focus on dealing effectively with these issues to ensure the success of The National Map.
At all levels, we need to develop a community approach for framework data themes, particularly for the transportation, cadastral, boundaries, structures, orthoimagery, and elevation data themes.   Moving from the “give us your data” approach to engaging state and local governments as contributors to, and users of datasets, data models, standards, and guidelines will improve the federal position.  Long-term planning efforts should be established to document the current approaches used for each framework data layer and to define strategies for moving to a community-based approach.  Being effective in this effort will require working together to explore how to address the primary capacity issue of having appropriate levels of staffing at all levels of coordination (statewide and regional).  A significant challenge will be working together to encourage and support regional councils as a key mechanism for linking local data with the state and federal levels.
At local and regional levels, we need the participation and support of regional councils for developing consistent data.  Where there isn’t a council, we need to build-up regional groups.  The USGS Geospatial Liaisons and state GIS coordinators must become well-known resources for local and regional groups to encourage them to participate in statewide coordination efforts.  As a facilitator between levels of governments, statewide coordination councils have an essential role in proactively communicating information about federal programs and statewide participation in them, including how local contributions are being used.  Geospatial Liaisons must observe, adopt, and align with state and local business needs and practices, and look for examples and opportunities to integrate business needs.  They must also adjust to a service-oriented, incentive-based approach that is designed and developed to meet specific partner needs while enhancing the NSDI.  This can be more quickly achieved by working toward joint long-term plans between states and the USGS for funding and implementing the NSDI.  Geospatial Liaisons need to support and have working relationships with all federal regional offices to promote federal coordination initiatives at the local level.  

NGPO needs to “custom tailor” its programs to each state and possibly to the distinct regions within those states.  One size does not fit all, and NGPO decision-makers and managers should start using objective evaluation criteria to properly “weight” their various grants and partnership incentives.  The “State Information Guide” developed through this project should be routinely consulted to assist in decision-making, and specific feedback from state and local governments should be factored into decisions that affect them.  NGPO should also support the recommendations of the FGDC Future Directions Fifty States Initiative and work through the FGDC to help bring the need for consistent statewide coordination to the attention of each state’s Governor, Homeland Security Director, Emergency Management Agency, and Chief Information Officer (CIO).  Additionally, when absent or ineffective, NGPO should seek the assistance of these individuals in establishing effective statewide coordination councils to support development of the NSDI.

Geospatial Liaisons should work with state coordination councils to develop specific NSDI implementation plans that are built on the strategic and business plans for each council.  This activity will become the base foundation on which the NSDI can be appropriately built.  NGPO (and other Federal agencies) should commit the necessary resources to assist all states in the development of consistent plans.  The Geospatial Liaisons should also be empowered to work in the local community and be authorized to expend funds where needed to positively impact access to data for The National Map.  Through their participation with statewide councils, they will be closer to the local community than other Federal agencies and they will have first-hand knowledge about how to form effective data production and data sharing partnerships.  They should be established with base funding for salaries and discretionary operating funds that provide for travel, data production, and data access.  The key point in this message is that sometimes, very small amounts of money spent in the right place at the right time can have significant impacts on data access.

The ultimate success of The National Map and other programs of the NGPO will depend on the development of a well-defined, clearly articulated program that incorporates active participation and support by the geospatial community at all levels.  NGPO must clearly define its overall goals and objectives, identify the needs and requirements that it will address, and determine its place and purpose in the geospatial universe.  NGPO needs to articulate what it can realistically expect to accomplish within the scope of The National Map, considering the financial and human resources available.  Partnership opportunities and incentives, including available funding, should be developed, institutionalized, and communicated to the stakeholder community.  Ultimately, effective collaboration and partnerships depend on clear understandings of common goals and objectives, shared vision, shared expectations, and mutual benefits. 

The message should emphasize an alignment of stakeholder expectations with program goals, objectives, and achievable outcomes.  Simply put, The National Map cannot be all things to all people, and it extremely important that NGPO communicate a clear message of what the program is and what it is not.

Communication to ensure participation and collaboration should be consistent and continuous, and include mechanisms for pursuing and incorporating feedback from the geospatial community.  The message and feedback should target three specific groups: 1) geospatial data producers, 2) geospatial data users, and 3) elected officials that are each variously responsible for geospatial data holdings.  Information gathering from data producers and users includes both the public and private sectors.  With this in mind, NGPO should take the following actions;

· Establish strong Geospatial Liaison missions,

· Pursue formal partnership agreements with state, local and tribal governments,

· Utilize the existing USGS network of mapping partners within the states,

· Maintain an active communications presence at professional conferences and meetings,

· Establish a regular presence in print media,
· Provide mechanisms for continuous communication, and

· Help to change the way we all do business.  
Finally, USGS needs to send a clear message to all other federal agencies that by linking federal programs with common data needs, (e.g. National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) or FEMA’s Map Modernization Program), NGPO can cultivate improved state and local coordination.  This will help NGPO to attain additional sources of data for the NSDI through the course of doing business with its partners in a variety of thematic disciplines.  A unified federal “voice” will significantly increase the utility of The National Map in meeting the business needs of state, local, and tribal governments.
2.0 Introduction

Working with its partners, the National Geospatial Programs Office (NGPO) of the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) is building The National Map as a framework for geographic knowledge that will provide current, accurate, and nationally consistent digital geospatial data and topographic maps derived from those data.  The National Map is a key component of the National Spatial Data Infrastructure (NSDI).  NGPO worked in partnership with the National States Geographic Information Council (NSGIC) and the National Association of Counties (NACo) over calendar years 2004/2005 to further enhance development of The National Map and to improve collaboration among all levels of government.  

Although these groups have a long-standing relationship, two Memoranda of Understanding (MOU) were signed on January 16, 2004, to formally create and set forth the goals of the partnership, and to indicate areas of focus and cooperation.  These MOU's represent a commitment on the part of NGPO and these non-government organizations (representing state and local governments) to work together to provide seamless access to geospatial data that will benefit the Nation.

To support implementation of these agreements, the U. S. Geological Survey (USGS) issued a Cooperative Agreement (No. 04HQAG0108) to NSGIC.  The agreement funded the activities and travel requirements of the “Core Team” that managed the project and four additional work groups established by the Core Team.  The work groups implemented the work plans for each of the project objectives.  The Core Team consisted of two representatives from each of the partner organizations (see Section 7.1 Appendix A) that were assisted by other NGPO staff.  The individual work groups were staffed by ten to twelve representatives from the partner organizations (see Section 7.2 Appendix B) and altogether, forty-four people worked on this project.  For 2004, the following objectives were identified: 

1. Demonstrate the relevance of The National Map to state and local government partners.

2. Develop a "Best Practices" model from the existing nationwide partnering efforts and through an iterative review process with all partners. 

3. Examine the opportunities and challenges on a state-by-state basis to develop effective implementation plans and develop measures of success to track implementation. 

4. Develop communication mechanisms that allow input from stakeholder groups to be routinely integrated into technical decision-making and program planning for The National Map.

2.1 Core Team Procedures
The Core Team met on a regular basis using conference calls and in-person meetings.  Over the first two months, the meetings focused on the project objectives and the products that would be delivered.  Afterward, the meetings were focused on progress reporting, work product discussions, project management and the occasional issues that arose from the work group activities.  All activities of the Core Team were managed by a consensus decision-making process.

2.2 Work Products

This report provides a consistent synopsis of the work conducted by each of the work groups and is designed to provide the reader with a detailed summary of the project.  For each of the objectives, the essential background information is presented along with a discussion of the methodology, findings and recommendations.  In general, the work groups performed their tasks independently and overall coordination was provided by the Core Team.  As you read through the following sections of the report, you will note that the work groups often came up with similar findings and recommendations which help to validate the recommendations being provided.  No effort was made to consolidate the findings and recommendations other than in the Executive Summary.

Some of the work group products (“State Information Guide” and Best Practices Model) are designed to be separately used, and due to their size, are not included with this report.  Those products, and a “news letter” style article on each of the objectives, are available through the web site for this project that is maintained by USGS.  It is located at: http://geography.usgs.gov/nsgic-naco-usgs/partnership/.  They can also be obtained through the NSGIC web page located at http://www.nsgic.org.

3.0 Relevance of The National Map to State and Local Partners

3.1 Background

In redefining its mission from managing stand-alone data programs to developing an integrated The National Map, NGPO needs to identify ways that The National Map can deliver content and benefits relevant to state and local governments.  This is especially true now that NGPO includes the Cooperative Topographic Mapping (CTM) Program which is responsible for The National Map, the Federal Geographic Data Committee (FGDC), and the Geospatial One Stop (GOS) program.  The relationship, future roles, and functionality of these programs will impact how state and local governments view their relevance.  Given the task of The National Map Partnership Project, this section of the report focuses only on The National Map.

Many federal, state and local government agencies don’t know about The National Map, nor do they understand why it is relevant to them.  State and local governments are in various stages of developing and utilizing GIS.  Throughout America there are “Have” and “Have Not” organizations with regard to geographic information systems (GIS).  Their knowledge and understanding of The National Map varies greatly and, in many cases, relates to their use of GIS to meet their own business needs.  Many local governments (~ 80%) have heard about The National Map, but they clearly do not understand its purpose or believe that it is relevant to them (see Section 3.3).

The “Have” GIS organizations often maintain sophisticated operations that:

· Use GIS to meet their internal business needs,

· Develop geospatial data at a resolution useful for their own purposes,

· Develop data content and applications to support their own business processes,

· Have GIS data which mainly covers their own geography, and

· Seldom consider the needs or requirements of other government agencies or groups unless there is a compelling business case or funding opportunity

For many of these “Have” GIS organizations, the issues of documenting, standardizing and sharing their data with others are major issues.  These organizations often question the relevance of The National Map, because they have GIS capabilities that address most of their requirements.

The “Have Not” GIS organizations generally:

· Have limited involvement with GIS,

· Few resources with which to develop or utilize GIS,

· Have not developed or utilized GIS to improve their own business processes,

· May or may not use GIS products and services provided to them by others, and

· Know very little about The National Map
Generally, geographic information systems are developed by governmental agencies to meet their own business needs.  However, there are examples of regional GIS partnerships that cooperate and partner with each other to meet their collective needs.  Participants tend to capitalize on the core competencies of each partner.  These partnerships work when they meet the business needs of each of the partners and benefit their own self interests.  The NGPO should identify, participate in, and build on successful partnership models to:

· Understand what makes them work,

· Incorporate success factors into The National Map,

· Provide incentives to increase partnership opportunities in The National Map, and
· Adopt a governance structure that encourages success

It is important that the NGPO communicate the purpose and relevance of The National Map and establish effective partnerships with state and local governments to encourage participation in The National Map.  The purpose of the Objective One Work Group (referred to in Section 3 as the Work Group) was to identify and document the relevancy of The National Map, as expressed by representatives of state and local governments.  This information will help program managers to properly focus their future efforts and make informed decisions about developing the content and purpose of The National Map.  Doing so will help facilitate the participation of state and local governments by communicating and describing relevant features of The National Map to potential partners.
3.2 Methodology

The Work Group was established through appointments by the Core Team member organizations.  The individual members of the Work Group and their affiliations are listed in Section 7.2.1 (Appendix B).  They represent the varying perspectives of each level of government.  The Work Group primarily used teleconferences and E-mails to communicate and develop their information products and report.  An Internet-based survey instrument was jointly created with the Objective Three Work Group.  Work Group members identified state and local government organizations or particular representatives to be interviewed or surveyed.  Survey responses were analyzed and used in the production of this report.  

Initially, both work groups conducted several teleconferences to develop the interview questions.  The questions were designed to “discover” the level of understanding and/or the perceptions of state and local governments regarding the relevancy of The National Map.  The groups surveyed regarding the relevancy of The National Map, included:

· Existing National Map Project Participants,
· State GIS Coordinators,
· County GIS Managers and Representatives, and
· Municipal GIS Managers and Representatives

The actual survey form was developed and hosted using the tools available at http://www.SurveyMonkey.com.  The survey was officially run for a period of thirty-three (33) days from July 23 to August 25, 2004, during which time the NSGIC State Coordinators were also urged to complete the survey on behalf of their state.  The Core Team representatives promoted the survey within their respective organizations to encourage and maximize participation (e.g. NACo advertised the survey to their GIS Committee list serve). Individuals from the federal and private sectors were discouraged from completing the survey.  Three hundred and sixty-nine (369) responses were received by the time the survey was closed for final analysis by the Work Group. 

Caution: The survey conducted by these work groups was not developed to be scientifically or statistically valid.  It was designed by the work group members to be applied to their own constituent groups in order to solicit comments on general issues related to the relevancy of The National Map.  The survey identifies and reinforces generally held beliefs about The National Map program within state and local government.
The general findings from the survey are discussed in Section 3.3 while the complete summary reports and detailed answers to the survey can be found in Section 7.3 Appendix C.  The geographic distribution of respondents can be determined in the following table.
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Figure 3.2 - Summary of Responses to Internet Survey by State

3.3 Findings

The Work Group compared the survey responses by four categories of respondent, including all respondents, all state respondents, all county respondents, and all city respondents.  The other categories including tribal and regional respondents each had too few responses to allow meaningful interpretation of the results.  The table below provides a side-by-side comparison of the responses by category and question.  Not all questions from the survey are included in this table.  

Table 3.3 Comparison of Responses by Sector to Internet Survey

	Question or Statement Number
	All

Respondents
	State

Respondents
	County

Respondents
	City

Respondents

	
	
	
	
	

	Number of Respondents
	369
	154
	90
	42

	
	The following percentages indicate yes answers.

	15. Have you heard of the National Map prior to this survey?
	85.4%
	89.0%
	80.0%
	81.0%

	
	
	
	
	

	16. Are you working on any partnership opportunities…with the goal of participating in The National Map?
	45.5%
	59.1%
	33.3%
	21.4%

	
	
	
	
	

	17. Are you working on any similar partnership opportunities with the goal of participating in other Federal programs….?
	37.1%
	47.4%
	34.4%
	14.3%

	
	The following percentages indicate a combination of respondents that either “Highly Agree” or “Somewhat Agree” with the statement.

	18. This definition of The National Map is clear and descriptive.
	82.2%
	84.0%
	76.5%
	85.3%

	
	
	
	
	

	20. The National Map will provide quick access to all forms of geospatial data.
	68.5%
	68.0%
	65.8%
	79.4%

	
	
	
	
	

	21. The National Map will provide quick access through a web mapping service to the “best available” data for elevation, hydrography, transportation, orthophotography, boundaries, land use/cover, structures and names.
	74.2%
	79.4%
	67.1%
	76.4%

	
	
	
	
	

	22. The National Map is a digital replacement for the USGS 7.5’ topographic map series.
	50.0%
	56.0%
	47.1%
	32.4%

	
	
	
	
	

	23. The National Map provides seamless integration across political boundaries of local, state and federal data from multiple map servers.
	74.8%
	81.3%
	58.2%
	76.5%

	
	
	
	
	

	24. The National Map will provide custom applications that will meet my organization’s business needs.
	27.4%
	26.7%
	30.6%
	17.6

	
	
	
	
	

	25. The private sector, or my own organization, will develop applications on The National Map to meet my organization’s business needs.
	42.4%
	49.3%
	37.6%
	20.5%

	
	
	
	
	

	26. The National Map will provide new opportunities for regional applications and enable analysis of issues across political boundaries.
	78.6%
	84.0%
	68.3%
	78.2%

	
	
	
	
	

	27. The National Map will result in reduced costs for my organization to produce, maintain and serve data.
	35.7%
	39.3%
	19.1%
	29.4%

	
	
	
	
	

	28. The National Map will increase access to data across political boundaries for my organization.
	75.3%
	79.3%
	64.3%
	79.4%

	
	
	
	
	

	29. The National Map will cause price reductions for application development and promote application sharing.
	42.9%
	48.0%
	39.3%
	35.2%

	
	
	
	
	

	30. The National Map will increase the level of technical support available to my organization for data standards, metadata and web mapping services.
	43.2%
	46.0.8%
	38.1%
	41.2%

	
	
	
	
	

	31. The National Map will increase the ability of all levels of government to meet their missions and better serve the public.
	69.3%
	75.3%
	58.3%
	73.6%

	
	
	
	
	

	32. I have a good understanding of how organizations within my state can participate in The National Map.
	50.8%
	60.7%
	40.5%
	41.2%

	
	
	
	
	

	33. The National Map is relevant to my organization’s participation in other local, state or federal programs.
	60.6%
	68.7%
	47.6%
	52.9%

	
	
	
	
	

	34. My organization would contribute data to The National Map today for viewing and download.
	60.0%
	63.3%
	58.3%
	55.9%

	
	
	
	
	

	35. My organization would provide data to The National Map today for viewing only if it were protected from being downloaded.
	38.5%
	32.6%
	46.4%
	44.2%

	
	
	
	
	


Responses to the survey from state, county and city representatives account for 78% of the total responses.  A cursory review of these responses yields several interesting trends, but without supporting documentation or additional questions to qualify the answers, we are often left without a clearly defined reason for the responses.  For example, in Question 16 the response rate (agreement with statement) drops off significantly from state to local governments that are working on The National Map partnerships.  At first, this appears to point to a need to provide more funding opportunities for local governments.  However, it can not be definitively determined if they are aware of the existing opportunities and choose not to avail themselves, or if they are unaware of available grants due to poor communication mechanisms.  The Work Group believes that the latter reason is correct, but this can not be verified solely from the survey.  In Question 17 we find the same trend reported on all types of Federal grant and partnership opportunities.  This consistency points to a need for additional funding, better information about funding opportunities and other support mechanisms.  Less than half of the state respondents are partnering with Federal agencies and they represent the highest response group.

In Question 18 the respondents indicate that the following definition of The National Map provided was clear and descriptive.  "The National Map provides a consistent framework for geographic knowledge needed by the nation. It provides public access to high-quality, geospatial data and information from multiple partners to help informed decision-making by resource managers and the public."  However, responses to Question 20 indicate that a majority of respondents (69%) believe that The National Map will provide access to all forms of data, not just framework data.   This was contrary to the planned implementation of The National Map at the time of the survey.  In Question 21 a slightly greater number of respondents (74%) indicated an understanding that only the framework data will be provided through The National Map interface.

Overall, there was relative agreement (~70% or higher) by the respondents that Questions 23, 26, 28 and 31 were stating values, or relevancy issues, that they accepted, including:

· Seamless integration across political boundaries,

· New opportunities for regional applications and enable analysis of issues across political boundaries,

· Increased access to data across political boundaries, and

· Increased ability of all levels of government to meet their missions and better serve the public

These issues resonate with state, county and city respondents and more emphasis on these points should be provided in future marketing materials. 

There was significantly less agreement with the statements in Questions 24, 25, 27, 29 and 30.  These are value statements that respondents did not accept as relevant, including:

· The National Map will provide custom applications to meet their organization’s business needs,

· That the private sector, or the respondent’s own organization, will develop applications on The National Map to meet their business needs,

· Participation will reduce costs for their organization to produce, maintain and serve data, and 

· Participation will result in price reductions for application development and promote application sharing.

The above values need to be examined to determine if they should be eliminated from marketing efforts, or if they can be restated or additionally supported in a way that will be accepted.

Responses to Question 32 indicate that federal and state partners need to do a better job of marketing The National Map to show how and why county and local governments can participate.

In Question 33, approximately 68% of state respondents indicated that The National Map was relevant, while less than 50% of county and local government respondents indicated they thought The National Map was relevant to their organization’s involvement with other programs and partners.  This indicates that they believe The National Map is more of a stand alone program and that it is not relevant to other potential programs or partners.  Improved efforts are required to show the relationships between The National Map and other Federal programs that are relevant to state, county and city governments.  Examples include the activities of the U.S. Census Bureau and FEMA’s Flood Map Modernization Program.

Question 34 indicates that ~ 60% of all respondents are ready to provide data for download on The National Map.  However, it is perplexing that Question 35 indicates the respondents seem far less willing (39%) to provide data to The National Map for viewing purposes only.  Given the use of licensing, copyright and data charges that are employed by state, county and city agencies, the Work Group expected to see a much higher level of agreement with this question.  This may indicate that the respondents felt strongly about making their data available in the public domain, or that they felt The National Map will be of less use if data are not freely available for download.  Further research is warranted on this issue.

3.4 Recommendations

The "build it and they will come" approach is not working with local government.  They need to identify how The National Map can meet their business needs and “real-world” examples need to be documented that illustrate applications for local government.  To that end, the relevancy of The National Map will always relate to how well it meets the business needs of potential partners.  The more The National Map meets and promotes these business needs, the more partners will participate in The National Map.

It is recommended that the NGPO pursue the following activities:

3.4.1 Continue to study business needs.  
The relevancy of The National Map to state and local governments varies greatly based on available information, perceptions, and needs.  NGPO should continue to study and work with local governments to develop a better understanding of their business needs and incorporate them into its Best Practices Model.  Partnerships work well when they meet the business needs of partners, and participation is clearly in the partner’s best interests (e.g. workload/cost/time reduction or access to new data or capabilities).

3.4.2 Demonstrate specific benefits that will encourage participation in The National Map. 
The National Map does not appear to offer the full range of values or benefits that have been outlined in previous USGS planning documents.  NGPO should focus on benefits and application areas that will ensure support.  The National Map can provide significant benefits to state and local governments by filling data gaps, extending data beyond organizational boundaries, creating data standards to allow integration of data across boundaries, and being available when no other systems exist.  NGPO needs to capitalize on these accepted benefits.
3.4.3 Identify successful partnership models from organizations that work well and partner together to disseminate information on those partnerships.  
NGPO managers should identify existing successful partnerships and provide resources where appropriate to enhance them.  NGPO should continue documenting the “Best Practices” of successful partnership models and disseminate this information for use by others.  

3.4.4 Identify Geospatial Liaisons who are involved with successful partnership models and empower them to build upon and replicate their models.  
NGPO should identify Geospatial Liaisons involved with successful partnership models and provide opportunities to share their experiences with other Liaisons.  Geospatial Liaisons should identify how they participated in successful partnership models and explain what made the partnership, and their participation, successful.  Sharing successful experiences and “Best Practices” can help enable all Geospatial Liaisons to develop successful The National Map partnerships with other state and local governments.

3.4.5 Support statewide coordination mechanisms for Building The National Map.  
NGPO should focus on providing resources and supporting the development of locally relevant statewide enterprises to feed The National Map.  NGPO can assist statewide coordination councils in developing the necessary resources and technical support mechanisms that will enable them to offer web mapping services to help local governments that have geospatial data but don’t want to spend their resources on Internet Mapping Services.  As area integrators, statewide councils can partner in The National Map to help build the NSDI by pulling together and hosting local data.

Local governments are the key to success for The National Map partnerships.  County and municipal governments have the best available geospatial data because their data are developed and maintained to meet their business needs, including currency requirements.  There needs to be a compelling reason for them to participate and partner with states, NGPO, and The National Map.  Limited resources and the need for local GIS to address local issues, requires that The National Map be relevant, and that it provide benefits to local governments if we expect them to become partners.  Incentives need to be provided to leverage local and regional partnerships so that the benefits continue to grow.  Viable partnerships will provide a robust environment that allows The National Map to gain current and credible data from local partners.
4.0 Best Practices Model

4.1 Background

Since its inception, a variety of approaches have been taken to implement The National Map and establish USGS partnership offices to engage partners in contributing to the program.  In the first year of the program, The National Map pilot projects and early implementations were designed to address a variety of statewide, regional and local situations.  Soon after these projects were launched, the introduction of homeland security requirements resulted in increased USGS interaction directly with local government.  Throughout these and subsequent stages, the vision for how the partnership offices should work with partners has varied from region to region and individual to individual, and some of the offices have been developed more fully than others.  

At The National Map listening session held at the National States Geographic Information Council (NSGIC) 2003 Annual Conference, state coordinators strongly articulated the need for more consistent relationships with USGS Liaisons and distributed teams, and a more detailed and coherent operational model for working toward goals of The National Map.  Similarly, USGS program leaders have been calling for the development of a consistent internal process for bringing partner contributions into The National Map.  The establishment of the National Geospatial Programs Office (NGPO) to unify The National Map, Geospatial One Stop (GOS), the FGDC, and the Enterprise GIS and Homeland Security activities of USGS has further emphasized the need to take stock of successful practices and determine where improvements are needed.  The purpose of this objective is to define best practices models that will guide collaborative implementations of The National Map and assist in the development and function of USGS NSDI Partnership Offices (NSDI-POs).  The models are designed to address NGPO and partner roles and expectations, methods for engaging local participation, and processes for data development, integration, maintenance and distribution.  Many of the same goals and issues for implementing the NSDI exist at both the state and federal levels.  The purpose of this effort is to help the community learn from each other about strategies and approaches.  Clearly, each state and locality has a unique set of circumstances, thus the best practices models are not intended to be prescriptive but will communicate ideas and examples for advancing the National Spatial Data Infrastructure (NSDI) in partnership.

4.2 Methodology

To ensure that the best practices models address the perspectives and insights of state, local and NGPO collaborators in The National Map and the NSDI, a cross-sector workgroup was formed.  The members were chosen for their experience and success in building The National Map and for their role as leaders in geospatial collaboration in their respective locations and positions.  The individual members of the Work Group are listed in Section 7.2.2 Appendix B.  

4.2.1 Iterative Process Used

The following iterative process was used to blend characteristics of a conceptual model with information from existing implementations:

4.2.1.1 Develop an initial conceptual model

Through an initial assignment, workgroup members individually documented their ideas on best practices, based upon their personal experience and knowledge.  This input was compiled into a straw man list of model characteristics.  At a face-to-face meeting held in June, 2004, at the USGS National Center in Reston, VA, the list was used as a basis for discussion and brainstorming to create a conceptual model that includes factors crucial to successful implementations of The National Map and the characteristics of the ideal coordination environment.  

4.2.1.2 Interview a variety of implementers

Based on the conceptual model, a sub-team of the workgroup developed a list of interview questions.  The questions were used to test the model characteristics against conditions in existing implementations, and to document factors that enabled “real world” success as well as ideas for improvements and changes.  The workgroup reviewed and refined the questions.  After the establishment of NGPO, the questions were further revised to address not only The National Map, but to also touch on other NGPO programs and NSDI implementation in general.  

The workgroup developed an interview strategy to accomplish the following:

· Include representatives of successful and emerging The National Map implementations, and also reach out to states with successful programs that are not participating in The National Map.  

· Gain perspectives across the sectors.  Where possible, interview two to three representatives in each state, each from a different sector, to facilitate comparison of viewpoints.  

· Interview examples of regional councils to explore their role as a key component in the conceptual model.  

· Ensure a fairly even geographic distribution of interviews across the nation.   

Interviews were conducted with representatives in thirteen states, including ten state implementers, ten local or regional implementers, and eight USGS Geospatial Liaisons.  A summary of interviews is provided in Section 7.5.  

Each interview was conducted by two workgroup members, one acting as a facilitator/interviewer, while the other documented the session in a written transcript. Both asked the interviewee additional questions for further clarification or detail.  To encourage candid responses, interviewees were assured that their transcripts would not be made available outside of the workgroup, and their answers would be compiled, analyzed and reported in terms of aggregate trends.  Interviewees were provided the interview questions in advance, and they received a draft of their transcripts to review for accuracy and revise with additional information if desired.  Interviews were primarily done by conference call, although four state interviews were done in person at the NSGIC Annual Conference in September, 2004.  Interviews generally took from 1.5 – 2.5 hours.  

4.2.1.3 Analyze and report findings 

A sub-team of the workgroup participated in a face-to-face meeting in early January, 2005, to review the results from the interviews conducted to date, and to analyze and summarize initial findings.  The commonalities, trends and approaches identified by the sub-team were further enhanced with additional information from the remaining interviews.  The findings presented in this report are based on opinions and anecdotal information from the implementers on their experiences and ideas for implementing The National Map, GOS and the NSDI.  Implementer comments, shown in quotes throughout the findings, are provided to support and illustrate the conclusions and suggestions of the sub-team.  Quotes have been revised so that specific names of agencies and individuals are not included (for example, “Smith County” has been changed to “the County” and “Jane Doe” has been revised to “the Coordinator”).  The analysis is intended to illuminate commonly held issues and successful solutions, and is not intended to represent an exhaustive, scientific investigation of the topic.   

4.2.1.4 Review and final report

These findings have been reviewed by the cross-sector workgroup and the NSGIC-NACo-USGS Core Team.  The workgroup has addressed comments and made revisions based on this feedback. 

4.3 Findings

The NSDI, particularly federal programs like The National Map and GOS, cannot be built without the active participation by all levels of government.  As shown in Section 7.5, this report is based on interviews with ten state representatives, eight USGS Geospatial Liaisons, and ten local governments or regional councils.  In general, most of the implementers interviewed are promoting the NSDI to some degree and see themselves as a vital part of it.  However, when it comes to the The National Map and GOS programs, participation varies greatly among state and local implementers.  To characterize their involvement in these programs, the state, local and regional council implementers were asked to rank their participation on a scale of 1 for not participating to 5 for aggressively implementing the programs.  Figure 4.3 shows that the self-rankings of the state implementers interviewed are fairly well distributed from those not participating to those aggressively implementing The National Map.  Across the board, GOS participation was generally lower among the group.  Reasons for or against participating are discussed throughout the findings.  

	
	State
	Local/Regional

	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J

	TNM
	1
	1
	2
	3
	3
	4
	4
	4
	5
	5
	1
	1
	2
	2
	2
	3
	3
	5
	5
	5

	GOS
	1
	1
	2
	3
	3
	5
	1
	3
	4
	2
	1
	5
	1
	2
	2
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1


Figure 4.3:  Implementer self-ranking of participation in The National Map and GOS 
(1=not participating to 5=aggressively implementing) 

The findings of the conceptual model and interviews have been arranged by the following topics:

· Goals and Approaches 

· Coordination Model 

· Geospatial Liaison Support

· USGS NGPO Support

· Education and Promotion

· Incentives

· Feedback and Reporting
4.3.1 Goals and Approaches 
It was assumed in the conceptual model and illustrated in many ways in the interview findings that geospatial information coordination opportunities and challenges are mirrored between federal-state and state-local level relationships.  Many of the issues and cultural differences reported by state implementers of the federal programs are parallel to those described by local implementers of state programs.  Thus identification of issues and solutions at one level is useful at the other.  Further, in order to substantially improve coordination, the three levels must ultimately be engaged in working jointly toward shared goals that provide mutual benefits, and processes should reflect and support these goals across levels of government.  As this and the other studies of the NSGIC-NACo-USGS Partnership Project strongly confirmed, one size does not fit all in terms of the best solution for any given issue.  However, the findings of this study show that we have much to learn from one another in terms of developing an integrated approach between levels of government.

4.3.1.1 Current, Integrated Data as a Goal

Based on the conceptual model and interview findings, though approaches vary, the end goal among all levels of government is to develop a core set of framework data that are integrated and maintained from the best sources, including local data.  At the federal level, a primary long-term goal of The National Map is current, “nationally consistent” data based largely on state and local data but also including federal data sources.  At the state level, implementers may not aspire to full integration of every theme, but clearly there is general recognition among all levels that some framework data layers are not effective unless data from multiple levels of government are integrated.  For example, transportation data must be integrated for use as a network, and currency of the theme depends on data stewardship from all levels of government.  At the local level, many regional collaboratives and countywide GIS organizations are also working toward seamless data within and across their boundaries.  This study thus assessed coordination and data approaches in terms of how effectively they advance the long-term goal of seamless or consistent data developed from local, state, and federal sources.

4.3.1.2 Roles in Moving Toward Seamlessness:  Data Assessment, Selection of Best Available, Integration and Quality Control

Though a primary goal of The National Map is nationally consistent data, the initial development of the program has focused on improving simple access to data holdings at all levels.  The development of a comprehensive approach for moving toward consistent national data has not been clearly identified.  However, a variety of approaches and strategies have been tested and discussed within NGPO, including NGPO playing an active role in assessing, selecting best available, and integrating local data; developing data models and standards, and assuring and controlling quality of data in The National Map.  The conceptual model explored roles for all the levels of government in achieving the goal of consistency and seamlessness in geospatial data in the context of community plans and directions.  Several questions were posed to the implementers on actual and ideal roles for integration; determining best available data where there are multiple sources; and quality assurance and quality control (QA/QC).  In addition to defining the appropriate level for each function, implementers were asked what they believe is the appropriate role for NGPO.  

The large majority of implementers believe that integration and determining best available data should be coordinated at the statewide council or at the regional council level in concert with statewide standards and guidelines, and that hands-on processing should occur at the lowest level possible.  The actual hands-on integration process should be performed or managed by the recognized data stewards.  One Geospatial Liaison summarized, “Once you’ve defined the best source, then that’s the logical entity to be responsible for stewardship…  Data stewards need to be defined on a feature level rather than a theme level.  For example, the steward for schools might not be responsible for other structures.  It has to fall out to the right agencies for each feature.”  Thus data stewardship is not owned by one level, but ideally should be performed by a network of stewards:  local government would be responsible for maintaining their portions of the data, regional councils would bring the local pieces together for the regions, statewide stewards would oversee bringing the regional and state data components together into a statewide whole, and federal stewards would coordinate bringing state or regional contributions to the national level.  Most implementers stated that QA/QC must take place first and foremost at the data collection level with additional checks for meeting higher-level business needs at the various levels of data stewards.  

In terms of the NGPO role, in a few cases, NSDI Geospatial Liaisons reported that NGPO has played a significant role in assessing and integrating data and determining which dataset should be used in the case of overlapping datasets.  In these projects, the resulting data may or may not be used by the entities that contributed the source data.  Where they are not generally accepted by state or local users, the end result of the effort may be an improved but somewhat redundant dataset that may not be widely relevant. One Liaison stated, “We should play whatever role is required at the regional level.  Some regions have the resource to do [integration, QC], some do not.  Where they don’t, we should do it based on their needs… We need to step in a play a larger role where the situation warrants.  It is an activity of last resort.”  

Many implementers felt that an appropriate USGS role is to provide best practices and tools for performing data processing functions, and to provide support as appropriate through the USGS NSDI POs.  Others discussed the need for the USGS to play a role in facilitating coordination of integration across state boundaries.  Some also recognized a need for some level of quality checking at each level.  One local implementer explained, “In the County, I expect the data owner to have primary responsibility for quality.  We check that, and let them know if something is wrong.  That same model applies regionally, up to the state and the USGS.  USGS may not be interested in the fine points of the attribute data, we are looking at that.  Each level looks at it at a little higher level, depending on their business model.”  Multiple Geospatial Liaisons referred to the NGPO role in integration and QC as the provider of last resort for data processing functions.  A local implementer stated, “Everyone is responsible for their own level, we’re responsible for our data.  The state merges it and they’re responsible for matching across boundaries, and at the federal level they should be responsible for fitting it across state boundaries.  I don’t see that anyone at USGS worried that any data inside the state boundaries should be QCed by them.  They are responsible for providing a clear, usable standard.”
4.3.1.3 Data Approaches

Based on the conceptual model and the interview findings, statewide data implementation approaches have been summarized into three categories that the workgroup has called the “enhanced clearinghouse,” the “state-focused” and “community” approaches, as shown on Table 4.3.1.3  It is important to note that none of the states interviewed falls perfectly in one category or another – all are using a mix of approaches depending on data theme, available resources, how they are organized, etc.  Because no one approach works for every situation, it is also useful to consider the best approach for each data theme.  Table 4.3.1.3 includes a general illustration of datasets that can work well with each approach.  

Table 4.3.1.3 Statewide Data Implementation Approaches
	
	Enhanced clearinghouse approach
	State-focused approach
	Community approach

	Data Model
	Data mapped together, no single data model is pursued, technology is used to create appearance of seamlessness
	State determines data models and standards through council or state agencies with little to no interaction with other groups
	Community process that engages all levels and lead by statewide council for defining the data model, standards and guidelines

	Data Stewards
	Data contributors are the sole stewards of their datasets, no other level of stewardship exists
	Stewardship is focused primarily at the state level but may include some federal stewards
	Network of stewards that includes all levels of government.  Local data producers are stewards of their data, their updates feed into stewards at the statewide level, which feeds into the federal level

	Data Selection and Integration 
	No choices made between overlapping datasets as  all datasets are included and are not integrated; advancement toward integration is encouraged through processes to develop standards and guidelines
	State decides what to use as best available and uses its own integration processes and standards as needed.  Local data may be ingested into the state-based model but are generally not actively linked
	Decisions are made by stewards based on community standards and guidelines developed; keys to local data are maintained through permanent IDs; local data are actively linked into community-based model

	QA/QC
	Takes place at the data producer level only
	Takes place at the data producer level with additional checks by the stewards
	Takes place at the data producer level with additional checks by the various levels of stewards in the network

	PROS
	Data made available quickly, lots of data to choose from, no stewardship network is needed, may take less resources 
	Decisions can be made relatively quickly and data may become available quickly, data are integrated statewide, may not need as much funding dedicated to the council if state agencies are taking on the work;  no adjustment needs to be made to how state resources flow
	Data are integrated and useful for business needs of a broader community, data are integrated and kept more current because of community buy-in, all levels are engaged in both contributing and using the data

	CONS
	Multiple overlapping datasets, resolutions, formats and datums are difficult to chose from and use; no connectivity in datasets like transportation causes problems in uses across jurisdictional boundaries
	Datasets are generally not broadly useful beyond state business needs, less buy-in from community, local agencies may contribute data but are not engaged, data updates may be slow, there may be tension between state agencies and the council if they’re not moving in the same direction
	Community process takes time and effort, includes a larger domain of politics, dedicated resources are needed for the council and the process of developing data models that meet broader business needs

	Data themes that lend themselves to this approach
	Orthoimagery, elevation, land use/land cover
	Hydro, land use/land cover, orthos, elevation
	Transportation, cadastral, boundaries, structures, orthoimagery, elevation


Because of its emphasis on engaging and meeting the needs of local government, the community approach is best suited to accomplishing the end goal of integrated and maintained data from sources that include local data.  Many states have used combinations of the enhanced clearinghouse and state-focused approaches on various data themes, but are beginning to move toward the community approach for at least some data themes.  The USGS and local levels have also used a mix of the approaches.  The enhanced clearinghouse and state-focused approaches are thus employed as near-term solutions while a community approach is being considered or built.  Users of the enhanced clearinghouse approach may look to standards and guidelines to ultimately bring things together, for example, an implementer explained, “We’re not going through integration now, we’re advocating best practices and standards.  The council has adopted specs for high-resolution imagery, and it is integrated and forms the basis of what counties do.  We’re not choosing between datasets, but advocating best practices at the local level. Our focus is the local level.  Give them the standards and funding.  They want the specs, they don’t want to be bothered with developing them, they want to be able to hand them to the contractor.”  Between the two interim approaches, the state-focused choice provides less benefit for locals, results in less buy-in by locals, offers less potential for integrating business processes across levels of government and may in fact institutionalize keeping them uncoordinated.  

An important related finding is that to achieve sustainability in terms of providing current data, implementers need to be fully engaged as both contributors and users of the key framework datasets, and to become users they must have a voice in decisions about data models, standards and guidelines.  Several local implementers described the issues with not being engaged as users of the datasets to which they contribute.  Many reported that though they are contributing their data, they don’t know how states are using them and they don’t receive feedback.  For example, local implementers stated: 

· “We haven’t done much except provide data – they’ve done a lot to help us do this.  We get neighboring county data ourselves rather than using the State service.  We do use the State server sometimes, but generally we call the other counties directly and we can get the most recent data - we all maintain the data and ensure it’s up-to-date.” 

· “We don’t do the work, the state does it.  Where our counties meet, the state ties it together.  We haven’t been drawn into any issues with this.  There is a state roads layer, when we started it was already available.  When the county updates, adding a road, they don’t use that data, there is no push up from the counties.  They use a contractor.  Right now maintenance is independent between the state and counties.”  

· “[The state has] been effective in working with us to get what they need for their program, and they’ve helped us.  But no, [engaging local participation] hasn’t been effective because we haven’t [been] informed or involved beyond this.  The data we produce has been integrated into the state system, but we’ve had difficulty in getting acceptance of the data across all the state agencies.  We don’t get feedback from many of the agencies…  There are issues with the state agencies not being well coordinated.  Some of its turf, some of it is because agencies are behind the curve… there’s been a reluctance on their part to accept local information.  There’s not been a process for local agencies and state to work together to agree upon standards and data models for framework – it’s not well coordinated.”  

· “Our participation is limited to stewardship of data on the [state server], that is our contribution.  We would like to see it be more aggressively updated, and allow live links to our datasets.  Right now we send the updates whenever they ask for it, and the data is out-of-date… We’d like to see our changes show up on [state server], right away, but [state server] people are only asking for updates 2-3 times a year.  Our data are maintained as close to real time as can be – we want to push it up to the [state server].  If they could link to our map service, our IMS is updated every night.  What our website shows for parcels and road centerlines includes anything edited or added the day before. ”  
· “There’s been a discussion about municipal boundaries, and there’s a person in the state that says they are the steward and they have the current data layer.  Every month they contact all the municipalities and create a new one and call it official.  It has to go down to the county level, to the parcel level.  That’s where you see multiple datasets.  There needs to be someone at the top that makes it all work together, and help bring counties together to agree on the lines.”
The need to engage data contributors as users is also an issue between state and federal levels.  Several state implementers discussed the lack of engagement in The National Map because of its initial focus on providing access to data.  A state implementer explained, “there is not a sense of belonging to The National Map or GOS: no sense that you’re a member…  The National Map and GOS need to impart a feeling that state and local government is part of a team instead of “we just want your data”.  Another summarized for many implementers in stating that “…The National Map is only about “just give us your data and we’ll put it on the web.”  

Clearly, for the states and The National Map to be fully successful in meeting the goal of current, consistent data for even a few framework categories, all levels of government need to be effectively engaged as contributors to and users of data models, standards, and guidelines.  A local implementer stated, “The National Map I picture as the nation’s GIS, GOS is a catalog of the data.  We could certainly assist with those things.  We host a website with spatial data and we distribute data routinely every day.  Our program should be part of something larger but it’s not functioning that way, and it should be.”  Another local implementer summarized, “There needs to be better coordination at all levels, we need a true partnership.  A partnership is a two- or multiple-way sharing that involves all the participants coming up with and supporting the solutions.” 
To many the end goal of integrated and maintained data from sources that include local data seems a distant dream.  However, it appears from the interview process that there are existing examples of states, and certainly regions that have been successful in meeting this goal in some data themes.  An important strategy of these successful examples has been to focus on creating seamless, integrated data for a very limited number of themes.  Several local implementers pointed to orthoimagery as the best place to start.  A local implementer explained, “The first thing would be to establish a large-scale digital ortho program that covers the nation.  Work through the states to make sure they have regional coordination with local agencies, some states may be good with regard to this but others are not.  Make sure that there’s a rep of the program who could work with those groups and facilitate a discussion about data standards, distribution, and methodology.  I would pick one or two data needs based on the business model, after it is decided on.  Make sure first we clearly understand what we are trying to support and what the goals and objectives are, then pick one or two data layers and work through how we’re going to structure the data and who is going to be responsible, how it will be integrated, etc.  It goes back to building a very, very large GIS.  We need to systematically apply the existing methodology for doing that.”  A focused strategy that addresses critical needs first and foremost can be employed at all levels, from The National Map to the local county level.  

From the interview results it appears that the goal of seamless data can be achieved in a timely way if, and only if, the right conditions are in place.  Factors include having sufficient funding, an authoritative state geospatial infrastructure in place and focused attention on core framework layers.  The state must have the core staff to work with local governments.  A state implementer explained, “Our ability to work with local governments depends on getting more funding, both to have more people working on this, and to provide funding to local government.   Data partnerships first require relationship building, which requires staff.”  The workgroup thus concludes that this goal cannot be effectively met through a voluntary council, and it cannot be done as a one-time project via a grant.  It is an ongoing effort that needs consistency and sustainability.  For a description of a process for establishing regional or statewide data model, see Section 7.7.  

4.3.1.4 Successful State-Local Coordination:  An Example from the Local Perspective

Unsurprisingly, the interview process did not identify a model of coordination that completely or perfectly engages all levels of government in a community approach with the characteristics described above.  However, the interview results did point to some successes.  For example, based on state and local implementer interviews, the State of Virginia is successfully engaging local government in both contributing to and using data models, standards and guidelines.  A local implementer in the state describes how coordination is working from the perspective of County Government:

“We are linked to the state through the Virginia Geographic Information Network - VGIN.  [The Coordinator], has a strategy of working with the local governments.  He is building a bottom-up GIS for the state.  It’s working really well.”

“It started with the digital orthos, and the standards for that were coordinated through workgroups that included local agencies.  We were very involved in the process and the product was dictated by the needs at all levels…  VGIN flew digital orthos of the entire state in 2002 to create a consistent base for wireless 911.  When the state flew the orthos it was at three different scales.  Part of [the County] was going to be flown at 1:4,800, and we contributed $60,000 to buy up the scale to get consistent 1:2,400 across the County, which is the scale we’ve always been using.”

“We’ve been working with VGIN on a street centerlines data model, and will be doing some QC on the data for them.  It helps us regionally and gives us a firm platform for sharing amongst the counties and with the State.  The street centerlines effort is statewide.  [The Coordinator] involved the Census Bureau, and we’ve had a lot of discussions.  So all the needs are incorporated into the model, it’s turned out to be very complex but it should work.  We need to support 911 dispatching, so our business model is critical and needs to be, and is, a component of the statewide coordination.  The state has given us an opportunity to better define the process, and documenting who is responsible for which pieces… We’re going through the process and the data model supports all of the local attributes...  I anticipate that other data sets will be coordinated once we are through centerline.”  

“There is informal, regional coordination of the GIS programs as well as a more structured coordinated effort with the state.  The GIS managers in this part of the state meet regularly to share information and coordinate their programs.  Coordination with the state includes workgroups to define data standards for the state and a coordinated effort to develop standardized data and manage quality control… [The State] is trying to solve this problem at the state level, there are things going on where agencies are sometimes buy commercial data sets that could be provided by the local governments that are maintaining the data.  It’s the most current at the source.  The state is trying to solve that problem, and there is an effort to coordinate at the state agency level.  There has to be oversight so everything fits together.  You should go to the data source for the data – the point of origin and work with that before you fall back on something that is less reliable spatially or temporally.”

4.3.1.5 Best Practices and Recommendations

At all levels:

· Adopt the goal of moving to a community approach for appropriate core framework themes, particularly for transportation, cadastral, boundaries, structures, orthoimagery, and elevation.  

· Move from the “give us your data” approach to engaging other levels as contributors to and users of datasets, data models, standards and guidelines.

· As a part of long-term plans, document the current approach for each framework data layer and define strategies for moving to a community approach for appropriate core framework data layers.  

At the NGPO level:

· Shape the NGPO technical program to provide best practices and tools for data integration, determining best available data, data stewardship, and QA/QC.

· Frame the NGPO role in coordinating integration between states.  

4.3.2 Coordination Model

The coordination model is at the heart of effective NSDI collaboration and the core of the conceptual model is a collaborative statewide council that engages local government and feeds into national initiatives.  The workgroup used the NSGIC “State Model for Coordination of Geographic Information Technology” (May 22, 2004) as a foundation and added detail in terms of council positioning, core staff, regional councils, and state or regionally based federal coordinating councils.  Figure 4.3.2 below is a sketch of a prototype structure that maximizes local and federal communication and participation, and also engages the Tribes, private sector, universities and professional associations.  Clearly, the conditions in most states will differ, and one size does not fit all.  However, defining the characteristics of an effective infrastructure can be useful to implementers at all levels, both as a source for ideas and a target for strengthening and improving existing structures.  The following discussion describes the characteristics identified in the conceptual model and compares them to the interview findings.  For a full description of functions and roles of each component in the conceptual model, see Section 7.6.  It is important to note that the work group recognizes that the Governance Team of the FGDC Future Directions was formed to explore a variety of coordination models and make recommendations on the appropriate governance structures.  The intent of this discussion is not to replicate the work of the Governance Team, but rather to highlight a few characteristics of councils that are important to achieving the goal of consistent data from local, state and federal sources.  
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Figure 4.3.2 - Prototype coordination model

4.3.2.1 Role and positioning of the statewide coordination body 

In an ideal environment, the statewide council is the link and facilitator between the federal and local levels of government, and the conceptual model recommended that all efforts to build The National Map and the NSDI be developed through the council.  It is important to note that the statewide council, as it is used here, is inclusive of all aspects of the geospatial community, as shown in the figure above.  To compare the ideal to the existing environment, implementers were asked if their implementations are linked to state framework or I-plans and coordinated through the statewide council.  

All of the state implementers responded that all of their efforts are linked to the council and existing plans, though some did identify issues with some individual state agencies acting somewhat independently.  One state implementer reported as a primary barrier that, “We still have a variety of state agencies that have allegiances to their program or projects at hand.  They don’t disrespect what we’re doing but getting their attention is still a big deal.”

Local implementers did not necessarily view their efforts as linked to a statewide council strategy, “[Our implementation] is independent, but lately we’ve been getting in line with statewide coordination.  In the past it’s been very independent.  In the County we’ve been so far ahead of them, we didn’t want to hold up the train by waiting for them.  Lately the statewide groups have caught up, and we get benefit and they get benefit from working together also.”  Many of the local implementers stated that they are ahead of the state in terms of data and coordination.  In one case the state implementer characterized the local efforts as a part of statewide coordination while the local implementer described their implementation as independent from it.  An issue with the NSGIC model raised by one local implementer was that the state representatives assessed themselves.  “It’s like asking a politician if he’s doing a good job.”  Locals may prefer to see stakeholder broader assessments of councils and coordination in each state.   

Geospatial Liaisons are generally working with statewide coordination bodies to develop The National Map, however there are examples where the partner implementations they are involved with are independent.  Several Liaisons described issues with friction or competition between different state organizations or positions.   Liaisons also mentioned that some state agencies work independently of the statewide direction and others are showing up at meetings but are not engaged in a meaningful way.  A state implementer confirmed, “We still have separate agencies that are stewards for their data.  They accept what we’re doing at a high council level, but in practice there is still a lot of work to be done.”  Once again the issues at the federal level are mirrored at the state level.  The importance of these issues in moving toward effective statewide coordination cannot be overstated.   

Implementers from all categories emphasized the importance of a strong statewide coordination effort.  A local implementer commented, “We need a governance model that is a single source for coordination, that has the authority to make decisions, and has representation from all levels of government, especially the local level.”  A barrier identified multiple times is not having a centralized GIS body in state government or having the coordination entity separate from the primary data producing entity.  In these situations the council lacks authority and it is difficult for the coordinators to get state agencies to put anything related to council initiatives in their budgets because it’s a zero sum gain for them.  One implementer stated that a primary barrier is not having “State agencies that cooperate - you have to create that – a culture of openness and sharing and getting away from the stovepipe mentality.”  One of the local implementers stated, “It’s always going to be political if you let one agency drive it, so that’s why there needs to be a state GIS to address all of the layers.”  The most successful situations in terms of data availability were ones where the statewide coordinator has authority in the state, including overseeing a budget or having influence on how funds are expended for geospatial development. 

In terms of having their needs conveyed in the political system, the statewide councils have a variety of approaches.  Some don’t have direct access to legislators and work through the budget process and through their agency heads and CIOs.  Others councils have legislative members on them and may be able to more effectively push their initiatives through these members.  The issue of improved state agency coordination and the potential for increasing authority of the council to ensure compliance is an issue that needs more attention in NSGIC and from NGPO.  The challenge of balancing political clout with stability was also raised.  A Geospatial Liaison noted, “We need a council that transcends the political picture through people who have influence politically, but that don’t get swept out with a change in Governor.” 
4.3.2.2 Council staff 

The critical need identified in the conceptual model for a statewide council to have full time staff was confirmed by implementers at all levels.  The state and local implementers that are successful in terms of moving toward current, consistent data from a variety of sources, have staff that do the day-to-day work to keep their initiatives moving forward.  For example, one of the local implementers has a dedicated staff of 24 employees to support GIS countywide GIS functions.  Having a full time project manager was identified as an ingredient for success by one of the regional councils, while the other has a permanent staff of three employees.  In the conceptual model, the statewide council core staff includes the Statewide GIS Coordinator, a GIS Business Analyst, a Data Administrator and a Web Administrator.  Council staff functions include application administration, outreach coordination, data coordination, and administrative support.  These positions and functions are described in Section 7.7.  Without these types of support positions, progress comes much more slowly, if at all.  Based on these findings, it can be concluded that a primary capacity issue at every level of coordination is appropriate levels of staffing.  

4.3.2.3 Local Participation and Regional councils 

All state implementers say they are engaging locals, but some describe it as “hit or miss” while others say that they have local government in mind in everything they do.  In several cases, both state and local implementers say that local agencies are participating with the state, but local involvement may mean little more than providing metadata or data to clearinghouses or for the state to ingest.  Several implementers have reported distrust between state and local levels.  A local implementer described differences in terms of culture, “it’s state-think vs. local-think.”  Some reported that framework is mostly state data that may be of little use to local implementers.  Transportation is a theme on which many are hoping or beginning to work with locals.  A state implementer acknowledged, “We all need to find better ways to support the development of local data to insure that it can become the cornerstone of our data maintenance efforts.”  

In the conceptual model’s coordination structure, regional councils (also called collaboratives) represent the primary method for engaging local participation in statewide coordination.  Regional councils may be self-forming as local government and other interested parties begin to address and coordinate on cross-jurisdictional issues.  Regional councils may align with the boundaries of existing Councils of Governments or professional groups, or they may form independently.  Universities may be a focus for bringing regional groups together, for example one implementer reported that his statewide council is aligning its three regional groups through the universities.  Many state and local implementers acknowledge that two or three local members on a council are not able to fully represent all of local government in the statewide council, particularly in states with many counties and municipalities.  A critical benefit of regional councils is that they create a network of local government contacts who can truly represent their agencies and are working together in coordination with the statewide effort.

The large majority of implementers stated that regional councils would be helpful in improving local linkages with statewide councils.  Two state implementers that said regional councils would not be effective, already have mechanisms in place for connecting directly with all of their counties.  Interestingly, the local counterpart of one of those state implementers said that they are using regional coordination as a way to plug into the efforts of that state.  Regional councils may not be needed in smaller states, where there are direct connections between all local governments and the statewide council.  They could, however, be very useful to linking all parts of large states, or states with a large numbers of counties, and it may be a way of combining forces and approaching an economy of scale in less populated rural areas.  The concept is to break the problem down into a manageable number of pieces.  One of the smaller states’ implementers pointed to their size as an important factor for their success.  They recommend a strategy of breaking down implementation to the level of three to four county groupings.  “None of us are more than one hour and forty-five minutes away from each other, so we work together well.”  Another implementer stated that “there isn’t money for distant local governments to travel to state meetings, so this gives them a way to be engaged without traveling.”  

The large majority of local implementers believe that regional coordination would be an effective way to better engage local participation, for example, a local implementer stated, “The building blocks are at the local level, and there needs to be a more structured system that builds on the regional councils that feeds into the state, and that would feed into the national level.  It needs to be institutionalized.”

Interviews were conducted with three existing regional councils.  All view their groups as feeding into the statewide council, and two of them fill an important need in states that lack a strong statewide council.  In California, regional councils are being formed statewide – see Section 7.8 for a map.  This model is also being considered in Minnesota where there is a successful example in MetroGIS.  A regional implementer stated, “To me it’s a no-brainer to look for local governments with cross-boundary business needs.  The state is never going to be able to assemble all of the local data.”  A state implementer observed, that if the regional councils are successful, “The State function becomes to integrate more than to collect data.  We collect their [local] data now, in the future we could access it via a web service.” This mirrors the change taking place at the federal level from data producer to coordinator/integrator.  

All of the regional councils interviewed have developed datasets such as street centerlines for their multiple county regions.  One of them has a permanent staff of three employees while the other aspires to developing at least a project manager position.  Regional councils in other states are also making a difference.  A state implementer reported, “We have a regional group that makes a difference in coordinating with local governments in an area of the state that would be otherwise hard for us to touch.”  

Many implementers pointed out that regional councils require funding and staff, particularly in large states, to make the regional council model work effectively.  Active links with coordination at other levels is also essential, as one Geospatial Liaison pointed out, “As federal and state people like myself can work more interactively with each regional council, that will increase the effectiveness too.”  There are also differences between councils in their level of authority and whether they take an integrator role or act as more of an enhanced clearinghouse and/or communication forum.  For example, one regional implementer described, “We’ve tried to work toward a single data model, but we can make recommendations, but we don’t have a lot of leverage about how they implement it.  We don’t have the dollars or the stick.  We’ve provided best practices, but [the local agencies] do it their own way in the end.”  Finally, in order to maximize the linkages between the regional and state levels, there needs to be good communication and coordination.  A regional implementer stated that “To some extent there is a lack of communication between [the state] and us, and between the feds and us.  The State is the one guiding us, so there’s probably some failure there in terms of communication.”  

It is recommended that NGPO, NSGIC and NACo explore ways to encourage and support regional councils as a key mechanism for linking local data with the state and federal levels.  

4.3.2.4 Federal Coordinating Groups at the State or Multi-State Regional Level 

Lack of federal coordination is frequently cited as an issue to state and local implementers, and the interview findings reconfirm federal stovepipes as a significant barrier to advancing the NSDI.  Both federal agency-to-agency coordination at the headquarters level (as described in the NGPO Support section) and federal coordination at the field level must be improved.  Thus the conceptual model’s coordination structure includes a federal coordinating group at the state or multi-state level as a part of the statewide coordination network.  The group would serve a role as a focal point for statewide council coordinators to connect with federal agencies.  

Confirming the conceptual model, the large majority of implementers stated that the establishment of state or multiple-state based federal coordinating groups would be very useful, even among states that are not participating in The National Map and GOS.  The state implementers ranked the importance of the role of Geospatial Liaisons to establish or support federal coordination groups highly (see Table 4.3.3.1.  Some state coordinators recognize that two or three federal members on a council cannot represent the interests of all federal agencies operating in the state.  Similar to regional councils, a benefit of the federal group is that it creates a network of federal agency representatives that can be effectively reached through one mechanism.  

Of the group of states interviewed, Texas, North Carolina, the Pacific Northwest, California and Alaska have some form of federal coordinating group.  Coordination of the Department of the Interior High Priority Base Mapping Program has been a primary use of the coordinating group.  Geospatial Liaisons involved in these efforts report that the membership of the groups varies, but they generally have fewer decision-makers than coordinators and technical people.  The Liaisons believe that benefits would come from members having more authority to commit resources and staff.  These groups have been used to coordinate with other USGS disciplines, and in one case the group is chaired by the USGS Water Resources Science Office Chief.  NGPO should support the development of state or multi-state federal coordination groups and a primary role of the Geospatial Liaisons should be to establish or support these groups locally.  

4.3.2.5 Best Practices and Recommendations

At all levels:

· Work together to explore how to address the primary capacity issue of having appropriate levels of staffing at all levels of coordination (statewide and regional).  

· Work together to explore ways to encourage and support regional councils as a key mechanism for linking local data with the state and federal levels.  

At the NSGIC level:

· Consider pursuing stakeholder assessments of councils and coordination efforts in each state to enhance the usefulness of the State Coordination model.  Also consider adding factors defined in the Best Practices Model (council role and positioning, council staff, regional councils or other means to engage active local participation, and federal coordinating groups).

· Work with USGS to explore and address the issue of improved state agency coordination and the potential for increasing authority of the council to ensure compliance; build upon the FGDC Future Directions 50 States Initiative.  

At the NGPO level:

· Support the development of state or multi-state federal coordination groups and define a primary role of the Geospatial Liaisons to establish or support the group locally.  

4.3.3 NSDI Partnership Office Support

USGS has been working to move its Geospatial Liaisons and some technical support staff “out on the landscape” to collaborate directly with state and local partners.  With the establishment of NGPO, the “Mapping Partnership Offices” that were being formed to create partnerships for The National Map are now evolving into NSDI Partnership Offices that will promote state and local partnerships more broadly for NGPO programs and for advancing the NSDI.  Currently, about 25 states have resident Geospatial Liaisons and about eight of those have some technical support presence.  It is also significant to note that about 30 states are served by Geospatial Liaisons who serve multiple states.  Thus the level of service has varied from state to state as progress has been made toward moving Geospatial Liaisons closer to state and local partners.  

Additionally, the USGS has taken a variety of approaches to implementing The National Map through which the Geospatial Liaisons have been directed to work directly with local governments and to pursue “low-hanging fruit” datasets at any level.  Because this is not a sustainable national approach and it may undermine state coordination efforts, the conceptual model proposed that the Liaisons largely focus their coordination efforts on working through the statewide coordination bodies.  

The conceptual model listed a series of roles for the partnership offices that the workgroup felt were essential in the context of working through and building up statewide coordination bodies.  State implementers were asked if these roles were important, and whether their Geospatial Liaisons or partnership offices were performing the role now.  The interview consisted of seven questions specific to the Geospatial Liaison role, and seven questions about the kinds of technical support the partnership offices might be able to provide.  The numerical rankings the state implementers provided for the Liaison questions are summarized in Table 4.3.3.1 and Chart 4.3.3.1. and the rankings for the technical support questions are summarized in Table 4.3.3.2 and Chart 4.3.3.2.  Note that the letter for states varies so that State A in Table and Chart 4.3.3.1 is a different state than State A in Table 4.3.3.2 and Chart 4.3.3.2.  It is important to note that these results are intended to reflect individual impressions and general trends – they are not designed to provide for statistical significance or be considered as a rating of individual Liaison performance.  Rather, the responses give an indication about the priorities and approaches of the USGS.  The implementers were also posed with narrative questions about assistance received from their Liaisons, and the technical support they have or would like to receive beyond those described in the numbered questions.  

4.3.3.1 Geospatial Liaisons

Table 4.3.3.1 Geospatial Liaison Functions and Ratings by Implementers
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Several patterns emerged from the numerical and narrative responses on Geospatial Liaison functions.  

Based on narrative responses, state and local implementers generally value very highly the role of Geospatial Liaisons, particularly resident Liaisons.  They list numerous ways in which Geospatial Liaisons are helping the community efforts move forward.  In particular, they discuss the importance of having someone in the state that understands the culture and environment, and will go to bat for the state.  For example, a state implementer talked of the “strength of our partnership office.  We have two people here who understand where we’re going and [the state implementation] is the focus, and they have always answered our requests.  They work outside of the box and line of authority to make it work.  They have the same personal relationships as I do…  If the answer is “No” out of Washington [USGS headquarters], you know [the Liaison], he’ll call the next guy [elsewhere in the USGS] for the same thing.”  Another state implementer explained, “There are a lot of ways that the Liaison and his office helps.  They have technical knowledge, and we can rely on that.  Secondly, it is their knowledge of the federal programs and they act as a go-between with other federal agencies…  [The Liaison] takes his responsibilities seriously…”

The numerical questions were intended to explore whether Geospatial Liaisons were supporting and focusing their coordination activities through the statewide councils.  Based on the responses, it appears that Geospatial Liaisons are generally not performing as state implementers would like them to as active committed partners in statewide coordination, advocating for resources for statewide coordination, establishing or supporting federal coordinating groups, or developing joint long-term plans with the state based on existing state plans.  State implementers ranked these functions very high in terms of importance.  A barrier reported by one state implementer is “not having a partner at the federal level saying the same thing – we need to have a joint strategy, there’s a lack of a strategy across levels of government.  Each state needs a plan, all work needs to be done around the plan, like a county master plan.”  A state implementer pointed to the difficult position of Geospatial Liaisons working between the states and their own organizations, “I don’t think it’s recognized at upper [USGS] management levels that authority at the Liaison level is important, and many times the Liaison catches flack for supporting State needs - it’s viewed as being contrary to the USGS mission.  If the Liaisons were really doing their job as state and locals need, they would be viewed as “going native” by USGS management.”  It is recommended that these priorities and strategies be set as well as supported by NGPO for its partnership approach.  

Chart 4.3.3.1 shows that ratings for “doing this function now” for Geospatial Liaisons resident in the state are always higher than their counterparts who perform their functions remotely and serve multiple states.  It is important to note that among the states interviewed, those that do not have a resident Geospatial Liaison also happen to have a Liaison that serves multiple states.  Thus no comparison purely between the presence and absence of a resident Geospatial Liaison can be made.  Several state implementers discussed problems related to Geospatial Liaisons with multiple states and not having the Liaison in the state.  “We can count on both hands the number of times a year the Liaison has been in my office.  We need to have the Liaison present and fully integrated with what’s going on with GI in the state.”  It is recommended that NGPO move quickly to both establish a partnership office within each state and ensure that Geospatial Liaisons are not serving multiple states.  Implementers were also asked what the primary factors are to their success. Confirming these findings, Liaisons reported that some of they key factors for success include being resident in their states, being able to create good relationship with partners by meeting on daily basis, and having personnel in the partnership office that have experience with GIS applications so they can understand partner issues.  One of the Liaisons identified being collocated in a state office as a distinct advantage to performing the Geospatial Liaison role.  
Several state implementers discussed issues of inconsistency in services between regions. “There need to be better controls in place to remove favoritism out there… Control needs to allow for funding to be managed in a consistent way.”  “It is unfair the way the regions operate, some get better treatment than others.  Some regions have cooperator meetings, while we haven’t met in years.”   Liaisons agreed, “Just as important [as funding], the organizational structure for the NGPO needs to get in place, a structure that gives consistent messages to everyone across the board, makes the Position Descriptions the same for everyone that does the job, makes us an operational organization.  Right now there are so many different ways we’re organized that it doesn’t work.  Everyone is reporting to different levels and getting different levels of support.”  The differences in the numerical responses for “doing the function now” may in part reflect the variation in direction and support that has been received by the Geospatial Liaisons.  It is recommended that NGPO address the need for consistent Liaison support for each state, including consistency in messages, approaches, and backing.  
The large majority of both state and Geospatial Liaison implementers stated that Geospatial Liaisons do not have the appropriate level of authority and discretion over funding to be responsive to opportunities in their states.  One of the Geospatial   Liaisons reported, “This year each and every task was scrutinized [by headquarters] and some of them arbitrarily axed, and that was not good.  This year we had some very important things we wanted to do with transportation that we can’t do now.  Increased authority would help a lot with negotiation with the state.  It would give the state more voice and credence too – having no discretion takes away their voice.”  Another Liaison confirmed, “The small chunks of change in the grant and the CTM funding actually bought me something.  It’s amazing what a small amount of money can do to build partnerships.  Because of the project [the partners] are strong promoters for us.  It’s awkward how money is allocated.  I wish I had some control and influence.  It would help.”  A local implementer stated, “I don’t know how many times the Liaison has committed to a project and then it gets pulled… that’s not the appropriate level of authority.”  A state implementer said, “It seems like they don’t have any real authority.  The affect of giving them authority might allow them to more closely meet our needs.  Otherwise, they’re just sitting in an ivory tower trying to sell the under-funded GOS and The National Map programs.”  It was also noted that beyond the authority issue, is the issue of enough funding to go around.  It is recommended that NGPO provide for greater authority and resources at the Geospatial Liaison level.  
Implementers were asked what their primary barriers are.  Geospatial Liaisons often included issues with a lack of support from their regional mapping centers.  One Liaison reported that the “USGS is reluctant to adapt to change, reluctant to shape programs based on partner needs and feedback; we have a lack of authority in the partnership office, and management that is not supportive of partnership offices.”  Others made statements similar to a Geospatial Liaison who said, “I’m having a problem with not getting support from our regional center.”  Another Liaison further observed, “My experience is that I have no authority over anyone in the production, and I have no funding.  I’ve had placeholders for tasks in [project proposals], but short of being able to do it locally, it doesn’t get done.”  Funding for partnership offices was also brought up as a barrier, “Funding is a barrier, not only to give to partners, but to keep the lights and heat on in the partnership office.  We haven’t been funded to do our jobs.  CTM funded production and data, and there’s not a program that funds partnerships.  Partnerships can’t be an offshoot of production; we need a program that funds the partnership offices and the Liaisons…  It’s been tough, I’ve thought about building a reimbursable program...  Our office is still about 90% funded, so it’s on me to get 10% reimbursable this year, and I don’t know if that is going to happen.”  It is recommended that within the transformation to establish NGPO, leadership should create a culture, systems and a structure that effectively supports partnerships and partnership offices.  

4.3.3.2 Technical Support

Table 4.3.3.2 Technical Support Functions and Ratings by Implementers
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The importance to the states of specific categories of technical support provided by the partnership offices varies based on the individual strengths and weaknesses of each state.  However, state implementers highly ranked customized technical support, and affirmed that having a technical Liaison resident in the state is essential.  Areas where they would like to have USGS technical support include working on options for standards within the community process; researching the latest on web services; posting data to The National Map catalog; providing training workshops for federal GIS standards, technical guidance and support for data stewardship activities, and a reality check on what they’re hearing from vendors; supporting architecture; and OGC implementation and web design.  Clearly one size does not fit all.  The key is having technical people with broad-based backgrounds present in the community to help on day-to-day issues.  A state implementer said, “Whatever is hot with technology is something USGS could resource people to provide, to provide relevant technical material.  If you have access through higher technology, you should share that info with your partners.”  Implementers were asked what the top three barriers are for them, and a local implementer responded that what they really needed is “two Liaisons for each state – a political person and a technical person.  It’s really rare to find someone who can do both.  That would be a huge help.”  Similarly, a state implementer confirmed, “You need at least one technical person and one policy person… The most useful thing would be to provide high quality skills on a range of issues.  We want both technical and policy skills.  We need someone good with architecture and web design, and also have a person who is good with editing and building data, and someone who is skilled in negotiating and bringing the message up.”  

Geospatial Liaisons also frequently mentioned the need for good technical support staff in the state.  Some already have such support and are working to assist the state in a variety of ways.  One Liaison reported having a staff of four, for which about 80% of their time is spent in providing technical support on data themes such as transportation and orthoimagery, and “through involvement in I-Teams, QA/QC of data, metadata creation, and managing state/USGS cooperatives.”  Most, however, do not have any local support.  One Liaison reported, “It’s a crying need here… I’m not a technical person at all, and we need a technical person here for a number of reasons. No doubt about it that there needs to be someone in the state.  It would enhance our capabilities immensely to have a GIS person here.”  Potential technical roles include providing web master support, server administration, geodatabase design and use of interoperability tools, elevation processing, contouring (vectors), image processing and support on linking to The National Map Catalog.  Geospatial Liaisons also discussed the need for technical people to have both advanced GIS skills and the ability to work with partner counterparts.  “We do need to move more people out to the states, and these personnel should have experience in using data in GIS applications and technical GIS skills, and be open and have the ability to interact with partners.”  The technical role in the partnership office can thus be defined as a technical Liaison.  As shown on Table 4.3.3.2 and Chart 4.3.3.2 in the states where the partnership office includes a technical Liaison presence, the ratings for “doing the function now” for the technical functions are higher on average than states that do not have a partnership office with a technical presence.  It is recommended that NGPO strongly consider the need for including a technical Liaison role in NSDI Partnership Office staffing.  

4.3.3.3 Best Practices and Recommendations

At the USGS level:

· Set and support priorities and strategies for Geospatial Liaisons to focus their efforts on working through statewide councils and performing as an active committed partner in statewide coordination, advocating for resources for statewide coordination, establishing or supporting federal coordinating groups, and developing joint long-term plans with the state based on existing state plans.

· Provide the Liaisons with the appropriate level of authority and discretion over funding to be responsive to opportunities in their states.  

· Move quickly to both establish a partnership office within each state and ensure that Liaisons are not serving multiple states.  

· Address the need for consistent Liaison support for each state, including consistency in messages, approaches, and support.  

· Within the transformation to establish NGPO, create a culture, systems and a structure that more effectively supports partnerships and partnership offices.  

· Strongly consider the need for including a technical Liaison role in NSDI Partnership Office staffing.  

4.3.4 USGS NGPO Support

As part of the conceptual model and initial set of interview questions, the workgroup explored The National Map program roles and directions.  With the establishment of NGPO, interview questions were added about the role and opportunities for the new office.  The additional questions were adapted from the presentation given by Karen Siderelis at the NSGIC Annual Conference.  The responses have been summarized as follows:

4.3.4.1 Coordination of The National Map, GOS and FGDC

In response to questions about the potential opportunities and roles for NGPO, coordinating The National Map, GOS and FGDC programs was mentioned most often.  A local representative asked, “You ask what I am doing with GOS or The National Map, my question is what are they doing with each other?  We’ve done a lot of programs in the last few years, and lately I’ve told our Liaison that I’m only going to support one initiative at a time.”  Implementers at all levels reported confusion about the programs and resulting reluctance to strongly participate, as described in the “Education and Promotion” section below.  The establishment of NGPO is seen by the community as a real opportunity to resolve these issues.  Beyond coordinating these programs, some implementers suggested that instead of maintaining two related programs, that The National Map and GOS should be merged into one portal and system.  It is recommended that coordination or merging of The National Map, GOS and FGDC should be a primary focus for NGPO.  Since the development of the Best Practices draft report, NGPO leaders have reported moving in this direction at the NSGIC Midyear Meeting and other venues, so this recommendation is already under way.

4.3.4.2 Federal Agency-to-Agency Agreements

As mentioned in the “Coordination Model” section, a lack of federal coordination is frequently cited as a barrier by state and local implementers.  In addition to developing state or multi-state federal coordinating groups, the conceptual model identified the need for NGPO to proactively seek agency-to-agency agreements to institutionalize The National Map and other NSDI programs in the federal sector and to accelerate state and local buy-in. Implementers were asked how such agreements would affect acceptance and participation at the state and local level.  

Nearly every implementer said that federal agency-to-agency agreements would be very beneficial to increasing participation, and would in fact be a key to NGPO success.  “That would help immensely,” declared a state implementer.  Some qualified that the usefulness of the agreements depends on the content of the agreements and how well the agreements would be adhered to, noting that agreement is only as good as the depth of the real partnership.  

A local implementer stated, “From the local perspective there is a need for official coordination at the federal level. …There’s a lot coming at us at one time - it’s tough to have several branches of the federal government asking the same things of me.  I’d like the feds to go through USGS.”  Several state representatives said that they want NGPO to coordinate federal agencies outside of the USGS.  

From the Geospatial Liaison standpoint, “It would really help implementation at the state level.  For example, we try to work with FEMA here, and Census is another one, but they have to follow their headquarters’ model, so it doesn’t always allow us to work together as we’d like to.  An example is NRCS – they have higher level agreement in NAIP, and it allows local NRCS offices to provide funding.”  Having an agreement in place that describes how federal agencies or programs will work together would allow the Geospatial Liaisons and their federal counterparts in the states to better define how they can work together and would also show the community how federal programs are being coordinated or integrated.  Another Liaison commented, “It’s a huge change from The National Map to NGPO, because NGPO encompasses all federal agency coordination for GIS.  We’re coordinating federal geographic data for the nation.  If we can be recognized in that by other federal agencies, that would help a lot.  An agreement that recognizes our mission and purpose in that would be great, and it would help.”

Clearly, a primary focus of the programs of NGPO should be to improve federal coordination, particularly by pursuing meaningful federal agency-to-agency agreements that show how The National Map will be used at the federal level.  

4.3.4.3 Provide Leadership in Communicating and Defining Best Practices

Implementers at all levels stated that they would like to see NGPO provide leadership in defining best practices and providing information exchange on lessons learned across the nation.  Areas of interest include IT and data security concerns and sharing how states and regions have handled these issues; continuing to develop a partnership model that states and local governments could work toward; research on funding models; practices for developing and implementing standards; and best technical approaches.  As described by a state implementer, NGPO has opportunities “in research, where they can bring together information for the communities to better understand the whole.  For example, how do you define digital ortho specs?  We put a tool online for communities to define digital orthos – it would be that kind of support – how do you make decisions on these things…  We can share stuff, share routines – we’ve shared across states.  And that’s something a federal organization could play a huge role in.”  Multiple local implementers stated that “If we had standards and specs to produce data that would fit the higher levels, we could do that.  Funding is not the problem.  We have three people, maybe we need another person, but still it’s working pretty well.  It’s the specs, the standards, and model that we need help with.”  Several implementers suggested that given its national perspective, NGPO should take a leadership role in creating a national synthesis of state requirements and show what’s going on across the states.  NGPO should focus its role to defining and communicating NSDI best practices for both institutional and technical functions.  

4.3.4.4 Paper Map Capabilities

Implementers were asked if they feel it is important for the USGS to develop a capability to produce paper maps.   The majority of implementers said there is a need for paper maps, though most think it should focus on map-on-demand.  The use of the private sector to produce maps was mentioned often as a preferred model.  It was suggested that to make on-demand maps appear consistent and authoritative the USGS could create or specify the “wrapper” (look and feel of the collar information or marginalia), or that the USGS should control the wrapper and not necessarily create it.  Private companies can make a kiosk, but the wrapper ensures that accurate information comes from The National Map.  Some of the implementers recommended that NGPO allow the inclusion of cooperator logos on the wrappers for the maps of their state or area, and that a collaborative process be made available.  It is recommended that for paper map capabilities, NGPO focus on maps-on-demand, creating a standard “wrapper” for maps-on-demand, and allowing for partner logos and participation in the development.  

4.3.4.5 Other Roles and Opportunities

Several other roles or opportunities for NGPO were recommended by the implementers:

· Many implementers expressed concern that federal efforts seem to come and go, and they are frustrated that the requirements for the federal programs seem to keep changing.  A frequently cited example is the I-Team effort that was heavily pushed by on the federal side and then abandoned.  Implementers identified a need for a long-term view of the programs that gives them the sense that their efforts won’t be wasted on something that falls by the wayside.  It is recommended that NGPO take a long-term view and stay the course with its programs.  

· Some implementers stated that an important focus for NGPO should be to address the digital divide and how to build capacity in rural areas.  

· There were multiple mentions of the need for FGDC to go to every state to talk about standards and more importantly, collaborate on standards in the state.  FGDC could work through the Geospatial Liaisons to provide a workshop to also show what’s going on across the states in terms of standards.  

· For technical, institutional and programmatic integration, several mentioned help with enterprise architecture and a strategy for building architecture in The National Map and GOS that provide plug-and-play architecture for a state enterprise strategy.  It is recommended that NGPO play a leadership role in envisioning a cross-sector enterprise architecture strategy.  

· Integration through IPAs with state personnel and combining efforts on education and promotion were also mentioned as ways to integrate between sectors.  

4.3.4.6 Best Practices and Recommendations:

At the USGS NGPO level:

· Focus on coordination or merging of The National Map, GOS and FGDC.  

· Place a priority on improving federal coordination, particularly by pursuing meaningful federal agency-to-agency agreements that show how The National Map will be used at the federal level.  

· Focus its role to defining and communicating NSDI best practices for both institutional and technical functions.  

· For paper map capabilities, focus on maps-on-demand, creating a standard “wrapper” for maps-on-demand, and allowing for partner logos and participation in the development.  

· Establish a long-term view and stay the course with the federal programs.  

· Address the digital divide and how to build capacity in rural areas.  

· Have FGDC to go to every state to discuss and collaborate on standards in the state.  FGDC could provide a workshop to also show what’s going on across the states in terms of standards.

· Play a leadership role in envisioning and communicating a cross-sector enterprise architecture strategy.  

· Consider using IPAs and combining efforts on education and promotion as ways to integrate between sectors.  

4.3.5 Education and Promotion
4.3.5.1 Importance of Education and Promotion

Both the conceptual model and the interview findings illustrate the importance of education and promotion to the success of the NSDI.  Nearly every implementer interviewed stated that marketing or promotion is critical to the overall success of their programs. 

State implementers in particular felt very strongly about the role of promotion in advancing their efforts, whether they call it marketing, education or communication.  Marketing was called “a top priority” and “absolutely 100% very important, I can’t stress it more.”   “One-on-one relationship building and schmoozing” was also mentioned as a critical element.  

Geospatial Liaisons generally stated that promotion is important, but most were concerned about the potential for overselling USGS programs and not having concrete results or examples to point to, potentially leading to a loss of credibility for the Liaison and/or the program.  “In many years as a Liaison I have learned that promotion is great but if you don’t follow through people stop listening to you.”  Similarly, a few states pointed out that “marketing has to mean something”.  

Several implementers reported success in promoting coordination programs to local governments when the state coordinator and Geospatial Liaison work together as a team.  

Local implementers were mixed in their assessment of the need for marketing.  Some felt that promotion is “critical” and their implementation “doesn’t survive without it, it’s a never-ending process.”  Some local implementers may not be in a position to promote their programs themselves, but depend on other local departments to speak on their behalf about the benefits it has provided.  Others stated that promotion was important to the initial establishment of GIS in their counties, but since then the function has become so integral to their business processes that promotion has become a non-issue.  For example, a regional implementer explained, “The appetite for data is so great it doesn’t take a whole lot to promote it.”

4.3.5.2 The National Map and GOS Communications

A lack of good communication about The National Map and GOS is a primary reason stated by many implementers for not participating more fully in the programs.  There is confusion in the community about what The National Map and other NGPO programs are about.  USGS staff have provided varying and conflicting messages to the partner community with the result that there doesn’t appear to be a commonly held understanding of the programs.  
For GOS, implementers at all levels stated that they aren’t participating because they don’t understand GOS.  No one has come to talk to them about it in the manner the Geospatial Liaison have for The National Map.  An implementer explained, “The National Map got a lot of exposure through partnership offices, GOS did not.  GOS was not explained.  The partnership office people need a better concept of what GOS brings to the table.”  Partners need more regular interaction on GOS to understand its goals, directions and benefits.  This underscores the need for Geospatial Liaisons to represent all NGPO programs at the state and local level.  Another issue that came up multiple times was that implementers may be supportive but are not sure if they are participating.  They simply can’t tell if they’ve been harvested or not.  Some kind of feedback is needed from the program to fill this void.  

Some states are also struggling with how to participate in The National Map, “It’s really hard to get good answers on how to participate on The National Map.  We’ve been asking for over a year how to do it – we have many interested partners, have been in touch with Liaison and technical staff, but no one will provide guidance, we don’t know how to proceed.  It’s been frustrating.”

Local implementers in particular discussed a lack of information about national programs and cited education through both the state and federal levels as a key component in engaging local participation.  For example, when asked if they have received sufficient information, a local implementer responded, “No.  A complete no, we haven’t received anything.  We’ve used the sites of the three programs, but we’ve not received any literature on how to participate in them.”  Several local implementers reported that the states were not doing a good job of communicating federal initiatives.  The local implementers knew the state was engaged in The National Map and/or GOS, but the state had not communicated to them exactly how they are participating, or why, or how local contributions would be made part of the national programs.  Communicating information about federal programs and participation is an essential role of the statewide council as a facilitator between levels of government.  

Many implementers also mentioned that the appearance of competition or tension between The National Map and GOS negatively impacts their participation in one or both of the programs.  How the programs are being coordinated and complement each other is an important part of the communication that is needed from NGPO.  

4.3.5.3 Marketing Materials for The National Map and GOS

The large majority of implementers reported that they had not received adequate information and materials on NGPO programs to maximize promotion efforts to their stakeholders.  States largely reported educating themselves and their stakeholders.  They would like to have something to “leave behind” with partners and decision-makers.  A state implementer reported, “From the federal perspective we’ve seen precious few marketing materials.  If we don’t develop our own we don’t have any, so we’ve done it on our own.  With a coordinated effort we could have a lot better materials.”  Regional councils that are not plugged into groups like NSGIC felt particularly left out of the loop.  “It’s troublesome not to get the information first hand and I don’t know how to remedy this.”  Regional councils and some state councils depend on volunteers to get their work done.  Receiving materials is very important in these cases so that volunteers don’t have to spend part of their donated time to make their own.  

Marketing geared to the executive level was identified as a critical need by many implementers.  A state implementer confirmed, “A lot of the materials for GOS, The National Map, I-Plans are geared to the geospatial community, but need to have a marketing effort geared toward executives in the state.  A 2-3 page briefing is needed explaining the program and its benefit, and reasons why they should commit resources on the program.”  Clearly, state and local implementers need compelling and customizable materials to promote and sell The National Map participation to their management, colleagues and partners.  
Geospatial Liaisons were more likely to state that materials have been available on The National Map, but are less accessible for GOS and FGDC, and some have shied away from discussing the programs because of it.  There were multiple mentions of issues with The National Map materials that are not well coordinated or aligned.  “People internally put all kinds of things out there but putting it all into a cohesive picture is difficult.”  Liaisons also identified internal issues related to consistency in understanding and messages, “We have so many varying ways of explaining this project and mission that it’s confusing to our clientele.  People within our own organization remain confused, as well as other organizations within the USGS.”  Some of the Liaisons acknowledged that there is a good deal of information on FGDC and GOS on the web, but it is difficult to integrate it all into something cohesive.  The Geospatial Liaisons and their partners would benefit from NGPO taking steps to organize and align these materials, and more importantly to define consistent messages on the programs.  

At all levels, customization of communication materials is essential.  Implementers would like to receive program information that they can adapt to their own unique situations.  Geospatial Liaisons reported revising many of the materials they receive to better fit their respective situations.  One-size-fits-all fact sheets do not speak to local issues and concerns.  Thus materials should be developed in a way that provides consistent messages and boilerplate language but allows for state, regional, local and Geospatial Liaison implementers to adapt the information to conditions in their geographies.

4.3.5.4 Best Practices and Recommendations

At the State/Geospatial Liaison level:

· State coordinators and Geospatial Liaisons should work together to promote coordination initiatives to local governments.

· As a facilitator between levels of governments, statewide councils have an essential role in proactively communicating information about federal programs and statewide participation in them, including how local contributions are being used.

At the NGPO level:

· Provide the community a broader vision about The National Map as a nationwide consortium that consistently follows best practices, standards and policies rather than focusing on it simply as a product
.  Sharpen and formalize a message for the broad infrastructure definition and vision of The National Map and it’s sister programs.  

· Provide feedback to partners when their data have been harvested by GOS.  
· Align the communication materials of The National Map, GOS and FGDC to show that they are interconnected and complementary.
· To ensure widespread and consistent understanding, develop a marketing plan and communication tools for Geospatial Liaisons that are based on real accomplishments with the partner community.  
· Provide state, local and Geospatial Liaison implementers with compelling and customizable materials to promote and sell The National Map and NSDI participation to their management and partners.  Develop a suite of materials specifically targeted for the executive level.  
4.3.6 Incentives

The conceptual model emphasized addressing business needs and uses at each level of government as a way to “incentivize” participation in NGPO programs.  It further recommended that NGPO adjust course from the “build it and they will come” approach to a service-oriented, incentive-based approach that designs and develops to meet partner needs while enhancing the NSDI.  The conceptual model also identified that a primary barrier to engaging participation is the lack of integration of business needs across levels of government.  NGPO’s challenge is to observe, adopt and align with state and local business needs and practices, and look for examples and opportunities to integrate business needs.  

The interview results supported the conceptual model and added detail about a variety of issues and approaches.  Unsurprisingly, incentives that implementers reported using to promote their programs are similar to those that they feel are necessary to engage them in collaborating at the levels of government above them.  Also predictable was the frequent mention of funding as a primary incentive.  Both state and local implementers discussed the need to understand the benefits or return on investment for participating.  “Our focus is on meeting out client needs, and The National Map is not doing that.”  For many, The National Map, and even more so GOS, are difficult to link to any business processes.  A state implementer commented, “We’ve been encouraged to work on several other different kinds of federal activities.  Most of those have come and gone.  Consequently, we now carefully measure the benefits to the state before we agree to participate.  We haven’t seen significant benefits that GOS or The National Map would afford the State.”  Implementer issues and ideas have been summarized below in the categories of funding, meeting business needs and focusing on uses, and other incentives.  

4.3.6.1 Funding 

As was anticipated in the conceptual model, funding is a barrier identified by the large majority of implementers across interview categories.  Funding is the most flexible incentive because it can be applied as needed for staff, travel, equipment, data, etc.  Flexibility and creativity to meet these requirements would obviously reduce the focus on providing funding as the primary incentive.  

Among states interviewed, a few had dedicated funding for some data themes, but in general funding at the state level is cobbled together from a variety of sources including grants and cooperative data partnerships.  Some state coordinator groups are funded through assessments of the state agencies while states with voluntary councils often depend on the independent investments of state agencies.  A primary issue is not having a sustainable source of funding to keep initiatives on track and moving forward.  A state implementer acknowledged, “Funding is not the only issue, but we find that teams go inactive if there’s no hope of advancement.”  

Local implementers interviewed are tax or fee based, or a combination thereof.  A local implementer reported, “Our IS department is a total fee-based operation, I don’t do work unless there is funding.  If a department wants something they have to pay for it.”  Locals discussed issues with unfunded mandates and the guidance of some of their managers not to make data available, because doing so will mean more inquiries and supporting external needs when they are barely able to support internal needs for geographic information.  The large, successful local implementers reported largely having their funding needs met due to broad understanding and acceptance of their integral role in supporting all types of local business needs.  

Many states and most of the local implementers have stated that small amounts of seed money can go a long way in advancing their efforts, while some of the advanced states and large local entities are interested only in funding at a larger scale and will not be motivated by small amounts of funding encumbered with laborious processes to receive them.  Clearly, one size does not fit all where funding and other incentives are concerned.  

Implementers (except regional councils) were asked what kind of funding approach from the USGS they would prefer from a list of three options:

· Distribute USGS funding through CAP and other grants 

· Develop long-term (3-5 year) plans and have USGS align resource investment with the plans on a year-by-year basis

· Combination of grants and long-term resource planning - and if this choice, what percentage of each?

Table 4.3.6.1 Summary of Responses to Funding Preferences:

	Implementer
	Funding Preference
	If combination, percentage of each type

	State A
	Long-term
	

	State B
	Combination
	70% long-term, 30% grant

	State C
	Long-term
	

	State D
	Combination
	80% long-term, 20% grant

	State E
	Long-term
	

	State F
	Long-term
	

	State G
	Long-term
	

	State H
	Long-term
	

	State I
	Long-term
	

	State J
	Combination
	60% long-term, 40% grant

	Local A
	Long-term
	

	Local B
	Combination
	Not sure

	Local C
	Combination
	75% long-term, 25% grant

	Local D
	Long-term
	

	Local E
	Combination
	34% long-term, 66% grant

	Local F
	Long-term
	

	Local G
	Long-term
	

	Liaison A
	Combination
	70% long-term, 30% grant

	Liaison B
	Combination
	50% long-term, 50% grant

	Liaison C
	Long-term
	

	Liaison D
	Combination
	60% long-term, 40% grant

	Liaison E
	Combination
	75% long-term, 25% grant

	Liaison F
	Combination
	80% long-term, 20% grant

	Liaison G
	Long-term
	

	Liaison H
	Combination
	80% long-term, 20% grant


None stated funding solely through grants as his or her preference.  Grants were labeled a resource drain that supports an opportunistic approach and takes the heat off developing a long-term approach.  A local implementer reported, “I can’t even get the agency to apply for grants because they’re so labor intensive, and put you in a boom and bust situation.”  A state implementer explained, “We prefer contracts to grant applications – contracts give us some authority in the relationships that grants do not.”  One Geospatial Liaison observed, “if we’re all competing internally for grant money no one is going to share any of their experiences and learn from each other.”  Clearly, implementers would like NGPO to play a role in supporting sustainable funding and instituting joint long-term planning.  These findings support the conceptual model that recommends that NGPO clarify and prioritize investments in near-term data availability against longer-term plans for creating sustainability by building capacity.  To initiate this change, it is recommended that states and NGPO begin moving toward long-term joint planning that includes engaging local implementers.   

In answering the above question about funding, several state representatives also identified a need for multi-year funding.  “What we need is for [the USGS] to be able to work multi-year, for example on a four-year cycle, and be able to guarantee funding in a few years out.  Fifty states would step up to support this change in Congress.  USGS is working in the context it’s in and it doesn’t work for us.  Grants don’t really work for us.  So it would be long-term multi-year plans.”   It is recommended that NGPO explore pathways to receive multi-year funding.  Of the twenty-five (25) implementers, thirteen (13) prefer long-term funding (7 of 10 state, 4 of 7 local, and 2 of 8 Geospatial Liaison implementers) while twelve (12) prefer a combination of long-term and grant funding (3 of 10 state, 3 of 7 local, and 6 of 8 Geospatial Liaison implementers).  Of the twelve (12) that prefer a combination, all provided a higher percentage (60-80%) of long-term to grant funding except for one local and one Geospatial Liaison implementer.  The Liaison that proposed 50% for both is in a state without an effective council, and the local implementer who proposed 33% long term and 66% grant funding stated, “We have someone that does nothing but work on grants.”  Another Liaison commented, “I don’t want to see the CAP go away, it’s necessary to help people get started.  But the majority of resources need to come out on a planned, cooperative venture between NGPO and the partner.”  

Several state representatives also suggested that funding mechanisms could be used as a stronger incentive for participating in statewide initiatives if the federal agencies would approve only proposals that are aligned with state plans.  A state implementer explained, “If there’s a [USGS] team in each state and they understand the state’s plan, and that plan fits in broader vision, they shouldn’t fund anything unless it fits in.  Federal grants allow for spending outside of those blueprints.  We saw it this year with some of the grant money.”  Another state implementer confirmed, “The programs should all have to work through state coordinator…linkages with the state coordination body should be a requirement” for approving funding.  “This goes back to building the NSDI, it needs to be treated like the transportation network.  Every year dollars are provided by feds to the state for transportation.  We need to figure out what the model is to connect state to federal, state to local.  If states are following the model they should receive incentives.”

Finally, state implementers would like to see coordination among federal government agencies for funding, particularly for grant programs.  

4.3.6.2 Meeting Business Needs and Focusing on Uses

The conceptual model recommends that NGPO and states should adjust course from the “build it and they will come” The National Map approach to a service-oriented, incentive-based approach that designs and develops to meet partner needs while enhancing the NSDI.  The need for the recommended change in approach was mirrored in the interviewed findings.  

Many of the implementers discussed focusing their efforts on meeting business needs and providing data and services for specific applications.  Recognition by policy makers and citizens comes when data and applications solve problems.  A state implementer reported, “We’ve been developing data for ten years and general data doesn’t sell to policy makers, they care about issues.  We’re now taking an entirely different approach and focusing on applications, and identifying that you can’t do them without the data.  Applications that have caught the eye are wildfire, emergency response, economic development - those are the big ones resonating with policy makers.  The cadastral database has been a showpiece because the amount of use it gets - people are not having to go to the courthouse.”  Others acknowledge a need to move in this direction to increase executive support, but are struggling to document specific examples or hone in on applications that will draw attention and funding.  Some states are developing business uses for each layer.  

The most frequently cited applications include wireless E911, accident location and emergency response.  A state implementer commented that “Homeland security is a big issue now, in some places it is taking some of the focus away from natural resources.”  Economic development applications, for example build-out scenarios for commercial property and supporting developers and realtors were also frequently cited, particularly by local implementers.  A local implementer explained, “We want to give the data away and create applications that enhance public’s ability to find what they are looking for, for development.  We are in real estate business, not in the data selling business.”  Other applications mentioned included

· A “call before you dig” program,

· Locating fiber optics,

· Meeting local tax mapping needs,

· Dispatch functions,

· Floodplain mapping,

· Addressing watershed issues,

· Wastewater and storm water capacity and overflow, and

· Providing local government information via kiosks and web services, including health care clinics and government services and sex offender locations

· Wildfire mitigation

· Voter registration and the Help America Vote initiative

· Land use planning

· Highway planning

· Permitting and others.  

Implementers would like The National Map and NGPO programs to be developed and designed to align with their business needs.  One implementer stated, “My primary reason [for not participating] is that our focus is on meeting our client needs, and The National Map is not doing that.”  Another stated, “We haven’t seen any benefits for the state, and we’re full out on everything else right now.  Without being able to address something that would bring back tangible, measurable benefits to our state, we can’t justify it.”  Local implementers in particular need to see a connection to their business needs of both state and federal programs.  A local implementer confirmed, “To local government there’s just confusion at the state and federal levels.  Unless you’re a local government that has not developed a lot of data, there’s really no reason to participate in these programs because there is no benefit back.  There is no way to tie it to any business function.”

Some Geospatial Liaisons are attempting to understand and support business needs of their partners.  One Liaison identified the need to promote the capability to link to The National Map to help support partner business needs, “I am trying to address those business needs that various agencies and groups have.  I am particularly pushing that in terms of the catalog and how they can use it to pull The National Map layers into their own implementations.  Whether they can be data contributors is a separate issue… We can provide them with our layers, like imagery, NHD - that’s where we can best fit in.”      

The implementers were asked how they are integrating needs across levels of government.  A state implementer responded, “We attempted to focus efforts on the lowest level of government possible and work upwards.”  Development of transportation to meet needs at the local and state levels was often cited.  Other examples include accident reporting, hazardous waste mitigation, homeland security, enterprise IT, and e-government.  Many implementers stated that there was not much progress on this front, or that it was just beginning.  

One implementer asked how the USGS intends to use The National Map and GOS.  “If it was clear that USGS and other feds would use it for the basis of their work, then local and state government would pay a lot more attention.  Start with your own house first.”  Implementers at all levels would clearly like to understand the federal business case and how The National Map and GOS are serving USGS scientists particularly, but also Department of Interior and other federal partners.  If their business needs are not being served, the programs may need to be re-scoped to ensure that they meet federal objectives in a relevant way.

4.3.6.3 Other Incentives

A variety of other incentives was mentioned in the implementer interviews.  Again, behind requests for funding are specific needs that could potentially be addressed directly.  

Many implementers emphasized the need to share power and decision-making with partners as equals.  Local and other partners should be included on the statewide council to shape a joint future.  As for NGPO programs, “there is no sense you are a member of The National Map or GOS… they need to impart a feeling that state and local government are part of the team instead of “we just want your data””.   To institutionalize The National Map, the program must be formalized in a recognized, authoritative governance model/structure that involves external participation.  It is recommended that NGPO also consider ways of creating a strong The National Map /GOS community by bringing practitioners from all levels together to share their successes and lessons learned.  
Many implementers promote to potential partners the benefit of being able to use the partner data that is already linked to their common base, because this means they as new partners won’t have to start from scratch in acquiring other layers.  Implementers can also provide access to data and/or contacts for data that they don’t have in their collections.  A local implementer explains, “The County Sewer Authority, for instance, is a separate taxing body with GIS.  We provide them with all of our data free of charge.  They add their sewer and water data and it gets used for planning and other purposes.  They don’t have to fly the county and maintain the base data, and we don’t have to pay for or maintain their data.”  A state implementer related the incentive of providing linkages to many datasets to the outcome that, “The more data that’s on the base, the harder it is for others to use different bases.”  The National Map has been largely promoted in terms of what users see in the viewer.  More emphasis needs to be made on the benefit of The National Map as a powerful database and internet information service that allows users to link to and use The National Map data in their own systems and applications.  It allows partners to deliver their data to infinite Internet map service applications that connect to The National Map Catalog without any work on their part.  It also allows them to link to The National Map Catalog to access all of its data for their own applications.  

Some state and regional implementers are providing locals with help on various aspects of implementation, including providing hardware, software, training, application development, data assessment, and web services.  They help kick start the local system and link it to the regional or state systems.  One state reported, “We transfer license agreements, not funds.  We work with the Department of Law and Public Safety, they have the ability to grant monies to local government.  We’re purchasing hardware, software, training, applications, and consultant work.  We make the up front purchase, then through MOUs local governments agree to maintain the hardware and software – that’s the commitment.”  Integration of data, an integrated solutions environment, and enterprise architecture are also offered by states and regional councils.  For example, a state is looking to “create a couple different web services to address one business problem, each has its own look and feel, but they process consistently.”  These incentives go back to the concept of meeting partner business needs.  It is recommended that this customized approach be explored by NGPO for supporting state and regional implementations that are linked with the statewide plan.  
Other incentives include the following:

· States often use orthoimagery programs to engage local involvement, by providing the data and/or an opportunity to cooperate on it, to ensure it meets local specifications.  A state implementer reported, “We gave them orthophotography, and they were part of the process for deciding what gets flown.”  This has also been an incentive between the USGS and local government through the high-resolution imagery acquisition for homeland security, and has been a primary focus of data development agreements between the USGS and the states.  

· Consistency with the national approach is offered as an incentive at all levels.  

· Networking, and information and expertise sharing were cited to be more important to partners than data in some cases.  

· Saving dollars and staff time through workload distribution is a common incentive.  

· Some add to their list of reasons to participate that collaboration is “doing the right thing in terms of coordinating with other government entities at all levels”.  Given the focus on meeting business needs, this is not likely to be a primary incentive to partners, particularly at the local level.  

· Access to a highly secure server that is available only to public safety users was mentioned as an incentive to engaging locals who may otherwise be unlikely to participate due to cost recovery issues or concerns about needing to support public access to their datasets.  
· It was noted that incentives are difficult to find for advanced, large local governments.  A state implementer reported, “Have nots” have gotten a lot out of the process, but the “haves” are harder to address.”  It is recommended that best practices for engaging local governments that are “haves” should be gathered and developed by NSGIC and NGPO.  

· The goal of one state representative is to work directly with all local governments through one or more local government managers at the state level to meet with them regularly.

· States are looking at ways to establish funding through fees on cell phones, real estate transactions or other functions in order to funnel dollars to local government for specific purposes.  For example, a state implementer reported, “What we’re looking at has been done in Wisconsin, where they have a long-term funding source with strings attached, so local government has an incentive to participate.”  

· Several local implementers listed resources to maintain systems and data as capacity needs.  

· It was suggested by a local representative that states should look at where their own processes have overlapped with local functions, and find ways to coordinate an approach with local government.  A local implementer suggested, “Find a business function where locals are being tortured by state agencies and find a solution.  Make the local government’s life better.”  For example, the state should avoid licensing transportation data when the counties have more current and accurate data.  

4.3.6.4 Best Practices and Recommendations

At the State/Geospatial Liaison level:

· Observe, adopt and align with state and local business needs and practices, and look for examples and opportunities to integrate business needs.  Adjust course from the “build it and they will come” approach to a service-oriented, incentive-based approach that designs and develops to meet partner needs while enhancing the NSDI.  

· Work toward joint long-term plans for funding and implementing the NSDI.  

At the NGPO level:

· Observe, adopt and align with state and local business needs and practices, and look for examples and opportunities to integrate business needs.  Adjust course from the “build it and they will come” The National Map approach to a service-oriented, incentive-based approach that designs and develops to meet partner needs while enhancing the NSDI.  

· Customize funding incentives to partner needs and develop approaches for both providing seed funding and for supporting large statewide projects at a higher level.   
· Clarify and prioritize investments in near-term data availability against longer-term plans for creating sustainability by building capacity.  Through the Geospatial Liaison network, institute joint long-term plans and move away from grants to sustainable funding.  

· Empower the Geospatial Liaisons with resources and authority to be responsive with the community. 

· Explore pathways to allow for multiple-year funding.  

· Fund only grant proposals that fit within statewide plans, develop a model for all levels of government to work together, and provide incentives to states that follow the model.  

· Pursue joint grants and other funding mechanisms with other federal agencies.  

· Serve as a focal point for sharing best practices on meeting business needs and integrating needs across levels of government.  

· Show the business case of The National Map and GOS for the USGS and for other federal agencies.  
· To institutionalize The National Map, formalize the program in a recognized, authoritative governance model/structure that involves external participation.  
· Use a customized approach for supporting state implementations and regional implementation that are linked with the statewide plan.  
· Share best practices on incentives used at all levels.  Consider ways of creating a strong The National Map /GOS community by bringing practitioners from all levels together to share their successes and lessons learned.  
· Work with NSGIC to gather and develop
·  best practices for engaging local governments that are “haves”.  
· Place 
greatergreater emphasis on the benefit of The National Map as a powerful database and internet information service that allows users to link to and use The National Map data in their own systems and applications.  

· Focus on coordination or merging of The National Map, GOS and FGDC.  

· Place a priority on improving federal coordination, particularly by pursuing meaningful federal agency-to-agency agreements that show how The National Map will be used at the federal level.  

· Focus its role to defining and communicating NSDI best practices for both institutional and technical functions.  

· For paper map capabilities, focus on maps-on-demand, creating a standard “wrapper” for maps-on-demand, and allowing for partner logos and participation in the development.  

· Establish a long-term view and stay the course with the federal programs.  

· Address the digital divide and how to build capacity in rural areas.  

· Have FGDC to go to every state to discuss and collaborate on standards in the state.  FGDC could provide a workshop to also show what’s going on across the states in terms of standards.

· Play a leadership role in envisioning and communicating a cross-sector enterprise architecture strategy.  

· Consider using IPAs and combining efforts on education and promotion as ways to integrate between sectors. 
4.3.7 Feedback and Reporting

The conceptual model points to the importance of feedback and reporting, both for providing a sense of engagement to partners and users, and for raising awareness of the implementation’s successes and needs that may potentially lead to additional funding and support.  Further, the conceptual model recommends that appropriate metrics that reflect progress in implementing The National Map, GOS and the NSDI be established in collaboration with the partner community.  Implementers were asked how they gather and use feedback, how they measure accomplishments and improvements, and whether they had been able to document savings from reducing redundancy or improving efficiency.  

Implementers are using many of the same feedback methods including email, meetings, contact buttons or email addresses on websites, web surveys, face-to-face communication, conferences, workshops, seminars, and listserves.  Several stated that they didn’t have a formal plan or program for obtaining feedback and could do better on this, and in some cases the process is largely ad hoc.  All felt that feedback helps their implementations, but didn’t provide specifics.  Implementers use typical reporting methods such as monthly, quarterly, and annual internal reports; legislative reports; and the same mechanisms they use for obtaining feedback.  Not a lot of detail was provided on measuring progress other than using web statistics, numbers of users or downloads, etc.  

Several Geospatial Liaisons stated that there are no mechanisms for bringing partner feedback into NGPO programs.  One Liaison stated, “It’s a big hole that we don’t have a direct way to communicate what the partners are saying to our programs.”  Another commented, “The traditional weak link has been that we do some marketing research at the USGS but we don’t use it to affect the program.  It’s helped marginally.”  A couple of state representatives commented that NGPO program personnel don’t appear to be aware of situations or progress in their states, and felt that Geospatial Liaisons were not properly linked to the program to provide this information on a consistent basis.  Geospatial Liaisons also indicated that reporting internally varies by region.  Some again mentioned poor linkages with management.  It is recommended that NGPO create a mechanism to systematically obtain and respond to feedback from the Geospatial Liaison staff.  

Several state representatives acknowledged that they haven’t documented savings from their programs in a systematic way, but they are interested in doing this.  There are many examples of savings from avoiding redundant collection of data.  A state implementer reported, “We have a pilot with four counties, invested $200k and got $10.3 million return just on the cost of developing the data.”  Another stated, “We used estimates for how much the orthos should cost, and how much it would cost counties to do it individually, and documented a 30-40% cost savings to the counties.”  Documenting return on investment on services or business functions, however, is much harder to capture.  One state discussed a cost-benefit study on cadastral data that was done using a USGS model (by Steve Gillespie).  The state representative stated that this model could “be one of the tools that could be supplied from the USGS.  There are models out there, but we don’t know them, it would be an admirable effort for UGSG to provide us with some tools, to show what the investments are returning, making studies easily available.”  It would appear that NGPO can play a role in both supporting implementers with tools to help measure their accomplishments, and establishing mechanisms for gathering information from across the nation on savings resulting from geospatial coordination.  

4.3.7.1 Best Practices and Recommendations

At the USGS level:

· Establish appropriate metrics that reflect progress in implementing The National Map, GOS and the NSDI in collaboration with the partner community.

· Create a mechanism to systematically obtain and respond to feedback from the Geospatial Liaison staff.

· Play a role in both supporting implementers with tools to help measure their accomplishments and, in conjunction with partner groups like NSGIC and NACo, establish mechanisms for gathering information from across the nation on savings resulting from geospatial coordination.  

· Direct Geospatial Liaisons to look for potential applications and develop mechanisms for tracking examples and opportunities.  Build upon the USGS cost-benefit analyses by defining the data needed for additional iterations of measuring the benefit of The National Map.  The Geospatial Liaisons can be a primary source for the needed data if they are aware of what needs to be collected.  

4.4 Recommendations

4.4.1 Goals and Approaches

At all levels:

· Adopt the goal of moving to a community approach for appropriate core framework themes, particularly for transportation, cadastral, boundaries, structures, orthoimagery, and elevation.  

· Move from the “give us your data” approach to engaging other levels as contributors to and users of datasets, data models, standards and guidelines.

· As a part of long-term plans, document the current approach for each framework data layer and define strategies for moving to a community approach for appropriate core framework data layers.  

At the USGS level:

· Shape the USGS technical program to provide best practices and tools for data integration, determining best available data, data stewardship, and QA/QC.

· Frame the USGS role in coordinating integration between states.  

4.4.2 Coordination Model

At all levels:

· Work together to explore how to address the primary capacity issue of having appropriate levels of staffing at all levels of coordination (statewide and regional).  

· Work together to explore ways to encourage and support regional councils as a key mechanism for linking local data with the state and federal levels.  

At the NSGIC level:

· Consider pursuing stakeholder assessments of councils and coordination in each state to enhance the usefulness of the State Coordination model.  Also consider adding factors defined in the Best Practices Model (council role and positioning, council staff, regional councils or other means to engage active local participation, and federal coordinating groups).

· Work with USGS to explore and address the issue of improved statewide coordination and the potential for increasing authority of the council to ensure compliance; build upon the FGDC Future Directions Fifty States Initiative.  

At the USGS level:

· Support the development of state or multi-state federal coordination groups and define a primary role of the Geospatial Liaisons to establish or support the group locally.   

4.4.3 NSDI Partnership Office Support

At the USGS level:

· Set and support priorities and strategies for Geospatial Liaisons to focus their efforts on working through the statewide council and performing as an active committed partner in statewide coordination, advocating for resources for statewide coordination, establishing or supporting federal coordinating groups, and developing joint long-term plans with the state based on existing state plans.

· Provide the Geospatial Liaisons with the appropriate level of authority and discretion over funding to be responsive to opportunities in their states.  

· Move quickly to both establish a partnership office within each state and ensure that Geospatial Liaisons are not serving multiple states.  

· Address the need for consistent Geospatial Liaison support for each state, including consistency in messages, approaches, and support.  

· Within the transformation to establish NGPO, create a culture, systems and a structure that more effectively supports partnerships and partnership offices.  

· Strongly consider the need for including a technical Liaison role in NSDI Partnership Office staffing.  

4.4.4 USGS NGPO Support

At the USGS NGPO level:

· Focus on coordination or merging of The National Map, GOS and FGDC.  

· Place a priority on improving federal coordination, particularly by pursuing meaningful federal agency-to-agency agreements that show how The National Map will be used at the federal level.  

· Focus its role to defining and communicating NSDI best practices for both institutional and technical functions.  

· For paper map capabilities, focus on map-on-demand, creating a standard “wrapper” for map-on-demand, and allowing for partner logos and participation in the development.  

· Establish a long-term view and stay the course with the federal programs.  

· Address the digital divide and how to build capacity in rural areas.  

· Have FGDC go to every state to discuss and collaborate on standards in the state.  FGDC could provide a workshop to also show what’s going on across the states in terms of standards.

· Play a leadership role in envisioning and communicating a cross-sector enterprise architecture strategy.  

· Consider using IPAs and combining efforts on education and promotion as ways to integrate between sectors.  

4.4.5 Education and Promotion
At the state/Geospatial Liaison level:

· State coordinators and Geospatial Liaisons should work together to promote coordination initiatives to local governments.

· As a facilitator between levels of governments, statewide councils have an essential role in proactively communicating information about federal programs and statewide participation in them, including how local contributions are being used.

At the USGS NGPO level:

· Provide the community a broader vision about The National Map as a nationwide consortium that consistently follows best practices, standards and policies rather than focusing on it simply as a product
.  Sharpen and formalize a message for the broad infrastructure definition and vision of The National Map and its sister programs.  

· Provide feedback to partners when their data have been harvested by GOS.  
· Align the communication materials of The National Map, GOS and FGDC to show that they are interconnected and complementary.
· To ensure widespread and consistent understanding, develop a marketing plan and communication tools for Geospatial Liaisons that are based on real accomplishments with the partner community.  
· Provide state, local and Geospatial Liaison implementers with compelling and customizable materials to promote and sell The National Map and NSDI participation to their management and partners.  Develop a suite of materials specifically targeted for the executive level.  
4.4.6 Incentives

At the State/Geospatial Liaison level:

· Observe, adopt and align with state and local business needs and practices, and look for examples and opportunities to integrate business needs.  Adjust course from the “build it and they will come” approach to a service-oriented, incentive-based approach that designs and develops to meet partner needs while enhancing the NSDI.  

· Work toward joint long-term plans for funding and implementing the NSDI.  

At the USGS level:

· Observe, adopt and align with state and local business needs and practices, and look for examples and opportunities to integrate business needs.  Adjust course from the “build it and they will come” The National Map approach to a service-oriented, incentive-based approach that designs and develops to meet partner needs while enhancing the NSDI.  

· Customize funding incentives to partner needs and develop approaches for both providing seed funding and for supporting large statewide projects at a higher level.   
· Clarify and prioritize investments in near-term data availability against longer-term plans for creating sustainability by building capacity.  Through the Geospatial Liaison network, institute joint long-term plans and move away from grants to sustainable funding.  

· Empower the Geospatial Liaisons with resources and authority to be responsive with the community. 

· Explore pathways to allow for multiple-year funding.  

· Fund only grant proposals that fit within statewide plans, and develop a model for the levels of government to work together and provide incentives to states that follow the model.  

· Pursue joint grants and other funding mechanisms with other federal agencies.  

· Serve as a focal point for sharing best practices on meeting business needs and integrating needs across levels of government.  

· Show the business case of The National Map and GOS for the USGS and for other federal agencies.  
· To institutionalize The National Map, formalize the program in a recognized, authoritative governance model/structure that involves external participation.  
· Use a customized approach for supporting state and regional implementations that are linked with the statewide plan.  
· Share best practices on incentives used at all levels.  Consider ways of creating a strong The National Map/GOS community by bringing practitioners from all levels together to share their successes and lessons learned.  
· Work with NSGIC to gather and develop
·  best practices for engaging local governments that are “haves”.  
· Place 
greatergreater emphasis on the benefit of The National Map as a powerful database and internet information service that allows users to link to and use The National Map data in their own systems and applications.  

· Focus on coordination or merging of The National Map, GOS and FGDC.  

· Place a priority on improving federal coordination, particularly by pursuing meaningful federal agency-to-agency agreements that show how The National Map will be used at the federal level.  

· Focus its role to defining and communicating NSDI best practices for both institutional and technical functions.  

· For paper map capabilities, focus on map-on-demand, creating a standard “wrapper” for maps-on-demand, and allowing for partner logos and participation in the development.  

· Establish a long-term view and stay the course with the federal programs.  

· Address the digital divide and how to build capacity in rural areas.  

· Have FGDC go to every state to discuss and collaborate on standards in the state.  FGDC could provide a workshop to also show what’s going on across the states in terms of standards.

· Play a leadership role in envisioning and communicating a cross-sector enterprise architecture strategy.  

· Consider using IPAs and combining efforts on education and promotion as ways to integrate between sectors. 
4.4.7 Feedback and Reporting

At the USGS level:

· Establish appropriate metrics that reflect progress in implementing The National Map, GOS and the NSDI in collaboration with the partner community.

· Create a mechanism to systematically obtain and respond to feedback from the Geospatial Liaison staff.

· Play a role in both supporting implementers with tools to help measure their accomplishments and, in conjunction with partner groups like NSGIC and NACo, establish mechanisms for gathering information from across the nation on savings resulting from geospatial coordination.  

· Direct Geospatial Liaisons to look for potential applications and develop mechanisms for tracking examples and opportunities.  Build upon the USGS cost-benefit analysis by defining the data needed for additional iterations of measuring the benefit of The National Map.  The Geospatial Liaisons can be a primary source for the needed data if they are aware of what needs to be collected.  
5.0 Existing Impediments and Required Incentives

5.1 Background

In the conceptual and technical development of The National Map, assumptions were made about how state and local governments would partner with USGS without the benefit of factual information on the status, plans and challenges unique to each state.  USGS funding of partner initiatives has generally been decided using case-by-case justifications.  It was based on whether an effort would result in data being made available to The National Map or would provide a written agreement with USGS.  This approach helped to address near-term additions to The National Map, but didn’t take into account the capacity building and infrastructure that are needed to ensure the long-term success and sustainability of the program. 

Previous funding initiatives (e.g. grants) have not accounted for the unique economic, regional, demographic, or geographic factors that are critical to each of the states.  It is difficult to make wise programmatic choices when detailed information on the partners is absent.

This objective was originally designed to create a systematic process for project teams in each of the states to produce a report on the opportunities, challenges and strategies for developing The National Map.  Project teams were to have included the Geospatial Liaison, state GIS coordinator, local partners and others as appropriate to review existing state plans and recommendations of the best practices model (Section 4) as foundations for their work.  The Objective Three Work Group (hereinafter referred to in this Section as Work Group – see Section 7.2.3 Appendix B for a list of Work Group members) and the Core Team members discussed the complexities of this objective and its relationship to the expected deliverables for the other objectives.   Given the relative lack of resources to conduct this work, the focus was changed to examine the impediments and incentives on a state-by-state basis to provide data for implementation plans that could be later developed by the Geospatial Liaisons working with statewide GIS councils. 

The Work Group produced the “State Information Guide” and a companion report to document its contents and use.  It provides national comparisons of state, local and tribal governments to offer insights on issues affecting GIT coordination, partnerships, and data production.  Specific state information is also provided on the impediments preventing partnerships and the incentives that will be required to ensure effective partnerships in the future.  These products were developed to guide the Geospatial Liaisons and managers to help them prioritize future work plan objectives and funding initiatives that will ensure effective state, local and tribal partnerships with The National Map.  They are an extension of existing efforts by the participating organizations and include direct input from the newly conducted surveys.  They also have obvious value for other GIT coordination efforts across the nation.  Due to their size, they are not included in this report.  They are available through NSGIC’s web page (http://www.nsgic.org) and through The National Map Partnership’s web page (http://geography.usgs.gov/nsgic-naco-usgs/partnership/)

5.2 Methodology

The Work Group conducted all of is meetings by conference call, using the USGS teleconference bridge.  The Work Group members developed the deliverable work products, including a NSGIC-sponsored survey instrument used to 1) determine the institutional, management, economic, security, legal and other impediments that prevent state, local and tribal participation in The National Map, and 2) evaluate the incentives required to form effective partnerships with state and local governments.  The Work Group worked closely with the Objective One Work Group (Relevance) to coordinate the release of a single survey instrument that would meet the needs of both groups.

The actual survey form was developed and hosted using the tools available at http://www.SurveyMonkey.com.  The survey was officially run for a period of thirty-three (33) days from July 23 to August 25, 2004, during which time the NSGIC State Coordinators were also urged to complete the survey on behalf of their state.  The Core Team representatives promoted the survey within their respective organizations to encourage and maximize participation (e.g. NACo advertised the survey to their GIS Committee list serve).  Individuals from the federal and private sectors were discouraged from completing the survey.  Three hundred and sixty-nine (369) responses were received by the time the survey was closed for final analysis by the Objective One Work Group.  Forty-eight (48) NSGIC State Coordinators participated in the survey.

Caution: The survey conducted by these work groups was not developed to be scientifically or statistically valid.  It was designed by the work group members to be applied to their own constituent groups in order to solicit comments on general issues related to the relevancy of The National Map along with the existing impediments and needed incentives.  The survey identifies and reinforces generally held beliefs about The National Map program within state and local government.
The general findings on “relevancy” from the survey are discussed in Section 3.3 while the findings on impediments and incentives are discussed below.  The complete summary reports and detailed answers to the survey can be found in Section 7.3 Appendix C.  The data produced through this effort (survey summary and “State Information Guide”) will help the Geospatial Liaisons and program managers to evaluate the detailed needs in each state and to prioritize work plan objectives to ensure effective state and local partnerships with The National Map.  The data help to identify long-term funding needs in each state and suggest ways that the Geospatial Liaisons can be effective partners in state coordination activities which must include local governments.

5.3 Findings
To make strategic investments that will sustain partnerships, NGPO should make funding decisions in the context of the long-term plans and specific needs of each state, local, and tribal government.  A systematic process is needed to report and analyze statewide implementations of The National Map, with information on the current status of framework data, maintenance plans, data model development, web mapping activities, linkages with local efforts, and the identification of the key participants, trends, strategies, opportunities and challenges that are unique to each state.  It is also critical that the impact to the business process of each state and local government be considered when developing long-term goals for participation.  Federal incentives will not sustain The National Map if they do not positively affect the business needs of state and local governments or meet their unique requirements.

During the course of this project, the Fifty States Initiative was developed as part of the Federal Geographic Data Committee’s (FGDC) Future Directions strategic planning activity.  Two of the Core Team members worked on the Fifty States Initiative to help ensure consistency with this effort. The Action Plan for this initiative, available at FGDC’s web site   (http://www.fgdc.gov/FutureDirections/), suggests that the Geospatial Liaisons should take an active roll in working with their states to implement effective statewide coordination councils.  The principal goal of this effort is the creation of statewide strategic and business plans with common elements feeding the National Spatial Data Infrastructure (NSDI).  This effort recognizes the individual needs of each state while promoting consistent national products.  That plan should be viewed as a companion to this report and a road map for the criteria, characteristics, and activities that should be common to each statewide coordination effort to help ensure the success of The National Map.

The Work Group finds that each state and its local governments have markedly different needs based on their geography, demographics, federal land ownership, governance, and existing level of coordination for geographic information technologies (GIT).  Understanding these differences is critical to forming effective partnerships.  Therefore, the Work Group created the “State Information Guide” and its companion document to be used as a reference guide by the Geospatial Liaisons and program managers.  Table 5.3 demonstrates the great variance between states with respect to a few simple coordination activities and mapping factors.  The information contained within this table comes from the “State Information Guide”.

	
	Maryland
	North Carolina
	Texas
	Nevada

	Area (sq miles)


	12,406
	53,818
	268,580
	110,560

	Population


	5.3 million
	8.0 million
	20.8 million
	2.0 million

	Number of Counties
	23
	100
	254
	17

	Road Miles


	30,494
	99,813
	301,035
	37,854

	Coordination Criteria (NSGIC)
	5
	8
	8
	3

	Federal Land Ownership
	3.2%
	12.1%
	1.8%
	85.7%

	Native American Reservations
	0
	1
	3
	26

	Number of Parcels

	2.0 million
	4.4 million
	15.4 million
	1.0 million

	% of State in 133 Cities Imagery
	14.8%
	6.0%
	3.0%
	1.2%


Table 5.3 – Four State Comparison of Mapping and Coordination Factors

The factors in Table 5.3 were chosen because they affect map production partnerships, data costs, and our ability to implement effective coordination mechanisms within a state.  For example, it should be more difficult for a single state coordinator to effectively deal with 254 counties in Texas than 17 counties in Nevada.  It is also much easier for a coordinator to commute and meet with counties in Maryland, given its relatively small size, than it would be in either Texas or Nevada.  If you are looking at a coordinator’s “skill set,” you might consider the requirement to work with Tribes and federal agencies in Nevada as essential elements of the job that would be unimportant in Maryland.  Finally, federal grants of the same dollar amount for data production will not generate the same interest or provide the same results in Texas as they will in Maryland or North Carolina.  This is all intuitive, but past partnerships and grants have not reflected these state and regional differences.  The “State Information Guide” was developed to help NGPO decision-makers and managers make better decisions about the partnership opportunities they will develop for future offerings.

Virtually all states and their local governments share common impediments to participation in The National Map, including the lack of staff and budget.  These shortcomings make them recalcitrant when it comes to implementing new initiatives like The National Map for which no funding is available.  They must see a clear “pay back” that justifies their participation.  In addition, it was noted that many statewide GIS councils either need to improve their overall effectiveness, or haven’t put a high priority on participation in The National Map program.  Obtaining “buy-in” from these councils will be critical to the long term success of The National Map.
NGPO can’t be expected to provide budget or staff to the levels that would encourage state and local government participation in The National Map.  However, with appropriate forethought, it can design its Internet mapping services, technical assistance, and quality control programs to help state and local governments “get up-to-speed” quickly and save them staff time that could be applied to coordination activities and other issues.

5.3.1 Specific Impediments to Implementation

All participants of the survey were asked to rank the same series of previously identified impediments that (in their view) have kept them from participating in The National Map program.  Table 5.3.1 demonstrates their level of agreement with the impediments listed in the left column.  The response average is based on a lowest possible score of 1.0 if all respondents highly agree, and it can go as high as 5.0 if all respondents highly disagree. Therefore, lower numbers indicate a higher level of agreement that the impediment is a problem.

The greatest deviations from the average scores of state, county and municipal respondents relate to their views on 1) the lack of coordination with USGS, 2) not having a Geospatial Liaison working in the local community, 3) the need for web mapping services, and 4) legal issues.  The answers for all other impediments show a much greater level of agreement.  With regard to items 1 and 2 above, the scores logically indicate that county and municipal governments have less interaction with the Geospatial Liaisons.  
Table 5.3.1 - What impediments are keeping your organization from fully participating in The National Map?

1 – Strongly Agree   2 – Somewhat Agree   3 – No Opinion   4 – Somewhat Disagree   5 – Strongly Disagree

	Impediment
	Average All Responses
	Average State Responses
	Average County Responses
	Average Municipal Responses

	Lack of Coordination With USGS
	2.92
	3.25
	2.58
	2.47

	No USGS Staff Working in the Local Community
	3.06
	3.46
	2.53
	2.57

	Not Enough Staff
	2.08
	1.98
	2.11
	2.27

	Not Enough Time to Coordinate Implementation
	2.20
	2.18
	2.15
	2.13

	Our Statewide Coordination Efforts Need Overall Improvement to be Effective
	2.44
	2.49
	2.23
	2.47

	Our Coordination Council Has No "Buy-in" on the Program
	3.06
	3.23
	2.90
	3.20

	There Haven't Been Adequate Incentives to do the Extra Work
	2.42
	2.47
	2.26
	2.60

	No Budget Available for this Activity
	1.94
	1.96
	2.04
	1.87

	Don't Need a Web Mapping Service
	3.98
	4.30
	3.70
	3.87

	Don't Have the Required Technical Expertise
	3.29
	3.44
	3.12
	3.23

	Lack of Broadband Internet Service 
	4.02
	4.11
	3.81
	4.17

	Don't Have Data to Share
	3.98
	3.92
	4.15
	4.07

	Data Use, Access Policies, or Private Licensing Restrictions Prevent Data Sharing
	3.02
	3.05
	3.07
	2.87

	Data Format and Management Issues
	2.96
	3.07
	2.99
	2.83

	Legal Issues
	2.92
	3.06
	2.88
	2.57

	Homeland Security Concerns
	3.03
	3.18
	2.89
	2.87

	Use Proprietary Software that is Not OGC-compliant
	3.62
	3.78
	3.45
	3.63


5.3.2 Specific Incentives Required for Participation  

All participants of the survey were also asked to rank previously identified incentives that (in their view) would allow them to participate in The National Map program.  Table 5.3.2 details their level of agreement with the incentives listed in the left column.  The response average is based on a lowest possible score of 1.0 if all respondents highly agree, and it can go as high as 5.0 if all respondents highly disagree. Therefore, lower numbers indicate a higher level of agreement that the incentive will improve participation in The National Map.

A review of Table 5.3.2 shows a greater level of agreement between state, county and municipal respondents than was seen in the responses to the impediments.  However, there is some variation in their responses to the desire for 1) broadband Internet service, 2) additional staff, 3) data production partnerships, 4) improved coordination within the states, and 5) improved coordination with USGS.  This information shows the differing responses for each level of government, but does not provide insight into the differences between western and eastern states or between rural, suburban and urban jurisdictions.  All incentives need to be evaluated on a case by case basis for each political entity to determine the most advantageous “package” that will stimulate participation in The National Map.  
Table 5.3.2 - What Incentives would help ensure your organization's participation in The National Map?

1 – Strongly Agree   2 – Somewhat Agree   3 – No Opinion   4 – Somewhat Disagree   5 – Strongly Disagree

	Required Incentive
	Average All Responses
	Average State Responses
	Average County Responses
	Average Municipal Responses

	A Federal Contact to Work in the Local Community
	2.14
	2.15
	2.07
	1.90

	Funding Assistance
	1.47
	1.41
	1.55
	1.43

	Data Production Partnerships
	1.90
	1.76
	2.01
	2.00

	Training Programs on The National Map Technical Issues
	1.99
	2.00
	1.92
	1.93

	Training Programs on Technical Issues Related to Applications Development
	2.07
	2.12
	1.99
	2.10

	Other Training
	2.38
	2.47
	2.26
	2.40

	Assistance with Installation of Systems
	2.68
	2.76
	2.59
	2.63

	Installation of Broadband Internet Service
	3.55
	3.61
	3.26
	3.80

	Subsidized Computer Equipment
	2.65
	2.69
	2.45
	2.73

	Subsidized Software
	2.52
	2.59
	2.26
	2.60

	Additional Staff
	1.96
	1.68
	2.04
	2.23

	Improved Coordination Mechanisms Within Your State
	2.23
	2.29
	2.04
	2.10

	Improved Coordination with USGS
	2.21
	2.31
	1.99
	1.97

	Political Help or Support in Outreach and Advocacy
	2.00
	1.92
	2.08
	2.00


5.4 Recommendations

5.4.1 NGPO programs need to be “custom tailored.”
NGPO needs to custom tailor its programs to each of the fifty states and possibly to the distinct regions within those states.  One size does not fit all, and NGPO decision-makers and managers should start using objective evaluation criteria to properly “weight” their various grants and partnership incentives.  The “State Information Guide” or similar resources should be routinely consulted to assist in decision-making.  Project-specific feedback from state, local and tribal governments should also be factored into decisions that affect them.

5.4.2 Develop state-specific NSDI implementation plans.

The Geospatial Liaisons should work with state coordination councils to develop specific NSDI implementation plans that are built on the strategic and business plans for each council.  This activity should become the basic “foundation” on which the NSDI will be built and NGPO (and other federal agencies) should commit appropriate resources to assist all states in the development of consistent plans.

5.4.3 NGPO should support the recommendations of the Fifty States Initiative. 
NGPO should work through the FGDC to bring the need for consistent statewide coordination to the attention of the Governor, Homeland Security Director, Emergency Management Agency, and CIO in each State.  Additionally, it should seek their assistance in establishing effective statewide coordination councils to support development of the NSDI.  Helping to create strong statewide GIS coordination councils will put NGPO in the best position to determine locally relevant impediments and to develop an appropriate incentive program to secure state, local and tribal participation.
5.4.4 Empower the Geospatial Liaisons. 
The Geospatial Liaisons should be empowered to work in the local community and be authorized to expend funds where needed to positively impact access to data for The National Map.  Through their participation with statewide councils, they will be closer to the local community than other federal agencies and they will have first-hand knowledge about how to form effective data production and sharing partnerships.  They should be established with base funding for salaries and discretionary operating funds that provide for travel, data production, and data access.  The key point of this message is that sometimes, very small amounts of money spent in the right place at the right time can have significant impacts on data access.
6.0 Collaboration Mechanisms

6.1 Background
Ultimately, the success of The National Map and NGPO will depend on implementing programs that are relevant to the needs of the larger geospatial community and promoting active participation by data producers and users.  The strategic and annual planning activities of NGPO should lead to clearly defined and articulated programs that include input from the geospatial community.  This community is large, complex, and growing.  A key measure of success is active participation and sharing of resources by geospatial data producers and users from a variety of sectors including state, tribal, county and city governments, federal agencies, private industry, and citizens.  NGPO, as stewards of The National Map, must recognize the investment and commitment of the geospatial community and be responsive to their concerns and recommendations in order for the program to evolve as a valued national resource.  Through improved collaboration, a sense of shared responsibility and ownership can be developed among stakeholders in the program.

To facilitate collaboration, NGPO should collect, evaluate, and incorporate the appropriate input and direction provided by the geospatial community regarding their needs and requirements that should be addressed by a federal program of national scope.  Collecting and integrating this community input into NGPO programs requires a systematic approach that emphasizes openness and accountability.  The approach should encourage and promote participation from all sectors of the geospatial community.  A key objective of this report is to identify mechanisms to harvest information from the geospatial community and apply it during program planning and implementation

Perhaps most importantly, NGPO must clearly define its overall program goals and objectives, the needs and requirements that it will address, and its place and purpose in the geospatial universe.  NGPO needs to articulate what it can realistically expect to accomplish within the scope of The National Map and related programs with the financial and human resources available.  Partnership opportunities and incentives, including available funding, should be developed, institutionalized, and communicated to the stakeholder community.  Ultimately, effective collaboration and partnerships depend primarily on clear understandings of common goals and objectives, shared vision, shared expectations, and mutual benefits. 

6.2 Methodology

As part of the The National Map Partnership Project, a work group was empanelled to provide NGPO program planners and managers with recommendations for improving collaboration with the geospatial community.  A key objective was to identify mechanisms that allow input from geospatial producers and users to be captured routinely and used to inform technical decision-making and program planning by NGPO.  Work Group Four (hereinafter referred to as Work Group in this section) included members with GIS experience at the local, county, and state government level, industry consultants, and NGPO staff (see Section 7.2.4 Appendix B for Work Group Members).  There was particular interest in including the perspectives of county and local government in NGPO planning and implementation activities, because their participation is recognized as being essential to the future of NGPO programs and in building the NSDI. 

Through meetings, teleconferences, and the exchange of strategy documents and reference information, Work Group members developed a series of collaboration objectives, identified elements for implementing the objectives, and compiled a summary of findings and recommendations aimed at improving participation and collaboration in The National Map by geospatial data producers and users at all levels. Group members also produced a dictionary of terms and assumptions related to NGPO geospatial programs (see Section 7.4 Appendix D) as a reference tool for the Partnership.

6.3 Findings

Regardless of the collaboration or communication techniques that are employed, the following overarching points must be incorporated in order to achieve a functional solution.  Each of these points is addressed in depth in the sections that follow.

· Broadcast the collaboration message and attract participation

· Gather information

· Disseminate information from feedback and promote discussion

· Make decisions, take action and incorporate change into the program

· Document updates, changes and enhancements to NGPO programs and highlight changes brought about by collaboration

6.3.1 Broadcast the collaboration message and attract participation.
Data producers and users should be aware of The National Map, understand the goals and objectives of the program, including the needs and requirements that it will attempt to address, and have a clear understanding of the relevance of The National Map to their activities.  NGPO needs to develop and communicate a clear message that conveys this information to the larger geospatial community.  The message should emphasize an alignment of stakeholder expectations with program goals, objectives, and achievable outcomes.  The National Map cannot be all things to all people and it is extremely important that a clear understanding of what the program is, and what it is not, is effectively communicated.  Effective collaboration and partnerships will occur when there are clear understandings of 1) common goals and objectives, 2) shared vision, 3) shared expectations, and 4) mutual benefits.

6.3.1.1 Collaboration with data providers supporting The National Map should be institutionalized through relationships with professional organizations representing the geospatial community.  The need for those who produce and maintain geospatial data to participate in the program should be articulated through formal communications in professional meetings and publications.  These include workshops or special interest sessions at conferences involving GIS professionals at various levels.  In order for The National Map to become a focus of national, state, and local GIS professionals, NGPO should participate in professional society meetings in such a manner that the program is a highlight of scheduled events.  Participation should include the annual conferences of national organizations such as ASPRS, ESRI, NSGIC and URISA; meetings of state and regional coordinating bodies; local user groups; and local professional societies.  NGPO must be active in state and local professional societies and work to ensure that The National Map is part of coordination council agendas as well as data and software user meetings.

6.3.1.2 Program outreach should include regular articles in geospatial community publications.  Industry journals and trade magazines should be utilized in reaching data producers.  NGPO should explore formal relationships with major geospatial publications to host a periodic section related to its programs.  Geospatial data users in a variety of other disciplines also can be reached through their own professional meetings and media outlets.  NGPO presentations at meetings of health, law enforcement, and emergency response professionals can provide fruitful dialog and feedback, and NGPO should explore discussions of its programs and applications in these other disciplines’ professional journals.

6.3.1.3 Many local governments lack the mandate or resources to support The National Map without NGPO assistance.  Achieving support at the state and local level requires more investment in human capital than is now the case.  Additional NGPO staff should be placed in distributed offices to work directly with state and local government data producers.  Geospatial Liaisons should be proactive advocates for NGPO geospatial programs and should get involved with state and local geospatial programs to pursue and achieve common goals and objectives.  Geospatial Liaisons should take the initiative in explaining federal policies and providing options for formal agreements to potential partners, and also seek opportunities to facilitate state and regional partners’ geospatial activities.  Those representing NGPO programs in the field must be able to help state and local partners register their data and Web services via Geospatial One-Stop and The National Map.  NGPO should also locate technical support staff as close to its partner base as possible, recognizing the critical importance of providing hands-on technical support at the state and local level.  Assistance may include technical advice or providing USGS-licensed software to partners to help serve their data via The National Map.

6.3.1.4 In most states, USGS has long-term relationships with mapping partners (e.g., state geological surveys, state DNRs, etc.) that have supported topographic mapping and other USGS programs for many years.  These partners typically are active participants in the state geospatial community, have existing capability, capacity, and desire for collaboration, and have well-developed relationships and networks with all levels of state government.  This is a substantial resource available to NGPO and it should be utilized to maximum advantage.  Working with these “traditional” mapping partners may be especially crucial in states that do not have strong, statewide GIS coordination mechanisms at present.  A flexible approach to partnerships, recognizing varying state and local capabilities and needs, is essential. 

6.3.1.5 NGPO should be able to demonstrate the relevance of The National Map to state and local elected officials and administrators who have oversight responsibility for geospatial programs.  Political and legal issues often must be resolved before partner data can be registered and served as part of The National Map.  Mayors, county administrators, and city council or commission members need to understand the benefits of participation.  The Geospatial Liaisons are in a good position to help demonstrate the importance of geospatial products and services as key business assets to state and local officials, and how activities at their level complement and benefit from national initiatives like The National Map and Geospatial One-Stop. Support by local elected officials and administrators can be pursued through the conferences and publications of professional organizations representing this sector.  National organizations such as ICMA, NACo, NLC, and NACA sponsor annual conferences and legislative meetings; USGS geospatial programs should be regular agenda topics.  Similarly, state and regional associations of county and municipal officials provide ready opportunities for USGS outreach.  Publications for these groups are a related venue for outreach, and they often preview the agendas of upcoming meetings.  

6.3.1.6 Better coordination of federal geospatial programs is needed to encourage state and local participation.  State and local partners should view NGPO programs as being prominent in business activities conducted among federal agencies.  Best management practices in the federal sector should include the use of geospatial products compatible with The National Map.  Is the federal sector serious about The National Map?  If so, this should be reflected in the commitment of resources by sponsoring agencies and by the actions of Executive and Legislative Branch oversight groups.  If other federal agencies involved in geospatial activities are not committing resources to the program, then others in the community are less likely to participate.  For example, local data producers see a major commercial contracting effort related to the Bureau of the Census’ MAF/TIGER update, but limited financial commitment to The National Map.  Other federal programs that should contribute to building The National Map include the FEMA Flood Hazard Mapping Program and Department of Homeland Security geospatial programs.  Expanded efforts by NGPO to link The National Map and its other programs with other federal geospatial programs will serve to broaden the audience of stakeholders and minimize duplicative demands on state and local producers to meet disparate federal data needs.

6.3.1.7 From a user perspective, The National Map should be marketed as a broadly based, practical application of technology and information.  Starting at the citizen level, the program should be ‘branded’ in terms of applications and discussions.  For example, use of the term The National Map by the news media should convey the source and reliability of the data.  Consumer products utilizing data from The National Map should incorporate branding to provide appropriate source reference and also to ensure consumer confidence in the fact that data are from The National Map.

6.3.1.8 Private enterprise should see The National Map as a source for products they use for business activities such as value-added reseller (VAR) datasets and software applications.  It must be viewed as a reliable data source for marketing, land development, and a variety of business solutions and applications. NGPO should demonstrate The National Map and its applications at industry meetings and document applications development, VAR data sales, and services delivery involving data from The National Map.  Professional publications and industry journals should include information about the applicability of The National Map to the business needs of the geospatial community.

6.3.1.9 As a key component of the NSDI, The National Map should be viewed as a long-term program relevant to many disciplines.  Federal sponsors need to begin working with professional societies and academia to incorporate the use and maintenance of geospatial data in their business activities and curricula.  Academic programs in the geospatial sciences will be required to supply the professionals responsible for the future success of The National Map and other NGPO programs.  Professionals in engineering, planning, health, environmental sciences, marketing and a host of other disciplines should also be made aware of the implications of the use and maintenance of The National Map for their disciplines.  If, for example, engineers modify their daily practices to reference existing and newly constructed features with geographic coordinates, then changes to the landscape can be captured at the transaction points of permitting and creation of record drawings (in digital format).  Thus, the processes of land development, permitting, and construction can be employed to maintain base map features within The National Map.  As professionals in architecture, engineering, surveying, construction, and other disciplines adopt a geospatial framework for use in existing business practices, maintaining changes in geographic features becomes a function of recording transactions.  The National Map and NSDI then become “living” entities in that that they are maintained through the course of professionals doing day-to-day business.  Changing the way we all do business is key to the success of The National Map and NSDI, and this concept should be promoted through professional societies and academic programs.  

6.3.2 Gather information.  
NGPO should collect relevant information on a continuing basis from geospatial data producers and users.  It is essential for NGPO to identify geospatial themes and services of greatest importance to the community and concentrate initial program implementation toward coordination of these activities with federal, state, and local stakeholders.  Input pertaining to distinct technical and programmatic aspects of The National Map and other NGPO programs needs to be categorized and evaluated, with relevance and priority assigned for dissemination to NGPO program managers and stakeholders.  Dedicated NGPO staff should be made available to review, analyze, and reply to these inputs as appropriate.

6.3.2.1 Information may be gathered through a variety of mechanisms including listening sessions, focus groups, panels, and surveys.  Feedback can also be harvested through Internet applications.  The Survey Unit of the USGS Office of Budget and Performance has experience designing and conducting Internet surveys, including follow-up with non-respondents and reporting back to participants.  Short, online surveys conducted periodically are a good option for getting feedback from data producers and users who rarely have time to respond to large, one-time information requests.  A current example of online survey activity by Land Information New Zealand may be viewed at:  http://www.linz.govt.nz/geospatial/. 

6.3.2.2 NGPO should sponsor listening sessions, focus groups, and panel sessions at annual conferences of national, GIS-oriented organizations such as ESRI, NSGIC, and URISA, as well as groups representing local government officials such as ICMA, NACo, NLC, and NACA.  Typically, NGPO would also present briefings that cover current activities and focus on immediate and long-term program direction of The National Map and other NGPO programs.

6.3.2.3 Feedback from state and tribal data producers can be pursued through state and tribal GIS coordination bodies.  At present, thirty-two state coordination councils are formally affiliated with the FGDC, and there are designated GIS coordinators in twenty-nine states and the District of Columbia.  Geospatial Liaisons should participate in state-sponsored geospatial conferences and host feedback sessions as appropriate.  Similar dialog with Native Americans may be pursued through the FGDC with the National Congress of American Indians and with federal agencies pursuing geospatial projects in cooperation with Native Americans.

6.3.2.4 In addition to state coordination councils, regional councils of government, state and local associations of counties and cities, and other groups representing local administrators and elected officials should be included in the feedback loop. Geospatial Liaisons must be proactive in meeting with local officials to initiate dialog and pursue programmatic feedback.  Officials at this level are ultimately responsible for the data supplied to The National Map; without their active support, major objectives of the program can not be achieved.

6.3.2.5 Listening sessions and focus groups should also be pursued in cooperation with organizations such as the Mid-American GIS Consortium and GIS in the Rockies.  These groups typically include state, local, academic, professional society, and federal agency members, and may provide valuable input that cuts across geospatial community sectors at the regional level.

6.3.2.6 Through coordination with value-added resellers and USGS Business Partners, user comments on products and applications of The National Map can be collected and analyzed by type of application.  Inputs from value-added resellers and other mapping-related businesses may be pursued through meetings and conventions sponsored by organizations such as the International Map Trade Association and the National Outdoor Retailers Association. 

6.3.2.7 Professionals in disciplines such as engineering, real estate, health, transportation, planning, and emergency management will be instrumental in providing useful input for making The National Map an effective national resource. Information and feedback sessions should be held at discipline-specific conferences and publications for organizations such as APA, ASCE, APWA and NEMA.  Academic symposia are also an effective option for outreach and programmatic feedback.  Input from this sector may be explored through organizations such as UCGIS and NASULGC.  As the premise of changing the way the community does business progresses, feedback from a variety of disciplines should be harvested to improve the management and application of The National Map. 

6.3.3 Disseminate information from feedback and promote discussion.
This objective is an extension of the communication process in that dialog is continuously maintained between NGPO and the larger geospatial community.  This part of the ‘loop’ results in new information and additional items being identified prior to action and incorporation into The National Map.  As indicated earlier, mechanisms to promote ongoing dialog include professional conferences, technical meetings, printed and electronic media, and academic programs.

6.3.3.1 Feedback from all sources should be shared with the data producer and user communities to encourage ongoing dialog.  This is a crucial step in ensuring that those providing input develop a sense of participation and ownership in the enterprise.  Information regarding suggested changes to technical operations should be evaluated by active program participants.  Information regarding product application, design, and usage should be vetted by the user community.

6.3.3.2 Web-based applications offer the most immediate type of broadcast medium.  Online forums and similar methods can allow the community direct access to NGPO staff and other community members in discussing issues and recommendations.  Moderated forums and list serves are two other possible mechanisms for broadcasting cooperator feedback and maintaining dialog.

6.3.3.3 From feedback submitted by data producers and users, NGPO could develop a “Top Ten” list of key program issues to be maintained online as a dynamic inventory of items of most interest to the community.  Participants could then make comments, suggest solutions, ask additional questions, and pursue issue resolution through ongoing dialog.  Issues most commonly raised by participants would rise to the top of the list as initial items are resolved and moved off.  Just as a log file can identify the most visited pages of a website, the use of a dynamic feedback application should include continual review of the relevancy and popularity of a topic. This concept would require an investment of human capital by NGPO, but would help build a stronger sense of participation and ownership within the larger geospatial community.  An example of a similar concept at a local project level is included in the following graphics:
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Figure 6.3.3.3 Example of Local Government Project Issues and Feedback
 6.3.4 Make decisions, take action, and incorporate change into the program.  
Suggested changes to The National Map that have been endorsed by the appropriate contributor or user community should be scheduled for program inclusion and implemented as soon as practical.

6.3.4.1 Annual and strategic planning goals for The National Map should address major issues and concerns that USGS has harvested from the geospatial community through the various mechanisms identified in this report.  Collection and analysis of community feedback should be staged to provide meaningful input to preliminary out-year program planning, which typically begins in early spring.

6.3.4.2 Collaboration with state and local government data producers should include efforts to adopt formal, mutually beneficial agreements between the NGPO and partners.  Agreements should support the strategic and program plans of partner organizations and of NGPO, and help build the NSDI.  Signed commitments by partnering organizations to support NGPO programs should be a crucial factor considered by program managers and planners in making decisions about program priorities and resource allocation.  

6.3.4.3 Changes in program plans, priorities, and progress should be communicated to the geospatial community by NGPO as decisions are made.  At present, how The National Map is developed and modified is a mystery to participants.  Data producers and users must be treated as full participants in the process and know that their voices are heard by NGPO.  For example, if a recurring issue of overarching importance to the community is deemed too costly to address, then NGPO should share that information with participants.  Sharing information on roadblocks encountered promotes dynamic discussion and creative thinking by the community to find alternatives to overcome these obstacles.  There are practical limits with this concept in that state and local participants really have no interest in NGPO’s internal budgeting and resource discussions; they simply wish to see action.

6.3.5 Document updates, changes, and enhancements to NGPO programs and highlight changes brought about through collaboration.
NGPO should provide timely update to the geospatial community on its latest program offerings and operations.  Frequent updates, using USGS Web tools and list serves, should highlight technical and programmatic changes made through the collaborative process with partners.  This includes information about additional geospatial databases, Web services, applications, technical enhancements, and functional changes that have been incorporated into The National Map and other NGPO programs.  

6.3.5.1 It is important that NGPO formally recognize partners who contribute data and applications to The National Map and who register their products and services through Geospatial One-Stop.  Participants and users should be publicly recognized for their contributions at professional meetings and through various media.  This recognition needs to be featured prominently on Web sites for The National Map and other NGPO programs, and in press releases, fact sheets and similar publications prepared by NGPO for distribution to the geospatial community and the public.  Other venues that should be explored in recognizing and publicizing participant contributions include professional magazines and trade journals, industry Web newsletters, and meetings of state and local administrators and elected officials.
6.4 Recommendations

The success of The National Map and other programs of the National Geospatial Programs Office (NGPO) will depend on the development of a well-defined, clearly articulated program that incorporates active participation and support by the geospatial community at all levels. NGPO must clearly define its overall goals and objectives, the needs and requirements that it will address, and its place and purpose in the geospatial universe.  NGPO needs to articulate what it can realistically expect to accomplish within the scope of The National Map and the financial and human resources available.  Programmatic partnership opportunities and incentives, including available funding, should be developed, institutionalized, and communicated to the stakeholder community.  Ultimately, effective collaboration and partnerships depend primarily on clear understandings of common goals and objectives, shared vision, shared expectations, and mutual benefits. 

Geospatial data producers and users should be aware of The National Map and its relationship to other NGPO programs, understand the goals and objectives of the program, including the needs and requirements it will attempt to address, and have a clear understanding of the importance and relevance of The National Map to their activities.  NGPO needs to develop and communicate a clear message that conveys this information to the larger geospatial community, including state, tribal, county and city governments, federal agencies, private industry, and citizens.  The message should emphasize an alignment of stakeholder expectations with program goals, objectives, and achievable outcomes.  Simply put, The National Map cannot be all things to all people, and it extremely important that NGPO communicate a clear message of what the program is and what it is not.

Communication to ensure participation and collaboration should be consistent and continuous, and include mechanisms for pursuing and incorporating feedback from the geospatial community.  The message and feedback should target three specific groups: 1) geospatial data producers, 2) geospatial data users, and 3) elected officials responsible for geospatial data holdings.  Information gathering from data producers and users includes both the public and private sectors.  With this in mind, the following recommendations are offered to aid successful collaboration on The National Map.

6.4.1 Establish strong Geospatial Liaison missions.  
NGPO should have dedicated staff in each state that clearly understand its program goals, objectives, and anticipated outcomes. The Geospatial Liaison should have definitive knowledge of partnership and funding opportunities associated with NGPO programs and should be empowered to initiate cooperative programs that facilitate program goals.  The Geospatial Liaison should act as the front line for USGS in engaging partners and acquiring stakeholder input and feedback.  These individuals should be energetic, involved, and capable of providing or arranging for technical assistance to state and local organizations wishing to participate in The National Map.  Geospatial Liaisons should become advocates for their respective state programs and conduits for state and local inputs to the NGPO planning process. 

6.4.2 Pursue formal partnership agreements.  
Collaboration with state and local government data producers should include efforts to adopt formal, mutually beneficial agreements between NGPO and its partners.  Agreements should support existing strategic plans for GIS and IT in the partner states, helping to build and maintain the NSDI through more consistent program direction and sustained support for partners.  Signed commitments by partnering organizations to support NGPO programs should be a crucial factor considered by program managers and planners in making decisions about program priorities and resource allocation.   

6.4.3 Utilize USGS’ network of existing mapping partners within the states.  
In most states, USGS has relationships with long-time mapping partners (e.g., state geological surveys, state DNRs, etc.) that have participated in topographic mapping and other USGS programs for many years.  In most cases, these partners are active participants in the state geospatial community; have existing capability and capacity; desire cooperation with NGPO; and have well-developed relationships and networks at all levels of state and local government.  This is a substantial resource available to NGPO and it should be utilized to maximum advantage.  Working with these “traditional” mapping partners may be especially crucial in states that do not have strong, statewide GIS coordination mechanisms at present. NGPO needs a flexible approach to partnerships that better complement the varying needs and capabilities of state and local data producers.

6.4.4 Maintain an active communications presence at professional conferences and meetings.  
NGPO should create an effective communication and feedback loop with the geospatial community at key professional events.  This effort includes communicating a consistent message about the relevance of NGPO programs; gathering information from data producers and users in attendance; highlighting stakeholder contributions to NGPO programs; and documenting technical and programmatic changes resulting from community input.  Participants at these events should be canvassed to collect individual input as well as industry perspectives from the public and private sectors.  The breadth of events should include national meetings of organizations representing GIS professionals, state, regional and local gatherings of geospatial professionals, meetings for other thematic professionals (engineers, real estate, business, etc.), and conferences with local government administrators and elected officials.

6.4.5 Establish a regular presence in print media.  
Program outreach should include regular articles in geospatial community publications.  Industry journals and trade magazines should be explored as a means of communication with data producers.  NGPO should explore a formal relationship with a major geospatial publication to host a periodic section that highlights recent program developments, applications, partnerships, and contributions from the community.  It should also explore opportunities to sponsor articles about NGPO programs and applications in the media outlets of other disciplines, such as emergency response, health, and law enforcement, whose activities benefit from geospatial data.

6.4.6 Provide mechanisms for continuous communication. 
NGPO should explore Web-based applications to create online forums for geospatial community discussion.  Using feedback gathered from data producers and users, NGPO could maintain a listing of key program issues of most interest to the geospatial community.  Participants could then make comments, ask additional questions, and pursue issue resolutions through ongoing dialog.  This type of activity would help build a stronger sense of participation and ownership within the community and would allow NGPO to respond to issues online and to communicate program updates made during the planning and budget processes.

6.4.7 Change the way we all do business.  
NGPO should explore additional avenues for promoting its geospatial programs and gathering relevant feedback from a variety of disciplines.  Such avenues include working to expand geographic referencing in reporting for federal programs.  By linking project management and other professional applications to geospatial data within federal programs, such as the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) or the FEMA Flood Hazard Mapping Program, NGPO can cultivate feedback and explore additional sources of data for the NSDI through the course of doing business with partners in a variety of thematic disciplines.  Furthermore, NGPO should assist a variety of disciplines in the adoption of geospatial technologies within their professional business practices.  Working directly with professional communities and academia, methods and practices should be developed to exploit geospatial data within existing design, development, and construction activities related to land and infrastructure features.  
7.0 Appendices

The following appendices are specified in the body of this report.

7.1 Appendix A - Core Team Members

	Organization
	Name
	Phone
	Email

	USGS 
	Stan Ponce
Senior Policy Advisor, Office of Partnerships and Business Policy
Reston, VA 
	703-648-7043 
	sponce@usgs.gov 

	USGS 
	Vicki Lukas
Chief, Northwest Geographic Science Team
Seattle, WA 
	703-648-4646
206-220-4567 
	vlukas@usgs.gov 

	NACo 
	Bert Jarreau
Chief Technology Officer
Washington, DC 
	202-942-4248 
	bjarreau@naco.org 

	NACo 
	Kevin Neimond
Geographic Information Technology Specialist
Washington, DC 
	202-942-4247 
	kneimond@naco.org 

	NSGIC 
	Bill Burgess 
BurGIS, LLC
Arnold, MD 
	410-544-2005 
	william.burgess@comcast.net 

	NSGIC 
	Gene Trobia
State Cartographer's Office
Arizona State Land Department
Phoenix, AZ 
	602-542-3190 
	GTrobia@land.az.gov

	The following individuals worked with the Core Team on a routine basis to support its work.

	USGS
	Val Milazzo

Reston, VA
	703-648-4517
	vmilazzo@usgs.gov


	USGS
	Dan Gallagher

Reston, VA
	703-648-4123
	dgallagh@usgs.gov


	USGS
	Sharon Ann Maccini

Reston, VA
	703-648-5110
	smaccini@usgs.gov



7.2 Appendix B - Work Group Members

7.2.1 Objective One Work Group Members

	Organization
	Name
	Phone
	Email

	USGS 
	Tom Sturm
Geospatial Liaison to Nevada
Menlo Park, CA 
	650-329-4326 
	tsturm@usgs.gov 

	USGS 
	Ingrid Landgraf
Geospatial Liaison to Kansas
Lawrence, KS 
	785-832-3566 
	imlandgraf@usgs.gov 

	USGS 
	Chris Kannan
Geospatial Liaison to North Carolina
Raleigh, NC 
	919-571-4030 
	ckannan@usgs.gov 

	USGS 
	Stan Ponce
Senior Policy Advisor, Office of Partnerships and Business Policy
Reston, VA 
	703-648-7043 
	sponce@usgs.gov 

	NACo 
	Bruce Barr
GIS Analyst
Texas Association of Counties
Austin, TX 
	(512) 478-8753 
	bruceb@county.org 

	NACo 
	Larry Stipek
Director
Office of Mapping and Geographic Information
Loudoun County, VA
Leesburg, VA 
	703-777-0552 
	lstipek@loudoun.gov 

	NACo 
	Chuck Pearson
County Surveyor
Clackamas County, OR 
	503-353-4499 
	chuckpear@co.clackamas.or.us 

	NACo 
	Kevin Neimond
Geographic Information Technology Specialist
Washington, DC 
	202-942-4247 
	kneimond@naco.org 

	NSGIC 
	Gene Trobia (Lead)
State Cartographer's Office
Arizona State Land Department
Phoenix, AZ 
	602-542-3190
	GTrobia@land.az.gov 

	NSGIC 
	Jill Saligoe-Simmel
Chair, Indiana Geographic Information Council
Polis Center, Indiana University
Indianapolis, IN 
	317-233-6009 
	jsaligoe@iupui.edu 

	NSGIC 
	Craig Johnson
Director, Louisiana Geographic Information Center
Louisiana State University
Baton Rouge, LA 
	225-578-3479 
	cjohnson@lsu.edu 


7.2.2 Objective Two Work Group Members

	Organization
	Name
	Phone
	Email

	USGS 
	Vicki Lukas (Lead)
Chief, Northwest Geographic Science Team
Seattle, WA 
	703-648-4646
206-220-4567 
	vlukas@usgs.gov 

	USGS 
	Chris Kannan
Geospatial Liaison to North Carolina
Raleigh, NC 
	919-571-4030 
	ckannan@usgs.gov 

	USGS 
	Tracy Fuller
Geospatial Liaison to Idaho
Boise, ID 
	650-329-4479 
	tfuller@usgs.gov 

	NACo 
	Bert Jarreau
NACo Chief Technology Officer
Washington, DC 
	202-942-4248 
	bjarreau@naco.org 

	NACo 
	Andy Goretti
Land Use & Environmental Services Agency
Mapping Project Manager
Mecklenburg County, NC 
	704-336-6192 
	goretaj@co.mecklenburg.nc.us 

	NACo 
	Cathy Cole
GIS Manager
Cabarrus County, NC 
	704-920-2837 
	ccole@co.cabarrus.nc.us 

	NACo 
	Ian von Essen
GIS Manager
Spokane County, WA 
	509-477-6344 
	ivonessen@spokanecounty.org 

	NSGIC 
	Gene Trobia
State Cartographer's Office
Arizona State Land Department
Phoenix, AZ 
	602-542-3190
	GTrobia@land.az.gov 

	NSGIC 
	Zsolt Nagy
Program Manager
Center for Geographic information and Analysis
Office of State Planning
State of North Carolina 
	919-733-2090
Fax: 919-715-0725 
	zsolt.nagy@ncmail.net 

	NSGIC 
	Cy Smith
Statewide GIS Coordinator
Information Resources Management Division
Oregon Department of Administrative Services
	503-378-6066
Fax: 503-378-5200 
	cy.smith@state.or.us 


7.2.3 Objective Three Work Group Members

	Organization
	Name
	Phone
	Email

	USGS 
	Vicki Lukas
Chief, Northwest Geographic Science Team
Seattle, WA 
	703-648-4646
206-220-4567 
	vlukas@usgs.gov 

	USGS 
	Lance Clampitt
Geospatial Liaison to Montana
Bozeman, MT 
	406-994-6919 
	lsclampitt@usgs.gov 

	USGS 
	Lynn Bjorklund
New England Geospatial Liaison
Northborough, MA 
	508-490-5074 
	lcbjorklund@usgs.gov 

	NACo 
	Mark Miller
GIS Coordinator
Salt Lake County Surveyors Office
Salt Lake City, UT 
	801-468-2019 
	mmiller@co.slc.ut.us 

	NACo 
	Kevin Neimond
Geospatial Information Technology Specialist
NACo
Washington, DC 
	202-942-4247 
	kneimond@naco.org 

	NACo 
	Erick Coolidge
Tioga County Commissioner
Wellsboro, PA 
	570-723-8191 
	ecoolidge@epix.net 

	NACo 
	Saskia Hovis
GIS Director
Tioga County
Wellsboro, PA 
	570-723-8252 
	saskia@epix.net 

	NSGIC 
	Bill Burgess (Lead)
BurGIS, LLC
Arnold, MD 
	410-544-2005 
	william.burgess@comcast.net 

	NSGIC 
	Jim Knudson
Director, Geographic Technologies
Pennslvania Office of Administration
Harrisburg, PA 
	717-346-1538 
	jknudson@state.pa.us 

	NSGIC 
	Mike Ouimet
State GIS Coordinator
Texas Department of Information Resources
Austin, TX 
	512-305-9076 
	mike.ouimet@dir.state.tx.us 

	NSGIC 
	Jay Parrish
State Geologist
Pennsylvania Geological Survey
Middletown, PA 
	717-702-2053 
	jayparrish@state.pa.us 


7.2.4 Objective Four Work Group Members 

	Organization
	Name
	Phone
	Email

	USGS 
	Stan Ponce (Lead)
Senior Advisor, Partnerships and External Coordination
Reston, VA 
	703-648-7043 
	sponce@usgs.gov 

	USGS 
	Mark Demulder
Program Coordinator for Cooperative Topographic Mapping
Reston, VA 
	703-648-4514 
	mdemulde@usgs.gov 

	USGS 
	Karen Wood
Office of Communications - HQ
Reston, VA 
	703-648-4447 
	kwood@usgs.gov 

	USGS 
	Pat Hytes
(Ex Officio)
Cooperative Topographic Mapping Program
Reston, VA 
	703-648-5174 
	plhytes@usgs.gov 

	USGS 
	Dan Gallagher
(Staff Support)
Partnerships and External Coordination 
Reston, VA 
	703-648-4123 
	dgallagh@usgs.gov 

	NACo 
	Virginia Peterman
GIS Coordinator
Department of Technology and Communication Services
Howard County, MD 
	410-313-3659 
	vpeterman@co.ho.md.us 

	NACo 
	Patrick Bresnahan
Geographic Information Officer
Richland County, SC 
	803-576-2017 
	PatrickBresnahan@Richland
online.com 

	NSGIC 
	Nick Tew
State Geologist
Geological Survey of Alabama
Tuscaloosa, AL
	205-349-2852
	ntew@gsa.state.al.us 

	NSGIC 
	Dennis Goreham
Manager, Automated Geographic Reference Center
State of Utah
Salt Lake City, UT 
	801-538-3163 
	dgoreham@utah.gov 

	Consultant 
	Al Leidner
Leidner & Ruden Associates 
	917-455-2834 
	leidner@nyc.rr.com 

	Consultant 
	Steven Johnson
Booz, Allen, Hamilton, Inc.
McLean, VA 
	703-902-5149 
	johnson_steven_e@bah.com 

	Consultant 
	Leslie Wollack
Geospatial One-Stop
Reston, VA 
	703-648-5164 
	lwollack@usgs.gov 


7.3 Appendix C - The National Map Partnership Survey Results

The following information includes both the summary and detail level reports available from the SurveyMonkey ™ web page.

7.3.1 Summary level information.

Part I.  Please provide the following information.

Note: An asterisk (*) denotes that an answer is required for this field. After you answer all of the required questions, click "Next" at the bottom of the form to move to the next section. There are three sections to the survey and a fourth page with a Thank You note. During testing, no one spent more than 20 minutes completing the survey, including the essay questions.

	1. Last Name
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	369
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	0
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. First Name
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	369
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	0
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Organization
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	369
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	0
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Please provide the name of your City Town or Borough if you are from municipal government. Use the terms City or Municipal in other questions. (If you are from other levels of government please skip this question.)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	82
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	287
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. If you represent a County or Parish government please provide the name of your County or Parish. Use the term County in other questions. (If you are from other levels of government please skip this question.)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	97
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	272
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. State
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	369
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	0
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Telephone Number
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	369
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	0
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. E-Mail Address
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	369
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	0
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. What level of government are you responding for?
	

	
	Response Total
	
	
	

	Federal-wide Enterprise
	4
	
	
	
	

	Federal Region
	5
	
	
	
	

	Single Federal Agency
	4
	
	
	
	

	Intertribal Organization
	0
	
	
	
	

	Tribal Nation
	3
	
	
	
	

	Multi-State Organization
	4
	
	
	
	

	Statewide
	71
	
	
	
	

	Single State Agency
	83
	
	
	
	

	Sub-state regional
	17
	
	
	
	

	Countywide 
	63
	
	
	
	

	Single County Agency
	27
	
	
	
	

	Citywide
	26
	
	
	
	

	Single City Agency
	16
	
	
	
	

	Other (please specify)
	46
	See Appendix A for Detailed Answers
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	369
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	0
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. If you represent a local or municipal government agency please select one of the following answers that best describes it. (Note: If you are not from a local or municipal government agency please skip this question.)
	

	
	Response Total
	
	
	

	Urban
	36
	
	
	
	

	Suburban
	44
	
	
	
	

	Rural
	31
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	111
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	244
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	11. Do you participate in one or more GIS Coordination organizations?
	

	
	Response Total
	
	
	

	No
	41
	
	
	
	

	Not Sure
	16
	
	
	
	

	Yes for One Organization
	200
	
	
	
	

	Yes for More than One
	(please specify) 112
	
	
	

	
	
	See Appendix B for Detailed Answers
	

	Total Respondents
	369
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	0
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	12. If you participate in a GIS coordination organization what community does it serve? (Check all that apply)
	

	
	Response Total
	
	
	

	Not Applicable
	36
	
	
	
	

	Federal Government
	90
	
	
	
	

	Tribal Government
	42
	
	
	
	

	State Government
	209
	
	
	
	

	Regional Government
	124
	
	
	
	

	County Government
	191
	
	
	
	

	Municipal Government
	149
	
	
	
	

	Academia
	117
	
	
	
	

	Private Sector
	99
	
	
	
	

	Non-profit Organizations
	89
	
	
	
	

	General Public
	92
	
	
	
	

	Other (please specify)
	20
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	369
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	0
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	13. Do you have a web mapping service? (Check all that apply)
	

	
	Yes
	No
	Not Sure
	Multiple Servers Available
	Response Total
	

	OGC-Compliant But Not Active
	29
	145
	47
	3
	221
	

	OGC-Compliant and Active
	69
	145
	58
	15
	272
	

	Not OGC-compliant
	56
	135
	53
	13
	248
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	344
	
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	25
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	14. If you don't have an OGC-compliant web mapping service when do you anticipate having one?
	

	
	Response Total
	
	
	

	Not Applicable
	94
	
	
	
	

	6 months or less
	19
	
	
	
	

	6 months to 1 year
	33
	
	
	
	

	1 to 2 years
	52
	
	
	
	

	2 to 3 years
	22
	
	
	
	

	>3 years 
	29
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	249
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	113
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	15. Have you heard of The National Map prior to this survey?
	

	
	Response Total
	
	
	

	Yes
	315
	
	
	
	

	No
	48
	
	
	
	

	Not Sure
	4
	
	
	
	

	Other (please specify)
	2
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	369
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	0
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	16. Are you actively working on any partnership opportunities including meetings data sharing agreements MOU's or other coordination activities with the goal of participating in The National Map?
	

	
	Response Total
	
	
	

	Yes
	168
	
	
	
	

	No
	157
	
	
	
	

	Not sure
	42
	
	
	
	

	If No, Please also check this box and explain why you aren't pursuing partnerships. 46 Responses
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	369
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	0
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	17. Are you actively working on any similar partnership opportunities with the goal of participating in other Federal programs such as FEMA's Map Modernization program or the Geospatial One Stop program?
	

	
	Response Total
	
	
	

	Yes
	137
	
	
	
	

	No
	180
	
	
	
	

	Not Sure
	51
	
	
	
	

	If Yes, please also check this box and specify which other programs. 46 Responses
	

	
	
	See Appendix C for Detailed Answers
	

	Total Respondents
	369
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	0
	
	
	
	

	Part II - Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements based on your knowledge of The National Map and the following description - "The National Map provides a consistent framework for geographic knowledge needed by the nation. It provides public access to high-quality, geospatial data and information from multiple partners to help inform decision making by resource managers and the public."
18. This definition of The National Map is clear and descriptive.
	

	
	Response Total
	
	
	

	Highly Agree
	109
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Agree
	172
	
	
	
	

	No Opinion
	37
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Disagree
	20
	
	
	
	

	Highly Disagree
	8
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	346
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	23
	
	
	
	

	19. Please provide a better description of The National Map if you have one?
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	62
	See Appendix D for Detailed Answers.
	

	(skipped this question)
	307
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	20. The National Map will provide quick access to all forms of geospatial data.
	

	
	Response Total
	
	
	

	Highly Agree
	55
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Agree
	182
	
	
	
	

	No Opinion
	51
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Disagree
	41
	
	
	
	

	Highly Disagree
	17
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	346
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	23
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	21. The National Map will provide quick access through a web mapping service to the "best available" data for elevation hydrography transportation orthophotography boundaries land use/land cover structures and names.
	

	
	Response Total
	
	
	

	Highly Agree
	87
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Agree
	170
	
	
	
	

	No Opinion
	48
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Disagree
	34
	
	
	
	

	Highly Disagree
	7
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	346
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	23
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	22. The National Map is a digital replacement for the USGS 7.5' topographic map series.
	

	
	Response Total
	
	
	

	Highly Agree
	53
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Agree
	120
	
	
	
	

	No Opinion
	93
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Disagree
	52
	
	
	
	

	Highly Disagree
	28
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	346
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	23
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	23. The National Map provides seamless integration across political boundaries of local state and federal data from multiple map servers.
	

	
	Response Total
	
	
	

	Highly Agree
	87
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Agree
	172
	
	
	
	

	No Opinion
	53
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Disagree
	26
	
	
	
	

	Highly Disagree
	8
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	346
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	23
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	24. The National Map will provide custom applications that will meet my organization's business needs.
	

	
	Response Total
	
	
	

	Highly Agree
	14
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Agree
	81
	
	
	
	

	No Opinion
	130
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Disagree
	78
	
	
	
	

	Highly Disagree
	43
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	346
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	23
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	25. The private sector or my own organization will develop applications on The National Map to meet my organization's business needs.
	

	
	Response Total
	
	
	

	Highly Agree
	44
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Agree
	102
	
	
	
	

	No Opinion
	132
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Disagree
	46
	
	
	
	

	Highly Disagree
	22
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	346
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	23
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	26. The National Map will provide new opportunities for regional applications and enable analysis of issues across political boundaries.
	

	
	Response Total
	
	
	

	Highly Agree
	101
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Agree
	171
	
	
	
	

	No Opinion
	60
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Disagree
	9
	
	
	
	

	Highly Disagree
	5
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	346
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	23
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	27. The National Map will result in reduced costs for my organization to produce maintain and serve data.
	

	
	Response Total
	
	
	

	Highly Agree
	34
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Agree
	89
	
	
	
	

	No Opinion
	103
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Disagree
	81
	
	
	
	

	Highly Disagree
	38
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	345
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	24
	
	
	
	

	28. The National Map will increase access to data across political boundaries for my organization.
	

	
	Response Total
	
	
	

	Highly Agree
	87
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Agree
	173
	
	
	
	

	No Opinion
	57
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Disagree
	22
	
	
	
	

	Highly Disagree
	6
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	345
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	24
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	29. The National Map will cause price reductions for applications development and promote application sharing.
	

	
	Response Total
	
	
	

	Highly Agree
	35
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Agree
	113
	
	
	
	

	No Opinion
	130
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Disagree
	52
	
	
	
	

	Highly Disagree
	15
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	345
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	24
	
	
	
	

	
	

	30. The National Map will increase the level of technical support available to my organization for data standards metadata and web mapping services.
	

	
	Response Total
	
	
	

	Highly Agree
	29
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Agree
	120
	
	
	
	

	No Opinion
	124
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Disagree
	53
	
	
	
	

	Highly Disagree
	19
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	345
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	24
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	31. The National Map will increase the ability of all levels of government to meet their missions and better serve the public.
	

	
	Response Total
	
	
	

	Highly Agree
	62
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Agree
	177
	
	
	
	

	No Opinion
	70
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Disagree
	27
	
	
	
	

	Highly Disagree
	9
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	345
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	24
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	32. I have a good understanding of how organizations within my state can participate in The National Map.
	

	
	Response Total
	
	
	

	Highly Agree
	33
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Agree
	142
	
	
	
	

	No Opinion
	74
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Disagree
	71
	
	
	
	

	Highly Disagree
	25
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	345
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	24
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	33. The National Map is relevant to my organization's participation in other local state or federal programs.
	

	
	Response Total
	
	
	

	Highly Agree
	70
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Agree
	139
	
	
	
	

	No Opinion
	95
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Disagree
	28
	
	
	
	

	Highly Disagree
	14
	
	
	
	

	If you agree or disagree, please also check this box and explain your answer. 85 Responses
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	345
	See Appendix E for Detailed Answers
	

	(skipped this question)
	24
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	34. My organization would contribute data to The National Map today for viewing and download.
	

	
	Response Total
	
	
	

	Highly Agree
	97
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Agree
	110
	
	
	
	

	No Opinion
	93
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Disagree
	25
	
	
	
	

	Highly Disagree
	20
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	345
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	24
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	35. My organization would provide data to The National Map today for viewing only if it were protected from being downloaded.
	

	
	Response Total
	
	
	

	Highly Agree
	36
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Agree
	97
	
	
	
	

	No Opinion
	111
	
	
	
	

	Somewhat Disagree
	42
	
	
	
	

	Highly Disagree
	59
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	345
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	24
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Part III - Please rank the following impediments and incentives for your organization as they relate to participation in The National Map. This information will be used to develop custom implementation plans in each state and possibly direct funding to the highest priority issues. Please do not simply check highly agree to all impediments and incentives. Use the range of answers to indicate the issues that are most significant.

PLEASE NOTE - NSGIC State Representatives are being asked to respond to these questions based on general trends that will best represent all state and local agencies within their state. Have another individual from your organization respond for your individual organization. This information will be used to help develop state by state implementation plans.

[See questions 36 through 38 on the following pages]

	36. What impediments are keeping your organization from fully participating in The National Map? (Note: You must place one check in each row.)
	

	
	Highly Agree
	Somewhat Agree
	No Opinion
	Somewhat Disagree
	Highly Disagree
	Response Average

	Lack of Coordination With USGS
	30
	93
	94
	57
	36
	2.92

	No USGS Staff Working in the Local Community
	35
	67
	100
	60
	48
	3.06

	Not Enough Staff
	106
	110
	63
	25
	6
	2.08

	Not Enough Time to Coordinate Implementation
	86
	117
	70
	32
	5
	2.2

	Our Statewide Coordination Efforts Need Overall Improvement to be Effective
	73
	102
	74
	48
	13
	2.44

	Our Coordination Council Has No "Buy-in" on the Program
	20
	54
	152
	54
	30
	3.06

	There Haven't Been Adequate Incentives to do the Extra Work
	64
	112
	89
	31
	14
	2.42

	No Budget Available for this Activity
	121
	114
	50
	22
	3
	1.94

	Don't Need a Web Mapping Service
	10
	25
	60
	82
	133
	3.98

	Don't Have the Required Technical Expertise
	25
	80
	50
	90
	65
	3.29

	Lack of Broadband Internet Service 
	14
	26
	51
	69
	150
	4.02

	Don't Have Data to Share
	8
	42
	37
	85
	139
	3.98

	Data Use Access Policies or Private Licensing Restrictions Prevent Data Sharing
	37
	92
	63
	67
	52
	3.02

	Data Format and Management Issues
	22
	97
	95
	65
	32
	2.96

	Legal Issues
	29
	90
	103
	56
	33
	2.92

	Homeland Security Concerns
	26
	82
	103
	57
	43
	3.03

	Use Proprietary Software that is Not OGC-compliant
	7
	20
	138
	66
	80
	3.62

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	309
	
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	60
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	37. What Incentives would help ensure your organization's participation in The National Map? (Note: You must place one check in each row.)

	
	Highly Agree
	Somewhat Agree
	No Opinion
	Somewhat Disagree
	Highly Disagree
	Response Average

	A Federal Contact to Work in the Local Community
	84
	132
	69
	18
	7
	2.14

	Funding Assistance
	199
	87
	16
	6
	2
	1.47

	Data Production Partnerships
	115
	130
	49
	12
	4
	1.9

	Training Programs on The National Map Technical Issues
	103
	139
	41
	21
	6
	1.99

	Training Programs on Technical Issues Related to Applications Development
	97
	129
	56
	24
	5
	2.07

	Other Training
	65
	95
	125
	20
	6
	2.38

	Assistance with Installation of Systems
	64
	78
	87
	57
	25
	2.68

	Installation of Broadband Internet Service
	27
	33
	94
	56
	101
	3.55

	Subsidized Computer Equipment
	66
	97
	62
	53
	33
	2.65

	Subsidized Software
	69
	114
	53
	46
	29
	2.52

	Additional Staff
	121
	112
	54
	18
	6
	1.96

	Improved Coordination Mechanisms Within Your State
	87
	125
	51
	36
	12
	2.23

	Improved Coordination with USGS
	81
	129
	66
	25
	10
	2.21

	Political Help or Support in Outreach and Advocacy
	109
	115
	70
	13
	4
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	309
	
	
	
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	60
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	38. Please describe any other incentives, actions, benefits, or features that would make The National Map more relevant to your business needs and to help ensure your participation in The National Map.
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Respondents
	112
	See Appendix F for Detailed Answers
	
	

	(skipped this question)
	257
	
	
	
	
	


7.3.1 Detailed Responses to Internet Survey Question 9

“What level of government are you responding for?  Other (please specify)”

1.  University  

2.  individual in a state university  

3.  Urban Environs  

4.  VGIN is mandated to coordinate state and local government, higher education, and the private sector in Virginia  

5.  Council of Governments/Consortioum  

6.  Center at the University of Delaware  

7.  Regional Water Utility  

8.  private sector (sorry - couldn't unclick the selection)  

9.  State University  

10.  ad hoc coordination group  

11.  Executive Branch of State Government  

12.  program within state agency  

13.  regional office within single state agency  

14.  Higher Education  

15.  City, County, and Rural Water District  

16.  Missouri's spatial data clearinghouse  

17.  Power  

18.  Consultant with municpal clients  

19.  electric utility not a government agency  

20.  Town of Ellendale  

21.  university  

22.  community association  

23.  Education Institutions  

24.  Universit  

25.  Field Office  

26.  private utility  

27.  Single State Agency Subunit  

28.  Professional Association  

29.  Consultant  

30.  Village  

31.  higher education  

32.  Regional transit agency  

33.  Regional Planning Agency  

34.  Private company  

35.  Unified City/County government  

36.  Statewide  

37.  Townwide  

38.  University  

39.  Chair of Montana Data Access and Distribution I-Team (Montana Spatial Data Infrastructure)  

40.  city/county agency  

41.  high school, Geography Edu Net of IN  

42.  consultant for many of above  

43.  university  

44.  Town  

45.  MPO for New Castle County, DE & Cecil County, MD  

46.  State/Federal   

7.3.2 Detailed Responses to Internet Survey Question 11

“Do you participate in one or more GIS Coordination organizations?  Yes for more than one, please specify.”
1.  OGRIP, NaCO, N Ohio Users

2.  several  

3.  NEARC, NSGIC, SMAC, MGIC, SAC (regional, national, statewide coordinating groups)  

4.  SMAC, DGDC, DE I-Team  

5.  city, county and state  

6.  NSGIC; NCGICC; In-State Regional Organizations, FGDC  

7.  Nevada State Mapping Advisory Committee; NGIS; Northwest Nevada Regional Base Map 

Committee; and NSGIC  

8.  Utah GIS Advisory Committee, Western Governors' Geographic Information Council, NSGIC, GOS Board, FGDC Steering Committee  

9.  WGIAC, NSGIC  

10.  county, regional,state & one stop  

11.  MAGIC, NSGIC, Iowa regional groups  

12.  GIS Executive Council, Maine GeoLibrary, Maine GIS Users Group  

13.  Alaska Geographic Data Committee  

14.  AR State Land Information Board, MidAmerica GIS Consortium, AR GIS Users Forum  

15.  four  

16.  Nebraska GIS Steering Committee, Nebraska GIS/LIS Assocation, NSGIC, MidAmerica GIS Consortium  

17.  MN Gov Council on GI, NSGIC, MetroGIS  

18.  3  

19.  VGIN is a coordination organization, the Virginia Association of Mapping and Land Information Systems (VAMLIS), The National States Geographic Information Council (NSGIC)  

20.  NYS GIS Coordinating Body, National States Geographic Information Council (NSGIC)  

21.  NSGIC, GDA, State & Local groups  

22.  KC metro GIS and MAGIC  

23.  LAGISC, LAURISA  

24.  PAgis  

25.  GIS Users Forum, ESRI User Groups  

26.  NSGIC, Arkansas User Forum, America View  

27.  PAgis  

28.  NSGIC / MAGIC / AR GIS USERS FORUM  

29.  Louisiana GIS Council, Louisiana Chapter of URISA  

30.  PA GTC, PaMAGIC,NSGIC  

31.  Hawaii Geographic Information Coordinating Council, State GIS Users Group  

32.  NSGIC, AGIC  

33.  NSGIC, URISA, State Council, WGA, Regional Council  

34.  Kansas GIS Policy Board subcommittee; Missouri GIS Advisory Committee-Homeland 

Security Subcommittee; Nebraska I-Team; FEMA GIS Working Group  

35.  One state committee; one user group; two groups internal to our agency  

36.  MVRPC; OKI  

37.  WAGIC, Framework Management Group  

38.  Missouri GIS Advisory Committee (MGISAC), Mid-America Geographic Information Consortium (MAGIC), NSGIC  

39.  Louisiana Geographic Information Systems Council and NSGIC  

40.  Nsgic, WAGIC  

41.  Utah GIS Advisory Council, Canyon County Partners, Interagency Hydorlogical User Group, Colorado Plateau Data Coordination Group, Utah Coalition for GIS Education Utah Geographic Information Council  

42.  MSGIC, Mid-Shore Regional Government GIS Committee  

43.  UGIC, TIG  

44.  AGIC, NSGIC, Wetern Governor's GI Council  

45.  NoVA GIS Mgrs, VA Planning Organizations, MWCOG  

46.  Arkansas GIS Users Forum, ESRI Surveying Special Interest Group, UAM  

47.  SCAUG, TGIC, TXDOTGIS Group  

48.  see question 12  

49.  See question 12  

50.  State, regional and national  

51.  WAGIC, Interorganization Resource Information Coordinating Council, Salmon & Watershed Information Management group, others  

52.  IGIC, NSGIC  

53.  Idaho Geospatial Council, NSGIC, Western Governor GI Council, Western Region USGS,Northwest Environmental Data (NED)  

54.  DGDC, MSGIC, NJGIN, VGIN  

55.  NSGIC, URISA, various regional and local GIS consortiums  

56.  Texas Geographic Information Council and NSGIC  

57.  TN Geo. Info Council, NSGIC  

58.  WAGIC, NSGIC  

59.  California GIS Council, Council of Geographic Names Authorities in the United States  

60.  Project Manager for Washington Transportation Framework Project (WA-Trans)  

61.  UCGIS, OGC, sometimes Oregon Geographic Information Council  

62.  WAGIS (Women Assoc. in GIS), URISA (NW Portland/SW Washington GIS usersChapter), WAGIC (Washington Area Geographic Information Council), CowlitzCounty/COG/PUD/GIS Group Portland/SW  

63.  PNW Hydrography Framework. Washington Geographic Information Council  

64.  MGISAC, MAGIC, NSGIC  

65.  See answer 12  

66.  County and Private Non-Profit  

67.  IMAGIS,INGC,GITA,IKO  

68.  SSMMA  

69.  ILGISA, MAUG  

70.  Town GIS Oversight, County Wide GIS Consortium Tech Committee  

71.  ACSM, NGS, ILGISA  

72.  GIS Consortium of 7 municipal governments  

73.  ISPRS, ASPRS, MN GIS, IL GIS  

74.  Illinois GIA Association & Municipal Arc Users Group  

75.  4  

76.  AAG, URISA, ILGISA  

77.  ILGISA,ESRI USER GROUPS, CCGIS CONSORTIUM  

78.  Cultural resources for Illinois, Iowa, and Missouri  

79.  Illinois GIS, Winnebago County GIS  

80.  AGIC Committee, Arizona Association of Crime Analysts, International Association of Crime 

Analysts  

81.  AGIC / Northern AZ GIS Consort  

82.  BAR-GC, BAAMA, State GIS Council, CGIA, Countywide GIS Coordination Group  

83.  California GIS Council, California Mapping Coordinating Committee  

84.  State and federal coordination committees  

85.  URISA, ASPRS, OGRIP  

86.  MSGIC & NACo GIS Committee  

87.  2 cities and several other Counties  

88.  Illinois GIS Association, Illinois Mapping Advisory Comm., NSGIC  

89.  NMGIC and GISAC  

90.  Multiple Montana I-Teams, Montana Association of Geographic Information Professionals  

91.  3  

92.  MSGIC, NCR GIS Committee, MWCOG GIS Committee  

93.  multiple counties  

94.  I participate as state coordinator which serves multiple communities as per question 12  

95.  Arizona Geographic Information Council (AGIC), ADOT GIS User Group, URISA  

96.  Census Bureau, National Map, Keyhole.com  

97.  pamagic pagic nsgic  

98.  State Board, NSGIC, & MAGIC  

99.  Several ad hoc groups  

100.  Mn GIS/LIS Consortium, MetroGIS, Governors Council on GIS, Ramsey County Users Group, NACO GIS Committee, other misc.  

101.  ASPRS, PaMAGIC  

102.  Delaware Geographic Data Committee, Delaware Spatial Data Implementation Team, 

NSGIC  

103.  NSGIC, NJ Geospatial Forum  

104.  DGDC and FGDC  

105.  REgional/State  

106.  RIGIS, Soc Conservation GIS  

107.  State and local orgs  

108.  representative to multiple coordination organizations  

109.  NSGIC, state GIS Tech. Committee  

110.  RIGIS Executive Committee  

111.  DNR and State  

112.  also Indiana GI Council, NSGIC  

7.3.3 Detailed Responses to Internet Survey Question 17

Are you actively working on any similar partnership opportunities with the goal of participating in other Federal programs such as FEMA’s Map Modernization program or the Geospatial One Stop program?  If yes, please also check this box and specify which other programs.”
1.  State Mapping Partnership with the USGS  

2.  Map Mod, Height Mod  

3.  FEMA Map Mod, Census TIGER Mod, USFS single-edition mapping, BLM RMP and other mapping, Dept of Energy CO2 mapping and portal, FGDC NSDI Clearinghouse, GOS portal, FSA NAIP partnership, NRCS partnersh  

4.  FEMA Map Modernization  

5.  Need Information  

6.  FEMA, Geo. One Stop  

7.  Map modernization and GeoSpatial One Stop  

8.  Alaska Cadastral Project  

9.  FEMA Map Modernization  

10.  We are talking with FEMA about allowing them to use Virginia's high resolution digital orthophotography as a base for updating flood plain maps.  

11.  FEMA  

12.  HS, TNM  

13.  FEMA Map Modernization  

14.  military uses  

15.  Missouri Spatial Data Information System  

16.  HSIC-JRIES  

17.  FEMA Map Mod, Census 2010, GOS, Homeland Security, NAIP  

18.  CENSUS Bureau Programs  

19.  FEMA  

20.  FEMA Map Modernzation - Flood Mapping  

21.  GCDB  

22.  upgrade to GOS-compliance  

23.  FEMA's Map Modernization  

24.  Census tiger moderization, SEQ with USFS  

25.  FEMA Map Mod, TIGER Realign  

26.  FEMA Map modernization  

27.  FGDC  

28.  Geospatial One Stop  

29.  Framework  

30.  again this is probably in process by departmental Infor Tech office  

31.  No  

32.  WAS NOT AWARE THEY EXISTED  

33.  FEMA  

34.  FEMA  

35.  FEMA Map Modernization  

36.  The Montana State Library and The University of Montana are clearinghouse nodes  

37.  NCR - GIS Committee is working with Federal/State/County & DC/Municipal Governments in disseminating GIS data pertaining to Homeland Security  

38.  FEMA Map Modernization  

39.  STATEMAP and COGEO Mapping Projects  

40.  FEMA  

41.  fgdc, & geospatial one stop  

42.  FEMA's Map Modernization program  

43.  Studying TNM and FEMA options  

44.  FEMA's Map Modernization  

45.  one of our agencies is working with FEMA  

46.  FEMA and trying to engage CENSUS - but that's another story  

7.3.4 Detailed Responses to Internet Survey Question 19

“Please provide a better description of The National Map is you have one.”

1.  I don't have a cohesive descriptive statement, but I think that instead of a broad statement about a "consistent framework", the public would be better served by a statement that describes *what* the National Map is, e.g., an interactive online map engine that allows for searching for ________ types of geospatial data, etc.  

2.  Would like to see explicity reference to "sharing data between multiple levels of government and agencies with very different missions"  

3.  The National Map needs to be decalred a program to begin having a good description, otherwise it will only ever be a concept. Now that it is moving under the USGS GIO, is it a program? Whay was it removed from the Geography science?  

4.  This description doesn't clearly tell me whether TNM is providing a "framework" (which to me suggests something along the lines of national mapping standards) or actual "high-quality geospatial data & information." Is the emphasis on coordinating data & data standards, or on making the data available to the public?  

5.  If it were complete, accessible, up-to-date, and had the methodolgy worked out on how to keep it current - the definition above would be a lot closer to the mark.  

6.  TNM provides a mechanism to organize and access the best available framework data for a given geography. (second sentence is fine)  

7.  The definition may be correct as it is, but I doubt most ordinary citizens would understand it well without considerable explanation. (I'm GIS savvy and I had to read it several times before it began to sink in.) Aside from this academic definition, I suggest you develop a simple one which the general public can comprehend and relate to easily. This may take a series of statements informing persons of why a national map is important, what it consists of, and its usefulness to persons and organizations at all levels.  

8.  The wording is clear, but I would say that it is a "vision" statement, not a description of TNM as it currently functions.  

9.  . . . . to help decision making within government and the private sector, and to inform the public.  

10.  What USGS calls the "National Map" would at the very best be considered a "National Quilt well eaten by Moths". There is no direct return to any local or state agency.  

11.  Description should clarify that TNM includes "best freely available" data. Lots of the best quality data is not available through TNM for a variety of reasons. I also disagree with the "consistent framework" phrase, which is misleading given the wide variabilities of data offered for inclusion in TNM.  

12.  The National Map program has great potential to do all things outlined in the questions below and by its description. However, the interface with local and regional government has been weak and expensive in my experience. More than one of my districts (8 in this state) have told me of opportunities to join with the USGS on imagery buys only to find out that the cost is more than twice that of if they had the same supplier with the same standards provide the data to them. On two occassions the USGS has flown major metropolitan areas and not contacted or supplied the data to the area in question, and when I asked the data to be provided and the contacts were given it still wasn't provided. Do not wonder why local government doesn't care to share their very expensive data work with the USGS when the USGS is not there for them on what they can do best (provide accurate imagery as a base). I do my best to interface with the USGS and have been successful in providing imagery to my local parishes from the USGS, but it takes a lot of work. We also provide some data back, but I am dependent on my local GIS agents in local government to OK such transfer. The USGS needs to be much more proactive in providing a service in order to get local cooperation. The theory is great, the implementation needs work.  

13.  It should provide opportunities for private sector to help grow economic opportunities for local and regional economies.  

14.  "multiple partners" should be clarified so that people understand the goal is to have the latest and greatest data directly from the people who create and maintain that data.  

15.  "The National Map provides public access to geospatial data from multiple partners."  

16.  a modern digital basemap and database  

17.  The National Map provides public access to high-quality, geospatial data and information from multiple partners 'across all boundaries' to help inform decision making by resource managers and the public.  

18.  another mapping tool on the internet that fills in gaps that other web mapping programs dont provide  

19.  The National Map provides a public portal to geospatial data and information provided by multiple partners allowing for timely access to information that will aid the process for decision makers in the public and private sector.  

20.  I don't have a better description, but I do have an opinion about why I would change it. I think that the statement ought to be simplified, lose the jargon, and be written for a 'lay' audience. As time passes, there will be a substantial number of people looking on the National Map for data who are 'newbies'. The rest of us don't need the definition.  

21.  should indicate that it is a federal govt program in coordination with state and local governments. The term 'geospatial' may not be familiar to people outside the digital mapping/gis world.  

22.  A map that will take the place of USGS Topographic Quadrangle but this time around, it'll be with local stakeholder's input.  

23.  The statement qualifies the "National Map" as a totally functional geo-spatial service and database. The statement will depict the "National Map" when it is total up and running with all compontents working.  

24.  the term 'free' or 'no cost' should describe ....public access...if appropriate, otherwise use 'free and/or fee based public access.'  

25.  It should include a reference to applicable scale, although I am sure scale is variable.  

26.  definition should emphasize vertical and horizontal integration across all levels of government organization from local to federal; should focus on key "framework layers"  

27.  Change it to future tense, as in question 20 below.  

28.  I disagree with the Question more than the Description - the statement is a pretty good description but not a real good definition.  

29.  What is framework?  

30.  I am simply not sure how far into implementation The National Map project actually is.  

31.  I question the use of "geographic knowledge". What does this mean? Data & Information?  

32.  The National Map will provide quick access to all forms of national, state, and local geospatial data and be seamless with ESRI's geographic OneStop??  

33.  "The National Map provides a consistent framework for geographic knowledge needed by the nation. It provides public access to high-quality, geospatial data and information filtered by multiple partners to help inform decision making by resource managers and the public in low growth scenarios."  

34.  add: The National Map modernizes the sharing and delivery system of geospatial data and maximizes the reliability and usability of the data.  

35.  The National map provides digital geographic information that permits users to link their own data in a consistent way to local geography.  

36.  "The National Map provides a consistent framework for geographic knowledge needed by the nation. It provides public access to high-quality, geospatial data and information from multiple partners to help inform decision making by resource managers and the public, specifically with regard to those issues of a national, state or regional scale."  

37.  The National Map provides a good visualization to the national geospatial data online.  

38.  Mention also that the focus is on 1:24,000 scale data?  

39.  The term National Map implies a single map. Without the word digital in the title this could cause a misunderstanding among some people. A few words might be added about breadth of source data (Local to Federal). Just thoughts.  

40.  The second sentence doesn't read well for me. I'm getting hung up on, "...to help inform decision making by resource managers and the public." How about: "... to help resource managers and the public make informed decisions."  

41.  The National Map is a single source of a variety of geographical information from many partners.  

42.  None  

43.  It appears to be a one-stop shop for numerous types of geospatial data.  

44.  The National Map is nothing more than web mapping service serving up easy, accessible GIS and image data that is way out of date. It should be a focal point for all map makers to upload and server their data real-time. It is buggy and not as useful as the Canadian National Atlas for example.  

45.  I do not have a good enough understanding of what it is supposed to be, so I can not give a better description. All I am saying is that even after reading the above description, I still do not have a good understanding of what The National Map is.  

46.  This description is of little to no use to a John Q. Public w/ a handheld gps unit. W/O a college degree unless they are highly motivated in gis the average person won't understand this description. There is no mention of quad. maps, cross referencing to them, or being like them only better. There is no mention of what layers are involved, ie. utility row's,(past, present or future) old roadbeds, old rr beds, ownership, is accuracy like quad. maps, (off ~100'-300' at times for public land corners).  

47.  "The National Map provides a consistent framework for access to and distribution of standardized geographic information needed by all levels of government, industry and the public. The National Map helps facilitate better decision making through easy data access and common standards. Why is your definition only focused on Resource Planners????? "First responders First" ;-)  

48.  "The National Map, when made fully functional and populated with quality data, will provide a consistent framework for geographic knowledge needed by the nation. It provides public access to high-quality, geospatial data and information from multiple partners to help inform decision making by resource managers and the public."  

49.  Use some simple lanquage, please. Most people I've spoken with outside of government do not understand "best practices" jargon. The National Map transforms USGS's traditional paper based mapping system, into an interactive world wide web framework that connects you to a seamless electronic mosiac of maps and geographic knowledge, contributed from by business, academia, and local, state, tribal and federal governments.  

50.  SInce The National Map is young, I don't think it provides a consistent framework at this point in time. A more accurate definition is that "The goal of The National Map..."  

51.  I don't have a specific description to offer, but our I-Team has raised questions about lack of clarity in the scope of The National Map product.  

52.  I guess I would put the word "can" or "could" into it to indicate that it is in progress and take significant work to make the description happen - as I go through the next set of questions I stand by this statement - I somewhat agree that NM "could" do these things  

53.  No comment  

54.  a federal state local partnership to create and share a seamless GIS of the country  

55.  The National Map provides a consistent framework for geographic knowledge needed by the nation. It provides public access to geospatial data and information from multiple partners to help inform decision making by resource managers and the public  

56.  Last line suggested change: "to help resource managers and the public make informed decisions."  

57.  Only concern is that "geospatial" may be somewhat jargon-y (IF the audience includes those not familiar with GIS).  

58.  To use hte phrase from the NRC Publication "Weaving a National Map" - the map is a mix of rather low resolution blanket layers and then a highly variable higher resolution layer. The high resolution quilt will be dependent on the USGS actually establishing partnerships where there can be cost sharing and data security for sensitive data. Furthermore there needs to be some effort spent on standardizing some data elements - perhaps initially of the framework data set. Unfortunately, I do not see the Federal Government as a reliable partner in any ongoing relationship that has this level of criticality for ongoing attention and funding. I think this will doom the National Map. The patchwork high resolution data will likely be incomplete for the Country, thus high resolution data for hydro or transportation will be frustrating and of little use across large areas. The national map may be a replacement for the quad maps, but again, that will depend on USGS obtaining funding for that. I doubt that will ever happen.  

59.  None  

60.  I would add that it is designed to provide single point access to a wide geographic area of data.  

61.  The National Map could provide a consistent framework for geographic knowledge needed by the nation. It could provide public access to high-quality, geospatial data and information from multiple partners which may be used to help inform decision making by resource managers and the public. It is a premature to say that the national map does anything yet. We need to work on the implementation "the national map will..." before we can say we're executing to the level of expectation in the original statement in question. And, I need to add that we need some committment (spell that M-O-N-E-Y) at the federal level so you guys can craft the architecture before we can say "the national map will." Then federal program dollars across the nation must come with the stipulation that anything GIS built at state and local levels with those dollars must follow the National Map architecture.  

62.  Don't have one at this time.  

7.3.5 Detailed Responses to Internet Survey Question 33

“The National Map is relevant to my organization’s participation in other local state or federal programs.”
1.  will simolify access to data provided by other organizations  

2.  Increase the availability of GIS data for mapping projects on a statewide basis  

3.  The DGS has and will continue to be responsible for the State's framework layers. These layers will be served through the Delaware DataMIL and will be the replacement for the 7.5-minute maps upon whc  

4.  don't know-all knew to me-just starting couty gis-would like to co-operate particularly with funding assistance  

5.  Federal Programs  

6.  NC OneMap - The Natonal Map is serving to organize the statewide geospatial data assests under one statewide infrastructure for all stakeholders to benefit  

7.  Common data sharing between agencies.  

8.  To be relevant, TNM has to participate in other local, state, and federal programs!  

9.  Coordinate with 9-1-1 districts and home rule cities  

10.  Weak base map (framework layers) contrains partnership opportunity  

11.  The more data is shared at various scales and resolutions, the more productive and useful it will be.  

12.  We are commited USGS partners and will continue to work with USGS on projects that promote access to public data for GIS, though TNM still falls short of its worthwhile vision.  

13.  The "National Map" is critically harmful in two ways: (1) it distracts leaders from the primary issues of building seamless and sustainable data, and (2) it produces unprecedented false expectations.  

14.  We are a state GIS agency and would like to assist other entities in our state wishing to participate in TNM  

15.  Incentives for participation are lacking or unclear.  

16.  Although logical, the technical and financial support are so meager that it is not clear we would be worse off without TNM  

17.  Much of the information we gather is based on the agreement it will not be disseminated without owner's approval  

18.  The National Map should be the foundation for all other federal programs and an important component of most local, regional, and state programs, but better coordination and governance is needed.  

19.  I see the NM benefiting the state, but I am not sure if it will bring direct benefits to my department.  

20.  would take more coordination than is possiable under current budget  

21.  The National Map has no impact on my organization participation in programs at any level.  

22.  I don't see the relevance and I've tried to follow National Map developments.  

23.  It will help us all share data  

24.  promotes cooperation  

25.  provides common data for applications and analysis  

26.  What are Educational applications?  

27.  I think we'll have to see how it all works out  

28.  Nat Map only has a few relevant GIS layers, will always be at lower accuracy than what we need. Our city depends on about 200 layers presently, so to assume the Nat map will help us is ridiculous.  

29.  Particiaption is not relevant to other programs  

30.  Update NHD Water  

31.  data flows up from local to national level  

32.  FHWA, NEPA requirements  

33.  already participating in TNM activities  

34.  We are actively participating in TNM activities.  

35.  TNM help set the foundation for data sharng at the state level and county and city to have a better look at what our Geography is we have to have efforts like TNM  

36.  Our main focus is the collection of state taxes and reallocation of those funds to 

local entities. The possibilites are endless.  

37.  With, or without the NM, my organization will continue to seek out participation in other local, state and/or federal programs.  

38.  The national map will be a reference that other organizations will accept. They still want to get paid for their contribution to our efforts.  

39.  National Map represents a 'conjunctive use' platform for multiple interested parties. In our State, no robust instance of this exists outside of our Resources Agency.  

40.  The availability of ready access to current and reliable data is vital to informed decision making. To tie into the big picture, one must be able to visualize it, or see it.  

41.  a seamless digital map will help coordination with state and federal jurisdictions  

42.  The only data I can think of from a National Map benefit would be adjusted Census Data to our more accurate data. And I need to work with the Census bureau for that.  

43.  it would be nice to have seamless data outside of our city/county on projects that we are working on that are out of our jurisdictions  

44.  I hadn't heard of the National Map before. We do a lot of mapping in our program(Lead Poisoning Prevention) but our Departmental Infor Tech office is probably working on national map.  

45.  I hadn't heard of the National Map before. We do a lot of mapping in our program(Lead Poisoning Prevention) but our Departmental Infor Tech office is probably working on national map.  

46.  Many state and federal programs have spatial components and better coordination and avialability of spatial data is a plus. There are still a number of details to be worked out.  

47.  I work in a GIS Lab on a University Campus. It is a contract lab. Our main funding source is the Maryland DNR as we work on a Natural Resource Assessment for Western Maryland.  

48.  TMDL development  

49.  CDC - Environmental Public Health Tracking  

50.  None  

51.  I am affraid that the maps(s) will be used as accurate when they are not.  

52.  I have contacted the FSA office in my county and they do not wish to participate in our GIS .  

53.  We promote data sharing at all levels.  

54.  Probably should have had more than a one paragraph description of The National Map before having someone fill out the survey  

55.  I don't see a use of it for my purposes. What I have is what I will use.  

56.  The focus currently seems to be just top down driven, and you are depending a lot on local resources being available to place into the National Map, and in numerous cases, a GIS presence is not there.  

57.  Our division could use a involved map not just of current field data, but also distant past ~150 years ago, data. Where to go for past, current and future designs of utility lines, access roads, etc  

58.  It depends on the programs.  

59.  Not certain as to what the NM will eventually deliver.  

60.  If we submit for a regional grant for trails we could utilize this information to create the submittal without having to notify numerous counties.  

61.  Participation in other programs will be predicated on the cost/benefit of that particular program.  

62.  Hopefully, the mapping system will allow access to other government/ county real estate records to facilitate acquiring real estate for State of IN.  

63.  The National Map presumably will expand the base for data that supports involvement with other government programs, i.e. providing access to data outside immediate geographic area.  

64.  In Montana, TNM has exposed issues of completness and consistency for framework layers. As a result, this has elevated the dialog on advacing framework data layers.  

65.  will it be accessable to schools?  

66.  The NM partnerships in Montana have helped foster a better knowledge and understanding of what it is we all need to do to facilitate web based data sharing  

67.  I suppose so, but until I see it being used within my organization I cannot say for sure. We may get data from there, but we have a pretty robust GIS system now, so I do not see it being replaced.  

68.  My local Fire Departments are not limited to municipal boundaries  

69.  Don't know enough about it  

70.  This is not possible as of yet because no other local, state of federal programs rely or utilize The National Map at this time.  

71.  The National map will provide regional access to data which is a goal within the state.  

72.  We have good large scale data avaible to us in our region and in Minnesota we can us the National Map but have a better system of collaborative data efforts already available.  

73.  I am not reviewed on my participation with other jurisdictions  

74.  As a architecture (information & technology) model it can promote participation and collaboration across communities. Combined with GOS I think a drill down model can be achieved and is key to NSDI  

75.  for security reasons we do not share our data!  

76.  daily updates from intersecting jurisdictions/agencies are vital locally  

77.  We developed the Delaware DataMIL and will continue to use and extend it.  

78.  Ease of access to geospatial data makes our participation easier.  

79.  allows me to see additional information  

80.  See comments embedded in question 19. I am not aware of any ability of USGS to provide focus and funding across multiple fiscal years. Until there is funding from the federal government for at least  

81.  TNM may keep the county abreast of other initiatives going on around us if surrounding jurisdictions also participate in TNM. Currently federal agencies aound us (USFS) aren't participating in TNM.  

82.  There is no evident support for local government to adjust their geospatial data delivery systems to fit in with the National Map model. At least I have not been able to secure assistance.  

83.  At this time there has not been enough information available to understand how the National Map can be relevant to our organization.  

84.  Best local data are what admin/board use for contiuents. Everything ouotside the County comes in a distant second.  

85.  See 19 above. I'm still not seeing the national map vision included as ANY part of other federal program dollars coming to the state.  

7.3.6 Detailed Responses to Internet Survey Question 38

“Please describe any other incentives, actions, benefits, or features that would make The National Map more relevant to your business needs and to help ensure your participation in The National Map.”

1.  Within the next year, SC should make some concerted moves forward. As chair of the state ad-hoc coordinating committee I will make efforts to create interest in the National Map.  

2.  We need and I have requested high resolution state-wide aerial photography at 5 year intervals. This could be paid for by the state, county and local governments. More area photographed by more planes better economy of scale. This project should be managed by one organization to achieve high accuracy, high resolution in a continuous fabric for the entire state or states participating. Everyone except the fastest growing communities are now on a five year aerial photo replacement. This could allow even the most budget constrained areas (governmental units) to participate in really great photography.  

3.  What is chiefly missing is a business model that recognizes the cost of developing data and allocates that cost fairly and effectively. The state is spending a lot, so are localities, relative to federal govt. Also, state entities sometimes feel out of the loop, regarding Federal spending on basic GIS that goes directly to local or regional levels. There needs to be way more communication and coordination especially with FEMA and NGA.  

4.  The National Map should be more user friendly for the general public.  

5.  Some law enforcement agencies in Maryland are using GIS mapping but not most. GIS has been used by my agency but not on a consistant basis. Anything that will assist us with developing GIS applications will be a plus.  

6.  It all comes down to money--we would have to be able to able to divert staff & time to this project  

7.  Our biggest drawback is that the county we work with is firmly convinced that owning GIS is a money maker and the data should be sold. As they are the owners of the base data, it makes it difficult for us to share some of our data sets.  

8.  as county assessor we would likely be the or a primary source to build data bases. sharing in 'read only' could be helpful in freeing our staff from inquiries or would it produce more? just starting and minimal deliveries at this point from gis mapping contractor  

9.  PAMAP is more important to PA than TNM, but will obviously support the needs of TNM  

10.  The focus of our statewide effort is to organize the spatial data assests that are produced and maintained by nearly 250 communities. The primary emphasis is on in-state requirements, yet it is understood that the effort clearly benefits and complements the objectives for The National Map. There are nearly 30 layers of data that are part of the statewide effort today. The data and tools in NC OneMap are built to address the requirements of stakeholders in the statewide community and also The National Map. The incentive to join data across jurisdictional boundaries and tools to support decision making is significant. The core development team has a significant local and state presence and the team is in constant dialogue about the effort. The basic concept is that by organizing the data for 250 communities in the state, The National Map, GOS, and then others such as FEMA, DHS, EPA, and organziations within the state, both public and private, and citizens are better able to utilize the statewide infrastrucutre of NC OneMap to meet many of their spatial requirements. The bottom line message is for The National Map to focus on resourcing and supporting the development of the locally relavant statewide enterprise and from that effort, postive results will naturally feed back to meet TNM nationwide objectives, and then some.  

11.  Dollars.  

12.  More federal agency participation in TNM.  

13.  hopefully our current council chair will respond because he is dealing with many of these issues from a different level than i am  

14.  More active participation by local agencies and their political leaders - i.e. cities and counties.  

15.  It is my intent to help, but our date is not quite ready and software ArcIMS is not in this years budget. As soon as other departments within the county is okay with the intranet we hope to pass data to state & national level.  

16.  OCG Web Services need to be more sophisticated to meet our user requirements. Hence we need to use propietary solutions, esp. for cartographic production. Need more $ going to build XML/GML solutions and create a lenga franca among TNM implementation team.  

17.  Arkansas has GeoStor, a state resource for more than 500 free layers of geographic information. We have participated in several pilot National Map projects, including a regional project with Missouri and Nebraska. In order to cooperate more fully with National Map, we need additional funding for our Geographic Information Office, grants to assist with the development and update of data, additional staff, as well as local training to bring these resources to the attention of the public. Arkansas is a rural state and broadband connectivity is limited for the most part to the high population areas. Having Bill Sneed in the USGS Partner Office in Arkansas, has improved our relationship and cooperative efforts trememdously with National Map, as well as with other federal programs. It has been a very productive relationship for both USGS and Arkansas. Our AR Geographic Information Office does a trememdous job with state/federal coordination, given their limited staff and budget.  

18.  We would love to learn more about the National Map and to consider participating actively. We are not looking for a hand-out (grant) but would like to develop a partnership based on federal contracts. Coordinating and partnering are lip-service words; it's contracts for valued services with money behind them that create meaningful relationships. You are going to get what you're willing to pay for, and we are willing to commit to produce what we are being paid for. An otherwise arrangement typically amounts to just meeting and talking with little real commitment on anyone's part. I hope you're able to get the National Map beyond the talking stage. And I hope you realize that the source level for much of the data which could contribute to it is generated and maintained at the local level. I suggest you encourage more dialogue on the subject among potential paticipants region by region or state by state, so it's convenient for local folks to attend and participate.  

19.  Resources to the state for coordination and technical support within the state would be a great help. More importantly, however, the TNM vision needs to be reassessed, perhaps rewritten, and certainly realistically conveyed to those of us who remain unclear about its use and value. Despite attempts to reconcile federal initiatives, even our folks who regularly interact with TNM staff are confused about connections to GOS, Clearinghouse, NSDI, etc. And what should we make of the Homeland Security connection?  

20.  The National Map is a critcally flawed program that focuses attention away from needed incentives and investments for seamless, consistent data and sustainable funding models. The National Map offers a solution that is NOT a solution. Real savings and increase opportunities come from access to seamless, reliable data which the National Map ignores.  

21.  Seed money could be of critical value to us. We have growing interest in exceedingly bad finacial times. A successful pilot would establish the savings to government operations.  

22.  "Pay to play" may be needed to obtain the best available data. Local governments in particular are making large investments in spatial data with no financial help, and then the feds (Census, FEMA, USGS, etc) knock on their door and want to obtain it for free. Where's the "up front" help to fund it's creation or maintenance?  

23.  MARC is the manager of a metro wide centerline file. The local agencies that contribute data to it have data distribution policies that prevent the open shareing of there data. Some have revenue generating mechenisims that they belive could be jepordized by this project. It is also important to note that MARC deals with agencies from both Missouri and Kansas.  

24.  My biggest concern is maintenance of the National Map. Here in Delaware, we were one of the first states to have a complete framework layer, but we do not keep it current.  

25.  We require data licensing agreements here in Taney County - I think coordination of everyone's legal requirements could become quite involved. Here in Missouri, funding and training assistance could greatly benefit smaller counties.  

26.  The USGS has to give something in order to receive data freely and have the data be dependable.  

27.  More information on how to help.  

28.  More time or staff to coordinate activities.  

29.  ADDITIONAL MONETARY INCENTIVES TO ENABLE LOCAL GOVERMENT ENTITIES TO PARTICIPATE IN BUILDING THE NSDI.  

30.  Provide funding for data products sought by National Map.  

31.  The National Map needs to be stronger in features that are of interest to local city and county governments. People are the most important feature to city and county government, and not nearly well described enough in census data that is mapped. Crime, education, and health care related data sets are very important to local government.  

32.  I work withthe Geospatial Partnering Center and DODESP -- we are trying to get the Army to cooperate but the issue seems to be a 'turf fight'  

33.  An understanding by USGS that TNM is not important to the individual governments in doing their own business. Continued improvement in federal coordination between USGS, Census, FEMA, NGA... Compliance with promises. Greater respect for the talents and resources of state and local governments - i.e. - understanding that USGS is now the minor partner in this endeavor.  

34.  Again, we gather data from other agencies for law enforcement sensitive issues. Dissemination of most of this information is precluded by agreements with each agency not to share. Or the inability of other agencies to share with us because of interpretation of state statute. Private industries rarely share.  

35.  Better coordination and governance is needed related to The National Map, particularly at the federal level. All federal agencies must consider TNM as the foundation for their programs. At the same time, the coordination and governance must include substantial involvement by local, regional, state, tribal, academic, and private sector participants. TNM must meet the business needs of those participants to be relevant. The FGDC's Framework concept and program must be the foundation for TNM.  

36.  More outreach and education directed at state agency heads on the benefits of parterships and data sharing.  

37.  The primary issue raised by local and tribal jurisdictions is the inability to hire additional technical staff for GIS data production. There is generally an employee hiring limit on the jurisdiction or funding limitation,  

38.  Technical help and training is the biggest issue that we are facing.  

39.  I work in a rural area, surrounded by rural communities. We are just developing our GIS and are not in a position - in any sense of the word - to devote data to the National Map. We are likely a few years from feeling confident enough about our data to consider participating. Even then, I question the devotion of resources it would take for us to participate.  

40.  Access to more spatial data "scaled" to meet the needs of local governments. More outreach at the local level to decision makers, county commissioners, county executives, mayors, etc. Also, the addressing of homeland security issues that are bound to be discussed (possibly some outreach education on the topic of secure geospatial data access).  

41.  A concerted national level effort by governors, municipal governments, NASCIO, Regional Planning Councils and Tribal governments to address the sharing of non-HS critical spatial data through state clearinghouses that are national map partners or tangible individual USGS TNM partnerships .  

42.  None  

43.  What could we share that you already know about? I would like Shoshone names for places.  

44.  Need special attention to Tribal Organizations due to Sovereignty issues; need help educating the tribal leaders about the importance of the National Map, the One Stop Initiatives, & other programs like the NEIEN from USEPA.  

45.  No Opinion  

46.  I'm not sure as an educational program, we would do much more that reference the map with students. Our members have garmins for classroom projects. There is a possibility that some teachers might want to collect data for the National Map.  

47.  USGS participation in NaCo and State GIS conferences and perform demonstrations of the application. USGS representatives can access the state coordinating committees and get contact infromation for the County GIS Coordinators and make request for information directly.  

48.  Until the issue of protecting proprietary data from download is resolved, we will not be actively participating. We make data available to any govt entity that requests it, as long as they sign a data use agreement.  

49.  The National map is a good idea, but it meets none of the needs of a small municipal govt. Our GIS system has over 200 layers, most accurate to a few inches to a few feet. The purpose of the National Map is much broader and will not maintain that level of accuracy. Also, there will be major differences in how current the data is from different organizations. As a result, from a City's point of view, it's all a one-way flow- we would contribute, but not really gain anything. For the general public it's a wondeful program, but does nothing to benefit small govt's. We already exchange data wilth other communities around us. I was involved with the Salt Lake County Transportation element of the Nat map pilot project, so I do know how it works.  

50.  I really don't know enough about budget issues to speak for the entire city. "No Opinion" means I really don't know.  

51.  We need financial support and training to generate GCDB coordinates for the state of Arkansas.  

52.  More technical assistance is needed at the state level to implement web mapping services and printed cartographic products related to TNM. More coordination and funding across the public and private sectors.  

53.  Development of best practices and business model to promote workflow between local, state and federal partbers; Like to see more interaction and partnerships with private sector and academia, not as competitors, but as cooperators  

54.  Need to be able to show my constituancy that that various federal entities are working together to make Nat Map a reality.  

55.  In Delaware we have a GIS in Education Working Group and our mission is to work with K-12 and other organizations in introducing them to GIS. The DataMIL and the National Map are great for this.  

56.  I am not clear on what I can do or how the National Map will benefit my work. I would like to participate but unsure of how or why. I am a part time GIS staff and feel I am limited by techonology and training. Much of the data I use come from outside sources and I do not have the ability to share it with others. I would be happy to share data I create if it is useful. It is unclear if anything I have is needed for the National Map.  

57.  Need for educational reasons to instruct students  

58.  The one critical component I did not find in this survey is allowing/enabling the state to pull together spatial data for central distribution in support of the National Map. The state is developing data development and data maintenance partnerships with local government. Federal initiatives that go directly to local government are diluting statewide coordination. Why not use the existing coordination mechanisms in the state to pull data together that supports State functions and in turn, further the National Map?  

59.  Better information about the exact status of the Nsational Map project is essential.  

60.  Not known at this time.  

61.  If the National Map produced georeferenced output which I understand it does not currently that would make the product much more useable for inclusion in IMS applications, i.e., not just a view but a true geospatial output.  

62.  Mapping in the Seattle-Puget Sound region is Balkanized. Multiple platforms, policies, etc. Leadership and rules are needed; the National Map could accomplish this.  

63.  none  

64.  Organized coordination between federal agencies at the national level to eliminate duplicative efforts.  

65.  - No Comment  

66.  National Flood control data that is current would help. Our Riverside County flood control agency regards our unincorporated area as rural and Menifee is in a 6 year drought so they have not got a major demand for upgrade. The 40 square mile area of the county is adding 1000 houses a year in areas that FEMA says lie in the 100 year flood plain. The USGS information for the area is 20 years old, and the digital orthoquads are 1995 vintage. The coordination of Emergency Preparedness for our community while living with falsified data for the Winchester Quadrangle DEM, [falsified for good reason - I'm not objecting to infrastructure protection] with no budget from a county who sees the state witholding tax revenues is an interesting process.  

67.  High degree of completeness and currentness statewide for framework data layers hydrography, transportation, elevations, and others.  

68.  We have been trying to get things going via the Pacific Northwest liaison to the National Map but it has been a bit of a struggle and we haven't gotten anywhere.  

69.  Being in a the County Government I have/see little incentive to participate. Our base map is done. What am I missing?  

70.  I can't keep up with the USGS program of the week. We in the PNW have expended millions of dollars on our Hydrography Framework effort, which was at one point highly endorsed by the USGS. Then came the NHD, and then came National Map. These efforts take considerable time and money to accomplish. The USGS is rolling out new efforts that are taking resources away from efforts underway. This is the primary reason we in the PNW have held our ground on the Hydrogrpahy Framework effort. There just aren’t enough resources to accomplish more than what’s on our plate.  

71.  If we could get cost effective Digital Flood Insurance Rate Maps (DFIRMS) and maintaain them on a website with reasonable cost on a shared website.  

72.  The data that we produce has to do with mining in Maryland. I am not sure if the National Map is going into this realm. We also have historical georeferenced air photos for Garrett and Allegany Counties. We are looking for coal data within the State of Maryland, especially borehole information. We have some but need more, lots more. If we could find a way to pry some proprietary data loose from coal operators in the area, that would make the difference. A law is needed within the State of Maryland like in West Virginia to protect data given by these firms. T  

73.  I have a big concern about this detailed information getting into the hand of terrorists. It's too bad we need to consider this, but I suggest you get this project cleared with Homeland Security before you proceed further to make it available as unrestricted web access.  

74.  Don't Know  

75.  I have not been approached by anyone to coordinate with the National Map effort. I imagine there is something going on in Illinois, but it hasn't yet trickled down to me. I am working with others in Illinois on data sharing, and this seems to be the next logical step.  

76.  Accuracy - Accuracy - Accuracy  

77.  I know very little about The National Map. Better outreach and educational efforts would help tremendously.  

78.  THe integration process needs to be simple!  

79.  Have not been approached thru the elected officials to participant in the program. Do not have any idea what is required.  

80.  A full description to the decision makers. Although I would not mind seeing it either.  

81.  Although GIS is a useful tool, it is not being used in local municipal governments in a wide spread manner, nor is it standardized on any level across juridictions and has been implemented in various ways and stages throughout. There is a great lack of jobs for certified GIS professionals in those cities and no future view to hire someone to organize the GIS efforts needed to pull these municipalities into the 21st Century with respect to GIS. Most Federal, State, and County initiatives have come to a screeching halt because they depend on local agencies to actually have funding, trained personnel, and available computer software and hardware resources to assist with their projects...they don't and a more organized approach to making sure they are politically asn well as technologicaly capable should be actively integrated into any National Map system that has a chance of succeeding at any level and be used.  

82.  Better coordination between local, state and federal Government level is needed. If we know that you will upload our datasets routinely and via an easy-to-use interface, we won't ahve any problems providing them to you. Better PR to let us know what you are planning is definitely needed.  

83.  A preview of what will be supplied, what accuracies, what will it cost, how can it help our division/state residents.  

84.  Funding to cover the maintenance cost of the software on our regional servers and cost charing on coordinated data development are the two highest on my list.  

85.  Political help as to why this is happening and the benefits it has.  

86.  n/a  

87.  we need better coordination within our State.  

88.  I am not real clear on what the National Map has to offer to a county. It seems that the National Map project has more to gain from county GIS, then the reverse being true. I guess a better education process would help to build a case for local participation, or coordination with the State GIS Coordinator to act as the conduit to local data. Either way, financial and technical incentives would be appreciated to offset any burden incurred to the local governments.  

89.  Coordinate with the local efforts that are already way ahead of the efforts that are being shared with us. Funding is limited to the requirements that the statewide GIS is incorporating, our county level requirements are at a higher standard. Therefore funding is not available to enhance our local requirements.  

90.  Local governments have spent millions on developing high quality data to meet thier internal business needs. Data sharing occurs where there are compelling financial or operational reasons to do so. It rarely happens for altuistic reasons.  

91.  Local governments (Cities and counties) possess some of the best data - detailed elevation data for example. However, many of these govenments see no reason to be involved with the National Map, and this piggy-backs onto a longstanding data distribution policies where there are no incentives for data sharing and/or organizational decision makers who view digital data as a potential or real source of income. It's very similar to the concept of the state-line fault where geology changes at the state line. In many cases with - let's say with Happyville, USA for example, the area of interest is within the Happyville city limits and there is little to no concern about the use of the data beyond the immediate user community - i.e., those people working for Happyville city government.  

92.  No additional comments.  

93.  Make sure I can download any kind of Census data including at the block level.  

94.  Montana recently held a review meeting with USGS at the conclusion of a one-year effort focused on establishing seven TNM nodes in Montana. Three key issues surfaced: (1) clarity on scope, functional requirements, of TNM as a web-mapping surface, (2) clarity on scope and timing of softcopy format production, (3) demonstration of using TNM to support third party application development  

95.  Considering that I have only been contacted once regarding the National Map and that was only to see what data sets we had, it is hard for me to analyize this. Maybe some more information about the National Map would help (besides what is on the website). Prince George's County has always been supportive in sharing data with any government agency and will continue to do so. Maybe some coordination with State/USGS about this with Prince George's County would be the first step.  

96.  The Montana/USGS partnership works quite well already and seems to have the incentives in place - If other federal agencies would put programs in place to help state/locals collect standardized framework data it would help immensly  

97.  No comment  

98.  It would help to know something about the program. This survey request is my first exposure to the program.  

99.  There should be more effort made at promoting the NM. This survey seems like a nice start. Let’s hope it helps. We could also use a better breakdown of just exactly what information to add to the NM. What information would someone want from me that would be looking at NM?  

100.  Since we are a partner in the incentive, I can say that the coordination has been excellent and the information and assistance we have recieved from Ingrid Landgrath and Shannon Bain of the local offices have been instrumental in our participation. This is the biggest reason we have been able to participate given budget and staff cutbacks. Since there are so many "clearing house" initiatives out there it would behoove the federal government to use the national map as the one stop for other information needs and limit the number of request from other Federal, State and Local agencies promoting their own initiatives.  

101.  There should be an exchange of data between fed state and local-feds and states give topo and orthos and counties give parcels etc  

102.  Move Geostor to Little Rock.  

103.  We have been building the NJ Geographic Information Network (NJGIN)over the past three years. To date we have established data sharing nodes (that serve data through web services) in 13 of the 21 counties and 2 major cities. Information from the nodes is cataloged centrally and harvested by GOS. To date, USGS has not provided any recognition to NJ for its work in developing a fed to local model. A great incentive would be a sit down to discuss how NJ and the feds could work more closely together. It would be great if we developed a work plan together.  

104.  For our organization, there would have to be an agreement reached with our parent organization, NatureServe.  

105.  I've pretty well stated it in question 19. I do not believe the federal government can be a reliable partner in a relationship that will require attention today and into forseeable future. Federal efforts typically are focused on grants and one time activities. We are talking here of an consistent effort to enable consistent data. Facilitation is nice to say, but there is much more needed. I strongly suggest that the Federal government look at taking responsibility for high resolution ortho imagery for the US or at least the 133 or so key areas. High resolution means 1/2 or 1 foot pixel resolution imagery, not NAP. Doing that would free up funds in my budget that will enable me to produce data that can be made available via the National Map. It would help reduce the annual concerns we have about funding updates to our data.  

106.  In time of short funding at the state and local levels, there is less reason to "share" outside of an organization, there is no business reason, for my department, to install web services.  

107.  Assistance with metadata creation and maintnenance. Continued focused discussion and integration talks. Local "emergency management" is a use for TNM that is brought up frequently by local governments when talking about uses for TNM locally. There needs to be ongoing focused discussion so that TNM understands what is needed by local government in a map service that is to assist in local emergency management.  

108.  One problem with counies sharing data is the desperate need for funding the operation of the county. County Recorders or other county offices who have data with a commercial value to anyone is prone to charge an access fee for that data. This access fee helps them meet the financial needs of the county. Where a charge is made for data, this stifels data sharing. In the state of Utah, Florida and many other states, law enforcement people have legislation in place protecting ownership information of their property--thus incomplete ownership information. There is also a gap in most counties between parcel ownership and the document granting that ownership (on a private level).  

109.  We need more education and information locally about The National Map. The 1st time I was made aware of it was during the 2003 ESRI International Users Conference. Since then I have not seen much publicity locally. We are willing to share most of our data and already have established a good relationship with ND State GIS.  

110.  It all boils down to people and money. If we had enough of either for local and regional efforts we could then start thinking more about supporting the federal efforts.  

111.  We would love to participate. Funding is our major obstacle.  

112.  Require that any federal money that gets spent on GIS must be spent on things that conform to the National Map architecture. Do not limit this requirement to grants expressly for technology. Most of GIS that we have in state government is paid for with non-technology grants, coming from the "supplies", "support" or "staff" lines of the annual program grants. If you want to build this thing without a ton of new tax dollars, this is the way to do it.  

7.4 Appendix D - Collaboration and Communication Definitions

Definitions are given to eliminate ambiguity between groups of readers, and to achieve semantic agreement.  In this case, they will also lend more precision to the process of creating and implementing The National Map.

Similarly, assumptions are a set of agreed-upon statements about the situational environment.  They can be considered a set of hypotheses that can be taken for granted.  An important aspect of these assumptions is that they are generally larger in scope than the project under discussion and outside the direct control of the project.  Assumptions ensure that the planned goals of a project will achieve the desired results.

There are also a set of assertions that are built on the assumptions and serve to outline the project goals and objectives.

Assumptions about The National Map:

Assumptions are the starting premises and may be stated as a flat assertion.  All assumptions are drawn from [1] and are in no particular order.

· “Spatial information underpins an increasingly large part of the Nation’s economy.”

· The Internet is the means by which The National Map will be accessed.

· The National Map will utilize a service-oriented architecture to expose the NSDI to a broad cross-section of users.

· Benefits of The National Map to the public include economic development, national security, environmental quality, public health, and education.

· Continuously maintained by data stewards.

· Integrated data.

Important Assertions about The National Map:

· ”…to serve as a foundation for integrating, sharing, and using spatial data easily and consistently.”

· Partnerships for data are central to the mission and function of The National Map.
· Real-time (or, near real-time) updates.

· Data must be presented in a standardized fashion (implying that data will be provided in a standard, ready-to-ingest format, or that USGS will test each data set for conformance to FGDC standards and correct, if necessary).

· The National Map will produce data to FGDC standards and consistent with content depicted on USGS topographic maps when no other suitable provider can be found.

Organizational Definitions

National Spatial Data Infrastructure (NSDI) – the technology, policies, standards, and human resources necessary to acquire, process, store, distribute, and improve the use of spatial data. The NSDI is an umbrella under which organizations and technology interact to foster activities for using, managing, and producing geographic data. Federal responsibilities for the NSDI are coordinated through Office of Management and Budget Circular A-16 and Executive Order 12906. [1]

The USGS plays a leadership role in three national geospatial initiatives that share the goal of building the NSDI.  These activities are jointly managed as a unified portfolio within the National Geospatial Programs Office at USGS.

Federal Geographic Data Committee – an interagency committee established by Office of Management and Budget Circular A-16 to promote the coordinated development, use, sharing, and dissemination of spatial data, and to coordinate the development of the National Spatial Data Infrastructure. [1].  The primary areas of focus for the FGDC are coordination, spatial data standards and policies, clearinghouse technology, education, and outreach. [12]

The National Map - provides the Nation with access to current, accurate, and nationally consistent geospatial data and derived graphic products.  It is being implemented as a network of online databases that provide a seamless, continuously maintained data framework for the Nation and serve as a foundation for integrating, sharing, and using other data easily and reliably.  Under the stewardship of the USGS, and through partnerships with State, local, and tribal governments, other Federal agencies, and private industry, The National Map makes available the following:

· Digital orthorectified images of the earth’s surface.

· Surface elevation and bathymetric data.

· Vector feature data for hydrography, transportation, boundaries, and structures.

· Geographic names of physical and cultural features.

· Land cover data.

[adapted from 8]

Geospatial One-Stop – an intergovernmental project managed by the Department of the Interior in support of the President's Initiative for E-government. Geospatial One-Stop provides an Internet portal to facilitate information discovery by the public; improves access to geospatial data made available by participating organizations; provides a marketplace for information on geospatial investments; and promotes geospatial data applications, data content and interoperability standards.  [adapted from 11]

Other Key Definitions
Activity - A named process, function, or task that occurs over time and has recognizable results. Activities use up resources to produce products and services. Activities combine to form business processes. [2]

Application  - 1. Software that lets users do relatively complex tasks as well as create and modify documents.  2. An instance where data are put to some specific use or purpose on the landscape 

Architecture – The design of a system, or the way component pieces fit together.  May be conceived of any complex system such as "software architecture" or "network architecture.  IT architecture is a design for the arrangement and interoperation of technical components that together provide an organization its information and communication infrastructure. [2]   See enterprise.

Benefit - A term used to indicate an advantage, profit, or gain attained by an individual or organization.  A tangible benefit is one produced by an investment that is immediately obvious and measurable. [2]

Best practices - The processes, practices, and systems identified in public and private organizations that perform exceptionally well and are widely recognized as improving an organization's performance and efficiency in specific areas. Successfully identifying and applying best practices can reduce business expenses and improve organizational efficiency. [4]

Business case - A structured proposal for business improvement that functions as a decision package for organizational decision-makers. A business case includes an analysis of business process performance and associated needs or problems, proposed alternative solutions, assumptions, constraints, and a risk-adjusted cost-benefit analysis. [4]

Business process - A collection of related, structured activities--a chain of events--that produce a specific service or product for a particular customer or customers. [3] 

Collaboration - Collaboration is the process of shared creation: two or more individuals with complementary skills interacting to create a shared understanding that none had previously possessed or could have come to on their own. [6]  
Communication - The creation of a shared understanding through interaction among two or more agents. Communication depends upon interpretation of some message by the listener.  The understanding created through communication can never be absolute or complete, but instead is an interactive and ongoing process in which common ground, (i.e., assumed mutual beliefs and mutual knowledge), is accumulated and updated. [5]   

Community (of practice) - An affinity group. An informal network or forum where tips are exchanged and ideas generated. A group of professionals informally bound to one another through exposure to a common class of problems or common pursuit of solutions, and thereby themselves embodying a store of knowledge. [2].  

Customers – Anyone who uses an organization’s resources, products, or services.  Includes internal (to USGS) and external customers, the public, partners and stakeholders. [13]

Data - Information stored in a formalized manner suitable for communication, interpretation, or processing. Operations can be performed upon data by humans or by automatic means.  Any representations such as characters or analog quantities to which meaning is or might be assigned.  A representation of facts or instructions in a form suitable for communication, interpretation, or processing by human or automatic means. Data includes constants, variables, arrays, and character strings. [9]

Enterprise - A business endeavor within a particular organizational environment.  An enterprise architecture is a design for the arrangement and interoperation of business components (e.g., policies, operations, infrastructure, information) that together make up the enterprise's means of operation. [2]

Geospatial data – Information that identifies the geographic location and characteristics of natural processes, natural or constructed features, and boundaries on the Earth. The information may be derived from, among other things, remote sensing, mapping, and surveying technologies. [1]

Information - 1. A message, usually in the form of a document or an audible or visible communication, meant to change the way a receiver perceives something and to influence judgment or behavior; data that makes a difference.   2. Patterns in data.  3. That which reduces uncertainty. [2]   Compare with data and knowledge. 

Information system is an organized collection, processing, transmission, and dissemination of information in accordance with defined procedures, whether automated or manual. Information systems include non-financial, financial, and mixed systems. [2] 

Interoperability - The ability of information systems to operate in conjunction with each other, encompassing communication protocols, hardware, software, application, and data compatibility layers. [2]

Knowledge - Part of the hierarchy made up of data, information and knowledge.  While data are raw facts, and information is data with context and perspective, knowledge is information with guidance for action based upon insight and experience. [adapted from 10]

Metadata – Data about data; data about the content, quality, condition, and other characteristics of data.  (Note: in addition to this restricted definition of ‘metadata’, there are ‘metadata’ that describe web services and their associated capabilities). [1]

Model - A representation of a set of components of a process, system, or subject area, generally developed for understanding, analysis, improvement, and/or replacement of the process. A representation of information, activities, relationships, and constraints. [2]

Partners – Individuals, groups, and agencies that are formally engaged in helping an organization, or individual, accomplish its mission. [13]

Partnership - A relationship between two or more organizations, or individuals, cooperating to achieve a shared outcome. [14]

Service-oriented architecture - A service-oriented architecture is essentially a collection of services. These services communicate with each other.  The communication can involve either simple data passing or it could involve two or more services coordinating some activity. Some means of connecting services to each other is needed.  [7]  

Stakeholder - An individual or group with an interest in the success of an organization in delivering intended results and maintaining the viability of the organization's products and services. Stakeholders influence programs, products, and services. Examples include congressional members; staff of relevant appropriations, authorizing, and oversight committees; representatives of central management and oversight entities such as OMB and GAO; and representatives of key interest groups, including those groups that represent the organization's customers and interested members of the public. [3]  

Standard - A set of documented and approved criteria, guidelines and best practices that a particular domain is expected to use and enforce. Examples of system elements that require standards are data elements, data modeling, application development, project management, vendor management, production operation, user support, asset management, technology evaluation, architecture governance, configuration management, and problem resolution. [2]  

Strategic plan - A document used by an organization to align its organization and budget structure with organizational priorities, missions, and objectives. According to requirements of the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA), a strategic plan should include a mission statement, a description of the agency's long-term goals and objectives, and strategies or means the agency plans to use to achieve these general goals and objectives. The strategic plan may also identify external factors that could affect achievement of long-term goals. [3]  

Primary Sources

1.  Glossary.  (pp. 25 – 27) The National Map. Final Report.  Cooperative Topographic Mapping Program, U.S. Geological Survey.  Reston, VA.  2001

2.  Interoperability Clearinghouse, Glossary of Terms.  Interoperability Clearinghouse Architecture Resource Center.  2004 http://www.ichnet.org/glossary.htm
3.  Government Accounting Office, Glossary of IT Investment Terms. 2003 http://www.gao.gov/policy/itguide/glossary.htm
4. Government Accounting Office, BPR Glossary of Terms.  2003

http://www.gao.gov/special.pubs/bprag/bprgloss.htm
5. Ostwald, Jonathan, “Knowledge Construction in Software Development”, doctoral thesis, 1996. http://www.cs.colorado.edu/~ostwald/thesis/glossary.html
6. Global Software Engineering, Lehrstuhl für Angewandte Softwaretechnik, Technische Universität München, Glossary http://wwwbruegge.in.tum.de/projects/globalse/publications/glossary/
7. Barry & Associates, Inc. http://www.service-architecture.com/web-services/articles/service-oriented_architecture_soa_definition.html Burnsville, MN, 2004

8. Implementation Plan for The National Map, Version 1.0, U.S. Geological Survey.  Reston, VA, October 18, 2003.

9. Learning Services: http://www.gcal.ac.uk/cit/helpdesk/useful_definitions.htm
10. IT Infrastructure Library, Office of Government Commerce, London, UK.  http://www.itilpeople.com/Glossary/Glossary_k.htm
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7.5 Appendix E - List of Best Practices Model Interview Subjects

	State
	TNM Involvement
	State
	USGS Liaison
	Local/Regional Council

	AK
	Beginning
	Richard McMahon 
	
	

	CA
	(Regional Council interview)
	
	Carol Ostergren 
	Lis Klute, Bay Area Regional GIS Council 

	DE
	Pilot
	Sandy Schenk and 

Mike Mahafie 
	
	Tim Westbrook and Patrick Susi, Newcastle County 

	IN
	Participating
	Jill Saligoe-Simmel 
	Charley Hickman 
	

	NJ
	Participating
	Bruce Harrison 
	
	John Peterson,

Atlantic County 

	NY
	Not participating
	Bruce Oswald 
	
	Sam Wear,

Westchester County

	MN
	(Regional Council interview)
	
	Ron Wencl 
	Randy Johnson, 

MetroGIS 

	MT
	Participating
	Stuart Kirkpatrick 
	Lance Clampitt 
	

	NC
	Participating
	Zsolt Nagy
	Chris Kanan 
	Andy Goretti, 

Mecklenberg County 

	PA
	Pilot – not completed
	
	David Terrell 
	James Querry, 

City of Philadelphia 

	TX
	Pilot
	Mike Ouimet 
	Jean Parcher 
	Grant Garrison,

Houston-Galveston Area Council 

	VA
	Not participating
	Bill Shinar 
	
	Larry Stipek, 

Loudoun County 

	WA/

ID
	Pilot
	Jeff Holm (WA) 
	Tracy Fuller
	Ian Von Essen, 

Spokane County 

	TOTALS
	Pilot – 4

Participating – 4

Beginning – 1

Not participating – 2

Reg. Council only - 2
	10
	8
	10


7.6 Appendix F - Interview Questions for Best Practices Model Work Group
TARGET AUDIENCE:  STATE PERSPECTIVE 

National Map and GOS Implementation Questions

1. How many data themes are you addressing in your state GI implementation?  What National Map data themes are you addressing in your state Geographic Information (GI) implementation?

2. How would you rank your National Map participation on a scale of 1 for not participating to 5 for aggressively implementing The National Map?

3. How would you rank your GOS participation on a scale of 1 for not participating to 5 for aggressively participating in GOS?

4. What is your primary reason for not participating more fully in The National Map? GOS?

5. What would need to happen for you to participate more fully in The National Map? GOS?

6. Are there aspects of your state GI coordination program that should be part of The National Map? GOS?
Your Geographic Information Implementation and Partnering with NGPO 

7. How do you relate your state’s geographic information (GI) program to NGPO programs? What is your understanding of the components of NGPO?

8. How do you define your state’s GI implementation to new potential partners – what are the benefits that you promote?  

9. Have the NGPO programs provided you with the information and materials you need to maximize your promotion efforts to your stakeholders?

10. How important would you say is the marketing or promotion aspect to the success of the implementation?

11. Success of the NGPO programs will be measured in terms of the uses of geographic information – the quantity and breadth of applications, and the improvement or impact of using geographic information as a basis for decision-making and to solve problems or improve services.  Beyond the concept of providing data for general multiple-uses, have you addressed any specific business needs in any of your data layers or your implementation?  How is your GI implementation being used to meet state, regional or local business needs?

12. Does your implementation include local data?  If not, do you plan to include it in the future?

13. How do you get feedback from stakeholders and users?  Has this helped to improve your implementation?

14. In what ways do you measure and report accomplishments and improvements in your implementation?

15. Have you been able to document savings from reducing redundancy or from improving efficiency?  If so, how?

Statewide Council Support

16. The NSGIC coordination model is a cornerstone of effective collaboration in the NGPO conceptual best practices model.  Is your GI implementation a part of the strategies of your statewide council and its implementing staff or agencies, or is this implementation independent from statewide coordination activities?

17. Is your implementation based on state framework data?  Is it linked to an I-Plan?

18. Does your statewide council or its implementation staff or agency have any role in defining best available data or coordinating data integration and stewardship for your implementation?

USGS Support

19. Do you routinely work with your USGS state geography liaison?  How has he or she helped?  

20. Briefly describe any technical assistance USGS provided to your implementation.

21. What are the functions and roles of the USGS liaisons and/or technical staff in distributed teams that are or would be most helpful to you in your NSDI implementation – for this group of questions use the following scale:

1= strongly disagree
 

2=somewhat disagree

3=neutral/don’t know

4=somewhat agree


5=strongly agree

21A Serve as an active, committed partner in defining and addressing shared NSDI goals through the statewide coordination body.


             This is an important function for the liaison (choose a number 1-5)


             My liaison is performing this currently (choose a number 1-5)

21B Support and enhance coordination efforts by focusing energy and resources on working through and building up statewide coordination bodies to develop NGPO programs.

This is an important function for the liaison (choose a number 1-5)


My liaison is performing this currently (choose a number 1-5)

21C Understand and advocate for infrastructure that needs to be built - help to develop resources in the statewide coordination council that compliment NGPO programs.  


This is an important function for the liaison (choose a number 1-5)


My liaison is performing this currently (choose a number 1-5)
21D Establish or proactively support federal coordination groups in your region or state
.  


This is an important function for the liaison (choose a number 1-5)


My liaison is performing this currently (choose a number 1-5)

21E Develop a joint long-term plan between the statewide coordination and USGS to build state implementations of NGPO programs (GOS, The National Map, and implement FGDC concepts)

This is an important function for the liaison (choose a number 1-5)


My liaison is performing this currently (choose a number 1-5)

21F Base field-level NGPO plans on existing state framework and/or I-plans


This is an important function for the liaison (choose a number 1-5)


My liaison is performing this currently (choose a number 1-5)

21G Make decisions that commit USGS resources (funds, staff support, direction setting, etc.)


This is an important function for the liaison (choose a number 1-5)


My liaison is performing this currently (choose a number 1-5)

21H Work with technical-level partner counterparts to advise and provide support on data assessment 


This is an important function for the distributed team (choose a number 1-5)


USGS technical staff are performing this currently (choose a number 1-5)

21I Work with technical-level partner counterparts to advise and provide support on data integration

This is an important function for the distributed team (choose a number 1-5)


USGS technical staff are performing this currently (choose a number 1-5)

21J Work with technical-level partner counterparts to advise and provide support on metadata

This is an important function for the distributed team (choose a number 1-5)


USGS technical staff are performing this currently (choose a number 1-5)

21K Work with technical-level partner counterparts to advise and provide support on web services


This is an important function for the distributed team (choose a number 1-5)


USGS technical staff are performing this currently (choose a number 1-5)

21L Work with technical-level partner counterparts to advise and provide support on data access and product capabilities


This is an important function for the distributed team (choose a number 1-5)


USGS technical staff are performing this currently (choose a number 1-5)

21M Work with technical-level partner counterparts to advise and do some support on architecture design


This is an important function for the distributed team (choose a number 1-5)


USGS technical staff are performing this currently (choose a number 1-5)

21N Develop technical expertise on the distributed team that is responsive to particular needs in the state or region; develop a supporting that is prescribed by and meets community plans and needs.


This is an important function for the distributed team (choose a number 1-5)


USGS technical staff are performing this currently (choose a number 1-5)

22. What specific technical support from a USGS liaison or distributed team would be most useful to your long-term GI implementation plans?  

23. What capacity needs to be built to sustain and enhance your implementation to broaden participation?

Funding

24. What sources of funding have you used for your state’s GI implementation?  

25. What kind of funding approach from the USGS would you prefer (choose one):

· Distribute USGS funding through CAP and other grants 

· Develop long-term (3-5 year) plans and have USGS align resource investment with the plans on a year-by-year basis

· Combination of grants and long-term resource planning  - if this choice, what percentage of each?

26. Does your USGS liaison and distributed team have an appropriate level of authority and discretion over funding to be responsive to opportunities in your state?  What affect do you think increased authority and discretion at the USGS field level would have for supporting your NSDI implementation? 

Consistency, Seamlessness, Quality

27. Are your datasets integrated and seamless horizontally and/or vertically?  If so, who has done the work?  If not, do you have plans to make them seamless in the future?  

28. Have you integrated overlapping datasets?  If so, who makes the decision about which dataset is the “best available”?  

29. What are other ways you achieve consistency in datasets that come from a variety of sources, in differing scales, formats and attribute schemas?  

30. Do you preserve the resolution, attributes and features of local data, or are local data translated or integrated into a statewide standard or data model?  If data are translated into a state model, do you preserve minimal features and attributes with keys to additional attributes and features in local data?

31. For which data layers have you defined data stewards?  Who are the data stewards?  What would be needed to advance data stewardship?

32. How do you ensure data quality in your implementation for data that come from a variety of sources?  
33. How are data QA/QCed?

34. What are the primary barriers or bottlenecks that have you encountered in your state’s GI implementation?

35. What are the top three characteristics or activities that bring focus and success to your implementation?

Clarification of Roles

A primary goal of the Best Practices Model is to help clarify appropriate roles for partners, statewide councils, and the USGS in terms of defining best available data, data integration and ensuring data quality for NGPO programs.  Please answer the following based on what you believe would be the most appropriate roles, regardless of your current situation.  

36. At what level should best available data be determined (regional council, statewide council, USGS or other)?

37. At what level should data integration be coordinated (regional council, statewide council, USGS or other)?  What role would you like the USGS to play in integrating local datasets for The National Map?

38. At what level should QA/QC take place (regional council, statewide council, USGS or other)?  What role would you like the USGS to play in quality assurance for NGPO programs, particularly The National Map?

39. What role do you see for the statewide council in developing and maintaining NGPO programs?  

40. How would agency-to-agency agreements between NGPO, particularly The National Map, and other federal programs affect the acceptance and implementation of NGPO programs in your state?

41. Do you feel it is important for the USGS to develop a capability to produce paper maps?

42. What opportunities do you see for the NGPO to better serve the community?

43. What requirements need to be addressed by the NGPO?

44. What opportunities do you see for technical, programmatic, and institutional integration?

General Statewide Coordination Questions

We consider effective statewide coordination a keystone to the conceptual best practices for developing NGPO programs.  We would like to know about your statewide coordination model, including all it’s sub-councils and implementation entities, and its impact (actual and potential) for implementing NGPO programs.  We are using the NSGIC State Model as an input and given in our model.

45. Do you think that a model of locally organized and managed regional councils that feed into the statewide coordinating group could be effective in increasing and organizing local and other participation?  

46. What do you feel is the best way to engage local agencies in statewide coordination efforts?

47. Is there a federal coordinating group in your state or region?  Do you think that one would one be helpful to your coordination efforts?

48. In what ways are your priorities and needs conveyed in the political system?

49. What has been done to integrate business needs across levels of government?

50. What other groups or organizations are making a difference that you want to acknowledge?  What are they contributing?

51. Is there an organization that is not participating that could make a positive contribution to the statewide coordination effort?

52. What other national or regional programs do you complement?

TARGET AUDIENCE:  LOCAL PERSPECTIVE 

(Numbers in parentheses link the question to the parallel question in the state interview)

National Map and GOS Implementation Questions

1. 
(1) How many data themes are you addressing in your local GI implementation?  What National Map data themes are you addressing in your Geographic Information (GI) implementation?

2. 
(2) How would you rank your National Map participation on a scale of 1 for not participating to 5 for aggressively implementing The National Map?

3. 
(3) How would you rank your GOS participation on a scale of 1 for not participating to 5 for aggressively participating in GOS?

4. 
(4) What is your primary reason for not participating more fully in The National Map? GOS?

5. 
(5) What would need to happen for you to participate more fully in The National Map? GOS?

6. 
(6) Are there aspects of your GI coordination program that should be part of The National Map? GOS?

Your Geographic Information Implementation and Partnering with NGPO 
7. 
(7)  How do you relate your geographic information (GI) program to NGPO programs? What is your understanding of the components of NGPO?

8. 
(8)  How do you define your GI implementation to new potential partners – what are the benefits that you promote?  

9. 
(9)  Have the NGPO programs provided you with the information and materials you need to maximize your promotion efforts to your stakeholders?

10. 
(10)  How important would you say is the marketing or promotion aspect to the success of the implementation?

11. 
(11)  Success of the NGPO programs will be measured in terms of the uses of geographic information – the quantity and breadth of applications, and the improvement or impact of using geographic information as a basis for decision-making and to solve problems or improve services.  Beyond the concept of providing data for general multiple-uses, have you addressed any specific business needs in any of your data layers or your implementation?  How is your GI implementation being used to meet state, regional or local business needs?

12. 
(13) How do you get feedback from stakeholders and users?  Has this helped to improve your implementation?

13. 
(14) In what ways do you measure and report accomplishments and improvements in your implementation?

14.
(15) Have you been able to document savings from reducing redundancy or from improving efficiency?  If so, how?

Statewide Council Support
15. 
(16) The NSGIC coordination model is a cornerstone of effective collaboration in the NGPO conceptual best practices model.  Is your GI implementation a part of or linked with the strategies of your statewide council, or is this implementation independent from statewide coordination activities?

16.  (18) Does your statewide council or its staff have any role in defining best available data or coordinating data integration and stewardship that involve your data?

USGS Support

17. (19) Do you routinely work with your USGS state geography liaison?  How has he or she helped?  

18.  (20) Briefly describe any technical assistance USGS provided to your implementation.

19.  (22) What specific technical support from a USGS liaison or distributed team would be most useful to your long-term GI implementation plans?  

20.  (23) What capacity needs to be built to sustain and enhance your implementation to broaden participation?

Funding Sources

21.  (24) What sources of funding have you used for your GI implementation?  Do you have a fee structure for your datasets?  

22. 
(25) What kind of funding approach from the USGS would you prefer (choose one):

· Distribute USGS funding through CAP and other grants 

· Develop long-term (3-5 year) plans and have USGS align resource investment with the plans on a year-by-year basis

· Combination of grants and long-term resource planning  - if this choice, what percentage of each?

23.
(26) Does your USGS liaison and distributed team have an appropriate level of authority and discretion over funding to be responsive to opportunities in your state?  What affect do you think increased authority and discretion at the USGS field level would have for supporting your NSDI implementation? 

GIS Data Characteristics

(Consistency, Vertical Integration, Jurisdictional Boundary-Seamlessness, Quality)
24.
(27) Are your datasets integrated and seamless horizontally and/or vertically?  If so, who has done the work?    If not, do you have plans to make them seamless in the future?

25.
(27) Is there an effort in your state to integrate local data across jurisdictional boundaries.  If so, who has done the work?  

26.
(28) Have you worked with adjacent local governments on integrating data and eliminating overlapping data?  

27.
(30) Does your state integrate your data into a statewide standard or data model?  Does it preserve the resolution, attributes and features of your data, or do they preserve minimal features and attributes with keys to additional ones in your dataset?

28.  (31) For which data layers have you defined data stewards?  Who are the data stewards?  What would be needed to advance data stewardship? Are local governments playing a role in data stewardship in the state?

29. (34) What are the primary barriers or bottlenecks that you have encountered in your GI implementation?

30. (35) What are the top three characteristics or activities that bring focus and success to your implementation?

Clarification of Roles

A primary goal of the Best Practices Model is to help clarify appropriate roles for partners, statewide councils, and the USGS in terms of defining best available data, data integration and ensuring data quality for NGPO programs.  In the model, we propose that the formation of regional geographic information councils be encouraged to engage local government participation in GI coordination within their self-defined areas of interest.  Regional council activities would feed into the statewide council, which would feed into the national efforts.  In some areas the regional councils may be related to Council of Governments, in others, they may map to regional professional or other established groups for example, GIS regional user groups.   Please answer the following based on what you believe would be the most appropriate roles, regardless of your current situation.  

31.
(51) Do you think that a model of locally organized and managed regional councils that feed into the statewide coordinating group could be effective in increasing and organizing local and other participation?  

32.
(36) Do you think that a regional council should have a role in determining best available data in its region and feed that data up to the state, or would this role fall to the state, statewide council or USGS?

33.
(37) Do you think that a regional council should play a role in coordinating data integration across the jurisdictions in its region, or would this role fall to the state, statewide council or USGS?   

34.
(38) Do you think that a regional council should play a role in QA/QCing data in its area, or would this role fall to the state, statewide council or USGS?  What role would you like the USGS to play in quality assurance for NGPO programs, particularly The National Map? 

35.
(39) What role do you see for local governments in developing and maintaining NGPO programs?  

36.
(40) How would agency-to-agency agreements between NGPO, particularly The National Map, and other federal programs affect the acceptance and implementation of NGPO programs?

37.
(41) Do you feel it is important for the USGS to develop a capability to produce paper maps?

38.
(42) What opportunities do you see for the NGPO to better serve the community?

39.
(43) What requirements need to be addressed by the NGPO?

40.
(44) What opportunities do you see for technical, programmatic, and institutional integration?

General Statewide Coordination Questions

We consider effective statewide coordination a keystone to the conceptual best practices for developing NGPO programs.  We would like to know about your statewide coordination model, including all it’s sub-councils and implementation entities, and its impact (actual and potential) for implementing NGPO programs.  We are using the NSGIC State Model as an input and given in our model. Grayed-out questions can be answered through existing NSGIC reports and will not be asked. 

41.
(50) Is your state coordination body working effectively to involve local government participation?

42.
(52) What do you feel is the best way to engage local agencies in statewide coordination efforts?

43.
(54) Is there a federal coordinating group in your state or region?  Do you think that one would one be helpful to your coordination efforts?

44.
(55) In what ways are your priorities and needs conveyed in the political system? (comment: Is this question meant across all levels of government?  How are your funding needs met.)

45
(56) What has been done in your state to integrate business needs across levels of government?

46.
(57) What other groups or organizations are making a difference in your statewide coordination effort that you want to acknowledge?  What are they contributing?

47.
(58) Is there an organization that is not participating that could make a positive contribution to the statewide coordination effort?

48.
(59) What other national or regional programs do you complement, support, and participate in?

TARGET AUDIENCE:  REGIONAL GROUP PERSPECTIVE 

(Numbers in parentheses link the question to the parallel question in the state interview)

About your organization

1. (0) What is the mission of your regional council or group?

2. (0) What organizational structure do you have – is it formal or informal?

3. (0) How did you arrive at your region’s boundaries?  

4. (0) What are your current initiatives and recent accomplishments?

5. (0) What future initiatives would you like to address?  

National Map and GOS Implementation Questions

6. (1) How many data themes are you addressing in your local GI implementation?  What National Map data themes are you addressing in your Geographic Information (GI) implementation?

7. (2) How would you rank your National Map participation on a scale of 1 for not participating to 5 for aggressively implementing The National Map?

8. (3) How would you rank your GOS participation on a scale of 1 for not participating to 5 for aggressively participating in GOS?

9. (4) What is your primary reason for not participating more fully in The National Map? GOS?

10. (5) What would need to happen for you to participate more fully in The National Map? GOS?

11. (6) Are there aspects of your GI coordination program that should be part of The National Map? GOS?

12. (59) What other national or regional programs do you complement, support, and participate in?

Communicating the message and meeting business needs
13. (7) How do you associate your geographic information (GI) program to NGPO programs? What is your understanding of the components of NGPO?

14. (8) How do you define your GI implementation to new potential partners – what are the benefits that you promote?  

15. (9) Have the NGPO programs provided you with the information and materials you need to maximize your promotion efforts to your stakeholders?

16. (10) How important would you say is the marketing or promotion aspect to the success of the implementation?

17. (11) Success of the NGPO programs will be measured in terms of the uses of geographic information – the quantity and breadth of applications, and the improvement or impact of using geographic information as a basis for decision-making and to solve problems or improve services.  Beyond the concept of providing data for general multiple-uses, have you addressed any specific business needs in any of your data layers or your implementation?  How is your GI implementation being used to meet state, regional or local business needs?

18. (13) How do you get feedback from stakeholders and users?  Has this helped to improve your implementation?

19. (14) In what ways do you measure and report accomplishments and improvements in your implementation?

20. (15) Have you been able to document savings from reducing redundancy or from improving efficiency?  If so, how?

Coordination
21. (16) The NSGIC coordination model is a cornerstone of effective collaboration in the NGPO conceptual best practices model.  Is your GI implementation a part of or linked with the strategies of your statewide council, or is this implementation independent from statewide coordination activities?

22. (50) Is your state coordination body working effectively to involve local government participation?  Is your regional group engaged in the council?

23. (51) Do you think that a model of locally organized and managed regional councils that feed into the statewide coordinating group could be effective in increasing and organizing local and other participation?  

24. (52) What do you feel is the best way to engage local agencies in statewide coordination efforts?

25. (56) What has been done in your state to integrate business needs across levels of government?

26. (19) What capacity needs to be built to sustain and enhance your implementation to broaden participation?

27. (33) What role do you see for local governments in implementing NGPO programs (TNM, GOS and FGDC)?  

Data
28. (27/28, 32) Are you working to integrate datasets across jurisdictional boundaries within your region?  If so, who is doing the work?  If so, how are the data from multiple sources QA/QCed?

29.  (30) Does your state integrate your data into a statewide standard or model?  Doe they preserve the resolution, attributes and features of your data, or do they preserve minimal features and attributes with keys to additional ones in your dataset?  

30. (31) Have you defined or do you plan to define regional data stewards? 

31. (33) What are the primary barriers or bottlenecks that you have encountered?

32. (34) What are the top three characteristics or activities that bring focus and success to your implementation?  

TARGET AUDIENCE:  USGS LIAISON PERSPECTIVE
(Numbers in parentheses link the question to the parallel question in the state interview)

Communicating a Purpose
1. 
(9) Has The National Map, and now the additional NGPO programs, provided you with the information and materials you need to maximize your promotion efforts to your stakeholders?

2. 
(10) How important would you say is the marketing or promotion aspect to the success of the implementation you are working with?

3. 
(11) Success of the NGPO programs will be measured in terms of the uses of geographic information – the quantity and breadth of applications, and the improvement or impact of using geographic information as a basis for decision-making and to solve problems or improve services.  Beyond the concept of providing data for general multiple-uses, has the implementation you are working on addressed any specific business needs?  How is the GI implementation being used to meet state, regional or local business needs?

4. 
(13) How do you get feedback for the implementation from stakeholders and users?  Has this helped to improve your implementation?

5. 
(14) In what ways do you measure and report accomplishments and improvements in your implementation?

Statewide Council Support
6. 
(16) The NSGIC coordination model is a cornerstone of effective collaboration in the NGPO conceptual best practices model.  Is the implementation you’ve been working on a direct part of or linked with the strategies of your statewide council, or is this implementation independent from statewide coordination activities?

7.   (18) Does your statewide council or its staff have any role in defining best available data or coordinating data integration and stewardship for the implementation you are working on?

USGS Support
8. (19) Do you routinely work with your state coordinator?  What is the relationship of the state coordinator with other agencies in the state?    

9.  (20)  Briefly describe any technical assistance the USGS is providing to your partners and to the implementation.

10. (22)  What specific technical support from a USGS liaison or distributed team do you think would be most useful to your state’s long-term GI implementation plans?  

11.  (23)  What capacity needs to be built in your state to sustain and enhance your implementation to broaden participation?
Funding Sources

12.  (24) What sources of funding have you used for your GI implementation?  

13. 
(25) What kind of funding approach from the USGS do you think would be most effective (choose one):

· Distribute USGS funding through CAP and other grants 

· Develop long-term (3-5 year) plans and have USGS align resource investment with the plans on a year-by-year basis

· Combination of grants and long-term resource planning  - if this choice, what percentage of each?

14.
(26) Do you and your distributed team (if you have one) have an appropriate level of authority and discretion over funding to be responsive to opportunities in your state?  What affect do you think increased authority and discretion at the USGS field level would have for supporting your NSDI implementation? 

GIS Data Characteristics

(Consistency, Vertical Integration, Jurisdictional Boundary-Seamlessness, Quality)
15.
(27) Are the datasets in the implementation you are working on integrated and seamless horizontally and/or vertically?  If so, who has done the work?    If not, are there plans to make them seamless in the future?

16.
(27) Is there an effort in your state to integrate local data across jurisdictional boundaries.  If so, who has done the work?  

17.
(28) Have you integrated overlapping datasets on the USGS side of your implementation?  If so, who makes the decision about which dataset is the “best available”?  

18.
(29) What are other ways you achieve consistency in datasets that come from a variety of sources, in differing scales, formats and attribute schemas?  

19.
(30) Does your state preserve the resolution, attributes and features of local data, or are local data translated or integrated into a statewide standard or data model?  If data are translated into a state model, do they preserve minimal features and attributes with keys to additional attributes and features in local data?

20.
(31) For which data layers have you worked with your partners to define data stewards?  Who are the data stewards?  What would be needed to advance data stewardship? Are local governments playing a role in data stewardship in the state?

21. (34) What are the primary barriers or bottlenecks that you have encountered in your GI implementation?

22.
(35) What are the top three characteristics or activities that bring focus and success to your implementation?

Clarification of Roles

A primary goal of the Best Practices Model is to help clarify appropriate roles for partners, statewide councils, and the USGS in terms of defining best available data, data integration and ensuring data quality for NGPO programs.  In the model, we propose that the formation of regional geographic information councils be encouraged to engage local government participation in GI coordination within their self-defined areas of interest.  Regional council activities would feed into the statewide council, which would feed into the national efforts.  In some areas the regional councils may be related to Council of Governments, in others, they may map to regional professional or other established groups for example, GIS regional user groups.   Please answer the following based on what you believe would be the most appropriate roles, regardless of your current situation.  

23.
(36) Based on your experience in your state, at what level should best available data be determined (regional council, statewide council, USGS or other)?

24.
(37) Based on your experience in your state, at what level should data integration be coordinated (regional council, statewide council, USGS or other)?  What role do you think the USGS should play in integrating local datasets for The National Map?

25.
(38) Based on your experience in your state, at what level should QA/QC take place (regional council, statewide council, USGS or other)?  What role do you think the USGS should play in quality assurance for NGPO programs, particularly The National Map?

26.
(39) What role do you see for the statewide council in developing and maintaining NGPO programs?  

27.
(40) How would agency-to-agency agreements between NGPO, particularly The National Map, and other federal programs affect the acceptance and implementation of NGPO programs in your state?

28.
(41) Do you feel it is important for the USGS to develop a capability to produce paper maps?

29.
(42) What opportunities do you see for the NGPO to better serve the community?

30.
(43) What requirements need to be addressed by the NGPO?

31.
(44) What opportunities do you see for technical, programmatic, and institutional integration?
General Statewide Coordination Questions

We consider effective statewide coordination a keystone to the conceptual best practices for developing NGPO programs.  We would like to know about your statewide coordination model, including all it’s sub-councils and implementation entities, and its impact (actual and potential) for implementing NGPO programs.  We are using the NSGIC State Model as an input and given in our model. Grayed-out questions can be answered through existing NSGIC reports and will not be asked. 

32.
(49) Are all state agencies engaged in and contributing to statewide coordination?  If not, why not?  What would be needed to get their participation? 

33.  (50) Is your state coordination body working effectively to involve local government participation?

33.
(51)  Do you think that a model of locally organized and managed regional councils that feed into the statewide coordinating group could be effective in increasing and organizing local and other participation?  

34.
(52) What do you feel is the best way to engage local agencies in statewide coordination efforts?

35.  (53) How is federal government participating in your process - what feds participate?

36.
(54) Is there a federal coordinating group in your state or region?  Do you think that one would one be helpful to your coordination efforts?

37.
(55) In what ways are NSDI priorities and needs conveyed in the state’s political system? 

38.
(56) What has been done in your state to integrate business needs across levels of government?

39.
(57) What other groups or organizations are making a difference in your statewide coordination effort that you want to acknowledge?  What are they contributing?

40.
(58) Is there an organization that is not participating that could make a positive contribution to the statewide coordination effort?

7.7 Appendix G - Conceptual Model - Ideal Coordination Roles

Statewide Coordination Body

Provides oversight, guidance, coordination, policy, strategy for overall statewide process of:

· Inventorying data

· Obtaining existing data and acquiring/cost-sharing on new data

· Assessing data and determining “best available” 

· Integrating data

· Ensuring metadata

· Defining, assigning and implementing data stewardship

· Assuring and controlling data quality

· Developing web mapping/feature services

· Providing access to data and paper maps

· Training and education

· Outreach and marketing

· Process documentation

What the council does:

· Coordinate with local government via regional councils and associations, and with federal agencies via the regional federal coordinating group

· Establish contracting vehicles to achieve economies of scale in procuring software, hardware, data, and services

· Identify, establish, codify, agree to standards

· Seek, leverage, assist with funding/appropriations
Council’s Core Staff:
· Statewide GIS Coordinator – Enterprise coordination efforts related to GIS technology policy and issues; enterprise GIS strategic planning and implementation; primary representative for statewide GIS community; sets program objectives for statewide coordination; leads Council’s policy advisory group

· GIS Business Analyst – Enterprise coordination efforts related to development of GIS technologies within state, regional, and local governmental agencies; leads Framework Implementation Team (or equivalent) and Council’s technical advisory group

· Data Administrator – Enterprise GIS data administration activities (including data acquisition, management, documentation, & access)

· Web Administrator – Enterprise web site administration activities (including web page and interface maintenance and improvements)
Council’s Core Staff Functions:

Application Administration

· IMS - web interface to geographic base data, customized access to data (map services and feature services)

· Spatial RDBMS – optimization of data structures and indexing for geographic data stored centrally

· Middleware (e.g., Xmarc, Cartalinea, Freelance or other) – security and interface controls for accessing distributed databases and structures (spatial and non-spatial)

Outreach Coordination

· Local (County & City) – data and technology

· Regional (councils and federal) – standards and stewardship

Data Coordination

· Development and maintenance of coordinated and integrated framework data in support of government activities at all levels (local, regional, tribal, state, and federal)

· Staff to the NSDI/FGDC Framework Implementation Team and its subcommittees

Administrative Support

· Facilitation/support of core staff tasks related to day-to-day activities

Council/Core Staff’s Connection to IT:
· Strong organizational connection to State CIO

· State CIO member of Council

· Statewide IT governance structure includes Council

· Spatial data management and web services supported by centralized state IT services group, particularly hardware and telecommunications

· GIS strategic and tactical plans aligned with and supportive of statewide IT plans
State Agencies

Participate in and support council initiatives, where appropriate (related to mission):

· Provide data and publish metadata

· Participate in data acquisition cost-sharing and other joint funding opportunities for applications and other activities

· Support data assessment and integration

· Provide technical expertise 

· Provide web mapping and web services including download

· Implement standards

· Provide for stewardship activities related to mission

· Advocate best practices and coordination

· Liaison/coordinate with related federal agency level, also liaison/coordinate with local level, liaison with customers

· Define requirements for data and applications

Regional Councils

Implementing, administering, coordinating:
· Inventory data

· Obtain existing and acquire/cost-share on new data

· Assess data and determine “best available” 

· Integrate data

· Ensure metadata

· Define and implement data stewards

· Develop web mapping services

· Coordinate with local and other agencies with presence in the region

· Share technical expertise

· Draw in partners and content that wouldn’t otherwise be there 

Local Agencies 

Participate in and support regional council initiatives:
· Participate in cost-sharing and other joint funding opportunities for data acquisition, applications, and other activities

· Liaison/coordinate with related federal agency level, also liaison/coordinate with state level, liaison with customers

· Provide available data and metadata

· Support data integration

· Provide technical expertise 

· Provide web mapping and web services

· Support Standard Coordination

· Advocate best practices and coordination

· Define requirements for local data and applications

· Provide stewardship activities related to mission 
USGS NSDI Partnership Offices 

Participate in and support council initiatives:

· Provide data and participate in data acquisition cost-sharing and other joint funding opportunities for applications and other activities

· Provide technical expertise to and hands-on support of (enable the state to provide and maintain The National Map):

· Metadata

· Data assessment and integration

· Web mapping and web services including download

· Data access and paper map and other products capabilities 

· Architecture design  

· Promote federal coordination by establishing or supporting state or regional federal coordination group 

· Champion the NSDI and processes of The National Map and GOS by supporting and coordinating with state and regional council initiatives

· Act as a steward of NSDI and policy and program of National Map and GOS – observe, adopt and align with local business practices, one size doesn’t fit all

Federal Agencies

Participate in and support council initiatives, where appropriate/related to mission:

· Participate in and support council initiatives 

· Provide data and publish metadata

· Participate in data acquisition cost-sharing and other joint funding opportunities for applications and other activities

· Support data assessment and integration

· Provide technical expertise 

· Provide web mapping and web services including download

· Implement standards

· Provide stewardship activities related to mission

· Advocate best practices and coordination

· Liaison/coordinate with related state agency level, liaison with customers

· Define requirements for data and applications

· Use and contribute to the NSDI, particularly The National Map and GOS

State or Multi-State Federal Coordinating Group

Coordinate cost-effective development, use, acquisition, exchange and management of geographic data among federal agencies with offices and/or responsibilities in the region or state:

· Support framework data coordination in the region or state.
· Support and participate in programs to disseminate geographic data 

· Participate in statewide standards activities, endorse and implement standards

· Cooperate with statewide council and other entities to develop and maintain state or region’s Geographic Information Infrastructure

· Provide a forum for communicating agency initiatives and directions. Each federal participant acts as a conduit between the coordination group and his or her agency (communicates the group and statewide council’s initiatives and projects throughout his or her agency and gathers and reports agency information to the group and statewide council).  

7.8 Appendix H - Map of California’s Regional Collaboratives 

Provided by the California Geographic Information Association 
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7.9 Appendix I - Description of Process for Establishing Regional or Statewide Data Model

A process for establishing national data models would follow successful processes in a number of states, whereby representatives of all data development partners at all levels of government, and including academia and non-public sectors, are involved in developing an appropriate model in a pre-specified time.  The data model developed by the group would contain all the elements the group decides need to be shared, including all keys required to link the external data held by each partner.

Using this approach, the data model will contain data elements that are only important to some of the partners, but not to others.  This means that long-term partnerships have to be created between local, state, and federal agencies to ensure that all the data elements in the model are populated and maintained.  The data stewards would be responsible only for ingesting the data, not collecting data elements that aren’t of importance to the business processes of the steward.

For example, the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) is the statewide data steward for the statewide road centerline being developed in Oregon, but ODOT doesn’t need address ranges.  The local government partners that helped develop the data model do need addresses and as the stewards of their contributions to the statewide dataset are responsible for providing them to ODOT to integrate in the statewide transportation data model.  The address range component of the data set is left blank if the local partner doesn’t provide the addresses.

The resulting draft data model would then be made available for the entire community to review and offer revisions over a pre-specified time.  One of the key characteristics of successful data model development efforts in various states has been the availability of a funding mechanism for data development and maintenance that encourages all the data development partners to cooperate on development of a data model that can support everyone’s the business processes.
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