Geospatial Data Infrastructures

Chapter 15: Four cases


David Finley, Karen Siderelis, Don Grant, and Arnold Bregt contribute this chapter, which provides four case studies as best practice.

Key Points from Chapter

· Finley: Service New Brunswick

· Land information a key asset in managing natural resources

· Post-WWII showed inadequacies in registration practices, and called for reform

· NB has history of sharing and distributing land info within province (since 1960s)

· Involves public in process

· 1950s / 1069s: initiatives for improved information collection and management

· Land information systems (LIS) based on large centralized databases, and large exceeding budgets

· Governments began building local databases

· 1908s: LIS turned into land information network; decentralized

· Success based on government strategic decision for environment supportive of sharing

· 1989: NB issued Land Information Policy: clear guidelines for collection, storage, retrieval, dissemination and use of land information

· NB has leveraged Internet technology for public access to government datasets

· NB produced standards manual through standards advisory committee

· SNB resulted in all land information activities under one umbrella; as Crown Corporation, fostering private sector development

· Established to operate as a business, not public service; financially sufficient within five years

· Involvement of stakeholders from all areas of geomatics

· Much success attributed to

· Strategic vision for the long term

· Importance of lead agency

· Focus on key priorities

· Importance of business focus

· Success based on leveraging past successes and initiatives

· Siderelis: North Carolina

· Result of focus and commitment to technology underpinnings

· Four entities: CGIA, Land Records Management Program, GICC and the Corporate Geographic Database

· 1980s brought about awareness of benefits of collaboration in formalizing the ‘North Carolina Corporate Geographic Database’

· Management

· Geographic Information Co-ordinating Council (GICC)

· Standing committee of Information Resources Commission

· Staffed by CGIA and supports three user communities and special advisory groups, as well as a management and operations committee

· Stakeholders

· Provides forum to jointly oversee statewide initiatives

· NC state hopes to have framework for geographic information operational by 2000

· Statewide database is the output

· Based on standards and procedures

· CGIA is based on cost recovery (user fees)

· Success attributed to commitment and creativity of people in exploiting and leverages opportunities and technologies

· Grant: Australia

· 1993: PSMA formed as consortium in Australia

· 1993: ABS produced complete coverage of Australia; first step in building NGDI

· Data inconsistent between PSMA partners

· Need for national approach to collection and storage of data (urban, rural, remote)

· Figure 15.4-3 illustrates the integrated database, with linkages to various domain models

· Creation of national data sets Major achievement, however incomplete

· Data layers being added

· Resultant from co-ordination of efforts of public agencies in building the NGDI

· Bregt: Netherlands

· 1992: Dutch clearinghouse metadata service initiative (3 phases)

· 1995-1996

· Bottom up approach for metadata standards, clearinghouse interfaces, organizational metadata and clearinghouse prototype

· 1996-1997

· Clearinghouse built

· Participants increased

· More formalized, structure created in project context

· 1998 -

· Organization created for maintenance and further development (NGDI Institute)

Analysis

This chapter provides four case studies as best practices of GDI.  Each case study appears to be a successful implementation as a best practice of GDI.  The approach that should be taken in implementing GDI should be relative to the organization, state, region, or country.  Organizational and political support is required for any GDI development, however.

It is evident from the case studies that each initiative involves at least one major output, whether it was a unifying dataset, information system, or clearinghouse, each respective program focused on an aspect of GDI to meet their needs.  In Canada, a major output of the GeoConnections program is that of the Discovery Portal (formerly CEONet) the national clearinghouse for spatial data.  Although the program has many other outputs with major impacts (such as the Atlas of Canada, GeoGratis, etc.), the clearinghouse output as adopted by GeoConnections provides a wealth of contribution to the GDI in a Canadian context, in terms of discovering geospatial data and services.  I believe the clearinghouse component to GDI acts as the ‘heartbeat’ component that integrates geospatial resources seamlessly.

The North Carolina case study illustrates the need for “geospatial Internet architects” in GDI, as the initiative’s success was due to people exploiting, among other things, technological opportunities.

An interesting issue to point out is that no initiative has explicitly referenced a major vendor in implementing their respective GDI.  ESRI has recently has launched the Geography Network, and concepts such as “g.NET”, (similar to Microsoft’s “.NET”) for geospatial web services.  The Geography Network and g.NET are near shrink-wrapped components that can quickly foster and develop the GDI concept, for clearinghouses and geospatial web services.  It will be especially interesting to see ESRI’s involvement in countries that will be implementing GDI, once organizational and political issues are resolved and policies and goals put in place for a way forward.

In conclusion, it will be interesting to see how GDIs develop, as geospatial tools become more available, turnkey solutions.
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