Date Information Integration and Distribution

Regional Conference Calls

Summary of Findings

Disclaimer

This information is a reflection of discussions facilitated by the consultant concerning Data Information Integration and Distribution (DIID) as it relates to the Great Lakes Needs Assessment conducted by the Great Lakes Commission (GLC) and NOAA Coastal Services Center (NOAA-CSC). Three conference calls were conducted by region (Lake Superior (WI, MN, Ontario), Lake Michigan and Huron (MI, WI,), and Lake Erie and Ontario (NY, OH, Ontario). Representatives on the conference calls included State GIS Coordinators, non-profits, Regional Planning Commissions, Universities, State agencies, Ontario Ministries (environmental monitoring, natural resources) and others. It was our goal to hear from professionals working with local units of government from the state and/or multi-jurisdictional perspective. 17 people provided insights through the conference calls and 1 other offered individual input.

The intent of this summary is to include as much of what was heard regardless of what is deemed the best solution. This in no way represents the consultant’s recommendations, but rather it is our perception of needs and barriers with possible solutions based on the information compiled to date. We are depending on the planning team to help sort through the recommendations and determine what is best for this particular needs assessment.
Regional Level Needs

The Great Lakes Regional concept is a strong driver and incentive to promote data sharing and consistency. There is a strong need for bi-national leadership and well-defined roles to promote better data coordination (i.e., consistency, standards, partnerships). More specifically it was suggested that the Great Lakes Council of Governors promote their executive level policy statement as detailed in the Great Lakes Governor’s Priorities Initiative, to standardize and enhance the methods by which information is collected, recorded and shared within the region. By conveying this policy statement, constituents (state data coordinators, regional planning commissions, local governmental units, and others) can begin the next step in the process of moving forward on Great Lakes data issues.
Below is a suggested framework as it relates to all of the needs below. Essentially, it includes leadership throughout the region through a distributed network of communication and education. The leadership would provide the coordination to assist with the development of a data network that includes data consistency and standards, development of partnerships, and communication region-wide.
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NEED – ESTABLISH DATA NETWORK

A data network of nodes from the Great Lakes regional level (bi-national) linked to sub-regional (state and local) nodes. 

An established data network is necessary to provide ease of access to data across the region at all levels. State GIS organizations provide a key role linking the regional and local levels and are leaders in adopting and promoting data standards. State governmental agencies need to continue to educate local groups on the benefits of data sharing thereby increasing their willingness to provide data, collaborate on projects, and create partnerships. The states and RPCs are a key link to the large amounts of local data which may also be shared on a Great Lakes regional level. 

Why is this a need?
No user-friendly search mechanism exists for accessing and sharing data within the Great Lakes region at all levels. People are forced to go state by state and even local by local when searching for data. There are also a number of entities (Great Lakes Commission, Great Lakes National Program Office, Great Lakes Information Network, Great Lakes Environmental Research Laboratory, as well as other national agencies) that already have good data repositories. A node would link these agencies together in partnership.
Barriers:
· Leadership is scattered among various groups
· Coordination of all the data is lacking
· Lack of a Great Lakes Regional awareness 
Solution:

Design and implement a network of nodes with a regional location for better data sharing and data acquisition.

· NOAA-CSC could provide the necessary regional leadership to design and develop a network of nodes or services close to the data custodian. These nodes may best be located with each state’s GIS coordinator. NOAA-CSC was seen as a good coordinating group with the link to the application side of data management, as respondents felt that NOAA-CSC has the technology and expertise to gather information and deliver it. Binational.net could play a coordinating role, but it is still in the planning stages.
· Utilize state data clearinghouses as sub-regional nodes.
· Promote the use of a geo-spatial architecture framework as developed by the Open GIS Consortium, which includes web coverage services (WCS), web mapping services (WMS), web feature services (WFS) to bring data into an open system.
(Note: USGS National Map might be a good example, but data is too coarse to use on local level and locals are not always willing to provide their data to National Map. Eventually, this information could be provided to the National Map. The Natural Resources Value Information Systems (NRVIS) is also a useful Canadian tool to consider.)
NEED – ESTABLISH COMMUNICATION NETWORK

A network from the Great Lakes regional level (bi-national) linked to sub-regional (state and local) entities to promote communication. 

A distributed system at all levels for communication and coordination (i.e., consistency, standards, partnerships) is essential to address data information integration and distribution issues. A Great Lakes regional level entity (i.e., GLC, NOAA-CSC, Great Lakes National Program Office (GLNPO), Great Lakes Environmental Research Laboratory (GLERL), etc) could provide leadership by convening groups on a frequent basis, that currently work with state and multi-jurisdictional entities (i.e., local USGS liaisons, Sea Grant, Coastal Zone Management Programs, Corps of Engineers, and National States Geographic Information Council (NSGIC)-state geographic information officers (or a key data contact in each state)). This could enhance communication on the data and information needs from the state perspective and serve as a catalyst to develop partnerships moving towards improved consistency and data sharing standards on a Great Lake’s regional level.
Why is this a need?
Improved communication will help all levels become more aware of what each other is doing and how their data are being used. Right now there are so many groups dealing with data and information at the national, regional, state, and local level, it is confusing and can lead to redundancy.

Barrier:

· Lack of regional and state coordination to bring people together
· Lack of understanding of the importance of data sharing

Solution:

Develop and maintain long term data sharing agreements and provide continued access to the network
· The GLC could help coordinate a distributed system of communication to promote communication and develop partnerships to get bi-national agreements in place.

· Plan conferences, workshops, and even conference calls to provide for periodic communication on topics, issues, etc.
· States need to communicate and collaborate with multi-jurisdictional entities, such as regional planning commissions (RPCs), to increase consistency and data sharing at that level and to build trust between the state, regional governmental agencies, and local governmental units.
NEED – CONSISTENT STANDARDS

Promote the importance of data standards

Why is this a need?
Many states are still lacking data standards; therefore it is very difficult to share data within the state as well as between states. Metadata is often not created or not consistent making it difficult to search for data and to look at trends from past data. 

Barrier:

· Metadata support

Solution:

Promote the importance of standards at all levels.

· Utilize open source metadata systems – keeping in mind transparency and transferability. Example: Windsor Essex Environmental Metadata System (WEEMS) http://weems.uwindsor.ca/ is a metadata repository intended to house primarily geospatial, environmental and biological metadata.
· Provide training and on-going metadata support.
· Make it pay off financially for organizations to produce metadata and implement standards. 
NEED – FILL DATA GAPS

Fill data gaps by leveraging dollars and providing support/partnerships for existing funding initiatives
Why is this a need?
Collaborative Great Lakes data are often at varying stages of completion or are non-existent.

The following are suggestions for existing collaborative data needs:

· Hi-resolution terrain – up to 10 meters on U.S. side. This is done in Canada

· Hi-resolution imagery – LIDAR for near shore-coastal zone

· Update National Wetland Inventory (NWI) Some work is already being done in Ohio

· Gaging stations

· Atmospheric deposition

· Bathymetry

· Land Cover/Land Use – several data layers already exist, but 30 m grids are not adequate, and errors in classification and inconsistent classification categories make trends and predictions difficult

· Underwater Classification

· Underwater sediment and geologic features

· Historical Imagery

· Elevation model

· Hydrology network

Barriers:

· Working together as one voice to obtain funding to create the data

Solutions:
Partnerships to obtain funding
· Work together to obtain funding and support the on-going funding initiative. See www.nsgic.org “Imagery for the Region”
· Partner for other types of funding and staffing initiatives to create the data.
Assist with trend analysis
· Organize repository/storage of historical data so trend analysis or changes can be assessed.

Local Level Needs

NEED – COLLABORATION

Education to promote collaborative data sharing and partnerships to reduce the resistance to data sharing
Barriers:

· Counties trust their Regional Planning Commissions and are willing to share data with them, but not always other groups.
· Local Governmental Units believe that they are making money by charging for data. Often the more expensive data is to collect; the more apt locals are to charge for it. 
Solutions:

· Educate LGUs on the research showing a lack of return on their investment when they charge for their data. A message educating the local level should be developed that these types of investments provide efficiency when the data is freely available.

· Develop partnerships to “barter” for data.
· Provide education and long term local benefits for data sharing among the various levels of government, nonprofits, and private entities.
· Develop courses and organize workshops to discuss sharing good base data.

Examples: 

· Funds were available for USGS to provide color aerials, Northeastern Illinois Planning Commission (NIPC) served as a node to distribute to counties.

· Michigan’s Land Information Access Association assists local governments with data needs.

· Windsor Essex Environmental Metadata System (WEEMS) coordinates an open source metadata system to gather metadata from local sources. This avoids the reluctance to share actual data, but people are still able to obtain data by searching the metadata and then calling the source.

· Ohio Geographically Referenced Information Program (OGRIP) obtained funds to provide 1’ pixel imagery for the whole state. They communicated with counties directly (one-on-one and through monthly meetings with key stakeholders-locals, private firms, universities) to gain support. As an incentive, counties could pay the difference and obtain 6” resolution images. Other collaborative projects stemmed from this effort (i.e. National Wetland Inventory mapping).

NEED – EDUCATION

Technical assistance for local GIS users 

Why is this a need?
LGUs often lack the technology or technical expertise to utilize data layers that may aid in decision-making (i.e. imagery data vs. paper parcel maps) and metadata production. 
Barriers:

· Funding and capacity
Solutions:

· Provide support through extension services such as Windsor Essex Environmental Metadata System (WEEMS) which links University of Windsor students with local municipalities to assist with GIS technical needs. 

· Provide support for state web-supported infrastructure which serves local users. Support communication and education of services to the local level including how to search for data, how to use it, and how to develop and maintain local level data for the Great Lakes regional GIS framework.
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