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1. GOVERNANCE TEAM CHARTER

Strategic Objective: By 2005, options for restructuring the governance model of the NSDI to make it more effective and inclusive are identified, evaluated and acted upon. 

Purpose – Investigate, and recommend governance options for the operation of the National Spatial Data Infrastructure. The committee should consider governance of and among the Federal Geographic Data Committee (FGDC), Geospatial One-Stop (GOS), and The National Map, as well as other nationally significant programs, e.g., NAIP, NDOP, NAPP, 133 cities.

Scope of Responsibility – The team will function as an Action Team with responsibility for investigating the options and developing the written document. During implementation phase, the Action Team may serve as an Advisory Group to the FGDC Staff Director, and NGPO leadership. 

Product/Result Desired – A written document outlining options for restructuring the governance model of the NSDI. Expectations: 

- Consider the current governance structure for each component as one option

- Provide the pros/cons for each option 

- Identify actions needed to implement each option 

- Recommend a preferred option if appropriate 

Level of Authority and Reporting – Progress will be reported to the FGDC Project Manager, Milo Robinson. The FGDC Coordination Group will provide input, review the options and assist in implementing the plan. The FGDC Staff Director will be kept informed of all issues of concern, act as liaison to the National Geospatial Programs Office (NGPO) core team, and serve as the champion for this effort. 

Leadership – Dennis Goreham (Utah/NSGIC) and Alan Voss (TVA) will serve as co-leads for this action item. 

Membership – Members were nominated, invited and volunteered to serve from the FGDC membership and active partners. See membership list on page 5. 

FGDC Support:  Milo Robinson and Alison Dishman will provide support from the FGDC Staff.  Tricia Gibbons will provide facilitation and coordination support. 

Roles & Responsibilities and Expectations of Team Members

· Members are expected to participate in semi-monthly meetings by conference call. Meetings will last approximately 2 hours. Two or three face-to-face meetings will be held, with teleconference participation provided and acceptable. One or more (one day maximum) workshops will also be held. 

· Members agreed to contribute approximately 10 – 15 hours of time per month to this effort in addition to the semi-monthly meetings. 

· Members will be expected to research topics, review documents, identify ideas and best practices, write documents, and participate in team activities. 

· Members will report back to supporting organizations/groups and consult with them as necessary. 

· Members will notify a team lead if they can not participate in a meeting. 

· Members will resign from the team if they are unable to fulfill these expectations. 

Decision Making Process

Decisions will be made by consensus. Everyone will have input into the decision and agree to support the decision once consensus is reached. Voting by participating members will be used only as a fallback decision process. 

Communication Linkages 

· Conference calls, meetings, and email will be the primary communication vehicles. A list serve will be available (propose gov@fgdc.gov). 

· E-mail Response Procedures – if response is needed note in subject line. Example: Response needed by __________. 

· If members are unable to participate in scheduled meetings, please notify one of the co-leads and send input in advance of the meeting to ensure your voice will be heard.

· A shared disk drive will be available to provide access to team documents through QuickPlace http://gsvaresa07.er.usgs.gov/QuickPlace/fd-gov/Main.nsf/h_Toc/7CB1ED9DCD9FCEAB852567C3006E2DBE/?OpenDocument

· Monthly reports to Project Leads.

· Coordination with NGPO Initiatives. 

Proposed Meeting Schedule 

· 11/4/04 – Kick-off Meeting in Washington, 4 pm Eastern Time

· 11/5/04 – 9 am–12 pm Eastern Time 

· 11/17/04 – Conference Call, 10 am-12 pm Eastern Time 

· 12/2/04 – Conference Call, 1 pm-3 pm Eastern Time 

· 12/16/04 – Meeting Reston VA, 9 am-4 pm Eastern Time 

· 12/17/04 – Meeting Reston VA, 8:30 AM-Noon  (Tentative) 

Meeting times will continue twice per month as needed in 2005 until the work of the committee is completed. 

Time Frame 

· 11/10/04 – Team accept revised charter 

· Nov-Jan – Review other studies, investigate options, interview key people, complete background studies. 

· 11/30/04 – Monthly report due

· 12/3/04 – Draft report due 

· 12/10/04 – NGPO report due 

· 12/15/04 – NGPO Core Team meeting 

· 1/14/05 – Quarterly report due to Project Manager and Staff Director 

· Jan 05 – Outreach Sessions and Workshops for input from private sector, academia, NGO’s etc. 

· Feb 05 – Develop governance options, with advantages and disadvantages, complete draft report 

· March 05 – Outreach Sessions and Workshops

· March 05 – Send draft report for review and comment. Present to professional meetings as we can. 

· April 05 – Rewrite report to consider comments from review period 

· May 05 – Second review period 

· June 05 – Complete final report; presentation to Steering Committee

Performance Indicators – Ability to meet above schedule. 

Resources Available – Facilitation, financial and logistical support will be provided by the FGDC Secretariat. 

Logistics – FGDC will arrange for phone bridges and meeting rooms if needed. 

Champion – The Steering Committee and Secretariat Staff Director are recognized as the champions along with the leadership team of the NGPO. Operationally to complete the task, the co-leads and the project manager will provide day-to-day direction for this action team. 

(Charter revised 12/15/2004 - printed 1/24/05 )

2. GOVERNANCE TEAM MEMBERS

· Dennis Goreham, NSGIC – Utah (Co-Chair)

· Alan Voss, TVA (Co-Chair)

· Jochen Albrecht, Hunter College

· Eric Anderson, City of Des Moines, IA

· Leslie Armstrong, FGDC

· Michael Armstrong, City of Des Moines

· William Burgess, NSGIC

· Don Campbell, FCC

· David Cowen, University of South Carolina 

· Peter Croswell, PlanGraphics, Inc.

· Brian Cullis, USAF

· Monica DeAngelo, FERC

· Paul DeMinco, NASA

· Alison Dishman, FGDC

· Randy Fusaro, Census

· Todd Jackson, URISA

· Shelby Johnson, NSGIC – Arkansas

· Tony LaVoi, NOAA

· Alan Leidner, Booz Allen Hamilton

· Tony Lupien, TeleAtlas

· John Moeller, Northrop Grumman

· James Querry, City of Philadelphia

· Milo Robinson, FGDC

· Eric Seamon, City and County of San Francisco

· Cy Smith, NSGIC – Oregon

· Tony Spicci, NSGIC – Missouri

· David Stein, NOAA

· Al Stevens, FGDC/GSDI

· Doug Vandegraft, FWS

· Larry Whitaker, McLean County, KY

· Tricia Gibbons, LEAD Alliance, Facilitator

· John Mahoney, USGS, Writer/Editor

3. SUMMARY OF LITERATURE SEARCH

Background

 
The purpose of the National Spatial Data Infrastructure (NSDI) Future Directions Initiative is to craft a national geospatial strategy and implementation plan to further the development of the NSDI.  Drawing on the collective insights and contributions of the geospatial community at-large, the following overarching action areas emerged: Forging Partnerships with Purpose, Making Framework Real, and Communicating the Message.  
 
The task for the governance documents workgroup was to compile, review, and analyze 

existing documents and studies that have proposed or commented on governance structures for the NSDI and to provide synthesized report on past recommendations and options for governance from previous studies of the NSDI.  Team members included Tony LaVoi, NOAA Coastal Services Center; Alison Dishman, FGDC; Randy Fusaro, Census; David Stein, NOAA Coastal Services Center; and Shauna Harris, NOAA Coastal Services Center.

 

Methodology

 

The team used a tiered approach to developing the summarized recommendations.  After all of the reports were identified, the team either found the reports on the Internet or requested them through inter-library loan.

1. Key information sources were reviewed first, followed by secondary sources, identifying key components covered in each report

2. A standardized template for analyzing and summarizing all information sources was used.

3. All templates were added to a master report and recommendations were synthesized and submitted to full governance team for consideration.

 

Documents Reviewed

 

1. Statement by the Workgroup on State and Local Partnership with the Federal Geographic Data Committee, 1993

2. Toward a Coordinated Spatial Data Infrastructure for the Nation (1993), Commission 

on Geosciences, Environment and Resources (CGER)

 
3.    Promoting the National Spatial Data Infrastructure Through Partnerships (1994), 

       Commission on Geosciences, Environment and Resources (CGER) 

 
4.    A Data Foundation for the National Spatial Data Infrastructure (1995), Commission 

       on Geosciences, Environment and Resources (CGER)

 
5.  55.    The Future of Spatial Data and Society: Summary of a Workshop (1997), Mapping 

       Science Committee, National Research Council.

 
6.    Geographic Information for the 21st Century: Building a Strategy for the Nation (1998), National Academy of Public Administration

 
7.    National Spatial Data Infrastructure Partnership Programs: Rethinking the Focus (2001), Mapping Science Committee, Board on Earth Sciences and Resources, National Research Council

  
8.    Weaving a National Map: Review of the U.S. Geological Survey Concept of The 

       National Map (2002), Committee to Review the U.S. Geological Survey Concept of 

       The National Map, Mapping Science Committee, National Research Council

 
9.    Geospatial Information: Better Coordination Needed to Identify and Reduce 

       Duplicative Investments (2004), United States General Accounting Office 

 
10.  URISA National Geographic Information Cooperate, Coordinate, Collaboration Task 

       Force (3CTF) 2002-2004 Report and the #CTF Resolution (DRAFT)

  
Trends and Unique Recommendations

 

The team recorded all specific recommendations in the NSDI governance documents (see Appendix A) with a focus on identifying unique recommendations and trends.  While all reports were related in some capacity to the NSDI, most had a unique focus.  The only exceptions are the three reports (1993, 1994, and 2001) on partnerships.
 
Trends
If a recommendation occurred in more than one report, the team considered it a trend.  The following were some reoccurring recommendations.
 
· Incentives should be created for data sharing and developing partnerships.

· Developing partnerships to build NSDI is pervasive throughout all documents.

· All levels of government and private sector need to be major partners in building the NSDI.

· Awareness and Education need to be increased to sell NSDI.

· Performance measures are needed.

· Standards – all types; all levels of government and the private sector.

· Figure out ways to fund and finance the NSDI.

 
Notable Recommendation and Findings
 
The following recommendations were prevalent in several documents and appear to offer the foundation for the NSDI to build on.

 
 

· Effective national policies, strategies, and organizational structures need to be established at the federal level for the integration of national spatial data collection, use, and distribution.  (This was mentioned in some form in nearly every report.)
 
· GAO report specifically recommends:
· Director, OMB, and Secretary of the Interior establish milestones for the development of an updated national geospatial data strategic plan.
· Director, OMB, take action to ensure that federal agencies fully comply by establishing performance measures as part of the budget process.
 
· FGDC needs to develop metrics that can be used to monitor long-term progress in the adoption of principles and programs of the NDSI.
 
· Several reports specifically call out the need for strategy on goals, milestones and responsibilities that is clear on the needs, roles, incentives, and projected costs for all partners.
·  

· Government agencies should avoid engaging in value-added activities beyond the research and development phase when they can be provided by the private sector at or near government cost.
·  

· Encourage government agencies to identify revenues and savings accrued through the use of GIS, and to allocate some of those benefits to the maintenance of their GIS operations.
· Recommendation to create a private, nonprofit National Spatial Data Council (NSDC), modeled on the current FGDC and NSDI with representation by all levels of government.

 
· National Geodetic Survey should be transferred to USGS.

 
· Transfer responsibility for TIGER file maintenance to Geographic Data Service in USGS.

 
· Metadata was only mentioned once in the recommendations.

·  

· Training was rarely mentioned—only in the URISA report.
4. LIST OF GOVERNANCE TEAM INTERVIEWEES

 

Interviewee:

Interview Date:
Nancy Tosta

1/27/05  

John Moeller

12/28/04

Ivan Deloach

12/14/04

Bruce Babbitt

1/28/05

Karen Siderelis

12/16/04


Bonnie Gallahan

1/14/05

Jason Freihage

2/24/05


Scott Cameron

12/22/04

Hank Garie

1/25/05

Jack Dangermond

2/2/05

Clint Brown

2/2/05


Preetha Pulusani

2/3/05 



Terry Keating

1/20/05

Chip Groat

1/28/05
Bottom of Form

5. INTERVIEW QUESTIONS/OUTLINE

Interview Questions (Prepared by Alan Voss, 12/08/2004)
 
Proposed Questions:
 

1. What is your vision of the future direction of the NSDI? 

 

2. What do you see as problems with the current governance structure of the NSDI (FGDC/NGPO/GOS/National Map/NDOP/etc.)?

 

3. What core (coordination) issues are not being addressed? 

 

4. What do you think is going well? 

 

5. What changes should be made in the governance/management of these activities?  How should they be managed? Who should be involved? 

 

6. Should the FGDC or a National Geographic Data Committee (NGDC) have any authority over budget and staffing and if so, at what level, and how should it be achieved?  Discuss level of authority from publishing plans, to approval of annual budgets. 

 

7. Who else should we interview? 

  

How the interview should be conducted:

1. Use a structured interview technique based on the above questions. 

2. Record the interview on tape. 

3. Summarize the interview from tape and return summary to the interviewee for concurrence. 

4. Share key "sound bites" with the rest of the team.

5. Interview in person around the 12/16–17 meetings. 

6. Use telephone interviews as needed. 

7. Complete first round of interviews by the end of January. 

8. Other team members can conduct interviews.  Solicit involvement of other team members. 

6. LIST OF OUTREACH SESSIONS

1.  Open Geospatial Consortium (OGC)

Location:  OGC Conference, United Nations, New York, NY
Date and Time:  Monday January 17, 2005; 11:00 am – 12:30 pm.

Participants:  28 OGC Conference attendees including international members from UK, France and Canada

Outreach Action Team:  John Moeller, Al Leidner, and Tricia Gibbons

2.  U.S. Geospatial Intelligence Foundation (USGIF)

Location:  Northrop Grumman, TASC, Chantilly, VA
Date and Time:  Wednesday January 20, 2005; 2:00 pm – 4:00 pm.

Participants:  4 USGIF attendees from the private sector (SAIC, TASC, and Booz Allen)

Outreach Action Team:  John Moeller, Milo Robinson, Tricia Gibbons, and Alison Dishman

3. Management Association for Private Photogrammetric Surveyors (MAPPS)

Location:  MAPPS Conference, St. Thomas, VI
Date and Time:  February 1, 2005

Participants:  Approximately 120 attendees from the MAPPS Conference (focus group panelists included 11 MAPPS members)
Outreach Action Team:  Alan Voss and Stan Ponce

4.  Geospatial Information & Technology Association (GITA)

Location:  GITA Conference, Colorado Convention Center, Denver CO
Date and Time: Tuesday March 8, 2005; 2:30 – 4:00 pm
Participants:  11 GITA Conference attendees 

Outreach Action Team:  Alan Leidner, Milo Robinson, and Sharon Shin
5.  American Society of Photogrammetry and Remote Sensing (ASPRS)

Location:  ASPRS Conference, Baltimore, MD
Date and Time:  Thursday March 10, 2005; 9:50 am – 12:00 pm (2 sessions)

Participants:  20 attendees from various sectors, including the Federal government (NGA, USGS, DHS, USFS); private sector (Dynamix Corp, Dewberry, BAE Systems, Intergraph, OGC, among others); State government (State of Utah); and academia (Penn State and St. Louis University).

Outreach Action Team:  John Moeller, Tricia Gibbons, and Alison Dishman

6.  Management Association for Private Photogrammetric Surveyors (MAPPS)

Location:  MAPPS Conference, Washington, DC
Date and Time:  Saturday March 13, 2005; 2:00 pm – 3:00 pm 

Participants:  Approximately 10 attendees from the MAPPS Conference 
Outreach Action Team:  John Moeller, Al Stevens, and Alison Dishman

7.  National States Geographic Information Council (NSGIC)
Location:  NSGIC Mid-Year Conference, Annapolis, MD
Date and Time:  Monday March 14, 2005; 4:00 pm – 5:30 pm

Participants:  Approximately 75 NSGIC Conference attendees including state representatives, USGS state liaisons, and other federal, state, academia and private sector participants

Outreach Action Team:  Cy Smith, Milo Robinson, and Tricia Gibbons

8.  Geospatial One-Stop Board (GOS)

Location:  GOS Board Meeting, Annapolis, MD
Date and Time: Monday March 14, 2005; 4:00 pm – 5:30 pm

Participants:  GOS Board Members
Outreach Action Team:  Dennis Goreham and Randy Fusaro

9.  Mapping Science Committee (MSC)
Location:  National Science Foundation, Washington DC

Date and Time:  Wednesday, March 30, 2005; 2:30 pm – 4:00 pm

Participants:  Approximately 20 people including members of the Mapping Science Committee, NGPO Leadership Team and a few observers 

Outreach Team:  Dave Cowen, John Moeller, and Tricia Gibbons

10.  Stakeholder Forum


Location:  Department of Interior, Washington, DC

Date and Time: Wednesday, May 4, 2005; 10:00 am – 12:00 pm

Participants: 16 invited participants representing various geospatial organizations as well as FGDC Staff and Governance team members

Outreach Team:  John Moeller, Alan Voss, Milo Robinson, Tricia Gibbons, and Alison Dishman.

7. SUMMARY OF OUTREACH ACTIVITIES

Two sub-teams of the Governance Team were created to solicit input and ideas from key stakeholders.  An Interview Team was established to gather input from key players within the geospatial community through one-on-one interviews.  Another team was established to gather input from the private sector.   The Private Sector Outreach Team was expanded to include other sectors as the process evolved.

Summary of Findings from the Interview Team

Background and Methodology: The Interview Team was tasked with developing a list of questions to pose to key individuals formerly or presently active within the geospatial community.  The concept was to extract information, experiences, and ultimately recommendations from these individuals as to the future direction of the FGDC and the NSDI as a whole.  Our goal was to conduct the interviews in person, over the phone, or via e-mail, transfer the notes to written summaries, and then compile and assess the findings, highlighting trends and notable recommendations. 

The initial list of potential interviewees was compiled by the Governance Team, and read like a “who’s who” of geospatial professionals within and outside the federal arena.  The Team has been successful at conducting interviews for about 75% of this list. Interviews were conducted in January and February 2005.

The first few interviews asked questions of a general nature.  Eventually, a consistent list of seven (7) questions was used for the majority of the interviews.  The questions posed were open-ended and drew on the individuals past experience with the FGDC.  We wanted to know what their vision was for the future of the NSDI, and their recommendations for how we should get there.

Trends and Notable Recommendations:

A number of trends and recommendations emerged from the interviews.

· A consistent feeling expressed by almost all of the interviewees is that the NSDI needs new leadership that consists of equal participation and authority from state, local, private and federal agencies.

· Several of those interviewed felt that the current FGDC has no real authority over agencies as a whole, which has led to voluntary compliance to standards.  The solution expressed was that a new congressional mandate or executive order is needed.

· One individual recommended that an apportionment process, sanctioned by the OMB, be implemented.  FGDC certification and approval would be required to show that specific geospatial data has not been generated elsewhere.  This would dramatically reduce spending, and the redundancy or duplication of efforts.

· Another individual recommended implementing a large-scale grant program, a half-billion a year, with strong requirements.

· Another allocated building a “federated database with a federated architecture… based on a good data model, a practical template that is useful to all.”

Summary of findings from the Outreach Team

Background and Methodology: The Outreach Team was initially tasked with obtaining input from private sector organizations about their perspectives on the need for establishing a different governance process for the NSDI and their ideas and suggestions for ways to make needed improvements.  After considering time, travel and workload constraints the Outreach Team decided that it would conduct Focus Group sessions in conjunction with a number of already scheduled events of Industry Groups and Professional Societies.  

The Team worked closely with the Governance Team to develop a set of Strawman Options to stimulate discussion in the Focus Sessions.  Three options were distilled from a larger number of potential options and presentation materials were prepared for use in the Focus Sessions.  As the Outreach Team conducted Focus Sessions, the input was analyzed, new or modified options were developed and materials were updated.  

As the Focus Sessions were conducted, the Team began to expand its scope of coverage and added additional Sessions to gather input from other Sectors.  As of March 30, 9 Focus Sessions were conducted with members of the Open Geospatial Consortium (OGC), the United States Geospatial Intelligence Foundation (USGIF), the Management Association for Private Photogrammetric Surveyors (MAPPS), the Geographic Information Technology Association (GITA), American Society of Photogrammetry and Remote Sensing (ASPRS), the American Congress of Surveying and Mapping (ACSM), the National States Geographic Information Council, California GIS Committee (CALGIS), and the National Research Council Mapping Science Committee (MSC).  In order to get the viewpoints and potential future involvement from outside of the traditional geospatial community, a list of Organizations representing other communities of interest was developed.  Through a priority ranking process, 12 organizations were identified, contacted, and asked to provide suggestions about governance and offered the opportunity for further involvement.  No additional sessions to collect input about the current situation and issues or to generate options are planned.  Summaries of each of the 

Additional input from individuals and organizations outside of the federal community will continue to be obtained during the Report preparation process.  Two review and comment periods will be provided.  The first will be from May 6 – 13 and the second from May 24 – June 3.  In addition a Stakeholder Forum to obtain feedback on the report and recommendation will be held in the Washington, DC Metropolitan Area on June 1.   
Trends and Notable Recommendations:

As expected, there was a range of opinion and ideas from the Focus Sessions conducted.  However, in analyzing the input, it was clear that several key points became evident.  These common points of agreement are:

· Strong national leadership is needed.

· Different opinions were expressed regarding the need for a new national coordinating body.

· Sustainable funding and financing is needed.   Build and provide financial incentives.

· All players want to be involved. Anyone contributing data or services will want to have a say in the governance.  

· Stronger federal leadership is needed to coordinate federal activities, support federal investment, and provide for consistency.

· FGDC continues to play a role. 

· States play a critical role (question as to how state garners local involvement).

· ROI Business case is still needed. 

· A champion is needed at the national level supported by all sectors of the Geospatial community – federal, state, local, private.  (This leader could come from the White House, Congress, Governor, or some other notable respected individual.)

· No clear preference was expressed for any one of the models that was presented.

Synthesis and Analysis of the Results and Actions of the Team 

Consensus of the Governance Team

The Governance Team reviewed the preliminary reports of the Outreach efforts, discussed and analyzed the results, and reached consensus on the following:

· We need to establish a clearly defined and understood national coordinating mechanism.  Stronger leadership authority and federal budget oversight are key and most likely will require new legislation or more authoritative federal action than currently exists.

· All sectors must be represented on in the national coordinating mechanism.

· There is the need for a continuing role for the FGDC for coordinating federal activities.

· There would still be a role for NSGIC and the states for coordinating state and local activities.

· The private sector is critical in implementing a consistent standards-based NSDI across the nation.

· We will need down-to-the-ground coordination among federal agencies vs. separate outreach for each federal program.

· Decision support activities must be driven by local issues, needs, and requirements.

· The model must incorporate a feedback loop and a vertical and horizontal communications mechanism.

· The Top 6 Characteristics Critical to Success include:

· Authority and clout

· Sustainable funding/financing mechanism

· Stewardship/ownership at the local level

· Leadership

· A clear vision and roadmap

· Credibility with all sectors

8. SUMMARY OF GEOSPATIAL GOVERNANCE STRUCTURES REVIEWED

Task:
Review and summarize governance models for existing NSDI-related activities.

Goal:
Short report on existing models for a basis for options for NSDI governance.

Team:

Alison Dishman (FGDC) and Dennis Goreham (NSGIC)


Approach:
Develop summaries, based on a common structure for comparison, for consideration by the full governance team. 

Governance Template:

        Name 

        Governing Structure (chair/ length of their term)

        Purview/Scope (what does this body do)

        Established By (who created this body, who does it report to)
        Coordination Strategy

        Funding

        Membership (Feds/non Feds)
        Regulatory Authority/Compliance
        Components (subcommittees/working groups/etc)

        Reporting (how often/what is reported – ex: decisions, opinions, etc.)
        Accountability
         Ultimate Desired Outcome
        For More Info: (website) 

Deliverables:


1.      Report summarizing findings described above

2.      Power Point presentation for the RAT Pack

Schedule:


1.      Draft presentation Dec 16, 04

2.      Draft report Mid-January

3.      Final report and presentation early Feb 04

Existing Models to be Examined:

1.      FGDC – Federal Geographic Data Committee

2.      GOS – Geospatial One-Stop

3.      TNM – The National Map

4.      BGN – The Board on Geographic Names

5.      NDOP – National Digital Orthophoto Program

6.      NDEP – National Digital Elevation Program

7.      GEODE

8.      Minneapolis/Saint Paul

9.      Philadelphia/CAGIS 

10.  San Francisco Bay Area 
11.  Utah 

12.  Oregon

Summaries of Governance Structure Reviews:

	National Digital Orthophoto Program (NDOP)

	Governing Structure
	The NDOP oversees the National Digital Program through the NDOP Steering Committee represented by one person from each of the member agencies.  The chair of the Steering Committee is rotated among its members on an annual basis.  In addition to the Steering Committee there are two sub-committees:  1)  Program Subcommittee and 2) Technical Subcommittee.  NDOP agencies have representatives on each of these subcommittees as well.  The chair of these subcommittees is rotated annually.

	Purview/Scope
	The NDOP attempts to coordinate the acquisition of digital orthophotos being acquired by member agencies in an effort to eliminate duplication and pool resources.  The Program and Technical Subcommittee are tasked by the Steering Committee with whatever actions are needed to conduct the work of the Steering Committee.

	Authority
	The NDOP Committee is established by the NDOP charter signed by each member agency.  (See David Roberts for current charter.)

	Membership
	Comprised of federal agencies and representation for the States from the National States Geographic Information Council (NSGIC).  The federal agencies are:  Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), Farm Service Agency (FSA), U.S. Forest Service (USFS), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), U.S. Census Bureau (USCB), Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), and the U.S. Geological Survey.

	Components
	NDOP Steering Committee, NDOP Program Subcommittee, and NDOP Technical Subcommittee with representation by all member agencies.

	Reporting
	Each member of the NDOP Steering Committee reports NDOP activities to their respective agencies.  The Program and Technical Subcommittee report back to the Steering Committee.

	Ultimate Desired Outcome
	Coordination and information exchanges relating to all programmatic and technical aspects of the National Digital Orthophoto.

	For more info:
	 http://www.ndop.gov/


	Federal Geographic Data Committee (FGDC)

	Governing Structure
	Chair, Lynn Scarlett (Deputy Secretary designee of the Interior); Vice Chair, Karen Evans (OMB Administrator, Electronic Government and Information Technology (IT)) 

	Purview/Scope
	The FGDC Steering Committee sets high level policy for FGDC (through the adoption of Standards, etc) and meets several times a year.  The FGDC Coordination Group handles the day-to-day activities and attends monthly meetings.

	Authority
	The Federal Geographic Data Committee (FGDC) is an interagency committee, organized in 1990 under OMB Circular A-16 that promote the coordinated use, sharing, and dissemination of geospatial data on a national basis. 



	Membership
	The FGDC Steering Committee is composed of representatives from twenty Cabinet level and independent federal agencies.  There are 11 non-federal collaborating partners that attend Steering Committee meetings although they are not permitted to vote.

	Components
	There are 13 Thematic Subcommittees and 13 Working Groups (although several have not been active for some time and wish to be dissolved).

	Reporting
	The FGDC Executive Secretary (Alison Dishman) compiles an Annual Report for OMB based on the member agency submissions.

	Ultimate Desired Outcome
	The world will use the standards for geospatial data that allows them to share this data in the Clearinghouse thereby reducing wasteful duplication of effort.

	For more info:
	http://www.fgdc.gov/


	U.S. Board on Geographic Names

	Governing Structure
	The Full Board has a Chair, Vice Chair and Executive Secretary.  There is an Executive Secretary for Domestic Names (housed at USGS) and an Executive Secretary for Foreign Names (housed at NGA).  The Domestic Names Committee has a Chair and the Foreign Names Committee has a Chair. The Executive Secretary positions are permanent position at USGS and NGA, but the chair and vice-chair positions are 2-year terms that can be held by the member agencies.  The Executive Secretaries don’t get a vote.

	Purview/Scope
	The Board is authorized to maintain and establish uniform geographic name usage throughout the federal government.  Serves as the central authority to which all name problems, name inquiries, and new name proposals can be directed.

	Authority
	Federal Body created by Executive Order in 1890 and was established in its current form by Public Law 80-242 in 1947.

	Membership
	Comprised of representatives of federal agencies, appointed for 2-year terms by their Department head.

	Components
	The Full Board meets quarterly; the Domestic Board meets monthly; the Foreign Board meets quarterly; and the 3 Advisory Committees (Antarctic Names, Undersea Features, and Extra-Terrestrial Features) meet as needed.

	Reporting
	The Secretary of the Interior is the official head of the Board, so everything the BGN does is under her purview.  The Deputy Assistant Secretary for Water and Science receives the agenda and minutes from each meeting.

	Ultimate Desired Outcome
	Standardize names between federal agencies to avoid confusion.

	For more info:
	http://geonames.usgs.gov/pppdgn.html


	Geospatial One-Stop

	Governing Structure
	GOS has an Intergovernmental Board of Directors composed of state, local, tribal and Federal representatives governs the Geospatial One- Stop initiative. This Intergovernmental Board helps provide guidance on the direction of the project and ensures dialogue among the levels of government making major investments in geospatial information.  

	Purview/Scope
	GOS is a government-to-government E-Gov initiative to make it faster, easier and less expensive for all levels of government and the public to access geospatial information.

	Authority
	One of 24 Presidential Management E-Gov initiatives.

	Membership
	There are Federal Partners and Framework Lead Agencies.  There are also state, local, and tribal Associations. http://www.geo-one-stop.gov/FedAgencies/index.html

	Components
	Intergovernmental Board of Directors (provides guidance), Federal Partners (agencies providing financial or in-kind contributions), Framework Lead Agencies (taking the lead in developing consensus standards).

	Reporting
	As an E-Gov initiative the GOS reports to OMB weekly, monthly and annually in the Exhibit 300.

	Ultimate Desired Outcome
	Standards for Framework layers are completed and deployed.  Publish planned spatial data activities. Federal agencies work with state, local and commercial data publishers to reduce overlapping efforts.  GOS web portal provides access to standardized distributed data services.

	For More Information
	http://www.geo-one-stop.gov


	National Digital Elevation Program (NDEP)

	Governing Structure
	Steering Committee Chair: Richard Pearsall (USGS), Technical Subcommittee Chair: Dean Gesch (USGS), Project Coordination Subcommittee Chair: Bryon Ellingson (USGS). Chairs are nominated from within and voted on/approved by the committee membership.

	Purview/Scope
	The NDEP was established to promote the exchange of accurate digital land elevation data among government, private, and non-profit sectors and the academic community and to establish standards and guidance that will benefit all users.

	Authority
	The NDEP was formed, as an organizational entity, by the Federal Geographic Data Committee Base Cartographic Data Subcommittee to address issues as stated in the scope.

	Membership
	The NDEP is composed of voting representatives from 11 Federal agencies and one National States Geographic Information council representative.  They are: 

·  U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 

·  National Geospatial–Intelligence Agency (NGA) 

·  Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

·  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)  

·  National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 

·  Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 

·  National States Geographic Information Council (NSGIC) 

·  National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) 

·  U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service (USDA-FS) 

·  Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 

·  U.S. Census Bureau 

·  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

	Components
	The NDEP Steering Committee establishes annual direction which is executed by the 2 Subcommittees – Technical and Project Coordination.

	Reporting
	The NDEP indirectly reports its activities in the NSDI Annual Report for OMB for the Elevation Data Theme as complied by the U.S. Geological Survey (OMB Circular A-16 Elevation Lead theme).

	Ultimate Desired Outcome
	Coordination for the acquisition and exchange of accurate digital land elevation data among government, private, and non-profit sectors and the academic community that are developed to established standards and guidance that will benefit all users.

	For more info:
	http://www.ndep.gov/


	Sector Based National Geospatial Data Council (SB-NGDC)

	Governing

Structure
	Full membership by various government sectors, advice from the private sector, professional organizations and academia.

	Purview/Scope
	SB-NGDC is responsible for setting high-level policy for geospatial data and coordination activities for the nation.  They endorse standards, promote data sharing, seek to eliminate duplicative activities and improve efficiency, and advocate for the implementation of geospatial technologies across the nation.

	Established By
	SB-NGDC would be initially established by MOUs and eventually legitimized for federal agencies through an Executive Order.

	Coordination

Strategy
	SB-NGDC seeks to coordinate the geospatial activities of all government agencies in the nation, and to some extent the geospatial activities of the private sector.  This is accomplished primarily through the formal interaction of all sectors in the SB-NGDC.

	Funding
	Operations – Assessment against all federal agencies’ budgets.

External – members pay expenses for participation unless reimbursed through FACA rules?

	Membership
	SB-NGDC is composed of 11 official members (this number is certainly open to discussion): 3 federal agency representatives (preferably data stewards as defined by A-16 and chosen from membership of the Federal Coordinating Council), 3 state organization representatives, 3 local government association representatives, 1 tribal representative, and 1 OMB representative.  Additional advice from a FACA-compliant Industry Advisory Council.

	Regulatory

Authority/

Compliance
	SB-NGDC will not have regulatory authority over agencies.  OMB representation will ensure agency compliance.  Enlightened self-interest will cause state, local, and tribal agencies to cooperate and collaborate.

	Components
	SB-NGDC will be charged to encourage and facilitate the creation and maintenance of the NSDI.  This Council could be grown out from the current Geospatial One-Stop Board of Directors.

The Federal Coordinating Council is comprised of the eighteen federal agencies identified as FGDC members in A-16 Appendix B.  This council of federal agencies could be grown from the existing FGDC Steering Committee. Three members of this Council will be selected to represent federal agency interests on the SB-NGDC.

Core staff will provide support to the SB-NGDC and to the Federal Coordination Council. This staff will draw from current FGDC, GOS, and NGPO staff to ensure non-duplication of support activities.

The Office of Management and Budget will provide oversight to the SB-NGDC to ensure efficiency and best practices and provide agency budgetary oversight.

Tribal interests will be represented on the SB-NGDC by a member appointed from the Inter-Tribal GIS Council or other appropriate organization.

Private sector involvement will be through an Advisory Council representing the geospatial industry, non-profit NGOs, professional organizations, and academia. 

	Reporting
	Reports to constituent sector organizations and agency management.

	Accountability
	SB-NGDC is accountable to the OMB, GAO and to elected officials of each of the member organizations.

	Ultimate

Desired

Outcome
	Coordination of all geospatial activities in the nation, to improve efficiency, save tax dollars, and solve problems/make decisions.

	For more info:
	Contact NGDC


	San Francisco Bay Area GIS Council

	Governing

Structure
	Chair, Elizabeth Klute (Contra Costa OES), one-year term.

Vice-Chair, Patrick DeTemple (City of Berkeley); one-year term

	Purview/Scope
	The jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay Area Regional GIS Council (BAR-GC) is the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area that includes Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Santa Clara, San Francisco, San Mateo, Solano, Sonoma, and Napa Counties.   To deal with existing jurisdictional affiliations that don't adhere to this grouping of counties, a loosely defined network of overlapping working relationships is proposed with other regional GIS councils and related GIS organizations. The BAR-GC welcomes representatives from these overlapping jurisdictions to attend BAR-GC meetings to serve as liaisons and will seek input and feedback from other regional GIS councils and other regional GIS coordination groups.

	Established By
	The BAR-GC was formed in 2002 to foster regional GIS coordination, identify and encourage data sharing opportunities and provide input to the California GIS Council as a GIS regional collaborative.

	Coordination

Strategy
	The BAR-GC’s strategy is to facilitate the development, acquisition and dissemination of geographic information, to foster regional GIS coordination, identify and encourage data sharing opportunities, and to provide input to the California GIS Council in support of its efforts to build California’s geographic information infrastructure.

	Funding
	Funding is derived thru volunteer efforts from participating agencies, with additional funding from state resources thru the CA GIS Council (CA Resources Agency).

	Membership
	The BAR-GC 25 member seats, with 14 seats allocated permanently for established government agencies (Standing seats), and 11 At-Large seats available for interested government, non-profit, or academic agencies.  Private and/or commercial organizations are not permitted to fill Standing or At-Large seats, but are encouraged to participate in the BAR-GC’s Private Sector advisory group.

	Regulatory

Authority/

Compliance
	The BAR-GC is a consensus building organization, with recognition as a CA state GIS collaborative.  The BAR-GC has no regulatory authority or requirement for compliance. 

	Components
	The BAR-GC has an elected Chair and Vice-Chair, who donate their time and efforts to facilitate working groups within the BAR-GC.  These working groups provide direct deliverables to the council’s members that are structured around the BAR-GC’s strategic goals and objectives.  These goals and objectives are aligned with the CA GIS Council.

	Reporting
	The BAR-GC reports to the California GIS Council, who has authority over state geospatial activities thru State approved charter and executive order.

	Accountability
	The BAR-GC is accountable jointly to the California GIS Council–but to a greater extent–to their own respective agencies.

	Ultimate

Desired

Outcome
	Development of effective geospatial sharing, use, and management regionally, statewide, and nationally – all of which support citizen and community services for the San Francisco Bay area.

	For more info:
	http://www.baama.org/bargc


	California GIS Council

	Governing

Structure
	The California GIS Council elects a Chair and two Vice-Chairs – one each from the constituencies not represented by the Chair (e.g., if the Chair is from the Federal constituency then the Vice Chairs would be from the State and Regional constituencies) for a two-year term.  The Chair is responsible for presiding over the Council and representing the Council in public meetings.  The Co-Vice-Chairs will alternate responsibility for fulfilling the Chair's duties, when the Chair is unavailable.  

	Purview/Scope
	The California Geographic Information Council enables governments to work together to develop, maintain and share accurate, consistent place-based information that is accessible to all Californians and the agencies and organizations that serve them.  The key goals of the Council are to identify California's geographic information needs and priorities and to promote cooperation in meeting these needs; to serve as the primary forum for members to seek consensus on policies that promote development and dissemination of a comprehensive GIS infrastructure in California; and to leverage existing funding and develop new partnerships and resources to build and maintain California's geographic information infrastructure and the Council.

	Established By
	The California Geographic Information Council was formed on August 13, 2003 to facilitate statewide collaboration around the areas of geographic information sharing, integration, use, and management.

	Strategy
	The California Geographic Information Council’s strategy is to facilitate the development, acquisition and dissemination of geographic information, to foster regional GIS coordination, identify and encourage data sharing opportunities.

	Funding
	Minimal funding from participating agencies, including the CA Resources Agency for facilitation and meetings. 

	Membership
	The California GIS Council membership includes 25 executive-level representatives from state, federal, and local government agencies including: 9 federal government representatives, 8 CA state representatives, and 11 local government representatives.  Representatives from the respective regional GIS collaboratives make up local government representation.

	Regulatory

Authority/

Compliance
	The California GIS Council is recognized by the Governor as a working council organization.  As such, cabinet-level executives sit and participate in the council.

	Reporting
	The California GIS Council provides meeting reports and related content to its members and the public – available at http://gis.ca.gov.

	Accountability
	The California GIS Council has little or no accountability for the support, integration, maintenance or development of GIS information.  Accountability is maintained at the level of information ownership.

	Ultimate

Desired

Outcome
	To enable governments to work together to develop, maintain and share accurate, consistent place-based information that is accessible to all Californians and the agencies and organizations that serve them.

	For more info:
	http://gis.ca.gov


	National Geospatial Information Agency (NGIA)

	Governing

Structure
	An independent agency, with nine-member board of directors appointed by the president.  Chief Executive Officer with budget approval over most federal geospatial data spending, production responsibility for framework data themes from federal to local scale, advice from the private sector, professional organizations and academia.

	Purview/

Scope
	NGIA is responsible for setting high-level policy and for geospatial data and coordination activities for the nation.  They endorse and implement standards, promote data sharing, eliminate duplicative activities and improve efficiency, and implement geospatial technologies across the nation.

	Established By
	Enabling legislation

	Coordination

Strategy
	Approval of Budget and staffing within the federal government.  Production control of framework data themes.  National mandatory standards for state and local government data collection, maintenance, sharing, and coordination.

	Funding
	Operations – Direct appropriation from Congress.  Cost reimbursement from sale of products, land title registration fees fund all state and local production work.

External advisory groups – Members pay expenses for participation unless reimbursed through FACA rules?

	Membership
	Nine-member part-time board of directors appointed by the president; Board hires Chief executive officer who operates the agency.

	Regulatory

Authority/

Compliance
	NGIA will have approval authority over federal agency budgets and staffing regarding geospatial data activities.  OMB representation will ensure agency compliance.  State and local government activates must comply with federal standards or they will be performed by NGIA.  Income from land title registration fees would then go to NGIA.

	Components
	NGIA will be charged with the creation and maintenance of the NSDI.  It would be an independent federal agency, partially self-financed through fees, and sale of products.  A federal agency coordinating committee would continue to exist to coordinate federal activities and budget preparation.  NGIA would submit a federal budget proposal to OMB covering all federal agency geospatial data spending.   NGIA would have significant production responsibilities to produce and maintain the nation’s geospatial information.  It would do this through in-house production, contracts with private industry, cooperative agreements, license agreements, mandatory standards and other effective means.

A FACA advisory board representing the geospatial industry, non-profit NGOs, professional organizations, and academia would provide advice to the agency. 

	Reporting
	NGIA board reports to the president, with annual reports to Congress and OMB.

	Accountability
	NGIA is accountable to the President, OMB, and Congress.

	Ultimate

Desired

Outcome
	Production and coordination of all needed geospatial activities in the nation, to improve efficiency, save tax dollars, and solve problems/make decisions.

	For more info:
	Related information is available at: http://www.ordnancesurvey.co.uk/oswebsite/media/features/introos/newintro.html


	NSDI Governance Model – Alternative A

	Governing

Structure
	The National Geospatial Data Council (NGDC) and Statewide Coordinating Councils each have Chairs who serve an unlimited or undefined term.  The Federal Coordinating Council and each of the Local Region Coordinating Council have Chairs and Chair-Elects which are one- or two-year terms that can be held by the member agencies.

	Purview/Scope
	NGDC sets high-level policy for the NSDI.  They endorse/adopt standards, support work to resolve data sharing issues, and in other ways seek to eliminate duplicative activities and improve efficiency.  The Statewide Councils in each state perform similar functions within their state and have representatives on the NGDC.  The Federal Councils in each region of the country assist the states and the federal agencies within their region to coordinate and communicate on data development and application development projects and data access/sharing issues, have a representative from each state in their region, and have representatives on the Statewide Council.  The Local Region Councils coordinate activities between the local government members and have representatives on the Statewide Council and the NGDC.  The other private sector, universities, tribes, and professional associations all have representatives that participate on the Statewide Councils and on the NGDC.  

	Established By
	NGDC is an interagency council with statutory and budgetary authority.  The entire governance model is placed in statute to provide impetus for the model to be implemented throughout the country quickly.

	Coordination

Strategy
	NGDC is mandated by statute to coordinate the geospatial activities of all federal agencies and to assist statewide councils in coordinating the geospatial activities of all government agencies within each state, including jurisdictions subordinate to the state.  The statewide councils are mandated by state statute to coordinate the geospatial activities of all government agencies in their state, and to some extent the geospatial activities of the private sector within their state.  This is accomplished at the state level primarily through the Framework Implementation Team, and its working groups, that are responsible for developing/adopting data models and implementation plans for Framework data themes.  The Framework data themes are comprised of a minimal set of nationally recognized themes and several more themes recognized by state and local governments as necessary for individual states.  Virtually all decisions regarding geospatial activities in each state are made by consensus to ensure ultimate compliance and cooperation.  Voting mechanisms are used when reasonable effort does not result in consensus.  National deadlines, targets, and benchmarks are set for completion of Framework data themes and resolution of data sharing and accessibility issues.  Funding is provided at all levels as appropriate for data and application development and maintenance, through long-term partnerships based on joint strategic and implementation planning.

	Funding
	Operations – Assessment against all agencies’ budgets to form an enterprise fund.  

External – Private/Public partnerships for like-kind services and cash investments in the nation’s geospatial information infrastructure, thereby creating a more robust environment for development and sale of data appliances and applications.

	Membership
	NGDC is composed of federal agency representatives, from the national and regional level, and representatives from the statewide councils (possibly NSGIC).  The statewide councils are composed of representatives from state agencies, federal agencies at the regional level, local government associations, academic institutions, tribal governments, and regional governments.  The federal region councils are composed of reps from federal agencies at the regional level and each of the states in the region.

	Regulatory

Authority/

Compliance
	NGDC has some level of regulatory authority over federal agencies.  Statewide councils do not have regulatory authority over state agencies or other members of their councils.  Enlightened self-interest causes member agencies/organizations to cooperate and collaborate to reduce inefficiencies.

	Components
	NGDC and the statewide councils have Core Staff to support their activities, as well as policy and technical advisory groups.  The statewide councils have Framework Implementation Teams comprised of all sectors of the geospatial community, including the private sector.

	Reporting
	NGDC report to OMB and Congress.  Statewide councils report to the Governor and NGDC.  Federal coordinating councils report to NGDC.

	Accountability
	NGDC is accountable to the President.  Statewide councils are accountable to the Governor.  Federal coordinating councils are accountable to NGDC.

	Ultimate

Desired

Outcome
	Coordination of all geospatial activities in the nation, to improve efficiency, save tax dollars, and solve problems/make decisions.


	Arkansas State Land Information Board (ASLIB)

	Governing

Structure
	Structure established by state legislation as a state board appointed by Governor.

	Purview/Scope
	Overall coordination of geospatial data development activities, standards, and oversight of the state’s geospatial data clearinghouse.

	Established By
	Act 914 of 1997 now annotated Arkansas Code 15-21-501

	Coordination

Strategy
	Promotion of geospatial technologies, education, standards, adoption and growth of users throughout the state by making as much data as possible available to users through the state’s clearinghouse.

	Funding
	Operations – Operated by Arkansas Geographic Information Office with funding from State General Revenue for staff, clearinghouse operations and coordination activities. 

External – Occasional framework data development projects coordinated by the Board has pooled funds from private, local, state, federal and non-profit organizations to develop new data.

	Membership
	Twelve member board consisting of representatives across the state organized as follows: three members from private sector, three members from state government, three members from local government (city and county) and three members from higher education.

	Regulatory

Authority/

Compliance
	All state agencies, boards and commissions are required to cooperate.

	Components
	The Board sets strategy and policy with its twelve members and receives input from an Advisory Panel.  The Advisory Panel represents a cross-section of disciplines throughout the state that stand to benefit most from coordinated geospatial data.  The Arkansas Geographic Information Office carries out policy established by the Board.  The Office is housed under the State Executive Chief Information Officer.

	Reporting
	The Board reports the Joint Committee on Advanced Communications and Information Technology.  The Office reports to the Board and Executive Chief Information Officer

	Accountability
	The Board is held accountable the Joint Committee of Advanced Communication and Information Technology

	Ultimate

Desired

Outcome
	Economic development and quality of life for Arkansas citizens is improved by providing basic spatial data infrastructure, coordinating geographic information activities, and creating short- and long-term strategies that result in improved decision making, effective asset management, and reduced costs.

	For more info:
	http://www.gis.state.ar.us


	Wildland Fire Leadership Council (WFLC)

	Governing

Structure
	Chair, Mark E. Rey, Undersecretary for Natural Resources and Environment, USDA; one-year term, rotate between Departments annually.

	Purview/Scope
	The Council is a cooperative, interagency organization dedicated to achieving consistent implementation of the goals, actions, and policies in the National Fire Plan (NFP) and the Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy (FWFMP).  The Council provides leadership and oversight to ensure policy coordination, accountability and effective implementation of the NFP and FWFMP.

	Established By
	WFLC is an interagency council, established by Memorandum of Understanding between the Secretary, U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) and the Secretary, U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), April 2002.

	Coordination

Strategy
	The Council, through its members, and pursuant to relevant statutory authority, will work to achieve consistent and coordinated efforts to implement all objectives of NFP and the FWFMP, including the following:  Identification of common, outcomes-based interagency performance measures; Development of common data elements and common reporting systems to support performance management and accountability; Development of common procedures for seamless delivery of an effective fuels hazard reduction program; Coordination of efforts to use wildland fire and other tools to maintain and restore ecosystem health; Development of common procedures for mitigating wildfire hazards in the wildland urban interface; Integration of Federal fire, land and resource programs to implement the NFP and the FWFMP; Consideration of appropriate methods and strategies for utilizing biomass removal to support the goals of the NFP; and Coordination and consistent direction and monitoring of field unit performance.

	Funding
	Operations – Congressional appropriations

External – None

	Membership
	WFLC is composed of:  USDA - Undersecretary for Natural Resources and Environment, Chief, U.S. Forrest Service, National Coordinator for the NFP; DOI – Assistant Secretary of Policy, Management, and Budget, Directors of the National Park Service, the Fish and Wildlife Service, the Bureau of Land Management, the U.S. Geological Survey, the Assistant Secretaries of Indian Affairs, and Land and Minerals Management, and the Office of Wildland Fire Coordination; Department of Homeland Security – Deputy Administrator, U.S. Fire Administration; National Governors Association, Vice Chairman; and Intertribal Timber Council, Fire Technical Special. 

	Regulatory

Authority/

Compliance
	None

	Components
	The USDA’s Office of Fire and Aviation Management and the DOI’s Office of Wildland Fire Coordination coordinate staffing for the WFLC. 

	Reporting
	WFLC reports to the Secretaries of DOI and USDA.

	Accountability
	WFLC is accountable to the Secretaries of DOI and USDA.

	Ultimate

Desired

Outcome
	The WLFC will work with a collaborative group of state and local officials, tribal officials, and other federal partners, including regulatory officials, to solicit their advice, knowledge and expertise on federal wildland fire, fuels hazards reduction and natural resource management, and to work to integrate these activities with other federal, state, and tribal programs.

	For more info:
	www.fireplan.gov


	Oregon Geographic Information Council (OGIC)

	Governing

Structure
	Chair, Don Fleming (State Chief Information Officer); term undefined/unlimited.

	Purview/Scope
	OGIC is responsible for setting high-level policy for GIS in Oregon.  They endorse standards, promote data sharing, seek to eliminate duplicative activities and improve efficiency.

	Established By
	OGIC is an interagency council, established by Executive Order in 1983.

	Coordination

Strategy
	OGIC seeks to coordinate the geospatial activities of all government agencies in Oregon, and to some extent the geospatial activities of the private sector within Oregon.  This is accomplished primarily through the Framework Implementation Team, and its 14 working groups, that are responsible for developing standards and implementation plans for Framework data themes.  Coordination also takes place through the OGIC Technical Advisory Group, an annual GIS conference, and other communication and collaboration mechanisms.  Virtually all decisions regarding geospatial activities in Oregon are made by consensus.  The State GIS Coordinator is an OGIC member and also serves as the Governor’s representative to the regional federal agency geospatial coordinating group and the GIS Council of the Western Governor’s Association.

	Funding
	Operations – Assessment against all state agencies’ budgets.

External – Partnerships w/state, fed, local, regional, acad. orgs.

	Membership
	OGIC is composed of 23 State agency directors, 2 federal agency reps., 3 local government association reps., and 1 regional govt. rep.

	Regulatory

Authority/

Compliance
	OGIC does not have regulatory authority over agencies.  Enlightened self-interest causes agencies to cooperate and collaborate to reduce inefficiencies.

	Components
	OGIC has a Core Staff (State GIS Coordinator that manages Geospatial Enterprise Office with small staff), Policy Advisory Group (appointed by OGIC members), Technical Advisory Group (appointed by OGIC members), Framework Implementation Team (with 14 thematic working groups comprised of 300+ volunteers).

	Reporting
	OGIC reports to the Governor.

	Accountability
	OGIC is accountable to the Governor and to a lesser extent to the Information Resources Management Council; accountability is weak and problematic.  The Statewide GIS Coordinator and GEO are accountable to OGIC.

	Ultimate

Desired

Outcome
	Coordination of all geospatial activities in Oregon, to improve efficiency, save tax dollars, and solve problems/make decisions.

	For more info:
	http://www.gis.state.or.us/OGIC


9. FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACT SUBTEAM SUMMARY

Findings:

The Governance Team established a subteam to review the requirements of the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA and to examine the applicability of these requirements to the NSDI governance structure.  The subteam met with Toni Johnson, USGS FACA contact, on February 9, 2005.  The team found that a FACA committee must be established in the interest of obtaining advice or recommendations unless: 1) the committee is composed wholly of full-time, or permanent part-time officers or employees of the Federal Government; or 2) the committee is created by the National Academy of Sciences or the National Academy of Public Administration.

The team reviewed documentation that indicated the following:

· Agency heads must designate Committee Management Officers who are responsible for exercising control and supervision over the committee management program.

· Committees must be chartered before they can meet or conduct business.  The charter content is as follows:

· Committee’s designation

· Objective and Scope

· Time Frame

· Agency/official to whom Committee reports

· Agency responsible for supporting committee

· Description of duties

· Estimated Annual Operating Costs/FTE’s

· The Committee does not pay salary or honoraria, but must provide travel and per diem to all non-federal employees.

· Committee termination date

· Date Charter is filed

· Balanced membership

· Designated federal official

· Signature (by Agency Secretary)

· Charters must be renewed every two years or they will be terminated. 

· Advisory committee membership is to be fairly balanced in terms of the point of view represented and the functions to be performed.  Membership can be of the following types:

· Membership by representation – represent an industry committee such as ASCE, INGAA, etc.

· Special government employees (must fill out financial disclosure forms) – technical experts – solicit expertise of an individual

· Meetings are required to be open to the public and the notices and agendas must be published in the federal register.

· Designated federal officials must approve all meetings and agendas as well as attend meetings.

· Detailed minutes must be kept and must include: the date and location of the meeting, a record of the persons present, a description of the matters discussed and conclusions reached, and any advice or recommendations provided by the committee.

· All committee documents must be available to the public.

· Records must be maintained which fully disclose costs for GAO audits and the Annual Report.

· The committee will be terminated as soon as the stated objectives (in the charter) have been completed, or the committee’s work has become obsolete, or the cost of the operation exceeds the benefits.

Any one of the federal agencies involved with the FGDC can create the FACA under their department.  This agency then has the responsibility for administrative oversight and management.  They must contact their agency FACA contact to learn the process for establishing a FACA under their Department.  This agency must approve the Designated Federal Official (DFO) and this person must attend a week long training session provided by the GSA.

If FGDC decides to pursue a FACA, the agency that accepts responsibility for the Committee must first begin by consulting and working with GSA and OMB.  They must then begin to construct the Charter and publish a “Notice of Establishment” in the Federal Register prior to filing the Charter with Congress and the GSA.

If the committee is formed under specified legislation, certain rules may not apply.  This topic was not pursued with Ms. Johnson due to lack of time and focus of FGDC on FACA.

10. DRAFT GOVERNANCE MODELS

The team considered several potential governance models in developing the governance report.  The following pages summarize the primary options developed by the team.  The final recommended model is a hybrid that incorporates features from several of the options.

Option 1:  

Establishes a new entity through legislation

· Legislation establishes a National Geospatial Coordinating Council (NGCC) responsible for NSDI policy, implementation, and interoperability issues.

· Membership includes representatives from all sectors.

· FGDC focused on Federal Coordination responsibilities of A-16.

· Grant Program for NSDI implementation.
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Option 2

Establishes new entity through combination of existing and new organizations in a phased approach.

· National Geospatial Coordinating Council through non-statutory authority.  Role would be national policy applications, standards and implementation.

· Strengthened FGDC federal leadership role through new Presidential Executive Order.

· Uniform State Coordinating Councils that represent state, local and state/regional interests through Gubernatorial Executive Orders.

· New Legislation similar to Option 1.
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Option 3

No need for a National Geospatial Coordination Council – adhere to Circular A-16.

2002 Revision to Circular A-16 provides the necessary authority, when coupled with the Federal CIO Council charter ASSUMING each Federal Agency.

· Fulfills its assigned role to achieve the NSDI vision, in partnership with their CIOs.

· Promotes practical data sharing partnerships at the local level among stakeholders.

· Funds the technology and portfolio management services of their geospatial resources to enable access to NSDI data.

· CIO exercises geospatial information leadership and vision.

· OMB works with agency budget offices to secure necessary resources to support NSDI activities.
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Option 4

Establishes a new OMB Office based on the model of the Office of Federal Procurement Policy.

· Office of Geospatial Coordination and Management established within OMB to carryout A-16 responsibilities.

· FGDC functions become part of this new Office.  

· Federal Geospatial Advisory Committee provides for improved coordination with other levels of government, private sector and academia.  

· Can be established by Administration action or by legislation.
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