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URISA’s Address Initiative, Part 2: 
The FGDC Address Data Standard
By Martha Wells, Carl Anderson, Hilary Perkins, Ed Wells, and Sara Yurman, URISA Address 
Standard Working Group

In 2005, a decade after 
Peirce Eichelberger created 
URISA’s first addressing 
workshop and six years after 
the first URISA addressing 
conference, the U.S. Federal 
Geographic Data Committee 
(FGDC) accepted a proposal 
from URISA (supported by 
NENA and the Census Bu-
reau) to convene a working 
group to draft an address 
data standard.  

The Address Standard 
Working Group (ASWG) 
was chaired by Martha 
Wells, Carl Anderson, Hilary 
Perkins, Ed Wells, and Sara 
Yurman, all representing 
URISA.  The group worked 
under the authority of the 
Census Bureau, which chairs 
the FGDC Subcommittee on 
Cultural and Demographic 
Data. The FGDC endorsed 
the United States 
Thoroughfare, Landmark, 
and Postal Address Data 
Standard in February 2011. 
The standard is posted 
for public use at: http://
www.fgdc.gov/standards/
standards_publications/.  It 
may also be found at www.

urisa.org/about/initiatives/
addressstandard/

The FGDC standard 
is the first U.S. address 
standard—and one of the 
first in the world—written to 
organize address data within 
geographic databases. The 
standard: 
1. Defines the data 

elements that comprise 
U.S. addresses (as well 
as attributes for address 
documentation, mapping, 
and quality control), 

2. Defines the ten syntaxes 
by which the elements 
can be composed into 
complete addresses, 

3. Sets forth over 40 ways 
of testing the quality of 
address records, and 

4. Provides a complete XML 
schema definition for 
address data exchange. 

The standard treats 
addresses as independent 
entities, not as attributes 
of a parcel, building, or 
other geographic feature. 
Addresses are classified and 
constructed according to 
their syntax, that is, their 

component elements and 
the order in which the 
elements are arranged. 
Syntax determines the 
record structure needed 
to hold and exchange an 
address, and often it is all 
that is known about the 
addresses in a given file. 
Classifying addresses by 
syntax rather than semantics 
(i.e., meaning) allows the 
users of the standard to 
focus on record structures, 
and to avoid the need for 
any assumptions about what 
kind of feature the address 
might identify.

Addresses work 
because they are created 
within a system of rules 
that form a localized spatial 
reference system (just as 
map coordinates are created 
within a    coordinate 
reference system). The 
address standard defines the 
address reference system 
and what it comprises: the 
framework of local rules, 
both spatial and non-spatial, 
by which new addresses 
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are assigned and old ones 
checked within a specific 
area. An address reference 
system may include, for 
example, rules for naming 
streets and for assigning 
address numbers along 
them, as well as a boundary 
defining the area within 
which the rules apply. The 
address reference system, in 
turn, underpins data quality 
testing: individual addresses 
either conform to the rules, 
or they do not.

In developing the 
standard, the ASWG sought 
by a variety of means to 
make the development 
process as open and broad-
based as possible. 

Three complete drafts 
were posted for public 
review and comment. They 
were widely publicized 
in the geospatial and 

standards online media, 
and via several professional 
associations. 

All working drafts, 
discussions, and comments 
were posted to an internet 
wiki site that enabled 
anyone to view the site, 
provide comments, enter 
discussions, and participate 
in the development of the 
standard.  The wiki site 
fostered discussion among 
over 500 widely scattered 
individuals, and proved useful 
in obtaining information and 
debating points of concept, 
practice, and actual address 
conditions. 

ASWG members gave 
over 40 presentations 
and two webinars on the 
standard at professional 
association conferences 
and U.S. federal agency 
meetings. 

The ASWG chairs 
conferred with persons 
writing similar standards in 
South Africa, Denmark, and 
Great Britain. 

Finally, the ASWG 
chairs reviewed over 40 
other standards and made 
the address data standard 
consistent with them, 
including the FGDC NSDI 
Framework standards, the 
FGDC metadata standard, 
the USPS Postal Addressing 
Standard, NENA’s United 
States Civic Location Data 
Exchange Format Standard 
(still in draft), and the XML 
and GML standards. 

As a result, the address 
data standard benefited 
from input from hundreds 
of practitioners in a wide 
range of disciplines, 
throughout the United 
States and internationally, at 
the federal, state, and local 

Address Initiative continued from page 1 levels, and in the public, 
private, and non-profit 
sectors. 

URISA was crucial 
to the origination and 
adoption of the address 
standard. During the six 
years the standard was in 
preparation, the URISA/
NENA address conferences, 
and the network of people 
who met there, catalyzed 
the most critical questions 
and discussions. The URISA 
addressing workshop, given 
numerous times during 
those years, disseminated 
the address standard 
concepts to hundreds of 
interested practitioners 
across the country. In the 
next newsletter, a follow-
up article will report on 
the impact of the standard 
in the first year after its 
endorsement by the FGDC.

NEED 
MORE 
ADDRESSING?

The URISA/NENA Addressing Conference will take 
place August 6-9, 2012 in Memphis, Tennessee, at the 
famous Memphis Peabody Hotel, steps from Beale 
Street and all the great music and BBQ to be found!

Full-day workshops and classes:
•	 Addresses and IS/GIS Implementation: Key to 

GIS Success
•	 GIS & NG9-1-1 for the PSAP
•	 Public Data, Public Access, Privacy, and Security: 

U.S. Law and Policy

Breakout sessions, keynotes, Ignite session,  
exhibits, networking, and a technical tour. 
For details, visit  
http://www.urisa.org/addressing/2012memphis

Memphis - the Birthplace of Rock ‘n’ Roll , the Home of the Blues
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Campus Addresses/Signage—No Passing Grades!
F. Peirce Eichelberger, geographic Data Base Management Systems, Inc. 

Over the last few months I 
have been on several col-
lege and university cam-
puses and I basically got lost 
each time. Why? Campus 
addressing and signage is 
often lacking or just plain 
awful. 

There are no street signs 
on campus. Sure most of 
the buildings are named but 
finding your way around 
can be a bear. Most streets 
do not go through campus 
any more. It keeps traffic 
down, I guess, but having 
no addresses or signs means 
that the campuses are 
decidedly visitor-unfriendly. 
Most campuses are probably 
big enough to have their 
own addressing grid or 
system, which means that 
most street names are 
unique to campus and just 
another reason why signage 
should be present. Good 

addressing systems and sign/
number posting encourage 
efficient navigation. This is 
so important, especially if 
the visitors are unfamiliar 
fire/police or EMS personnel 
responding from further 
away than usual to an 
emergency at the campus.

Just think about other 
campus style properties 
too—hospital/medical 
sites, military bases, office 
complexes, prisons and 
larger industrial facilities. 
Don’t they have the same 
problems with posting? 

During one of these 
recent campus visits, I was 
attending a GIS conference 
where I gave the URISA 
Addressing workshop. 
The campus was a perfect 
example of the need to 
better address campus style 
facilities. All three visits 
to campus led to missed 

turns and “unfound” visitor 
parking spaces. There were 
two professors and some 
students in the workshop 
with other County and 
energy professionals in 
attendance. One of the 
professors contacted me 
later and said he was 
appointed to lead an 
“addressing” project for his 
campus. Nice! 

There are more than 95 
degree-granting institutions 
in the Delaware Valley in 
eastern Pennsylvania. My 
guess is that 75% of them 
are poorly addressed/signed.

Many URISA members 
and former URISA Presidents 
work on college and 
university campuses and 
many student members 
are currently pursuing 
degrees. What are your 
experiences? Is your campus 

properly addressed with 
street signs and building 
address/numbers? Are the 
occupancies (lecture halls, 
laboratories, classrooms) 
properly identified? Is 
student housing well-
marked? How about the 
athletic facilities? Send me 
an email; we will start an 
informal survey. With the 
Virginia Tech tragedy still 
fresh in our minds and 
better use of “reverse 911” 
capabilities, addressing 
is more important than 
ever. Just this last week in 
Colorado a major wildfire 
pointed out problems with 
their reverse 911 system - 
many were not notified of 
the emergency evacuation! 

OK URISAns, what are 
we going to do about this? 
mailto:peirceeichelberger1@
mac.com
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URISA’s Certified Addressing Workshop is being presented in both 
Tennessee and Texas in the next couple of months! 

Addresses and IS/GIS Implementation: Key to GIS Success
Murfreesboro, Tennessee - May 9

Austin, Texas - June 5

Both are being presented in conjunction with URISA developing chapter initiatives. 
Get involved locally and get into addressing!
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The URISA Policymaking Process :  A Personal  Perspect ive
by J. Allison Butler, URISA President-Elect

URISA has always encour-
aged the passionate expres-
sion of its members’ views 
on important public policy 
issues. Most recently, such 
expressions have character-
ized the discussion of the 
decision by URISA Board of 
Directors not to sign onto 
the amicus (friend of the 
court) brief drafted by Bruce 
Joffe (GIS.Consultants@jof-
fes.com) in the matter of Si-
erra Club v. Orange County, 
a case now undergoing 
appeal before the California 
Supreme Court. Unlike some 
other geospatial associations 
and numerous individuals, 
the URISA Board of Directors 
decided not to sign as a sup-
porter of the amicus brief. 
This article will express my 
personal perspective of the 
case, our decision, and the 
policy area addressed.

Case Summary
The basic premise of the 
lawsuit was the desire by 
the Sierra Club to secure the 
complete real property da-
taset from Orange County, 
California in a GIS-compat-
ible format without paying 
the cost-recovery fee im-
posed by the County, which, 
at the time the suit was filed 
in April 2009, was $475,000. 
(The price has more recently 
been reported to be $5,000 
under a new County data li-
censing policy.) The County 
offered to provide the data 

in a PDF map format for the 
cost of reproduction, but 
that offer was declined. 

The Sierra Club said it 
needed the data for spatial 
analysis in GIS software and 
contended that the open 
records laws of California 
applied to all electronic 
data. Orange County’s 
position was that the data in 
a computer mapping system 
were exempt from that law, 
which has an exception 
for “computer mapping 
software” and includes the 
data used by such software. 
At issue is the meaning 
of Section 6254.9 of the 
California Codes, which was 
adopted in 1988 and is part 
of the state’s Public Records 
Act. It reads:

(a) Computer software 
developed by a state or 
local agency is not itself a 
public record under this 
chapter. The agency may 
sell, lease, or license the 
software for commercial 
or noncommercial use.

(b) As used in this section, 
“computer software” 
includes computer 
mapping systems, 
computer programs, 
and computer graphics 
systems. 

(c) This section shall not 
be construed to create 
an implied warranty 
on the part of the State 

of California or any 
local agency for errors, 
omissions, or other 
defects in any computer 
software as provided 
pursuant to this section.

(d) Nothing in this section 
is intended to affect 
the public record status 
of information merely 
because it is stored in a 
computer. Public records 
stored in a computer shall 
be disclosed as required 
by this chapter.

(e) Nothing in this section 
is intended to limit any 
copyright protections.

Taken on its face, and 
applying the common 
meanings of included 
terms, one can reasonably 
conclude that the statute 
says state and local agencies 
may sell software under 
license but that the data 
used by that software is 
a regular public record. 
Indeed, the court ruled 
in a similar case involving 
Santa Clara County that the 
data portion of a computer 
mapping system is not 
exempt from distribution 
for the cost of duplication. 
(County of Santa Clara v. 
Superior Court of Santa 
Clara County [California First 
Amendment Coalition]. See, 
for example, http://lawzilla.
com/blog/county-of-santa-

clara-v-superior-court-of-
santa-clara-county; the 
quotes listed below are from 
this source.) 

To support their 
position that GIS data 
could be sold for a price 
higher than the cost of 
reproduction, Santa Clara 
County made three claims: 
“(1) paramount federal 
law promulgated under 
the Homeland Security Act 
protects the information 
from disclosure; (2) the 
requested information is 
exempt from disclosure 
under the California Public 
Records Act; (3) even if 
disclosure is required, 
the County can place 
restrictions on disclosure 
under state law provisions 
recognizing its copyright 
interests, and it can 
demand fees in excess of 
reproduction costs.” The 
court ruled, “We conclude 
that the law calls for 
unrestricted disclosure of 
the information sought 
here,” noting that software 
and data, as normally 
defined, are two different 
things.

Following this decision, 
Orange County defended 
its market pricing approach 
to GIS data describing real 
property by looking to the 
legislative history of Section 
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The URISA Policymaking Process :  A Personal  Perspect ive

6254.9. In this instance, the 
trial court and the appellate 
court both concluded 
that the GIS data were 
exempt from disclosure 
and that market pricing 
could be used to financially 
support data creation and 
maintenance activities. 
(See the opinion of the 4th 
District Court of Appeals at 
http://caselaw.findlaw.com/
ca-court-of-appeal/1569374.
html; the quotes listed 
below are from this source.)

Why the big difference 
in rulings? It turned out that 
the California Legislature 
had adopted this section of 
the Public Records Act at 
the urging of the City of San 
Jose, which had sought cost 
recovery for its development 
of an extensive countywide 
dataset of real property. 
The legislative record of the 
Senate Rules Committee 
reported that “[San Jose] 
‘has developed various 
computer readable data 
bases and other computer 
stored information for 
various civic planning 
purposes.’ ... [The] bill 
‘would permit the City 
of San Jose and other 
governmental agencies to 
recoup development costs 
of computer databases sold 
to the public’.”

The Court further 

found, “The Department 
of Finance, in its June 
20, 1988 report stating 
its neutral position on 
the final amended bill, 
reiterated its finding that 
the bill permitted the sale of 
computer mapping systems 
and that the potential 
revenue generated by the 
sale of ‘information data 
bases’ could be substantial.” 
This same opinion was 
stated again by the agency 
on August 9, 1988.

Taking the view that 
the Legislature would not 
have included references 
to “computer software” 
in this section if it had 
not intended something 
special to be its intent, the 
Court ruled, “If ‘computer 
mapping systems’ were 
interpreted to include only 
computer programs, it is 
unclear what purpose the 
inclusion of the phrase 
in section 6254.9 was 
intended to achieve, since 
the legislative history does 
not show that any local 
government or agency 
sought the ability to recoup 
the development costs of 
a proprietary computer 
program associated with a 
mapping system. Indeed, 
GIS software is sold by third-
party vendors.”

Stated another way, 

the common meaning of 
terms does not apply when 
the legislature provides 
a specific definition 
applicable to the context. 
Section 6254.9 has its own 
definition of computer 
software, so the ordinary 
meaning does not apply 
here. Even if it did, the 
term ‘computer mapping 
system’ means “a ‘complex 
unity formed of many often 
diverse parts subject to a 
common plan or serving a 
common purpose’.” Both 
the software and data 
must be present for the 
output (purpose) to exist. 
Bruce Joffe’s own testimony 
supported this finding, 
as noted by the Court in 
the first paragraphs of its 
decision.

In considering the 
meaning of a 1997 bill on 
state funding of local data 
maintenance, the appellate 
court found the “Legislature 
recognized ‘the high cost 
of creating and maintaining 
geographic information 
data bases,’ and stated, 
‘Public agency policies 
for pricing the data range 
from covering the cost of 
duplication to recouping 
the costs from compilation 
and maintenance of the 
data bases’.” Although 
the Governor ultimately 
vetoed this act, it relevantly 
defined GIS as including 
“geographic information.” 
It also explicitly stated the 
act’s intent was “to provide 
an alternative source of 
funds for public agencies 
to create and maintain 
geographic information data 
bases without having to sell 
the public data.”

The Court ultimately 

determined, “The 
Legislature, by substituting 
‘computer mapping system’ 
for ‘computer readable 
data bases’ in the statutory 
definition of computer 
software, narrowed the 
definition sufficiently to 
preserve the public record 
status of most computer-
stored information, while 
excluding from public 
disclosure a narrow and 
specific type of database 
(i.e., a computer mapping 
database).” Santa Clara 
County had not raised this 
issue, so it got a different 
result. The Sierra Club 
appealed the case to the 
California Supreme Court, 
which chose to hear the 
case, in part, because of 
the conflicting lower court 
rulings. The amicus brief 
argues that the Court should 
impose the traditional 
definition of ‘computer 
software’ and require all 
public geospatial data to be 
provided to all users for the 
cost of reproduction.

URISA’s Participation
URISA was asked to sign the 
amicus brief by Bruce Joffe, 
a long-time URISA member, 
who seeks to intervene in 
support of the Sierra Club’s 
position, one for which he 
provided trial testimony. 
Although the URISA Policy 
Advisory Committee rec-
ommended that the URISA 
Board of Directors sign on 
as a supporting organiza-
tion, the Board chose not to 
do so at its January 5, 2012 
meeting. Following a plea 
for reconsideration, a meet-
ing between the Board and 
the Policy Advisory Commit-
tee, and considerable online 

continued on page 6
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discussion, the Board took 
up the matter again at its 
February 24 meeting and 
decided not to alter its origi-
nal decision. However, it did 
issue the following policy 
statement (see http://www.
urisa.org/amicus_pr2_2012):

It is URISA’s policy that 
all units of government 
should freely provide the 
means for their citizens to 
fully participate in their own 
governance by publishing 
and otherwise supplying 
geospatial data to all 
interested parties. URISA 
believes that governmental 
geospatial programs must 
be appropriately funded 
and that there are multiple 
acceptable mechanisms 
for such funding. Credible 
studies have shown that the 
value of geospatial data to 
the governmental agencies 
and the people they serve 
increases with the breadth 
of data sharing.

The amicus brief argues 
that the public policy 
adopted by the California 
Supreme Court should be to 
support the free distribution 
of all data available from 
publicly funded sources. 
However, the policy 
question of whether public 
data should be sold for more 
than the cost of duplication 
is not the same as the 
legal question of what 
the Legislature intended 
the policy contained in 
Section 6254.9 to be. The 
only way for the amicus 
view to prevail is for its 
proponents to demonstrate 
to the California Supreme 
Court that the trial court 
either failed to properly 

understand the legislative 
history upon which it 
relied for its opinion or that 
additional evidence exists 
to change that history to 
show a different intent. 
To date, there has been 
no such evidence. Both 
the trial court and the 
appellate court found that 
the legislative history clearly 
demonstrates the intent for 
state and local agencies to 
be able to use data sales 
as part of their financing 
strategy. 

Legally speaking, what 
the legislature actually 
intended the law to do 
counts for more than any 
argument regarding what 
the policy should have 
been. The courts are not the 
proper venue for changing 
legislative intent and the 
public policy contained in 
the relevant state statute 
absent a showing of 
unconstitutional results. 
Thus, it was my view that 
the amicus brief’s arguments 
should be directed to the 
people who made the policy 
choice—the California 
Legislature—as the Supreme 
Court can only apply the 
adopted legislative policy. 
Endorsing the amicus brief 
would put us at odds with 
the legislative history. It 
would also put URISA at 
odds with many of its 
members, who worked for 
public organizations in the 
United States and other 
countries that have similar 
data licensing policies. 

We ultimately chose 
not to support the brief. 
While each of us had our 
own reasons, there were 

some common themes, 
such as those noted above. 
However, I am not writing 
to express the official 
position of the URISA Board 
of Directors. This article 
expresses my experience, 
both with the case and this 
area of public policy. I don’t 
even expect the supporters 
of the amicus brief to agree 
with my characterization 
of the case or the court’s 
rulings, although I have 
attempted to base it almost 
exclusively on the court 
record.

My Personal 
Experience
In my own experience, while 
I was employed as a county 
GIS director, I was required 
under state law to develop a 
real property data licensing 
policy founded on market 
pricing. I also could not con-
flict with the public-access 
policies of the county. That 
policy included recognition 
of the value of open data 
sharing:

An expected external ben-
efit [of free data access] 
is in the area of economic 
development, where GIS 
will supply developers and 
other commercial interests 
with up-to-the-minute 
data on property, demo-
graphics, and public facili-
ties. Environmental groups 
and other organizations, 
with access to the same 
data, can better work with 
commercial interests and 
governmental agencies 
to ensure that growth 
is appropriately accom-
plished. Just one road that 
is routed better, or one 
major business attracted 
to the area because people 
could get the information 
they needed quickly, will 

completely pay for local 
government’s investment 
in the GIS.

Our choice was to 
separate data distribution 
from data licensing. This 
distinction meant that 
we freely provide data 
to all users for the cost 
of duplication. How we 
controlled the commercial 
aspect of the policy was 
in copyright protection, 
an approach that is 
also consistent with the 
California legislation. What 
we sold was the right of 
data reproduction. This 
policy, when applied to 
the Orange County case, 
would mean that the Sierra 
Club could get the data 
it sought for the cost of 
reproduction, but that it 
could not republish that 
data in its original form. It 
could, however, publish the 
results of its analysis based 
on those data and limited 
portions of the data under 
the “Fair Use” doctrine of 
U.S. copyright laws. 

Look again at Section 
6254.9. Paragraph (d) talks 
about disclosure. Our policy 
freely provides data in its 
electronic form to any user, 
but it also recognizes the 
power of copyright law, 
which is where Paragraph 
(e) kicks in to say that the 
local government still has all 
its copyright protection for 
data subject to the statute. If 
Orange County adopted the 
policy we used in my county 
15 years ago, then the 
Sierra Club would get the 
data it needed for its own 
use, but the County would 
continue to be able to share 
in the financial benefits of 

Policymaking continued from page 6
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the data’s commercial value 
should Sierra Club decide to 
republish the data.

Data sharing policies 
can take a broad range of 
approaches, so we should 
address the adopted 
policies of state and local 
governments that comply 
with the California law, 
not only the people who 
make those laws. Just 
because California makes 
no distinction between 
data sharing for public 
participation in the 
governance process and 
commercial use of the same 
data doesn’t mean that local 
governments are prevented 
from doing so.

URISA’s Current Policy 
Creation Process
URISA’s Policy Manual de-
scribes our process for tak-
ing positions on issues:

URISA may consider 
taking a position on any 
issue that relates to the use 
of information technology 
in urban and regional 
environments. Issues dealing 
with spatial technologies 
are of particular interest. 
Any member may raise an 
issue. Issues to consider 
must be submitted to 
headquarters in writing 
(email is acceptable). Issues 
must be described in detail, 
including the multiple 
perspectives, implications, 
parties involved, timing, and 
“where” or “to whom” the 
position will be presented. 
Headquarters will alert the 
Board in its next conference 
call (or via email if there 
is a more immediate time 
constraint). The Board 
will make a determination 
about the relevance of the 

issue, and if acceptable, will 
direct headquarters staff 
to solicit member input 
via email within a timely 
manner. The Board will 
examine the response at 
the next conference call or 
meeting and determine how 
to proceed. A majority of 
members of the Board must 
agree with the proposed 
position for it to be publicly 
advocated. The Board may 
identify a member to guide 
this process and speak in 
various forums on behalf of 
the Association. (Adopted: 
August 26, 1999; pp. 18-19)

This process was further 
enhanced a few years ago 
by our adding a Policy 
Advisory Committee to 
the list of standing URISA 
committees under Section 
204.6 of the Bylaws:

The Policy Advisory 
Committee is charged with 
recommending formal 
policy positions on matters 
that: 
•	 Pertain directly to 

URISA’s mission
•	 Do not involve partisan 

political lobbying or 
direct support for 
a political party or 
candidate

•	 Are raised and 
reviewed, and the 
position recommended, 
in accordance with the 
established procedures 
of the Committee

The Committee may 
take up matters upon 
referral by the Board upon 
its own initiative, or upon 
request by any URISA 
member. Further, the 
Committee shall prepare, for 
consideration by the URISA 
Board, recommendations 

for official resolutions, 
position statements, or 
formal comment submittals 
on policy matters. The 
Committee shall include at 
least one member of the 
Board of Directors who will 
serve as the official Board 
liaison. The Committee 
shall provide advice and 
recommendations to the 
Board. The Committee shall 
not make decisions for the 
Association related to policy 
or other matters. Nothing 
herein shall preclude the 
Board from considering 
any policy matter or taking 
any policy position without 
seeking advice from the 
Committee.

We asked the 
Committee to review 
the matter of signing the 
amicus brief and give 
us their advice. They 
recommended that the 
Board endorse the brief. 
Upon reflection, I don’t 
think we gave adequate 
direction to the Committee 
with regard to the details 
of their needed input, 
which lacked a thorough 
review and expression of 
the “multiple perspectives” 
required. This is perhaps 
the primary reason that the 
Board’s decision differed 
from the Committee’s 
recommendation.

Throughout the process 
of deciding whether to 
sign or not to sign the 
amicus brief, the URISA 
Board of Directors openly 
communicated directly with 
any and all interested parties 
through every available 
venue. At least two of us 
participated in the LinkedIn 
discussion thread. All of us 
got e-mails and/or phone 

calls. I feel confident that 
everyone who wanted to be 
heard had that opportunity 
and that we fully complied 
with the Policy Manual 
process for member input. 
I am equally convinced 
the question before the 
California Supreme Court 
is a legal one regarding 
policy interpretation, 
not one dealing with 
policy formation, but 
I acknowledge that 
reasonable people can reach 
different conclusions.

Some people who 
supported URISA’s signing 
the amicus brief feel like the 
Board’s decision was to do 
nothing. That isn’t actually 
what happened; we voted 
not to support the amicus 
brief. But we also decided 
to encourage our members 
to be fully informed and to 
express themselves. In this 
way, we provided the means 
for everyone, on both sides 
of the question, to feel like 
they had a valid statement 
to make since we did not 
vote to oppose the brief.

Toward More Inclusive 
Decision-making

This experience points 
out that we may need a 
more formal mechanism to 
seek broader member input 
on policy issues. So, I want 
to start the design process 
for this mechanism by 
inviting your input. I need 
your help to answer some 
basic questions so we can 
set the design parameters of 
the member-input process, 
which would potentially also 
guide the Policy Advisory 
Committee’s activities:

How should the Board 

continued on page 8

The GIS Professional    •    MarcH/aprIl  2012   •   Page 7



of Directors determine 
which issues are put before 
the membership for formal 
input prior to a decision by 
the Board?

Should member 
opinions be solicited 
through a referendum, 
where members get to 
vote Yes or No on a specific 
question; or through a 
broader input mechanism 
that allows members to 
express a wide range of 
opinions?

If a vote is conducted, 
should the majority opinion 
be expressed as formal 
URISA policy, or should the 
Board of Directors have the 
ability to modify or even 
decide against the majority 
opinion in setting policy?

Should the URISA Board 
of Directors determine 
the language on any 
issue placed before the 
members, or should persons 
supporting various views 
craft the language?

How would the 
members be informed on 
the facts of the matter for 
which they are to express 
themselves? To what 
extent should “campaign 
literature” be distributed to 
the members by interested 
parties?

Should there be 
a minimum response 
threshold to consider the 
expressed collective opinion 
as a valid representation of 
the entire membership?

How should URISA 
recognize the valid 
expression of minority 
opinions in making policy 

decisions?
The Board of 

Directors is seriously 
considering a change in 
the structure of URISA’s 
standing committees to 
create a comprehensive 
Advocacy Committee that 
encompasses the present 
Policy Advisory Committee 
and other existing groups 
that should be heard 
on policy issues, such as 
the Chapter Relations 
Committee, the Industry 
Relations Committee, the 
Vanguard Cabinet, and the 
Past Presidents Council. 
Such a group will have 
participation by old and 
new members of URISA 
and the broad geospatial 
community, both public 
and private. The innately 
broader perspective of this 
group may itself provide the 
member-input mechanism 
we seek to establish.

 Please contact me 
at abutler@mpzero.com to 
provide your input to the 
questions posed here. URISA 
has always stood most 
strongly for public debate 
and the free exchange of 
views of all types. Indeed, 
URISA is one of the few 
professional associations 
without a specific industry 
focus, as geospatial data 
users come from almost 
all professions. Help us 
represent you by jointly 
creating the mechanism that 
will best support a collective 
policy-formation process.

Policymaking continued from page 7

• Project-Based
Curriculum

• Field Trips & Tours
• Networking Events

M O R E
P O W E R
T O  Y O U

J U LY- A U G U S T
SUMMER 2012

w w w. e x t e n s i o n . u c r. e d u / s u m m e r

16th annual

GIS SUMMER SCHOOL

Learn More

Online

Make plans to attend 
URISA’s 50th Annual Conference, 
September 30-October 4 
in Portland, Oregon. 

Program details and registration coming soon!

Featured Keynote Speakers:
•	 Professor Michael Goodchild - 

University of California, Santa Barbara
•	 John Sanderson - Microsoft’s Cloud 

Evangelist
•	 Jack Dangermond - Esri
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GIS/CAMA 2012 in San Antonio

GIS/CAMA 2012 in San 
Antonio—16 and Still 
Growing!
Just back from the 16th an-
nual GIS/CAMA conference 
in San Antonio, Texas. This 
joint venture with IAAO be-
gan back in Seattle in 1993 
when Ed Crane and I went 
to the national IAAO (Inter-
national Association of As-
sessing Officers) conference. 
I presented the “infamous” 
paper “101 Things GIS Does 
Better Than CAMA” …we 
both lived to tell about it 
and 16 years or so later, the 
idea is still growing strong. 
(CAMA = Computer-Assisted 
Mass Appraisal) About 350 
people attended the San An-
tonio conference this year, a 
very respectable turnout for 
this specialty conference. 

URISA and PRIA 
(Property Records Industry 
Association) debuted the 

new one-day Land Records/
GIS Integration workshop 
to a full house and positive 
reviews. The “modelers” and 
the statisticians were out in 
force. Lots of great breakout 
sessions; in fact it was 
difficult to choose which 
one to attend. Ed and I were 
involved with two breakout 
sessions that were well-
attended. The “Rise of the 
Subparcels” session caught 
the attention of many. It 
was also the February cover 
story in Fair and Equitable. 
There will be more on 
the implementation of 
subparcels at GIS-Pro in 
Portland! Subparcels will 
keep GIS at the core of all 
government automation for 
the next 50 years, follow 
URISA’s lead. Stay tuned for 
much more.

The other session we 
did was “The What Is Just As 
Important As the Where,” 
which described the need 
for much more definitive 
“use” codes for land use, 
space use and occupancy 
use information. The need 
for much more definitive 
use codes will be driven 
by the need to enable 
much more data sharing 
for desk-top assessments, 
data sharing with other 
levels of government, more 
subparcel identifications, 
etc. The locals need to 
outreach to the State folks 
since the Department of 
Revenue often dictates basic 
land use coding schemes 
for the locals to use. These 
coding schemes are poor at 
best! More coming here as 
well. 

Ideas already for 
next year’s conference… 
organizational models for 
GIS staffing—in assessment; 
enterprisewide GIS models; 
data dissemination and 
more.

Special thanks to 
Danielle Simpson from 
Boulder County and the 
entire committee for a very 
successful conference. Nice 
work! 

Next year’s conference 
was announced. It will 
be March 4-7, 2013 
in Albuquerque, New 
Mexico. Try to come to 
this conference! Very 
educational and valuable. 

Peirce Eichelberger
geographic Data Base Man-
agement Systems, Inc. 
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Deadlines to Note!
Abstracts for 2012 Caribbean GIS 
Conference - Due april 30

2012 Exemplary Systems in 
Government Awards - Due May 7

2012 Student Competition (Paper 
and Poster) - Due May 21

http://www.urisa.org/carib2012
http://www.urisa.org/carib2012
http://www.urisa.org/2011esigapplication
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Book Review

Reviewed by: Karen Underhill, 
Ph.D., GISP, GIS/Database 
Supervisor at Orange County 
Water District in Fountain 
Valley, California and lecturer 
for California State University, 
Fullerton, Extension, GIS 
Certificate Program.

According to the authors 
of this book, “Arc Hydro 
Groundwater GIS for Hydro-
geology” was written as an 
expansion to an earlier book 
entitled “Arc Hydro: GIS for 
Water Resources” published 
in 2002. The initial book 
introduced a set of GIS tools 
that could be used to de-
velop water resource data 
models for surface water. 
Not long after its release, 
the authors identified that 
there was not only a great 
need for tools working with 
groundwater resources, but 
a need for a guide and as-
sociated tools that incorpo-
rate both surface water and 
groundwater resources. “Arc 
Hydro Groundwater GIS for 
Hydrogeology” was written 
with that type of integration 
in mind. The book incor-
porates groundwater with 
surface water resources and 
introduces new tools for that 

integration.
The book is organized 

into 9 chapters. These 
chapters are designed to be 
utilized as needed, such as 
if someone is just starting 
out with a data model for 
groundwater modeling they 
may start from chapter 1 
and work through to the 
end to chapter 9. However 
the book is organized 
in such a way that the 
reader can potentially look 
at highlights to certain 
chapters while reading every 
detail of the next.

Chapter titles include:
•	 Introduction
•	 Arc Hydro framework
•	 Three-dimensional 

ArcGIS for subsurface 
representation

•	 Geologic maps
•	 Hydrostratigraphy
•	 Time series for 

hydrologic systems
•	 Groundwater simulation 

models
•	 Implementation

This book is an overview 
and essentially a how-to for 
working with groundwater 
data in GIS. The book con-
tains a variety of images and 
graphs to help the reader 
understand the content. As 
a matter of fact almost ev-
ery page of the book has at 
least one image or diagram. 
With the complexity of the 
subject matter these images 
help the reader understand 
the concepts presented. 

The first chapters 
give a good background 

about groundwater 
wells, strata, etc. and 
why the incorporating of 
groundwater data and 
GIS make sense. The book 
provides a link to online 
resources to obtain free trial 
versions of the Arc Hydro 
Tools:
•	 Groundwater Analyst
•	 Modflow Analyst
•	 Subsurface Analyst

Once at the website, 
readers will also gain access 
to tutorials and data for the 
tutorials for using the tools 
which can be very helpful 
for hands-on type training 
along with the book.

As indicated in a recent 
press release by ESRI Press, 
the book provides details 
for:
•	 Groundwater modeling
•	 3D subsurface 

illustrations
•	 Modeling of aquifers, 

wells, and boreholes
•	 3D hydrogeologic 

models
•	 Time-series for 

groundwater resource 
systems

Chapters 1 and 2 do a 
good job introducing the 
subsurface and groundwater 
models and datasets to use. 
They offer a case study and 
walk through the processes. 
Chapter 2, in particular, 
focuses on the framework 
of the model which includes 
what datasets to use, 
attributes of the data with 

detailed descriptions of each 
attribute.

As you read the book 
further, subject matter is 
introduced that is required 
for the completion of 
the data model. For 
example, the Geology 
and Hydrostratigraphy 
chapters discuss what 
they are as well as their 
importance in the model. 
Further chapters provide 
information on aquifers and 
boreholes in regards to 3D 
representations of the data.

Chapter 7 spends 
a great deal of time on 
time-series. It is a fairly 
new functionality in GIS, 
however very interesting 
as well as essential for 
groundwater resource 
planning. The chapter 
describes the best type 
of data sets to use for 
time-series and how to 
incorporate time-series data 
into the model.  

The last two chapters 
pull it all together with 
groundwater simulation 
models of the data and 
formats discussed in earlier 
chapters and then finalizing 
and implementing your own 
model. In particular the 
final chapter points out that 
the previous chapters used 
examples from case studies 
while the last chapter “helps 
you implement your own 
groundwater project.” The 
last chapter also provides 
links to additional helpful 

continued on page 13
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Surveying and Model Rules 
for Surveying that help in 
some cases to clarify where 
the practice of licensed 
survey ends.  

From a policy and 
advocacy standpoint, URISA 
led the development of the 
GIS Certification Institute 
(GISCI) and the Coalition 
of Geospatial Organizations 
(COGO).

URISA is now planning 
to put the Policy Advisory 
Committee to work on a 
more strategic basis.  The 
PAC will still be asked to 
refer issues it initiates to 
the Board, and to help the 
Board respond to issues 
by analyzing them and 
providing recommendations 
and alternatives for the 
Board to consider.  But 
the Policy Committee will 
also be asked to help the 
Board with analysis and 
recommendations related to 
URISA’s Advocacy Agenda. 

If you are not aware, the 
annual Advocacy Agenda 
is formulated from the 

Chapter Roll Call at GIS-Pro, 
URISA’s Annual Conference.  
The 2012 Advocacy Agenda 
can be found on our web 
site at: http://www.urisa.
org/advocacy_agenda. 
Work on developing the 
Advocacy Agenda illustrates 
the connection between 
URISA and its chapters, and 
the strengths and value 
that they bring together.  
The chapters bring the 
grass roots issues that they 
hear from URISA members 
at their local conferences 
and other chapter events.  
Bringing those issues to 
the Chapter Roll Call allows 
the chapters and URISA 
to develop the handful of 
common key issues that 
we – URISA - then commit 
to try to tackle during the 
coming years.  The next 
step as this process evolves 
is to harness the PAC to 
flesh out these issues with 
recommendations and 
alternatives for the Board to 
consider.

Sometimes though, 
advocacy is a complex 
process. A recent example 
is the request that the 
URISA Board received to 
sign the Amicus Brief in 
the California Supreme 
Court Case of Sierra Club 
vs. Orange County, related 
to the interpretation of the 
California State Code.  In 
this case, the URISA Board 
twice considered the PAC’s 
recommendation to sign 

President’s  Column

Still Disruptive
Greg Babinski, GISP
As you may have figured 
out, ‘be disruptive’ is going 
to be the theme I keep com-
ing back to in this column 
during my term as URISA 
President.  The aspect of dis-
ruption I want to talk about 
with this column is URISA’s 
advocacy agenda and how 
it has both disrupted URISA’s 
way of doing business and 
how it can be a positive 
force for our community.

URISA is changing and 
will continue to change in 
many ways. The conferences 
we offer continue to evolve 
in focus, content, and 
format.  Our educational 
offerings continue to 
change - old workshop 
topics are retired and new 
ones introduced to respond 
to evolving technology or 
business needs.  Even the 
URISA Leadership Academy 
is changing this year to 
respond to student feedback 
and the continuous 
improvements on which the 
ULA committee is focused.  
Our publications evolve.  
We have the URISA Listserv 
now as a new tool for 
members to communicate 
and support each other 
with ideas, solutions, and 
innovations.  The URISA 
Listserv has the potential 
to serve as the virtual 
geospatial ‘silicon valley’ – 
where ideas are incubated, 
tested, and then result in 
future solutions for our 
industry.  As General Eric 

Shinseki, retired US Army 
Chief of Staff, said “If you 
don’t like change, you’re 
going to like irrelevance 
even less.” 

But URISA and its 
members and sponsors 
do not exist in a vacuum.  
External factors influence 
us and how we do our jobs 
and advance our careers.  
URISA’s constitution permits 
us to ‘influence legislation.’ 
The URISA bylaws 
established a Policy Advisory 
Committee, charged with 
recommending formal 
policy positions on matters 
that: 
•	 Pertain directly to 

URISA’s mission 
•	 Do not involve partisan 

political lobbying or 
direct support for 
a political party or 
candidate 

•	 Are raised and 
reviewed, and the 
position recommended, 
in accordance with the 
established procedures 
of the Committee 
The Committee can 

take up matters referred by 
the Board, upon its own 
initiative, or upon request 
by any URISA member.

During my years as 
an active URISA volunteer, 
then during my last five 
years on the URISA Board I 
have been aware of regular 
URISA involvement in policy 
issues.  URISA participated 
in the work with NCEES to 
develop the Model Law for 
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Welcome New URISA Members

David Donley — CAL FIRE/Riverside 
County Fire Department — Moreno 
Valley, CA 

David Duda GISP — Quad Knopf — 
Visalia, CA 

Marilyn Evers — Florida Surveying & 
Mapping Society — Tallahasse, FL 

Cynthia Feirman GISP — Carey 
Technology LLC — Mobile, AL 

Melanie Feliciano — Northern 
Virginia Community College — 
Alexandria, VA 

Annette Fessel — Canton, GA 
Linda Foster GISP — Ferber 

Engineering Company — Rapid 
City, SD 

Sundaran Gillespie GISP — WRA, Inc 
— San Rafael, CA 

Paul Glendening — ICF International 
— San Francisco, CA 

Michael Gough — Humboldt State 
University — Arcata, CA 

Shu Gultek GISP — Plains Exploration 
and Production Company — Spring, 
TX 

Brian Gutzwiller — Michael Baker Jr., 
Inc. — Anchorage, AK 

Martin Hamilton — Royal Botanic 
Gardens, Kew — Richmond, Surrey 
United Kingdom

Marcus Harner — County of Shasta 
— Redding, CA 

Elaine Henckel — Dousman, WI 
Sergio Henricy GISP — CH2M Hill — 

Laguna Beach, CA 
David Hester — USGS/Central Region 

— Denver, CO 
Greg Hildreth — Allegany County — 

Cumberland, MD 
Peter Hille — Sky Research — 

Ashland, OR 
Ron Hilliard — Pacific Geomatic 

Services, Inc. — Mountlake Terrace, 
WA 

Curtis Hinton GISP — Geographic 
Technologies Group — Goldsboro, NC 

Mark Ho GISP — Esri Canada — 
Toronto, ON Canada

Colin Hobson — Open Spatial Corp — 
Rocklin, CA 

Tyler Hoffbuhr GISP — Iberdrola 
Renewables — Reno, NV 

Erin House — Chicago, IL 
Kelly Housein — Atkins — Calverton, MD 

Susan Howard — Matanuska Susitna 
Borough — Palmer, AK 

Vance Hoyt GISP — US Air Force — 
APO, AE 

Rosemary Jeejeebhoy— Enersource 
Hydro Mississauga — Mississauga, 
ON Canada

Josi Jenneskens — Jenneskens 
Geographic Services — Long Beach, 
CA 

Jean Johannes — Baxter & Woodman 
— Dekalb, IL 

Michala Jones — University of Florida 
— Gainesville, FL 

Wesley Keller — City of Universal City 
— Universal City, TX 

Robert Kirkman GISP — HDR — 
Beaverton, OR 

Verda Kocabas — Blackbridge 
Geomatics — Lethbrigde, AB Canada

Dale Kubenka — City of Bryan — 
Bryan, TX 

Sasha Lockamy GISP — City of 
Georgetown — Georgetown, TX 

Adriana Lopez — Arlington, VA 
Rushi Maddula — Transystems Corp 

— Jacksonville, FL 
Jayant Mahajan — Mississippi 

Department of Transportation — 
Brandon, MS 

Christopher Mamer — calgary, AB 
Canada

Theresa Martin — City of Laurel — 
Laurel, MD 

Michael Martorell GISP — Jacobs 
Engineering Group — Dickinson, TX 

James McCord GISP — City of 
Brentwood — Brentwood, TN 

David McIntire — Earth Resources 
Technology, Inc. — Galveston, TX 

Molly McKinney — Columbia College 
GIS program — Sonora, CA 

Matthew McLamb — Geographic 
Technologies Group — Goldsboro, NC 

Kathryn McSorley GISP — Bergen 
County — Paramus, NJ 

Marcos Mendez GISP — Project 
Partners — Santa Ana, CA 

Russell Mercer — Get Spatial 
Consulting — San Diego, CA 

Gregory Miller GISP — ASPCA — 
Saint Petersburg, FL 

Kevin Miller GISP — State of Indiana 
— Indianapolis, IN 

Todd Mitchell GISP — Fugro 
EarthData Inc — Ventura, CA 

Ashlee Moore GISP — Indiana 
Department of Homeland Security — 
Greenfiled, IN 

John Morgan — Towson University — 
Baltimore, MD 

Paul Morrison GISP — SM Energy — 
Billings, MT 

Christie Most — King County Dept of 
Assessments — Seattle, WA 

Brian Nemec — City of Westerville — 
Westerville, OH 

Guy-Justin Nuyda GISP — Schnabel 
Engineering South, PC — 
Greensboro, NC 

Timothy O’Neil — Framingham, MA 
Manasi Palit GISP — URS Corporation 

— Louisville, KY 
Andrea Parish — CALIBRE — Waldorf, 

MD 
James Payne GISP — Morongo Band 

of Mission Indians — Banning, CA 
Christopher Pesesky GISP — 

Chesapeake Midstream Development 
— Breesport, NY 

Bernie Peterson GISP — CDM Smith 
— Cleveland, OH 

Judith Pizzo GISP — FDOT — 
Longwood, FL 

Ryan Pream — Cayman Islands 
Government — George Town, 
Cayman Islands

Richard Pryce — Craven Thompson & 
Associates, Inc. — Davie, FL 

Carlton Ray — Memphis, TN 
Dan Ridenour — Gewalt Hamilton 

Associates, Inc. — Vernon Hills, IL 
Gordon Robertson — Black River 

Falls, WI 
Cameron Robertson — Exeter, ON 

Canada
Harold Rogers — GIS Consultant — 

Houston, TX 
Susan Rorrer — Nelson County — 

Lovingston, VA 
Michael Rutkowski GISP — CDM 

Smith — Scituate, MA 
William Sanders — King County 

Assessor — Seattle, WA 
Nina Savar — University of IL at 

Chicago — Chicago, IL 
Laura Sheridan — Madison County 

Council of Governments — 
Anderson, IN 

Ryan Abeloe — Englewood, CO 
Leviticus (Lee) Allen GISP — 

Shawnee County — Topeka, KS 
El Aran — USDA Forest Service — 

Portland, OR 
Rebecca Arceo — Bensenville, IL 
Daniel Armstrong — Open Spatial 

Corp — Rocklin, CA 
David Attaway GISP — MDA 

Information Systems — Washington, 
DC 

Marie Auclair — Cumberland, RI 
Michael Baldwin GISP — Town of 

Southampton — Manorville, NY 
Amanda Bentley — Connected Nation 

— Bowling Green, KY 
Cecille Blake — Government of 

Jamaica — Kingston, Jamaica
David Bollinger — San Joaquin 

County — Stockton, CA 
Chuck Boyer — Aerial Services, Inc — 

Conroe, TX 
Michelle Cahal GISP — East Texas 

Council of Governments — Kilgore, 
TX 

Brandon Cales GISP — City of 
Victorville — Apple Valley, CA 

Sean Callaghan — Surveyza 
Consulting Ltd. — Calgary, AB 
Canada

Melisa Caric Lee GISP — Compass 
Rose GIS — Oceanside, CA 

Paul Cartier — ARCADIS-US — 
Anchorage, AK 

Heather Church — Baxter & 
Woodman — Itasca, IL 

Maria Clay — Employment 
Development Department (LMID) — 
Sacramento, CA 

Ashley Coby — Community College of 
Philadelphia — Philadelphia, PA 

Raoul Comaduran — Sapphos 
Environmental Inc. — Pasadena, CA 

Thomas Conley — Fort Collins, CO 
Aaron de Boer — City of Brampton — 

Brampton, ON Canada
Taylor Denniston — Bearing Tree 

Land Surveying — Midwest City, OK 
James DePasquale — Matanuska-

Susitna Borough — Palmer, TX 
Mannin Dodd — Virginia Tech — 

Blacksburg, VA 
Mark Dodds — City of Philadelphia — 

Philedelphia, PA 
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online resources related to 
Arc Hydro.

While I would not call 
this book a step-by-step 
instruction manual, it comes 
very close. Readers will find 
themselves following along 
with the data and tutorials 
from the link offered in the 
book. The images, graphs, 
and tables provide excellent 
validation for the readers 
who are working on their 
own groundwater projects.

Welcome New Bronze URISA Sponsor
Geographic Technologies Group
Corporate Office 
1202 Parkway Drive 
Goldsboro, North Carolina 27534 
Tel: 919.759.9214 
Toll Free: 1.888.757.4222 
Fax: 919.759.0410
Company Website
Primary Contact: Curtis Hinton, GISP

GTG is a full-service local government GIS consulting com-
pany offering specialized experience in the planning, design, 
implementation, and procurement of geo-technologies.  
GTG has unmatched technical GIS capabilities, demonstrat-
ed successes, international experience, and a reputation for 
successfully implementing the right solutions. GTG develops 
GIS products that spatially enable various enterprise solu-
tions and integrates an organization’s IT investment via a 
common interface. GTG also offers stand-alone products for 
land management, public safety, public access, touch screen 
technology, and utilities. GTG’s recent product line includes 
311GIS (a cloud based citizen reporting tool), Mobile Dam-
age Assessment and Recovery Tool (MDART), and GeoBlade 
Vantage Points (an enterprise solution for local government).

GTG has more than 700 clients located throughout 
North America and Europe and serves all levels of 
government as well as the private sector. To support our 
clients, GTG maintains four offices located across the United 
States: Headquarters in North Carolina, and regional offices 
in Texas, Florida, and Ohio.

This book is not only 
useful for the initial set 
up of your groundwater 
resource planning and 
model, it is also a very good 
reference book to refer to 
when you need to make 
adjustments or changes 
down the road. I am sure 
many groundwater resource 
and GIS professionals alike 
will find this book a valuable 
reference.  

the Amicus Brief, but did 
not do so. Al Butler’s article 
elsewhere in this issue of 
THE GIS PROFESSIONAL 
provides one perspective on 
this decision.  

Although it was not 
the first time that the URISA 
Board decided not to take 
what some might consider an 
advocacy stand, it is clear that 
the Board’s decision troubled 
some members.  URISA as 
a professional organization 
should support each 
member’s right to their own 
opinion and each member 
should respect that their 
colleagues might disagree.

Since the SC v. OC 
issue, URISA has written 
letters supporting members 
in Puerto Rico concerned 
about their legislature 
trying to amend their 
survey licensure statutes too 
broadly, and to the USDA 
urging rejection of a protest 
to this year’s NAIP imagery 
acquisition based on a claim 
that the solicitation should 
have been qualifications-
based (QBS).

URISA’s new Listserv is 
a tool that you can use to 

build a consensus around 
the key issues for which  
URISA should be advocating.  
One thing I feel strongly 
about is that to the extent 
possible, our policies and 
our advocacy should be 
international in nature. While 
much of our advocacy will 
still be focused in the U.S., 
there is no reason that the 
URISA Board would not 
consider issues in Canada, 
Caribbean nations, the 
UAE (our newest forming 
chapter), or wherever URISA 
chapters or members ask for 
help.

I hope I will see you 
at GIS-Pro – URISA’s 50th 
Annual Conference - in 
Portland in October.  We 
can celebrate URISA’s 50-
year history of disruption, 
learn about how URISA 
members are shaking 
up their agencies and 
businesses and programs 
right now, and plan how we 
will change URISA and the 
geospatial industry over the 
next decades! Are you with 
me?

Contact Greg at: Greg.
babinski@kingcounty.gov. 

Sean Smyth — Strathcona County — 
Sherwood Park, AB Canada

Eric Snyder — City of Newton (NC) — 
Newton, NC 

Siobhan Stack GISP — XTO Energy — 
Fort Worth, TX 

Sharon Stacy — Anderson & Associates 
— Blacksburg, VA 

Sandi Stroud — Baltimore Metropolitan 
Council — Baltimore, MD 

Joshua Sznaider — San Diego, CA 
Ryan Taylor GISP — Kerr Wood Leidal 

Associates Limited — Burnaby, BC 
Canada

Joseph Tricarico — Azavea Inc. — 
Philadelphia, PA 

Harold Truebger — Shelby County 
911 District — Memphis, TN 

Dragan Vukicevic — Precision 
Geomatics Inc. — Edmonton, AB 
Canada

Cherece Wallace-Haywood — 
Tobago Emergency Management 
Agency — Signal Hill, Tobago, 
Trinidad and Tobago

Jason Warner GISP — AECOM Water 
— Jacksonville, FL 

Amy Webber GISP — LongView 
Consulting Services, LLC — 
Simpsonville, SC 

Christopher Windsor — Westover, MD 
Melissa Wojciuk GISP — Integrys 

Energy Group — Green Bay, WI 
Gwendolyn Wolph GISP — Iberdrola 

Renewables — Beaverton, OR 
Susan Yurasevecz — State of 

Connecticut Department of Public 
Health — Hartford, CT 

Timothy Zimmer — Shelby County 
9-1-1 District — Memphis, TN 

Eric Zimmerman — MWH — Boise, ID 
Callie Zuck — Columbus, GA 
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2012 Sponsor Directory

Platinum Corporate
Sponsor

Esri 

380 New York St, Redlands, CA 92373 
Phone: (909) 793-2853 
info@esri.com

Since 1969, Esri® has been helping or-
ganizations map and model our world. 
Esri’s GIS software tools and meth-
odologies enable them to effectively 
analyze and manage their geographic 
information and make better decisions.  
They are supported by our experienced 
and knowledgeable staff and extensive 
network of business partners and 
international distributors. 

A full-service GIS company, Esri sup-
ports the implementation of GIS tech-
nology on the desktop, servers, online 
services, and mobile devices. These GIS 
solutions are flexible, customizable, 
and easy to use. 

Esri software is used by hundreds of 
thousands of organizations who apply 
GIS to solve problems and make our 
world a better place to live. We pay 
close attention to our users to ensure 
they have the best tools possible to 
accomplish their missions.  A com-
prehensive suite of training options 
offered worldwide helps our users 
fully leverage their GIS. Esri is a socially 
conscious business, actively supporting 
organizations involved in education, 
conservation, sustainable develop-
ment, and humanitarian affairs.

Gold Corporate Sponsor

CDM Smith 

50 Hampshire Street, One Cambridge 
Place 
Cambridge, MA 02139 
Phone: (617) 452-6000 
keensg@cdmsmith.com 

What began in February 2011 with 
joining of two industry forces has cul-
minated in a fully integrated provider 
of comprehensive water, environment, 
transportation, energy and facilities 
services united under the new brand 
CDM Smith. 

One promise: doing what is right 
for our clients and communities

One partner:  providing integrat-
ed water, environment, transportation, 
energy and facilities solutions

One passion: creating a better 
future, together

At CDM Smith, we are committed to 
building strong and lasting relation-
ships with our clients and each other. 
Together, we are solving the world’s 
water, environment, transportation, 
energy and facilities challenges with 
smart, integrated solutions. As your 
trusted partner, we are shaping tomor-
row while delivering the services you 
need today. Proving every day—in 
every way—we’re better together.

Silver Corporate Sponsors

Data Transfer Solutions 

3680 Avalon Park Blvd East, Suite 200, 
Orlando, FL 32828 
Phone: (407) 382-5222 
aibaugh@dtsgis.com

Headquartered in Orlando, DTS is a 
leader in asset management, geo-
graphic information systems, and 
transportation planning. We specialize 
in creating solutions to help clients 
automate their worlds, reduce their 
workload and organize their data 
through customized technology.

DTS is comprised of seven divisions, 
each with its own scope of services. 
Often however, a single project spans 
several divisions before completion 
because we uniquely offer all the 
necessary cutting-edge services, inte-
grated within one company.

Pictometry 
International 

100 Town Centre Dr, Suite A, Rochester, 
NY 14623 
Phone: (585) 739-1854 
scott.sherwood@pictometry.com 

Pictometry International Corp. is a 
leading provider of geo-referenced, 
aerial image libraries and related soft-
ware. Pictometry has captured nearly 
130 million digital aerial images which 
represent more than 80 percent of the 
United States population and all major 
U.S. markets. 

Using its proprietary imaging process, 
Pictometry captures geo-referenced, 
high-resolution orthogonal (straight 
down view) and oblique (captured 
at an angle) imagery within which 
structures and land features can be 
measured. Pictometry customizes and 
markets these technologies for govern-
ment and commercial applications. 
Pictometry’s standard oblique imagery 
includes second order visualization 
tools that do not produce authoritative 
or definitive information (surveying).

Bronze Corporate Sponsors

Archon Information 
Systems

935 Gravier Street, Suite 1700, New 
Orleans, LA 70112 
Phone: (504) 267-0065  
info@archoninfosys.com

We provide all levels of government 
and governmental agencies with com-
prehensive, progressive tax related and 
treasury management solutions. Let 
Archon bring your state, city or munici-
pality to the forefront of the intersec-
tion of government and technology.
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British Columbia 
Assessment

400 - 3450 Uptown Blvd. 
Victoria BC  V8Z 0B9 
(250) 595.6211

BC Assessment produces independent, 
uniform and efficient property as-
sessments on an annual basis for all 
property owners in the province.

Geographic 
Technologies Group

Corporate Office 
1202 Parkway Drive 
Goldsboro, North Carolina 27534 
Tel: 919.759.9214 
Toll Free: 1.888.757.4222 
Fax: 919.759.0410 
Primary Contact: Curtis Hinton, GISP

GTG is a full-service local government 
GIS consulting company offering spe-
cialized experience in the planning, de-
sign, implementation, and procurement 
of geo-technologies.  GTG develops GIS 
products that spatially enable various 
enterprise solutions and integrates an 
organization’s IT investment via a com-
mon interface. GTG also offers stand-
alone products for land management, 
public safety, public access, touch screen 
technology, and utilities.

Manatron Inc.

510 East Milham Ave., Portage, MI 
49002 
Phone: (800) 666-5300 
info@manatron.com

Manatron, a Thomson Reuters business, 
is a global leader in providing integrated 
property tax and land administration 
software for governments worldwide. 
With unparalleled experience and history 
in property recording, land registry, GIS 
tax assessment, billing and collection, 

Manatron has been at the forefront 
of innovative product and service 
development since 1969. Manatron 
currently provides 1600+ customers 
with the power to manage over 45 mil-
lion parcels.

Property Assessment  
Land Records 
Cadastral Mapping 
Tax Billing and Collection 
eGovernment

Merrick & Company

2450 South Peoria Street, Aurora, CO 
80014 
Phone: (303) 751-0741 
gis@merrick.com

Merrick & Company provides com-
prehensive, client-focused land 
information services, including image 
acquisition (aerial and satellite), GPS 
Surveying, digital photogrammetry, 
Light Detection and Ranging (LIDAR), 
digital imaging, digital orthophotog-
raphy processing, LiDAR software tools 
(MARS®), GIS database design and 
application programming. Merrick’s 
primary markets include city/county, 
federal government, electric utilities, 
engineering design firms and pipeline 
operators.

Milsoft Utility 
Solutions Inc

4400 Buffalo Gap Rd Ste 5150, Abilene, 
TX 79606 
Phone: (800) 344-5647 
brian.carr@milsoft.com

Get the most out of your GIS by fully 
integrating the best electrical grid 
analysis into your Esri GIS environment.

Sanborn

1935 Jamboree Drive, Suite 100, Colo-
rado Springs, CO 80920 
Phone: (719) 593-0093 
Toll-Free: 1.866.SANBORN (1.866.726-
2676) 
ldalby@sanborn.com 

With a rich tradition of mapping dating 
back to 1866, Sanborn is a compre-
hensive geospatial solutions company. 
Sanborn provides geographic and 
location-based information from data 
capture through design and develop-
ment of custom applications including; 
systems integration, spatial analysis, 
and modeling. 

Valtus Imagery 
Services 

212, 5438-11th St NE, Calgary, AB T2E 
7E9 Canada 
Phone: (403) 295-0694 Toll Free: (800) 
661-6782 
tammy.peterson@valtus.com 

Valtus Imagery Services provides best 
in class solutions for the storage, man-
agement and delivery of geospatial 
information in the form of ortho-
imagery and elevation data through 
web delivery systems.

Business Sponsors

24 GIS

Office in Kielce: Ul. w. St. Leonarda 1/6, 
25-311 Kielce Poland 
TEL: (41) 307-38-07 
Office in Warsaw: Ul. Kępna 2B/9, 03-
730 Warszawa Poland 
TEL: (22) 662-11-17

E-MAIL: kontakt@24gis.pl or 24gis.
kontakt@gmail.com 
The company’s mission is to provide 
reliable 24GIS services related to con-
sulting, analytics and data acquisition 
in the creation and use of spatial infor-
mation systems for public institutions, 
business and academics.

geographic Data Base 
Management Systems, 
Inc.

41 E. 4th Avenue, Collegeville, PA 
19426-2341 
(610) 489-0353 
peirceeichelberger1@mac.com

gDBMS Services include: 
Technical reviews and ongoing evalua-
tions of existing GIS programs.  Making 
sure GIS is all that it can be in your 
jurisdiction.  

GeoPlanning Services, 
LLC

3564 Avalon Park Blvd E., Suite 1, #243, 
Orlando, FL 32828 
Phone: (407) 608-4186 
mroche@GeoPlanningServices.com

GeoPlanning Services, LLC of Orlando, 
FL was founded in early 2009 is a full 
service provider of geospatial tools and 
analysis to support urban planning, 
logistics, real estate and economic 
development organizations.

2012 Sponsor Directory (continued)
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For information about URISA Sponsorship, please visit: http://www.urisa.org/sponsorship  
or contact Wendy Nelson at URISA Headquarters.

GeoTechVision 
Enterprises Limited

Unit #8A Seymour Park, 2 Seymour 
Park Avenue 
Kingston 6, Jamaica, W.I. 
Phone: (876) 620-4513 
sales@techvisionenterprise.com

Based in Jamaica, GeoTechVision En-
terprises Limited is a team of qualified 
professionals who specialize in innova-
tive spatial technology and provide 
clients with high-end geospatial prod-
ucts and services, practical advice and 
solutions. GeoTechVision Enterprise 
specializes in, among other services, 
GIS Consultancy, GIS Training, Personal 
and Vehicle Tracking and Mapping 
Solutions.

GPC Global 
Information Solutions 
LLC 

P O Box 129060, Abu Dhabi, United 
Arab Emirates 
Tel: + 971 2 666 6574 
admingpc@gpc-gis.ae

Based in Abu Dhabi, UAE, GPC Global 
Information Solutions LLC (GPC-GIS), 
was launched in 2008 by the Geo-
graphic Planning Collaborative, Inc. 
(GPC) to specialize in the delivery 
of geospatial information services 
to the MENA Region. By harnessing 
more than 25 years experience of 
GPC partners, we provide consulting 
services in Geospatial Information 
Technology and Services (GITS), Spatial 
Data Infrastructure (SDI), Geospatial 
Education, Location Based Services and 
Information Management for a wide 
variety of organizations and projects in 
the region.

Kessler GIS 

20414 W Baker Rd., Cheney, WA 99004 
509-235-5500 
bruce@kesslergis.com

Bruce Kessler founded Kessler GIS in 
the spring of 2001. He emphasizes edu-
cation, consulting and map production 
in ArcGIS, Workstation ArcInfo, and 
ArcView 3.x and uses his broad-based 
GIS experience starting in 1985 to help 
clients understand the basics and work 
through complex GIS procedures. 

North River Geographic 
Systems, Inc.

215 Jarnigan Ave, Chattanooga, TN 
37405 
Phone: (423) 653-3611 
rjhale@northrivergeographic.com

North River Geographic Systems, Inc. is 
a Geographic Information Systems and 
Services Company located in southeast 
Tennessee. Although in business for 
just over two years, we bring over 15 
years experience in the GIS/Mapping 
industry. NRGS has provided an array of 
services such as GIS consulting, spatial 
analysis, and cartography to an array of 
public and private organizations. Be-
ing a small company and Esri business 
partner gives us the ability to keep 
costs low and solutions innovative. 
Please give us a call/email if you have 
any questions.

Open Spatial Corporation

5701 Lonetree Blvd, Suite 109 
Rocklin, CA 95765 
(800) 696-1238 
info@munsys.com 
Contact: Colin Hobson

Spatial Focus, Inc.

6813 40th Ave, University Park, MD 
20782 
Phone: (301) 277-6212  
mwells@spatialfocus.com 

Spatial Focus, Inc. is an independent 
consulting firm, specializing in plan-
ning, design, implementation and 
technical services in the field of geo-
graphic information systems.

Spatial Focus, Inc. was formed to offer 
a new standard for vendor-indepen-
dent technical and consulting services 
in geographic information of all kinds. 
Organized in 1998, Spatial Focus, Inc. 
specializes in integrating geographic 
information throughout public and 
private enterprises, giving them spatial 
focus.

Spatiax Infosystems

P.O. Box 81546 
Lafayette, LA USA  70508 
855-SPATIAX  (855.772.8429) 
Contact Lloyd Charlier

SpatiaX is a software company special-
izing in the design, development and 
marketing of information solutions for 
the enterprise.

Leveraging key technologies such as 
content management, computer-aided 
design (CAD), geographical informa-
tion systems (GIS), workflow and 
collaboration, SpatiaX solutions enable 
users to easily access disparate data 
sources and applications across the 
enterprise in new and powerful ways.

The SpatiaX team is comprised of 
talented professionals bringing to 
bear extensive industry experience 
in software development, engineer-
ing, surveying, global positioning, 
web design, workflow and document 
management for one purpose: the 
delivery of customer-focused solutions 
enabling enterprise clients to work 
more productively.

Wellar Consulting 

Ottawa, ON Canada 
Phone: (613) 728-3483 
wellarb@uottawa.ca

Wellar Consulting services include 
design and evaluation of education 
and training courses and currricula for 
GISystems and GIScience programs; 
advice and workshops on the develop-
ment of quantitative measures to 
assess information system and trans-
portation system performance; critical 
reviews of IS and GIS RFPs; seminars 
on the safety and security aspects of 
interdependent infrastructures; pro-
fessional opinion on land use planning 
and zoning issues; and, expert opinion 
on liability for safety-related incidents 
involving pedestrians, cyclists, and 
motor vehicle operators.

Federal Agency 
Sponsor

U.S. Census Bureau 
4600 Silver Hill Road, Washington, DC 
20233

The Census Bureau serves as the lead-
ing source of quality data about the 
nation’s people and economy. We 
honor privacy, protect confidentiality, 
share our expertise globally, and con-
duct our work openly. We are guided 
on this mission by our strong and 
capable workforce, our readiness to 
innovate, and our abiding commitment 
to our customers.

Thank you to 
all of URISA’s 
sponsors
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apply for a  
2012 UrISa ESIG™ 
award! 

“By participating in the ESIG process we are able 
to demonstrate how GIS technology benefits 
the whole organization in a very broad scope. 
Winning the award also greatly increased “GIS 
awareness” in the organization. The project 
eventually received an internal “City Manager 
Award”, boosting the importance of GIS in the 
organization’s technology environment.” 

— Nianwei Liu, GISP, Senior System Analyst, 
City of Charlotte, NC - Virtual Charlotte, 

ESIG Enterprise Systems Category Winner

“I believe the award has done two things for me 
professionally.  The first relates to leadership.  
The award was a source of pride for my team 
and reinforced the team’s belief in my ability to 
pull all the pieces together to develop a product 
worthy of national recognition and their ability to 
be successful in their roles.  The second relates to 
credibility.  Many of the District’s senior leaders 
have little experience in GIS.  However, many of 
these leaders are familiar with URISA.  Receiving 
this award has reinforced their decision to entrust 
me with this large, complex project and has dem-
onstrated that I can deliver despite the statistics 
related to failed and overly expensive IT projects.” 

—Don Nehmer, Capital Program Business 
Manager, Milwaukee Metropolitan 

Sewerage District, WI - SewerView, ESIG 
Enterprise Systems Category - Distinguished 

System 

 “One of the most rewarding aspects of partici-
pating in the ESIG Awards process was the rare 
opportunity to formally acknowledge the out-
standing efforts of our staff and regional partner 
agencies for their collaborative work. Recognition 
of their achievements by URISA’s respected com-
munity of GIS professionals and peers has pro-
vided quite a charge.”

   — Eric Brandt, GISP, GIS Program 
Manager, Lane Council of Governments, 

OR - Regional Land Information Database 
(RLID), ESIG Enterprise Systems Category - 

Distinguished System

The application deadline is: May 7, 2012

ESIG™ award categories:
•	 Enterprise Systems: Systems in this 

category are outstanding and working 
examples of using information systems 
technology in a multi-department 
environment as part of an integrated 
process. These systems exemplify effective 
use of technology yielding widespread 
improvements in the process(es) and/or 
service(s) involved and/or cost savings to 
the organization.

•	 Single Process Systems: Systems in this 
category are outstanding and working 
examples of applying information system 
technology to automate a specific SINGLE 
process or operation involving one 
department or sub-unit of an agency. The 
system application results in extended 
and/or improved government services that 
are more efficient and/or save money.

Join the exclusive list of ESIG™ Award winners 
and learn more about the application require-
ments online: http://www.urisa.org/esig.

If you’ve successfully improved the way in 
which government operates, through the use 
of geospatial information technology, you 
should apply for a 2012 URISA ESIG™ Award. 

If you have any questions, contact URISA Head-
quarters at (847) 824-6300 or  
jgriffith@urisa.org

Has your organization improved the delivery and 
quality of government services through the application 
of geospatial information technology? If so, that 
achievement should be recognized and shared with your 
peers. Nominate your organization for a prestigious URISA 
Exemplary Systems in Government (ESIG™) Award. Or 
convince a colleague to participate!
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Mark 
Your 
Calendar!

June 11-15, 2012
URISA Leadership Academy
Savannah, Georgia 

august 6-9, 2012 
URISA/NENA Addressing Conference
Memphis, Tennessee

September 30-October 4, 2012
GIS-Pro 2012: URISA’s 50th Annual 
Conference for GIS Professionals
Portland, Oregon

November 12-16, 2012
URISA’s Caribbean GIS Conference
Montego Bay, Jamaica

March 4-7, 2013
GIS/CAMA Technologies Conference
Albuquerque, New Mexico

PRESIDENT
Greg Babinski, GISP – King County GIS Center
greg.babinski@kingcounty.gov 

PRESIDENT-ELECT
Al Butler, GISP, AICP – City of Ocoee (FL)
abutler@mpzero.com 

IMMEDIATE PAST-PRESIDENT
Cy Smith, GISP – State of Oregon
cy.smith@state.or.us 

SECRETARY
Tom Conry – Fairfax County (VA)
Thomas.conry@fairfaxcounty.gov

TREASURER
Carl Anderson, GISP – Spatial Focus, Inc. (FL)
carl.anderson@vadose.org 

Tripp Corbin, GISP – eGIS Associates (GA)
tcorbin@egisassociates.com

David DiBiase, GISP – Esri (CA)
ddibiase@esri.com 

Twyla McDermott, GISP – City of Charlotte 
(NC)
tmcdermott@ci.charlotte.nc.us 

Cindy Post – University of Alberta 
cpost@ualberta.ca

Nancy Obermeyer, GISP – Indiana State 
University
njobie28@kiva.net 

Christopher Thomas – Esri (CA)
cthomas@esri.com 

Teresa Townsend – Planning Communities 
LLC (NC)
ttownsend@planningcommunities.com

THE GIS PROFESSIONAL
A publication of URISA – The 
Association for GIS Professionals.
URISA is a non-profit professional 
and educational association that 
promotes the effective and ethical 
use of spatial information and 
information technologies for the 
understanding and management 
of urban and regional systems. It 
is a multidisciplinary association 
where professionals from all parts 
of the spatial data community can 
come together and share concerns 
and ideas.

URISA Headquarters
701 Lee Street, Suite 680
Des Plaines, IL 60016
Phone (847) 824-6300
Fax (847) 824-6363 
info@urisa.org
www.urisa.org

Submissions
Managing Editor – Wendy Nelson,  
Executive Director,  
wnelson@urisa.org
Technology Editor –  
Comfort Manyame, GISP,  
cmanyame@mselectric.com
Trends Editor – Keri Shearer, GISP,  
giscommunity@gmail.com

RFP Distribution

URISA members, remember that URISA will distribute your RFP/RFQ 
announcements to our corporate and business members at no charge. 
Simply email your announcement to info@urisa.org (Subject: RFP Service) 
and we’ll send it right out for you!
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