Geospatial data collection development policies’ characteristics
Ifigenia Vardakosta and Sarantos Kapidakis
Laboratory on Digital Libraries and Electronic Publishing

Department of Archives and Library Science

lonian University
{ifigenia, sarantos}@ionio.gr

Introduction [ Resus | Conclusions

In days of global economic distress, libraries
implementing geospatial collections and GIS services
must ensure that users will be able to make the
greatest possible use of its capabilities and functions
since business, public administration and
environmental management strategies rely heavily
upon geospatial information and technologies (Boxall,
2004). As managers of content, librarians have always
used collections development policies (Phillips, 2003;
Vickery, 2004; Sanchez Vignau & Meneses, 2005; Nabe,
2011) and in the case of geospatial data, their
uniqueness and complexity (Janee, 2009; Erwin &
Sweetkind-Singer, 2010) leads in the establishment of a
tool such as a collection development policy, as several
researchers indicate. The nature of data, the format and
their documentation will influence the final service that
will be offered to the users.

The aim of this study is to explore the collection
development policies of libraries with geographical
collections and GIS services worldwide and describe
their main features.

Specifically, it attempts to provide insight
answering the following research questions:

1) What are the main features of geospatial collection
development policies (GCDPs)?

2) Do geospatial collection development policies include
features that reflect the adjustment of libraries to the
rapid growth of open geospatial data?

3) Do the existence geospatial collection policies reflect
the adjustment of libraries to limited financial means
the last few years?

Methodology

In order to collect the available data, we carried out
an exhaustive search on the Internet for a two-month
period (from June to August 2011). Our purpose was
to search the websites of universities’ academic
libraries worldwide whose curricula are based in the
use of geospatial information and GIS. In other words,
we focused on universities where GIS systems are
necessary for their education and research. Out of 331
academic libraries investigated worldwide, 136
libraries were detected with GIS services as indicated
on their websites. Out of these, only 24 worldwide
had information regarding geospatial collection
development policies on their website. Thus, our
study was focused on investigating the policies of
these 24 libraries, providing the features of each one
and attempting to make a categorization of them
browsing their websites. This categorization helped us
to compare the various policies and provide some
valuable conclusions regarding their resemblances
and differences among them.

Our survey revealed a quite large number of features
provided in the geospatial collection development
policies. Characteristics mentioned by each of
libraries’ policies grouped together so to isolate what
was common to all and highlight those referred to
specific cases. Attempting to organize them into
groups, we created five (5) main categories. These
categories are: a) General Information (T.1.), b)
Information  addressing  collection (T.2), «¢)
Information addressing data (T.3), d) Information
addressing availability of data (T.4), and e)
Information addressing cooperation (T.5). In Fig.1 are
the total features in detail as they recorded by each
policy separately.

into

Table 1. General Information

Rank Content Type No of Percent
policies (n=24)
Date created/revised/updated/
18 75%
Person related to/responsible
for CDP
2 13 54.2%
Department Description/
ic P
3 Academic Program Support 7 20.2%
4| History 2 8.3%
Location of GIS Collection
4 2 8.3%
Special considerations for CDP
5 1 4.2%
Table 2. Information Addressing Collection
Rank Content Type No of Percent
policies (n=24)
1| Collection Guidelines: 13 54.2%
Subject boundaries/ priorities 11 45.8%
Languages 11 45.8%
Publication dates collected 9 37.5%
Geographical range 9 37.5%
File formats and types 9 37.5%
Type of materials included and 7 29.2%
excluded
Chronological span/limits 4 16.7%
2 | Collection Purpose 11 45.8%
3 | Audience 5 20.8%
3 | Collection Profile/Description
5 20.8%
4 | Selection/ Evaluation &
Prioritazation 4 16.7%
5 | Acquisition/s 2 8.3%
6 | Price 1 4.2%
Table 3. Information Addressing Data
Rank Content Type No of Percent
policies (n=24)
1 | Use/Licensing/Restrictions/ 5 20.8%
Copyright
2| Data 3 12.5%
2 | Weeding 3 12.5%
2| Software support 3 12.5%
3 | Metadata 2 8.3%
3 | Documentation 2 8.3%
4 | Citation 1 4.2%

Table 4. Information Addressing Open Access

(availability of data)
Rank Content Type No of Percent
policies (n=24)
1 | Governmental sources 12 50%
2 | Depository programs 9 37.5%
3 Commercial firms 8 33.3%
4| Free data 3 12.5%
4| Gifts 3 12,50%
Consortia arrangements
5 2 8.3%
6 Non-profit entities 1 2.2%
Products issued by people
6 ¥ peop 1 4.2%

Table 5. Information Addressing Cooperation

Rank Content Type No of Percent
policies (n=24)
Cooperative arrangements
1 | and related collections 7 29.2%
Interdisciplinary
2 | Relationships 3 12.5%

The rapid growth of open geospatial data is reflected in
GCDPs, since in the majority of libraries the main data
sources are governmental followed by depository
programs. The existence of free public data and the
information regarding cooperation indicate their
adjustment in reduced economic conditions. GCDPs
varied in form and content among examined libraries.
Most of the examined libraries use different
terminology.

Only 6 libraries had a GCDP exclusively for geospatial
collections, 6 refers them along with map CDPs, 9
mentions them with geographical collection and 3
others includes them to the rest of their collection. The
above characteristics maybe indicate the absence of a
guideline in the field of GCDPs although there are
several Associations that interact in geospatial
collections. Our research demonstrates that libraries
are trying to find ways to survive under reducing
budgets giving their patrons the maximum of
information by using the public data infrastructures.
Additionally, cooperative arrangements in providing
such kind of information seem to be one of the
methods in which libraries will shift so to adapt to the
requirements of our times.
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Fig.1: Total ial Collection Devel

It would be rather useful to investigate features that
appear in GCDPs of academic libraries that do not serve
department/s with geographical /geospatial curricula.
Additionally, the research in GCDPs of other kind of
libraries that sustain geospatial collections (e.g. National
Libraries, Public Libraries etc) will reveal probable
differentiations in data availability or in cooperation
potentials.

References

*Bennett, T.B. & Nicholson, S.W. (2007) Research
Libraries: Connecting Users to Numeric and Spatial
Resources. Social Science Computer Review, 25(3), p.302-
318.

*Xia, J. (2012) Metrics to measure open geospatial data
quality in Issues in Science and Technology Librarianship,
Winter

eVardakosta, I. & Kapidakis, S. (2011) Geospatial
collection development policies in academic libraries: a
worldwide research. In 17th European Colloquium on
Quantitative and Theoretical Geography (ECQTG2011),



http://www.istl.org/12-winter/article1.html
http://eprints.rclis.org/handle/10760/16096#.T0-PsHncC2o
http://eprints.rclis.org/handle/10760/16096#.T0-PsHncC2o

	Slide Number 1

