Developing a GEO Label
The Science and Technology Committee roadmap committed the STC to developing the concept of a voluntary GEO Label. This was intended to:

· encourage scientists, researchers, and others to contribute their data and systems to GEOSS by offering an accepted voluntary label that provides recognition that their contribution is valued by the GEO community.

· differentiate components, data and products delivered through GEOSS and provide a “trusted brand” to GEOSS users; member governments may base their decisions on data/products of such contributions. 

· highlight the importance of GEOSS to those previously unaware they were reliant on this initiative for their data or product.

The STC roadmap states that such a label should assist the user to assess the scientific relevance, quality, acceptance and societal needs of the components. These parameters clearly contain a mix of objective and subjective assessments. 

Conceptually, a GEO label could be broken into two categories: 

1) Objective labelling (quality, reliability), and 

2) Subjective labelling (relevance, usability)

Both ratings would be voluntary in application, and are meant to show value to both the user and provider.

1) Objective Labelling (GEO Quality Label):-

GEO should develop a range of measures which support an assessment of the quality of the data or information provided by a system. These should generally be open to being validated by an outside observer.  Criteria could include: registered in GCI, metadata completed, time frame of commitment indicated, point of contact listed, quality standard (e.g., peer review in open literature/ISO9001 accredited system; internal review/documented methodology available; not reviewed, provided as is) The GEO community will need to discuss and decide if any of these are defined as threshold criteria (ie. must be met to be eligible to carry a GEO Quality Label eg. Registered in GCI).

2) Subjective Labelling (GEO community label):-

Subjective labelling relates to the relevance, acceptance and social utility of the GEOSS component, data, tool and is necessarily a subjective assessment by the user as to these parameters. STC has already discussed with ADC and UIC the concept of a user rating system as part of the GCI, and this is an appropriate mechanism for gathering such data on the subjective valuation of GEOSS components. The labelling of such subjective tools should be recognisably different from the labelling of the Objective quality tool and the Branding tool (e.g. this label could use a 5 star rating system similar to Amazon.com)
Thus, one could imagine a product, delivered using, or enabled by GEOSS bearing 2 possible labels e.g.:

The Big Important International Dataset on Water Borne Disease

Publisher: UNDP & WHO 

GEO Quality Label: (Gold Medal rating) (print (maybe) and electronic)

GEO Community Label: (2.5 stars) (probably electronic only through GCI)

Alternatively, these two dimensions of the label could be combined into a single label, possibly categorized into different ranks.

Recommendation:

1) That STC through ST-09-02 develop the Objective Label concept further, in cooperation with relevant GEO tasks such as QA4EO,  to arrive at a quality related label for GEOSS components, datasets and tools. A robust proposal should be completed by Q2/2011.

2)That UIC plan for the development of Subjective labelling (GEO Community label), which may be implemented as part of future upgrades to the GCI. The conceptual development for the subjective labelling should be completed by Q2/2011.

3)That ADC oversee the implementation of the GEO label concept into future developments of the GCI.

