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Common Definitions  
Data representation of the physical world

Data Model how data is organized and related (conceptual vs. 
physical)

Database where the actual data is stored  

Application practical use of the data 

Interface conversion of data from one format into another



Why we need a 

Common Data Model

Reduce interface development

More consistency & interoperability between 
applications

Simplifies implementation of open source
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With a
Common Data 
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Any OS application will 
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Data Model

Comparisons 
Compared TriMet database with Geospatial One-Stop, King County Metro, 

and Google Data Feed



Google Transit Feed 
Findings

Has a driving force and fulfils a specific need that is important to 
agencies 

Is simple easy to use and understand 

Is based on one application not a comprehensive data model 

http://code.google.com/transit/spec/transit_feed_specification.htm



King County Metro 
Findings

Similar to TriMet yet developed independently



Geospatial One-Stop
Findings

Differs from other models reviewed

Nesting of other standards

Large number of optional data elements

May require logic to create new data



Conclusions

Start small with a practical perspective

Review several existing implemented data models

The final goal 

Must support all applications 

Must be useful for wide adoption 

Must evolve with changing industry needs


