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Introduction, RO-Online
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Background, 
plan types with standard symbology

● 7 plan types in IMRO, ~XPlanung
● For plan type bestemmingsplan (~Bauleitplan):  “Standaard 
Vergelijkbaarheid BestemmingsPlannen” =
“standard for comparability of bestemmingsplannen”:
concerns classification and symbology

● Took more then 10 years to establish! Now legally enforced.
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Background,
types with non-standard symbology

● For other plan types then bestemmingsplan no rules for 
classification and symbology in IMRO: formless 
(“vormvrij”)

● No support of governments on different levels to establish 
a standard “comparability”, they want their “freedom”.

● →RO-Online does not know how to visualize  gray
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Structure of formless plans
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Previous PoC's: 1. using SLD's
Multiple map images per plan
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Previous PoC's: 1. using SLD's
Complex legend with specific symbology per map
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Previous PoC's: 1. using SLD's

Conclusions

● Every plan and every map is different
– WMS configuration need to change dynamically
– Will it be scalable (hundred of plans with multiple maps)

● Names in gml data are different from names in legend
● Typo's: “economische/econimische vitaliteit”
● Most-important: Providing a SLD with every plan is organizationally 

en technically to complex
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Previous PoC's: 2. using classification

● Based on a standard value list for beleidInfo (policy 
designation); implemented for Provincie Limburg

● Using a fixed SLD based on the fixed value list for beleidInfo
● The WMS layer structure derived from hierarchical relationship 
between plan objects, generated at WMS startup.

● Conclusion: 
– Not suitable for RO-Online because a standard value list for 

beleidInfo is needed 
– Not all relevant plan types do have a beleidInfo element.
– Not dynamic in a running WMS
– Not scalable enough with a lot of plans (large WMS 

capabilities)
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4.Functional solution

● Make a list of standard symbols

● Label every plan object with one or more 
symbol codes using the Thema element (multi-

→value, free text element)  not conceptually 
correct, but inevitable because the changing the 
standard is a complex process

● Label every plan object with the map(s) it 
belongs to.
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5.Requirements

● WMS layer structure must reflect the hierarchical, plan-specific 
relationship between plan objects

● WMS must change dynamically when plans are added/removed
● Use of pre-defined symbols to render plan objects
● Every map and sub-ordinate (group) will be drawn separately
● Must be usefull and scalable for simple WMS clients
● Special drawing order: points on lines on polygons (related to 
plan objects on different levels) + low-level objects on top of 
higher level objects

● Good performance with 500-1000 plans, having 1 – 6 maps;
● Good performance on small scales with plans having detailed 
geometry
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6.Technical solution

● Symbol editor
● Coding of plans with map names and symbol 
codes

● PlanTree component to derive hierarchical 
relationship between plan objects

● WMS using deegree 3 components
● Client for navigating maps and map structure
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Very impressive, colleague, but does it work in theory?
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7.Demo, symbol editor
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7.Demo, coding plans
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7.Demo PlanTree component
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7.Demo, WMS overall capabilities
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7.Demo, WMS plan capabilities
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7.Demo, client web application
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8.Conclusions

● Data providers can relatively, easily encode symbology in 
their plan

● Dynamic, scalable, good performing WMS based on 
deegree 3 components

● Very satisfied (professional) users


