Land Initiative Working Group

MINUTES  June 28, 1999, 10:00 -1:00

Office of Information Technology, Boardroom, 1100-215 Gerry Street
Attendees: 
Grant Forsman (HWY), Darren Brothers (AGR), Andy Bibik (EM), Larry Phillips (RD),), Gary Fraser (Land Titles, CCA), Chris Leach (Housing), Jadranka Paskvalin (OIT).

Absent: 
Doug Parnell (LMS, GS), Kip Tyler (NR)

1. Chris Leach will represent  MB Housing instead Joan Miller 

2. Working Group discussed reports presented by each work stream subgroup: 
· Darren B. pointed out some general findings listed in the OIT preliminary review (Ontario, BC) other jurisdictions' experience; 

· Chris L. presented his findings on experiences from Maritimes.  He also suggested that one body/committee would be necessary to create to overlook/enforce decisions of our W.Group re: standards, base maps etc. 

· Andy suggested that we should define specific areas of work: geoscientific and land use, facility management and land ownership.

· Larry P. presented the Base Maps report and discussion that followed led into defining:

Base Map Strategy:
(will continue to be discussed and refined)
Scope: As in the "Base Maps" report

Definition: Base Map is a map containing visible surface features at a known level of accuracy, essential for locating or deriving additional layers, or types, of georeferenced information.

For the purpose of accuracy there will be 4 levels of base mapping:

Level 1 - Cadastral mapping + cm

Level 2 - 1:20 000 and less

Level 3 - 1:20 000 - 1:50 000

Level 4 - 1:50 000 and above

An inventory of all layers (that exist and/or will be developed), categorized by levels, will be created (and possibly put on-line for easy access for everybody) 

Technical Architecture:
(architecture required to store, maintain, and distribute the shared data) 
All geospatial data to be treated as a corporate asset with free exchanges between government departments.  

Centralized vs. decentralized: 

The findings ("Base Maps" report) indicate that the MLRIS project was not successful at consolidating and maintaining all common data in a single shared database. Although a common data centrally has benefits, it is not without costs and pitfalls. As pointed out, "coordination of data is expensive and there may be no quick solution to this issue. Furthermore, introducing multiple participants also increase the complexity of making changes and ensuring strategies are acceptable to all parties". 
In this regard it is necessary to find out more about the Information Utility (IU) developed by MLRIS and whether it is applicable for our situation (Task # 4)

(Also note that the OIT recommendation is not to proceed with any new mega project - difficult to handle and great % of failure, but rather have modular approach - increments with definite time lines) 

Decentralized approach: an example from Nova Scotia (GeoNova System):

· mandatory for all departments to participate in GeoNova;

· all geospatial data are treated as a corporate asset - reasonably free exchanges between government departments;

· each department/agency remains the custodian of its own data and provides maintenance of it;

· The Department of Housing and Municipal Affairs coordinates the activities of GeoNova and is responsible for the data standards in the province.  They also sell the data to users outside the government and are responsible for negotiating any agreements. The data exchange agreement has six parts as follows:

1. Policy Statement

2. Data Exchange Agreements

3. Copyright, Data Rights and Restrictions.  Recognizes the provinces' rights to sell the data to others who may access and copy for own use but may not resell the data.  The author of the database waives rights of ownership.

4. Financial Revenue from the sale of the data goes into the NS Map Fund and is used to maintain the databases.  

5. Administration and Management: Only electronic data is covered as hard copy is too expensive to reproduce.  

6. duration
"Quick wind" - assignments of work streams:
Each subgroup to provide short summary for our next meeting

1. Catalog of Inventory (possible on line access for everybody): Andy B. to coordinate and put together all info.  Everybody to provide the layers (with indication of what exist and what will be developed) indicating level of accuracy (see base map notes) and info that is on each layer. 

(CHC and Environment need to be contacted to provide their layers);

2. Crown Lands - Darren B. and Kip T.  to examine and analyze a possibility for merging these two systems in dept. of Agriculture and DNR. Darren B. to prepare summary based on this analysis and recommendations to include:

· identification of business owners, customers, interrelationships;

· examination of the cost-sharing possibility with regard to servers, licenses, etc.;

· possibility for direct updating of info in both systems (there is much data relevant to both systems, the same data need not to be input twice)/ timelines;

3. TRELIS consolidation - ($9000 savings to Linnett on maintenance) Andy B. to provide what steps need to be taken, benefits of it and achievable timeframe.

4. Grant F. to find out more on Information Utility (IU) developed by MLRIS: 
· Who owns it?

· Is it applicable for our situation? Can we use it? To what extent? 

· Problems re: ongoing data maintenance (The MLRIS project was not successful at consolidating and maintaining all common data in a single shared database)

5. Gary F., Darren B., Kip T. and Larry P. to meet, analyze and provide short summary on how to solve the difficulty in exchanging of attribute data (Crown Lands, Land Titles and RD)

· What standardization of attribute data do we need? Metadata?(e.g. standardization of ways to identify land parcels - see Doug's report :2.2. - Identifying Land Data) 

· Integration of the same tabular data within different systems?

· Is there any standard within existing systems (Crown Lands, BRASS, Cadastral Editor-data sharing.) that could be applied to all?

· How to achieve this - necessary steps and work involved;

Other tasks:

Chris L. to continue research and summarize on other jurisdictions' applications / analysis of what practices could be useful for our situation. 

Gary F. to obtain formal RFP addressing preparation of High Quality Databases for Connection to CGDI (Canadian Geospatial Data Infrastructure), financial contributions and maximum funding amounts (GeoInnovations 1999 /federal GeoConnections initiative).  

3. Next Meeting: Friday, July 9, 1999, 1:30 - 3:30

Office of Information Technology, Boardroom, 1100-215 Gerry Street

