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BUGC GIS STAKEHOLDERS MEETING

March 31, 2004

 MINUTES

A regularly scheduled meeting of the BUGC Stakeholders was convened at the Cuyahoga County Engineer’s Office at 8:10 A.M. on March 31, 2004.

Attendance:

Chris Swift, Chair, Baker & Hostetler; Paul Alsenas, Cuyahoga County Planning Commission; John Boberek, Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority; David Dennis, City of Cleveland; Jeff Duke, Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District; Robin Dunn, Cuyahoga County Planning Commission; Dave Goss, Greater Cleveland Partnership; Soren Hansen, Consultant to the Greater Cleveland Partnership; Matthew Jaffe, Cuyahoga County Board of Elections; Kevin Kelley; Cuyahoga County; Tricia Maassel, Cuyahoga County Engineers Office; Cathy McKenna, Cuyahoga County Information Services Center; Joseph Milan, Cuyahoga County Sanitary Engineer; Joseph Nanni, Cuyahoga County; Kenneth Pew, Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District; Tom Snezek, Cuyahoga County Engineer’s Office; Michael Vu, Cuyahoga County Board of Elections.
I. Opening Comments

Chair Chris Swift opened the meeting by welcoming the new members of the GIS Stakeholders: Michael Vu and Matthew Jaffe from the Cuyahoga County Board of Elections and Kevin Kelley, Cuyahoga County’s recently appointed GIS Project Manager.

II. County Plans and Recommendations 

Kevin Kelley reports that, since his appointment by County Auditor Frank Russo, Commissioner Jimmy Dimora and County Engineer Robert Klaiber, he has analyzed the spatial data needs of the County and the City of Cleveland and has developed a two-fold recommendation which will be presented to the County Commissioners for their approval and funding authorization:

1. Project A: Approve the funding of the Base Map Project (our Phase II) including signing a formal Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the City of Cleveland and Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District.

2. Project B: Hire a GIS consultant to help develop a comprehensive long-term plan to implement GIS countywide, using both intranet and internet access modes, for agency applications and additional data layers.  This work would occur in parallel with Project A.

In answer to questions, Mr. Kelley provided additional information:

· Progress on the draft MOU is continuing.  Ken Pew suggested that three additional items needs to be included in the MOU: (1) a defined end product; (2) a provision for ongoing input meetings; (3) a progress payment schedule.   Signing of the MOU is the most important milestone in this process.

· The County may create an internal Advisory Council of agency users and may consider an external Advisory Council of non-county organizations.  The objective is to improve communications among everyone involved.

· Continuing QA/QC of spatial data benefits everyone as consolidation happens across organizational lines.  Tom Snezek reports that QA/QC processes are being implemented to respond to the City of Cleveland’s current conversion efforts.

· The physical location of the final digital product from Project A will be determined during the MOU process.  Stakeholders will have on-going access to the converted data.  The County Engineer will continue to maintain and keep current all parcel changes.

III. Status of remaining GIS Stakeholders’ Phase I 

· Jeff Duke reports that the SURDEX contract is essentially complete.  Final orthophotographs and the digital street centerline date will be available in April.  Mr. Duke reminded the Stakeholder that no provision has yet been made to update and maintain the street centerline file.  The County Engineer is responsible for all parcel data but not the street network information.  Street changes occur because of municipal actions and new street information is not currently captured by County agencies in a reliable manner.  Several solutions were suggested, including making the County Auditor the responsible “gatekeeper” for obtaining new address and street information during any development process.

· David Dennis suggested that the City’s initial investigations into creating mailing address standards could be integrated with a review of the process by which new street information is created.  Michael Vu suggested that we may anticipate that the location of responsibility for the street centerline data might evolve as the County’s GIS consolidation occurs.  Paul Alsenas reminded the Stakeholders that an up-to-date address data file was created in 1987 during implementation of the 911 system, now the responsibility of SBC. 

· Mr. Snezek reported that the GIS Stakeholders’ Phase I is now complete except for a formal “lessons learned” report.  The digital orthophotos have been a success with many more requests than originally anticipated.

IV. Status of City of Cleveland Spatial Data Plans

· Mr. Snezek reported that the geodatabase data model, initiated by the Phase I consultant, has been expanded tremendously by the City’s consultants.  County Engineer’s staff is working with the City’s consultants to establish a QA/QC process using one of the tax books from the southeast part of the City.  The completion of the MOU process is critical to continue funding this effort and to fund the needed hardware and software.

· Mr. Dennis reported that the City is charting the current process by which building permits are created.   This is the first step in implementing an automated permit process.  A Request for Proposal for a consultant to perform this work is pending.

· Mr. Dennis reported that the tax map conversion process formally started two weeks ago.  The completion date for the conversion phase is twenty-four months (March 17, 2006).  There will be three “waves” of hires, of fifteen each, one already completed and one currently underway, to be trained to perform the conversions.  The training effort is phenomenal, resulting is motivated and productive contract employees.

· Mr. Dennis reports two major initiatives on-going: (1) water information technology, and (2) the MWH/ASI conversion collaborative, including the tax map conversion.  Both are up and running.  Next effort will be on specific City GIS applications, which will start next month.

V. Status of GIS Stakeholder Agencies’ Spatial Data Plans

· Mr. Snezek reported on the success of using GIS in Olmsted Township to help solve another problem: the NPDES Phase II Storm Water requirements.  Creating the watersheds from the 1993 Digital Terrain Model (DTM) reminds us that the County needs to be re-flown to obtain new contour line information.  Paul Alsenas suggested investigating the possible use of the new GIS technology: LIDAR (Light Detection and Ranging).   This technology may permit  “draping” of the image to create 3D views of the County.
· Mr. Duke reported on Phase II of the Sewer Districts GIS program.  It essentially parallels the efforts of the City and may complete at the same time the City’s does.  There are four main tasks: database development; application development; integration with internal systems; and external coordination.
· Mr. Alsenas reported that the Planning Commission is involved with a collaborative, including NASA Glenn, Case University, and the Kent State Urban College, in creating a potential GIS foundational tool: a detailed “portal” to specific places in the County that the average resident can use.  He will share more information at the next meeting.  He believes that this is the next generation of GIS.
· Mr. Duke reported on the start up of the regional Sewer Utility Task Group that includes other counties trying to establish regional guidelines for the spatial data representation of sewer pipes and systems.   Mr. Alsenas suggested expanding the task group’s scope to include whether to invest in sewer infrastructure as part of land use planning.
VI. General Discussion

Mr. Swift expressed his excitement at the progress to date and thanked the GIS Stakeholders for their participation.  

Mr. Goss suggested that the goals, which led to the formation of the GIS Stakeholders, have been basically met.   Application task forces can do much of the remaining work.  What should or could BUGC continuing role become?  What is BUGC’s function?  Mr. Dennis suggested the need for a formal entity to help establish a regional GIS consortium and to make sure everyone is at the table.    Mr. Pew suggested that BUGC could help convene, as a start, a discussion on the street centerline issue.  Cathy McKenna suggested that there are regional application issues and a lot of other GIS work pending.  Mr. Goss suggested that the County, through Kevin Kelley, might be the logical entity to initiate these programs.  How can BUGC help?

Mr. Swift suggested that County “marketing types” collaborate to “manage the message” of what is about to be accomplished.  We need to make sure that people are aware of the importance of having a countywide GIS. 

VII. Next Action Steps

· Complete the Memorandum of Understanding and sign it.  The MOU Task Group of the City, NEORSD and the County Engineer, with Kevin Kelley’s support, will make this happen as quickly as possible.

· Start a task force to investigate the street centerline process and determine how to update and maintain that data.

· Start a task force to investigate mailing address standards for the County. (Determine whether this investigation can be integrated with the street centerline effort.)

· Start a task force to investigate the need for an update to the outdated 1993 County DTM (Digital Terrain Model) and when and how this should occur.

· County Planning Commission prepares a presentation for the Stakeholders on the “portal” to “place” concept.

· Decide whether BUGC and the BUGC GIS Stakeholders have a future role in these initiatives.

There is no planned future meeting of the BUGC Stakeholders.
The meeting adjourned at 9:30 A.M. 

Respectfully submitted:

Soren Hansen, Consultant
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