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Peer Review Participants:

Participant Name Organization Name Phone Number|E-mail Address Initials
Linda Andert Stillwater / 1ISD #834 (651) 351-83mdertl@stillwater.k12.mn.us LA
William Brown Hennepin County (612) 348-3144illiam.brown@co.hennepin.mn.us wB
Brett Budrow Ramsey County (651) 266-26B&:tt.budrow@co.hennepin.mn.us BB
Dennis Carlson Anoka-Hennepin / ISD #11 (612) 5064l carlson@anoka.k12.mn.us DC
Gordon Chinander Carver County (612) 361-1FfMinander@co.carver.mn.us GC
Chuck Corliss White Bear / ISD #624 (651) 407-753Rorl@wbl.whitebear.k12.mn.us CC
Rick Gelbmann Metropolitan Council (651) 602-13rdk.gelbmann@metc.state.mn.us RG
Steve George Burnsville / ISD #191 (952) 707-2(#feorge@burnsville.k12.mn.us SG
Peter Henschel Carver County (612) 361-1fpAenschel@co.carver.mn.us PH
Jim Hentges Scott County (952) 496-83p2ntges@co.scott.mn.us JH
John Jacobson Ramsey County (652) 266-2{8B.jacobson@co.ramsey.mn.us JJ
Jolene Kroschel Spring Lake Park / ISD #16  (615-3B15|jkrosc@splkpark.k12.mn.us JK
Dorothy McClung Ramsey County (651) 266-2000rothy.mcclung@co.ramsey.mn.us DM
Cindy McKay Spring Lake Park / ISD #16( (612) 785t5%cmckay@splpark.k12.mn.us CM
Susanne Maeder LMIC (612) 297-498Gsanne.maeder@mnplan.state.mn.us SM
Mary Louise Poquet Stillwater / 1SD #834 (612) 6I232|mipoquette @visi.com MP
Deane Reichow Stillwater / 1SD #834 (651) 351-8/Rdichowd@stillwater.k12.mn.us DR
Jonell Sawyer Anoka County (763) 323-54pmell.sawyer@co.anoka.mn.us JS
Edward Shukle, Jr. Anoka County (612) 323-55j8hukle@pubserv.co.anoka.mn.us ES
Gary Stevenson Dakota County (612) 891-7f2By.stevenson@co.dakota.mn.us GS
Ann Thomas School Finances (952) 435-0aE@outtech.com AT
Greg Utecht Lakeville / ISD #194 (612) 469-71giutecht@isd194.k12.mn.us GU
Jan Vanderwall Roseville / ISD #623 (612) 635-1faA.vanderwall@dc.roseville.k12.mn.us JPV

Organization Team:

Name Organization Name |Phone Number [E-mail Address Initial/Role
Jane Harper Washington County (651) 430-6011 h@perwashington.mn.us JAH/Facilitator
Organization
Jim Maxwell The Lawrence Group (612) 341-92F4 max@éncegroup.com JM/Facilitator/
Organization
Mark Nieman Washington County (651) 430-6884 nie@an.washington.mn.us
MN/Organization
Peggy Ryan Washington County (651) 430-6889 ryan@azhington.mn.us PR/Organizatio
Larry Nybeck Washington County (651) 430-68Y5 ny@co.washington.mn.us LN/Organizatiofp
Bogdan Filipescu Washington County (651) 430-614lipescu@co.washington.mn.us BF/Organizatioh
Debra Nelson Washington County (651) 430-6170 deblson@co.washington.mn.u$ DN/Organizati¢n
David Tripp Hopkins School Distrigt (612) 988-4118| dave_tripp@hopkins.k12.mn.us DT/@ixgdion




Theresa Foster Metropolitan Council (651) 602-15feresa.foster@metc.state.mn.us TF/Recorder/
Organization

Randall Johnson Metropolitan Council (651) 602-1488ndy.johnson@metc.state.mn.us RJ/Observer

Opening Comments

At 1:35 p.m. Jim Maxwell, The Lawrence Group, weham all the participants, on behalf
of the MetroGIS stakeholders, and thanked thenadoeeing to participate. Each
participant introduced herself or himself.

** For future reference, Jim Maxwell (JM) and Jatarper (JAH) facilitated the meeting

and their comments are recorded in this documeatdar to capture all the information
obtained at the peer review workgroup.

Purpose and Focus of the Project and Peer Review

Maxwell (JM) briefed the participants about thegmses of creating a school district
boundary data set. He identified the followingraportant parameters to future work.

Project Purpose

Develop political boundary polygons for School Eitss to be added to the County’s
parcel map

Focus Statement

The focus of this project was to develop guideliftgsuse by other governmental agencies,
which include the following information:

Sources of information

Identifying boundary discrepancies
Resolution of problems

Recommend primary and regional custodians

Peer Review Purpose
The purpose of the peer review is to receive conmsnamd reaction to what the County has
learned. The end product of the review will bedcommend guidelines for data

specifications, primary and regional custodian oesjbilities for the school district
boundary data set.

School District Boundaries Project - Washington Coanty

Maxwell (JM) introduced Jane Harper (from Washimg@ounty / JAH) and stated that she
will be presenting the Washington County SchootiisBoundaries Project. Harper then




facilitated the introduction of all representativdshe Washington County Project and
their role in the project and development of theost district boundary data set. Harper
continued on with the meeting with the followindarmation on the project.

Background

Washington County found a need to develop the prdjased upon the following three
factors:

Part of the MetroGIS sharing agreement

Rated the #3 Need in Regional Surveys

1. County Boundaries

2. Municipal Boundaries

3. School District Boundaries

Rated the #2 Need for Washington County

1. Municipalities - Municipal Boundaries Project wasmpleted in 1998

2. School Districts
a. Need to make sure taxes are going to correct schsiict
b. Attendance and voting problems - a citizen couldote in the district that the
developer said that they were located when theghased the property.
3. Watershed Districts - Watershed DistriouBdaries Project Begins in 2001

Primary Goals

Create a school district digital boundary map thaurrent and compatible with the
parcel map
Establish an internal process to keep maps uptto da
Develop and document guidelines for use by others
Recommend primary and regional custodians
Metro GIS asked the County to do several thingsdith regional value to the
County's project:
1. Recommend an agency to be the official sourceldaadistrict map
2. Recommend an agency to be the official compilex tggion wide school
district map
3. Add regional representation to the school disttiotk group - David Tripp

from Hopkins School District.



Secondary Goals

Determine how boundary decisions are made - legalarch

Locate and evaluate sources of information - dathraaps

Identify boundary discrepancies, if any

Describe problems encountered

Attempt to resolve boundary disputes and aligrsiesstem records with the boundary

map

Project Status

Completed
1. 100% districts mapped
2. full metadata
3. recommended primary and secondary custodians
4. preliminary documentation report
In process
1. Resolving discrepancies
2. Updating 1971 map, if needed, to reflect resolutibdiscrepancies

3. Submit new map to Department of Children, Familgt &earning (CFL)

Project Description Overview

Legal research

Sources of boundary information

Selection of pilot area

Mapped pilot area

Establish mapping standards and procedures
Document findings

Legal Research

1. Minnesota State Statutes
a. 1876 - School districts were established by distwart. Maps
accompanied the determinations. Through the yd@daws and statutes



relating to the reorganization of school distrioubdaries have been
extensively amended. Three boundary change opdipply today.

Citizen Detachment Annexation Process (MS 123A1488)) Detachment
and annexation involves procedures for citizensit@te the detachment of
parcels of land on the border of a school distrexquires the approval of all
school boards and the county(s) boards involved.

School District Dissolution and Attachment (MS 1236\ (1998))

Provided a method for districts to be dissolved tedterritory attached to
other districts. There must be a resolution ofdbenty board of the county
containing the greatest land area of the distrigppsed for dissolution
when the district is dissolved. The process igatad by a petition signed
by a majority of the eligible voters of the distroposed for dissolution,
filed with the county auditor.

School District Consolidation (MS 123A.48 (1999

Provides a method for school districts to conseéiddrinal authorization is
by resolution of the county board in the area psgglcfor consolidation or
upon receipt of a petition signed by 25% of theev®in the districts to be
consolidated or 50 voters, whichever is less. Chanty Auditor of the
county which contains the greatest land area optbhposed new district
prepares a plat. The plat is submitted to the Czgioner of Children
Family and Learning. The Commissioner then assignislentification
number to the new district and notifies each coantgitor of the assigned

number.

County Board Records

Any boundary changes were kept in the Washingtaim@oSchool District Book,

originally. Later, they were documented by resolubf the County Board. In

1935, the County Board authorized a study documgnlie school district

boundaries, using approved maps. At that timeg@shwere funded by and were

under control of the County. In 1971, the Countydior filed an updated map

with the Department of Education.



Sources of Boundary Information

Department of Children Families and Learning
MN State Historical Society

Washington County Auditor

Washington County Recorder

School Districts

Land Management Information Center

N o g M wDd e

The Lawrence Group

Washington County School Districts

Forest Lake Area - 831

Chisago Lakes - 2144

Stillwater Area - 834

White Bear Lake Area - 624
Mahtomedi Area - 832

N St Paul-Maplewood-Oakdale - 622
South Washington - 833

Hastings Area -200

*Total Number = 8 (6 are multi-county)




Selection of Pilot Area
New Scandia portion of the Chisago Lakes Schodiridis

1. Small area - manageable
2. Known conflicts - examples of all types of apgrdrdiscrepancies
3. Map available in County office

Mapped Pilot Area
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Determined all sources of maps/data

1. 1935 map accepted by the County Board - Our reBearchese issues is not
always systematic. At the time we were doing tie\g the Auditors Office was
ready to discard these 1935 maps - they were cigdmuse. They knew that
Peggy Ryan was interested in historical maps spdbkked her if she wanted them.
This is how we discovered this map. Things somesijust mysteriously disappear

over time.



2. 1971 map certified to the Department of Educatipthe Auditor. The requested
maps and boundary descriptions from each distreckapt on file in the Auditos
Office.

3. Asked school districts for copy of map, as theywrtbe boundaries today. In
some cases, the Distfistsupplied detailed legal descriptions. This infation
was not consistent with the 1971 map.

4. County Tax Records - The Auditar Office uses past practices as their authority for
what district a parcel of land is in - what distpast taxes have gone to. The
Auditor' s Office has some miscellaneous papers outlinihgadistrict
boundaries.

5. LMIC- has a map that has been changed to matcbetfigus boundaries

6. MN Department of Children Families and Learningeefgs no maps or descriptions
on file. Any previous maps have been sent to Rtethives. However, they do
receive a notice of boundary changes for schotiiclis from each county auditor
per MS 123A.45.

Mapped boundaries supplied by the school districts

County Auditor Evaluated Discrepancies

The Surveyors Office provided the Division of Tax AccountingResearch a copy of the
digital file depicting the boundaries as they apmeathe 1971 boundary map that was
submitted by the County Auditor to the DepartmdriEducation. The Division of Tax
Accounting & Research compared this map to thedagrds and identified 13
discrepancies in the pilot study area. Discrepenare areas where taxes are going to a
different district than the one in which the lasdjeographically located. No one knows
the reasons for the discrepancies.

The discrepancies were classified as apparentalesirors, apparent parcel subdivision

errors, and apparent boundary misinterpretatioor err
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a. Apparent Clerical - Islands (outside and within)
Olson parcel was classified as agricultural lanky.oft was taxed to three different
school districts between 1971 and 1974. It wasdar School District 136 in 1971
and 1972 and to School District 141 in 1973. 148 was taxed to School
District 831. (ISD 2144 inherited 136 and 141hefe is no indication of any name
change or legal description change on that paur@hgl those years. This appears
to be a clerical error made by the AuditeiOffice at the time of creating the tax
roll for 1974.
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b. Apparent parcel subdivision

Ostman, classified as residential homestead, wasl @ one school district in
1971-72 (136) and another school district betwe®f8177 (141) as part of a bigger
parcel. During 1977, a minor subdivision creatad hew parcel. Starting with the
following year, 1978, the new parcel was taxedgbanother school district (831).
However, the remainder of the minor subdivisiontoared to be taxed to the
former school district (141). This appears to ldegical error made by the Auditor

Office at the time of a recording a minor subdiersin 1977.

C. Apparent boundary misinterpretation

11



Lund, Nickelson, Benick, Coller properties, clagsifas a mix of agricultural and
residential homestead were always taxed to Schsdli€@ 831 (before and after
1971). The combined legal description of theseglarcovers the north half of the
southwest 1/4 and the north half of the southedsbflSection 17. In this situation,
it appears that the boundary line between two ddttistricts is off by a 1/4 of a 1/4
section. If this is the case, the map of 197 1dddafting error that was carried

over until present.

\

Compared LMIC map to school district and parcel saap
LMIC digitized school district maps in 1997. Thesaps were compared to the 1971
County map. The lines did not match.

Compared map to 1971 map filed with the Minnesaadtment of Education and

noted the differences.

Met with School Districts and agreed to use 197p amthe official map.
At this time we had three maps depicting the sch@itict boundaries in the County:
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1. The 1971 map that was approved by the Count)itér and submitted
to the State Department of Education;
2. The map depicting the boundaries as they ang lséaimed by the

school districts today;
3. The LMIC map that does not match either ofdtier maps.

The County needed to decide what map source waldsed as the official map, to serve

as a baseline for all other work.

The County invited representatives of all schostrtits located within the County to a
presentation of the results of the project. At thaeting, everyone agreed to use the 1971

map as the official map depicting the school distooundaries.

All boundary changes of record were added to thel I¥undary map to create an up-

to-date map.
1. Division of Taxpayer Services was asked for anynolauy changes they were

aware of since 1971.
2. County Board Clerk researched Board resolutions

Since 1971, there have only been 2 changes. Tér& 84s the Board

resolutions approving these two changes.

Establish an internal process to up date the map
a. County Board approves a boundary change
b. The Auditors Office changes the tax records.
. The Surveyars Office changes the map and metadata.
d. The Surveyor sends updated map to the GIS SupmitrtdJbe available for

distribution

Establish Mapping Standards and Procedures

13



1. Official source of information - 1971 map, 20@ap will become new official map

2. Established AutoCAD Mapping Standards

a.

b
c.
d

Layer names - one for boundary line, one feriébel
Polygon attributes - one polygon per schodtidis
Accuracy - to parcel map

Scale - to parcel map

Complete Process for All School Districts
As of November 30, all school districts in WashorgCounty have been mapped as

documented in the process. Currently awaiting fesazk on apparent discrepancies from

School District personnel.

Prepare Documentation

Create final report on procedures and guidelines

Create Metadata using MN Metadata Guideline

Project Specifics

Polygon Attributes

1.

2
3.
4

School District name (Stillwater Area)

School District number - unique identifier (0834)
County name (Washington)

County FIPS number (163)

View in Arc View

91 SCHLLIN 163 WASHINGTON | MAHTOMEDI AREA 0832
90 SCHLLIN 163 WASHINGTON  WHITE BEAR LAKE AREA

Polygon : 738666100.000 | 145310.300000
| Polygon | 9436274.00000 ;14954220000

p Y
! o I
Attributes o poly.shp =10] X
5 s Foiveter | SohlAl | Sehlad. Ao e T Godps | Gonems St mame S ey
L |_sheyir | 14
clygon | 25564 33000,00 | 309388100000 2 34 SCHLL) 1 WASHINGTON | FOREST LAKE AREA 31 -
Polygon | 186162800.000 1 63167 780000 3 CHLL i WASHINGTON | CHISAGO LAKES i
Polygon | 6330644 00000 | 10454 690000 [ CHLL i WASHINGTON | STILLWATER AREA, n
Polpgon | 42671 10000,00 : 457301 500000 g CHLL i WASHINGTON | STILLWATER AREA, i
Polygon | 282074900,000 | 73562 210000 3 CHLLI i WASHINGTON | WHITE BEAR LAKE AREA i
7
g




View in Auto Cad

25§ Edit Attributes K E3

Block name: SCHLAT

ENTER FIPS NUMBER
ENTER CO NAME [WASHINGTON
ENTER SD NA&ME ISTlLLWATEH AREA
ENTER SD NUMBER [oa32
|
|
|
|
ok | camcel | Fieviwe | HEZ: Help

Primary Custodian Recommendation
1. Who:

a. The Washington County pilot project recommeihas t
responsibility for creation and maintenance ofghenary
school district polygon data be the County govenmmme

b. Historically and currently, the process of cregaand
updating school district boundary information heishin the
jurisdiction of the County Board. (MS 123A.45, \.
123A.46, M.S. 123A.48.)

2. How often:
a. Maintain as district boundary changes are made
3. Responsibilities:

15



Maintain data in County Coordinates, NAD 83

Create and maintain metadata for the data set.
Provide updated data set and metadata to rdgios@dian
upon request.

Periodically submit map to Department of ChildrEamily

and Learning

Regional Custodian Recommendation

1.

Who:
a. Land Management Information Center - Currentiymains
school district map for business purposes
b. Continue but change standards of mapping totaiaiat
parcel level.
C. Opportunity to align several data sets: parceinsus - road
centerline - school districts
How often:
a. LMIC contacts primary custodian annually foruptate.
b. Change when significant changes are made tcapyinata

source.

Responsibilities:

a.

Compile a regional coverage of school distraziridlaries
from the primary sources.

Compile metadata from all sources into one setgional
metadata for the data set.

Re-compile the coverage when significant chamagesnade
to the primary sources.

Provide for data archive, backup, retrieval, disaster

recovery.

Other options explored

16



a. Children Family and Learning - Digital mappirapebilities

do not exist.
b. Metropolitan Council - distributes and uses LMiata
Problem Resolution
1. Meeting with school district officials

At the meeting with school district representatjtbe County
discussed the types of discrepancies that weradfouaverlaying
the tax records with the 1971 boundary map. Thsridis agreed to
decide on how to resolve the apparent errors, wgrtogether with
other districts if necessary and to inform the Ggwi how they
would like to correct the discrepancies.
2. Map and letter sent

The County Auditors Office mailed each School District a copy of
a map showing the impact of changing the tax rectodeflect the
1971 boundaries. Each district was given timeesgpond. No
objections have been reported.
Scope of Discrepancies

99 islands within

100 islands outside of boundaries

Tax impact ranges from a net loss of $16,063 tetayain of

$7922

Tax capacity of about 85,000

Range of tax capacity loss from 392 to 28,956

Range of tax capacity gain from 475 to 24,342

3. Tax Records and Maps changed according to directceived from

school districts. As of November 14, the Countyg haard from
school district 831. It has agreed to change theikcoded parcels
to school district 2144.

Staff resources

17



1.
2.
3.
4,
5.
6.
Time
Software
1.
2.
3.
4.

Data Distribution
1.
2.
3.

Summary

Discoveries

1.
2.

Administration - research, analysis, technicatimg support
Surveyor - research, analysis, mapping, docuetient

Metro GIS - research, final document, peer mgvie

County Attorney - legal advice on issues

County Auditor - maintenance process, handlingcaded parcels
Others e.g. state, county, schools, local, privgrovide

information, review and comment

AutoCAD map - mapping, adding attributes
Arc/Info - polygon coverage creation
ArcView - display and querying

Datalogr - metadata creation - what it looks lik

No license

No charge to MetroGIS patrticipants
Distribution contact:

Washington County

Department of Information Services
G.I.S. Support Unit

14949 629 Street North

Stillwater, MN 55082
651-430-6894

Need better method of to track boundary changes

Multiple sources for records exist

18



Coding for taxes appears to be the only method fegedketermining
school districts.

Limited maps of record exist for some districts
Lack of legal descriptions accompanying the maps

Lack of documentation found when consolidatifdgoschool
districts

Individual school district maps conflict withaaother

Strengths of pilot approach

Project Conclusion

Thorough research to support information used

Accurate PLSS control and method of positiofiogndaries using
COGO

Extent of documentation

More accurate than any previous maps and detatschool
district boundaries

The benefit of having accurate and current Schastridt boundary information is helping

to provide for:

1. potential resolution of discrepancies between skctiistrict records and tax records

2. consistency in boundary maintenance

3. potential for uniform interchange of administrativeundary information.

REACTION AND QUESTIONS

Jim Maxwell asked the participant to focus questifor purposes of documenting their
reactions and questions to the following main qgoast

1. Washington County process of developing schootididtoundaries data
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2. Examples of apparent discrepancies
3. Data specifications

4. Primary and Regional custodian roles and respditsbi

Participant questions with some response by fatilit and Washington County personnel
follow with reference to their name by initials.

WB: What is the authority of the school districumdary map for Washington County and
how did you get school district buy-in?

BF: The authority of the map is the 1971 CountyaiBloapproved record map submitted to
the Depart of Education (now Children, Families aedrning). Formal notification of the
map was sent in August to all school districts indMngton County and changes were
made to the 1971 map based upon school distriatrivdtion. This was the common
ground starting point and through this effort weédnaeceived buy-in.

WB: Was the basis of the map built on legal desiom or just tax records mapped?
MN: When we started the only thing we had avadakés the 1971 map.

BF: The proof was up to school districts to hawalid legal description on hand.
PR: Only 2 out of 8 school districts in Washingtoounty have legal descriptions.

CC: Do line discrepancies on the 1971 Map supertaxirecords?
BF: Our first line of attempt to resolve tax red®@and map discrepancies is to first map
the tax record information then send it out to sthistricts for review and confirmation.

SM: Have you incurred any conflicts with the schadistricts yet?
JH: Not yet, they have been very receptive siticeua parcels our homesteaded and not
seasonal, but other counties might experience this.

MP: We do have the problems though that the ahnldre physically attending one school
district A and their taxes go to another schodiritisB.

BF: Those types of problems were not encounterdtlashington County.

LA: What our district has done, due to open emmelht, allow that practice to continue

until that child(ren) graduate from high schoolrttsend the taxes to the appropriate school
district.

JJ: When you sent a report of all the discrepanmehe school district, what were some
of the reactions?

DN: A report of the impact of changing the bounesiand a map of all discrepancies were
sent in August to all school districts to reflebiet1971 changes. The scope of the

20



discrepancies for the county includes mostly istangthich can be easily correlated to
clerical mishaps. The boundary discrepancies ardeh to clear up. Thus far two out of
the eight school districts have responded anddeards and maps have changed to reflect
the direction received.

JS: Do you have any official islands, those thmatlegally binding where the petitioner has
successful argued to the county board to changeotdrstrict taxes.

DN: No we didn't have those in Washington County.

JH: David Tripp prewarned the organization grduge those do exist in Hennepin County.

CC: In our regard, White Bear SD, official islaratte for example, old farmsteads the got
to decide where they wanted their taxes to go tenwvbchool districts went through a

consolidation.

JH: No documents that we encountered exist in Wigstn County historical records.

CC.: Aren't the current school district maps adégjeaough for school districts?

JH: These are census boundary derived maps frol€LM

SM: CFL contracted LMIC to provide school distritiaps in 1990, updates driven by
consolidation. This year CFL contracted LMIC todafe the school district attendance
area; the accuracy of that data set is based upasus boundaries not tax parcel
boundaries and information.

MP: In the primary custodian responsibilities whaes up to date mean? Does it mean,
provide changes when there are clerical errordfmiad changes?

JH: When official map changes (i.e. when you hmtaxes for 2000, note changes)

MP: This should probably say run annually to diégcand define changes.

JH: There are still some conflicts with schooltdies boundaries that run through the
master bedroom. We are going to recommend thahwhédivision is platted that the
school district boundaries are drawn when theseraged not after the fact.

CC: What is the intent of the school district bdary resolutions?
JH: That when you are creating these boundary maapsproviding updates that they
should be the official records and maps and subthés such.

JPV: The 1971 School District Map to current tales reflects changes/switches based
upon the tax bill.

JS: Before a plat is subdivided we can tax sepaséinds, do we need to prechange these
islands before a bond then after a bond resolution?

JH: This is an issue of tax liability vs the oficmap, you still need to carry forward
because of legal circumstances.

21



SG: Isn't the school district tax information gs&d to the parcel by the County Auditor?
We usually tell people to call the County Auditor?
JH: Yes.

CC: Are there boundary line errors (i.e. they tordtch to school boundaries) vs obvious
errors, in these cases do we reconcile to offroiap then to the tax records?

JPV: | would say reconciliation would be to GISprthe tax roles then report to school
district.

JH: Need to verify if the map is right or the taxwrong, research on boundaries through
time needs to be done then verified by the schmttick. No wholesale changes because
of line errors.

JPV: School districts do not have the adequates tooverify property information without
being supplied the parcel lines and information.

CC: Washington County did supply the parcel limgth the school district boundary
information and tax records to school districts Verification. It takes a lot of time and
effort to deal with the information on the part thie school districts; verification is a
process in itself.

SG: Apparent discrepancy information is importanged to have the historical
information in order to leverage boundaries.

JH: If the counties initiate the process by segdirrequest by letter to the school districts
is a six-month timeframe long enough to gain resoh?

SG: If the counties initiate the contact by lettes school districts would respond.

CC: This would require official notification byethcounty to the school district.

JM: Are there any questions about the consequerfceaving a net gain/loss due to this
type of boundary information and update?

CC: A net loss would be harder for a school distto deal with, but | believe final
acceptance will be important.

JM: There is also going to be a problem when yauehlarge residential (condo) and
commercial parcels change boundaries because gatlaion in the tax roll.

LA: Also when a section of land was previously emeloped and now is increasing the
tax roles due to development, as is Afton.

MP: What about the other counties? Do you hawe equivalent discrepancies based
upon school district boundaries?

CC: Anoka and Hennepin have been in negotiatidmitaboundary discrepancies for
three years.

JS: Anoka County does have periodic changes witi@rdistricts.

GS: We have not experienced any problems in DaRotaty, the school district maps are
based upon the tax maps and we rarely find disoes

22



GU: the same person mapped The school districhdemies in Scott and Dakota County
so when he found discrepancies along school digioandaries, and cross-jurisdictional
he made those changes as they arose. But thereneed to go back and rectify the
maps/data to parcel boundaries, because we havdeedc problems and problems
associated with transportation.

DC: Blaine has encountered problems when new dpugnts are build, their plans say
they are going to one school district and due ®rtbw development increase the school
districts are splitting and trading parcels becafgais.

JPV: In that case residents need notification.also

CC: School district changes are less than eatihees because open enrollment solved
most of the parent problems so that they wouldwjtiest a tax change.

JH: What about the value of a region wide map? at\dre the county intentions and
reflection of custodian roles and responsibilities?

WB: Hennepin county is supportive of generatingchool district boundary data set and
become a primary custodian. The county is not siweoof a region-wide data set.

JH: The adjoining six counties and school disdritiat are cross jurisdictional might see a
need for a regional data set.

JM: | am supportive of a regional custodian akd the coordination efforts and standards
that are proposed today.

SM: This is one in a series of data sets thantiit a layer centric regional data set. Where
the county is the primary custodian (source) areggonal custodian reprojects the data.
GS: | don't believe there is a need for a regiateh set combination, the county can
supply a data set based on the NAD 83 county coatelisystem, and others like the Met
Council and LMIC can put it together for their oweeds, but | don't support a regional
data set.

CC: So 5 out of the 7 counties have no problentls eoordinating a regional data set?
GU: School districts need to have access to timgoy data sets first from the county,
then tackle be cross-jurisdictional school dissrict

RJ: We need direction on data standards; and fnoifti-county school districts being able
to access a regional data set?

CC: It would be nice to have the data availabtess-jurisdiction need other underlying
data also like parcels etc, on top of having actefise school district data.

DC: Anoka-Hennepin SD lies 1/4 in Hennepin Couatyl it would serve our needs to
have a regional data set.

GS: Counties would be responsible for providing yath the data.

DC: We have a need to receive more data out afdhaty (i.e. parcels)

JPV: Right now the Ramsey-Anoka-Hennepin Schogtrigt get its data from the User
Groups that are established.

GS: The 7-county parcel data is available for ®etdl 999 through the Met Council for a
pilot study.

CC: School district boundaries do not change wafign, there an annual update might be
adequate once the counties and the regional casttdild their data sets.
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SG: Where is the need for attendance boundari@saanthese across county and school
district boundaries?

SM: CFL contracted LMIC to create a data set hi@irtneeds. The rationale is that if CFL
had a need in the past LMIC would be contracteprt@ide the information. CFL has not
contacted LMIC to provide a school district boundarap based on tax parcel information.
JPV: Out-state there is not the map accuracytemgtt being made for a school district
boundary map.

DC: Attendance boundaries change frequently, buhfaries do not, so the annual update
should be frequent enough.

LA: School districts would benefit from a primadata set and a regional data set, they
also need help with GIS and acquiring other dats se

NEXT STEPS

Jim Maxwell explained what the next steps werelierpeer review participants.

Washington County will be completing the final draf the pilot project within the next
two months. They will be posting the draft at theebsite:
http://www.co.washington.mn.us/mgmtsrvy/landsrvinhtMetroGIS will also post a link
to their sight under the supported projects secion
http://www.metrogis.org/supported/workgroups/woikg.htm.

A turnaround document for the peer review workgrailpbe emailed the week of
December 18th; feedback from participants about tmenments will be taken until
January 2, 2001. Participants will be emailedfith@ document and the document will be
posted on the MetroGIS web page under supportgdgisovhen comments and final
documentation is finished.

Data specification for primary and regional cusémdi, and roles and responsibilities for
primary and secondary custodians will be forwarttethe MetroGIS Technical Advisory
Team and Policy Advisory Team in January for appt@nd comment. Notification of
approval and comment will be emailed to all schastrict peer review participants at that
given time.
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PROCESS QUESTIONAIRE

Foster explained that the goal of this activityosollect feedback from participants and to
make adjustments for future peer review workgraegs®ns. Each peer review
workgroup participant was asked to complete théuewimn form before they departed the

workgroup meeting. © c

Participant
1] 3 2 3 3 3 2 2 3 2 2 2 4 2| 2.54
21 1 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 2 3 3| 2.69
3| 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3| 3.00
4| 4 3 3 3 3 2 2 4 2 3 3 4 2| 2.92
5| 2 2 3 3 3 2 3 3 2 4 2 3 3| 2.69
6 | 3 * * * * 4 4 4 3 4 3 4 4 | 3.67
7| 4 2 4 4 2 2 4 3 3 4 3 * 4| 3.25
8| 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3| 3.08
9| 2 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 2| 3.54
10] 3 4 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 3| 3.54
11] 4 2 3 3 2 1 2 4 2 3 2 2 2| 2.46
12| 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 4 2 3 3 4 3| 3.46
13| 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4] 3.92
14 * * 3 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 4 4| 3.45
15] 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3| 3.00
16| 3 3 4 3 3 2 3 3 3 4 3 4 4 | 3.23
17| 4 4 2 3 1 1 2 3 2 3 3 4 2 | 2.62
Avg]3.13| 3.13 3.31] 3.31] 2.94| 2.71| 3.00| 3.41| 2.71] 3.35| 2.94| 3.50|3.00| 3.11

* No Rating Submitted by Participant
Not All 24 Participant filled out a questionnare.

Comments on Evaluation Form

1. Thanks! This is necessary stuff for @lé counties to do.
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ADJOURNMENT
At 3:30 p.m., Foster thanked the participants fanmg and putting in a solid two hours
worth of work, she encouraged participants to fiesed to send comments or suggestions

about the process or suggestions on the data sgicins to peer review organization
members if anything else should come to mind. Megeddjourned.
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