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Summary
Joint Meeting

MetroGIS Policy and Technical Advisory Teams
May 2, 2001

1. CALL TO ORDER
The MetroGIS Staff Coordinator summarized the objectives of the joint meeting and introduced Trudy
Richter, Richardson Richter Associates, and Jay Wittstock, URS/BRW, noting they are members of the
MetroGIS support team who will be assisting the Policy and Technical Coordinators on a variety of tasks in
2001 and 2002.  The meeting began at 10:15 a.m. at the Centennial Office Building in St. Paul.

Policy Advisory Members Present: David Arbeit (LMIC), Will Craig, Rick Gelbmann for Eli Cooper
(Metropolitan Council), Jim Hentges- Team Chair  (Scott County), Jane Harper (Washington County), Bill
Brown for Patrick O’Connor (Hennepin County), and Ed Shukle (Anoka County).

Policy Team Members Absent: David Claypool (Ramsey County), and Dennis Welsch (AMM-Roseville)

Technical Advisory Team Members Present: Sherry Coatney and Damon Doughtery (Intergraph
Corporation), Dan Falbo and Pat Cummens (ESRI), Jim Maxwell-Team Co-Chair (The Lawrence Group),
Blaine Hackett (PlanSight), Michael Munson (metropolitan Council), Bart Richardson (DNR), Rom Wencl
(USGS).

Visitors: Dave Drealan, (Carver County and member of the Coordinating Committee), Larry Hoium (Anoka
County), Gary Stevenson, (Dakota County and member of the Coordinating Committee), Johns Sullivan
(AutoDesk Corporation), Liesa Stromberg (Metropolitan Area Research Corp)

Support Staff: Randall Johnson, MetroGIS Staff/Policy Coordinator, Theresa Foster, MetroGIS Technical
Coordinator, Trudy Richter, MetroGIS Support Team, Jay Wittstock, URS/BRW, MetroGIS MetroGIS
Support Team, and Alison Slaats (Metropolitan Council and Data Finder Lead Support)

1. Regional Parcel Dataset – Next Steps Work Plan Proposal
Trudy Richter briefly ran through each of the 24 recommendations listed in the staff report dated April 24,
2001.  She also stated that in addition to the recommendations based upon the findings of the evaluations and
Parcel Data Users Forum, that the support team had concluded that no modifications are warranted
concerning MetroGIS’ organizational structure as a result of our experience with attaining all of the legal
agreements necessary to pursue the Pilot Project.  She reminded the team members that the Business Plan
adopted in April 2000 recommended reevaluating the need a more formal organizational structure following
the regional parcel pilot project to determine if a more formal structure could expedite the lengthy
negotiation process.  Ms. Richter stated that the support team’s conclusion was that it could not because the
fundamental issue involves protection of intellectual property rights which few if any of counties would grant
authority to anyone else to decide on their behalf.

Jay Wittstock then moderated discussion of each of the recommendations until agreement was reached.  The
agreed upon recommendations, along with any modifications by the team members, are as follows (deletions
are crossed out and added language is underlined and discussion of the recommendations at the meeting was
in a different order at the meeting.  The following item numbers correspond to the numbers in the report).
Unless otherwise noted, each recommendation is preceded by “That the Policy Board endorse”:

General Recommendations
1a) That the Policy Board make a long-term commitment to move from the pilot phase to a quarterly-updated
regional parcel dataset solution for the public sector.
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Response: Each of the county representatives in attendance stated that a quarterly update schedule was
doable.  The county representatives also concurred with Gary Stevenson of Dakota County that they intend to
provide the Metropolitan Council serving in its role as regional custodian with one version of the dataset that
the Council will then process to as needed for distribution to the non-government/academic community.
Rick Gelbmann, representing the Metropolitan Council, did not object.

1b) That the Policy Board request the Metropolitan Council serve as the regional custodian for the regional
parcel data solution, assuming that all roles and responsibilities are clarified and that all affected parties are
comfortable with the expectations of their organizations’ roles.

Discussion:  Rick Gelbmann, representing the Metropolitan Council, stated that the Council is willing to
serve in this capacity.

1c) That the Coordinating Committee direct the Technical Advisory Team to revisit all of the endorsed roles
and responsibilities for primary and regional custodians and recommend any clarifications and refinements to
the Coordinating Committee at its September 2001 meeting needed as a consequence of the actions stipulated
herein, in addition to Items 3b and 4b.

1d) That the Coordinating Committee direct the Policy Advisory Team to investigate an appropriate
mechanism to insure coordination occurs on matters before MetroGIS that affect the entire state and to seek
advice from the GCGI to insure MetroGIS’ philosophy and needs are understood by the GCGI as it develops
policies for integrating regional data sharing solutions with a scheme for the entire State.

Discussion:  The group concurred that the Policy Advisory Team should work with the GCGI to determine
whether there is interest to have a seat on the MetroGIS Policy Board and if so, the best way to appoint a
representative.  The group also agreed that more dialogue is need to decide whether the appointment, if
pursued, should be limited to state agency interests.

Parcel Attributes and Related Themes
2a) That the Policy Board endorse amending the data specifications for the regional dataset to include, as a
goal, in subsequent versions of the dataset all 14 of the attributes included in the prototype dataset, regardless
of whether the fields are populated by all counties, and to populate the fields whenever maintained by the
counties, together with the other attributes identified at the forum and endorsed by the MetroGIS.

Discussion:  The county representatives unanimously agreed that it would be worthy goal for their respective
counties to maintain the parcel attributes identified to be included in the parcel data and provide them to the
regional custodian to assemble (virtually and/or physically) into a regional dataset but that maintenance of
these attributes should continue to be voluntary on the part of the counties.  The county representatives also
agreed that all of the identified attribute fields should be included even if one or two of the counties does not
maintain one or more of the attributes.

The only exception was noted by Dave Drealan with Carver County who raised a concern that the “Total
Tax” attribute may require complex programming to generate.  It was agreed that if this is the case, that it
should be deferred until such time that it can be provided without excessive effort.

2h) That the Policy Board endorse amending the data specifications for the regional dataset to add the
watershed district identification code to compliment the existing county and school district codes.

2j) That the Policy Board endorse amending the data specifications for the regional dataset to add “Number
of Units” and “type (single dwelling, condominium, townhouse, mobile home, etc.) attributes to subsequent
versions of the regional parcel dataset, for counties where the data are maintained.
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Discussion:  Refer to the level of effort comment in “Discussion” for Item 2b.

2k) That the Policy Board endorse amending the data specifications for the regional dataset to add the “last
sales date” and “last sale value” as attributes for subsequent versions of the dataset and that the Coordinating
Committee direct the Technical Advisory Team to investigate availability of additional sales history
information from each county and report its findings and recommendations at the September 2001
Committee meeting.

2d) and 3a) That the Coordinating Committee amend the Technical Advisory Team’s 2001 work plan to
change the January 2002 start date for the “Where People Live” Information Need to June 2001 and direct
the Team to: 1) clarify the meaning of each address-related parcel attribute in the prototype regional parcel
dataset, 2) propose a work plan to address each of the address needs identified as priority enhancements as
part of the Pilot Project and investigation of a “point coverage” for multi-unit address data, and 3) present its
findings and recommendations at the Committee’s September 2001 meeting.

2b) That the Coordinating Committee direct the Technical Advisory Team, with assistance from the
counties, to document, for each county, the specific attribute name, definition, type, and availability of data
elements needed to populate each of the 14 attribute fields provided in the prototype dataset, as well as, each
of those identified in the remainder of these recommendations.  In addition, in any case where a county(ies)
does not maintain data relevant to a desired attribute or it is not in a useable form, the Team is directed to
document the reason.  The results of this activity shall be presented to the Coordinating Committee at its
September meeting.

Discussion:  The county representatives all concurred that if the desired attributes are maintained, they are
willing to provide them.  They also concurred with the recommendation that the first step is to define who
has what.  Hennepin County raised a concern about the level of effort may be beyond reasonable
expectations to provide some of these attributes.  All agreed that the level of effort to provide the data needs
to be documented for each desired attribute for each county.  Staff proposal to develop a standard form and
to provide to each county was acceptable.  Each county representative at the meeting also agreed to
“shepard” completion of the form through their respective organizations.  Following this discussion, all
attributes identified in the recommendations (below) were unanimously agreed upon for subsequent versions
of the regional dataset if the maintained by the counties and if providing the data would not involve an
onerous effort.  (See Item 2j for additional level of effort concern.)

2l) That the Coordinating Committee direct the Technical Advisory Team to investigate each county’s
method of addressing the ‘private/exempted” attribute, and report its findings and recommendation at the
September 2001 Committee meeting.

2m) Following the September 2001 Technical Advisory Team report of its parcel attribute related findings
and recommendations to the Coordinating Committee, if some of the description of the desired attributes are
found not standardized across the seven counties, direct the Policy Advisory Team to investigate an
appropriate liaison with the assessor community so as not to duplicate any of their efforts.

2f) That the Coordinating Committee amend the Technical Advisory Team’s 2001 work plan to change the
Watershed Jurisdictional Boundary Information Need from January 2001 to “TBD” by Lead Organizations”
and request that Washington County to include in their pilot project for MetroGIS an evaluation of the
appropriateness of seeking acceptance from the MN Board on Water and Soil Resources to serve as the
regional custodian for the regional watershed jurisdiction dataset. .

Discussion: The Team members concurred with Jane Harper’s request that MetroGIS defer contacting
BWSR until Washington County has completed its pilot project concerning primary custodian roles and
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responsibilities.  The group also concurred with Ms. Harper’s request to give Washington County an
opportunity to evaluate the suitability of BWSR to serve in the capacity of regional custodian.

2g) That the Coordinating Committee amend the Technical Advisory Team’s work plan to stipulate that in
June 2003, the Team should to evaluate the American Community Survey as an option to the North Metro I-
35W Corridor Coalition’s work in progress to develop the I Block methodology as an means to address the
Socio-Economic Characteristics of Areas Business Information Need rather than add a “demographics”
attribute to parcels as suggested at the 4/19 Forum.   

Discussion:  Will Craig stated that endorsement of the American Community Survey would be substantially
less expense than the attempting the implement metro-wide the methodology being developed by I-35W.  he
also acknowledged that the data would not be as robust but that MetroGIS should investigate it as an option.
Craig stated that some marriage of the two would probably be the best approach but that he is concerned
about the cost of the I-35W methodology.  The group agreed with Craig to defer action on this Information
Need until June 2003.

2c) That the Coordinating Committee direct the Technical Advisory Team to incorporate the comments
received through this Pilot Project into the Team’s work in progress to create a freestanding Planned (Future)
Land Use regional dataset rather than add a “Planned (Future) Land Use” attribute to parcels as suggested at
the 4/19 Forum.

2e) That the Coordinating Committee amend the Technical Advisory Team’s 2001 work plan to change the
start date for work on the Existing Land Use information need from “TBD” to September 2001 as a
freestanding regional dataset, assuming the Team’s work on the Planned (Future) Land Use regional solution
is complete by that time, rather than add an “Existing Land Use” attribute to parcels as suggested at the 4/19
Forum.  “Existing Land Use” is distinguished from “Land Cover”, which is a separate Information Need.

Discussion:  Jane Harper asked that MetroGIS devise an effective way to help data users understand the and
distinguish between existing land use and land cover.  The group agreed.

2i) That the Coordinating Committee maintain the current schedule of a March 2002 start for the Land
Regulations Business Information Need, which includes “Zoning”, and calls for prior completion of the
higher priority Planned (Future) and Existing Land Use regional solutions, rather than add a “Zoning”
attribute to parcels as suggested at the 4/19 Forum.

Spatial/Geographic Data Recommendations
3a) (component of 2d) That the Coordinating Committee direct the Technical Advisory Team to prepare a
recommendation to “add a point coverage for multiple-unit address data” as part of the broader
recommendations that it is charged with in Task 2d, above.

3b) That the Policy Board amend the regional custodian roles and responsibilities for the Regional Parcel
Dataset that were adopted October 1999 by the Board to add a “Quality Assurance/Quality Control”
responsibility, defined by the Technical Advisory Team in cooperation with the regional custodian.  The
purpose of this procedure is to insure that the parcel data provided by each of the primary custodians
(counties) is the same data that the users receive following assembly into a regional dataset by the regional
custodian.  This procedure does not have any application to the development of the primary data.  The
regional custodian shall also include the procedure in the metadata for the regional dataset.

Discussion:  Ron Wencl (USGS) questioned the need for the recommended QA/QC procedure.  He
commented that documenting the assembly process in the metadata for the regional dataset should be
adequate.  Others disagreed noting the proposed testing (e.g., compare parcel boundary locations to
orthoimagery in several areas) would be designed to identify problems that occur during the assembly
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process, such as, when Hennepin County’s parcel data was reprojected and an intended shift of 60-65 feet
occurred that went undetected until after the pilot dataset was distributed for evaluation.  Wencl did not
object provided the regional custodian was agreeable to the testing process.  Rick Gelbmann, (Metropolitan
County) concurred that this procedure was in the user communities best interests and stated that the Council,
if asked to be the regional custodian, would accept this responsibility provided the level of effort involves a
straight forward basic procedure.

3c) That the Policy Board ask the Governor’s Council on Geographic Information (GCGI) to take the lead on
integrating MetroGIS’ regional parcel data solution with a solution for the entire state as part of its Land
Records Modernization or similar initiative rather than add one or more of the “collar counties” to the seven
metro area counties as suggested at the 4/19 Forum.

Discussion:  The group concurred that this request to add the collar counties (those that adjoin the Metro
Area) to the subject regional parcel dataset raises the question of how to best integrate MetroGIS’ concept of
a regional parcel solution with an area integration solution for the entire state.  An answer as to how to best
integrate multiple regions within states is also fundamental to achieving the vision of the National Spatial
Data Infrastructure (NSDI) and best addressed at the state level.

Metadata Recommendations
4a) That the Coordinating Committee direct the Technical Advisory Team to design a metadata template to
describe the attributes associated with the regional parcel dataset for approval by the Coordinating
Committee at its September meeting.  This template is intended to foster consistency in reporting of metadata
for attributes among the counties.

4b (component of 1c) That the Policy Board amend the regional custodian roles and responsibilities for the
Regional Parcel Dataset that were adopted October 1999 by the Board to add the task of filling out a “quick
reference table” with data supplied by the counties for each version/update of regional parcel data.

Discussion: Rick Gelbmann (Metropolitan Council) accepted this proposal as a valuable resource for the
MetroGIS data user community, including the Council, and agreed to accept this responsibility if the Policy
Board asks the Council to serve as the regional custodian.  He also agreed to develop the template, to the
general specifications set forth in the staff report, as opposed to the recommendation in the staff report that
called for the Technical Advisory Team to take responsibility for developing the template.

4c) That the Policy Board seek voluntary cooperation from each county to provide metadata: 1) for each
attribute associated with the regional parcel data set using a template provided by MetroGIS (Item 4a) for
which it maintains data and 2) for parcel boundaries in accordance with currently endorsed metadata
guidelines.  This template shall include, but not be limited to, the following elements: date of county data
supplied for the regional dataset, date county data assembled into regional file, and spatial accuracy reported
in any manner consistent with the county’s business practices.  In addition request that the Policy Board
endorse encouraging each county to use the MetroGIS endorsed NSSDA methodology and direct MetroGIS
staff to provide a link to the methodology with the proposed template.

Discussion:  The group concurred that the recommended metadata policies are laudable goals and should be
promoted but that compliance should continue to be voluntary.  Gelbmann (Metropolitan Council) suggested
that MetroGIS consider facilitating development of compliant metadata by budgeting for staff to assist the
counties if they wish the assistance.  Harper commented that Washington County took advantage of a
metadata development pilot offered by MetroGIS to them as part of their GIS Data and Cost Sharing
Agreement and the county was pleased with the results.  The county representatives were informed that the
metadata for the regional parcel dataset will direct questions about the data to individual counties and that
provision of compliant metadata would likely reduce the number of questions.  No decision was made by the
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counties whether assistance with metadata is desirable.  Staff stated the option will be shared with
Coordinating Committee for further consideration.

4d) That the Coordinating Committee request the regional custodian to develop, with feedback and advise
from the Technical Advisory Team, a “Quick Reference” table to enable users to quickly compare the
metadata for parcel data (boundary and attributes endorsed as part of the regional dataset) that will be
supplied by each county.

Discussion: Rick Gelbmann (Metropolitan Council) stated that if the Council is asked by the MetroGIS to
serve in the capacity of regional custodian, that his staff could take the lead to design this table

Distribution Recommendations
5a) That the Policy Board authorize the Metropolitan Council, on its behalf, to publish a Request for

Proposals, not later than early September 2001 to design and implement an Internet-based, data delivery
mechanism that:

 i. Automates the data distribution process, including ability to distinguish between data requests that
require licensing and data requests that require fees.

 ii. Provides the user with the ability to specify a geographic area of interest within the seven county
area

 iii. Provide users with multiple format choices to the extent possible and practical.
 iv. Works in conjunction with the proposed Internet Map Services capabilities. (Refer to the Reference

Section for a summary of this grant-related proposal
 v. As a bid option, provide the user with the ability to specify attributes from all those available for

each data theme.

Discussion:  The group concurred, at Gelbmann’s suggestion, not to require the ability to select attributes
from the total available but rather to have the vendors specify the cost as a bid option.  Harper commented
that the ability to specify geographic area should, in addition to making the data easier for the user to handle,
also minimize traffic and congestion on the servers.  Staff noted the RFP project team will be recommended
for approval by the Coordinating Committee at the May 22 meeting.

5b) That the Coordinating Committee direct the Technical Advisory Team to investigate the cost to deliver,
by CD-ROM, each of MetroGIS’ endorsed regional datasets on an annual, semi-annual, or quarterly basis for
consideration by the Committee at its September meeting.  Data users would decide the update frequency
when they obtain their parcel data license and provision of CD-ROM’s would be provided only upon request.
At the September meeting, the Committee will decide whether or not this data delivery method is practical
with the assumptions that no customizing would be available and only entire datasets would be available.

Discussion: Gelbmann questioned the need to gear up to provide quarterly updates via CD-ROM unless users
request this method of distribution.  The members were comfortable with a policy that each user would
specify the frequency of their updates (annually, semi-annually, or quarterly) at the time they obtain a
license.

5c) Information about School District GIS data format needs.  Completed prior to this meeting.  No further
action needed.

5d) That the Coordinating Committee direct the Technical Advisory Team to recommend a continuous
feedback process whereby users can inform the counties of anomalies found in the parcel data for
consideration by the Committee at its September meeting.

Discussion:  Staff offered this recommendation at the meeting.  It was mistakenly left out of the staff report.
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5e)  That the Coordinating Committee direct the Policy Advisory Team to include questions about
satisfaction with MetroGIS endorsed regional data solutions, including the proposed regional parcel dataset,
in the upcoming 2001 MetroGIS Participant Satisfaction Survey.

Discussion:  Will Craig commented that he has accepted the lead for the 2001 survey and suggested that
questions about satisfaction with the endorsed datasets should be included.  The group concurred.

The meeting adjourned at 11:55 a.m.

Bill Brown (Hennepin County) thanked the staff support team for their work and noted that the findings from
the Forum and the materials in the summary report were useful to them.

Prepared by,

Randall Johnson, AICP
MetroGIS Staff Coordinator


