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DOT Headquarters
Minutes:

Meeting started at 9:15 AM.

1. Cadastral Standard 
a. Discussion of Revisions

There were numerous questions and comments in response to the pre-draft standard document sent out by Mark Goetz on May 7, 2008.  Below are a listing of the significant comments and questions and a summary of discussions that ensued:

i. John Hangen/Jackie Mickiewicz:  Both commented on the need for some level of metadata for the Level I of the standard.  
Discussion:  It was the draft author’s intention to leave out this requirement at Level I.  One of the objectives of the Level I standard should be to allow most existing parcel data to fit into this category.  This will be clarified in both the standard and the business plan
ii. Patrick Ladd/Jason Courter:  Both had commented on how the stated accuracy statements at each of the standard levels would be evaluated (+/- 20 feet at Level I, +/- 10 feet at Level II, and +/- 5 feet at Level III).

Discussion:  The stated accuracy statements were loosely based on National Map Accuracy Standards, though specific scale was specified.  The author was hoping that CALS (Connecticut Association of Land Surveyors) would take the lead in clarifying the intent and language of this section.  Andrew Tupper will bring this topic to the next CALS meeting.   Retracting the spatial accuracy requirement at Level I was discussed and will be included in the final Draft.  
iii. Patrick Ladd:  Should we address the fact that most surveys and subdivision maps lack coordinates and therefore the accuracy is relative to the lines and not to the adjoining parcels?
 Discussion:  This is a topic that should be explored by the

Geodetic Subcommittee and CALS.

iv. Patrick Ladd:  Should we address the fact that some surveyed maps are submitted with significant errors that result in polygons not closing?

Discussion:  It should be mentioned in the compilation methods Appendix for CAD file source, but overall this is a CALS issue.  A parcel edit guidance document that will be developed later can address issues like this and the previous comment.
v. John Hangen/Dan Czaja:  Stated concerns over the Level III requirement for an ESRI Geodatabase.  

Discussion:  There are a number of valid reasons specify the geodatabase at the highest level.  First of all, the defacto state GIS application and data standard is ESRI.  Secondly, a state-wide dataset is going to be formatted exactly like the Level III standard.  Thirdly, we want to produce a comprehensive data model that will make migrating and developing cadastral level data at the local level easy and importable which can be achieved through geodatabase UML or XMI formats.   
b. Next steps – graphics, tables, …

i. John Hangen will provide a parcel update documented developed in the City of Milford to be used to extract graphics demonstrating some Boundary Compilation Methods.

ii. The meeting attendees were requested to provide any graphics and tables that would be helpful in adding visuals to the standard

2. Cadastral Business Plan

a. Sponsoring State Agency?

i. It is assumed that OPM will be the Sponsoring State Agency.  We will need to discuss further with representatives from OPM regarding how this will be framed in the Business Plan

b. Flow of data – Where is the state repository?

i. It is assumed that DOIT will be hosting the ArcSDE Server in which the state-wide cadastral dataset will reside.  We will need to discuss with Mike Varney and OPM on how the local and regional cadastral datasets will get to DOIT.  

ii. Updates.  It was discussed that the minimum update frequency of the local parcel data to the state should correspond with the grand list requirements which are once per year.  Though, if a community wishes to update more frequently or is utilizing ArcSDE replication then other timeframes should be accepted by the state.
c. Funding
i. The Department of Agriculture has funded some parcel development projects through a grant program.

ii. The OPM regional performance grant program is funding 4 recipient parcel development or maintenance projects.

iii. DOT has funded the Naugatuck Valley COG in developing parcels in several of the towns that currently do not have parcels in a GIS format.

d. Other

i. A discussion of existing and potential state programs and initiates that rely on parcel level data was discussed.  The chairman asked the state employees at the meeting to provide some content on current and potential programs and initiatives within their respected agency.  State employees not in attendance will be asked via email.  A list of discussed programs is provided below:

1. DEP Current Programs:  Open Space, Long Island Sound potential preservation land, Coastal Access Sites, Aquifer protection, , Dam Safety, Stream Channel Encroachment,

2. DEP Potential Programs:  Various Permit Programs (Coastal, Diversion), National Hydrography, National Diversity Database (NDDB).
3. DOT Current Programs: Rights of Way, Wetland Mitigation.
4. Agriculture:  Farmland Preservation

3. New Business
a. Future Meetings

i. None, until after the June 30th deadline.  We should be able to finish the standard and business plan via email

b. Other 

Meeting adjourned at 11:20 AM.

