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January 20th, 2009
· Call to order 

· Introductions 

· Presentation(s): Draft Agency Proposals Discussion

· Albeit the fiscal situation of the state is dire, agencies are not in a position to fund proposal much less sufficient to carry on current programs, the GISCC is conducting this discussion to formulate what the GISCC should request agencies to incorporate into their budgets for FY2011. 
· Not all efforts require financing.  For example, is there data being developed by individual agencies that with more cooperation could be completed?

· Matching funds still require state funds.  In-kind match of funds can mitigate proposal costs.  The existing resources and programs could be leveraged to provide the greatest benefit for the lowest cost.
· Many agencies have a critical need for floodplain data.  FEMA and DNR prepare data on a county by county basis, but conceivably it could be developed for statewide use.  Typical data sets include the national flood layer, DFIRM Q3’s, and non-georeferenced TIFF’s.  Mitigation efforts could speed up the development.  The FEMA Joint Field Office should be open to March and could assist in coordinating collaboration activities.  
· Questions still arise on where data should be housed to support coordination (i.e. on the Clearinghouse or on FEMA websites?)  The floodplain datasets cannot be distributed for free and secure access is needed.  For the Georgia EOC, GEMA should always have a copy of the data to access for decision-making.  Data hosting costs vary by organization. Some State agencies utilize IBM for data hosting.  Fees are charged based on the size of the data.  ARC is charged by their IT services on a percentage of use of the infrastructure.  Ad hoc approaches to data hosting can occur, but the organization and mechanics of data access may be more limited or complicated.  A funding source for deploying a more robust geospatial portal for hosting and accessing data assets would be preferred.  This would address cost recovery, access, and usage constraints on data distribution.  Alternatively, a portal linking to other hosts of the data could be more cost effective.  A virtual data clearinghouse may be easier to support across the varying organizational structures.  With today’s technology, individual data providers are more capable of providing their own hosting services.  Multiple agencies are currently publishing the same data as services.  DCA is hosting a NAIP imagery service and ITOS is planning to do so as well after the TIF NAIP imagery is available.

· Agreements for data sharing can be completed freely with the exception of costs for data hosting and IT charge-backs.  Data sharing agreements work and have widely been used successfully.  Other agencies prefer informal distribution, allowing others to take whatever is published without requiring agreements.  Depending on the data set, some agencies are required to have a homeland security agreement in place before data can be distributed.
· GPS correction services would primarily benefit organizations that have high accuracy requirements.  EPD widely uses Garmin GPS due to the lower accuracy requirements of EPA for data collection.  ARC is using Sirf3 chips with WAAS to get accuracy to meet their needs.  The surveying community has the need for accuracy, but only a few agencies have surveyors on staff – other than DOT, who else?  Local government has huge surveying community.  DNR has real-estate office, but no surveyors.

· Similarly Geodetic or height modernization would benefit higher accuracy needs, but those needs may not be at the state agency level. 
· Data set development of elevation and LiDAR is more beneficial from a statewide perspective than geodetic enhancement.
· FSA NAIP (1m) imagery is planned to occur every 3 years and the next mission would be in 2012.  Higher resolution (6”) would be beneficial within regional or urbanized areas.  Most did not see immediate needs for oblique images, like the Pictometry products.
· DNR is working to assume maintenance responsibility ownership of the NHD and watershed data.
· There is a need for statewide utility data in the public domain, but private companies have no obligations to provide data access.
· FEMA and DNR use HSIP data for disaster response. GEMA may have authority to get the data as a snapshot for distribution to state agencies.  At a local agency level multiple companies do not have detailed data on service coverage boundaries.  If that data was available statewide it would be invaluable to public safety for local EMS/911 responders.  
· A recommendation was made to develop a “stakeholder matrix” by starting to taking each of these proposals and identify:

· Who are the key users?

· Who would benefit?

· Who should be the target for solicitation?  
· The Basemap is universal need.  It is very easy to get bogged down in cost recovery issues.  By and large most of us are getting the data we really need now; however, it could be leveraged better with more coordination.  

· Can we all come together and buy it cheaper?  Economies of scale and cost sharing have proven effective, such as in the LiDAR contracts on the coast.  

· Unfortunately, disasters are a great way to find out what data is important or the priority of the data.
· Not all data development efforts need to be to create a statewide data set.  Regional needs, such as hurricanes, may build better momentum amongst regional participants than a statewide data development effort.  LiDAR was a good example of regional need.  The State has needs that overlap of those regions so there are mutual benefits for state participation in regional data development efforts.  Of consideration to the GISCC, regional data should feed into statewide data assets which in turn feed into national data assets.  Georgia is a region of the national level.  However, we might want to think outside of our traditional boundaries/jurisdictions in pursuing data development.  

· To solicit support for these projects, the GISCC needs to be more representative of the state.  The real issue in pulling the counties together is providing a solid return on the investment.  A county commissioner needs to know dollars they will get back in return for participating.   A lot of officials do not know the value of GIS as a management tool.  Data helps them understand the issues and discussions for participation need to address smaller scale issues.  The ongoing work to create a Capitol Hill packet needs to have ROI information and that effort could be used to provide the ROI information for agency proposals.  Dave Wills stressed the importance of the GISCC to demonstrate the costs savings and return on investment in all proposals.  
· Charles Fleming gets list of grants every month in which the GISCC could apply for a funding source, but the GISCC would need to be empowered with resources to respond to those grants and fulfill the obligations of those grants.
· In order for the proposals to succeed, the organizational structure of the GISCC needs to be stabilized.  The agenda for the next meeting will be focused on making decisions on the organizational structure of the GISCC.
· Approval of Minutes – December Minutes were approved by attendees.
· Officer Reports – Frank Howell resigned as incoming chair to the GISCC.  Elections will be postponed until after decisions are made on the reorganization of the GISCC.
· Committee Reports - None
· Hati

· Current Business

· ESRI Software Agreement Status - In the December meeting several motions were approved by GISCC to obtain clarification on the ELA.  Terry Jackson stated that obtaining clarification from DOAS representatives and legal counsel would be insufficient and that their superiors should be address to obtain absolute verification on the legality of the ELA.  Terry requested that the GISCC transmit the motions and escalate the matter if an answer is not obtained.  
· Legal Status Update - The Attorney General’s Office is reviewing the ITPC polices and has not offered an option on the legal status of the GISCC as a unit of GTA.  Terry Jackson stated that Larry Singer directly told him that GTA oversaw the GISCC.  Is it worth to talk to Patrick Moore?  May be worth facilitating a meeting on where things are with GTA.  
· “GIS Day” at the Capitol – Several meetings were held with GISCC members and one with political strategists at ACCG.  The main tasking is to continue to develop and refine the “packet” for legislators illustrating cost savings for the state through geospatial coordination.
· Web Pages – The web page content provided to Frank Howell has been provided to Teague Buchanan.  A Google Sites page is being used to facilitate the Capitol Day discussions as a pilot.  Additional content will be loaded to allow for a comparison of the current website to the new site.  A survey of website needs is still forthcoming.  
· Announcements - The FEMA JFO in Doraville will be here until March and are here to help if any agency needs assistance.
· Adjournment 

· Action items

· Charles Flemming will help in developing a stakeholder matrix.

· Nicolaus Almonor will help in developing Region 4 “Go kits” for each state.  He will identify what (data) products can be made available. 
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