CADD GIS Technology Center

Board of Director's Meeting

Agenda & Meeting Minutes

Room 5141

General Services Administration Headquarters

1800 F Street, NW
Washington, DC 20504

Wednesday 11 December 2002

TIME


SUBJECT
PRESENTER

1:00-1:15
Opening Remarks
Dr. Wright

1:15-1:30
GSA Welcome


1:30-2:30
NIMA USGS MOU Presentation
Barbara Ryan, USGS

2:30-3:30
Center Update

· Symposium Results

· Project Status and FY03 Program Adjustment

· Out year Funding Status
Harold Smith

3:30-3:50


BOD Meeting Action Items and Minutes – August 2002 Meeting
Dennis Scheessele

3:50-4:00
Next Meeting Venue
Dr. Wright

4:00
Adjourn
All

Meeting Minutes

1. Opening Remarks

a. GSA and Dr Wright

2. NIMA USGS MOU Presentation

a. Discussion 

i. Barbara Ryan, Associate Director for Geography, USGS provided insights into the MOU, its background and amplifying information:

1. The draft “Memorandum of Understanding Among The National Imagery and Mapping Agency, The U.S. Geological Survey, and The Federal Geographic Data Committee Pertaining to Geospatial Information for Homeland Security” dated July 29, 2002 was distributed.

2. National Map Discussion

3. Prior to 9/11 USGS focused inside US and NIMA outside

4. Post 9/11 Homeland Security thrust

5. Funding is and was tight

6. The reimbursable approach detracted from mission focus

7. The new focus created this MOU to address these issues with focus on Homeland Security, partnering and cooperating to create “nationally consistent set of geospatial data and information”

8. Signatories (NIMA, FGDC/Interior,USGS)

9. Debate over process vs. standards (Facilities Working Group)
10. Coordination has not been achieved in accordance with A-16 (Coordination of Surveying, Mapping, and Related Spatial Data Activities) and Executive Order 12906 (Coordinating Geographic Data Acquisition and Access: The National Spatial Data Infrastructure).
11. The question has been is it a clearinghouses or product; now moving into the creation of a “National Map”

12. Objective is the coordination of all related efforts where various data layer holders maintain their own data but the National Map links to and shows that information (Census layer, link to census data; COE responsible for their layers to input to national map). The creation of a coordination process is required; metadata plus visualization.

13. See MOU for delineation of responsibilities (first responders, mission responsibility, …)

14. Jim Wright – Asked about funding support. Response. Not good reaction from OMB but Congress has supported and understands the need.

15. The FY 02 Supplemental identified $26M vice the requested $46M, but did not get the additional funds because President Bush did not sign the emergency appropriation.

16. MK Miles asked if the National Map would be linked to the room level floor plans. Response. Some are, but the reality of the volume of data is not possible to manage by a single entity. However, linking is very much desired. As soon as a drill down process is established, will want to have data held by others.

17. Because of 9/11, the data is required sooner than the long term “glide path” previously thought reasonable.

18. Fred Wiant mentioned the activities of the HIFLD and HSIP groups and seems like the wheel is being reinvented. The link is not mature. Recognition of Center efforts would have improved this. He feels that SDS has been ignored.

19. Response. The plan was to incorporate these activities. The initial focus has been in creating a partnership with State and Local organizations. Barbara says will see if can rectify and wants to talk more about specific actions to take back.

20. See Ms. Ryan’s presentation

a. Of note is the age and status of existing maps and data

b. Focus needs to be on user area and content

c. Can look at multiple views

d. Partnering focus – must be done and mature prior to “event” where data is needed

e. Defense driver to create (example used was the creation of the Interstate Highway system). Federal investment, with State contributions to the National Map

f. Coordination of location and access to that information once linked is a challenge

g. Reference to National Map addresses these issues, contributions, etc.

h. National Map - Standards- elevation, ortho-imagery, partnership on standard - critical infrastructure. Ms Ryan asked which standards would the Center like to be included?  M.K. Miles observed that the Center’s and field products are in much more detail. The National Map is not as detailed. There is a difference in Content Standard definition.

i. Dr. Wright asked Harold about the gap analysis development done for the Corporate Staff and observed that this would be a useful here. Harold Smith indicated that there has not been a forum to present.  Ms. Ryan stated that adding 120 cities to the National Map has been the focus, with all capitals (130) now having been added. There has been some matching funds from States. Fred Wiant & Dick Bilden stated that the footprint has been added. At the February Corporate Staff meeting this topic needs to be included. Work has already been completed relative to the 50 States. 

j. National Map – showing NOAA footprint 3 miles vs. greater area. NOAA and USGS working together on partnership (CAPT Layne). Now carrying some select areas that show coastal area bottoms. Dick Bilden mentioned the extensive work completed in the Puget Sound area offered that data and information for the National Map.

k. MK Miles would like to have USGS part of the Board

l. Jim Wright restated the intent of the Board and the Center

b. Center Update – Harold Smith

i. Symposium Results

1. Good cross connect with Air Force P2 Conference; lots of good feedback

2. 3464 attended

3. 988 Geospatial portion

4. 120 less than last conference

5. Feels that there was a glitch in registration (default in website to P2 Conference than showing registration for the Symposium); the time of year and funding shortfalls may have affected attendance.

6. Good business decision – less work because collocated with P2

7. Successes – Arkansas has adopted SDS

8. The Symposium 2 years from now will be in San Antonio

9. Downside (MK Miles) – mapping companies complained exhibitors lost potential visitors to other booths because of exhibit floor layout

ii. Out year Funding Status

1. 04 and beyond will drop from $2336K in 03 to $2090K ($2206K in 04)

2. Stan Shelton said that does seem to go up at higher level and is not sure about these numbers.

3. In FY03 salaries will exceed budget with no contracting and with no changes. The Center budget will meet needs.

4. In O4 there will be a $100K shortfall – need to cut staff or increase reimbursable (normally between $300K and $800K – although have no commitments). Dwight Beranek asked if this was because of CRA? Or Outsourcing impact? Harold said that maybe in spring will have a response. Center considered Non-core under the A-76 (Dwight Beranek). The exemption success rate is not good (Stan Shelton). Dwight Beranek said that under the OMB change, all positions are considered outsourceable.

5. Jim Wright asked if there was a likely FAIR act bidder? Dwight Beranek stated that a competitive outsourcing plan not approved yet. MK Miles stated that this is wrapped into a R&D larger role. Dwight Beranek does not feel threatened about this funding situation. The bigger risk is the need for reimbursable funds which has not been forthcoming this FY.

6. Stan Shelton feels okay for now; the FY 04 budget will be addressing allocating what have, but need to work FY 05 budget and beyond.

7. Reimbursable – products can be acquired. Harold discussed State of NY SDS training. Bill Brodt brought up CS task to create marketing plan and adding Homeland Security. Jim Wright stated that there are many linkages that need to be understood and need to bring solutions to table rather than just asking for money.

iii. Project Status and FY 03 Program

1. Projects for Homeland Security, RPES, Panama Canal Visualization

2. Panama Canal – Panama wants design visualization. Jim Wright asked what the possible benefits are for this project? Dwight Beranek responded that the Panamanians want to enlarge locks and increase in water capacity. The work will assist in analysis of models submitted. It will benefit from design and construction, change in commerce with associated impact in US. State has been trying to improve relationships with Panama. Since the Canal was transferred there has been no SOFA in existence. Jim Wright asked about what other activities, agendas and organization involved. Response: $1M involved – security as well. This work will provide fly through product for use by Districts. Stan Shelton asked whether the Center funds should be supporting this effort. Jim Wright questioned this as well. Dwight Beranek thought that this work was reimbursable. Harold Smith said that the funds were taken from already approved projects.

3. Harold Smith said was responding on 2 of 3 directions (RPES and Homeland Security) from last meeting.

4. Jim Wright – wants to keep approval of the projects on the table with Board. 

5. Dwight Beranek said that the Balanced Scorecard approach was being used to assess value and priority. A Board member can add project or reimbursable. Is this project appropriate?

6. MK Miles says Panama Canal project can be a showcase for CAD technology.

7. There is a detailed source of funds in other projects.

8. Dwight Beranek asked if we have a scope for the Homeland Security project? Harold Smith stated that it is in development. Dwight wants to use a Gap analysis.

9. Stan Shelton expressed doubt about the reduction of funding for the FWGs as well as the Historic and Digital Map projects

10. Paul Hubbell asked about the reality of the Homeland Security project and the ability to accomplish that work this far into the fiscal year – would like to see an update at the next meeting

11. Stan Shelton has problem with Panama Canal project as part of Center’s project funds and feels that it is a better candidate for reimbursable work.

12. It was asked if Department of State would provide funds? Panamanians are funding. Dwight Beranek says this project is very important and said that the plan is to leverage the lessons learned into other reimbursement for the districts. Object technology is being used.

13. Jim Wright stated that it is within the purview to find opportunities but does seem Corps centric. 

14. Stan Shelton asked what the Center would learn? Harold Smith stated that the Center has not been successful in selling 3D animation products to customers. The Center now has Graphisoft technology and hope to be able to get PjMs to utilize as a result of what they see from this project. Stan Shelton suggested showing on less dramatic projects; an ROI should be pursued.

15. Ms Ryan stated that they have done work and developed datasets. Might have some work already done. 

16. Harold Smith said that the Center is building methodologies to role out to installations to utilize data storage and retrieval. Now the information in is drawers. 

17. Ms Ryan stated that they now have digital ortho photo quads that can make available.  

18. Jim Wright and Dwight Beranek discussed funding issues. Will out year funding affect current year? The response was no.

19. It was asked that after assess actual scopes, can money be shifted back to the original projects? Jim Wright wants options presented to the Board when the actual scopes have been formulated. Paul Hubbell - recommends conceptual approval and wants to give Harold Smith free hand to work within limits.

20. The Board gave approval for changes.

3. Jim Wright tasked the CS to determine needs to support BRAC with directions for Center support. 

4. Dwight Beranek stated that NSA is looking for ways to engage in decision making (FGDC, etc). He has directed that MK Miles engage on this.

5. Summary of BOD Action Items

a. Old Action Items:

1.  ACTION ITEM: Knowledge Management web site: 

STATUS:  Site transitioned to the Center on 1 October 2002.  Content Review Board will continue working on taxonomy and architecture to make the web site user friendly.

2.  ACTION ITEM: DoD Real Property Enterprise System initiative: 

STATUS: DoD continuing to move ahead. Dr. Moy updated BOD on RPES activities. In August, BOD recommended adding a project in the Center work plan to engage with the RPES development team. The Corporate Staff reviewed the FY03 Work plan and has developed adjustments to accommodate adding a project for RPES interaction.

B. New Action Items (June 2002):

1. Subject: Support the Development of Installation/USACE District Decision Support Capabilities.


Need to look into the issue of Environmental cleanup and Range issues, unexploded ordnance, etc.  Need to coordinate these efforts throughout the services.  Need a linkage between the operations and the installation management personnel in the environmental arena.

Action item: Put together a focus group to work this coordination effort.

Status: Corporate Staff discussed issue and identified groups working in this area. Will bring key personnel together and report back to BOD.

2. Subject: Awards Program


Action Item: Look into and develop an awards program; plan to have an awards ceremony at the next Symposium.


Status: Corporate Staff didn’t find much interest in such an awards program.  CS felt that with shrinking budgets we should concentrate on what moves the national goals. 



Discussion: The concensus of the Board was to not support further action on this. Dr. Wright tasked the group to review their own awards programs with Standards use in mind.

3. Subject: Homeland Security and Data Sharing. 

Action Item:  Need to add item to the BOD Agenda on GIS Data sharing for Homeland Security – get with NIMA, USGS, etc.

Status: Presentation given by NIMA & USGS. USGS presentation provided today. Can make NIMA presentation available. 

4. Subject: Metadata.


Need to work the issue of metadata, at the Army level at least --It is a matter of enforcement -- now that we have the HLS effort there is more reason to do this.  The ESEP (Engineering Senior Executive Panel) should put together the doctrine for this need -- then the enforcement part is for each individual service -- get with Rick Danhke?? on this.

Action item. Form a strategy to address metadata issues and enforce requirements.

Status: On-going.

5. Subject: Improved sharing of opportunities among the BOD agencies. 

Science and Engineering Technology (SET) and Common Delivery Framework (CDF) impact the other members of the BOD.  Where's the Central place that there are common things that all need to share? Need to establish workgroup at the Center to make sure there is integration with this. Need to find some commonality of opportunities for sharing with all the parties in this group.

Action Item: Establish workgroup(s) at the Center to look at how best to meet these integration needs.

Status: COE Project Delivery Team for SET/CDF will have liaison members from the Center’s member agencies. 

6. Subject: Add projects for Homeland Defense and RPES (Real Property Enterprise System).

Action Item: Harold Smith will develop a proposal to modify the FY03 work plan to address Homeland Defense and the DoD RPES issues.

Status: Proposal to modify the FY03 work plan has been prepared with Corporate Staff input and concurrence. Now have added Panama Canal Visualization. Next action item is to develop scopes for the three projects.

7. Next Meeting

a. NIBS offered their spaces - Concurrence by Board

b. Timeframe - ??

8. IAI discussion – Dave Harris 

a. Long term plan to marry CADD and GIS

b. If questions, please ask Sandy Shaw, Earl Kinnet or Dave Harris

15 January 2003


