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Geographic Information Coordinating Council 

MANAGEMENT AND OPERATIONS COMMITTEE 
September 15, 2014 

1:00 to 2:00 PM 

OITS 

3700 Wake Forest Road 

Conference Room 4 

 

MINUTES 
 

1. Chair Stan Duncan welcomed Bob Brinson, Dan Madding, John Farley, Chris Nida (for Ryan 

Draughn), Krissy Culler, Jeff Brown, and on the phone Bob Wayland, and Darrin Smith. 
 

2. Minutes of the August 11 meeting were approved as submitted.  

 

3. Strategic Planning  

Kristen (Krissy) Culler, Deputy State Chief Information Officer, is leading the working group 

that is developing reports on GIS capabilities, consolidation, and data fees (S744, section 7.16 a 

and b).  She briefed the committee on progress.  The first working group meeting (September 3) 

included a review of the legislation and about use cases.  The group agreed to develop a 

description of current ways we are using GIS, any requirements we know of that are not 

supported, and to list who has data and who needs data.  Information on funding and data 

ownership will be included.  Considering data uses and possible consolidation, the group noticed 

two things.  First, observers may see GIS applications across state agencies and get the 

impression that agencies are duplicating data and operations.  Krissy understands that GIS data 

has creators, maintainers, and users.  Second, GIS shops vary to the extent that they fill those 

roles.  Some agencies are primarily consumers, while others are heavily involved in producing 

datasets consumed across state agencies.  

 

Krissy explained that, while building a list based on data, John Farley is helping draft a template 

for capturing current and future requirements for data.  The analysis will include the Council’s 

30-plus priority datasets.  While the working group is in the process of refining a template, 

sending it out to group members to fill out, and analyzing the results, Krissy will use the next 

meeting (September 25) to answer questions about the feasibility of charging for GIS data, test a 

hypothesis, and support a position for reporting.  Krissy has invited Stan and Kathryn Clifton to 

the next meeting (September 25) to include local government perspectives.  Krissy emphasized 

the team effort, the value of sharing data, and the goal to do what’s best for the state.    

 

Stan pointed out that a lot of GIS datasets used by state agencies come from local governments, 

particularly county governments. Chris Nida confirmed that some municipalities are split by 

multiple county boundaries (e.g., Rocky Mount in Edgecombe and Nash Counties).  Many of 

those cities have their own GIS operations to support tax equalization (counties have different 

tax rates and reappraisal cycles).  Stan would like municipalities to be aware of the discussion. 

On the topic of selling data, local governments will be interested in state policy.  He 

recommended participation by the NC League of Municipalities and the NC Association of 
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County Commissioners.  Also, the Local Government Committee has members from county and 

municipal governments.   

 

Bob Brinson pointed out that in general, agencies are taking advantage of consolidation 

opportunities related to infrastructure, with the application side left close to the business.  GIS 

operations tend to fall closer to business applications in general.  Consolidating GIS staff may 

not be beneficial.  Krissy noted that applications close to business processes is consistent with 

our statewide enterprise direction where state core capabilities (e.g., network) are managed 

centrally and applications are managed at the agency level. 

 

John pointed out that there are some common GIS services, such as address verification, that 

could be centrally served.  Agencies may be willing to pay one agency to be responsible for 

maintaining address data for common access and common applications.  Krissy described a 

process of gathering requirements for a dataset like addresses, determining the most stringent 

requirement, and determine if a data owner can meet the requirement, and if not, find out what it 

would cost.  Collaborating agencies might help pay for the data and service.  This helps avoid 

having an agency create a more detailed version of a dataset and helps save money now spent for 

third party services (e.g., address verification).  

 

Stan added that the Council created a working group for Census geospatial data that is focused 

on address data for the state for residential and commercial addresses.  The latter goes beyond 

the Census and will be of value to Commerce, Revenue, and others.  There are potential benefits 

to local governments from a state system that scrubs local data and returns it for local use.  

 

Regarding infrastructure, Krissy observed that the most stringent requirement may relate to 

emergency management operations.  This has implications for storage and back-up, perhaps 

using three locations, to assure infrastructure meets requirements all the time no matter what.  

Real-time failover capability may be for the most essential datasets, not for all data (simpler 

back-up may be sufficient for non-critical data).  John pointed out that all agencies have data 

access needs during an emergency event.  Solutions can serve all agencies.  

 

The schedule for the working group is aggressive to meet the December 1 deadline for reporting. 

Stan and Krissy highlighted the opportunity to share and save money.  Looking ahead, John 

suggested the Council consider taking a position consistent with the findings of the working 

group.  

 

On a related topic, a collaboration of state and federal agencies, the Interagency Leadership 

Team is reviewing GIS data needs to support review of projects.  Tim Johnson will be involved 

in a meeting on Friday.  

 

4.  Quick Updates  

a. Working Group for Census Geospatial Data 

Bob Coats was not available to report today.  

 

 

 



3 
 

b. Statewide Orthoimagery Program 

Darrin Smith, Project Manager, reported that for the Northern Piedmont and Mountains 2014 

(Phase 3), visual quality review is complete for the first 8 counties, with five more scheduled for 

completion today.  Review for all 26 counties will be completed by October 10.  Resolution of 

quality issues for all counties will be completed by November 4.  Regional meetings will occur 

in January for product delivery, and imagery services will be published on NC OneMap in 

February.  

 

For the Southern Piedmont and Mountains (2015, Phase 4), a Request for Qualifications was 

issued with a closing date of September 9.  Vendors will be selected by October, and a workshop 

for selected vendors will occur on October 29.  Technical and cost proposals are due November 

13, negotiations will be completed in November, and a proposed kickoff meeting is scheduled 

for December 18.  Imagery acquisition is planned to begin in mid-February 2015.  

 

Darrin described efforts to reach out to municipalities in the Phase 4 region to be sure they are 

aware of an opportunity to “buy-up” higher resolution imagery or other products with a vendor 

in its area.  Buy-up can result in significant cost savings by taking advantage of vendor 

mobilization in the area, saving fuel, saving time on planning and logistics, assuring compliance 

and oversight adherence, and using an online tool for efficient quality review.  In Phase 3, the 

City of High Point negotiated acquisition of 3-inch resolution imagery and saved money by 

paying the difference between standard resolution and the higher resolution over city limits.  In 

this case, after completion of imagery, the City of High Point will receive 3-inch imagery and the 

vendor will resample to 6-inch for PSAP delivery and NC OneMap publication.  The committee 

would be interested in how the higher resolution (3-inch) imagery meets municipal business 

needs better than the 6-inch product.  

 

Jeff pointed out that apparent interest in color infrared imagery in 2010 did not lead to purchases 

of infrared products with the exception of Wake County (2010).  However, a buy-up opportunity 

continues for color infrared imagery given the technology of the sensors by all of the vendors. 

 

Dan reported that NC Agriculture is interested in color infrared over DuPont Forest in 2015 for 

analysis of tree species with leaf-off imagery.  

 

For Phase 4, Charlotte has set up a meeting to discuss options.  Also, Darrin has contacted the 

following jurisdictions to notify about the opportunity: the cities of Asheville, Concord, Shelby, 

Gastonia, Hendersonville, Matthews, Laurinburg, and Monroe, the towns of Mint Hill, Southern 

Pines, and Indian Trail, and the Village of Pinehurst.  The imagery project team needs to know 

about buy-up intentions by mid-November at the very latest; the sooner the better.  

 

5.  Update on Standard Reviews (metadata and orthoimagery) 
The metadata standard has been reviewed by stakeholders and comments submitted, minor in scope.  

Reviewers recommended an additional section or appendix with references to metadata editing tools 

with an eye toward implementation of the new standard.  The process and timetable is (1) finalization 

of the document and templates by the Metadata Committee and submission to SMAC by October 8, 

(2) SMAC review and vote (via email before October 20) to recommend Council adoption, (3) 

SMAC submission to the Council by October 20 for 30-day review, and (4) consideration of 

adoption by the Council on November 20.  
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The orthoimagery standard is in process as well.  The revision to the 2009 standard, under the 

guidance of Tom Morgan, has completed its comment period.  The standard may go to SMAC for a 

recommendation to the Council (by email).  The Council may act on the standard by email before the 

November 20 meeting.  The Council may recommend that the Secretary of State adopt the revised 

standard.  

6.  Planning for the Council’s Annual Report 

Stan described the National Association of Counties (NACO) Annual Report 

http://www.naco.org/about/membership/Documents/Annual%20Reports/AnnualReport2013_2014.pdf as a good 

example of using background photographs, graphics and quotes.  The Council’s Annual Report could 

incorporate orthoimagery as background photography and borrow other elements from the NACO 

example.  Stan recommended the wheel graphic from the last GICC Annual Report presentation 

as an attention getting item.  Stan invited comments from the committee.  

 

Stan expects the Annual Report to be submitted in late November.  John added that the working 

group on consolidation will have fresh information about GIS.  Stan expects results of the 

consolidation report to be presented at the same time to the Joint Legislative Oversight Committee on 

Information Technology.  Jeff reminded the committee the Annual Report covers the last fiscal year 

in terms of accomplishments, and looks forward in terms of planned actions.  Stan emphasized that 

dovetailing planned actions with the working group reports will be important.  There is energy in 

DENR for collaboration, too, as demonstrated by Secretary Skvarla.  

 

7.  Report from Each of the Standing Committees 

Bob Wayland reported that he requested but did not find any new information or topics from the 

members of the Federal Interagency Committee’s Executive Committee.   

 

John Farley reported that the State Government GIS User Committee (SGUC) Executive Committee 

met and discussed NCGEAR.  There is interest in locations of state owned and leased buildings, 

demographics in the context of those locations.  NCGEAR is also interested in efficiencies in state 

government. Sarah Porper talked to the SGUC Executive committee about IT Strategic Plans and 

how GIS should be part of departmental IT plans. 

 

Dan Madding, Technical Advisory Committee, reported that the imagery compression document, the 

current focus, is halfway done.  

 

8. Other Items from the Group  

None 

 

9. Future Meeting Dates:  

October 20 

November 17 

December 15 

 

The meeting adjourned at 1:00 PM.   

http://www.naco.org/about/membership/Documents/Annual%20Reports/AnnualReport2013_2014.pdf

