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Attendees:






Louis Fivaz (CSG) 

–
lfivaz@csg.pwv.gov.za
Apie vd Berg (CSG) 

–
avdberg@csg.pwv.gov.za
Rob Anderson (SG Pta)

–
randerson@012lg.pwv.gov.za
Lauren MacNair (SG Pta) 
–
lmacnair@012lg.pwv.gov.za
Kerry Murgatroyd (CF) 

–
kerryannm@cf.co.za
Richard Birkett (SG Pmb)
-
rwbirkett@lg0331.kzntl.gov.za
Ted Phillips (SG Pmb)

-
eaphillips@lg0331.kzntl.gov.za
Chris Boonzaier (SG Ctn)
-
cgboonzaier@lg021.wcape.gov.za
Tony Wynne (SG Ctn)

-
ajkwynne@lg021.wcape.gov.za
Andre Erasmus (SG Bfn)
-
aerasmus@lg051.ofs.gov.za
Barend Steenkamp (SG Bfn)
-
bsteenkamp@lg051.ofs.gov.za
M.R. Maesela (PLATO)

-
maesela@intekom.co.za
Piet Rheeder (FILSA)

-
pwar@dorea.co.za







1.
Welcome (L Fivaz)



Louis Fivaz opens the workshop at 10:00 on the 9th November 2000. 

Louis also thanks everybody for the input they have already given towards digital lodgement and thanks PLATO and FILSA for sending representatives. Louis takes the attendees through the agenda and commences the workshop at 10.15am.






2.
CSG View on Digital Lodgement (A van den Berg)



Apie van den Berg informs the attendees that he is going to give a presentation on his personal view of digital lodgement in the future.

Apie says that his vision for digital lodgement is the following:

· Paperless cadastre

· Electronic lodgements

· Mostly automated examination

· Automated maintenance

· Automated link with Deeds





To achieve the above vision – the following needs to be taken into consideration:

· Consultation with various institutions and people

· Change the basics – beacon vs coordinate

· Amendments to legislation

· Software development

· Security issues (signatures)

· Coordinate accurate cadastre





The present position of the CIS is:

· The data has holes in it

· The data is not completely accurate

· The data is not complete current

· The software is not foolproof

It is for this reason that it has been decided to start with the “numerics” in digital lodgement. Apie suggests that this is called “Phase 1” of Digital Lodgement – which is actually a project on its own and not part of the greater “Digital Lodgement” yet.

Other reasons for starting with the numerics is because:

· The SG’s do not have enough staff and funds for capture

· The SG’s need help from the private sector

· PLS can assist by supplying data digitally

· Data must be submitted digitally with an eye on the vision.

The floor was then opened for discussion. Many attendees agree with Apie’s vision, but some concerns were expressed because no attention has been paid to what the “final product” of digital lodgement will be.

Louis suggests that this be discussed at the end of the day under “General”. The meeting agrees.








3.
Summary of Feedback received on Proposals (Lauren MacNair)



Lauren uses the “Final Proposal” from the workshops around the country as the starting point of her report back.

Lauren states that all the workshops were well attended across the country and very positive responses were recorded. She says that she was surprised to learn that the “reduced fee incentive” would not be a motivational factor for lodging the numerics digitally as this saving would not be passed onto the surveyor, but onto the client. Most attendees at the workshops stated that they would prefer “data exchange” as an incentive. Lauren also says it was interesting to note that most workshop attendees would prefer to lodge via e-mail.








4.
Report Back on Legal Ramifications (Barend Steenkamp)



Barend states that the various laws and ordinances have been investigated. The impact of the change in law (and exactly what has to be changed) will be able to be assessed when it is known exactly what the full digital lodgement is going to entail.





A presentation is then made by the South African Certification Agency (SACA) to explain digital signatures and how to ensure authentication is valid.

Drix Pretorius explains the difference between security and trust. Security is hardware related (files access) and trust is an agreement between two parties that the information that is exchanged is correct and authentic (i.e. the person or organization is who they say they are).

Drix went onto to explain that “hackers” are a very real threat in the digital environment. It is for this reason that “Certificates” have been introduced. Certificates provide an encryption tool (keys) that make the digital environment far more secure.

He explains that to have trust in the digital environment, your digital environment must make provision for the following 5+1 Trust Pillars:

· Availability (your networks and servers must be live)

· Authentication (something that uniquely identifies the two parties)

· Authorization (what are you going to allow this person to do)

· Confidentiality (encryption i.e. digital certificates)

· Integrity (is the message or data still the same when it gets to you)

· Non-repudiation (has a technical and legal issue, so a person can’t deny sending something digitally)





Drix explains that a digital signature replicates a real signature. The only difference is that the sender has a “private key and a public key” which encrypts the message, and this message can only be decrypted if the receiver has the senders public key.

The practical implication of this is that you will need software that assigns and manages these keys and encryptions.

Drix then gives the following rough estimate of the costs associated with the implementation of digital certificates:

CA (Branded Name)

Authentication

No of Certificates

Price (valid for 1 year)

Lite

1

Manual

500

R100 000

Quick Start

1

Passcode

500

R300 000

Unlimited

2

Automatic Authorisation

Unlimited

R700 000

Louis thanks Drix for his very interesting presentation.




5.
Report Back on Incentives (Richard Birkett)



Richard states that there was a surprise in the response (results) to the incentives. The profession agrees that there is a need for incentives, but they would prefer “data exchange” as the main incentive. The fee reduction is not important because this will lead to under-cutting in the market. The reduction in examination time is not really an incentive except for those documents that are lodged in the Pretoria offices, because the rest of the SG offices provide a quick enough turn-around time. Apie suggests that a 10 day turn-around time be put forward as an incentive for those people who are lodging documents with the Pretoria SG Office. Mr Maesela agrees that this is an excellent incentive.

Richard sums up by saying that the best incentive would be the “access to data” i.e. the exchange of survey record information.








6.
Report Back on Procedures and Policies (Tony Wynne)



Tony indicates that there will be no policy changes in Phase 1 as the paper documents will still be lodged as per usual.

He says that an additional process will be initiated in the SG offices to accommodate the lodgement of the numerics. It is suggested that the e-mails or stiffies/CD’s will be managed by a Data Manager, but he explains that he is not sure whether it will be a person from technical examination or from another division.

The proposed process is as follows:

After discussion it is decided that the following items need to be addressed in future planning:

· Investigate a system for identification of electronic data

· Investigate the linking of the digital data to a Batch number and an SG number (Piet Rheeder suggests that the surveyor get immediate notification via e-mail so that the batch number and SG number can be attached to the paper documents before they are posted to the SG office)

· Investigate where the data will be stored and for how long

· Investigate the changes required for Registry and Movement.


LM

LF

TW

LF





7.
Report Back on Media (Andre Erasmus)



Andre reports back that e-mail seems to be the preferred choice by the professionals. There are some who would need to submit data on a stiffy or CD, but the majority prefer e-mail. FTP can be looked at later as another option.

Andre indicates that concern was raised about the size of data sent in an e-mail, but he indicates there is a tool which enables you to split your data over several e-mails. Kerry indicates that text files are usually very small, and there should be no problem for GP’s with approximately 5000 erven.

The meeting agrees to test the e-mail, stiffy and CD options in the pilot projects.


ALL





8.
Report Back on Formats (Chris Boonzaier)



Rob Anderson gives a demonstration of the beta version of diagram capture currently being developed for the numeric capture for the SG offices. He explains that this demonstration is merely to illustrate how the numerics will look when they are imported into the SG’s data systems for further use.

Chris thanks Rob and gives a presentation of the formats. Chris explains that in the questionnaires that were sent out to the profession, 85% of the survey packages support the ASCII file format. 

There are two options which exist for the format in which digital numeric data is submitted to the SG offices:

· Submit data in current survey package format and the SG processes this, or

· Submit data in the SG’s format that will result in quicker processing.

If the data is submitted in survey package format, the SG will have to develop a number of routines to convert all the formats to their format. This can be a time-consuming and expensive exercise. Thus, various vendors were approached to guage their reactions to changing their software to produce the “SG format”. After these discussions with the various vendors, it has been determined that it will cost between R0 and R500 to produce “Surveyor General compatible ASCII formats”.





The meeting agrees that vendors must be approached before the pilot project to see who is willing to develop “Surveyor General compatible ASCII formats” for the pilot project.

Kerry suggests the “pilot project” be changed to “proof of concept” because there are many ‘unknowns’ that need to be investigated and tested. The meeting agrees.

The meeting raises the possibility of the lodging of coordinate lists only instead of the full proposed ASCII text file. The meeting agrees to test both in the “proof of concept”. The meeting also concurs that Chris needs to add servitudes to the specifications of the proposed ASCII text file.

The meeting decides that it is not necessary to supply splays digitally if it not shown on the paper copy.


ALL

ALL
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9.
Implementation



The meeting agrees that the various items mentioned above need to be investigated and included in the final report that will be forwarded to the CSG for approval.

Kerry says that she will submit a development schedule for the numerics to Lauren for inclusion in the proof of concept exercise. Lauren must expand this schedule to include the dates and times for the proof of concept exercise.

The meeting agrees that an e-mail with the specifications of the proof of concept should be sent out to the profession requesting volunteers for the “proof of concept” exercise.


LM

KAM

LM

ALL





10.
General



Apie proposes that a committee be established to investigate what the “final product” of digital lodgement will be. This committee will focus on the vision and will report back to the technical committee. The meeting concurs.

The following members are elected to the “Digital Cadastre Committee”:

· Apie van den Berg (Chair)

· Lauren MacNair (Secretary)

· Louis Fivaz (CSG)

· Piet Rheeder (FILSA)

· M.R. Maesela (PLATO)

It is proposed that the first meeting will be held on 26th January 2001.

Louis closes the workshop by thanking everybody for attending and wishing them well on their journey home.
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