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Minutes 

At the start of the meeting it was decided to accept the agenda as proposed by the WG co-ordinator, with the exception of the Presentation for Hungary, since Markus could not attend. In the following some of the main outcomes are presented, including a short summary of the main conclusions and decision taken during the last session. Most of the presenations can be found at http://costg9.plan.aau.dk/SzekesfehervarSept2004/PresentationsCOSTG9_WG2meeting_Sept2004.html.
UML modeling (as well as the group modeling sessions)

At all times we should remember that UML is a tool assisting us to express ourselves. UML, when applied correctly, gives us the formalism to express a ‘conceptual schema’. But to get to those schemata we need to develop a conceptual model. Ultimately the work starts at the level of (conceptual) formalisation.

Therefore UML is a tool, but does not give us a method for modeling.

It is important to realize the meaning and relation of the different types of diagrams UML offers us, like:

· use case

· activity diagram

· class diagram.

In the action the last two seem to have got the most attention, and could (and should) be more related to each other.

Ontology modeling languages (like OWL) as used in the study by Hess, offer new opportunities, but are still under development (and were not available at the time the Action started).

Presentations of Real Estate Transaction Models; sale and/or subdivision (7 in total).

Some countries showed their procedures for the first time in (quasi) UML diagrams, which is completing the picture (see the presentations and also see the web page http://costg9.plan.auc.dk/UseCases/UseCasesSubdivision.html from August 2002).

Of special interest were the presentations looking into possibilities to make the step from the activity description to the related costs (esp. Mikkonen) using MS Projects, and the presentation looking for ways to compare.

With regard to comparing the results were presented from the work undertaken during Vaskovich’s STSM to Ljubljana a few weeks earlier, where she worked together with Sumrada, Ferlan and Mattsson. After the detailed description (and depiction in diagrams) of certain activity clusters, we need to generalize to the right level for comparison. This level focuses on the functions that the activity (or procedure) is accomplishing. Attention is also paid to who (what person or organization), with which training, authority and responsibility is performing which part of the activity (or procedure). 

Group discussion on Comparing of models, following up on experience and ideas

Although the start was in two groups, ultimately most of the discussion took place together, and focused on how to proceed from what was presented before.

A lot of the discussion was brought together in the second presentation by Stubkjaer, after which we came to some decisions.

Stubkjaer used the nouns from the activity descriptions as potential candidates for classes in a kind of ‘class diagram’. By modeling this way, he looped back to further formalize the activity descriptions, under the motto “From UseCases to Classes and back”. Hess suggested that the kind of ‘class diagram’ that was constructed this way, can be better labeled as an ‘ontology’, formalizing the ‘core cadastral model’, or ‘cadastral domain’. A second important point was looking at the functional objectives the activities are supposed to achieve in the countries. The four objectives he suggested can be seen in most of the countries present, although the order in which they are taken into account, and the actor dealing with them, clearly differs. Another group of countries, however, does not include all of these four objectives. Ultimately the combination of the ‘ontology’ (kind of class diagram) and the functional objectives are likely to be able to describe the cadastral domain. Thirdly, Stubkjaer questioned the Person-Right-Parcel structure used by e.g. Henssen, since it does not show the dynamics of property rights.

With regard to the comparing of models between countries several important additional issues were raised. An important question is why we are comparing, because a different strategy is needed for a different reason for comparing. There it is important to look back to G9 Action objectives, which deal with transparency, as a base for transaction cost comparison, and for educational purposes. In comparing we need to look primarily for the commonalities, and not focus too much on the differences, although –as usual- the devil is in the detail.

With regard to cost assessment it is important to describe a number of standard cases which are comparable enough between the countries (like the plot property, specified at the WG3 meeting in Ljubljana, or an apartment building not to far from the city centre of the capital as discussed during one of the parallel sessions).

Furthermore it would appear that comparing all participating countries might be a step too far, certainly to begin with. Clusters could be made. Related to subdivision this would be:

· countries with very simple subdivision (FIN, NL, UK)

· countries with state surveyor

· countries with private surveyor (sub-group of surveyors with authority or mainly technical expert)

Regarding transfers between countries with and without notaries.

To further enhance this cluster work, we should also settle for the software (e.g. MS Visio) within the clusters and describe and depict the activity diagrams and class diagram (--> ontology).

Now that the cadastral domain is in sight, the question what is cadastral science is reiterated. Frank indicated that further research could focus on the risk that is taken within the system, and who is taking (or getting) which risk during which part of the activities. How is the situation before and after the change, and how the moment of change is arranged.

Although the formalization process was more difficult than anticipated at the start of the Action, Frank suggested we should avoid keeping refining the descriptions. We should also use the richness of data we have gathered to be able to answer research questions, both the ones foreseen in the Action description and new ones (in a follow-up of the Action).

Decisions
The idea of a book as the main end product of the action has been suggested before. Zevenbergen volunteered to edit such a book, when certain criteria could be met with regard to the scientific standing of the book. The idea was greeted with enthusiasm. He will investigate more with ESF and Delft University Press and come with more concrete suggestion at the Riga MC Meeting.

In the mean time everybody is going to finalize his or her National Report. Denmark and Hungary have done so already, and their template will be circulated around.

Comparison will be done (continued) in clusters. Work has already been done mid August in Ljubljana as part of Vaskovich’s STSM and a kind of Nordic Real Property Modeling is going on in Scandinavia and Finland. Stubkjaer is going to expand on his ‘From UseCase to Class Diagram and back’, preferably with one or two other countries.

