
 

FIG Task Force on Commission Structure 

Compiled summary of the responses on the Questionnaire to Member associations, affiliates, aca-

demic and corporate members- 2016 

On behalf of the task force; Mikael Lilje, Mikael.lilje@lm.se 

1. Introduction 

To assist with the Task Force’s work to consider how FIG is responding to the emerging and ongoing chal-

lenges of the surveying and spatial community, a questionnaire was sent to members in July/August 2016. 

The process was built on the early draft proposal presented at the FIG Working Week 2016 in Christchurch, 

New Zealand, available at: 

http://fig.net/organisation/general_assembly/task_force/commission_structure_2015.asp.  

At this Working Week there was wide consultation with the Member Associations, and this questionnaire 

was the start of a process to more fully consult with the Member Associations, Affiliates, Academic and Cor-

porate Members and to seek views on the current Commission structure, strengths and weaknesses, and 

possible structural change. 

Questionnaire and summary of responses 

2. Are you replying on behalf of a: 

 

 

59 returned the questionnaire for a response rate of 21,69 percent. Divided on member categories –  

45,76 

28,81 

13,56 

6,78 
5,08 

Member Association

Accademic Member

Affiliate Member

Corpoarte Member

Correspondent

Member Association  Academic Member Affiliate Member Corporate Member Correspondent 

27 17 8 4 3 

Member Association  Academic Member Affiliate Member Corporate Member Correspondent 

27/105 = 25,7% 17/92 = 18,5% 8/49 = 16,3% 4/25 = 16% 3/1 = 300% 

http://fig.net/organisation/general_assembly/task_force/commission_structure_2015.asp
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3. On a scale from 1-10 please rate the current FIG Commission structure (names, content, 

terms of reference) with respect to fulfilling the needs of FIG for the future: 

Definitely will not meet                                                                                                                       Will meet all needs 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

All 1 4 6 4 3 7 10 16 5 3 

All - % 1,69 6,78 10,17 6,78 5,08 11,86 16,95 27,12 8,47 5,08 

Member Association  4 4 3 2 3 4 3 3 1 

MA - %  0 14,81 14,81 11,11 7,41 11,11 14,81 11,11 11,11 3,70 

Academic Member 1     2 3 8 2 1 

Affiliate Member   1  1  2 3  1 

Corporate Member    1  1  2   

Correspondent   1   1 1    

AC, AF, CM, CO - % 3,125 0 6,25 3,125 3,125 12,5 18,75 40,625 6,25 6,25 

 

 

 

Summary; 

Looking at all responses it is clear that the majority believes that the current structure fulfils to a large extent 

their need. However, the majority is clearly from the Academic. The member associations are not giving a 

clear response. This is something that can be found in most responses, that the member associations and 

the academic members have different opinions. 
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4. Does the current commission structure reflect the work of surveyors satisfactorily (with 

scale from 1-10). 

Definitely does not reflect                                                                                                                      Does reflect 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

All 1 1 8 3 4 5 13 11 10 3 

All - % 1,69 1,69 13,56 5,08 6,78 8,47 22,03 18,64 16,95 5,08 

Member Association 1 1 5 2 3 1 4 4 5 1 

MA - % 3,70 3,70 18,52 7,41 11,11 3,70 14,81 14,81 18,52 3,70 

Academic Member   1   3 4 4 4 1 

Affiliate Member    1 1  2 3  1 

Corporate Member   1    2  1  

Correspondent   1   1 1    

AC, AF, CM, CO - % 0 0 9,38 3,13 3,13 12,5 28,13 21,88 15,63 6,25 

 

 
 

Summary; 

Looking at all responses it is clear that the majority believes that the current structure fulfils to a large extent 

their needs. However, the majority is clearly from the Academic. The member associations are not giving a 

clear response. 
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5. On a scale from 1-10 please rate the current FIG Commission structure with respect to 

fulfilling the needs of your organization for the future: 

Definitely will not meet                                                                                                                     Will meet all needs 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

All 1 5 5 5 4 2 8 15 8 6 

All - % 1,69 8,47 8,47 8,47 6,78 3,39 13,56 25,42 13,56 10,17 

Member Association 1 4 3 3 2 1 2 5 4 2 

MA- %  3,70 14,81 11,11 11,11 7,41 3,70 7,41 18,52 14,81 7,41 

Academic Member    1 1  5 5 3 2 

Affiliate Member   1 1   1 3 1 1 

Corporate Member  1    1  1  1 

Correspondent   1  1   1   

AC, AF, CM, CO - % 0 3,13 6,25 6,25 6,25 3,13 18,75 31,25 12,5 12,5 

 

 

 

Summary; 

Looking at all responses it is clear that the majority believes that the current structure fulfils to a large 

extent their needs. However, the member associations are not giving a clear response. In fact, very much 

a difficult result to draw any conclusions from. 
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6. Please describe the main strengths of the current FIG Commission structure. 

Below are all the text responses. No editing done; 

Member Associations 

Hard to think of any - its outdated and served its purpose. 

Participation in commissions is open to all members of the member associations. 

Covers wide range of disciplines 

It is strong in land surveying disciplines. 

Range of surveying profession is quite comprehensive.  

covers all Topics of surveying 

some commissions are definitly very efficient and productive, good output, high relevance regarding the 

paper output 

The strength of the current strutur with many commissions with many different disciplines is that FIG signal-

ing professional diversity. At the same time there is a real opportunity to both "big" and "small" members 

have a real opportunity to get a "position" in FIG. 

Diversity 

The possibility to have presentation of studies, researches, technological upadting, scientific evolutions, ect, 

withing a coherent framework of matter corresponding to each commission. 

The most relevant professional topics are more or less covered. 

well represents the whole kind of surveyors activities 

Actively covers the Land Surveying professions 

it is flexible 

Wide coverage of all needed topics 

Flexibility 

hydrography is driven by the International maritime organisation 

The current structure is broad based and reasonably flexible, it can evolve to cover growing and emerging 

sectors. A good example is how Comm 10 has embraced BIM. The global sectors of land, property and con-

struction cross over within many of the current commissions and represent the broad based global surveying 

profession. There is also scope to allow more specialist sectors space (geodesy etc) within groups that use 

their services. 

Very broad range of activities 

 covers all the disciplines of the surveying profession 

http://www.fig.net/
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Good chairmans of commissions,  

This structure shows a strong link with basic disciplines that constitute the surveying profession. 

Provision for focus on particular areas/expertise 

The current commission structure reflects the diversity that is among the surveying professionals working 

areas and disciplines. The structure creates a space where the personal professional can both contribute to 

the development of the profession and can be inspired. In this way the commissions are the de facto link 

between the FIG and the “members” / participants. 

The structure is sufficiently diverse for covering all aspects of the surveying disciplines and all surveying pro-

fessionals can find a home base within FIG that reflects their personal professional profile. This way the 

structure enables for all professionals to contribute to the FIG 

only a few active Comm. (e,g. Comm 7) 

Covers all the main activities of surveyors 

 

Academic Members 

Individual commissions have the flexibility to respond to emerging issues relatively promptly. Therefore, 

although the structure of the commissions does not necessarily reflect current issues, what the commissions 

do does. 

The FIG Commission structure is mainly builded with reference to basic scientific disciplines (fields) of sur-

veying. The structure shows the disciplines division that is used by academic institutions to constitute an 

education curriculum. It is grounded into sciences, but lack sometimes the agility to adapt to new issues and 

challenges. 

Very happy with the Academic Commission. 

Its correspondence with concerned member associations; Dissemination of reports; call for conferences and 

working week meetings 

From our perspective, Commissions 1-7 (and partially Commission 8) reflects the breadth of Surveying activi-

ties that we teaching and the industry currently functions.  Support for developing countries, especially with 

respect to land tenure reforms. 

Different activities/jobs of surveyors are covered. 

Place for all the different disciplines/domains within surveying or related to surveying 

Well-known areas which are clear in practice and also in academy. 

consistence, tradition 

- 

Full spectrum of activities engaged by surveyors and geospatial professionals. 

http://www.fig.net/
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As it stands there some duplications of area of interests or coverage of some commissions this means if a 

particular item is missed by one commission another can take it up. And similar topics can be discussed by 

more people. This would give better solution and In-depth analysis. 

Clear separation of areas no much overlap 

Good relation between professionals and science 

established groups that know each other; historical linkages with certain organsiations (e.g. land sector 

agencies); sub-disciplines feel 'at home' 

Devlop contacts with other academic people 

It provides a professional and academic base for surveying academics within all disciplines - as well as a gen-

eral base within Com 2  

 

Affiliate Members 

it allows participants to appropriately focus their interests 

- each Commission has flexibility to adapt to new developments 

- Commissions are "home", delegates can find a place within the FIG, and be active and make their contribu-

tions there (less and bigger Commissions would not provide the same) 

The current FIG Commission structure includes almost all needs of the State Land Service 

qualification and experience 

It's a well-known structure, with a lot of traditions and good networks in each Commission. 

The current FIG Commission structure broadly addresses significant areas of study. 

The current FIG Commission structure had served the interests of surveyors worldwide. It covers the large 

range of professional fields within the global surveying community which provides an international forum for 

discussion and development aiming to promote professional practice and standards under various commis-

sions. 

The willingness to keep Hydrography as a main topic 

 

Corporate Members 

Every area has a 'home' and are named. 

Provides focus of the traditional roles of a Surveyor 

Cover almost of all application industries of surveyors 

The surveys conducted with support from FIG will lead to development of third world countries 

 

http://www.fig.net/
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Correspondent 

Variety of fields or areas of expertise  

broad field of possible professional activities 

I am a member of Commission 4 and I must accept that recently it has been moribund. However this is due 

to the current and immediate past leadership and does not mean that Commission 4 is irrelevant to the in-

ternational hydrographic community. On the contrary I believe that Commission 4 has a significant role to 

play representing hydrographic surveyors on the international stage to bodies such as IHO. It is because FIG 

is well respected internationally that the voice of the international hydrographic surveying community can 

and will be heard by re-invigorating the Commission 

 

7. Please describe the main weaknesses of the current FIG Commission structure. 

Below are all the text responses. No editing done; 

Member Associations 

Participation and Communication in many Commissions is Lacking. Got little focus as commission names 

don't necessarily reflect real world practice and relevance. 

The member associations are not closely enough involved in the work of the commissions and therefor do 

not generate strong interest in the commssions and especially in the LEADERSHIP of the commissions. 

Dont know 

It is inferior and inadequate in the property related surveying professions. 

Too many commissions and resources are then weaker. Focus of some commissions are overlapping. 

outcomes of some commissions are almost cero! missing cooperation between comm. 

to many inactive commissions, lack of guidance, lack of coordination, work plans have to be assigned by the 

GA, the Acco,  

The current diversity commission structure has the inherent weakness that some commissions in times will 

be relatively "weak" and with modest activity. 

Inefficiency 

Some Commissions include same topics which should be specific for the single commissions.  

There is no real instrument to establish cooperation between the different FIG Commissions. There is no real 

instrument to cover cross-section topics. There is no real quality control mechanism in terms of work pro-

gress. 

http://www.fig.net/
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too much technical sessions during WW and Congresses 

Not enough involvement of the other Surveying professions Quantity Surveying and Estate Surveying 

some are stronger than others 

Too fragmented and therefore there is lack of co-ordination 

lack of volunteer members (and likely to get worse) 

hydrography is driven by the International maritime organisation 

The success of a commission does seem to rest wholly on the energy and input of a very small group of vol-

unteer members especially the chair. This is only likely to increase and work pressures increase on those 

who traditionally have been able to give up a lot of time such as Academics. To encourage more survey in-

dustry input this needs to be reviewed. Embrace modern technology more? The FIG Commissions rarely use 

social media for instance, more input from professional expert staff? 

No real cohesion between the different commissions 

it is rather good... i dont see any weakness in the current structure 

The subject connected with name of commission doesn't suit what is in diffrent country in this subject. A few 

commission should be connected, a few new should be established 

This structure can hardly address new issues that combine inter-disciplinary aspects, knowledge, and chal-

lenges. The division of thematics that are now closely linked (like those manage by commissions 7, 8 and 9). 

cross over between the commissions not adequately dealt with 

There are big differences in the organization and operation of the various commissions - this is a condition 

for commissions relying on voluntary contributions. But a weak and diffuse leadership of a commission may 

have negative influence on the engagement about the commission's work. Commission chairs should be 

equipped by the FIG for the job in a kind of reconciliation of expectations to management and performance. 

The strength and level of activity of the individual commissions depend to a high degree on the commitment 

of the current chair. However, this may be a basic condition for an organisation depending on voluntary con-

tributions. The chairs should be supported from various sources such as ACCO, FIG Office and the hosting 

member association. 

lack of cooperation between Comm., number of Comm. is too big- contribution and participation for a mem-

ber is too high, inefficient structure,.. 

Some commissions have low activity suggesting that the structure is no good 

 

http://www.fig.net/
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Academic Members 

There are too many commissions that have too small an active membership to be viable. It seems that rela-

tively few member associations appoint representatives to all commissions or if they do, that those repre-

sentatives take an active role in the commissions. Few member associations seem to have a proper reporting 

function for representatives back to their memberships. Perhaps if the smaller member associations had to 

support the work of a smaller number of commissions, they might eb better able to manage the resources 

needed to so this. 

The main weakness relies on the multi-commission issues that don't fit within the actual structure. Some 

task forces are intended to counter-balance this weakness, but it has a limited effect. A comparison can be 

made with scientific research structure in geomatics whereas it was characterized by its basic disciplines in 

that 1980-1990s; this structure became inadapted in the years 2000s to confront new challenges (sustaina-

ble development, climate warming and change, globalized economy, social tenure, ...) and need to adapt to 

cross-cutting issues. 

Current structure may have some overlap. 

Inability to sponsor/fund or building the capacity of newly emerging associations   

Possibly what is not supported is the spatial analysis applications.  GIS is not strongly supported. 

Some of the Commissions does not show too much activities. This has its reasons by having few (active) 

members and/or by non-active chairs (talking instead of acting). 

Some commission's very big, other's very small 

Some want to broaden their areas to other's areas. 

None 

- 

Does not reflect the concentration of activities, nor the degree of benefit or impact on society, nor future 

trends. Too many separate and "equal" commissions does not reflect the technology & applications associ-

ated with different sub-disciplines. 

There is no way of ensuring that members of various associations join at least one commission,to some con-

ference attendees,FIG working week or Congress is a holiday. Some do more shopping than contribute intel-

lectually at conferences. 

Hard to include new topics (for example drones) 

The propotion of scientists is among FIG members is not too good. Most research work refers to the existing 

but not advanced and developing technologies 

http://www.fig.net/
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sometimes new trend falls in two/between two (or 3) commissions; inter-comm WG have been able to deal 

with this often though 

The academic side of FIG is a bit weak 

Non really ... the possibility for academic members to allocate academic delegates to the commission is 

much appreciated. 

 

Affiliate Members 

i don't know what some of the commissions do 

- lack of leadership in some Commissions 

- lack of cross-information between Commissions 

- gap of understanding between conceptual design and "grassroot" surveying activities 

- a weakness may not be the Commission structure itself, but more the way as  

The current FIG Commission structure does not include body dealing with strategical issues regarding devel-

opment of unified real property registration system (Cadastre and Land Registry), including next generation 

Vision of Cadastre 2036.  

some questions demand detailed study and comprehensive discussion 

Doesn't realy fit the political, more holistic, areas in which FIG has become more and more important during 

the last decade. And it doesn't reflect the way the surveying profession has evolved . A lack of Communica-

tion between Commissions and also different levels of activity when you compare the Commissions. 

There is overlap in some commissions. For example, standards and education are crosscutting.  

Looking at the advancement in technology the role of the surveyors has transformed with the rate at which 

technology has changed over the last few decades. World is already facing the transformation from analogue 

to digital and from digital to space borne surveying. This massive technological advancement has not been 

addressed yet in the current FIG Commission structure. 

Not clear if duplication is taking place in Commissions of similar topic coverage. 

 

Corporate Members 

Too many Commissions - resources are spread too thin. 

Too many Comissions, and not necessarily future proof 

http://www.fig.net/
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Overlap of criterion and functionality of Commissions 

The country by country coordination mechanism is not yet strong enough. we would need regional offices to 

reach out to  

 

Correspondents 

Overlapping or redundant sub areas or subtopics  

structure born by hazard 

From my experience from Commission 4 I suggest these would revolve around 

Lack of succession planning 

Lack of cooperation between Commissions (silo mentality) 

Lack of communication with Commission members 

Apparent lack of support for Commissions from FIG Office 

Weak leadership 

Lack of direction from FIG Council 

 

8. On a scale 1-10 please indicate if you believe there is a need to change the current FIG 

Commission structure: 

No change needed                                                                                                                        There must be change! 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

All 3 11 10 2 4 3 3 6 6 11 

All - % 5,08 18,64 16,95 3,39 6,78 5,08 5,08 10,17 10,17 18,64 

Member Association 2 3 4 2 1  2 3  10 

MA - % 7,41 11,11 14,81 7,41 3,70 0,00 7,41 11,11 0,00 37,04 

Academic Member 1 4 3  3 3 1  1 1 

Affiliate Member  4 1     2 1  

Corporate Member   1     1 2  

Correspondent   1      2  

AC, AF, CM, CO - % 3,13 12,5 18,75 0 9,38 9,38 3,13 9,38 18,75 3,13 

 

http://www.fig.net/
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Summary; 

Once again, the difference in opinion between the academic members and the member associations is clear. 

The Academic do not believe that a change is necessary but the member association see a need to modify 

the structure, even though several of the responses believe that a change is not necessary. But, eight (8) of 

the responses from the Member Association responded with a 10 on the scale. 

9. IF you believe that a change is needed, what would be the main drivers (reasons) for 

change you’re your perspective? 

Below are all the text responses. No editing done; 

Member Associations 

Technology and Buisness does not match the Structure of FIG. Why have Com 5 separate to Com 6 (for 
example) - Outsiders would say why split resources of FIG into 2 commissions when they talk the same 
language at the end of the day - Surveying. 

The problem is not in the composition or assignment of duty to the commissions; the problem is in the 
weak involvement of the member associations directly in FIG. 

 

FIG has to include a broader professional coverage relating to surveying professions in general land and  
property market.  

To clarify FIG:s role with profession and other organisations. To simplify the administration. 

break down the "fences" and look for more cooperation; fulfill the Needs of surveying community; better 
cooperation and more effective work;  

less commissions, clear goals and tasks assigned by the GA, more Task Forces as a reaction to societal 
mega questions. Follow the proposal of Mikael Lilje, this is exactly the right way! 

There are three primary reasons for changing an existing commission structure: 
 
1 - the structure does not cover the professional areas or the "needs of society" 
2 - there is overlap between commissions 
3 - it is difficult to drive the existing structure due to the resources and professional interest 
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quicker response on current challenges 

The number of commissions is an apparent problem. What should be focused is that to each commission 
are assigned specific and non-overlapping or double areas of competence. 

FIG must become both more efficient and more effective. FIG needs to exploit its full expertise for profes-
sional purposes. FIG needs to develop and promote professional positions within its own community and 
beyond looking at sister organizations and at the governmental level. 

 

More engagement of the other Surveying professions of Quantity Surveying and Estate Surveying.  

future issues 

More flexible structure  

more commissions, more flexibility, more direct expert staff involvement 

New technologies and methodologies coming online so quickly. 

Some structural change is needed (Comms 5 & 6 should be amalgamated into one) but any wholesale 
change could have long lasting consequences for FIG and its future viability. Any move towards fewer 
commissions (especially the current proposals) would inhibit any growth and be a backwards step. survey-
ing is a broad profession and FIG needs to reflect this in its structure.  

Better integration between commission, clear projects lead by FIG 

no change needed 

Point 6 

The need to address multi-level, interdisciplinary issues like climate change, massive migration, globaliza-
tion, technology development, regional specific problems, ... 

 

Changes in the professional “scope” should be the primary driver for extension or modification. 

Any changes might relate to minor adjustments to be agreed by ACCO 
 
and the Council. Any major changes should relate to a wider FIG vision for meeting future challenges. 

results of Comm. work is better balanced and gives a better picture; close and effective cooperation be-
tween Comm., contribution as a member organisation is less cost intensive; 

best suit the structure of the committees to the surveyors main activities 

 

Academic  Members 

Too many commissions that have too few active members to undertake viable work. 

To adapt the FIG Commission Structure to these new issues and challenges that are not disciplinary, but are 

conditioned by social, environmental, economical, and cultural needs. 

Look at how new technologies fit into current structure 

Being representative of the functions that the current (and future) surveying industry. 

http://www.fig.net/
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Commission structure should reflect the general competencies of surveyors (valid over decades or centu-

ries). This should be changed if these competencies change; not when new topics arise that could be 

solved/worked on with the alerady availabe competencies. For new topics/ mega trends we have task forc-

es. 

More balanced commissions in terms of active members 

More manageable conferences, more inter-connections between geospatial sub-disciplines, more recogni-

tion of the dominance of some sub-disciplines. 

To bring in more environmentalist since all we as surveyors do is in the environment. 

Possibilities for easier conformation of taskforce 

From my point of view the drivers must be the scientists who promotes new technologies into practice 

perhaps 2 cases of 2 comm. could be merged 

Important to maintain Commission 2 as a separate commission (and not merged with Com 1 into a Network)  

 

Affiliate Members 

- outside-in thinking must be more part of FIG activities (in terms of products and clients needs) 

- global outreach for each Commission 

Suggestion of the State Land Service to widen the function of Commission 7 "Cadastre and Land manage-

ment" with the issue regarding development of unified real property registration system (Cadastre and Land 

Registry), including next generation Vision of Cadastre 2036.  

Achieve a greater flexibility, more focused work, more innovative 

Maintain the broader ares of study and better relate crosscutting tasks. 

The current structure does not fully address the role of  surveyors in today's context rather there are over-

lapping of areas of field in the commissions. For example commissions 1, 2, and 3 can have various overlap-

ping areas that can create ambiguity. 

To incorporate some topics of moder concern that does not seem to be covered  

 

Corporate Members 

More consistent Commission output.  Broader international appeal. 

http://www.fig.net/
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Avoid duplication in Administartion and group like minded professionals 

Because of new applications based on new technologies 

Not a change but expansion to create regional offices 

 

Correspondent 

More defined goals and based on current definition of who the surveyor is. 

in view of the rapid changes the structure must concentrate on key capacities of the surveyors. 

I don't believe whole sale change is required, merely a re-invigoration lead by FIG Council. Commissions re-

flect the work of the international surveying community getting rid of them would dis-enfranchise surveyors 

and make member associations question the value of FIG membership. 

 

10. IF you believe change is needed, what would be the primary or main change to the FIG 

Commission structure that you would like to see implemented? 

Below are all the text responses. No editing done; 

Member Associations 

Aligning common work areas together and ending up simply with - professional matters (including ethics and 

education), Engineering Surveying, Land Surveying and Land Management, Land Planning, Construction Eco-

nomics and Management. 

FIG needs to amend it old policy on the fee structure. Allow new property members to pay less - as reflecting 

by the ratio of commissions.  

Fewer commissions, stronger networks. Role and division of labor between these two. 

reduce number of commissions and have a better cooperation between comm. 

less commissions (4-5), more temporary working groups/task Forces, good governance in the triangle com-

missions, Acco, GA 

less commissions with permanent tasks and more task forces of 

interdisciplinary experts for a special challenge 

See answer 8, and it should be given different emphasis to the contribution from the academic world com-

paring to the professional one with regard to the value of the research and the value of experience 

FIG needs a concentration of competences for proactive and quickly reactive actions, respectively. Related 

http://www.fig.net/
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topical issues should be handled in one, unique commission. Cross section issues should be handled in inter-

commission networks. For efficiency and effectiveness the number of such components needs to be as small 

as possible without loosing thematic coverage or resources.   

More involvement of the other Surveying professions and seeking better collaboration and networking to 

foster a vision of effective management of the Earths resources beyond land, geospatial and hydrographic 

surveying.  

more evolution 

broad based , global, sector driven, not tech driven 

Less commissions  

Consider more commissions with direct sponsors and professional support, reduce ‘technical measure-ment’ 

and technology led commissions, expand and integrate more soft skills (mediation etc) into com-missions 

and increase valuation, development economics and property related skills. The real issue with the entire 

proposal for change is the constant return to geospatial and its centrality to FIG. Geospatial is just one ele-

ment of surveying, a core element, but is useless without context. Any overt focus on geospatial is a back-

wards step and could severely affect the ability of broad based professional member associations to main-

tain a full and meaningful dialogue with FIG (such as RICS). FIG is about far more than geospatial and looking 

at recent technological developments that technician level of membership is only likely to increase.  

No strong feelings about the structure but I think we need better interaction 

no need 

Name and task, subject of acting 

To reinforce the collaboration between commission, to generalize the use of task force, ... 

less number of Comm.- max 5; clear agenda and topics for each, Comm- based on a vision + strategy of FIG; 

periode of work max. 3 years,.. 

Revision of the themes and number of Commission (followed shortly by a revision of the working groups 

within the commissions) 

 

Academic Members 

There should be two types of commission. One is to ensure that surveying specialisations continue to be 

represented in FIG eg hydrographics. These may be small commissions but are likely to have enthusiastic 

members. The other type should be "catch all" commissions with broad remits that enable them to respond 

quickly and flexibly to emerging issues. The way Commission 7 has operated is a good example. There may 

still be 10 commissions in this structure but it would contain a mixture of clearly defined specialist commis-
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sions and several with a broad remit. 

A Commission Coordination Unit, that could address those cross-cutting issues. 

Interest  in new technologies that are not presently addressed. 

A a restructure of Commissions 8-10 (preferable) or new Commission (less preferable) 

So a change would be needed only if competencies are changed or FIG agrees on they do not belong to the 

tasks of a surveyor. The main possible changes I see are for Commission 4 and 10. There are other interna-

tional organizations active in these fields. FIG can say: (1) let these organisations work on these fields or (2) 

let try to attract people working in these fields to FIG. Personally I would personally say (2) for Commission 4 

and (1) for Commission 10. 

 

The idea of combining Commission 1 and 2 and see it as a Network is great. This change is perfect. 

For example have a look at FIG Commission 7. Why so big? Need to split or reshuffle with other commis-

sions. 

Fewer commissions, merged in such a way as to support more inter-connections between sub-disciplines. 

Create a commission or Task once for world wide intervention on geospatial needs of disaster areas. Or form 

SURVEYORS WITHOUT BOARDERS 

Everything depens on the commisson, so there is no unified advice 

groups that are strong and motivated enough to work actively 

No change needed 

 

Affiliate Members 

- each Commission would have to live up to certain principles, deliverables, etc.;  if a Commission cannot 

fulfill those, there must be some consequences 

Suggestion of the State Land Service to widen the function of Commission 7 "Cadastre and Land manage-

ment" with the issue regarding development of unified real property registration system (Cadastre and Land 

Registry), including next generation Vision of Cadastre 2036.  

Fewer Commissions, with task forces set up for specific areas of work 

Eliminate commissions 1 and 2 and form a matrix approach on these aspects across the other eight commis-

sions.  
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The FIG Commission structure must be such that every commissions must be distinguished with one another 

and must clearly define the scope of the area. Furthermore, the new commissions satisfying the needs of 

technological advancements must be integrated into the structure of FIG. 

It is the addition of components related to climate change and environment, where FIG Commissions are key 

players, but does not seem to be expresssd in such way. 

 

Corporate Members 

Go to four Commissions. 

Consolidation of Commissions, propsal of 4 new Commissions would be satisfactory 

To setup new Commissions related to Disaster Monitoring, Transportation (Railway, Metro, Road) Surveying, 

Indoor Mapping and Positioning 

Regional offices bringing on board many of the unrepresented groups 

 

Correspondents 

Reconsider having real estate mgmt and valuation as another commission. (From proposed 4 to 5  commis-

sions) 

less commissions, adequate representation of cross-sectional functions 

I would like the Commissions to remain but would like to see changes implemented in the way they function. 

Commissions need to be relevant, vibrant and forward thinking. Several are chaired by academics, which in 

itself is not a bad thing as they have the budget to enable international participation however Commission 

agendas/work programmes need to be set for the benefit of the surveying discipline they represent.  
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11. The Task Force was asked to review FIG Commissions only. The Task Force proposal 

presented at FIG Working Week 2016 suggested that Task Forces and FIG Networks be 

included in the structural review as well. 

Should the structural review also include Task Forces and FIG Networks?  

 

 Yes No 

All 79,66% (47) 20,34% (12) 

Member Association 35,59% (21) 10,17% (6) 

Academic Member 23,73% (14) 5,08% (3) 

Affiliate Member 10,17% (6) 3,39% (2) 

Corporate Member 5,08% (3) 1,69% (1) 

Correspondent 5,08% (3) 0,00% (0) 

 

 

 

80% 

20% 

Yes No
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 Yes No 

Member Association 77,78% (21) 22,22% (6) 

Academic Member 82,35% (14) 17,65% (3) 

Affiliate Member 75% (6) 25% (2) 

Corporate Member 75% (3) 25% (1) 

Correspondent 100% (3)  

 

Summary 

Yes, the task force should also include task forces and Networks in the work. 

 

12. IF we can include Task Forces and Networks, should the review also include the role and 

function of ACCO with respect to Commissions?  

 

 Yes No 

All 63,64% (35) 36,36% (20) 

Member Association 29,09% (16) 16,36% (9) 

Academic Member 18,18% (10) 10,9% (6) 

Affiliate Member 7,27% (4) 5,454% (3) 

Corporate Member 3,63% (2) 3,63% (2) 

Correspondent 5,45% (3) 0% (0) 

 

 

Yes

No
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 Yes No 

Member Association 64% (16) 36% (9) 

Academic Member 62,5% (10) 37,5% (6) 

Affiliate Member 57,14% (4) 42,86% (3) 

Corporate Member 50% (2) 50% (2) 

Correspondent 100% (3) 0% (0) 

 

Summary 

Yes, the task force could also include the role and function of ACCO even though this is not as clear 

as previous question. 

13. IF you answered YES to any of the above, please suggest structural changes or initia-

tives that could be implemented to improve the internal structure including Commis-

sions, Task Forces and Networks to insure a structure prepared to meet the future chal-

lenges and opportunities for our profession. 

Below are all the text responses. No editing done; 

Member Associations 

ACCO or similar body should be represented equally by commissions and networks.  

include Task Forces to the commissions; build a clear structure with clear responsibility 

closer cooperation between the commissions and between commissions and Acco, definition of main topics 

of technical and image work for the surveying community, more preparatory work of commissions, task 

forces and networks for professional policy making 

The council should have the right giving direct instructions to commissions to have response on a specific 

topic in a specific time 

I disagree to replace  the commission with task forces and networks without any economic and scientific 

advantage, but with the disadvantage that the chair of commissions are elected by the GA while the task 

force by the Council. 

I fully agree with the position paper presented in Christchurch. 

The proposed change in 4 commissions only is too radical. Some commissions could merge, e.g 1+2 (but in 

the name of commission should be clear the activities: e.g. "Professional education, standard and practice"),  

then maybe 3+8, 5+4. Important is to keep the name of former commission in the name of new one (to see 

in the names of commissions all activities of surveyors). Only small commissions with weak activities should 

be merged into the most close former commission with new name (even though the new name will be 

longer). 
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this needs real debate and should not be rushed, the wrong decision could cripple FIG and lead to members 

assocs leaving 

The governance of FIG needs review and expansion. The commissions, ACCO etc all need to support the 

executive team of president and vice presidents. The larger member associations should have (much like the 

corporate sponsors) a platform to explore issues of mutual benefit. The Regional Groups meeting (first held 

at NZ 2016) is a good step towards this and other bodies really need to support this initiative. 

I don't understand the question above and thus would like to answer neither yes nor no (Q11 I cannot take 

away my trial answer). I think we should have the opportunity to answer more freely to this questionnaire. 

 

I support the official creation of the Council of Regional Bodies and use outcomes of this Council to help 

steering the ship. 

Review commissions' division and labelling, implement a collaborative (and non-permanent like a task force) 

structure to address ad hoc issues. 

A debate with representatives of FIG members 

 

Academic Members 

Changes should be suggested AFTER the review. 

The possibilies to initiate task forces should be given. 

 

If, like in the proposal, only 4 Commission remain (not a good idea), these coueld be somenting like a 

Technical/Scientific Board. Since this board would have FIG steering activities, the council may be reduced to 

3 persons only. This may be a possibilty if we remain with 8 Commissions too. 

A review of all (task forces, networks and commissions) is recommended. Why do we have these different 

'groups', what is/should be their role, are they functioning well? There is somehow an overlap. It is not 

always clear what is the difference between a task force or a working group in a commission.  

 

With respect to Commission 2, professional education, it has a particular cross-cutting role, across all other 

commissions, like Commission 1. They could join.  

 

With new themes and the rapid changing environment of the surveyors, new commissions should be 

considered. 

See my suggestions in question 8 & 9 

sometimes a TF should grow into a commission, perhaps also a commission could become a TF and finally 

'dry up' 
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Affiliate Members 

- I liked the suggestion of a cross-structure of Commissions and Task Forces/Networks;  that should be 

strengthened as it supports a common understanding of FIG activities; 

- the YSN is a big asset and has to be continued and supported. 

Concerning question 11  it is difficult to have an opinion as this is more of an internal governance issue for 

FIG. It is important to have a procedure for setting up Task Forces in a suitable way that does not take too 

long time. 

Make the networks into services like the standards and education. For example, Young Surveyors network 

touches all the commissions.  

There should be an endorsed plan for moving forward. This can be a 3/5 year plan. So that the objectives 

remains clear. The main work load should not fall on only on core groups rather it is necessary to be 

decentralized within the optimal responsibilities that can be carried out. Also time to time inviting others 

professional to be part of these commission through a reference group can insure the proper functioning of 

the structure. 

Something in the line of FIG contribution to the protection of the environment and climate change   

 

Corporate Members 

Proceed as fast as possible, and don't delay unnecessarily 

 

Correspondents 

ACCO should be the coordinating unit fpr the commission work 

I think the Commissions should remain as they are the reason d'etre of FIG but the Task Force needs to look 

closely at the overall interelationship of all the constituent parts of FIG. Specifically there needs to be 

 

Improved communication to members - website is antiquated 

 

Improved support including financial for Commissions from FIG office 

 

ACCO is disbanded and a permanent standing committee of Commission chairs be established to advise 

Council. ACCO appears ineffective 

 

Setting of clear and achievable overall objectives by Council   

 

Setting up of streams that work across Commissions for a finite period 

 

Review of standards and practices in the international community to ensure the Commissions remain 
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relevant 

 

Redirect of create new commissions to meet professional demand 

 

Improved member representation within Commission structure  

 

The Task Force was also asked to review the process for nominating, assessing and selecting candidates for 

Commission Chairs. The Task Force has developed and proposed several strategies with respect to this.   

14. Thinking of the future and challenges, does the current process for nominating, as-

sessing and selecting candidates for Commission Chairs need to change? 

 Yes No 

All 47,17% (25) 52,83% (28) 

Member Association 24,53% (13) 22,64% (12) 

Academic Member 9,43% (5) 18,87% (10) 

Affiliate Member 7,55% (4) 7,55% (4) 

Corporate Member 1,89% (1) 3,77% (2) 

Correspondent 3,77% (2) 0% (0) 

 

Summary 

Definitely not a clear majority for either. 

15. Overall, do you agree with the Task Force proposals (presented at FIG WW 2016) 

 with respect to nominating, assessing and selecting candidates for Commission Chairs? 

 Yes No 

All 68,52% (37) 31,48 (17) 

Member Association 29,63 (16) 16,67% (9) 

Academic Member 20,37% (11) 9,26% (5) 

Affiliate Member 11,11% (6) 3,70% (2) 

Corporate Member 3,7% (2) 1,85% (1) 

Correspondent 3,7% (2) 0% (0) 
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Summary 

IF a change is necessary, the suggested changes are OK. 

16. If you do have specific ideas for a change or modification of the proposal please indicate 

below 

Below are all the text responses. No editing done; 

Member Associations 

more quality criterias for the selection of candidates, less diplomacy 

Commissions could be reduced by up to 8 with detailed specifications of the respective competences. Chairs 

of  commissions should be directly elected by the GA and freely proposed by each member association. 

the changes to commissions could have a very damaging effect on FIG and it global role, this proposal is a 

step backwards. 

That would be a good problem to have but we do think it will be rare to have any kind of election process 

when so few members come forward. The 4 year cycle really needs to be looked at closer. 

I still think that the support of the Member Association must be acertained 

There is a need to establish an Election Committee that can actively ensure that qualified candidates are 

available for election at the GA.  

 

Academic Members 

The problem at present is that the Council can approve a candidate as chair who is either unknown to or 

does not enjoy the support of the commission (s)he is seeking to be appointed to. My impression is that it is 

sometimes quite difficult to find chairs for some of the smaller commissions as member associations may be 

unable or unwilling to provide candidates with the necessary support. 

I think that choosing the right chairs is the current problem of FIG. The ideas of the Waorking Group went in 

the right direction. We need more space in the GA to discuss the approptraiteness of candidates. It shpuld 

be possible to close Commission temporally of no approprioate camdidate could be selected. If this happens 

more often for one commission obviously the interest of the surveying community is not large, so the com-

mission can be shut down. 

Have you considered reviewing what is happening in other professional organizations? Like ISPRS or ICA?  

I cannot assess the proposal but because of the form had to put some mark to the question 14. Because of 

that it's negative but does not mean anything. 

I wasn't at New Zealand and have not read the proposal of the task force on structure of FIG SO I can't an-

swer QUESTIONS 14 & 15  

No change needed 
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Affiliate Members 

This questionnaire mainly targets change.  But change for the sake of change won't help.  It is as important 

to identify elements that are there and need to be retained. 

14. The proposals significantly reduce the number of commissions but also significantly increases the bu-

reaucracy of the organization. This is not needed. Also need to address the cronyism aspect of the working 

group chairs and also address whether working group chairs are legitimate "members" of a member organi-

zation.  

Rather then just merging the existing commissions, new commissions satisfying the needs of technological 

advancements can be integrated into the structure of FIG. For example commission 8 can be Space borne 

Measurement  

Any volunteer to assume a position shall ensure support to comply with the expectations and achievement 

of tasks assigned.  

 

Correspondents 

Reconsider having real estate mgmt and valuation as another commission. (From proposed 4 to 5  commis-

sions) 

I think succession planning is crucial. Having the right people running Commissions is the key to their long 

term relevance and survival. FIG is the only international body representing surveyors and its Commissions 

are crucially important to the work it does. However too much is expected of Commission members to 

achieve goals/work plan objectives with very little support from FIG. More money needs to be spent to keep 

the Commissions vibrant and relevant!  
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