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Background

In November 2000 MetroGI S released a prototype version of aregiona parcel dataset covering the
seven-county Twin Cities area. The dataset was assembled by a multi-county work team led by Gary
Stevenson, Surveyor for Dakota County in October 1999. The work group volunteered to fill aneed
that had been identified by the MetroGI S Coordinating Committee during the early stages of itswork to
define the components of aregiona solution to MetroGIS' Parcels Information Need. The prototype
dataset contained more than 850,000 parcels and fourteen key attributes, including parcel identification
number. Of the fourteen attributes, only eight were populated for dl seven counties!

About 220 government users of GIS in the Twin Cities areawere sent aletter in October 2000
informing them of the availability of the prototype dataset and were invited participate in the MetroGIS
Regiona Parcel Data Pilot Project. The purposes of the Pilot were to determine whether the MetroGIS
user community believed there was merit to aregiond parcel data solution and, if so, what
enhancements to the prototype would be needed to meet their business needs. Articles about the Pilot
Project were aso published in the GIS/LIS Consortium newdetter. Beginning, November 1, 2000, a
total of 55 people responded and were sent the dataset on CD-ROM.

The Regiond Parcd Data Pilot Project was made possible through a multi-party agreement between the
Seven counties metro area and Metropolitan Council, acting on behaf of MetroGIS. Negotiations
began May 2000 and were completed October 2000. Through this agreement, the counties agreed to
alow the Metropolitan Council to distribute the seven county (regiona) prototype parcel dataset. A
sngle license agreement, as opposed to the seven individua agreements used by the counties, was aso
agreed upon. The license alowed public sector users to test the dataset free of charge through June 30,
2001. The license prohibited redistribution of the dataset. In return for accessto the data, users agreed
to complete awritten evauation, participate in an interview if asked, and attend a peer review Forum
held on April 19, 2001, a the John Rose Skating Facility in Roseville.

The god of the April 19 Forum--the subject of this report--was to get feedback from the usersto
determine how well the dataset met their needs, what could be done to enhance the dataset, and
explore how the dataset should be distributed. About 45 people came to the Forum, including dataset
users from locd, regiond, state and federal government; several representatives invited from counties to
observe and serve on a pand; and MetroGI S support staff.2

Participants (data users) were seated in a*“ U”-shaped configuration of facing the front of the room.
Representatives from each county (data producers) sat at atable in the back of the room, observing the
first haf of the Forum. After abresk, one representative from each county came to the front of the
room to serve on apand. Pandists answered questions and gave feedback as enhancementsto the
dataset were suggested and recorded.

1 See the Results of Written Evaluations section of this document for a listing of these attributes.
23ee Appendix A for a Forum agenda and list of participants.



Wecome and Introductions

Will Craig, Chair of the MetroGI S Coordinating Committee, opened the Forum by welcoming
participants3. Mr. Craig offered aquick review of the MetroGIS vison*, emphasizing how it was
shaped by a cross-section of GIS practitioners within the Twin Cities area. He briefly discussed the 13
top priority business information needs endorsed by the MetroGI S Policy Board in May 1997, of which
parcel boundariesisone. Mr. Craig noted that five of the priority needs are directly related to parcels
and severd others are closdly related.

Mr. Craig invited each the participants around the table to introduce themsalves and talk briefly about
how they are using and can envison using aregiond parce dataset. A smal sampling of the responses
follows

Plan trangportation routes for schools

See what' s happening outside our city border

Conduct land use education

Acquire conservation easements

Analyze noise impacts around arports

Project growth and effectively site new schools

Do mailings for projects that impact property owners outsde our jurisdiction
Monitor development over time

Conduct land supply studies

Plan transportation corridors

Site affordable housing

Inventory land for possible annexation

Make cross-jurisdictional comparisons

Plan river corridor development and resource protection

E I R T T S N T N N . .

Forum Objectives

Jay Krafthefer, LIS Supervisor in the Office of Land Management for the Minnesota Department of
Trangportation and a member of the MetroGIS Technical Advisory Team, reviewed the primary
objectives of the Forum:
1) To determine what desired enhancements to the pilot regiona parcel dataset are necessary to
make it as useful as possible to condtituent organizations, and,
2) If thereis sufficient support to refine and distribute the dataset, determine the most appropriate
distribution method.

Mr. Krafthefer explained that suggestions for enhancements are sought in four areas. spatia data,
attribute data, metadata, and access/distribution. He described how solutions will be developed by

3See Appendix B for the complete PowerPoint presentation used by Mr. Craig and other presenters.
4The mission of MetroGIS: “To provide an ongoing, stakeholder governed, metro-wide mechanism
through which participants easily and equitably share geographically referenced data that area
accurate, current, secure, of common benefit and readily usable.” Adopted in February 1996.



members of the Policy and Technica Advisory Teams and forwarded to the Coordinating Committee
and Policy Board for action in summer 2001.

A regiond parcd dataset, while vauable in and of itsdf, has alarger function in the GISworld, Mr.
Krafthefer explained. The process of stitching together the data, refining it and determining how to
digribute it-, and the agreements negotiated with each of the contributing parties—in this case, the
counties--will serve asamode for developing other regiond, Sate and nationa datasetsin the future.

Finaly, Mr. Krafthefer emphasized that the proposed regiona solution is much more than data
gpecifications. It involves reaching agreement among al affected parties as the organizationd roles and
respongbilities of primary producers (counties) and the regiond custodian (to be determined), including
be not limited, insuring the data submitted by the counties for assembly by the regiona custodian isthe
same datareceived by the user, monitoring user satisfaction, sustaining an effective means of
digtribution, providing timely and effective policy guidance, eic.). He thanked everyone for taking time
out their busy scheduled to assist MetroGIS on this very important project.

Creation of the Prototype Database

Gary Stevenson, Dakota County Surveyor, described how the multi-county work group stitched
together parcel data from the seven counties into one database. |n summary, each of the files submitted
by the counties was trandated to a common projection and assembled into the regiond file. Normdized
attributes (related data such as parcel identification number, owner name and city) were attached to the
parcel geometry. A total of 14 attribute fields were attached to the parcdls, eight of the fields were
populated for al seven counties. The dataset was distributed on CD-ROM inits entirety (as opposed
to digtributing portions by specid request to each licensee) to minimize time and effort.

Results of the Written Evaluations

As part of the pilot parcel dataset license agreement, users agreed to complete a written evauation of
the dataset. Of the 55 licensees who obtained the dataset, 32 submitted written evauations. At the
Forum, Theresa Foster, Technical Coordinator for MetroGlS, summarized the results of the written
evauations received to date.®

The results showed a universd interest in continuing to provide the eight attribute fields (parce
identification number, county code, owner name, house number, street name, city, zip code and year
built) that were included for dl parcelsin the pilot dataset. In addition, users said the following attributes
are desred for al parcels: land vaue, building vaue, total value, tax capacity, tota tax and school

digtrict number. Other mgor findings include:

» The mgority of respondents (61%) agreed that the level of horizontal spatid data accuracy needed in
order for the parcel datato be useful to them isless than 10 feet.

* CD-ROM isthe preferred method of data distribution (61%) followed by FTP (14%) and an
interactive map service (11%). Some respondents listed no preference.

5See the Forum TurnAround Document at www.metrogis.org - for the evaluation Forum and a
detailed accounting of the results.




» Over 60% for dl evauators would like parcd data distributed in shapefile format, 14% prefer Arc
Export file format and the remainder who expressed a preference named formats such as raster, mif,
dxf and shp.

» Overdl, 38% of the evaluators would like parcel data updated on a quarterly basis, 29% prefer an
annual update and 11% prefer a semi-annua update.

| dentification of Desired Enhancementsto the Parcd Dataset

After abreak, the Forum reconvened with seven county representatives at a table in the front of the
room to serve as a pand for the remainder of the afternoon. Pandistsincluded Gary Swenson, Anoka
County; Gordon Chinander, Carver County; Gary Stevenson, Dakota County; Bill Brown, Hennepin
County; Curt Peterson, Ramsey County; Jm Hentges, Scott County; and Peggy Ryan, Washington
County. Moderating the pand and the feedback session were: Trudy Richter, Presdent of Richardson
Richter and Associates; and Jay Wittstock, GIS Manager for URSBRW.

The session began as the pandligts, in turn, introduced themsdlves and talked about the development and
status of the parcel databasesin their respective countiest. From there, Mr. Wittstock asked each
Forum participant what his or her top priority for enhancement to the regional parcel dataset would be’.
Severd participants named more than one. The responses were recorded and placed into one or more
of the following four categories, written on easels at the front where everyone could see them: spatia
accuracy, attribute accuracy, metadata and distribution. As enhancements were suggested, county
pandists sometimes made comments about their feasibility or discussed other issues related to the
suggestion.  All responses were recorded in at least one of the four categories.

After everyone had an opportunity to name their preferred enhancement(s), each person was given four
sticky dots, color-coded to match their respective organizationd type. Participants were ingtructed to
gpproach the lists on the easd's and place their dots next to the items that represented their top priorities
for enhancement of the regional dataset. Participants were given the option of marking four different
items or putting up to four dots on oneitem. At the end of the exercise, the items that received the most
dotswereread doud. They included:

Spatia accuracy: add collar counties; better quaity control; spatiad accuracy; provide point-
shapefilefor parcels with multiple addresses.

Attributes: land use; sdes higtory; owner and taxpayer address, number of living units; zoning;
standardized name (property type); demographic data

Digtribution: automated system; multiple software; user-specified area; bundle parce datawith
Street centerline and aeria photos.

6See the Forum TurnAround Document at www.metrogis.org - for the comments made by each
county representative.

7 See the Forum TurnAround Document at www.metrogis.org - for the comments made by each
participant.




Metadata: definition of field attributes; cross-jurisdictiond metadata; quick reference to how
metadata differs from county to county; metadata by county; regiona metadata standards.

Once the priority enhancements were identified, each participant was asked to rank the enhancements,
onascae of 0to 5, on aform provided by MetroGI S according to their importance to the participant’s
organization and their jobs. The results of the rankings were collected for later andyss8.

Forum Conclusion and Next Steps

Jm Maxwell, vice president of The Lawrence Group and co-chair of the MetroGIS Technical Advisory
Team, closed the Forum by thanking al the participants, reviewing the next steps in the pilot project,
and encouraging the participants to fill out a Forum evauation. All participants will recelve a Forum
summary in the mall.

Once the results of the Forum are anayzed by the MetroGI S support team, Maxwell said, the
MetroGIS Policy and Technica Advisory Teamswill identify feasible enhancements to the parcel
dataset and determine the best method of distribution. A work plan will be recommended to the
MetroGI S Coordinating Committee and Policy Board for action in June and July, respectively.

Post Forum Activity Status Report

On May 2, 2001, the MetroGIS Policy and Technical Advisory Teams concurred the results of the
Filot Project support MetroGIS' efforts to implement an ongoing regiond parcel dataset. The Teams
aso agreed on a series of next steps and policy recommendations for enhancement and distribution of
an ongoing, regularly updated regiond parcel dataset. These recommendations will be presented to the
MetroGI S Coordinating Committee on May 22 and to the Policy Board on July 11. While some
desired enhancements may not be feasible at present, the regiond parce solution concept, if endorsed
by the Policy Board, will continue to evolve so that additiona enhancements may become possiblein
the future. The Metropolitan Council GIS supervisor has aso agreed that the Metropolitan Council, if
asked by the Policy Board as has been recommended by the Policy and Technicad Advisory Teams, will
accept the role of regiona custodian for the regional parcel dataset.

8 See Appendix C for the results of this exercise.



APPENDIX A

FORUM PROGRAM AND PARTICIPANTS



DATA USER FORUM PARTICIPANTS:

Participant: Organization Organization Type Cross-
Name Jurisdictional/
Contiguous

Jay Achenbach MN Office of State X
Technology

Bob Basques City of St. Paul City X

Solveig Berg Metropolitan Council | Metro X
GIS

Dick Carlstrom TIES School District X

Chuck Corliss White Bear Lake Sch | School District X
Dist 624

Jim Ford Hennepin County X
Cty/Planning & Dev.

Conor Donnelly MN Board of Water | State X
and Soil Resources

Nancy Duncan National Park Service | Federal X

Dave Fritzke City of Crystal City NO

Rick Gelbmann Metropolitan Council | Metro X
GIS

Joella Givens MN Dept. of State X
Transportation

Bryan Hahn MN Office of State X
Technology

Chris Jensen City of Coon Rapids City X

Daphne Karypis Science Museum of 3rd Party — Met X
Minnesota Council

Mark Kill Metropolitan Airports | Metro X
Commission

David Kotilinek City of North St. Paul | City X

(Rebecca Blue) (Short Elliot (3rd Party — City)
Hendrickson)

Wilson Nightshadow | Anoka-Hennepin - School District X
ISD #11

Richard Person City of St. Paul City X

Jim Ramstrom LMIC / 330 State X
Centennial Bldg.

Nancy Read Metropolitan Metro X
Mosquito Control
District

Bart Richardson DNR - Metro Region | State X

Ciara Schlichting Metropolitan Metro X
Council-Planning

Patrick Trudgeon City of Ramsey City X

Greg Utecht Lakeville Public School District X
School District - No.
194

Mark Vanderschaaf City of St. Paul City X

Ben Wikstrom City of Belle Plaine City X




| David Windle | City of Roseville | City | X

* 26 Participants have jurisdictions that are contiguous (Contiguous — sharing a boundary, in
this case, a county boundary, or physically touching each other)
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metadata with side-by-side comparison of variations between counties for
each element. (Regional and County Metadata Inadequate)
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Adeguacy-ol=individual=countiesmetadataz
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= Adequate
Inadequate
O No Response
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\VovingsfromiConcepttoiReality:
ValuetoOrganization

Doesyour=organization=currentlypurchase:or
outsource:mani pulation=of=parcel boundar)( and/or
attributedatafrom-multiplecountiestoenableusefor
your=businessneeds?

0 14%
= 29%

O No Response

57%

\NeroGr g

MovingrfromiConceptitoReality

Valueie:Organization

Does Your organization-employ:staff=that

manipulateparce=boundary-and/or=attribute
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NULCERY

Movingr fromiConceptitoiReality Moving from ConceptitoiReality;
Valteto-Organization

Approximately-whatpercentothefrtimedts
Ee spenton thgseactivities? Break
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O 0-10%
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0 30-50%
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O No Response
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Moving fromiConceptitoiReality, Moving from ConceptitorRaality:

Desirred=Enhancements Desir-ed-=Enhancements
JayAWittstock=Facilitator:
MetroGlS SupportTeam: (URS/BRW) *Group-Exchange

«Top-Enhancement —Categorizeinto:
sGroup-Exchange *Spatial-Accuracy

: : *Attribute-Accurac
*Ranking-of-Desired-Enhancements Metadata =

*Distribution
eDiscussion of Enhancements

*Ranking of -Desired Enhancements

Moving from ConceptitorReality,

Nexi=Steps7-Closing

Jim:=Maxwell;
Co=Chais-MetroGl:S=T-echnical=Advisory=Tl-eam

sEorum-Summary.

sPrepare-Next-StepsWork-Plan-(hand-out-for-activities)

*Policy-Board-Consideration-on-July-11
--Meritto-Continuing-Support-of-Concept-of-Regional
Parcel-Dataset
- Desired -Data Content Enhancements
- Desired Data Distribution/Access Enhancements

*Complete Session Evaluation
THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING




APPENDIX C
SUMMARY OF ENHANCEMENT RANKING EXERCISE

The Forum exercise resulted in aranked list of suggested enhancementsto the regiona parcel dataset
ona0-5scae—*“0" being no need for and “5" being extremely important®. Those desired
enhancements that scored higher than “3” are listed here. These scores were computed based upon the
respondent scores from the organizations represented on the MetroGI S Policy Board.

Define attributes - 4.28

Point coverage/addresses - 4.22
Land use- 4.00

Number of units - 4.00

Sdes history —3.72
Accuracy — 3.56

Owner Address— 3.56
Regional metadata - 3.44
Zoning - 3.35

User Specified Area— 3.33
County metadata - 3.22
Demographics - 3.17
Automated Distribution - 3.06

The summary tables that these numbers were taken from are provided in Appendix D. These results
will be presented to ajoint meeting of the MetroGIS Policy and Technical Advisory Teams on May 2™
for recommendation of next steps.

9See Appendix D for complete results of the ranking exercise, ranked all organizations, Policy Board
organizations, within the four categories of desired enhancements and as an entire group.



APPENDIX D

RESULTS OF EXERCISE
TO
RANK DESIRED ENHANCEMENTS



REGIONAL PARCEL DATA USERS FORUM
RANKING OF DESIRED ENHANCEMENTS — ALL ENHANCEMENTS
(SUMMARY BY ORGANIZATION TYPE)
(Sorted by Column Shaded)

DESIRED ORGANIZATION TYPE
ENHANCEMENT All | All Board Orgs** Other Gov't City Schools | County [ Regional State Federal J Watershed | Soil Cons.
Code Short Name Dot score y 0-5 score 0-5 score | 0-5 score 0-5 score |0-5 score| 0-5 score | 0-5 score | 0-5 score | 0-5 score B 0-5 score 0-5 score
M1 Define attributes 4 1 4.35 4.28 4.60 3.86 4.25 5.00 4.67 4.75 4.00
G3 Point Coverage-Addr. 1 i 3.65 4.22 1.60 3.86 4.75 3.00 4.50 1.50 2.00
Al Land Use 13 l 3.95 4.00 3.75 3.71 4.00 5.00 4.17 4.00 3.00
A4 # units 6 | 3.48 4.00 1.25 3.17 4.25 5.00 4.50 1.67 0.00
A2 Sales History 7 | 3.27 3.72 1.25 3.71 3.00 3.00 4.33 1.67 0.00
G4 Accuracy 2 | 3.67 3.56 4.00 3.80 2.25 3.00 4.33 4.00 4.00
A3 Owner Address 6 | 3.50 3.56 3.25 4.00 3.00 1.00 3.83 2.67 5.00
M5 Regional Metadata 4 | 3.43 3.44 3.40 3.00 3.25 5.00 3.83 3.75 2.00
A5 Zoning 9 I 3.33 3.35 3.25 3.14 3.50 4.00 3.40 3.00 4.00
D3 User Specified Area 2 I 3.09 3.33 2.20 3.43 4.25 3.00 2.67 2.75 0.00
M4 County Metadata 0 ! 3.26 3.22 3.40 2.86 3.00 4.00 3.67 3.50 3.00
A7 Demographics 4 I 2.95 3.17 2.00 2.71 4.75 4.00 2.50 2.33 1.00
D1 Automated 2 : 3.09 3.06 3.20 2.29 3.75 0.00 4.00 3.75 1.00
G2 QCI/QA 3 ! 3.13 2.94 3.80 3.14 2.50 1.00 3.33 3.75 4.00
M2 Cross Jurisdictional 2 : 3.17 2.94 4.00 2.57 2.75 4.00 3.33 4.25 3.00
D2 Multiple Software 2 | 2.73 2.76 2.60 2.00 4.00 1.00 3.20 2.75 2.00
A6 Private/excempt 4 1 2.75 2.71 3.00 3.17 2.50 4.00 2.60 2.00 5.00
M3 Quick Comparision-Cty 1 | 2.83 2.61 3.60 2.43 2.25 4.00 2.83 4.00 2.00
D4 Bundle w/TLG & Ortho 2 | 2.14 2.39 1.00 2.14 2.75 4.00 2.17 1.33 0.00
Gl Agd Collar Counties 5 | 2,30 1.94 3.60 114 175 5.00 2,50 4.50 0.00
Number of Respondents 79 23 18 5 7 4 1 6 4 1 0 0
**Note: Board Organizations means organizations that have a voting seat on the MetroGIS Policy Board No Repondents

Code Kev

A- Attribute/ Assessors Data
G- Spatial/Geographic data
M- Metadata

D- Distribution



REGIONAL PARCEL DATA USERS FORUM
RANKING OF DESIRED ENHANCEMENTS BY CATEGORY)

(SUMMARY BY ORGANIZATION TYPE)

(Sorted by Column Shaded)

DESIRED ORGANIZATION TYPE
ENHANCEMENT All , Al Board Orgs** | Other Gov't|| City Schools [ County | Regional State Federal JWatershed|Soil Cons.
Code Short Name Dot score +0-5 score 0-5 score 0-5 score [|0-5 score] 0-5 score [ 0-5 score [ 0-5 score | 0-5 score | 0-5 score | 0-5 score [ 0-5 score
Al Land Use 13 | 3.95 4.00 3.75 3.71 4.00 5.00 4.17 4.00 3.00
A4 # units 6 | 3.48 4.00 1.25 3.17 4.25 5.00 4.50 1.67 0.00
A2 Sales History 7 | 3.27 3.72 1.25 3.71 3.00 3.00 4.33 1.67 0.00
A3 Owner Address 6 | 350 3.56 3.25 4.00 3.00 1.00 3.83 2.67 5.00
A5 Zoning 9 | 333 3.35 3.25 3.14 3.50 4.00 3.40 3.00 4.00
A7 Demographics 4 I 205 3.17 2.00 2.71 4.75 4.00 2.50 2.33 1.00
A6 Private/exempt 4 I 275 2.71 3.00 3.17 2.50 4.00 2.60 2.00 5.00
G3 Point Coverage-Addr. 1 I' 365 4.22 1.60 3.86 4.75 3.00 4.50 1.50 2.00
G4 Accuracy 2 : 3.67 3.56 4.00 3.80 2.25 3.00 4.33 4.00 4.00
G2 QC/QA 3 : 3.13 2.94 3.80 3.14 2.50 1.00 3.33 3.75 4.00
Gl Add Collar Counties 5 . 2.30 1.94 3.60 1.14 1.75 5.00 2.50 4.50 0.00
M1 Define attributes 4 | 435 4.28 4.60 3.86 4.25 5.00 4.67 4.75 4.00
M5 Regional Metadata 4 | 343 3.44 3.40 3.00 3.25 5.00 3.83 3.75 2.00
M4 County Metadata 0 | 3.26 3.22 3.40 2.86 3.00 4.00 3.67 3.50 3.00
M2 Cross Jurisdictional 2 |l 3.17 2.94 4.00 2.57 2.75 4.00 3.33 4.25 3.00
M3 Quick Comparision-Cty 1 | 2.83 2.61 3.60 2.43 2.25 4.00 2.83 4.00 2.00
D3 User Specified Area 2 I 300 3.33 2.20 3.43 4.25 3.00 2.67 2.75 0.00
D1 Automated 2 ! 3.09 3.06 3.20 2.29 3.75 4.00 4.00 3.75 1.00
D2 Multiple Software 2 I 2.73 2.76 2.60 2.00 4.00 0.00 3.20 2.75 2.00
D4 Bu_ndle W/TLG_& Ortho 2 H 2,14 2,39 1.00 2,14 2,75 1.00 2,17 133 0.00
Number of Respondents 79 23 18 5 7 4 1 6 4 1 0 0

**Note: Board Organizations means organizations that have a voting seat on the MetroGIS Policy Board

Organization Types represented on the Policy Board are: cities, school districts, watershed districts, counties and the Metropolitan Council

Code Kev

A- Attribute/ Assessors Data
G- Spatial/Geographic data
M- Metadata

D- Distribution

No Repondents




