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Executive Summary

This report presents the resulsT G KS a5SFAYAYy I =+ fdzSaé¢ addzRezr | O2YLR
(QPV) study. Ehpurposeof the Defining Values studyas to help MetroGl8nderstand public value creation

potential gained through the sharing of geospatial dataclin particular, geographicallyeferenced parcel data. The

study involved having a dialogue with policy makers from many types of goversnagat from the norprofit,

utility, business, and first responder/emergency management communities. The idea walasfiothe values that

policy makers across sectors use to decide courses of action involving investments and policy.

The study involveé six focus group meetings. The first five targeted a specific community of practice. The final focus
group brought togethe participants from each of the prior focus groups to exploreq lsge group, shared values

and beliefs about shared goals, capabilities needed to achieve those goals, and the benefits or value of sharing data
and information, other resources, and woikhe meetings took place between October 14 and December 1, 2011.

This study reaches the following conclusions:

1. There appears to be a substantial overlap across focus groups in goals and interests and capabilities seen
as important for facilitating achievenent of the goals and interestsSpecifically, the combined focus group believes
the public most values the followingoals and interests
Providing reliable service at reasonable cost
Ensuring public safety
Providing effective, efficient, quality service
Ensuring better decision making for public and private benefit
Improving the quality of life
Helping develop a stronger local economy
Ensuring physical infrastructure is developed and maintained
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In terms ofcapabilitiesneeded to achieve the goals andrpue the interests listed above, the combined focus group
believes thgpublic most values the following items:

Understanding needs and expectations of citizens

Responding by leading and adapting to any situation

Effective executive leadership

Communicatig and interacting effectively

Accurate data

9FFSOGADS AYLE SYSyilUldAz2y YR OGA2Yy 0a52£0

Ease of access to information

=A =4 =8 =8 =8 -8 -4

The more specific findings of the final focus group session are those that relate to the individual community of
practice focus groups. bhe case of goals and interests, what the five individual focus groups as a set value for
themselves shows more dispersal in valuations than was the case with what the combined focus group thought the
public valuesThe top fourgoals and interestshe focus groups value for themselvesas opposed to what they
think the public valueg; are:

9 Better decision making for public and private benefit

1 Achieving and maintaining accurate maps and data

1 Ensuring public safety

9 Accessing data efficiently



Thetop capabhlities the five individual focus groups as a set value for themselgess opposed to what they think
the public valueg; are:

= =4 =4 =4 =4 =8 =9

Getting easy data accessibility

Accurate data

Collaboration and coordination in achievement of goals and program implementation
Responsivenessleading and adapting to any situation

Understanding the needs and expectations of citizens

Obtaining information for planning and implementation

Communicating interactively effectively

2. There appears to be substantial agreement on the le¢its of sharing data and information, other resources, and

work. The combined focus groups believe that the followingtagemajor benefits of sharing data and
information:

=A =4 =4 =4 =4 =4

Better decision making
Accuracy

Data accessibility and availability
Cost savingnd cost sharing
Timely data

Improved data standards

The combined focus group believes the following represent the major stduge gained bygharing other
resources

=A =4 =4 =8 =4 =9

Greater connectivity, collaboration, and alignment

Cost savings and cost effectiveness

Flexibility to do other things, one of which is to innovate
Improved data accuracy

Increased impact

Increased organizational and project viability

The combined focus group believes the following represent the major s&uge gained bygharing work

= =4 =4 =4 =4 -8 =4

Better decisioamaking

Cost efficiency and cost effectiveness

Better products and services

Better understanding, planning, governance, and attractiveness to businesses
Innovation as a result of sharing

Finding and sharing best practices

Facilitation of policybased discussions

3. The method used in this study to discern goals, interests, desired capabilities, and the value of sharing provides a

way forward in the effort to quantify public valueThe method helpedo clarify what the stakeholders value as

separatecommunities of practice and what they believe the public values.

An important next step is to develop measus¢hat capture the important dimensions of the shared goals,

interests, capabilities, and benefits of sharinfhese measure could be of assis&im doing the following:

1 Determining whether or not MetroGIS is helpiggrobably indirectly the constituent communities of

|l

practice achieve their goals and interests, maintain or develop the capabilities they need to achieve their
goals and interestsand realize the benefits of sharing data and information, other resources, and work.
Inform efforts to finetuning existing MetroGIS strategies and develop new strategies



Introduction

Goal- Defining Values Study

¢CKA&d Aa5STAYAY3T zohdntddShe MetraGiIgRuantify Rublid Val@e(QP\) study. It involved having a
dialogueviaseveralcommunity of practicebasedfocus groupsvith policy makergrom manyforms of government,

and from the norprofit, utility, business, andirst responderémergencymanagemencommuniies Through this

study, MetroGIS is attempting to understand public value creation potential gained through the sharing of geospatial
data, in particular, geographicaltgferenced parcel dataThe effort is aimed at clarifygnthevalues that policy
makersacross sectorase to decide courses of action involving investments and policy.

Overviewof Individual Focus Group Process

CKAA a5STAYAY3A +IfdzSaé¢ 02 YnvidvgdSiy fdcuLgfoupdvE BcusagBupsdBabhl { vt +
targeting a different community practicewere held between October 14 and November 30, 20Ike final focus

group event waseld on Decembet, 2011 andbrought together participants from each of thpeior focus groups to
explore, as larggroup, shared values arigeliefs about the benefits of sharind he five communities of practice
groupswere as follows They were held in the order listed

First Responder
Governmens
Non-Profits
Public Utilites
Busineses

=A =4 =8 =8 =4

For each oflte sessionRandd JohnsonMetroGIS Staff@rdinator,and Professor Bryson, Defining Values Study
Facilitator,welcomed the participants, thanked them for agreeing to participate éetvent, and briefly explained
that their focus group was one of several thrbughich MetroGIS hopkto define values and business drivers
common to these communities of interest involved.

The participants sat at tables that were arranged in a sarole facing a wall on which several white flip chart pages
were tapedg four to sixacrossan two rows. JohmBryson the consultanthanded out a worksheet to each participant
prior to each of the four major segments that comprigathevent Gee Attachment 1 foa sample invitation letter
to the focus group and Attachment 2 for angale agendawhich provides additional information about outcomes
sough):

9 Goals oiinterests andcapabilities

1 Values andperceivedpublic values

1 Ways in which achievement of the goals or interests depended atadthe consolidation and coordination

of data, and spatial, graphic, or visual information systems
9 Value ofsharing data, other kinds of resaorces, and work

The participants were asked to brainstorm for abfiue minuteson possibleresponses tahe questions ora

particular worksheet. Each paripant was then asked to select their best responses and waith one on a
separatelarge postit note. Bryson themacilitateda conversatiowith the group about how best to cluster the ideas
according to common themes or subject mattasdile alsoarranging them ora large papered space on the wall in
front of the semicircle of participantsOnce the group agreed on clusters, the next iasklvedhavingthe group

offer a summary labdibr eachcluster of related ideas. This process was repe&ie@ach of the four main
segments of the everdutlined above

C2NJ 0KS a@l f dzSaé¢ &S JarGagkadtondiidSallyldte Nding ©diaind gyeénsticky SdsEd
for values that matter most tthe community of practice andrgen for valies that they perceived to mattenostto
the public.



A recap of the information gathereduringeach of the five individual focus groups is provided following the general
findings presented below.

Overview of Combined Group Process

The combined groufollowed a different processAfter each of the preceding focus group sessions, the consultants
RSOSE2LISR || GAadza f avYlL¥ GKFG Ay RAn tapabiRieskerarelated.S T2 Od
(These maps will be found Attachments 3; 26.) These maps were then combined into a group map, which was
presented to the combined focus group, with each community of practice seated at a separateHable.

community of practice was asked if they wished to claim any of the goals or interestsyaaldilities thahad been

identified by the other focus groups as their own. Groups then shared with the other groups the results of this
exercise Itturned out that each of theammunities of practice shared &ast some goals and interests with ahst

two other focus groups. In addition, in all cases but one, each focus group shared at least some capabilities with at
least two other focus groups. The degree of overlap in goals or interests and capabilities across communities of
practice is thus qte substantial.

In addition, after the previous focus group sessions, the consutiamibined into a single list the reasons the groups
gave for the benefits of sharing data and information, other kinds of resources, and work. These results were
recordedin three Word tables which were then each blown up to flipchart size. The combined group reviewed these
pooled results and voted (using colored statkdots) on what they thought the most important reasons were for
sharing in each of these categories. iigéhere was a substantial degree of agreement across focus groups
regarding the main reasons for sharing.

GeneralFindingsg Combined Focus Group

In this section we report on the general findings from the combined focus group meetindxelyifiledings are
presented. Thesare what thecombined group:
1 Believes theublicvalues in terms of goals and interests
1 Believes theoublic values in terms of capabilities
1 Sees as the benefits of sharing data and information
1 Sees as the benefits of sharing other kinds of resources
1 Seess the benefits of sharing work
The combined focus grougelieves thepublic most values the following itemsé€eTable 1 Figurel and Attachment
27):
Providing reliable service at reasonable cost
Ensuring public safety
Providing effective, efficient,uality services
Ensuring better decision making for public and private benefit
Improving the quality of life
Helping develop a stronger local economy
Ensuring physical infrastructure is developed and maintained
Preserving life and safety
Gdal 1 Ay3 fargulic @ld doBpgofit services
Transitioning to recovery (in the case of disaster)
Building community capaciin terms of place and interest.

=8 =4 =4 =8 =8 =8 -f -8 -8 -8 9



Table 1.CombinedFocusGroup¢ Perceptions of What the Group Believe the Public Values in Terms of
Goals anl Interests

Combined Focus Group Perceptions of What
the Group Believes the Public Values in Terms of
Goals and Interests
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In terms of capabilities needed axhieve the goals and pursue the interests listed above , the combined focus group
believes thepublic most values the following itemsde Table Zrigure 1and Attachment 8):

Understanding needs and ectations of citizens

Responding by leading and adapting to any situation

Effective executive leadership

Communicating and interacting effectively

Accurate data
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Ease of access to information

=A =4 =4 =8 =8 -8 =9



Table 2.CombinedFocusGroup¢ Perceptions of What the Group Believe tl@apabilities That Are
Necessary to Achievé K S t @ials an® Puiésue Its Interests

Combined Focus Group Perceptions of Public
Priorities Regarding Necessary Capabilities
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Figure 1 next pageshows how the consultant believes these goals and capabilities are linked. The artbes in
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other statements on the map. Note that the code after each statement identifies the origin of the original statements
as follows:FR = First Responders, Gov&nment, NP = Nonprofits, U = Public Utilities, and B = Business; G or | =
Goal or Interest and C = Capability. The map therefore represents visually how the separate focus groups took into
account what other groups thought when developing a shared wkwhat the combined groups believe the public
wants.
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Regarding the benefitgf sharing, the combined focus groups believe that tHeting are the major benefits of
sharing data anthformation Gee Table 3 and AttachmeB8L1):

Better decision making

Accuracy

Data accessibility and availability

Cost saving and cost sharing

Timely data

Improved data standards

= =4 =4 =4 =4 =4

Table 3. Combined Focus @ip ¢ Perceptions of What the Group Believes Are the Most Important
Values to Be Served by Sharing Data dnfibrmation

Combined Focus GroupsPerceived Value of
Sharing Data and Information
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The combined focus grougelieves the following represent the major value to be gained by sharing other resources
(see Table 4 and richment 32:

Greater connectivity, collaboration, and alignment

Cost savings and cost effectiveness

Flexibility to do other things, one of which is to innovate

Improved data accuracy

Increased impact

Increased organizational and project viability

= =4 =4 =4 =8 =9
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Table4. Combined Focus GroupPerceved Benefits of Sharing Other Resources

Combined Focus GroupsPerceived Value of
Sharing Other Resources
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The combined focugroup believes the following represent the major value to be gained by sharing semk éble
5 and Attachment 383
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Better decisioamaking

Cost efficiency andost effectiveness

Better products and services

Better understanding, planning, governance, and attractiveness to businesses
Innovation as a result of sharing

Finding and sharing best practices

Facilitation of policypased discussions
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Table 5.CombinedFocusGroup¢ Percaeved Benefits of Sharing Work

Combined Focus Group Perceived Value of
Sharing Work
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More Specific FindingsCombined Focus Group Session

The more specific findingsom the combinedocus group sessicare those that relate tahe five individualfocus
groupsrepresented at thdinal sessionWe bega by presenting two tables that summarize acrtssindividual
focus groups what the focus grouieemselvevaluec as opposed to what they believe tipaiblicvalues.

In the case of thgoals and interest, whatthe five individuafocus groups as a set valt@ themselves shows
more dispersal in valuations than was the case with what the combined focus group thought the publichaliles.
6 shows the array affhat the focus groupsaluefor themselvegseeFigure 2 and\ttachment 29). The top four
valuesare:

1 Better decision making for public and private benefit

1 Achieving and maintaining accurate maps and data

1 Ensuring public safety

1 Accessing data efficiently
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Table 6. A Summary of the Goals and Interests of Eieelndividual Focus Groups

Summary of the Goals and Interests of the Five Individual Focus Grc
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Thecapabilitiesthe five individual focus groups as a set vdlugthemselvesg as opposed to what they
think the public valuesg are easier to summarizesée Table ,/Figure 2and Attachment 8). The groups
as aset value:

Getting easy data accessibility

Accurate data

Collaboration and coordination in achievement of goals and program implementation
Responsivenessleading and adapting to any situation

Understanding the needs and expectations of citizens

Obtaining information for planing and implementation

Communicating interactively effectively

Ensuring a sustainable organization

Researching and implementing best practices

Executive leadership

Good working relationships with counties and utilities

Ease of access to information

=4 =4 =4 =4 -8 -8 -8 a8 a8
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Talde 7. A Summary of the&Capabilities the Fivéndividual Focus GroupBelieve Are
Necessary to Achievéheir Own Goals and Interests

Summary of the Capabilities the Five Individual
Focus Groups Believe Are Necessary to Achieve
Their Own Goals and Interests
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Figure 2 next pageshows how the consultant believes these goals and capabilities are linked. The

arrows inthe figurer Sy avYlFe fSIR (2¢ 2N & Y{ASKAS NISK&SIz t (idzoAt yAddEE
(Statementd40 G GKS (2L 2F GKS YI L) YI BettaddeSsioBR | & | RA NJ
making/private and public (86 Y R & . dzZAf R O2YYdzyAd & Ol LR OMyGEBERINBRORE Y «
(22),and as an indirect consequence of all the other statements on the map. Note that the code after

each statement identifies the origin of the original statements as follows: FR = First Responders, G =
Government, NP = Nonprofits, U = Palbitilities, and B = Business; G or | = Goal or Interest and C =

Capability. The map therefore represents visually how the separate focus groups took into account what

other groups thought when developing a combingfdvhat thegroupswant for themselves.

I ONXzOA Lt FSIFOGdz2NBE 2F (GKA& YIFLI FNRBY (KSOdNH YRLRIAYIG:
oyuX a! 00Saa RIGI STFTAOASY (gOdeStop phopiiasd ofaRcess S G S| &
A Yy T 2 NI b7jiakehéstartiig points fori KS OK I Ay a 2 FSerfexhg Publi¢ f4GIARA y 3 (0 2
lines of arguments lead from those starting points.
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Membership on, and a Brief Summary,dResults from theSixFocus
Groups

In this section we presersummary results from the five individual focus groups. We present the results
in the order in which thdocus groups met. The results for each focus group include a map indicating
how the consultant believes the goals and interests and capabilities thggnost values are linked.
Sometimes the maps contain statements originally suggested by other focus groups when the
connection appears to be quite logical

1. First Responder Focus Group
Minnesota Counties Insurance Trust (MEBuilding
October 14, 2011

Participants

Barry Altman Red Cross

Gordon Chinander Metropolitan Emergency Services Board (MESB)

Hart Gilchrist Roseville Fire

General Joe Kelly Deputy Director, HSEM

Sean Mangan Pipeline Safety

Fire Chief Ulie Seal City of Bloomington

Chris Terzh, InfraGard (disaster response point person for Wells Fat
SupportPresent

Professor John Bryson, Humphrey School of Public AthoMn(Facilitaton
Matthew Hauck, Humphrey School of Public Affairs, U o fR&s€arch Assistgnt
Randall Johson, MetroGIS Staff Coordinator and QPV Study Coordinator

Summary of Key Results

The source information captured for each of the component activities is presentbd ittachments
3-8. The following is a summary of the major findings from each adahativities for the First
Responder community.

Goals or Interests
Goals coalesce around protecting individuals and understanding the contexts and causalities of threat
scenarios.

Goals or Interests First Responder Values and Perceived Publia®al i
t NA2NAGASE 20SNI LI a2YSgKIG I NRdzyR a{dGFroAfAl S GKS
otherwise scattered between a variety of other values.

Capabilities
There is a emphasis omdaptability and strong communication of ideas and plans.

Data and Information Dependencies
Having access to accurate, specific data elements, which can be easily accessed and shared, is key.

Value of Sharing Data
The value of sharing centers on the ability to quickly respond and apply resources in anteffay.
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2. Government Focus Group

Minnesota Counties Insurance Trust (MCIT) Building
November 9, 2011

Participants

Cliff Aichinger Ramsey Washington Metro Watershed District
Terry Schneider City of Minnetonka

Victoria Reinhardt Ramsey County

Guy Petersn Metropolitan Council

Nancy Read Metropolitan Mosquito Control District (MMCD)
Mary Emerson MN Dept Human Services

Jesse Pearson MnDOT

Support Present:

Professor John Bryson, Humphrey School of Public Affairs, U dfadNtéatoi)
Justin ElstonResearch Consultant

Randall Johnson, MetroGIS Staff Coordinator and QPV Study Coordinator
Janie Norton, MetroGIS Project Manager (Observer)

Summary of Key Results

The source information captured for each of the component activities is presentbd isttachments
9-12. The following is a summary of the major findings from each of these activities f@dawernment
community.

Goals or Interests
Goals indicate atrong focus on providing public servicas,well agnsuringthat those services match
witKk G KS Lzt A0Qa SELISOGFIGAZyaod

Goals or Interestg Policymaker Values and Perceived Public Values
There is a perception of significant overlap between constituent and policy maker values, with the
exceptionof the policy maker value of ensugrsustainald vision and goals.

Capabilities
Capabilities indicate aemphasis on connecting with constituents and coordinating efforts with other
agencies and organizations.

Data and Information Dependencies
Members indicate a perception ofth as a tool to betteunderstand the world within which the
organization exists.

Value of Sharing Data
Results indicate focus on data as a tool to create efficiency across all resources.

D2OSNYYSYyil hTFFAOALE{AQ /2yO0SLIG allL
The Government Officials map is presented in Bgurn @ ¢ KS  dzf
ySSRa 2F O2yaiGAldSy(iae o6mMnod 6. 2f
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3. Nonprofit Focus Group

Hubert H. Humphrey School of Public Affairs Building
November 11, 2011

Participants

Chad Dipman Twin Cities Habitat for Humanity
Dan Hylton HousingLink

Jeff Narabrook Council of No#Profits

Linden Weisnerda Trust for Public Land

Mike Pease Embrace Open Space

Sally Wakefield Envision MN

Suppot Present:

Professor John Bryson, Humphrey School of Public Affairs, U éfadifitaton
Justin ElstonResearch Consultant

Randall Johnson, MetroGIS Staff Coordinator and QPV Study Coordinator.

Summary of Key Results

The source information capturedifeach of the component activities is presented in the Attachments
13-17. The following is a summary of the major findings from each of these activities for the First
Responder community.

Goals or Interests
Priorities indicate docus on building corections between different groups, and supporting positive
change.

Goals or Interests Nonprofit Values and Perceived Public Values
ThereisdJSNOSLIiA2y 2F tSaa 20SNIIFLI 60S
exceptfortt6 321t 2F AGLYLINRBOGS ljdzZ f Ade 2

A

S Llzt AO

Capabilities
A wide variety of different capabilities are indicated, broadly encompassiningaibvement, hard
work and influencing others.

Data and Information Dependencies
Dataareviewed primarily as an avenuerfbetter evaluation of issues.

Value of Sharing Data
Data allows for better coordination between groups, and around strategic goals.

Nonprofit Officials Concept Map

The Nonprofit Officials map is presented in Figure 5. The ultimate goal for thisgroud & L YLINR @S
jdzt t AdGe 2F tAFSeE 6uHmMOP 6. 2f RSR 02y OSLJia I NB 2ySa
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4. Utility Focus Group

Minnesota Counties Insurance Trust (MCIT) Building
November 16, 2011

Participants

Allan Radke Xl Energy

Jay Bennett CenterPoint Energy

Ryan Babler Korpartners (GopherOneCall contractor)
SupportPresent

Professor John Bryson, Humphrey School of Public AthosMn(Facilitator
Randall Johnson, MetroGIS Staff Coordinator and QPV Studyii@tor.

Summary of Key Results

The source information captured for each of the component activities is presented Attdoehments
18-22. The following is a summary of the major findings from each of these activities for the First
Responder community.

Goals or Interests
Utilities are focused on operational goals, centecartiay-to-day indices.

Goals or Interests Utility Values and Perceived Public Values
Notable overlap exists between the Goals or Interests of utilities, and the perceivedqiredsrof the
public, with the exception of Making a Profit and Achieve and Maintain accurate maps and data.

Capabilities
There is an mphasis on the utility of data in the ongoing operations of utilities.

Data and Information Dependencies
Responses indite aview of data as instrumental in building relationships & delivering good customer
service.

Value of Sharing Data
Sharing klps promote more effective service delivery, planning and communication.

PGATAGASE hFFAOAILITAQ /2y O0OSLI al LI

The Utilities OfDA I £ aQ YI LJ Aa LINSBASYGSR X¢FNILKRAZAS I 0D dztIK 8 S ik
ofconstituent¢ oémMn0X dal 1S I LINRPFAGE o000 YR dat NPDOARS
(Bolded concepts are ones that also show up in Figure 2.)
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5. Business Focus Group

Hubert H. Humphrey School of Public Affairs Building
November 30, 2011

Participants

Adam Fisher MnCar

John Carpenter Excensus

Cathy Capone Consultant toUrban Land Institute

Bennett

Curt Girlson MLS

Jeff Budish CB Richard Ellis
SupportPresent

Professor John Bryson, Humphrey School of Public AtaoMn(Facilitato
Randall Johnson, MetroGIS Staff Camaittir and QPV Study Coordinator
Justin ElstonResearch Consultant

Summary ¢ Key Results

The source information captured for each of the component activities is presented Attdoehments
23-26. The following is a summary of the major findings from each of these activities for the First
Responder community.

Goals or Interets

Goals and interests center on leveraging data for business purposes, which then has favorable
consequences in terms of better decision making for private and public benefit, meeting client needs,
generating revenue, and ultimately serving the publite concern for the public broadly conceived was
a noteworthy feature of this group.

Capabilities
¢KS ANRdzL) SYLKI aAl SR 2y ySSR (2 KIFI@S SlFae RIFEGE |

O

Data and Information Dependencies
The group did not address this questio

Value of Sharing Data

The group emphasized that sharing data and information could produce time and cost saving and higher
data quality via more scrutiny. The sharing of resources was thought to enhance cost savings,
organizational comparative advayges,andthe perceived sophistication of the regioBharing work

was thought to lead to better results in a variety of ways, including better governance and improved
attractiveness of the region for businesses and other.

.dzaAySaad hTFAOALFIEAQ /2y OSLIi al LI

TKS . daAaAySaa hFFAOAFIEAQ YILI Ad LINBaAaSYyGdSR Ay CA3IdzNE
G. SGGSNI RSOA&A2Y YIFI1Ay3 Kk LINAGFEGS FyR LlzoftAO o6SyS
concepts are ones that also show up in Figure 2.)
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6. Combined Focus Group

Metropolitan Counties Government Center
December 1, 2011

Participants

Barry Altman Red Cross

General Joe Kelly Deputy Director, HSEM

Terry Schneider City of Minnetonka

Guy Peterson Metropolitan Coundi

Nancy Read Regionat MMCD

Jesse Pearson MnDOT

Chad Dipman Twin Cities Habitat for Humanity
Dan Hylton HousingLink

Sally Wakefield Envision MN

Allan Radke Xcel Energy

Jay Bennett CenterPoint Energy

Ryan Babler Korpartners (GopherOneCall contragto
Adam Fisher MnCar

John Carpenter Excensus

Cathy Capone Urban Land Institute

Bennett

Support Present:

Professor John Bryson, Humphrey School of Public Affairs, U d¢fadifitaton
Randall Johnson, MetroGIS Staff Coordinator and QPV Study Ctardina
Justin ElstonResearch Consultant

Summary of Key Results
See General and More Specific Findings in main bodspoftst pp. 6- 26. The source information
captured for each of the component activities is presented inAttachments 2733.

The conbined focus group believes thpeiblic most values the followingoals and interests
Providing reliable service at reasonable cost

Ensuring public safety

Providing effective, efficient, quality services

Ensuring better decision making for public and @iévbenefit

Improving the quality of life

Helping develop a stronger local economy

Ensuring physical infrastructure is developed and maintained

= =4 =4 =8 -8 -8 -9

In terms ofcapabilitiesneeded to achieve the goals and pursue the interests listed above, the combined

focusgroup believes th@ublic most values the following items:

Understanding needs and expectations of citizens

Responding by leading and adapting to any situation

Effective executive leadership

Communicating and interacting effectively

Accurate data

Effectil8 A YL SYSy Gl GdA2y IyR OGA2y 0a52¢0
Ease of access to information

=4 =4 =8 -8 -8 -8 -9
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The more specific findings of the final focus group session are those that relate to the individual
community of practice focus groups. In the case of goals and interests, what the fivduatliecus
groups as a set value for themselves shows more dispersal in valuations than was the case with what the
combined focus group thought the public valu&bke top four goals and interests the focus groups
value for themselveg; as opposed to whathey think the public values; are:

1 Better decision making for public and private benefit

9 Achieving and maintaining accurate maps and data

1 Ensuring public safety

9 Accessing data efficiently

The top capabilities the five individual focus groups as a setiedbr themselves; as opposed to
what they think the public valueg are:

Getting easy data accessibility

Accurate data

Collaboration and coordination in achievement of goals and program implementation
Responsivenessleading and adapting to any situaiti

Understanding the needs and expectations of citizens

Obtaining information for planning and implementation

Communicating interactively effectively

=A =4 =4 =8 -8 -8 =9

The combined focus groups believe that the followingtaeemajor benefits of sharing data and
information:

Better decision making

Accuracy

Data accessibility and availability

Cost saving and cost sharing

Timely data

Improved data standards

=A =4 =4 =4 -8 =9

The combined focus group believes the following represent the major values to be gaigkdring
other resources

Greater connectivity, collaboration, and alignment

Cost savings and cost effectiveness

Flexibility to do other things, one of which is to innovate

Improved data accuracy

Increased impact

Increased organizational and project viability

= =4 =4 -8 -8 -4

The combined focus grpubelieves the following represent the major values to be gaineshiaying
work:

Better decisioAmaking

Cost efficiency and cost effectiveness

Better products and services

Better understanding, planning, governance, and attractiveness to businesses
Innovdion as a result of sharing

Finding and sharing best practices

Facilitation of policypased discussions

=A =4 =4 =4 -8 -8 -9

CAylt C20dza D N@ndeCidéepMagsl NI Ay 3 F YR
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Thefinal focus group began its work by assessing the composite map presented in Figure 8 thest merg

the concepts maps for the five individual focus groups (Figuré)3The links that are bolded and

without arrows indicate strong affinities among concepts across focus groups. Figure {pgn® 2nd
16)summarize the results of the combined fo@NER dzLJQa ¢2N)] Ay oKAOK I NBla 2
goals and capabilities are featured.
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Conclusions

1. There appears to be a substantial overlap across focus groups in goals and interests and
capabilities seen as importa for facilitating achievement of the goals and interest§he overlap
conceivably could be a result of two kinds of selection bias in formation of the focus groups. Those
who were invited may have had a predisposition to favor sharing of data and irdormather
resources, and work, and may have been favorably disposed toward a geospatial data and
application commons. That said, the results were produced via thoughtful deliberations within each
focus group and at the final combined focus group meetfgd, perhaps most importantly, the
results certainly appear to be reasonable.

Specifically, the combined focus group believesghblic most values the followingoals and
interests

Providing reliable service at reasonable cost

Ensuring public safety

Providing effective, efficient, quality services

Ensuring better decision making for public and private benefit

Improving the quality of life

Helping develop a stronger local economy

Ensuring physical infrastructure is developed and maintained

= =4 =4 =4 -4 -4 9

In terms ofcapabilitiesneeded to achieve the goals and pursue the interests listed above, the
combined focus group believes tpeblic most values the following items:

Understanding needs and expectations of citizens

Responding by leading and adapting to any situa

Effective executive leadership

Communicating and interacting effectively

Accurate data

9FFSOGADS AYLESYSyillLidAz2y IyYyR OGA2Y 0a52£¢0
Ease of access to information

=4 =8 =8 =8 -8 -8 -9

The more specific findings of the final focus group session are those that relate talthieual

community of practice focus groups. In the case of goals and interests, what the five individual focus
groups as a set value for themselves shows more dispersal in valuations than was the case with what
the combined focus group thought the publialues.The top four goals and interests the focus

groups value for themselves as opposed to what they think the public valuesare:

9 Better decision making for public and private benefit

1 Achieving and maintaining accurate maps and data

1 Ensuring publisafety

9 Accessing data efficiently
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The top capabilities the five individual focus groups as a set value for themsej\assopposed to
what they think the public valueg are:

Getting easy data accessibility

Accurate data

Collaboration and coordirten in achievement of goals and program implementation
Responsivenessleading and adapting to any situation

Understanding the needs and expectations of citizens

Obtaining information for planning and implementation

Communicating interactively effectiyel

=4 =4 =4 =4 -4 -8 9

There appears to be substantial agreement on the benefits of sharing data and information, other
resources, and work.There was no real surprise in finding that the government, nonprofit, and first
responder communities saw that shariggncluding aconss sectorg, of data and information, other
resources, and work carried with it many benefitghat was surprising, at least to the consultant,
was how much support there appears to be in the business community (including utilities) for
pursuing sharingfodata and information, other resources, and waitross sectors. The business
community focus group went even furthby emphasiingthe importarce of an enhanced

geospatial data commons avital way for helping businesses achieve their goals and puhsie
interests The fact that the business community includes among the goals it would claimgoalsy
shared ly other sectorsstrengthens the case for sharing across communities of practice via a
geospatial data and applications commons

The combinedocus groups believe that the following atee major benefits of sharing data and
information:

Better decision making

Accuracy

Data accessibility and availability

Cost saving and cost sharing

Timely data

Improved data standards

= =4 =4 =4 - -9

The combined focus grougelieves the following represent the major values to be gained by
sharing other resources

Greater connectivity, collaboration, and alignment

Cost savings and cost effectiveness

Flexibility to do other things, one of which is to innovate

Improved data acaacy

Increased impact

Increased organizational and project viability

= =4 =4 =4 -8 -4

The combined focus group believes the following represent the major values to be gained by
sharing work

Better decisiormaking

Cost efficiency and cost effectiveness

Better products andgervices

Better understanding, planning, governance, and attractiveness to businesses
Innovation as a result of sharing

Finding and sharing best practices

Facilitation of policypased discussions

=4 =4 =8 -8 -8 -8 -9
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3. The method used in this study to discern goals, interestssired capabilities, and the value of
sharing provides a way forward in the effort to quantify public valuehe method helped clarify
what the stakeholders value as separate communities of practice and what they believe the public
values.

Subsequenttsidies might begin by:

1 Engaging larger, more completely representative focus groups in each of the community of
practiceareas to test for agreement on the lists of goals or interests, capabilities, and reasons
for sharing that the focus groups in this djudeveloped.

1 Having the groups assess the validity of the key focus groups assess the validity of the key
concept maps produced as part of this research (Figur&)1

1 The assessment of the validity of the maps might include a study in which focusngeouipers
engage as individuals in a systematic paitethparisons exercise to determine which
statements lead to other statements.

4. An important next step is to develop measus¢hat capture the important dimensions of the
shared goals, interests, capaliiks, and benefits of sharingAnimportant next step would appear
to be the need to develop suitable measures in the categories identified via the focus group
research. These measure could be of assistance in doing the following:

1 Determining whether or nbMetroGIS is helpg ¢ probably indirectlyg the constituent
communities of practice achieve their goals and interests, maintain or develop the
capabilities they need to achieve their goals and interests, and realize the benefits of sharing
data and infomation, other resources, and work.

1 Inform efforts tofine-tuning existing MetroGIS strategiaaddevelop new strategies
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ATTACHMENT 1

EXAMPLEETTER ORVITATION

MetroGIS

Cooperation, Coordination, Sharing Geographic Data

September20, 2011

MetroGIS Quantify Public ValugQPV)Study

Focus Group Series
Dear Prospective Participant:

You have been identified as a top candidate to participate in ad@fffocus group to be comprised of-9policy

makers who represent the range of government typestttserve the sevewounty, MinneapolisSt. Paul
metropolitan area i KS aSGUNBDL{ O2YYdzyAide o ¢KAa a3I2OSNYYSyilde F20
FlLe&t la LINI 2F aSGiNRDL{Q&a Ay LINRPINBAaa wedrvig Meefm@ t dzof A
Wizard to confirm your availability and set the actual date, which is tentatively scheduled to be held during an
afternoon between October 5 and 7.

This component of the MetroGIS QPV study involves having dialogue with policy makells fafma of
government, and from the noprofit, utility, business, academic communities, and emergency responders.
Through this study, MetroGIS is attempting to understand public value creation potential gained through the
sharing of geospatial data, iparticular, geographicallseferenced parcel data.We are attempting to define

values that policy makers use to decide courses of action involving investments and policy. Specifically, we are
attempting to gain insight into values that policy makers cab®ut most when comparing and contrasting the
costs of supporting their operations with and without participating in a geospatial commons.

Professor John Bryson, McKnight Presidential Professor of Planning and Public Affairs, Hubert H. Humphrey School

of Public Affairs, University of Minnesota, will facilitate each of the focus groups. The study advisory team

O2y OdzZNNBR GKF(G tNRBFSaaz2NJ . Neaz2yQa 1yz2eftSR3IS 2F (G(KS G2
techniques important to the sucéea 2 F & 0ddzRé>X |yR KA& 1y2¢6ftSR3IAS 2F aSiN
qualify him to assist with this important study.

The results of this study are intended to lay the ground work for subsequent MetroGIS efforts to develop a
methodology capable of quntitatively measuring public value created when organizations actively participate in a
geospatial commons. Aederal grantwas awarded to this study because understanding public vateated,

when public producers of geospatial data openly share their data, is a key issue in discussions surrounding spatial
RFEGE AYFNF aGdNHzOGdzZNE o6{5L0 RS@GSt2LIYSyld FyR O2yiGAydzsSR A
decade.

Theresultws Af f | f &2 0SS dzaSR o6& aSUiNRBDL{ -sedor colBlibrativdiprodsS (i & ¢ T2
projects perceived to have high potential to create public value if access were to be provided to organizations that

cannot currently access the liceed data. These projects would, in turn, serve as test beds from which to explore

means to quantify public value creation potential.

Please join me in participating in this important work. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact

me (612720-7667) or Randall Johnson, MetroGIS Staff Coordinator§6241638).

Respectfully,

Terry Schneider,

Chair, MetroGIS Policy Board

and

Mayor, City of Minnetonka

cc: Randall Johnson, MetroGIS Staff Coordinator
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ATTACHMENZ

EXAMPLEFOCUSGROWP AGENDASNGLECOMMUNITY OPRACTICE

Time

Topic and Process

12:301 12:45

Introductions of Participants and Session

12:457 1:30

Create a Goals or Interests and Needed Capabilities Diagram

The diagram will be created on a wall covered by flipchagess. The diagram will
hel p participants ar tshacedgbalsormter@stsaset The- |
diagram will also indicate what participants think tapabilitiesare that First
Responders must have in order to achieve their goals anceptesuterests. The
articulated goals and interests (and perhaps capabilities) will presumably indica
what First Responderslue

1:3071 2:00

Discuss which goals and interests indicate what the group strorglyesand
which goals and interests indate what the group believese public values

Colored stickon dots placed on the diagram (one color for values and another fg
public values) will be used to pool judgments of group members.

2:0071 2:45

Discuss the ways in which achievement of theslues and public values depends
on:

1 Data
i Theconsolidation and coordinatiorof data
91 Spatial, Graphic or visual informatia systems*

Participants will make use of a worksheet to generate ideas first as individuals.
Postlts stuck on a wall will b used to create a shared set of ideas.

2:4571 3:00

Discuss the value adharing data, other kinds of information, resources (staff,
money, facilities, etc.), work, and power across jurisdictional and sector bounda

Again, participants will make esof a worksheet to generate ideas first as individu
Large Postts stuck on a wall will be used to create a shared set of ideas.

3:007 3:50

Di scuss how best to #Afr anwatuédobsharing. A pe

3:5071 4:00

Next Steps in the @ject and Adjournment

* Language used to describe the categories in this exercise were updated after the first focus group,
replacingg 5+ G+ T ¢KS al yALWz FGA2y 2F 5Fa4FT |FyR

¢KS dza s
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ATTACHMENS3-33
FOCUSGROUFRESULTESOURCIDATA

Listing: Page
3.First Responders Focus Grau@oals or Interests Mapping Results 37
4. First Responders Focus Graupapabilities Mapping Results 38
5. First Responders Focus Graupata Dependencies Mapping Results 39
6. First Responder®Eus Group Value of Sharing Mapping Results 40
7. First Responders Focus Graupraming the Value of Sharing 41
8. First Responders Focus Grauplogans 41
9. Government Focus GrogpGoals or Interests Mapping Rétsu 42
10. Government Focus GrogpCapabilities Mapping Results 43
11. Government Focus Grogata Dependencies Mapping Results 44
12. Government Focus Grogp/alue of Sharing Mapping Results 45
13. Nonprdit Focus Groujg Goals or Interests Mapping Results 46
14. Nonprofit Focus GroupCapabilities Mapping Results a7
15. Nonprofit Focus GroupData Dependencies Mapping Results 48
16. Nonprofit Focus GroupValue of Shang Mapping Results 49
17. Nonprofit Focus GroupFraming the Value of Sharing 51
18. Utilities Focus GroupGoals or Interests Mapping Results 52
19. Utilities Focus GroupCapabilities Mapping Results 52
20. Utilities Focus GroupData Dependencies Mapping Results 53
21. Utilities Focus GroupValue of Sharing Mapping Results 53
22. Utilities Focus GroupFraming the Value of Sharing / Slogans 54
23. Business Foc@&roupc Goals or Interests Mapping Results 55
24. Business Focus Grogapabilities Mapping Results 57
25. Business Focus Grogpalue of Sharing Mapping Results 58
26. Business Focus Grogpraming the Value of &fing 58
27. Combined Focus GrogpPublic Priorities, Goals and Interests Mapping Results 59
28. Combined Focus GroggPublic Priorities, Capabilities Mapping Results 62
29. Combined Focus Groggsector Priorities, Goad Interests Mapping Results 64
30. Combined Focus Grogfsector Priorities, Capabilities Mapping Results 68
31. Combined Focus Grogata & Information Preference Vote Results 70
32. Combined Focus Grogpther ResourceBreference Vote Results 71
33. Combined Focus GrogWork Preference Vote Results 72
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ATTACHMENI

First Responders
Goals, interests, and capabilities within the First Responders community. (Stickers: 1 R= 1 red sticker (itngeRa@oimmunity), 1 G= 1 green sticker
(important to general public). This is based on the cycle of PrépesponeRecoveiMitigate

Key FindingsGoals coalesce around protecting individuals and understanding the contexts and causalities of thre@dsdenorities overlap

a2YSeKL

I N2 dzy R

G{dGroArtAl S

(KS &aArddd GA2yé

Iy R

Gt NB & BeNdlges.f A TS |

Goals or Interests

Have effective preplanning Have a common understanding | Stabilize the situation | Preserve life and | Transition Enable mitigation strategies
(1G6) (2R 3G) safety to Recovery | to ID vulnerabilities with
(BR 6G) (2R) accurate data

Develop preincident
information/prevention strategies
(1G)

Ensure ugto-date info for
response and regery operations
(1G)

Control/Manage incident response (1R)

Develop RelationshipaVho and
where to contact, before event, 1
during (5R)

Develop/Maintain Situational
awareness for response/recover
operations (1R)

Understand Exposure to threat (2R 3G)

CooperatioAwillingness to work
with other agencies

Identify scope of incident (1R)

Have access to incident/find, respond to
location quickly (1R 2G)

Is incident dynamic?

First responder support (water, food, toilet

Collect/maintain accurate,
updated, spatial data/process (2|

Protect crime scene (1R)

Have spatial awareness, not jusl
in your jurisdiction

Hazmat Containment (4G)

Able to identify CIKR
interdependencies

Protect affected population (1R, 3G)

Responding agencies have acce
to same spatial data (1R)

Ensure safety of personal and crew and of
the public (1R 2G)

Ensure a safe environment (3G)

Yy R

37



ATTACHMENA

First Responders
Key FindingsAn emphasis oadaptability and strong communication of ideas and plans.

Capabilities

Create Community

Respondlead and adapt to any situation

Manage Info/Databases (1R)

Under stand what o6s

happening

(5R 4G

Sharing info easily (4R)

Map of incident area (1R)

All responding agencies possess interoperable communications (1R)

Staging aea

Quickly relate geospatial info to organizational info

Availability of shelter

Ability to look at same spatial data

Area to gather clients

Table of organizations

Understand task/role

Evaluate quickly (1R 2G)

Communicate quickly and clearly (3%G)

Plan for the next step (2G)

Multi-task
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ATTACHMEN3

First Responders
Key FindingsHaving access to accurate, specific data elements, which can be easily accessed and shared, is key.

Data

Manipulation of Data

Use of GIS

(Pinch Points- Heartburn List)

Must be available,
always up and running

Access to incident (closed
roads, perimeter,
evacuation area)

Usability

GIS for dummies

Issues with Sharing

Other Issues

Data is the backbone

Shelters (location,

Wh at 6 s -hangieg fruitg

GIS allows users to

Data cost (depending

Standards

-Accurate capacity, availability) (Easiest to get first) graphically see Tabular | on location and data

-Current Info needed)

-Meets standards

Accurate Incident area location Filter and Sort GIS Functionality must | Lack of access to No common data attribute

be automated for
layperson use

private sector CI/KR
data

standards

Current, nust be Damage (to area) Manipulation of Data allows| Filter Data Lack of ability to Multiple requests for data a
current and accurate interoperability to share the same time
applications
Relevant Population characteristics| Ability to manipulate in real | Mapping Lack of public Tough to get occupancy infg
time incident data (who is in the building, what
is in the building)
Common Incident command sites | Input/Output data retrieval | Planning No 1 stop shop to get| Delay from prining to field

vs. input for forecasting

data

site

Data availability, must
be available from
sources (x4)

Issues with licenses

Ability to field print
maps

Difficult to know how
to get data

Need to print current maps
from field

A common output
regardless of mapping
program

Hard toaccess data
after hours

Data and meta data are eith
missing or outdated
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ATTACHMENG

First Responders
Key FindingsThe value of sharingenters on the ability to quickly respond and apply resources in an efficient way.

Value of Sharing

Data and Information

Other Resources

Work

Power (Ability to make a difference)

Acquiring population data (people
affected)

Share GIS with VOAD (Volunteer
orgs active in Disaster)

Redundancy (in a good way)

State and county governments to collect and sh
data

Acquiring InfrastructureBuilding and
type, landmarks, hazards

Cross training

Less repetition, potential to
reduce duplicate efforts

Unity of effort

Improved responder and public safety

Collective collaboration

Quicker response from mutug
first responders

Damage data collected by red cross not shared
much as it could be.

Improved/targeted response

Cost Savings

Better decision making

Cost shaing for data development

Efficiency

Common datasets creates a common
understanding, no surprises if everyol
is looking at same data.

Flexibility to do other things

Sets stage for data standards

Increased accuracy

Error reduction
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ATTACHMENT
First Responders

Best way to frame issue for convincing others of the value of sharing

World does not end | Highlight Gives you Show what can be | Show Exercises | Visualize it | Target the Understand| Limit Access
at your jurisdictional | real world access to done if you remove benefits of | with data right how to individually
door examples data/events | roadblocks sharing audience sensitive identifiable
near your Decision business information
jurisdiction Makers vs. | data will be| for better
Doers used public buyin
Local data ges up, Remove Policy Show how it | After they
but the larger data Roadblocks helps them | experience
doesndt a pain points
back down
Statement from thel Understand
governor about and relate to
how data will be their
used business
ATTACHMENS
First Responders
Slogans
We can see it, we can do it
Webre the plot?

| know, do you?

Your data, our safety

Sharing is caring

Visualize with GIS

We can see it, we can do it

Who else needs to know?

All gain with little pain
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ATTACHMEN9

Government
Key FindingsGoals indicate atrong focus on providing public servicas,well a®nsuringthat those servicesmatca A § K G KS Lldzof A OQa
There is a perception of significant overlap between caustit and policy maker values, with the exception of the policy maker value of ensuring

SH

sustainable vision and goals.

Goals or Interests

Ensure sustainable vision
and goals.(6R 1G)

Meet needs of
constituents.(7R 10G)

Ensure physical
public infrastruct ure
is developed and
maintained. (5R 5G)

Protect health
& safety. (5R
5G)

Provide effective, efficient, quality services(7R 8G)

-Develop a vision &
strategic plan for future
generations to enjoy
benefits.

-Have good grasp of
dynamics of public and
theirir eal 0 e x

-Ensure
healthy
communities
for all.

-Provide services to citizens
that your agency is
charged/designated to do.

-People not
programs.

-Ensure values & interests (
public & private interests.

-Obtain relevant data to
make more infomed
decisions. (1R)

-Ensure safe
communities
for all.

-Perform duties & tasks that
are of public benefit.

-Partner to serve.

-Look to the long term
rather than the shetérm.

-To communicate well
with the public being
served in order to educat;
and togather information
that can improve
programs and services.

-Be the safety
net for the
most
vulnerable.

-Provide cost effective
services.

-Provide service that
can be done
collectively better
than done
individually or in
private.

-To create public policthat
best serves the needs and
benefits the public.

-Better understand needs
and wants of silent
majority.

-Creating public servants that
have a backbone.

-Use resources
efficiently so service
provided at
reasonable cost.

-Ensure transparency of
operatons. (1R)

-Prioritize resident needs

-Serve the population.

-Focus on meeting
goal s not
chargeo.

-To develop and deliver
programs and services
efficiently & effectively.

-Engage all sectors g
partners for public

good.
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ATTACHMENTIO

Government
Key FindingsCapabilities indicate ammphasis on connecting with constituents and coordinating efforts witleoagencies and organizations.
Capabilities
Executive leadership. Understanding | Communicate [interactive] Ensure a Research & Collaborate Obtain
needs & effectively. sustainable implement best | and coordinate | information
expectations of organization. | practices. in achievement | for planning
citizens. of goals & &
program implementati
implementatio | on.
n.
-Think 50 years| -Think more | -Obtain enough | -Government -To ensure that -Govt officials | -Govt officials -Coordinate -Collea
into the future | about the insight into officials must the public has must have the | need the tools with other information
when deciding | bigger picture| issues to have the ability to| confidence they | fiscal and resources to| entities needed to
strategic plans | rather than prioritize communicate are working in the| capability to continue to providing providethe
and visions. current hot resources effectively with publ i c 6 s | achievetheir | improve & similar service (&3.,
button issues.| efficiently. their peers and thg on important goals & to evolve the services. rainfall,
public they serve.| issues. improve the programs and topography)
services the services they
public wants. | provide to the
public.
-Apply needs of| -Ability to cut | -Adjust to ever | -Effectively -Provide feedback -Understand -Research & -Build new -Understand
counties and through red | changing citizen | communicate with citizens on and deal with | implement relationships change &
state tape if expectations. basis of decisian | service provided. | ever shrinking | evidence based | with private trends.
constituents to | necessary! that are being resources. practices. sector.
have a viable made.
and strong
global
economy.
-Maintain the -Instill trust -Communicate -Communicate -Manage
trust of their in public. with constituents | with constituents. | resources
constituency. to understand efficiently.
needs.
-Connect -Collect and react| -Develop &
effectively with to feedbak. support
legislature. workforce.
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Key Findings:

Attachment11
Governments

Spatial, Graphic or visual information systems

Can see relationships between

people and services.

Ability to illustrate trends or larger concepts in a
more understandable way.

Enhances decisiormaking

Clear Communicationi outward facing

Identify weaknesses in service
delivery for improvement: city,

county, regional.

The ability to express data in these forms contributes
better understanding of issues & objections; a pictire
worth 1000 words!

Helps with visual aspect of plannin
& decisionmaking process

Public may not be willing to evaluate
data, but can grasp implications of
special/graphic representations.

Can get beyond boundabased

thinking.

fiSeei

ng i s

believingo.

The tools used for analysis,
planning, etc.

Provides data that is easy to understang

Compare where needs are to whe

sources of service is.

Describe where needs are.

It means everything! A picture is worth 1000 words.

Provides visual direction.

Data Consolidation & coordination of data
Data for planning Communicate Defines issue, Data is essential Credible quality data | Consolidation & Data & Need data Provides for Fact/accuracy Integrate
and effectively gaps, and needs. means by which to coordination is governance sharing buy-in to checking different
implementation measure and imperative for standards mechanism collaborative types of data
reward success, efficiency and efforts. i econ., pop.,
effectiveness and effectiveness. envt., from
value of a program diverse
or service. sectors
Helps plan for You c andtl Datasubstantiates| Datais needed for Accurate data is Supports a holistic | Need data that Centrally Consolidation & Can identify Include both
projects more any consensus on | & quantifies a performance critical, but needs to bg approach to can be compared| accessible tall coord. Allows source of truth public and
effectively & any policy driven problem, issue or | measures. obtained in a providing service. | /combined. govt agencies. data to be better | for accurate use.| private data
efficiently result w/o data. need that should be credible/believable Applesto- Provide one understood & sources.
addressed. way. apples. stopshop to find | explained.
data (geoportal).
Need data about Need data that Need data about Data qualityi data Need data on who | Need data The more soces Fills in gaps
coststo manage describe citizen results to do driven results else is providing collection of data the more when doing
resources. needs, current evaluation similar service. consistency. believable it analysis
conditions. becomes.
Need specific data If consolidating Without
to provide specific si mi | ar A metadata, you
service (build data sets, thenthis| dondét kn
roads, prevent is godl! where & how

disease) (Real
time, continuous
need)

effective the data
is.

Trend data is
useful in planning.

Improves quality
of services!

Know if source
is authoritative.

Need forecasts of
future conditions
(pop, climate, etc.)

Increases cas
effectiveness of
efforts.

Need to ID data
collection
sources.

Can id better
trends.

Quantitative &
qualitative

analysis.
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ATTACHMENT 12

Government

Key FindingsA focus on data as a tool to create efficiency across all ressu

Data & Information

Other Resources

Improved Improved Data Could The public perception | Better Reduce | Support stronger | Sharing of Puts Creates a Provides Some Saves
accuracy and Availability support of sharing/combining decision Costs analysis human money to wider pool connectivity redundancy or | valuable
reliability more data & information is making resources larger of resources | across shared public dollars
effective good. priorities to draw boundaries practice can (cost effective
service from reduce risk use of
delivery resources)
-Different -Creates a central -Quality of -See larger jgture | -Increases -Spreads out
institutions location to locate data is for special trends, | likelihood of fixed costs.
have different data/information. improved & more reliable. matching the
types of data w/ helps with best talent with
different levels making good data needed.
of accuracy. decisions.
-Better quality -Some entities are| -Facilitates -Should
through better at collecting| completing provide more
working with data and dters projects that value for the
other (if are better and canot b dollar.
standards). determining what | alone.
the data means.
-Use strengths -Cost effective
avoid approach in
duplication times of
more efficient. shrinking
resources.
-Combines
knowledge
skills of staff.
Work Power
Find best Dondt hal| Create more cost Can create Creates more Able to develop Ability to More credible Multi -jurisdictional
practices by reinvent the saving collaborative | centers of opportunity for cooperators & leverage other information with decisionmaking
working with wheel! opportunities excellence = staff development collaborators. enti ti es { buy-infrom produces better results.
others better service resources broader sector of
communities
-Concept of -Better buyin from -Ability to work with

devel op
use many times.

collaborators if they
have some control.

multiple state& local
entities together. Good
communication/PR.

-Creates buyn,
collabaation,
ownership.

-Allows adjacent
governments to visualiz€
inputs & relationships.

-lgnores artificial
boundaries.
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ATTACHMENT 13

Nonprofits

Key FlndlngsA focus on building connections between different groups and supportlng posmve change
! LISNODSLIiA2y 2F tSaa 20SNIFLI 60SGeSSy (KS Lzt A OQAaY LLUBNRE2NARIjGdeStEaA U & R2 i KE

Goals and Interests
Improve quality of life (6R | Build community i Maek t he c a{Filinthe gaps 1R Achieve organizational sustainability
5G) capacity; place;

interest 1R
-l mpr ove peop|-Advocate for change. | -Influence policy -Partner with the public sector. | -Develop public trust. 1G
t he Acommon (1G4R discussion.
-Increasee si d e nt 6| -Represent -Educate the public. 2G| -Leverage public and private -Achieve fiscal stability. 5R
& disposable income. 1G | communities. 1G 1R investment. 3R
-Improve health of residenty -Bring people together.| -ldentify resources. 1R | -Provide capacity that partners | -Guarantee higlguality work. 3G

1R lack. 3G 1R
-Improve economic viability| -Increase local -Report previous work. | -Respond quickly to requests (fo -Insure transparency. 3G 1R
of neighborhood. 1G decisionmaking and information, researghistory,

community ownership. etc.)
-Save Energy in -Influence policy -Understand needs and -Be selfsustining. 1G
commercial, residential and discussion (by abilities of other:
government buildings. community). nonprofits, governments

individuals, etc.

-Increase positive long tern| -Target new customers| -Compare effectiveness
tenure in housing. e.g., identify of programs. 1R

needs/opportunities.
-Support social good. 1G 2} -Justify continued

investment. 5G

46



ATTACHMENTI4

Nonprofits

Key FindingsA wide variety of different capabilitieme indicated broadly encompassing séffiprovement, hard work and influencing others.

Capabilities

Embody values to Do Sell Improve

stay in the game

Be courageous. Deliver on mission. Work in Policy discussion.| Lobby elected Forge mutually Be innovative.
collaboration. officials. beneficial partnerships

Be persistent. Effect change themselvey Need to keep track | Demonstrate Promote yourself. Prove effectiveness. | Find new partnes.
of work. value.

Patience. Understand political / Be the change. Show/demonstrat¢ Measure current Obtain resources Pursue diverse

social / economic context success. conditions and (financial, human, funding.
demonstrate change.| political capital).

Be thrifty. Gathereffective stories. | Communicate with | Engage Demonstrate need. | Fundraising. Demonstrate
local officials; build | stakeholders to alternate scenarios.
relationships. garner support.

Be nimble. Employ technical Make maps! Clearly Gain audience with | Must obtain funding.

expertise.

communicate.

influential
stakeholders.

Maintain trust &
credibility.

Persuade people
to participate.

Tell compelling
stories.

Raise money.
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