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Meeting Summary 
MetroGIS Coordinating Committee 

MN Counties Insurance Trust Bldg. – Board Room 
March 27, 2008 

 
1.   CALL TO ORDER 
Chairperson Brown called the meeting to order at 1:05 p.m.   
 
Members Present: Academics: Will Craig (U of M); Cities: Jim Engfer (AMM: core cities - City of St. 
Paul), Bob Owen for Harold Busch (AMM: suburban cities - City of Bloomington); Counties: John 
Slusarczyk (Anoka), Pete Henschel (Carver), Randy Knippel (Dakota), Bill Brown (Hennepin), David 
Claypool (Ramsey), Jim Bunning (Scott), Jane Harper (Washington); Metropolitan: David Bitner 
(Metropolitan Airports Commission), Rick Gelbmann and Mark Vander Schaaf (Metropolitan Council), 
and Nancy Read (Metropolitan Mosquito Control District); State: David Arbeit (GDA/LMIC), (Joella 
Givens (MN/DOT); Federal: Ron Wencl (USGS); and Utilities: Allan Radke (CenterPoint Energy). 
 
Members Absent: Business Geographics: Patrick Hamilton (CB Richard Ellis); Metropolitan: Gordon 
Chinander (Metropolitan Emergency Services Board); Non-Profits: Sally Wakefield (1000 Friends of 
Minnesota); Schools: Dick Carlstrom (TIES); State: Tim Loesch (DNR); and Special Expertise: Brad 
Henry (URS Corp.)  
 
Open Seats: GIS Consultants: [Terese Rowekamp (Rowekamp Associates) resigned effective this 
meeting], Non Profits (second seat), and Watershed/Water Management Organizations. 
 
Support Staff: Randall Johnson and Jonathan Blake (MetroGIS staff support team) 
 
Visitors:  Mark Kotz (Metropolitan Council and member of the Technical Leadership Steering 
Workgroup), Chris Cialek and Fred Logman (Minnesota Land Management Information Center-LMIC) 
and Gary Swenson (Hennepin County) 
 
2.  ACCEPT AGENDA 
Chairperson Brown suggested adding Item 5h) Resignation of Member Rowekamp and offering Member 
Craig an opportunity to make an announcement before the business items are considered.  The agenda 
was accepted, as modified. 
 
2A. ANNOUNCEMENT – LECTURE BY JACK DANGERMOND 
Member Craig commented that Jack Dangermond, President of ESRI, will receive an Honorary Doctor of 
Science degree from the University of Minnesota on April 2 at 4:30 p.m. in Memorial Hall, McNamara 
Alumni Center, 200 Oak St. S.E., Minneapolis.  Following the award ceremony, Dangermond will give a 
lecture entitled “The Geographic Approach – A Cross-Cutting Methodology.” 
 
3.  ACCEPT MEETING SUMMARY 
Member Bitner moved and Member Read seconded to approve the December 18, 2007 meeting summary, 
as submitted, with the exception of correcting a typographical error in the last line on page 3 (change “the 
when” to “that”.  Motion carried, ayes all.   
 
The staff coordinator was thanked for the completeness of the meeting summaries that he prepares.  
 
4.  SUMMARY OF JANUARY POLICY BOARD MEETING 
Member Knippel commented that he is concerned that the Policy Board may have come away from the 
presentation about the I-35W Bridge collapse with the opinion that the data access problems encountered 
only related to parcel data where in fact the data needs involved went well beyond parcel data.  
Chairperson Brown commented that it is the committee’s responsibility to frame the issues for further 
consideration.  He suggested and committee concurred that the committee’s response to the Board should 
lead off with a clarification of the breadth and depth of the data involved, follow with an explanation of 
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distribution policies that are currently used (e.g., Hennepin County distributes data for areas up to 10 
square miles without a license), and conclude a list of specific actions of how the problems encountered 
last August will be proactively dealt with before the next event occurs – Resolve Now to Avoid Later.   
 
Givens clarified that MnDOT had the data that it needed but that the problems began to arise when others 
(e.g., FBI) unlicensed to access the data wanted access directly from MnDOT.  It was agreed that in the 
next-generation license it should be made clear when and how exceptions can be made.  Knippel also 
commented that the GIS community has a responsibility to better understand its role and the issues that 
need to be overcome to effectively carry out that role.  
 
The was no action other than to encourage the Emergency Preparedness Workgroup to consider the points 
made in this discussion as it develops its recommendation in response direction provided by the 
committee at the December 2007 meeting.  (Editor’s note: See Agenda Items 6b and 6f in the packet for 
the March 27, 2008 Coordinating Committee meeting for more information.)  

 

5.  ACTION AND DISCUSSION ITEMS 
a) Next Steps: Solutions to Shared Application Needs 
Mark Kotz and Nancy Read, members of the Technical Leadership Steering Workgroup, introduced 
Agenda Items 5a and 5b (GeoServices Finder Final Report).  (See 
http://www.metrogis.org/teams/cc/meetings/08_0327/5a%20NR%20and%20MK%20presentation.pdf  for 
the respective PowerPoint Presentation.)  Kotz offered a depiction of what web services are and how they 
might be used for geospatial applications.  Kotz suggested that the committee consider Item 5b before 
considering 5a because the next steps suggested for Item 5b are incorporated into the Workgroup’s 5a 
recommendation.  The group concurred.  Consideration of Item 5a was postponed until following 
consideration of Item 5b.   

  

b) GeoServices Finder Project: Final Report & Next Steps 
Fred Logman, manager of the GeoServices Finder project, provided an overview of the process used to 
create the Version 1 application, also noting that the project had been funded in cooperation by LMIC and 
MetroGIS (2006 Regional GIS Project).   

 
Chris Cialek, lead technical support, provided an overview of the functionality supported by the Version 1 
application.  He then summarized the recommendations set forth in the project summary document 
(http://www.metrogis.org/teams/cc/meetings/08_0327/5b%20Separate%20Att_%20Final%20Project%20
Report.pdf ) and three suggested general next steps: Promote, Commit, and Incubate.  (See 
http://www.metrogis.org/teams/cc/meetings/08_0327/5b%20project%20presentation.pdf  for the 
PowerPoint Presentation.)   

 
Member Read asked how far the outreach effort should extend to populate metadata records for services 
valuable to local stakeholders but which involve interests that go beyond MetroGIS and Minnesota based 
producers of web services.  She gave an example of a precipitation data web service provided by Iowa 
State that covers a multi-state area.  Member Arbeit encouraged the user community to speak with 
producers of any web services important to supporting local users’ information needs and encourage them 
to document their services.  Member Arbeit encouraged the user community to speak with producers of 
any web services important to supporting local users’ information needs and encourage them to document 
their services. 

 
Knippel commented that there is potential for duplication between the DataFinder and GeoServices 
Finder applications.  Kotz concurred and asked Knippel to hold his question until the recommendations 
associated with Agenda Item 5a are presented, noting that the Workgroup is proposing a project to blend 
these applications.  

 
Motion: Member Craig moved and member Bitner seconded that the committee: 
1) Endorse pursuing the next steps described in the “First Generation Geospatial Services Broker” project 

report, dated December 27, 2007, including the project addendum dated March 20, 2008, as a 
component of MetroGIS’s workplan to pursue solutions to shared geospatial needs beyond data.    
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2) Accept: 
a) The functional design recommendations for the broker suggested in the project report (pages 5-11),  
b) LMIC’s offer to share its services library via the broker (page7),  
c) LMIC’s offer to host the GeoServices Finder for the MetroGIS community (page 5) 
d) LMIC’s offer to assist with the promotion of the GeoServices Finder (page12) 
e) LMIC’s offer to promote standards necessary to achieve the vision of the broker (page 12) 

3) Direct incorporation into MetroGIS’s next-generation Outreach Plan, tactics to achieve the “Shared 
Commitment” next step (page 12) 

4) Direct incorporation into MetroGIS’s next-generation Performance Measurement Plan the “Experienced-
Based Evaluation” next step (page 12). 

 
Motion carried, ayes all 
 

5a) Resume consideration: Next Steps: Solutions to Shared Application Needs  
Member Read, acting as a spokesperson for Technical Leadership Steering Workgroup, summarized 
direction the Workgroup received from both the Policy Board and Committee in connection with adoption 
of the 2008-2011 MetroGIS Business Plan.  The Workgroup started with that base and used surveys, 
presentations on current shared applications, and user input at a full-day workshop Jan. 24 facilitated by 
PlanGraphics, to explore issues and options and develop recommendations as to how MetroGIS should 
proceed to address application needs shared by the community.  Read also commented that a surprising 
finding, from her perspective, was that organizational structure and funding issues could be as important 
for enabling shared applications as were more technological issues, a finding that highlights the continued 
need for MetroGIS’s role.     
 
Mark Kotz, also acting as a spokesperson for Technical Leadership Steering Workgroup, presented the 
Workgroup’s recommendations, as outlined in the agenda report, noting that a key finding of the 
Workgroup is that the services of a technical coordinator dedicated to MetroGIS will be needed to fully 
realize the broad outcomes defined in the 2008-2011 business plan and to achieve the application-sharing 
strategies defined via the evaluation overseen by the workgroup.   
 
Before discussion of the recommended 2008-2009 workplan began, staff commented that the concept of 
securing the services of a technical coordinator was shared with senior Metropolitan Council officials on 
January 30, 2007.  Member Vander Schaaf, who participated in the meeting, commented that 
Metropolitan Council Chairperson Bell, Councilmember Pistilli (Council representative to the MetroGIS 
Policy Board) and members of Council senior management attended to discuss preliminary findings of 
the Workgroup, including the need for a technical coordinator.  He commented that Chairperson Bell and 
Regional Administrator Weaver had expressed cautious optimistic support, and acknowledged that such 
an investment would benefit the Council.  Vander Schaaf went on to comment that the understanding 
reached at the January 30th meeting had recently been set aside as a result of the Council’s decision to 
enact a hiring freeze that was not anticipated at the time of the January 30th meeting.  The hiring freeze is 
a result of a projected $47 million budget deficit associated with the Council’s transit operations that 
arose during Legislative considerations.  Vander Schaaf concluded his remarks by stating that although 
the Council greatly values the benefits it receives from its participation in MetroGIS’s efforts, it cannot 
give further consideration to pursuing the hiring of the technical coordinator until the budget deficit is 
resolved.  
 
General discussion ensued as to how MetroGIS should proceed in terms of submitting a “foster 
collaboration function” budget request to the Metropolitan Council, given the uncertainties that have 
arisen due to the hiring freeze.  After discussion of several options, it was agreed to submit a budget 
request for what the committee believes MetroGIS needs to achieve the outcomes defined in the business 
plan and leave it up to the Council to decide how it wishes to proceed.  (Editor’s note: Chairperson 
Brown, Vice Chairperson Wakefield and the staff coordinator met with Policy Board Chairperson 
Reinhardt the following day.  Chairperson Reinhardt concurred that MetroGIS should request the 
resources it needs to be successful.  It was also agreed that once the budget proposal is submitted to the 
Council that status updates would be provided to the committee and Board at their summer and fall 
meetings.) 
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Comments/Discussion about the Proposed 2008-2009 Work Plan:  
1. Chairperson Brown commented that inclusion of “cost recovery” as a topic to in a proposed plan to 

address obstacles to sharing (Item 6 in the Workgroup’s suggested next steps and in the composite 
2008-2009 work program on page 57 of the agenda packet) concerned him as it is his belief that the 
Policy Board had agreed to leave this matter to the counties’ discretion.  The group concurred with 
member Craig’s suggestion to drop this phrase from the list of “e.g.,” that provide context for the 
activity. 

 
2. Member Knippel asked about the choice of “applications” versus “web services” terminology in the 

recommended next steps.  A short discussion followed in which some argued that “services” are 
components of the broader topic area here described as “applications” and that the recommendations 
are intended to include both.  Bitner, a member of the Technical Leadership Steering Workgroup, 
commented that behind all services is an application, and thus they are both part of a continuum.   

 
The idea of changing the terminology used in the top priority next step from “applications and service 
needs” to “applications and related components” was talked about nothing definitive was decided.  
(Editors note: After attending the lectures by Jack Dangermond on April 2 and 3, the Staff 
Coordinator, members Read and Kotz concluded that the committee should give more thought to 
retaining specific reference to the term “web services” (e.g., shared needs for applications and web 
service"), given the emphasis he placed web services playing a central role in achieving the vision of 
a federated enterprise or services oriented architecture involving sharing of data resources among 
multiple organizations via the Internet.)  Member Harper encouraged those who will be presenting 
these recommendations to the Policy Board to use terms that are appropriate for an audience of policy 
makers.   

 
3. Member Vander Schaaf suggested, and the group concurred, that the budget action request to the 

Policy Board should be worded as “adopting a budget recommendation” to connote MetroGIS 
leadership understands that the actual budget approval lies with the Metropolitan Council, not with 
the MetroGIS Policy Board.   

 
The staff coordinator encouraged members of Technical Leadership Steering Workgroup and others to 
remain engaged to maintain momentum achieved at the January 24 Workshop, given the uncertainties that 
have arisen with the recommendation to pursue a technical coordinator.  
 
Motion: The following five recommendations were moved by Member Bitner and Seconded by 
Member Givens as a single motion with five parts, voted on simultaneously, and unanimously 
approved.  
 
1) Endorse Appropriate Roles for MetroGIS: That the Coordinating Committee seek endorsement 

from the Policy Board that MetroGIS’s roles related to shared application needs should consist of 
providing: 
• Leadership,  
• Coordination,  
• Policy and procedural support, and 
• Seed funding. 

 

2) Initiate Negotiations to Secure Technical Coordinator: That the Coordinating Committee: 
• Request the Policy Board to authorize immediate negotiations to achieve dedication of additional 

technical staff support to MetroGIS consistent with the responsibilities and skills defined in 
Attachment A, of Agenda Report 5c.   

• In the short term, to the extent practical, continue to rely upon the Technical Leadership Steering 
Workgroup to serve as a surrogate for a dedicated technical coordinator.  

3) Define Specific Shared Application Needs: That the Coordinating Committee: 
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• Create a workgroup to begin work immediately to oversee a process to identify and prioritize 
shared needs for applications and web services.   

• Charge this workgroup to report back to the committee at its June 2008 meeting with progress made 
and if not completed, a proposed plan to secure resources needed to accomplish this task.   

• The membership shall be comprised of those members of the Technical Leadership Steering 
Workgroup who wish to continue to serve in this capacity, supplemented by persons that the 
Workgroup members wish to invite who possess skills important to achieving the charge.   

• The chair of the new Shared Applications Workgroup shall be designated by the workgroup 
members, subject to approval by the Coordinating Committee.   

4) Update Outreach Plan: That the Coordinating Committee: 
• Authorize creation of a workgroup to guide updating of MetroGIS’s Outreach Plan to address 

direction provided in the 2008-2011 MetroGIS Business Plan (Attachment G), recommendations 
provided by the PlanGraphics Team (Appendix A), and recommendations of the Technical 
Leadership Steering Workgroup presented in this report such as showcasing of benefits anticipated 
to be achieved from collaborative application solutions, and explaining easy ways to find 
applications, services, and opportunities for collaboration.   

• This workgroup would begin it s work once specific shared application needs are defined.  

5) Test Mechanism to Foster Partnering:  That the Coordinating Committee: 
• Direct the Technical Advisory Team to test the potential for it to expand its scope as principally a 

knowledge sharing vehicle to oversee a “mail list or list serve” mechanism as the initial strategy to 
foster partnering in addition to knowledge sharing.   

• A role of the proposed Technical Coordinator would be to moderate this “partnering” mechanism.  
• Offer a recommendation for how best promote the nine categories of application related sharing 

defined as appropriate for MetroGIS to foster (e.g., add a business rule, outreach, etc.) 
 
 

Motion carried, ayes all. 
 

C)  2008-2009 Budget and Workplan Refinements 
The staff coordinator summarized the 2008-2009 work program and non-staff budget proposals, as 
outlined in the agenda report, noting that the total budget request remains unchanged from that 
approved for 2008 and that the 2009 total request is the same as for 2008; $86,000.   
 
He shared a recommendation to delete, as a separate allocation of funding, the competitive Regional 
GIS Project proposal line item in 2009.  Rather, the committee would be relied upon to prioritize 
among the shared application-related projects anticipated to be defined in the coming months.   
 
Member Craig requested clarification that the proposal to forego the competitive Regional GIS 
Project program means that the funds are still available but only that the manner in which they are 
allocated is being changed.  The staff coordinator concurred, noting the subject funding for 2009 is 
proposed to be used for shared application related projects, with the priority among projects 
recommended by the committee, as opposed to via proposals received. 
 
Member Craig also reminded the group that in the discussion for Agenda Item 5a, the group had 
agreed to remove the phrase “cost recovery” from the list of “for examples” in last Item on page 57.  
(Editor’s note: Line numbers will be added to the next version.) 
 
Motion: Member Craig moved and member Vander Schaaf seconded that the committee recommend 
that the Policy Board:  
1) Request the Metropolitan Council to dedicate support resources to MetroGIS sufficient to 

accomplish the roles and responsibilities of a Technical Coordinator, as described in Attachment A 
of the agenda packet.   

2) Adopt the proposed revised 2008 and proposed preliminary 2009 MetroGIS work plans, as 
presented in Attachment B and dated March 13, 2008, subject to deleting the phrase “cost 
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recovery” from the “for examples” in the last item on page 57, with the understanding that 
securing a technical coordinator is required to fully achieve the associated outcomes in a timely 
manner.  

3) Endorse the proposed revisions to the preliminarily approved 2008 budget line items, as presented 
in Attachment C and dated March 13, 2008, involving postponement of updating the Performance 
Measures Plan until specific shared application needs are defined and shifting the $10,000 allotted 
for updating the Performance Measurement Plan to addressing shared application needs. 

4) Endorse the preliminary proposed 2009 MetroGIS “foster collaboration” project budget request, 
presented in Attachment C and dated March 13, 2008, with the understanding that the support role 
of a Technical Coordinator will be filled by January 1, 2009.  (The total amount of $86,000 
requested for the 2009 is the same as approved for 2008.)   

 
Motion carried, ayes all.  
 

d) 2008 Regional GIS Project - Call for Proposals  
The Staff Coordinator Johnson stated that with this presentation the call is officially underway for 
2008 Regional GIS Project proposals.  He commented that announcement of this call had been 
postponed until tentative agreement had been reached on a modified work plan for 2008, which 
occurred with the recommendation for Agenda 5c.   
 
Johnson went on to suggest modification to the traditional committee and board evaluation processes 
for allocation of these funds to enable project to begin in early August, which has been the case with 
the previous approval cycles.   
 
After some discussion of several options, the committee concurred that a modified evaluation process 
should be implemented that incorporates the following components: 

• A workgroup of the committee will be created to comment on completeness of proposals and 
assist the full committee decide if any are inconsistent with direction desired by the 
committee.  The members will be decided once proposals are know to avoid conflicts of 
interest. 

• Concept proposals are due by May 2.  Concept review is not required though highly 
recommended to insure that the final proposal is consistent with established guidelines for 
approval (i.e., ideas consistent with outcomes previously defined as important to achieving 
MetroGIS’s vision).   

• Preference should be given to proposals that involve shared services.  
• Seek consent from the Policy Board to accomplish board consideration as to their appropriate 

use of the subject funds via its Executive Committee in late May. 
• Final project proposals are due by June 6.  The Workgroup will again assist in the review of 

the proposals for relative importance and preparation of a recommendation to the full 
committee.   

• Final recommendations for funding to be made by the committee at its June meeting.  
 
Motion: Member Bitner moved and member Harper seconded that the committee: 
1. Recommend that the Policy Board endorse the proposed Regional GIS Project approval schedule 

as presented in Attachment 1, Exhibit A, which includes authorizing its Executive Committee to 
review and comment on concept project proposals, as opposed to the full Board.  

2. Decide on the appropriateness of concept proposals via electronic vote.  
3. Authorize its chair to create a workgroup comprised of individuals with expertise appropriate to 

identify any gaps in concept proposals needed to determine consistency with the guidelines and 
relative value to the community.   

 
Motion carried, ayes all. 
 

e) Leadership Development Plan 
Consideration postponed to the June meeting due to time constraints.  
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f) GIS Demonstration for April Policy Board Meeting 
The pending Regional Economic Development (ED) Web Site was agreed upon as the top choice for 
a demonstration at the April Policy Board meeting.  Member Knippel agreed to head up a workgroup, 
including Chairperson Brown and member Craig, to prepare the presentation.  The committee 
encouraged workgroup to use this application to help the Board members understand the types of 
applications possible, explore ideas they may have for other applications, and or offer enhancements 
to the first generation of the ED application.  Another theme of the presentation should be to help the 
Board understand appropriate roles for government and non-government interests as we pursue 
partnerships to develop and support solutions to shared application needs.  
 
It was also agreed that the Council’s Natural Resources Atlas would be the second choice if the time 
was too short to pull together a presentation on the ED website.  A third option of demonstrating the 
intersection between IT and GIS was also identified.   
 
(Editor’s note: Chairperson Reinhardt asked for a presentation that had been made at the March 
meeting of the Governor’s Council on Geographic Information regarding the statewide effort to 
develop emergency preparedness data based upon the model defined by MetroGIS)    

 
g) Open Seat on the Committee (Non-Profit Organizations) 

Postponed discussion to the June meeting due to time constraints. 
  

h) Resignation of Member Rowekamp 
Postponed discussion to the June meeting due to time constraints 

 
6.   PROJECT UPDATES 

There was no discussion of the items presented in the agenda materials.   
 

7.   INFORMATION SHARING 
There was no discussion of the items presented in the agenda materials.   
 

8.   ADJOURN 
The meeting adjourned at 3:40 p.m. 

 
 

Prepared by,  
 
Randall Johnson, AICP 
MetroGIS Staff Coordinator 

and 
Nancy Kruger 
MetroGIS support staff 
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MetroGIS      Agenda Item 4 
Cooperation, Coordination, Sharing Geographic Data 
 
TO: Coordinating Committee 
 
FROM: MetroGIS Staff Support Team 
 Contact: Randall Johnson (651-602-1638) 
 
SUBJECT: Summary of April 2008 Policy Board Meeting 
 
DATE: May 29, 2008 
 (For the Jun 18th Meeting) 
 
The following major topics were considered / acted on by the Policy Board on April 23.  Refer to the meeting 
minutes at http://www.metrogis.org/teams/pb/meetings/08_0423/08_0423m_d.pdf for information about each 
item ands other topics considered by the Board.   
 
1. GIS Technology Demonstration:  

Mapping Minnesota Emergency Response Structures: An Initiative to Support the National Map and 
National Spatial Data Infrastructure (aka Minnesota Structures Project) 
John Hoshal, GIS Services Supervisor with LMIC and lead support for the subject project, made the 
presentation.  The subject project seeks to develop sustainable partnerships and technical capacity needed to 
capture, in a standardized manner, data related to critical infrastructure - fire stations, hospital/clinics, police 
stations, and schools - for use in responding to emergency situations.  It also seeks to leverage the data 
maintenance model developed by MetroGIS, known as the Emergency Preparedness Data Custodian Model 
(http://www.metrogis.org/data/info_needs/emergency_prep/ep_endorsed.pdf).  This model is being leveraged 
because it emphasizes clear definition of roles and responsibilities and seeks involvement by organizations 
with aligned business needs and resources sufficient to carry these roles.  
 
(Hoshal’s presentation slides can be viewed at 
http://www.metrogis.org/teams/pb/meetings/08_0423/4_CAP_Award.pdf).  

 
2. Election of Officers  

Chairperson Reinhardt and Vice Chairperson Kordiak were each reelected as Chairperson and Vice 
Chairperson, respectively.  They encouraged the other members of the Board to consider accepting 
responsibility for these roles, beginning next year, noting that they believe rotating the leadership 
responsibilities is in the long-term best interests of the organization.   

 
3. Next Steps to Address Shared Application Needs 

Following presentation of the Committee’s recommended next steps to begin addressing shared application 
needs, Board members engaged in a wide ranging conversation.  Given the centrality of this initiative to 
MetroGIS’s efforts for the foreseeable future, an unedited excerpt of the meeting summary is provided in 
Attachment A to ensure that nothing is lost in communication of this action to the Committee.   

 
Motion: The Policy Board unanimously:  
1) Endorsed, as appropriate for MetroGIS’s efforts, support of the following roles in pursuit of 

collaborative solutions to shared needs for applications and web services:  
- Leadership  
- Coordination 
- Policy direction  
- Testbed funding to leverage the GIS resources possessed in the metropolitan region. 

2) Endorsed the Coordinating Committee’s suggested next steps and their relative importance regarding 
MetroGIS’s pursuit of collaborative solutions to shared needs for applications and web services, as 
presented in the agenda report, dated April 3, 2008. 
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3) Concurred that a need exists for dedication of a Technical Coordinator to join the MetroGIS support 
team to maintain relevance to changing stakeholder needs.  Development of business case to fully 
document this need was directed.  

4) Endorsed continued negotiations with the Metropolitan Council to dedicate additional support resources 
to MetroGIS’s “foster collaboration” function sufficient to accomplish the roles and responsibilities of a 
Technical Coordinator, as set forth in the agenda report, dated April 3, 2008. 

 
4. 2008-2009 Budget and Work Plan Refinements 

The Committee’s recommended activities for 2008 and 2009 were approved, as presented.  (See Attachments 
B and C for the final 2008 and preliminary 2009 workplans).  
 
The Board also directed the Coordinating Committee to inform it (Policy Board) at the July and October 
meetings of progress made to secure a Technical Coordinator and any related work programming 
modifications that should be considered, with the understanding that work on development of a business case 
to justify the need for a Technical Coordinator is to begin immediately.  

9



 

  

ATTACHMENT A 
 
Excerpt from the summary of the Policy Board’s April 23, 2008 meeting:   
 
5b) Next Steps to Address Shared Application Needs 

Coordinating Committee Chairperson Brown introduced this item and summarized the Coordinating 
Committee’s multipart recommendation, as presented in the Agenda Report.  He then introduced Mark Kotz 
and Nancy Read, members of the Technical Leadership Steering Workgroup, to present the specific 
recommendations.  

 
Mark Kotz begin by providing an explanation of the terms “geospatial application” and “web service”, 
noting that these terms are the focus of the recommended next steps.  (Kotz’s presentation can be viewed at 
http://www.metrogis.org/teams/pb/meetings/08_0423/5b_Applications_and_Services_Primer.pdf.) To 
provide an introduction to Read’s portion of the presentation, Kotz noted that acting on the following three 
questions will drive MetroGIS’s efforts to accomplish the applications-focused scope expansion called for in 
the MetroGIS 2008-2011 Business Plan: 
1) What application/service needs are shared by MetroGIS stakeholders? 
2) How can we find/use existing applications or web services?  
3) How can I trust another organization’s web service to be reliable and meet my needs? 
 
Nancy Read, Technical Leadership Steering Workgroup liaison to the Coordinating Committee, then 
summarized the charge from the Policy Board that guided the Workgroup’s efforts, the role played by the 
January 24th “Meeting Shared Needs Beyond Data” Workshop, how the Workgroup arrived at the 
recommendations presented in the Agenda Report, and the rationale for each recommendation.   
Read began her comments by reporting that the participants of the January 24th workshop had corroborated 
several findings set forth in the Business Plan adopted last fall and that she the Workgroup was also amazed 
that the participants, who were mostly technically focused, had concluded that an appropriate organizational 
structure is central to achieving the trust necessary for organizations to use another’s applications and web 
services, that is, have assurance that will do what they are suppose and that they will be available when 
needed.  (Read’s presentation can be viewed at 
http://www.metrogis.org/teams/pb/meetings/08_0423/5b_TechLdrship_Wkgrp_Rec.pdf.) 
 
Read then summarized the four roles recommended for MetroGIS in pursuit of solutions to address shared 
application needs: Leadership, Coordination, Policy/Procedures, and Funding for pilot (research and 
development) projects.  She concluded her presentation by summarizing each of recommended next steps 
presented in the agenda report and explaining how they align with proposed revisions to the 2008 workplan 
and the proposed preliminary workplan for 2009.   
 
Chairperson Reinhardt thanked the presenters and the participants for their hard work that led to the 
recommendations currently before the Board.  She then invited Board members to ask questions of the 
presenters.  The following is a listing of the major topics discussed following the presentation:1   

 
• Need to address concerns about quality of information in web services, reliability, privacy;  
• What does it take to have/support a "broker";  
• Are web services intended for use directly by citizens;  
• Analogy of GeoServices Finder to a card catalogue;  
• How might county staff contribute and benefit;  
• Do MetroGIS participants have the expertise to build what's needed or should we be working with 

private companies that can do the work quickly, appropriate to consider MCCC as a potential partner;  
• Who pays for development of the applications defined as shared needs;  
• Suggest leveraging of tools such as SharePoint for communication, "extranet" concept;  

                                                           
1 The Staff Coordinator commented that given that at least two members have joined the Policy Board since a presentation 

had been given that gets into the details of the functions performed by MetroGIS that a refresher might provide 
additional understanding useful as solutions to shared application needs are brought to the Board for direction and 
endorsement.  The Chairperson took this suggestion under advisement. 10



 

  

• Requests for some specific apps/services including a re-routing application for traffic problems and a 
voter precinct look-up as a service.  

 
The remainder of this section text captures topics of interest to Board members and related direction relevant 
to development of next-step strategies: 

 
Data Quality and Reliability: Member Egan noted that he generally concurred with the recommendations set 
forth in the agenda report but offered an observation that web services and applications are only as good as 
the data they utilize and asked about MetroGIS’s role in assuring that data and services meet expectations: 
how is/will this data quality need be met, how a particular user is assured that web services they are seeking 
from others are appropriate for the use intended, and whether these questions need to be addressed before 
the proposed Technical Coordinator is hired. 
 
In response, the Staff Coordinator explained that availability of the proposed Technical Coordinator would 
greatly expedite the process of defining shared application needs and pursuing solutions to them that meet 
user expectations.  He also explained that MetroGIS’s processes address this important suite of related 
topics for each of the “endorsed regional” solutions approved to address shared information needs, noting 
that currently eight of the 170-plus datasets and their associated web services2 available via MetroGIS 
DataFinder are classified as endorsed regional” solutions.  The characteristics of “endorsed regional” 
solutions being that they are: 

• Built and maintained to specifications (data content and custodian responsibilities) developed through 
MetroGIS’s collaborative processes.  

• Endorsed by the Policy Board as representative of the community’s needs.  
• Maintained by one or more “custodian organizations” that have pledged to provide the necessary 

operational capacity to perform the community defined maintenance roles and responsibilities, that is 
they have pledged to the Policy Board they have the willingness, appropriate resources, and an internal 
business need to perform this function and share the product with the community.   

• Monitored for compliance with agreed upon specifications as a component of MetroGIS’s Performance 
Measurement Program and as concerns/unexpected issues arise they are dealt with to the extent possible 
in a voluntary environment, driven by the producer’s internal business needs.   
 

Read also commented that, although there is no guarantee that data quality will meet desired specifications, 
the “centers of excellence” approach, which is being leveraged by the approach taken by MetroGIS, is 
believed to be the most cost-effective way to achieve the most complete, accurate, and current data possible. 
 That is, organizations concentrate on developing the data, services, and applications that they are skilled at 
as a result of an internal business need(s); share those assets with others; and in turn, depend upon others for 
such assets that they need to carry out their functions but do not produce themselves on an ongoing basis.   

 
Service Broker: In response to Vice Chairperson Kordiak’s inquiry about who will be able to use the 
proposed web services and Member Egan’s inquiry about how users will be able to find the particular data 
or service they need that are produced by others, staff demonstrated the search functionality provided by 
Internet-based MetroGIS DataFinder and breadth of data and associated web services.  During the ensuing 
discussion, Board Members were informed that the current policies, which relate to providing access to data 
assets, will also be incorporated into the policies for access to applications that consume those data and that 
access policies are also proposed to remain driven by the producers (owners of the data).   
 
Members Elkins and Pistilli asked for clarification of the how the proposed “GeoServices Broker” is 
intended to function.  Read offered an analogy of a card catalog used by libraries to help the members 
understand the purpose of the proposed services directory.  This analogy was well received.  Kotz added 
that the proposed “GeoServices Broker” project would leverage knowledge gained through a pilot project 
completed last fall3 that involved prototyping of an Internet-searchable catalog for discovery and access to 
web services and applications.  Through the course of the Board’s discussion, the members were informed 

                                                           
2 Editor’s note: The other 168+ datasets are encouraged to be posted on DataFinder by their respective producers to 

reduce their costs of distribution and to provide a streamlined means for users to discovery and access data produced by 
others.   

3  The Mn Land Management Information Center (LMIC) was the project manager.  The project was funded in part with 
MetroGIS Regional GIS Project funds. 11



 

  

that organizations will decide if they want to participate in making web services and applications available, 
just as they do regarding the posting of datasets.  In response to a question from Member Pistilli about who 
(custodian organization) might host the proposed “broker” application, Kotz commented that no decision 
has been made other than to comment that the host during the development and testing phase might be 
different than the host of the mature application.  That is, the “broker” function could over time evolve into 
a function supported at the state level, given that applications and services need not be specific to a 
particular geography to be useful to others.   

 
Privacy and Security: Member Egan commented that as we move into the realm of addressing shared 
application needs we will bring more disciplines together than in the past and that as a result checks and 
balances, possibility greater than we have provided in the past, will be needed to safeguard against issues 
arising related to privacy and security.  All concurred that collaborative solutions pursued by MetroGIS 
must continue to address privacy and security needs to the satisfaction of all involved.  This comment 
resulted in brainstorming about specific applications that might be defined as shared needs (e.g., reroute 
traffic if a bridge fails or is scheduled for repair and redistricting) 

 
Expand Operational Capacity: Schneider noted that he concurred with the recommendations presented in the 
agenda report and stated that he believes MetroGIS has the capacity to define and prioritize next steps to 
address shared application needs.  But he also cautioned that partnerships with non-government interests 
will be needed to achieve the operational capacity necessary to build/accrue/maintain the actual applications 
to address those needs.  He also concurred with the proposal to pursue dedication of a Technical 
Coordinator to join the MetroGIS support Team, noting that this resource will be instrumental in securing 
partnerships with those entities that will actually carry out the development work.  
 
A question from Member Pistilli, about how stakeholder organizations currently meet their application 
needs, resulted in an understanding that most application development needs among the stakeholders 
represented by the Policy Board are being supported by internal staff.  The members also concurred that the 
existence of a Technical Coordinator would be beneficial to leverage these existing resources to focus on 
shared needs.  Read commented that from the perspective of a small organization, such as the Metropolitan 
Mosquito Control District, collaborative solutions make it possible for them to meet needs they might not 
otherwise be able to accomplish.   
 
Alternate Member O’Rourke suggested investigating if the Mn County Computer Consortium (MCCC) 
might also play a role in solutions to shared application needs.  The Staff Coordinator offered to contact 
them as specifics become known about candidate needs relevant to the county community. 
 
Member Pistilli suggested that recommendation should include a statement calling a business case to justify 
the proposed hiring of a Technical Coordinator.  All concurred.   
 
Motion: Vice Chairperson Kordiak moved and Member Pistilli seconded that the Policy Board: 
1) Endorse, as appropriate for MetroGIS’s efforts, support of the following roles in pursuit of collaborative 

solutions to shared needs for applications and web services:  
- Leadership  
- Coordination 
- Policy direction  
- Testbed funding to leverage the GIS resources possessed in the metropolitan region. 

2) Endorse the Coordinating Committee’s suggested next steps and their relative importance regarding 
MetroGIS’s pursuit of collaborative solutions to shared needs for applications and web services, as 
presented in the agenda report, dated April 3, 2008. 

3) Concur that a need exists for dedication of a Technical Coordinator to join the MetroGIS support team 
to maintain relevance to changing stakeholder needs.  Development of business case to fully document 
this need was directed.  

4) Endorse continued negotiations with the Metropolitan Council to dedicate additional support resources 
to MetroGIS’s “foster collaboration” function sufficient to accomplish the roles and responsibilities of a 
Technical Coordinator, as set forth in the agenda report, dated April 3, 2008. 

 
Motion carried, ayes all. 12
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ATTACHMENT B 
 

REVISED 2008 
METROGIS MAJOR PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 

(Preliminary Version Adopted on October 17, 2007, as Modified by Policy Board on April 23, 2008) 
 
(**Indicates an activity at least in part dependent upon securing additional technical leadership and coordination resources). 
 

1. Seek reaffirmation of role expectations by key stakeholders (e.g., sponsors and custodians) to ensure 
they are supportive of the policies and objectives set forth in the new Plan and addition of Technical 
Coordinator  

 

2. Sustain traditional “foster collaboration” support activities(1)  
 

3. Execute the Next-Generation Parcel Data Sharing Agreement, including clarification of rules 
pertaining to “view-only” access via Internet applications without prior licensure) 

 

4. ** Define and prioritize specific shared needs for applications and web services appropriate for 
MetroGIS and begin implementation in accordance with this role(s) 

 

5. Complete in-progress initiatives, including:  
• **Implement a Regional Address Points Dataset (previously referred to as Occupiable Units) and Web-

Editing  Application to assist smaller producers of address data participate in the regional solution 
• **Define a strategy to address shared Emergency Preparedness information needs 
• Geocoding Pilot Project  

 

6.** Define outcomes desired for a more fully developed geographic data, applications and service 
broker 

 

7. **Populate metadata for GeoServices Finder, including creation of a template to promote 
standardization. 

 

8. **Establish working relationships with jurisdictions adjoining the Twin Cities metropolitan area to 
improve data interoperability with those jurisdictions 

 

9.  Adopt a plan to achieve an orderly succession of leadership (Leadership Development Plan) 
 

10. Initiate updating of the MetroGIS Outreach Plan to emphasize ways to identify opportunities and 
ensure stakeholder awareness of regional datasets, DataFinder, pending solutions related to shared 
application needs 

 

11. Initiate development of a plan to ensure obstacles to data sharing do not materialize (see January 
24th workshop proceedings), including evaluation of the “organizational competencies” concept to 
identifying strategic capabilities 

 
__________________________________ 

(1) Traditional activities that comprise the MetroGIS “foster collaboration” function include: 
• Identifying and defining shared geospatial information needs.  Includes seeking out partnerships with non-government entities that share 

information needs with government entities that serve the Twin Cities metropolitan area 
• Implementing and maintaining relevance of collaborative regional solutions to address shared information needs  
• Fostering widespread access and sharing of geospatial data, principally via the www.datafinder.org web site  
• Facilitating sharing of knowledge relevant to the advancement of GIS technology among stakeholders (ongoing) 
• Monitoring activities related to performance measures, reporting findings and adjusting policies as needed (ongoing) 
• Ensuring decision-making processes are meaningful, productive, and a good use of participants' time (ongoing) 
• Engaging policy-makers to provide a political reality check and to maintain political legitimacy (ongoing) 
• Advocating for MetroGIS’s efforts in development of statewide geospatial policies (ongoing) 
• Seeking opportunities to learn from efforts with similar objectives – statewide, national, and internationally (ongoing) 
• Fostering awareness of MetroGIS’s accomplishments and the public value created via its efforts (ongoing) 
• Documenting benefits associated with MetroGIS’s efforts via stakeholder testimonials (ongoing, 1-2 per year) 

 14



 

  

 
ATTACHMENT C 

 
PRELIMINARY 2009 

METROGIS MAJOR PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 
(Adopted by the Policy Board on April 23, 2008) 

 
(Only Very High And High Rated Activities Area Listed) 

 
(**Indicates an activity at least in part dependent upon securing additional technical leadership and coordination resources). 

 
1) Sustain traditional “foster collaboration” support activities(1)  
 

2) Execute the Next-Generation Street Centerline Data Access Agreement 
 

3) **Pursue implementation of solutions to specific shared needs for applications and web services.  
 

4) **Pursue implementation of a more fully developed geographic data, applications and service 
broker 

 

5) Prepare a support Plan for DataFinder 
 

6) **Leverage working relationships with jurisdictions adjoining the Twin Cities metropolitan area 
to improve data interoperability with those jurisdictions 

 

7) Conduct Peer Review Forums for endorsed regional solutions to shared information needs 
 

8) Complete development of a plan to ensure obstacles to data sharing do not materialize (see 
January 24th workshop proceedings), including evaluation of the “organizational competencies” 
concept to identifying strategic capabilities not identified during development of the 2008-2011 
Business Plan.   

 

9) Update Performance Measurement Plan (measures of public value) to align with the 2008-2011 
Business Plan and pursue implementation 

 

10) Explore Geospatial Marketplace – (Collaboration Registry)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
__________________________________ 
(1) Traditional activities that comprise the MetroGIS “foster collaboration” function include: 

• Identifying and defining shared geospatial information needs.  Includes seeking out partnerships with non-government entities 
that share information needs with government entities that serve the Twin Cities metropolitan area 

• Implementing and maintaining relevance of collaborative regional solutions to address shared information needs  
• Fostering widespread access and sharing of geospatial data, principally via the www.datafinder.org web site  
• Facilitating sharing of knowledge relevant to the advancement of GIS technology among stakeholders (ongoing) 
• Monitoring activities related to performance measures, reporting findings and adjusting policies as needed (ongoing) 
• Ensuring decision-making processes are meaningful, productive, and a good use of participants' time (ongoing) 
• Engaging policy-makers to provide a political reality check and to maintain political legitimacy (ongoing) 
• Advocating for MetroGIS’s efforts in development of statewide geospatial policies (ongoing) 
• Seeking opportunities to learn from efforts with similar objectives – statewide, national, and internationally (ongoing) 
• Fostering awareness of MetroGIS’s accomplishments and the public value created via its efforts (ongoing) 
• Documenting benefits associated with MetroGIS’s efforts via stakeholder testimonials (ongoing, 1-2 per year) 
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MetroGIS      Agenda Item 5a 
Cooperation, Coordination, Sharing Geographic Data 
 
TO: Coordinating Committee 
 
FROM: MetroGIS Staff Support Team 
 Contact: Randall Johnson (651-602-1638) 
 
SUBJECT: 2008 Regional GIS Project Proposal 
 
DATE: June 9, 2008 
  (For the June 18th Meeting) 
 
INTRODUCTION 
The Coordinating Committee is respectfully requested to offer a recommendation to the Policy Board for how 
it wishes to allocate funding for the 2008 Regional GIS Project Program.   
 
Four final proposals were received.  The project narratives are attached in Exhibit C.  They involve a total of 
$45,500 in requested funding, exceeding the $25,000 available.   
 
The schedule calls for the Policy Board to make a final decision at its July 23rd meeting. The Policy Board’s 
recommendation will, in turn, be forwarded to Metropolitan Council management who will make the final 
decision, which is scheduled to occur not later than August 8. 
 
PROCESS TO DATE 
The Call for Proposals is presented in Exhibit A, it includes the guidelines that must be met.  Six concept 
phase applications were received (Exhibit B).  These projects were evaluated for consistency with program 
guidelines on May 9 by the Proposal Review Team.  The results of the concept review were complied into the 
Exhibit B matrix in order of preference from the Teams’ perspective, including comments to explain the 
initial ranking, and forwarded to the Committee members on May 15 for consideration.   
 
The comments received (Section B of the Reference Section) were passed along to the proposers to address in 
their final proposals.  In brief, several issues were raised about the proposal entitled “Interoperability of 
Framework Data with Adjoining Counties”.  The Staff Coordinator spoke with the applicant and a member of 
their consultant team for more than an hour to investigate modifications to address concerns raised.  
Ultimately, the applicant elected to withdrawn the proposal.  (See Exhibit D for the letter from the Staff 
Coordinator acknowledging withdrawn of the proposal.)  Two other concept proposals were also withdrawn 
following concept review (see Exhibit B).   
 
SUMMARY OF FINAL PROPOSALS 
Four final phase applications were submitted.  Of the four proposals, three were submitted as concept 
proposals.  One additional proposal was received the week of June 2.  The program rules do not require, but 
strongly encourage, concept review.  Each of final phase applications is presented in Exhibit C.  A 
spokesperson for each has also been invited to attend the June 18th Committee meeting to summary their 
proposal and answer any questions the Committee members may have.   
 
Final Proposals Received (Alphabetical Order) 

Name Estimated 
Cost 

Relative Importance of 
Project 

Consistency With 
Program Guidelines 

Address Points Editing Tool – 
Requirements and Prototype 

$13,500 Very High  Yes 

Geocoder Extension for Landmarks $5,000 High, if defined as a shared 
need  

By association to shared 
application needs 

Implementation Of A Community 
Based Hardware Infrastructure 

$12,000 High, if found to be a 
valuable supplement to 
DataFinder 

By association with shared 
application needs 

MetroGIS Mailing and Property 
Comparables Web Service Project 

$15,000 High, if defined as a shared 
need 

By association to shared 
application needs 
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DISCUSSION 
Of the four final proposals, the “Address Points Editing Tool” is the only one that is clearly aligned with a 
current priority established by the Policy Board.   
 
The “Geocoder Extension for Landmarks” and “MetroGIS Mailing and Property Comparables” proposals 
have not been identified as shared need priorities but may be defined as such in the next-generation process 
that is just getting underway (Agenda Item 5e).  The question is would these projects provide valuable 
research and development opportunities regardless.   
 
Similarly, the project entitled “Implementation of A Community Based Hardware Infrastructure” has not 
been directly identified as shared need priority but, likewise, may offer a valuable supplemental capability to 
build upon DataFinder in accordance with the addressing the “Pursuing implementation of a more fully 
developed geographic data, applications and services” objective endorsed by the Policy Board on April 23.  
And, if the Committee is convinced that this project is, in fact, consistent with this objective, it would qualify 
for funding, provided the deliverable meets procurement requirements.  Since this proposal was received in 
only the last week, consistency with procurement rules has not yet been investigated.  Once the deliverable is 
better understood, and assuming that the Committee believes the proposal otherwise merits further 
consideration, staff will investigate if the deliverable is fundable under this program.      
 
RECOMMENDATION 
That the Coordinating Committee: 
1) Recommend that the Policy Board endorse the “Address Points Editing Tool” proposal for funding up to 

$13,500 under the 2008 MetroGIS Regional GIS Project Proposal Program. 
 
2) For the remaining $11,500 in available funding, decide (use the matrix below): 
 a) If the “Geocoder Extension for Landmarks” and “MetroGIS Mailing and Property Comparables” web 

service proposals would constitute valuable research and development projects, regardless of whether 
the proposed services will be found to align with priority shared needs of the community?   

b) If the “Implementation of A Community Based Hardware Infrastructure” project, is consistent with the 
objectives for the next-generation of DataFinder (..more fully developed geographic data, applications 
and services objective), assuming the deliverable will be found consistent with procurement rules.   

c) The relative ranking to the community of all three proposals. 
 
For the remaining $11,500 in funding:  

 
Project Name 

Valuable R & D 
Project 

Consistent with Next-
Generation DataFinder 

Objective 

Relative Benefit to 
Community  

(1 = most  -  3 = least) 
Geocoder Extension for 
Landmarks            
                              ($5,000) 

               
            (Yes/No) 

 
 

 

Implementation Of A 
Community Based 
Hardware Infrastructure 
                            ($12,000) 

 
 

               
            (Yes/No) 

 

MetroGIS Mailing and 
Property Comparables Web 
Service Project 
                             ($5,000) 

              
            (Yes/No) 

 
 

 

 

17



  

REFERENCE SECTION 
 

A. OVERVIEW PAST CONSIDERATION 
As explained in detail below, the Committee and Policy Board agreed to complete the concept review 
phase via email following an initial review by a Proposal Review Team, comprised of members of the 
Coordinating Committee and the Staff Coordinator.  Subsequently, Chairperson Brown and member 
Vander Schaaf agreed to serve on the Proposal Review Team along with the Staff Coordinator.  Actions 
authorizing this process were as follows:  

1. Coordinating Committee Consideration:  Process Endorsement – March 27th 2008 
Excerpt from meeting summary:  

 
……After some discussion of several options, the committee concurred that a modified evaluation 
process should be implemented that incorporates the following components: 

• A workgroup of the committee will be created to comment on completeness of proposals and 
assist the full committee decide if any are inconsistent with direction desired by the committee.  
The members will be decided once proposals are know to avoid conflicts of interest. 

• Concept proposals are due by May 2.  Concept review is not required though highly 
recommended to insure that the final proposal is consistent with established guidelines for 
approval (i.e., ideas consistent with outcomes previously defined as important to achieving 
MetroGIS’s vision).   

• Preference should be given to proposals that involve shared services.  
• Seek consent from the Policy Board to accomplish board consideration as to their appropriate 

use of the subject funds via its Executive Committee in late May. 
• Final project proposals are due by June 6.  The Workgroup will again assist in the review of the 

proposals for relative importance and preparation of a recommendation to the full committee.   
• Final recommendations for funding to be made by the committee at its June meeting.  

 
Motion: Member Bitner moved and member Harper seconded that the committee: 
1. Recommend that the Policy Board endorse the proposed Regional GIS Project approval schedule as 

presented in Attachment 1, Exhibit A, which includes authorizing its Executive Committee to review 
and comment on concept project proposals, as opposed to the full Board.  

2. Decide on the appropriateness of concept proposals via electronic vote.  
3. Authorize its chair to create a workgroup comprised of individuals with expertise appropriate to 

identify any gaps in concept proposals needed to determine consistency with the guidelines and 
relative value to the community.   

 
Motion carried, ayes all. 

2. Policy Board Consideration: Process Endorsement – – April 23rd 2008. 
Excerpt from meeting summary 

 
… explained the rationale for suggesting that the Board consider authorizing its Executive Committee to 
consider the appropriateness of authorizing funding at the concept phase, as opposed to full Board 
consideration for the 2008 program.   
 
After some discussion, the Board concluded that it would prefer to rely upon the Coordinating 
Committee’s judgment to decide the appropriateness of authorizing funding under this program and that 
the Board’s Executive Committee need not be part of the concept review process, given that the full 
Board would consider the final proposals.  The Staff Coordinator was asked to circulate the Committee’s 
conclusions regarding the concept proposals to the full Board for the members’ information.   
 
Motion: Alternate Member O’Rourke moved and Member Lake moved to modify the concept review 
procedures for the 2008 Regional GIS Project program to eliminate Step 4 in the program review 
schedule, as presented in the agenda report dated April 7, with the understanding that the results of the 
Coordinating Committee’s consideration will be forwarded to the Board members for their information.  
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B. Comments form Committee Members Regarding Concept Proposals 
1) Interoperability of Framework Data with Adjoining Counties 

In addition to concerns raised by the Proposal Review Team, two other committee members 
commented that they had several concerns with this proposal.  The Staff Coordinator shared these 
concerns with the applicant, while emphasizing the mandate from the Policy Board to achieve data 
interoperability with adjoining counties.  The conversation lasted over an hour.  In the end, the 
proposers agreed that they had to reevaluate if their partners were ready to undertake the type of 
project (e.g., foster agreement on data standards and organizational procedures) that would be fundable 
under this program.    

 
2) MetroGIS Mailing Label and Property Comparables Web Services Project 

• This looks like a great project and I'd love to see some work done on this. It's a good example of 
what we want to be doing with shared applications and services.  

• For mailing labels, there may be some issues on the appropriate address in the dataset. We've had 
some discussion about this in the Address Team. Situs address is not necessarily mailable. Many 
records in the parcel dataset have no zip code.  

• There's apparently a huge demand for comparables. I believe that came up frequently in the non-
government forum, and has come up again at just about any session where we invite anyone from 
the private sector. (How does MetroGIS want to document "demand"? If 4 counties think it's worth 
working on is that enough?)  

• I like the combination of the 3rd party developer and the county staff, looks like a good 
combination (for developing an open service).  
 

3) Address Points Editing Tool 
This looks good.  I think it would be extremely helpful to the cause of maintaining a consistent address 
data base to offer the cities a user friendly tool such as this 

 
4) MetroGIS Website Refresh 

• This is a very worthwhile project that is important to MetroGIS applications/services and outreach.  
• I think it was a good idea to get this on the table at this time, to compare with other uses of 

program $$.  
• I would like to see some $ estimate and get some discussion at CC or hear suggestions about 

possible consultants.  
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EXHIBIT A 
 

MetroGIS 
Cooperation, Coordination, Sharing Geographic Data 
 

CALL FOR PROPOSALS 
-2008 REGIONAL GIS PROJECTS- 

 
Introduction 
The 2008 MetroGIS budget includes $25,000 as a catalyst for Regional GIS Projects.  This program is not 
intended to be a competition but rather a process by which ideas, which have promise as solutions to 
geospatial needs and opportunities of regional importance, are matured.   
 
The source of the $25,000 in funding for 2008 is the Metropolitan Council.  The Council is, therefore, the 
final decision-maker as to whether a proposed project is to receive these funds, as it is accountable for their 
appropriate use.  MetroGIS’s role is to advise the Council and any other partner organizations as to whether a 
candidate proposal merits funding.  The deadline for submittal of a one-page concept description is Friday, 
May 2, 2008.  The deadline to submit a final proposal is Friday, June 6, 2008. 
 
What Projects are Eligible for Funding? 
Only those projects which satisfy all of the following criteria are eligible for consideration: 
 

1) Consistency with one or more objectives of a Regional GIS Project, which are defined as: 
 

"… a MetroGIS project to enhance the completeness, documentation, or accuracy of an Endorsed 
Regional Dataset, develop a regional dataset to address a Policy Board-endorsed priority common 
information need, or develop or enhance a geospatial application1 that enhances access to data that 
addresses a priority information need endorsed by MetroGIS.”  
 

…or a project that investigates a priority outcome defined at the February 8, 2007 MetroGIS Strategic 
Directions Workshop2.  The following four such outcomes were identified:  

• Project with one or more adjoining counties that fosters interoperability and sharing of data 
important to addressing priority common information needs, 

• Project with a non-government interest that fosters partnering and or access to data important 
to the government community and/or resources important to a geospatial application(s) and 
infrastructure related to addressing a priority business information need(s) of the MetroGIS 
government community.  

• Project that focuses on developing a geospatial application that addresses a common priority 
information need.  For the 2008 funding cycle, priority will be placed on proposals involving 
web services.  

• Project that focuses on a means to resolve an infrastructure obstacle to broad use of the 
Internet by all MetroGIS stakeholders. 

2) The proposed project must supplement activity that is a component of authorized MetroGIS activity or a 
MetroGIS-defined common priority need. 

3) The proposal must provide clear benefit to the MetroGIS community, whether via research or 
development of a product.  The funding organization(s) must be able to recognize a benefit to them, 
which depending upon the nature of the proposal may be tangible and/or intangible. 

4) For projects that involve development of software (applications and/or services), whether stand-alone or 
an extension:   
a) Such projects must include an objective which promotes interoperability with other existing or 

anticipated system architectures/platforms.  Projects that promote a similar user experience for metro-
area users are preferred.   

b) Although the funding organization(s) would own the product, it must be open-source or licensed so that 
other MetroGIS participants can access and modify the source code without additional fees.  

                                                           
1  The term “application” means web-based and other software services, which support functionality important to processing, 

querying, analyzing, sharing, and distributing of geospatial information.   
2 The MetroGIS Policy Board added this criterion at its October 2006 meeting.   20



  

Note: The above-stated criteria are intended to supplement, not supersede, the guidelines which established 
this program (Attachment A). 
 
What Criteria Will Be Used To Decide Which Project(s) Are to be Recommended for Funding?  
The applicant’s written responses to each of the following evaluation criteria will be used to decide if a 
project warrants funding.  (The concept description should not exceed one (1) page.  The full submission 
should not exceed two (2) pages, less any supplemental material.) 
1) Statement of project objective and why the requested funding is needed. 
2) How the proposed project conforms to a Regional GIS Project objective(s). 
3) Importance of the proposed project to implement a sustainable solution to a defined priority geospatial 

community need(s). 
4) Activities necessary to achieve the project objective and relationship of the requested funds.  
5) Readiness for funding and status of any prerequisites (e.g., another software component, license 

agreement, etc.) that must be in place to proceed and their status. 
6) Description of the benefit to the MetroGIS community and those stakeholders that would be expected to 

realize the greatest benefit.   
7) Total value and description of required resources that would be leveraged if funding is awarded. 
8) Effect of receiving funding approval if for less than the full amount requested. 
9) Time frame for project completion. 
 
Who Will Decide and When? 
The MetroGIS Coordinating Committee will select project priorities, work with project proposers to make 
any adjustments, and forward a prioritized list to the MetroGIS Policy Board for review.  The Policy Board 
will then forward its recommendation to the Metropolitan Council and any other funding organization, which 
will make their final decision and administer award of their funds.  Refer to Attachment B for the schedule 
and a brief description of the entity responsible and the desired outcome for each element of the process.  
The processes utilized to finance the selected project(s) must comply with the accounting, contracting, and 
other fiduciary responsibilities of the funding agency.  
 
Who is Eligible to Submit a Proposal? 
Any individual(s) affiliated with an authorized MetroGIS project, committee or workgroup.   
 
What is the Deadline for Submission of a Concept Proposal? 
Applicants are encouraged to participate in the Concept review phase of this program.  To do so, concept 
proposals must be submitted by Friday, May 2, 2008 to the MetroGIS Staff Coordinator at 
randy.johnson@metc.state.mn.us.  Please note that Concept Review is not required but is strongly 
encouraged.  This phase of consideration gives MetroGIS leadership an opportunity to provide feedback 
regarding any missing information important to approval of your proposal and, more importantly, if concept 
approval is granted, you are assured that your proposal is consistent with funding requirements.  In other 
words, you assume the risk of the expending time and effort to develop a proposal that may not be consistent 
with minimum funding requirements if you skip the concept review phase. 
 
Questions 
Contact Randall Johnson, MetroGIS Staff Coordinator (651-602-1638), or William Brown, MetroGIS 
Coordinating Committee Chairperson (612-348-3143), with any questions.   
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Attachment A 
 
 

Principles for Allocating 
MetroGIS’s Data Quality and Access Enhancement Funds  

(Adopted October 29, 2003) 
 
Introduction 
The following principles are to serve as the basis for allocating a portion of the MetroGIS budget to data 
producers, serving in their role as primary custodians for data that comprise regional data solutions (e.g., 
counties related to parcel data).  They are intended to supplement and expand upon, not supersede, the more 
general principles3 that have governed MetroGIS’s efforts for some time.  
 
Data Quality and Access Enhancement Funding Principles 
The following principles are assumed to be part of the annual MetroGIS budget, and be approved as part of 
the budget approval process.  Currently the only such recipients of these enhancement project funds are the 
counties, though it is anticipated that other organizations will serve in similar capacities for regional data 
solutions that have not as yet been defined.   
 

1) Receipt of these funds by a data producer is not a payment for data but rather for services performed of 
importance to the broad MetroGIS community. 

2) Funding can also be for specific data enhancements, which are to be identified through a forum of data 
users and producers, in a manner that is consistent with past, broadly participatory, MetroGIS processes.  

3) The purpose of this funding is four-fold: 
 To recognize the importance to the MetroGIS community of participation by producers of data that 

are critical components to regional solutions (e.g., parcel data produced by the seven metro area 
counties).  

 To assist data producers in performing primary custodial responsibilities, which have been endorsed 
by the Policy Board and exceed internal business functions, including extracting, documenting, 
manipulating, and delivering these data to the regional custodian. 

 To finance data quality and access enhancements, defined through MetroGIS’s processes. 
 To assist data producers with costs associated with sharing of information about what was learned 

and the outcome of data enhancement projects in accordance with a MetroGIS core function to foster 
sharing of knowledge.   

4) Data producers have the option of pooling funds allocated to other data producers for purposes of 
conducting projects that will have mutual benefit to the producers and to data users. 

 

_________ 
Note: On December 22, 2004, the seven metro area counties and the Metropolitan Council executed the third 
generation parcel data sharing agreement.  The concept of “Regional GIS Project” is embedded in the policy 
defined by this agreement.  The definition being as follows: 
 

“Regional GIS Project" means a MetroGIS project to enhance the completeness, documentation, or 
accuracy of an Endorsed Regional Dataset, develop a regional dataset to address a Policy Board 
endorsed priority common information need, or develop or enhance a geospatial application that 
enhances access to data which addresses a priority information need endorsed by MetroGIS.” 

                                                           
3 The following principles govern MetroGIS’s efforts.  They have evolved over time as a product of decision-making and desired 

outcomes.   
a) No organization will be asked to perform a task for the collaborative that they do not have an internal need to perform.  
b) Build once, share many times (data and applications). 
c) Investments made by one government interest ought to be leverageable by other government interests. 
d) All relevant and affected interests participate, dominated by none. 
e) Widespread sharing of the data improves data quality and ultimately decision support. 
f) Cost recovery of data development expenses stifles sharing of commonly needed data. 22



  

Attachment B 
 

2008 Program Schedule4 
(Adopted by Policy Board – April 23, 2008)  

 
1. Concept Proposal Submission Deadline:  Friday, May 2, 2008  

Concept review is not required though it is highly recommended to insure that the final proposal is 
consistent with established guidelines for approval (i.e., ideas consistent with outcomes previously 
defined as important to achieving MetroGIS’s vision).   
 

2. Workgroup Review and Comment: May 6 or 7, 2008  
A workgroup, comprised of the Staff Coordinator, Coordinating Committee members, and Metropolitan 
Council staff, will be created to comment on completeness of proposals and consistency with funding 
requirements.  The members will be decided once proposals are know to avoid conflicts of interest.  The 
charge of this workgroup is to assist the full Committee decide if any of the proposals is inconsistent 
with outcomes defined for MetroGIS.  Preference should be given to proposals that involve shared 
services for the 2008 program.   
 
Applicants will be notified of required and desired additional information, which generally will be not 
need to be submitted until the final proposal is submitted.   
 
To the extent that sufficient information is provided, The Metropolitan Council (administration) will 
decide if any of the concept proposals is out of scope for funding under this program.  If such a finding is 
made, this finding will be shared with the Coordinating Committee.   

 
3. Concept Review by Coordinating Committee Via Electronic Vote: Week of May 12, 2008   

Review concept proposals relative to the suggested program guidelines and comment on potential benefit 
to cost.  In addition, identify any desired additional information and/or project modifications that would 
improve the proposal(s).  (As appropriate, the Committee may create a workgroup to assist an 
applicant(s) address outstanding questions to make the proposal(s) the best it/they can be.)  
 
The results of the Committee’s consideration to be shared with the members of the Policy Board for their 
information.  
 

5. Final Proposal Submission:  Friday, June 6, 2008 
The Workgroup will again assist in the review of the proposals for relative importance and preparation of 
a recommendation to the full Committee.   
 

6. Coordinating Committee Consideration: June 18, 2008 
Forwards a recommend to the Policy Board for project funding from the perspectives of: appropriate use 
of public funding and importance of policy issues involved.    
 

7. Policy Board Consideration: July 23, 2008 
(Same criteria as identified in Step 4, above.)  The Policy Board forwards its advice, along with that of 
the Coordinating Committee, to the entities providing funding or other resources.   

   
8. Metropolitan Council Decision (Administration): August 8, 2008  

Initiate Council procurement requirements, required agreements, etc. 

                                                           
4 Includes modifications to the rules followed in the past defined by the Coordinating Committee at its March 27, 2008 

and the Policy Board at its April 23, 2008 meeting to address the delay in call for proposals until March 2008  
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EXHIBIT B 
PROPOSALS SUBMITTED (CONCPET AND FINAL)  

 
Project Name 

(Final Proposals bolded) 

 
Contact 

Estimated 
Cost 

Relative 
Importance 
of Project 

Consistency 
With Program 
Guidelines(1) 

(Proposal Review Team’s  
Concept Review Comments in Italics) 

Final Proposal Comments 
Address Points Editing Tool 
– Requirements and 
Prototype 

Nancy Read, 
Address Points 
Workgroup 

$13,500 Very High  Yes Strong Candidate: The broader user need is defined in the Business Plan 
and adopted work plans.  The proposed project builds on a existing high 
priority project defined as a top priority outcome by the Policy Board for 
2008.  More details to be provided in next phase of the application.  

Geocoder Extension for 
Landmarks 

Nancy Read, 
Regional 
Geocoder Project 
Team 

$5,000 High, if 
defined as a 
shared need  

By association to 
shared application 
needs 

Premature/Not Recommended: Shared user need for this capability is not 
currently documented.  Though these services could be defined as a 
priority shared need appropriate for MetroGIS’s attention in the pending 
“shared applications effort Shared user need for this capability is not 
currently documented.  ?Pilot? Does the Committee believe these 
services will be defined as a priority shared need appropriate for 
MetroGIS’s attention in the pending “shared applications effort”?    

MetroGIS Mailing and 
Property Comparables Web 
Service Project 

Randy Knippel, 
Dakota County 

$15,000 High, if 
defined as a 
shared need 

By association to 
shared application 
needs 

Premature/Not Recommended: Shared user need for this capability is not 
currently documented.  Though these services could be defined as a 
priority shared need appropriate for MetroGIS’s attention in the pending 
“shared applications effort   Shared user need for this capability is not 
currently documented.  ?Pilot? Does the Committee believe these 
services will be defined as a priority shared need appropriate for 
MetroGIS’s attention in the pending “shared applications effort”? 

Implementation Of A 
Community Based 
Hardware Infrastructure 

Bob Basques $12,000 High, if found 
to be a 
valuable 
supplement to 
DataFinder 

By association with 
shared application 
needs 

? Procurement Eligible:  The term “hardware node” is referenced in 
the proposal.  Since this proposal did not go through the Concept 
Review phase, there has been no review of it from the perspective of 
the Council’s procurement rules.  Past proposals that have involved 
purchase of software to be housed in other organizations have not been 
qualified for funding.   

 
WITHDRAWN (See Exhibit D for explanations) 

 

Interoperability Of 
Framework Data With 
Adjoining Counties 

Bill Swing, 
Central MN 
RTAC  

TBD Very High Yes Strong Candidate:  A need defined in the Business Plan and builds on an 
existing high priority project defined as a top priority outcome by the 
Policy Board for 2008.  

Assessment of Prioritized 
Shared Needs for Geospatial 
Applications and Web 
Services 

Mark Kotz and 
Nancy Read, 
MetroGIS 
Technical 
Leadership 
Workgroup 

TBD Very High Yes Strong Candidate But Not Recommended For Funding Under This 
Program.  Limited funds available under this program should be used for 
one of more of the above projects which are currently unfunded.  Although 
this project is a top priority need defined in the Business Plan and builds 
on an existing high priority project defined as a top priority outcome by the 
Policy Board for 2008, the other proposals also warrant funding.   

MetroGIS Website Refresh Alison Slaats, 
MetroGIS 
Support Team – 
Council staff 

TBD Medium Yes Alternate Candidate: Testing to integrate information about regional 
applications with information about regional data solutions could be 
considered if the other proposals do not materialize. Although updating 
this MetroGIS website was identified as a need in the Business Plan, 
funding should be provided via the normal budgeting process as opposed to 
this program.   
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EXHIBIT C 
 

FINAL PROPOSALS  
 
 

No order of importance or ranking is intended: 
 
1. Address Points Editing Tool – Requirements and Prototype 
2. Geocoder Extension for Landmarks 
3. MetroGIS Mailing and Property Comparables Web Service Project 
4. Implementation of A Community Based Hardware Infrastructure 
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1. Proposal Name:  Address Points Editing Tool – Requirements and Prototype 

Submitted by: Nancy Read, on behalf of Address Points Team 
 
a) Statement of project objective and why the requested funding is needed. 

The objective of the project is to develop a Requirements Specification document and rough prototype 
for an Address Points Editing Tool that could be used by cities to edit a common Address Points 
database/layer. Funding of approximately $13,500 is needed to hire a contractor(s) to do this work for 
the MetroGIS Address Team. This project is a companion project to the Database Synchronization 
Project with Carver County funded in 2007, and personnel from both projects are looking forward to 
working together. 
 

b) How the proposed project conforms to a Regional GIS Project objective(s). 
This project is a key element for facilitating maintenance of a metro-wide Address Points layer, and also 
is a useful demonstration of shared application development and use of web services.  
 

c) Importance of the proposed project to implement a sustainable solution to a defined priority 
geospatial community need(s). 
The need for an Address Points layer and for this kind of tool has been established by previous work by 
the MetroGIS Address Points Team (see Final Report of 2006-2007 study by Brad Henry, URS, 
http://www.metrogis.org/data/info_needs/street_addresses/web_editing_%20app_viability_assessment_fi
nal.pdf)  To quote from the report summary, “The result of this viability assessment, conducted within 
the address authority and emergency response communities, is that there is a need for such an application 
and that at least 20 percent of the metro address authorities, and likely more, would use such an 
application and help build its address point database.” 
 

d) Activities necessary to achieve the project objective and relationship of the requested funds.  
The Address Points Team needs to meet and choose a project manager and a project guidance subgroup. 
 The subgroup would handle hiring a contractor to develop requirements specifications, explore issues 
such as how to handle rights and permissions for those doing editing, evaluate existing tools available for 
editing point data over the web, and build a simple prototype to demonstrate the potential use of this 
application. Funds would be used to pay those hired, possibly including a project manager. We are 
hoping that contracts could be made directly between the Metropolitan Council, on behalf of the Address 
Workgroup, and the contractors, as has been done with Address Workgroup projects in the past. 
 

e) Readiness for funding and status of any prerequisites (e.g., another software component, license 
agreement, etc.) that must be in place to proceed and their status. 
Previous work by the MetroGIS Address Points Team has established a data structure, and demonstrated 
widespread interest in this editing capability (2006-7 project by URS). A separate project by the team is 
developing capability to synchronize the underlying databases (2007-8 project by Carver Co.). Note that 
full development of the underlying databases is not a prerequisite for this current project; only a 
prototype database is needed at this stage. However, starting on this phase of the project now would 
enable development of a full editing tool on a timelier basis once the database synchronization project is 
completed. 
 

f) Description of the benefit to the MetroGIS community and those stakeholders that would be 
expected to realize the greatest benefit.   
The main benefit is moving forward with development of the Address Points database and trying to 
maintain the previous momentum of that team, which is an excellent demonstration of the Business Plan 
goal of involving more stakeholders at other levels of government and of developing shared applications 
and web services.  As documented previously, an effective Address Points database benefits local 
governments on many levels, including addressing authorities (usually cities), emergency services, 
counties and regional governments looking for current addresses, as well as secondary users through 
applications such as the Geocoder and potential Mailing Address applications. 
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g) Total value and description of required resources that would be leveraged if funding is awarded. 
The project leverages previous work done by the MetroGIS Address Points Team, and could potentially 
leverage similar work proposed for web editing by Minnesota Structures CAP Grant group (based in 
LMIC) and by interested counties.   
 
Current estimates suggest that $4,000 would go towards project management and development of initial 
specifications with the Address Workgroup, $2000 would go toward dealing with security issues, and 
$7,500 would go towards building, testing and revising a prototype application.  
 
We currently expect that the job of assembling a prototype database will be done by Workgroup 
members, and that hosting for the application and database(s) will be provided by a Workgroup member 
agency.  
 
Many participants feel this is an important project, but it has been difficult to find a particular agency 
with enough internal business need to justify dedicating staff for project management for this project. 
Therefore we have included the cost of hiring a project manager, so that Workgroup members can be 
focus on making sure the business needs are well-described, and we can make enough progress to show a 
valuable return on member’s time invested so far. 
 
In addition, few Workgroup members currently have the in-house capacity (skills + time) to put together 
a prototype application. By hiring a contractor to build a prototype, we follow the “build once, use many 
times” philosophy, and those with in-house talent can use it to customize rather that build from scratch. 
Team members are discussing whether the prototype should be done with open-source software, which 
would make it easier to share, or with ESRI products that counties currently have licenses to. The 
application will need to be able to work with various kinds of databases, and needs will be clearer as we 
work on the Address Point Database Synchronization project. 
 

h) Effect of receiving funding approval if for less than the full amount requested. 
If less than the full amount is received, more of the project work would have to be covered by 
Workgroup members, which would likely result in the project being scaled back or delayed. It is 
probably more likely that we could get a Workgroup member to serve as project manager than to get 
Workgroup members to build the prototype, although either is a possibility. Setting up generalized 
requirements would be beyond the internal needs of any particular member. 
 

i) Time frame for project completion. 
We would expect completion of prototype within 1 year of receiving funding. 
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2. Proposal Name:  Geocoder Extension for Landmarks (Place Names)  

Submitted by: Nancy Read (for subset of Geocoder Team) 
 
a) Statement of project objective and why the requested funding is needed. 

The objective of the project is to expand the Geocoder service and application developed by a 2007 
MetroGIS project, to include geocoding by landmark place name. Last year’s funding ($14,000) enabled 
development of open-source software and set up a geocoding web service using MetroGIS-sanctioned 
Parcel and Street layers. That service returns the x,y coordinates for a house number + street name or for 
an intersection of two street names. This new 2008 funding request would expand that service to return 
coordinates for a landmark or place name (e.g., park, school, hospital). Funding might also be used to 
improve the current landmark information available from TLG.  The estimated cost for adding this 
functionality is $5,000. This might also cover any additional minor revisions needed in the Geocoder 
code. 
 

b) How the proposed project conforms to a Regional GIS Project objective(s). 
This project improves the usability of current MetroGIS data, and expands a web service. In addition, it 
encourages development of a landmarks layer in conjunction with a private company, and could 
potentially be used as part of the Minnesota Structures CAP Grant under development by LMIC and the 
Governor’s Council. 
 

c) Importance of the proposed project to implement a sustainable solution to a defined priority 
geospatial community need(s). 
Data is most likely to be maintained if it is actively used. Developing a web service makes it easier for 
many users to access a common data set. 
 

d) Activities necessary to achieve the project objective and relationship of the requested funds.  
A new guidance team will be assembled including members of the Geocoder Team who are interested in 
landmarks and some additional members with interest in structures.  The team would handle hiring a 
programmer or other consultants as needed to expand the web service and explore landmark data 
maintenance. Funds would be used to pay those hired. 
 

e) Readiness for funding and status of any prerequisites (e.g., another software component, license 
agreement, etc.) that must be in place to proceed and their status. 
The existing Geocoding web service and software gives us a ready starting point for this project, and 
TLG has indicated interest.  
 

f) Description of the benefit to the MetroGIS community and those stakeholders that would be 
expected to realize the greatest benefit.   
Any stakeholders who would like to include look-up of locations by park name, school name, hospital 
name, etc. in their web sites could benefit from this web service. Users world-wide would benefit from 
the open source software developed, as with the current geocoder.  
 

g) Total value and description of required resources that would be leveraged if funding is awarded. 
The project would leverage the work done on the existing geocoder and existing TLG landmark layer, 
and we hope to also explore mutual benefits with the Minnesota Structures CAP Grant group. 
 

h) Effect of receiving funding approval if for less than the full amount requested. 
If less than the full amount is received, the project may be scaled back or delayed or done with a less 
robust approach. 
 

i) Time frame for project completion. 
We would expect completion within 1 year of receiving funding. 
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3. Project Name: MetroGIS Mailing Label And Property Comparables Web 

Services Project 
Submitted by Randy Knippel 

a) Statement of project objective and why the requested funding is needed. 

Create open source, web-based services for mailing labels and property comparables based on the 
MetroGIS endorsed parcel dataset.  The services will be compatible with existing applications.  The 
funding is needed to hire outside consulting resources to gather requirements and perform software 
development services.  Although the specific outcome of this project will be mailing labels and property 
comparables, those capabilities will be built upon more generalized core parcel querying capabilities, 
allowing additional variations to be easily created. 

b) How the proposed project conforms to a Regional GIS Project objective(s). 

The proposed web services will be based on the regional parcel dataset, which will increase its value to 
the region and provide practical examples of collaborative development of component web services.  
Representatives from 4 counties will also support the project.  Development of web-based services will 
also increase the usefulness of web-based applications by creating components that can be implemented 
by multiple agencies in a consistent way. 

c) Importance of the proposed project to implement a sustainable solution to a defined priority 
geospatial community need(s). 

Since these component web services will be based on open standards and provided as open-source 
solutions, MetroGIS stakeholders will be able to collaborate on future enhancements and share ideas 
about successful implementations. 

d) Activities necessary to achieve the project objective and relationship of the requested funds. 

Project supporters have varying experiences in developing mailing label and property comparable 
applications.  This project will leverage those experiences to develop a “best of breed” solution.  A third 
party developer will be commissioned to apply sound services oriented architecture (SOA) and open 
standards techniques. 

e) Readiness for funding and status of any prerequisites (e.g., another software component, license 
agreement, etc.) that must be in place to proceed and their status. 

There are no software dependencies, licensing dependencies or other obstacles for this project.  It will be 
developed using open standards and provided as an open-source solution.  It will complement existing 
applications.  The results of the project will include demonstration implementations in GeoMoose, 
ArcIMS, and GeoCortex. 

f) Description of the benefit to the MetroGIS community and those stakeholders that would be 
expected to realize the greatest benefit.   

Beneficiaries of this project will include local government agencies and the general public through 
deployment of these services in public applications.  Since multiple agencies would be deploying the 
same services, there would also be greater consistency between applications in the region.  Services can 
be centralized, allowing multiple agencies to use a single server accessing a single combined dataset, or 
decentralized, allowing focused data subsets, redundancy, or security. 

g) Total value and description of required resources that would be leveraged if funding is awarded. 

The project will be supported by representatives from Dakota, Carver, Scott, and Washington counties, 
who will provide project requirements, administration, and testing which could account for 40% of the 
overall project effort.  Both services will be based on the same core parcel query technology; therefore, 
half of the effort will be committed to developing design specifications and the core technologies.  The 
remainder will be spent on implementing that technology as a mailing label services and a property 
comparables service with the majority of that effort spent on the latter.  The cost will not exceed $15,000  
and will be performed on a time and materials basis.  Only actual consulting costs will be charged against 
the grant.  County staff time will be treated as an in-kind contribution. 
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h) Effect of receiving funding approval if for less than the full amount requested. 

The scope can be adjusted, based on available funds, following the initial design and core technology 
development phase.  The mailing labels service would require less effort that property comparables.  Both 
services have also been described (see attached) with optional capabilities that would broaden their 
usefulness.  These could be added or removed depending on available funds. 

i) Time frame for project completion. 

We expect that the project can be completed in 6 months following the award. 

 

____________________________________ 

Detailed Description - Proposed Web Services  
Each web service will be constructed in such a way to be flexible and implement open communication standards, such 
as XML, to the greatest extent practical.  They will be created using open source software that limit cost and 
dependencies on additional software..  Each will be provided with documentation, examples, and components that 
allow it to be incorporated into common web application frameworks including GeoMoose, ArcIMS, and GeoCortex.  
They will implement a RESTful architecture where individual sub-components will be exposed for uses beyond the 
specific uses in the scope of these projects allowing them to be re-used and expanded upon for other purposes. 

Mailing labels 
The service will operate on the MetroGIS parcel data standard.  It will generally receive predetermined selection 
criteria, perform a query, format the results and return them.  The primary implementation will receive a list of parcel 
identification numbers, query the parcel data, and return the owner name and address, formatted using simple HTML in 
such a way to be directly compatible with several commonly used mailing labels. However other options will be 
supported as well.   

Selection options include generating the result using a buffer on the supplied parcels, providing a bounding polygon, 
one or more coordinate pairs and combinations of the same.  Several options for the results will also be supported 
including specifying other fields to be returned in various formats such as XML, CSV, Excel, and dbf.  It is expected 
that this will be accomplished through several components that operate on MetroGIS parcel data to perform the queries 
and format the results.  These components could also be used directly or re-used in other ways. 

Property comparables 
The service will operate on the MetroGIS parcel data standard.  It will generally receive a parcel identification number, 
a search radius, and the number of years that are relevant.  It will then find other similar parcels within the search radius 
that sold within the past number of relevant years based on specific criteria.  These criteria may include a variety of 
parcel attributes, values, and relative weights specified by the client.   

The service will perform the query and score the results using the weights supplied to represent a relative ranking of 
each resulting parcel's suitability as a comparable property.  It will also produce basic summary data including the 
average value, average square footage, and value per square foot. 

The results will be returned in order based on their score in several optional forms including HTML, XML, CSV, 
Excel, and dbf.  The results will include the attribute values for all requested criteria, the score, and four coordinate 
values representing a bounding box for each parcel.  An additional argument may be supplied representing the 
maximum number of records to return.  Only the top scoring parcels will be returned without exceeding the specified 
maximum.   

Another supported request will be a list of parcel identifiers.  In this case, only those parcels will be used for the scoring 
calculations.  The same criteria will be supplied as described above, with the exception of a search radius.  This allows 
a client application to select specific parcels using various methods, including interactively removing parcels from the 
results of a previous request to this service. 
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4. Proposal Name: Implementation Of A Community Based Hardware 
Infrastructure (aka Technical Geo-Coop) 
Submitted by: Bob Basques  

 
a) Statement of project objective and why the requested funding is needed. 

The project is intended as a method for enabling a hardware infrastructure installation to be used by area 
geospatial communities and individuals to host and proliferate shared GIS projects, datasets and services 
in a seamless fashion.  A prototype service will be implemented as a base for serving up disparate datasets 
from across the geospatial community.  Data custodians will be able to push, or publish their respective 
data at their leisure, as well as configure cartography and address security access to those datasets and or 
services.  The objective is to dissolve borders as much as possible where they relate to the origination and 
publishing of mapping data and related services, and present to the community users a seamless 
representation of all like data. 
  
While the MetroGIS' DataFinder and GeoServices Finder products index the availability of datasets and 
services, this project will concentrate on enabling publishing authorities, or owners of GIS data and/or 
services, to actively publish and manage their data and services in an online forum for reuse by others.  
Each authority will have complete control over its respective dataset/service including cartography, 
frequency of updates, authentication of users, metadata capture (for use in DataFinder and GeoServices 
Finder products for example) and business systems integration aspects. 
  
This neutrally operated hardware node can be used by any service or data provider that wishes to 
participate and has a need to publish their data as well as receive other like datasets from neighboring 
publishers. As a consequence of publishing their datasets through this hardware node, all datasets will 
automatically become WMS (OGC - Web Mapping Service) enabled if desired.  There are also future 
plans to implement WFS (OGC- Web Feature Service) services as well.  This hardware node can also act 
as a WMS/WFS data cascade server.  Other WMS/WFS services can be combined into a seamless online 
mapping presentation from this proposed node.  This would allow for projection of the datasets into a 
common metro wide coordinate system(s) from the normal County and City projections. 
  
While other online interfaces are possible, the primary end user interface will use a GeoMoose framework 
which allows for multiple publishers of data to handle their own publishing tasks while still presenting a 
common community wide map view. 

  
b) How the proposed project conforms to a Regional GIS Project objective(s). 

This project will serve as a key component in facilitating a shared technical infrastructure with a measure 
of independence for each data/service publishing authorities.  The project will implement a web based 
distribution interface for Mapping related data, services and development sandbox(es) for use by any 
participating geospatial partner and/or sponsor.   
  
This project is aimed squarely at fulfilling many of the goals that were identified at the "Beyond Data" 
gathering in January of 2008.  Many of the items listed in the "Next Steps" chart from PlanGraphics are 
addressed within this proposal. The notable points are, define and prioritize shared needs for shared 
applications and web services, populate metadata for GeoServices Finder in a standard form, develop a 
data, applications and services brokerage, establishing trust in the reliability of shared services, 
minimizing obstacles to sharing, define shared collaboration mechanisms, creation of a forum for 
realizing the vision of coordinating, funding the technical resources and providing outreach.  This short 
list of items taken from the PlanGraphics suggestions that will all be addressed at some level with this 
proposal with the intent of propagating the ideas to the fullest extent possible.  

  
c) Importance of the proposed project to implement a sustainable solution to a defined priority 

geospatial community need(s). 
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This infrastructure node along with its community partners will act as a home base for community GIS 
projects and Services into the future.  Sponsoring improvements to the GeoMoose framework project and 
supporting the Republican National Convention (RNC) preparedness efforts are two near term efforts that 
will benefit the GIS community immediately from this project. 
  
Longer term benefits will include a home for other community services.  A node of the new Address 
Geocoder will be installed for example.  Other desirable services such as a place name or landmark 
lookup additions to the geocoder will be probable future enhancements to the dedicated hardware 
installation. 
  
This project implementation will be ongoing and many more future benefits will be seen over time as this 
project gains momentum and is able to stand on its own.  There are many more potential products and 
services that this project can help realize for the greater GIS community. 

 
d) Activities necessary to achieve the project objective and relationship of the requested funds. 

The initial hardware for the prototype build out has already been donated by the City of Saint Paul as an 
in-kind partner.  There will also be some personnel time funded by the City to basically get an initial 
service infrastructure in place.  Some co-location space has been partially donated and the requested funds 
will go towards securing the co-location habitat and internet connection for the hardware for a year as 
well as pay for any miscellaneous administrative setup work required.  Additional administrative tasks 
such as security monitoring will need to be funded as well. 

  
The City and it's RNC partners, neighboring municipalities and counties have a near term interest is in 
implementing a common mapping framework where different mapping authorities can publish or serve up 
their respective datasets in support of the RNC in a seamless fashion to themselves as well as the event 
coordinators.  This short term project is an excellent opportunity to work the bugs out of such a system 
with the intent of bringing in more partners.  The intent is to set up partnerships with other regional 
mapping authorities and sponsors to maintain this infrastructure system long after the RNC event 
concludes, and to promote its reuse with an eye towards building truly shared systems across the 
geospatial community.  These different types of projects can be developed in parallel and proceed at the 
same time with this dedicated hardware infrastructure. 

 
e) Readiness for funding and status of any prerequisites (e.g., another software component, license 

agreement, etc.) that must be in place to proceed and their status. 
While this infrastructure node will be capable of handling many different types of Web based services and 
tasks, the initial goal will be to implement a GeoMoose based view of a common (mapped) operating 
system.  This type of installation will play an important part in a near term project related to the RNC.  
The RNC implementation will also apply to emergency services needs for the metro area. The sky’s the 
limit on what other types of services that could be offered in the future.  If other metro project leaders 
deem it appropriate, this same service node could be used as a installation point for other applications, 
services, or datasets as well, to benefit the metro community. 

  
Where possible, all services will be implemented as Opensource software solutions and use a Standards-
based approach to the publishing and updating of the data.  This will minimize any 
additional requirements related to Licensing of software.  If a partner/sponsor wants to implement a 
system with proprietary solutions, this is a possibility as well, as long as the funding is in place to support 
and maintain it. 
  
Since each dataset and/or service being distributed will require a custodian, it will be that custodian's duty 
to manage any licensing agreements related to their distributed data as well as limiting access to the data if 
required.  This custodial task will also help with the metadata creation steps related to publishing of data, 
both for cataloging as well as to achieve a trust level with customers about the validity and timeliness of 
the data and services they are receiving. 

 
 
 
 32



  

f) Description of the benefit to the MetroGIS community and those stakeholders that would be 
expected to realize the greatest benefit. 
The obvious benefit of installing and configuring such a system is that it will spur development and 
community awareness about what other community organizations are sharing as well as enable these same 
partners to publish their own respective mapping efforts as a shared vision, thus reducing redundancy of 
effort required from any single organization. 

  
The return to the community from this initial effort will be in the form of an organization that is co-
operatively operated with many possible avenues for the expansion of services and community products 
provided well into the future. 
  
Immediate business ROI items would be for emergency management in general as well as in support of 
the RNC.   

 
g) Total value and description of required resources that would be leveraged if funding is awarded. 

The project can immediately leverage the work done as part of the opensource GeoMoose project, as well 
as tap the community's technical workgroups for guidance in operations as well as development efforts to 
produce the most bang for the buck.  Since the project is intended as a community driven one, the 
potential for additional partners and consequent services to become available will be very great. 
Preliminary requirements to get an installed and functional infrastructure in place would be $12,000.  This 
will implement the service for one year period, and provide for essential administration work like security 
assessments, network tuning tasks, data optimizations and partner outreach. 

  
Metadata creation for data and services is already defined as a custodial responsibility and will be useful 
for populating discovery tools such as DataFinder and GeoServices Finder products. 

 
h) Effect of receiving funding approval if for less than the full amount requested. 

The funding being asked for here would be used as a startup fund and would be a part of a continuing 
fund raising effort.  Having a prototype hardware infrastructure solution funded and in place will help 
considerably in producing more interest in participation from other partners by facilitating outreach 
efforts.  There are other fund raising efforts underway to compliment this funding request. 

 
i) Time frame for project completion. 

From the date of award, about a month of time to get things up and running with a cursory testing phase 
completed.  A prototype interface will then be in place and data users and producer will be added to the 
mix over the next few months.  This follow on phase will be used to test out the authentication systems, 
metadata recording systems, and overall performance metrics.  About three months into the effort, there 
will be a community evaluation phase that will be used to direct future operations. 

  
The initial service will be set up as an authenticated service where all users will need to login to use the 
services.  This heightened level of security is intended as a method of getting the geospatial community to 
a point of acceptance and trust in the system for publishing before any sort of general public access is 
granted to anyone. 
  
At the same time we still want to welcome any and all potential operational partners.  The initial 
implementation will be used as a guide for future capabilities that will be offered.  Over the longer term, if 
all goes as planned, this will be an ongoing project with the intent of making it as self sufficient, and as 
far reaching in the GIS community as possible with additional datasets and services being developed and 
offered up. 
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EXHIBIT D 
 

WITHDRAW STATEMENTS  
 

1: Interoperability Of Framework Data With Adjoining Counties 
(Originally Shared with Coordinating Committee by email on June 6) 

 
Hi Bill, 
 
I will pass your decision to withdraw (below) your proposal along to the MetroGIS Coordinating Committee.  Since 
pursuit of data interoperability with jurisdictions that adjoin the metro area is a top priority of both the MetroGIS Policy 
Board and the Metropolitan Council, I was excited that your group elected to submit a concept proposal.  I must say, I 
was truly hoping that we would also receive a final proposal.  The good news is that at least the conversation has begun. 
 I understand the work and commitment it takes to advocate change and foster momentum that leads to cultural changes 
in the way we do business.  As such, I would encourage you and your colleagues to keep the door open to dialogue and 
working together to develop the expertise, policies, and physical interoperability required to realize the vision of the Mn 
Spatial Data Infrastructure and, ultimately, that of National Spatial Data Infrastructure.   
 
Respectfully,  
 
Randall L. Johnson, AICP 

 
From: Bill Swing [mailto:Bill.Swing@co.wright.mn.us]  
Sent: Friday, June 06, 2008 8:30 AM 
To: Johnson, Randy 
Cc: Cheri Nelson; Michael Pooler; Steve Jobe 
Subject: Re: Regional GIS Project Proposals 
 
Randy, 
 
Thank you for the phone conversation. 
 
It is clear to me now that given the stage that we're at out here - not similar I suppose to where MetroGIS was at its 
inception - central MN at his time is most in need of education and the sharing of ideas.  Until the right group of folks 
(not necessarily just IT and GIS types) sees the value of collaborating with MetroGIS, or any other groups for that 
matter, initiatives involving funding and time simply won't work.   
 
Therefore, Mike Pooler and I wish to withdraw our proposal concept and will continue to stay in tune to developments. 
 
-Bill   
 

2. Assessment of Prioritized Shared Needs for Geospatial Applications and Web Services 
The Shared Application Workgroup (aka Technical leadership Workgroup) concurred with the Proposal Review 
Team’s conclusion that although this is a laudable project, it should not take funds from otherwise unfunded proposals.  
 
3. MetroGIS Website Refresh 
Randy,  
The project I proposed is listed as an alternate.  At this point I do not think it is worth doing all the work necessary for a 
final application. In addition, I don’t think I can actually do the work based on my current work plan and the thing that 
are most important in that plan. 
 
If someone else here is willing to take on the role of writing the application and doing the work, then that would be 
great.  I think the work is relevant and worth doing.  This seems to me like the perfect job for the Technical Coordinator 
to do.  They will have some role in administering and updating the MetroGIS website, I would think. 
 
Of course this is just my opinion and I will defer to Rick.  I will talk to him at the specialist meeting on Friday.   
Perhaps someone else … could pick up this project.    
 
Alison 
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MetroGIS      Agenda Item 5b 
Cooperation, Coordination, Sharing Geographic Data 
 

 
TO: Coordinating Committee 
 
FROM: Geocoder Project Manager, Nancy Read (Metropolitan Mosquito Control District) 
 MetroGIS Staff Contact: Randall Johnson (651-602-1638) 
 
SUBJECT: Regional Geocoding Application –Status Report  
 
DATE: June 9, 2008 
 (For the Jun 18th Meeting) 
 
REQUEST 
The purpose of this report is to provide an update on progress made since the last Committee on the Geocoder 
Project.   
 
In addition to Nancy Read, the other members of the Geocoder Project Team are: Dave Bitner (MAC), Mark Kotz 
(Metropolitan Council), Jim Maxwell (TLG), Gordy Chinander (MESB), Chris Cialek & Jim Dickerson (LMIC), 
Bob Basquez (St. Paul), and Kent Treichel (MN Dept. of Revenue). 
 
PROGRESS REPORT 
At the end of April, the Geocoder Project Team received word from the contractor, Walter Sinclair, that a Metro 
Geocoder test web service, using the revised PAGC geocoder software working on MetroGIS Parcel Points data 
and the TLG Streets data, was available at http://216.86.126.74/addform.html and the team began testing the 
operation of the software. After several refinements, the contractor packaged the software and documentation and 
sent them to Team members by the first week of June.   
 
As of this writing Team members are going through the documentation and setting up local sites for further testing. 
In addition, the original test site is being released to worldwide members of the PAGC interest list for additional 
comment.  Several Team members are working on projects that will put the site to use immediately, so it will be 
receiving more extensive testing in the next two months. The Geocoder Team will be assembling results, findings, 
and comments during that time and will generate a final report. In addition to dealing with the subtle intricacies of a 
high-quality geocoder design, the project has raised some interesting issues regarding maintaining quality of source 
data, particularly for the parcel dataset. 
 
PROJECT BACKGROUND 
The project was recommended for funding by the Policy Board in July 2007 as a 2007 Regional GIS Project 
entitled Geocoding Service and Application Code based on TLG Streets and/or Parcel Data.  Subsequently, an 
Interagency Agreement, between the Metropolitan Council and the Metropolitan Mosquito Control District 
(MMCD), was executed in December 2007.  The Agreement provides for a total payment of $14,000 for 
development of the geocoding service.  $4,000 remains to be paid.  Final payment is scheduled to be paid upon 
delivery of the product.  The Agreement has a one-year term that expires on December 2008.  The MMCD assumed 
the role as lead agency.  The approved scope of work is presented in Attachment A.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 
That the Committee provide direction regarding any: 
1) Topic(s) that it believes should be added to or further discussed in the final report. 
2) Desired next steps or enhancements to Version 1 of the Regional Geocoder Application.  
 
 
 

35



 

  

ATTACHMENT A 
 

Scope of Work  
 

MetroGIS - 2007 Regional GIS Projects 
Project Proposal: 
Geocoding Service and Application Code based on TLG Streets and/or Parcel Data 
 
Objective: 
Many participants in MetroGIS, both governmental and private, are building web-based mapping applications to 
help citizens or staff find data related to an address. An address look-up (geocoder) is often the first step for access 
to these sites.  A clear need exists for a service that could take a request from a web or desktop application and 
return a set of likely matching addresses and locations, based on address ranges in the TLG Street Centerlines 
dataset, and possibly also using the Regional Parcel Dataset and eventually the proposed Occupiable Units Address 
Points Dataset.  This project would do two things: 

1. Define requirements for a geocoding service that would address needs of MetroGIS participants, including 
functional requirements, data and support implications, and standards for data and the service itself, and 
determine priorities and feasibility.  

2. Create and deploy an on-line geocoding service that would meet these requirements.  
 
Activities Proposed: 

• define functional requirements of a geocoding service for the MetroGIS community and decide scope of 
current project (e.g., single requests and/or batch, open or access-limited) 

• define support issues, including data currentness, maintenance, and licensing, and host/service uptime and 
capacity needs 

• assess relationship to applicable standards (National Street Address Standard, OGC location standard, 
SOAP) 

• evaluate existing geocoding code offered by MAC, assess changes needed to meet MetroGIS community 
needs, and use funding for programming to make those changes and/or develop new code as needed. 

• find an organization willing to host the service  
• set up procedures for maintaining the referenced TLG street data and other data used 
• explore use of the MetroGIS Regional Parcel Dataset or Occupiable Units Point Dataset (as available) as a 

resource to improve hit rate and accuracy  
• add street intersection look-up (if there is sufficient interest)  
• develop documentation for those planning to build applications that use the service or those wishing to use 

the geocoder code, either in open-source or ArcIMS environments 
 
Participants: 
An ad-hoc “geocoding workgroup” from the MetroGIS Technical Advisory Team has expressed interest in being 
involved with this project, including Jim Maxwell (TLG), Matt McGuire and Mark Kotz (Metro Council), Gordy 
Chinander (Metro Emergency Services Board), Bob Basques (City of St. Paul), Chris Cialek (LMIC), Dave Bitner 
(MAC) and Nancy Read (MMCD, contact for proposal correspondence, nancread@mmcd.org, 651-643-8386).  
This group gives good representation of likely organizations involved and skills/resources needed. 
 
Funding Requested: 
$10,000 for programming and set-up, to be completed within 6 months of receiving funding.  All code developed 
would be open-source and available freely after the project is completed. The geocoding service would also be 
freely available for public or private use (if/as arranged with TLG and Parcel license).  If less funding is available 
the project would take longer to occur as it would have to be done with in-house resources by participants. 
 
Benefits: 
Any organization building a web site with address look-up in the metro could use the service or code and save 
many hours of programming and testing time, as well as saving on long-term maintenance of the underlying data. 
 
 

36



MetroGIS      Agenda Item 5c 
Cooperation, Coordination, Sharing Geographic Data 

 
TO:  Coordinating Committee 
 

FROM: Jonathan Blake, Richardson Richter Associates (Member MetroGIS Staff Support Team)  
Randall Johnson, MetroGIS Staff Coordinator (651-602-1638) 

 

SUBJECT: Leadership Development Plan 
 

DATE:  June 10, 2008   
  (For the June 18 meeting; Postponed from March 27 meeting) 

INTRODUCTION 
The Staff Support Team respectfully requests Coordinating Committee direction on draft key elements 
recommended to comprise a Leadership Development Plan which are presented in Attachment A.  
Implementation of a Leadership Development Plan is called for in the 2008-2011 MetroGIS Business Plan1 in 
recognition of the importance to proactively prepare for future vacancies and retirements of key 
management and political leaders. 
 
Please note that previous discussion and drafts of this plan referred to it as a “Leadership Succession Plan.” 
The title was modified in response to comments from Committee members for a need to more accurately 
reflect a pro-active, preparatory focus on securing leaders who are well grounded in the vision, 
accomplishments and community preferences for solutions to shared geospatial needs.  
 

PREVIOUS DIRECTION  
A detailed accounting of previous direction received from the Policy Board and Coordinating Committee 
related to development of the subject plan is provided in the Reference Section.   
 
In addition to direction received from the Policy Board and Committee, the recommended key elements 
for the proposed Plan also reflect input received at an April 25, 2008 interview session facilitated by 
Professor John Bryson of the University of Minnesota’s Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs.  
Portions of this interview session – which was conducted with seven long-time MetroGIS leaders and 
staff – focused on the role that MetroGIS leaders have played in advancing the organization’s goals since 
its inception more than a decade ago.  The seven participants were: Policy Board members Terry 
Schneider and Victoria Reinhart, former Coordinating Committee chairs Will Craig, Jane Harper, and 
Nancy Read, and the Staff Coordinator.  David Arbeit was also invited but could not attend. 

RECOMMENDATION 
That the Coordinating Committee: 
1. Offer desired modifications to the draft key elements listed in Attachment A for a MetroGIS 

Leadership Development Plan. 
2. Create a Leadership Development Workgroup to oversee further development of the subject Plan. 

                                                           
1 Section VIII, Tactic 3, page 48  37



REFERENCE SECTION 
 

PREVIOUS POLICY BOARD AND COMMITTEE DIRECTION 
1. October 17, 2007: the Policy Board: 

a. Approved Major Program Objectives for 2008 which included adoption and implementation of a 
plan “to achieve an orderly succession of leadership (Leadership Succession Plan).” 

b. Approved, as a component of the 2008-2011 MetroGIS Business Plan, preparation of a plan in 
which “current and prospective leaders are identified at the policy, management, and technical 
levels within organizations critical to the long-term success of MetroGIS. The Plan should provide 
a proactive program to ensure that individuals interested in assuming MetroGIS leadership roles 
have adequate skills to carry out the requisite responsibilities.” (Activity Area 8: Optimize 
MetroGIS Governance and Organizational Structure) 

 
2. December 18, 2007: the Coordinating Committee reviewed a preliminary outline for Leadership 

Development Plan, consistent with direction received form the Policy Board on October 27.  The 
Committee concurred with the general direction but requested that staff expand the plan with more 
specific recommendations and action items. The Coordinating Committee requested an updated draft 
plan for its June 18 meeting, at which time the committee will determine if a Leadership Development 
Workgroup is necessary to continue work on plan development.   

 
The following is a detailed summary of direction received from the Committee: 

 
5g) Proposed Leadership Succession Plan Components 
Staff Coordinator Johnson commented that development of a Leadership Succession Plan (currently 
referred to as the Leadership Development Plan) had been defined as a top priority for 2008 as a result 
of the Policy Board adopting the 2008-2011 MetroGIS Business Plan.  He noted that there is 
recognition in the Business Plan that MetroGIS is heavily dependent on support from several key 
individuals for its success and should be prepared to quickly transition to willing, supportive, and 
capable successors when these key supporters leave the effort.   
 
Blake then explained the six components upon which to develop a leadership succession plan, as cited 
on page 59 in the agenda report, and asked for comment.  
 
Harper suggested that a seventh component should be added to the list –“Structural Issues".  She 
offered an example of the Coordinating Committee adopting a policy where each of its members 
should designate an alternate to attend when they are not able to attend.  She also suggested that an 
attempt should be made to identify the qualities that are desirable in Committee members so current 
members can identify appropriate alternates and candidates for future membership. 
 
Read commented that the majority of emphasis in the Plan should be on matters that the Committee 
can control and not spend a lot of time on matters that it cannot control (e.g., transition of Board 
members following an election).   
 
Motion:  Harper moved and Read seconded that the Coordinating Committee that: 
1) The six components outlined in the agenda report, together with the seventh component offered by 

Harper, provide a satisfactory foundation upon which to develop a more detailed plan.  
2) Staff prepare a more detailed plan for consideration by the Committee at the March meeting, 

focusing on situations that the Committee can control. 
 
Motion carried, ayes all. 

 
3. March 27, 2008: the Coordinating Committee postponed consideration of the draft plan to its June 

meeting due to lack of time to give it proper consideration.  This postponement turned out to be a good 
thing because it allowed staff to integrate related direction received at on session facilitated by 
Professor John Bryson on April 25 in preparation for three scholarly papers he is planning to write 
based upon MetroGIS’s experiences. 
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LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PLANNING RESOURCES 
1. “Succession Management Practices” by Sheila M. Rioux, Ph.D., and Paul Bernthal, Ph. D. 

http://www.ddiworld.com/pdf/ddi_successionmanagementpractices_es.pdf 
 
2. “Fact Brief: Succession Planning in the Government Sector.” Corporate Leadership Council, 

January 2004. http://www.wapa.gov/newsroom/pdf/success.pdf 
 
3. “The Implementation of Workforce and Succession Planning in the Public Sector” by Joan E. 

Pynes. International Public Management Association for Human Resources, Winter 2004. 
http://www.ok.gov/opm/documents/The%20Implementation%20of%20Workforce%20and%20Su
ccession%20Planning%20in%20the%20Public%20Sector.pdf 
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ATTACHMENT A 

 

KEY ELEMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS – LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
(Last Updated: June 9, 2008) 

 
1. Statement of Purpose – The MetroGIS Leadership Development Plan provides direction for MetroGIS 
participants and staff as they prepare for the future retirement or other replacement of political leadership, 
key staff and technical support. This Plan provides MetroGIS’s strategies for seamlessly integrating new 
leaders and staff into MetroGIS without losing momentum on current projects and without losing 
valuable institutional knowledge. One major focus of this plan is the preparation of the “next generation” 
of new leaders before vacancies occur. 
  
2. Identification of Key Leaders and Staff – The MetroGIS Leadership Development Plan specifically 
addresses the development (or succession) plans for, at a minimum, the following key individuals and 
positions: 

• MetroGIS Policy Board and Coordinating Committee membership 
• MetroGIS staff, particularly the Staff Coordinator position 
• Key participant organization staff (e.g. county GIS managers, technical staff) 
• Technical Advisory Team 
• MetroGIS workgroup participants 
• Champions and advocates within critical stakeholder organizations 

  
3. Identification of Requisite Skills and Experience for Key Leaders and Staff – MetroGIS staff (or 
designated workgroup) will develop thorough job descriptions and/or identification of skills needed to fill 
the positions listed above. This includes details on each position’s general duties and obligations, 
expected time commitment and a description of any required technical expertise. 
  
4. Development of a Leadership Development Structure – MetroGIS staff (or designated workgroup) 
should draft detailed procedures to be followed in the event of the retirement or other replacement of the 
individuals identified in #2 above. Delineation of key responsibilities – including the identification of 
potential successors and the development and implementation of training programs and materials – should 
be offered in the Plan. 
  
In the case of dedicated MetroGIS staff, there should be a process for MetroGIS participant organizations 
to provide input and recommendations to the Metropolitan Council regarding the evaluation and hiring of 
new staff. In the case of workgroup participants, the process can be a less formal recruitment of interested 
and qualified staff from participant organizations. 
  
The following elements should be included in the Succession Planning Structure: 

• Development of an Interview Advisory Committee for evaluating potential new MetroGIS staff 
• Drafting of a Recruitment Process for identifying potential new staff and Technical Support 
• Development of “performance measures” for reviewing the success of individual staff or leader 

transitions to gauge the success of the leadership development process 
• Development of expected timelines to hire, train and fully integrate new staff into MetroGIS. In 

particular, MetroGIS staff should develop a sample timeline for transitioning in a new Staff 
Coordinator which allows for ample “overlap” time in which a current and future Staff 
Coordinator can work together to make a seamless transition. 

  
5. Plan for Maintaining Political Legitimacy during Transitional Phases – MetroGIS’s effectiveness is 
in large part due to the political support of its participating organizations. Without this support, much of 
the professional staff assistance MetroGIS needs – in implementing its programs, staffing its workgroups 
and maintaining the viability of DataFinder – would likely be unavailable. It is important to prepare 
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MetroGIS to maintain this support and political legitimacy during transitional phases. Specific tactics for 
achieving this are discussed below. 
  
6. Address “Volunteer Burnout” – MetroGIS relies heavily on volunteers from participant organizations 
for technical assistance, workgroup participation and other key organizational activities. As discussed in 
the 2008-2011 MetroGIS Business Plan, the potential pool of participants for these activities has shrunk 
in recent years, largely due to volunteer burnout.  MetroGIS should contain a variety of strategies for 
growing participation in workgroups and reducing the burden on frequent volunteers to ensure the vitality 
of future volunteer projects. Possible strategies include: 

• Institute regular newsletter (or listserv) communications with larger GIS community, including 
information on current and upcoming workgroup projects, technical needs and opportunities for 
participation and coordination. The mailing list should include GIS departments and specialists in 
adjoining counties, select private enterprises and other “non-traditional” potential MetroGIS 
participants. 

• More active involvement of “next generation” surrogates to increase the potential pool of 
volunteers from current participant organizations (discussed in Recommendation #7 below). 

• Consider creating an online forum at the MetroGIS website that allows current and potential 
participants to share opportunities for coordination and updates on current projects. 

 
7. Increase Involvement of “Next Generation” Substitutes/Surrogates – Members of the MetroGIS 
Policy Board, Coordinating Committee, Technical Advisory Team and workgroups will arrange for a 
designated substitute, or surrogate, to attend any meeting, workshop or key event to which a member is 
unable to attend. A key component to leadership development is the early and frequent involvement of the 
“next generation” of MetroGIS leaders and participants. Involvement of surrogates will allow future 
active participants to learn the MetroGIS organizational structure and build relationships with current 
participants. In addition, MetroGIS will regularly send pertinent meeting minutes and agendas to 
designated surrogates regardless of their involvement in a given meeting. This will allow surrogates to 
remain informed of MetroGIS’s activities on an ongoing basis. 
 
8. Update Printed “Outreach” and Informational Materials – Printed outreach and information 
materials, including the MetroGIS brochure, are important tools for both outreach and leadership 
development. From a leadership development perspective, these materials allow MetroGIS to more 
effectively communicate MetroGIS’s mission and key activities to surrogates and other interested parties. 
They also serve as a valuable educational tool for potential champions and advocates within current 
participant organizations. 
 
9. Consider Reinstituting Bimonthly Coordinating Committee Meetings – As MetroGIS begins to take a 
more active role in the world of applications and services, there will be an increasing need for more 
frequent input and direction from the Coordinating Committee. While MetroGIS’s role relating to 
applications is still being defined, it appears clear that the organization will, at a minimum, have increased 
coordination responsibilities. Staff recommends that the Coordinating Committee consider holding 
meetings every two months instead of the current quarterly meeting schedule. 
  
10. Continue Utilizing Consultants to Assist in Business Planning, Strategic Planning Sessions and to 
“Fill Gaps” as Needed – Due to MetroGIS’s relatively limited dedicated staff resources, the organization 
has routinely utilized consultant services to help conduct key organizational activities, including business 
planning and strategic planning sessions. Input received at MetroGIS workshops and meetings, including 
the April 25 interview session with MetroGIS leadership, staff suggests that the involvement in 
consultants has played a key role in achieving the organization’s goals. 
 

CHALLENGES – LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
Due to MetroGIS’s unique organizational structure – which relies on the willful collaboration of staff and 
political leadership from numerous public entities – the MetroGIS Leadership Development Plan differs 
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from most corporate, non-profit and governmental transitional plans.  The following are unique 
challenges faced by MetroGIS in preparing for the transition from current to future leadership and staff: 

• Political factors outside of MetroGIS control 
o Statewide election of Governor, affecting Metropolitan Council 
o Local elections, affecting composition of MetroGIS leadership and political support of 

MetroGIS 
• Participant organization factors outside of MetroGIS control 

o Staffing decisions at individual counties, agencies and other entities may affect staff and 
technical resources available to MetroGIS 

• Financial support outside of MetroGIS control 
o MetroGIS’s “foster collaboration” function is funded by the Metropolitan Council. If the 

Council changes its financial priorities, or if Council membership changes significantly 
via a gubernatorial election or retirements, MetroGIS funding could be vulnerable. 
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MetroGIS      Agenda Item 5d 
Cooperation, Coordination, Sharing Geographic Data 
 

 
TO: Coordinating Committee 
FROM: MetroGIS Staff Coordinator 
 Contact: Randall Johnson (651-602-1638) 
SUBJECT: GIS Technology Demonstration – July 2008 Policy Board Meeting  
DATE: June 9, 2008 
 (For Jun 18th Meeting) 

INTRODUCTION 
The Coordinating Committee is requested to agree on a GIS Technology Demonstration topic for the 
Policy Board’s July 23, 2008 meeting and a person(s) to present that topic.   

PREVIOUSLY IDENTIFIED CANDIDATE DEMONSTRATION TOPICS 
1. County Collaborative Application Development: Invite Jim Bunning to present the presentation that 

he gave at the January 24th “Beyond Data” workshop on the Scott/Carver/Dakota cooperation to 
develop and maintain applications for which they share a need. 

2. School District Use of Regional Parcel Dataset: At the September 2007 Committee meeting member 
Carlstrom offered to collaborate on a presentation with Hazel Reinhardt, the former State 
Demographer, to show how school districts are using the Regional Parcel Dataset to support decision 
making.  The option is not available until Fall 2008. 

3. Council and Counties Sharing Data Management via Internet - Water quality systems approach to 
sharing data Council and 2 counties (see Attachment A)  

4. County GIS activities: 5-7 minute overviews from each county at a single Board meeting.   
5. Intersection of IT and GIS: A couple of the sessions at the State IT Symposium this past December 

appeared to be related to the “infrastructure” policy area identified that the February 8th Strategic 
Directions Workshop.  Dan Falbo, ESRI, who was involved in with of these sessions, has agreed to 
share any information discussed at those sessions and present the material to the Policy Board is the 
Committee so wishes. 

6. Metropolitan Council’s Natural Resources Digital Atlas: The messages would be: 1) this product 
could not have been created without the standardization of data access policies and data content 
standards that MetroGIS’s efforts have accomplished in the Metro Area and 2) GIS technology is 
becoming a valuable for day-to-day decision support tool by non-traditional users. 

7. University's Historical Census Mapping: NFS grant-funded project involving analysis of historic 
census data (Bob McMaster) related to the National Historical Geographic Information System 
(NHGIS).  NHGIS solves the problem of accessing and mapping historical US Census data, much of 
it not online. One of its most incredible features is the capability to adjust data on-the-fly to account 
for boundary changes when doing trend analysis. 

 

DISCUSSION 
An additional idea has come forward.  MetroGIS and parcel mapping in the Twin Cities was highlighted 
in a recent publication by the Lincoln Land Institute. Chairperson Reinhardt has seen the publication and 
suggested that it be considered as a Technology Demonstration. It is described below. 
 
8. Parcel Data and Community Revitalization. MetroGIS parcel data has been used in a series of 

applications in the Twin Cities to support community revitalization.  This work is highlighted in a 
recent national report by the Lincoln Institute of Land Policy (see attachment B).  Presentations 
would be made by the groups doing the work: Center for Urban and Regional Affairs University of 
Minnesota; HousingLink; and University United, a community development group representing 
University Avenue. This presentation would be timely, given that the topic of defining specific shared 
needs for applications and web services has been defined as a top priority.  

RECOMMENDATION 
That the Coordinating Committee agree on a GIS Technology Demonstration topic and a person(s) to 
present that topic at the July 23rd Policy Board meeting.   
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REFERENCE SECTION 
 
PAST POLICY BOARD DEMONSTRATION TOPICS: 
• Apr. 2008: Mapping Minnesota Emergency Response Structures: An Initiative to Support the 

National Map and National Spatial Data Infrastructure 
• Jan. 2008: GIS’s Role In Response to I-35W Bridge Collapse 
• Oct. 2007: Metropolitan Mosquito Control District’s Web Application 
• Jul. 2007: Metropolitan Council’s new “Maps” Web site 
• Apr. 2007 Efficiencies Realized Through Coordinated Application Development: Lessons 

Learned From The OpenMNND Project 
• Jan. 2007: Effective Decisions Through Effective Data Distribution 
• Oct. 2006: M3D Internet Application 
• Jul. 2006: State Geospatial Architecture 
• Apr. 2006: Evacuation Planning for Homeland Defense – U of M Research Project   
• Jan. 2006: No presentation 
• Oct. 2005: Natural Resources Atlas Made Possible Via Data Sharing  
• Jul. 2005: Ramsey County GIS User Group’s Internet Mapping Service (IMS) site 
• Apr. 2005: How Watershed Districts are Benefiting from MetroGIS’s efforts 
• Jan. 2005: Regional Mailing Application 
• Oct. 2004: Improving Operational Effectiveness with GIS - Dakota County’s Experience 
• Jul. 2004: City of Roseville’s Combined Use of Socioeconomic Data and GIS Technology to 

Improve Decision Making and Service Delivery 
• Apr. 2004: Metro 911 Board initiative to integrate GIS into day-to-day operations of 27 Metro Area 

PSAPs 
• Jan 2004: Scott County’s Use of GIS technology to improve intra-department efficiencies 
• Oct. 2003: GASB34 – GIS Technology’s Relevance  
• Jul. 2003: Minneapolis Neighborhood Information System use of GIS and data sharing activities 
• Apr. 2003: Metropolitan Mosquito Control District use of GIS and benefits from MetroGIS 
• Jan. 2003: Emergency Management Response applications developed by Carver and Washington 

Counties. 
• Oct. 2002:  Metropolitan Airports Commission use of GIS and benefits from MetroGIS 
• Jul. 2002:  MetroGIS DataFinder Café Rollout 
• Mar. 2002:  Presentations from each metro county regarding their respective GIS programs 
• Jan. 2002:  GIS’s Role In Responding To The World Trade Center Tragedy – Mapping Ground Zero 

(Paul Olson, Grand Rapids Office of the Minnesota DNR - Division of Forestry) 
• Oct. 2001:  TIES – Benefits to School Districts as a result of MetroGIS 
• Jul. 2001:  DataFinder And Functionality Sought Via Proposed Internet-Enabled Data Distribution 

Mechanism (since named DataFinder Café) 
• Apr. 2001:  LMIC’s Metro viewer software: A Mapping Tool for the Public 
• Jan. 2001:  Regional Census Geography and Legislative Redistricting Software/Process 
• Oct. 2000:  North Metro I-35W Corridor Coalition’s Socio-Demographic Database Development 
• Jul. 2000:  DataFinder and Council’s Internet-based Existing Land Use Application 
• Apr. 2000:  Regional Parcel Dataset (Version 1) 
• Jul. 1999:  Presentation to House of Representatives Subcommittee on June 9th  
• Apr. 1999:  North Metro I-35W Corridor Coalition GIS Capabilities 
• Nov. 1998:  Orthoimagery and its Uses 
• Sep. 1998:  DataFinder and Dakota County’s Parcel Query Application 
• Jan. 1997:  Benefits from GIS in general and uses being made by all classes of stakeholders 
  represented on the Policy Board. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
(Excerpt May 8th Issue of Council Directions) 

 

Council, counties partner in water quality data-sharing project 
Public also will have easy access to info online 

The Metropolitan Council is partnering with two metro counties on a pilot project to share water-
quality data and make the information easily available to the public online.  

 
Scott Schneider, a resource conservationist with the Scott County Soil and Water Conservation 
District, collects a stream sample.  

Beginning in May, Scott and Dakota counties will be able to enter and manage their own data 
using the Council’s water-quality database. And the Council will have access to wider and more 
detailed water-quality data collected by the two counties. 

“The public also will benefit by having access to all this data through the Council’s online 
environmental monitoring warehouse,” said Steve Kloiber, senior environmental analyst with 
Metropolitan Council Environmental Services (MCES), who is coordinating the project.  

“The partnership will save a lot of money, too,” Kloiber said. “The counties could easily spend 
tens of thousands of dollars to develop and maintain their own databases. And the Council could 
spend that much or more if it were to expand its monitoring programs to collect the data the 
counties already have.” 

Water quality data is critical to protecting area waterways 

MCES has long maintained a database of river, stream and lake monitoring data in the seven-
country metro area. In fact, some river data goes back to the 1920s and 1930s, during the era 
which spawned the first wastewater treatment facility on the Mississippi in 1938. 

In recent years, MCES created a suite of web-based data management tools for entering and 
reviewing water-quality data. But until now, these tools were only available to Council staff on 
internal computer systems. 

With the new pilot project, the database system will now be available through a password-
protected Internet site for Scott and Dakota County staffs. Data from both counties now can be 45



 

 

uploaded into the Council’s database, which in turn makes the information available to the public 
through the web.  

 
A typical water quality monitoring station operated by the Scott County Soil and Water 
Conservation District is equipped with a datalogger, automated sampler, rain gauge, phone 
modem, solar panel, and stage sensor. 

How is the information used?  

Water monitoring data is used by Council staff and policymakers to identify water-related 
problems, establish goals and measure annual progress toward an overarching goal of protecting 
and improving regional water resources. 

“If the pilot program is successful, we hope to develop a long-term service agreement with the 
counties to provide the technical support the system needs,” Kloiber said. “We hope this project 
can serve as a model for using the Internet to improve our work. We’ve already had a number of 
inquiries from other local governments who are interested in using the new system.” 

 

46



 

 

ATTACHMENT B 
 

Twin City Parcel Data Highlighted in National Report 
By Will Craig, University of Minnesota 
 
A new report by the Lincoln Land Institute focuses on the use of parcel data to improve local community 
development efforts.  The study provides examples from 5 urban areas including the Twin Cities.  The 
University of Minnesota and MetroGIS are highlighted as intermediaries in providing data and resources 
to community organizations.  Three highlighted case studies are: 

• Resolving Town-Gown conflicts.  This was an effort required by the legislature as part of the new 
football stadium.  It involved city, university, and neighborhood participants using maps 
developed by the university’s Center for Urban and Regional Affairs (CURA). 

• Understanding and addressing foreclosure issues.  The non-profit HousingLink with 7 counties 
and CURA to develop maps and analysis of foreclosures.  Results were fed to the Minnesota 
Foreclosure Prevention Funders Council. 

• Community planning for the Central Corridor LRT.  The U-PLAN Community Planning Studio, 
a partnership of community groups led by the University United coalition, the University of 
Minnesota, and the St. Paul Design Center, is using MetroGIS data to engage local businesses 
and residents in planning for the proposed light rail line connecting downtown St. Paul and 
downtown Minneapolis. 

 
The report, Transforming Community Development with Land Information Systems, is part of a multi-year 
research and action project by PolicyLink, the Urban Institute, and the Lincoln Institute of Land Policy to 
advance the field of parcel data systems and the their application to community revitalization and 
equitable development.  The report is available from the Lincoln Institute or free online at 
http://www.lincolninst.edu/pubs/PubDetail.aspx?pubid=1356 
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MetroGIS      Agenda Item 5e 
Cooperation, Coordination, Sharing Geographic Data 
 

 
TO: Coordinating Committee 
 
FROM: Technical Leadership Workgroup (formerly known as Shared Application Needs Workgroup) 
 Staff Contact: Randall Johnson (651-602-1638) 
 
SUBJECT: Share Application Needs – Phase II Workgroup Organization and Scope  
 
DATE: June 10, 2008 
 (For the Jun 18th Meeting) 
 

REQUEST 
The Technical Leadership Workgroup respectfully requests Committee approval of a proposal concerning its 
charge and organizational structure (Attachment A) and authorization to proceed with a more integrated process of 
defining and addressing shared application and web service needs of the MetroGIS community.  
 
BACKGROUND 
On April 23, the MetroGIS Policy Board unanimously:  
1) Endorsed, as appropriate for MetroGIS’s efforts, support of the following roles in pursuit of collaborative 

solutions to shared needs for applications and web services:  
- Leadership  
- Coordination 
- Policy direction  
- Testbed funding to leverage the GIS resources possessed in the metropolitan region. 

2) Endorsed the Coordinating Committee’s suggested next steps related to technical leadership (see 
Attachment B for the specifics) and their relative importance. 

3) Concurred that a need exists for dedication of a Technical Coordinator to join the MetroGIS support team.  
4) Endorsed continued negotiations with the Metropolitan Council to dedicate additional support resources to 

MetroGIS’s “foster collaboration” function sufficient to accomplish the roles and responsibilities of a 
Technical Coordinator. 

 
These actions completed Phase I of MetroGIS’s efforts to define solutions to shared application needs.  
 
PHASE II STRATEGY 
The Technical Leadership Steering Workgroup, whose members initially defined the next steps approved by the 
Policy Board, believes that the topics of Applications & Web Services, Trust Issues, and Broker Implementation are 
very interrelated.  For this reason, the group members believe that the most efficient approach would be for the 
workgroup to oversee and simultaneously integrate activities related to all three of these topics.   

 
For simplicity, the group also recommends that its name be changed to “Technical Leadership Workgroup” (as 
opposed to “Shared Applications Workgroup” or the former “Technical Leadership Steering Workgroup”.   
 
Assuming the Committee concurs with the strategy proposed by the workgroup, two subgroups would also be 
created to look at trust issues and the broker mechanism.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 
That the Committee:  
1) Approve the organizational charge recommended by Technical Leadership Workgroup in Attachment A  
2) Modify the Workgroup’s name to “Technical Leadership Workgroup”  
3) Authorize the Workgroup to oversee the integrated process to define and pursue solutions to shared applications 

and web services of the MetroGIS community.   
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

Tech 
Coordinator 

???

Technical Leadership WorkgroupTAT

Policy Board

Coordinating 
Committee

Web Services 
Trust Issues

Apps & Services 
Needs & Priorities

Broker/Portal 
Implementation

Define Requirements

Implement

Define Process

Conduct Assessment

Identify Issues

Identify Solutions

State D2E 
Initiative

GCGI 
Standards

 
 
The Workgroup believes that the tasks and charges outline below are not sequential.  The group agreed that 
prototypes and example projects are needed to help both general users and core members develop a 
common understanding of what we are talking about.  Thus, we recommend moving forward on some 
projects even before the full “priorities and needs” are defined. 
 
Technical Leadership Workgroup Charge 

1. To define a process to identify and prioritize commonly needed geospatial web services and 
applications 

2. To identify issues and solutions related to trusting and using web services 
3. To define a more fully fledged mechanism – a broker – to discover and acquire or use geospatial data, 

web services, applications and other resources. 
 
Additional Tasks 

4. Encourage the development of rapid prototypes and examples. 
5. Inventory existing services and applications (populate Geoservices Finder) 
6. Promote and champion the concept of shared web services and applications. 

 
 

Note: For further information about the Workgroup’s discussion that led to this recommendation, see the 
agenda materials and summary for its May 21, 2008 meeting posted at 
http://www.metrogis.org/teams/workgroups/shared_app/index.shtml .  
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ATTACHMENT B 
 

Technical Leadership Next Steps Approved by the Policy Board on April 23, 2008  
Steps 2 through 5 have been adopted by the Technical Leadership Workgroup 
 

Next Step Priority Strategy Remainder 2008- 
1. Define a strategy to secure a Technical 

Coordinator and initiate negotiations 
Very 
High 

Establish dedicated staff position to work with Staff 
Coordinator and hire as soon as possible; Technical 
Leadership Steering Workgroup or mobility 
assignments cover tasks until hire. 

2. Define and prioritize specific shared 
application and service needs.  (Investigate do 
along with 2nd-generation definition of priority 
shared data/information needs)  

Very 
High 

Timing and strategy will depend upon whether 
Technical Coordinator is secured Begin immediately, if 
possible, with oversight from the Technical Leadership 
Steering Workgroup.   

3. Populate metadata for GeoServices Finder, 
including the creation of template to promote 
standardization 

High  Use original project workgroup plus related state 
workgroups to define a strategy – candidate 2008 
Regional GIS Project? Timing and strategy may 
depend upon whether Technical Coordinator is secured 

4. Define a more fully developed geographic 
data, applications and services broker based 
on needs outlined by the forum, the state 
conceptual geospatial architecture plan and the 
GeoServices Finder project.  

High Develop a more mature, MetroGIS specific vision of 
what a full geo data and services finder and broker 
would be, what resources would be needed to support 
it, and candidate implementation scenarios.  Begin to 
champion the concept. Leverage the state Broker 
project workgroup. 

5. Explore methods for establishing trust in the 
reliability of shared services (e.g., multi-nodal 
systems, Service Level Agreements, etc.).and 
define appropriate role(s) for MetroGIS in 
establishing that trust  

High Timing and strategy will depend upon whether 
Technical Coordinator is secured; may involve 
Technical Advisory Team and/or special workgroup.  
Leverage the delivery of the Geocoder service as a test 
bed for developing documentation for custodial roles 
and responsibilities, in particular in the form of a 
Service Level Agreement that build on the current 
practice of documenting these aspects via Regional 
Solution Policy Statements. 

6. Ensure “obstacles to sharing” defined at the 
January 24th workshop do not become reality. 
 [e.g., address security, licensing, cost 
recovery and budget cycles]. 

High Staff coordinator develop strategy to deal with these 
issues (aided by Technical Coordinator and/or 
Workgroup) and present to Coordinating Committee.  

7. Define communication and presentation needs 
related to shared applications, such as 
collaboration mechanisms, “One-Stop Shop” 
web site, linking between MetroGIS related 
sites. 
 
(collaboration registry proposal from 
PlanGraphics) 

 

High Pass forum recommendations and related Workgroup 
discussions regarding creation of a “Collaboration 
Portal” and related components to those updating the 
Outreach Plan.  Ask the Technical Advisory Team to 
expand scope to oversee a “mail list or list serve” 
mechanism as the initial strategy to foster partnering 
and knowledge sharing.  A role of the proposed 
Technical Coordinator would be to moderate this 
communication mechanism 

8. Create a forum for visioning, coordinating, 
finding and funding technical resources for the 
development and testing of applications and 
web services 

Medium Timing and strategy will depend upon whether 
Technical Coordinator is secured; may involve Staff 
Coordinator, Coordinating Committee, and Technical 
Advisory Team. 

9. Incorporate recommendations related to 
applications into updated Outreach Plan.  The 
nine categories of application-sharing 
activities should be a focus.  Include ideas 
such as a recognition (award) program to 
highlight successful projects. 

Medium Pass this recommendation to those working on 
Outreach Plan. Efforts could be aided by input from 
Technical Coordinator 
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10. Incorporate discussion of Technical 

Leadership needs and recommendations of the 
PlanGraphics Team into the pending 
Leadership Development Plan (formerly 
referred to as Leadership Succession Plan) 

Medium Pass this recommendation to those working on 
Leadership Development Plan (described Agenda Item 
5g, March 27 Committee meeting)  

11. Incorporate the benefits evaluation-related 
recommendations of the PlanGraphics Team 
into the pending update of the Performance 
Measurement Plan  

Medium Pass this to those working on Performance 
Measurement Plan. Efforts could be aided by input 
from Technical Coordinator 
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MetroGIS       Agenda Item 5f 
Cooperation, Coordination, Sharing Geographic Data 
 
TO: Coordinating Committee 
 
FROM: MetroGIS Staff Support Team 
 Contact: Randall Johnson (651-602-1638) 
 
SUBJECT: Filling Open Seats on the Committee  
 
DATE: May 29, 2008   
 (For the Jun 18th mtg.) 
 
REQUEST 
Direction is requested from the Committee about how it wishes to proceed to fill its vacant Non-Profit and GIS 
Consultant membership seats.   
 
OVERVIEW OF OPEN SEATS 
1. Non-Profit Seat: This seat has been open since Jessica Horning, with the Greater Minneapolis Day Care 

Association resigned from the Committee August 2006.  (See Past Consideration Section below.) 
2. GIS Consultant Seat:  Terese Rowekamp’s letter of resignation from the Committee is presented in 

Attachment D.  Larry Charboneau has expressed interest in filling the seat vacated by Terese.  He held this 
seat before resigning in December 2004 to attend to increased business responsibilities.  His letter is 
presented in Attachment E. 

 
PAST COMMITTEE AND BOARD CONSIDERATION 
1. December 2006: The Committee decided to retain two non-profit seats and seek to fill the current 

opening with a person with a social services, public health, or public safety background and who is 
affiliated, if possible, with a local community-based organization.  (See Attachment A.) 

2. September 2007: Staff spoke with the current non-profit (Sally Wakefield) and academic (Will Craig) 
representatives to the Committee concerning this matter.  Their consensus was that no decision should be 
made to fill the vacant seat until the new Business Planning is adopted and strategies have been agreed 
upon to expand the stakeholder base, which could involve city, non-profit, or private sector interests.   
 

(Editors Note: Work on an updated Outreach Plan, in accordance with direction provided in the Business 
Plan, is not scheduled to begin until MetroGIS has defined specific shared application needs and a strategy 
to address them.  The goal is to make substantial progress on setting these strategies by the end of 2008.  
See Agenda Item 5e for more information). 
 

At the September 2007 meeting, Craig also commented that he would like to know more about the idea of 
pursuing epidemiologist offered by Member Harrison at the Committee’s at December 2006 meeting (see 
Attachment B for an excerpt from the meeting summary).  The idea was offered but there was no 
discussion other than a comment that the medical industry is a non-traditional user that would likely bring 
valuable insight and potential public/private partnering opportunities to the Committee’s considerations.  
He also mentioned that the United Way might be a good choice if they were more acquainted with GIS 
technology.  

 

3. October 17, 2007: The Board adopted MetroGIS’s 2008-2011 Business Plan, which included strategies 
were adopted directing outreach to non-government interests and jurisdictions that adjoin the seven-
county, Twin Cities metropolitan area.   

 

4. April 23, 2008: The Policy Board endorsed four roles for pursuit of solutions to shared application needs 
as appropriate for MetroGIS efforts and approved several next steps, including a project to “define a 
process to identify and prioritize shared application and service needs.”  These actions concluded Phase I 
of an initiative to define MetroGIS’s role concerning pursuit of solutions to shared application needs and 
are summarized in the Phase I project summary report.  
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COMMENT  
Non-Profit Vacancy: A decision regarding filling of the second non-profit seat has been postponed for the 
past year and half, awaiting information about specific potential non-profit organizations that, if engaged, 
could help MetroGIS achieve outcomes not otherwise possible.  Phase I of the work to define these 
opportunities was completed on April 23 with the Policy Board’s action described above.  The Phase II 
workgroup has begun meeting with a goal of making substantial progress to define specific shared 
application needs by year end.  At that time work on updating the Outreach Plan is anticipated to begin in 
conjunction with dialogue with non-government interests with potential to participate in collaborative 
solutions to shared needs.   
 
Nothing has changed to warrant modification of the previous decision to continue to postpone this 
appointing a second non-profit representative until more is known about the shared application needs that 
will become focuses of MetroGIS’s efforts.    
 
GIS Consultant Vacancy: Larry Charboneau’s proven commitment to the MetroGIS vision and his broad 
understanding of the private sector GIS community in the Twin Cities would certainly be assets to the 
Committee, in particular to its work to address the “pursue partnerships with non-government interests to 
address shared needs” scope expansion called for in the 2008-2011 Business Plan. 
 

That said, the process that has been followed in the past to fill positions, which involve broad 
constituencies such as this seat, has included a call for interested candidates to submit statements of 
interest.  The Committee has then reviewed the statements and selected the candidate who best aligns with 
established objectives.  An argument could also be made to postpone the competitive process until more 
is known about the shared application needs that will become priorities for the Committee’s work.  In 
addition, discussions are anticipated to begin shortly to evaluate if there is interest among private sector 
entities to form a Private Sector Coordinating Committee (Agenda Item 6b).  As such, the Committee 
may also want to postpone a decision until more is know about the viability of such a Committee and how 
it would interact with the Committee and Policy Board.  In the mean time, Mr. Charboneau would be 
encouraged to participate in the evaluation of this concept.   
 
This concept of a freestanding coordinating body might also be applicable to non-profit interests, another 
reason to continue to postpone filling that vacant seat.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 
That the Committee postpone filling the open Non-Profit and GIS Consultant seats on the Committee for 
until the December 2008 meeting to provide additional time to investigate: 
 

1) Shared application needs to be pursued by MetroGIS and any non-government interests that share 
those needs.  

2) The viability of creating a Private Sector Coordinating Committee to represent the private sector’s 
broad perspectives in MetroGIS’s decision making processes.  
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ATTACHMENT A 

 
Excerpt 

Summary 
December 2006 Committee Meeting 

 
 

Non-Profit Representative Seat on Coordinating Committee 
Chairperson Read summarized the situation outlined in the agenda report.  Two options were offered for 
discussion: 1) eliminate the second non-profit seat on the Committee that was added earlier in the year, or 2) 
initiate the process to appoint a new non-profit representative.   
 
Harper remarked that it would be best to appoint another non-profit representative, since the second seat was 
added to accommodate a different viewpoint from a diverse community.  She suggested that a replacement be 
sought who has possesses a “non-traditional GIS user” She recommended appointing someone with a 
social services, public health, or public safety background noting they would bring valuable perspective 
to the Committee’s deliberations.  Wakefield added that the viewpoint possessed by someone in the 
mentioned fields would be different than the viewpoint she provides as the current non-profit representative.  
Harrison also suggested seeking out someone from the epidemiology community.   
 
The group then discussed whether this new representative should be affiliated with a “community-based” 
interest similar to the new Hennepin County policy concerning eligibility for no-fee access to parcel data.  
After some discussion, the group concluded that it should be not rule out other perspectives to give itself 
flexibility but that preference should be given to interests that are “community-based”, in other words have an 
active role in the Twin Cities community.  Knippel added that he supports the idea of seeking out a new 
member from “non-traditional users” of GIS technology because these interests represent potential market 
and partnering opportunities. 
 
Loesch suggested reviewing the attendance listings for the both the June 2006 Imagining Possibilities and 
November 2005 Beyond Government Users forums for prospective candidates.  It was agreed that work on 
recruiting a new member should not be begin until following the February 8, 2006 Strategic Directions 
Workshop in the event something related arises at the Workshop.   
 
Motion: Harper moved and Brown seconded that the Coordinating Committee retain the two non-profit seats 
on the committee and seek to fill the current opening with a person with a social services, public health, or 
public safety background and who is affiliated, if possible, with a local community-based organization.  
 
Motion carried, ayes all. 

 

54



  

ATTACHMENT B 
 

Excerpt 
Summary 

December 2007 Committee Meeting 
 

5f) Proposed Modifications to Outreach Plan 
Jonathan Blake, of Richardson, Richter, and Associates and a member of the MetroGIS Staff Support Team, 
introduced himself and summarized suggested modifications to the previously approved high-level MetroGIS 
Outreach Plan, as illustrated in the agenda report.  He stated there two areas of focus are suggested: currently 
active participants and prospective participants.  The first would involve outreach to persons and interests 
within member organizations not currently involved, while the second focus would be on non-participating 
government interests within the Twin Cities, adjacent jurisdictions, and non-governmental entities.  Loesch 
suggested and the group concurred that contact with metropolitan counties located in Wisconsin should be 
included as well.   
 
Craig commented that the draft document presented on the agenda report represents a good start but needs 
more specifics on the “hows” and the target audiences.  Staff concurred, noting that the current version was 
intended to provide the general framework from which a more detailed plan would be developed.  He also 
noted that the Policy Board had provided direction at its July 2007 meeting that it does not want to use 
MetroGIS funds to hire professional marketing assistance but rather leverage marketing expertise on staff 
with stakeholder organizations, for which direction was requested.   
 
Read suggested that Coordinating Committee members should identify willing internal marketing/outreach/ 
communication assets and forward them to the Staff Coordinator for evaluation of next steps at the next 
(March 2008) Coordinating Committee meeting.  This comment resulted in discussion of priorities and 
available staff resources with the decision being that staff should not spend time on this matter until following 
the March Coordinating Committee Meeting. 
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ATTACHMENT C 
 

Non Profit Attendees 
November 15, 2006 Forum 

 
Beyond Government Users: 

Future Directions for MetroGIS 
 
 

Boyer, Liz 1000 Friends of Minnesota Non-Profit 
Wakefield, Sally 1000 Friends of Minnesota Non-Profit 

 
 
 

Non Profit Attendees 
June 1, 2006 Forum 

 
Imagining Possibilities … of Geospatial Technology 

 
 
Boyer, Liz 1000 Friends of Minnesota  
Brown, Patrick GIS Support and Research Facility  
Slaats, Jan The Nature Conservancy  
Wakefield, Sally 1000 Friends of Minnesota  
Williams, Eric National Marrow Donor Program  

 
LifeSource (regional coordinator for organ 
procurement)  

Robertson, Andy GeoSpatial Services  
 
 
Persons that are known to have left organizations have been removed. 
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ATTACHMENT D 
 

Resignation – Member Rowekamp  
 
From: Terese Rowekamp [mailto:trowekamp@rowekamp.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, March 25, 2008 2:02 PM 
To: Johnson, Randy 
Subject: Resignation from Coordinating Committee 
 
Feel free to forward my note to the Committee - and I will be sure to keep in contact. All the best to you... 
_______________________________________ 
Johnson, Randy wrote:  
 
Hi Terese, 
 
Thank you for your thoughtful note and the time you have donated to the work of MetroGIS.  You are 
representing the "GIS Consultant" perspective.  My sense is that the question about other candidates to assume 
your seat should be forwarded to the Committee for direction.   
 
Please do not be a stranger.  Hope to stay connected with the fine work that you and your firm are doing to high 
conscientiousness of the benefits to be reaped from using geospatial technology as a standard tool to carry out the 
business of government 
 
Best Wishes to you as well. 
Randy 
_______________________________________ 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Terese Rowekamp [mailto:trowekamp@rowekamp.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 21, 2008 11:25 AM 
To: Johnson, Randy 
Subject: Re: MetroGIS Coordinating Committee Agenda - March 27th Meeting 
 
Randy - I've been trying to come up with a name for someone who might replace me on the Committee, but am 
drawing a blank. Would someone from ESRI do it? But I must formally resign due to the small size of our 
business and the need to commit myself to business priorities. I appreciate that you were interested in having me 
participate and wish the Committee and MetroGIS all the best. 
 
Take care, 
Terese 
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ATTACHMENT E 
 

Letter of Interest to Serve on Committee 
 
 
Randy Johnson 
MetroGIS 
Metropolitan Council 
390 Robert St. N 
St. Paul MN 55101-1805 
 
May 14, 2008 
 
Dear Randy, 
 
I am writing you to inform you of my interest in being considered as a private sector representative on the Metro 
GIS Coordinating Committee. I have discussed my interest in returning to the committee with Terese Rowekamp, 
one of the current private sector representatives.  Terese has asked me if I would consider replacing her and attend 
future meetings. As a past member of this committee I have experience with the goals and mission of the 
committee.  
 
I would look forward to representing the private sector again and would peruse conversations with other private 
sector companies to discuss their needs and relay them to the committee.  
 
Please consider my appointment again. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Larry Charboneau, President 
The Lawrence Group      
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MetroGIS      Agenda Item 5g 
Cooperation, Coordination, Sharing Geographic Data 
 

 
TO: Coordinating Committee 
FROM: Technical Advisory Team 
 Chairperson: David Brandt, Washington County 
 Contact: Randall Johnson (651-602-1638) 
SUBJECT: Invitation to Join OGC as an Aggregate Member  
DATE: June 6, 2008 
 (For Jun 18th Meeting) 

INTRODUCTION 
The Technical Advisory Team respectfully requests direction from the Coordinating Committee regarding an 
invitation from the Open Geographic Consortium (OGC) for MetroGIS stakeholders to become voting 
members of the OGC under the umbrella of MetroGIS via OGC’s new Aggregate Membership status.  

BACKGROUND 
On June 1, 2006, MetroGIS hosted a forum entitled “Imagining Possibilities: The Next Frontier for 
Geographic Information Technology”.  Mark Reichardt, OGC President, was one of the keynote speakers. 
He commented during his presentation that he would like to see organizations, such as MetroGIS, become 
active in OGC’s efforts, given that MetroGIS’s business– meeting shared needs with collaborative 
solutions/standards that are widely supported – is also the business of the OGC.  He also remarked that 
MetroGIS would bring a single, unified voice of local and regional government that is not currently at the 
OGC table.   
 
Following the June 1st forum, Reichardt lead an initiative within OGC to create a category of voting 
membership called Aggregate Member.  This category of membership is specifically designed to provide a 
vehicle for multi-participant geospatial collaborative organizations, such as MetroGIS, to actively participate 
in the affairs of the OGC.   
 
This past March, Mr. Reichardt informed the Staff Coordinator of this new membership opportunity and 
encouraged MetroGIS to consider joining the OGC as an Aggregate Member.  (See Attachment A for his 
proposal, including a listing of benefits (below) that he believes would be realized if MetroGIS did indeed 
join the OGC as an Aggregate Member.  Click here for the PowerPoint Presentation that accompanied Mr. 
Reichardt’s proposal.) 

BENEFITS TO METROGIS COMMUNITY (FROM OGC’S PERSPECTIVE)  
The following statement of benefits to MetroGIS are excerpted from Mark Reichardt’s message presented in 
Attachment A: 

  -MetroGIS ought to be represented in the OGC process so that they can identify their interoperability 
requirements broadly and efficiently with industry 
 
  -The OGC Member only portal enables staff to monitor committee and working group activities of 
interest. There is no limitation to the number of staff that can be registered on the portal from an OGC 
member organization. 
 
  -As an OGC member, MetroGIS can position their organization to host or collaborate with OGC 
members in future testbeds, pilots and experiments. 
This will allow MetroGIS organizations to test and validate new standards based capabilities in the 
context of their missions; helps staff identify new standards of value to their architectures; 
 
  -As an OGC member, MetroGIS can interact with other government agencies within OGC membership 
to compare notes, discuss successes, understand and avoid issues, and join forces to advance new 
interoperability requirements of mutual value. 
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  -As an OGC member, MetroGIS will have access to periodic Government Special Interest Group 
meetings, where they can directly interact with leadership from other government communities on their 
implementation of standards based geospatial solutions to address key government services mission areas 

CONSIDERATION BY TECHNICAL ADVISORY TEAM (TAT) 
The proposal was shared with the Technical Advisory Team at its April meeting.  The meeting was lightly 
attended and those in attendance thought it would be best to seek guidance from the Coordinating Committee 
before giving the matter any further consideration.  See Attachment B for a summary of the talking points 
shared with the TAT for consideration.  One of the critical points of discussion was that the amount time an 
individual would invest (0.1+ FTE) appears to be greater than the perceived benefit.  
 
In preparation for this report to the Committee, Dave Brandt, TAT Chairperson, offered the following 
observation:  

“…. we may find… few that are interested in dedicating time toward this effort.  Due to the difficulty of 
applying OGC benefits directly to day-to-day operations within individual organizations, participation 
may be a tough sell for most. However, as chair of TAT, I can say it would be good for MetroGIS to 
participate. We are all affected by standards, and it is better to be involved with development of them, 
than to discover they don’t quite meet the need. ….” 

 
He also directed the members to an article he recently discovered that is relevant to efforts underway by 
MetroGIS to address shared application needs.  It is presented in the Reference Section.   

DISCUSSION 
If MetroGIS were to accept this invitation to join OGC as an Aggregate Member, individuals from several 
organizations that serve the Twin Cities metropolitan area would be able to actively participate in OGC 
committee meetings, share needs and ideas with the other members (see the listing on the OGC website) and, 
most importantly, have a vote on all matters considered by the OGC.    
 
Normally Aggregate Membership costs $11,000 / year (equivalent of 22 - $500 individual Associate 
Memberships (non-voting).  Mr. Reichardt is willing to deeply discount this fee to test the value of 
MetroGIS’s participation to both OGC and MetroGIS.  It was agreed that to start the process MetroGIS 
needs only to get back to OGC with a specific number of individuals and their affiliate organizations who are 
initially interested in taking full advantage of the participating in this highly technical world.  For instance if 
6 individuals were interested in participating, Mr. Reichardt noted that he would entertain an initial fee of 
around one-half of the standard $500 per person, the current fee of non voting Associate Members.  In other 
words, the six individuals would comprise the participants in the Aggregate Membership for a fee or around 
$1,500 and have full voting privileges as a unit on behalf of the MetroGIS communities’ best interests.   
 
If Aggregate Member status is pursued it will be with the understanding that each organization with which 
the individual members are affiliated will pay their portion under the umbrella of the MetroGIS Aggregate 
Membership.  (e.g., for a total fee of $1,500 for which 5 separate individuals are involved means the agency 
for each individual would each pay $300, assuming the individuals represented separate organizations.) 

RECOMMENDATION 
That the Coordinating Committee: 
1) Decide if it believes participation in the Open Geographic Consortium (OGC) decision making process, as 

an Aggregate Member, warrants further investigation.   
 

And if so,   
2) Direct the Technical Advisory Team to identify individuals within the MetroGIS community who believe 

they could benefit from participation in the OGC’s activities  
3) Report back to the Committee at its September meeting with a recommended course of action..  
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REFERENCE SECTION  
 

May 5, 2008 article from Government Computer News speaks to the benefit of OGC standards for 
applications http://www.gcn.com/print/27_10/46221-1.html.   
 

Here's the reference…”Although geospatial application developers still face many technological and 
financial challenges, some experts say that the time is ripe to press ahead with implementation.  Sam 

Bacharach, executive director at the Open Geospatial Consortium (OGC), said progress in setting standards 
for geospatial application developers has diminished the risks of creating new geospatial applications.  “If 
everybody had started to do this in, let’s say, January 2002, they would now be going back replacing stuff 

because the technology has changed,” Bacharach said. “But the standards are now stable.  The standards are 
now robust enough.  The hardware is fast enough.”  If an organization uses an OGC-compliant application, 

they can be sure the data can be integrated with other applications, he said.  However, just because most 
software supports OGC interfaces doesn’t mean that a consultant or vendor will use them.  “They know 

[their own interfaces] better, and it’s to their competitive advantage to keep you tied up with their proprietary 
interfaces,”  Bacharach said.  So he said he advises implementers to insist that any application be customized 

to use standard interfaces….”
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ATTACHMENT A 
 
From: Mark E. Reichardt [mreichardt@opengeospatial.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 14, 2008 10:43 AM 
To: Slaats, Alison; Kotz, Mark; Johnson, Randy 
Subject: RE: MetroGIS participation in OGC - questions regarding membership 
 
 
Alison, Mark and Randy, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to discuss OGC membership by phone the other day. 
 
I am somewhat overdue to get this material to you. Attached is a PPT which provides very high level 
information on the OGC, its programs, our standards.  I’ve also included summary information on benefits of 
engagement in the OGC process and use of our standards.  I hope you find some of this information of use in 
your follow on discussions with MetroGIS members. 
 
In the costing data at the end of the briefing, I use the standard fee structure as an example.  Randy and I 
spoke about discounting the first year of membership – I am open to discuss this point. 
 
As we discussed, there are several ways to engage in the OGC process from the MetroGIS perspective. One 
method would be for the key MetroGIS organizations to take local or state level Associate Membership in 
the OGC. 
The fee runs from $500 for a local agency to $1100 for a state level agency. 
These memberships will give an agency access to the OGC Technical Committee process, its working 
groups, as well as our OGC member Portal (member only documentation, Working Group email lists, and 
collaborative tools). 
 
Associate members can participate in all of the TC working groups, and can vote on actions that the WG 
wishes to bring forward to the Technical Committee for consideration.  Associate members however, do not 
have a vote in the Technical Committee. 
 
Aggregate membership would allow several MetroGIS organizations to participate in the OGC as a single 
Technical Committee member.  At this level, the Aggregate member would have all of the benefits and 
access of the Associate membership, plus a vote in the Technical Committee. 
 
Some may ask, “why is a vote in the TC important to our organization as a member of the user community?” 
 Simply put, a TC vote allows a user organization to weight in at a peer level with other OGC industry, 
government, academic, research and NGO voting members on specific issues. 
This is an excellent way to maintain internationally visible influence on the outcomes of the OGC process, 
and to make sure that your organization’s interests are formally registered at the TC level. 
 
With that said, we have a significant number of Associate members that have heavily influenced our process 
by participating in WG’s to identify requirements, participating in the development and / or review of 
developing standards, participating in testbeds, pilots and experiments to make sure that developing 
standards meet user community needs, etc.  Many of our Associate members work with voting members of 
the Consortium to help shape and influence their votes.  It is essentially a democratic process. 
 
So whether you ultimately engage at the Aggregate level, or you start off at the Associate government level, 
there are benefits to be reaped! 
 
To summarize our discussion last week: 
 
  -MetroGIS ought to be represented in the OGC process so that they can identify their interoperability 
requirements broadly and efficiently with industry 
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  -The OGC Member only portal enables staff to monitor committee and working group activities of interest. 
There is no limitation to the number of staff that can be registered on the portal from an OGC member 
organization. 
 
  -As an OGC member, MetroGIS can position their organization to host or collaborate with OGC members 
in future testbeds, pilots and experiments. 
This will allow MetroGIS organizations to test and validate new standards based capabilities in the context of 
their missions; helps staff identify new standards of value to their architectures; 
 
  -As an OGC member, MetroGIS can interact with other government agencies within OGC membership to 
compare notes, discuss successes, understand and avoid issues, and join forces to advance new 
interoperability requirements of mutual value. 
 
  -As an OGC member, MetroGIS will have access to periodic Government Special Interest Group meetings, 
where they can directly interact with leadership from other government communities on their implementation 
of standards based geospatial solutions to address key government services mission areas. 
 
If you need anything else, I'll be in the office on and off all next week before departing for our St Louis 
Technical Committee meetings (week of the 24th).  I've also copied Barbara Sherman and Lynne Janbergs on 
this email -- please contact them directly about membership if I am unavailable to answer any urgent 
questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mark 
 
 
Mark E. Reichardt 
President and CEO, 
Open Geospatial Consortium, Inc (OGC) 
+1 301 840-1361 Office 
+1 240 899-8026 Mobile 
 
Attachment: 20080313 Aggregate Membership Overview Benefits.ppt 
 
The OGC: Helping the World to Communicate Geographically 
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ATTACHMENT B 
Talking Points for Consideration by Technical Advisory Team  

April 2008 
 
MetroGIS and OGC Membership  
Mark Reichardt, president of Open Geospatial Consortium, Inc (OGC) contacted Randy Johnson to see if 
MetroGIS would like to join OGC as a voting aggregate member. 
 
The Open Geospatial Consortium, Inc (OGC) is an international industry consortium of 348 companies, 
government agencies and universities participating in a consensus process to develop publicly available 
interface specifications. (See http://www.opengeospatial.org/.) 
 
An aggregate membership is a new membership category (definition below from the OGC website): 
 

Aggregate Membership provides a way for a group of local, provincial, state or other 
subnational government agencies, not-for-profit, academic and research institutions with a 
common interest to collectively join the OGC as a single voting member. Together, as an 
OGC Aggregate Member, these “component organizations” can pool both their requirements 
and their resources to optimize their participation in OGC programs. 
 

The aggregate member votes at the technical committee level. 
 
In a phone conversion (on 3/10/08) Mark Reichardt offered 3 main benefits of MetroGIS participation in 
OGC: 
 

1. MetroGIS could express concerns directly to industry in the OGC forum. 
2. MetroGIS could be a test bed for standards 
3. MetroGIS could network with OGC members and participate in special interest groups, such as the 

Government Special Interest group. 
 

Commitments and logistics of being an aggregate member would be: 
 

• There are 4 face-to-face meetings a year (we would probably not participate in these?). 
• For someone to really effectively participate, Reichardt estimated it would take 10% to 20% of their 

work time for a year.  This seems to be a significant time investment and may need to be clarified 
before any one person can commit to this. 

• MetroGIS members could participate in and vote in various working groups 
(http://www.opengeospatial.org/projects/groups/wg ).   

• MetroGIS would need to coordinate and vote as one – so this would require MetroGIS to be 
organized and agree to a process on how to do this. 

• Each organization that would be in the MetroGIS aggregate membership would need to pay for their 
part of the membership.  This would be a maximum of $500 per organization, but probably about ½ 
that – it is open to negotiation. 
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MetroGIS      Agenda Item 5h 
Cooperation, Coordination, Sharing Geographic Data 
 
TO: Coordinating Committee 
 
FROM: MetroGIS Staff Support Team 
 Contact: Randall Johnson (651-602-1638) 
 
SUBJECT: Job Seekers – Policy Regarding Circulation of Resumes 
 
DATE: May 29, 2008 
 (For the Jun 18th Meeting) 
 
INTRODUCTION   
The Committee is respectively requested to revisit is policy regarding circulation of resumes from job seekers 
among its members.   
 
PAST ACTION 
March 30, 2005: Excerpt from meeting summary:  Chairperson Read asked that any members who do not want 
to receive requests for job opportunities (resumes, job postings, etc.) from job seekers via email should contact 
Steve Fester (former MetroGIS Administrative Assistant) to opt-out.  She commented that unless a Committee 
member asks for further discussion, no other action is anticipated with regard to this item. 
 
Note: This issue arose when a committee member, who had asked to opt-out of the circulation of resumes, 
recently received one circulated to the Committee by the Staff Coordinator.  In the past, this task was the 
responsibility of the MetroGIS administrative assistants.  With Chris Kline’s departure this past in February, 
administrative roles have been dispersed among several others.  The opt-out provision was not recalled, 
resulting in the error of sending a resume to someone who had asked to opt-out of this practice.  
 
1990’s: The Committee authorized the Staff Coordinator to circulate to committee members resumes of 
individuals seeking employment.  This practice was viewed as a practice in keeping with the goal to improve 
coordination and information sharing.   
 
DISCUSSION 
The appropriateness of circulating resumes among Committee and Technical Advisory Team members was 
raised three years ago with some Committee members stating they would prefer to continue to the practice and 
others stating they would prefer to point job seekers to the Mn GIS/LIS Consortium job clearinghouse.  Since 
that time, it has come to staff’s attention that a recent Mn GIS/LIS survey of employers revealed that a larger 
percentage of positions filled have been through postings on its website.  Staff support resources are also 
diminished for this type of support activity since the last time the topic was considered.  
 
What is the Committee’s pleasure?  Does proactive circulation of resumes from job seekers serve a valuable 
purpose that would be lost if the practice were ceased?   
 
RECOMMENDATION 
That the Committee decide if it prefers to retain the current policy of circulating resumes from job seekers 
among its members and honoring the wishes of other members who wish to opt out of this practice.  
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MetroGIS      Agenda Item 6 
Cooperation, Coordination, Sharing Geographic Data 
 
TO: Coordinating Committee  
 
FROM: MetroGIS Staff Support Team 
 Contact: Randall Johnson (651-602-1638)  
 
SUBJECT: Major Activity Update 
 
DATE: June 6, 2008 
 (For the Jun 18th mtg.) 
 
Since the Committee last met, progress has been made in the following areas, in addition to the projects 
presented in Section 5 of this agenda packet.  Any information provided by persons other than the Staff 
Coordinator is noted.  

 
A) TECHNICAL COORDINATOR PROPOSAL UPDATE  

On April 23, the Policy Board concurred with a recommendation of the Coordinating Committee that 
a person serving in the role of a Technical Coordinator needs to be added to MetroGIS staff support 
team in order to achieve goals defined in the 2008-20011 Business Plan and, in particular, to maintain 
relevance with changing stakeholder needs.  As requested by the Policy Board, work was 
immediately initiated on development of a business case to support and justify this additional support 
investment.  The current thinking is to justify, at least to begin with, the expense totally from benefits 
received by the Metropolitan Council because, to date, no organizations have been identified who are 
able to contribute for ongoing administrative expenses of this nature as their procurement practices 
require specific deliverables (e.g., imagery, application, study) in return for contributions.  The goal is 
to present this business case to Council management for consideration prior to the July Policy Board 
meeting.  
 
At its April 17 meeting, the Technical Advisory Team postponed further consideration of the 
Committee’s March 27 directive to investigate creating a “Mailing List/Discussion Group/Forum” 
until a Technical Coordinator is assigned to the MetroGIS Staff Support Team.  See Attachment A for 
an excerpt from the Committee’s and TAT’s meeting summaries.   
 

B) CONCEPT OF PRIVATE SECTOR COORDINATING COMMITTEE INVESTIGATED 
The concept of forming a Private Sector Coordinating Committee was first offered by Policy 
Boardmember Schneider at the conclusion of the November 2005 forum, entitled "Beyond 
Government Users: Future Directions for MetroGIS".1   Its purpose is to foster partnering 
opportunities between MetroGIS’s local and regional government interests and non-government 
entities that serve the Twin Cities metropolitan area to achieve priorities important to both 
stakeholder communities.  Since that time, additional opportunities for private sector involvement, the 
most recent being the January 24th “Beyond Data” Workshop (see Agenda item 5e) have been hosted. 
 Staff continues to investigate interest among private sector interests to pursue this concept.  The 
current thinking is to bring together the leadership of several key private sector interests with Policy 
Board leadership to discuss the viability of collaboratively addressing shared needs and desired next 
steps, including modifications to MetroGIS’s current organization structure identified during 
development of the 2008-2011 MetroGIS Business Plan.   
 

C) NEXT-GENERATION PARCEL DATA SHARING AGREEMENT – NEGOTIATIONS UNDERWAY 
The rules that govern distribution and access to the MetroGIS Regional Parcel Dataset are set forth in 
the Regional Parcel Data Sharing Agreement; an eight party agreement involving the Metropolitan 
Council and each of the seven metro area counties.  The current agreement, which has been in effect 

                                                           
1 The final report can be viewed at http://www.metrogis.org/teams/pb/meetings/06_0118/forum_summary.pdf. 
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since January 2004, is scheduled to terminate on December 31, 2008.  Negotiations for the next-
generation agreement began in late April.  Agreement-in-principle has been reached with the County 
Data Producers Workgroup on several modifications to the current provisions, including authorizing 
licensed users for offer view-only access to parcel data via applications they hosted, and simplifying 
the licensing process.  The group is also investigating a procedure to authorize access in cases of 
emergency.  The goal is to share a proposal with the Policy Board Chair by the end of June.  Work 
with the respective legal counsels is then proposed to begin with adoption by all parities before the 
end of the year. 
 

D) DATA SYNCHRONIZATION MECHANISM – CARVER COUNTY (PROJECT LEAD) 
The following comments were provided by Pete Henschel, who is serving as the project manager:  
Due to personal and project priority the synchronization project took a backseat the last few months.  
Some of the preliminary work has been done in the address point database design using the address 
standards created by the MetroGIS Address Workgroup.  Carver County is currently working with the 
Project Management Office in defining the requirements and design of the web editing application for 
the addressing authorities within the county to update and add new address points.  Once the 
requirements document is done, Carver County will have a better understanding on how the data will 
be updated and where the address data will reside within the County’s database system.  In order to 
begin the synchronization development the database location must be established. 
 

E) MODIFICATIONS TO OUTREACH PLAN 
The Coordinating Committee authorized creation of a workgroup to update MetroGIS’s Outreach 
Plan once the specifics of shared needs for application and web services are defined.  This project is 
currently anticipated to resume late fall 2008.   
 

F) PRIORITY BUSINESS INFORMATION NEEDS AND USER SATISFACTION FORUMS 
1) Solutions to Shared Application Needs (See Agenda Item5e) 
2) Regional Address Points Dataset: See Item D, above.  The partnership with Carver County to 

develop a “data synchronization” mechanism is a key component of achieving the vision of the 
Regional Address Points Dataset.  This mechanism is critical to being able to effectively manage 
address data created and supplied by multiple parties as components of the regional solution. The 
project will also define the custodial/organization responsibilities necessary to implement and 
sustain the mechanism.  The results of this project are expected to provide the information needed 
to seek out and secure the organization commitments necessary to achieve the vision of the 
Regional Address Points Dataset.   

3)  Land Cover (MLCCS) 
Comments form Bart Richardson:  
- I'm hoping to host an MLCCS training session this June, though I'm having a hard time lining up 

an ecologist.   
 
- The recommend MLCCS data creation methodology and the user manual needs to be revised.  I'd 

like to co-host a meeting this summer with the Met Council / MetroGIS.  I envision this as a 
MLCCS users group meeting, where we review the proposed changes and gather feedback. 

4) Regional Parcel Dataset: (See Item C, above.)  
5) First Generation Geospatial Services Broker  

The Final Project Report has been posted in the Major Reports section of MetroGIS’s website. It is 
expected to play a significant role in addressing the objective adopted by the Policy Board on 
April 23 to “Define outcomes desired for a more fully developed geographic data, applications 
and service broker.”  
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

 
1) The following statement is an excerpt from the Coordinating Committee’s March 27 meeting 

summary, action that was endorsed by the Policy Board on April 23:  
 

5a (motion part 5) Test Mechanism to Foster Partnering:  
That the Coordinating Committee: 
• Direct the Technical Advisory Team to test the potential for it to expand its scope as principally 

acknowledge sharing vehicle to oversee a “mail list or list serve” mechanism as the initial strategy to 
foster partnering in addition to knowledge sharing. 

• A role of the proposed Technical Coordinator would be to moderate this “partnering” mechanism. 
• Offer a recommendation for how best promote the nine categories of application related sharing 

defined as appropriate for MetroGIS to foster (e.g., add a business rule, outreach, etc.) 
 
2) Excerpt from April 17 Technical Advisory Team meeting summary:  

 
4c Mailing List/Discussion Group/Forum for TAT: 
Kotz commented that the Coordinating Committee has directed the Technical Advisory Team to test 
the potential for it to expand its scope as principally a knowledge sharing vehicle to oversee a “mail 
list or list serve” mechanism as the initial strategy to foster partnering in addition to knowledge 
sharing.  The group discussed the potential for this.  Tupper concurred that a centralized collaboration 
resource of some kind would be valuable.  Others noted that we would need to make it something that 
would be easy to maintain and not require everyone to continually update what they are doing.  
Something that notifies subscribers of new information was considered more effective than a site 
people would have to check periodically to see if anything has changed.  Thus an e-mail function of 
some kind was thought to be a useful aspect.  Kotz noted that a number of free sites are available (e.g. 
Google and Yahoo groups), but involve advertising.  It was agreed that someone would need to have 
the time dedicated to administer the site.  It was not thought to be something that would require 
finding.  Falbo suggested that the University might be an appropriate organization to act in the role of 
the manager of such a site.  It was agreed that oversight of this capability should be a responsibility of 
the Technical Coordinator position proposed to be added to the MetroGIS staff support team.  No 
specific next steps were decided.   
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MetroGIS      Agenda Item 7 
Cooperation, Coordination, Sharing Geographic Data 
 
TO: Coordinating Committee 
 
FROM: MetroGIS Staff Support Team 
 Contact: Randall Johnson (651-602-1638) 
 
SUBJECT: Information Sharing 
 
DATE: June 6, 2008 
 (For the Jun 18th meeting) 
  
Announcements and information provided by persons other than the Staff Coordinator are so noted.   

 
A) NATIONAL GEOSPATIAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (NGAC) – APRIL AND JUNE MEETINGS 

Staff Coordinator Randall Johnson and Hennepin County Commissioner Randy Johnson serve on the 
NGAC.  Two meetings have been held since the Coordinating Committee last met - April 15-16 and June 
3-4 in Washington D.C.  A website (www.fgdc.gov/ngac) has been created to support the Committee’s 
work.  Refer to this website for the Committee’s workplan and further information and the specifics of 
actions taken, which include:  
 
• NSDI Vision & Mission Statements: Preliminary approval granted to vision and mission statements 

to guide the next-generation of effort to achieve the concept of the NSDI.  (Working drafts of these 
statements will be made available as soon made available to the NGAC members.) 

• NSDI Organizational Structure Concept:  A concept for “national” structure, separate from 
current FDGC-centric model, was preliminarily accepted by the Committee on June 4 for further 
development.  The goal is to advocate for a mechanism to define policy for the entirety of the 
national community without being driven extensively by federal business needs, as is currently the 
case.  The Staff Coordinator serves on the subgroup charged with recommending a conceptual design 
for the “body” of this new organizational structure.  Input as to on ideas for how this structure might 
look in Mn are welcome and will be used as examples to help work through options.  

• Imagery for the Nation (IFTN): 
- Learned that the FGDC endorsed move to the implementation phase 
- NGAC granted conceptual endorsement subject to resolving several concerns identified by the 

Committee. These concerns included a “plan to ensure that the program requirements are 
continually evaluated and updated against user-driven needs”.  This modification was offered to 
address several concerns that had been identified by Twin Cities stakeholders (e.g., schedule 
alignment with decennial census, geographic coverage consistent with local/regional needs, 
seasonal flights, etc.) 

- Set as an agenda item for the October 15-16 NGAC meeting. The FGDC staff agreed to report back 
to the Committee at that time with responses to each concern raised by the NGAC. 

• Transition Plan for Change of Administration: 
Key points to be made in this plan were accepted for further development. These points include: 
Why is GIS important to the Nation, Why is GIS important to “your” job targeted at the members of 
the FGDC in particular. Advice on issue that the NGAC believe matter to the new administration.  
Suggestions for appointments (e.g., Schedule C positions).  Final action proposed for the October 
meeting.  

• White Paper – Changing Landscape of Technology Relate to Geospatial Capabilities 
Key points to be made in this paper were endorsed. Final action proposed for the October meeting. 
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B) PRESENTATIONS / OUTREACH / STUDIES (not mentioned elsewhere) 
1. Articles Submitted for the Minnesota GIS/LIS Consortium Newsletter: 

An article was submitted for the summer issue of the GIS/LIS Newsletter describing actions planned 
to act on “Meeting Shared Geospatial Needs Beyond Data” Workshop. It can be viewed at 
http://www.mngislis.org/displaycommon.cfm?an=1&subarticlenbr=69   

 
2. Presentations/Meetings:  

• April 10-11: Mark Kotz attended the National Smart Address Conference in Portland, Oregon.  
He presented on MetroGIS’s Regional Address Point Dataset initiative.   

• May 5: Chairperson Reinhardt and the Staff Coordinator met with Gopal Khanna, State CIO.  He 
had requested a meeting with MetroGIS leadership following a forum at which Jack 
Dangermond spoke.  During the questions and answers, the topic of organizational structure was 
raised in the context of what it will take to fully leverage advances in geospatial technology to 
address shared needs.  See Attachment B to view the message to Commissioner Khanna 
describing the meeting’s purpose.   

 
3. GeoAnalytics and TIER 3: The Staff Coordinator met with principals with these firms on May 13 

and 16.  The purpose of the meetings was to share with them current objectives of MetroGIS, in 
particular next steps related to addressing shared application needs and to explore their interest in 
possibility participating in a Private Sector Coordinating Committee (see Agenda Item 6b).    

C) RELATED METRO AND STATE GEOSPATIAL INITIATIVES UPDATE 

1. Drive to Excellence: State Agency GIS Coordination  
Project Kickoff Meeting held Tuesday, May 13.  Follow-up session with non-state stakeholders 
set for June 24.   

The following article is a Reprint from MN GIS/LIS Spring Newsletter written by David Arbeit and 
Fred Logman, Office of Geographic and Demographic Analysis 

Who Coordinates GIS for the State?  Did you know that no agency has responsibility for 
coordinating GIS within State government? This may soon change. On January 10, the State Drive to 
Excellence Sub-Cabinet voted to make State Government Coordination a Drive to Excellence 
initiative. This elevates the visibility of both GIS and its coordination to the highest levels within the 
State’s Executive Branch.  

Not a New Idea: Since the early 1990s, a number of organizations have actively worked to improve 
GIS coordination within the state. A Foundation for Coordinated GIS: Minnesota’s Spatial Data 
Infrastructure, released in 2004, and the Compass Points Retreat held in June 2007, recently 
emphasized the need to formalize GIS coordination responsibilities, building on the roles that the 
Land Management Information Center (LMIC) and others have played to fill the void. Minnesota 
would be in good company. This year, the nation’s organization of state Chief Information Officers 
ranked GIS as the third most important information technology application in state government. 
Many states are now working towards formalizing responsibility for GIS coordination.  

Project’s Purpose: The purpose of this Drive to Excellence project is to develop, recommend and 
implement an organizational, operational and governance framework to coordinate GIS as an 
"enterprise" activity of State government. The project focuses on enhancing the capacity for GIS 
coordination within state government. Activities related to coordination of the broader statewide GIS 
community are beyond scope of this initiative, but are nevertheless considered important. (See the 
article on Non-State Agency Stakeholder Input.) Project components include: 

1. An "Organizational Transformation." This focuses on creating an organizational capacity for GIS 
coordination within state government. Anticipated outcomes include establishing an organization 
with a state GIS coordination mission, with responsibilities for setting policies, standards, and 
priorities for enterprise GIS investments, and serving as the state’s point of contact for GIS.  

70



 

  

2. A "Functional Transformation." This concerns operational aspects of GIS within state 
government. The existing and potential uses of GIS to support the functional programs and 
activities of state agencies will be analyzed, with the intent of identifying opportunities for 
improved efficiencies, effectiveness, responsiveness and reliability.  

Potential Project Benefits: When completed, the Drive to Excellence project can result in important 
benefits for state government and for the state’s GIS community: 

• Improved coordination of State government GIS  
• Improved accountability  
• Identification of opportunities for enterprise investments  
• Improved standardization of GIS technology  
• Expanded access to GIS resources across State government  
• Improved customer service  
• Improved interactions with State’s partners  

Not Just About State Government: The GCGI’s Strategic Planning Committee has been working 
on statewide GIS coordination for the past few years. The Drive to Excellence initiative focuses on 
the State government component. Yet state government operates within a context that involves 
partners and customers throughout the state. To complement the Drive project, the Strategic Planning 
Committee is developing a strategy for ensuring stakeholder involvement. See the accompanying 
article for details. 

Timeline: It is the goal of this project to make recommendations about organizational change by 
June 2008 and other recommendations to the Drive to Excellence Sub-Cabinet by the fall of 2008, in 
time to inform budget and legislative initiatives for the 2009 legislative session and FY2010/11 
biennial budget. 
Information: For more information regarding this Drive to Excellence Initiative, contact David 
Arbeit at david.arbeit@state.mn.us, 651-201-2460 or Fred Logman at fred.logman@state.mn.us, 
651-201-2495. 

 
2. Statewide Emergency Preparedness Data Project 

John Hoshal, the project manager, briefed the Policy Board on April 23 about this project.  For a 
summary of his comments see the Item 4 of the meeting summary.   Since the April Board meeting, 
the funding agreement has been signed with the USGS.  
 

3. Twin Cities Economic Development Web Site   
The new 11-county Metro MSP regional economic development website can be accessed at 
www.MetroMSP.org located.  A project update has been requested and if provided before the 
Committee meeting, will be shared at the meeting. 
 

4. Non Profit GIS User Group Explored 
1000 Friends of Minnesota, with support from the McKnight Foundation, hosted an inaugural 
meeting on April 30th at the Rondo Community Outreach Library in St. Paul.  Eighteen individuals 
representing non-profit organizations or interests met to eat pizza and talk GIS.  This was the first 
meeting of this group.  The group represents a broad range of interests and expertise.  The next 
meeting will be scheduled for mid-summer and will include two interactive presentations. Group 
members are interested in sharing their knowledge with others, forming partnerships and 
communicating about challenges and successes.  A list of potential member resources and a list serve 
to keep members connected is underway. More than 30 individuals have expressed interest in being 
involved as user group members.   
 
Sally Wakefield, 1000 Friends of Minnesota and Coordinating Committee member, is the contact for 
more information (swakefield@1000fom.org or 651-312-1000).  
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5. DNR's Land Records Project 
According to Bart Richardson, DNR's Land Records project has been making good progress.  On the 
GIS front, we have modeled the database needs for storing and maintaining management unit 
information (WMAs, SNAs,, etc.) as well as statutory boundaries (State Forest, State Parks) and a 
spatial representation of the Land Records using PLS40s.  SDE geodatabases have been created to 
house the data and we are now developing ArcMap tools to maintain the data.  One of the data layers 
that will be used as reference is county parcel data (see the status map).  The county parcel data is 
static (collect, process and post once) and its use is restricted to DNR staff. 

 
6. Creating a Wetland and Watercourse Inventory and Assessment for Watershed 

Management (excerpt Data County GIS June Newsletter) 
See the article at http://www.co.dakota.mn.us/Departments/GIS/Newsletter/default.htm .  The project 
was funded through the Vermillion River Watershed Joint Powers Organization, the North Cannon 
Watershed Management Organization and the Metropolitan Council, and was completed for the 
Vermillion River Watershed in 2006 and the Cannon River Watershed in 2007. 
 

7. U of M presented honorary degree to geographic information system pioneer Jack 
Dangermond.  (Excerpted from an announcement published by Mn GIS/LIS and written by 
Will Craig).  Jack Dangermond, founder and president of ESRI, the world’s leading GIS software 
company, received an Honorary Doctor of Science degree from the University of Minnesota on April 
2.  Following the ceremony, Dangermond gave the inaugural John Borchert Lecture, in honor of the 
late John Borchert, University of Minnesota Regents Professor in Geography and member of the 
U.S. National Academy of Science.  The lecture was entitled, “The Geographic Approach – A Cross-
Cutting Methodology”.  
 
Dangermond took courses from Borchert, who, Dangermond said, “was the first to introduce me to 
the concepts and theories of quantitative geography and the fascinating notion that we could use 
models to explain how things worked.”   
 
The following morning (Thursday, April 3), he met with 40-50 individuals active in the local GIS 
community, many of whom are active participants in MetroGIS and or the Governor’s Council on 
Geographic Information.  He provided insight into how he believes geospatial technology can play a 
substantive role in addressing serious issues facing the peoples of the world and challenged us to 
make a difference  
 

8. Governor’s Council Requests Input from Non-State Agency Stakeholders (Reprint from MN 
GIS/LIS Spring Newsletter) By Annette Theroux, Pro-West and Associates  
The Strategic Planning Committee of the Governor’s Council on Geographic Information is charged 
with advising the State of Minnesota’s Drive To Excellence Steering Team on organizational and 
functional transformations needed for better coordination of state agency GIS activities and efforts 
(see the article above on the Drive to Excellence Initiative). A significant component of the 
functional transformation will be to identify the business functions of state agencies, the role GIS 
currently plays in state agencies, and how agency functions can be enhanced or supported by GIS. 

Although the functional transformation is aimed at state agencies, it is widely recognized that state 
agencies need to interact regularly with external stakeholders, including local government, as part of 
their ongoing business activities. Therefore, as part of this initiative the Committee is seeking input 
from non-state agency stakeholders in the broad statewide GIS community. 

A Stakeholder Workgroup of the Strategic Planning Committee is being formed to provide input to 
the Committee about interactions of state and non-state agencies in Minnesota, and to inform non-
state-agencies of the progress of the work of the Strategic Planning Committee. If you are interested 
in participating in the workgroup or know of any organization that is interested in being included, 
please contact me. We will be contacting organizations and individuals during March. 
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For more information about this workgroup, contact Annette Theroux at atheroux@prowestgis.com. 
9. Scholarly Articles About MetroGIS Proposed 

Professor Bryson, with the Humphrey Institute at the University of Minnesota, along with one or 
more of his colleagues, is preparing to write three separate articles about MetroGIS (below) for 
scholarly journals.  He will be conducting interviews, tentatively scheduled for April 25, with several 
individuals who have played substantive roles in maturing MetroGIS as an organization and actually 
achieving collaborative solutions to shared geospatial needs. 
 
According to Professor Bryson, the proposed articles will address the following questions:  
* First, what roles did leadership (broadly conceived) play in the creation, development, and 

institutionalization of MetroGIS over its life history?  
 
* Second, how did (or did not) the mapping (strategic planning) exercises in 1995 and 2007 make a 

difference in the way people came to understand what MetroGIS might or should be doing, how, 
and why?   

 
* Third, what can be learned from the MetroGIS experience? MetroGIS represents a significant 

organizational innovation in the planning field. What might others learn from the experience?  
 
D) RELATED FEDERAL/NATIONAL GEOSPATIAL INITIATIVES UPDATE 

1. Letter from Commissioner Reinhardt to Rep McCollum Regarding the NAIP Budget 
A letter of support from Chairperson Reinhardt to Representative McCollum is presented in 
Attachment A.  The topic is USDA's handling of NAIP funds.  It was sent out on her own stationary, 
but listed MetroGIS and Governor's Council in her signature.  
 
Will Craig requested Chairperson Reinhardt’s involvement on behalf of NSGIC.  The concern is that 
USDA spent only 1/3 of last year's appropriation on photography.   

 
2. “Aggregate Member” Status in the Open Geographic Consortium (OGC) Investigated 

(See Agenda Item 5g.)  
 

3. Federal Land Asset Inventory Reform (FLAIR) Act 
The Federal Land Asset Inventory Reform (“FLAIR”) Act, S. 3043, was introduced May 21 by U.S. 
Senators Claire McCaskill (D-MO) and Orrin Hatch (R-UT).  The companion HR 5532 bill was 
introduced on March 5, sponsored by Congressmen Ron Kind (D-WI) and Chris Cannon (R-UT).  
The FLAIR Act authorizes the Department of the Interior to compile a current, accurate inventory of 
Federal land ownership, as called for by the Government Accountability Office and the National 
Academy of Sciences, as well as provides for conducting an inventory of current inventories to 
eliminate duplication, save tax dollars and make federal records compatible with local records. 

 
4. New Parcel Study Released 

By Will Craig, University of Minnesota 
 
The National Research Council released its 2007 parcel study in time for the ESRI conference in 
mid-June.  The study envisions a distributed system of land parcel data that is housed with 
appropriate data stewards but accessible through a central web-based interface.  Counties and other 
units of government that maintain parcel data for their own purposes would publish a critical portion 
of that data to the distributed system. 
 
National Land Parcel Data: A Vision for the Future is the look at parcels since the 1980s when it 
started with The Need for a Multipurpose Cadastre.  Like the earlier report, the 2007 study identified 
the value to the nation of wall-to-wall parcel data.  Like the earlier report, it calls for national 
funding to assist local governments and state efforts to coordinate and provide assistance. 

 
Things have changed a lot since 1980.  Hurricane Katrina and attacks on the World Trade Center 
have increased awareness of the value of parcel data.  Technical changes have increased capabilities 
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and decreased costs of land information systems.  Most of the big counties have completed systems, 
but basic development work remains for the smaller counties.  The web has made it easier to access 
data and encouraged use of information in decision-making. 
 
The report contains nine recommendations: 
1. A panel should decide whether the Bureau of Land Management can be the lead federal agency.  
2. The Federal Geographic Data Committee should consider the parcel as a basic resource for 

various OMB A-16 mandated data themes.  
3. A Federal Land Parcel Coordinator should be empowered to develop and maintain a single 

database of land parcels owned or managed by the federal government.  
4. A National Land Parcel Coordinator should be established to develop and oversee a land parcel 

data business plan for the nation including federal, local, state, and tribal partners.  
5. An Indian Lands Parcel Coordinator should be established by the Office of Special Trustee for 

Tribal Lands.  
6. Congress and the Census Bureau should explore modifying Title 13 so that building addresses 

and coordinates can be made public.  
7. State Coordinators should be established in each state to develop plans and relationships with 

local government. The goal of these efforts is to achieve border-to-border parcel coverage for all 
publicly and privately owned property within the state.  

8. The National Land Parcel Coordinator should develop an intergovernmental funding program for 
the development and maintenance of parcel data, including incentives to participate for those 
counties with fully-developed systems and financial support for those who do not.  

9. Local government is expected to put into the public domain both parcel geometry and a very 
limited set of attributes.  This should become a minimum requirement to receive federal funds 
directly associated with property, such as disaster relief. 
The full report is available online at http://books.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=11978 

 
5. MetroGIS DataFinder Map Services Featured 

Comments form Allison Slaats, DataFinder Manager 
 

With the release of ArcGIS version 9.3, ESRI is also announcing the “ArcGIS Desktop Resource 
Center”.  The web site provides unified access to Web-based Help, online data, and key support 
services for ArcGIS Desktop.  

 
In the Urban and Regional GIS Content section of the Resource Center, an ArcMap document 
providing MetroGIS DataFinder map services is featured as an example of free online GIS being 
served by urban and regional agencies. 

 
The inclusion of DataFinder map services in this website shows that people beyond our region are 
interested in our work.  In addition, it will provide another way for people to find out about 
DataFinder services and the MetroGIS organization. Click here for an example of the capabilities. 

 
6. A Research Agenda for USGS 

By Will Craig, University of Minnesota 
 
A new report from the National Academies Press pushes the USGS to focus its research agenda on 
issues that will improve the capabilities of The National Map.  The study was commissioned by the 
USGS to help its new Center of Excellence for Geospatial Information Science (CEGIS) develop its 
research agenda.  The report is called A Research Agenda for Geographic Information Science at the 
United States Geological Survey and is available at 
http://books.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=12004.   
 
The report contains 12 recommendations.  Number 1 frames the discussion on improving the 
capabilities of The National Map, but the writers recognize that this does not narrow the scope 
sufficiently.  They use eight criteria to establish a more specific list of topics: “CEGIS research 
should (1) be important to The National Map; (2) be important to USGS disciplines; (3) be relevant 
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to society; (4) solve a problem and target a customer; (5) be foundational, understandable, and 
generalizable; (6) enable multidisciplinary integration; (7) focus on data content; and (8) show 
potential for early, visible success.” 
 
Recommendations 2-5 provide those priority research areas. 

2. The three priority research areas for CEGIS should be (1) information access and dissemination, (2) 
integration of data from multiple sources, and (3) data models and knowledge organization 
systems. 

 
3. The two priority research topics within the area of information access and dissemination should be 

to reinvent topographic maps in an electronic environment and to investigate user-centered design 
for The National Map web services. 

 
4. The two priority research topics for CEGIS within the area of data integration should be 

generalization and fusion. 
 
5. The two priority research topics in the area of data models and knowledge organization systems 

should be developing geographic feature ontologies and building the associated feature data 
models and gazetteers. 

 
The remaining seven recommendations focus on how these research areas should be pursued.  They call 
for a broad research activity involving USGS, other federal agencies, academia, and the private sector.  
Recommendation 10 will be of most interest to Consortium members 

 
10. Because of USGS’s core role in integrating data from local sources for The National Map, CEGIS 

should establish collaborative activities with state and local agencies that have progressive 
activities in GIScience. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 
 

From: johnson, randy [mailto:randy.johnson@metc.state.mn.us]  
Sent: Friday, April 11, 2008 10:20 am 
To: 'gopal.khanna@state.mn.us' 
Cc: 'reinhardt, victoria'; pistilli, tony; 'david arbeit'; gelbmann, rick; hinrichs, dave 
Subject: MetroGIS and organizational structures compatible with NSDI vision 
 
Dear Commissioner Khanna, 
 
It was to a pleasure to meet you last Thursday morning after Jack Dangermond’s lecture.  On 
behalf of MetroGIS’s leadership, thank you for taking a personal interest in working with 
Minnesota’s geospatial community on our quest to achieve wide spread sharing and 
interoperability of geospatial information important to conducting our respective functions.   
 
The purpose of this message is to follow up on your invitation to talk further about MetroGIS’s 
organizational structure.  It is unique and was created specifically to provide the political 
legitimacy and policy level advocacy needed to achieve cross-sector, collaborative solutions to 
shared information needs of organizations that serve the seven county, twin cities metropolitan 
area.  Thank you for offering an opportunity to talk further.   
 
For over a decade, I have had a strong interest in achieving organizational structures at the 
regional (multi-county), state, and national levels consistent with the vision of the national spatial 
data infrastructure.  This interest comes from an understanding that MetroGIS’s vision cannot be 
fully realized unless interoperability is achieved with interests that surround the metro area; not 
only those located within Minnesota but also those adjacent to the east metro area in Wisconsin.   
 
If you are not aware, Ramsey county commissioner Victoria Reinhardt chairs the MetroGIS 
policy board and has done so since 1997.  She also serves on the governor’s council on 
geographic information board and chairs its strategic planning committee.  Commissioner 
Reinhardt and metropolitan councilmember Pistilli, who is also a strong advocate for the 
outcomes sought by MetroGIS and manner in which MetroGIS goes about its business, have 
played critical roles in moving MetroGIS’s vision from concept to reality.   
 
At your convenience, please offer a couple of times that work for you after April 28.  I also 
suggest including Commissioner Reinhardt and Councilmember Pistilli in the conversation to 
provide a policy maker’s perspective in addition to mine  

 

76


	4 Board update.pdf
	5a 2008 regional project proposals_f.pdf
	5b geocoder2.pdf
	5c Development Plan_f.pdf
	5d PB demo_f.pdf
	5e Shared Application Workgroup__f.pdf
	5f vacancy.pdf
	5g OGC_f.pdf
	5h Job seekers.pdf
	6 activity updates.pdf
	7 _info sharing.pdf

