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Meeting Summary
MetroGIS Policy Board
Room 1A, Metropolitan Council’s Mears Park Offices
January 18, 2006

1. CALL TO ORDER
Chairperson Reinhardt called the meeting to order at 6:38 p.m.

Members Present: Jim Kordiak (Anoka County), Gary Delaney (Carver County), Tom Egan (Dakota
County), Bill Brown for Randy Johnson (Hennepin County), Victoria Reinhardt (Ramsey County),
Joseph Wagner (Scott County), Jane Harper for Dennis Hegberg (Washington County), Conrad Fiskness
(Metro Watershed Districts), Terry Schneider (AMM- City of Minnetonka), and Tony Pistilli/Blair
Tremere (Metropolitan Council).

Members Absent: Dan Cook (School Districts - TIES)

Coordinating Committee Members Present: Nancy Read (Chairperson), David Arbeit, David Claypool,
Will Craig, Rick Gelbmann, Brad Henry, Randy Knippel, and Ron Wencl.

Visitors: Prof. Shashi Shekhar (University of Minnesota)
Support Staff: Randall Johnson and Steve Fester.
2. ACCEPT AGENDA

Member Fiskness moved and Member Pistilli seconded to approve the meeting agenda, moving Item 4
after 5¢. Motion carried, ayes all.

3. MEETING SUMMARY
Member Egan moved and Member Pistilli seconded to accept the October 19, 2005 meeting summary, as
submitted. Motion carried, ayes all.

4. GISTECHNOLOGY DEMONSTRATION
Postponed to April meeting.

5. ACTION AND DISCUSSION ITEMS

a) 2005 Accomplishments and Annual Report Theme

Coordinating Committee Chairperson Read highlighted MetroGIS’s major accomplishments in 2005.
Chairperson Reinhardt also called attention to lan Masser’s recognition of MetroGIS (Agenda Item 7a) as
the only example in the U.S. of an organizational structure capable of sustaining a spatial data
infrastructure consistent with the vision of the National Spatial Data Infrastructure (NSDI).

Member Fiskness asked why MetroGIS’s organizational structure has not been more widely emulated,
given the recognition MetroGIS has received for its success. Johnson responded by noting that active
engagement of elected officials in MetroGIS’s efforts is what sets MetroGIS apart from others and is a
key reason for the recognition received from lan Masser. He also noted that the ability to engage elected
officials is apparently a major stumbling block in other areas.

Motion: Member Egan moved and Member Fiskness seconded that the Policy Board accept the:

1) Listing of major 2005 MetroGIS accomplishments, as listed in the agenda report.

2) Proposed annual report theme of “how MetroGIS’s efforts are making a difference and facilitating
improvements via e-government while doing so”.

Motion carried, ayes all.
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b) 2005 Annual Performance Measurement Report

Coordinating Committee Chairperson Read presented the findings of the 2005 MetroGIS Performance
Measurement Report. The slide presentation utilized to provide context for these findings can be viewed
at http://www.metrogis.org/teams/pb/meetings/06_0118/pm_slides.pdf.

Member Pistilli asked why the number of visits to DataFinder is substantially greater than the number of
data download events. Johnson commented that users most likely review the metadata and browse data to
decide if the data are suitable for an intended purpose more often than they actually download data.

Motion: Vice Chairperson Kordiak moved and Member Fiskness seconded that the Policy Board accept,
the MetroGIS 2005 Performance Measurement Report, dated December 23, 2005, as presented in the
agenda materials. Motion carried, ayes all.

¢) Update on Council Consideration of MetroGIS Governance and Funding Questions
Chairperson Reinhardt introduced this topic and turned the presentation over to Member Pistilli to explain
the process intended by the Metropolitan Council to respond to questions raised about MetroGIS
governance and funding in the Council’s Program Evaluation and Audit Report of MetroGIS, which was
provided to the Policy Board at its October 2005 meeting.

Member Pistilli explained that the Metropolitan Council’s Community Development Committee (CDC)
has created a working group comprised of four Council members and Chairperson Reinhardt. This
workgroup is tentatively scheduled to meet 4 times — twice in February and twice in March - to address
the Council’s Program Evaluation and Audit Report of MetroGIS. Member Pistilli asked Blair Tremere,
Community Development Director for the Metropolitan Council, if he wished to share any additional
information.

Tremere commented that ten years have passed since the Council decided to foster creation of MetroGIS
and that it is timely and appropriate for the Council to revisit its involvement in MetroGIS from the
perspective of today’s needs. He stressed a goal of the workgroup is to better inform the Council and
Council management about MetroGIS. This is a reason a program evaluation and audit was initiated,
with an initial focus on whether there is duplication with other programs. Tremere acknowledged that the
findings of the Audit demonstrate that MetroGIS does provide valued service. He also explained that
MetroGIS’s unique structure raises governance and funding equity questions that he believes need to be
revisited to assure that sufficient accountability is achieved. He commented that he believes the pending
examination is a matter of clearly articulating organizational relationships and benefits received for the
respective investments. Tremere closed his remarks by emphasizing that there is no predetermined
outcome for the workgroup’s process and that the goal is to complete the process by the end of March
2006.

Chairperson Reinhardt acknowledged that government has a responsibility to periodically evaluate the
cost effectiveness of the programs it supports and stated that she is pleased to be a member of the CDC
Workgroup charged with addressing questions raised in the Council’s recent evaluation of MetroGIS.
She also stated that the Council should be very proud of the accomplishments of MetroGIS that its
investment has facilitated. Chairperson Reinhardt encouraged the Council to recognize the value of other
stakeholder contributions as it evaluates the cost-effectiveness of its involvement with MetroGIS.

The Board’s attention was then directed to the Coordinating Committee’s recommendations as outlined in
the agenda report. There was no discussion of the recommendations other than to concur with
Chairperson Reinhardt’s request to create of an advisory group to support her as she represents MetroGIS
on the CDC workgroup.

Vice Chairperson Kordiak commented that he understands the need for periodic audits and expects the
outcome of the pending process will be a stronger relationship between the Council and MetroGIS.
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Motion: Vice Chairperson Kordiak moved and Alternate Member Harper seconded that the Policy Board:

1) Authorize creation of a MetroGIS workgroup to support the Chairperson Reinhardt in her role as
MetroGIS’s representative on the Metropolitan Council’s CDC workgroup that is charged with
responding to recommendations set forth in the October 2005 Program Evaluation and Audit of
MetroGIS.

2) Be provided with e-mail updates through MetroGIS’s representative(s) to the CDC workgroup as its
work progresses. The updates should also be sent to the Coordinating Committee.

Discussion after the motion.

Member Delaney shared his recent difficult experience with the consolidation of the Metropolitan 911
and Metropolitan Radio Boards. He pointed out that when valuable services are involved in
reorganizations, the process is often very stressful, in particular, when possible funding modifications are
also involved. Delaney stated that he believes the Council is the largest beneficiary of MetroGIS and
asked Tremere what other organization(s) might MetroGIS blend into to maintain the valuable services
currently provided. Tremere commented that a component of the pending examination is to ratify the
proper relationship between the Council and MetroGIS and that the process is intended to focus on
education and review of the merits for Metropolitan Council members.

Alternate Member Harper encouraged those involved in the process to examine the CrimNet initiative as
she believes it has many of the same objectives as MetroGIS but is focused on the specific needs of the
criminal justice community. CrimNet is funded by the state and is not organized via a Joint Powers
Agreement. She mentioned that there may be some lessons learned by looking at the CrimNet
governance model

Member Schneider concurred with Vice Chairperson Kordiak’s comments. He also stated that he would
have preferred if the Council were to have brought concerns about funding equity directly to the Board
when it was initially conceived. He emphasized that MetroGIS has been able to accomplish on a
shoestring what others have spent enormous amounts of funding to accomplish. He also noted that
extraordinary value has been created and is concerned that if the pending examination is backward
looking as opposed to forward looking that valuable opportunities for the region that have as yet not been
defined could be lost. He challenged those involved in the pending process to keep the big picture in
mind, in particular, maintaining the ability to leverage what we have already learned and accomplished to
address even larger and more far reaching challenges.

Vice Chairperson Kordiak stated that he would not be surprised if the outcome of this process is that the
Council will discover they need MetroGIS more than MetroGIS needs them. Moreover, he speculated,
given the critical nature of the functions supported by MetroGIS, that if the Council were to decide to
withdraw its funding, as stated in one of the options that the workgroup will evaluate, the other
stakeholders would establish some other way to support these common needs.

Member Pistilli stated for the record that the Program Evaluation and Audit of MetroGIS was not initiated
by the Council itself but rather by Council management and that the findings and recommendations set
forth in the report are the result of the Auditor’s examination. A purpose of the pending Council
workgroup, of which he is a member, is to have the Council decide if there is merit to pursuing any of the
options outlined by the Audit. Value and benefits are acknowledged but the Report mainly looks at
MetroGIS from the Council’s cost-benefit perspective, not from a broader community perspective.
Member Pistilli explained that he recognizes that changes in MetroGIS’s governance could impact the
broader community, potentially reducing the value received by the other stakeholders.

Vice Chairperson Kordiak called the question. Motion carried, ayes all.
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d) Non-Government Forum Results & Partnering Guidelines

Member Schneider provided an overview of the November 15, 2005 forum hosted by MetroGIS to
identify potential collaboration opportunities with the non-profit and for-profit sectors. He noted that the
results of the November forum, together with the Geospatial Technology Possibilities Forum proposed for
this spring by the Coordinating Committee, should provide a strong foundation for dialogue at the
pending Strategic Directions Forum.

Member Schneider commented that he was very pleased with the enthusiasm offered by the participants
and the number of ideas offered. He also shared that he believes a key to moving forward on these
opportunities will involve the attendees organizing themselves to communicate as a collective voice with
MetroGIS leadership and that he had encouraged those in attendance to begin thinking about how they
might do such. He noted that he was encouraged that those in attendance eventually came to understand
that an exchange of value would be central to successfully partnering with public sector interests.

Finally, four proposed principles listed in the agenda report were offered for comment. Their purpose is
to provide a framework to guide talks toward achieving ideas offered by the forum attendees. Other than
a suggestion from Alternate Member Harper to expand the options identified in Principle # 3 by adding
“but not be limited” after “of”, Board members were comfortable with the principles, as proposed.

Motion: Member Schneider moved and Member Fiskness seconded that the Policy Board:

1) Support the Coordinating Committee’s recommendation to host a “Geospatial Technology
Possibilities” forum this coming spring in preparation for the pending Strategic Directions Forum.

2) Approve the following principles to guide pending talks with non-government interests who wish to
further examine collaborative opportunities with government interests in addressing common
geospatial needs:

a) Value-added to public sector assets is encouraged provided it does not detract from the public
sector objective.

b) Contribution of assets to a collaborative solution assumes all parties view the transaction as
equitable and relevant to their needs.

c) Contributions can be comprised of, but not be limited to, funds, data, equipment and/or people.

d) Equity is defined on an organization-by-organization basis and exists if the collaborative
solution is more efficient than pursuing the solution on one's own.

Motion carried, ayes all.

e) Strategic Directions Workshop and Business Plan Update

Chairperson Reinhardt shared the following revised timeline and expectations for the Strategic Directions

Workshop and subsequent Business Plan Update process, as presented in the agenda report:

e Set a tentative target timeframe of fall 2006 for the MetroGIS Strategic Directions Workshop.

e Resolve questions raised about MetroGIS’s governance (in the Council’s October 2005 Program
Evaluation and Audit Report) before hosting the MetroGIS Strategic Directions Workshop.

o Examine the realm of geospatial technology possibilities in preparation for the Strategic Directions
Workshop at the same time that MetroGIS governance preferences are being discussed.

e Set a tentative target of the Policy Board’s April 2007 meeting to receive an updated MetroGIS
Business Plan.

Motion: Vice Chairperson Kordiak moved and Member Egan seconded that the Policy Board affirm the
four proposals as outlined the agenda report pertaining to preparations for MetroGIS’s Strategic
Directions Workshop and Business Plan Update initiatives.

Motion carried, ayes all.
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f) Letter of Support Requested for Federal Grant Application

Coordinating Committee chairperson Read explained that a request has been received for a letter of
support from the Policy Board for a federal grant for which several MetroGIS stakeholders have elected
to apply. The proposed project involves development of a web-based application protocol intended to
standardize the look and feel of geospatial-related web portals hosted by multiple organizations for
varying business needs.

Johnson commented that this proposal, if successful, offers an opportunity to partner with another
regional geospatial collaborative on a need common to both groups. He stressed that understanding more
about such region-to-region collaboration possibilities is important to achieving the vision of the National
Spatial Data Infrastructure (NSDI), and as such should improve the application’s competitiveness. Such
opportunities are also important to MetroGIS from not only a resources perspective but also concerning
research on what it takes to collaborate on application development.

Alternate Member Brown commented that the federal government is serious about partnering with local
units of government. The projects vary ranging from procurement of imagery to funding grant proposals,
such as that proposed, to better understand elements necessary for successful collaboration.

Coordinating Committee Member Gelbmann also spoke on behalf of the proposal concurring with an
earlier comment that if funded this project would provide a valuable research opportunity to learn more
about what it takes to successfully collaborate on common application needs as well as leverage federal
funding.

Motion: Member Fiskness moved and Member Harper seconded that the Policy Board authorize
Chairperson Reinhardt to sign a letter in support of the subject FGDC grant application with the
understanding that any and all concerns raised are resolved to the satisfaction of all affected parties.
Motion carried, ayes all.

6. MAJOR PROJECT UPDATES
No discussion

7. INFORMATION SHARING
No discussion

8. NEXT MEETING
The next meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, April 19, 2006.

9. ADJOURN
The meeting adjourned at 8:11 p.m.

Prepared by,
Randall Johnson, AICP
MetroGIS Staff Coordinator



MEtrOG I S Agenda Item 4

Cooperation, Coordination, Sharing Geographic Data

TO: MetroGIS Policy Board

FROM: Coordinating Committee
Chairperson: Nancy Read, Metropolitan Mosquito Control District
Staff Contact: Randall Johnson (651-602-1638)

SUBJECT: GIS Technology Demonstration
Evacuation Planning for Homeland Defense — U of M Research Project

DATE: December 27, 2005 (Postponed to April 19 Meeting)
(For the January 18" meeting)

INTRODUCTION

Professor Shashi Shekhar, with the University of Minnesota, has accepted an invitation to present the
technology demonstration for the April Policy Board meeting. He had been scheduled to present at the
January Board meeting but due to a longer discussion than anticipated on the proceeding item, he agreed to
postpone his presentation until the April meeting.

Professor Shekhar will be talking about a research project that he has been working on entitled, “Evacuation
Planning for Homeland Defense: A Capacity Constrained Routing Approach”. (See the attached Presentation
Fact Sheet for more information about the presentation topic and Professor Shekhar.)

BACKGROUND

An early test case included the evacuation zone around the nuclear power plant located at Monticello. Results
from this test case were presented in a congressional breakfast on GIS and Homeland Security in February
2004. General results are applicable to emergency planning activity in the Twin Cities. Mn/DOT used those in
a recent project to develop evacuation plans for many scenarios located in the Twin Cities.

The Coordinating Committee has asked Professor Shekhar to talk about how his research might apply to the
work of the MetroGIS Emergency Preparedness Workgroup and how regional data solutions available in the
Twin Cities as a result of MetroGIS’s efforts (e.g., parcels and street centerlines) that are of better accuracy
than available for the Monticello project might enhance the application if used in the Twin Cities.

PREVIOUS GIS TECHNOLOGY DEMONSTRATION TOPICS
The Policy Board has asked for a demonstration of GIS technology to be a regular component of each of its
meetings. Refer to the listing on the next page of the previous demonstration topics.

RECOMMENDATION
No action requested.




Jan. 2006
Oct. 2005
July 2005:

Apr. 2005:

Jan. 2005:
Oct. 2004:
Jul. 2004:

Apr. 2004:

Jan. 2004
Oct. 2003:
Jul. 2003

Apr. 2003
Jan. 2003:

Oct. 2002:
Jul. 2002:

Mar. 2002:

Jan. 2002:

Oct. 2001:
Jul. 2001:

Apr. 2001:

Jan. 2001:
Oct. 2000:
Jul. 2000:

Apr. 2000:

Jul. 1999:

Apr. 1999:
Nov. 1998:

Sep. 1998:
Jan. 1997:

REFERENCE SECTION

(No presentation)

Natural Resources Atlas Made Possible Via Data Sharing

Ramsey County GIS User Group’s Internet Mapping Service (IMS) site

How Watershed Districts Are Benefiting from MetroGI1S’s Efforts

Regional Mailing Application

Improving Operational Effectiveness with GIS - Dakota County’s Experience

City of Roseville’s Combined Use of Socioeconomic Data and GIS Technology to Improve
Decision Making and Service Delivery

Metro 911 Board initiative to integrate GIS into day-to-day operations of 27 Metro Area
PSAP’s

Scott County’s Use of GIS technology to improve intra-department efficiencies
GASB34 - GIS Technology’s Relevance

Minneapolis Neighborhood Information System use of GIS and data sharing activities
Metropolitan Mosquito Control District use of GIS and benefits from MetroGIS
Emergency Management Response applications developed by Carver and Washington
Counties.

Metropolitan Airports Commission use of GIS and benefits from MetroGIS
MetroGIS DataFinder Café Rollout

Presentations from each metro county regarding their respective GIS programs

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)
TIES — Benefits to School Districts as a result of MetroGIS

DataFinder And Functionality Sought Via Proposed Internet-Enabled Data Distribution
Mechanism (since named DataFinder Café)

LMIC’s Metro viewer software: A Mapping Tool for the Public

Regional Census Geography and Legislative Redistricting Software/Process

North Metro 1-35W Corridor Coalition’s Socio-Demographic Database Development
DataFinder and Council’s Internet-based Existing Land Use Application

Regional Parcel Dataset (Version 1)

Presentation to House of Representatives Subcommittee on June 9th

North Metro I-35W Corridor Coalition GIS Capabilities

Orthoimagery and its Uses

DataFinder and Dakota County’s Parcel Query Application

Benefits from GIS in general and uses being made by all classes of stakeholders
represented on the Policy Board



January 18, 2006 Presentation
Fact Sheet

A. Research Project
TITLE: Evacuation planning for homeland defense: A capacity constrained routing approach

LEAD PRESENTER: Prof. Shashi Shekhar

Computer Science Department, University of Minnesota

200 Union Street SE #4192, Minneapolis, MN 55455

(612) 624-8307, fax: (612) 625-0572, email: shekhar@cs.umn.edu

SHORT DESCRIPTION:

Evacuation route-schedule planning identifies paths and schedules to move at-risk population out to safe
areas in the event of terrorist attacks, catastrophes, or natural disasters. Its goal is to identify near-optimal
evacuation routes and schedules to minimize evacuation time despite limited transportation network
capacity and the possibly large at-risk population. Finding the optimal solution is computationally
exorbitant due to the extremely large size of the transportation networks (million nodes and edges) and the
limited capacities. We propose novel geo-spatial algorithms to determine competent evacuation plans.
Evaluation of our methods for evacuation planning for a disaster at the Monticello nuclear power plant near
Minneapolis/St. Paul Twin Cities metropolitan area shows that the new methods lowered evacuation time
relative to existing plans by providing higher capacities near the destination and by choosing shorter routes.

FUNDING SOURCES:

US Army Research Lab (AHPCRC/ARL) is sponsoring the work on use of high performance computing
techniques to reduce computation time to produce evacuation plans quickly. Minnesota Department of
Transportation sponsored follow-on work to determine contra-flow configurations of the transportation
networks to increase outbound capacities and reduce total evacuation time.

COLLABORATORS:

Collaborators include Mr. QingSong Lu, Mr. Sangho Kim, Ms. Betsy George (all University of
Minnesota), Ms. Sonia Pitt, Mr. Robert Vasek, Dr. Eil Kwon, Mr. Mike Sobolesky (all Mn/DOT), and
Mr. Daryl Taavola (URS).

B. Professor Shashi Shekhar

Professor Shekhar has recently been named a Distinguished McKnight University Professor at the
University of Minnesota. (This is rare honor and comes with a grant of $100,000 to be expended on their
research over the next five years.) He is a professor of Computer Science and Engineering and a world
leader in the area of spatial databases, an interdisciplinary area at the intersection of computer science and
geographic information science (GIS). Professor Shekhar has a distinguished academic record that
includes two books and over 160 refereed papers. He is widely sought after by policy makers in the United
States and abroad for his expertise in spatial databases and spatial data mining. Earlier his research
developed core technologies behind in-vehicle navigation devices as well as web-based routing services,
which revolutionized outdoor navigation in the urban environment in the last decade. See http://www-
users.cs.umn.edu/~shekhar/ and http://www.grad.umn.edu/faculty-

staff/mcknight/distinguished recipients.html
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MetrOG | S Agenda Item 5a

Cooperation, Coordination, Sharing Geographic Data

TO: MetroGIS Policy Board

FROM: MetroGIS Support Staff
Contact: Randall Johnson (651-602-1638)

SUBJECT:  Election of Policy Board Officers

DATE: April 3, 2006
(For the Apr. 19" Meeting)

INTRODUCTION

The Policy Board’s operating guidelines call for the annual election of a chair and vice-chair. Commissioners
Victoria Reinhardt and Jim Kordiak were elected as chair and vice-chair, respectively, on January 26, 2005.
Both have indicated they are open to continuing to serve if that is the preference of the Board.

The Board is respectfully requested to elect its officers for 2006. A roster of the current Policy Board
membership is attached.

BACKGROUND

1. Member Reinhardt has served as chair since May 28, 1997. Member Kordiak has served as vice-chair
since April 2001.

2. The operating guidelines do not impose a term limit.

3. Theroles and responsibilities of the MetroGIS chair and vice-chair are as follows:

a) Atrticle Il; Section 8 states “The Board shall annually elect a Chairperson from its membership. The
Chair shall preside at the meetings of the Board and perform the usual duties of Chair and such other
duties as may be described by the Board from time to time. The Chair shall serve until his or her
successor is duly elected”.

b) Article Il; Section 9 states “The Board shall annually elect a Vice-Chairperson from its membership.
The Vice Chair shall perform the duties of the Chair in the absence of the Chair or in the event of his
or her inability or refusal to act and shall serve until his or her successor is duly elected”.

RECOMMENDATION
That the MetroGIS Policy Board elect a chair and vice-chair for 2005.




Policy Board Members

April 2006

Member last Member first Represents Begin date
Egan Tom Dakota Co. January 2005
Delaney Gary Carver Co. January 2003
Fiskness Conrad MAWD January 1997
Hegberg Dennis Wash. Co. January 2003
Cook Dan TIES September 1998
Johnson Randy Hennepin Co. January 1997
Kordiak Jim Anoka Co. January 2000
Pistilli Tony Metropolitan Council |April 2003
Reinhardt Victoria Ramsey Co. January 1997

AMM (large city) (Vacant since July 2004)

Schneider Terry AMM (Minnetonka) |January 1997
Wagner Joseph Scott Co. January 2005
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Cooperation, Coordination, Sharing Geographic Data

TO: MetroGIS Policy Board

FROM: Chairperson Reinhardt and Member Pistilli
Staff Contact: Randall Johnson (651-602-1638)

SUBJECT: Draft Report — Metropolitan Council Evaluation of MetroGIS

DATE: April 11, 2006
(For the Apr. 19" Meeting)

REQUEST
The Policy Board is respectfully requested to:

1) Comment on recommendations presented in the draft report from the Metropolitan Council’s workgroup
charged with evaluating MetroGIS’s efforts relative to meeting the Council’s business needs. (This report
will be distributed separately from the agenda packet). The Workgroup will consider these comments in
preparing its final report to the full Metropolitan Council.

2) Provide direction concerning work programming for the remainder of 2006 and 2007.

Please refer to the Reference Section for related prior considerations by the Policy Board.

DISCUSSION

The recommended courses of action set forth in the subject draft report are expected to acknowledge the value
of MetroGIS’s efforts to the Council’s operations and support MetroGIS’s current organizational structure
and funding mechanisms. A benefit of the Council’s evaluation process has been to document the importance
of MetroGIS’s efforts to providing a cost effective means for the Council to obtain the data it needs from
others. Council members and management have indicated that the evaluation process has greatly improved
their understanding of the benefits received by the Council and other stakeholders from MetroGIS’s
collaborative forum.

Pending consideration of the report by the full Council, staff requests permission to begin investigating work
programming opportunities for MetroGIS and related budget needs for the remainder of 2006 and for 2007 for
consideration at the Board’s July meeting. Work programming for 2006 is currently limited to continuation of
projects that were in progress last October. (See the Reference Section.)

RECOMMENDATION

That the MetroGIS Policy Board:

1) Comment on the draft report from the Metropolitan Council’s Workgroup charged with evaluation of
MetroGIS.

2) Pending Council consideration of the subject report, direct the Coordinating Committee, in conjunction with
the Staff Coordinator, to carry out the following tasks for consideration by the Policy Board at its July
meeting:

a) Evaluate work programming needs and opportunities for the remainder of 2006.
b) Prepare a preliminary work program for 2007, assuming the same funding as available in 2006.

11



REFERENCE SECTION

PREVIOUS POLICY BOARD ACTION

1. October 2005 meeting: Metropolitan Council management shared its Program Evaluation and Audit
Report regarding MetroGIS with the Policy Board. It was also explained that a workgroup of Council’s
Community Development Committee (CDC) was being formed to craft recommendations to address topics
identified in the Audit Report for further study.

The following actions were approved:

e That the Policy Board at its January 2006 meeting, set a target date for hosting MetroGIS’s Strategic
Directions Workshop.

e Continue the work in progress for 2006, place on hold initiatives that are planned but not yet
commenced, and include initiatives that are identified at the Strategic Directions Workshop as part of
the Business Plan Update project.

2. January 2006 meeting: Council management reported that a tentative schedule for the CDC workgroup
had been agreed upon, Chairperson Reinhardt would be a member of the workgroup, and the goal was to
complete the workgroup’s objectives prior to the April Policy Board meeting. The following act was
taken:

e Set a tentative target timeframe of fall 2006 for the MetroGIS Strategic Directions Workshop.

e Resolve Council questions about MetroGI1S’s governance (Council’s Program Evaluation and Audit
Report ands subject of this report) before hosting the MetroGIS Strategic Directions Workshop.

e Investigate the realm of geospatial technology possibilities (June 1% Forum — see Agenda Item 5c) in
preparation for the Strategic Directions Workshop at the same time that MetroGIS governance
preferences are being discussed.

e Set a tentative target of the Policy Board’s April 2007 meeting to receive an updated MetroGIS
Business Plan.

12
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Cooperation, Coordination, Sharing Geographic Data

TO: Policy Board

FROM: Coordinating Committee and Forum Planning Workgroup
Staff Contact: Randall Johnson (651-602-1638)

SUBJECT: June 1* Forum — Update on Preparations
(Imagining Possibilities: The Next Frontier for Geographic Information Technology)

DATE: April 11, 2006
(For the Apr. 19 meeting)

INTRODUCTION

On April 10", Policy Board members should have received an email notice from the Staff Coordinator
announcing the subject June forum. It was sent to members of the Policy Board, Coordinating Committee,
Technical Advisory Team, and active MetroGIS workgroups.

The purposes of this agenda item are to:
1) Update the Board on preparations in process for the June 1% Forum.
2) Update the Board on maturing of thought as the role this forum is intended to play in the forthcoming
MetroGIS Business Plan Update initiative.
3) Encourage Policy Board members to attend the morning session and encourage senior managers
affiliated with their organizations to also attend.

The forum brochure and instructions for registration can be viewed at
http://www.metrogis.org/specialevents/techpossibilities/.

THEME AND PURPOSE OF JUNE 1°" FORUM

Theme: Imagining Possibilities: The Next Frontier for Geographic Information Technology

Purpose:... identify a range of technology possibilities related to enhancing the sharing of and effectively
using geospatial data and information important to the day-to-day operations of the
organizations that comprise the MetroGIS community.

ROLE OF THIS FORUM IN METROGIS BUSINESS PLAN UPDATE PROCESS

Last January, the Board set a target of its April 2007 meeting for adoption of an updated Business Plan for
MetroGIS. (Refer to the Reference Section for more information on the overall timing.) A Strategic
Directions Workshop is planned for mid to late fall 2006 to set the agenda for the Business Plan Update.
Three major initiatives are components of the preparation process to improve understanding of technology
possibilities, partnering opportunities, and stakeholder satisfaction with MetroGIS’s efforts. The results of
these preparatory initiatives will provide foundation for discussion at the Strategic Directions Workshop.
The three preparatory initiatives are as follows:

a) November 15, 2005 Forum: The purpose was to identify collaborative possibilities and opportunities
between the government and non-government communities to address common geospatial needs. The
second part of this element is anticipated to begin in June, following the subject June 1 forum.

b) June 1, 2006 Forum: The purpose is to better understand geospatial technology possibilities (subject
of this report).

c) Summer 2006: Conduct a survey to evaluate satisfaction of essential MetroGIS stakeholders with the
current mission, guiding principles and initiatives. This investigation is anticipated is expected to
patterned after the results of the Council’s evaluation of MetroGIS (Agenda Item 5b).

SUMMARY OF THE PROGRAM AND MAJOR LOGISTICS ELEMENTS
1. Co-Sponsors: MetroGIS, Mn GIS/LIS Consortium, Mn Governor’s Council on Geographic
Information, Mn Chapter of GITA (Geospatial Information and Technology Association), Metropolitan
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Council, Mn Office of Demographic and Geographic Analysis, and University of Minnesota. A seventh
organization (ASPRS) has requested co-sponsorship status.

2. Target Participants:
Those individuals who will be involved in the MetroGIS’s Strategy Directions Workshop and the
subsequent MetroGIS Business Plan Update process are the primary focus. That said, the more
technologists and managers of geospatial technology related functions that participate, the more chance
of the question and answer sessions producing information valuable to MetroGIS’s pending strategic
planning efforts. The purpose of the panel sessions is to clarify understanding and use of the new tools
and process possibilities that will be identified by the keynote speakers.

In addition to technologists and managers of geospatial functions, the morning session is also
designed to be attended by senior management/policymakers (read MetroGIS Policy Board
members), in particular, those affiliated with core MetroGIS stakeholder organizations.

3. Program Format: The format is designed around three central subthemes: Customer, Backroom,
Manager/Organization. Lunch will be provided on site. Technology demonstrations are planned during
the lunch recess. Four keynote speakers will each have 45 minutes to share their vision of possibilities.
There will be three, one hour panel sessions following the keynote speaker(s) for each theme. The
keynote speaker(s) for each theme will then team up with 3 or 4 local experts to comprise each panel.
The purpose of the panel sessions is to explore, via question and answer dialogue, actions needed to
realize the big ideas identified in the keynote addresses. (See Reference Section for an explanation of
each theme and Attachment A for the preliminary program schedule.)

4. Keynote Speakers: Four nationally and internationally known and widely respected speakers have
agreed to provide the keynote talks. As of this writing, Google Earth had also expressed interest but had
not confirmed participation.

a) Customer Theme: Michael Liebhold (Institute for the Future) and Clint Brown (ESRI)

b) Backroom Theme: Mark Reichardt, President, Open Geospatial Consortium (OGC)

c) Manager/Organization Theme: lan Masser, internationally respected expert on Geographic
Information Infrastructures — technical and organizational aspects.

5. Venue and Capacity: University of Minnesota, Humphrey Center. The capacity is 250 attendees. The
limit on attendance is to promote productive dialogue via question and answer to delve into specifics
associated with the big ideas conveyed in the keynote addresses.

6. Registration Process:
The GIS/LIS Consortium will support an Internet-based registration service. Those active in MetroGIS
activities will be permitted to register one week prior to opening the registration to all others.
Registration began on April 12" for those affiliated with MetroGIS. (See the Introduction section,
above, for the link to the forum brochure which provides a link to the online registration service.)

7. Reqistration Fee:

a) Attend all day (includes lunch): $65

b) Attend only the morning session (no lunch): $40

c) Fee waivers: The fees for those individuals who provide support at the forum will be reduced or

waived as follows:

e Moderators — Full waiver plus attend dinner/meeting with speakers the evening prior
e Panelists - Full waiver plus attend dinner/meeting with speakers the evening prior
o Recorders — Full waiver plus attend dinner/meeting with speakers the evening prior
e Technology Demonstrators - Full waiver (including lunch)

d) Late Registration: Registration after May 18 will cost an additional $10.

e) Deadline for Payment: Payment must be received by May 25 to guarantee attendance.
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8. Projected Revenues and Expenses: Projected expenses, including a $1,000 contingency, are about
$12,500. Break even, assuming the above-noted fee structure, is projected to occur with 185 attendees
with a full rate set at $65. Most believe that with the caliber of speakers who have committed that their

will be no problem attracting 185 full registrants.
RECOMMENDATION

That Policy Board members consider attending if not already registered and encourage the senior
management of their respective organizations to also consider attending.
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REFERENCE SECTION

PREVIOUS POLICY BOARD CONSIDERATION
At its January meeting, the Board took the following actions:

o Set a tentative target timeframe of fall 2006 for the MetroGIS Strategic Directions Workshop.

o Resolve Council questions about MetroGIS’s governance (Council’s Program Evaluation and Audit
Report ands subject of this report) before hosting the MetroGIS Strategic Directions Workshop.

o Investigate the realm of geospatial technology possibilities in preparation for the Strategic
Directions Workshop at the same time that MetroGIS governance preferences are being
discussed.

o Set a tentative target of the Policy Board’s April 2007 meeting to receive an updated MetroGIS
Business Plan.

PRESENTATION / PANEL DISCUSSION THEMES
A) Customer Breakout Theme:

(1) Focus website design on how the customer is seeing an organization, not how the organization is
internally organized — more intuitive to the customer and less bureaucratic.

(2) What use does the customer want to make of the technology — need better understanding of
customer needs. Not the needs of organizations but the general public as they interact with our
organizations.

(3) Where is technology headed that enables e-government functionality?

Craig commented that technology is democratizing the world, making it easier for folks to become more
aware of their surroundings. He also believes this trend will continue to be a catalyst for efforts to
standardize how the public obtains desired information (e.g., common user interface experience) and
partnering among diverse interests to manage data so that it is compatible and interoperable with other
data commonly desired by the masses and in a manner cost-effectively disseminated via the Internet.
Read concurred, noting that interest in geographically-based information is rapidly increasing.

Craig concluded by commenting that ESRI’s vision is to create an environment where kids can come to
know their world better.

B) Manager/Organizational Breakout Theme:
Gelbmann offered four scenarios that he would like explored at the forum with regard to philosophy
associated with managing a GIS unit. A secondary theme that he would like explored is how technology
innovations can expand support capacity:

Internal focus
(1) Maintain internal capacity (skilled people) to build applications from scratch.
(2) Rely upon existing software to perform the functionality desired. (Internal focus)

Collaborative focus
(3) Blend expertise across organizations to address need without acquiring new technology
(4) Blend expertise across organization and seek out new technology solutions to address need

The principal reason for exploring this topic in depth is that with the emergence of e-government as a
widespread high priority organizational need, the paradigm will shift from one-on-one GIS staff to client
support and data distribution, where idiosyncrasies in the data can be clearly communicated, to web-
based solutions were data updates, fitness for use, and computing/server capacities must be dealt with
differently than by typical GIS support units of the recent past. Ultimately, the question is how to best
organize to support the emerging transformation in expectations of the GIS team.

(C) Backroom Breakout Theme:
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The focus of this theme is on staff skills, equipment, and software/programs needed to successfully
support a GIS enterprise in the emerging e-government environment. Specifically, the group agreed
they would like the following topics addressed in these breakout sessions:

(1) Skill set(s) needed

(2) Specific tools needed

(3) Where is the industry headed in terms of technical languages and related software development
(4) Role of standards and interoperability. Anything different from the past?

(5) Data capture improvements on the horizon

(6) Proprietary versus open source solutions

(7) Devices (e.g., location based technologies)

FORUM PLANNING WORKGROUP

The following individuals volunteered to serve on this Workgroup: Nancy Read (Metropolitan Mosquito
Control District), Rick Gelbmann and Mark Vander Schaaf (Metropolitan Council), Will Craig (U of M
CURA), and David Brandt (Washington County). The Staff Coordinator provides lead support.
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ATTACHMENT A

Preliminary Program

Imagining Possibilities: The Next Frontier for Geographic Information Technology
June 1, 2006
Humphrey Center (West Bank), University of Minnesota

1. Continental Breakfast and Pick Up Program Materials — 7:30 to 8:15
2. Welcome — Chairperson Reinhardt, MetroGIS Policy Board Chairperson 8:15-8:30
3. Morning Session - 8:30-11:45
a) Keynote Speakers - Customer Theme (Vision and Possibilities)
o Michael Liebhold (IFTF) 8:30 - 9:10
o Google (not yet confirmed) 9:10 - 9:50
e ESRI (Clint Brown) 9:50 - 10:30
4. Break 10:30 - 10:45
b) Panel - Customer Theme (How do we get there?) 10:45 - 11:40
Morning wrap up, reminders, free form groups, etc. 11:40 - 11:45
5. Lunch (Box lunches to facilitate mobility) 11:45 t0 1:00

Technology Demonstrations — (box lunches)
(Assumes 15 minutes to get to 1% demo, 2-20 min demos, 10 min between
demos and 10 min to get to Afternoon Session)

6. Afternoon Session A 1:00 to 2:40
a) Keynote Speaker - Backroom Theme (Vision and Possibilities)
Mark Reichardt (OGC) 1:00 - 1:40
b) Panel - Backroom Theme (How do we get there?) 1:40 — 2:40
7. Break 2:40 - 3:00
8. Afternoon Session B 3:00 to 4:40
a) Keynote Speaker - Manager/Organization Theme (Vision and Possibilities)
lan Masser (Spatial Data Infrastructures) 3:00 — 3:40

b) Panel - Manager/Organization Theme (How do we get there?) 3:40 — 4:40

©

. Closing —by each breakout session moderator 4:40 to 4:45
Next steps — how will we use what is learned?
Reminder to turn in Evaluations
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MetrOG | S Agenda Item 5d

Cooperation, Coordination, Sharing Geographic Data

TO: MetroGIS Policy Board

FROM: MetroGIS Support Staff
Contact: Randall Johnson (651-602-1638)

SUBJECT: Use of Funds Donated to MetroGIS — Ratify Permission Granted Between Meetings

DATE: April 3, 2006
(For the Apr. 19" Meeting)

REQUEST

The Policy Board is respectfully requested to ratify, at its April meeting, permission granted via an e-mail
request to use funds donated to MetroGIS as a contingency for an upcoming forum on June 1, 2006.
MetroGIS is a co-sponsor of this forum entitled Imagining Possibilities: The Next Frontier for Geographic
Information Technology. (See Agenda Item 5c¢ for more information about the forum).

BACKGROUND — DONATED FUNDS

In the mid-late 1990’s, a custodial fund was established at the Metropolitan Council for funds donated to
MetroGIS. The MetroGIS Policy Board decides how these funds are to be used. The source of these donated
funds was primarily The Lawrence Group and a one time aerial imagery project overseen by the Council in the
late 1990’s.

The maximum balance reached was around $25,500. The vast majority of these funds were used in 2002 to
supplement the cost of developing MetroGIS DataFinder Café. The current balance is $3,046. Although,
there have been no expenditures of these funds since 2002, the Policy Board has authorized use of these funds
for projects that have not or will no longer materialize:
e April 2005: The Board granted permission to use up to $750 of these donated funds for lunch at the
Strategic Directions Workshop, which is currently planned for later this year.
e July 2005: The Board authorized use of up to $1700 for a Regional GIS Pilot Project that did not
materialize.

CURRENT PROPOSAL — USE OF DONATED FUNDS AS A CONTINGENY

Planning for the above-referenced June 1* Forum has been in process since late January 2006. On March 1, a
request was sent to the Policy Board via email (see the Reference Section) requesting permission to use up to
$2,000 of the subject donated funds as a contingency fund for the June 1* forum. Knowing the answer to this
question at the time that the need arose was a critical need to proceeding with the forum planning.

Several Policy Board members responded to the email-based proposal noting they had no problem granting
permission to use these funds as a contingency. Member Pistilli also encouraged the topic to be placed on the
April agenda to ratify the decision as part of a regular meeting. Hence, this agenda item. None of the subject
funds has been spent. Deposits for the forum facilities have been provided by other co-sponsoring
organizations thus far, pending ratification of the proposal at a scheduled meeting.

RECOMMENDATION

That the MetroGIS Policy Board ratify use of up to $2,000 in funds donated to MetroGIS as a contingency for
the expenses to be incurred in connection with hosting the June 1, 2006 forum, entitled “Imagining
Possibilities: The Next Frontier for Geographic Information Technology”.
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