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Executive Summary  

¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ά5ŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ ±ŀƭǳŜǎέ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ŀ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ aŜǘǊƻDL{ vǳŀƴǘƛŦȅ tǳōƭƛŎ ±ŀƭǳŜ 
(QPV) study. The purpose of the Defining Values study was to help MetroGIS understand public value creation 
potential gained through the sharing of geospatial data, and in particular, geographically-referenced parcel data. The 
study involved having a dialogue with policy makers from many types of governments, and from the non-profit, 
utility, business, and first responder/emergency management communities. The idea was to clarify the values that 
policy makers across sectors use to decide courses of action involving investments and policy.  

The study involved six focus group meetings. The first five targeted a specific community of practice. The final focus 
group brought together participants from each of the prior focus groups to explore, as a large group, shared values 
and beliefs about shared goals, capabilities needed to achieve those goals, and the benefits or value of sharing data 
and information, other resources, and work. The meetings took place between October 14 and December 1, 2011. 
This study reaches the following conclusions: 

1. There appears to be a substantial overlap across focus groups in goals and interests and capabilities seen 
as important for facilitating achievement of the goals and interests. Specifically, the combined focus group believes 
the public most values the following goals and interests:  

¶ Providing reliable service at reasonable cost 

¶ Ensuring public safety 

¶ Providing effective, efficient, quality services 

¶ Ensuring better decision making for public and private benefit 

¶ Improving the quality of life 

¶ Helping develop a stronger local economy 

¶ Ensuring physical infrastructure is developed and maintained 

In terms of capabilities needed to achieve the goals and pursue the interests listed above, the combined focus group 
believes the public most values the following itemsΣ ǿƛǘƘ άŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜ Řŀǘŀέ, άease of access to inŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΣέ and 
άŜȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇέ ǎŜǊǾƛƴƎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƛƴ ƻŦ ŎŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǘƻ ŀŎŎƻƳǇƭƛǎƘ 
the above-cited collective goals and interests:  

¶ Understanding needs and expectations of citizens 

¶ Responding by leading and adapting to any situation 

¶ Effective executive leadership 

¶ Communicating and interacting effectively 

¶ Accurate data 

¶ 9ŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ όά5ƻέύ 

¶ Ease of access to information 

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

¶ Better decision making for public and private benefit 

¶ Achieving and maintaining accurate maps and data 

¶ Ensuring public safety 

¶ Accessing data efficiently 
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ά!ŎŎǳǊŀǘŜ Řŀǘŀέ ŀƴŘ ŜȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇέ ŀǊŜ ŀƎŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƛƴ ƻŦ ŎŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ 
necessary to accomplish the above-cited collective goals and interests 
 
The top capabilities the five individual focus groups as a set value for themselves ς as opposed to what they think 
the public values ς are:  

¶ Getting easy data accessibility 

¶ Accurate data 

¶ Collaboration and coordination in achievement of goals and program implementation 

¶ Responsiveness ς leading and adapting to any situation 

¶ Understanding the needs and expectations of citizens 

¶ Obtaining information for planning and implementation 

¶ Communicating interactively effectively 
 

2. There appears to be substantial agreement on the benefits of sharing data and information, other resources, and 
work.  The combined focus groups believe that the following are the major benefits of sharing data and 
information: 

¶ Better decision making 

¶ Accuracy 

¶ Data accessibility and availability 

¶ Cost saving and cost sharing 

¶ Timely data 

¶ Improved data standards 

The combined focus group believes the following represent the major values to be gained by sharing other 
resources: 

¶ Greater connectivity, collaboration, and alignment 

¶ Cost savings and cost effectiveness 

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

¶ Improved data accuracy 

¶ Increased impact 

¶ Increased organizational and project viability 

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

¶ Better decision-making 

¶ Cost efficiency and cost effectiveness 

¶ Better products and services 

¶ Better understanding, planning, governance, and attractiveness to businesses 

¶ Innovation as a result of sharing 

¶ Finding and sharing best practices 

¶ Facilitation of policy-based discussions 
 

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

4. An important next step is to develop measures that capture the important dimensions of the shared goals, 
interests, capabilities, and benefits of sharing. These measures could be of assistance in doing the following: 
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¶ Determining whether or not MetroGIS is helping ς probably indirectly ς the constituent communities of 
practice achieve their goals and interests, maintain or develop the capabilities they need to achieve their 
goals and interests, and realize the benefits of sharing data and information, other resources, and work. 

¶ Inform efforts to fine-tuning existing MetroGIS strategies and develop new strategies   

Introduction 
 
Goal - Defining Values Study 
¢Ƙƛǎ ά5ŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ ±ŀƭǳŜǎέ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƛǎ ŀ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ aŜǘǊƻDL{ vǳŀƴǘƛŦȅ tǳōƭƛŎ ±ŀƭǳŜ όvt±ύ ǎǘǳŘȅΦ Lǘ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ŀ 
dialogue via several community of practice-based focus groups with policy makers from many forms of government, 
and from the non-profit, utility, business, and first responder/emergency management communities.  Through this 
study, MetroGIS is attempting to understand public value creation potential gained through the sharing of geospatial 
data, in particular, geographically-referenced parcel data.  The effort is aimed at clarifying the values that policy 
makers across sectors use to decide courses of action involving investments and policy.  

Overview of Individual Focus Group Process 
¢Ƙƛǎ ά5ŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ ±ŀƭǳŜǎέ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ aŜǘǊƻDL{ vt± {ǘǳŘȅ involved six focus groups. Five focus groups ς each 
targeting a different community practice ς were held between October 14 and November 30, 2011. The final focus 
group event was held on December 1, 2011, and brought together participants from each of the prior focus groups to 
explore, as large group, shared values and beliefs about the benefits of sharing.  The five communities of practice 
groups were as follows.  They were held in the order listed: 

¶ First Responders  

¶ Governments  

¶ Non-Profits 

¶ Public Utilities  

¶ Businesses 
 
For each of the sessions, Randall Johnson, MetroGIS Staff Coordinator, and Professor Bryson, Defining Values Study 
Facilitator, welcomed the participants, thanked them for agreeing to participate in the event, and briefly explained 
that their focus group was one of several through which MetroGIS hoped to define values and business drivers 
common to these communities of interest involved.   
 
The participants sat at tables that were arranged in a semi-circle facing a wall on which several white flip chart pages 
were taped ς four to six across in two rows. John Bryson, the consultant, handed out a worksheet to each participant 
prior to each of the four major segments that comprised each event (see Attachment 1 for a sample invitation letter 
to the focus group and Attachment 2 for a sample agenda, which provides additional information about outcomes 
sought): 

¶ Goals or interests and capabilities 

¶ Values and perceived public values 

¶ Ways in which achievement of the goals or interests depended on data, the consolidation and coordination 
of data, and spatial, graphic, or visual information systems  

¶ Value of sharing data, other kinds of resources, and work 

The participants were asked to brainstorm for about five minutes on possible responses to the questions on a 
particular worksheet.  Each participant was then asked to select their best responses and write each one on a 
separate large post-it note.  Bryson then facilitated a conversation with the group about how best to cluster the ideas 
according to common themes or subject matters, while also arranging them on a large papered space on the wall in 
front of the semi-circle of participants. Once the group agreed on clusters, the next task involved having the group 
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offer a summary label for each cluster of related ideas.  This process was repeated for each of the four main 
segments of the event outlined above. 

CƻǊ ǘƘŜ άǾŀƭǳŜǎέ ǎŜƎƳŜƴǘΣ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ also asked to individually vote using red and green sticky dots ς red 
for values that matter most to the community of practice and green for values that they perceived to matter most to 
the public.    

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

Overview of Combined Group Process 

The combined group followed a different process.  After each of the preceding focus group sessions, the consultants 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀ Ǿƛǎǳŀƭ άƳŀǇέ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ƻǊ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘs and capabilities were related. 
(These maps will be found in Attachments 3 ς 26.)  These maps were then combined into a group map, which was 
presented to the combined focus group, with each community of practice seated at a separate table.  Each 
community of practice was asked if they wished to claim any of the goals or interests and capabilities that had been 
identified by the other focus groups as their own. Groups then shared with the other groups the results of this 
exercise.  It turned out that each of the communities of practice shared at least some goals and interests with at least 
two other focus groups. In addition, in all cases but one, each focus group shared at least some capabilities with at 
least two other focus groups. The degree of overlap in goals or interests and capabilities across communities of 
practice is thus quite substantial.  

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

 
General Findings ς Combined Focus Group 
 
In this section we report on the general findings from the combined focus group meeting. Five key findings are 
presented. These are what the combined group: 

¶ Believes the public values in terms of goals and interests 

¶ Believes the public values in terms of capabilities 

¶ Sees as the benefits of sharing data and information 

¶ Sees as the benefits of sharing other kinds of resources 

¶ Sees as the benefits of sharing work 
 
The combined focus group believes the public most values the following items (see Table 1, Figure 1 and Attachment 
27).  Each of these items was cited by at least two of the communities and each of the five communities of practice is 
represented in this listing.  As such, a plausible argument can be made that all five groups have these goals and 
interests in common:  

¶ Providing reliable service at reasonable cost 

¶ Ensuring public safety 

¶ Providing effective, efficient, quality services 

¶ Ensuring better decision making for public and private benefit 
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¶ Improving the quality of life 

¶ Helping develop a stronger local economy 

¶ Ensuring physical infrastructure is developed and maintained 

¶ Preserving life and safety 

¶ άaŀƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜέ ŦƻǊ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀƴŘ ƴƻƴǇǊƻŦƛǘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ 

¶ Transitioning to recovery (in the case of disaster) 

¶ Building community capacity in terms of place and interest. 
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Table 1. Combined Focus Group ς Perceptions of What the Group Believe the Public Values in Terms of 
Goals and Interests 
 

 

In terms of capabilities needed to achieve the goals and pursue the interests listed above , the combined focus group 
believes the public most values the following items (see Table 2, Figure 1, and Attachment 28):  

¶ Understanding needs and expectations of citizens 

¶ Responding by leading and adapting to any situation 

¶ Effective executive leadership 

¶ Communicating and interacting effectively 

¶ Accurate data 

¶ 9ŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ όά5ƻέύ 

¶ Ease of access to information 
 
hŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΣ άŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜ Řŀǘŀέ ŀƴŘ άŜȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇέ ǿŜǊŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ όǎŜŜ CƛƎǳǊŜ мΣ 
page 9) for the chain of capabilities that the combined focus group participants defined as necessary to accomplish 
their collective goals and interests.   
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Table 2. Combined Focus Group ς Perceptions of What the Group Believe the Capabilities That Are 
Necessary to Achieve ǘƘŜ tǳōƭƛŎΩǎ Goals and Pursue Its Interests 
 

 
 
Figure 1, next page, shows how the consultant believes these goals and capabilities are linked. The arrows in the 
ŦƛƎǳǊŜ ƳŜŀƴ άƳŀȅ ƭŜŀŘ ǘƻέ ƻǊ άƳƛƎƘǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴΦέ Lƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ άLƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜέ ό{ǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ нмύ at the top 
of the map Ƴŀȅ ǾƛŜǿŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ά{ǘǊƻƴƎŜǊ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅέ όпуύΣ ά9ƴǎǳǊŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎŀŦŜǘȅΤ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŜ ƭƛŦŜ 
ŀƴŘ ǎŀŦŜǘȅέ όорύΣ ŀƴŘ ά.ŜǘǘŜǊ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ƳŀƪƛƴƎκǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǇǳōƭƛŎέ όрсύΤ ŀƴŘ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǊŜŎǘ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ all the 
other statements on the map. Note that the code after each statement identifies the origin of the original statements 
as follows:  FR = First Responders, G = Government, NP = Nonprofits, U = Public Utilities, and B = Business; G or I = 
Goal or Interest and C = Capability. The map therefore represents visually how the separate focus groups took into 
account what other groups thought when developing a shared view of what the combined groups believe the public 
wants.  
 
The results may be thought of as a discussion draft logic model indicating how capabilities might be drawn upon to 
produce desired outcomes, that is, achieve goals or serve interests.  A crucial feature of this map from the 
ǎǘŀƴŘǇƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5ŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ ±ŀƭǳŜǎ {ǘǳŘȅ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ά9ŀǎŜ ƻŦ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴέ όосύΣ ά!ŎŎǳǊŀǘŜ Řŀǘŀέ όоуύΣ ŀƴŘ 
ά9ȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇέ όмпύ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƛƴǎ ƻŦ ƭƻƎƛŎ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ άLƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜέ όнмύΦ 
All lines of arguments lead from those starting points.   
 
A caution, however, is in order. The map was constructed by the consultant, not by the combined focus group. It 
therefore is important not to read too much into the map or to place much emphasis on comparing and contrasting 
ǘƘŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΩ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ŦƛƎǳǊŜ, particularly given the small numbers of participants from each of 
the five community or practice groups represented in the combined focus group. Indeed, the consultant is 
uncomfortable going any further than he has.  An important next step would be to verify the face validity of Figure 1 
with a larger group(s) of stakeholders. 
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Regarding the benefits of sharing, the combined focus groups believe that the following are the major benefits of 
sharing data and information (see Table 3 and Attachment 31): 

¶ Better decision making 

¶ Accuracy 

¶ Data accessibility and availability 

¶ Cost saving and cost sharing 

¶ Timely data 

¶ Improved data standards 
 

Table 3. Combined Focus Group ς Perceptions of What the Group Believes Are the Most Important 
Values to Be Served by Sharing Data and Information 

 

 

The combined focus group believes the following represent the major value to be gained by sharing other resources 
(see Table 4 and Attachment 32): 

¶ Greater connectivity, collaboration, and alignment 

¶ Cost savings and cost effectiveness 

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

¶ Improved data accuracy 

¶ Increased impact 

¶ Increased organizational and project viability 

 
 

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

T
o

ta
l v

o
te

s

Combined Focus Groups -- Perceived Value of 
Sharing Data and Information



12 
 

Table 4. Combined Focus Group ς Perceived Benefits of Sharing Other Resources  

 

 

The combined focus group believes the following represent the major value to be gained by sharing work (see Table 
5 and Attachment 33): 

¶ Better decision-making 

¶ Cost efficiency and cost effectiveness 

¶ Better products and services 

¶ Better understanding, planning, governance, and attractiveness to businesses 

¶ Innovation as a result of sharing 

¶ Finding and sharing best practices 

¶ Facilitation of policy-based discussions 
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Table 5. Combined Focus Group ς Perceived Benefits of Sharing Work  

 

 

 
More Specific Findings - Combined Focus Group Session 

The more specific findings from the combined focus group session are those that relate to the five individual focus 
groups represented at the final session. We began by presenting two tables that summarize across the individual 
focus groups what the focus groups themselves value ς as opposed to what they believe the public values. 

In the case of the goals and interests, what the five individual focus groups as a set value for themselves, shows 
more dispersal in valuations than was the case with what the combined focus group thought the public values. Table 
6 shows the array of what the focus groups value for themselves (see Figure 2 and Attachment 29). The top four 
values are: 

¶ Better decision making for public and private benefit 

¶ Achieving and maintaining accurate maps and data 

¶ Ensuring public safety 

¶ Accessing data efficiently 
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Table 6. A Summary of the Goals and Interests of the Five Individual Focus Groups 
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The capabilities the five individual focus groups as a set value for themselves ς as opposed to what they 
think the public values ς are easier to summarize (see Table 7, Figure 2, and Attachment 30). The groups 
as a set value: 

¶ Getting easy data accessibility 

¶ Accurate data 

¶ Collaboration and coordination in achievement of goals and program implementation 

¶ Responsiveness ς leading and adapting to any situation 

¶ Understanding the needs and expectations of citizens 

¶ Obtaining information for planning and implementation 

¶ Communicating interactively effectively 

¶ Ensuring a sustainable organization 

¶ Researching and implementing best practices 

¶ Executive leadership 

¶ Good working relationships with counties and utilities 

¶ Ease of access to information 
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Table 7. A Summary of the Capabilities the Five Individual Focus Groups Believe Are 
Necessary to Achieve Their Own Goals and Interests 
 

 

 
Figure 2, next page, shows how the consultant believes these goals and capabilities are linked. The 
ŀǊǊƻǿǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛƎǳǊŜ ƳŜŀƴ άƳŀȅ ƭŜŀŘ ǘƻέ ƻǊ άƳƛƎƘǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴΦέ Lƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ά{ŜǊǾŜ ǘƘŜ tǳōƭƛŎέ 
(Statement 44ύ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǇ Ƴŀȅ ǾƛŜǿŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ άBetter decision 
making/private and public (56) ŀƴŘ ά.ǳƛƭŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅΤ ώŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦϐ ǇƭŀŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘέ 
(22), and as an indirect consequence of all the other statements on the map. Note that the code after 
each statement identifies the origin of the original statements as follows:  FR = First Responders, G = 
Government, NP = Nonprofits, U = Public Utilities, and B = Business; G or I = Goal or Interest and C = 
Capability. The map therefore represents visually how the separate focus groups took into account what 
other groups thought when developing a combined of what the groups want for themselves.  
 
The results may be thought of as a discussion draft logic model indicating how capabilities might be 
drawn upon to produce desired outcomes, that is, achieve goals or serve interests. A crucial feature of 
ǘƘƛǎ ƳŀǇ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀƴŘǇƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5ŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ ±ŀƭǳŜǎ {ǘǳŘȅ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ά!ŎŎǳǊŀǘŜ Řŀǘŀέ όоуύΣ ά!ŎŎŜǎǎ Řŀǘŀ 
ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘƭȅέ όрмύ ŀƴŘ άDŜǘ Ŝŀǎȅ Řŀǘŀ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ς One Stop Shop; 9ŀǎŜ ƻŦ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴέ ό57) 
are the ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƛƴǎ ƻŦ ƭƻƎƛŎ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ άServe the Publicέ ό44). All lines of arguments 
lead from those starting points.  However, the same caution is in order as with Figure 1. The map was 
constructed by the consultant, not by the combined focus group. It, therefore, is important not to read 
ǘƻƻ ƳǳŎƘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǇ ƻǊ ǘƻ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƳǳŎƘ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ƻƴ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΩ 
contributions to this figure, particularly given the small numbers of participants from each of the five 
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community or practice groups represented in the combined focus group. Indeed, the consultant is 
uncomfortable going any further than he has.  An important next step would be to verify the face 
validity of Figure 2 with a larger group(s) of stakeholders. 
 

 


