ATTACHMENT C

(To dFinal Report; Measuring Public Value of Geospatial CommoAsvetroGIS Case Stux’:i)/

Summary Report

MetroGIS Quantify Public Value (QPV) Study
G5STAYAYI =+l fdzSaég [/ 2YL

January 42011

Submitted to MetroGIS byhe Gnsultant Teamof:

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

and

Justin Bston,
Research Assistant

FundingProvided by:
U.S. Department of Interior
2010 NSDI CAP Grant Category 5
(Cooperative Agreement No. GI10AC00239)



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
Table of Contents XXXXXXXXXXXXXXIHKPIK X X
List ofFigures\WordMapg X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X ZX X DOX DX P
List ofTables XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXKRXXX
Executive Summary XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX.3
Introduction XXXXXXXXXXXXXOX X..5

Goal- Defining Values Study XXXXXXXEXX
Overview of Individual Focus Group ProcesX X X X X X o d d P
Overview of Combined Group Process XXXXXXXEDP

GeneralFindings- Combined Focus Group X XX X X X3 XX ¥ X. @
More Specific Findings Combined Focus GroupX XX X.12

Membership on, and a Brief Summary of, Result from

the Six Focus Groups X XXP D X X X X X X XXX X X &8
First Responder Focus GroupX X X X X X X X X X X X B}8X X
Government Focus Group X X X X X X X X X X X XX.2X X X

Non Profit Focus Group XXXXXXXXXXXXXKRX

Public Utility Focus Group X X X X X X X X X X XX X 24X

Business Focus Group XXXXXXXXX X XXXKR6X

Combined Focus Group XXX XXX XXX XRKKHIRS

Conclusions XXXXXX XXX X XKD I31

Attachments XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXHIXX XXX

1. Example Letter of Invitation XXXXXXXXXXXXXXD o0

2. 99EFYLX S C20dzA DNRdzZL) ! ISY®® o6/ 2YYdzyAride 27
3-33.Focus GrouResult{Source Data)..........cccceevveeeeeereaee 36- 72

4. Combined Focus Group AgenffaX X X X X X X XX R 3K 71

t

NJ



List of Figures \\Word Maps XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

1. What the Public Wantg Goals and Capabilities 10
2. What the Sector®ant¢ Goals and Capabilities 17
3. What First Responder Officials WagGoals and Capabilities 19
4. What Government Officials WagtGoals and Capabilities 21
5. What NonProfit Officials Want Goals and Capabilities 23
6. What Utility Officials Want Goals and Capabilities 25
7. What Business Officials WanGoals and Capabilities 27
8. Combined Individual Focus Group M&pgures 37) 30
List of Tables XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXD

1. Combined Focus GroupPerceptions of What the Group Believe the

Public Values in Terms of Goals and Interests 8
2. Combined Focus GroupPerceptions of What the Group Believe the

[ LI oAt AGASE ¢KIG !' NB bSOSaal NE G2 ! OKASOS

Pursue Its Interests 9
3. Combined Focus GroupPerceptions of What the Group Believes

Are the Most Important Values to Be Served by Sharing Data and

Information 11
4. Combined Focus GroupPerceived Benefits of Sharing Other

Resources 12
5. Combined Focus GroupPerceived Benefits of Sharing Work 13
6. A Summary of the Goals and Interests of the Five Individual

Focus Groups 14
7. A Summary of the Capabilities the Five Individual Focus Groups

Believe Are Necessary to Achieve Their Own Goals and Interests 16



Executive Summary
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(QPV) study. Ehpurposeof the Defining Values studyas to help MetroGl8nderstand public value creation

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

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

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

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

The study involveé six focus group meetirsg The first five targeted a specific community of practice. The final focus
group brought together participants from each of the prior focus groups to exploweleage group, shared values

and beliefs about shared goals, capabilities needed to achimsae 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 assdocus groups in goals and interests and capabilities seen
as important for facilitating achievement of the goals and interes®&pecifically, the combined focus group believes
the public most values the followingoals and interests
Providing reliableservice 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 physicahfrastructure is developed and maintained

= =4 =4 =4 =4 =4 =9

In terms ofcapabilitiesneeded to achieve the goals and pursue the interests listed above, the combined focus group
believes thepublic most values the following iterds ¢ A (1 K & I @GedskNiadcéss tBIAINM L dnll 2 y X ¢
GSESOdzi A 9SS t S RSNEKALX &ASNWAYy3 & (GKS &0 NIAy3a LRAYI
the abovecited collective goals and interests

Understanding needs and expectations of citizens

Responding by leadingnd adapting to any situation

Effective executive leadership

Communicating and interacting effectively

Accurate data

9FFSOGADBS AYLE SYSylUldAz2y YR OGA2Yy 0a52¢0

Ease of access to information

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

The more specific findings of the final focus group session asettiat 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 combinedréaguthgught the
public valuesThe top fourgoals and interestshe focus groups value for themselvesas opposed to what they
think the public values; are:

91 Better decision making for public and private benefit

1 Achieving and maintaining accurate mapsl aata

1 Ensuring public safety

9 Accessing data efficiently
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necessary to accomplish the abewiéed collective goals and interests

Thetop capabilities the five individual focus groups as a set value for themsetyas opposed to what they think
the public values; are:

Getting easy data accessibility

Accurate data

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

Understanding the needs and expectations of citizens

Obtaining information for planning and implementation

Communicating interactively effectively

= =4 =4 =4 =8 =4 =4

There appears to be substantial agre@mt on the benefits of sharing data and information, other resources, and
work. The combined focus groups believe that the followingtagemajor benefits of sharing data and
information:

Better decision making

Accuracy

Data accessibility and availabjlit

Cost saving and cost sharing

Timely data

Improved data standards

= =4 =4 =4 =8 =9

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

Greater connectivity, collaboration, and alignment

Cost savings and cosffectiveness

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

Improved data accuracy

Increased impact

Increased organizational and project viability

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

The combined focus group believes the following represent the major s&luge gained bygharing work
Better decisiormaking

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

Faciitation of policybased discussions

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

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

An important next step is to develop measus¢hat capture the important dimensions of the shared goals,
interests, capabilities, and benefits of sharinfhese measusxould be of assistance in doing the following:




1 Determining whether or not MetroGIS is helpiggrobably indirectly 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.

1 Inform efforts to finetuning existing MetroGIS strategies and develop new strategies

Introduction

Goal- Defining Values Study
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dialogueviaseveralcommunity of practicdbasedfocus groupsvith policy makergrom manyforms of government,

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

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

Overviewof Individual Focus Group Process

¢CKA& a5STAYAY3I I fdzSaé¢ O2 YrvdvgdSiy fdcuLgioupdvE BcusaglbipiBabhl { vt +
targeting a different community practicewere held between October 14 and November 30, 20Tfe final focus

group event wadeld on Decembet, 2011 andbrought together participants from each of thpgior focus groups to
explore, as large group, shared values hpllefs about the benefits of sharinghe five communities of practice
groupswere as follows They were held in the order listed

First Responder
Governmens
Non-Profits
Public Utilites
Busineses

=A =4 =4 =4 =4

For each oflie sessionsRandd JohnsonMetroGIS Staff@rdinator,and Professor Bryson, Defining Values Study
Facilitator,welcomed the participants, thanked them for agreeing to participate anabent, and briefly explained
that their focus group was one of several through which MetroGIS tépelefine values and business drivers
common to these communities of interest involved.

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

9 Goals orinterests andcapabilities

9 Values andberceivedpublic values

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

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

The participants were asked to brainstorm for ab&iue minuteson possibleresponses tdahe questions ona

particular worksheet. Each participant was then asked to select their best responses anglaehitene on a
separatelarge postit note. Bryson theffacilitateda conversatiomwith the group about how best to cluster the ideas
according to commie themes or subject mattersyhile alsoarranging them ora large papered space on the wall in
front of the semicircle of participantsOnce the group agreed on clusters, the next iasklvedhavingthe group



offer a summary labedir eachcluster ofrelated ideas. This process was repeated for each of the four main
segments of the everdutlined above
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for values that matter most tthe community of practice andrgen for values that they perceived to matterostto
the public.

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

Overview ofCombined Group Process

The combined group followed a different procegster each of the preceding focus group sessions, the consultants
RSOSt 2LISR | @GAradz € avYl LE GKIG Ay RANttapabiRieskerarelaied.S T2 Od
(These maps will be found iAttachments 3; 26.) These maps were then combined into a group map, which was
presented to the combined focus group, with each community of practice seated at a separateHable.

community of practice was asked if they wishied:laim any of the goals or interests and capabilities tret been

identified by the other focus groups as their own. Groups then shared with the other groups the results of this
exercise Itturned out that each of the@mmunities of practice shareat 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 capaduiliies communities of

practice is thus quite substantial.

In addition, after the previous focus group sessions, the consutiamibined into a single list the reasons the groups
gave for the benefits of sharing data and information, other kinds of ressrand 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 stak dots) on what they thought the most important reasons were f

sharing in each of these categories. Again, there was a substantial degree of agreement across focus groups
regarding the main reasons for sharing.

GeneralFindingsg¢ Combined Focus Group

In this section we report on the general findings from tmnbined focus group meeting. Fikeyfindings are
presented. These are what tlo®mbined group:

Believes thgublicvalues in terms of goals and interests

Believes theoublic values in terms of capabilities

Sees as the benefits of sharing data and infation

Sees as the benefits of sharing other kinds of resources

Sees as the benefits of sharing work

=A =4 =4 =4 =4

The combined focus grougelieves thepublic most values the following itemségeTable 1 Figurel and Attachment
27). Each of these items was cited liyemst two of thecommunitiesandeach of thefive communities of practices
represented in thidisting. As such, a plausible argument can be made that all five group$hieseegoals and
interests in common

1 Providing reliable service at reasonabtest

1 Ensuring public safety

1 Providing effective, efficient, quality services

9 Ensuring better decision making for public and private benefit



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

Improving the quality of life

Helping develop a stronger local economy

Ensuring physical infrastructure is develoet maintained
Preserving life and safety

Gal {1Ay3 GKS OFaSé¢ F2NJ Lzt A0
Transitioning to recovery (in the case of disaster)

Building community capaciin terms of place and interest.
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Table 1.CombinedFocusGroup¢ Perceptions of What the Group Believe the Public Values in Terms of

Goals and Interests

Combined Focus Group Perceptions of What
the Group Believes the Public Values in Terms of
Goals and Interests
16
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In terms of capabilities needed axhieve the goals and pursue the interests listed above , the combined focus group

believes thepublic most values the following itemsée Table Zrigure 1and Attachment 8):

1 Understanding needs and expectations of citizens
1 Responding by leading and adapting to any situation
i Effective executive leadership
1 Communicating and interacting effectiyel
9 Accurate data
T 9FFSOGADS AYLAE SYSylUldAzy IyR | OGAzy
9 Ease of access to information
h¥ GKS&aS OFLIoAtAGASEasS alF OOdzNF GS RIF G €
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page9) for the chain of capabilities that tleembinedfocus group participants defined as necessary to accomplish

their collectivegoals and interests.



Table 2.CombinedFocusGroup¢ Perceptions of What the Group Believe tl@apabilities That Are
Necessary to Achievé K St @xals an@Prsue Its Interests

Combined Focus Group Perceptions of Public
Priorities Regarding Necessary Capabilities
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Figure 1 next pageshows how the consultant believes these goals and capabilities are linked. The arrows in the
FAIAdzZNBE YSIyYy avyre fSIFR (2¢ 2NJ aYAIKG NBadzZ G dtfedtdp LYy 2
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other statements on the map. Note that the code after each statement identifies the origin of the original statements
as follows:FR = First Responders, G = Government, NP = Nonprofits, U = Public Utilities, and B = Business; G or | =
Goal or Interest and C = CapabiliThe 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 dogft modelindicating how capabilities might be drawn upon to
produce desired outcomes, that is, achieve goals or serve inter@stsucial feature of this map from the

a0l yRLRAYG 2F GKS 5STAYAYI =+ fdzSa {d@dBOdzNIAG 8 KRIGG Iad | &
G9ESOdzi A S f SI RSNEKALX omnu FNB GKS adGFNIAy3 LRAYyGE
All lines of arguments lead from those starting points.

A caution, however, is in order. The map was cortgad 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
0KS RAFTFSNBYy (G 3INER dzLJa EartiCuing Giveh thedzinall Blybis ofip@ticipiaitd flom dashdUzNS
the five community or practice groups represented in the combined focus gnodeedl, the consultant is
uncomfortable going any further than he ha&n importantnext stepwould beto verify the face validity of Figa 1

with a larger group(s) of stakeholders.
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Regarding the benefitsf sharing, the combined focus groups believe that the following are the major benefits of
sharing data anthformation Gee Table 3 and AttachmeB8L1):

Better decision making

Accuracy

Dataaccessibility and availability

Cost saving and cost sharing

Timely data

Improved data standards

= =4 =4 =4 =4 =4

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

Combined Focus GroupsPerceived Value of
Sharing Data and Information
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The comhied focus grouppelieves 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 thingsyne of which is to innovate

Improved data accuracy

Increased impact

Increased organizational and project viability

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

Combined Focus GroupsPerceived Value of
Sharing Other Resources
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The combined focugroup believes théollowing represent the major value to be gained by sharing week (Table
5 and Attachment 383

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

Better decisioamaking

Cost efficiency and cost effectiveness

Better products and services

Better understanding, planning, governance, and attractivenessisinbBsses
Innovation as a result of sharing

Finding and sharing best practices

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

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

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

In the case of thgoals and interest, whatthe five individuafocus groups as a set valt@ themselves shows
more dispersal in valuations than was the case with what the combined focus group thought the publichaliles.
6 shows the array affhat the focus groupsaluefor themselvegseeFigure 2 and\ttachment29). The top four
valuesare:

1 Better decision mking for public and private benefit

1 Achieving and maintaining accurate maps and data

1 Ensuring public safety

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

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

=4 =4 =4 =4 -8 -8 -8 a8 a8

Getting easy data accessibility

Accurate data

Collaboration and coordination in achievement of goals and program implementation
Responsivenessleading and adapting to any situation
Understanding the needs and expectations of citizens
Obtaininginformation 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 information
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Table7. A Summary of the&Capabilities the Fivéndividual Focus GroupBelieve Are
Necessary to Achievéheir Own Goals and Interests

Summary of the Capabilities the Five Individual
Focus Groups Believe Are Necessary to Achieve
Their Own Goals and Interests

Total Votes
O R N W » O1 O N ©
z w

Figure 2 next pageshows how the consultant believes these goals and capabilities are linked. The
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(Statementd4d G0 GKS (2L 2F GKS YI L) YI BetePde@siolS R | & | RA NJ
making/private and public (86 YR & . dzZAf R O2YYdzyAdG& OF LI OAGeT wO2YYc
(22),and as an indirect consequence of all the other statements on the map. Note that the code after

each statement identifies the origin ofaloriginal statements as follows: FR = First Responders, G =
Government, NP = Nonprofits, U = Public Utilities, and B = Business; G or | = Goal or Interest and C =
Capability. The map therefore represents visually how the separate focus groups tookdatmawhat

other groups thought when developing a combingfdvhat thegroupswant for themselves.

The results may be thought of as a discussion diogft modelindicating how capabilities might be

drawn upon to produce desired outcomes, that is, agkigoals or serve interest&.crucial feature of

GKA& YILI FNRY (GKS a0l yRLRAY (G @GdzNIKIES S5REIFMAIYER yio yrd X dF
STTAOASYyGtee opm0 | yROng BispBho@H @& RIF(H I OOGGSHE) diRR0 MIyAF(R
aretheda GF NIIAYy 3 LRAyGa F2N Bés thORublé 48 All #ngs of afgdindedds f S| RA Y
lead from those starting points.However, the same caution is in order as with Figurehk. map was

constructed by the consultant, not by the combd focus group. Jtherefore, is important not to read

622 YdzOK Ayid2 GKS YIFLI 2NJ (2 LIX I OS YdzOK SYLXKIara 2

contributions to this figure, particularly given the small numbers of participants from each &iéhe

16



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 stakehadder
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