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1. STRATEGIC PLANNING METHODOLOGY AND BACKGROUND

1.1 Project Background and Purpose

This update of the IdahSpatial Data Infrastructure Strategic P(&trategic RIn)wasconductedto

addresschanges in th@pportunitiesand challenge8 ¥ YSSGAy 3 LRIFK2Qa 3IS2aLJ GAl
1) needs since the initial versiovas implementedn 2009 These changdsave come about becausé

the expansion of open data sharingnovations in data collection, management, processamg

dissemination, applicatiodevelopment advancesnd the growingndustryof geospatial technology

and services

The Id&o SpatidData Infrastructurelflaho SDI)s the technology, policies, standards, human
resources, and related activities necessary to acquire, process, distributenaisgain, and preserve
spatial data for the use of the Citizens of the State of IdaFite gal of theldahoSDlis to improve
statewide coordination and access to geographic data and services to support the business needs of
Idaho stakeholders by building on existing GIS capabilities and spatial data development in Idaho.
Stakeholders have conte expect transparent, current, accurate, and accessible spatial data.

Figure 1:
Idaho Geospatial Stakeholders

Tribal Government

Academic and
Research Institutions

Non-Profit Organizations
and General Public

Private Sector

The objective of this revision is to renew theasegic goals, objectives, limitations, and obstacles

outlined in the2009Strategic Plamo better NE Ff SO0 OdzZNNBy (i LINAstatdkideGIS & | Yy R
community. Currentpriorities and needs werglentified through anonline stakeholdersurvey sent out

to the GIS communitin September 2015This online survewasnearlyidenticalto the survey

conducted in 2008hat assisedin the creation of the 2009 Strategic Plan August 2016, the GIS
O2YYdzyAile ¢l a a{SR G2 aasSaa GUKS LRFK2 {5LQ& OdzN
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challenges, and proposed goaResuls of the 2015and 2016surveys were used to craft the Strategic
Planrevision Analysisand comparisomf these surveys isxploredlater in this documen{Sectionb).

1.2 Project Participants

This strategic plan update was crafted bsu-committee of theldaho GeospatiaCouncHExecutive
Committee(Bill Farnswortlt Idaho Geospatial Office, Keith Welggidaho State University, Donna
Phillipsg City of Hayden, Pamela Bogddaho Fish and Game)nput from members of the statewide
geospatial community ttough the online stakeholder survegnd feedback from reviews of drafts of
the updatewas crucial for shaping tHaal updatedSrategic Plan.
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2. VISION, MISSION, AND GUIDING PRINCIPLES

2.1 Vision and Mission

Vision: Idaho Spatial Data Infrastructure (Idaho SDI) is fully developed, maintained, and managed and
supports the missions of Idaho organizations through easy access tgumdjty, upto-date geographic
information and related services.

Mission: With leadeship by state government and active participation from stakeholders statewide, we
will develop, deploy and efficiently operate the Idaho SDI with a focus on meeting the geographic
information needs of users and delivering real, substantial benefits torgphensive spectrum of
organizations and individuals in Idaho.

2.2 Guiding Principles

Guiding principles help set a context for how the GIS community carries out work and how they interact
among themselves and the users and constituents they serve.

Inthe summer of 2016, a survey was sent to the members of the Idaho Geospatial Council (IGC)
membership. The survey was closed on Monday August 8th, 2016 with responses from 60 individuals.
The anonymous online survey asked for input regay current guidig principles (as well agrengths,
weaknesses, opportunities, and challenges, and comments on five proposell goals

Six of the teroriginalguiding principles werstill O2 y 8 A RSNBR KA IKE & AYLIR2NIIF yidk N
geospatial community. These folling six guiding principles are listed in order of importamErgent
of respondents agreeindiewn in parenthesis):

1. Seek to clearly represent the interests of my organization with other governing bodies and
organizations (97%).

2. Act collaboratively on grams or activities that can be better accomplished through

collaboration or team work (95%)

Seek solutions to issues of common concern (93%)

4, LY Of dzAA @S YR 2Ly 02YYdzyAOFGA2YyY GKNRdJzZZIK2dzi LR

5. Seek resources from county, regior@lii G S FyR FSRSNIf FF3SyOASa GKI
Community (93%).

6. Optimize efficiency in all aspects of GIS data development and use (92%).

w

While some of these guiding principles characterize how an individual funetithia their workplace
2N) K2g (GKS@& LISNOSAGS GKSANI g2NJ LI OSs GKSe | f
SELISOGIiA2yad C2NJ AyaillyOSs GKS LINAYOALX S G2
presupposes the existence of governingiles and organizations (e.g., IGC) to solicit and listen to the
interests of others. Indee@ach of the six guiding principldemonstrateshe importance of

professional communities working collectively toward a better geographic information systdoafar.

az A
a Of

When planning the path for the future, it is important not only to know the direction in which to
proceed, but to also know areas or directions to avoid. While this survey certainly identified some clear
future directions it also recognized topicklow priority. For example, only 63% of respondents
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AYRAOFGSR ((KSe aLle Ot2a8 GaSyaAazy (2 lddtAade Ay
dataandservices ¢ KAa NBalLlRyaS R2Sa y2i adza3aSadadiKlI i LRIK
about their organizations GIS data but rather seems to imply that the statewide spatial data

AYFNI a0GNUzOGdzNE 2F LRIFEK2 Aa LISNOSAQGSR | a az2vySz2yS S
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3. GOALS & IMPLEMENATION OBJECTIVES

Basedon feedback received from the GIS commity via anonymous online surveys (see Sections 5.1
andp PH0X LRI K2Qa&a DL{ &adiN}GS3IAO LIy 3TF2Ffa INB |a 7T;

GOAL 1: Create/support a robust geospatial data clearinghouse for sharing current and histori
TIM Framework and other authoritative datkayers.

Objective:Seek and secure the funding and staffing needed for an official TIM geospatial data
clearinghouse.

Strategy:Have a designated clearinghouse administrator who can reach out and support
TIM/authoritative data stewards, review datasets and documentation and help keep them curre
and maintain the clearinghouse website; acquire and maintain dedicated fundinhigqudsition.

GOAL 2: Provide best available statewide TIM Framework data layers.
Objective:Increase the number of officially recognized TIM Framework data layers and create &
NEO23ayATo6t€S ¢La GaoNIyYyR

Strategy: Create an inventory of Framework data layers currently availabie metadata
reinvigorate the Framework Leadership Team; start with the top 10 (as defined by current survg
results) and work with the associated agencies/TBA3yet the data layers nomated¢ host TIM
nomination workshopand TIM metadata worksh@phost the Framework data layers in the
geospatial data clearinghouse and brand as TIM.

GOAL 3: Improve geospatial data quality.
Objective:Improve the quality and currentness publicly available GIS data through education an
have data stewards publish their geospatial data as Open Geospatial Consortium (OGC) servig
(WMS, WFS, WCS, etc.).

Strategy: Increase education on and encouragement to follow State GIS policietamthrds;
education on proper metadata; education on transition to web services.

GOAL 4. Improve delivery and accessibility of GIS services and information.
Objective:Increase stakeholder exposure to geospatial data and leverage the morériesetly
mapping applications to make géoformation more sharable and usable.

Strategy: Explore the use of data sharing applications such as Esri Open Data and data.gov;
encaurage not only GIS staff but others to use tools like Story Maps and Web Map Applications
relay geeinformation to their customers and the public; encourage the use of mdhaadly
templates; funding for and encourage data stewards to use ArcGl8rShiared State ArcGIS Servg
and enterprise ArcGIS Online accounts.
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4. CURRENT STATUS (3P| COORDINATION AND GIS USE

4.1 Current Status of SDI Coordination

Currently, ongoing management and coordinationtaf IdahoSDI resides irhe IdahoGeospatial Office
(IGO)led by the Geospatial Information Officer (GIO). The GIO and staff support and coordinate efforts
with the IdahoGeospatialCounciland with GIS personnel in state agencies. In addition, the IGO keeps in
communication with GIS praogsionals in nofstate government organizations around the stafégure 2
shows the current organizational structure for the Idaho SDI.

Figure 2:
Organizational Structure for the Idaho SDI
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Office of the Chief Information Officer (CIQ)Responsible for IT contract management functions, fiscal
analysis & planning, and server and desktop support services; implements the state's vision of providing
convenient and timely access to state government services vimermapabilities; improves thstate's
telecommunications capabilities as well as planning, maintaining and coordinating services and

SldzZA LIYSy G GKFd O2YLINRAS LRIFIK2 adFdS 3I328SNYyYSyidUa
protecting our systems and information in order to maintéhe trust of our citizens, businesses, and

partners; and coordinates all geospatial information activities for Idaho state government.

Idaho Geospatial Office (IGQ)Providesleadership and coordination for the creation and maintenance

of statewide bae geospatial data (Framework) and overall support to the GIS community. IGO facilitate
the use, development, access, sharing, and management of geospatial data arslassist
communicating the value of geospatial information to citizens and deeisigkers in the state of Idaho.

Idaho Technology Authority (ITA)Operates strategically to leverage opportunities for improving the

efficiency and productivity of state government. The ITA combines the business perspective of state
governmentand the prvaS 4 SO0 2NJ 6 AGK GKS GSOKyAOlFt SELISNIAAS
coordinated approach to the design, procurement and implementation of information technology and
6§StSO02YYdzyAOIFI GA2ya adedaidsSya F2N o20%45a 01 4GS I20SNYY

Idaho Geospatial CoundgilGC); Provides a forum for the Idaho geospatial community to facilitate the
use, development, sharing and management of geospatial data; and to communicate the value of
geospatial information to citizens and decisiorakers. IG@orks collaboratively toward reaing The
Idaho Map (TIM), provides feedback to H&C, and elevates issues and solutions forEGC
consideration

Idaho Geospatial Counail Executive Committe€¢l GCGEC); The decisioAmaking and steering body for
the IGC. IGECprovides policylevel drection and promotes efficient and effective use of resources for
matters relded to geographic information; coordinates the development of geographic information
statewide; addresses legal and policy issues for the distribution of geographic data;saet#ss to
geographic data; and supports collaboration and data sharing.

Technical Working Groups (TWGgEach of theFramework data layers has an associated technical
working group. Active TWGs meet at regular intervals to discuss the acquisitiemadopiment,
management, and distribution ¢gframework data.

Local and Regional User Group#ct as points of coalescence for GIS agedifferent areas of the state

and help to connect with the statewide SDI progrdineseuser groupsre veryimportantto promote
communications, cooperation, mentoring, training, sharing of ideas and expertise to the GIS community at
a local and regional level. They can help bring ideas and needs from various areas of the state to the
statewide groups such ake IGGNdIGCEC. They can also assist various State agencies to better
understand local needs and respond to them.
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4 .2 General Structure of Idaho GIS Framework Data

The IdahdsDI success is dependent on higlality, statewide geospatial data which is wmlhintained

and adheres to acceptable content and format standards to support effective use and shdniglaho
SDI development has a central focus on Framework data thersieatial data that is commonly needed
by a wide spectrum of GIS users with a goal toward developing and maintaining coverage statewide.
Currently accepted Idaho Framework thensge depicted in Figure 3.

Figure 3:
Idaho SDI Framework themes
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The IGhas approvedeveral addibnal themes for acceptance &amework layersncluding:

Bioscience, Geoscience (soils, surficial geology), Climate, Public Safety, ReRamsie, Energy and

Utilities (pipelines, broadband communications), and Hazafde. I[daho Map (TIM) contains these 16

MNF YSG2N] tFE8SNARAZI ¢KAOKMIYWEHRINGE 3RI & G K 2BNEE LIRISATIAL
government and the additional layers defined by the Idaho GIS Community.

Statewide coordination of Framework alatis managed through Technical Working Groups
(TWGS) established under the IGC. There are currently seven active TWGs (Cadastral, Elevation,
Geodetic Control, Hydrography, Imagery, Public Safegnsportation, and Soils).

TheFamework data layers are in varioggagesof completionand the followingTWGsare actively
working towardFramework data theme development

Geodetic Control

Orthoimagery

Transportation

Cadastral Reference and Parcel
Hydrography

Soils (Geosciences)

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

State EnterpriséTAGuideline G35@ Methodology for Recognizing a TIM Framework Dataset
(http://ita.idaho.gov/psg/g350.pdf was created to guide data stewards through the process of formally
recognizing & IM Framework Dataset.
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A number of standards have been written to direct the ¢i@aand exchangef someFameworkdata
layers, includingcontrol points,parcels, LIDAR, energy, utilities, hydrography, land ¢eerctures and
landmarks, and emergey service zones.

4.3 Current Status of GIS Use  and Sharing in Idaho

Although mosiGIS users throughout the state have continued to use tradiiGiS technology, such as
desktop software, many are starting to incorporate wedised GISuch as ArcGISnline andoublishing
platforms such as ArcGi& Serverto shae GIS resourcesThese technologies have bolstered the
creation and use of GIS web services. GIS web services pnoviolely GIS data but geoprocessing

tasks as well Amajor advantage ©GIS web services is that data does not need to be stored locally and
canbe maintained by thauthoritative data steward saurrent data can be easily kepp-to-date. Also,
once a GIS web service is published to a public server, it can be used bgtakaimplders

simultaneously.

Lb{L59 LRIFIK2 O2ylGAydsSa (2 0685 {KS Idahd StatSunierstydst A OA I f
also a major geospatial data repositotowever,ldaho still face challengesnaintaining a geospatial
dataclearinghouseconsistent fundingiramework datasets are na@dequately identifiedflagged,

some GIS data stewards prefer to not share their data through INSIDE, there may be multiple versions of

the same dataset available and it is confusing to datasigérich to uselue to alack of quality

metadata,etc.

Rapidly evolving technologies, such as ArcGIS for Server and ArcGIS Online, have made it easier for GIS

data stewards to host and share data on their own platforms but should be encouraged to akso sha
their data as web services with a clearinghouse like INSIDE.
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5. STAKEHOLDER SURVEY FINDINGSTRATEGIC PLANMPLICATIONS

5.1 Summary of 2015 Survey Results I Business Drivers, Geospatial Data Needs,
and Limitations and Obstacles

DuringtheRS @St 2 LIYSy i 2F GKS {dGNFGS3IAO tfly F2NI5S0St 2L
LYFNI &0NH2OGdzNBES al NOK ¢33 HnndgX | adz2NBSe 41 a ONBI
was used to gauge the needs of the Idaho GIS community angborete its findings into the Strategic

Plan. The items surveyed were: respondent contact data, business drivers, geospatial data needs,

limitations and obstacles, and GIS experiences.

In September 2015 a similar survey was prepared but limited its Jocospondent contact data,

business drivers, geospatial data needs, and limitations and obstacles. Tiexireemment sections

were eliminated. This survey was provided to the GIS community of Idaho. The survey responses came
from many different pofessional levels, ranging from GIS coordinators to GIS technicians and analysts.
Of the 78 respondents, less than 15% came fromg@vernment or private entities; the respondents

were primarily employed by government agencies. 97% of the responderté 612 responses to this
guestion) indicated they use Esri GIS software while eight individuals indicated they also use Open
Source software products like QGIS, Geoserver, PostGIS, OpenLayers, Leaflet, GeoExt, GRASS, and
MapWindow GIS.

For a mordn-depth comparison of survey results from 2008 to 2015 please refer to Appendix A.
Geospatial Business Drivers

.dzZaAySaad RNAGSNE FFNB dadNFXaGS3aIAo 2N 2LISNY A2yl f 32
f S3Ffs 2N NB3IdzA I G2NB YIyRIFIGSa: SEGSNYylLt O2yRAGAZY
The GIS Management Handboékankfort KY: Kessey Dewitt. In the survey, a business driver was

defined as a major program area, organizational need, or challenges that GIS technology and data can

help support or addressOverall,survey responses describing business drivers have not changed

substantially between the survey periods (2008 and 2015)thnek business drivers stand out

consistently over the years:

1. Improved response to citizens or customer
2. Improved land use planning and decision making
3. Improved geospatial data quality and consisty

Geospatial Data Priorities

While geospatial data priorities changed somewhat between the 2008 and 2015 surveys, the following
datasets consistently received prioritization:

Orthoimagery (high resolution)
Parcels and legal lots
Transportation

Govermment boundaries

N
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It is interesting to note that some datasets show an increase in priority, specifically: hydrologic unit
boundaries, land cover, and natural hazards. In contrast, the priority of other datasets has declined.
Transportation (roads) prob&pshows the largest decline pmiority between 2008 and 2015. However,

the reader is encouraged to understand that priority may have been interpreted by the survey
respondent as those geospatial datasets that require prioritized time and effort to complete. In this
case, priority is not theame as importance. This decline in transportation layer priority is likely because
of progress made toward a roads layer in Idaho since 2008, and specifically the nationwide ARNOLD
project (ttps://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/hpms/arnold.cfm

Limitations and Obstacles with Geospatial Data and Technology

Limitations and obstacles describe the problems facing SDI development and/or deployment. Both the
2008 and 2015urveys illustrate that the Idaho GIS community consistently felt the following three
categories were the most pressing issues:

1. Funding limitations
2. Staff limitations
3. Problems with data quality, currentness, and data updates

The only area of increased amarn, albeit slight, was insufficient opportunities for training and education.
This could be attributed to the larger pool of respondents or a more real need for continued education
due to the expanding realm of the geospatial profession.

5.2 Summary of 2016 Survey Results T Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities,
Challenges , and Goals

In the summer of 2016, a survey was sent to the members of the Idahsp@tal CouncilThe survey

was closed on Monday August 8th, 2016 with responses from 60 individirdsanonymous online

survey asked for input regarding current strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and challenges (as well
as guiding principlegSection 2.2)and comments on five propes goals A threshold of 80%

agreement by those surveyed was ugednclude guiding principles, strengths, weaknesses,
opportunities, and challenges as important/relevant for this summary.

Strengths
2 KSYy a1SR G2 lraasSaa (GKS auNBy3aika 2F LRIFK2Qa OdzN.
each of theidentified strengths desibed the GIS community itsedhd three of the sixurrent strengths
were consideredo still beimportant/relevant:
1. Large, knowledgeable community of GIS users throughout the state (90%)
2. Hfective, longterm use of GIS technolpgxistan many state agencig88%)
3. ActiveGIS user groups Bome regions (80%)

Weaknesses

Three of the five current weaknesses were considered to still be important/relevant:
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=

Lack of funding for GI&Dl)nitiatives(95%)

Organizational angolitical barriers present obstacles to collaboration and consensus (87%)

3. State government IT planning and management is highly decentralized without sufficient level of
central coordination and authority (81%)

N

Organizational and political barriers ane Enportant weakness as collaboration and community of

LIN} OGAOS ol a LINBEOA2dzate ARSYUGATFASR a I ONRGAOL
Multiple surveys expressed a need for better state management of SDI data and funding for the

creaton, maintenance, and sharing of SDI data by the authoritative agencies/organizations. A workflow

for agency creation and maintenance but centralized sharing by the state is needed.

Once considered a strength, nearly half (46%) of respondents were uphéppthe skills possessed by

GKS Geé2dzy3 LINPFSaaArzylta O02YLX SGiAy3d dzyRSNENI Rdz G4 S
LRFK2 dzy AGSNBAGASA yR O02fftS3Saé¢ yR FStid GKSe (K
my organization is seaky 3 (i 2 -tfo\pkréent 62%) af Eedpdndents identified weaknesses at the

aidrdsS 2NBIFYyATFOA2YyLHE £ S@St FyR FStid AG o0GKS Gl as

aalr
a0l yRIFNRazZ LRfAO& I LIINRJI T I Itgkénto-heast add deenyhdtdd ¢ KSa S
much as a reproach, but an opportunity to grow and improve.

Opportunities

LY EFyYyAY2dzate omnm:r0r GKS aAy3atsS vyz2ald AYLRNIFYyGd 2 LI
RSYFYR 06& (KS LJz0o f AlOthiFsendée, dahd reflectsa yfeh@shen actods2hg agion

where geospatial information is increasingly valued, demanded, and expected. Indeed, thisis a

tremendous opportunity for Idaho to help satisfy this demand and potentially develop opportuftties

private sectocommercialization. Other opportunities include:

1 Extensive GIS educational offerings in the state higher education system support future training
and professional development (94%)

T t N2FSaaAz2ylt FyR AyRdzATRNBAKLEAYOHENI NYBWA yENE dALR I2
heightened awareness of the SDI (91%)

T DL{ A& Iy | OOSLIWIiSR daO2NB AYyF2NXIGA2Y (SOKy2ft213
organizational integration (90%)

91 INSIDE Idaho could liee basis for an enhanced gsjatial portal (88%)

Challenges

¢CKS LINAYINE OKIffSy3aS odc20 NBAGSNIGSAa GKS LINAYI N
of resources [that] limits GIS development and operation indesourced jurisdictions All of the
other current clallenges were considered to still be important/relevant as well and include:

9 Establishing awareness and keeping the interest and support from senior officials (86%)

1 Keeping regional efforts aligned with statewide efforts (86%)

1 Insufficient availability ofjualified staff and frequent staff turnover and low wages for
competent technical and management personnel (82%)

1 Maintaining involvement and coordination among stakeholder organizations statewide (81%)
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Those surveyed also voiced concern that Idaho isinétg flooded with datahistoric and current, that
may not be shared properfvith sufficient metadata and usage tern@)consistently (concurrent
historic data) This can only add to the confusion of which dataset stakeholders should be using and
whether or not it comedrom an authoritative source.

Goals

Those surveyed were asked to rank the five proposed goals from one to five, five being the most
important. The results were as follows:

1. Create/support a robust geospatial data clearinghouse farigly current and historical TIM
Famework and other authoritative data layers. (Average rating of 3.73)

2. Improve delivery and accessibility of GIS services and information. (Average rating of 3.23)

3. Improve geospatial data quality. (Average rating 2.92)

4. Increase stakeholder awareness of GIS data access, availability, and usability. (Average rating of
2.89)

5. Provide best available statewide TRvamework data layers. (Average rating of 2.87)

One goal received a majority of respondent selections NB Ipfio& & rdhiest geospatial data

Of SINAY3IAK2dzaS F2NJ aKFENAYy3I OdzZNNByid FyR KA&ZG2NARAO ¢L
LINAR2NARAGe 32+t A& Ofz2asSte (GASR (G2 LRFK2Q& LINAYLl NE
insurmountéle unless this weakness is addressed first. In order for delivery and accessibility of GIS

services and information to improve, data stewards need to actively participate in publishing and

maintaining their clearinghouse data, presumably as web servigbaring data with a geospatial data
clearinghouse should to be fairly easy and there needs to be some benefit to the data stewards.

Therefore, some kind of data sharing system/workflow needs to be designed that will do so.

Not surprisingly, the goat a A Yy ONBI &S aidl 1| SK2f RSNJ I g NBySaa X¢ 3l
AYLRNIEFYyG¢eé NXradAy3Iad ¢2 dzyRSNERGFYR (GKA& O2NNBOGT @
dzy AYLR NI FyG> o6dzi NF KSNJ AG KSf Ll niyadded derfiadd bif (kS LINS @
LJdzof AO F2NJ wDL{ 6 AYyF2NXIGA2yXE0d a2NB208SNE DL{ Aa
place technology where awareness campaigns are really no longer necessary. This contrasts starkly to
2dzad I TS RSANISR DLIH25 IoeKeSyp ldda RSOSE 2LISR G2 NI AAS
geographic information systems are, and how GIS can benefit everyone.
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6. PLAN APPROVAL AND FUTURE REVISIONS

This Strategic Plan is approved by the ITA which supports its goals and theapgnadich for
RSOSt2LIYSyd 2F LRIFIK2Qa { LI GAFf 51 §kerrh §OFwislordandNIzO (i dzN.
a foundation for action covering a fisyear period, after which it must be reviewed and, if necessary,

updated. If deemed appropriate liie IGEGEC an annual review may occur by the IGC to make minor

adjustments to the plan.
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APPENDIX A: Comparison of Survey Results from 2008 to 2015

5dz2NAyYy 3 GKS RS@St2LIVSyld 2F GKS wnnd {GNFGSIAO tfly
5FdF LYFNI Aa0GNUHzOGdzZNBEZ + &adzNBSeé g a ONBFGSR | yR LINE
to gauge the needs of the Idaho GIS community and incorporate its findings into the Strategic Plan. The

items surveyed were: respondent contact datasimess drivers, geospatial data needs, limitations and

obstacles, and GIS experiences.

In September 2015 a similar survey was conducted but limited its scope to respondent contact data,
business drivers, geospatial data needs, and limitations and obsta€le fredext comment sections
were eliminated.

Sample Size and Responses

The initial survey, conducted in 2008 by Peter Croswell of CreSeieliite IT Consultants, had 36
respondents after several months of open collection. The 2015 survey hadp@ndents in less than

one month. This suggests the number of GIS users/professionals in Idaho has increased, although some
of the increase in respondents could be attributed to improved technology and network

communications. Both the 2008 and 2015wys show that Federal, State, and Local governments

were the majority of respondents. The survey form is included in Appendix B.

Geospatial Business Drivers

.dzaAAySaa RNAGSNE NB GadNFXGS3IAO 2NJ 2LISidkingedsz y I £ 32|
f ST 2N NB3IdzAE I 12NE YIYyRIGS&as SEGSNYIt O2yRAGAZY
The GIS Management Handbo&kankfort, KY: Kessey Dewitt. In the survey, a business driver was

defined as a major program area, orgaational need, or challenges that GIS technology and data can

help support or address.

Overall, three business drivers stand out consistently over the years:
1. Improved response to citizens or customer
2. Improved land use planning and decision making
3. Improvedgeospatial data quality and consistency

A comparison of the 2008 and 2015 surveys indicates improvements have been made in the following
areas since 2008:

1. Geospatial data quality and consistency

2. Partnership and collaboration

3. Environmentaprotection/natural resource enhancement

4. Enhancement of health and quality of life

5. Quality and availability of education and training

A comparison of the 2008 and 2015 surveys indicates slightly reduced emphasis on the following areas
relative to other bumess drivers:
1. The need to explore new channels and sources for revenue generation
2. The need to respond to citizens or customers (likely because web mapping capabilities have
allowed improvements in this segment)
3. Infrastructure improvement and maintenance
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Overall, responses describing business drivers have not changed substantially between the survey

periods Fgure 3).
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Figure 3:
Comparison of perceived business drivers between the 2008 and 2015 surveys.

Geospatial DataPriorities
While geospatial data priorities changed somewhat between the 2008 and 2015 sufgeys @), the
following datasets consistélly received the prioritization:

1. Orthoimagery (high resolution)

2. Parcels and legal lots

3. Transportation

4. Governmentboundaries

State GIS Strategic Plan 18| Page



8.0
7.0
6.0
5.0
4.0
3.0
2.0
1.0
0.0
r & a,é\/z} @0& . \\\{}@ q 2 obé‘o &o@ bé\e‘o o&(\%\gi\o(\\ \\/o’@ & ,b&& ;000 ‘,000\ & s §} &\00 \,bo&
SEEL TS Cf T T
'\‘}@0 '\‘?5\& ‘;é\ (}@Q o°0\6<<}?’4\ N \3’06 @\55 (’&(,0 ¢ ooé(\(é’&\o f"?’o\ 5
&(-\\O Q,\oc)(l C z&'z"o. Q’}G} N 5 Qg,‘* X o{@ &éz (\f—,Qo 0\.\’\6.,&$
Y S N >
& & 3 ~
S & o
& <
&
2008 2015
Figure 4:

Comparison of geospatial data priorities betweghe 2008 and 2015 surveys.

It is interesting to note that some datasets show an increase in priority, specifically: hydrologic unit
boundaries, land cover, and natural hazards. In contrast, the priority of other datasets has declined.
Transportation (roads) probably shows the kesgdecline irpriority between 2008 and 2015. However,

the reader is encouraged to understand that priority may have been interpreted by the survey
respondent as those geospatial datasets that require prioritized time and effort to complete. In this
case, priority is not the same as importance. This decline in transportation layer priority is likely because
of progress made toward a roads layer in Idaho since 2008, and specifically the nationwide ARNOLD
project (ttps://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/hpms/arnold.cfn

Limitations and Obstacles with Geospatial Data and Technology
Limitations and obstacles describe the problems facing SDI development and/or deplo¥gard}).
Both the 2008 and 2015 surveys illustrate that the Idaho GIS community consistently felt the following
three categories were the most pressing issues:
1. Funding limitations
2. Staff limitations
3. Problems with data quality, currentness, and data updates
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