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In 1989, the Wisconsin legislature established the Wisconsin Land Information 
Program to provide counties ongoing support for their efforts towards 
modernization. The Wisconsin Land Information Program included a funding 
mechanism and a Board with rule-making authority to administer grants-in-aid to 
local governments and to coordinate statewide activities. Unfortunately, the Land 
Information Program also included a sunset provision to terminate the Program and 
its Board on the assumption that once local land records were "modernized," the 
State would get out of the business of GIS. Through the lobbying efforts of the 
Wisconsin Land Information Association and its allies, however, this sunset clause 
was removed by the Wisconsin legislature in 1994. This would have allowed the 
Program and the Board to continue indefinitely.

But, changes in the political composition of the state legislature, and differences 
between the Board and the state agency responsible for the Program resulted in the 
reinstatement of the "sunset clause". In 2003, a compromise was reached that 
perpetuated the Program but eliminated the Board. After nearly fifteen years of 
successful statewide coordination and modernization, Wisconsin was left without a 
lead GIS coordinating body. In addition, with deep budget cuts and state staffing 
reductions, the State GIS coordinating office was dismantled.



2

To establish a Wisconsin Geographic 

Information Coordination Council

Purpose

The WI Department of Administration, recognizing the need for coordination, 
established the position of the Geographic Information Officer in 2005 to address 
these issues. However, a method for the GIO to engage the statewide 
geospatial community has yet to be formally defined.

Ideally, we hope that the GIO will drive the statewide coordination effort in 
cooperation with the State Cartographer’s Office, and with the state’s GIS 
professional organizations, and that a broad-based GIS coordination council will 
be formed to successfully leverage the state’s geospatial data and resources.
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GI COUNCIL

We envision a Wisconsin Geographic Information Coordination Council that will be 
broader in scope than the former Wisconsin Land Information Board, which focused 
largely on counties. Rather, the new council will engage towns and municipalities all 
the way up to federal agencies, in addition to the private sector, and if possible, 
tribal governments.
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Federal Geographic Data Committee
NSDI CAP Grant 2006

To address this deficiency in statewide coordination and communication, Wisconsin 
applied for and received two FGDC NSDI CAP 50 States Initiative grants. The first 
grant supported the development of a statewide GIS strategic plan through a joint 
effort led by the Wisconsin Land Information Association (WLIA). This strategic 
plan, which was published earlier this year, identified the creation of a Wisconsin 
Geographic Information Coordination Council (WIGICC) as the State’s number one 
priority. 

The FGDC awarded the second grant to support the implementation of a statewide 
GIS coordination council, an effort led by the GIO, Dave Mockert, in collaboration 
with the State Cartographer’s Office, and professional organizations. To this end, 
the GIO created an ad hoc working group comprised of representatives from all 
levels of government, the private sector, and academia.
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Step 1: Research Governance Models

Step 2: Solicit Stakeholder Input

Step 3: Convene Governance Summit

Step 4: Develop Council Proposal

Process

In the next 15 minutes, we’re going to step through the working group’s efforts to 
date to create a geographic information coordination council for Wisconsin. The 
effort thus far has involved several steps, including:

•Researching Governance Models

•Soliciting Stakeholder Input

•Convening Governance Summit

•Developing Council Proposal 
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Step One:

RESEARCH GOVERNANCE 
MODELS

As we began this effort, we had many questions, for example:

What are the pros and cons of an executive order versus legislation 
for establishing a coordination council?

What is the average size of state councils? What sectors are 
represented? 

How do councils encourage the participation of local government and 
state agencies?

What have councils done to build policy-maker awareness and 
support? 

In order to begin to address these questions, we conducted research on the 
formation, structure, membership, and function of councils in eight other states.
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• Reviewed governance literature

• Interviewed state GIS coordinators

Methodology

UtahPennsylvania

New YorkNorth Carolina

MissouriMassachusetts

ArkansasArizona

First, we reviewed the literature on governance from several different domains, 
including IT, justice, spatial data infrastructure, and non-profits organizations. Based 
on our working group’s knowledge of other states’ GIS councils and on a review of 
NSGIC’s state profiles, we developed a list of state councils that might serve as 
useful models, making an effort to get a range of governance structures and 
enabling mechanisms. We contacted the GIS coordinators in each of these states 
first through email, and then by phone to set up interviews. Given the limited 
availability of state GIS coordinators during the summer of 2006 and given our own 
time constraints, we interviewed eight state GIS coordinators. 



8

• Lead Coordination Organizations, 

including Coordination Councils

• Funding for Council Administration

• Issues and Opportunities

State Profiles

For each state’s profile, we covered three main areas:

•Lead Coordination Organizations, including coordination councils, their 

structure and operations

•Funding for Council activities

•Issues and Opportunities related to coordination activities
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• State Profiles: www.sco.wisc.edu/wigicc

• State Governance Fact Sheet
Creation Mechanism
Administrative Location and Support
Functions
Composition and Size
Appointment or Election Procedures
Standing Committees and Working Groups

State Profiles

Each of the eight state profiles can be found in full on the State Cartographer’s 
Website, http://www.sco.wisc.edu/wigicc. In addition, we have put together a quick 
document that summarizes this research.
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Council Website
Regional GIS Groups
“Mapping Arizona”

State Profiles

•Arizona’s Council Website is especially well organized and highly usable. 
Citizens can easily and quickly find links to the Council’s Vision, Mission, By-
Laws, and Executive Order, ad well as links to the Committees, their 
functions, activities, and meeting minutes. This website facilitates 
transparency and accountability.

•Five regional GIS consortia self-organized around the state and are 
represented on the council. The notion of regional representation also has 
emerged several times during Wisconsin’s statewide listening sessions.

•Mapping Arizona – The Arizona State Cartographer’s Office and AGIC 
prepared a layman-friendly document called Mapping Arizona that describes 
and geographically depicts the current sate of GIS development in Arizona. 
Drawn from local stakeholder input from around the state, Mapping Arizona 
provides a useful tool in communicating with decision-makers on how GIS 
can be used to better meet health services and bioterrorism planning, 
homeland security, wildfire management, critical infrastructure mapping, first 
responder, and other AZ business needs. It’s been invaluable for building bi-
partisan political support for AZ SCO’s and AGIC’s statewide coordination 
efforts and programs and for obtaining funding.

•Also see a similarly outstanding document “ Digital Texas”  from Texas!
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• ARKANSAS
Clear Legislative Mandate
Political Champions
Council Website
Local Government Capacity Building
GeoStor Geospatial Data Clearinghouse

State Profiles

Arkansas, for example, has proactively built good relationships with high level 
policy-makers by identifying key issues of interest and by bringing forward GIS 
solutions. They also have focused their efforts on local government capacity 
building, and have developed the award winning Geostor Geospatial Data 
Clearinghouse, which functions as a data distribution and application center, 
providing a seamless and centralized database for the entire state.
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• MASSACHUSETTS
MassGIS Web Mapping Services
Strategic Planning Process

• MISSOURI
Outreach to Local Government
Back-ups with MAGIC Partner States

State Profiles

Massachusetts

As part of the strategic planning process, Massachusetts conducted listening 
sessions around the state, gathering information from a wide range of constituents 
providing a good picture of how things work at the local level. The challenge, 
however, will be to get policy makers to pay attention. One important thing that 
emerged from this process is the concept of stewardship – the stakeholders are 
taking responsibility for pieces of the strategic plan, such as transportation and 
public safety. 

Missouri

Missouri is currently in the process of conducting a series of regional workshops 
around the state to educate and, importantly to establish relationships and to build 
trust with local government. MO also is participating in a network of data 
redundancy with MAGIC partner states so that in the event of an emergency, for 
example, the information can be accessed quickly.
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• NORTH CAROLINA
NC OneMap Program
Local Government Engagement
Mandated GIS Study
Dedicated Staff for Coordination

State Profiles

NC One map provides a vision, implementation plan and budget for statewide, 
methodical and strategic data development and distribution. North Carolina has kept 
the local government community engaged in NC OneMap such that they have a 
voice and often drive the process, making the program very relevant to local needs. 
In addition, the NC General Assembly recently mandated a GIS study that will, 
among other things, look at consolidation and optimization of GIS to leverage 
investments across state agencies and local government. It also may look at the 
effectiveness of the geographic information coordinating council and how to better 
empower it.



14

• NEW YORK
Free Online Technical Support
GIS Listserver and Directory
Free Training Workshops
GIS Data Sharing Cooperative
Standard Licensing Agreement
Increased Local Representation

State Profiles

New York offers free online GIS technical support that generates broad support for 
the GIS Coordination program. In addition, every year they offer 8-10 training 
workshops across the state, which provide the opportunity to discuss statewide 
issues and initiatives, and which engage on average between 500-800 people per 
year. 

The GIS Data sharing cooperative is an organized mechanism for sharing GIS data 
across the state between public sector agencies and non-profits. Members pay only 
the cost of the media and shipping, but must sign a standard licensing agreement to 
participate.

NY expanded their council to include greater local representation.
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• PENNSYLVANIA
Regional Coordination Groups
PA Map

• UTAH
Administrative Rule
Memorandums of Understanding
County and Tribal Participation

State Profiles

Pennsylvania

Compared with the other states we’ve looked at for this project, Pennsylvania’s GIS 
program is fairly new - only 4 years old. Even so, Pennsylvania’s rapid geospatial 
evolution and successful programs are leading to the continuing refinement of the 
existing geospatial governance process and also leading toward the creation of a 
statewide geospatial advisory committee.

Utah 

The Utah Automated Geographic Reference Center is the primary GIS Coordination 
office and provides administrative support for the GIS Advisory council. GISAC was 
authorized by administrative rule rather than by EO or legislation because it had a 
solid institutional history and because its proponents wanted to focus their energies 
on finding sustainable funding, rather than on building the additional political capital 
required. Furthermore, its adoption took less than a year, and unless superseded, 
provides the same authority as an EO or statute. 

In 1997 and again in 2004, the State of Utah and local state and federal agencies 
within the state entered into a ground breaking Memorandum of Understanding for 
the purposes of sharing geospatial data – some of the first of its kind in the country. 
Participants agreed to mutually share data, regular updates, in agreed upon format, 
state repository, accessible statewide. 

AGRC frequently communicates with county staff, elected officials, and the ten 
Native American Nations in Utah.
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• Lack of adequate staff time
• Lack of adequate, sustainable funding
• Lack of a high-level champion
• Difficulty in obtaining statutory authorization
• Limited authority of council to enforce standards
• Not all appointed council members have GIS experience
• Low participation in multi-year, multi-phased activities
• Lack of consistent policy to exchange data
• Treatment of data as a commodity
• Liability concerns

Coordination Challenges
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Step Two:

SOLICIT STAKEHOLDER 
INPUT

After conducting background research into other GI coordination councils, we then 
looked to the geospatial community in Wisconsin for their input.
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Listening Sessions

The working group felt it was critically important to actively solicit the input from a 
wide range of individuals and groups across the state on how a GI coordination 
council should be formed and structured. To this end, the Working Group hosted 
five listening sessions across the state to facilitate dialogue among stakeholders. 
We hired a professional facilitator guide us in this process and to serve as a neutral 
party and to ensure that everyone had the opportunity to speak and be heard.
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Listening Sessions

% Participants by Sector County
Private
State
Municipal
Academic
Federal
Tribal
Non-Profit
Other

The WIGICC Listening Sessions attracted nearly 150 participates, nearly ¾ of which 
were comprised of county, state, and private sector representatives.
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• What is GIS

• Background

• Business Drivers

• Evaluation Criteria

• Two Initial Models

Listening Sessions

At each listening session, we presented a set of criteria to use as a guide in 
evaluating potential governance models. Participants were asked to provide 
feedback regarding the appropriateness, completeness, and priority of the 
evaluation  criteria. In addition, we presented two initial concepts for a coordination 
council – The first was fairly democratic in nature with three forums that elected 
members to a small council. The second was more traditional in structure with 
members appointed by the governor. While two sample models were presented, the 
purpose of the meeting was not to pick the right model, but rather to spur further 
thinking. What elements did participants like about the two models presented, what 
elements did they not like about the two models? Finally, participants were 
encouraged to offer their own ideas for a council structure for Wisconsin.
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Equity
Rule of ProcedureFairness

Accountability
TransparencyAccountability

Performance
Responsiveness
Political Efficacy
Effectiveness and Efficiency

Strategic VisionDirection

Sustainability

Participation

Consensus Orientation

Sustainability

Legitimacy and Voice

Evaluation Criteria

We developed a set of evaluation criteria to guide our selection of council models. 
In essence these were what we, as a working group, valued in a council – or,  in 
other words, what we thought were the characteristics of good governance – things 
like broad participation, performance, accountability, and sustainability. These 
criteria turned out to be fairly similar to those characteristics outlined in the research 
of the Governance Institute in Canada, which more recently has been picked up by 
organizations like FIG and GSDI.

The listening session participants understood the value of this criteria, and made 
important additions. You can see the updated version in your handouts.
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Break-out Discussions

For the discussions of the criteria and of the sample models, we presented the 
material to the audience as a whole with the assistance of our facilitator, and then 
asked for questions and clarifications so that everyone could hear the answers and 
be on the same page.

After which, we broke into small groups of 8-10 people to discuss these issues, with 
volunteer facilitators - generally UW Extension agents, and WIGICC team members, 
who served as resource people, stationed at each table.
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Stakeholder Input

• Listening Sessions and Survey 

• Verbal and Written Feedback

• Focused Stakeholder Meetings

• Governance Summit

Overall, the listening sessions successfully opened the lines of communication and 
began to rebuild trust. The listening sessions, and a follow-up survey, generated a 
number of useful ideas. For example, listening sessions participants preferred the 
idea of forums that allowed anyone to join and that elected council members, but 
also gravitated towards the well-defined missions of traditional committees. 
Importantly, participants noted that they wanted greater clarity on the role and 
function of the proposed council before they could decide on a form.

Several people submitted comments and alternative governance models through an 
email listserver. These submissions were posted publicly for all to read and review.

In addition, we conducted focused stakeholder meetings with professional 
organizations, including the tribes, and policy-makers.
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Step Three:

CONVENE GOVERNANCE 
SUMMIT

We hoped to bring forward the �best elements� of the ideas expressed to a 
“governance summit meeting,” which occurred earlier this month. But, our now 
former GIO, Dave Mockert, announced his resignation, and we had to revaluate our 
options. Ultimately, however, the working group decided to proceed with the summit 
under the leadership of the Ted Koch, our state cartographer. 
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WIGICC is a sustainable, 

stakeholder-governed organization 

that provides leadership and direction 

for the cooperative development and 

use of geographic information and 

technologies in Wisconsin.

Draft Vision

From the feedback we received, we developed a draft Vision for the coordination 
council, which focuses on “ Who” - on cooperation between the GIO, when the 
position is filled, the SCO, and other stakeholders and coordination organizations, 
and on the “ How” – through GI and spatial technology solutions.
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To enhance the quality, accessibility, 
utility, and value of geographic 
information and technologies in order 
to improve the delivery of public 
services, to encourage economic 
development, and to help protect the 
public and the environment.

Draft Mission

Our Mission gets at the “ Why” - why we need a council – what will the Council  do 
to further the mission of government? What will the Council do to improve the 
delivery of services to the citizens of Wisconsin, such as supporting emergency 
management, public health, etc.
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Ad Hoc

Working 
Groups

Council Operations

Policy & Planning

Communication

Data Infrastructure 
& Services

Government

WIGICC
Network

GI COORDINATION COUNCIL

Communities 
of Practice

•The DRAFT working model for a Wisconsin Geographic Information Coordination 
Council, based on the feedback received, is comprised of an executive council, and 
five standing committees, and ad hoc working groups that could address specific 
business needs, such as Emergency Management. 

•In addition, the draft model includes a public forum – what we’re calling the 
WIGICC Network - which anyone can join. Network members may vote for elected 
Council members and may vote on non-binding, advisory referenda as one means 
to provide feedback to the Council on key issues and proposed policies.

•We also want to leave open the possibility of other communities of practice that 
might emerge, like a geospatial business consortium.
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• State Cartographer’s Office

• Geographic Information Office

• Another Public Agency

• Existing Non-Profit Organization

• New Non-Profit Organization

Administrative Location

We asked Summit participants to rank in order of preference an administrative location for the proposed council. People 
voted strongly in favor of the State Cartographer’s Office, but also expressed the sentiment of not wanting the council to be 
based in Madison, rather more centrally located.
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• Legislation 

• Executive Order

• DOA Administrative Rule

• Memorandums of Understanding

• Independent non-profit status

Enabling Mechanisms

We also asked participants to rank in order of preference the options for authorizing a council. Overall, participants preferred
legislation, but understood that this process will be conducted in phases, and that a council could be formed before the 
enactment of statute or an EO.
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• Governor’s Office
• State Senate
• State Assembly
• GIO
• State Cartographer
• State Budget 

Officer
• State agencies
• Regional

• Counties
• Municipalities
• Tribal governments
• Federal agencies
• Private sector
• Utilities
• Non-profits
• Academia
• Professional Assns

Draft Composition

The draft model we presented at the Summit contained two options for council 
composition, each with 25 members, with the representative sectors apportioned 
somewhat differently – the first heavily weighted towards member appointments, 
and the second heavily weighted towards member elections. The model also 
specified that members shall serve 3 year, rotating terms, and that the Chair and 
Vice-Chair would be elected by the Council members.
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However, the summit participants grappled with the composition and size of the 
proposed council, and whether or not representatives from a few of the state’s 
professional associations should be included. In general, participants pushed for a 
smaller council, while still ensuring that no one stakeholder group dominated.
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• Roles of Lead Coordination Entities?

• Council Size and Composition?

• Geospatial Business Consortium and 
other Communities of Practice?

• Internal Facilitation Capacity?

Remaining Issues

At this point in time, there are several remaining questions that will need to be 
addressed. For example, the roles and responsibilities of the lead coordination 
entities, and their relationship to the professional associations, still need to be 
defined. Another thing that we are in the process of considering is a way to build 
internal facilitation capacity within the Council. If we are going to make a deep 
commitment to participatory processes, one that is genuinely inclusive of the 
broader community, accessible to members of that community in a timely and 
meaningful way, and if that goal is to be actualized over time, the members of the 
community,  most especially but not limited to council members, need to be as 
skilled as possible at convening meaningful conversations, facilitating conflictive 
dialogues in a clear and collaborative manner, navigating complex issues, and 
giving all members in the community a voice that is validated and respected on a 
continual basis. Training a cohort of key members in meeting facilitation, project 
management and mediation, will be an important step in this direction.
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Step Four:

DEVELOP COUNCIL 
PROPOSAL

…STAY TUNED!

The next step will be to refine and adopt a council proposal, but this may depend on 
a new GIO, when hired, and on the GIS community’s and policy makers’ response 
and support.
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ArizonaGene Trobia
MissouriAnthony Spicci
North CarolinaZsolt Nagy
PennsylvaniaJim Knudson
New YorkWilliam Johnson
ArkansasShelby Johnson
MassachusettsChristian Jacques
ArizonaGary Irish
UtahDennis Goreham

INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS

•We would like to offer our deep appreciation to the following people for offering 
their time and enthusiasm in conducting our research. Also a big thanks to those 
folks in Iowa, New Jersey, Florida, Texas, Indiana, Illinois, Minnesota, and many 
other states who shared their experience and expertise with us.
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David Mockert
Dick VragaErik Mickelson
Steve VenturaBrian Jensen
Lea ShanleyJodi Helgeson 
Kenneth ParsonsDavid Fodroczi
D. David MoyerTony Bellovary

Lisa MorrisonTed Koch, Chair

WIGICC Working Group

•And also, I’d like to thank our team of cheese heads – the WIGICC Working Group, 
as well as Jim Lacy and AJ Wortley of the WI State Cartographer’s Office for their 
contributions to this effort.
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Lea Shanley
LShanley@wisc.edu

WIGICC Working Group
gc_comments@lists.wisc.edu

WIGICC Working Group Website
www.sco.wisc.edu/wigicc


