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SUMMARY
The Missouri GIS Council Local Government Committee, as part of its task to organize and lead a
discussion of data sharing and distribution issues, worked with Missouri Geospatial Extension surveying
countylevel local governments that use GIS and digital mapping technologies about their data practices.
This report describes and summarizes the purpose, overall implementation status, survey methods, results
of the survey, and recommendations for future surveys.
PURPOSE
The goals of the survey were to:
● Update the Status of GIS in Missouri Counties map.
● Provide baseline data for understanding the status of GIS use at the County level in Missouri.
● Provide quantitative data about data distribution practices.
● Collect contact information for those willing to share with SEMA mapping personnel.
● Collect contact information for those willing to be included in a “Who’s Who” of GIS professionals
in the state, a related project of Missouri Geospatial Extension.
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STATUS OF GIS IN MISSOURI
As a result of the survey responses and other information from individuals with knowledge about
locallevel GIS implementations, MGISAC is able to present a Status of GIS in Missouri Counties, 2012
map.
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Source: Missouri GIS Advisory Committee, circa 2006.
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SURVEY METHOD
To meet the survey goals, the work group decided to call each county in Missouri and try to find someone
that could speak about the status of GIS in the state. The importance of this approach, rather than a pure
email survey, was the uncertain knowledge of who all of the GIS personnel are in the state or their contact
information. Calling, asking around, and being transferred multiple times was expected, and was designed
to put us in contact with the people that we wanted to survey.
Initial questions and format were reviewed by the Missouri GIS Advisory Council in April 2012. Follow up
emails to more than 16 counties based on initial interest in an email version of the survey. An initial report
was provided to the Council in June 2012. Follow up calls and an email version of the survey were sent to
individuals who requested it and others not yet contacted but with known email addresses in October and
November 2012. Draft final report results were reported to MGISAC in June 2013.
These methods met the goal of establishing a 2012 foundation of base knowledge at the county level.
Future versions of the survey could include cities, municipalities, and other regional government structures,
or the presence of state or federal GIS operations within the county.
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SURVEY CONTACTS
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Role in GIS by Participation in Survey:
TOTAL

County Has GIS.

County does not
have GIS.

GIS Status
Unknown.

Contact uses GIS.

40

39

1

0

Not involved in GIS.

31

4

27

0

Contact not willing to
participate.

13

8

1

4

Willing to participate
by email.

7

x

x

x

County with no contact
reached.

39

x

x

39

TOTAL

130

51

29

44
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RESULTS

Of Respondents:
How is GIS Organized?

Percent of “Yes” Responses

GIS is centrally managed.

87.5%

GIS management split across several departments.

10%

Not applicable.

2.5%
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Coordination of GIS Development

Percent of “Yes” Responses

GIS is coordinated throughout the organization.

81.6%

There are multiple GIS initiatives within the
organization.

18.4%

Are Multiple Departments or Offices using GIS?

Percent of “Yes” Responses

Multiple departments or offices are using GIS.

65%

A single department or office is using GIS.

2.5%

Unsure or Unknown

32.5

How are Map Layers Being Used?

Percent of “Yes” Responses

Do you have map layers that support public safety,
such as addresses or road centerlines?

89.7%

Do you have map layers that support development or
permitting, such as municipal boundaries, zoning and
school districts?

74.4%

Do you have map layers that support asset
management, such as signs, poles, culverts, pipes and
bridges?

35.9%

Do you have map layers that support tax parcel
mapping?

89.7%

Do you fly your own aerial imagery, such as oblique or
ortho?

39.5%
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How are GIS and Map Data Available?

Percent of “Yes” Responses

Hard paper copy

69.2%

Viewable on static maps on a website (PDF or image
file)

35.9%

Viewable in an interactive online map

48.7%

Data is downloadable

12.8%

Digital data is not available online but is distributed
upon request

56.4%

Data Requests

Anyone/Everyone (overall policy no matter the type of entity requesting)

Yes, Free

5.1%

Yes, for a cost

76.9%

No

5.1%

Do not know

2.5%

Decline to answer

10.3%

Do you require a signed use or license agreement
(EULA) when you distribute your data?

Response Percent

Yes

61.5%

No

28.2%

Decline to answer

10.3%
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Do you provide GIS or mapping support for your
entity for emergency response?

Response Percent

Yes

84.6%

No

15.4%
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PROJECT SUMMARY
● Update the Status of GIS in Missouri map  Completed in final report.
● Provide baseline data for understanding the status of GIS use at the County level in Missouri 
Achieved.
● Provide quantitative data about data distribution practices  Provided in final report.
● Collect contact information for those willing to share with SEMA mapping personnel  Distributed
to SEMA June 2013.
● Collect contact information for those willing to be included in a “Who’s Who” of GIS professionals
in the state, a related project of Missouri Geospatial Extension  Distributed to Missouri Geospatial
Extension June 2013.
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE SURVEYS
The 2012 survey met the goal of establishing a 2012 foundation of base knowledge at the county level by
calling counties and discussing GIS use and data policies with individuals. This experience provides several
lessons and opportunities for future versions of the survey.
Other methods of conducting the survey may yield different results. An onlineonly survey would go to
known contacts, but would be easier for regional partners, state partners, cooperating vendors, and other
interested parties to distribute and redistribute within their organizations, memberships, and contacts.
Using these methods may increase the response, but still may not reach all of the individuals working with
or using geospatial tools or data in local government across the state.
If online options or software are used for future versions of the survey, a simple survey or database design
is encouraged and highly recommended.
Future versions of the survey could include cities, municipalities, and other regional government structures,
or the presence of state or federal GIS operations within the county. Such approaches would give a
deeper sense of GIS status by considering different users within a county, as opposed to County
government itself.
Future surveys and reports could also consider attributes and characteristics of the respondent counties,
the roles of individuals within their organizations, and characteristics of organizations in statistical and
crosstabular analyses, as opposed to the visual and tabular methods used in this initial effort. Concern
should be given to sample size and perception of the analysis, given the varied human, physical, and
economic geographies of Missouri.
Surveys in the future should use similar questions and phrasings, especially if the project becomes regular
or recurring. Similar questions will enable comparison of the results and further the understanding of how
GIS implementations, policies, and practices change over time. This is especially relevant given the space
of geospatial technology in the Missouri statute for open records requests, the changing landscapes and
ideas of data distribution, and the use of license agreements. Questions could be added to the base,
examining views, policies, practices, and interest on matters such as using vendors, inhouse GNSS
Page 11 of 12

capabilities, and unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) use.
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