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What is GeoPl?

5) To help us best communicate with you, please select your preferred method of receiving project updates and information:
(Selectup to 3)

Community Board Community Events

Social Media Text

€) Tell us about yourself:
Zip Code

Vioice Recording

Community Information Center

Website

Last Name

Other

Ema Newsletter

Email

Printed Materials

In Context
Incorporating “the science of
where” with the broad range
of methods used to inform
the public, and allow them to
be more influential in

decision-making.

Darin Welch
~INTB



How is GeoPl Used?

PIMA

! PUBLIC INVOLYEMENT MAMAGEMENT APPLICATION

massDOT (<4

Massachusetts Department of Transportation

DOT ¥ MaineDOT

g Q\\QCONS/II’
* *¢
g :

Texas
d1SAas :
Depuriment of Transportation qul'iap:gp'g%gion r Px\(go
FTR
|BR Department of BART
S ¥ W nesign and
°.° Construction

CITY OF BATON ROUGE

PARISH OF EAST BATON ROUGE

North Central Texas
Council of Governments

CEDCNGWS FHWA EDC Innovation of the Month (March 5, 2020): Virtual Public Involvement
&Weekly Newsletter https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/innovation/everydaycounts/edcnews/20200305.cfm

rINTB
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How is GeoPl Used?

Within PIMA

7 = Comment Forms

CosmpamES T o -2 = Geocoded Submissions
R iy el \ \_/\ 7

= Survey 123

Comment Form

» Interactive Project Maps

=  Story Maps

= Analytics Dashboards

|||||

rINTB



GeoPI Statistics (so far)

14

Active Deployments

54,107

Stakeholders Participating
in projects
6,749

Stakeholders participating
in more than 1 project

Stakeholder Comments
(~10%)

10,508

Stakeholders Attending
Meetings (~25%)
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GeoPIl Value — Example 1 C E’"ov'?'

Total Number of Comments by Month

a5

lowa DOT, 1-80 PEL

=3\ = Statewide corridor, 300

20
15
10

5

] N S SN TN miles of community

T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
01718 0216 0316 06/16 0716 0216 17 07 o417 0517 71T i 097 10017 1217 0118 ozmg 0218 061g 071e oor1g 04119 osM1e og/20

engagement

Percent of Total Comments by Topic

5%
0%

I I =  Communication was

15%
10%

1 —_— mm clearly effective in urban

T
Traffic Othar BikePed Dasign Safety Historical Environmen tal

110%

Percent of Total Comments by Support by Month — Used GeO P I tO SOI iCit

0% il
I ‘ I I I I I | ‘ I ‘ ‘ ‘ I I ‘ I more rural engagement

Jan18 Feb16 Mar16 Jun 16 Jul 18 Ep\ﬁ Jan 17 Mar 17 Ap\ I”|y| Jul 17 Aug17 Sepi17 Oct17 Dec17? Jan18 Feb13 Mari13 Juni8 Jul 18 SpIB Aprig Hym Sep 20

ars halltow

Ottumwa
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GeoPIl Value — Example 2 @Bg?

Mississippi River
Historic Bridge in
Lansing

» Historic bridge; local

community admired

greatly
b = Did NOT want to replace
d but it couldn’t undergo
g repairs any longer
aj;,;* = 15t meeting wrought with

negativity
= [Evaluated resident

locations for one-on-one

rINTB



GeoPIl Value — Example 2

o

2 9 IOWA
dport

Mississippi River
Historic Bridge in
Lansing

= 2nd meeting resulted in

overwhelming support

= Stakeholders were

“voting”, unsolicited

» Led to entire team
become more active
listeners, and a more
robust audience
communication and

outreach

rINTB



GeoPl Value — Example 3 massDOT

Massachusetts Department of Transportation

S (& South Boston
i = — AT :
'nsmumm:ﬂ"’“.\ﬂ = Boston ' Boston Harbor Appart

- B .

g ==
Bypass Road

Deer
Iskland

o Express Lane Pilot

isiand Flats
w Masspart

= QOriginal plans for longer

Boston Harbar

Erookline
N— pE)

> 5, \
i T ¥ \ 7 A
AT eitay “¢ SRS

sy Hil =7 SO e

g A o

3 -~ N
N Urlheasl?elrn b ) A
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f

A .
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o1 e i % b ¥ .~ Beach
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Citv of Boston. MassGIS. Esri Canada-Esf. HERE. Garmin. [INCREMENT P. USGS

» Traffic and safety

Percent of Total Comments by Topic

concerns for a northern
. . section
::: Daily Commuta I Noise/Air Quality I Safety I QOther I Fraight I = M aSS D OT red u Ced th e
pilot project area based
s Percent of Total Comments by Support by Month
I I I on that expressed
concern

Jan 18 Feb 12 Apr12 May 18 Jun 18 Aug 18 Mow 12 Feb 20 Mar 20 May 20 Jun 20
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GeoPl Value — Example 4

10

Mass Central Rail Trail

Project Background

|
Segment 1B: Map PDF Link

Study Pur;

P

0se

Project Graphics Feasibility Study Segments

Lunenburg
in Fitchburg
L &0l
Deven
it a-Sol
Post
% ]
/
Frincetor { 1
b
— N
akhia {0l
F Naorthborough
Horth
Brockfield
Leicest
Erookfizld
Was®
IAillbury
harlt
Whit
5 East Douglas
= ithbrid
= Mebst

MCRT Interactive Map

Project Map

e

Comment Form

Billerica =

DOT

Mass Central Rail
Trail (MCRT)
Feasibility Study

Regional impacts meant
statewide participation

was crucial

Story Map education,
including an interactive

comment form, was used

Through a 3-month
campaign, overwhelming

participation occurred

rINTB



GeoPIl Value — Example 4 massDOT

Massachusetts Department of Transportation

L Mass Central Rail
B Trail (MCRT)
oo PR s e o Feasibility Study
| ) » Most feedback was along

the rail corridors

S " = Concern was over how
much of the state was

/ : participating

: rINTB



GeoPl Value — Example 4
8 8D g
I OSEA ))
@) "v@ DJ )1:)-{‘%([1.
./) /I'f;} @ .:..,.,_, -

12

massDOT

Massachusetts Department of Transportation

Mass Central Rail

Trail (MCRT)

Feasibility Study

» Response has been
extremely widespread,

including urban and rural

= Confirmation of efforts will
increase awareness using
Story Maps

» |ncorporation of social

media campaigns

rINTB



Leveraging ‘Where’ to put the ‘Why’ in GeoPI

14

Active Deployments

54,107

Stakeholders Participating
in projects

g

Stakeholders participating
in more than 1 project

Stakeholder Comments
(~10%)

10,508

Stakeholders Attending
Meetings (~25%)

13
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