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Background 
 
This report describes the findings of a survey administered online to trained users of the Minnesota 
Natural Resources Atlas: an online, interactive mapping tool for environmental planners, natural 
resource managers, researchers, educators and other professionals to make decisions, develop 
programs, or design policies based on the most comprehensive and integrative spatial data available. 
The survey was conducted by the Center for Changing Landscapes, University of Minnesota, in 
partnership with the Natural Resource Research Institute (NRRI), University of Minnesota Duluth. The 
survey is part of a larger project led by NRRI researchers with funding from the Legislative-Citizen 
Commission on Minnesota Resources. The purpose of the survey is to assess the current and future 
functionality of the Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas in order to inform its development and 
improvements. 

 

 

Methods 
 
This survey research collected quantitative and qualitative data to assess current and future 
functionality of the Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas from those who have been trained in using it or 
participated in demonstrations of its use. The survey was administered using an online survey research 
program Qualtrics (Qualtrics, 2020). 

The survey was administered to two separate samples. NRRI staff shared with project partners a list of 
individuals who had participated in a training or demonstration of the tool – Sample A. Additionally, a 
University of Minnesota class participated in a demonstration and associated lesson using the tool – 
Sample B. Prospective participants from Sample A were contacted by email using a contact script 
(Appendix A) and invited to complete the online survey. Prospective participants from Sample B had 
access to the survey link in their instructional portal following the demonstration and lesson. A total of 
149 individuals received the survey, representing 63 trainees and 86 students. 69 participants 
completed the survey for a response rate of 46%. The survey was administered from July through 
October 2020.  

The survey instrument was designed collaboratively with project partners. The instrument included a 
variety of fixed-choice, scale, and open-ended questions about respondents’ use of the tool, 
perspectives on its current functions and capabilities, and recommendations for improvements 
(Appendix B). Sample B received a pared down survey instrument since they had only participated in a 
demonstration but had not used the tool for other uses at that point (Appendix C). Each respondent was 
labeled with a unique identifying number to track responses and reminders while ensuring anonymity.  
An adapted Dillman’s (2014) Tailored Design Method was used to increase response rates in Sample A 
by administering the survey in three waves. Sample B was not sent any reminder emails. 

Statistical analysis was conducted using Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS release 25). Basic 
descriptive statistics were conducted to determine variable frequencies and distributions.  
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Results 
 
Results are presented below for each survey variable in tables and figures. Results include lists of open- 
ended responses (or summaries of responses), frequencies, and means where appropriate. For detailed 
results and statistics, refer to Appendix D.  

Respondent Description & Experience Level 
Figure 1. Respondents’ organization type in Sample A (n=25) 

 
Source: Appendix D, Table 1 
 
Figure 2. Respondents’ years with current organization in Sample A (n=25) 

 
Source: Appendix D, Table 2  
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Figure 3. Respondents’ level of training in the Atlas tool in Sample A (n=24) 

 
Source: Appendix D, Table 3 
 

Figure 4. Respondents’ use of the Atlas tool, outside of training, in Sample A (n=24) 

 
Source: Appendix D, Table 4 
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Figure 5. Respondents’ reasons for using the Atlas tool 5 or fewer times in Sample A (n=10)

 
Source: Appendix D, Table 5 
*Other reasons included: time constraints with current work and current tasks not necessitating the use of the tool 
 
 
Figure 6. Respondent Student Type in Sample B (n=44) 

 
Source: Appendix D, Table 23 
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Figure 7. Respondents’ experience level with GIS in Sample B (n=44) 

 
Source: Appendix D, Table 24 
 
 
Figure 8. Respondents’ level of formal GIS training in Sample B (n=44) 

 
Source: Appendix D, Table 25 
  

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

Not at all
experienced

Somewhat
experienced

Moderately
experienced

Extremely
experienced

Pe
rc

en
t o

f R
es

po
nd

en
ts

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

No formal training Some formal training Extensive formal training

Pe
rc

en
t o

f R
es

po
nd

en
ts



9 
 

Current Atlas Function Evaluation 
Figure 9. Respondents’ reported ease working with the Atlas tool (n=58) 

 
Source: Appendix D, Tables 6 & 26 
 
 
Figure 10. Respondents’ reported importance of Atlas tool functions (n=60)

 
Source: Appendix D, Tables 7 & 27 
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Figure 11. Respondents’ reported effectiveness of Atlas tool functions (n=60) 

 
Source: Appendix D, Tables 8 & 28 
 
 
Figure 12. Respondents’ use of visualization and analysis functions in Sample A (n=16) 

  

Source: Appendix D, Table 9  
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Figure 13. Respondents’ reported visualization tasks where the Atlas tool did not function as 
desired (n=55) 

  

Source: Appendix D, Tables 10 & 29 
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Figure 14. Respondents’ reported analysis tasks where the Atlas tool did not function as desired 
(n=55) 

  
Source: Appendix D, Tables 11 & 30 
 
 
Table 2. Specific analysis tasks that did not function as desired 
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Figure 15. Respondents’ history of talking to others about the Atlas in Sample A (n=15) 

 
Source: Appendix D, Table 13 
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Figure 16. Reported contact of recommendation or coaching from Sample A (n=9) 

 
Source: Appendix D, Table 14 
Reported organization if the individual was outside of their organization include: National Audubon Society, 
Minnesota Land Trust, USDA Forest Service, Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, City of Duluth, local SWCD’s, local 
tribal organizations, and other educational institutions 
 
 

Future Atlas Functions and Use 
Figure 17. Respondents’ mean importance rating of additional functionalities planned for the 
Atlas tool (n=51) 

 
Source: Appendix D, Tables 12 & 31 
Respondents ranked the functions in order of importance from 1 (most important) to 6 (least important). The 
lower the mean, the higher the importance. 
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Figure 18. Respondents’ mean likelihood of future actions related to the Atlas (n=57) 

 
Source: Appendix D, Tables 15 & 32 
 
 
Figure 19. Respondents likelihood of future Atlas uses in Sample A (n=15) 

 
Source: Appendix D, Table 16 
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Figure 20. Respondents’ reported changes that would increase future Atlas usage (n=56) 

 
Source: Appendix D, Tables 17 & 33 
 
 
Figure 21. Respondents’ reported importance of factors influencing future Atlas usage (n=51) 

  
Source: Appendix D, Tables 18 & 34 
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Figure 22. Respondents’ additional perceived benefits of using Atlas in Sample A (n=10) 

 
Source: Appendix D, Table 19 
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Willingness to Pay for Atlas Usage 
Figure 23. Respondents’ willingness to pay $50 for one-year, single-user subscription for Atlas 
use in Sample A (n=15) 

 
Source: Appendix D, Table 20 
 
 
Figure 24. Respondents’ reasons for not willing to pay $50 in Sample A (n=11) 

 
Source: Appendix D, Table 21 
*Why wouldn’t use in future: research/work is too local scale for the tool 
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for purchasing, organizations’ funding is low 
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Table 4. Respondents’ maximum willingness to pay for a one-year, single-user subscription for 
Atlas use Sample A (n=4) 

n 

Maximum 
price willing 

to pay 
1 $51 
1 $101 
2 $150 

 

Additional Suggestions 
Table 5. Respondents’ additional suggestions for Atlas tool functions or functionality (n=12) 

Functionality Needs Data Needs Comparable Programs 
Other 

Recommendations 
Once you bring in the layers 
you’re interested in, you 
should be able to group them 
in the menu, and click all the 
grouped active layers on or off 
at the same time. So, say you 
bring in all 6 or 8 of the 
wetland hydrology layers, or 
both of the wild rice layers. . 
.those should be able to be 
grouped together and turned 
on/off at the same time. 

I think it would be cool 
to add some cultural 
and social 
demographics to the 
atlas tool. Making it so 
that we can overlay 
some of these 
environmental 
concerns with specific 
population groups. 

I also use the MN DNR 
online WHAF mapping 
tool, Google Earth, 
SSURGO, ArcOnline and 
ArcGIS. The Atlas Tool 
should make a 
compelling case for the 
unique functionality that 
it offers, since there are 
so many other mapping 
platforms. 

Develop curriculum 
and training lessons for 
Atlas tool that go with 
the new K-12 MN 
science standards 
which have an 
emphasis on Earth 
Science and data 
analysis. We need to be 
training our students in 
how to make data-
driven decisions. 

Does the tool allow creating 
buffer zones around a point or 
area of interest? You should be 
able to create a polygon or use 
a point on your cite, and create 
buffers at, for example, 1 mile 
or 20 miles. Then, you’re using 
those to create an inventory 
for what’s in the neighborhood 
of the area of interest. 

Incorporation of 
weather data feed from 
MN Climate Center to 
allow for exploratory 
biota, WQ, etc 
associations with the 
key precip and air temp 
annual data. 

I think it might be an 
effective tool in aiding 
with citizen science, 
however I personally use 
ESRI ArcGIS for most of 
my mapmaking needs as 
it is more 
comprehensive and in 
my opinion easier to 
navigate 

Put a disclaimer 
somewhere on the 
front page regarding 
how to cite use of the 
tool, using a standard 
MLA or other citation 
format. 

The tool doesn't seem to work 
as expected using the Google 
Chrome browser, so I would 
make sure its optimized for 
that browser, since Chrome is 
the most widely used browser 
in the US. 

More base maps, 
especially image-based 
(taken during time of 
year with less leaves). 

  

I wish it was easier to generate 
a digital file that I could then 
copy and put in a report. 

Trend analyses, 
updated annually for as 
many metrics as 
possible. 

  

The ability to view two maps 
side by side in order to do a 
comparision. 

Expanding to other 
states 

  

More ability to export the data 
behind the scenes. 
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Appendices 
Appendix A. Email Contact Script – Sample A 
 
Subject: Survey request: Assess the functionality of the Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas  
 

 
Dear ${m://FirstName} ${m://LastName}, 
 
I am writing to ask for your help to aid in the improvement of the Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas: a 
mapping tool for decision makers to plan, manage, research, and make decisions related to their work. 
The Atlas aims to bring datasets from trusted sources into one common mapping tool for the state of 
Minnesota.  
 
You are receiving this survey because you have completed a training or demonstration of the Atlas 
tool.  Because of that, you have important insights about the tool, its current functions, and your 
experiences using it.  Survey findings will assist those developing the Atlas to improve its functionality 
and ensure that it meets the needs that users want in a mapping tool. 
 
It should take you 10 minutes to complete the online questionnaire. Please answer the questions to the 
best of your knowledge and as completely as possible. This survey is voluntary and completely 
confidential. Your responses will not be associated with your name or any personal information. 

Follow this link to participate in the survey: ${l://SurveyLink?d=Take%20the%20Survey} 
 
We would be happy to answer any questions or listen to any comments you may have about this survey 
or the Atlas tool itself. Please feel free to contact me by phone at 919-961-5268 or by email at 
fello067@umn.edu.  
 
I thank you in advance for your participation in this important survey. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Sarah Roth 
Researcher, Center for Changing Landscapes 
University of Minnesota 

  

mailto:fello067@umn.edu
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Appendix B. Atlas Functionality Survey – Sample A
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Appendix C. Atlas Functionality Survey – Sample B 
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Appendix D. Detailed Descriptive Statistics 

Table 1. Respondents' type of organization   
Organization Type Percent 
State agency 32.0 
School or University 28.0 
Tribal agency 12.0 
County agency 8.0 
Federal agency 8.0 
Engineering firm 8.0 
Environmental nonprofit or non-governmental organization 4.0 
Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas Functionality Survey, Sample A 

 

Table 2. Respondents' years at current 
organization 
Years Percent 
1-5 36.0 
6-10 16.0 
11-15 8.0 
16-20 12.0 

>20 28.0 
Source: Minnesota Natural Resources 
Atlas Functionality Survey, Sample A 

 

Table 3. Respondents' level of training in the Atlas 
  Percent 
I participated in a formal training led by the Natural 
Resources Research Institute (NRRI) 54.2 
I observed a pilot or demo led by NRRI 37.5 
I have received no training for this tool 8.3 
Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas Functionality Survey, 
Sample A 

 

Table 4. Respondents' number of times 
using the Atlas apart from training 
  Percent 
Never 33.3 

1-5 times 45.8 
6-10 times 8.3 
11-25 times 4.2 
More than 25 times 8.3 
Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas 
Functionality Survey, Sample A 
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Table 5. Respondents' reported contraints to frequency of Atlas usage 
  N 
I work with other tools that already meet my needs. 5 
I don't feel adequately trained in the tool. 3 
The tool is too complicated. 0 
The tool doesn't have the functions I need. 0 
The tool doesn't have the data I need. 0 
Other* 5 
Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas Functionality Survey, Sample A 
*Other reasons include: not needed in current role or job and time constraints 

 

Table 6. Respondents' reported ease working with the Atlas 
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14 3.93 0.62 0.0 0.0 21.4 64.3 14.3 
Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas Functionality Survey, Sample A 
aResponses based on a 5-point scale from extremely difficult to extremely easy 
bSD=Standard deviation 
cPercent 

 

Table 7. Respondents' reported importance of Atlas functions           
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Accessing a wide variety of data 16 4.44 0.51 0.0 0.0 0.0 56.3 43.8 
Viewing multiple data layers 
simultaneously 16 4.31 0.60 0.0 0.0 6.3 56.3 37.5 

Measuring capabilities (distance, area, 
elevation) 

16 4.13 0.72 0.0 0.0 18.8 50.0 31.3 

Changing base maps 16 4.00 0.63 0.0 0.0 18.8 62.5 18.8 
Summarizing (calculate area, percent 
area, median, mean, or count) data 
layers within a boundary 

16 3.94 1.06 6.3 0.0 18.8 43.8 31.3 

Saving URLs that take you directly to 
maps you have developed 

16 3.81 0.91 6.3 0.0 12.5 68.8 12.5 

Printing maps or outputs (plots and 
tables) 16 3.75 1.24 6.3 12.5 12.5 37.5 31.3 

Drawing capabilities 16 3.44 1.09 6.3 6.3 43.8 25.0 18.8 
Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas Functionality Survey, Sample A 
aResponses based on a 5-point scale from not at all important to extremely important 
bSD=Standard deviation 
cPercent 
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Table 8. Respondents' reported effectiveness of Atlas functions  
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Accessing a wide variety of data 16 4.13 0.62 0.0 0.0 12.5 62.5 25.0 
Viewing multiple data layers 
simultaneously 

16 3.94 0.68 0.0 0.0 25.0 56.3 18.8 

Saving URLs that take you directly to 
maps you have developed 

15 3.93 0.80 0.0 6.7 13.3 60.0 20.0 

Changing base maps 16 3.88 0.62 0.0 0.0 25.0 62.5 12.5 
Measuring capabilities (distance, 
area, elevation) 

15 3.67 0.72 0.0 6.7 26.7 60.0 6.7 

Summarizing (calculate area, 
percent area, median, mean, or 
count) data layers within a boundary 

15 3.60 0.91 0.0 13.3 26.7 46.7 13.3 

Printing maps or outputs (plots and 
tables) 

14 3.50 0.94 0.0 14.3 35.7 35.7 14.3 

Drawing capabilities 15 3.33 0.82 0.0 13.3 46.7 33.3 6.7 
Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas Functionality Survey, Sample A 
aResponses based on a 5-point scale from not at all important to extremely important 
bSD=Standard deviation 
cPercent 

 

Table 9. Respondents' reported importance of visualization versus analysis functions 

N 

Visualization is 
much more 
importanta 

Visualization is 
somewhat 

more important 

Both 
functions are 

equally 
important 

Analysis is 
somewhat 

more 
important 

Analysis is 
much more 
important 

16 6.25 31.25 43.75 18.75 0 
Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas Functionality Survey, Sample A 
aPercent 

 

Table 10. Respondents' reported issues with 
visualization tasks 

N Yesa No 
11 27.3 72.7 

Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas 
Functionality Survey, Sample A 
aPercent 
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Table 11. Respondents' reported issues with 
analysis tasks 

N Yesa No 
11 9.1 90.9 

Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas 
Functionality Survey, Sample A 

aPercent 
 

Table 12. Respondents' reported importance rankings of new Atlas functions  

  N Meana SDb Rank 1c Rank 2 Rank 3 Rank 4 Rank 5 Rank 6 
Generate tables of 
associated data for points, 
lines, and polygons of 
interest. 

15 3.00 1.20 13.3 20.0 26.7 33.3 6.7 0.0 

Allow users to add external 
simple geospatial files of 
project 
boundaries/lines/points. 

15 3.13 1.96 33.3 6.7 20.0 13.3 6.7 20.0 

 Summarize data by 
category (e.g. calculate 
areas of each wetland type). 

15 3.13 1.41 13.3 26.7 13.3 26.7 20.0 0.0 

Increase ability to label 
maps. 15 3.80 1.66 6.7 20.0 20.0 13.3 20.0 20.0 

Search for addresses and 
place names. 15 3.93 2.19 26.7 6.7 6.7 6.7 13.3 40.0 

 Summarize filtered data 
(e.g. calculate only the area 
of wetlands that are bogs). 

15 4.00 1.69 6.7 20.0 13.3 6.7 33.3 20.0 

Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas Functionality Survey, Sample A 
aResponses based on a 6-point ranking scale from 1 (most important) to 6 (least important) 
bSD=Standard deviation 
cPercent 

 

Table 13. Respondents' communication with others 
about the Atlas 
  N 
I have talked with others about it 9 
I have recommended the tool to others 9 
I have coached others in using the tool 1 
I have never talked with others about it 1 
Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas Functionality 
Survey, Sample A 
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Table 14. Respondents recommendation or 
coaching of the Atlas with others 
  N 
Individuals within my organization 7 
Individuals outside my organization 6 
Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas 
Functionality Survey, Sample A 
 
 
 
 
Table 15. Respondents' likelihood of future actions regarding the Atlas 
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Use the MN Natural Resources 
Atlas 15 4.53 0.83 0.0 6.7 0.0 26.7 66.7 

Recommend the MN Natural 
Resources Atlas to others 15 4.33 0.82 0.0 6.7 0.0 46.7 46.7 

Talk to others about the MN 
Natural Resources Atlas 15 4.13 0.99 6.7 0.0 0.0 60.0 33.3 

Seek more training for using the 
MN Natural Resources Atlas 15 3.53 1.06 6.7 6.7 26.7 46.7 13.3 

Request additional data 
layers/functionality from the Atlas 
team 

15 3.40 0.99 6.7 0.0 53.3 26.7 13.3 

Coach others in using the MN 
Natural Resources Atlas 15 2.93 1.16 6.7 33.3 33.3 13.3 13.3 

Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas Functionality Survey, Sample A 
aResponses based on a 5-point scale from extremely unlikely to extremely likely 
bSD=Standard deviation 
cPercent 
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Table 16. Respondents' reported likelihood of using the Atlas for future actions 
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Provide environmental 
context to a project or issue 15 4.27 1.10 6.7 0.0 6.7 33.3 53.3 

Develop maps for use in 
reports, presentations, or 
meetings 

15 4.13 0.83 0.0 0.0 26.7 33.3 40.0 

Plan field work 15 3.93 1.34 13.3 0.0 6.7 40.0 40.0 
Identify ecologically 
sensitive areas 15 3.60 1.18 6.7 6.7 33.3 26.7 26.7 

Explore or learn more for 
personal or professional 
reasons 

15 3.47 1.41 13.3 6.7 33.3 13.3 33.3 

Instruct others 15 3.00 1.46 13.3 33.3 20.0 6.7 26.7 
Identify culturally sensitive 
areas 15 3.00 1.51 26.7 13.3 6.7 40.0 13.3 

Set priorities for setting 
aside land for conservation 15 2.87 1.19 20.0 13.3 26.7 40.0 0.0 

Identify areas for economic 
development 15 1.80 1.15 60.0 13.3 13.3 13.3 0.0 

Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas Functionality Survey, Sample A 
aResponses based on a 5-point scale from extremely unlikely to extremely likely 
bSD=Standard deviation 
cPercent 

 

Table 17. Respondents' reported Atlas changes that would 
increase their usage 
  N Percent 
Additional functionality 10 40.0 
Additional data 6 24.0 
Access to video tutorials 4 16.0 
None - I will not use the tool in the future 1 4.0 
None - I like the tool as is 0 0.0 
Access to instructor-led training 0 0.0 
Other* 2 8.0 
Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas Functionality Survey, 
Sample A 
*Other includes: keeping data updated and pre-made lesson plans for 
students use 

 

  



Table 18. Respondents' reported importance rankings of Atlas factors affecting future use 

  N Meana SDb Rank 1c Rank 2 Rank 3 Rank 4 Rank 5 Rank 6 Rank 7 Rank 8 
Ability to generate high-quality 
custom maps, visualizations, and 
outputs 

14 3.14 2.03 18.6 14.3 21.4 14.3 0.0 14.3 7.1 0.0 

Breadth of available data 14 3.21 1.42 21.4 7.1 14.3 42.9 14.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ease of use and navigation 14 3.43 2.28 21.4 28.6 7.1 7.1 21.4 0.0 7.1 7.1 
Frequency of data updates 14 4.64 2.65 14.3 21.4 0.0 14.3 0.0 14.3 21.4 14.3 
Cost of access 14 4.79 2.58 14.3 14.3 7.1 7.1 7.1 14.3 21.4 14.3 
Scale and specificity of available 
data 14 5.00 1.80 0.0 14.3 7.1 7.1 35.7 14.3 14.3 7.1 

Transparency of content, sources, 
and documentation 

14 5.21 1.67 0.0 0.0 28.6 0.0 21.4 28.6 14.3 7.1 

Advanced geospatial analytical 
and modeling capabilities 

14 6.57 1.91 0.0 0.0 14.3 7.1 0.0 14.3 14.3 50.0 

Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas Functionality Survey, Sample A 
aResponses based on a 8-point ranking scale from 1 (most important) to 8 (least important) 
bSD=Standard deviation 
cPercent 



Table 19. Respondents' reported experience of benefits using the Atlas 

  N Yesa Unsure No 
Helped you or your organization inform 
decisions 10 80 10 10 

Saved you or your organization time 10 70 20 10 
Improved you or your organization's 
communication of your work 10 40 30 30 

Saved you or or your organization money 10 30 40 30 
Helped you or your organization improve 
outcomes 10 20 60 20 

Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas Functionality Survey, Sample A 
aPercent 

 

Table 20. Respondents' reported willingness to pay 
$50 for one-year, single-user Atlas subscription 

N Yesa Unsure No 
15 26.7 46.7 26.7 

Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas Functionality 
Survey, Sample A 
aPercent 

 

Table 21. Respondents' reported 
maximum willingness to pay for one-
year, single-user Atlas subscription 

Payment N 
$51 1 

$101 1 
$150 2 

Source: Minnesota Natural Resources 
Atlas Functionality Survey, Sample A 

 

Table 22. Respondents' primary reason for being 
unwilling to pay $50 Atlas subscription 
  N 
I wouldn't pay anything for the 
use of the tool. 3 
I don't plan on using the tool in 
the future. 1 
$50 subscription fee is too 
expensive 0 
Other* 7 
Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas Functionality 
Survey, Sample A 
*Other includes: not in charge of purchasing decisions, 
already have in-house GIS staff, already use other 
mapping tools, should be organization-wide subscription 
not individual, and lack of funding 
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Table 23. Respondents' student classification 
  N Percent 
Undergraduate 38 86.4 
Graduate 6 13.6 
Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas 
Functionality Survey, Sample B 

 

Table 24. Respondents' GIS experience  
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44 2.16 0.88 25.0 40.9 27.3 6.8 
Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas Functionality Survey, 
Sample B 
aResponses based on a 4-point scale from not at all experienced to 
extremely experienced 
bSD=Standard deviation 
cPercent 

 

Table 25. Respondents' GIS training  
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44 1.68 0.60 38.6 54.5 6.8 
Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas Functionality 
Survey, Sample B 
aResponses based on a 3-point scale from no formal training 
to extensive formal training 
bSD=Standard deviation 
cPercent 

 

Table 26. Respondents' reported ease working with the Atlas 
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44 4.00 0.86 2.3 4.5 9.1 59.1 25.0 
Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas Functionality Survey, Sample B 
aResponses based on a 5-point scale from extremely difficult to extremely easy 
bSD=Standard deviation 
cPercent 
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Table 27. Respondents' reported importance of Atlas functions 
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Accessing a wide variety 
of data 44 4.34 0.57 0.0 0.0 4.5 56.8 38.6 

Viewing multiple data 
layers simultaneously 44 4.18 0.72 0.0 2.3 11.4 52.3 34.1 

Summarizing (calculate 
area, percent area, 
median, mean, or count) 
data layers within a 
boundary 

44 4.11 0.65 0.0 2.3 9.1 63.6 25.0 

Saving URLs that take you 
directly to maps you have 
developed 

44 3.98 0.90 0.0 4.5 27.3 34.1 34.1 

Measuring capabilities 
(distance, area, elevation) 

44 3.84 0.81 0.0 6.8 20.5 54.5 18.2 

Printing maps or outputs 
(plots and tables) 44 3.73 0.95 2.3 6.8 27.3 43.2 20.5 

Drawing capabilities 42 3.45 0.77 0.0 9.5 42.9 40.5 7.1 
Changing base maps 44 3.36 0.97 0.0 25.0 22.7 43.2 9.1 
Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas Functionality Survey, Sample B 
aResponses based on a 5-point scale from not at all important to extremely important 
bSD=Standard deviation 
cPercent 
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Table 28. Respondents' reported effectiveness of Atlas functions 
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 Changing base maps 44 4.14 0.80 0.0 4.5 11.4 50.0 34.1 
Accessing a wide variety 
of data 44 4.14 0.67 0.0 0.0 15.9 54.5 29.5 

Saving URLs that take you 
directly to maps you have 
developed 

44 4.09 0.83 0.0 2.3 22.7 38.6 36.4 

Measuring capabilities 
(distance, area, elevation) 

44 4.00 0.94 2.3 2.3 22.7 38.6 34.1 

Printing maps or outputs 
(plots and tables) 

44 3.95 0.96 0.0 6.8 27.3 29.5 36.4 

Summarizing (calculate 
area, percent area, 
median, mean, or count) 
data layers within a 
boundary 

44 3.95 0.83 2.3 0.0 22.7 50.0 25.0 

Viewing multiple data 
layers simultaneously 

44 3.91 0.96 2.3 9.1 9.1 54.5 25.0 

Drawing capabilities 43 3.65 1.00 4.7 4.7 30.2 41.9 18.6 
Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas Functionality Survey, Sample B 
aResponses based on a 5-point scale from not at all effective to extremely effective 
bSD=Standard deviation 
cPercent 

 

Table 29. Respondents' reported issues 
with visualization tasks 

N Yesa No 
44 22.7 77.3 

Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas 
Functionality Survey, Sample B 
aPercent 

 

Table 30. Respondents' reported issues 
with analysis tasks 

N Yesa No 
44 11.4 88.6 

Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas 
Functionality Survey, Sample B 
aPercent 
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Table 31. Respondents' reported importance rankings of new Atlas functions 

  N Meana SDb Rank 1c Rank 2 Rank 3 Rank 4 Rank 5 Rank 6 
 Summarize data by 
category (e.g. calculate 
areas of each wetland 
type). 

36 1.86 0.87 36.1 50.0 5.6 8.3 0.0 0.0 

 Summarize filtered data 
(e.g. calculate only the area 
of wetlands that are bogs). 

36 2.69 1.26 22.2 19.4 36.1 11.1 11.1 0.0 

Generate tables of 
associated data for points, 
lines, and polygons of 
interest. 

36 3.78 1.46 11.1 5.6 19.4 36.1 13.9 13.9 

Increase ability to label 
maps. 36 3.89 1.74 13.9 16.7 2.8 16.7 33.3 16.7 

Allow users to add external 
simple geospatial files of 
project 
boundaries/lines/points. 

36 4.25 1.61 11.1 2.8 13.9 22.2 22.2 27.8 

Search for addresses and 
place names. 36 4.53 1.61 5.6 5.6 22.2 5.6 19.4 41.7 

Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas Functionality Survey, Sample B 
aResponses based on a 6-point ranking scale from 1 (most important) to 6 (least important) 
bSD=Standard deviation 
cPercent 
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Table 32. Respondents' likelihood of future actions regarding the Atlas 
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Recommend the MN Natural 
Resources Atlas to others 42 4.29 0.71 0.0 2.4 7.1 50.0 40.5 

Use the MN Natural Resources 
Atlas 42 4.21 0.78 0.0 2.4 14.3 42.9 40.5 

Talk to others about the MN 
Natural Resources Atlas 42 3.90 0.85 0.0 4.8 26.2 42.9 26.2 

Coach others in using the MN 
Natural Resources Atlas 42 3.02 1.20 11.9 21.4 31.0 23.8 11.9 

Seek more training for using 
the MN Natural Resources 
Atlas 

42 2.93 0.97 7.1 23.8 42.9 21.4 4.8 

Request additional data 
layers/functionality from the 
Atlas team 

42 2.76 1.08 14.3 23.8 38.1 19.0 4.8 

Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas Functionality Survey, Sample B 
aResponses based on a 5-point scale from extremely unlikely to extremely likely 
bSD=Standard deviation 
cPercent 

 

 

Table 33. Respondents' reported Atlas changes that would increase 
their usage 
  N Percent 
Additional functionality 21 47.7 
Access to video tutorials 19 43.2 
Additional data 15 34.1 
None - I like the tool as is 4 9.1 
Access to instructor-led training 3 6.8 
None - I will not use the tool in the future 1 2.3 
Other* 2 4.5 
Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas Functionality Survey, Sample B 
*Other includes: choosing colors for data layers and expanding to other 
states 

 



Table 34. Respondents' reported importance rankings of Atlas factors affecting future use 

  N Meana SDb Rank 1c Rank 2 Rank 3 Rank 4 Rank 5 Rank 6 Rank 7 Rank 8 
Ability to generate high-quality custom 
maps, visualizations, and outputs 

37 2.86 1.77 27.0 24.3 18.9 5.4 18.9 2.7 0.0 2.7 

Cost of access 37 3.68 2.61 29.7 18.9 8.1 8.1 2.7 5.4 18.9 8.1 
Ease of use and navigation 37 3.81 2.53 21.6 24.3 8.1 8.1 5.4 13.5 5.4 13.5 
Breadth of available data 37 4.16 1.79 5.4 10.8 24.3 21.6 13.5 10.8 10.8 2.7 
Transparency of content, sources, and 
documentation 

37 5.03 1.86 5.4 2.7 18.9 10.8 8.1 29.7 21.6 2.7 

Frequency of data updates 37 5.05 1.99 2.7 13.5 2.7 21.6 16.2 13.5 18.9 10.8 
Scale and specificity of available data 37 5.27 1.68 2.7 0.0 13.5 16.2 21.6 18.9 18.9 8.1 
Advanced geospatial analytical and 
modeling capabilities 

37 6.14 2.32 5.4 5.4 5.4 8.1 13.5 5.4 5.4 51.4 

Source: Minnesota Natural Resources Atlas Functionality Survey, Sample B 
aResponses based on a 8-point ranking scale from 1 (most important) to 8 (least important) 
bSD=Standard deviation 
cPercent 
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