
Talking points for discussion leaders:  
  
Please identify a note-taker and a photographer in each session to create a record of discussions.  
Please ensure that notes, photographs, ppt slides your session creates are forwarded to 
geodesigncollab@gmail.com.  
  

A. How should we refine current constraints such as 8+2 systems, assumption and innovations? 
What processes should we follow to achieve changes?  

a. How useful were the Global Assumptions and Innovations? How should we go about 
updating them? Should the format change? How? By whom?  

b. How well did the systems relate to the SDGs?  
c. Identify five systems that would be sufficient to conduct the largest size projects, ten 

(as now) for the middle-sized projects and twenty (the second-tier SDG systems) for 
smaller size projects.  

d. How might we develop metrics that lead to being able to complete the SDG matrices?  

     



Discussion A  

Compiled from across sessions … 
 
How should we refine the current constraints of the 8+2 systems, assumptions, and innovations?  What 

processes should we follow to achieve changes? 
 

a. How useful were the Global Assumptions and Innovations?  How should we go about updating them?  
Should the format change?  How?  By whom? 

 
There was general consensus that the global assumptions were beneficial for bringing common concerns 

to the attention of project participants and to provide some initial constraints/prompts to begin work.  
Some observed that the planetary urbanization assumption, while true, did not make a connection 
with groups working in shrinking cities or rural areas.  Rephrasing would address this problem.  It was 
also noted that there can be some important regional (regional in a geopolitical sense) trends that are 
also influential in some areas, but not readily captured or conveyed by either global assumptions or 
presentable on the final boards.  Examples included shifts in values, migration, conflicts, and health 
emergencies. 

 
There was less consensus that the innovations were beneficial.  One challenge was the span of 

"believability" across the sets.  Some innovations are already common practice (or, at least, commonly 
available if not in use in some area); others were more science fiction.  Providing a more even 
spectrum would be beneficial.  Another challenge was that the innovations were primary 
technologies.  Innovations in new policies, laws can also be important, but it was not obvious how to 
include them.  Given the pace of innovation, it was suggested to reach out to the entire IGC 
community to crowd source additional innovations for possible consideration. 

 
 
b. How well did the systems relate to the SDGs? 

 
There was also general consensus that the systems could be engaged and modified to address some of the 

SDGs, but there was a wide range of opinions about the degree to which each system could be 
effective.  A general point of discussion was if the process of identifying systems was re-started from 
the perspective of the SDGs, would the same systems be identified?  On the one hand, probably, 
because the systems reflect the general areas of activity by planners/designers.  On the other hand, 
perhaps not, because so many cells in the SDG table were left blank or completed on what is assumed 
to be indirect impact evaluation.  Speculatively, more social systems would need to be included in the 
list of core systems, since SDGs focus on social issues. 

 
Another point of discussion concerned the apparent (that is, interpreted) scale at which the various SDGs 

are measured and the scales of the projects.  Guidance or instruction on how to align these is needed.  
On suggestion was to distribute/assign specific SDGs based on size of project. 

 



As with last year's discussions, a particular system challenge was the housing category, because laws, 
conventions, and expectations vary so greatly across the globe.  Adding to the challenge is the 
difficulty of representing and assessing the impacts of vertical, mixed-use development in the GIS 
systems. 

 
A broader point was confusion about how to consider the SDGs relative to the project.  Most took them as 

broad indicators that would be used for comparison, but there was also the sense that they might 
(directly or indirectly) be used to assess the effectiveness of the individual projects.   

 
 

c. Identify five systems that would be sufficient to conduct the largest size projects?  Ten for the middle 
sized projects?  And twenty (the second tier SDG systems) for the smaller sized projects? 

 
The distinction of projects by size was not controversial among the groups, although reaching a consensus 

on the most meaningful distinctions between/among small, medium, and large was not 
straightforward.  It is possible that it would be beneficial for people working at each size decide what 
is most important or unique before groups representing all sizes could come together for discussion.  
That is, there may not have been sufficient "critical mass" for each size in the mixed groups to present 
enough material for debate.  As a result, groups focused on one size, perhaps due to a majority-
minority of presence in the room. 
 

For large projects, two models of five systems were proposed (by the same group).  Similar to the 
comment above with regard to emphasizing or balance anthropological/social over natural features, 
the each schema has its own emphasis.   

 
1. Blue-Green (including agriculture and, maybe, forests) 
2.  Energy 
3. Transport 
4. Built (including residential, commercial, industrial) 
5. Open 
 
1. Artificially modified (housing, infrastructure, etc.) 
2. Agriculture 
3. Forests 
4. Water bodies 
5. Wetlands 

 
For medium projects, a "catch-22" (for lack of a better expression) was noted.  At this size, it is more 

possible to model or otherwise understand impacts, but the ability to successfully parameterize the 
global assumption to the medium-size project typically requires more time than is allowed in a 
semester.  Additionally, at this size, inclusion of differences among municipal units is warranted, but 
may add to difficulty (complicatedness and complexity) of making sense of the results. 

 



For small projects, there was a general sense of including more jurisdictional information.  This would not 
necessarily add or subtract systems, but would add complexity to the systems that have been 
identified.   

 
 

d. How might we develop metrics that lead to being able to complete the SDG matricies? 
 
This question was recognized as important and difficult in that—in a useful way—it foregrounds issues of 

project comparison.  Productively, the SDGs provide a common platform to categorize and compare 
pursuits of the various projects.  But now faced with the general possibility of comparison across the 
17 categories, the units of analysis are revealed as fuzzy (at best) or incoherent (at worst).  Part of the 
issue concerns the ways things are classified (building and/or vegetation type 
distinctions/differentiations often become more significant in smaller sized projects) and measured 
(distances, areas, etc.) in large, medium, and small projects.  There would likely need to be three sets 
of metrics (one for each project size).  Given the identification of these sets, it would be beneficial to 
share common rules for evaluation and impact assessment.  Ideally, GIS/mathematical models would 
shared among groups at each size, although that level of interoperability would be difficult. 





 


