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BIPOC is a term referring to “Black and/or Indigenous People of Color.” While “POC” or People of Color is often used as well, BIPOC explicitly leads with Black and Indigenous identities, 

which helps to counter anti-Black racism and invisibilization of Native communities. It is inclusive of Hispanic and Latino individuals who may identify as white.

Benefits cliff, for a person receiving public assistance, is the point at which their net income will decrease if they have a wage increase due to a greater loss in benefits than the wage 

increase compensates for.

De-escalation is a human behavior that is intended to prevent the escalation of conflicts. It may also refer to approaches in conflict resolution.

Diversity includes all the ways in which people differ, and it encompasses all the different characteristics that make one individual or group different from another. It is all-inclusive and 

recognizes everyone and every group as part of the diversity that should be valued.

Diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) is a term used to describe policies and programs that promote the representation and participation of different groups of individuals.

Equity recognizes that each person has different circumstances and allocates the exact resources and opportunities needed to reach an equal outcome.

Health equity refers to fairness, ending systemic discrimination, ensuring access, and creating equivalent outcomes. It attends to differences in power and privilege and seeks to address 

those inequities. All three of these components are necessary to create a truly fair, multicultural environment. (Definition from Olmsted County Public Health Services Health Equity 

Policy).

Inclusion is authentically bringing traditionally excluded individuals and/or groups into processes, activities, and decision/policy making in a way that shares power.

Intersectionality is a framework for understanding how aspects of a person's social and political identities (race, age, class, gender, etc.) combine to create different modes of 

discrimination and privilege.

Participatory budgeting is a democratic process in which community members decide how to spend part of a public budget.

Public health issue is something that significantly impacts the health of a community. Health is not just about the food we eat or the exercise we get- it is also about where we live and 

work, our access to recreation and clean air and water, and our opportunities for success. 

Systemic racism: Systematic policies and practices within institutions that disadvantage certain racial or ethnic groups (see Project Charter on page 4).

Examples:

Government policies that explicitly restricted the ability of people to get loans to buy or improve their homes in neighborhoods with high concentrations of African Americans (also known as “red-lining”).

City sanitation department policies that concentrate trash transfer stations and other environmental hazards disproportionately in communities of color.

Many of the definitions used are from the Racial Equity Tools Website (Glossary | Racial Equity Tools). Please note these were used in the directory of information document that is 

posted on Olmsted County’s public website.

https://www.racialequitytools.org/glossary
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a. Subgroup formation 

After the Olmsted County Board of Commissioners signed the resolution, the Human Rights Commission (HRC) and the Public Health Services Advisory 

Board (PHSAB) kicked off the joint study of race and racism as a public health issue. The staff person assigned as project lead attended meetings of 

both groups to begin the next phase of scoping and planning the project as well as communicating updates. Because this type of endeavor (empowering 

two advisory groups through a board resolution) was a first for Olmsted County, assigned project staff decided that involvement in the working subgroup 

would be open to members of both assigned advisory groups only, and there would not be a set number of members. 

Nine people volunteered, with one or two members moving on and then off due to personal reasons. The complication of COVID-19 caused us to pivot to 

meeting virtually and utilizing collaboration tools such as MS Teams, Google Jamboards and Docs. The first meeting for the subgroup was on January 

20, 2021, and a cadence of meeting twice a month for two hours at a time was established and continued for the most part into fall 2021. During this 

time, it was common for a subset of the subgroup to meet and work on other areas of the project such as planning for the community engagement phase 

or to scope out tasks from the project charter such as defining, work done in other communities. 

Joint study guidelines – Created November 2020 in a joint 

meeting with PHSAB and HRC. Guidelines for the work 

going forward.

Joint study journey map – Created November 2020 in a 

joint meeting with PHSAB and HRC. It identified the next 

level of work from the board resolution.
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a. Subgroup formation 

Donna L.

Ellen S.

Estimate Completion Date: TBDStart Date: Board Resolution passed August 2020

Project Charter 

Processes, programs and services of Olmsted County operations

Policies, systems and culture internal to Olmsted County

Scope Deliverables

HRC & PHSAB Joint Study of Racism as a public health issue
Problem Statement Goal Statement

The Olmsted County Board of Commissioners recognizes that 

Inequity associated with race and racism is a public health issue.  

See County Board Resolution 20-153 for more details.

The Olmsted County Board of Commissioners directs the Olmsted 

County Public Health Services Advisory Board and the Olmsted County 

Human Rights Commission to jointly study and investigate racial 

disparities that result from systemic racism as a public health issue 

with special emphasis on the services the county provides and present 

complete findings and recommendations to the County Board of 

Commissioners. 

Racism- The systematic policies and practices within institutions that 

effectually disadvantage certain racial or ethnic groups.

(One Olmsted)

Recommendation Report to the County Board:
Actionable within the county board's jurisdiction

Lindsay P.

Paula Subgroup Member HRC

Stephanie H.

Valerie

Subgroup Member PHSAB

Subgroup Member PHSAB

Subgroup Member PHSAB

Project Leader and Advisor Project Sponsors

Project Leader: Amy Liebl, Management Analyst

Public Health Liaison: Abby Tricker, Community Health Specialist

Olmsted County Board of Commissioners

Denise Daniels, Public Health Director

Julian Currie, Human Resources Director

Kristin F. Subgroup Member HRCSubgroup Leader PHSAB

RoleName Name

Project Team

Role

Grace P. Subgroup Member PHSAB

Subgroup Member HRCAngie M. Subgroup Member PHSAB

Programs and services provided in partnership with other 

Include social determinants of health information (CHNA)

Review of current county data and information

Review of work done in other communities

Input from the community- the voice of lived experience

Out of Scope- specific processes, programs, and services provided 

independently by organizations not under control of the county such 

as city police departments and schools 

Informed by research and evidence (data driven)

Identify what we can do in the short term, intermediate term, and long 

term for improved outcomes. This could include recommendations for 

issues that could become part of Olmsted county's state legislative 

agenda. Include performance measures (how will they know it's making a 

Recommendation Reports generally Include:

Introduction

Background

Description of options and criteria for evaluation

Final Recommendations

Conclusion
https://isessay.com/blog/recommendation-reports/
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b. Sponsor and administration engagement

It was important that sponsors of the Joint Study, along with county administration and county commissioners, were kept up to date on the progress of 

the subgroup’s work. These communications also ensured there were opportunities to get leadership’s input and direction on the project when needed.  

Bi-weekly meetings were scheduled with sponsors and advisory group chairs who volunteered to be on the subgroup. Here, subgroup members and 

project staff shared pertinent updates and progress made on the project. If guidance was needed from sponsors, this time would also be used for that. 

County administration and other leadership were brought together on a less regular schedule of every two or three months. This time was used for 

updating on progress on the Joint Study and getting direction on different aspects of the work. It was also a time to strategize the logistics of the work.

Lastly, county commissioners were kept informed of the progress on the project and the timeline for deliverables through bi-weekly or monthly updates in 

the weekly commissioner’s report. The cadence of these updates depended on the stage of the project. In addition to the commissioner’s report, updates 

on Joint Study were given at county board meetings when progress on yearly board priorities were on the agenda. 
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c. Population and programmatic data

The journey map that was created in November 2020, defined one area of focus as ‘Data’. Data was further categorized by the subgroup into types of 

population data and performance data. 

Population data focused on ‘big data’ and was defined as the geographical area of Olmsted County.  Subgroup members were given population data 

and information reports/presentations from:

• Annual Community Indicators report (2020)

• Triennial Olmsted County Residential Survey (2019)

• Triennial Community Health Needs Assessment (2019) 

Additionally, the subgroup independently reviewed community reports such as the Comprehensive Housing Needs Analysis for Olmsted County 

(Maxfield Report), United Way 211 data and the COVID impact survey.   
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c. Population and programmatic data

To help define what performance data the subgroup would review, project staff focused on specific questions within the residential survey (county 

services) and the county’s website (directory of departments and services). This quickly became a large and somewhat unwieldy task, and there was a 

struggle on what the priority/focus should be. Eventually, the priorities determined from the CHAP Process (top community priorities), as well as 

Housing/Homelessness, due to its identified need and major barrier in the community, were agreed upon as a way to add structure. All department 

directors were asked to populate a document to depict which county programs and services touched on the focus areas of financial stress, 

housing/homelessness, mental health, and substance use.  

Based on this feedback, it was shown that the majority of requested data resided in Olmsted County Health, Housing, and Human Services (HHH) 

departments. At the direction of HHH senior leadership team, project staff pulled together a grid of the different types of programs with those four focus 

areas and what programmatic data is available. Using this information, HHH directors made decisions on what programmatic data to bring to the 

subgroup. Subsequently, presentations were created and presented by HHH staff to the subgroup:
• Olmsted County Children and Family Services

• Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted (DFO) County Community Corrections and Outreach Team 

• Olmsted County Family Support and Assistance & Public Health 

• Olmsted County Housing 

• Olmsted County HHH: PATHWAYS to Prosperity and Wellbeing

• Olmsted County Public Health’s Diversity Equity and Inclusion Plan

Additionally, the subgroup heard presentations from One Olmsted, Olmsted County Human Resources, and Olmsted County Sherriff’s Office and 

Rochester Police Department through a joint HRC meeting (6.10.2021). 
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d. Subgroup analysis / synthesis of data to develop draft recommendations 

Once all the data and information were presented to the subgroup, project staff and subgroup members determined it would be best to break up into 

smaller groups and assign a focus area (substance use, mental health, housing, financial security). All the presentations and information were then 

categorized by staff into a Directory of Information document using those categories as well as others such as community work materials and 

background on racism as a public health issue.

The subgroup met virtually in breakout rooms and did independent work to formulate the draft recommendations. The group then met together virtually to 

present their overall findings. 

To determine their final draft recommendations, the group met in-person on four occasions to discuss, debate, refine and come to a consensus on their 

draft recommendations. In the end, a consensus was reached on 55 draft recommendations.  

Before moving to the community engagement phase of the project, the subgroup felt it was important to inform the full Human Rights Commission and 

Public Health Services Advisory Board of the draft recommendations at a joint meeting held in December 2021. Here, the subgroup presented the focus 

areas, and some context and information that supported the draft recommendations. The meeting concluded with a facilitated discussion held in small 

groups with participants to allow time for reflection and discussion. 
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d. Subgroup analysis/synthesis of data to develop draft recommendations 

Presentation for 

joint HRC/PHSAB 

meeting to      

share draft 

recommendations. 

12.9.2021
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d. Subgroup analysis/synthesis of data to develop draft recommendations 
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d. Subgroup analysis/synthesis of data to develop draft recommendations 
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e. Community engagement sessions 

i. Community engagement workgroup

ii. Subject matter experts (presenters of population and programmatic data, department directors and 

administration) 

Early on, the subgroup recognized that the community was surveyed frequently, so rather than holding additional engagement opportunities to gather the 

voice of lived experience, the subgroup looked to existing data collected from the community to help inform the draft recommendations. Given this, in the 

summer of 2021, a small workgroup made up of volunteers from the Joint Study subgroup formed to begin planning for the community engagement 

sessions to gather feedback on the draft recommendations. This group met regularly throughout the last half of 2021 and into early 2022.

Accomplishments of this workgroup included: 

• identifying populations that needed to be engaged to provide feedback on the draft recommendations

• advising on tactics used to gather feedback from different communities,

• formulating questions asked in surveys and engagement sessions, 

• and giving guidance when contracting with an outside organization to coordinate and facilitate engagement sessions with the BIPOC community. 

Two groups of employees, program leads who presented to the Joint Study subgroup and department directors/administration, and the subgroup itself 

had an opportunity to provide feedback on the draft recommendations through an online survey. These surveys were administered through email 

invitation mid-November 2021 through mid-January of 2022 and allowed two to three weeks to respond. All three populations were able to rate 

recommendations on their impact on systemic racism. Presenters and department directors/administration were able to indicate the goal range of the 

recommendations (prerequisite, short-term or long-term). Presenters were also given the opportunity to provide comments on each recommendation.
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e. Community engagement sessions 

iii. Olmsted County employees and community organizations and partners 

At the end of 2021, project staff and skilled facilitators from the County’s Policy, Analysis and Communications (PAC) team formed to begin the planning 

for employee and community organization representative engagement sessions. It was decided that these sessions would be held virtually given the 

COVID-19 infection rate in the community at the time. Four total sessions were held for employees, two with internally facing draft recommendations and 

two with community facing draft recommendations being reviewed. Eight sessions were held for community organization representatives. 

Recommendation focus areas were divided into four groups, each of these four groups had two different sessions offered for review and feedback. 

Participants were able to rate focus areas’ impact on systemic racism and provide general feedback on focus area recommendations.

Employees were recruited through countywide email invitations sent by the PAC team and individual invitations by those involved directly in Joint Study. 

Staff assigned also presented at a countywide broadcast, “Hour with Heidi”, on the Joint Study project and encouraged viewers to participate in the 

employee engagement sessions. 

Community organization representatives were recruited through email invitation, as well. In an earlier meeting with the Community Engagement 

Workgroup, a list of community organizations that serve those impacted by systemic racism was created. The Human Rights Commission and Public 

Health Services Advisory Board were also consulted when creating this comprehensive list. In a joint meeting with both advisory groups, members were 

asked to volunteer to contact and make the invitation to participate in the community organization engagement sessions. The intention was that if the 

person inviting the organization was someone familiar, that they would be more apt to attend. In late January and early February 2022, email invitations 

were sent to the contacts of the listed organizations by either advisory group members or staff assigned. Leading up to and throughout the sessions, 

reminders and/or encouragement to participate emails were sent out to the distribution list.

Sessions were held using Microsoft Teams as the session platform and Mentimeter for the presentation and interactive live feedback. All feedback 

collected through Mentimeter was saved in a session report which made Mentimeter a very helpful tool. Sessions typically lasted 45 minutes to 90 

minutes depending on the number of participants attending and the focus areas covered in the session. Generally speaking, the recommendations that 

were community facing generated more feedback from participants. The employee sessions had 40 participants, and the community organization 

representative sessions had 108 participants. All sessions were held throughout February and early March.



II. Process and methodologies

14

e. Community engagement sessions 

iii. Olmsted County employees and community organizations and partners 

Facilitator guide for employee and community organization engagement sessions



II. Process and methodologies

15

e. Community engagement sessions 

iii. Olmsted County employees and community organizations and partners 

Facilitator guide for employee and community organization engagement sessions
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e. Community engagement sessions 

iii. Olmsted County employees and community organizations and partners 

Session reference document
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e. Community engagement sessions 

iii. Olmsted County employees and community organizations and partners 

Joint study video 

A short video was created to 

introduce the joint study on race and  

racism as a public health issue effort 

to engagement session participants. 

This video was also used in Diversity 

Council’s focus groups and on the 

Olmsted County website.

Link to video on YouTube:

https://youtu.be/qZHLHPImfJg

https://youtu.be/qZHLHPImfJg
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e. Community engagement sessions 

iv. Public input via online survey

The general public was given an opportunity to provide feedback on the draft recommendations through an online survey that was posted on the 

county’s joint study webpage. This survey was administered from early March through the end of April. Participants in the survey were able to rate each 

focus area’s impact on systemic racism and provide general feedback on focus area recommendations. 

To recruit participants, staff assigned to the joint study and members of the Human Rights Commission and Public Health Services Advisory Board sent 

email invitations to their networks to encourage them to participate. In addition, department directors and program managers within Olmsted County 

Health, Housing and Human Service were asked to share the opportunity with their networks as well. Olmsted County Policy, Analysis and 

Communications shared the online survey on county social media and through a news release to traditional media outlets to create more awareness 

among the public.

The online survey had more respondents than expected with a total of 190.
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e. Community engagement sessions 

v. BIPOC (individuals with lived experiences) via contract with Diversity Council 

Diversity Council, LLC (DC) served as connector for Olmsted County and the Joint Study Subgroup to assist with gathering feedback from diverse 

communities in Rochester and Southeastern, Minnesota regarding the Joint Study draft recommendations. This project included eight different racially 

and ethnically diverse communities (Cambodian, South Asian/Indian, Arabic, Somali, Hispanic/Latinx, Chinese/East Asian, African 

American/Black/Historically Enslaved, and Indigenous/Native American). The goal was to have participants join in a focus group lead by a community 

leader from the Community Mobilization Resource Coalition (CMRC) and to rank the recommendations, provide feedback, and serve as an opportunity 

to learn more from communities of color.

When recruiting facilitators for this project, DC turned to CMRC and asked steering committee members if they would like to participate. The steering 

committee is not a leadership team but is made up of community leaders who are well connected and could recruit participants. In addition to the 

steering committee members, there were members of the general CMRC recruited for facilitation by the steering committee facilitators. 

Participants were recruited by facilitators. The requirement was to ask individuals to voluntarily commit to attending a focus group or interview that 

identified with the asking community, and the individual must be over the age of 18. Participants were recruited from all gender identities, professions, 

and general backgrounds within the racial communities identified in this project at the facilitator’s discretion. Participants were allowed to participate in up 

to two of the four sessions.

Facilitators were given a LiveBinder tool with additional information describing their role and the roles of other identified partners and county created 

reference documents about Joint Study, in addition to a Zoom training co-led by the County and DC. This training covered a brief overview of the Joint 

Study, draft recommendations, roles of all parties involved, facilitator expectations and tips, and allowed for time to practice using Survey Monkey, Zoom, 

and LiveBinder. Participants, recruited by facilitators through phone calls or in person, involved in this project were also given a LiveBinder tool to allow 

ease of access to information regarding the study. This LiveBinder tool also served as a way to share any required forms, links for Zoom calls and 

surveys, and general contact information. Communication was an important part of completing this project.
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e. Community engagement sessions 

v. BIPOC (individuals with lived experiences) via contract with Diversity Council 

The general project had started with a late spring deadline, asked for two facilitator debriefs, 12 focus group 

sessions, and had one facilitator training session. Throughout the process, accommodations were made to 

better serve the needs of communities and continue to have communities of color gain trust and interest in 

engagement with Olmsted County. 

This project resulted in hosting approximately 11 Zoom calls with extended periods of time ranging from two 

hours to five hours depending on the session. These calls were put in place to allow CMRC facilitators the 

ability to host focus groups with participants they recruited to obtain feedback on draft recommendations 

provided by the Joint Study Subgroup. In some cases, facilitators ran these groups offline to accommodate 

participants who did not have access to internet, or they hosted interviews to obtain feedback due to 

transportation barriers. Facilitators were given guidelines on how to host focus groups or interviews, but 

ultimately were given the ability to facilitate focus groups in the way that would receive the most engagement 

from their communities.

Other accommodations included the following:

• The timeline was shifted to a later due date at the end of June to accommodate the facilitators’ 

schedules. 

• The facilitator debrief sessions were cancelled due to facilitators not having capacity.

When all focus groups and interviews were complete, there were 16 facilitators from eight different communities 

and a total of 162 gift cards purchased for individuals who participated. Communities were asked to have 24 

participants in total or six participants per focus group topic/interview topic. In some cases, participants did two 

topics which is why some communities did not have 24 participants. 

Olmsted County and the Joint Study Subgroup will be returning to CMRC during a November general meeting 

(date to be determined) to allow participants and facilitators the opportunity to hear about the next steps for the 

project and how their feedback data was used.

Participation by community:

• Black/African American/Historically 

Enslaved: 24 participants

• Indigenous: 18 participants

• Chinese: 24 participants

• Hispanic: 12 participants

• Arabic: 24 participants

• Cambodian: 18 participants

• South Asian/Indian: 24 participants

• Somali: 18 participants

TOTAL: 162 participants
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e. Community engagement sessions 

v. BIPOC (individuals with lived experiences) via contract with Diversity Council 
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e. Community engagement sessions 

v. BIPOC (individuals with lived experiences) via contract with Diversity Council 
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e. Community engagement sessions 

v. BIPOC (individuals with lived experiences) via contract with Diversity Council 



II. Process and methodologies

24

e. Community engagement sessions 

v. BIPOC (individuals with lived experiences) via contract with Diversity Council 
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e. Community engagement sessions 

v. BIPOC (individuals with lived experiences) via contract with Diversity Council 
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e. Community engagement sessions 

v. BIPOC (individuals with lived experiences) via contract with Diversity Council 
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e. Community engagement sessions 

v. BIPOC (individuals with lived experiences) via contract with Diversity Council 
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e. Community engagement sessions 

vi. Data and analysis 

Quantitative data analysis methodology

Overview

Quantitative data were collected through engagement sessions and online surveys focused on collecting feedback on the draft recommendations from 

three main audiences: Olmsted County employees, community organizations and Olmsted County residents. Survey participants were asked to rate 

and rank both individual recommendations and/or overall focus areas, depending on audience. The quantitative data reflect three main indicators: (1) 

Impact on Systemic Racism, (2) Prioritization within focus group, (3) Level of Implementation. 

Quantitative indicators 

Average Impact on Systemic Racism Score: Olmsted County employees, community organizations and the public completed an online survey rating 

each focus area on a 5-point Likert scale where 1=low impact, 3=moderate impact, and 5=significant impact. Aggregate weighted averages were 

calculated with equal weighting (0.333) of the three engagement groups. 

BIPOC community prioritization: Diversity Council conducted engagement/listening sessions to gain feedback on the recommendations from 

diverse communities in Rochester and Southeastern Minnesota. Eight communities participated: Cambodian, South Asian/Indian, Arabic, 

Somali, Hispanic/Latinx, Chinese/East Asian, African American/Black/Historically Enslaved, and Indigenous/Native American. During the 

engagement sessions, participants collectively prioritized recommendations by focus area with 1=Highest Priority. For each recommendation, 

aggregate averages incorporating session sample size were calculated. Five equal ranges or quintiles where 1=Highest Priority and 5=Lowest 

Priority were calculated per focus area to identify the average prioritization category.

Level of implementation: Olmsted County leadership/department directors and subgroup presenters were asked to rate the level of 

implementation for each recommendation on a 3-point Likert scale where 1=Prerequisite (must be accomplished first to ensure resources, buy-

in, knowledge and skills are in place for achieving other goals), 2=short-term (can be completed in a shorter period of time; resources currently 

exist within Olmsted County to accomplish these goals) and 3=long-term (take a bit more time to achieve, more complex, often requiring 

multiple stakeholders, more resources and more planning). Three equal ranges (tripartite) and average scores per recommendation were 

calculated to determine the recommendation’s average level of implementation category.
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e. Community engagement sessions 

vi. Data and analysis 

Qualitative data analysis methodology

Overview

Qualitative data was collected through engagement sessions and a community survey focused on providing feedback on the draft recommendations. 

Due to how the data was gathered, two qualitative analyses were completed using NVivo software. One analysis included data collected from Olmsted 

County employees, community organizations, and the public online survey (engagement sessions). The second analysis completed was from the 

Diversity Council hosted sessions (BIPOC Engagement Sessions). 

Engagement sessions specific methodology

Data was first coded by focus area and then by positive feedback, opportunities for improvement, and questions specific about the recommendation. 

Data was then further themed to identify potential suggestions for improvement with accompanying quotes. Overall themes were also identified that were 

cross-cutting across all focus areas. Additionally, a word cloud was generated for each focus area with words provided by participants. The larger the 

word, the more often it was said by participants. 

BIPOC engagement sessions

Sessions hosted by the Diversity Council were not included with the other data collected due to:

• Recommendation from the sub-committee to honor specific themes and quotes from the BIPOC community

• How the data was collected at these sessions differed from other efforts

Using the same process from the engagement sessions, data was coded by focus area by positive feedback, opportunities for improvement, and 

questions specific about the recommendation. Themes were then generated and included in the report.
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e. Community engagement sessions 

vi. Data and analysis 

Draft recommendation feedback survey
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e. Community engagement sessions 

vi. Data and analysis 
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e. Community engagement sessions 

vi. Data and analysis 
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e. Community engagement sessions 

vi. Data and analysis 
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e. Community engagement sessions 

vi. Data and analysis 
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e. Community engagement sessions 

vi. Data and analysis 
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e. Community engagement sessions 

vi. Data and analysis 
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e. Community engagement sessions 

vi. Data and analysis 
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e. Community engagement sessions 

vi. Data and analysis 



II. Process and methodologies

39

e. Community engagement sessions 

vi. Data and analysis 
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e. Community engagement sessions 

vi. Data and analysis 
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e. Community engagement sessions 

vi. Data and analysis 
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e. Community engagement sessions 

vi. Data and analysis 
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e. Community engagement sessions 

vi. Data and analysis 
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e. Community engagement sessions 

vi. Data and analysis 
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e. Community engagement sessions 

vi. Data and analysis 
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f. Subgroup work sessions to develop final recommendations

Six sessions were held with the subgroup and were 

facilitated by two neutral facilitators. Their process is detailed 

below. 

For use when a group needs to make changes to 

narrative(s) based on feedback and new 

information/learnings.

Resources needed:

Updated information

• Final joint study reference document

• Joint study data summary

• Presenters feedback

Group expectations

• Timeline of project

• Specific needs of the group

Voting form

Draft report for documenting final product

Supplies needed:

• Sticky wall or large open wall for hanging paper

• Flip-chart paper

• Printed copies of resources identified above

• Post-it Notes

• Multiple colored markers

• Masking/painters tape

• Technology

• screen-sharing

• computer

Completion status board Implementation notes
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f. Subgroup work sessions to develop final recommendations

Set-up:

1. For each narrative or group of narratives that need revisions, hang a blank flip-chart paper on an empty wall. 

2. Place the “Updated Information” on the wall to the left of the blank flip-chart paper. 

3. To the right of the blank flip-chart paper, hang the voting form(s). 

4. Give each group member a unique marker color.

#
Theme/Sub-Theme:
Draft Recommendation:

Adjusted Recommendation & Notes

Leave As Is Minor 

Changes 

Needed

Major 

Changes 

Needed

Remove 

Altogether

Set-up for each focus area Recommendation adjustment and 

voting form
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f. Subgroup work sessions to develop final recommendations

Process:

1. Welcome and introductions

2. “Data walk”

a) Group members walk around the room and review the “updated information”

b) Group members write questions or additional suggestions on the blank flip-chart paper

c) Group members write their initials in the voting box that matches their current assessment of the narrative:

i. Leave as is

ii. Needs minor revisions

iii. Needs major revisions

iv. Remove

3. Facilitators host a discussion for each narrative with the group, ensuring each group member has a chance to share their thoughts and why they 

voted the way they did

4. Facilitators finalize narratives in which the group agrees no revisions need to be made

a) Finalization is done in real-time on the “draft report” via computer and screen-sharing, so all group members can see the revisions

5. Facilitators remove narratives in which the group agrees can be removed

6. For the remaining narrative(s) needing revisions, facilitators create small groups (two to three people)

7. Each small group

a) Takes a “voting form” from the wall

b) Works on revising narrative(s), based on the feedback

c) The small group returns the narrative to the wall when complete

d) If the small group would like additional help with the revisions, they mark the narrative with a sticky note and place it back on the wall

e) If there are more narratives to be revised, the small group can take another to work on

8. Facilitators host a discussion for each narrative:

a) Does the group agree that the revisions address the feedback and discussions from earlier?

b) Small edits are made if necessary

9. Facilitators finalize the narratives as in step 4 (and step 5, if applicable)
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f. Subgroup work sessions to develop final recommendations

Facilitation notes:

Time-keeping

• Depending on the number and depth of narratives needing revision, the facilitators may choose to dedicate meeting time to a specific 

number or group of narratives, and host multiple meetings

• Sessions should not go longer than three hours

• Encourage natural breaks as participants need them

If virtually facilitating

• The set-up can be done on a google Jamboard or similar platform

• Group participants can go into the Jamboard on their own time to complete “step two”

Project timeline
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f. Subgroup work sessions to develop final recommendations

The following is a summary document capturing justification notes collected during the 
facilitated sessions to finalize recommendations.
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f. Subgroup work sessions to develop final recommendations
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f. Subgroup work sessions to develop final recommendations
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f. Subgroup work sessions to develop final recommendations
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f. Subgroup work sessions to develop final recommendations
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f. Subgroup work sessions to develop final recommendations



II. Process and methodologies

68

f. Subgroup work sessions to develop final recommendations
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f. Subgroup work sessions to develop final recommendations
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g. Internal and external communication planning

In August 2020, the Olmsted County Board of Commissioners passed a resolution directing two of its volunteer advisory groups – the Olmsted 

County Public Health Services Advisory Board (PHSAB) and the Olmsted County Human Rights Commission (HRC) – to jointly study and 

investigate racial disparities that result from systemic racism as a public health issue. The Olmsted County Communications team worked with 

county staff and volunteers to develop an effective communications plan to improve the reach and engagement of the study among stakeholders, 

county employees, and residents.

Goals

• Inform the community.

o Used external communications methods (e.g., board meetings, press releases, GovDelivery email distributions, public website, and

video creation) to relay messages. Messages were also shared by our local media in print, television, radio, and online.

• Inform Olmsted County employees

o Used internal communications methods (e.g., countywide emails, intranet articles, and internal meetings) to relay messages.

• Increase engagement among residents by seeking input.

o Created an external-facing video to inform residents and seek input. 

o Requested feedback on draft recommendations from community groups like, NAACP Rochester, Minnesota Branch, and the United Way

of Olmsted County.

o Created and distributed an online survey to receive feedback on the draft recommendations.

• Answer questions from residents.

o Developed a list of frequently asked questions and assigned spokespersons to be responsive to media inquiries. 

• Document important milestones.

o A dedicated webpage on olmstedcounty.gov has documented study accomplishments, updates, timelines, and made information easily 

accessible for residents. 

• Share results.

o Used external communications methods (e.g., board meetings, press releases, GovDelivery email distributions, and public website) to 

relay messages. Messages were also shared by our local media in print, television, radio, and online.

https://www.olmstedcounty.gov/government/boards-commissions/public-health-services-advisory-board
https://www.olmstedcounty.gov/government/boards-commissions/human-rights-commission
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qZHLHPImfJg
https://www.olmstedcounty.gov/government/about-olmsted-county/joint-study-race-and-racism-public-health-issue
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g. Internal and external communication planning

Communications plan

Summer 2020

• August 6, 2020: Press release - Olmsted County to conduct study of race and racism as a public health issue.

o Media coverage of announcement:

▪ KROC: Olmsted County to Address Racism as a Public Health Issue (krocnews.com)

▪ KAAL TV: Olmsted County race and racism survey | KAALTV.com

Fall & Winter 2021

• Development of communications project and task list to keep our team on track.

• Development of talking points for designated Olmsted County spokespeople for potential media interview requests.

• Identifying Olmsted County employees to serve as spokespersons.

• Development of frequently asked questions to help residents understand the purpose of the study.

• Creation of Olmsted County news articles on study updates.

• Creation of press releases for members of the media on study updates.

• Creation of internal, employee-focused emails and website articles on study updates.

• Social media messaging on Facebook, LinkedIn, and Twitter on study updates.

• Creation of dedicated webpage on olmstedcounty.gov to share updates on the study.

• Development of a timeline to help keep residents informed throughout the various project phases. 

• Creation of a video that outlined the purpose of the study for volunteers. A second version of the video was created for external purposes to 

give residents a better understanding of what this study aims to accomplish. Both videos were developed by SeeMe productions. The Olmsted 

County team outlined the message we wanted to portray and lined up volunteers from the joint study sub-groups to participate in the video to 

share their knowledge and experience. We let the volunteers tell the story and details of why the study is important to Olmsted County.

https://krocnews.com/olmsted-county-to-address-racism-as-a-public-health-issue/
https://www.kaaltv.com/rochester-minnesota-news/racism-olmsted-county-health-public-health-race/5819478/
https://www.olmstedcounty.gov/post/frequently-asked-questions-0
https://www.olmstedcounty.gov/government/about-olmsted-county/joint-study-race-and-racism-public-health-issue
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qZHLHPImfJg
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g. Internal and external communication planning

Winter & Spring 2022

• Creation of an online survey for residents to share feedback on the draft recommendations.

• Social media messaging on Facebook, LinkedIn, and Twitter on survey and other study updates.

• Creation of Olmsted County news articles on study updates.

• Creation of press releases for members of the media on study updates.

Media coverage

August 6, 2022: KROC - Olmsted County to Address Racism as a Public Health Issue (krocnews.com)

August 6, 2022: KAAL - Olmsted County race and racism survey | KAALTV.com

January 20, 2022: KIMT - Olmsted County to focus on racism as a public health issue | News | kimt.com

February 9, 2022: KIMT - Olmsted County moves forward with with recommendations from joint-study of systemic racism | Olmsted County | 

kimt.com

March 7, 2022: Post-Bulletin - Olmsted County seeking feedback related to race and racism study as public health issue - Post Bulletin | Rochester 

Minnesota news, weather, sports

https://www.olmstedcounty.gov/government/county-news-events/county-news/seeking-community-feedback-draft-recommendations-related-study-race-and-racism-public-health
https://krocnews.com/olmsted-county-to-address-racism-as-a-public-health-issue/
https://www.kaaltv.com/rochester-minnesota-news/racism-olmsted-county-health-public-health-race/5819478/
https://www.kimt.com/news/olmsted-county-to-focus-on-racism-as-a-public-health-issue/article_a55579c0-7a30-11ec-888a-8359c465305d.html
https://www.kimt.com/news/olmsted-county/olmsted-county-moves-forward-with-with-recommendations-from-joint-study-of-systemic-racism/article_b829d746-89a6-11ec-b7b0-4b7bbc5b3f84.html
https://www.postbulletin.com/news/local/olmsted-county-seeking-feedback-related-to-race-and-racism-study-as-public-health-issue
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a. 2020 Comprehensive Housing Needs Analysis for Olmsted County, Minnesota (Maxfield Study)
i. 2020 Comprehensive Housing Needs Analysis for Olmsted County, Minnesota (Maxfield Study)

b. 2019 Community Health Needs Assessment
i. 2019 Community Health Needs Assessment

c. 2020 Community Health Improvement Plan
i. 2020 Community Health Improvement Plan

d. April 2021 Olmsted County COVID-19 Impact Survey Report
i. April 2021 Olmsted County COVID-19 Impact Survey Report

https://www.olmstedcounty.gov/sites/default/files/2021-02/Olmsted%20County%20Comprehensive%20Housing%20Study%20FINAL%20-%20%202020%20compressed_0.pdf
https://www.olmstedcounty.gov/sites/default/files/2020-11/2019CHNA.pdf
https://www.olmstedcounty.gov/sites/default/files/2021-01/CHIP2123Final.pdf
https://www.olmstedcounty.gov/sites/default/files/2021-04/COVID19ReportFINAL.pdf


III. Documents 

74

e. County board resolution 20-153
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f. Work done in other communities document (community benchmarking) 
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g. Responsible, accountable, support, consulted, informed (RASCI) matrix for recommendations and 

report (Jamboard)

Suggestions from the 
subgroup regarding process 
tools to use in the project, 
were often times 
implemented.

An example is the RASCI tool 
which was deployed to help 
subgroup members and 
project sponsors identify 
who was responsible, 
accountable, supporting, 
consulted and informed 
when it came to identifying 
final recommendations.
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g. Responsible, accountable, support, consulted, informed (RASCI) matrix for recommendations and 

report (Jamboard)

Another example where we 
utilized the RASCI tool, at 
the suggestion of subgroup 
members, was identifying 
roles and responsibilities of 
writing the final report.
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h. Directory of information for fall 2021 subgroup work sessions




