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Problem Definition : The Context

Opportunity: The City of Pittsburgh is often approached by local startups who
want to partner with the City to pilot their products and services.

Constraint: The City of Pittsburgh doesn’t have a process in place and has
limited resources to receive and assess these inquiries, nor does the City
have a framework in place for executing approved pilots.
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Problem Statement: The Key Question

By June 2016, how can the City of Pittsburgh
 engage local startups
 to run 3-6 month pilots of their products and services,
» with a framework for intake, decision, execution, and evaluation,
e which results in measurable improvement in City operations
e and supports the growth of local startups ?
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Program Goals

Our team worked to develop a comprehensive program that:
®* Supports local startups by providing opportunities for pilot testing with the City

* Meets the City of Pittsburgh’s six strategic objectives (focus areas) outlined in the
“Inclusive Innovation Roadmap”

* Positions Pittsburgh as a national leader in civic innovation programs
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odology

anchmarking research of other cities doing
Imilar programs

ey informant interviews with local startups,
Incubators, & City stakeholders as well as
national civic innovation leaders

Compiling best practices

Assessing needs & constraints of City and
local startups

etting program design and elements with
ultiple stakeholders
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BetaPGH: The Program Overview o ¥

e Cohort model (quarterly application & review cycles)

+/

e Eligibility criteria = ‘local startups’ with ‘beta phase’ product/service V m——
+/

*" +/ -
e Designed to be a ‘matching’ process W, . pa—
e Distinct from procurement ': i A
A oeese with the Chy.
e Five key phases
Solicit Receive Assess & Execute Evaluate
- - Approve - -
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Initial Eligibility Criteria

e |egally registered company
e Headquartered in Allegheny County (preference for Pittsburgh-based)
e Pilot-ready product (MVP, fully developed prototype, beta-stage)

o Pre-customer product/service

These parameters define “local startup” in a way that is:

[ Broad enough to cast a wide net JYET[ Specific enough to meet City’'s scope }

{ Clear } [Consistent} [ Objective J { Transparent }
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Crganization
Inrcubators

Associations/Chambers

Federal Orgs/Contacts
SS & Promotion plan to spread word about  cowerking spaces —.
)gram to national & regional audience Authorities Veterans Biz Orgs
t of local orgs/networks that can help make  cocs Women Biz Orgs

otential participants (local startups) aware of
)pportunity

Civic & Community Groups Minorities Biz Orgs

Local Foundations Local Liniversities

T-3 days until #BetaPGH launch! Can't wait to partner w/ local startups to pilot innovative
products & services for #Pittsburgh cc: @ura pgh|
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ceive

Easy to use, appealing website to
explain & promote program,
encourage self-selection, and
receive applications

2. User-friendly web application that ===

Q1 First Name

[Part Il - Venture Description

Q1 Select your Sector (check all those that apply):

4 Software
Hardware

APPLICATION ~FAQ  NEWS  RESOURCES

THE ISSUES

SELECTION PROCESS
WHO CAN APPLY

Part IV — Partnership Match

Q1 How will your product/service benefit fromm completing a pilot test with the City of Pittsburgh?

Consumer Goods

provides key information to S

Q3 What is your

determine if there's a partnership ...

Life Sciences

Services

Environment\ S

Materials
T
Energy

match —

Q6 Phone Numb:
Q7 Cell Phone N

Q8 Current Busin

a
Q
=
=]
=]
QO Clean Technolc
Q
=
=]
=]

Other

Q2 What is your Co

Q3 Is your Compan

a) C corporation

b) B corporation

c) S corperation

d) Sole proprietorsh

Part Ill - Team Descripi

Q1 Please list the names a
to LinkedIn profiles)

Q2 How many full time equ
them on staff?

Q2 Has any member of the
criminal fraud or other felor

Q9 City:

Q10 State:

@) Partnership
) Limited Liability

Q3 Please insert the URL for your Company's Website:

Q2 Describe the City infrastructure and resources that would be required at this stage to
complete the pilot test?

Q3 How will your product\service benefit the City?

Q4 What are your goals for this pilot and how will you ensure that these goals are met?

Q5 Which, if any, regulatory agencies must approve the product in order for it to go to market?
(E.g. FCC, FDA, etc.)

Q6 Please list any funding or incubation support that you have received for this product/service
from a startup development organizations (e.g. SBA loan, incubators, university grants, etc.)

Name of the organization:
Form of support received:

Q7 Describe the funding and other resources available to you for the duration of the pilot test.

Solicit Receive *Assess & Approve

Execute Evaluate
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& Approve

(Startup name | product name of type} (Yes = 1, No = Blank)
SS for winn(_)wing, assessin_g, N Logysomrs ressyarsn S sgn o %‘”‘”‘“‘;w
viewing, vetting, and approving cvessce s s 1 o 7
g EnviroClean / emissions reduchon device 1 1 " 1
I ICantS HROnNe ! benefits tracking system 1 1 1
view Committee requirements weights (%)
eighted decision criteria that 1 = county; 2=
cuifer ring sulins;
Sesses: T Due Diligence!
sConng/scalks [1-4) 1= not good, 4 Vetting
. support of IIR focus areas Osparmert “verygood  |AUTOFILL  Required
Feaponsl City polieyf
. available resources P — =y -—reerr
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. . darliar
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Execute

1. Process, checklist, and templates for
both parties to agree on & establish:
* project manager

A tim_eline ~ E—J (-}
« project plan ﬁ\ v— ﬁ

» stakeholder management &

communication plan PO DI D002
« goals/evaluation criteria Jg{?f Jé/ly e 3716'tmanth
e contract, and 9 . xecution plan,  pji(o

* resource allocation ?frrri"a‘i?zsl‘ép gg?&lese'dsogmelme g letefr'

Solicit * Receive #Assess & Approve # Execute * Evaluate
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ate

aluation process designed for both
artners to assess how pilot went &
hether goals were met

Two components:

a. Formal questionnaire (City gathers
data)

b. Informal exit interview

Criteria for determining post-pilot next
steps
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Question: Please answer on a scale from 1 to 5; 1 represents “Strongly Disagree”,

5 represents “Strongly Agree”

Did the pilot meet your stated goals/desired results?

Was the pilot fully completed within the prescribed timeframe?

Were agreed upon resources allocated during the pilot process?

Did the pilot program exceed predetermined fiscal budget?

Did the pilot have the intended positive impact on city operations?

Did the start-up make itself available for timely discussion and feedback?

Did the city make itself available for timely discussion and feedback?

Did either party change previously agreed upon operating procedures during the
product pilot?

Did this program provide a new method that could improve the delivery of a
service by the city?

Did the benefits of the pilot program outweigh the costs to all parties?




Proposed Timeline
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January February March April

Roundtables Program Startups Team reviews Startups
held with announced & submit & assesses approved for
stakeholders promoted applications applications pilots by 6/1
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June July 3-6 month Pilot evaluated. Success
Pilot Execution plan.  pjlot ge:(t St?PSd S}_Iorleg
partnership goals, & timeline etermine share
formalized agreed on completed

New startup applications
reviewed quarterly
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Next Steps

Evaluate first iteration of program and revise accordingly

Aim for quarterly cohorts

Expand pilot implementation to authorities, County

Initiate “Request for Solutions” challenges

« Connect to national/international network of peers (Startup in Residence)
* Apply for grants to scale program & better support participating startups
e Seek our partners to co-sponsor, co-support, or co-manage the program
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Question & Answer

.. PITTSBURGE



