August 12, 2010 – Clean Water Fund system-wide meeting – Meeting evaluation summary 
	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree 

	1. Objectives were clearly stated and met during this meeting.
	  6
	15
	
	

	2. Meeting content was presented clearly.
	10
	14
	
	

	3. Information was beneficial with regard to my job.
	10
	14
	
	

	4. Presenters were well prepared and effective.
	  9
	15
	
	

	5. Sufficient time was provided for questions and answers.
	  7
	14
	1
	

	6. The facility was satisfactory.
	  4
	17
	
	


Feel free to use this space to comment on the above.

· It was all very well done

· I appreciate the time presenters invested
· Too dark and cold
· N/A – everything was good
· #1 Objectives were clearly stated and met during this meeting. Not sure on “agree” but that may be more due to my lack of time to prepare
· This type of activity needs to be moved to the area(?) staff level to get things on the ground done
· This meeting was useful. I appreciate that it was only one half day; once a year is about right. Keep participation down to just committee members
· Follow up? – how to use

· Outcomes & Measures should coordinate with the Groundwater / Drinking Water and Communication subgroups
· Liked the standard format for work team reports
· I liked the ending summation of issues that still exist
· The pillars in this room make it a tough space for a group meeting. I suggest MDH/MDA’s building

What was the best part of this meeting?

· Hearing from each team – what they are doing and the issues they are grappling with was very helpful
· One half day was enough – I appreciate keeping the meeting within the time constraints
· Getting caught up on where the teams are was very good
· Seeing the leadership (what the coordinating team itself has accomplished) participate
· Makes the connections to the other groups. Allows us to see the big picture
· Learning about what each group was doing
· A true appreciation for interagency coordination
· Updates from all teams
· Table breakout allowed additional opportunity to “cross-police(?)” across agencies & programs

· The “assistant commissioner” perspective

· The work team reports

· Learning what other groups are doing
· Interaction around the tables at the end
· Presentations & group discussions; nice job on intro and wrap up messages
· Good to see who all the participants are
· Networking, sharing team progress and learning
· The ability to put a face with a name on other team members
· Group presentations
· The opportunity to meet & talk to staff from other agencies; interagency communication within the team and at the meeting
· Reviewing the key learnings
· Opportunity for interagency communication
· Hearing what other teams have been working on. Getting to know people from other agencies / departments
· Hearing and learning what others are doing & parallel
· Appreciate having a half-day meeting

· Table breakout sessions.
Please include suggestions for improvement.

· Microphone for presenters with soft voice
· Meetings quarterly or every 6 months
· Keep this to ½ day session
· This was good for an initial meeting; eventually we really need to discuss how the work for the teams will be used to direct
· How we work with CWF – address this issue of moving beyond coordination
· ½ day is a good forum
· Make sure next meeting builds on what we learned today – keep momentum to move forward

· Provide an opportunity for Met Council / U of M Water Resource / LSOHC to provide their perspective on how they see our work
· Intro at the beginning so we know who is in the room – can put names with faces, etc
· No longer than ½ day for future meetings; great format + interactions with the whole group; very comfortable atmosphere to discuss issues
· May be good to get summaries from each group ahead of time – allow time for questions to ferment
· Provide a summary to each agency to distribute to staff via electronic newsletter; many staff do not know this group or process exists
· This type of meeting perhaps 2 time/year instead of once a year
· I’d like more time devoted to data management
· How to incorporate ground water into the teams’ focus – do we need new programs?

· More interaction activities
· At this time, I like the broad overviews; in the future, I’d expect some work between groups. If this happens, it would be good to have reporting out on inter-group work
· We could use a little more involvement from the Coordination Team; many members were missing.
· Would have been good for all the CWFICT member liaisons to have attended
· More time for large group and small group discussion
What would you like to see at the next Clean Water Fund system-wide meeting? 

· How were the learnings from this meeting addressed
· Continue progress of the work teams
· Presentation of the 25-year sustainability framework by Deb Swackhammer if possible
· Biennial budget proposed for CWF by CWC & by Governor – timing is an important feature (depending on when we meet this may or may not be appropriate
· When the teams have had enough time to present work products. 1 year? (do in Fall so more participants)
· See about comments regarding more discussion of the high-level issues

· Updates
· Progress on products / measures – example improved data collection, filling gaps & access

· Public communication + education: we cannot be successful unless the public participates & changes their behavior. NOTE: This is a 25-year time frame. One focus should be school education. A child entering school today will be about 30 years old by the end of this timeframe. 
· This is an incredible opportunity to education he next generation on a very critical issue
· On an annual basis
· 3-6 months
· More interaction between sub teams, structured so members from teams talk with other teams
· Examples of white papers from teams + products that have been developed (factsheets, presentations FYI)
· Include legislators at some point – how could this be accomplished?

· Media relations would be critical in the future
· Progress update from each group
· Examples of projects
· Progress on the 3 talking issues identified by tables
· Data management – what tools do we use & what do we need? What would require interagency support?

· Definition for drinking water & groundwater
· Look at next set of barriers & overcoming
· Some examples of specific projects or efforts funded by the CWP
· Annually is a must. Biannually might be good, too, but only if groups are active enough to have interesting new progress on which to report
· Semi-annually reporting from group
· Monthly updates from groups for communication purpose – e-mail newsletter is good
· Discussions on key learnings
· Deeper integration discussions
· More small group activities
· Inter-team conversations

· Data integration discussion

· More discussion / brainstorming of solutions to issues across all the teams
Thank you for your participation! 
Add’l comment: We need to connect water quality and water quantity to the intended use of the water, such as drinking, recreation, fisheries, etc.






























































