2006 National Monitoring Conference Evaluation Report – June 1, 2006
There were a total of 83 evaluations fully or partially completed.  The parenthetical number that appears after the written comments refers to the evaluation ID number, not the number of people with that response.


1. Please check your professional affiliation (81 responses; 3 respondents selected more than one
affiliation). 

	No. of resp
	Affiliation
	No. of resp
	Affiliation

	25
	Federal government
	6
	Academia (faculty & staff)

	3
	Tribal government
	1
	Academia (student)

	26
	State government
	1
	Education (k-12)

	8
	Local government
	3
	Consultant

	0
	Interstate organization/agency
	1
	Industry

	8
	Nonprofit organization
	2
	Other (specific responses indicated below)

	Other: Coop Ext Sea Grant (79); Did not specify (62)


1a. Are you affiliated with a volunteer monitoring program? 

31 out of 76 respondents (41%) indicated YES. 

2. Please use the following scale to rate ONLY the PRIMARY INDIVIDUAL PLATFORM, 

DISCUSSION, WORKSHOP, OR SHORT COURSE SESSION you attended during each concurrent session of the conference.
EXCELLENT = 5, GOOD = 4, SATISFACTORY = 3, FAIR = 2, POOR = 1

Please note that 43% of respondents attended talks in different platform sessions occurring at the same time during at least one concurrent session.  As a result, some comments may not be based on viewing an entire series of talks.

	Concurrent Session A (Monday, 8:00-10:30 am)

	Session name
	No.of resp.
	Av. rating
	Comments

	WORKSHOP:  Words and Water Quality: Effective Communication Through Better Publications
	10
	4.2
	· Engaging (17)
· Very helpful for communicating projects, successes and issues to the public; not helpful with writing general procedures for volunteers. Very worthwhile overall. (24)

· Ellie’s presentation could have been a whole track by itself. (25)

· Second half was more valuable. (38)

· Lots of great examples of words to use, and not to use.  Excellent advice for better writing. (53)

· Very good workshop; spelling out good approaches to improving one’s writing for water quality publications. (73)

· Nice mix of 2 people with different skills and backgrounds.  I learned some new things!  Definitely worth my time. (78)

· Good handouts all three leaders answered?  Well work; hands on groups appreciated. Thank you! (79)

	WORKSHOP:  Critical Elements of a Bioassessment Program for State & Tribal Monitoring
	9
	3.6
	· Could not attend b/c the session was full even though I had selected it in pre-registration; would have liked to be there since I work for a tribe and we have a CWA 106 grant. (19)
· Speakers need to cut off tangential questions so they can do justice to the planned topic. (59)

· Need handouts (60)

· Not enough time to develop the ideas; was rushed because of time constraints. (80)

	WORKSHOP: Data to Action: Empowering Citizens through the Acquisition and Understanding of Monitoring Data
	14
	4.8
	· Thank you for providing a CD with electronic materials. This will be very helpful! (4)
· Excellent. Well organized, useful info. Giving us time to look at data in small groups was a great way to get the point across. (12)

· Liked hands-on opportunities. Why not just do the “real” first session in its entirety with us? (27)

· Group activity was a good idea. (44)

· Great work and liked the ways of encouraging the volunteer to solve their needs. (48)

· Very thought provoking and inspiring. (56)

· Excellent style-good practice study; good practice to get us to work together. (77)

· Very informative; good handouts. (81)

	SHORT COURSE: Assessing  Ground Water Vulnerability through Statistical and Mechanistic Methods
	5
	3.8
	· Too long without a break. Possibly tried to pack too many presentations into time frame allotted. (35)
· A bit disappointing. It was not so much a short course as it was an intro to things to come. (41)

	WORKSHOP: Using U.S. Geological Survey Spatial Data to Analyze Water Quality
	6
	3.9
	· Just wish there were more time. (19)
· Needed to be bigger to include more participants. (28)

· Too much info presented to absorb it all. (55)

· Well subscribed hands-on. (75)

	WORKSHOP: Probability Survey Design for Aquatic Resources using R Statistical Software
	5
	4.4
	· It would be good to have a hands-on computer demonstration. (49)
· Very timely and interesting workshop. (51)


	CONCURRENT SESSION B (Monday, 1:30-3:30 pm)

	Session name
	No.of resp.
	Av. rating
	Comments

	Measurement Performance I: Program-wide Considerations
	9
	3.7
	· Good and very precise. (48)
· Talk by B. van Buuren was most useful. (59)

· Irwin and Van Buuren presented worthwhile information, but Irwin seemed bored and read his slides, which were accidentally set to flip automatically. Practice! (71)

· Good info, a little technical for my needs. (80)

	Perspectives on the Nation's Water Quality: Findings, Implications, & Future Directions I
	17
	4.5
	· Very good information. (49)
· Nice blend of USGS and EPA work. (75)

	Monitoring & Managing Ground Water Resources at Multiple Scales
	7
	4.1
	· Could have used more ground water talks in the session. (38)
· Lots of “advertising’ but little substance; talks by Herzog and Wireman were good, but didn’t fit here. (41)

· Why no mention or tie in of NAWQA when describing the proposed National GW Monitoring program. (67)

· Locals gathered data-well explained; got to recognize ground water relationship to availability and slow down use! (79)

	Use of Ancillary Data and GIS Tools to Interpret Water Quality
	7
	4.0
	· Tools oversold. (55)
· Good advice worth applying.  Rea’s talk, like some of the USGS talks, sounded a bit like a sales pitch rather than a scientific talk. (73)

	Monitoring in the Shadow of the Golden Gate
	5
	4.0
	· 

	Pesticides in Midwestern Streams: Monitoring Strategies & Recent Results
	7
	4.0
	· Workshop not useful for volunteer monitoring but still presented great info about changing trends. Great speakers, very knowledgeable. (24)

	Using & Developing WQ Indices
	25
	4.2
	· Not enough chairs (29)
· Amanda Ross’ presentation was excellent. It flowed really well (53)

· Very impressed with Amanda Ross’ presentation and getting an understandable rating of the River in the press. (57)

	WORKSHOP: Getting Started in Volunteer Monitoring
	10
	4.5
	· Hand-outs were informative. (44)
· Excellent refresher—we all need to be reminded to think outside the box and not get stagnant. (77)

· Linda was great! (81)


	CONCURRENT SESSION C (Monday, 3:30-5:00 pm)

	Session name
	No.of resp.
	Av. rating
	Comments

	Measurement Performance II: Field & Analytical Assessment
	8
	3.6
	· “Uncertainty in Measured Stream” Excellent.  Others were quite dry. (5)
· Only saw a couple of talks but they were good. (38)
· More good advice. Harmel would have benefited by explaining his approach. Faramand’s talk was great (though a sales pitch); wish he hadn’t read his slides. (73)

· Good examples of what states are doing. (78)

· Very technical. (80)

	Perspectives on the Nation's Water Quality: Findings, Implications, & Future Directions II
	14
	4.6
	· Good mix of USGS and EPA papers. (75)

	Monitoring Drinking Water & Sources of Supply
	4
	3.3
	· Session better addressed my interests—still needs better development of topics. (41)
· Moderator allowed early time starts and then sessions were way off which was not good .(46)

· Enjoyed the USGS presentations.  Did not understand background for the First Nations Monitoring protocol talk.  Moderator started talks early (67)

	Designing Watershed Assessments
	10
	3.8
	· Projected image was not large as it could be; slides were very hard to see. (36)
· NHDPlus-oversold. (55)

	Innovative Approaches for Developing Nutrient TMDLs
	6
	4.2
	· 

	Making it Work: Designing Your Volunteer Monitoring Strategy
	24
	4.2
	· Excellent!  Every volunteer monitoring program should be required to attend this workshop! (9)
· Angie Becker Kudelka and Tony Williams were the best presenters in this session. (22)

· Two of the presentations had a lot of overlap.  The Buzzard Bay talk was great! (53)

· Awesome. (56)

· Felt the speaker had lots of good information but hard to get since he kept getting sidetracked by participants questions. (57)

· Too short for the presenters to cover material—felt rushed! (81)

	Seeing Your Way Through Turbidity Monitoring
	16
	4.0
	· Session needs more topics using most current techniques/technologies. (21)
· Good idea for comparing low cost measurement techniques.  Would be helpful to note whether the session pertained to lakes or streams. (24)

· Very informative. (44)

· Great information on distribution of contaminants on particles and turbidity monitoring instruments.  Very different types of turbidity studies. (49)

· Very rapid pace for most folks..not so good. (64)
· A topic after my own heart. Talks I heard were solid, even if we’re making a silk purse out of a sow’s ear. (73)

	SHORT COURSE: Statistical Tools for Supporting the Development of a Multi Metric Index (MMI) for Macroinvertebrate Communities
	4
	3.8
	· Handouts? (60)


	CONCURRENT SESSION D (Tuesday, 8:00-9:30 am)

	Session name
	No.of resp.
	Av. rating
	Comments

	The National Water Quality Monitoring Network for U.S. Coastal Waters and their Tributaries.  Session Topic: Integrating Atmospheric Deposition
	9
	4.3
	· Very informative, open discussion at end was a good idea. (44)

	Tiered Aquatic Life Uses: Conceptual Models & Development Strategies
	9
	4.6
	· Very nice format in the overview, then specifics then “why it is important” The presentations fit together exceptionally well. (7)
· New information; presented well. (43)

· Very valuable—do it again next year for updates on the latest! (59)

	Making the Connections Between Surface and Ground Water
	6
	4.2
	· Session better addressed my interests—still needs better development of topics. (41)

	Monitoring to Meet Many Objectives
	16
	3.8
	· Not enough time for each session.  Some could have been its own workshop; not enough room for the class size. (19)
· Need better/louder moderators and intro of speakers. (46)
· John Hunt-mostly a regulatory discussion short on information on actual title. (49)

· Enjoyed John Hunt’s presentation. (67)

	Evaluating the Effects of Agriculture on Water Quality I
	8
	3.8
	· Provided big ideas to organize concepts and work plans. (73)
· Well developed presentations. (75)

	Making it Work: Starting & Sustaining Volunteer Monitoring Programs
	19
	4.3
	· Dwight Holford did a good job; the rest were satisfactory. (22)
· I would like to hear from more volunteer groups using their data instead if end use being the agency. (25)

· Communication presentation was well received. (53)

· Fantastic, loved the new ideas that I picked up. (78)

· Notes galore! I need time to digest them! (79)

· Good ideas to get a program started, very inspiring. (80)

· Good informative but again, each speaker was too rushed.  Loved Jacob Daniel Apodaca (81)

	Monitoring BMPs: Baselines & Strategies to Assess Restoration Efforts
	8
	4.1
	· Especially enjoyed rain garden talk. (9)
· Need better/louder moderators and intro of speakers. (46)
· Christine Rohrer needed to discuss more physical BMP installation. (49)

· 

	SHORT COURSE: Uses of Real-Time Data: Capabilities, Limitations, Applications, Costs, & Benefits
	6
	4.3
	· Awesome workshop!  Very leading edge. (5)
· Great for applications and use of data. (21)

· Overview, good info. (23)

· Excellent discussion and reference materials provided. (28)

· Was looking for more hands on demonstrations or detailed description of methodology for making corrections, etc. (38)


	CONCURRENT SESSION E (Tuesday, 10:30 am-12:00 pm)

	Session name
	No.of resp.
	Av. rating
	Comments

	Strength in Numbers: Monitoring Councils at Work
	7
	3.7
	· Todd Running discussion was very good. (9)

	An Overview of the National Wadeable Streams Assessment
	16
	3.9
	· Advertisement for the USEPA, rather than presenting good and bad about the program. (54)
· Very complicated assessment that I had no background on, so would have been more informative if I knew more ahead of time. (80)

	Assessing Ground Water Vulnerability Through Mechanistic Methods I
	5
	4.6
	· Presentation by Johnson was good—need more detail on others (41)
· 

	Remote Sensing & GIS-Enhanced Monitoring & Analysis
	7
	3.7
	· Off schedule; mediocre talks. (43)
· All talks good, though Cassignham’s and Cooter’s were sales pitches (need more substance).  Merem’s was wonderfully mind-expanding (African hydrology) but he read his slides.  Nelson’s talk good example of creativity in face of stupid state policies. (73)

	Evaluating the Effects of Agriculture on Water Quality II
	8
	4.6
	· Well developed presentations. (75)

	Assessing Coastal Watersheds
	6
	4.1
	· Enjoyed wetlands monitoring discussion—should be more talks on this as it relates to volunteer monitoring. (9)
· I have many notes to digest for our monthly meeting on May 17th...thank you. (79)

	E. coli: Comparability of Methods & Rapid Detection
	17
	3.9
	· Most presentations too much detailed info crammed into short time period—presentations not well thought out. Kris Stepenuck’s was well done. (30) 

· Great presentations on topics. (49)

	WORKSHOP: Building Credibility: Quality Assurance & Quality Control for Volunteer Monitoring Programs
	13
	4.3
	· The workshop was designed for new or inexperienced programs.  Most of the programs at the conference have been around a long time. (10)
· Too much info for time allotted; 2 sessions?? (23)

· Excellent presentation by Elizabeth Herron and Ingrid Harrald. (53)
· Not an easy topic it is so broad and so vague—as it needs to be—yet that makes it complicated; good sessions on pulling it together. (78)

· Liked the workshops better than the short 4 speaker moderator led sessions. (81)


	CONCURRENT SESSION F (Tuesday, 1:30-3:00 pm)

	Session name
	No.of resp.
	Av. rating
	Comments

	The National Water Quality Monitoring Network for U.S. Coastal Waters and their Tributaries.  Session Topic: Estuaries - Water Quality Monitoring in San Francisco Bay
	6
	4.2
	· Cloern’s talk very good. (73)

	Evaluating the Effects of Urbanization on Water Quality I
	20
	4.3
	· This wasn’t what I was looking for. (7)
· Over the top; couldn’t understand. (10)

· An overview paper on urbanization would have made the presentation even better, though they were good! (21)

· Need better estimations of seating as some were so full and others empty. (46)

· Well developed presentations. (75)

	Assessing Ground Water Vulnerability Through Mechanistic Methods II
	3
	3.0
	· Continuation of short course from Monday A.M. More detail needed; these short courses need to be combined and spread out. (41)

	Real-Time Monitoring I: Applications & Program Case Studies
	10
	4.6
	· Great topics! Keep it up! (5)
· TX continuous monitoring great talk. (28)

· Andrew Ziegler-very informative. (49)
· Csekitz talk was solid, and nice to see another group collecting nutrient data (as we’re trying to do) real-time Steven’s talk good, but didn’t answer his central question.  Kinsy’s talk good, though a bit thin on analysis and conclusions (73)

	State Experiences in Probabilistic Monitoring
	7
	4.3
	· 

	Assuring Credible Volunteer Data
	20
	3.9
	· It was hard to choose between the sessions on this one.  The session I did attend was excellent! (9)
· The first three speakers took too long; Katznelson’s presentation could have been covered in 2-3 slides; Russell’s presentation was a little self congratulatory! (22)

· Mixed bag. (23)

· Ingrid’s presentation met my needs the most; Revital’s presentation make/makes me cautious about how agency terms/definitions are used and may be interpreted by volunteers; Heather—too much background; Eric-good, but could have looked at what they found/did more. (78)

· Energy and completeness; Eric-passion/great. (79)

· Good info, I could have spent a day with Revital, she was very helpful (80)

· Ingrid-great; Revital-could not understand topic or approach; Eric-not impressed. (81)

	Stormwater Monitoring: When It Rains It Pours
	11
	4.0
	· Mostly useful. (23).
· First Flush-only one attended; Bridgett Hoover did a nice job. (30)

· Hong Lin and Jeff Hieronymos need more physical/actual BMP discussions. (49)

· Great progression of talks; they fit together wonderfully which led to good conversations and networking after the session. (65)

	WORKSHOP: Bioassessment Method Performance and Comparability, Part 1
	3
	3.3
	· 


	CONCURRENT SESSION G (Tuesday, 3:30-5:00 pm)

	Session name
	No.of resp.
	Av. rating
	Comments

	Monitoring for the Prevention & Cleanup of Toxics
	4
	4.8
	· Recovery…New Orleans was very interesting. (77)

	Evaluating the Effects of Urbanization on Water Quality II
	19
	4.3
	· General comment: Synchronization of times made it possible to pick and choose based on interest. (51)
· Good papers on modeling. (75)

· Your Standing on It was excellent. (77)

	Assessing Ground Water Vulnerability through Mechanistic Methods III
	6
	4
	· Great session for 3 of 4 papers. (21)
· Moran’s talk was most beneficial to me in this session. (41)

· Very informative. (44)

	Harnessing the Beast: Managing Complex Data Sets
	11
	4.2
	· Inspiring to hear Soule’s success in NH; wish she’d shared more of her tricks (73)
· Good info, this is something I am working on in my program so was very helpful (80)

· Jessica Franks’ spreadsheet presentation was fairly weak.  The other three presentations were excellent. (83)

	Monitoring for Trends
	11
	4.1
	· Some very good applicable information (7)
· Helsel is excellent; a workshop by him would be well-attended (13)

· An honor to hear Helsel.  Wish it had been longer or more in depth. (73)

· Lessons Learned and W1 surface were both great! (77)

	States & Volunteers: Partnerships that Work
	15
	4.3
	· This was such an encouraging session.  I particularly enjoyed Steve Hanson’s ad Joanne’s talk.  Although encouraged by Danielle’s talk, I felt she came off a bit pretentious. (9)
· Please tell speakers that the smallest font is 20 pt and ask them to avoid red on black—hard to read! (27)

· Really enjoyed volmon session; perhaps increase the venue a bit; regional breakouts could also be great with a rep from state agency or EPA to answer questions on specific issues. (37)

· Mateo Scoggins presentation was informative; Austin Ban should be replicated. (53)

· Joanne was excellent! Steve was OK; Danielle is awesome! (81)

	Monitoring Algae: Tracking Trends, Toxins, & Food Web Dynamics
	9
	4.3
	· Very informative. (44)
· Probably best session. (68)

· Nice to see innovative methods being applied. (73)

	WORKSHOP: Bioassessment Method Performance and Comparability, Part 2
	3
	3.3
	· 


	CONCURRENT SESSION H (Wednesday, 8:00-9:30 am)

	Session name
	No.of resp.
	Av. rating
	Comments

	The National Water Quality Monitoring Network for U.S. Coastal Waters and their Tributaries.  Session Topic: Large Rivers Monitoring Network
	10
	4.1
	· More basic info on the National Network is needed to get state interest. (28)


	Improving Data Management and Exchange
	14
	4.1
	· Provided a very good overview and excellent examples—this is very relevant to my organization and gave me a great insight into new regulations we face. (7)
· Only attended first two presentations. (41)

· Kristen Gunthardt-It would be nice to see the interface of the WQX in a demonstration. (49)
· Good to see other groups experiences with data integration. (73)

	Cooperative Regional Monitoring in California
	0
	0
	· 

	Perspectives on the Nation's Water Quality: Findings, Implications, & Future Directions III
	10
	4.3
	· GEMstat (Roberts) good. (73)
· Good mix with UNEP paper. (75)

	Effects of Urbanization on Water Quality: Case Studies
	13
	4.2
	· Alison Purcell-Presentation was not focused on topic.  It used many national locations (U.S. San Jose). (49)

	Making it Work: Effectively Training Volunteer Monitors
	16
	4.3
	· All speakers were good, but Harrington’s was best presentation (22)
· Presentations were a little dry. (53)

· Jim Harrington-very interesting –great reference! Steve O’Shields excellent! Loved this session; Andrew Kett-congratulations on the school course-fantastic; Joe Richardson-very good; picked up ideas to take back for my program. (77)

· Loved all 4 presentations; good variety and level of experiences. (81)

	Bioassessment Method Comparability & Performance
	6
	4
	· Very complicated and technical.  I would have gotten more out of it if I knew more about the methods ahead of time. (80)

	WORKSHOP: Statistical Analysis of Probability Survey Data Using R Statistical Software, Part 1
	4
	3.8
	· Tony went too fast at times for the audience. (36)
· A computer room setting would be nice, at least 2 people per computer. (44)

· Great workshop; hands on instruction. (51)


	CONCURRENT SESSION I (Wednesday, 10:00-11:30 am)

	Session name
	No.of resp.
	Av. rating
	Comments

	Real-Time Monitoring II: Safeguarding Drinking Water & Public Health
	11
	4.2
	· Great topics. (5)
· With respect to real-time monitoring, the vendors need more visitation on the subject of what is needed… The bottom line is that manufacturers need to be better aligned with end users through forums in this conference. (21)

· Greenbaum’s and Vowinkel’s talks seemed more bluster than substance.  Gonzalez’s talk on nuts and bolts of complex system was very worthwhile. (73)

	Collaborating for Improved Monitoring I
	6
	3.7
	· Dan Helsel-good to see schools involved in monitoring. (77)

	Cooperative Regional Monitoring in California - Lessons Learned
	1
	5
	· California has money and will do monitoring. (67)

	Evaluating Key Stressors to the Nation's Aquatic Resources
	12
	4.1
	· The relative risk part was good, other national assessment was more technique and less results than I wanted. (7)
· A little bit on the technical side, but good information. (80)

	Approaches to National Water Quality Monitoring & Assessment in Other Countries
	13
	4.4
	· Dennis Kool was very good—it was nice to see the social perspective of water monitoring. (25)
· Really enjoyed Dennis Kool’s observations on reasons for monitoring. (37)

· Talk by R Norris very valuable. (59)

· Dennis Kool, of Erasumus University was excellent. I greatly appreciate his calling our attention to cultural and psychological aspects of monitoring.  His talk was so thought-provoking.  This topic would be appropriate for a keynote at a future conference. (83)

	Volunteer Monitoring: Raising the Bar
	23
	4.4
	· So good. I left with many thoughts on how I will evaluate volunteer data.  This should also be a mandatory workshop! (9)
· Most papers were good but moderator moved up a talk, which caused me to miss it. (38)

· Dan Obrecht’s presentation is inspiring to see volunteer data being valued. (53)

· QA/QC Rhode Island. (55)

· Third speaker absent so 4th speaker moved up-a lot of people missed her talk. (62)

· Dan Obrecht-nice seeing volunteer data Leniv data confirms what we suspected; Elizabeth Herron excellent; good summary. (77)

· Good discussions due to changes in speakers. (79)

	Characterizing & Interpreting Habitat Data
	8
	3.9
	· It was interesting to see what issues the National Park Service was dealing with. (49)
· Worthwhile attending to make sense of habitat data. (75)

	WORKSHOP: Statistical Analysis of Probability Survey Data Using R Statistical Software, Part 2
	4
	3.8
	· Applying to work I am doing now! (51)


	CONCURRENT SESSION J (Wednesday, 1:00-2:30 pm)

	Session name
	No.of resp.
	Av. rating
	Comments

	The National Water Quality Monitoring Network for U.S. Coastal Waters and their Tributaries.  Session Topic: Great Lakes Monitoring Networks
	5
	3.6
	· Good on monitoring, led me to questions on regulations which seemed beyond the scope of the discussion. (7)

	Collaborating for Improved Monitoring II
	3
	3.3
	· Good topic. (77)

	Assessing Ground Water Vulnerability Through Statistical Methods I
	9
	4.0
	· Many of the talks covered folk’s research, especially with modeling, but it appeared to have limited use for monitoring which is what the conference was about? (38)
· These presentations needed more development to better illustrate how these techniques can be applied to GW monitoring programs. (41)

	Challenges in the Development of Nutrient Criteria for Streams & Rivers I
	12
	3.8
	· Room was standing room only so a lot of interest. (35)
· Interesting; would like to see some less nutrient sites. (43)

	Mercury Contamination: Sources, Transport, & Fate I
	10
	4.8
	· Extremely helpful to learn about different anthropogenic sources. Excellent session. (24)
· Important topic sometimes missing in state assessments. (75)

· Mercury in NE David Evers (excellent). (79)

	National Wadeable Streams Assessment: State Experiences
	9
	4
	· 

	New Technologies & Approaches
	7
	3.4
	· Not really much about new technologies.  Software presentation was very poor (SWAMP) and favored a long advertisement. (21)
· Katznelson went too long; 45 slides for a 40 minute presentation?!? First 1/3 of her presentation was useful...make a 4 hour course out of it; Seigley was great. (22)

	SHORT COURSE: Data Management and Databases: Capturing, Storing, and Managing Data for Success in Monitoring
	12
	4.4
	· This course was great!  It could be longer or broken into 2 sessions to provide ample time for each speaker. (9)
· Seemed to be patterned for volunteer network primarily. (50)

· Iowater presentation was the most useful of all presentations I attended (53)

· Description did not describe content; expected higher-level workshop; was data management101. (54)

· I learned a LOT! Could have been a workshop. I would have preferred more time with Revital, she had a lot of good info. (80)


	CONCURRENT SESSION K (Wednesday, 3:30-5:00 pm)

	Session name
	No.of resp.
	Av. rating
	Comments

	Bits & Bytes in Cyberspace: Sharing Data Via the Internet
	11
	4.3
	· I think this session will improve as technology templates, QA/QC and format improve.  This is such a “new” field that it can only get better. (9)

	State & Tribal Monitoring Approaches
	3
	4.7
	· Need more of these presentations, especially from Tribes.  We don’t get as much guidance as states.  So the presentation from Navajo was great! (80)

	Assessing Ground Water Vulnerability Through Statistical Methods II
	6
	4.0
	· Probabilistic methods too much like predicting weather. Some assumptions are shaky. (41)

	Challenges in the Development of Nutrient Criteria for Streams & Rivers II
	9
	3.8
	· Very informative (44)

	Mercury Contamination: Sources, Transport, & Fate II
	12
	4.6
	· Great presentations.  Have there been mercury studies on fish being imported from outside the US that shows up in many restaurants. (35)
· EMMMA presentation was fantastic!! I can’t wait to use it. (49)

· Important topic sometimes missing in state assessments. (75)

	Volunteer Monitoring Databases
	16
	4.4
	· I need to see all examples successes and failures: any data flops? (25)
· Great info on improving data management. (53)

· I have lots of notes to summarize. (79)

	Predictive Bioassessment Models
	4
	4.5
	· Very interesting and valuable. (59)

	SHORT COURSE: Developing Habitat Condition Metrics
	3
	3.3
	· A bit too academic; could have been more general. (60)
· Needs to be more of an overview considering the short time; Too detailed in one metric (RBS). (64)


	CONCURRENT SESSION L (Thursday, 8:00-9:30 am)

	Session name
	No.of resp.
	Av. rating
	Comments

	Monitoring Across National Borders
	4
	4.8
	· Bill Deutch is doing some of the most inspiring work of all. Excellent info. (53)
· Melanie Neilson, Environment Canada, was excellent. (83)

	Monitoring for Compounds of Emerging Concern I
	6
	4.3
	· 

	Integrating Monitoring & Prediction: The Quality of the Nation's Streams I
	6
	3.8
	· 

	Evaluation of Trends in Ground Water Quality: Lessons Learned from Local to National-Scale Studies
	8
	3.6
	· Best session for my interests overall; Bexfield and Debrewer gave really good useful presentations that could serve as models. (41)
· Honest and thorough evaluation of trends program. (67)

· I tried the groundwater session, but it was dry and technical. (80)

	Mercury Contamination: Sources, Transport, & Fate III
	10
	4.9
	· Very informative presentations. (49)
· Important topic sometimes missing in state assessments. (75)

	Volunteer Monitoring Gets Results
	20
	4.8
	· Inspiring. (3)
· Great, Inspiring session. (22)

· Diverse! Useful! (23)

· Brian Soenen great!  Candie’s was a repeat. (27)

· More examples showing real change at local level. (37)

· The volunteer session was very inspirational. (80)

	Determinants & Indicators of Stress in Aquatic Systems
	7
	4.3
	· Room too small and confusion due to room switch was poor. (46)

	SHORT COURSE: Developing O/E (Observed-to-Expected) Models for Assessing Biological Condition
	4
	4.5
	· Very informative. (44)
· Needed twice as much time; should have been 2 sessions. (54)
· Really learned a lot! Great presenter. (64)

· Not enough time to cover everything. (68)




	CONCURRENT SESSION M (Thursday, 10:00-11:30 am)

	Session name
	No.of resp.
	Av. rating
	Comments

	Conveying Results: Translating Data into Understanding
	11
	4.7
	· Great international speakers. I enjoyed their perspective. (28)
· Good and tried to skip around. (78)

· Enviro-Canada and Duluth Streams. Both were excellent. (83)

	Monitoring for Compounds of Emerging Concern II
	11
	4.3
	· Someone tell all USGS folks that their slides need to be readable from the back of the room. (38)
· Interesting topics. (67)

	Integrating Monitoring & Prediction: The Quality of the Nation's Streams II
	10
	4.4
	· Next phase of monitoring( modeling excellent presentations. (75)

	Bacteria Monitoring: From Source to Sea
	9
	4.4
	· Very informative. (44)
· Amy Wagner presentation was excellent. (53)

	Mercury TMDLs: Lessons Learned from Local & Regional Studies
	7
	4.9
	· Michelle Wood-very informative; Carrie Austin-good explanations, great info. (49)
· I was presenting in this session. I liked how the first three presentations fit together. (65)

	Program Evaluation & Evolution
	5
	4.4
	· 

	Taxonomic Data Quality, Comparability, & Performance
	5
	4.0
	· Very informative. (44)

	WORKSHOP: Wetlands Bioassessment
	2
	5.0
	· Excellent presenters. (64)


3. POSTERS

How would you rate the overall quality of the posters? 

63 respondents gave the posters an average rating of 4.2. 

What were your favorite posters?  Answers listed below.

· On real-time equipment. (5)
· Calculating impervious surface, diurnal variation in nutrient levels, anything volunteer-related. (12)
· Maryland Coastal. (18)
· Posters that were simplistic and could present information in a simple, easy-to-interpret format.  Some had too much data and lengthy discussions. (21)
· Mercury related; urbanization related. (33)
· All were interesting. (41,44)
· #’s 057(Mullaney), 053 (Brightbill), 062(Phillips). (42)
· Turbidity and volatile organic compounds were among the best. (46)
· It was nice when a poster matched up with a presentation; example, fish mercury SFEI. (49)
· USGS posters. (53)
· There were many. (57)
· #’s 133 (Hitt),130 (San Julian),129 (Helsel),125 (Thomas), 121 (Kim), 120 (Brumbaugh), 119 (Schinkel), 116 (Mulvey), 115 (Mulvey), 97 (White), 92 (Dichter), 89 (Leppo), 83 (Hoskinson), 80 (Gunthardt), 52 (Tate), 57 (Mullaney), 61 (Mak), 34 (David), 37 (Hoenicke), 39 (Conaway), 43 (Downing), 47 (Nelson), 24 (Scribner), 16 (Short), 8 (Marella), 11 (Green). (60)
· #40 (Wente) we can make use of this model; #101 (R Peter Richards) very informative, clearly/concisely organized and clever use of “lift the flap” design to make critical points and engage the reader. (65)
· Those with less text and more graphics. (67)
· Probabilistic monitoring. (68)
· Peter Richards Loading bias. (68)
· STORET WQX Helsel. (69)
· #97-Great illustration of classic time series problem, #87-ResEau, #99-An important topic; somewhat confusing and annoying graph choices: Lose the 3D! (73)
· Integrating urban studies across NAWQA, Tate, and others. (75)
· Liked diversity of posters. (77)
· Bioassessment issues, approaches, and experiences. (80)
Additional comments

· Liked having posters grouped by topic. (1,18,57)

· Liked posters in one section instead on the perimeter of the room. (1)

· Liked posters were up almost the entire time. (1) 

· It was great when they had a handout for future reference. (6)

· Plenty of opportunities for interaction with the poster presenters—good! (6)

· I think you could probably do without a poster session.  This is such a comprehensive/information intense conference as is. I didn’t spend enough time viewing posters. I used breaks to network or to just take a much needed break! (9)
· Lots of great info and good variety of topics. (12)

· Although informative, the poster display appeared more as an “advertisement” for USGS/EPA.  I question the cost effectiveness of the display if that many attendees received the registration discount.  These two entities should appreciate the exposure of their materials and display them as a service to attendees. (14)

· Many are too busy. (25)

· Good source of contacts for follow-up questions. (41)

· I gain and renewed knowledge in old and new areas. (44)

· Need more space between poster boards as aisles were very narrow and hard to move throughout the row to start discussions/view posters. (46, 49)  
· Suggest lamination of all posters—mangled and torn posters are poor. (46)

· Unequal quality of posters was more pronounced than that of talks. (51)

· Like long time for viewing, but makes it hard on presenters. (60)

· Those built around a logo were not appealing.  I am not sure of the amount of participation for conference attendees not presenting posters.  It seemed light. (67)
· Nice to have so many times to see them and took me all that time to get through them. (69)
· Poster #48 (Gerritsen)-was almost content-free, a sales pitch; #55 (Heathman)-Tried to draw conclusions from almost no data. (73)
· I took pictures of them so I could refresh. Isn’t Yuba County wonderful!  Tight area to get good focus on them. I basically don’t appreciate posters too many words; my eyesight isn’t as good as it used to be. (79)
· Very interesting, especially the ones with photos to support data and information. (80)
4. FIELD TRIPS

    Did you attend a field trip?

19 out of 70 respondents (27%) indicated YES.

	FIELD TRIPS, (Sunday am & pm and Thursday pm)

	Field Trip 
	No.of resp.
	Av. rating
	Comments

	SUNDAY:  USGS Polaris Research Vessel Cruises - morning 
	3
	4.7
	· Great little cruise! Awesome! (5)

	SUNDAY:  USGS Polaris Research Vessel Cruises - afternoon
	3
	5.0
	· Great! Good overview of issues in SF Bay.  Good trip, fresh air, topics, and red tide example. Nice way to learn how complex issues! (79)
· Thoroughly enjoyed it.  On board staff knowledgeable and courteous (82)

	SUNDAY:  Monterey Aquarium & Walk ‘n Talk with the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary
	9
	4.8
	· Would have liked at least another hour in Monterey (1)
· More field trips in the middle of the week as an option to break up long days (18)

· Wish we had more time to spend with Bridget Hoover on the walk n’ talk (30)

· The trip to Monterey was a lot of fun. (53)

· Would have been nice to have a technical tour of the Aquarium (I kind of expected that). (60)

· Self-guided for the most part. OK. Was hoping for behind the scenes info (75)

· Excellent! Nice way to meet participants on the trip to and from the aquarium (77)

	SUNDAY:  Roaring Camp Railroad
	2
	5.0
	· More time to walk the trails (57)

	THURSDAY:  Exhibitor Demonstrations at Guadalupe River Park & Gardens
	1
	4.0
	· 

	THURSDAY:  Wetlands Bioassessment (Part 2 of Workshop)
	0
	0
	· 

	THURSDAY:  Salt Pond Restoration Tour
	0
	0
	· 

	THURSDAY: CA SWRCB Clean Water Team “Train the Trainers” Workshop
	2
	4.5
	· 


5. Overall Conference Rating

How would you rate the overall quality of the conference?

78 out of 83 respondents (94 %) gave the conference an average rating of 4.6. 

Comments about the conference overall:

· I got so much out of this conference.  What a wonderful opportunity to learn from other volunteer  monitoring  

coordinators.  PLEASE continue to do this at the next conference. (4)

· This is the best conference I’ve ever attended.  Well-organized; great speakers; session organization.  I

particularly enjoyed the social attention to volunteer monitoring coordinates.   We were treated as if we are a part of the scientific community. Thanks! (9)  

· Very good, thanks Linda and Jeff for volunteer group stuff. (18)

· Great chance to meet fellow coordinators, talk with experts, tell the concerns about maintaining long term volunteer monitoring programs.  Yeah Ellie Ely! (79)

· Great mix of scientific research and regulatory workers.  It is great to include the volunteer monitors—please keep this part of the conference. (83)
· The amount of quality and variety of information was excellent. (7,14,71)
· Excellent!  Well organized, great variety of topics-it was tough to choose. (12)

· Too many topics, but not enough time for each session. Wish there was more info for Tribal Water Quality Standards (19)

· I struggled to decide between 2 or 3 choices.  Sessions that I didn’t get a lot out of were poor decisions on my
part.  I will have a better idea of what I am looking at in 2008. (7)
· Coordinators did a good job with topics and scheduling. (14)
· More applications based talks on technology are needed, with more interactions between users of technology and

the vendors. (21)

· I am inspired and burnt out right now. (25)

· Very good variety of options for sessions and generally good PowerPoints.  Great mix of options/time for networking too.  
· Excellent food!  (nice to have continental breakfast) (27)
· Presentations were timely and good. (35)

· Julie Packard great part—get the scientific community to be able to communicate their info to voters, citizens, 

public needs to be priority if we want to clean up our streams of nonpoint source pollution. (37)

· Again, overall, a bit disappointing. Too many sessions, poor development of sessions.  The question of “how” just 

wasn’t answered most of the time. Reliance on NAWQA was too heavy—there are other GW monitoring programs.
(41)

· Thanks for providing lunch and breakfast; a great way to network and socialize. (44) 

· Good collection of talks and great networking possibilities with a wide range of attendees. (46)
· Excellent! Great job. Absolutely the best so far. (53)

· Well organized, good food quality; confusing room numbers and navigation. (54)

· Great conference! (56)

· Overall it was a fantastic experience and well worth the money. (57)

· The facility, food, organization, were excellent. Very smooth operation! (61)

· Great energy, spirit, networking; very smooth running; AV equipment worked! (62)

· Overall I would rate the conference as a success. It was very well organized and managed. (63)

· I learned so much! Speakers were on the whole very good. Some were quite dry. Always love inclusion of volunteer

monitoring. (64)

· I only attended on Thursday and I enjoyed the presentations. (66)
· Good opportunity for all types and organizations to get info on QW and monitoring. (67)
· Hospitality room? (68)

· Food was great! (69,79)

· Moderators need to keep on schedule, even if talks finish ahead of schedule. I missed two talks because the moderators did not follow the schedule. (70)

· Good facilities. (71)

· Very valuable and worthwhile to mingle with researchers and vendors working in areas so closely matched to my own work, needs, and interests.  The USGS presence was a bit overpowering—should have been the USGS and Friends Conference. (73)
· Excellent.  A few non-technical presenters that summarize the findings from a session or two and focus on the relevance and significance of the findings for water quality management or policy would have been good. (74)
· I heard “no” complaints about any aspect.  Every part was well planned and executed.  Kudos to the CPC! (75)

· Love the diversity. (77)
· Very excited to attend the next one and I want to try and encourage more tribal participation. (80)

6. Have you attended any of the previous National Water Monitoring Conferences?
31 out of 81 respondents (38%) indicated YES.

6a. If yes, how did this conference compare to the other(s) you’ve attended—and why?

· This one was a lot bigger (2)
· Great presentations (6,20,36)

· a good diversity of subjects (6)

· I thought the large number of participants might be difficult, but it was great! (6)

· Location (ease of travel to the conference) (24,12)

· Good Location (18,82)

· Growing volunteer coordinator’s efforts (18)

· Excellent Facilities (20)

· Better-more information, great feedback from users of technology and field experiences (21)

· I liked having Q’s following each talk so could “jump” room to room more easily and ask a question more 
“simply.” 
(25)
· Bigger and better/more sessions was good (29,40,82)

· This conference compared well with the others I attended; volunteer monitoring gets better every time. (30)

· The best ever/better (31,42,46,60,64)

· The best one yet because it was integrated. (53)

· Excellent—size was very good (not too big, not too small). (36)

· More topics of interest and well-organized (42)

· Equally as good (45)

· Similar, but much larger and not as intimate. (49)

· Much bigger attendance made it more impersonal.  Although great attitude of attendees and good timing of breaks 
and museum reception made numerous interactions possible. (51)

· I liked that the concurrent sessions were set up so you could move between them and listen to speakers that you 
were interested in and not have to stay in one session the entire time—too many good choices to just pick one.(57)

· Both good (Chattanooga), but more energy here though. (62)

· Having USGS/NAWQA involved greatly improved quality of talks from a science perspective. Keep them on board! 
(64)

· More to see, better posters. (69)
· Much more useful and substantive. (70)
· Better attended; greater diversity of oral and poster presentations. (75)

· Great chance for vol mon coord. To get heard, learn the science, find out the regulatory/QA details. (79)
· Great field trips. (82)

6b. If no, what brought you to this one?

· The volunteer monitoring focus. (4,32,37)
· Partnerships. (5)

· New job that treats me well!  I found this through the volmon listserv and asked if I could attend.  Attendance price and discounted rooms definitely a plus! (9)

· The location. (10,55,59)

· Better focused on water quality; new outlet for my research results (practical applications). (13)

· Relevance to work/project. (15)

· Focus on mercury in some sessions; family in area. (17)

· To learn/gather info on monitoring programs. (19)

· Reviewing abstracts and presentations from previous events, and the need to connect to the larger volunteer monitoring community. (23)

· New to position, recommended by previous volunteer coordinator, and had presentation to share. (33)
· New to job and I wanted to hear what others are doing. (77)

· On conference planning committee/sponsor. (35)

· Presenter. (37,44,63)

· Increased number of groundwater topics. (41)

· Supervisor recommended that I present; agenda looked promising. (43)

· Manager who attended previous one suggested I go. Good idea! (68)

· To network. (44,80)

· Having worked on NEMI. (48)

· USGS meeting/affiliation. (54,67,71,72,78,83)

· Funding support. (55)

· CASQA general meeting the same week. (66)

· Work with CA state dept. of water resources is an exact match to the monitoring and science topics of NWQMC. (73)
· Looking for information to improve my program which is new. (80)

7. Please complete the following:

a. The thing(s) I liked most about the conference was/were:

· Variety of topics and sessions/ excellent talks. (6,20,23,24,26,31,32,45,46,49,60,64,65,67,68,70,71,81,82)
· Speakers were all good—pertinent information on today’s topics. (72)

· Long breaks. (1,60,77) 
· Spacing of breaks. (21,64,67,75)

· Excellent food. (1,9,14,27,32,40,41,60,7,70,78,81)
· Moderators did their job and kept the speakers on track and on time. (2)

· Liked having lunch on-site so didn’t have to miss. (2)

· Food and coffee were delicious and much appreciated: Time could be devoted to networking rather than foraging. (73)

· The emphasis on volunteer monitoring programs, techniques, databases, quality data etc. (3)

· Bringing together federal, state, local, and tribe and academic and volunteer monitoring people together to share and learn. (3)

· All the different aspects of volunteer monitoring were covered in depth. (4)

· The many opportunities for networking and meeting people (inc. breaks, meals, poster sessions). (4, 5,8,10,18,23,27,28,29,30,33,34,40,42,49,57,65,75,76,77)

· The set-up of exhibits, posters, and meals facilitated terrific exchange of information and networking opportunities.  Having tables and drinks available all day plus meal service all in the same area was a major factor.  The ability to have this set-up should be a major factor in future site selection. (74)

· Nice to have break and lunch as buffet in Exhibit area so you could sit with others and visit. (14)

· I really liked the breakfast/lunch set-up.  The food was good so most people attended and the tables were crowded so I met new people everyday.  There was good networking and communication during these times-one of the best meetings I’ve been to for this type of networking. (78)

· The “CD” (5)

· Attending real-time sessions. (5)

· Flexibility/The ability/ease to pick and choose sessions. (9,14,57)
· The wide range of experience and state representation. (9)

· Great mix of technical and volunteer topics.  This is the conference for water quality monitoring professionals. (12)

· USGS presence. (13,44,55)

· EPA integration. (44)

· Volunteer programs/efforts incorporated. (14,57,62,79,83)

· Proximity to hotel. (17)

· Facilities. (17,42,73) 

· Location. (17,41,45,73,75)

· Weather. (77)

· Exposure to equipment exhibitors/vendors. (5,18,19,80)

· Diverse array of exhibitors. (44)

· Range of vendors was a good fit to my group’s needs and interests. (73)

· Exposure to national efforts and comparison of results. (18)

· Layout of talks-1.5 hours for 4 papers was great. (21)
· Presentation lengths. (24,28,64)
· Defined poster sessions were good. (21)

· Good poster session. (70)

· The volunteer monitoring meeting. (23,32)

· Very well run and well organized. (26,58)

· Hear about a variety of programs. (30)

· Entire conference was great. (35)

· Sessions were physically close enough to each other that I could go from one to another and make it. (36)

· National Monitoring Network sessions. (40)

· Short courses. (44)
· Closing plenary speakers. (45,69,83)

· There were too many good talks happening at the same time. (48)

· The openness of the attendee’s to share their experiences/good attendee attitudes & collegiality. (31,50,51,62)

· To hear the latest thinking of various individuals throughout the country (and the world). (59,81)

· Speakers from other countries. (83)

· Applied emphasis makes it very relevant to our everyday work and concerns. (51)

· Iowater presentation on on-line data entry. (53)

· The field trips. (57)

· Great program book. (60)

· Nice poster/exhibitor space. (62)

· Rooms not too cold (in Chattanooga I was wearing two sweaters in all sessions.) (62)

· The conference was “intimate” even with 900+ people. (63)

· Speakers were very dynamic and had a genuine interest in their topics or research. (66)

· Content/schedule/agenda. (75)

· Great information and inspiration! (80)
· These speakers: Dennis Kool, Robert Gilliom, Neil Dubrovsky, John Zogovsky. (83)
b. The thing(s) I liked least about the conference was/were:

· Some rooms were too far apart from each other (inc from A4 to A5 and C). (5,65,69)
· By Wednesday we did not need 1.5 hours for lunch and 1 hour for afternoon break—too much time indoors—shorten the day and give an hour off at the end of the day. (6)

· Too many long breaks! (12)

· Lack of time between individual sessions. (9,71)

· Inability to get into workshops. (9,19)

· Overcrowded workshops/sessions. (19,46,60)

· Didn’t really learn anything new. Need more advanced presentations for citizen monitoring.  We all know how to start a program and manage volunteers. (10)
· Screens were too small in many of the meeting rooms. (12)

· Microphones in some rooms were set too low; I had trouble hearing some of the speakers. (65)

· Presenters reading their slides to the audience! (23)

· The titles of the talks were sometimes misleading. (12,50)

· Some presentations pretty dry. (62)

· Focus on continuous, volunteer, periodic monitoring but very little discussion of storm sampling. (13)

· Opening plenary—1.5 hours in auditorium; style seating was very difficult to give attention to keynote speaker. (14)

· Opening keynote was 0=content free. (69)

· Lack of foods with protein at breakfast/breaks. (17)

· The morning break food was the same as the breakfast and seemed like leftovers from breakfast. (30)

· Too much sugar at breaks; have healthy alternatives. (64)

· Food, drinks, snacks should be more readily available; Coffee and sodas/juice should be available all day. (59)

· Would have been nice if the breaks/croissants left after breakfast could have been available during breaks. (66)

· Could have had more breakfast available—ran out if you were late. (67)
· No water at some breaks (this is a water group!) (60)

· A lack of drinking water, well, I guess there were fountains, but all the other food was good. (34)

· Not enough drinking water available (usually glasses and pitchers of water available everywhere) (76)

· Paying for drinks, (including water at the reception/buffet) (17)

· High price of drinks. (46)

· Prefer it to be held in April, not May. (18)

· No recycling! (18,31,32,56,64)

· A little long.  (20)

· Long days (exhausting with evening programs). (27)

· Unable to find people in similar fields to network with (lots of people!); maybe organize tables for people working exclusively with volunteers or different WQ parameters. (24)

· Too many concurrent sessions/too many choice conflicts. (23,26,30,33,82)

· The concurrent sessions forced some tough choices and I missed some talks I wanted to hear..but that’s a good thing.  The conference was very strong.  Good job. Thank you to all the planners. (83)
· Cost of San Jose. (28)

· My least visited part was the posters, but I’m not generally interested in them anyway. (29)
· Not really content with the “take home messages” (41)

· AC (rooms too cold.) (44,64,81)

· Tech reception was overpriced. (46)

· Tech Center reception. (53)

· Too much repetition in volunteer monitoring presentations.  Too elementary. (55)
· No confirmation—would have been nice to have e-mail confirmation the week prior to review important times, places, and other info. (56)

· Send out abstract CD’s ahead of time (or make them available online.) (56)

· Location. (63)

· No computer banks or internet capacity! (64)
· Posters and booths gone by Thursday morning. (66)

· Lack of social events in evening.  Single reps from organizations may have a tough time networking (68)
· Talks not at scheduled times. (70,71)

· Starting at 8:00!! (74)

· Travel time to get here—actually conference was so good, I do not have any negative comments. (77)

· Short session and workshop times/15 min too short. (80,81)

c. To improve the conference I would:
· Have the vendors better situated in the main area. (5)
· Have one more plenary speaker who is high profile. (5)

· Shorten it?? Three days would be enough. (6)

· Make sure all presenters have some sort of pointer during their presentations. (8)

· Repeat workshops to allow more participation. (9)

· Consider holding the conference off season.  This is a busy time for the scientific community.  Maybe hold it at the end of the monitoring season so that the “experience” from the season is still fresh on everyone’s mind. (9)

· Have it in April. (18)

· Make sessions longer so presenters can go into detail. (10)

· Increase the time for workshops and sessions.  I would estimate that 80% of sessions I attended ran out of time before completion. (80)

· Give presenters longer than 15 minutes for a talk (cut back from 4-3 per group). (30)

· Try to schedule more than one session on most topics. Presenters ran out of time and Q&A opportunities. (23) 

· Decrease number of concurrent sessions. (30)

· Decrease some options to simplify choices. (33)

· Please tell moderators of a session that they should not have a speaker speak before their allotted time. (16,71)
· Hold volunteer meeting on the first day of the conference. (9)

· More advanced presentations for volunteer monitoring. (10)

· Make a separate day for volmon, but don’t make a separate event. (12)

· More volunteer monitoring mixed in and within own tracks. (31)

· A half-day workshop prior to the Conference that focuses on volunteer programs. (14)

· I would like to see a volunteer program field trip on Sunday prior. Something that we can spend all day together. (25)
· I liked the volmon sessions A LOT.  Would like to see a few more on vol monitor role related to citizen use/advocacy rather than emphasis on education or agency use alone. (37)

· Have more days on weekends so volunteers can attend without taking too much vacation time. (37)

· Develop more scholarships so more volunteer monitors can attend. (37)

· Online registration is pretty much a requirement for a national conference!  It took almost two weeks to get a confirmation! (12)

· Online registration/confirmation. (56)

· Well-done. (13)
· A less expensive host city. (14)

· San Jose is nice, but there are plenty of better places in CA. (15)

· Have moderators set PowerPoints to slide show versus desktop view to fill screen. (36)

· Better training and selection of moderators.  Provide better intros and repeating questions that are asked (46)

· More field trips mid-week. (18)
· Have at least one break during the conference for a field trip/ed opportunity to explore/be shown the local environmental area; it is frustrating to go to a new place then spend the entire time inside (57)

· More field trips. (20)

· More cookies and snacks at each break. (18)

· Have more selection of breakfast food. (46)

· Forget about providing breakfast unless you just love bread only. (76)

· More national TV coverage. (18)

· Fewer topics, but more time for topics. (19)
· Case studies that show problem solving techniques. (21)

· Do not assume everyone understands database use, management, and maintenance.  To many of us, this was difficult to understand because of common assumptions that we all use them! (21)

· Perhaps a few more plenary or grouped plenary sessions to get major concepts across to all in key areas to cut back on concurrent session numbers. (26)
· Have more plenary sessions. (48)

· Tell presenters to not assume audience has been in previous sessions on topic; many people move to different sessions/talks. (26)
· Maybe warmer rooms? (27)
· More incentive to visit posters. (29)

· Not have workshops concurrent with presentations. (30,57)

· Have recycling available. (32,56)

· Examples of study designs that worked and failed with a description of why and less repetition on QAPP development. (34)

· Incorporate other monitoring professionals in the conference, such as more consultant and utility presentations. Involve other groups in the conference planning. (35)

· I was looking for more specific information regarding the mechanics of groundwater monitoring programs.  How they are structured, costs, why program exists, monitoring objectives. (41)

· Have another one in 2008. (45)

· Better room sizes and cooling were needed. (46)

· Provide CD attached inside the conference program. (46)

· Try to place similar talks next to each other. It seemed that there was a somewhat disjointed nature to the talk organization. (47)

· Include more information about physical stormwater; Best management Practices. (49)

· Have some longer talks to encourage discussion. (54)

· Have volunteer monitoring program coordinators bring lists of what types of equipment, analysis, they use and how much their operating budgets are. (56)
· Charge more money and have better food (the deserts and snacks were not very good; coffee, juice, and soda should be available at all times. (59)

· Include notepad. (60)

· Come to Denver. (60)

· Nametags: Make affiliation, and city, and state bigger. (62,73)

· Presentations:  Include suggestions to presenters—(e.g. minimum font size; don’t put mission statement on a slide etc.) (62)

· Have available Wi-Fi connections or hotels that offered free connections. (63)

· Keep it a joint EPA/USGS/volunteer driven event (64)

· Keep all rooms together and make certain microphones could be more easily adjusted. (65)

· Add more completed studies; a lot of papers presented studies that were incomplete had only preliminary info on the results. (68)

· More panel discussions with spirited exchange (semi-controversial subjects); plus heads from EPA, NOAA, USGS answering questions. (69)

· Add a minute or two to move from talk to talk. (71)

· Admonish presenters to test their talks first:  Remove PowerPoint animations.  A few talks were simply thinly veiled sales pitches or presented results without analysis. (73)
· USGS contingent a bit overpowering. (73)
· Have 20 minutes at the end of most sessions to summarize the major findings or methods and allow discussion of their implications for new or revised monitoring activities and/or for water quality related policies and management. (74)

· Continue to offer a diversity of presentations from local to national scale and diversity of topics. (75)

· More time to talk about individual state activities in a small groups/topic session-this is where we pick up a lot of detail- maybe have attendee list what parameters/media they are working with as a handout. (77)
· Perhaps a little more time dedicated for poster viewing.  There were many good posters I didn’t get to.  Was good to have them up for so long though. (78)

· Good to have blank pages for notes in the program. (79)

d. The topics I’d like to see explored at the next conference are:
· More on emerging contaminants. (1,59)
· More on actual results and data from volunteer monitoring projects in addition to the “how-to’s” (3)
· More volunteer monitoring. (4,37)
· Stream flow measurement (USGS), evaluating the point source of agriculture, catchment size points further investigated. (5)
· Maintaining long-term monitoring sites—how do you maintain support and financing to avoid gaps in data that prevent trend analysis. (6)

· Whole effluent toxicity test or just general toxicity tests as a way to explore stressor relationships. (7)
· Wetlands monitoring (inc. volunteer monitoring). (9,18,30,44)

· More speakers that have successful urban, estuary monitoring programs. (9)

· How to make vol data more valuable; how to get govt to use it. (10)

· Creative ideas for volunteer recruitment and recognition. (12)

· When we had stand alone VM conferences there was a greater variety of topics presented.  I wonder if possibly the pre-conference materials did not encourage as wide a variety. (62)
· A few more sessions on volunteer monitoring tools, in general, not just as it relates to specific programs. (14)

· How volunteer programs use their own data—not just giving to the agency. (25)

· Session on obtaining funding/grant writing (workshop) for volunteer monitoring coordinates. (9)
· Grant writing workshop. (44)

· Analyzing data, using statistical analysis being able to tell a story. (10)
· More how-to: new monitoring techniques, new equipment, etc.(10,18)

· Guidance on automated storm sampling. (13)

· Tribal water quality standards. (19)

· More tribal issues and programs. (80)

· Evolving/new technologies and applications. (21,29)

· Live demos of web-based systems. (23)

· Data presentations on web pages. (46)

· Enhanced Assessment procedures for Integrated Reporting and using this information to communicate to public effectively about water quality and trends. (26)

· Continuous monitoring. (28)

· National Monitoring Network as it evolves. (29)

· More data sharing. (29,63)

· Restoration monitoring. (30)

· More about the topics that were presented at the conference. (32)

· More applied versus theoretical. (37,64)

· A short course on the planning, development and implementation of a regional or statewide monitoring program. (41)

· More TMDL-related topics. (42)

· How does better monitoring help TMDL development. (68)

· Lake volunteer monitoring, coastal monitoring. (44)

· Algae workshop. (44)

· QA/QC. (46)

· How to maintain large databases. (46)

· Physical stormwater; BMPs. (49)

· Global monitoring info. (53)

· More on on-line data entry. (53)

· Data management challenges. (54)

· How to interpolate and exchange data for public, stakeholders, funding agencies. (79)

· Hydrology and ecology. (54)

· Pathogens. (59,68)

· Biological impairment. (59)

· Risks of low-level contaminants.(60)

· Where should we apply our resources. (60)

· Climate change effects, data extrapolation/interpolation, automated on remote sensing. (61)

· In-situ analysis and applications of this data. (63)

· GW monitoring; relation between GW availability and QW. (67)

· Ground-water/surface-water interactions. (70)
· Continue on monitoring theme and results from states, EPA, USGS and NMN if we have a case study by 2008. (75)

· More integration of monitoring, process, modeling, and conclusions. (76)

· Volunteer monitoring heard forks that wanted to know what methods others used and why so they could design their program—even handouts would work with this (or excel spread sheet). (77) 

e. The most important challenges facing monitoring are:

· Money/Funding. (1,3,9,10,12,23,27,28,30,31,42,44,46,59,64,67,71,75)

· Costs. (41)

· Money for citizen monitoring; I’m currently applying for a state grant in CA and at each step of the process, I’m being told, “Hmm, we don’t really like to fund monitoring projects...” (12)

· Volunteer retention. (9)

· Getting the word out & getting the public to participate. (4,25,28,33)

· Establishing volunteer groups and receiving high quality data from them. (5)

· Sharing data sets and planning ahead for large scale cooperative monitoring (e.g. wadeable streams assessment and NAWQA studies didn’t seem collaborative, sometimes contradictory. (6)

· Data management/analysis. (9,10,44,46)

· Frustration/burnout. (9,31)

· Data usage/credibility. (9)

· Cost effective techniques vs. data quality (reduce uncertainty). (13)
· Trying to gather info on Mcl for nutrients/chemicals for surface water.  There is no standardized federal table that has everything broken out. (19)
· Need for more resources to monitor effectiveness of solutions. (20)

· Convincing funders and managers makers of the importance of long-term monitoring. (20)

· Understanding the needs of the end user so appropriate technological features can be developed. (21)

· Antiquated perceptions. (23)

· Effective use of monitoring information overall in resource management. (26,37)

· Engaging decision makers. (28)

· Inciting action from monitoring results to facilitate change. (28)

· Collaboration with others/study coordination. (29,31,46,67)

· Coordination amongst states. (59)

· Data sharing. (49)

· Lack of staff. (30)
· Difficulty with professionals who don’t want to work with/or accept volunteer monitors help. (30)

· Acceptance of the range of data. (31)

· For volunteer monitoring, find ways and helping volunteers use data. (32)

· Prioritizing/Meeting multiple objectives with limited budgets. (34,65)

· Meeting requirements of states, regulatory agencies, and research/development all at the same time. (36)

· Prioritizing what to monitor. (34)

· Scientists not being able to translate their message to the public to spur citizen action and better policies. (37)
· Study design. (42)

· Publishing. (44)

· Demonstrating success of water quality improvement efforts despite ever increasing terrestrial development and tightening budgets. (45)

· Lack of respect for volunteer data. (53)

· National/regional useful data collection and availability for use. (57)

· Need a basic template for data collection that is adaptable to different regions, ecohabitats. (57)

· Comparable data from multiple sources. (61)

· Realistic appreciation of risk (60)

· Too much focus on the economic aspect of protecting the environment. (64)

· Assessing different scales of change (spatial and temporal). (65)
· Regulations changing faster than the regulated community can keep. (66)
· Interest from varied stakeholders. (67)

· Budget vs. task and difficulty of working cooperatively. (69)

· Lack of integration of activities. (75)

· Resources for sciences; especially government resources and political will. (76)

· QAPP &keeping it current. (77)

· Budget cuts, new pollutants, expanding population. (80)

  8. Additional Comments
·  The leaders of the volunteer monitoring community are very inspiring—Linda Green, Jeff Schloss, Eleanor Ely etc. and those involved in volunteer monitoring are also dedicated and willing to share and have inspiring stories.  And I appreciate EPA and other federal and state representatives that support volunteer monitoring. (3)
· I’m old fashioned and would like to have an abstract in hand during the talk.   Having a complete book outside was a good idea, but not useful for me.  Wouldn’t it be possible to provide a limited number in the presentation?  I recognize the challenges of that, too. (6)
· Great job!  Nice conference. I didn’t see a “bad” presentation. Some were more appealing from a “subject” point of view. (8)

· This was an excellent and refreshing experience.  I am sad that I could not attend the Thursday session.  If I could attend the Thursday sessions, I would have attended the workshop on volunteer training.  I look forward to the next conference! (9)
· These conferences are very valuable for volunteer monitoring.  It is very inspiring.  It would be nice to have volunteer programs on the same level throughout the country.  Need more national support, etc.; can we get more data users to come to the conference? (10)

· Please hold the next conference near a major airport.  We all have work and families and many responsibilities and it’s tough to make time for an event like this.  Choosing a location that is easy to reach can really make a difference.  (12)

· I went to four sessions with no speakers. (12)

· As always, good job! (12)

· Next conference (locations): Virginia, North Carolina—Outer Banks, Atlanta. (18)

· Next conference: Baltimore, MD. (23)

· Please have the conference in Seattle during the summer. (59)

· I wish I was able to bring more of my volunteer group with me.  I am grateful that I was able to come, but only because another organization sponsored me. (25)
· Excellent job! (27,37)

· Please impress upon both presenters and moderators to use microphones. (30)

· Volunteer monitoring discussions should include data use beyond agency use for 303d/TMDLs. Include presentations from volunteer monitors about monitoring they do for uses including education, baseline data collection, restoration project monitoring, leveraging money for grants, and working with local government. (3)
· I really enjoyed this conference! (32)

· The talks were well prepared and excellently implemented. (33)

· Thank you for all of your hard work. (34,49)

· Would be nice to have an EPA Region 3 monitoring coordinator. (37)

· Provide venue —maybe an evening breakout to link “scientists” with advocates/vol mon group for discussion on issues; maybe go as far as to define an issue to talk about (ex. Mahler’s talk on asphalt sealant would be a great study to mess with citizen action; Austin example a good template. (37)

· Congratulations to the Conference Planning Committee and the Council! (45)

· Recommend selling a tee-shirt or polo shirt to attendees unique to each conference—a possible fundraiser (46)

· Hopefully I will see you in two years. (49)

· Keep great mix of talks and workshops. (51)

· I would like to see some regional conferences to get monitoring community (including volunteers) together to share. (52)

· I think there should be a conference attendees list distributed—organized by name and again by address/agency. (52)

· The conference was extremely beneficial.  The information gathered will help improve our program. (53)

· There is no one method/test/data set that will work for everyone BUT there must be basic overreaching guidelines that states, regions, local groups can use so that it is meaningful data that can be collected. (57)

· I liked the 30 minute breaks; do NOT shorten breaks. The networking is very valuable. (59)

· The $5 for beer during the poster sessions was outrageous; charge a little more for registration and subsidize drinks at poster session. (59)

· Charge agency people more and non-profits less to facilitate better attendance by non-profit reps. (59)

· Keep it a whole week—don’t shorten it. (59)

· As a monitor and conservation scientist I am shocked that a conference facility this size wastes so much energy by keeping facility cold and in throwing away so much plastic without providing for recycling options. Where are our priorities? Talk about adding environmental stressors! (64)

· Great conference—my time was spent. (65)
· It would be very helpful if in the CD Program if there were talks from the blocks in the conference agenda to the corresponding abstract page. (66)

· Very good conference!  Will recommend multiple reps go from my agency depending on travel funds. (68)

· Breakfast in general was not great and especially for a lactose intolerant person who would like something besides bread or fruit for breakfast.  In the future I would not try to provide breakfast just snacky foods. Lunches were OK. (76)

· Thank you, great conference, oh so much! (79)

· I really did NOT like the lanyards.  It’s uncomfortable to me to have to focus in on someone’s abdomen to crotch area.  I prefer them to be affixed on the upper chest.  Nametags were also covered when a person was seated as they dropped below the surface. (80)
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