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Extension provides
practical education
and research you
can trust, to help
people, businesses
and communities
solve problems,
develop skills and
build a better future.

University of Minnesota Extension MISSION: Making a difference by connecting community needs and
university resources to address critical issues in Minnesota.
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The Golden Nuggets -

 Start with S.M.A.R.T. objectives
 Diversify your evaluation methods
 Evaluate for KSAB knowledge-skills-actions-behaviors
 Use staff, board members and your participants that
are not primary intended audience to assist.
 KAP study & methods useful – types of questions,
wording, loading,
 Use people to evaluate – personalize the evaluation
process, use board, use staff
 Dig into & use your past trainings (CSC, etc)
 Allocate time, then maybe funding

“I can impact the future of water health in my community.”
2012 VFBR participant

• Guided View
• Watershed Game
• Facilitated Discussion

• Networking
• Evaluation and
Assessment
2007-2012

ABOUT THE PROGRAM – OBJECTIVES
What were we trying to do again?
Increase knowledge and understanding of local leaders and participants
1. Recognize when and how local development and municipal operations affect
water quality.
2. Ask critical questions about water resources during plan review and decisionmaking processes.
3. Integrate water quality and natural resource objectives, multiple uses, and
other community benefits into how individual projects are planned, designed,
and built.
Provide us strategic direction
4. Identify where we can help (MWMO services)
5. Identify barriers (what we need to address)

S.M.A.R.T.
SMART

EVALUATING THE PROGRAM AND OUR EFFORTS

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

KAP Study (knowledge, attitude, and practices)
Pre and post
Ticket-off-the-boat
Facilitated discussion
Video Board Member interviews
Participant interviews by staff

2012 PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS

• 47 Participants
• 25 elected & appointed
• 18 community &
business leaders
• All MWMO cities
represented including
our new ones

T&R

RESULTS: LEADERS VALUE THE RIVER – AND REALIZE
THEIR RESPONSIBILITY

96% said having a clean Mississippi River is very important to them!

K, T, V, I
KAP – More leaders indicated they do have a lot of
responsibility for supporting clean water activities.

RESULTS

Over 90% of the participants
 Good to very good value in the activities.
 Great opportunity to network.
 Perfect level of technical information.
 Venue, boat, logistics, and food were thumbs
up.

KAP
 On average, 80% found the WSG increased their understanding and knowledge
in having plans in place, practices for clean water, roles of ordinances, need for
partnering, and addressing management at a watershed scale.
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RESULTS: EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PROGRAM

What is the significance of the Mississippi River to you and your community?
How do you see declining water quality or pollution impacting your city?
How has your city or community responded to the call for clean water ?
What are the most significant barriers to implementing clean water activities ?
How has being on the River increased your understanding, knowledge, and skills?

RESULTS: Making an immediate impact

KNOWLEDGE GAINED 85% said they increased
their knowledge
SKILLS GAINED 80% said they increased their
skill set
ATTITUDE & BAHAVIOR CHANGE 94% said they
would change their ways.
KAP - 10 participants identified specific concepts the WSG taught them
that they did not know before.
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KAP RESULTS: CHANGING BEHAVIOR
Effectiveness of the program
Critical question #3:
Participants are asking the critical questions.

Since attending the
VFBR, have you asked can impervious
surfaces be reduced?

 There was an average increase of 28
percentage points as a result of the VFBR
program.

Critical question #1: Since attending the
VFBR, have you asked which where or
how does stormwater flow onto and off a
site?

Critical question #5: Since attending the
VFBR, have you asked which pollutants
need to be addressed?
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KAP RESULTS – CHANGING BEHAVIOR
Effectiveness of the program
 Participants plan to use water
quality data in their role as a
local leader
 To meet reporting requirements.
 To meet regulations.
 To identify problems.
 Only about 36% of the
participants are asking if they
have accurate water related data
to make a decision.
 But for those who are asking the
critical questions about data, the
VFBR program significantly
changes their understanding of
data.
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DISCOVERIES – some general themes
Everything is a high priority.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Clean water
Parks & open space
Schools & education
Public safety
Roads & transportation

Runoff & Water Quality
•

Majority know stormwater goes to lakes,
rivers, and wetlands (12% still thought it
went to treatment plants).

•

Majority know excessive phosphorus
causes increases in algae and aquatic
plant growth.

•

Most participants are not using water
quality data…
•

>25% don’t know if WQ data is
being used.
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DISCOVERIES
•

ordinances, inventories, & plans

31% indicated ordinances support clean
water all of the time
• 59% indicated only part of the time.

•

Knowledge of ordinances
• Phosphorus free and then???

• 53% didn’t know if they had a natural
resource inventory. 35% did

 KAP – more knew, but still >50%
didn’t know.

 VFBR clearly led to more participants being •
able to identify ordinances and policies.

Value plans and the investment in
planning…clean water is identified as
a goal…but

• ~45% have not read their local plans
(average)
 KAP – Participants did not go out
and review their multiple plansVFBR did not have an effect in plan
aptitude.
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TICKET OFF THE BOAT & KAP RESPONES
Coding Qualitative Data

Making Change Happen for the St. Croix – July 2013
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STAFF –TO –
PARTICIPANT
INTERVIEWS

I

FACILITATED DISCUSSION

DISCOVERIES: BARRIERS
1. Competing interests and needs
2. Lack of money, funding
3. Lack of education
4. Cost of BMPs (implementation, effectiveness, and
implementation in fully developed cities)
5. Overlapping, too many, unknown jurisdictions
 Staff, leaders, and departments/agencies not on the same
page
V, F, I
 Lack of cooperation
 Lack of necessary staff capacity or skills and knowledge
 Lack of, need for enforcement

DISCOVERIES
ABOUT
MOTIVATION
Sense
stewardship

Recommendations

•

Increased cost/benefit

•

Cooperation

•

Public pressure

•

Wildlife

Health risk
or concern

Posterity,
future
generations

Regulations

Money
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DISCOVERIES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Provide education, outreach, and training
 Local decision makers (NEMO)
o Update leaders about the current and future citizen education efforts and
opportunities.
o Provide training/resources on how to effectively do citizen education.
o Provide education and resources about the various and multiple plans and
regulations local leaders need to know and understand.
o See also #2, 3, & 5
o Skip the VFBR program in 2013 and divert resources to NEMO workshops and
education programs – we can accomplish 2-4 more specific workshops with the
same or less energy and resource allocation.
 Residents / Citizen Education
o Providing residential education directly.
K, T, V, I, F
 Staff (Stormwater U)

DISCOVERIES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

2. BMPs
 Assistance in implementation
 Education on effectiveness
 How to implement in fully developed cities

 Practices: Stormwater reuse but also volume reduction, pollutant
removal, and municipal good housekeeping practices
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DISCOVERIES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

3. Available Resources
 Funding opportunities for implementation (grants, CWL)
o Funding for education
o Stormwater utility

 Research Results (information, knowledge based on research)
 Monitoring Results – what data and what does it say
 Education - see previous #1
K, T, V, I, F

DISCOVERIES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

4.

Ordinances

 In general, about revisions, models, water reuse

5.

See example projects (demo sites, results of)

Recognition for their current efforts
Critical questions to ask
Facilitate partnerships and bring individuals, organizations, and agencies
together

Public support
(JB) conduct a land-based project tour within the MWMO.
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USING MULTIPLE
APPROACHES FOR
PROGRAM EVALUATION
Start with S.M.A.R.T. objectives

Diversify your evaluation methods
Evaluate for KSAB knowledge-skills-actions-behaviors
Use staff, board members and your participants that
are not primary intended audience to assist.

KAP study & methods useful – types of questions,
wording, loading,
Use people to evaluate – personalize the evaluation
process, use board, use staff

Dig into & use your past trainings (CSC, etc)
Allocate time, then maybe funding
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