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CBFWA Survey — Why?

* |ISRP questions and recommendations:

— How does the CBFWA determine if it Is being
effective?

— CBFWA should develop member-feedback
Instruments to evaluate member assessment of
effectiveness, impact. and value.

« For 2010, BPA required that CBFWA perform
a satisfaction survey



Survey Objectives (per BPA)

To assess CBFWA’s :

- Level of responsiveness to members and non-
members

- Quality and usefulness of participation
- Quality and usefulness of work products
- Results achieved in strategic outcome areas
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Survey Validity

170 invitation emails

96 surveys completed

— CBFWA members (55)

— NPCC/BPA (15)

— Other natural resource organizations (17)
— Former CBFWA members (9)

At least 11 representatives from each committee

At least 14 participants from each BPA-funded
coordination organization

Technical and policy representatives participated



Perceived Role of CBFWA

Advocate for agencies 16% (14)

Facilitate
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Mention that the other groups identified in survey were CRITFC, UCUT, USRT, and PNAMP


Overall Experience with CBFWA

Poor I 11% (1)

Below average 11% (10)

Average

Above average

Excellent
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If CBFWA Terminated
members and non-members

Significant impact 26% (24)

Some impact

No impact 20% (19)
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Point out that this response came from both Members and non-members.



Satisfaction with Policy Meetings
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Center numbers within bars.

Relatively high dissatisfaction rate from both Members (X?) and non-Members (Y?).

Was MAG “dissatisfied” a member of CBFWA?



Satisfaction with Technical Committee Meetings
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Relatively high dissatisfaction rate from both Members (X?) and non-Members (Y?).

Was MAG “dissatisfied” a member of CBFWA?



Value of Coordination Services

Members Members Advisory Group

N=29 N=33

Not very valuable JEEY/A() Not very valuable . 18% (6)

Valuable 41% (12) Valuable 49% (16)
Very valuable 28% (8) Very valuable 33% (11)
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Policy Meetings (Members and MAG)
Members
When asked how highly they value the CBFWA Members coordination services, 69% (N = 20) of the 29 respondents that provided ratings indicated the Members coordination services were, at the minimum, valuable; however, 31% (N = 9) of the respondents indicated that the services were not valuable.

Sixty-eight percent (N = 17) of the 25 CBFWA member respondents indicated the services provided in 2010 were valuable. Of these respondents, 28% (N = 7) indicated that they were very valuable; however, 32% (N = 9) of the respondents revealed that they believe the Members coordination services are not very valuable 
 
 
MAG
Of the 33 individuals that rated the value of the MAG coordination services, 82% (N = 27) indicated the services were valuable. Thirty-three percent (N = 11) of the respondents indicated they were very valuable during 2010; however, 18% (N = 6) of the individuals suggested the MAG coordination services are not very valuable.

Eighty-five percent (N = 17) of the 20 CBFWA member respondents indicated that the MAG coordination services provided in 2010 were valuable, with 45% of those individuals indicating that the services are very valuable; however, 15% (N = 3) of the respondents suggested that the services were not very valuable during 2010.  



Value of Coordination Services
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CBFWA Website
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CBFWA SOTR Website
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CBFWA Staff (all respondents)
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CBFWA Staff (member respondents)

Keeping Members Quality of Work Meeting Needs
Informed
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2010 CBFWA Work Plan

Implementation
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Former CBFWA Members

e Reasons for leaving CBFWA
- 60% of the respondents indicated their organization
left because CBFWA was not responsive to their
needs

e Can CBFWA regain your membership?
- 100% of the respondents indicated No
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Our decision to leave was a complicated decision that had a variety of variables associated with it.”



Summary — CBFWA Organization

Perceived role in 2010 was that of facilitation

Rated as average or better to other coordination
organizations

Satisfaction with implementation of the 2010 Work Plan
and the technical and policy-level products

Value of CBFWA membership rated as average or better

Termination of CBFWA would impact organizations



Summary — CBFWA Forums

 CBFWA technical committees — high level of
satisfaction and value

« CBFWA Members — significant level of
dissatisfaction with meetings and lowest rating for
value of coordination services



Summary - Websites

CBFWA Website

* Provides valuable and useful information
* Most users visit at least once per month

SOTR Website

e Rated as somewhat to very informative
e Most users found the site to be somewhat to very
useful



Summary — CBFWA Staff

All respondents

» Service rated as good to excellent
* Requests handled to satisfaction
 [nteractions and support valuable

CBFWA Members

« Satisfied with ability to keep them informed
« Satisfied with quality of work
« Effective or very effective in meeting needs
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