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Meeting Date: Tuesday, February 20, 2024

Location:
· Meeting was called to order at 11:34 AM. The meeting was held as an online Teams meeting.
Attendance: 	
· Sandeep Burman, Past-President; Rebecca Higgins, President; Jeannie Martin, President-Elect; Eric Bunge, Treasurer; Michael Ginsbach, Secretary; Sherri Kroening, Newsletter; Sean Hunt, Management; Jennie Leete, Management; Jim Lundy, White Paper

Agenda and Minutes: 
· No additions or changes to the agenda. 
· No comments or changes to January meeting minutes, motion to approve January minutes by Bunge, seconded by Martin. All in favor, no opposed. Minutes approved.

Old Business: 
· Higgins mentioned that she had met with the Education Committee regarding the request for outreach to the GSA Water Science Conference. Higgins mentions that she was able to chat with Cathy Undem of the Education Committee about materials for a conference and about MGWA as a whole.
· Higgins said that Undem had mentioned that the Education Committee had a similar line of thought regarding improving the membership of MGWA and had expressed a desire to improve outreach to new career professionals. Undem said that she would be reaching back out to the Board with information about ideas that they have to improve membership numbers and to formalize what the Education Committee does.

New Business: 
· Lundy mentioned that he is a member of the newly-revamped White Paper committee and is working on a White Paper related to groundwater recharge. Lundy notes that this white paper is in the very early stages and he has completed a scoping document and shared that document with the Board.
· Lundy notes that the scoping document needs to be approved by the Board prior to any work beginning on the formal white paper itself. Lundy asked the Board if they had a chance to review the scoping document or if they would like to get a quick overview.
· Higgins mentioned that it would be beneficial to walk through the scoping document. Lundy began with a quick overview of the white paper process (this is the sixth white paper) and reiterated that these white papers are generally written for non-technical experts and try to write down the knowledge that is already available rather than do primary research.
· Lundy’s high-level topics for this white paper include input, geologic container, recharge estimation, recharge and water quality, and recharge and human activity. The scoping document notes that the approximate timeframe is twelve to fourteen months.
· Higgins noted that the stormwater manual includes a lot of pertinent information related to this topic along with various ITRC documents related to Managed Aquifer Recharge. Higgins’s primary question is how the definition of “consensus”.
· Lundy said that the term consensus comes from the general definition related to all white papers. He said that the subcommittee will include a broad group of people writing the document and that there will be technical review by experts as well. Lundy said that it is tricky and that this is a complicated topic. He reiterates that this needs to be a paper for non-experts and will serve as a resource for those folks.
· Higgins asked if this falls into the bucket of a compendium of information for all decision-makers. Lundy confirms that this is the case and said that he is not aware of any specific cases coming down the line that might impact this. Lundy said that the reference list for this document will become a valuable resource and, perhaps, might be the most important part of this document.
· Burman said that the topic of aquifer storage and recovery/managed aquifer recharge is an important topic and might need to be a standalone topic. Burman noted that Peter Kang at UMN is a global expert at aquifer storage and recovery and could be a great resource - Kang used to manage South Korea’s ASR in the past.
· Lundy said that he is aware of the St. Michael ASR system - Burman confirmed that this is the only system in Minnesota. 
· Lundy said he would like the Board’s help to get together the writing subcommittee, potentially with an email to look for willing helpers. 
· Higgins said that because this is geared towards decision makers and not subject matter experts, it could be beneficial to write it using approachable language and talks to folks about what recharge is and involves climate change in a more cohesive matter. 
· Higgins asked if anyone else had any questions. Martin asked for clarification on what the vote is for. Higgins clarified that the vote was to approve the scoping for this document as the sixth white paper. Lundy said the current framework is that after the scoping is approved, the white paper team will work in the background until a draft is ready for board review.
· Higgins said that she would like to see the group of people identified to ensure that there are people that are actually going to put in time on the paper and also some minor tweaking of the scope. Lundy said that there is unlikely to get much participation without Board approval. He notes that this is all very fluid and that the scoping document is general and the information will be determined as the document is written. Lundy said that he is the only person so far.
· Marin asked if this is basically approaching the concept of the paper going forward. Lundy said that this is mostly getting the Board’s blessing that this is a reasonable scope and an important topic and to get the members together.
· Kroening noted that other white papers have been done the same - the Board essentially approves the topic and then the team is assembled post-approval. Kroening said that there have been cases in the past where the Board has provided additional input for people to join with on the committee. She notes that she will also advertise this in the newsletter.
· Higgins asked if the Board is comfortable with the proposed process. Lundy asked for clarification on the process. He notes that the White Paper committee will discuss the topics and determine which are in and which are not in. This is the next step to get Board confirmation that the topic is acceptable. Lundy asked if there was a second checkin from the Board for the Board to find out who is on the team and then a third check-in with the Board once a draft is complete.
· Lundy asked if there was a desire to have another check-in with the Board during the process instead of just a final check-in with the draft document. Lundy notes that once the document is brought back to the board it is not a first draft but it is very close to being complete.
· Higgins asked for a heads-up of the review period when it approaches - getting an idea of when the white paper is ready for review and when additional input is needed. Lundy noted taht here is wearing two hats - one is thinking about writing a white paper on recharge and one is being part of the white paper committee.
· Lundy re-confirmed that this is the first board meeting (scoping), there will be a second check-in with the board (confirming the people on the white paper group), and then a third board meeting with a draft document. Higgins noted that a 30-45 day review period for the Board just to make sure. SHe notes that because there are so many eyes on the document beforehand, a one month review period is probably enough.
· Martin agreed that deadlines are great. Kroening said that at the final stages, a 30 day period to look at it is probably fine since it is mostly just big issues - no copyediting at that point. Kroening said that one thought wit the papers is accessibility, to set up the document to make sure that if someone uses a screen reader or that the graphics are visible for folks with visual impairments (such as colorblindness issues on the images). Kroening also said that as a non-geologist she would be happy to look for jargon.
· Lundy said he will keep the group on track to remove the amount of jargon in the document and will work to make sure that the document is accessible.
· Higgins asked Lundy if he would like to present to the board at the beginning of the review period or the end. Lundy said that he would prefer the document by itself and would prefer to meet with the Board after they had reviewed.
· Higgins asked for a motion to review the scope of the sixth white paper on groundwater recharge. Bunge motioned to approve, seconded by Martin. All in favor, no opposed. White paper topic is approved.

2024 Virtual Spring Conference Planning Updates: 
· Higgins reiterated that the topic is “Artificial Intelligence, Machine Learning: Application and Integration in MN Groundwater Science” and shared the list of proposed speakers.
· Current speakers include Dr. Chris Olivares Martines, Tom Davies/Jed Watts, Chris Gerrits, Ben Heinle/Sean Buchanan/Amanda Laning, Sean Donegan, Evan Christianson, and Chris Theilsen.
· Higgins notes that the agenda is still in draft forms as she would like to have titles before filling out the proposed times. Higgins said that she put out a call for lightning talks but only heard one person who would be potentially interested in giving a lightning talk.
· Higgins asked if there should be a registration code for students to allow them to register for free for those that are giving lightning talks or just being students attending for free. Higgins asked for additional feedback regarding an update to the old method of reimbursing student registration (physical cash handed back) to a discount code.
· Bunge said that he is in favor of anything that cna be done to improve student attendance and that it sounds like a good idea from his standpoint.
· Kroening said that she is also in favor of reducing the cost to attend for students to present.
· Higgins said that the goal would be to have students attend for free to encourage attendance by the students. Both Marin and Ginsbach agreed that it is a good thing to have more students attend.
· Higgins suggested repurposing most of the lightning talk slots for Q&A time instead and have one-two lightning talks.
· Martin asked if there could be updates for committees could be interspersed along with the lighting talks. Higgins said she will make some potential changes to the agenda and will get back to the board after reading the abstracts to ensure that everything makes sense.
· Higgins said there has been an offer from the National Groundwater Association to sponsor the conference. Higgins said that she has found a facilitator for the conference (ABT Associates), who have helped coordinate 3M Settlements at the MPCA and have previously helped facilitate meetings about Gulf oil spills.
· Higgins said there is a volunteer from Abt to facilitate this meeting and is willing to help in-kind (no cost in exchange for registration for the conference).
· Higgins said that the Whova platform cost would be about $3700 for this virtual event. Higgins notes that is a comprehensive package for the entire event - it is the “whole enchilada” - and covers advertising, registration, and many other facets.
· Higgins asked an ITRC contact how this compares to free platforms and received an encouraging note of support for the platform as an all-in-one host. Higgins said this is an opportunity to use this as an option instead of using the MGS’s Zoom account for the event. She notes that this is an opportunity to have things be more professional and that things have improved greatly since COVID for virtual events.
· Bunge noted that it would be about $18.50 per person to cover the cost of the Whova platform and asked if ABT would be the ones helping with the contracting. Higgins said that Abt could help if MGWA Management was not able to do this contracting. 
· Hunt asked how the presenters interact with Whova - do the presenters upload their presentations to Whova? Higgins said that she would look to Abt the day of the conference to help with this process and she notes that it would be good to have a dry run.
· Bunge asked what the cost for the event would be. Higigns said that the current plan is to have it be $60 per person. If there are approximately 250 attendees, there would be $10-16k in profit from this event. She notes that the missions as a non-profit is to provide the best quality product to the members. 
· Hunt said that for in-person meetings there would be member and non-member costs, with the difference being counted for a year’s membership. 
· Marin asked if there would be another fee for fall. Hunt explained that there are two large events - spring conference and fall conference - and you do not have to attend either to be a member if you don’t want to.
· Higgins said that it might be nice to have a cost for membership for the year and then have separate prices for each conference - trying to reach a break-even amount for the year. 
· Martin said she would like to make sure we are looking at annual conference costs and ensure we have enough money to cover the fall conference as well. 
· Bunge asked that if automatically becoming a member with conference registration could help boost the numbers.
· Higgins said that is important to try and find a number that is comfortable for the registration for the conference and memberships. 
· Bunge said that we could have a note that the membership includes attendance to the spring conference but the fall conference will still have both a member and non-member cost. 
· Martin what the driver would be for the fall conference. Bunge noted that it is continuing education credits, networking, and the topics being presented. 
· Higgins asked how we could manage people who are already registered for this year. Bunge said that if this is too big of a change right now, we could keep the existing price structure for now and then make changes next year. He suggested that members could get a code for attending the conference. Higgins asked what that cost would be - perhaps $15 off? Bunge said that this sounds reasonable.
· Higgins said that the conference registration would be $60, which would include membership, and that there could be a $45 cost for those who were already members. Martin suggested adding $15 to the $60 price and add a date to register by to avoid that additional cost.
· Marin expanded on her idea, saying that people who registered by March 15th could get attendance and conference registration for $60 - $45 if you are already a member - and then it would be $75 after.
· Higgins suggested taking this offline to have a discussion on the price point. She suggested instead that we discuss the platform discussion wrapped up to begin the marketing push for the spring conference.
· Burman asked if the financial numbers shake out to allow this to occur. Higgins noted that the previous discussion was centered around ensuring that costs were set appropriately to ensure MGWA at least breaks even. Higgins said that the Board needs to decide on the platform before determining the costs.
· Bunge reminded the Board we would need at least $20 per member to clear the costs of Whova.
· Leete and Burman reiterated that there the net profits are passed over to the Foundation and that we need to be aware of this balance/gamble. Higgins notes that there are benefits to having this new platform to help improve the awareness of MGWA and improve membership. Higgins said that there need to be balancing the mission of MGWA of improving educational opportunities for the members and funding the Foundation.
· Higgins said that any marketing pushing would need to start this week to stay on schedule for the conference.
· Kroenign said it would be good to move towards a more sustainable method as there may be a stage where the university does not allow us to use their Zoom account. Bunge said that it is a good opportunity to try and get things more stable and is comfortable trying to get a vote going.
· Higgins asked for a vote to use Whova as a platform for the spring conference and to approve the cost of this purchase. Bunge motioned to approve a vote, seconded by Martin. All in favor, no opposed. Motion passes.
· Higgins notes that there are plenty of discussions yet to be had and asked the board to fill in the reports below.

2024 Initiatives: 
· There was not enough time to discuss these initiatives today.


Reports:
Treasurer:  
· 
Management Team:
· 
Newsletter:
· 
White Paper Committee:
· The Groundwater Data white paper has received five reviews for the survey that will be sent out to MGWA members as part of this white paper. The co-leads are working to compile the comments and hopefully to have a final survey sent out to members soon.
Education Committee:
· 
Foundation:

Other
· 

Meeting Adjourned: 1:00 pm.

Action Items:
· Report-outs will be filled in by the appropriate board members.
Next Meeting:
· Next meeting will be held on March 19, 2024.






