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ABSTRACT 

 
 

 
Millions of hours and tens of millions of dollars are invested every year by Rotarians 

worldwide in attending district conferences, yet these conferences are rarely evaluated well.  
The purpose of this report, which expands on a previous analysis included in a book on 

Membership in Service Clubs: Rotary’s Experience published by Palgrave Macmillan in April 
2014, is to show that such evaluations can be done quickly at no financial cost, and that they can 
be instructive. The report presents the results of a rapid evaluation of three annual conferences 
for district 7620. The conferences were well appreciated by participants, especially in terms of 
the fellowship and networking opportunities that they provided. The resort for one of the 
conferences was considered as first-class, and good to great for the other conferences. Leaders 
from Rotary International as well as some great speakers spoke at the conferences. In the third 
conference, the focus on youth was especially appreciated, and as a result that conference 
obtained even higher ratings than the two previous conferences.  

Yet areas for improvement were also suggested by participants in their evaluation forms. 
First there is a need to hold down the cost of such conferences for participants in order to boost 
attendance, especially among new and younger Rotarians in addition to the experienced 
members who typically attend the conferences and belong to the leadership of their club and 
district. Second, there is a need to design better sessions for the learning experience that these 
conferences may provide, not only in terms of how to implement successful service projects, but 
also more generally for discussing the future of Rotary and challenges faced. While this is not 
necessarily easy to do, it should be a priority. Third, participants would like more motivational, 
entertaining, and business speakers, as opposed to Rotary and nonprofit speakers. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

FOCUSING ON YOUTH PAID OFF AT THE 2014 DISTRICT CONFERENCE! 
 
 
 

For the past three years, district 7620 
has conducted evaluations of its district 
conferences using surveys administered 
through the web. Conducting such 
evaluations is important. Millions of hours 
and tens of millions of dollars are invested 
every year by Rotarians in attending annual 
district conferences worldwide, yet these 
conferences are rarely evaluated thoroughly. 
While this evaluation focuses on the last 
three district conferences implemented by 
district 7620, it is hoped that it will be 
valuable to Rotarians in other districts. 

 A team worked hard for several 
months under the leadership of District 
Governor Peter Kyle and Conference Chair 
Sean McAlister to organize the latest district 
7620 conference in May 2014. The 
conference had a special focus on youth (on 
Friday and Saturday) and Wounded 
Warriors (for the Sunday brunch).  

The evaluations of the previous two 
years suggested that while participants 
enjoyed district conferences, they could be 
shorter and less expensive with more 
engaging speakers and more learning 
opportunities for Rotarians. Did district 
7620 succeed in organizing a great 
conference in 2014? To a large extent, the 
answer is yes. The conference was better 
attended than in previous years. Many 
participants were seasoned Rotarians. But 
this year Interactors and Rotaractors 
participated in substantial numbers as well, 
thanks in the case of Interact to a first ever 
Interact Leadership Conference.  

A total of 100 Interactors, 
Rotaractors, and Rotarians responded to the 
evaluation survey for the conference, which 
makes its results reliable. Most respondents 

had attended previous conferences. As 
shown in Figure 1, almost 60 percent rated 
the conference as better than previous 
conferences. This is impressive, given that 
in the last two years most respondents rated 
the conference as on par with previous 
conferences.  

 

 
Source: District conference evaluation survey. 

 
Figure 2 provides data on 

satisfaction rates with the facilities and 
various aspects of the conference. Most of 
the ratings look great with large shares of 
respondents rating various aspects as very 
good or good. The hotel rooms as well as the 
conference and hotel facilities and the 
convenience of the location ranked at the 
top. The organization of the conference and 
the opportunities for fellowship were also 
well rated. Even the category on learning 
about Rotary was well rated, but as in 
previous years only one in five participants 
said that they had learned a lot of new 
information that is likely to be useful to 
them as Rotarians. Apart from the issue with 
the quality of the food served by the hotel, 
the cost of the conference was the category 
with the lowest ratings. This is an issue that 
has been identified for three years in a row.  
 

58.7% 
30.2% 

11.1% 

Fig. 1: How do you rate the 2014 conference 
versus previous district conferences? 

Better quality than
previous conference(s)

Equal quality as
previous conference(s)

Lower quality than
previous
conferences(s)
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 Source: Author, based on the District conference evaluation survey. 
 

Some 26 different sessions were 
individually rated with at least ten 
respondents per session (this is a minimum 
number of respondents to ensure a reliable 
assessment). Nine of the 26 sessions got 60 
or more “very good” ratings: the Baltimore 
area joint luncheon, the four youth sessions 
on Saturday morning (Four Way Test, See 
Something Say Something, Jack Andraka, 
and Teresa Scanlan), the Interact session on 
Saturday afternoon, the Mother's Day 
brunch on Sunday, and finally the 
hospitality suites on both Friday and 
Saturday evening. Feedback from the open-
ended qualitative questions suggests four 
main areas for improvement: providing 
better food (less chicken!), reducing the time 
spent on awards ceremonies, improving the 
audio system, and reducing the cost of 
attending. As to the qualitative feedback on 
what participants appreciated the most, the 
sessions focused on youth on the Saturday 
morning again stole the show. Clearly, this 

focus on youth – and on Wounded Warriors 
– paid off. 

What could be improved for next 
year? When asked what types of sessions 
they would like to see more off, sessions on 
successful projects and debates/discussions 
on Rotary and its future were mentioned the 
most. In terms of the types of speakers, 
participants would like more motivational 
and entertaining speakers, as well as more 
speakers from the business world versus 
nonprofits. Participants would like the 
conference to be even shorter. As to whether 
it is better to have one or more districts 
present at the conference, the feedback was 
split between the two options.  

To sum up, most participants at the 
conference were highly satisfied with the 
event, especially in terms of its focus on 
youth. The hotel amenities, as well as the 
overall organization of the conference were 
also rated highly. At the same time, a 
number of areas for improvements were 
identified, including the need to hold the 
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cost of such conferences down, to reduce the 
time allocated to the presentation of awards, 
and to organize the conference in such a way 
that more learning on the future of Rotary 
and successful service projects can take 
place. Many of these recommendations are 
not new: they had already emerged from the 

evaluation of the past two conferences. The 
good news is that we may slowly be getting 
better at organizing these events and at 
responding to the feedback from 
participants, and this last conference was 
especially good. 

 
 

 
STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT 

 
The report is structured in ten chapters, each answering one question as follows: 

 
Why evaluate district conferences? 

How where the evaluations conducted? 
Who attended the conferences? 

Were sessions at previous conferences well rated? 
How were sessions at the 2014 conference rated? 

How satisfied were Rotarians with the conferences? 
What were the strongest aspects of the conferences? 

What were some areas for improvement? 
What do Rotarians recommend for future conferences? 

What can be concluded from the evaluations? 
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1. WHY EVALUATE DISTRICT CONFERENCES? 

 
 

 
 Rotary is a global service club 
organization founded in 1905. Today it has 
approximately 1.2 million members 
belonging to about 34,000 clubs in more 
than 200 countries and geographical areas. 
Clubs are federated into districts, with 
districts themselves belonging to zones. The 
board of Directors of Rotary International is 
composed of a President serving for one 
year, the President-elect, the General 
Secretary (who is the top executive of 
Rotary International and manages the 
organization’s 600 employees located 
mostly in Evanston, Illinois), and the zone 
directors. One of the signature initiatives of 
Rotary has been its campaign to eradicate 
polio, a cause to which Rotarians have 
contributed more than a billion US dollars. 
 District conferences are annual 
events to which Rotarians from a given 
district are invited to participate. These 
conferences are important in the life of 
Rotary. They represent the main annual 
event where Rotarians from different clubs 
belonging to a common geographic area can 
meet each other and exchange their 
experiences. District-level Rotary business 
is conducted at the conferences and the 
conferences are often an occasion for 
Rotarians to hear from high level Rotary 
International officials and other speakers.  

As stated in Rotary International’s 
(2011) district conference manual, “the 
purpose of the district conference is to 
provide opportunities for networking, 
inspirational addresses, and discussions of 
Rotary-related matters. The event should 
recognize the service programs, projects, 
and public relations achievements in the 
district in order to inspire Rotarians to 
become more involved in service. The 

conference should also give … a vision of 
Rotary beyond the club level and provide a 
memorable fellowship experience.”1  

It is important for an organization 
such as Rotary International to pay attention 
to district conferences not only because they 
are essential events in the life of clubs and 
districts, but also because the resources 
invested in the conferences are substantial, 
both in terms of time and in terms of costs.  

Consider first the allocation of time 
with a simple extrapolation based on data 
for the three district conferences evaluated 
in this report. The first conference was 
organized jointly by districts 7620 and 7630 
in 2012. Together the two districts cover the 
states of Maryland and Delaware, as well as 
the District of Columbia (that is, the capital 
city Washington, DC). For the second 
                                                           
1 The manual states that at a minimum the program 
must include two conference addresses as well as 
brief remarks at the end of the conference by the 
Rotary International President’s representative. It 
must include a discussion and adoption of audited 
financial statements from the previous year and a 
vote to approve the district levy collected from 
district Rotarians if this was not previously approved. 
Finally, the conference must elect first the district’s 
representative to Rotary International’s Council on 
Legislation two years in advance (unless this has 
been done through a nominee committee procedure), 
and second the member of the nominating committee 
for the zone’s representative to the Rotary 
International Board of Directors. These are however 
only the minimum requirements, and typically much 
more is done at the conferences. This is because 
beyond handling necessary Rotary business, district 
conferences are probably at least as important for 
learning and for promoting fellowship and 
networking among Rotarians, which are all essential 
for building cohesion within an organization as 
decentralized as Rotary is, where much of what is 
going on is decided and also takes place at the level 
of individual clubs. 
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conference, the Northern Virginia district 
7610 joined in as well. The third conference 
was for district 7620 only. The total 
attendance at the three conferences 
combined is estimated at about 1,050 
Rotarians and guests.  

The first two conferences started on 
a Thursday afternoon and ended on Sunday 
around noon or shortly thereafter. The third 
conference started on a Friday at noon, and 
also ended on Sunday mid-day. Many 
participants attended the conference for 
three (or even four days in the case of the 
first two conferences), but most came for 
only one or two days.  

If one considers that activities at the 
conference go on for up to ten hours per day, 
and if we assume that participants on 
average spend 2.5 days attending the 
conferences (including travel time), with 
1050 participants this would represent an 
investment in time of 26,250 hours.  

Together, the two districts that 
organized the joint conference in 2012 have 
about 4,000 Rotarians, and when the three 
districts are included for the 2013 
conference, membership is above 6,000. For 
district 7620 in 2014, the membership was at 
about 2,350.  Over the three years, this 
represents a potential attendance at the 
conference of close to 12,400 Rotarians. 

The amount of time allocated on 
average for the two conferences was then 
approximately 2.12 hours per Rotarian per 
year. Multiplying this by the number of 
Rotarians in the world yields an allocation 
of about 2.54 million hours per year for 
Rotary worldwide just for Rotarians to 
attend district conferences. This estimate 
may well be on the low side given that the 
attendance rate at the two conferences 

evaluated in this report, at about 8.5 percent 
on average for the three years using the 
approach just outlined, may be lower than is 
typical in other districts.  

In addition, one should include the 
time spent by district leadership teams and 
conference committee members as well as 
district executive secretaries in preparing the 
conferences. It is not unrealistic to suggest 
that for any given district at least 30 
Rotarians will volunteer time to help prepare 
various aspects of the conferences, including 
preparing their own presentations. Some of 
these Rotarians will spend a very large 
amount of time on the conferences, 
especially if they are part of the core 
organizing committee, while others will 
spend less time.  

Just for the sake of the argument, 
consider an average of 25 hours spent by 
each of the 30 Rotarians for preparing 
various aspects of the conference (this is 
probably a rather low estimate). With some 
529 Rotary districts worldwide, this would 
generate another 400,000 volunteer hours 
for preparation.  

 
Possibly three million hours and maybe 
more are allocated to district conferences 
every year by Rotarians worldwide.  

 
Thus, possibly three million hours 

are allocated to district conferences every 
year by Rotarians, and this may be a 
conservative estimate. The bottom line is 
that clearly a large amount of time is 
allocated to prepare and attend these 
conferences, so that making these 
conferences a success does matter for all 
those involved. 
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Consider next the question of costs. 
Most of the costs of district conferences are 
borne by participants who pay their hotel 
bill as well as a fee for attending the 
conference to cover meals and other costs. A 
typical fee in the United States to attend a 
district conference will run at a few hundred 
dollars including meals and hotel rooms.  

District conferences tend to be 
organized in major hotels or resorts, so that 
even when special rates are obtained, room 
fees will typically be in the $100 to $150 per 
night. Some Rotarians stay for three or more 
nights, others for only one or two nights, and 
some just come for a day. Guests are likely 
to have additional expenses both at the site 
of the conference and to get to the 
conference site.  

Assume, again for the sake of the 
argument, that on average the total cost of 
the conference per attendee is of the order 
$600 – it will often be much higher for those 
staying three nights, but it will be lower for 
those coming just for one day without 
staying any night in the hotel or resort. Even 
based on the somewhat low attendance rate 
of about 8.5 percent mentioned above for the 
three conferences considered in this report, 
with 1.2 million Rotarians worldwide, this 

would generate a cost of $61 million per 
year. This might be too high because the 
cost of district conferences may be lower in 
other countries than it is in the United 
States. But on the other hand this does not 
include special costs for the attendance of 
high level Rotary officials (whether those 
are paid by districts or Rotary International) 
and speakers. This estimate also does not 
include the cost at Rotary headquarters to 
oversee and monitor district conferences. 
And most importantly it also does not 
include the cost of the annual Rotary 
convention that typically welcomes more 
than 20,000 Rotarians from all over the 
world each year and could in a way be 
considered as a super district conference. 

Overall, the costs of district 
conferences are likely to be substantial, and 
could be higher than those indicated here 
depending on conference participation rates. 

 
Possibly more than $60 million is invested 
by Rotarians to attend district 
conferences each year worldwide, in part 
because conferences tend to be organized 
in good quality hotels and resorts.  

 
 

Most costs of district conferences are paid by attendees through fees for attendance, meals, and 
rooms. As conferences tend to be organized in nice settings (such as the Hyatt Regency Chesapeake 

Bay for the 2012 conference), costs may be high despite steep discounts on hotel rooms. 
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2. HOW WERE THE EVALUATIONS CONDUCTED? 

 
 

 
District conferences matter for the 

life of Rotary clubs and districts, and 
substantial energy, time, and investments are 
made by individual Rotarians, clubs, and 
districts to organize the best conferences 
they can. And yet, very little information 
seems to be available as to whether district 
conferences are successful or not.  

The district conference manual 
stipulates the following under the evaluation 
section: “Be sure to have district conference 
committee members and conference 
attendees complete evaluations at the end of 
the event. Share the results with the 
governor-elect, governor-nominee, and 
future district conference committee 
members so that they can use the feedback 
to improve the meeting in the future”2, but it 
is unclear how seriously or in-depth this is 
done.  

Administrative instruments for 
evaluating district conferences are useful to 
assess participation, but they seem to have 
limited additional value. A ‘Form G: District 
Conference Report’ is to be filled by District 
Governors after each district conference3.  

The form consists of a dozen 
questions, including whether the conference 
was held in conjunction with another 
district, the number of clubs represented, the 
number of Rotarians attending, and the 
number of guests, Rotaractors, and 
Interactors. Questions are also asked about 
how many subcommittees were appointed 
under the district conference committee, 

                                                           
2  Rotary International, 2011, District Conference 
Manual, Document 800-(EN)-711, Evanston: Rotary 
International. 
3  Rotary International, 2008, Form G: District 
Conference Report, Evanston: Rotary International. 

how many Rotarians from the district served 
on a committee or subcommittee, and which 
subcommittees were used to plan the district 
conference, with a list of a dozen sub-
committees proposed, ranging from Awards 
Program to Exhibits Transportation.  

Next, questions are asked about how 
the district conference was promoted, both 
in terms of lead time and means to contact 
Rotarians through mailings, newsletters, 
early registration discount, emails, websites, 
and personal contacts with clubs by 
Assistant Governors.  

The last section of the form deals 
with the district leadership seminar – 
whether such a seminar was held and when, 
how many participants it had, and how many 
clubs were represented.  

Another form is also available, and is 
to be filled by the representative of the 
President of Rotary International at the 
conference4. It is slightly more detailed, but 
limited as well. Clearly, the information in 
these forms is useful to monitor attendance, 
but it has limited value for understanding 
how to improve the conferences. 

Given the above, this report has two 
purposes. The first is to provide some 
elements towards an evaluation of the last 
three district conferences organized by 
district 7620 in 2012, 2013, and 2014 (in 
2012 with district 7610, and in 2013 with 
districts 7610 and 7630)). This evaluation 
was prepared at the request of the Governors 
of the districts that participated in the three 
conferences.  

                                                           
4  Rotary International, 2012, Report of the 
President’s Representative to the President of Rotary 
International, Evanston. 
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Beyond the usefulness of the results 
for these three districts, it is also hoped that 
the report will have wider appeal for 
Rotarians in general, and maybe even for 
members of other service clubs, in showing 
how simple methods can be used for 
evaluating such annual conferences.  

The evaluation forms for the three 
conferences aimed to get useful feedback 
from attendees quickly and at no cost. The 
surveys were administered shortly after the 
conferences through the website Survey 
Monkey, and they remained open for a 
period of about two weeks after each 
conference. For each of the three years, two 
emails were sent to participants to encourage 
them to fill the evaluation surveys.  

A total of 95 participants responded 
to the 2012 survey by the closing date of 
April 27, 2012, and 184 participants 
responded to the 2013 survey by the closing 
date of May 15, 2013 (this was a larger 
conference with three districts). For the 
2014 district conference, a total of 100 
participants responded by the closing date of 
May 5, 2014. Taking into account a few 
responses obtained from those not on the 
email lists, this translates into a response 
rate of about 40 percent for the three 
surveys, with few variations between them.  

A draft of this evaluation was 
prepared and shared with the leadership of 
the various districts within a week or two of 
the closing of the surveys. Overall, data 
collection, evaluation, and discussion of the 
results were completed within a month or 
two after the conferences were held, and the 
exercise was completed at zero financial 
cost in all three years5. 

                                                           
5  There is of course an opportunity cost given the 
time required for participants to fill the survey, for 
the author to conduct the analysis of the survey and 
prepare its questionnaire, and for the leadership in the 
various districts to discuss the results. But given that 
Rotarians are unpaid volunteers, there is no financial 
cost. 

The two main advantages of relying 
on Survey Monkey for collecting the data 
were first that attendees could respond at the 
time most convenient to them, and second 
that there was no need to spend time 
entering data that would otherwise have 
been collected by hand through forms to be 
distributed at the conference. Perhaps a 
higher response rate could have been 
obtained by distributing the evaluation 
forms at the conference itself, but this is not 
a given, and the workload would have been 
substantially higher to then code the forms 
into an electronic and useable database. 
Also, there may have been an advantage in 
implementing the survey one or two weeks 
after the conference, since attendees had by 
then had time to reflect on the conference, 
and what was achieved or not. 

 
The evaluation forms for the conferences 
were administered through the web at no 
cost with good response rates of about 40 
percent on average among participants.  
 

For the evaluation of the 2012 
conference, a total of 16 questions were 
asked in the survey. These were simple 
questions and the goal was to make the 
questionnaire as short as possible, so that it 
could be filled in five to ten minutes, but 
without sacrificing too much information. 
The first eight questions were asked to 
gather basic information on the 
characteristics of attendees, which will then 
be compared to a different membership 
survey underway. The next seven questions 
asked about the satisfaction of attendees 
with the various activities at the conference, 
as well as their overall satisfaction and how 
much they learned at the conference. A last 
but important question was open-ended and 
phrased as follows: “What did you 
appreciate the most at this year’s conference 
and what would you suggest that we do 
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differently next year? Do you have any other 
comments/suggestions?”  

For the 2013 and 2014 conferences, 
learning from the experience of the previous 
year, the questionnaire was a bit longer, with 
26 questions, but this does not appear to 
have affected the response rate or the quality 
of the responses even if it required a bit 
more time for participants to fill the survey 
(a good guess would be 15 minutes on 
average). All the questions from the 2012 
survey were kept, but in addition, a few 
additional questions were asked.  

The most important additional 
questions that were included in 2013 and 
2014 aimed to better assess the satisfaction 

of participants with various aspects of the 
conference, while also asking them what 
they liked the most, or the least.  

Additional questions were also asked 
about what participants would like to see 
more or less of at future district conferences, 
both in terms of the types of speakers and 
the types of sessions that are proposed.  

Finally, participants were also asked 
how long such conferences should be, and 
whether they prefer to have a conference 
only for their own district, or in conjunction 
with one or two other districts. The 
questionnaire for the 2014 evaluation survey 
is provided in the Annex. 

 
 
The three district conferences were well attended, with a total of almost 400 respondents filling the 

evaluation forms (a response rate of about 40 percent). This ensures robustness in the results. 
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3. WHO ATTENDED THE DISTRICT CONFERENCES? 

 
 

 
 The demographic and “Rotary” 
profile of respondents to the evaluation 
forms for the three conferences (and by 
extension the profile of the attendees at the 
conferences) seems broadly representative 
of the membership of Rotary in the various 
districts, albeit perhaps a bit older and 
certainly more experienced with Rotary.  

As shown in table 1, about 60 
percent of respondents are men, and 40 
percent women, at least in the last two years. 
In the first two years, about half of all 
respondents are above the age of 60, with 
another fourth between 51 and 60, and about 
one in ten between 41 and 50. Few are 
below 40 years of age. The age distribution 
is younger in 2014 because special efforts 
were made to attract Rotaractors, as well as 
Interactors, RYLA students, and exchange 
students who tend to be below the age of 18. 

 
The demographic and “Rotary” profile of 
attendees at the conferences seems 
broadly representative of the membership 
of Rotary, albeit perhaps a bit older and 
certainly more experienced with Rotary.  

 
Because the average age of Rotarians 

has increased in the last few decades, the 
average age of respondents seems to be only 
slightly higher than is the case for the Rotary 
membership overall in the districts. It 
appears though that despite efforts at 
recruiting younger members and 
encouraging them to attend district 
conferences, the time required and the cost 
of doing so may be too high for at least 
some of the younger Rotarians (this is 
discussed further in chapter 8). 

For three fourths of the respondents, 
their club is the first club that they have 
joined, while slightly less than one in five 
have been a member of one other club 
before, and about one in ten have been 
members of at least two other clubs before. 
More than a fourth of respondents have been 
Rotarians for more than 20 years, with the 
rest distributed somewhat evenly (roughly 
speaking) between the other categories, but 
very few have been Rotarians for less than a 
year (in 2014, the proportion is higher in 
part due to Interactors and Rotaractors). 

When asked about their attendance 
rate at Rotary meetings in their club, 
between half and two thirds of respondents 
depending on the year declared that their 
attendance rate was between 90 and 100 
percent, and very few mentioned attendance 
rates below 50 percent (this was the case for 
3.2 percent of respondents in 2012, 3.9 
percent in 2013, and 4.0 percent in 2014). 
Attendance rates take in principle into 
account whether Rotarians attend the 
meetings of their club, which typically take 
place every week, but they also factor in 
make-ups by attending meetings of other 
clubs, or participating in service activities. 
Still, the attendance rates among 
respondents are clearly higher than average 
attendance rates in the district which tend to 
be more around the 60 percent mark  

This confirms that those attending 
district conferences tend to be among the 
most active members of their club and 
district, probably in part because many 
exercise positions of leadership. 
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Table 1: Profile of Participants at the Three District Conferences (%) 
 2012 2013 2014 
Gender    
Female 32.6 38.5 42.0 
Male 67.4 61.5 58.0 
Age    
Below 18 years - 1.6 10.0 
18-24 years 1.1 3.3 0.0 
25 - 30 years 0.0 3.8 5.0 
31 - 40 years 4.2 2.2 9.0 
41 - 50 years 9.5 13.1 13.0 
51 - 60 years 31.6 24.6 20.0 
Over 60 years 53.7 51.4 43.0 
Group    
Interact Youth exchange/RYLA/Other high school - 2.7 10.1 
Rotaract (including spouses) - 7.1 4.0 
Rotary (including spouses) - 87.5 84.8 
Other - 2.7 1.0 
District    
7610 - 37.6 - 
7620 - 39.2 100.0 
7630 - 22.7 - 
Other - 0.6 - 
Club membership    
Current club is first club for the member 74.5 71.8 74.0 
Member has been in one other club before 16.0 19.2 14.6 
Member has been in two or more other clubs before 9.6 9.0 11.5 
Length of membership    
Less than a year 3.2 7.2 8.0 
1 - 3 Years 9.5 10.6 20.0 
4 - 6 Years 14.7 17.8 19.0 
7 - 10 Years 16.8 17.2 11.0 
11 - 15 Years 15.8 13.3 10.0 
16 - 20 Years 9.5 9.4 5.0 
Over 20 Years 30.5 24.4 27.0 
Attendance at club meetings    
Less than 50 3.2 3.9 4.0 
50-70 15.8 23.3 24.2 
70-90 14.7 24.4 22.2 
90-100 66.3 48.3 49.5 
Participation in district conferences    
First district conference 19.1 25.0 29.3 
Second district conference 9.6 13.6 12.1 
Third district conference 11.7 14.7 9.1 
Has attended at least three conferences before this one 59.6 46.7 49.5 
Source: Author, based on the District conference evaluation surveys. 
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A potpourri of attendees at the 2014 district conference, including DG Peter Kyle and DGE Bill Fine. 
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Past RI President Bill Boyd (above) represented Rotary International at the 2014 conference, which  
was also attended by Joe Brownlee (below), General Manager of Rotary International for Strategy. 
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About half of the respondents 
declared having attended three or more 
district conference before, while this was the 
first district conference for about one in four 
respondents – this proportion was highest 
for the 2014 conference, probably again 
because of a higher number of Rotaractors, 
Interactors, and other high school students 
participating Thus, as expected, the 
conferences attract mostly seasoned and 
committed Rotarians and veterans of 
previous district conferences.  

This is confirmed by data in table 2 
on leadership positions. Most respondents 
stated that they were currently and/or had 
been in positions of leadership at the level of 
their club or district. In 2012, out of a total 
of 91 respondents for that question, 30 
respondents held district level leadership 

positions and another 30 were either their 
current club President or the President-elect 
of the club. In 2013, out of a total of 172 
respondents for that question, 39 
respondents held district level leadership 
positions, and 115 respondents were either 
their current club President or the President-
elect of their club. In 2014 as well, many 
respondents exercised leadership positions 
in their club. Thus, taking into account both 
current and past responsibilities, an 
overwhelming majority of respondents have 
been and/or were in a leadership position. 

 
Most attendees at district conferences 
have attended previous conferences, and 
most have been or are now in positions of 
leadership in their club or for the district.  

 
Table 2: Count Data for Leadership Positions of Respondents to the Survey 

 
Position that I am 

exercising this year 
Position that I have 
exercised in the past 

Response 
Count 

Answer Options 2012 2013 2014 2012 2013 2014 2012 2013 2014 
District-level leadership position 30 48 21 15 36 16 39 66 29 
Club President 14 42 17 46 87 40 56 122 54 
President-Elect 16 22 14 45 81 46 59 100 58 
Secretary 9 13 10 32 60 27 37 68 29 
Treasurer 4 10 5 15 30 18 19 37 21 
Sergeant-at-Arms 1 7 4 16 28 16 17 33 20 
Member of the Board 27 55 26 63 92 54 74 118 66 
Committee chair 24 56 21 58 94 50 67 125 62 
Other responsibility 13 24 14 14 12 11 23 35 22 
Answered question 

 
  

 
  91 172 92 

Skipped question 
 

  
 

  4 12 8 
Source: Author, based on the District conference evaluation surveys. 
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A session of the 2014 conference was devoted to peace fellows and global grant scholars,  
shown here with DG Peter Kyle (from left to right Kristin Post, Yoko Yonemori,  

Caitlin Dimino and Sarah Roache).  
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4. HOW WERE SESSIONS AT PREVIOUS CONFERENCES RATED? 

 
 

 
 Tables 3 and 4 provide data for 2012 
and 2013 on the satisfaction of respondents 
with the main activities and sessions 
organized at the conferences. Only activities 
and sessions with at least twelve respondents 
in 2012 and 2013 rating the activity or 
session are listed because statistics on other 
activities/sessions are not likely to be 
reliable due to very small sample sizes. 
Because the 2013 conference was larger 
with three instead of two districts, more 
activities/sessions were rated by at least 12 
participants that year (more sessions are 
rated in 2013 because the conference was 
larger with three districts rather than two).  

Overall, most respondents rated most 
of the activities as good or very good in all 
three years, which is encouraging. The 
activities have been ranked in tables 3 and 4 
according to the share of respondents rating 
them as very good in each of the three 
surveys. In addition, three broad categories 
have been defined: the activities with more 
than 60 percent of very good ratings, those 
with between 40 and 59 percent of very 
good ratings, and finally those with less than 
40 percent of very good ratings. The share 
of the activities in each of these three broad 
categories is of a similar order of magnitude 
in the two years, even if there are more “less 
well rated” activities in 2013 in proportion 
of the total number of activities listed. 

In 2012, table 3 suggests that the 
Four Way Test finals got the best rating of 
all sessions. The Four Way Test asks the 
following four questions: Of the things we 
think, say or do, (1) Is it the truth? ; (2) Is it 
fair to all concerned?; (3) Will it build 
goodwill and better friendships?; and (4) 
Will it be beneficial to all concerned? The 
Four Way Test finals consist of the last stage 

of a public speaking competition for high 
school students whereby the students speak 
for about five minutes on a topic of their 
choice, weaving in the Four Way Test. The 
students reaching the finals are truly 
impressive, and this activity is often a 
favorite among Rotarians.  

Apart from the Four Way Test, many 
of the top activities in 2012 were social 
events meant to promote fellowship and 
networking, or to simply to have fun. This 
was the case of the local oyster roast & 
fundraiser, the golf tournament, and the 
hospitality suites for both the Friday and the 
Saturday. These suites are rooms reserved 
by clubs in the hotel or resort where free 
drinks are available, and Rotarians can meet 
other members of their club (or other clubs). 
As the tag line for the 2012 conference was 
“Fun-Family-Fellowship”, this seems to 
have been achieved.  

 
Fellowship and fun activities like the Four 
Way Test speech contest for high school 
students tend to be better rated than 
sessions about Rotary membership or 
service projects. Rotary business sessions 
are among the least well rated sessions.  

 
On the other hand, the activities 

dealing with Rotary business tended to be 
less well ranked. For example, the 2012 
separate district business sessions (separate 
because each of the two participating 
districts in that conference organized its own 
session) scored lowest. Some of the sessions 
related to the Rotary Foundation – which 
can be important for discussing how to 
implement international service projects that 
are co-funded by clubs, districts, and the 
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Rotary Foundation, as well as some of the 
plenary sessions also did not fare especially 
well. This suggests that activities for 
fellowship and networking worked better in 

2012 for respondents than sessions more 
directly related to administrative and Rotary 
as well as Foundation-related matters. 

 
Table 3: Satisfaction with Sessions and Activities at the Conference, 2012 (%) 
Day Activity Attendance Poor Fair Good Very good 
  Highly rated sessions (VG: 60+%) 
Sat Four Way Test Finals 60.0 - 1.5 16.7 81.8 
Sat Local oyster roast & fundraiser 18.9 - 5.0 15.0 80.0 
Thu Golf 14.7 - 6.7 20.0 73.3 
Sat Hospitality suites 51.6 - 5.4 25.0 66.1 
Fri Hospitality suites 56.8 - 6.2 26.2 64.6 
Fri Membership: Here comes the judge! 16.8 - 9.5 19.0 61.9 
  Medium rated sessions (VG: 40%-59%)  
Thu Dinner 12.6 5.9 11.8 23.5 58.8 
Fri Membership – retention 20.0 - 12.5 29.2 58.3 
Fri Well drilling in Africa 15.8 - - 38.1 57.1 
Thu Cocktail hour 14.7 - 11.8 29.4 52.9 
Fri Celebration dinner 51.6 - 8.3 40.0 51.7 
Sun Interfaith memorial service 18.9 - 13.6 31.8 50.0 
Fri Foundation breakout 1 17.9 - 8.7 39.1 47.8 
Sat Rotary Foundation Plenary 55.8 1.6 3.3 49.2 45.9 
Fri Lunch & opening plenary 61.1 1.5 10.3 45.6 41.2 
Sun Closing plenary 23.2 7.4 29.6 25.9 40.7 
  Less well rated sessions (VG: 40-%)  
Sat Gala dinner 58.9 7.6 16.7 39.4 34.8 
Fri Rotary fellowships 14.7 - 11.1 55.6 33.3 
Sat Breakfast 54.7 - 9.7 54.8 32.3 
Fri Fellowship/morning activities 37.9 - 17.1 53.7 24.4 
Fri How to Write Your Memoirs 9.5 40.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 
Fri Foundation breakout 2 17.9 - 20.0 60.0 15.0 
Fri Independent district business sessions 42.1 10.0 32.0 44.0 14.0 
Source: Author, based on the District conference evaluation surveys. 
 

In 2013, table 4 suggests many 
similar outcomes, but with some differences. 
The Four Way Test finals ranked second 
among all sessions and activities, and the 
hospitality rooms fared again well. But 
several other activities, which were a bit 
different from the standard fare at Rotary 
district conferences, also did very well. 
First, two sessions related to Group Study 
Exchanges (GSEs) were highly ranked. With 
support from the Rotary Foundation, GSEs 
provide opportunities for cultural and 
vocational exchange for businesspeople and 
professionals in early stages of their careers 

and between 25 and 40 years of age. Teams 
of Rotarians from one country visit another 
country for four to six weeks for vocational 
visits, meeting Rotary clubs, attending 
various events, and staying with host 
families. Two such teams, one from Pakistan 
and the other from Australia, participated in 
the district conference and organized 
sessions where they made presentations. A 
session on Rotary bomb dogs was also 
appreciated, as was another session where 
Interactors from district 7610 participated in 
a music contest.  
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Table 4: Satisfaction with Sessions and Activities at the Conference, 2013 (%) 
Day Session Attendance Poor Fair Good Very good 
  Highly rated sessions (VG: 60+%) 
Fri Rotary Bomb Dogs 18.5 3.0 - 9.1 87.9 
Sat New Generation D-7620 Four Way Test 20.1 - 4.7 9.3 86.0 
Fri D-3372 GSE Team Pakistan 13.6 - - 17.2 82.8 
Sat Stop Hunger Now 27.7 - 3.0 14.9 82.1 
Fri D-9465 GSE Team Australia 13.0 - - 20.0 80.0 
Sat New Generation D-7610 Music/Essays 21.7 - 4.3 17.0 78.7 
Fri Hospitality Rooms 50.5 - 3.6 22.7 73.6 
Fri Polio Plus Update 9.2 - 4.8 23.8 71.4 
Sat Hospitality Rooms 46.7 - 3.2 27.4 69.5 
  Medium rated sessions (VG: 40%-59%)  
Sun Memorial Service 24.5 3.9 - 41.2 54.9 
Fri Ethics Forum 8.7 4.5 13.6 27.3 54.5 
Fri Speaker X 54.3 4.3 16.2 30.8 48.7 
Sat Lunch 65.2 3.9 7.0 43.8 45.3 
Thu Cristal City Jazz Party 20.7 7.5 17.5 30.0 45.0 
Sat D-7610 Special Awards 23.4 - 15.6 40.0 44.4 
Sat D-7620 Peace through Service 19.6 - 9.3 46.5 44.2 
Fri Background to War & Spies 10.9 4.0 24.0 28.0 44.0 
Sat New Generation Presentation 8.7 3.8 3.8 50.0 42.3 
Fri Afternoon District Breakout Session 47.8 1.0 7.1 50.0 41.8 
Sat Breakfast 56.0 6.3 5.4 46.8 41.4 
Sat Stars and Stripes Dinner 51.1 4.8 8.7 45.2 41.3 
Sun Breakfast Buffet 32.6 - 9.1 50.0 40.9 
Sat Interact Morning Session 8.2 - 13.3 46.7 40.0 
  Less well rated sessions (VG: 40-%) 
Fri Cherry Blossom Lunch 60.3 3.9 14.1 43.8 38.3 
Fri Membership Forum 8.2 5.3 26.3 31.6 36.8 
Fri Conference General Session 54.3 0.9 14.8 51.3 33.0 
Sun Final Plenary and Adjournment 20.7 2.2 10.9 54.3 32.6 
Fri Morning District Break out Session 53.3 1.8 11.7 55.0 31.5 
Sat Extreme Club Makeover 6.5 6.3 12.5 50.0 31.3 
Fri Opening Ceremony 51.1 2.1 8.3 58.3 31.3 
Sat D-7630 Grants Management 10.9 - 17.4 52.2 30.4 
Fri Mission Possible Dinner 52.2 13.5 27.0 29.7 29.7 
Fri Cocktails 24.5 13.2 22.6 37.7 26.4 
Sat Vendors/House of Friendship 44.6 2.2 18.5 53.3 26.1 
Fri Vendors/House of Friendship 56.0 3.4 19.7 53.8 23.1 
Fri Speaker Y 49.5 24.3 34.6 23.4 17.8 
Sat Cocktails 21.2 10.0 27.5 45.0 17.5 
Fri Silent Auction 49.5 - 42.7 41.7 15.5 
Fri Theme Spies Everywhere/Murder 41.3 30.5 38.9 18.9 11.6 
Source: Author, based on the District conference evaluation surveys. 
 

Perhaps the most noteworthy and 
successful addition to the program was the 
Stop Hunger Now session, whereby 
Rotarians, Rotaractors and Interactors, 
helped prepare 20,000 bags of food for those 
in need. Many participants rated this session 
very highly (and also mentioned it with 

praise in open-ended questions). Some 
participants suggested that opportunities to 
volunteer for service work should be 
systematically included in future district 
conferences.  
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The ability to volunteer at the 2013 
conference for the Stop Hunger Now 
project was highly appreciated by 
participants, as were group student 
exchange teams from other countries.  

 
As to the activities that were ranked 

lower, the quality of some of the speakers or 
activities was often at play. With many 
speakers invited for various sessions as well 

as lunches and dinners, it is often the case 
that some speakers will not be as successful 
as others. In addition, the so-called House of 
Friendship, which in a Rotary conference or 
convention means the exhibition space, did 
not get high marks, perhaps in part because 
the number of displays and vendors was 
limited. Finally, some business sessions or 
sessions dealing with membership also did 
not get high marks. 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

At the 2013 conference, the Four Way Test, the Stop Hunger Now,  
and the Group Study Exchange sessions where highly appreciated. 
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5. HOW WERE SESSIONS AT THE 2014 CONFERENCE RATED? 

 
 
 
The results for the evaluation of the 

individual sessions at the 2014 are provided 
in table 5. For that conference, all activities 
with at least ten respondents providing 
ratings have been included in the table. 
Many findings are similar to those for the 
two previous years, but there are also a few 
differences, and that conference had a higher 
share of “very well rated” activities in 
proportion to the number of activities listed.  

A total of 26 sessions were 
individually rated with at least ten 
respondents per session. Nine of the 26 
sessions got 60 or more “very good” ratings: 
the Baltimore area joint luncheon, the four 
youth sessions on Saturday morning (Four 
Way Test, See Something Say Something, 
Jack Andraka, and Teresa Scanlan), the 
Interact session on Saturday afternoon, the 
Mother's Day brunch on Sunday, and finally 
the hospitality suites on both Friday and 
Saturday evening. The fact that the Four 
Way Test and the hospitality suites were 
well rated is not surprising: these are 
perennial favorites.  

What is interesting is that most of the 
well rated sessions focused on youth. The 
speakers and presenters at the youth sessions 
on the Saturday morning did especially well 
according to both the quantitative and 
qualitative feedback received from 
conference participants. 

• The first session on Saturday 
morning featured the Four Way Test 
speech contest, a traditional favorite 
with four high school finalists 
competing for scholarships.  

• The next session featured the “See 
Something-Say Something” theater 
performance by the Rotary Anti-

Bullying Program from Beaufort 
County in South Carolina. 

• The third session featured Jack 
Andraka, a local 17-year-old science 
prodigy and recipient of the 
prestigious Intel competition Gordon 
E. Moore Award for developing an 
affordable test to detect early stage 
pancreatic cancer.  

• The last morning session on 
Saturday featured Teresa Scanlan 
who became Miss America in 2011 
as the youngest woman to wear the 
crown in over 70 years. She studies 
at Patrick Henry College in Virginia 
and talked about her service work 
(she founded an orphanage with her 
sisters in Haiti).   
Another appreciated event was the 

Mothers’ Day Brunch on Sunday morning 
honoring the mothers and spouses of fifty 
Wounded Warriors and their families, with 
many children and babies in attendance. 

The conference also featured a first 
ever Interact Leadership Conference that 
was also well rated by participants. 

 
Most of the well rated sessions focused on 
youth. The speakers and presenters at the 
youth sessions on the Saturday morning 
did especially well according to both the 
quantitative and qualitative feedback 
received from conference participants.  
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There was plenty of music at the 2014 conference, starting on the Friday with a colorful opening 
ceremony and the rousing music of a bagpiper (top two pictures), Dan Trahey and the ORCHKids 

band at lunch time (middle pictures), and another band for the evening block party.   
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Table 5: Satisfaction with Sessions and Activities at the Conference, 2014 (%) 
Day Session Attendance Poor Fair Good Very good 
  Highly rated sessions (VG: 60+%) 
Sat See Something - Say Something Anti-bullying 67.0 0.0 4.5 11.9 79.1 
Sat Tapping into the Hidden Innovator: Jack Andraka 64.0 0.0 7.8 17.2 70.3 
Sat 4-Way Test Competition 61.0 0.0 1.6 26.2 68.9 
Sat Youth Involvement: Teresa Scanlan 59.0 0.0 3.4 23.7 67.8 
Sun Mother's Day Brunch - Operation Homefront 40.0 5.0 7.5 17.5 67.5 
Fri Hospitality Suites 57.0 1.8 8.8 26.3 61.4 
Sat Interact Afternoon Session 10.0 0.0 10.0 30.0 60.0 
Sat Hospitality Suites 55.0 3.6 7.3 27.3 60.0 
  Medium rated sessions (VG: 40%-59%) 
Sun District Memorial and Interfaith Service 23.0 0.0 4.3 30.4 56.5 
Sat Dinner Banquet & Awards with Bill Boyd 64.0 3.1 14.1 25.0 53.1 
Sun District Conference Closing 25.0 0.0 16.0 28.0 52.0 
Sat Relationship between Rotary & Rotaract 14.0 0.0 14.3 35.7 50.0 
Sat Attracting the Next Generation Into Rotary 20.0 0.0 10.0 35.0 50.0 
Fri Peace Fellows & Global Scholars 38.0 5.3 10.5 34.2 47.4 
Fri Block Party 64.0 3.1 9.4 39.1 45.3 
Fri State of Rotary Globally 41.0 2.4 12.2 39.0 43.9 
  Less well rated sessions (VG: 40-%)  
Fri Conference Opening Session 49.0 2.0 6.1 51.0 36.7 
Sat Area Governors Cocktail Party 50.0 2.0 16.0 42.0 34.0 
Sat Lunch, Banquet & Awards 75.0 4.0 13.3 42.7 32.0 
Sat Rotary Story: Research, Resources, & Reaction 16.0 0.0 18.8 50.0 31.3 
Fri District Awards & Business Session 56.0 10.7 21.4 33.9 30.4 
Sat Preparing Successful International Projects 20.0 0.0 20.0 50.0 30.0 
Sat "ER for PR" Marketing your Club Activities 20.0 5.0 0.0 65.0 30.0 
Sat Speed Networking & Poster Session 45.0 2.2 17.8 46.7 28.9 
Source: Author, based on the District conference evaluation surveys.

  
 

 
 

 

 
 

The focus on youth at the 2014 conference included the Four Way Test speech contest for high 
school students (left) and the first district Interact Leadership Conference (right). 
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The “See Something - Say Something” anti-bullying performance was the highest rated session. 
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The sessions with Jack Andraka (above) and Teresa Scanlan (below) were also highly rated. 
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What is striking though, and this was 
also the case for the most part at previous 
district conferences, is that the learning 
sessions did not fare as well.  These 
included a session on strengthening the 
Rotary Story: Research, Resources, and 
Reaction, a session on preparing successful 
international projects, a session on ER for 
PR - Marketing your club activities, and a 
speed networking and poster session where 
clubs could present their best projects. When 
combining the good and very good ratings, 
these sessions still scored very well, but 
comparatively less well than other sessions.  
Three other learning sessions - Relationship 
between Rotary & Rotaract, Attracting the 
next generation Into Rotary, and a session 
on the state of Rotary globally did a bit 
better, but two of those three sessions were 

again focused on youth,, and all youth 
related events in general fared better.   

 
As in previous conferences, sessions 
focusing on learning about Rotary – in 
terms of service projects, PR, or 
membership growth - did not fare as well. 

 
As will be discussed later in more 

detail, there is a demand for more learning 
about Rotary on the part of at least some of 
the Rotarians attending the conferences, but 
at the same time, in relative terms (not in 
absolute ones), learning sessions tend to do 
less well than other sessions, suggesting that 
organizing such sessions as successfully as 
other sessions is not straightforward. 

 

 

  

 

 

 
 

To improve on the traditional House of Friendship where clubs display materials, a poster session 
was organized in 2014 where Interactors, Rotaractors, and Rotarians presented projects.  
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Young Professionals’ Role in Rotary Was a Key Conference Focus 

By Mercedes Wilson-Barthes, reprinted from the district 7620 newsletter 
 

As the current President of the Baltimore City Rotaract, I was honored not only to have 
the District Conference in Charm City this year, but also to moderate two sessions on the 
involvement of young professionals in Rotary.  

 
Both panels focused on how to sustain and encourage the participation of young 

professionals in Rotary; it was a wonderful opportunity to bring Rotaractors and Rotarians 
together to speak about how we can promote Rotary.  

 
We learned from Bill Boyd, Past President of Rotary International, that in an audit of 

Rotarians internationally four factors were revealed: Rotarians are leaders, passionate, and 
bring a diversity of background to their service. In our narcissistic world, Rotary’s focus on 
“Service Above Self” is a unique approach to live our lives.  

 
One of the first questions that I try to ask every Rotarian and Rotaractor that I meet is: 

what drew you to join Rotary/Rotaract? The answers are always different – but I often hear the 
common thread of service and community. I asked the panelists in both sessions what motivates 
their participation in Rotary/Rotaract and the answers were similar: an interest in community 
and international service and a desire to be involved in a community of like-minded individuals. 
To me this is very important to remember: our motivations to join Rotaract and Rotary are the 
same.  

 
The first panel focused on the relationship between Rotary and Rotaract clubs, which led 

to rich discussions on ways that Rotary and Rotaract clubs can support each other. Like so many 
things, the importance of good communication was highlighted as the key to a positive 
relationship. Many Rotaract panelists and audience participants also shared that this 
communication with their sponsor Rotary club might be the very factor that encourages them to 
join Rotary later on. Positive examples of collaboration included Rotary and Rotaract members 
attending each other’s meetings and events, and clubs designating one member to serve as a 
liaison between the groups.  

 
We also discussed the conundrum of Rotaractors aging-out of Rotaract but not 

necessarily transitioning into Rotary. Some Rotaractors are looking for mentorships with 
Rotarians as well; the development of these types of personal relationships between Rotaractors 
and Rotarians can help to promote the transition from Rotaract to Rotary. In particular, I think it 
is incredibly important to connect the commendable service that many Rotaract clubs are doing 
to the larger work of Rotary International to ensure that Rotaractors understand that they are 
part of a large international cause.  

 
The message from the panel seemed to be, the closer that Rotary and Rotaract clubs are 

and the more room Rotary makes for Rotaract to get involved, the easier the transition from 
Rotaract to Rotary will be. Stephanie Spivack, President of the Rotaract Club of Washington 
D.C. summarized it best when she said “We’re stronger together than we are apart.”  
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The first panel was an excellent segue into the second session, which addressed the 

larger challenge of attracting younger members to Rotary. To many young professionals, there 
are logistical challenges to attending a lunch meeting (namely the inability to take time out of 
their workday). We discussed new models for membership, such as breakfast and happy hour 
meetings, as well as explaining your   role in Rotary to your supervisor.  

 
The panel and the audience brainstormed how to ensure that transition from Rotaract to 

Rotary. One way to do so would be expose Rotaractors to how Rotary clubs are really managed 
and to remove the mystery. Like all good discussions, we ended our time together with more 
questions than answers. 

 
However, I think the very opportunity to have this honest dialogue is a positive step. 

Many Rotaractors act as leaders within their own clubs and are looking for similar opportunities 
for equitable access to opportunities to lead within Rotary. The importance of equality, despite 
age, within Rotary was also highlighted. One of the things I like most about Rotary is the 
inherent humility of the mission – however, because of this, many people are not familiar with 
Rotary. Working in the field of international development, I see on the ground the good work that 
Rotary does abroad – but not everyone has the opportunity to see first-hand these Rotary 
accomplishments. So it is our challenge to “get the word out” about Rotary’s work and to do so 
in a way that is going to attract new members of all ages. 

 
I wanted to thank all the panelists and audience members for their enthusiastic 

contributions to this ongoing and important conversation that is so crucial to the future of 
Rotary. I am grateful to Rotary for providing me with two scholarships both as a Youth 
Exchange Student and later the Ambassadorial Scholarship and I look forward to serving as a 
Rotarian one day. 

________________ 
 
Panel 1: Tips and tricks for fostering a good relationship between Rotary and Rotaract 

clubs and starting a Rotaract club in your area. Panelists: Stephanie Spivack: President, 
Rotaract of Washington D.C.; Jennifer Hara: President Elect, Next Generations Committee 
Chair, and Rotary liaison for the Rotaract Club of Washington D.C., Rotary Club of 
Washington, D.C.; Mark Perry: President, Annapolis Rotaract; Pamela Urnowey: Marketing 
and PR Chair, Rotary liaison for the Annapolis Rotaract and Chair for the District Rotaract 
Committee, Annapolis Rotary Club; Muluberhan Bahre (Mulu), President, St. Mary’s College of 
Maryland Rotaract Club. 

 
Panel 2: Attracting the Next Generation to Rotary. Panelists: Kyle Morford: Rotaract 

Club of Washington D.C. (Two time past President); Abe Helal: Membership Chair, Rotary Club 
of Washington D.C.; Rob Cannon, Director of Public Relations, Annapolis Rotaract; Leslie 
Kinkead, President, Frederick Towne Rotary Club. 
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6. HOW SATISFIED WERE ROTARIANS WITH THE CONFERENCES? 

 
 
 

Overall, what seems to emerge from 
the evaluation of individual sessions and 
activities for the three conferences is that 
fellowship activities, sessions focusing on 
youth, as well as events on peculiar but 
interesting topics, tend to do best.  

By contrast, sessions dealing with 
the business of Rotary itself, whether this 
relates to the mechanics of the Rotary 
Foundation funding or the sessions aiming 
to train participants in dealing with issues of 
membership and service projects, tend to do 
less well, as do most of the general business 
sessions (opening ceremonies, closing 
plenaries, general sessions, etc.) 

 
When asked whether they learned new 
things at the conference that they will be 
able to use as Rotarians, two thirds of 
respondents stated that they had learned 
some information that would likely to be 
useful. One in five stated that they had 
not learned much. Only one in seven 
stated that they had learned a lot. 

 
This assessment is confirmed by the 

tabulations in table 6. First, the data suggest 
that the learning experience at the 
conferences is often not as successful as it 
should be. When respondents were asked 
whether they learned new things at the 
conference that they will be able to use as 
Rotarians for their club or district, two thirds 
stated that they had learned some new 
information that would likely be useful to 
them, while one in five stated that they had 
not learned a lot of new information that 
would likely be useful to them. Only one in 
seven stated that they had learned a lot of 
new information that would be likely to be 

useful to them. This seems to be a 
significant issue for those conferences which 
will be discussed more in section 5. 

How did respondents rate the 
conferences as compared to previous district 
conferences that they had attended in the 
past? Among those who had attended 
previous conferences, about half considered 
the quality of the 2012 and 2013 
conferences to be roughly on par with that of 
the previous conferences they had attended. 
About one in four rated the 2012 and 2013 
conferences as of higher quality than 
previous conferences, but one in five rated 
them as of lower quality. It does seem 
therefore that the quality of the 2012 and 
2013 conferences was fairly similar as that 
of previous conferences. In 2014 by 
contrast, almost 60 percent rated the 
conference as better than previous 
conferences, in large part because of its 
focus on youth. 

 
Almost 60 percent of respondents rated 
the 2014 conference as better than 
previous conferences, in large part 
because of its focus on youth. 

 
Three questions were added in the 

2013 and 2014 questionnaires, first on the 
number of nights that participants stayed at 
the hotel, next on preferences regarding the 
length of such conferences, and third on 
whether participants prefer to have a 
conference only with members of their 
districts, or also with other districts as was 
the case in 2012 and 2013. A majority of the 
participants stayed at the hotel for two or 
three nights, but many did not stay at the 
hotel at all. The fact that some participants 
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do not stay at the hotel may simply reflect 
the location of the conferences typically in 
or nearby large centers such as Washington, 
DC, and Baltimore, where at least some of 
the members of the Rotary clubs live, thus 
reducing driving distances.  

But there is also an issue with the 
cost of such conferences for participants, 
which explains why some may decide not to 
stay overnight. This issue of cost for 
participants will be discussed further below, 
but it also matters for districts because in 
order to have such events taking place in 
hotels and resorts, districts have to commit 
to renting a certain number of rooms in 
advance, and this may have financial 
implications for the districts if it turns out 
that all these rooms are not rented.  

Finally, table 6 suggests that at least 
on average there is a preference for a 
majority of the respondents to have multi-
district as opposed to single district 
conferences, probably because it enables 

participants to meet new Rotarians from 
other districts and perhaps also get more 
ideas for their own club and district. Yet 
there was a difference between the two years 
for which data are available, with fewer 
participants in 2014 suggesting to have 
multi-district conferences. Given these 
responses, it would seem to make sense to 
have conferences with single districts 
alternating with multi-district conferences. 
This is actually what was planned. While the 
2012 and 2013 conferences were both multi-
districts, the 2014 conference was for a 
single district. 

 
On average across the three years, there 
is a preference in favor of multi-district 
conferences that enable participants to 
meet and learn from Rotarians from 
other districts, but some Rotarians prefer 
single-district conferences.        

 
Table 6: Responses Regarding Other Aspects of the Conferences (%) 
Answer option 2012 2013 2014 
Learning assessment    
I haven’t learned a lot of new information that is likely to be useful to me 18.5 22.9 14.1 
I have learned some new information that is likely to be useful to me 66.3 60.9 66.7 
I have learned a lot of new information that is likely to be useful to me 15.2 16.2 19.2 
Comparative assessment (if present at a previous conference)    
Better quality than previous conference(s) 29.0 24.8 58.7 
Equal quality as previous conference(s) 49.3 57.4 30.2 
Lower quality than previous conferences(s) 21.7 17.8 11.1 
Number of nights at hotel    
None - 29.3 41.2 
One night - 15.5 14.4 
Two nights - 29.3 38.1 
Three nights or more - 26.0 6.2 
Preferred number of days for conferences    
Four Days (as currently) - 20.0 2.0 
Three Days - 41.7 37.4 
Two Days - 34.3 49.5 
One Day - 4.0 11.1 
Preference regarding number of districts present    
I prefer to have only my own district - 28.7 55.3 
It's great to have two districts - 17.8 24.5 
It's great to have three districts - 53.4 20.2 
Source: Author, based on the District conference evaluation surveys. 
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Table 7 provides data on satisfaction 
rates with the facilities and the organization 
of the conference. The categories are ranked 
according to the share of respondents rating 
the category as very good in 2012, but many 
of the rankings remain in subsequent years.  

Most respondents rated the facilities 
and the organization of the 2012 conference 
well, and while some of the ratings were 
lower for the 2013 conference, they were 
still fairly good. In 2014, ratings were better 
than in 2013, but not as high as in 2012. 

The hotel rooms as well as the 
conference and hotel facilities ranked at the 
top in 2012. This is not too surprising given 
that the conference was organized at the 
Hyatt Regency Chesapeake Bay, a high 
quality resort. The resort covers 400 acres, 
and the hotel is located on the banks of the 
Choptank River. In 2013, the conference 
was organized at the Hyatt Regency in 
Crystal City, Virginia, a hotel located 
directly at the outskirts of Washington, DC 
and nearby Reagan National Airport. This 
was a convenient location for many, 
especially given the participation of three 
districts at the conference, but the hotel is 
more of a standard high rise that does not 
have the amenities and surroundings of the 
Hyatt Regency Chesapeake Bay. It is not 

surprising that the ratings of the hotel and 
facilities were lower in 2013 than in 2012.  

In 2014, the conference took place at 
the Baltimore Hilton, a better location than 
the Hyatt Regency in Crystal City, but not as 
nice as the Hyatt Regency Chesapeake Bay, 
so that the hotel-related rankings were at 
about the mid-point. However, a nice feature 
of the Baltimore Hilton was that some suites 
had a view of the Orioles Park where 
baseball games were played, with many 
watching. Another nice feature of the hotel 
was a side street in which a block party was 
organized on the Friday night. 

  
Most respondents rated the facilities and 
the various aspects of the organization of 
the three conferences fairly well. 

 
The organization of the conferences 

was well ranked (see table 7), especially in 
2014, and so were most other categories – 
the exception being the quality of the food 
(too many rubber chicken meals). In 2012 
and 2013, as already mentioned, the 
category on learning about Rotary was the 
penultimate category in the ranking in both 
years. That category fared a bit better in 
2014, but not as well as other categories.  

 

 
 

The 2014 conference was organized at the Baltimore Hilton Hotel. 
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A nice feature of the Baltimore Hilton hotel in 2014 was a side street  
in which a block party was organized on the Friday night. 

 

 
 

Another nice feature of the Baltimore Hilton was that some suites had a view of Orioles Park  
where baseball games were played during both nights, with many watching. 
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Table 7: Satisfaction Rates with the Facilities of the Conferences and their Organization (%) 
Answer Options 2012 2013 2014 

 Poor Fair Good Very  
good Poor Fair Good Very  

good Poor Fair Good Very  
good 

Hotel rooms - 2.9 17.4 79.7 3.8 5.3 39.7 51.1 1.6 4.8 31.7 61.9 
Conference/ hotel facilities - 3.5 29.1 67.4 2.3 8.1 45.9 43.6 1.1 2.2 42.4 54.3 
Overall organization 2.2 7.8 41.1 48.9 0.6 10.8 46.6 42.0 2.0 7.1 39.4 51.5 
Convenience of the location 2.2 9.8 41.3 46.7 8.6 14.4 41.4 35.6 1.0 8.0 33.0 58.0 
Meeting District leadership 1.2 15.9 39.0 43.9 1.3 11.0 44.5 43.2 1.1 8.7 40.2 50.0 
Fellowship, sports, and tours 1.5 9.1 47.0 42.4 2.3 14.1 46.9 36.7 1.3 9.1 46.8 42.9 
Food (BFs, lunches, dinners) - 5.6 55.6 38.9 4.0 13.8 42.5 39.7 8.2 32.0 36.1 23.7 
Learning about Rotary 5.9 9.4 45.9 38.8 1.3 14.3 50.6 33.8 2.2 5.6 51.7 40.4 
Cost (incl. hotel room) 15.7 33.7 36.0 14.6 9.2 24.9 39.9 26.0 13.7 33.7 35.8 16.8 
Publicity prior to conference NA NA NA NA 1.7 15.5 38.5 44.3 3.2 12.6 36.8 47.4 
Ease of registration NA NA NA NA 1.1 8.5 31.1 59.3 7.2 8.2 27.8 56.7 
Source: Author, based on the District conference evaluation surveys. 
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The least well ranked category in all 
three years was that of the cost of attending 
the conferences. This cost was perceived by 
some as too high (this will be discussed 
further below).  In 2013 and 2014, two 
categories were added to the list – the ease 
of registration, which tends to be well rated, 
and the publicity for the conference ahead of 
time, slightly less well rated. 

 
The least well ranked category in all three 
years was the cost of attending the 
conferences, which was perceived by some 
as too high, and may reduce attendance. 

 
Three additional questions were 

asked in the 2013 and 2014 questionnaires 
to try to better assess overall satisfaction 
with the conference in various areas, as well 

as what participants would like to see more 
of, or less of, in future years.  

The results in table 8 confirm that 
fellowship activities tend to be very highly 
rated, followed by the speakers, most of 
whom were seen in the qualitative open-
ended comments as outstanding even if a 
few were not. The assessment of the 
learning experience was lower, as already 
discussed, although better in 2014 than in 
previous years. In 2013 the entertainment 
aspect of the conference was not rated very 
high most probably (at least in part) because 
some of the evening events in that category 
did not work very well as expected. In 2014, 
the ratings were much better in part because 
of the focus on youth. The overall 
conference rating was substantially higher in 
2014 than in the previous years. 

 
Table 8: Overall Satisfaction with the Conference by Category, 2013 and 2014 (%) 
 2013 2014 

 Poor Fair Good 
Very  
good Poor Fair Good 

Very 
good 

Fellowship 1.1 6.7 44.4 47.8 0.0 6.1 42.4 51.5 
Speakers 2.3 19.3 43.8 34.7 0.0 6.3 33.3 60.4 
Learning 1.7 17.1 51.4 29.7 1.0 10.4 43.8 44.8 
Overall 1.1 16.4 54.2 28.2 2.1 5.2 42.3 50.5 
Entertainment 5.6 29.2 44.7 20.5 0.0 10.6 41.5 47.9 
Source: Author, based on the District conference evaluation surveys. 
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7. WHAT WERE THE STRONGEST ASPECTS OF THE CONFERENCES? 

 
 

The results from the qualitative data 
confirm many of the findings from the 
quantitative analysis, but they also provide 
additional insights. The qualitative data 
come from the responses to open ended 
questions in the questionnaires. One such 
open ended question was included at the end 
of the survey questionnaires in all three 
years. Two additional open-ended questions 
on the most and least appreciated activities 
were added in the 2013 and 2014 surveys.  

In all three years quite a few 
respondents responded in an almost 
exclusively positive way by stating what 
they liked the most. Four areas got high 
marks in all years. Fellowship came first, 
although in 2014 the quality of speakers and 
sessions focused on youth was praised even 
more highly. Networking and learning from 
others, the quality of other sessions, and the 
venues also received praise (with for the 
venue especially good feedback in 2012). In 
2013 and 2014, in addition to those well 
regarded features, the participation of 
Interactors and Rotaractors was appreciated. 
In 2013 the session providing volunteering 
opportunities was also a hit. 

On fellowship, positive comments 
included: “Meeting fellow Rotarians”; 
“Fellowship and hospitality options”; 
“Fellowship was very good”; “Dancing at 
Gala, Hospitality Suites”; “My wife and I 
attended and had a great time. We also had 
a grand time meeting other Rotarians”; 
“More time for dancing and please stop the 
endless repeat speeches on Polio 
eradication”; “Fun, Fellowship, Meeting 
new Rotarians from the other District”; “I 
appreciated most the unified sense of 
community Rotary's volunteers displayed : 
everyone was kind, heartwarming, and 

sincere”; “We are all Rotarians. Greet one 
another the Rotary way.”  

On the 2014 conference, including 
its youth-focused sessions, comments 
included: “This was the best conference I 
have attended.  The attention to detail and 
the mix of entertainment, service and 
education was just right”; “Well organized - 
programs focused on youth”; “I appreciated 
the kindness of the leaders of the Interact 
clubs, and how they let students participate 
in some of the same activities as the adults 
do”; “I would rate this conference as 
exceptional”; “Fantastic conference!” . 

 
“This [2014 conference] was the best 
conference I have attended.  The attention 
to detail and the mix of entertainment, 
service and education was just right”.  

 
On networking and learning from 

others, positive comments included: 
“Networking with other clubs”; “Learning 
what other clubs age doing earn”; “I 
enjoyed meeting Rotarians from other Clubs 
in other areas and listening to their 
successes and challenges”; “Good mixture 
of the business of Rotary and fellowship”; 
“It is always eye-opening to see the projects 
clubs in the district have accomplished. I 
really found it interesting how another 
district handles the grant process and how 
much simpler it seemed compared to ours.”  

In 2012 and 2013, many respondents 
appreciated that the conference was 
organized jointly by two districts in 2012 
and three districts in 2013: “I loved having 
the two districts together”; “It was nice to 
have the combined district conferences”; “A 
multi-district conference is a wonderful 
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exposure to a broader array of successful 
clubs and projects; hearing the personal 
experiences of Rotarians tops all”; 
“Opportunity to meet Rotarians from other 
nearby districts, sort of a mini Rotary 
International convention”; “Benefits of 
three districts putting best feet forward”; 
“Loved the multi-district involvement”; “I 
loved having three districts. Met a plethora 

of Rotarian's with lots of ideas!”; “I loved 
the three districts format; opened our 
horizons”; “Liked three districts. Future 
should be at least two. Not motivating 
enough when just one.” In 2014, more 
respondents preferred to have single-district 
conferences, but several respondents 
mentioned that they had preferred the multi-
district format of the previous two years.   

  
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

Fellowship and fun activities are a key feature of the conferences and are very well rated. 
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Two caveats about multi-district 
conferences were however mentioned. In 
2012, there were complaints that in the 
award ceremony, most of the awards 
apparently went to one district, so that there 
was a feeling among some respondents that 
that district “overshadowed” the other. In 
2013, even though there was broad support 
for the multi-district conference, some 
respondents indicated that they would prefer 
single district conferences: “With hordes of 
people whose faces are unfamiliar, it is hard 
to find your own District members”; “I 
think once every three or four years for a 
multi-district event and then just our district 
in between”; “Combined conferences are 
good every four or five years but a single 
District conference is best”; “Having three 
districts joining together brings utter 
chaos”; “Overall, the multi-district went 
better than I anticipated. However, I would 
still rather have a single district 
conference.” It thus seems that alternating 
conferences with a single or several districts 
makes sense to satisfy different groups of 
Rotarians.  

 
Opinions are mixed about organizing 
single or multi-district conferences. It 
would therefore make sense to alternate.  

 
Another mostly positive area in both 

years was the quality of the speakers. Most 
of the respondents who commented 
principally on the speakers were satisfied 
with them, and several appreciated the 
opportunity of listening to leaders from 
Rotary International 6  as well as outside 
speakers. Comments on the speakers 
included: “I very much appreciated that this 
conference drew very important Rotary 

                                                           
6  In 2012 especially, immediate Past Rotary 
International President Ray Klinginsmith as well as 
John Hewko, the current Secretary General of Rotary 
International, both attended the conference 

leaders”; “RI leadership and speakers”; 
“The speakers were good”; “The silent 
auction, the awards, and the great 
speakers”; “Polio run, hospitality suites, 
excellent speakers”; “Opportunity to hear 
several R.I. VIPs speak”; “Outside (non-
Rotary) speakers who teach us something 
NEW & useful”; “Most appreciated both 
lunch speakers”; “The sincerity, 
intelligence, compassion, and delivery of the 
speakers!” While in 2012 and 2013 several 
respondents however suggested that some 
speakers at the conferences were not as good 
as expected, the feedback in 2014 was 
almost entirely positive. Bill Boyd, the RI 
President’s representative at the 2014 
conference got high marks: “I thought Bill 
Boyd was terrific and inspiring.” 

Comments on the facilities were for 
the most part positive in 2012, slightly less 
so in 2013, and again good in 2014. The 
resort used in 2012 was enjoyed by most: 
“Excellent accommodations and site”; 
“Relaxed Environment”; and “Location, 
golf”. In 2013, feedback was less 
enthusiastic. One person rated the facilities 
as “spacious, convenient, and relatively 
inexpensive,” but others were less favorable 
and it was suggested “not to locate in a 
large, metropolitan area, especially so close 
to the majority of members' residences. In 
2014, the facility was well rated again for 
convenience, and for the view of Orioles 
Park. There were however some complaints 
about the sound system in all three years. 

 Comments on the food and the 
quality of the service were mostly positive 
in 2012 but again slightly less positive in 
2013: “meals were not well prepared and 
the menu choices did not consider people of 
different faiths who do not eat pork or beef.”  
In 2014, there were many complains about 
the food due to too many chicken meals: 
“Food was exceptionally bad”; “Food was 
the worst I have experienced in years”.  
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The participation of Rotaractors and 
Interactors in 2013 and 2014 was highly 
appreciated: “Adding the participation of 
Rotaract members was very good for all 
concerned”; “Loved having the Interactors 
and Rotaractors participating as well.” 
These new generations as they are called in 
Rotary also stated that they enjoyed meeting 
other Interactors and Rotaractors.  

In 2013 respondents emphasized the 
need to better integrate the programs for 
Rotaractors and Interactors with the 
activities planned for Rotarians to generate 
even more interactions: “Overall was a very 
positive experience. I do wish that 
Rotaractors had a chance to interact more 
with Rotarians in a structured way”; 
“Involve Rotaract more, in planning stage 
as well as at the conference”; “Don't 
separate out Rotaract from Rotary. Rotaract 
was pretty disappointed by this.”  

In 2014, the fact that many of the 
sessions were joint, with Interactors, 

Rotaractors, and Rotarians all attending, 
including during the Saturday morning, was 
appreciated.   

 
“I appreciated the service project [2013 
Stop Hunger Now session]. It provided 
fellowship and made people feel like they 
were doing something worthwhile.”  

 
Finally, some activities were 

mentioned by participants as especially god, 
including the Four Way Test contest in all 
three years, the Rotary bomb dogs in 2013 
as well as the volunteering activity to pack 
food for those in need, also in 2013: “I 
appreciated the service project (Stop 
Hunger Now). It provided fellowship and 
made people feel like they were doing 
something worthwhile.”  In 2014, as already 
mentioned, all sessions focused on youth on 
the Saturday morning received high marks.  

 
 

 

 
 

The volunteering session to pack food for those in need in 2013 was highly appreciated. 
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8. WHAT WERE SOME AREAS FOR IMPROVEMENT? 

 
 
 

The qualitative comments provided 
in the previous chapter focused on positive 
feedback, but suggestions for improvements 
were also made, with essentially the same 
broad areas mentioned in all three years.  

First, participation of new and 
younger Rotarians should be encouraged 
more, which is in part (but not only) related 
to cost. On the need to attract new and 
younger members, examples of comments 
included: “Shrink the conference to one 
overnight and hold down the cost so young 
Rotarians can attend”; “Promote 
young/new members to attend”; “The main 
spotlight should be, but never is, on new 
Rotarians, those who have sponsored 
someone new into Rotary and those that are 
attending their first conference”; “You may 
find that younger members with children 
will find attending a multi-day event with 
children to be cost prohibitive”. 

 
“You may find that younger members with 
children will find attending a multi-day 
event with children to be cost prohibitive”.  

 
Other similar comments included: 

“Make the conference less expensive and try 
to get our newest Rotarians there so that 
they can get excited about what they are a 
part of and make believers out of them”; 
“Need to find a way to celebrate new 
members without them having to spend $600 
to be there. It is cost prohibitive for those 
who need to be there and would benefit the 
most”; “Need more incentives for members 
to attend conference”; “The district 
conference should be the district gathering 
for the clubs rather than the gathering of the 
club current and past leadership”; “We 

need to put more emphasis in planning that 
will attract younger members with families... 
They are staying home in droves.”  

Second, beyond affecting younger 
Rotarians, the relatively high cost of the 
conference limits attendance. As some 
respondent explained it: “I thought the cost 
of the conference limited attendance and 
hope that there might be some way in future 
years to have a reduced cost for limited 
participation”; “Rooms and conference fees 
need to be such that anyone could afford to 
attend. Not all Rotarians have large 
resources financially, but really have the 
heart to do good for those in their 
community and world”; “lower cost and one 
day”; “Cost was a huge factor in 
attendance.  I cannot recommend spending 
the money necessary to attend the entire 
conference”; “Lower the cost significantly. I 
heard many say that it was expensive and I 
would agree.”  

 
“Rooms and conference fees need to be 
such that anyone could … attend. Not all 
Rotarians have large resources financially, 
but really have the heart to do good for 
those in their community and world”.  

 
The conference was especially 

expensive for Rotarians attending with their 
spouse: “Make the conference affordable 
and give people the financial break that they 
can go and enjoy the fellowship of Rotary. I 
can think of a lot better places to go for a 
weekend for $1,500 than spend it at a 
conference”; “We have to find a way to 
lessen the burden especially for younger 
Rotarians. $1,000 is too much”; “I am 
concerned about the increasing cost of the 
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conferences to the registrants and would 
look for ways to reduce that.” One 
suggestion to try to reduce costs is to seek 
sponsorships. As a 2014 respondents 
suggested: “Stop pinching pennies. Get 
corporate sponsors!” 

Third, the organization of the 
conference, while good overall, could have 
been better in some areas. Some respondents 
lauded the organizers: “The formula for the 
Conference is very good”; “Everything was 
to the point, well planned”; “Amazing 
Rotarian working hard in order to put 
together the event”; “Lots of work to pull 
this off. Thanks to all who help make it 
happen.” But some sessions were too long, 
or in some cases there were too many 
breaks. Examples of comments include: 
“Some of the plenary sessions seem too 
long”; “I was only able to attend on 
Saturday and was very disappointed there 
were no workshops and I had a five hour 
gap of ‘free’ time between the Four Way 
Test and dinner”.  

 
“The conference runs long. For me, two 
days and one night is more realistic to be 
able to attend”; “Shorten the number of 
days and stick to Rotary's basic programs”.  

 
Many respondents suggested 

reducing the conferences’ length “The 
conference runs long. For me, two days and 
one night is more realistic to be able to 
attend”; “Shorten the number of days and 
stick to Rotary's basic programs”; 
“Combine district assembly and conference 
and eliminate overnight to drastically 
improve attendance”; “Run it for 1.5 days 
max”; “Shorter and more to the point, less 
cost”; “Conference duration should be mid-
afternoon Friday to Saturday night/Sunday 
morning.” The comments on the length of 
district conferences are worth sharing 
upwards for consideration by Rotary 

International as many district conferences 
tend to be long. 

Another suggested area for 
improvement mentioned mostly in 2012 but 
also applicable to 2013 and 2014 was to 
make a detailed program for the conference 
available far enough in advance and promote 
the conference better: “I was not pleased 
that I needed to make my reservations and 
pay my money before the specific workshops 
and activities were published. This put me in 
the position of having to pay the additional 
$25 for a late registration because I chose 
not to register until I knew what events were 
scheduled for what days.” “I did not 
appreciate the lack of programs, poor 
program planning-too much free time”. 
Respondents also advised to have the 
conference covered by local media. As a 
respondent in 2014 suggested: “More 
publicity to the general public and 
definitively more media coverage”.  

 
“More publicity to the general public and 
definitively more media coverage”; “Stop 
pinching pennies. Get corporate sponsors!” 

  
As with any conference, there were 

also a few hick-ups: “Poor organization and 
structure of activities I attended. For 
example, I rated the "fellowship break-out 
session" very good but a session moderator 
did not show up -- so we improvised and 
have a good meeting among ourselves”; “I 
was only able to attend the business meeting 
on Friday afternoon and the voting protocol 
was not clearly communicated to me by my 
current club leadership, so I could not vote 
during that session.” In 2013, several 
respondents felt bad for speakers because 
their presentations were made while 
Rotarians were still eating their lunch or 
dinner and not necessarily paying attention 
and the quality of the exhibitions were not 
found to be great: “Need a ramped up 
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House of Friendship with better 
organization. Where were the vendors?”  

On timing, a few respondents in 
2012 suggested to be careful about holidays 
and religious events: “Please do not 
schedule during spring break, not popular 
with families with kids”; “Pressure to 
attend ‘home' church with family on Palm 
Sunday was significant”. The 2014 
conference was organized on Mothers’ Day 
week end, which was a problem for some. 

 
“Please do not schedule during spring 
break, not popular with families with kids”. 

 
In 2012 and 2014 (slightly less so in 

2013), a number of comments were made 
about the award ceremonies, including 
during the gala dinners, suggesting that 
these ceremonies are too long, with many 
respondents asking for alternative ways of 
giving awards: “The program at the banquet 
was too long… I would recommend having 
separate awards sessions for the Districts”; 
“District awards on Saturday night took 
way too much time. Maybe you can do them 
at the Friday District breakout business 
meetings and have all recipients stand for 
one large applause. It really took away from 
the effectiveness of the speaker at the 
dinner”; “The self-congratulations (gifts 
etc.) during the gala dinner should be done 
outside the dinner”; “The weakest 
component was the lengthy recognition and 
awards - if clubs are informed and prepared 
for the recognition order…, [this] could be 
accomplished in a reasonable amount of 
time”. In 2013, one person suggested to 
have “Less sophomoric hoopla.”  

In 2014, the following comments 
summarized the mood on awards: “Saturday 
night's awards were a little to long for the 
end of a day, many were either ready to go 

to bed or to socialize for a few minutes 
before going home.” 

In 2013, a highly rated service 
activity was included in the program. In 
2014, the brunch with the Wounded 
Warriors was the service activity, and it was 
also appreciated. As a respondent suggested: 
“A service activity, like packing food or 
inviting military personnel for brunch, 
should be included. That's what sets Rotary 
conferences apart from other conferences.” 
The fact that the 2014 Wounded Warriors 
brunch was organized on Mother’s Day had 
special significance, but at the same time a 
few respondents suggested not to organize 
the conference during the Mothers’ Day 
week end in future years. 

 
“A service activity, like packing food or 
inviting military personnel for brunch, 
should be included. That's what sets Rotary 
conferences apart from other conferences”. 

 
Several respondents suggested to pay 

more attention to Rotary business during the 
conference and to conduct such business in 
one day for those who cannot attend for 
several days. Examples of comments 
included: “Need more time for district 
business”; “More time for district business 
meeting”; “It doesn't seem like the District 
Conference is set up to learn about Rotary.  
If that is the intent- then sessions should be 
broadcast/promoted ahead of time, speaker 
quality (or panel quality) should be high, 
and intriguing topics should be chosen”.  

 
“It doesn't seem like the District 
Conference is set up to learn about Rotary.  
If that is the intent- then sessions should be 
broadcast/promoted ahead of time, speaker 
quality (or panel quality) should be high, 
and intriguing topics should be chosen”. 
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Award Ceremonies Provide Great Recognition, but … 

They Can Be a Bit Repetitive and Lengthy! 
 

 
 

  

  
 

 

   
 

Above: Club Presidents receive club awards from Past RI President Bill Boyd. 
 

CLUB DISTRICT AWARDS AT THE 2014 CONFERENCE 
GOLD: Annapolis, Carroll Creek, Columbia-Patuxent, Crofton, Frederick, Lake Shore, Metro Bethesda, SAAC; 

SILVER: Bethesda-Chevy Chase, Bonds Meadow, Parole, Southern Frederick County, Sykesville, Towsontowne, 
Upper Marlboro, Washington DC, Westminster; BRONZE: Aberdeen, Baltimore, Capitol Hill, Charles County La 

Plata, Federal City, Glen Burnie, Historic PG’s County, Lexington Park, Mt Airy, North Bethesda. 
 

CLUB PRESIDENTIAL CITATIONS AT THE 2014 CONFERENCE 
ROTARY (DISTINCTION): Annapolis, Carroll Creek, SAAC, Lexington Park, Parole, Metro Bethesda, Crofton; 

ROTARY: Historic Prince George’s County, Upper Marlboro, Pikesville-Owings Mills, Frederick, Southern 
Frederick County, Sykesville, Washington DC, Westminster; ROTARACT: Annapolis, Hood College, McDaniel 

College, Washington, DC; INTERACT: Quince Orchard, Gaithersburg, Patuxent, Hammond, Broadneck, Governor 
Thomas Johnson, Glen Burnie, Northeast, Chesapeake, Washington International School, St John’s Catholic Prep. 
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INDIVIDUAL AWARDS AT THE 2014 CONFERENCE 
 

  
Rotary International 

Service above Self Award 
PDG Ray Streib 

The Rotary Foundation  
Citation for Meritorious Service 

PDG Bob Nelson 
 

DISTRICT GOVERNOR’S AWARDS 
 

PDG Andy Baum, Judy Cappuccilli, PDG Rich Carson, PDG Paul Frey, DGE Bill Fine, PDG Bob Grill, Jennifer 
Hara, George Hurlburt, PDG Pat Kasuda, Larry Leahy, Darrell Nevin, Sean McAlister, PDG Claude Morissette, 

PDG Bob Parkinson, Maria Nelly Pavisich, Chris Perlick, Mary Ann Murray, DGN Ken Solow, AG Nancy Szlasa, 
Navin Valliappan, Dawn Wittfelt, Sherry Whitworth, Divya Wodon, Naina Wodon, Quentin Wodon 

 
 

Less free time and more work time 
were also requested by several respondents 
at least in 2012 and 2013 (the 2014 program 
was more packed), especially among those 
who were able to attend only on Saturday. 
Examples of comments include: “Free time 
on Saturday is not helpful for those of us 
who work and want to participate. My club 
lost their vote because the business session 
was on Friday. It's frustrating. I'd opt for a 
more condensed program for business on 
Saturday and Sunday… Don't drag it out. 
Fewer days = less expense and greater 
attendance”; “Many of us are busy... 
Saturday was the only day for me to go... I 
was ill when I woke on Saturday. My drive 
to get to the conference would have been at 
1.5 hours. With a 4 hour break between the 
luncheon and dinner and no structured 
sessions in between, it did not make sense 
for me to even show up.”  

Some respondents in the three years 
emphasized the need to have more breakout 
sessions so that more learning could take 
place. Examples of comments included: “I 
would like to see more breakout educational 
sessions”; “I would have liked more variety 
of breakout sessions.” “Set aside more 
rooms for breakout sessions and organize 
them by district”; “I would do more 
breakout sessions and have a larger 
selection of Rotary subjects. If one is going 
to spend the money (invest) on a conference 
[we need] more opportunities to learn”; “I 
would have preferred special sessions on 
Interact and Rotaract … [and] to hear more 
about successful and/or unusual fund raisers 
and community service programs by other 
clubs”.   

While satisfaction was high with the 
2014 conference and the fact that the 
program on the Saturday had many 
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interesting sessions, some would have 
preferred more time for discussion: “There 
were too many speakers, less speakers and 
more workshops for discussions.” In the 
end, as one respondent put it, what matters 
the most is that “We need new ideas to bring 
back to the club to get members excited 
about projects”, and too little time may have 
been allocated in the conference for this. 

 Comments on the fact that limited 
actual learning was achieved to help 
Rotarians in their club were made in all 
three conferences. Examples include: 
“Would like to be inspired by people who 

have completed local and international 
projects”; “More about district grants”; “I 
did not really learn anything new”; 
“Conduct a significant portion of the 
conference learning more about Rotary”; “I 
certainly met a lot of great people, but 
learning was lacking”; “Keep sessions 
Rotary focused”; “Learning more from 
speakers and other Rotarians”; “Make it 
more of a true learning and springboard 
event”; Would like to see more 45 minute 
info sessions - small topics where you spend 
an afternoon learning about 5 different 
topics of your choice.” 
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9.  WHAT DO ROTARIANS RECOMMEND FOR FUTURE CONFERENCES? 

 
 
 

 The qualitative feedback provided in 
the previous chapter on areas for 
improvements includes a number of 
recommendations by respondents on how to 
improve conferences even further in future 
years.  In addition, specific questions were 
included in the 2013 and 2014 surveys about 
the types of speakers and sessions that 
Rotarians would like to see more of, or less 
of in future conferences. 

As shown in table 9, the results are 
similar for 2013 and 2014, the two years 
where the question was asked. In terms of 
sessions, participants would like to see more 
real discussion and debates on Rotary’s 
future and the challenges facing clubs and 
districts, as well as sessions on successful 
Rotary projects, as opposed to the more 
general information and education sessions 
about Rotary that have been organized in the 
last two conferences.  

There is not much interest in sporting 
activities (such as golf and tennis 
tournaments), but as mentioned earlier there 
is quite a bit of interest in including 
volunteering activities within district 
conferences, as was done in 2013 with the 
Stop Hunger Now session where Rotarians 
packed food rations, and in 2014 with the 
Mothers’ Day Brunch for Wounded 

Warriors. And there remains as always a 
good appetite for fellowship and social 
activities. 
 In terms of the types of speakers to 
invite, whether this is for sessions or meals, 
there is a desire to have more motivational 
speakers, as well as entertaining speakers. 
There is also an interest in having more 
business speakers. By contrast, participants 
do not necessarily want to hear more from 
speakers from their clubs or districts.  

Rotarians representing the broader 
zone to which districts belong as well as 
Rotary International are of interest (and 
some have received high marks, as was the 
case with Bill Boyd in the 2014 conference).  

The same holds for speakers from 
the nonprofit world, but at the same time the 
level of demand for such speakers is lower 
in relative terms, than is the case for 
business, entertaining, and motivational 
speakers. Said more bluntly, participants 
would like more exposure to entertaining as 
well as high level speakers who can raise 
their enthusiasm and at least some of whom 
work in business, as opposed to more 
exposure to their club or district leadership, 
whom by and far they already know and 
have met in the past multiple times.  
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Table 9: Preferences for Future Speakers and Sessions, 2013 and 2014 (%) 
 Types of sessions 

 

I would like more 
sessions on this 

The current number of 
sessions is about right 

I would like less 
sessions on this 

 2013 2014 2013 2014 2013 2014 
Debates on Rotary’s future 47.7 44.6 44.5 51.8 7.7 3.6 
Successful Rotary projects 46.1 44.6 47.9 48.9 6.1 6.5 
Fellowship/social activities 34.2 38.6 64.6 59.1 3.8 2.3 
Volunteering activities 30.7 34.9 64.7 56.6 4.7 8.4 
General info/education on Rotary 24.7 31.1 69.0 62.2 6.3 6.7 
Sporting activities 11.6 27.3 61.6 50.6 26.8 22.1 
 Types of speakers 

 
I would like to see 
more such speakers 

The current number of such 
speakers is about right 

I would like to see 
less such speakers 

 2013 2014 2013 2014 2013 2014 
Motivational Speakers 54.9 49.4 34.1 42.7 11.0 7.9 
Entertaining Speakers 54.7 52.3 39.0 36.4 6.3 11.4 
Business Speakers 35.1 32.6 53.4 56.2 11.5 11.2 
Zone/International Rotarian Speakers 30.0 26.1 60.0 63.6 10.0 10.2 
Nonprofit Speakers 23.8 20.0 60.8 64.7 15.4 15.3 
Club/District Rotarian Speakers 17.2 15.9 70.9 73.9 11.9 10.2 
Source: Author, based on the District conference evaluation surveys. 
 

 

 
 

Participants appreciated the speech of  Don Stephens, the founder of Mercy Ships at the 2014 
conference, but they would prefer more entertaining and business speakers at the conferences. 
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10.  WHAT CAN BE CONCLUDED FROM THE EVALUATION? 

 
 
 
This report has provided a rapid 

evaluation of three recent Rotary district 
conferences. As expected, participants to the 
conferences tend to be experienced 
Rotarians who have been or were holding at 
the time of the conference positions of 
leadership in their club or district.  

Most participants were quite satisfied 
with the conferences, especially in terms of 
the fellowship and networking opportunities 
that they provided. The hotel amenities, as 
well as the overall organization of the 
conference were seen favorably, especially 
for one of the two conferences that took 
place in a resort.  

At the same time, some areas for 
improvements were identified. These 
include the need to encourage participation 
by new and younger Rotarians, hold down 
the cost of the conferences, reduce time 
allocated to the presentation of awards, 
promote even more interactions with 
Interactors and Rotaractors, and organize the 
conferences in such a way that more 
learning about Rotary and successful service 
projects can take place.  

In terms of comparing the 
satisfaction rates achieved between the three 

conferences, most participants were 
especially satisfied with the 2014 
conference, and this seems to have been 
related in large part to its focus on youth. 

The next district 7620 conference 
will be organized in Frederick (Maryland) 
on May 7-9, 2015. It will feature multiple 
venues, with service project opportunities, 
hospitality events in downtown Frederick, 
the much appreciated Four Way Test speech 
contest, and the traditional House of 
Friendship, among others. The Saturday 
night feature event will take place at the 
Weinberg Center, a non-profit performing 
arts venue.  

Next year’s conference promises to 
be a bit different from past events – with an 
emphasis on being financially friendly to 
new members. The goal, as in previous 
years, will be to have as many new members 
in the District attend as possible. But the 
conference committee is exploring – among 
other ideas - the possibility of relying on the 
hospitality of Frederick Rotarians to open 
their homes for an overnight stay for 
attendees. With about 400 Rotarians in four 
clubs living in the Frederick area, this could 
be very successful. 
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ANNEX 

2014 CONFERENCE EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

 
This annex provides the questionnaire of the survey implemented among participants to 

the 2014 conference for district 7620. The survey was administered through the web (Survey 
Monkey) in May 2014 just after the conference took place. A total of 100 Rotarians responded, 
generating a response rate of about 40 percent, which is fairly good for a web survey and is 
likely to provide a good level of representativeness, although it could be that the Rotarians who 
responded are those who tend to be more involved in the activities of their clubs and districts.  

The same survey (adapted for the activities implemented each day) was implemented for 
the 2013 conference organized jointly by districts 7610, 7620, and 7630 and a slightly shorter 
survey was implemented in 2012 for the joint conference between districts 7610 and 7620. The 
questionnaire for the 2014 survey below is provided so that other clubs and districts interested in 
implementing such surveys – within Rotary but also in other service club organizations – can 
easily adapt their own questionnaire from the questionnaire provided below. 
 

QUESTIONNAIRE OF THE SURVEY 
 

Thank you for completing this brief survey – this should take you only 10 minutes. The 
purpose of the survey is to get your feedback on Rotacon 14. The results from the survey will 
help in planning next year's conference for next year. Your responses are anonymous and 
confidential. 
 
1. Please indicate your gender. 
 Male  
 Female 
  
2. How old are you? 
 Below 18 years 
 18-24 years 
 25 - 30 years 
 31 - 40 years 
 41 - 50 years 
 51 - 60 years 
 Over 60 years 
  
3. To which group do you belong? 
 Interact/Youth exchange/RYLA/Other high school student 
 Rotaract (including spouses) 
 Rotary (including spouses) 
 Other 
  
4. To which Interact/Rotaract/Rotary club do you belong? 
__________________________________ 
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5. Did you belong to another Interact/Rotaract/Rotary club before your current club? 
 No, this is the first club of which I am a member 
 Yes, I have been a member of one other club before 
 Yes, I have been a member of two or more other clubs before 
  
6. For how long have you been a member of Interact/Rotaract/Rotary? 
 Less than a year 
 1 - 3 Years 
 4 - 6 Years 
 7 - 10 Years 
 11 - 15 Years 
 16 - 20 Years 
 Over 20 Years 
  
7. What do you think your average attendance rate at club meetings (including make-ups) has 
been over the last two years (or since you joined if you joined recently)? 
 Less than 50 
 50-70 
 70-90 
 90-100 
  
8. Have you served in the past or are you serving today in a leadership positions in your club or 
at the district level? Please check all that apply. 
Leadership position Position that I am 

exercising this year 
Position that I have 
exercised in the past 

District-level leadership position   
Club President   
President-Elect   
Secretary   
Treasurer   
Sergeant-at-Arms   
Member of the Board   
Committee chair   
Other responsibility (please specify)   
 
Please specify the position if you selected "other": __________________________________ 
 
9. How many district conferences have you attended? 
 This is my first district conference 
 This is my second district conference 
 This is my third district conference 
 I have attended four or more district conference before this one 
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10. On Friday, which activities of the conference did you participate in, and how do you rate 
them? Please indicate the sessions/events that you attended and rate only those sessions/events. 
 I attended Poor Fair Good Very Good 
Baltimore Area Joint Rotary 
Luncheon 

     

Conference Opening Session      
District Awards & Business 
Session 

     

State of Rotary Globally      
Peace Fellows & Global 
Scholars 

     

Block Party      
Hospitality Suites      
 
11. On Saturday, which activities of the conference did you participate in, and how do you rate 
them? Please indicate the sessions/events that you attended and rate only those sessions/events. 
 I attended Poor Fair Good Very Good 
4-Way Test Competition      
See Something - Say 
Something Anti-bullying 

     

Tapping into the Hidden 
Innovator: Jack Andraka 

     

Youth Involvement: Theresa 
Scanlan 

     

Lunch, Banquet & Awards      
Speed Networking & Poster 
Session 

     

Rotaract Assembly      
RAAGNE Annual Meeting      
Interact Afternoon Session      
Interact Orioles Game      
Fostering a Relationship 
between Rotary & Rotaract 

     

Preparing Successful 
International Projects 

     

Strengthening the Rotary Story: 
Research, Resources, & 
Reaction 

     

Attracting the Next Generation 
Into Rotary 

     

"ER for PR" Marketing your 
Club Activities 

     

Area Governors Cocktail Party      
Dinner Banquet & Awards 
with PRIP Bill Boyd 

     

Hospitality Suites      
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12. On Sunday, which activities of the conference did you participate in, and how do you rate 
them? Please indicate the sessions/events that you attended and rate only those sessions/events. 
 I attended Poor Fair Good Very Good 
District Memorial and 
Interfaith Service 

     

Mother's Day Brunch - 
Operation Homefront 

     

District Conference Closing      
 
13. How many nights did you stay at the hotel? 
 None 
 One night 
 Two nights 
 Three nights or more 
  
14. If this is not your first district conference, how do you rate this conference versus previous 
district conference(s) that you have attended? 
 Better quality than previous conference(s) 
 Equal quality as previous conference(s) 
 Lower quality than previous conferences(s) 
  
15. How do you rate the facilities of the conference and its organization? 
 Poor Fair Good Very Good 
Overall organization     
Publicity prior to conference     
Ease of registration     
Food (breakfasts, lunches, dinners)     
Hotel rooms     
Conference and other hotel facilities     
Convenience of the location     
Learning about Rotary     
Meeting the Rotary District leadership     
Fellowship activities, sports, and tours     
Cost of conference (incl. hotel room rate)     
 
16. How satisfied have you been with the conference overall in terms of the following 
categories? 
 Poor Fair Good Very Good 
Fellowship     
Learning     
Cost     
Entertainment     
Speakers     
Overall     
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17. To what extent have you learned new things at this conference that you will be able to use as 
a Rotarian for your club or district? 
 I haven’t learned a lot of new information that is likely to be useful to me 
 I have learned some new information that is likely to be useful to me 
 I have learned a lot of new information that is likely to be useful to me 
  
18. What was your favorite part of the conference? 
__________________________________ 
 
19. What did you like the least at the conference? 
__________________________________ 
 
20. What types of sessions/activities would you like to see at the next district conference? 
 I would like more 

sessions on this 
The current number of 
sessions is about right 

I would like less 
sessions on this 

General Information/Education 
on Rotary 

   

Sessions on Successful Rotary 
Projects 

   

Debates/Discussions on Rotary 
and its Future 

   

Fellowship/Social Activities    
Sporting Activities    
Volunteering Activities    
 
21. What type of speakers would you like to have at the next district conference? 
 I would like more 

such speakers 
The current number of 
such speakers is about 

right 

I would like to see 
less such speakers 

Club/District  
Rotarian speakers 

   

Zone/International 
Rotarian speakers 

   

Business speakers    
Nonprofit speakers    
Motivational speakers    
Entertaining speakers    
 
22. How long should the next district conference be? 
 Four Days 
 Three Days (as for this conference) 
 Two Days 
 One Day 
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23. What is your preference in terms of the number of districts that participate in the district 
conference? 
 I prefer to have only my own district 
 It's great to have two districts 
 It's great to have three districts 
  
24. What did you appreciate the most at this year’s conference and what would you suggest that 
we do differently next year? Do you have any other comments/suggestions, whether in terms of 
speakers, organization, or any other aspect of the conference? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Thank you again for completing this survey 
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This report builds on two chapters of 
Membership in Service Clubs: Rotary’s 
Experience, a book published in 2014 by 
Palgrave Macmillan and co-authored by 
Quentin with his daughters Divya and 
Naina.  
 
The book provides the first rigorous 
assessment of the activities of Rotary. It 
documents the reasons why Rotarians join, 
how the organization could grow, the 
amount of time volunteered and funds 
raised by Rotarians for service projects, and 
the types of projects members are involved 
in. The book also features case studies of 
successful initiatives coupled with individual 
accounts of exemplary Rotarians. 
 

 

 
 

“This book should be required reading for 
members of service clubs around the world 
and for those interested in evaluating the 
contributions of volunteers.”  Peter Kyle, 
Rotary District 7620 Governor  
 

 

 


