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As a standing CSREES National Water Quality Program Leadership Team, the Regional Liaisons support the Program’s Goals for Shared Leadership, which are to:

· Foster a national program through a regional network of CSREES research, education, and extension professionals.

· Elevate the visibility of the CSREES network.

· Be responsive and proactive in the decisions and actions that integrate research, education, and extension activities.

· Create, manage, and foster institutional change through visioning and leadership.

· Practice effective communication and dialog to ensure cooperation and collaboration of integrated programs.

· Pursue new opportunities in a coordinated fashion.

· Market the value of internally and externally funded/leveraged activities.

· Establish partnerships and work to meet common goals.

Survey of Extension State Water Quality Coordinators and Other Institutional Leads on Regional Partnering and Liaison Roles

Regional Liaison activities directly support many of the goals outlined above, particularly those pertaining to communication, coordination, or partnership maintenance and development.  In a recently completed survey conducted by the Regional Liaisons, SWQCs or other institutional leads indicated that:
· Section 406 Regional coordination projects led to partnerships that otherwise would not have been established.  
· Coordination efforts with USEPA were most improved – nearly all respondents indicated a “very positive” impact.  
· Influence on coordination efforts with NRCS was seen overall as “somewhat positive.” 
· Regional projects were seen as influencing relationships with other federal agencies, state and county agencies, and NGOs from “somewhat positively” to “no influence.”  
· Impacts on relationships with producer groups and internal administrators varied from project to project, ranging from “very positive” to “no influence.”  
· There were no indications of negative influence of the regional projects (“somewhat negative” or “very negative” responses).

Questions were also asked about the roles of the Liaison positions in fostering relationships with the same stakeholder groups.  In regions where Liaison positions serve a broad partnering function, responses for the most part mirrored responses of coordination and partnerships with the project in general.  In some cases, the Liaison had made contacts with potential partners that had not yet resulted in significant coordination or partnership outcomes for the project.  Therefore, the Liaison influence with a given agency or stakeholder may have been rated more positively than the overall partnership.  In regions where Liaison responsibilities are less broad, stakeholders and potential partners are engaged through other mechanisms, such as issue- or theme-oriented teams.

The final question in the survey asked participants how their ideal Liaison would function.  Responses varied significantly from region to region and were highly correlated with their existing project structure.  The following are some examples of responses:

· “Continue relationships with SWQCs, and external agencies....possibly develop specific programs with them, meeting needs that are presently underfunded, understaffed...etc...”

· “If a project staff member is identified as a liaison, they should be targeted to specific needs of the region – a ‘generalist’ is too broad. Useful role could be facilitating communication between land grant partners - ‘coordinate the coordination’ – to keep the overall project on track as a regional entity. This person would then be well qualified to communicate about the project as a regional whole, as opposed to sub-projects with priority issue focus, to multi-regional and national level interests.” 
· “I wouldn’t make any changes to the structure we have now – we’re right where we need to be – relationship building, partnership building; coordinating meetings of SWQCs, following through on action items, holding the Team accountable, helping to prepare grant proposal(s), organize and coordinate reporting. One person traveling to Land Grants across the region – one person looking at all the institutions for opportunities; Liaison is the “keeper of regional knowledge” – big part of regional coordination; being a reliably present person with federal agency partners – someone they can call – a designated contact – the face of the Regional Team. ‘90% of success is showing up’ –Woody Allen.”
Through compilation of these survey results and discussion among the Regional Liaison Standing Team, we have outlined some our perspectives on Regional Liaison roles, regional partner engagement mechanisms, and national partner engagement mechanisms. 

Liaison Roles

1) Supporting state coordinators in working with partners and creating a link within the region to facilitate communication and collaboration among partners across state lines
2) Raise the profile of the project through representation and participation in appropriate meetings and activities

3) Developing and nurturing partnerships

4) Developing additional resources through partnerships to address common goals

Regional Partner Engagement Mechanism

Because regional project structures and agency relationships vary from region to region, liaison perspectives on partner engagement mechanisms will focus on key criteria rather than specific structures.  Regional extension of any national partner engagement mechanisms are going to differ among regions because of existing partnership structures that address water quality, developmental differences among projects, and other factors.

· Tap into existing interagency partnerships where they exist, and create ones where they do not.

· 
· Look for partnership opportunities with existing programs that fit with CSREES’s mission, or where the regional projects can fill a niche that is helpful to other agencies.

· Engagement of regional external stakeholders needs to be issue or niche-specific – some clarification of partner roles may be necessary to foster this.

· Focus on individuals within an agency that are receptive to partnering and a regional approach.  This criterion is critical to the success of interagency partnerships.

Additional observations and notes include:

· Partner participation with regional projects is dependent on developmental stage of the individual project, i.e., how well formed is the project, do project participants feel ready to engage with external partners as part of a core team, etc.  At this point in the development of regional projects, mechanisms for engaging external partners need to be flexible and region-specific.  In addition, regional partner agencies are structured differently, and therefore require CSREES partnering efforts to differ.

· Having a liaison housed within a Land Grant institution and affiliated with CSREES Section 406 for each region is important, although their roles may vary from region to region.

· Having liaisons that have significant interactions with multiple agencies is important – the mix of contact with individual agencies will be different depending on which agencies are the drivers in each region.

· While progress has been made at the regional level with NRCS, this relationship needs to be explored further.

· How the Regional Liaisons engage the 1890s and 1994s has yet to be discussed.

National Partnership Engagement Mechanisms

The following are regional criteria that Liaisons thought would also be key for successful national partnerships.  These criteria are offered in support of the efforts of the Partnership Subcommittee of the CSL. 
· Look for partnership opportunities with existing programs that fit with CSREES’s mission, or where the regional projects can fill a niche that  is helpful to other agencies.

· Engagement of national external stakeholders needs to be issue or niche-specific – some clarification of partner roles may be necessary to foster this.

· Focus on individuals within an agency that are receptive to partnering.  This criterion is critical to the success of interagency partnerships.

