[image: image1.png]_ Land Grant Colleges' and Universities'
a8 Nationadl
€  Water Program
-

A Partnership of USDA CSREES
& the Land Grant System





Attendees: 

Roy Jeffrey (R1) – (860) 486-5962

Jeff Potent (R2) – (212) 637-3857

Jake Vandevort (R3) – (301) 405-5849

Tom Simpson (R3 Coordinator)

Rebecca Power (R5) – (608) 263-3425

Robin Shepard (R5 Coordinator)

Fred Moore (R4 and R6) – (214) 665-6610

Lloyd Walker (R8) – (970) 491-6172

Christine French (R9) – (951) 827-4327
Sharon Collman (R10) – (206) 553-0038

Bob Mahler (R10 Coordinator)

Agenda items:

See attached document.

July 26, 2005

I.  Welcome

Rebecca began the meeting by introducing Jake Vandevort, Jenn Aiosa’s temporary replacement.  Jake and Tom Simpson will split Jenn’s responsibilities until a suitable replacement is located.

II.  Nomination Committee Report and Selection of a New Chair-Elect
The Nomination Committee, composed of Lloyd and Sharon, following an extensive investigation, forwarded a name to the SLT for nomination: Fred Moore.  The Team deliberated and confirmed the committee’s nominee.  Roy provided some helpful insight to the C-E regarding the timely removal of campaign paraphernalia. 

III.  Send-off for Jenn
Gift ideas were discussed.  Sharon graciously volunteered to ‘birddog’ an appropriate gift armed with contributions from Team members.

IV.  Partnership Subcommittee Discussion – Original purpose and evolution
Tom Simpson reiterated the role of the Partnership Subcommittee as working nationally similar to what most regional liaisons do within their regions and federal agencies. As the Subcommittee, he schedules meetings to introduce agencies to NIWQ Program and introduce ideas for partnering/mutual benefits.  Tom asked that the SLT provide insight into specific opportunities.  

Tom provided a handout outlining proposed joint activities between the SLT and the Partnership Subcommittee.  From the document, Tom pointed out that the regional liaisons may or may not be the main linkage in each regional partnership, therefore, may need a directory to identify those who are.  Tom hoped that the Regional Coordinators would provide travel funds as a part of their contribution to National Citizenship.  The subcommittee would engage entities at the appropriate level (regional or national) and subscribe to each participating agency’s strengths to encourage participation.

V - VII.  National Initiatives Review and Selection
During the May 17th SLT conference call, Tom Simpson asked that each liaison submit examples of specific programs, important regional partnerships, MOUs among agencies that improve working relationships, long-term collaborations, or other examples of activities that have cemented relationship between CSREES/LGUs and another agency (ies).

Rebecca compiled all of the submitted examples into one document (by region).  From the document, each liaison provided a brief overview of the examples they submitted.  Following this insightful discussion, the examples were listed and each liaison was asked to make the distinction between those activities that are occurring in their region and those areas where there is a need, but not where there is little or no activity occurring (to the best of their knowledge).  From this distinction, six of the examples were listed as highest priority: 

· On-site systems

· private water wells (research and outreach)

· on-site septic education

· Manure

· management

· CAFO training

· manure hauling/transport

· Stormwater education

· Evaluation of NPS projects

· Volunteer water quality monitoring

· Watershed education for professionals.  

The first six were pared down to reflect urban, rural, and agriculture topic areas: stormwater, private water wells/on-site septic, and manure (management, haulers, and CAFOs).

VIII.  Satellite Video Conference Program Review
Jan Seago presented information regarding the 4th installment in their Watershed Issues Satellite Conference series.  The broadcast will focus on three case studies that reflect the use of Low Impact Development techniques to managing runoff on-site and minimizing pollution loading to waterways.  The conference, entitled ‘Stormwater Management from a Watershed Perspective’, will be broadcast October 11, 2005 from 9 – 11:30 (PDT).  County extension offices are encouraged to host a viewing to encourage local participation.  (http://wawater.wsu.edu)

IX.  Joint meeting with the CSL
Rebecca presented the nine partnership areas identified by the SLT to the members of CSL for their consideration.  During her presentation, she employed SLT members to provide regional specific success stories that related to the partnership areas.  Art Gold asked that the success stories be converted into two page reports that include the source of funding, the key component that made it a success, and guidance on next steps.  He requested that completed drafts be submitted late September or early October.

On a separate note, Mary Ann Rozum mentioned that on farm spill prevention is becoming a topic of interest in EPA’s OECA.  She suggested that the liaisons visit with individuals in their respective Regional Enforcement Division to evaluate the concern.  If it is a concern on the rise, NRCS’s EQIP funds may be a source of assistance to achieve compliance.

July 27, 2005

X., XI., and XII.  Networking and Information Exchange
Region 10:  

The Regional team meets face-to-face bimonthly.

Water Quality Updates are biweekly publications that highlight specific regional water issues.  Each is limited to 500-700 words with the inclusion of several pictures.  A total of 350 color copies are distributed to congressional and legislative personnel, CES administrators, CSREES, and Extension offices.  Conducted an evaluation that showed 96% of responders always read the updates, 81% knew nothing of the WQ programs at the LGUs prior to publication.  The publications are managed by one individual contributing about 0.5 FTE.  Cost is about 81 cents per copy (delivered).

Sharon provides a service to her constituents, called ‘droplets and droplet$$’.  Prior to forwarding an email, she removes all of the unnecessary info and highlights the important dates, times, entities, etc.

Region 9:

The regional team meets face-to-face biannually due to travel restrictions/costs.

Each state/island receives base funding from the regional program.  The amount increases as projects are developed.  Each submit quarterly reports with varying quality and content.  Have a standardized form, however, requires time and effort to draw out the necessary info.  All projects relate to the regional themes.  Have some personnel issues due to retention problems in some Pacific Islands.  Share ideas with Region 2 because of the similarities in islands.  Greatest benefit of regional program has been the information exchange between islands.

Review EPA priorities and compare regional priorities to coordinate efforts

Have a scheduled call with regional coordinator to maintain line of communication.

Region 8:

Regional effort is considered 2-3 state coordination/cooperation.  The regional budget is distributed evenly to each of the states.  Have a regional fund available to support projects with regional applicability.

Some state programs reach across regional lines:  i.e., Coal Bed Methane.  Were able to convene agencies and interested groups.  

Region 1:

Regional team meets face-to-face every fourth month.  Supplement with a conference call on alternating months.  Have established a core group composed of Roy, Art Gold, and Allison.  Spend majority of their time planning for the region.  Have split up regional responsibilities: administrative, programmatic, and focus area progress.  Approach issues as a team.  Each focus group have individual monies to fund programs that should have regional applicability (ultimately).

Region 3:

Focus areas are composed of roughly 30 members in which each receives regional monies for their participation.  Have the capacity to provide ‘mini-grants’ to fund areas that are lacking.  Jake composes a single weekly email that highlights a week’s worth of forwards; posts compilation of forwards at a single web local.

Region 5:

Organized by themes.  Regional monies divided by themes as well.  Each state manages a theme and act as a program manager as apposed to just managing projects.  This structure forces states to organize and coordinate with partners in order to be successful.  Theme Teams are asked to foster the participation of non-Land Grant Team members to promote collaboration on water quality programs and projects.

Region 4 & 6:

Regional coordinators meet face-to-face quarterly.  Monies are distributed equally among states, with a reduced amount provided to six of the thirteen participating 1890’s.  The program is organized by three themes, each containing four topic-based teams.  Teams composed of coordinators or appointed regional personnel.  A special project account was created to fund new projects with potential regional applicability.

Challenge being located at EPA because of ease at which one can get absorbed into the agency due to remote contact with Land Grant Universities.  Important to have regular communication with program coordination team to maintain focus.

Meeting with Mary Ann Rozum (USDA/CSREES, DC)

-She is coordinating the NRI research grants for water.  The solicitation usually occurs in July with an August deadline.  

Discussed several potential areas to focus efforts:

EPA CAFO Rule

EPA Air Quality Agreement

On-farm Petroleum Spill Prevention/Storage/Risk Assessments

NRCS CEAP: currently four funded projects with CSREES; expecting four more

XIV. Professional Development Opportunities

The group declined professional development (for now), however, maintained the need for communication among regions to discuss ‘star’ programs in face-to-face meetings.

XV.  Other Business

Identified conference call dates for the next six months (2:30 – 4:30 CST):

September 8

November 10

January 12

Next face-to-face meeting will be at the National Conference on February 6th at 5-8 pm in San Antonio, Texas.  Lloyd suggested an additional meeting as a debriefing.  The group agreed on Wednesday, February 8th, from 12 – 1pm.

XVI. SLT rejoins the CSL

Tom Simpson revised his original partnership handout outlining proposed joint activities between the SLT and the Partnership Subcommittee.  SLT recommended that the guideline be presented as a suggested means of coordination.  Also, the Team reiterated that they should act as an advisory group to the subcommittee, but remain autonomous.  The CSL postponed further discussions on this issue to a future conference call or meeting.

The CSL reiterated their approval of the SLT’s partnership/program suggestions presented the previous day.  Art Gold restated the guidelines for the requested program descriptions:

Develop explanatory short paper (two pages) of programs with star/banner potential.  Identify who the partners were (external), including those in the 406 regions (internal), the value end (critical component for success), and the spark plug (what got the ball rolling).

XVII.  Tour

Region 10 (Sharon Collman) organized an excellent tour of the Oregon/Washington interface.  We had the opportunity to visit an integrated sheep operation, stream restoration project, Mt. St. Helens, fish hatchery/power generation facility, and the Columbia River and lock system via a paddleboat.  Thanks Sharon, it was great!
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