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Attendees: 

Jeff Potent (R2) – (212) 637-3857

Jake Vandevort (R3) – (301) 405-5849

Daphne Pee (R3) – (301) 405-5849
Rebecca Power (R5) – (608) 263-3425

Fred Moore (R6) – (214) 665-6610

Susan Brown (R7) – (828) 883-2340

Lloyd Walker (R8) – (970) 491-6172

Matt Neibauer (R8) – (970) 491-5124
Luisa Castro (R9) – (951) 827-4327
Jan Seago (R10) – (206) 553-0038
Robin Shepard (R5) – (608) 262-1748

Agenda items:

Welcome and Introductions
Proposed Liaison SLT Activities for FY 07

Joint meeting with the CSL to discuss proposed activities/directives
Partnership and External Subcommittee

Regional Planning and Evaluation
National Newsletter

National Workshop planning

Chair-elect Nomination and Election
Regional Advisory Group

Discussion Conclusions/Ideas Shared with CSL
Action Items

· Submit a paragraph describing the workshop at the National Conference.
Wednesday, July 26

Rebecca began the meeting inviting the group to introduce themselves and provide a brief description of the region they represent.  Daphne Pee, the Mid-Atlantic Region’s new liaison, and Luisa Castro, SWS&PI Region, were the newest members to join the team meeting.

Rebecca quickly reviewed the week’s agenda and included the caveat that the outlined objectives would probably change following the meeting with the CSL.

Proposed Liaison SLT Activities for FY 07
Objective: Agree upon Liaison activities/directions to propose to the CSL for dialogue: What would the CSL like the Liaison SLT to contribute to the national network?
· Program planning and evaluation

· National network capacity building

· Partnerships

· Regional advisory groups

· Success story support

· Other (this is where we would discuss Susan’s idea of NFP light and other suggestions)

As a result of their recent regional review, Lloyd provided a critique of the Liaisons roll in Region 8 (courtesy of Mike O’Neill):
· Engage partners

· Roll linked to regional priorities

· Improved communication of regional program and partners

· Take home was: work your region

As the original members of the Regional Liaison SLT, Jeff and Lloyd provided an overview of the SLT’s origin and the identification and definition of the structure.
Rebecca initiated a conversation on the outcomes and impacts that the regions are utilizing
-Lloyd commented that evaluation should be included in the program planning stage.  WQ impacts are difficult and expensive to assess; documentation of behavioral change may be the appropriate measure for most programs.  
-Susan suggested that we might couch the topical areas as the important work that the National Network needs to address.  Need to utilize reviews as means to educate other regions for their success in the review process.  Need to focus on liaison commonalities rather than differences.

BREAK

Joint meeting between the CSL and the Regional Liaison SLT
Lisa Duriancik gave a presentation on the USDA PART review and the process involved.  She explained the results from the CSREES’ review and provided some insights on means to improve.
Met with the CSL to discuss following to discuss the SLT proposed activities.  Rebecca explained the basis for the proposed activities as well as the regional liaison SLT’s understanding of their charge.  The executive committee members of both the CSL and SLT met following to discuss the issues and reservations identified by the CSL from the proposal.
BREAK

Agenda/focus revamp resulting from executive committee conversation

National references are where concerns lie.  The CSL reiterated the focus of the individual liaison to their respective region.  The regional liaison SLT proposed activities implied that the services would benefit the national program (CSL), however, the service should be to the respective regions.  Also, the chain of command with regard to communication was also an issue.  The previous model of interaction of the SLT with only a member of the CSL is insufficient.  

The primary shifts in activities agreed upon by the CSL and the Liaisons include clearly identifying the Regions as the primary beneficiaries of Liaison SLT activities (with cross-regional networking being a priority) and improving communication and decision-making processes between the groups.  Process changes include:
· Increased communication between Regional Coordinators and their Regional Liaison about Liaison SLT discussions and activities, how such activities might benefit the individual region, and agreement about appropriate Liaison participation in such activities.  
· A quarterly Executive Committee meeting with Liaison leadership prior to each CSL meeting to discuss Liaison SLT activities/reports and any proposed activities.  
Thursday, July 27

The SLT met with CSL for the National Meeting agenda discussion.  Rebecca relayed the intent and the planned goals of the ‘capacity’ workshop.  The CSL agreed to the workshop concept.  Greg identified the deadline for submitting workshop names and description paragraphs by August 15.

BREAK

Partnership and External Subcommittee

Tom Simpson joined the SLT meeting to discuss the SLT’s collaboration on the subcommittee.  He restated that the subcommittee’s focus is on ‘liaising’ activities.  The SC originated with strength as a ‘meet and greet’ group to enhance name recognition.  Hoverer it has evolved into an entity working with and initiating national/multi-regional activities/partnerships.  Liaisons have had some previous interactions with the subcommittee, but this has primarily functioned opportunistically - need to develop more of a strategic focus.

-  Discussion of the partnership subcommittee document.  
Identification of modification points to a strategic partnership plan.  Tom proposed that the subcommittee be co-chaired by a CSL member and the past chair of the SLT.  Initially, he would like to instate a two year commitment, one year thereafter.  This new structure would allow for sustained interaction between the two subcommittees.  No membership change other than this, but would solicit involvement from additional (two) SLT members.  Originally, the PSC was not intended as a top down concept.  Tom would like to include the involvement of individuals outside the leadership teams to bring in expertise.  Need additional CSL committee member(s) to sit on the subcommittee.  Have had discussions previous (some rather recent) that the two individual subcommittees merge.  However, this has not been supported.
Note:  Tom Simpson brought this idea to the CSL and it was affirmed, with the modification that there will be a Liaison “primary contact”, rather than a Co-Chair.
Regional Planning and Evaluation

Robin Shepard joined the conversation and challenged the Team to look at what the needs are across all of the regions, classify indicators, and identify regional gaps.  He mentioned that CSL was considering the appointment of an ad-hoc committee to review the national program for the next six months.  At the national meeting, this group would present findings and identify next steps.
Robin facilitated a discussion to identify what is happening at the regional scale.
R2:  Jeff is heavily involved in the development and use of logic models to track outcomes at the project level.  Heavily involved in the relationship to the overall program’s planning.
R3:  Difficult time progressing the LM from the planning to the evaluative stage.  Up to the regional liaison to collect the info from the successes in the region.
R4/6:  Develop our progress report based on state programs and 12 team activities.  All of the evaluations are collected by the regional program assistant coordinator.

R5:  Stakeholder group utilized to develop the  logic models for each Regional Theme.  Regional logic model developed from Regional Program goals, with a place for impacts from Theme activities to plug in to the overall Regional model.

R7:  Have utilized the development of the logic model from the regional goals and objectives statements.  Not funding programs.  Developing focus/working groups based on regional interests.  Bringing together regional individuals of interest as well as agency personnel.  

R8:  Meetings are utilized in an informal setting to discuss programs and direction.  Have utilized Bob Mahler’s evaluation to determine needs of clientele based on attitudes and opinions.  Still mining survey info.  The survey is randomized utilizing a purchased list.  Accomplishment reports are collected from the states, liaison …  Are establishing an advisory committee composed of external members (vested stakeholders) to provide outside feedback on ideas and activities.  
R9:  Challenge is the variability among the coordinator entities with regard to their communication and accessibility.

R10:  Utilizing Mahler’s survey results to lead direction of the state teams.  Utilize logic model to direct their programs.
Lloyd and Fred discussed the comments received from their respective regional reviews.

· Take care to develop evaluation tools to document impacts
· Improve communications with ANR program leaders and directors

· State water quality coordinators need to buy into leadership role at their institution

· Needs assessment – establishment of priorities

· Outputs and impacts need to be based on ‘so what?’ or ‘what changed?’

· Advisory committee:  ANR Program Leaders, Directors, other stakeholders

· Improve connection with existing national facilitation grants and spawn new ones from regional successes
What is happening with regard to evaluation:
R5:  Included external evaluation expertise 

R7:  Hired a facilitator

R8:  One regional state volunteered to take on the roll of survey analysis

From this discussion, thoughts/contributions were categorized into the following four activity areas occurring (actual or potential) across the 9 regions as they relate to planning and evaluation.

Evaluation Reporting Needs (Categories of Activities)
1.  Marketing/Accomplishment Reporting


-  Success story development and collection


-  Success story synthesis

-  Report writing – accomplishment, promotion, etc.
2.  Program Planning – Evaluation Planning


-  Use of models, standardized approach


-  Evaluation continuum


-  Facilitation of processes of indicator priorities


-  Team processes

3.  Common / Dominant Indicator Needs (Note: State water quality indicators project)

-  Process:  regional collaboration; priority setting; avoid duplication

-  Quantitative: behavior change


-  Qualitative: case study


-  Needs assessment and summative indicators

4.  Evaluation Techniques, Tools

-  Methods


-  Data integrity


-  Self assessment of success/impact


-  Who/how do you know about getting help
LUNCH

National Newsletter Discussion with Bob Mahler
The first issue of the national newsletter was disseminated through the national listserv in July.  The newsletter will continue for one full year at which time the CSL will assess its value.  Posted on the national website in the right hand column.  Bob plans to solicit content from CSL, SLT, and NFP personnel prior to each installment.
Water issue/public attitudes survey has been completed in 7 regions (currently active in Regions 2 and 3).  Will have a workshop at the national meeting to discuss results, what has been done with the results, and the outcomes.  Bob plans to invite the individuals from these surveyed regions to present papers.  He solicited liaison involvement from those that have participated in the survey process in their respective regions.  Currently, a website is active with all regional questions and results (including raw data).

National Workshop planning
Title suggested by Art Gold:  

“Creating and Sustaining Successful Water Quality Programs – Case Studies From Across the Nation”
Target Audiences:

1. Water quality coordinators and staff; 
2. Extension programming staff; 
3. Researchers (LGI folk); etc.  
Will focus on:
Participant Outcomes: 
1. Improved WQ programming

2. Increased understanding of how to develop and implement programs that achieve practice adoption/changed behavior for water quality improvement

3. Increased understanding of how to strengthen partnerships

4. Increased ability to develop and implement programs that integrate research, education and extension
5. Increased ability to incorporate evaluation into program development and implementation
6. Increase ability to scale/ramp up

Program Outcomes:

1. Improved WQ programming

2. Increased practice adoption/changed behavior as a result of CSRESS/Land Grant water programs

3. Increased or strengthened partnerships

4. Increased integration of research, education, and extension in water programs
5. Increased use of evaluation to improve programs and document impacts

6. Increased growth and distribution of successful programs

Case studies that highlight the above outcomes

1. Wyoming working with conservation districts

Notes on potential Agenda

1. Start with a short presentation: What makes a successful program? (Set the stage)
2. Case studies that illustrate specific elements of success

3. Questions after the case studies and discussion

a. What are the elements of successful programs (we may have a list that we ask them to add to)?

b. Of this list, what do you already know how to do really well?

c. What would you like to learn more about?

d. How would you like to receive the info, or what formats would help you build your skills?
Chair-elect Nomination and Election

The nominating committee (Lloyd and Jeff) forwarded the name of Christine French.  The SLT voted and agreed.  Luisa gave a very gracious acceptance speech in Christine’s absence.  Included were promises of devotion and commitment to the team and all that it stands for.
Friday, July 28
Regional Advisory Group discussion
Regions are exploring diverse approaches to the Regional Advisory Groups.  Purposes included building partnerships to do programs, lobbying, supporting education, widening our network, raising the profile of the region
R5:  Sees the advisory group as a way to build internal and external support for the regional program.  Proposed including a variety of individuals, including one CARET delegate (Council For Agricultural Research, Extension, and Teaching) 
R8:  Each coordinator proposed a few folks, the Ag Advisor, 

R10:  Using steering committee that they’ve used for other programs in the past: state and federal agencies and other partners
BREAK

Discussion Conclusions/Ideas shared with the CSL 
1.  Respond formally to previous day’s confusion by reemphasize who we are and what we represent

2.  Processes and communication methods needs to be clarified; both exec committees will meet at least quarterly to discuss activities prior to larger meetings and formalize our method of communication with the CSL and the regional coordinators.
3.  Discussion on planning and evaluation; should the conversation be continued with the right individuals from the region.  Is there a need to develop/create a subcommittee for evaluation?  ID the need for ongoing networking re evaluation. The CSL seems to be in the process of developing a plan to proceed with this.  The Liaisons should keep informed as this progresses and work with their Regional Coordinators to determine the right people from their respective regions to participate.
Future conference call (2:30 – 4:30 CST) & meeting dates:

Calls:  Wednesday, September 6 (tentatively)
In-Person Meeting:  Sunday, January 28 in Savanna, GA
Regional Water Program 
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