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Main Themes:

· Wisconsin has a complex network of agencies that deliver a bundle of policies in an effort to enhance the capacity of runoff management.  These agencies include the EPA, the WI Department of Natural Resources, USDA, NIFA, NRCS, University of Wisconsin, and county-level boards. 
· Through policy network analysis, specifically an analysis of the “Plan – Implement – Monitor – Review – Adapt” structure, projects can be assessed and changes anticipated.

Detailed Notes:

· Ag Non-point Background

· dairy; livestock; grain (fertilizers)

· CAFOs are considered point sources

· nutrients such as P and N; sediment; pathogens or chemicals

· Ag Non points sources are typically manure storage or field-applied fertilizer

· Ag Non-point solutions include:

· BMPs; nutrient planning; land retirement (easements; farmland protection; conservation)

· Overview of Adaptive Management: Plan – Implement – Monitor – Review – Adapt
· Research included: Policy Review; Interviews; Network Analysis

· After reviewed all policies, statues, codes for all agencies and entities involved, then interviewed 35+ professionals from agencies, and then created network matrix.

· Capacity Assessment: Went through each stage of Adaptive Management and answered questions such as who writes policy, who implements, who monitors, who reviews results, who changes the policies (adapt)?

· Mapped each of 5 adaptive management strategies onto network of agencies.  Then for project decided to determine adaptive capacity by looking at what happens if removes all links that don’t fit basic adaptive management progression outlined above.  Finds that certain agencies can get cut out of the cycle, leading to other agencies being responsible.

· WI Runoff/SWRM Program: find that planning and execution is monitored, but not the effects of the policy.  Therefore end up with a planning and implementation network – the interviewees corroborated this finding.  NRCS has planning capacity, the Implementation, Monitoring, and Review all happen at County LWCD, but there is no real feedback of whether the funding is working at the County level.  

· The WCCI Project sought to get measureable changes on the ground. EPA and NRCS and other Fed Level agencies involved, but find can’t talk to farmers effectively, so they have to all talk to County LWCD and UW Extension.  

· One example, in town of Grant - Dunn County.  Switched to no-till because that would limit sediment runoff.  Buying seed drill was costly and prohibitive, but found someone who would lease one to all the farmers.  They then shared seed drill and now all are using no-till and sediment runoff reduced. 

Points for Discussion and Questions:

· Is it problematic that one agency, for example the County LWCD, has oversight of I, M, and R (three stages of adaptive mgmt)?

· How determine if all five elements are there, and what constitutes an element in an agency?

· Should the circle be unbroken?  Should adaptive management stay the same – circular – or are there advantages of it being open?  

· What does the hierarchical level have to do with it?  
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