NCCEA Conference Call 09-06—September 21, 2006
Attendees: Daryl Buchholz, KS; Dennis Campion, IL; Thomas Coon, MI; Elbert Dickey, NE; Duane Hauck, ND; Arlen Leholm, WI; Michael Ouart, IA; Keith Smith, OH; Jo Turner, MO; Jamie Weiner for Keith Smith, OH

Welcome and Review Agenda—Duane Hauck

NCCEA October Meeting Update (Michigan)—Tim Coon and Duane Hauck
Tom believes everything is in order for the meeting.  Program leaders are talking about how they want to structure their individual group times.  He is trying to find entertainment for Tuesday evening.  Send him any ideas.  Directors were asked to let Tom know if any groups were having pre-meetings on Sunday or early Monday.

Duane indicated he sent out a PowerPoint aimed at articulating the formalization process of multi-state programming efforts for the NC Region.  The presentation indicated key steps for Program Leader Groups: identification of programs; MOU template for documenting programs; delineation of which states are participating; identification of Program Leaders to monitor activities and programs.

Carl indicated he planned a presentation to summarize where things were with CREATE-21.  They believed Jeff Armstrong would also attend that day to answer questions.  Jo mentioned that understanding of CREATE-21 is uneven across the region.  We need a little background for those who aren’t as informed to bring all up to a common level of understanding.  Duane will schedule a conference call with Tim, Carl and Arlen.  They will fine tune Carl’s CREATE-21 presentation.
Another topic for general session: A brief discussion on continual shift toward more competitive funding and what that means to Extension.  Elbert agreed to lead that discussion.  He mentioned the talk Gary Cunningham (NE) gave at Fargo.  A document from that would make a nice handout.  The focus of that piece is on both competitive and formula funds.  Elbert will see that there are copies for 75 people.  They will go in the participants’ packets.

The last item for discussion will be the emerging Bio Economy Consortium we are working on.  This will likely be a priority for NCCEA.
Integrated Programs Grantsmanship Workshop—Jo Turner
Jo indicated she would provide a handout for packets for this workshop on November 8-9 in Kansas City.

USU Letter—Keith Smith and Jamie Weiner
All thought that Keith’s draft letter was an excellent start to address the urban Extension controversy.  Bev Dugan had suggested some language to address broad urban issues beyond the specific state examples.  Jamie will communicate with Keith to incorporate the more general language supplied by Bev.
Jo indicated the NC letter presents some real political problems for Missouri as the MU System is very sensitive to what’s happening with Urban Extension programs.  University of Missouri, Kansas City and University of Missouri, St Louis are both urban universities and are also components of University of Missouri Extension.  Jo’s hope is that the letter will not be sent immediately.  Leadership at the campuses at Kansas City and St. Louis are supportive of this urban initiative.  Jo agreed that Keith drafted a good letter with good points.  However, she didn’t feel Missouri could be a signatory to it at this time because of perceptions on the two urban campuses.  (Note: the Chancellor from Kansas City is one of the key drivers of the USU Initiative.)
Arlen indicated that there was consensus of the importance of Peter McPherson getting the proposed letter.  The USU comments made in Cincinnati were not good.  In light of Jo’s concern, we might say in the letter that most of the NC Extension Services endorse the response.  Keith might reword the opening paragraph that way.  Keith, upon joining the conference call, indicated he’d make the changes and share the letter back with the group.  He also said he’d ask Carl to share it with Ron Brown (ASRED) to get Southern Region Directors on board.  Jo indicated she was comfortable with this approach.  No Missouri examples were included in the letter.

It was suggested all examples should highlight cities rather than counties—more powerful (e.g. Minneapolis-St. Paul, Chicago, Grand Rapids, etc.).  Consensus was to have the letter sent to Peter with modifications discussed.  Elbert suggested that Tom or Arlen might want to go to DC to visit McPherson, in person, relative to this issue.  All Directors will look for the second draft of the letter with suggested changes.  The letter will then be moved forward.
CREATE-21 Vote—Duane Hauck
The vote is in: 232 yes, 35 no.  86.6% positive vote.  There was no further breakdown of the vote in the e-mail.  We will ask Carl to share more detail when we get together in Michigan.  From the numbers, it seemed like there was a relatively large number abstaining in the CREATE-21 vote.  James Wade also thought this was the case.  It seems some didn’t quite know what to do, so they sat on the sidelines.  Next steps are contained in an e-mail following the results.  Duane will put this topic on the agenda for E. Lansing meeting.
Status on Bio Economy Consortium Proposal—Arlen Leholm

Stan Johnson is meeting with Experiment Station Directors to brief them and, hopefully, bring them into this partnership.  Extension Directors will have their own separate MOU.  We’ll have versions of that at our meeting in Michigan.  Arlen plans to share a proposal and a business plan with ANR Program Leaders and others.  ANR Program Leaders feel it’s definitely in their program area and that they would likely have significant roles and responsibilities to play.  If Arlen gets any update information (from Stan or elsewhere) he will send to Duane as chair.
Duane got feedback with SunGrant folks (Jim Dolittle in SD).  They feel strongly that we should all be working together with the SunGrant structure providing some organizational support.  Arlen reminded the group that NC states will have to tap into different regions (a different breakdown of states) in SunGrant regions as opposed to NASULGC Regions.
Grants.gov Concern—Duane Hauck
FY2007 McIntire/Stennis funds have to be applied for through this “competitive grants” website.  According to NDSU’s budget office, this is the first time this has been the case for these “formula funds.”  There is some concern that Hatch and Smith-Lever will go the same route.  Duane and Elbert visited and believe CSREES will be requesting all of their competitive fund programs go through grants.gov as they continue to move to more competitive processes.  Elbert indicated he has not heard from anybody at CSREES about moving all formula funds (Hatch, Smith-Lever, etc.) to this process.  He mentioned there has been a working committee on McIntire/Stennis.  He didn’t know that congress had necessarily supported that.  The committee has specifically worked on McIntire/Stennis as they want those funds allocated on a more competitive basis.  It is understood that with CREATE-21 all of the “formula funds” are to be called “capacity funds” and be allocated the way they have always been.
List Serve Host  Institution—Duane Hauck
A question was raised if Carl had heard anything on a new list serve host institution?  Duane would check with Carl.
Suggestions for NCCEA Director/Administrator Meeting Agenda at E. Lansing 2 and 4 October—Duane Hauck
Two years ago some Directors (Eastern portion of NC) met with FNP counterparts.  It seems time to do that again in January 2007.  We need a chance to talk to Family and Consumer Science Program Leaders about this in Michigan.  The western portion of NC that goes to Denver will have different issues but it is also still relevant for them to meet.
Jo suggested we be sure to add NRI integrated dollars to our agenda.  How do we influence FY08 dollars?  Elbert and Jo are talking to Debby Sheeley via teleconference about how to shape this in the future.  NRI’s current RFA of 17 topics is what is currently open to competition in the “integrated accounts.”  Debby will be sending out the “NRI reviewers” list and asking Directors to review and identify Extension people.  Once you’ve updated that list, those individuals should be nominated to be put into the database.  Also, be sure Extension folks clearly identify “Extension Education” as an area of their expertise.

Carl O’Connor, Ron Brown and Lyla Hogland are to come up with a process where we develop the equivalent of the Experiment Stations’ Science Road Map document.  This process needs to be at the macro level where it can influence future NRI RFAs.  The document should serve as a guide about areas and more specific topics within those areas.

James Wade, Elbert Dickey and Linda Benning are also working on this process/document.  Jo reiterated we need to definitely advance Extension Priorities in a broad sense.  She suggested Extension POWs could be our road map.  Elbert indicated that, in reality, POWs hardly see a ray of light at CSREES.

We will put the topic of influencing future NRI RFAs on the agenda for the Michigan Directors meeting.  There is hope the new POW is getting a little more attention than before.  However, we will probably need a summary document like a “Road Map” piece.
There being no further discussion, the call was concluded.

Michael Ouart, Secretary
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