 “PROGRAMS SECTION”—East Lansing Meeting, October 3, 2006
Attendees:  Daryl Buchholz, KS; Tom Coon, MI; Elbert Dickey, NE; Bev Durgan, MN; Duane Hauck, ND; Mary Holz-Clause, IA; Arlen Leholm, WI; Michael Ouart, IA; Dave Petritz, IN; Keith Smith, OH; Jo Turner, MO

Guests: Sharon Anderson, National 4-H Foundation; Dave Baker, University of Missouri; Neil Flora, NCRCRD; Dennis Kopp, CSREES; Mary McPhail Gray, CSREES; Christine Skelly, Michigan State University
Overview:
Each Program Leader Group presented an update on their work around multi-state programs and included information on development of logic models for those programs.  Most groups also addressed the components of Regional Bio-based Programs Structure proposed by the Directors.
Agriculture and Natural Resources Program Leaders Group

The group indicated they had logic models under development.  There would be teams of faculty/staff to develop the details (especially outputs and outcomes).

ANR had 2 Broad Groups of Programs.
(A) Mature & Evolving: Pesticide Applicator Training, Water Quality, Integrated Pest Management, and Nutrient Management.  These have well developed logic models, accountability/recognition at CSREES.   There are some ongoing issues re: funding and monitoring which still require work, but these programs were moving along well.
(B)
Emerging Programs (5): In these programs it will be the Program Leaders’ role to bring people together and develop them.


* 1. Animal Biosecurity—This program area would have the following components:

(1)
Awareness (with a public driver being potential bio-terrorism)

(2)
Meat Processing Industry/Animal ID (with commercial driver).  This also relates to a broader Food Safety Area (with Cross-Program Area implications).

· Related to Animal ID, there is great potential for working jointly with 4-H Youth Development on Animal ID related to Government Inspection/Quality Assurance.  Also a chance to relate to animal welfare issues (e.g. sheep tail docking re: the youth programs).
(3)
There is a great opportunity to link this program with the EDEN network.


* 2. Biobased Products/Fuels
A.
The focus of this program is on fuels and in working with partners.

(Note: the focus of this program is on production of fuels and other products.)

B.
The Expected Clients/Partners

-
Land owners (farm and timber)

-
Communities (a huge partner potential)

-
DoE (2 National Centers)

There is a significant research effort in this area in all 12 states.  Funding for Extension (its niche and role) is a major need area.
The current phase is to get more ethanol from starch, industry’s water needs, and related environment issues.  Future phase will be to build on the current and future work being done on fiber production and cellosoic ethanol.  There is also a related role for this program to do education on Global Warming.

* 3.
Energy Management Conservation (or perhaps “Energy Efficiency”)

This program is distinguished from Bio-based Products/Fuels in that it is focused on energy consumption rather than energy production (#2 above).  The program has implications for all Extension program areas when issues of housing, marketing, business entrepreneurship, community development, production practices, and science and education of youth are included.  It has a commercial (profitability) driver and a public environmental (global warming) driver.  The program is also potentially tied to ANR programs in Precision Ag, the Green Industry, Tillage, Manure Management, and Biosecurity.  All 12 states have capacity and educational products/programs here.  However, traditional Land Grant programs have suffered a 20-30 year decline in staff and support.  Synergy with existing and new staff needed here.

  4.
Ag Entrepreneurship (not highlighted)

  5. The Green Industry (not highlighted)
      (* The group focused comments on these 3 in context during the time period of 2006 and beyond)

Program Leaders are working on one-pagers → Primary Impacts, Innovations, People, Events, Stakeholders, Products, Funders (Looking at public and private good and related funding opportunities).  It was suggested by some Directors that ANR Program Leaders should focus on the first 3 (*) and fully develop them before dealing with Ag Entrepreneurship and the Green Industry as multi-state efforts.
Regional Bio-based Programs Structure
It was suggested by Program Leaders to look at some short-term work teams in this area.  A question was raised as to whether we have the needed faculty/staff—will likely need to look at other colleges and across Extension Services.

Need to inventory current and potential faculty and staff.  Non-Extension and non-Experiment Station faculty and staff will need to be added to the teams.  (Perhaps with some seed funds, we can develop “new” Experiment Station and Extension faculty and staff across our campuses).  Also need to find “Centers of Excellence” (where we do have expertise in the “family” of 12 states).
Note: Need to inventory for FUTURE needs (not the past or status quo).
-
What are the NRI implications –there is a need to position Regional Bio-based Programs Structure issue within Integrated NRI!!
Regarding Specifics of proposed Bioscience Proposal:

(A)
Suggest further discussion to be sure issues handled in proper depth with proper timeline.

(B)
A realistic timeline (2-5 years) on plan needs to be developed ( Review get short & medium—term outcomes diversified.
4-H Youth Development Program Leaders Group

This group’s programs focused around the 3 National Mission Mandates: (1) Science, Engineering and Technology; (2) Citizenship; and (3) Healthy Life Styles.  Note: We need to reconcile that “Youth Development” is not “just  a process” but is a science.
Overall Programmatic Goals:

(1) Double club membership.  It was suggested this goal needed to be reframed around the fact that clubs are a quality assurance measure.  Example: double youth exposed to this quality “club” experience.


(2) Engage youth





(3) Focus on syouth development outcomes
(4) Reach underserved youth and families

These goals also have to be integrated with customer expectations (a set of realities):


A.
Educate Youth (in Science & Technology)


B.
Run Activities


C.
Maintain 4-H Traditions

This work is also done in the current environment where:
· There is a need to connect 4-H to research and best practices.  (Note: anticipated Tufts study should be helpful)
· Where will 4-H fit in the newly legislated “Federal Youth Coordination Act” to better serve youth at high risk?
To help frame the programs the following was suggested:
(1)
Make the case
(2)
Build Partnerships
(3)
Transform the volunteer system (esp. new audiences, new contact)

[Example: shooting sports participants not your typical “County Fair youth audience”]
(4)
Leverage expertise
(5)
Strengthen research—integrated NRI youth topics, other Funding Sources.
Additional comments on “Mission Mandate Areas” (MMAs)
* (1)
Science, Engineering and Technology
(A)
There is a need to translate the “National Mission Mandates” with the “Tufts Study’s 5C’s”
(B)
There needs to be a balance between content of science/technology with the science of youth development
(C)
Need to translate 4-H program needs into Integrated NRI fundable topics
   (2)
Citizenship


(Tufts study identified 4-H’s major contribution as a powerful impact.)

* (3)
Healthy Lifestyles


A major area to partner with Family and Consumer Science Program Leaders in this program.
* (MMAs 1 & 3 are both rich in Extension technical content.  What is needed is a better youth development approach to them.)

There is a Funding Dilemma in this Program Area—how to frame the work to seek new funding and remain true to Mission Mandate Areas. 

Components of 4-H’s Funding Dilemma.  There seems to be both opportunities and limitations:
(A) ECOP 4-H Task Force—looking across system for potentially new funding opportunities.
(B)
CREATE-21—if doubling club membership—then capacity issue for Federal Funding—relative to proposed CREATE-21 funding.  A key potential to funding—most scientists get turned on to science outside of school.  4-H can claim some success here)

(C)
NRI—finding NC Regional Program Funding Opportunities


Expanding NRI funding—there  is an opportunity to impact NRI areas by responding to current NRI RFA!!

Family and Consumer Sciences Program Leaders Group

· The group stressed that reporting on these efforts should not require duplicative processes.  States’ POWs should work to report each state’s multi-state efforts.

· Broad Goal: Ensuring Family, Community and Youth Services.  There will be a web-based abstract for each of the program areas:

1.
Successful Aging & Intergenerational Issues

2.
Child Care, Family Financial Management (Housing and Retirement emphasis)

3.
Food Safety (need to look across program areas: Extension and ANR, Communities, 4-H)

4.
Healthy Eating, Physical Activity and Obesity Prevention
5.
Poverty (emphasis on Hispanic audiences/immigration and court/legal connections)
(There are some areas that that align w/CSREES or other NC Program areas.  The Program Leaders suggest a need to pool funds for evaluation needs and eXtension pieces e.g. Food Safety, Energy Efficiency, etc.)  It was also suggested that Program Evaluation Specialists from the region focus on regional evaluation needs.

A Future Proposed Area—Obesity.  There needs to be more work done to get “congruence” among the parties dealing with this issue.

Funding
NRI Funding—the group emphasized the need of sending delegations to Kansas City for Grantsmanship Training in November

There was a specific discussion on positively impacting the NRI for FCS:
(A)
As specific suggestion: include a comment on needed FCS areas in the “Comment Box” on NRI RFA web page.
(B) * This week—CSREES will release a database with 7 lists of individuals for peer reviewers for each state.  As a follow-up to this list, self nominate or nominate others.  Be sure Extension Education is clearly identified as an “Area of Expertise” in the database.
(C)
Get the state CSREES NPL liaisons involved in each state and have NRI conversations with them.  Educate liaison about programs in each state.
Regional Bio-based Program Structure
The Program Leaders discussed how individual local communities will change as the bioeconomy develops.  Suggested that all Program Leaders look at existing new Plans of Work for planned programs that relate to this issue.

Community Development Program Leaders Group 
Program Leaders offered a “horse racing metaphor” for their work.  The components were the jockey, the horse, and the race track where the horse represents growth (Businesses, Jobs, Products); the jockey represents the people (workforce leadership) to drive economic growth; the track represents the community and its entrepreneurship environment to maximize racing performance.  CD clearly has programmatic roles to play within the “track” component working with utilities, banks, etc.  Also CD and other program areas impact the human capital “jockey” component (leadership, professional, volunteer development, etc.).
The group was focusing on ensuring that the region has a commitment to community development capacity in the states.  They identified needs for professionals centering on 9 Core Competencies and 3 Foundations of Practice as outlined below:
	Core Competencies
	Foundation of Practices


	1.
Leadership
	1.
Understanding Communities and Their Dynamics

	2.
Organizational Development
	2.
Developed Successful Community Initiatives

	3.
Economic Development
	3.
Areas of (Professional) Specialization

	4.
Local Government
	

	5.
Land Use
	

	6.
Community Emergency Management
	

	7.
Multi-cultural Awareness/Diversity
	

	8.
Community Development
	

	9.
Information Technology
	


The group focused on four programs for multi-state programming and sharing.
1.
Participatory Community Planning

2.
Organizational Development

3.
Community Economic Development

4.
Community Leadership Development
The group had developed Logic Models and planned to operate in “short-term project teams” to meet objectives concerning evaluation, gap analysis, integration with research and modification/expansion of their Foundations of Practice.
CD Program Leaders also identified additional emerging issues and opportunities:

· Energy and the Bioeconomy—(There  was some discussion as this related to the Regional Bio-based Programs Structure)
· Immigration Patterns

· Urban Neighborhood Development

· Community Approaches to Poverty Reductions

· Community Systems for Entrepreneurship

· Rural and Regional Development

The role of NRI and CREATE-21 was identified regarding integration of Extension and research and potential funding.  CD was described as a blend of social and economic sciences.  They suggested the need for “Reciprocal IPAs” including CSREES NPLs coming to the states to work to improve understanding as well as traditional IPAs.
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