
NC219 Annual Meeting Minutes—Feb 23-26, 2005
Washinton, DC
Geoff Greene, Sarah Dayton, Tanya Horacek, Jia Yau Dooag, Susan Welsh, Adrienne White, Linda Boeckner, Susan Nitzke, Kendra Kattelmann, Barbara Lohse, Shirley Gerrior

Reports
CREES, Susan W.—summarized the report that she had emailed on Feb 7th, 2005.  Susan’s report is included as an addendum.  
Maine—Summarized the projects that are related.  1) stage based modules consuming a mult-vitamin with folate.  Found greater increases in self-efficacy.  Also have a masters students writing thesis on wellness  Part of the NRI funding.
Nebraska—Related project—doctoral dissertation was completed which examined the perceptions of African American families related to health and childhood obesity.  Found that parents are not seeing that weight is a problem with children.  Parents recognize that weight is an issue for adults but do not believe that it is a problem for children.  Department was merged and is now Nutrition and Health Sciences.  An advantage is that  the department is better equipped to tackle nutrition and physical activity.  Nancy Betts has left is now a Oklahoma state.
Wisconsin—Karen’ hours have been reduced as IFAFS is closing.  A grad student, Amanda, has been recruited to assist with web based program.  Susan presented at a symposium at AAAS this past weekend.  
Rhode island—has a master’s student who is running an experiment testing a non-diet intervention and energy metabolism study.  Are providing a standard liquid diet and measuring hunger.  Did measure for grehlin in the fasting students.  One of the purposes is to determine outcomes/themes from the non-diet approach.  The college environment has changed in that biology has joined cells.  There is a position open for biological sciences that will be advertised and may have more emphasis on research than teaching.
New York—Tanya has a PhD student who has been at Ft. Drum and using preceed/precede intervention stage based intuitive eating for family members at Ft. Drum.  She used materials from win the Win the Rockies.  
Iowa—working with WIC population and stages of change.  Mary Jane is working with PhD student on data from China.  The College has reorganized to incorporate College of Education and College of Family and Consumer Sciences.  Pam White is serving as the interim Dean for the College of Family and Consumer Sciences while the search is in progress.  The new College will be Human Sciences.  New department chair—Dr. Ruth McDonald.  
Michigan—presented by Jai Yau.  Human College is closing and nutrition will belong to College of Agriculture.  

Pennsylvania—Barbara moved from Kansas to Pennsylvania.  Pennsylvania does not have the experiment station structure like Kansas.  Kimberly Shafer completed her PhD and completed the Cognitive Behavior Manual to use in Native Americans.  Plans to submit to the J for Health Research for Poor and Underserved.  Kansas State is finally being recruited for Barbara’s old position with 60% extension and 40% Experiment Station.  Pennsylvania State now has Dr Han from Oklahoma State who is researching on Iron Metabolism.  Penn State is looking to develop a micronutrient institute.  Dr. Helen Wright is retiring.  Barbara is the PI for the Food Stamp Nutrition Education Program.  She appreciates being able to participate in this group.
South Dakota—Kendra had one masters student complete her thesis using the combined fruit/vegetable newsletters from NRI.  A second master’s student is working with the recruiting information.  South Dakota is recruiting two new faculty.

Seeds and Sprouts Review—

Seed # 16 from Tanya was added at the meeting.  

Sprouts Review—

Sprouts #1—

#2 was accepted

#3  Abstract was submitted to SNE.  Qualitative and quantitative data has been analyzed.  Susan N suggested that Bea should be added to Sprout 3.  Mary Jane volunteered to get this group together via a telephone call for manuscript development.  Linda would like to make sure that information about educators stage based scripts cost be included into the manuscript.  Linda proposed that combine sprout 3 and 12.  
#4 is now a PLANT.  Project Listed and Now Terminated.  It is complete and manuscript is published.  

#5  Manuscript is submitted to a different journal.  An off shoot is a cognitive behavioral manual.  Need to think about how we can publish this as a resource. 
#6 Withdrawn—seed that fell on the stone

#7 Withdrawn

#8 Nancy said that this is same as sprout #2—withdrawn

#9  Nancy relayed that manuscript is in preparation.

#10 Something must be done with this by June 05.
#11.  Is actively being evaluated as we speak.  SNE abstract has been submitted and is now drafting one for SNE.  

#12.  Combine with sprout #3.
#13.  In process.  Will get a thesis and paper.  Kendra is still working with this.

#14.  Remove Nebraska from this sprout.  Each state has finished coding transcripts and is progress is moving forward.  Abstract has been submitted to SNE.  
#15—New sprout from Seed 14.  This is findings from NRI.

Seeds

#1a, 1b, and 2 –Geoff stated that there are plans to publish these papers although S. Rossi has had some delays.  Barbara is concerned that having these unpublished will delay the publishing of data.  Geoff stated that if someone else has the background to present structural modeling then maybe they can move forward.  Processed outcome is trying to explain reasons for people changing or not changing.  It looks at intermediate data to predict outcome.

#3  Tanya suggested that all the PIs be on this.
#8  Manuscript comparing people in no cognitive action.  This is data on people who perceive that they were in preaction, but are in action.  At least need through wave 1.  Possibly look at differences in processes scores of these people.

#12-Withdrawn as a paper.  There were not enough numbers to publish.  Geoff can do a poster to present the comparison and will try to do a poster by November for EB of 06.  
#13—Wisconsin still plans to work on completing.

#15—New seed from Nancy Betts.  It is the primary outcome from NRI study.

#16—New seed from New York.  Take newsletters from study and adapt using motivational instructional design.  Sarah will take newsletters and change them and adapt the newsletters and use words to adapt to the target audience.  Barbara suggested that this be submitted as a Sprout.  Tanya agreed to resubmit as a Sprout for the committee. 
Geoff will submit an additional sprout as outlined in his state report.

NRI Web Health Project discussion—
Proposal is to use a non-diet approach in obesity prevention in young adults.  Design of study is similar to IFAFS in that multiple states recruit subjects.  Target audience is college students.  Barbara stated that we need to clearly state what we mean by a non-diet approach.  Barbara summarized is that non-dieting is the process and outcome is eating competence.  We have an instrument that measure cognitive behavior.  Adrienne reiterated the fact that we need to all come to agreement in definition of non-diet approach.  Barbara suggested the book “Living without dieting,” by Foreyt &Goodrick.  Curriculum committee has started developing this body of knowledge for the nondieting approach.  Ellyn Satters book on Secrets of Feeding a Healthy Family chpt 10 and Helping without Harming.  Adrienne stated that she is also seeing differences in gender issues in relation to calcium.  Penn State is interested because you are developing a course.  We need to make sure that it contains components that meet curriculum development.  Adrienne discussed the timeline.  Focus group outlined will be developed by Molly Greaney.  We will use the focus group manual from NC219 for training.  
NC219 is over Sept 2006.  Susan suggested that we put in an NC219 renewal that will occur in parallel to the NRI study in that NC219 would go from Oct 2006 to Sep 30, 2011.  The NC219 will focus on the 18-24 year old, limited income, obesity prevention project.  

Thursday, Feb 24, 2005

Geoff Greene, Sarah Dayton, Tanya Horecek, Jia Yau Dooag, Susan Welsh, Adrienne White, Linda Boechner, Susan Nitzke, Kendra Kattelmann, Barbara Lohse, Karen Kritsch

IFAFS Results—Continuous variables—Karen provided a packet of results to each PI.  

Table 1—indentifies questions and variables for identified descriptors/variables.

Table 2 –Decisional balance pro and con identifiers.  There are no reverse coded items.

Table 5 is the IFAFS Script components listed for both intervention and control.

Table 6---Average minutes for each wave for intervention and control
Table 7—participant timeline.  Reminds us when things happened.

Table 8—actual time course.  We followed our protocol very closely.

The next 27 pages are the script.  This is text from survey center. Page 2 contains all of the fruit staging.  Page 3 contains the vegetable staging. Page 4—starts the 5-A-Day instrument.  Notes on page 4 are from Karen on SPSS file. Q5_ stores a number, Q5@ in stores, and Q5_val stores our categories which are listed in second column on page 3.  Geoff stated he took raw data and converted to surveys per day and analyzed as a continuous variable.
It was discussed that if we create a new variable, we need to clear through the data management committee.  The data management committee members are Barbara, Karen, Adrienne, and Sharon.  Geoff suggested that we have a central repository to keep the data, any new variables with their syntax file stored.  Susan suggested that we keep a variable table and will post it on the website.  Website URL is www.nutrisci.wisc.edu/cnr.  Wave 1 has no under score.  Wave 2 is wave_2 and wave 3 is wave_3.  New variables are tagged onto the end.  Page 5 is self efficacy fruit, page 6 is SE veg, page 7 is DB fruit.  The variables are outlined on each page.  
Karen is using SPSS 11.5 version.  Karen’s definition of “dropped” is that data that is questionable about fidelity and is questionable about answers.  Karen defined 10 “partials” in wave 3 who completed FFQ through wave 3 and just did not complete all the questions through wave 3.  
2240 were recruited, but only 2042 completed wave 1.  Only 2042 were contacted by survey center due to budget constraints.  
Geoff discussed continuous data—last part of data.  He analyzed intent to treat and completer analysis.  Intent-to-treat is anyone who is recruited.  Anyone who is dropped is considered unchanged.  The dropouts use the baseline value as the completion value.  Intent-to-treat analysis is one way of dealing with high attrition rates.  It analyzes the entire sample.  

Future questions—Use F/V servings/day and work backwards to correlate with stage?

Why did the control group intake decrease from baseline to 12 months?  Seasonal effect? (Date of interview is incorporated in the SPSS file.)  A post hoc comparison can be done on data to evaluate where the significant difference, i.e. data from baseline to 4 months, 4 months to 12 months.  At 12 months administered the 5-A-Day and FFQ, so can compare.  
FFQ was asked at only the end of the wave 3.  It will allow us to look at dark green leafy vegetables.  

Looking at Hypothesis—Need to decide whether we are using intent-to-treat analysis or completer analysis.  Group decided that Table 4 was more important.  And decided that screener report is what is using to reject null hypothesis 1 and 3, but not 2.  (Refer to handouts provided by Karen)  
Initial null hypothesis—if the overall null hypothesis is rejected (significant) then can do a post hoc analysis and look at where the increase occurs.  

Geoff—discussed question of progress through the stages.  He categorized subjects based on stage of change over the course of intervention (baseline and 12 months).  Maintain means post action at baseline and 12 months.  Post action is based on perceived consumption of 3+ servings of fruit or 2+ svgs of vegetable.  No progress means preaction at baseline and 12 months.  Progress is somebody who moved from preaction at baseline to post action at 12 months.  Relapse is someone who was post action at 12 mo and then preaction at baseline.  The thing that jumps out is the difference between fruits and vegetables.  There is a significant difference between intervention and control in terms of progress from baseline to 12 months.  If went from maintenance to precontemplation they would have then received the precontemplation newsletters.  
Continuous analysis—table 4—the servings of fruit both by screener and respondent assess is over 2 servings per day.  

Geoff also supplied us with a table where they were at wave 3.  There were no differences in stages at baseline between intervention and control.  

Perhaps a table with stage vs intervention at baseline, 4 months, and 12 months is necessary.  
Tanya also suggested that we also look at progress in preaction stages.  The most extreme movers the “precontemplators” are lost when just look at preaction vs postaction.  

Relapse—means going from meeting criteria to not meeting criteria.  We will define ours as regression.  

Primary outcome paper summary—should include hypotheses A, B, and C.  1.  F/V measured intake using 5-Day-Screener, 2.  Self reporter intake staging,  3.  Movement from W1 to W2 and W1 to W3.  Potential journals—JNEB, ISBNPA, AJPH, J of Health Promotion, and JADA. 

Writing committee—Linda, Geoff, Mary Jane, Sarah, Tanya, Sharon, Barbara, Adrienne, Kendra, Karen and Connie.  

Called in Nancy Betts for report on multistate obesity project.  Last spring meeting for NC multistate executive directors Daryl Lund put through a temporary 2 year NCDC obesity initiative.  Also the western region put through W_temp1187 for obesity prevention education.  So about 60 people attended a one day workshop at the end of the USDA obesity conference.  Split up into 4 working groups 1) physiological and biological outcomes, 2) role of families and caregivers, 3) Intervention focus to assess understanding of dietary guidelines and guidance  4) diversity focus of obesity issues.  Came back together and recommended that submit one multistate proposal with 4 objectives. This way we could all meet together and do a better job of providing an overall program.  Nancy combined everyone’s comments and wrote into a draft multistate proposal.  This report can be found in NIMSS at http://lgu.umd.edu/lgu.  If you are not registered then you can register.  Met the deadline for one regional project W_temp1187.  It is in review now.  Project is drafted and submitted to administrator advisor and at March meeting of multistate research committee will vote on whether to accept as a proposal.  If it is not accepted the western region will resubmit to there meeting.  When it is approved it will get a number.  If it is approved, then it will go on the NIMSS and all the Land Grant AES Directors will get a request to participate.  The intent is that groups will work on core projects.  Susan W. shared that she can see that the 4 objectives are unified and not in competition with each other and potentially an annual meeting where all meet together and then break off into subgroups.  Had 60 participants from different institution and almost the entire country participated.  Susan felt that at this point some are observers.  Nancy also shared that other states will be able to join once it is approved.  Merely, sign up in appendix E.  When you are on a multistate project, most organizations have you write a modified patch.  The objectives need to be the same.  Multistate funds are different funds from Hatch money.  Susan W. stated that people can join when the W-temp 1187 is approved.  Susan N. stated that if those of us who are around the table who can only have time to participate in one group is that we decide to resubmit to the NC219 then those of us have to make a choice.  Nancy stated that to get submitted in time, then need to have the proposal submitted by November of 2006.  Also by that time the Western Project will have been going for a year and may help us decide where we want to stay.  Western region will start Oct 2005.  Susan W. stated that we need to make sure that the NC219 stated how we are different from W_Temp 1187.  Nancy recommended that to at least be on both for a year and see what the direction that the diversity group is going.  Nancy then reported on NRI data.  She has run the first wave data.  She will send out copies of the first papers.  
Methods outline for primary paper—A Stage Tailored Intervention to Increase Fruit and Vegetables Intake and increase readiness to change in Low-Income Young Adult.
Key Words—Stages of change, transtheoretical model, nutrition education

Introduction—National surveys do not capture this population, low-income, transient population.

Start with high need for young adult’s high need for education to increase fruit and vegetable intake.

Unique motivational factors, non-college, hard to reach.  Cannot assume that what do in other age groups will work for this age group.
Diverse hard to reach group, diverse interests and needs.

Bring in there whole approach to health.

Stage tailored importance—Campbell, Resnicow.

Rationale for print, phone calls, motivational, personal.

End with uniqueness of young adult education.

-Approach--Multistate study using transtheoretical stages of change.  Must also make sure that you focus on that this is different in recruiting and low-income audience. 

-Recruitment—inclusion criteria, stratified, process criteria, stratification—Tanya H.
-Intervention must include development and description—calls and mailed materials. ------Survey instrument
-Data analysis

-Results


Sample


Findings

-Discussions


Strength limitations—nonrandomized recruit.


what is unique about findings—found biggest changes in movement on the extreme stages. 


Also focus on the differences with this article i.e. low income, extension educator.  

Must also focus on the attrition differences between the intervention and control group.  Can bring in age differences.  Also relates to rational for reaching this group.  We do not know why they dropped out.  


Population differences i.e. mobile and inpatient, motivated by immediate payback.

Variation in callers and recruiters from state to state

Self reported data
Extensive testing and validation.

Limitation of the 5-A-Day intake—but administered every time therefore, consistently inconsistent.  (Much published on the validation of this instrument in early 1990s). 

Fruit and vegetable separately—unique component


Population is very unique.


Stage between this low-income population with other NC219 papers.


Compare to San Jen’s paper on stages of change in 4-year college population.

Tables


Demographics with one, two or three columns

If there are differences then need to report them separately.  Report number of men and women.  


Table on attrition and demographic factors.  Flow chart of drop outs.  The attrition table will show study completion by different ethnic factor, 


A table to answer each of the hypotheses.  Make sure the table data answer the hypotheses. 


Fruit & Vegetable intake at all 3 times by intervention and control.


Stage of intervention and control at entry, 4 mo, and 12 mo


Table showing movement of stages—maintain, no progress, progress, relapsed—report what Geoff had reported and then add preaction progress.


Intake by stages and intervention.

Potential Journals:  Preventive Medicine, Health Education Research, Annals of Behavioral Medicine, Health Education and Behavior, Amer J. Clinical Nutr.

Need 2 Giant Tables—one for fruit and vegetable —use only as a reference because when looking at the stages and the intakes in different waves it could be different people in the different stages due to stage movement.  Table will include intake and % in each stage by intervention and control for wave 1, 2, and 3.

Friday—Feb 25, 2005
Geoff Greene, Sarah Dayton, Tanya Horacek, Jia Yau Dooag, Susan Welsh, Adrienne White, Linda Boechner, Susan Nitzke, Kendra Kattelmann, Barbara Lohse, Geoff Greene, Sarah Dayton, Tanya Horacek, Jia Yau Dooag, Susan Welsh, Adrienne White, Linda Boechner, Susan Nitzke, Kendra Kattelmann, Barbara Lohse
Tables for paper:

Figure 1:  Flow chart

Table 1—Demographics table—initial 2042, completed, lost to follow-up.

Table 2—Changes in Frt & Veg intake over time by experimental group (Table 4 from continuous intake of what Geoff did).  The table should include the 5-A-Day and responsdent assessed data.  

Table 3—Sharon’s table.  Percent of People in Groups & Intakes (average + SD) by stage and Assessment Point for Fruits and Vegetables.  Number and % in each stage at each time point and could include intake by stage.  Progression and Regression can be addressed in text.  
Methods—SN


Spent a year developing and refining procedure, instruments, and materials.


Recruiting


Intervention dev

Stats—chi-squared and log regression, intake data was not normally distributed and transformed by square root transformation for analysis and actual intake is reported.  

Authorship and contributor ship—All authors must submit the following paragraph to primary author.  “Authors must confirm that this is not published elsewhere.  All authors must also certify that they have contributed substantially to conception and design or analysis and interpretation of the data, drafting or revision of content, and approval of final version.  Copyright is transferred to the American Public Health Association up acceptance.”  Link to instructions for authors in the American Journal of Public Health is http://www.ajph.org/misc/ifora.shtml.
It was decided that secondary hypothesis B will not be discussed in this primary paper.  Geoff suggested that the secondary hypothesis can be a “sprout.”

Time line for article—


Individual Groups must have tables completed and sent to Susan by March 20th.


Methods and Results sent out to authors by SN—April 1th

Discussion—April 15th—conference call


Draft of article and sent to co-authors by May 15th
Send article by July 31, 2005

Manuscript responsibilites

Methods—Susan, Linda, and Tanya

Instruments—Geoff--
5-A-Day and Respondent assessed instrument

Results—Sharon is table 3., 

Table 1—Adrienne, Tanya, Linda


Geoff will discuss stage regression and progression and intake table.

Discussion—Barbara, Adrienne
Abstract—Mary Jane and Kendra

References must be in AMA style, but when typing paper type the author, year.
Data set management decision:

All data request must be submitted as a seed.  Susan stated that as we analyze our data and if we analyze data to get additional numbers we need to submit a seed or sprout to publish this additional data.  This is to allow organization of data and publication.

Processes, decisional balance, and self-efficacy are seed number 3 and should have all PIs.  The instrument needs to be developed before we do processes.  We will defer this decision and decide in April or May on who will take the initiative and be primary author of this paper. 
NC219 RR--renewal ideas:

Barbara--Nutrition Education Engineers—we are looking at processes, education and putting it together for a product that makes a difference.  We have taken a theory and put together for the technology.  

Ideas for NC219 Renewal

Same as NRI


Adapt NRI to extension audiences


Adapt NRI to low-income


Adapt content o another high-risk


Adapt content of wt-gain audience


Adapt program to use with DVD


Maybe focus on lowest incomes 


Young adult with rural setting


Non-college 4-yr degree 18-24 year old


Latino


African-American


Native American


First generation college students


Keep the audience the same but expand the methodology.


Environment piece—what is in the environment that impacts the nutrition education.

Add the extension component to the NRI with faculty extension partnership at each institution.  


Longitudinal sub sample from each college to follow 2-3 years.


Can you investigate what they are doing parenting and see if it impacts fruit and vegetable consumption.


Have college students in college campuses and interested in what can be done with telehealth and what need to do to get them to change.  

Qualitative study-pay the students to follow the DASH diet and see if they gain or lose weight.


Use NC219 to study methodology such as preceed/proceed.  


Evaluation of how responded to web health things.  This would inform and give preliminary data for next research.  Preceed/Proceed uses qualitative and quantitative methods all the way through.  Begin exploratory work for these next projects and see what these target audiences believe and what is important for them. 

Can adapt the web-based curriculum for a curriculum and submit to SBIR.  Use to train health professionals on non-diet approach.  Target the allied health professionals as the audience.


Use the time to test the methodologies for future research project looking at obesity health, diabetes etc.  


Adapting NRI to extension audiences and targeting non-4 year audiences.
Be more inclusive—identify high-risk students who are at risk for weight gain.  Each state would define their specific target.  

Sat Feb 26th
Election of officers.  Sarah Dayton will serve as secretary and Tanya will help.  (This will serve as Tanya’s responsibility as secretary).  Kendra will serve as chair.  
Meeting place next year will be in Madison,WI, Sept 15, 16, & 17th.  Meeting will start on Sept 15th at 9:00 AM and end at 12:00 on Sept 17th.  Flights can be made if booked for anytime after 2:00 PM.
SNE meeting is July 24-27th is in Orlando, Florida.  We will discuss via telephone a time to meet during SNE. 

Teleconferences April 15th at 8:00 AM central and 9:00 AM Eastern time.  June 21st 9:00-10:30 Central time and 10:00-11:30 Eastern time.
Renewal-NC219—will start Oct 1, 2006 and go for 5 years.  
Barbara suggested that as the NC219 focus we have an additional focus on the process of evaluating the NRI education group.  We would be filling gaps in the following audiences such as low income, underserved, rural, non-4-year college, Latino, Black, Native American, first generation college students, built environment, parents freshmen over time, train health professionals or allied health (dietitians, nurses, pediatric nurses).  Susan suggested that we make sure that we have a passion for this new project.  We also need to make sure that new people join to do the project and not join to do their own project.  Geoff suggested that we focus on both hard to reach college age students whether they are in college or not.  He would really like to see what these different populations think are important to web health.  He is hoping that the web-health can be developed such that the content can be somewhat flexible.  Sue N. said that the beauty of a college course is that you develop a course that has a focus.  Adrienne stated that we can make the best product if we focus on a target group.  Barbara stated that we need to make sure that we to make sure that we develop the NC219 to follow the NRI.  Susan W. suggested that we develop focus groups to test materials on ecumenically disadvantaged groups.  We could use the on-line focus group as a method. We could start out to see if this works and then determine how to reach some of the hard to reach populations.  Geoff would like to take a more open approach with the limited income audience and gather information about why these special populations drop out of the study. 
Barbara asked if we under agreement to have NC219 help develop NRI?  Why are we having difficulty coming up with something?  

Should we follow up on why we have these drop outs from IFAFS?  Maybe NC219 could be a preceed/proceed with population that dropped out of IFAFS study.  Geoff stated that maybe we need to define expectations in years of NC219 and see where expectations are in timeline of NRI.  Log regression of IFAFS data showed males,  non-white,  with kids, and low-income had greater drops.  NC219 would have additional target audiences to explore the NRI.  Susan asked if we know what males want?  Maybe we could design our messages to target 18-24 year old males to prevent weight gain.  Barbara reminded that the frt/veg focus is much different than weight gain messages.  We did not come to consensus on our focus for NC219.  We support that NC219 be compatible with NRI.  Adrienne stated that we need gender and ethnic specific additions to the NRI. 
Barbara suggested a writing committee to develop stated objectives to become the core of the proposal.  Tanya— suggested that the objectives be to figure out why loosing the target audience that group that we are losing.  
Susan W. stated that we could develop a writing committee for up to two years to help put something together.  Dennis would help us put a writing committee together.  Barbara stated that “T” would be to meet the underserved population.  It is a writing committee to develop a proposal.  It would be due before NC219 ends.  Geoff stated that if temporary project could not get competitive funding within the university.  Susan W. stated that if you are focusing our specific population that dropped out it would be different than W_Temp 1187.  
Susan N suggested that we meet as objective development committees.  Linda stated that she would be willing to work on a concept of that came from NRI and work it collaborately to form.  

Objectives will be listed over emails.  Linda, Geoff, Barbara and Adrienne
Meeting adjourned to allow subcommittee work on NRI grant.  NRI Grant minutes were recorded separately.

Secretary

Kendra K. Kattelmann, PhD, RD, LN

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1NUTRITION  REPORT  FOR  MULTISTATE  RESEARCH  PROJECTS

 2005
Prepared by Susan Welsh 2/7/05

I. ORGANIZATIONAL ISSUES
* President Bush chose Nebraska Governor Mike Johanns to replace Ann Veneman as the Secretary of Agriculture. Born in Iowa and raised on a dairy farm, Johanns graduated with a bachelor's degree from St. Mary's College in Winona, Minn., in 1971. He earned a law degree from Creighton University in 1974 and practiced law in the mid-1970s. He served in county and city government before becoming mayor of Lincoln, Nebraska, in 1991. He won the governor's office in 1998 and in 2002. It was reported that the selection of Johanns reflects the administration's desire to focus heavily on farm trade over the next four years.

* Two new National Program Leaders (NPL) joined CSREES in February. Dr. Marilyn Swanson will be the new NPL in maternal and child health. This position is located at the USDA Children’s Nutrition Research Center in Houston, Texas and is a unique partnership with our sister Agency, the Agricultural Research Service. Dr. Swanson is currently the Director of Education and Training for the School Nutrition Association (formerly known as the American Food Service Institute. Dr. Shirley Gerrior will be the new NPL in human nutrition based in Wash, DC. Dr. Gerrior is currently a USDA employee with the Center for Nutrition Policy and Promotion. 

* CSREES will be hiring several people  to serve in short-term assignments (IPAs) to help CSREES address OMB requirements for program review, budget and performance integration, and evaluation coverage and rigor. These individuals will work with National Program Leaders and Planning and Accountability staff members to enhance CSREES portfolios of work as they address national needs and problems. All portfolios which reflect the 5 USDA Strategic Goals will be covered over a three year period. Goal 4 - Improve the Nation’s Nutrition and Health - will be addressed early in 2006, so it would be desirable for the IPA to be on board in the Fall of 2005. The portfolio will be presented to an external review panel of experts who will assess the relevance, quality, and performance of the portfolios of work, including coverage of important emerging issues, inclusion of appropriate multidisciplinary work, and the right blend of higher education, research, and extension efforts. Appointments will range from 4-8 weeks, and travel, living expenses, and 50% of current salary will be covered by CSREES. If you are interested, contact Henry Doan at 202-720-5623 or hdoan@csrees.usda.gov.  I also can provide more information - 202-720-5544 or swelsh@csrees.usda.gov 

See Appendix A for a USDA org chart & Appendix B for a list of CSREES nutrition staff.

II. LEGISLATIVE/BUDGET ISSUES
A. Authorization

* The Improved Nutrition and Physical Activity Act (IMPACT) passed the Senate (S.1172) in December 2003, but the companion bill (H.R.716) did not pass in the House. This bill designates federal dollars for community education on improved nutrition and increased physical activity, particularly among children. Excluded is an earlier provision that established a National Nutrition Foundation which would direct the USDA research agenda. Proponents of the bill are likely to reintroduce an IMPACT in the new Congress, 2005.

* The Child Nutrition and Women Infants and Children (WIC) Reauthorization was signed by the President 6/30/04. The legislation renews and strengthens federal child nutrition programs, school lunch programs and helps communities work with families to fight the overweight/obesity problem in the United States. 

B. Appropriations

* The FY 2005 Omnibus Appropriations Bill for FY 2005 was signed by the President 12/8/04. This bill provides funding for most Federal agencies including USDA. The bill includes $1,183, 094,000 for CSREES. However, the bill also includes a government-wide rescission of approximately 0.8%  thus reducing the CSREES FY 2005 appropriation to approximately $1,173,629,000. However, this is still an increase of $51.6M over the FY 2004 appropriation with rescission and $156.1M over the FY 2005 President’s Budget. Funding for the NRI increased by $15.5M to $179.552M. The bill language directs that the increase be used for genomics and obesity. Funding for EFNEP was increased to $58M. This is about the same funding as in FY 2003. The bill limits indirect costs charged against competitive agricultural research, education, or extension grants to 20% of the total Federal funds provided under each grant award. The 20% cap is the same as contained in the FY 2004 appropriation. The bill allows for up to 20% of the funds appropriated for the National Research Initiative to be used to carry out an integrated competitive program. 

For budget charts, see http://www.csrees.usda.gov/about/offices/budget.html  

* The President’s Budget for FY ‘06 was forwarded to Congress 2/7/05.It represents 1.24% increase above the President’s Budget for FY ‘05. Congressionally earmarked Special Grants are not included in the President’s Budget. The Budget supports the Administration’s commitment to competitive programs and to the streamlining of program delivery by: a) increasing funding for the National Research Initiative (NRI), b) adding the new State Agricultural Experiment Stations Competitive Grants Program, c) reducing funding for the Hatch Act, d) transferring programs authorized by Section 406 of the Agricultural Research, Extension, and Education Reform Act of 1998 to the NRI and new State Agricultural Experiment Stations Competitive Grants Programs. The Budget includes $75,000,000 for the new State Agricultural Experiment Stations Competitive Grants Program. This program supports systemwide research planning and coordination and regional, state, and local applied research in areas such as new product/new uses, social sciences, the environment including ecosystem management, and some of the activities formerly supported by the Hatch Act. The budget proposal includes $3,000,000 for the New Technologies for Ag Extension Program to support the E-Extension network. Some of the increases are for the Evans-Allen Program, Graduate Fellowship Program, and EFNEP. The Budget also proposes increasing the amount provided for the NRI that may be used for competitive integrated activities from a maximum of 20% to 30%. Also proposed is the elimination of the cap on indirect costs for competitively awarded grants allowing full indirect cost recovery. For details, see http://www.csrees.usda.gov - click on Budget under quick links for the link to the FY 2006 Presidents Budget Proposal. The Congress will hold hearings and pass separate and joint appropriation bills, hopefully, before the beginning of FY 2006.

III. FUNDING PROGRAMS 
* NRI Nutrition section 31.0 has been in existence since 1991 as a competitive research program. In the FY 2004, its title was “Improving Human Nutrition for Optimal Health.” Standard research grants were expected to have a budget between $300,000 and $500,000 for 2-4 years of support. The deadline was 12/15/03.  One hundred and eighteen proposals were received (104 standard grants, 6 conference proposals, 8 seed/equipment/research career enhancement proposals). Nineteen proposals were funded (10 standard grants, 6 conference grants, 1 seed grant, 1 equipment grant and 1 research career enhancement award). Total funding was $4.2M. 

In FY2005, the program focus was narrowed and the title changed to “Bioactive Food Components for Optimal Health.” Research is to focus on: Mechanistic studies of bioavailability, function, efficacy and safety of physiologically active dietary components and neglected nutrients; Interrelationships among dietary components in promoting health; and Mechanisms underlying the relationships between diet and health. The deadline for the FY 2005 RFA was 11/3/04. Seventy proposals were received. The review panel will meet in the Spring and awards will be made soon after. About the same total funding is anticipated.  The program contact is Etta Saltos (esaltos@csrees.usda.gov). 

* NRI Nutrition section 31.5 began in FY2003 as a competitive integrated research, education and extension program. Its title is “Human Nutrition and Obesity.” Projects are intended to address critical behavioral factors related to obesity prevention and the development and evaluation of effective interventions. All projects must address some aspect of food as it relates to obesity. Grants for these projects were expected not to exceed $1M for up to 4 years. In FY 2003, 69 proposals were received; 10 standard grants and 4 bridge grants were awarded. Total funding was $8.4M. In 2004, 88 proposals were received. It is anticipated that 11 standard grants and 2 or 3 bridge grants will be funded. Total funding anticipated is about $9M.  In 2005, standard research grants for epidemiological studies using secondary data also will be accepted and the funding limit has been set at $1.5M..  The deadline is 6/15/05. The program contacts are Etta Saltos (esaltos@csrees.usda.gov) and Susan Welsh (swelsh@csrees.usda.gov)

* NRI - FY2006 planning is underway. Recommendations for changes to the current RFA (http://www.csrees.usda.gov/funding/rfas/pdfs/05_nri.pdf) are welcome. Comments on section 31.0 should be sent to Etta Saltos esaltos@csrees.usda.gov  Comments on section 31.5 should be sent to Etta Saltos or Susan Welsh swelsh@csrees.usda.gov . It is anticipated that the new RFA for FY 2006 will be announced in August or September 2005. The deadlines are likely to be the same. 

* See the NRI home page www.reeusda.gov/nri  for Abstracts of funded research; Program Descriptions, Guidelines for Proposal Preparation, Application Kit and downloadable Forms; and sign-up instructions for a mail server which will notify subscribers of NRI announcements.  Note that in addition to Standard Grants, Research Career Enhancement Awards, Equipment Grants, Seed Grants, and conferences are funded.  Applicants and other interested parties are encouraged to contact the NRI by phone (202-401-5022), fax (202-401-6488), or e-mail (nricgp@reeusda.gov). 

* The CSREES White Paper on Obesity was posted on the web in August 2004. White papers are developed by the CSREES staff with input from university partners. They are intended to reflect long-term planning efforts and to establish future budget priorities. This White Paper indicates the importance that CSREES places on obesity prevention. It calls for establishing a new Partnership Obesity Prevention Initiative. This network would bring together cutting edge research to focus on a critical gap in addressing the problem of obesity. That gap is in understanding the factors that affect behavior and lead to obesity and in finding ways to intervene to change those factors to prevent obesity. For a copy of the White Paper, see http://www.csrees.usda.gov/newsroom/white_papers/whitepapers.html
* An Obesity Prevention Planning Workshop was held 4/21-23/04 in Wash DC for CSREES grantees working on obesity-related projects. The goals were to strengthen the program through networking and to provide stakeholder input for the RFA development process. Participants responded to four questions concerning the future direction that CSREES funding should take. For the answers to these questions developed at the workshop, see Appendix A.

* The Higher Education Programs (HEP) cover a wide range of activities including curriculum and faculty development, distance education, undergraduate research, experiential education, teaching innovations, graduate fellowships, and similar topics. Some programs are specifically for 1890, 1994 or Alaskan & Hawaiian Native-serving Institutions. The National Needs Graduate Fellowship Grants program maybe of particular interest. It enables universities and  institutions to recruit outstanding predoctoral students for graduate studies in targeted expertise-shortage areas. Nutrition is considered a national needs area. See Funding Opportunities under http://www.csrees.usda.gov/. Those who wish to be considered for service on a peer review panel should call 202-720-1973 or e-mail ejordan@reeusda.gov 

* The Sustainable Agriculture Research and Education (SARE) sponsors a competitive grants program for each of the four regions of the country http://www.sare.org/ 

* The Community Food Projects Competitive Grants Program awards funds to private, nonprofit entities on a one time basis to establish community food projects that serve needy people. The amount available for support of this program in FY04 was $4.6M. See Funding Opportunities under http://www.csrees.usda.gov/.  Contact: Elizabeth Tuckermanty 202-205-0241 or etuckermanty@reeusda.gov 

* The Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) program competitively awards grants to qualified small businesses for research. University faculty are encouraged to network with eligible businesses. http://www.reeusda.gov/sbir/   

* The Children, Youth and Families At Risk (CYFAR) program awards funds to Land-Grant University Extension Services for community-based programs for at-risk children and their families. Through their website, information is available on meetings, resources and a monthly email update which lists all new resources. http://www.reeusda.gov/4h/cyfar/cyfar.htm   Contact:  Sherri Wright 202-720-5075 or swright@reeusda.gov
* The USDA Economic Research Service (ERS) Food Assistance and Nutrition Education Program funds grants and cooperative agreements for research on food assistance, nutrition education, dietary behavior, and health outcomes http://www.ers.usda.gov/briefing/foodasst/ 

* The NIH Office of Behavioral and Social Sciences Research (OBSSR) has a website and a monthly e-mail service for funding opportunities in the behavioral and social sciences.  http://obssr.od.nih.gov/Publications/BSSR-Guide/  Contact Ronald P. Abeles or 301- 496-7859  abeles@nih.gov 

* CSREES eGrants began phased implementation in FY04. The process will eventually include submission and peer review of all proposals. 

* CSREES posts all funding opportunities on the CSREES web site, http://www.csrees.usda.gov/ under Funding Opportunities. The new  http://www.grants.gov  offers one stop shopping for information on all government grants.

IV. MULTISTATE RESEARCH FUND PROJECTS
A. Legislative Authority

Both the Hatch Act of 1887 (original authority for research formula funds) and the Smith-Lever Act of 1914 (original authority for extension formula funds) were amended by the Agricultural Research, Extension, and Education Reform Act of 1998 (AREERA) to require integrated research and extension activities. The amount to be expended was set at not less than 25% or twice the states' FY97 expenditures for integrated activities. In addition, at least 25% of the formula funds for Extension, as well as those for research, must be expended on multistate activities. Funds counted towards integrated activities can also satisfy the multistate requirement for Extension and research formula funds. For a copy of the Act, see http://www.csrees.usda.gov/business/reporting/planrept/pdf/areeraact.pdf 

B. Procedural Guidelines

The National Information Management and Support System (NIMSS) http://nimss.umd.edu/ is a comprehensive website containing Multistate Research Project Guidelines, the status of all projects, complete project outlines, contacts/listservs, homepages, meeting information, mailing lists, all reports and access to Regional Association websites. In the future, submission of proposals, review and approval processes and all reports will be done online. Some sections are password protected and others are open to all.

New nomenclature has been proposed for regional (NE, S, NC, W) committees: Region#### would be a standard research committee; Region-IEG#### would be Information Exchange Groups; Region-AC#### would be Advisory Committees; and Region-DC#### would be Development Committees.

C. Reporting Requirements 

MRF projects are required to submit an Annual Accomplishments Report (SAES-422). It is prepared by project members for approval by the Administrative Advisor who forwards it electronically to the Executive Director of the region who forwards it to USDA’s Current Research Information System (CRIS). It is due 60 calendar days after the annual meeting. The Report should highlight milestone accomplishments, collective outputs, outcomes, and possible impacts including improvements in methodology, effectiveness or efficiency, and publications. It should also include meeting minutes or reference to the website on which they can be found. 

Individual research (Hatch) projects are required to submit several CRIS Forms. At the beginning of a project, 3 forms are submitted: Research Resume (AD-416); Classification of Research (AD-417); Research Funds and Staff Support (AD-419). Thereafter, Annual Progress Reports (AD-421) are required. SAES Directors are responsible for forwarding forms to USDA’s CRIS. The narrative should not exceed 3200 characters. In a separate section, all publications released during the reporting period are listed. http://cwf.uvm.edu/cris/revman/manual.htm For efficiency, researchers may want to use AD-421 in preparing for annual MRF meetings so that they can be used in preparing the MRF annual report.

V. OTHER ITEMS OF INTEREST
* The sixth edition of Dietary Guidelines for Americans was released 1/18/05. It places stronger emphasis on reducing calorie consumption and increasing physical activity. The Guidelines were prepared in three stages. In the first, a 13-member Dietary Guidelines Advisory Committee prepared a report based on the best available science. This is available for downloading at http://www.health.gov/dietaryguidelines/dga2005/report/ In the second stage, government scientists and officials developed the Dietary Guidelines after reviewing the advisory committee's report and agency and public comments. In the third stage, experts worked to translate the Dietary Guidelines into meaningful messages for the public. These two reports are available for downloading and for ordering at http://www.healthierus.gov/dietaryguidelines/  

The report identifies 41 key recommendations, of which 23 are for the general public and 18 for special populations. They are grouped into nine general topics:  Adequate Nutrients Within Calorie Needs; Weight Management; Physical Activity; Food Groups to Encourage;  Fats; Carbohydrates; Sodium and Potassium; Alcoholic Beverages; and Food Safety. USDA's Food Guidance System, currently called the Food Guide Pyramid will serve as an important tool to educate consumers on how to put the Dietary Guidelines into practice. It is undergoing revision and will be released in the spring of 2005. 

* The Food Guide Pyramid is undergoing a formal update process. As in the past, nutritional goals are based on the NAS DRI reports and the Dietary Guidelines for Americans; and nutrient profiles for food groups are based on current food composition and consumption data. The graphic presentation of the Food Guide is also undergoing revision. Release is anticipated in early summer. For more information, see the Center for Nutrition Policy and Promotion website: www.cnpp.usda.gov.

* The Food and Agricultural Education Information System (FAEIS)  is a comprehensive web based survey and database of student and faculty data from the 1862, 1890, 1994, and Non-Land Grant institutions. The purpose of FAEIS is to gather and compile a broad range of higher education information related to the food, agricultural, and natural resource sciences. For more information, http://faeis.usda.gov/
* USDA’s first National Obesity Prevention Conference was held October 25-27, 2004 in Wash D.C. 10/25-27/04. It was organized by the USDA’s Economic Research service and sponsored by several USDA agencies as well (ARS, CNPP, CSREES, FNS). Other participating agencies included the Department of Health and Human Services, the National Institutes of Health, the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, the Food and Drug Administration, and the National Science Foundation. 

* USDA announced  http://www.nutrition.gov on 12/22/04. It is a comprehensive source of information on nutrition and dietary guidance from multiple government agencies. Nutrition.gov supports the President's HealthierUS Initiative and expands on the nutrition information available on that website, which also includes information on physical fitness, prevention and making healthy choices. The nutrition.gov site is maintained by a team of Registered Dietitians and nutrition information specialists at the Food and Nutrition Information Center of USDA's National Agricultural Library (NAL). The team works in cooperation with scientists and professionals at USDA's Agricultural Research Service, USDA Food and Nutrition Service, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, and other Federal partners. 

* A Childhood Obesity Clearinghouse was announced by HHS 11/03. The goal is to set up a registry of programs and source of information for parents, teachers, doctors, foundations, government agencies and others interested in the latest research and strategies. http://www.shapingamericasyouth.com/
* A comprehensive study of the science-based effects of food marketing on the diets and health of children and youth in the United States was announced by the IOM through the Food and Nutrition Board and the Board on Children, Youth, and Families.  This work is funded by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), in response to a Congressional directive. For more information, see www.iom.edu/kidsfoodmarketing/
* "What We Eat in America, NHANES 2001-2002," which consists of US nationwide dietary intake survey data, was released by HHS and USDA 9/22/04. The dietary data are in two data files containing food and nutrient intake data on 9,701 individuals. Information about the 2001-2002 dietary data is posted at  http://www.barc.usda.gov/bhnrc/foodsurvey/home.htm. Interested parties can also sign up to be on the Food Survey Research Group (FSRG) listserv to receive updates concerning the survey. 

* The Economic Research Service (ERS) of USDA released "Prototype Notebook: Short Questions on Dietary Intake, Knowledge, Attitudes and Behaviors, 910/04. It provides a compendium of 128 survey questions used in previous research to assess dietary knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors for low-income populations over the age of 18. The short questions or sets of questions on nine topics, including fruits and vegetables; grains, legumes, and fiber; variety; fat; calcium food sources; nonalcoholic beverages; knowledge, attitudes; and behaviors, are drawn from an extensive inventory and evaluation of available questions reported in the research literature. Each question is presented using a common template including the citations, data sources, and characteristics such as question reliability, validity, sensitivity to change, availability in other languages, mode of administration, use in populations with low-income and/or low-education levels, relation to nutrition and health outcomes, and availability of comparative data. The report is posted at http://www.ers.usda.gov/publications/efan04010/ 


* The new American Time Use Survey (ATUS) has been released on the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) website at http://www.bls.gov/tus/home.htm. USDA’s Economic Research Service is working with BLS to include more information about food related activities.
* The 58th annual Secretary’s Honor Awards, the most prestigious awards in USDA, were presented to 4 individuals and 8 groups 6/23/04. They are presented to USDA employees,  private citizens and groups of individuals. The award categories reflect the goals of the USDA Strategic Plan for FY 2002-2007.  In the “Improving the Nation's Nutrition and Health” category, Judith S. Stern, University of California, Davis received the Honor Award for leading research in nutrition and health, resulting in a better definition of the factors underlying the development of obesity, and new approaches to its prevention.

* The National Agricultural Research, Extension, Education, and Economics (NAREEE) Advisory Board met in DC 3/23-25/04. They addressed 3 congressional mandates related to organic agriculture, the peer review process for National Programs of ARS, and relevance and adequacy of funding of the USDA’s Research, Education, and Economics mission area.

* A new e-journal called Preventing Chronic Disease: Public Health Research, Practice, and Policy (PCD) was launched by CDC 1/04. The journal, which is peer-reviewed and free, will focus on prevention, screening, surveillance, and population-based programs that address the leading causes of death and disability in the United States. http://www.cdc.gov/pcd/
* Healthy People 2010, the third set of decade-long national health promotion and disease prevention objectives were released by HHS. <http://web.health.gov/healthypeople >

* Reversing Childhood Obesity Trends: Helping Children Achieve Healthy Weights is a CSREES/Cooperative Extension project. Information on it, recent news, research, resources and a bi-monthly newsletter can be found at the Center for Weight and Health, http://www.cnr.berkeley.edu/cwh/activities/trends.shtml  

* Other CSREES nutrition pages: 

Nutrition program page www.csrees.usda.gov/nutrition.html
Hunger and Food Security program page www.csrees.usda.gov/hungerfoodsecurity.html
Obesity and Health Weight program page www.csrees.usda.gov/obesityhealthyweight.html
******************************************************************************
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APPENDIX C. FUTURE DIRECTIONS FOR CSREES OBESITY PREVENTION WORK

Obesity Prevention Planning Workshop – Summary of Responses 

The Obesity Prevention Planning Workshop was held April 21-23, 2004 in Washington D.C. About 40 CSREES grantees were invited to present their projects and to provide responses to four specific questions. Following itemization, they were invited to prioritize their responses. The following shows the responses to each of the four questions and the number following the response indicates the number of people who considered the response a high priority. Only the highest six priority responses to each question are shown. 

what is csrees’ unique niche in obesity prevention?

* Focus on multidisciplinary, integrated research, education, and extension projects. This reflects CSREES unique structure. (11)

* Take a food systems approach. The food system encompasses agricultural production, processing, packaging, marketing, purchasing, preparation and consumption. Food is our advantage because of the food and agriculture connection. Focus on food - the   relationship between food and the other factors that influence obesity. Build on the mission of USDA - to promote food using an integrated format. (9)

* Focus on behavior and environment; encourage behavioral research in Land Grant universities and non Land Grant universities. (8)

* Increase funding and utilization of the Cooperative Extension System where we have direct access to consumers. Encourage researchers to use extension. Increase coordination between research and extension, including EFNEP, and other USDA programs such as Food Stamp Nutrition Education, WIC and price supports. The capacity of Extension is great because local Extension offices are accessible to all people. Grass roots influence is invaluable. (8)

* Focus on community; help build community. The Morrill Act was about Community Development. Link food with community. Link food and agriculture and urban areas. (5)

* Focus on health and fitness rather than on weight loss. (4)

what are some strategies to further coordinate research, education and extension work in obesity prevention?

* Provide training grants to universities to prepare future graduates who will become researchers and educators who will use environmental and behavioral models to deal with obesity prevention at the community level rather than in the clinic. Explore more involvement of undergraduates in research, internships, and work/study programs. (13) 

* Allow FNS to fund research for validation and evaluation of their programs, such as the Food Stamp, WIC, and School Lunch programs. (11)

* Continue and expand the integrated research, education and extension grants. Require proposals to take a multidisciplinary, multifunctional approach to address issues. Ensure that grant review panels have the expertise to fairly review multidisciplinary, multifunctional proposals. (7)

* Explore partnerships with other USDA and other Federal agencies on topics of mutual interest. For example, USDA could coordinate obesity related breast feeding research/intervention projects with NIH. (7)

* Develop bridging communities to bring research, education and extension together. Provide financial support for meetings or require that a small part of grant budgets be used to facilitate coordination e.g. funding for annual meetings. Also explore other mechanisms of enhancing dialog among disciplines and functions. USDA could create and maintain a listserv for grant recipients or utilize other innovative web-based technologies to enhance communication. (6)

* Consider an environmental approach to obesity prevention and be advocates for this approach. (5)

In the area of obesity prevention, what should csrees focus on immediately (2005)?

* Support translational research and increase facilitation of collaboration between basic and applied research. Increase support for collaborative projects like Multistate Research Fund projects. (12)

* Support work that determines effective media messages and strategies for increasing media accuracy and media literacy. (9)

* Focus on the role of community including the role of transportation, media and safety on obesity development especially in rural communities. Fund projects that test interventions in community populations that do not rely on randomization. Support community coalitions to prevent obesity. USDA could help empower and sustain positive changes. For example, community improvements and community exercise programs could be supported. (8)

* Partner with other agencies within USDA to pool resources for research and interventions. Support multiagency collaboration in identifying gaps and pooling knowledge/resources. Support coordination within USDA for development of educational materials and strategies for programs such as Food Stamp Nutrition Education, WIC, and EFNEP. (7)

* Support work that promotes an understanding of the basis for the increase in childhood obesity which can then be used to develop interventions. Fund research, including methodological research, on the effect of care givers on the development of childhood obesity and fund interventions that test new educational strategies directed to young families and childcare providers, especially strategies that address the recognition of hunger and satiety. (6)

* Support work that shows the importance of physical activity especially in schools. Fund studies that test the impact of school policies. (6)

In the area of obesity prevention, what should csrees focus on over the longer term (2006-2010)?

* Fund obesity centers for multidisciplinary, integrated, long-term projects, including those that focus on community, prevention, behavior, and the food system. Take ownership of a problem and then fund large multi-state, multidisciplinary, multiyear (10 year) projects. For example, Extension could work with the school meal program to do a longitudinal child study on diets and physical activity in multiple states. (8)

* Support integrated, ecological, multi-institutional (schools, health centers, grocery stores, etc), community-based programs. Encourage sharing and integration of research and interventions. Field research should also inform basic research. (7)

* Support training grants for graduate education programs in Community Nutrition (addressing behavior and environment) at Land Grant universities and all universities. (7)

* Build research teams across the country that span basic, clinical, intervention and policy expertise. Funded projects need to address the multiple aspects of obesity - psychological, economic, environmental, behavioral and physiological. (6)

* Take cultural diversity into consideration – build on strengths and not just barriers that influence lifestyle choices. Focus on obesity in ethnic groups, such as Native Americans and other population groups, and the role foods play in their cultures. However, not all “traditional” lifestyles are healthy. We need to determine what should be kept and what should be changed. (6)

* Fund projects that look at the role specific foods and nutrients play in the prevention or treatment of obesity. Look at changes in foods from production, processing and other aspects. Also look at food supply issues that can influence many people, like enrichment/fortification, high fructose corn syrup, and trans fatty acids. Fund projects that take a food systems approach and thereby show the unique position of CSREES. (4)






