W-1003 Annual Meeting Minutes

Nov. 15-17, 2005

Honolulu, Hawaii

Tuesday, November 15, 2005

Attending:  M. Reicks, C. Boushey, C. Bruhn, S. Misner, B. Olson, G. Auld, S. Zaghoul, M. Edlefsen, J. Jacobs, M. Cluskey

Updating the agenda:  add strategies for recruitment, IRB, and payment of subjects

Updates from states:  

Jim Jacobs –  Annual report:  Jim is required to submit an annual summary report of the W-1003 group within 60 days after the W-1003 annual meeting (Jan. 17, 2006). In the past, the summary report has been developed by the W-1003 Chairperson and/or secretary, along with Jim & Kathleen at the University of Wyoming. Guidelines for the summary report are available at http://nimiss.umd.edu, and include:

1. List of participants

2. Minutes of the annual meeting – Jim submits a summary of the minutes

3. Accomplishments – limited to 30,000 characters (including letters and spaces).  Includes milestones the group met in our objectives.  Individual, short statements – each limited to 500 characters are best (1-2 sentences each).  

4. Impacts (economic, social, environmental impacts, etc). -- will re-visit Thursday, or Marla will work on after the meeting.

5. List of publications – publications that would not have happened without this committee 

Each W-1003 group member should send a copy of their CRIS report to Marla Reicks within 30 days of the annual meeting (by Dec. 17, 2005) so that Marla can put together the annual report and send to Jim by Jan. 17, 2006.  

Jim’s resignation:  Jim has resigned his administrative position at the University of Wyoming and has taken a 9-month faculty position in Ag Economics.  He has the position for as the W-1003 administrative advisor for one more year. We need a new Administrative Advisor from the Western Region to replace him. Unless the group suggests a new advisor, one will be assigned next July for the group. Need someone who will pay attention to detail and understands the project. The group discussed names for the position – April Mason at Colorado State University seemed to be a good person. The first date she could be appointed is March, 2006, when the directors meet. Garry Auld will contact April about being our Administrative Advisor. If April cannot do this, Jeff McCubbin at Oregon State was suggested as a possible advisor.  The new Advisor would need to do several things:

· Come to next year’s, and each group, annual meeting

· Make sure annual report is submitted

Extension for the project/submitting new proposal:

Current schedule for W-1003 project:

· Project scheduled to end Sept 30, 2007.  

· Jan, 2007 -- New proposal for the next project submitted.

· March, 2007 – New proposal reviewed and feedback sent to group. 

· May 17, 2007 – Group re-submits proposal with any corrections and/or revisions for review.  July, 2007 -- The corrected proposal will be reviewed.  This will need to be an agenda item on next year’s annual meeting.  

Extension needed:  After reviewing the pilot-test results, it was decided to ask for a year’s extension on the W-1003 project. An extension for the project can be requested directly to Western Region Directors, and is due January 15, 2006 for consideration at the March, 2006 director’s meeting (can contact Jim Jacobs for details about how to submit). The extension request needs to be about one page in length, and should explain the reasons that an extension is needed. The main reason for the extension is that the Adult MBQ development took longer than expected. Pilot-testing of the survey indicated that modifications were needed before continuing.  These modifications require further pilot-testing, and a re-scheduling of data collection for child-parent pairs – because summer is harder than fall for data collection, so more time is needed.  The extension will allow the group to analyze the survey data, and build a new proposal based on the results of the W-1003 project data. Marla and Beth agreed to work on the extension document. The group requested that the extension request be sent to the entire W-1003 group for comment before submission. It is not anticipated that this extension will interfere with funding allocated for the 2006-2007 year.  

If the extension is granted, the W-1003 project will be scheduled to end Sept 30, 2008, and a new proposal will need to be ready for submission by Jan, 2008. If no extension is granted, then the dates above for a new project stand. 

New proposal:  Some discussion about a new project proposal took place. The new proposal often builds on data from the previous project. Discussion of how to add obesity to the project was discussed. Beth Olson mentioned that there is a multi-state research project focusing on obesity – the proposal will focus on families and how families cope with the environmental factors influencing childhood obesity – comparing families with and without obese children. For example, how do parents cope with kids wanting to eat junk food/fast food? This group will meet in Reno on Dec 1 and 2 to re-write their proposal. Some group members suggested that perhaps the focus of the next ‘W-1003’ project should change to obesity, rather than calcium. Christine Bruhn felt the group should keep the calcium focus, since this makes our group unique.  

Susan Welch – Marla read her e-mail to the group.

I hope you are having a good meeting and a good time. I just wanted you to know:
· The president signed the 2006 Agriculture Appropriations Act on 11/10. The Congress did not agree with the lower funding for Hatch recommended by the President – funding for Hatch remained unchanged. Funding for the NRI is $2.5M higher. 
· The 2006 RFA for the NRI was released a few weeks ago. The due date for the Human Nutrition and Obesity section will be the same as last year – June 15. The cap for the epidemiological type research projects is $500,000 & the cap for the integrated is $1.5M. 

· We just finished the panel for the Human Nutrition and Obesity section for 2005. We received 84 proposals including one conference request. We awarded grants for 1 conference, 2 research projects & 11 integrated projects. Not counting the conference, this is a success rate of ~16%. 

· I hope that some or all of you will consider coming together to develop a proposal. It would need to focus on obesity, but you have several things going for you – your existing network, expertise with an ethnically diverse vulnerable age group, & already developed instruments which could be adapted. I would be happy to discuss this further with you. 

Wish I were there!  susan
Nominating Committee:  Marla and Scottie will serve as the nominating committee for this annual meeting.   

Pilot testing results:  

Carol reviewed her analysis so far of the survey pilot testing data. The data entered so far from pilot-testing included 61 respondents, summarized in the table below:

	State
	Total
	Asian
	Hispanic
	White

	AZ
	8 (9)*
	0
	3
	5 (1)

	CO
	15
	0
	4
	11

	HI
	11 (15)
	6 (2)
	0
	5 (3)

	KY
	11 (12)
	7
	0
	4 (1)

	MI
	15
	5
	0
	10

	CA
	(9)
	
	(9)
	

	IN
	(10)
	(2)
	(3)
	(5)

	OR
	10 (19)
	(2)
	(7)
	10

	WA
	(14)
	(4)
	
	(10)

	Total 
	61 (124)
	18 (29)
	7 (26)
	36 (53)


*Numbers in parentheses indicate surveys that have been mailed in for entry and analysis, but were not available for this initial pilot-test analysis.  

Demographics:  First, the group reviewed the demographic information for the 60 pilot-test surveys, and discussed changes to make on the demographic (“About You and Your Family”) section of the survey.  

Principle Components Factor Analysis (PCFA):   The “Parent Influence on Child Intake” table below summarizes the results of the initial PCFA completed for half of the pilot-test data.  Before running the PCFA for the survey, Carol re-traced the steps leading to the development of the pilot-test survey questions, in order to identify key factors, or themes, the survey was intended to measure. These were summarized in the table entitled “ Proposed Scales” (not shown in minutes). 

Scales – In the “Proposed Scales” table, each survey item was grouped into a scale, according to the factor, or theme, it related to or measured.  For example, several survey questions were developed to ask respondents about whether they liked the taste of calcium rich foods (CRF). Each question asking whether the respondent liked the taste of each CRF was included in the scale titled “Liking.” A scale entitled “Meal patterns/eating out” included questions relating to respondent’s reasons for eating out. The PCFA score for “Liking” items indicates how well this scale (group of items) fit together to create a meaningful scale, and which question(s) did not fit well within the proposed scale. The results of the PCFA were run to confirm that the scales we believe the survey creates are actually meaningful.  

The PCFA results indicate that some scales are strong, and seem to hold together well. One big problem exists, however. Carol explained how the first 18 questions of the survey (whether the client ate certain CRF, and why or why not) created a problem for PCFA analysis. The questions break respondents into two groups – those who never/rarely ate the foods and those who ate the foods every day/week. Separating individuals into those who do and don’t eat a food item makes it impossible to create scales. These two groups of respondents cannot be compared within each food group, and there can be no meaningful comparison among (between) these groups of respondents using PCFA, because the current question design creates too many different patterns of response, making comparison between scales impossible. Two major changes to the survey needed to take place:

1. Questions 1, 4, 7, 10, 13, and 16 needed to be eliminated from the survey (the questions asking how often respondents ate each CRF).  Christine Bruhn began editing the survey to make these and other changes discussed by the group.

2. The MBQ group (Marla, Beth, Mary, Miriam, Sahar) reviewed the “Proposed Scales” table, to check scales and question groupings for accuracy.

3. Garry wrote a chart showing how the Social Cognitive Theory was used to determine factors measured in the qualitative interviews and survey items. His efforts are shown in the “Parent Influence on Child Intake” table, which also summarize the PCFA results so far.  

Parent Influence on Child Intake – proposed factor scales

(based on Social Cognitive Theory) 

W-1003 Parent survey
	Environmental
	

	Social
	Physical
	Personal Factors

	1. Culture
	1. Eating occasions
	1. Knowledge 

	2. Parenting Style (4-5 items - .52)*
	2. Availability (7 items - .63)
	2. Weight concerns for parents

	3. Parent expectations (7-8 items - .65)
	3. Meal patterns/eating out 
	3. Intolerance

	4. Role modeling (6 items - .73)
	4. Family meal frequency 
	4. Health Benefits – child and parents

	5. Encouragement-talking with child (3-4 items; .63 or .66 if 23j included)
	5. Ease of use/ convenience/ preparation skills
	5. Parents concern for own intake

	6. Perceptions:

· Important sources of calcium for child (7 items)

· Child access to calcium based on location (2 items)

· Why children need adequate calcium (3 items .66)

· Concern child is getting enough calcium (.1)

· Awareness of child’s needs (3 items, .68)
	6. Interruptions of family meal
	6. Health concerns for adults w/low Ca intake (.5)


*Within parentheses – indicates the number of survey questions fitting into this scale, and the PCFA score for these items)

The group also reviewed the results of the W-191 child survey, which identified factors that predicted calcium intake in children (see table below). In addition, Beth Olson had summarized respondent comments about the survey. These were reviewed and discussed by the group, and decisions were made about further modifying the survey for clarity.

Child Calcium Intake – Factor scales

W-191 child survey results

	Environmental
	
	

	Social 
	Physical
	Knowledge

	a. Peers
	1. Perception of access by location
	1. Knowledge 

	b. Parents 
	2. Availability
	2. Expectations (attitudes)

	c. *Parental modeling: 

· Expectations & modeling
	3. Location
	3. Self-efficacy

	d. Parenting style
	4. *Eating occasions 

· always have milk w/B, L, D & snacks
	4. Preparation/behavior/skills/

convenience

	e. *Culture-race/ethnic group
	5. Cost 
	5. Intolerance

	f. Parent knowledge
	6. Family meal pattern
	6. *Weight concern

	g. Parenting talk 
	
	7. Health 

	
	
	8. *Taste 


*strongly predictive of calcium intake of child from child survey in W-191 results. 

Wednesday, November 16, 2005 

Attending:  M. Reicks, C. Boushey, C. Bruhn, S. Misner, B. Olson, G. Auld, S. Zaghoul, M. Edlefsen, J. Jacobs, M. Cluskey

Review of papers:

The group discussed 2 ways that NVIVO data can be sorted, and responses received from Ann Diker:

a. data sorted by child’s ethnicity – gives 168 respondents  (smaller number because “mixed” children left out of data analysis)

b. data sorted by parent’s ethnicity – gives 201 respondents  (no parents identified themselves as “mixed”, so all respondents included)

1. Parenting paper – Marla distributed copies of the parenting paper and asked for feedback about what to include in the Discussion Section. The paper needs a lot of editing. (Sorted by child ethnicity)

2. Calcium related to knowledge paper – the group has divided work and has the data, but needs to meet, organize and analyze available data. (Sorted by parent’s ethnicity)

3. Methods paper – thanks to Garry and Ann for putting this paper together!

4. Supplement use paper – Carol and Jimin have done an abstract and poster based on the data. Jimin is currently completing her internship, and cannot work on this paper. Carol suggested that other group members should work on the paper to submit it sooner.

5. Meal pattern and location paper – this group has had conference calls and has analyzed transcripts.  Now need to summarize findings, compare analysis and write the paper. (data sorted by parent ethnicity)

6. Factors affecting calcium consumption – Christine suggested that the topics proposed for this paper have already been covered in other papers. Suggested scrapping this paper, in favor of working on paper #7

7. Parents’ perception of what would lead child to eat CRF – could include some information from other papers in discussion section. Note: difference in income among Asians from different states (MN Hmong mainly lower income, Asians from other states usually well-educated and higher income). (sorted by parent ethnicity)

· W-191 members briefly discussed need for their group to meet and develop papers based on their data.

· Group asked whether Jean Weese will be included in next phase of data collection.  Marla will call Jean, and let Jim know whether she’ll be part of the group.

· Group asked whether NM will be included in the next phase of data collection – perhaps someone else at NM will become part of the group. Other states that may be included: Texas, Oklahoma

Revised parent survey:  

Timeline:

· Week of Dec. 5, 2005 -- Newly revised surveys will be e-mailed to each state by MBQ survey group. Survey will be in pdf file format, to be printed by each state for distribution and testing.  

· January 31, 2006 – Each state should administer 2-5 of the newly revised surveys to parents only and send to Carol at Purdue by this date. In addition, by end of January, MBQ group needs to meet to write out directions for the analysis of pilot test data for the statistician in Colorado.  

· March 15, 2006 – pilot test data (old and new) will be entered and returned to Garry by this date.

· March 30, 2006 – results of pilot analysis will be available.  

· During April, W-1003 group will meet via a conference call to discuss pilot test results and changes to make in survey. Monday, April 17, 9 or 10 am Hawaii; 12 pm, PT; 1 pm mountain time is scheduled for this meeting. (Monday afternoons work well during spring)  

· May 1, 2006 – MBQ-revision will be finished. Must be proofed among many people to make sure the final survey is really accurate.  

· June 30, 2006 – states will have surveys available to collect data.  

· July - November 15, 2006 – data collection will be completed. Once surveys are completed, each state must copy each survey before mailing it in for scanning. Surveys should not be torn apart before sending them for scanning. Stray marks should be erased.  Ask respondents to use pencil for ease of erasing. Best to bring pencils to administration location to ensure pencils used.

· Annual meeting will be in Arizona sometime in November, 2006.   

Recruitment of subjects:

Methods of recruitment:  fliers/bulletins, verbal announcements, personal contacts

Sites for recruitment:  churches; boy & girl scouts, 4-H, other organized groups

· States should use the recruiting strategy that works best for each state.  

· To promote participation – Offer Christine’s cooking class/cookbook also via a website, 

· Education subgroup newsletters

	State
	Asian
	Hispanic
	White
	 Total

	AL?
	
	
	
	

	AZ
	
	60
	30
	105

	CA
	15
	45
	45
	105

	CO
	
	50
	55
	105

	HI
	40
	15
	50
	105

	IN
	15
	25
	65
	105

	KY
	
	
	
	105

	MI
	50
	
	55
	105

	OR
	30?
	30
	40
	105

	WA
	50
	
	55
	105

	Total 
	350* (200)**
	350 (145)
	300 (390)
	1050


*The desired number from each ethnic group is 350. The number of respondents needed for each ethnic group was calculated using the website at www.gcrc.umn.edu. Going to Biostatistics, the site connects to a Harvard website.  

**The number in parenthesis is the actual total group members signed up for at the meeting.  

· Carol determined that ~900 surveys for adequate statistical power. This number accounts for 20% of surveys as unusable.  

· Each state should aim to get a total of 105 surveys.  

· Every state should try to recruit more ethnic respondents to meet 350 needed from each group. It was decided not to specifically recruit for mixed ethnicity children, but to have mixed children as “leftovers” from recruiting for specific ethnic groups.  

· Purdue may be able to recruit Asian parents and children from Chicago Cultural Center. She may be able to work with them to get additional Asian subjects.

Educational intervention:  
Christine Bruhn talked about her education project at UC-Davis. The theory underlying the project is that if people see and enjoy the taste of CRF, they’ll increase their intake of these foods. Took the idea from research on increasing vegetable intake – if people prepare veggies, they will increase their intake of veggies. Another important aspect of the research is to enhance parent-child interactions through 4-H, boy scouts, and girl scouts.  

Christine passed around a book developed for her classes – including basic information about calcium, and recipes rich in calcium. Each section of recipes had a page with color photographs of the prepared foods in that section. Each book cost about $6 for printing and binding.  

Three variations of the educational interventions have been tested – observation with 1, 2 or 3 follow-up cooking experiences. Each 2-hour class was conducted in a foods lab – with pots and pans bought for the project. All foods were pre-cut and pre-measured as much as possible.  The class outline included:

1. Fill out the survey –

2. Education about calcium -- Do they know about calcium? Do you know anyone who has a broken bone? What happens when you don’t get enough calcium?  How to protect your bones. Should teens worry about osteoporosis? What does calcium do in the body? Where is calcium in foods?  

3. Food demonstration

4. Quiz

· The class is a thank you for filling out the survey – 

· States could also do a demonstration of cooking and let people taste the foods – ask them to contribute $3 to provide the food.  

· Extension paraprofessionals could teach this.

· Classes could be taught at churches – 

· If cost of book is prohibitive, class could provide a fact sheet about calcium with 2 or three recipes on the back.  

Survey administration:

Surveys will be self-administered – The group discussed various aspects of survey administration, and how instructions for the MBQ and FFQ should be provided.  

· Parents and child separate or together? – it would be best to have the children take the survey while you (researcher) are present, and before educational intervention. Children can take the survey home with their parents, but parents should not help them with the survey.  

· Survey instructions? –  Instructions for the survey should clearly state that parent should not help the child fill out the survey at home. Instructions to fill out the survey will be provided after the surveys are printed.  

· Mailing vs. face-to-face administration – parents can mail survey back to researcher, however, response rate will be lower for this method of administration.  

· Survey administration data collection sheet – should include: 

· Recruitment method (church, 4-H, scouts, etc.) – only those methods allowed

· Location/where completed (church, community center, home, etc.)

· Incentive given?

· Who provided the instructions?

· Estimated time for parent and child to finish survey 

· Assurance child completes survey independently

· Dates completed

· Assurance completed before educational intervention

· Have parent and child surveys printed in different colors, for easy differentiation. Surveys will be printed with matching parent/child paired ID numbers for identification.  

· Parents took 42 minutes on average to fill out, children take ~33 minutes average to fill out.  Survey will be administered before the educational intervention/class.

Expert review:  

Group discussed methods for collecting expert review data. This should be finished by January 15, 2006. Each state needs to find 2 experts to review the survey and fill out the expert review charts, and mail the results back to Carol Boushey at Purdue.  

This is not as crucial as pilot test data, but does need to be completed. Beth suggested that experts be sent a table with scales and questions to allow the expert to rate each question in the scale about appropriateness for that scale. Then the % agreement among experts will be used as a test of the strength of the scales. The group decided this was the best method.

	Liking:
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	“I like the taste of cheese”.
	
	
	
	
	

	I like the taste of milk.”
	
	
	
	
	


1=fits well with the proposed scale

5=fits poorly with the proposed scale.

Carol agreed to work on formatting the tables for the expert review, and sending the documents to group members for this portion of the project.

MBQ Child survey:  the group briefly discussed possible changes that could be made to the MBQ Child survey. Some questions could be removed from the survey, but the cost of re-formatting and printing may make these changes undesirable. The survey could possibly be cut off at Q#159, since last page of survey is not particularly useful/relevant. Several changes need to be made:

1. Child MBQ -- questions about child ethnicity need to be re-formatted to be consistent with NIH guidelines (as formatted in parent MBQ)

2. Child MBQ -- cover page needs to list updated participating states

3. Adult MBQ – inclusion criteria for the study (3) should be included within the survey questions: 

a. 10-13 year old child - early in the survey, parents should indicate the age and gender of the child they are referring to in the survey 

b. respondents should live in the US more than one year - “1 year or less” should be added to Q#51 to indicate individuals who have been less than 1 year in residence

c. Must read English -- literacy will be indicated because respondent will need to read the survey themselves.

Self-efficacy: The group discussed to possibility of adding questions to the child and adult MBQ to estimate self-efficacy. Several problems were highlighted – the difficulty in developing meaningful questions to estimate self-efficacy of calcium intake, and the length of the survey. In the end, the group decided not to add questions to estimate self-efficacy, although this is important in social cognitive theory.

Budget:

Indiana will bill for the pilot printing - $25 to 30 for this. Carol absorbed data entry costs.  

Some people still owe Garry money for NVIVO analysis.

Price estimates: for printing the survey and scanning both surveys – MN and WA are looking into it. When would the cost be incurred, so people can include costs in their budget. May or June is when these costs would be included. May be able to split cost over two years – part of the planning for printing, part of the costs for scanning. After data scanned, ASCE file will be sent to Garry for analysis.  

All members should list out what other research questions they want analyzed. The statistician will do some basic analysis, but others can do their own. This will be a big agenda item on next year’s meeting. Graduate student can look at data for just your state, or can look at one aspect of the entire data set, if everyone gives their OK with it.  

Graduate students – Marla’s and Beth’s may have some additional information to collect.  Include African Americans as part of the data collection? Could look at FFQ and African Americans and see why it doesn’t work well with that group. Can bone deposition be a good biomarker for African Americans?  

Research ideas for graduate students:

· Self-efficacy for children

· African American – FFQ validation compare with food records

· Physical activity – wt bearing exercise??

· Differences with Hispanics and acculturation, food practices

· Parenting and obesity prevention by race/ethnic group

Impact statements:
· The information can be used to design effective, tailored nutrition intervention for early adolescents and their parents.

· Improvement in calcium intake for this group will reduce burden of osteoporosis.

· Information on parental factors – applicable to other health related behaviors – obesity prevention. 

· Development of instrument that can be applied to parental influence on eating behaviors of preadolescent children– shared with other researchers via publications (get number from Carol)

· Focus on sub-populations at risk, age and race/ethnicity groups – critical transition period.

· Abstracts and four theses.(Houa Vue, Stephanie Schoemer, Ethny Stewart, AZ)

· ___ number of people have attended the Davis cooking classes to learn about cooking for calcium and calcium and health. 

· Four graduate students completed work with this project this year.

Go online on http://www.nimss  Google NIMSS website – pull up last year’s annual report.  

Accomplishments:

Development of the pilot survey – testing of the pilot survey – 1-2 sentences

Dates for next year’s meeting – last part of October works well or first week of November.  Nov. 8-11, 2006 – Wed, Nov. 8 (6pm), Thurs, Friday, Saturday, Nov. 11 (10 am) in Tuscon, AZ.    

NRI Grant:  Must include research, education intervention and extension into the community. 

Parent child influence may be a good connection for this grant – interventions to help parents and child team to set pacts to make more healthy eating. Parents didn’t feel they had control over child’s diet. Family development specialists to help develop interventions between parents and child. How can we help parents feel more effective in influencing their child’s intake?  

Dates to remember for W-1003:

December, 2005:

Week of Dec. 5 – Marla and Carol – Revised adult MBQ e-mailed to each state in pdf file format. Each state should administer to 2-5 parents only

Dec. 17 – All W-1003 members should send a copy of the CRIS report to Marla so that she can submit an annual report to Jim Jacobs by Jan 17, 2006

January, 2006:
January 15 – Marla and Beth -- Extension request for the W-1003 project submitted to the Western Regional Advisory Council (via Jim Jacobs)

January 15 – All W-1003 members -- Expert reviews completed in all states and sent to Carol 

January 17 – Marla, Miriam and Jim Jacobs have annual report for W-1003 ready for submission

January 31 – All W-1003 members – All parent MBQ surveys (original and revised versions) should be sent to Carol Boushey at Purdue.  

January 31 -- MBQ group – should have written directions for analysis of pilot test data for stats analysis in Colorado.

March, 2006:

March 15 – Carol – Old and revised pilot-test MBQ data will be entered and returned to Garry

March 30 – Garry – Pilot-test analysis will be available to W-1003 groups for review.  

April, 2006:
April 17 -- All W-1003 members – Conference call at 12 pm PT, 1 pm MT, 2 pm CT, 3 pm ET, 9 or 10am Hawaii time, to review pilot test results and to make changes to adult MBQ survey.

May, 2006:
May 1 – MBQ group and all W-1003 members – revision will be finished.  

May 1 to June 30 – MBQ group proofreads survey for accuracy (Marla, Sahar, Mary, Beth, Miriam); printing of survey completed in MN or WA

May 15 – Education subgroup – has newsletters completed for group to use during data collection (Christine, Sahar, Carol, Scottie, Miriam)

May 30 – Carol and Christine – Formative evaluation prepared for educational strategies 

June, 2006:

June 30 – Surveys available for data collection in all participating states

July-November 15, 2006:  All W-1003 members – Data collection will take place from parent-child pairs

November, 2006:
November 8-11 – All W-1003 members – Annual meeting in Tuscon, AZ.  

January, 2007:  DUE:  New multi-state proposal – if extension for W-1003 denied

January, 2008:  DUE:  New multi-state proposal – if extension granted to W-1003. 
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