NRSP – 8 Business Meeting and Planning Meeting Minutes
Sunday, January 13, 2019

and

Monday, January 14, 2019
Town & Country Resort, San Diego, CA
Business Meeting 

· What is the next big hairy audacious goal (BHAG)?
· How would a new/updated NRSP-8 focus on the Blueprint?

· What about maintenance of tools---on the plant side this is in ARS and does not exist on the animal side. This would mean that ARS will have to redirect funds (Not likely to come from new funding) 

· New ways to integrate across data in genomics and phenomics

· Do the other groups have their own NRSP sections? Should we be species or areas of study? Maybe looking to the future it isn’t necessary to advance things by species or areas of study. Comments from aquaculture suggest that the across species approach is incredibly useful.
· One of the major drivers could be to get the commodity groups to work together all on the same team to drive any new funding

a. Swine group planning to reach out to the swine industry and meeting with them this spring

b. Many of the industry groups are not as attuned to what is happening with the NRSP-8

c. NRSP-4 pesticide testing for minor crops---industry is very involved. The advisory board is primarily industry 

· How do we make this different to carry things forward, not having industry has hurt us in the relevance conversation with industry stakeholders

· Environmental issues in producing food would perhaps increase the relevance and maybe it could be across animal and plant commodities

· Global food desert or security issues. Could this be addressed from a genetic analysis perspective?

· There continue to be major gaps in the knowledgebase around genomics

· Also consider the “one health” 

· Need to get the other stakeholders to show that they are using the genomes and the gnome annotation

a. Empowering other scientists to improve their use of the tools that we build 

· Livestock often is criticized for being unhealthy food and unhealthy for the environment, may be a very impactful approach

· Tool-building and how to improve our approach to multigenic traits 

· Better phenotyping, phenomics (just scrape the surface in current NRSP-8)

· The best part in many ways is bringing the group together 

a. What should we maintain that coming together to discuss science and issues, approaches
· What to maintain?

a. Educational component---ask the industry about what they see is valuable about the program and having people trained in quantitative biology 

b. Training future scientists and workforce development 

c. Making sure that we train students and also support bringing them together 

d. Access to training, tutorials, short training meetings

· Education could also include other scientists and potential stakeholders (those who should also invest in genomics and its tools)

· Should be better at describing the collaborative networks, student training, etc. as infrastructure 

a. Important connections to other places like small institutions and HBCUs

b. We should really be focusing on bringing these types of schools into the fold with the next version of a NRSP

· Brain initiative for human health as an example? 
· How do we capitalize on model organism tools? 
· Focus on the connection between plants and animals (i.e. plants for animals)
· Tools for safe food, “healthy food in a changing world”
· Quantitative and computational strengths also lead to improving the workforce that moves in to the medical field
Planning Meeting
Eric Young: summarized the current situation for the NRSP8 renewal. Issue to discuss today is how we will go off finds completely or reduce to a NRSP8 “maintenance” level. The goal of the meeting today is to come up with how we will create a plan which will be due in 2021.

We need to have the following deliverables:

1. A Process of how we will come up with this plan

2. A group of people willing to work on the plan and to have a reasonable draft of the plan to bring back to PAG 2020 to get feedback from the membership and also likely could share this plan with the NRSP review committee.

NRSP stands for national research support project. Support is the key word its not to do research but it is to support research. For example, the tools that we build support research. Other types of things that are done include course development, and also the collaboration and networks that are created when we come together at the PAG meeting. 

Noelle Cockett: Starting in 1993 we have been very successful in getting renewals and we have made progress on all the objectives in every grant. However, we have now morphed where the majority of the money is going for travel and the graduate student Jorgenson Awards. A lot of our money is really support travel for students and coming together with the coordination of what is needed. So, it seems that it is time to change what it is that we are doing.

Archie Clutter: Ernie Bailey did a great job in summarizing what NRSP. Archie thought that the current objectives and things we did a great job of capturing the next big ideas of integration (objective 2) and building bioinformatic infrastructure (objective 3) while objective 1 does a good job of capturing more immediate needs. One thing that is critical is to really show specifically how we have leverage funds and SPECIFIC infrastructure. We should probably collect more specific examples and also specific examples of interest or support for the infrastructure. 

Xxxxx xxxxx: How do we collect information in an outcomes-based assessment model? “The scale of the response does not meet the expectations for the assessment” We need to make sure we are refreshing how closely we define tools and how these tools translate to impacts. 
Alison Van E: What is critical to NRSP8? Coming together at PAG is so critical. But what makes it critical? 

STUDENTS/NETWORKS/COMMUNITY-BUILDING

Ernie Bailey: The horse has the example of the Havemeyer Foundation but it is so incredibly critical.  The seed money doesn’t pay for everything, but it helps us feel that it makes our dollars stretch. 

The student support is critical. That’s how we help students connect, find the next lab, stage in their career. I.e., connecting to find a MS, PhD, a postdoc, etc. 

A.V.E.: Is student travel something that the Ag Experiment Station directors would support?

Eric’s impression from the directors’ discussions is that graduate student support should not be a primary part of the plan. Support should be competitive and we should be able show that we have matching support from industry.  For faculty their travel should be supported by a multi-state or some other form of funding. Looking at multi-region species-based projects could help with support the funding. I.e. to address the objectives of the 1990s NRSP8.

PAG is a really useful experience for the students. They get training from really big companies and important stakeholders, i.e., EBI, NCBI, the range of technologies are here. Students could present elsewhere, but they don’t get the exposure to what is happening in cutting-edge science on the industry side. 

International interactions is an issue. We cannot really direct any monies to people outside of NRSP8. Saying that money supports international students and scientists would be a read flag. 

What we have discussed so far is not going to be considered critical infrastructure for NRSP8. The workforce development piece is important but should be sold outside of NRSP8. The students support and travel issues that we have discussed thus far should not necessarily rise to the top. That could really be housed under the multistate research model. 

The point of NRSP is to create a common resource that prevents recreation of the same work in different locations. I.e., not creating competing tools in multiple locations. 

BIOINFORMATICS

Outlay on an annual basis for hardware—maybe this could move to the cloud? It will still have cost. You could in theory have a support project that is just bioinformatic-based. NRSP-10 is this type of project. Going forward we should not duplicate the NRSP-10 project, but should be synergistic. 

AnGenmap mailing list is really important. It does take a fairly significant effort because of the risk of being hacked. Currently OMIA is hosted and important, but data is not input by NRSP-8. 

Should the bioinformatics function move into ARS? Jim Reecy made this comment in the meeting discussion yesterday. If that happened what would that look like? How could we convince ARS to divert funding to this? Likely will be difficult. 

Maybe it could be folded into the “big data” database function that they are building. But not likely now, could be a possibility in 4-5 years.  There is a movement towards having resources towards research computing. The clusters are available if you know how to use clusters and now they are hiring support staff to help ARS labs. 

Chris Tuggle suggested we form a subcommittee to look into options of how we might find other opportunities to support the bioinformatics function and to report back as part of the planning. 

James Koltes and Fiona McCarthy will be part of the committee to create a plan and will focus on the bioinformatics core infrastructure and support that we don’t see today. We also need a list of what it is that we need in bioinformatics. We need a better method to actively engage the community on an ongoing basis to really determine specific needs.

Archie Clutter encouraged us to more proactively gather the specific needs in the context of objectives 2 and 3 of the current proposal. 

What does the multistate “genetic improvement in poultry”. One key is to make sure every lab gives a talk at PAG, it’s a way to really connect the group. Jim Reecy pointed out that this was really helpful.

Should we focus on different areas versus different species? A more species agnostic approach to NRSP. We really need to try and engaged other researchers in using the genome. Noelle Cockett really emphasized the point made by Annette McCoy on Sunday that we don’t do a good job in engage those scientists that should be using the genome and the tools that we build. Ernie Bailey has been really forward thinking on engaging non-genomic scientists and showing them how they can use the tools we build. One argument is that if these species focus went away then we might lose the engagement of non-genomic scientists. 

Do we focus on non-species areas? Maybe we just refocus in a better way, for example focusing on the Blueprint areas. We are way beyond the time where we needed to hear about species-specific tool, bit now we don’t generate data with species-specific tools, so maybe we need to meet in a non-species-specific way. 

We need to be better at capturing the examples of our successes. Poultry model is an example of where a multistate project (or several) could be the species-specific part of the PAG meeting. Keeping the species-specific part will be important for engaging stakeholders in industry and also scientists that have a species focus that are not geneticists.  

Scientific seed monies for projects that coordinators have been using their funds for is not looked favorably on by the Exp. Station Directors. 

Could we come together as coordinators to create a workshop where we are looking forward to what NRSP8 should do next. 

Can we think about collectively using animal resources across exp. stations to capitalize on this huge infrastructure resource?  What are the tools that we need or things we need to validate and how does NRSP-8 support these ideas? 

Can we build out NRSP8 to capitalize on these animal resources or other infrastructures in a novel way?
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Objectives are:

For PAG:

Some key speakers for next year that hit on Blueprint 

White paper on how we would structure year’s workshops

NSF 2026 “Big Idea Machine?”

Transition plan 

How do we get more membership feedback---Survey? 

One thing that NRPS8 did is bring forward leadership to bring the next big ideas for animal genomics forward. 
