Summary of Minutes of Annual Meeting October 3-5, 2003

Period covered: October 2002 – October 2003

Objective 1: Participants discussed their work related to Objective 1 (Collaborate with local food system stakeholders and food citizens to identify high priority information needs and the forms in which information should be shared). It was decided that all project participants working on this objective should send written information on their methodologies or procedures used within the framework of Objective 1 should be sent to Mike Hamm, who in turn will post them on the projects Blackboard site, hosted by Beth Barham of the University of Missouri. 

Objective 2: Participants working on Objective 2 ( Identify and analyze ongoing and potential forces that are maintaining or transforming the relationships between localities and their food systems) summarized their progress in meeting this objective. They reiterated the utility of the incorporated comparisons methodology for research related to this objective. It was decided that project participants working on this objective will send Beth Barham a list of the most significant trends or forces effecting localities and food systems in their state. The time frame should extend back to at least 1975. 

Objective 3: Participants discussed their work related to Objective 3 (Examine the diverse strategies employed by local food system stakeholders to create and manage ongoing and potential change in the food system). It was agreed that participants working on this objective would address the eleven questions articulated in the project proposal. It was decided that brief, preliminary answers to these questions for the respective states would be sent to Viviana Carro-Figueroa. 

Objective 4: Participants working on Objective 4 (Document and assess the economic, environmental and social impacts of efforts to create and manage ongoing and potential change in the food system) summarized their work related to this objective. Because the objective involves a new research approach for most participants, it was agreed that more needs to be done in pursuit of this objective by individual states before decisions could be made on how best to coordinate activities of the states involved. 

Minutes of Annual Meeting November 5-7, 2004

Period Covered: October 2003 – November 2004
Fall 2004 marks the start of the third year of NE-1012. For this meeting we had five main goals: 

1. Assess our progress on all objectives, but particularly Objective 2 (understanding forces impacting the food system) and Objective 3 (examining strategies local food system stakeholders are using to create positive change). 

2. Prepare for more in-depth collaborative work on data collection, data analysis, and research funding. 

3. Begin an overarching comparative analysis to form the basis of academic publications and outreach research. 

4. Make specific plans for completing the third year report. 

5. Discuss common goals and findings with MRP NC-1001. 

All of these goals were addressed to some degree. After completing state reports, we formed six subgroups to address substantive and methodological areas of collaboration. The four substantive groups are charged with the responsibility to identify common research themes, summarize the opportunities and barriers confronting the change-strategies they are researching, specify policy implications of their findings, address opportunities for collaborative funding, and plan professional presentations of their work. This strategy accomplished goals 1 and 2 and set the stage for goal 3. 
The Technical Committee as a whole addressed goals 4 and 5. Administrative advisor Max Pfeffer briefed the group on the rationale for and requirements of the third year report. Based on that information, the Technical Committee decided to prepare the report soon after the annual report is complete. We also met jointly with NC-1001 twice during the weekend and discussed plans for a joint meeting to brief CSREES on the funding needs for interdisciplinary research on food systems and the potential of this research for supporting food security and economic vitality in rural communities and regions. 
In addition, we planned a tentative date for next year's meeting and made plans to increase our use of Blackboard, a collaborative online software program, to facilitate cooperation. Major decisions and developments from the Technical Committee meeting are outlined below. 
Joint Meeting and Prospective Collaboration with NC-1001 Participants.
In addition to the above mentioned NE-1012 attendees, in this section of the meeting participants included Lois Wright Morton (Iowa State Univ.), Lorna Michael Butler (Iowa State Univ.), Alex McIntosh (Texas A&M), Ardyth Gillespie (Cornell Univ.), Richard Moore (Ohio State Univ.) and Liz Tuckermanty (USDA-NPL). The two groups initially met on Friday evening and briefly introduced to each other their work. NC-1001 is examining the impacts of variations in the structure of agriculture, food systems and communities on population health. NE-1012 is examining policies, projects and events that influence local food systems. While the NC-1001 research focuses on population health outcomes, and NE-1012 focuses on local food system outcomes, both groups consider community, agriculture, and economy as independent variables in their studies. There appear to be some methodological differences between our approaches: NC-1001 tends to use large data sets in their analyses, while NE-1012 takes more participatory and sometimes qualitative approaches. Both would like to further address the question of useful linkages among the two projects. Liz Tuckermanty suggested that one way to share information and illustrate for CSREES how it might better support this type of research, is to organize a Program Conference between the two committees using a $20K USDA internal grant targeted for conferences. If the proposal is approved, Lorna Butler volunteered that her office at Iowa State could provide a match for the USDA grant. The groups agreed to revisit this possible outcome in a second joint meeting on Saturday afternoon. 
The following decisions related to this topic were taken in the Saturday meeting: 

Liz Tuckermanty will apply for the internal USDA Systems Innovation Grant, with assistance of Lorna Butler and Kate Clancy. Some things to decide include: 

1. When? Deadline for grant is mid-Dec. for April or May with funds from USDA. (The proposal drafters later suggested aiming to do the event in September 2005). 

2. Duration? Perhaps 2 days. 

3. Location? Ideally a retreat setting near a major air hub. Washington DC, Chicago, Denver, Wingspread Conference Center near Milwaukee, or Glynwood Center near Albany were mentioned as possibilities. 
4. Who? Sentiment favored keeping it to our 30 or so people on the two Technical Committees, plus perhaps ten USDA people, maybe a couple of other individuals. With that, the grant could provide $800 for travel, and perhaps pay for a professional facilitator. 5. Objectives? Some suggestions brainstormed in the meeting: 

* Focus on integration of findings and insights à summary conceptual framework; 

* Future implications for change (policy, research, institutional); 

* Develop better understanding of each other's research; 

* Better determine the organizing frameworks that allow linkages across two Technical Committees' foci; 

* Take a look at farming systems and health from interdisciplinary perspective; 

* Increase everyone's literacy regarding systems. 
6. Expected outcomes? Again, some ideas: 

* Conceptual framework; insights/findings; 

* Next phase in research agenda/action plan; 

* Increased knowledge for team members of colleagues' work; 

* Better specification of how food system interfaces with health and community. 
7. How to make this happen? We need an organizer from each Technical Committee, ideally people near the chosen venue for this meeting. Mike Hamm volunteered as representative from NE-1012. 
8. Design of program? 

* Research papers provided in advance to reduce need to report all the details at meeting itself; 

* Discussion papers solicited in key areas.
* Facilitated discussion groups, with a facilitator who maintains the focus on generating products. Book project. Clare Hinrichs presented an update as part of Iowa's state report. The completed manuscript of the 18 chapter book, tentatively titled, Remaking the Food System, was submitted to the University of New England Press and University of Nebraska Press in July 2004. Both presses delivered favorable, encouraging reviews of the full volume manuscript in September 2004. Co-editors Hinrichs and Tom Lyson have chosen to pursue a contract with University of Nebraska Press. Manuscripts will be sent to authors in December to incorporate revisions. The book still needs a final chapter synthesizing the forces shaping the food system. Beth Barham and Clare will talk about it, email out some thoughts, and others will respond. The revised book manuscript will be submitted to the University of Nebraska Press in early winter, 2005. 
Substantive and methodological areas of collaboration related to the project objectives. The following areas were drafted after hearing state reports. Technical committee members met in subgroups to further discuss what we need to accomplish. Subgroup leaders should submit a summary of the discussion along with annual reports. Areas and leaders: 

1. Direct Marketing: Jim Bingen and Larry Lev 

2. Farm to school: Gail Feenstra and Mike Hamm 

3. Labels of origin: Beth Barham 

4. Ag of the middle: Steve Stevenson 

5. Training: Joan Thomson 

6. Mapping: Tom Lyson and Gail Feenstra 

Election of a new secretary (to ascend). Larry Lev is the new secretary by unanimous vote. Patricia Allen was promoted to vice-chair of the committee. 

2005 Meeting. Tentative date, Nov 4-6, tentative place St. Louis in the hotel hosting the May Labels of origin meeting. Has an airport shuttle, good restaurants around, although conference rate is a little high (about $129 for a shared room). 

Minutes of Annual Meeting November 4-6, 2005
Period Covered: October 2004– November 2005

Clayton, Missouri

Friday Night: Joint meeting of NCDC207 and NE1012

Steve Stevenson – report on NCDC 207:  Ag of the Middle (AOTM) = those farms that are too large for direct markets as a significant percentage of total but not large enough to capture sufficiently in the commodity market. Differentiation by product attributes:  need to test a number of assumptions about this.  This was the first meeting of the development committee and it will submit application for full committee in early December. Some of activities will be done as an unofficial research arm of AFF (Alliance for Family Farms) as the business development group for AOTM. Also a public policy change group with funding from the Kellogg Foundation that we will be connected to through several committee members.

Looking at research questions for short, medium and long term research. A couple of notions just being introduced too- research synchronicity. Will need a different model for our work and for funders to accomplish this. Also have a set of clusters that have emerged, a number of which will link with this.  

Received a small grant from USDA to do a few pieces of short term research.  These will include state of the art for consumer interest, behavior and the size of the market; poultry processing and cost/efficiency; look at several laws and regulations with an AOTM lens to see if can be tapped and also if they should be amended/changed/modified.  Also have one medium term that will get started to identify existing value chains and understand how they function.

Were going to talk about a joint proposal for the NRI around small and medium farms, but found out from Program Leader that it wasn’t considered appropriate. They want it “on farm.”

Clare mentioned that there is an animal welfare regional research project that would probably tie in to this. [There is WERA204 and W_TEMP1361 (Animal Bioethics)].

How do you know an AOTM farm when you see it? One that isn’t able to either make it as a commodity farmer or as a direct market farmer. Size will vary across different sectors.  Can also think of it roughly as those with gross incomes between $50,000 and $500,000 … $1,000,000.   

What are the linkages between this project and NE-1012?

Stu Smith’s example- their group in Maine as is works very well for some markets, but to make it really viable over the long term it has to have higher volume activity to make financially viable.  So it is a major difference in the market sectors addressing.  NE-1012 has been much more focused on direct marketing, implicitly small.  Also are talking about  particular clients in this (AFF and the policy group).  


Tom Lyson- AOTM could become a part of NE-1012 but since it has enough scope of its own and is large enough it probably shouldn’t.  

 
All that said there are a lot of overlaps and some activities could fit in either. When you start to look at place based and specific territories there are a lot of similarities but also some specific differences. Not the same as a generic animal welfare label where place doesn’t matter.  

Beth Barham-- there is now a loose association of researchers here and in Europe around place-based development (geographic indications) that people can connect with if interested.  Had a joint meeting here in Clayton in May 2005 organized by Beth.

Saturday Morning

Administrative Update

Margaret Brennan from Rutgers University is our new administrative officer. Max Pfeffer is no longer in Cornell administration- has moved to chair of Dept. of Development Sociology there.

CSREES has fiscal ’06 20% across the board cut- they are not providing any funds for innovative grants this year. Increased its indirect cost from 8 to 10% this year.  Has a new internal social science working group. NRI now doing alternate years of Markets and Trades and Rural Development with a $300,000 floor on grants- so they are intended to be fewer, but larger proposals.  

(Short) state reports:

WI- new food policy council for Dane County; putting together a new community center with community kitchen, storage, etc; continue to work on specialty cheese research

CA- regional ag marketing organizations research (has draft report)- about 15 local ag marketing groups looked at and 4 that have failed- haven’t been able to measure impacts on communities; a lot of farm to school and institution evaluations- 3 school districts pretty in depth in CA; part of Kellogg initiated national farm to school initiative. Vivid Picture project coming to an end (phase I)- results on web within next month. Report from Kellogg Foundation on perceptions of the food system may be useful to everyone.

NY- institutionally are reorganizing to determine how to deal with issues such as those we address- working at reorganizing a number of the activities to an overall center potentially;  state level working on “growing home partnership”- Tom and Hank Herrera are co-chairs of this; in particularly put in an NRI with others to look at value chains in the NE.  Rick Welsh is working with ag engineers to look at methane digesters in North Country.  Cornell has first university-based Slow Food convivium.  

MI- there is a formal association of CSA in MI- CSA-MI… Raising CSA and Community Values; MI food policy council created; 13 local communities teams developed to help frame issues in communities; farm to school distribution model research; developing analysis of job creation potential of agriculture; working with a community organization in Lansing that has a Cool Cities grant to create a greenhouse city garden.. Already has a farmers market; new work with funding to explore concept of place in its non-economic dimensions... how it gets expressed in story, history and culture and how to use them as community development tools- working with Presque Isle county; continue to shamelessly borrow from Larry Lev and others- did five rapid market assessments- tremendously powerful in developing connections among managers- is helping lead to a statewide organization and have about 150 markets in the state right now- some loss but a lot of gain- established close connections with national group and hosting one of regional meetings in Dec. in Grand Rapids, MI; in collaboration with a group from a number of departments received one of the organic ag transitions program-  is multi-component with the social science component focusing on marketing opportunities and constraints and what might mean for people who want to transition. Try to identify what marketing opportunities are in MI; closely related is another project funded by sustainable ag grant- with MOFFA and MIFFS- to look at other side to talk with conventional growers about their perceptions of moving into organics- interesting dynamics are emerging with talking to conventional fruit and vegetable growers- difficulties at capturing attention, some had said need to wait until jan and feb but may be problems with that;  graduate student project to begin looking at learning process of first time farmers.

PA- working on final year of SARE grant to facilitate greater community conversations for buying fresh, buying local… now responding to queries for support and helping as requested.  ?—“How do you build the consumer base?” is the primary question many are asking- have the farmers, but not enough consumers in many cases;  looking at buy local campaigns initiated by the FoodRoutes projects in CA, Iowa and PA; found there is no single paper that condenses all of the state based activities in terms of state identity marketing (e.g., Jersey Fresh, PA Preferred)- is working with a graduate student to do phone survey of all of state programs to see what is going on- what doing now, what were predecessor programs, who can participate, how insure compliance, how many staff, $$,  etc.; exploring some place related research of how compare and diverge from geographical indications work; part of NSF  biocomplexity project to work on bio-based products implications of energy crop production.  Will be doing qualitative interviews in upper Mississippi watershed;  group at Penn State developing some work on community and school factors associated with child overweight; received a social science fellowship to visit University of Newcastle and their research projects around England and Wales to explore food system relocalization issues next summer. 

WV- five areas of focus: aquaculture related to economic development and water quality; grass fed beef- looking at marketing aspects and production issues; economics, production and marketing of organic- have a certified organic farm at WV; farmers markets- sent a grad student to Larry Lev’s program, surveyed vendors in markets around state and trying to look at vendor impact and total state economic impact; web based marketing- how farmers are using the internet for marketing (direct)- did a northeast survey; working with WV Dept. of Ag- was a direct marketing association but most retired so trying to revive, also working with them to develop a web based farm directory (one of only states without one- NY has a nice one).

OR- booklet from Western OR marketing committee on certification and labeling; looking at how markets change and survive- looking at not just ones surviving, but those that have failed to see what characteristics are needed to thrive; workshops with market managers for 2 ½ days and five markets- but the managers have no resources so have to pay their travel if you want them there- see this as tremendous vehicle for growing network of managers and greatly expanded views of how markets can operate.

MO- (BB provides handout of activities) continued working on pilot geographic indication-type region in state- have a regional map with a printing of 50,000 for the Mississippi River Hills region- lot of research into identifying the businesses- have to be locally owned and food related… lodging comes into it because many stay overnight- found that by doing the map people got to know each other a lot more.. communicating more and buying more from each other- a lot of things that connect to sense of place have been happening- people very much recognize the ecology and rolling hills of the area… other things related to history and foodways are emerging; developing a survey on sustainable rural tourism with identification of type of sense of place trying to impart- also survey of people in region not involved in these activities and what their perceptions are; lot of discussion between her office and the state director of agriculture to talk about regionalization and alternative agricultural practices; two other regions identified – Missouri River Valley and Meramac River Valley.  Another one identified in the Ozarks.  Event last May about Geographical Indications. “Urban Place: Reconnecting with the Natural World”- new book with chapter on Beth Barham’s work with St Louis chefs and their views on local food.

KS- series of focus groups with organic (certified and not) growers and retailers to look at issues along the chain- first set focused on major commodities, doing a couple more on vegetables and flower growers, did some interviews with conventional retailers about information needs and core organic retailers- information need differences tremendous.

PR- doing a lot of administrative work due to current position; working on direct marketing strategies and comparing government supported with independent markets including an organic market in San Juan

ME- finished up a SARE project from which constructed a typology of sustainable ag farms and generated some useful market channel info;  found much more direct market sales to consumers than census indicates (partially due to non-food items, processed foods such as jams and doesn’t include resales where have interchange of product between farmers).  His estimate was slightly over $50 million and the census estimate is $11 million.  Has developed a classification system for sustainable farms- designers, evolvers and appenders.  Details in a report to SARE that is on-line.  Surveyed 3,500 farms (50% of total in state) and got a 40% response rate.  Identified opportunities in local ag.  Also working as director of project to link farms with local institutions (schools, colleges, restaurants and some retail stores) – Farm Fresh Connections – a project of the Maine Sustainable Ag Society- testing whether that entity can be financially self-sustaining- probably about ½ way there.  

MN – dept of ag publication on barriers to getting food into institutions; have five active neighborhood groups submitted grant to SARE to work with these communities around food- churches, local foods and school involved. State Fair in MN- put on “MN Cooks” activities once per month.  Latest publication- local foods: where to find it, how to buy it- will be coming out soon.  Appendix page can change depending on the audience.  

Objective 1 Discussion 

Including presentation by Molly Anderson on Kellogg funded policy work.
Molly Anderson- description of the initiation of this by WKKF and handout that all received.  Primary interest by WKKF is federal policy and the 2007 farm bill- forming a collaborative of NGO’s around the country, many quite influential and a number of smaller, to create a coordinated platform that will go to Congress and back to constituents. Four work groups: new ag markets (may be the main point of intersection with this group), family farm revitalization, farm and ranch stewardship, healthy food and communities (CFSC is lead on this one, a lot of our work should be going into this one as well). Her role is that of research coordinator for healthy food and communities; trying to work on extending across the four areas. Project funding arrived in about June 2005.  A fair bit of tension in the group which is to be expected given the diversity of groups as well as the level of funding. Important to the work and the funding that the NGO’s hold together.  Need to understand the success and failure of policies authorized and funded in previous farm bill as well as understand the research on program opportunities- what needs to be changed for 2007?  A number of the organizations not accustomed to working with researchers; some very used to it and have in-house research (AFT for e.g.).  This has its own challenges.  The ones without background in research often not sure it is necessary.  

It is not clear whether work on concentration and consolidation will be deemed appropriate.  Several of groups funded and part of this are, however, very , such as NFFC and National Catholic Rural Conference. Not clear how much will be deemed appropriate in final blueprint about it. Molly is putting together a database of papers and projects. Question- how to make it easily accessible and usable by NGO’s, especially when some don’t see the research as important to start with?  She is putting together a research team: one level is the researchers with knowledge of the literature and ability to review sections of database for gaps, etc of materials out there; second level for research team are people interested in playing a more central role in how to set up database and other issues.  Finally, a bit of money set aside for new research (but not much)- healthy food and communities has about $30,000 this year, not sure how much others have set aside.  But very quick timeline because we are already late for the 2007 Farm Bill.  

Primary five groups funded Northeast Midwest (facilitation), AFT, Environmental Defense, CFSC and SAC.  They each have subcontractors (18 total) with hundreds of other groups and people involved in work teams. Right now they form an executive committee but that is going to change with representatives from work groups to create a coordinating council of 12 members. Are also communication, evaluation and legislative teams.  

Some things are starting to emerge as common issues: institutional sourcing is one, organic (something on it). Working groups have not had many meetings, so not really a full process yet to prioritize.From March on, they will be doing this heavily- by June or July need to have the merged blueprint. 

Is considerable evaluation and impact analysis embedded in here which is probably not the area where our group has the most strength. But, research needs to be fitting into it all along- to know what works or has a chance of working. How to feed in?  Join one of work groups, also thru research team (Mollie asked if she could add all of us as resource people). Question of whether the database will be reviewed or if all goes up- still trying to work out details, but probably does need to have some review.  

See handout for review of identified research, policy analysis and documentation needs for the Farm and Food Policy Project.

Objectives 2-4

Afternoon divided into sub-groups to brainstorm/discuss questions and concerns related to other three objectives.

Objective 2 Group Report
Went back to some of the initial ideas that launched project in the first place- national and international forces. If we take a look at some of our initiatives, can we link to this original idea?  Categorize these forces- a range of international  forces (WTO, etc.), as well as national and even regional.  Some of actions, such as going to organic, are in response to these forces.  E.g. of asparagus in MI and move from canned to fresh. Attention to alternative marketing is a response to this as well.  Are also a series of policy initiatives that didn’t pay attention to early on- such as state and local- e.g. if talking about farm to school and vending machines, talking about a whole range of local policies that now we need to have a handle on.  

Have a whole matrix of issues now that know more about and also need to know a lot more.  Did go back and discuss methodologies- never really talked about it. As social scientists, a lot of similarities in the type of work we do such as surveys, etc. There are some things that we don’t do as much and haven’t done a good job of: marrying our social science data with natural/ecological data. So we do have a lot to say about the type of methodologies that we do.  Round table surveys could be very useful for value chain analysis by getting the whole chain around the table at the same time.  

Third connection- policy issues- we have quite a lot of influence on policy work that we don’t consider- e.g. of food policy councils, testifying local-nationally and in international fora.  We haven’t really documented this yet. We probably go in with an advocacy position whereas many academics are called in to present the “science.” Some disagreement on this- we might generate data that is critical, but doesn’t make us non-objective.  

Need to keep in mind the positive trends- do see an increase in interest in differentiated products; do see state government in some cases with increased interest.  (should all look at Kellogg report which can be found at www.foodandsociety.org ).  

Objective 3 Group Report
Started slow….struggled….initiative…strategies… focused on 6 strategies: farmers markets, csa, farm to institution, farm to school, food policy councils, buy local campaigns, labels of origin.

Came up with a list of potential categories.

Follow Kate’s model from Food Policy book chapter of questions that are less descriptive.

What might be useful is a 2-4 page bulletin on what has been learned about each of these across the projects—who are the major players to target; identified potential people to do each of these.

Question: Who is the audience (actors in the food system, NGOs, policymakers)?...would these be useful or just exercises to complete a report?…what would it duplicate?…Who prints?  Distributes?

What about the Food Security Learning Center of World Hunger Year?…this might be worth considering…they would put it on their website…a number of us would also put these things on our website…

Beth Barham suggests getting 30 minutes to present at annual meeting of Directors of State Ag Departments annual meeting.

State ag departments are most concerned with what they can do right now in their context. 

This would be a mini-analysis of what we know after five years from our own work and that of others…this could also contribute to developing curricula across the country…in essence maybe a translational piece that reworks and makes relevant the academic literature for other audiences and stakeholders.

Can regional differences be incorporated into the piece?  Would need to be. 

Comment:  “This group is partially holistic!!!!”

This gets at what’s the value-added of this 10 years of work. Is there an external impact for USDA in having this (NE1012) network?  How do you tell USDA the value of this outside our group itself?

At this point there are questions about what the utility will be and exactly what the value added would be.  “When you further process something (even ideas) you add cost, but do you add value (does someone want it?)?”  There is a good deal of agreement that we need to develop methods to get information out beyond ourselves and other academics, but precise form for this is not clear.  

Objective 4 Group Report
Talked about three models

· one way to look at impacts- going out into the literature and looking at what is there and through this make some extrapolations about what might happen in a given locale

· doing evaluations of projects we have been doing all along and looking at what can be attributed to a given project

· third model involves more of backcasting, thinking about where we want it to be and what will it take to get there.  

Need to keep track. The impacts often seen are not always the ones you have intended or initially looked for- need to remain open to unintended outcomes.  Need to do both the quantitative and qualitative assessments.  Stories are important. 

Consider: human happiness as new outcome in international development circles.  Also the “hope” factor.  Empowerment?

What is impact of generating pride? Participation?  Volunteerism?  Some say these can’t be quantified, but others disagree.  

But sometimes quantifying changes things.  Like rituals.

 Also need to think about how each of our individual projects relate to this objective and not to just put them in one of the other objectives rather than parse to each as appropriate and relevant.

Had a lot of examples of how we label activities- that really shouldn’t think of things as failures, but as opportunities to identify outcomes of value that we may not have looked for as well as identifying lessons to learn from them- the Phoenix approach (as in what emerges from the fire).  

History and culture are important to a place.  Keeping this up front and letting communities identify and appreciate this is important.  Some things can quantify but then quantification in some cases can change it- rituals are important as well.  

Synthesis discussion- deliverables, where moving to

Question: Interest in doing something at a conference – could do something at AFHVS or Rural Sociology;  have several panels potentially- not just people who would normally go to rural sociology meetings;  Rural Sociology is Aug. 10-13;  are there certain themes for this that would resonate- regional marketing work probably would be.  Beth will coordinate developing a panel for Rural Sociology probably on the theme of regional marketing but maybe more general.  AFHVS – wait until 2007 and plan on having a number of sessions, ala 2003.  Possibility of national SARE conference- Aug. 2006 in WI.  Other possibilities- National Small Farms Conference, SNE, Food and Society Conference.  For FAS- how to use research, how to learn from it, how to not over interpret, tie in to the policy work. Ag Outlook Conference- have had a few pieces here, need fairly high profile people for this.  Northeast Ag Econ meetings might be a good place to do some presentations.  AAAS meetings might be a good place- have an impact.  

Where the project might be going:

The issue of regionality an interesting one that might want to push much harder- most of what we are talking about here works best locally.  Questions of scale and regionality.  Multifunctionality of agriculture- not clear if there is already a project on this, might be. If not it might be a good way to focus the regionality and bring in the ecological issues and aspects more.  Water becomes a big issue here as well.  Will also open up the tourism issue.  Would need to add technical committee membership to cover the ecology component.  

Could also marry multifunctionality to rural development. Might need to frame as “working landscapes.”  

Decision on next year’s meeting:  two days out of October 18-22, 2006 in Minneapolis.   We will go back to back with 207 (Ag of the Middle project).  NE-1012 will be Wednesday-Friday, 207 will go Friday-Sunday.  Helene Murray will be local arrangements person.

Sunday Morning

Elect officers:  Larry Lev will be Project Chair in 2006.  Beth provisionally takes Vice Chair.  Helene has provisional back-up depending on Beth’s situation.  

***At next year’s meeting, the Committee needs to make space on the agenda to firmly decide about renewal, and if doing that, develop justifications and objectives for new project.

Clare will contact administrative support about what we need to do to set up new project. [Note: this is done] 

More discussion about funding opportunities.   Parameters and constraints of NRI Rural Development.  Short deadline (Dec 2005) for NRI Ag Prosperity (which is farm based, not beyond the farmgate).

Larry-- In the West, it is very hard to get anything but SARE-PDP funds, and they are small.  They have restrictive notion of  “professional”—have never accepted farmers’ market managers as professionals.  The Risk Management Education funds through USDA have funded things like his certification manual.  LL says a lot of ag economists are going for these funds.  

Helene reports that NC-SARE is going to move up to Minnesota, from Nebraska.  Highly competitive in terms of grants.  Do pre-proposals.  Limit of $150 K up to 3 years for research/ed grants.  Issues of accountability—beyond outputs, trying to get outcome data. 

SARE in general does seem more marketing receptive, beyond just production.  

Jim Bingen served on technical review committee North Central SARE. Farmer involvement was a critical criterion for proposals. Orientation to “what is this going to amount to?”  Compelling rationales actually more important than those output/impact measures.  Concern to fund projects that are not funded elsewhere. A lot of community food security type grants gotten here that failed to clearly connect back into sustainable agriculture. Important to know who is on the Technical Review Committee. But in North Central, the composition of the Administrative Council is more important, because they review the pre-proposals, and do that initial weeding.

And compensation of farmers important in proposals—now at about $300/day.

Larry Lev:  Maybe one of the impacts of NE-1012 is borrowing ideas and running them in proposals in our own SARE regions.  Creative borrowing.  E.g., Stew and Tom put in SARE for Northeast value chain study; Larry could take same approach and put it in to Western SARE.

NSF Biocomplexity grants—Clare has had one.  Also Gerad.  Food systems issues squeezed in by stealth.

Stu, Gail and Mike are talking about doing NRI on evaluating farm-to-school programs.  

According to Stu:  NRI is starting its ’07 process now.  Need for more deliberate input into them, to e.g., open up Ag Prosperity.  NRI group feel under siege, think they’ve been used badly (directly by policymakers, indirectly by us).  They don’t feel they get enough credit for work that they do fund (examples of posters at recent conference where no one included funding acknowledgement).

Looking for guidance.  But building siloes between programs.  Stew doesn’t fully understand why.  Do they think they can get better measurements for objectives?  Make it administratively easier?  They complain about disciplinary siloes in academe, but here they do it too.  

Role of earmarks.  Michigan State has a ~ $400 K earmark for sustainable agriculture (put in place by Dick Harwood).

State money for NE-1012 type work.  Beth has gotten State Ag money in Missouri, but state cuts have made that much harder.  Larry gives example of giving presentation to folks in his state government on econ impact of FMs, then making contact, getting $4K for a conference.

Going back to Kate’s comment yesterday on using research in policy:  How can the research that’s been generated here be used more effectively?  This is what we’ve learned and this is why it’s important.  

Steve:  Need to revisit conversation on how do we package and who are the audience for our work.  

Stu:  You could take our individual reports, give to competent editor, and put in a concise report for policymakers, say something with respect to all of our project objectives.  

Beth:  Community Food Security Coalition has done a good job with this on hunger.  

Two audiences possible:

1. NGOs and policymakers

2. Producers/practitioners

We should write up key pieces of our projects, then go into two versions (for the above two audiences). 

Steve Stevenson has publications people in his Center who could do this.  If we could come up with $4-5 K, we could do this.  What about going to working groups with FFPP, which have some money for “research”?

Stu—should such briefs be organized around topics or around recommendations?  Or around conclusions?  

Larry:  A conclusion-- Farmers’ markets are valuable—AND fragile.

Jim:  A conclusion—It’s risky to get into direct marketing.  Provide some cost-sharing.

Plan to base these on our findings, our annual reports, but incorporate in other relevant research.

Larry: set out context, benefits, current (and future) constraints [reasons not fully realizing potential]

Stu urges us to err initially on side of less structure for these “reports” on topics, so people aren’t boxed in and framed too much at first.

Steve’s staff people could work across what NE-1012 people submit, elaborate, reduce, connect.  

Clare will contact Molly and Kate on this idea—way to pursue this, form, ideas.  Propose on various “strategies”—FMs, CSAa, farm-to-school, food policy councils, place-based labels, (other quality labels?). [Note: Clare has contacted Molly, who has taken query to FFPP groups… no word yet]

Larry is going to submit 2005 annual report.  Needs to be submitted 60 days from meeting.  Get instructions to Larry, and make sure he has copies of 2004 annual report and mid-term report.  

Adjourn about 11 am Sunday morning.

Brief Summary of Minutes of Annual Meeting October 18-20, 2006

Period covered: January 2006 – December 2006

Accomplishments and Impacts by Project Objective

Objective 1: Collaborate with local food system stakeholders to identify high priority 
   
         information needs and the forms in which information should be shared.
CALIFORNIA

In California, project participants met with the Yolo County Agricultural Commissioner, the Community Alliance with Family Farmers staff, UC Cooperative Extension in Yolo County and the staff of Capay Valley Grown to craft the content of the reports described below (Objective 4, Future Plans).  

MICHIGAN
Cooperating Agencies And Participants

Michigan State University

Michigan Agricultural Experiment Station

Jim Bingen, Department of Community, Agriculture, Recreation and Resource Studies

Mike Hamm, Departments of Community, Agriculture, Recreation and Resource Studies; Crop and Soil Sciences; Food Science and Human Nutrition

Laura B. DeLind, Department of Anthropology

Jim Bingen:

· Project for Public Spaces grant received to establish a Michigan Farmers’ Market Association; Statewide Visioning Session held to identify organizational and policy issues and priorities

· Inventory of farmers’ markets updated and list vendors started.

· Statewide survey of certified organic growers in part to help identify research needs and policy concerns; interviews with selected certified organic growers to identify marketing strategies and issues.

Mike Hamm

· Worked with Michigan Food Policy Director staff and Michigan Department of Agriculture Legislative Liaison to identify needs and opportunities in enabling food policy council report recommendations

· Continued work with Food System Network in 13 Michigan communities

· Worked with staff of Eastern Market Corporation to determine outreach information needs

· Worked with W.K. Kellogg Foundation to identify food system needs for food and fitness initiative

Laura DeLind

· Serve as program evaluator for the Allen Street Farmers Market and Food Team urban agriculture projects.

· Convened the first meeting of the University Food System Committee at MSU, an organization whose members represent operations, administration, faculty and students. Invited John Turenne to MSU to address the university community on sustainable food systems. 

MINNESOTA
The work in North Minneapolis to link rural producers to urban dwellers to provide markets for producers and to enable urban residents to access healthy, local foods continues. This project addresses community and economic development in rural and urban Minnesota.

MISSOURI
Collaboration by Elizabeth Barham with the Mississippi River Hills pilot region for the Missouri Regional Cuisines Project has continued to be intense over 2006.  Regional participants from the six-county project area are in the midst of developing by-laws for their organization and establishing it as a non-profit entity; defining their goals for the coming years; working with an advertising firm to develop their regional logo;  conducting trainings in the region on team-building, quality product development and marketing, tourism management and entrepreneurship; and working with the Missouri Department of Agriculture on regulatory change that would assure intellectual property protection for their regional name and logo.  Meetings were held each month of sub-committees that have been established to advance the project in the region, and region-wide meetings were held twice in 2006.  The region continues to receive significant attention from the media, and has been featured in several prominent state and national news outlets. The rural tourism map produced at the end of 2005 has been in distribution over the 2006 year and has had a significant impact on regional tourism as well as heightened visibility for the region in nearby St. Louis and in the state.

NEW YORK
A series of training workshops were conducted in the fall of 2006 to increase the capacity of extension educators and other community leaders to plan, initiate, and evaluate farm to school connections.  Approximately a third of the participants in the workshops have signed up to participate in further training and technical assistance as they develop local farm to school projects and engage with stakeholders to initiate them. Qualitative interviews with food service directors have begun to explore motivations, barriers and benefits derived from farm to school connections.

Impact


Students in K-12 schools will have greater access to locally produced farm products and will gain an understanding of the local food and agriculture system. In the Grape Belt effective action was undertaken that has brought diverse interests together for mutual benefit.

OREGON

Cooperating Agencies and Participants: 

Oregon State University Extension Service/Agricultural Experiment Station

Larry Lev (committee member), Garry Stephenson, & Linda Brewer

Collaborative Efforts with:


Oregon Department of Agriculture


Oregon Farmers’ Market Association


Ten Rivers Food Web


Ecumenical Ministries of Oregon


Ecotrust Northwest/Chefs Collaborative


FARMA (United Kingdom)


Sustainable Industries Journal

As a direct result of information gathered since 1998, OSU hired in 2006 four county-based faculty to work with small scale farm production and marketing. With the support of these faculty major local food systems conferences and workshops were organized throughout the state (Corvallis, Astoria, Pendleton, Canby, Medford). Each conference brought together producers, market managers, and community leaders to discuss information and research priorities. Two rapid market assessment (RMA) of farmers’ markets was conducted by OSU personnel Hollywood Farmers’ Market in Oregon , Ashton-under-Lyne in the UK).  Each assessment collected high priority information for the target market and allowed for substantial networking among market managers and board members from the surrounding region. Reports were issued for each assessment and contact was maintained with the host market to track changes. OSU procedures were used to conduct additional RMAs in the UK, British Columbia, and numerous locations in the United States.

PENNSYLVANIA

Food deserts:  Using geospatial data, the links between food deserts (areas with limited access to food retail stores) and patterns of child obesity in Pennsylvania were examined. School districts located within food deserts were more likely to be structurally and economically disadvantaged, which corresponds to previous research.  Yet even net of these factors, a positive relationship between location within food deserts and increased rates of child obesity was found. These findings indicate that interventions targeting individual behavioral changes may have limited impact on improving nutritional and health outcomes for children, and that food system infrastructure concerns should be incorporated into state, community and school policies and programs. 


State identity agricultural marketing programs: A telephone survey was completed with key informants associated with current or former state identity agricultural marketing programs in the 50 states to assess the organization, practices, governance and impacts of such programs for local food systems. Such programs are important as predecessors to and current potential competitors with a newer set of labeling initiatives, centered on place-of-origin, Buy Local Food and other quality attributes.  A database has been assembled based on the survey responses.  A descriptive report on the findings is now being prepared, that will be delivered electronically to survey respondents and other food system stakeholders concerned with labeling schemes, differentiated markets and quality foods.

PUERTO RICO
No additional research was conducted this year.  Several presentations based on project's results and on continuing work with food system organizations have been delivered to different audiences: research administrators, government officials, legislators, public and private organizations, academics, and international activist groups.  (See presentations below).

WASHINGTON
We have implemented a new citizen advisory system for our WSU Small Farms Program to ensure ongoing stakeholder input into our food system research and education programs. The 40 members of our statewide, interdisciplinary, Small Farms Team have adopted the mission of “working with communities to foster profitable family farms, land and water stewardship, and access to healthy food.”  Our new advisory board includes farmers, the WA Department of Agriculture and representatives of non-profits concerned with food system change. They have endorsed strategic programming in three areas: sustainable farming education, community education on local food systems, and applied research to support local food system development and stewardship farming practices.


Needs assessments with farmers and other community members are ongoing. We held a farmer listening session in Western Washington in July to identify production and marketing issues in organic and sustainable farming systems. We further obtained a WSARE grant to survey small and mid-sized farmers across the state about their production and marketing issues and educational needs during Oct.-Dec. 2006. This data is in the process of being analyzed. Unique efforts have also been made to conduct needs assessments with new immigrant farming communities. Listening sessions were held in two Latino communities in the spring of 2006 and 75 Hmong market vendors were interviewed in the summer of 2006. Top needs for Hmong farmers include access to land, water, and farmers’ markets; assistance with pest management; and assistance with marketing and business management. Top needs for Latino farmers include farm and market diversification, local market development, access to credit, and alternatives to pesticides. Rates of food insecurity and poverty in these communities are well above average. Our Small Farms Program has used USDA grant money to hire full-time, bi-lingual Latino and Hmong extension specialists so that we can more effectively collaborate with the Hmong and Latino farming communities to meet the educational and informational needs identified. In addition, our WSU Department of Community and Rural Sociology has hired a bi-lingual, Latino Community Development specialist to further expand our research and outreach efforts in the state.


On the food access side, our team has continued to build on our initial surveys of consumers and community food forums that we started in 2002. Three of our intensive case study areas continue to have active food system projects that grew out of our 2004 community food forums. Participatory community food assessments which will engage a full spectrum of food system participants are in the initial planning stages for King County (the Seattle region) and Chelan County  (Central Washington) as an outgrowth of these earlier initiatives and needs assessments.

WEST VIRGINIA
Used information from a survey of WV farmers’ market vendors to understand their educational needs and barriers to success. This information was presented to agricultural and extension educators so they can better help farmers interested in selling at farmers’ markets.

WISCONSIN
Names of Participants: Jack Kloppenburg, Department of Rural Sociology; Steve Stevenson, Center for Integrated Agricultural Systems


Over the past year the Wisconsin NE-1012 Project has been engaged in a substantial amount of research, outreach, and capacity building activities:

· Wisconsin project personnel continue to be deeply involved in supporting the development and maturation of a local food system NGO, Research Education, Action and Policy on Food Group (REAP).  REAP is a 501(c)(3) and is engaged in a variety of food system projects.  

· We further assisted REAP in organizing its eighth annual Food For Thought Forum and Festival.  We obtained support for authors Anna Lappé and Mollie Katzen to be keynoters of the Forum and Festival.  The Festival is now one of Madison’s premier food-related events. 

·
In cooperation with REAP and the UW’s Center for Integrated Agricultural Systems (CIAS), we designed, planned, and implemented the fifth iteration of REAP’s Farm Fresh Atlas.  The Atlas locates food producers (farmers, processors, cheesemakers, wineries, CSAs, co-operative retail outlets, etc.) that use sustainable practices and supply the eaters of a 10 county region.  Thirty-six thousand copies of the Atlas were distributed in and around Dane County.  The Atlas is both a marketing and educational tool, containing not only contact information for local producers, but also a variety of educational, outreach, and informational materials relating to sustainable eating.
Objective 2: Identify and analyze ongoing and potential forces that are maintaining or transforming the relationships between localities and their food systems.

MICHIGAN
Jim Bingen

· Completed case study of Organic Growers of Michigan.

· Research underway on first generation farmers in Michigan.

· Continuing research on the contribution of concepts of “place” to community vitality started in Presque Isle County (with LBDelind).

Mike Hamm

· Research initiated to evaluate potential of Michigan agriculture to feed Michigan consumers

· Research on supply chain development for farm to school in communities, especially impediments to successful development

· Research on pasture-based animal production and markets

Laura DeLind

· Working with CSA-MI to develop a mentoring program for CSAs in Michigan and a CSA manual.

· Continuing research on the contribution of concepts of “place” to community vitality started in Presque Isle County (with Jim Bingen).

PENNSYLVANIA
Strengthening local markets.  Following earlier research in which Extension educators in New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania documented their perspectives on food system issues in their communities, their involvement with such issues, as well as community and organizational support and barriers regarding such programs within their communities, in-service training on strategies to determine shoppers’ expectations of  direct markets and other approaches to market local foods was carried out.  Work to expand direct marketing of local foods based on the program models developed is continuing. 
WISCONSIN
·
Project personnel have been instrumental in working with REAP and CIAS to maintain a farm-to-school program here in Madison.  The Wisconsin Homegrown Lunch Project is now completing the final year of this second grant period.  “Wisconsin Homegrown Lunch” menus have been developed and served in our three pilot schools.  We have continued to work closely with the Williamson Street Grocery Co-operative to initiate processing of fresh vegetables.  We successfully initiated a fund raising project in several schools that replaces the typical candy/flowers/magazine offerings with locally sourced food products.  We have worked with a local restaurant chef to develop a CHOW (Cooking Healthfully in Wisconsin) program bringing chefs into a middle school to participate in Family and consumer Education courses by teaching cooking.

Objective 3: Examine the diverse strategies local food system stakeholders are currently using or might use to create and manage ongoing or potential change in the food system.
MISSOURI
Elizabeth Barham continued to work with European Union researchers in the Siner-GI project to develop perspectives on geographical indications that are applicable to the context of the United States.  Regionalized local food projects across the U.S. are seen as a logical bridge to eventual GIs in the U.S., but there are several institutional barriers.  These are being examined in conjunction with the Missouri Department of Agriculture with an eye to communicating them to the National Association of State Departments of Agriculture.  As blockages at the level of the World Trade Organization over geographical indications are progressively reduced or removed, U.S. regions will be in a better position to purse GI status for some products/regions.  Defining the needs for this transition at the state level will assist Departments of Agriculture in taking advantage of this shifting international trade picture.

NEW YORK
In the face of increasing global competition in grape juice products, businesses, cooperatives, local economic development entities, Cooperative Extension, and other parties in the Lake Erie Concord Grape Belt have been organizing to cultivate heritage-based marketing of grape products and associated development through promoting tourism.

PENNSYLVANIA
Expanding local markets.  Building on this research, pilot projects supporting on-line marketing of local foods outside major metropolitan areas were designed.  Without external support to “jump start,” one site is working with sellers and buyers and marketing specialists to identify appropriate software and a self-sustaining business structure through which on-line transactions for selling and buying of local farm products can be coordinated. 

Programming and research carried out through this project is funded through a NESARE (Northeast Sustainable Agricultural Research and Extension) professional development grant.

MICHIGAN
Jim Bingen

· Continuing research on the perceptions of fruit & vegetable growers about the opportunities for, and constraints on transitioning to organic production and marketing.

· Research and outreach continued with five original community based organizations, and four additional organizations added in past year, to develop community food assessments and plan for programmatic efforts towards meeting food needs of low income community residents.  Continued the Community Food Systems Network of Michigan.

Mike Hamm

· Research and outreach continued to develop community food assessments and plan for programmatic efforts towards meeting food needs of low income community residents.

· Continued the Community Food Systems Network of Michigan.

MINNESOTA
During the 2006 Minnesota State Fair, the fourth annual “Minnesota Cooks” event was co-sponsored by many organizations and featured restaurant chefs/owners who conducted cooking demonstrations using meat and produce obtained from Minnesota farmers.  The day-long event was well attended.  A calendar, including recipes from the chefs, was distributed to 10,000 people during the fair and subsequent events.   The Eco Experience exhibit at the Minnesota State Fair was the largest environmental event of its kind in the country in the last two decades. For twelve days, the 25,000 square foot exhibit attracted a high level of interest among Fair visitors. The Eco Experience was the second most popular exhibit at the Fair.  “Healthy Local Food” was one of the exhibitions within the Eco Experience building. http://www.pca.state.mn.us/ecoexperience/eco-food.html.


We also collaborated with Renewing the Countryside, a Minnesota-based non-profit organization, on their “Green Routes” efforts.  Green Routes is a statewide green tourism initiative in Minnesota.  Green tourism directs people to places where they can get locally grown food and locally made products as well as participate in other attractions, such as hiking and biking trails, birding sights, art events, and other amenities in an area.  Green tourism encourages individuals to eat and vacation in ways that support healthy rural communities and encourage other businesses to support local food systems and green business practices.  This project offers people the opportunity to learn how to incorporate economically, environmentally, and socially sustainable practices into their tourism and business plans.  We helped develop maps in three regions of the state (North Shore, Agassiz, and Tamarack.)  See www.greenroutes.org for more information.

PENNSYLVANIA

Buy Local Food initiatives:   Research on the agendas, practices, development and ideologies associated with Buy Local Food campaigns continues, focusing on fieldwork in California, Iowa and Pennsylvania.  Analysis this year has incorporated historical comparison of other “selective patronage” initiatives in the U.S. (Buy Union, Buy American and Buy Black campaigns) to understand the ways in which such campaigns can and do incorporate social justice concerns.


Farm to School initiatives:  While prescriptive accounts of farm-to-school (FTS) programs are now common, there is less understanding of how such initiatives work in practice.  This study investigated how FTS is framed (e.g., as an obesity prevention project, as a sustainable agriculture project) and implemented in two different school settings in Pennsylvania. A comparative qualitative case study approach including participant observation and field interviews highlighted differences in rural and urban school settings and the importance of whether the impetus for FTS emerges from within the school community itself (e.g., the food service director) or from outside (e.g., an NGO).

WASHINGTON
We continue to work with a variety of local food system stakeholders in the three counties where we held community food system forums to present our farmer/consumer survey research in 2004-2005. In King County (Seattle area), two groups have developed as a result of our initial forum: an acting Seattle/King County Food Policy Council and an alliance of concerned citizens and agency partners called the “Farm to School Connections Team.” The King County Food Policy Council is sponsoring an in-depth participatory, community food assessment of the Seattle region and has hired an intern to carry out this work. Ostrom will be advising and supporting this effort, as well as tracking the impacts and outcomes.  In Chelan County (central Washington), our community food forum spurred the formation of a local food system coalition called “EAT”. EAT has obtained a grant to expand the Wenatchee farmers’ market and start a new school gardening program. EAT has also obtained funds from Heifer International to conduct a more extensive, participatory, community-based food system assessment that builds on the original data we collected. A food system assessment training for community members based on the Community Food Security Coalition model was held there on November 18. Ostrom will be assisting with the food system assessment over the winter of 2006-2007 and tracking the impacts and outcomes. This rural county is especially interesting because of its export-oriented agricultural system (apples) and its high population of immigrant farm workers. Finally, in our third county, Skagit, a regional collaborative of farmers has continued to expand a farm-to-school distribution program based on the initial connections between farmers and school food buyers that were established at our 2004 community food workshop. Currently, around 35 farmers have been involved in this program. We plan to continue tracking the progress of these three community-based initiatives. The matrix devised by Clare Hinrichs as part of this project will provide a useful structure for systematicallt evaluating the impacts of these various local food system projects over time. 

WEST VIRGINIA
Examined the role of niche products as a means of enhancing income and diversifying income sources, and to contribute to statewide economic development. One such product is pasture-raised beef.  This year, we undertook a market assessment of pasture-raised beef, including in-store evaluations of this product to determine consumer attitudes and willingness to pay.  Approximately 400 respondents in four grocery stores across two states (WV and PA) were surveyed.  Statistical analysis of the results is under way.  


Examined the use of the Internet using information from a survey of agricultural producers in the northeastern U.S. Analyzed who is using the Internet, how they are using the Internet, and the impacts it has on their gross farm sales. Survey results are available in an online research report and a presentation to farmers at a marketing workshop gave them ideas for using the Internet as part of their own marketing strategy.

WISCONSIN
We successfully applied to the SARE program for funds to initiate a “Buy Fresh, Buy Local campaign in the Dane County area.  This project will diversify production capacity through development of the institutional market for fresh, fresh-processed, and locally produced products.  It will accomplish this through creation of a publicity campaign that will allow the value-added of “fresh and local” foodstuffs to be captured by both farmers and institutional food services.


Project personnel have been deeply involved in efforts to create a food policy council in Madison.  That initiative has now borne fruit.  In October, the Dane County board voted to establish a Food Council.


Project personnel continue to collaborate with the Troy Drive Gardens project, a multiple use, community-controlled, urban agriculture initiative on Madison’s Northside. Involved is a series of applied research projects (agronomic, economic, and cultural) as well as the organization of a “learning community” that engages both the UW-Madison and the Northside residents.
Objective 4:  Document and assess the key economic, environmental, and social impacts of current or potential efforts to create and manage change in the food system.
CALIFORNIA
We followed up a study on regional agricultural marketing organizations in California with a more detailed analysis of one of the regional agricultural marketing programs—Capay Valley Grown (CVG).  In a report entitled, “An Evaluation of the Capay Valley Grown Campaign,” we focused on documenting the quantitative and qualitative ways in which the project has been impacting growers and communities in this region of Yolo County.  In its third year of offering assistance to growers and ranchers in the Capay Valley region, the project has also helped raise consumer awareness of the valley’s agricultural products and contributed to the region’s profitability.  


The Capay Valley study’s purpose was to evaluate how well the project was meeting its goals and objectives.  Two surveys were conducted to gather data—one targeted to project partners, and one targeted to consumers at two farmers markets where CVG products are sold. Results highlighted specific accomplishments in the areas of: (1) producer partner marketing venues, (2) Capay Valley Grown partnership benefits, and (3) consumer awareness.  The study also made suggestions about immediate and long-term strategic actions.  

Finally, the study suggested a set of concrete indicators and provided baseline data for a number of them, so future evaluations could build on this base.  Since agricultural programs throughout the state are looking for ways to measure their impacts, we see this study as a potentially useful tool for agricultural advisors, farm organizations and agricultural agencies to use in their work.  These “indicators” will be required with greater frequency as funders (whether philanthropic or government-based) are increasingly concerned with cost/benefit scenarios in making decisions.  Additionally, local and statewide policymakers want to see concrete indices or indicators of success.  

Impact
The Capay Valley report has been read and used by leaders and members of Capay Valley Grown in helping them improve current programming.  They now have a much better idea of what features have been most useful to the partners and how they might make the program even more effective.  A recent interview with the Capay Valley Vision Program Coordinator found that: 


In the short term, the study showed that many partners were interested in the selling products through a joint store. With that initial support, Thomas Nelson (a resident and business school student) has been able to organize investors and Capay Valley Grown partners to put together an LLC that will be selling Capay Valley Grown products at a Capay Valley store in the newly refurbished Nut Tree in Vacaville. That will be opening in the spring of 2007.  The questions about marketing tools led us to our 06-07 marketing plan for Capay Valley Grown which includes a Farmers Market trailer, website upgrade and improving our print media outreach.  Finally the survey gave staff more insight into how the Capay Valley Grown partners perceive and utilize the partnership. Also it has set up a baseline for us to evaluate our progress again in a few years.

MISSOURI
Elizabeth Barham has continued working over 2006 with members of the Mississippi River Hills region roundtable on establishing appropriate benchmarks for their progress.  Two major research projects to measure these benchmarks have been developed and funding secured for work to be carried out in 2007.

NEW YORK
Successful community-building has been the key to the successes experienced in the

Lake Erie Concord Grape Belt.

OREGON
We obtained a $60,000 grant from the Western SARE Professional Development Program to put on a series of workshops to introduce Agricultural professionals throughout the West to diverse alternative marketing channels. The first workshop was attended by 19 individuals from 9 states.  We worked with the Ten Rivers Food Web to complete a local food systems assessment and discuss the report in a series of public meetings. We participated in a USDA funded project led by Ecumenical Ministries that has piloted innovative ways for faith based communities to support local food systems.

WASHINGTON
We are continuing to track three of the county case study sites where food and agricultural system research was initiated as part of this project in 2002 (see Objective 3).

WEST VIRGINIA
Used data from survey of WV farmers’ market vendors to examine the economic impacts of these markets on jobs and food system profits in WV.

WISCONSIN
Final data was analyzed and two reports were authored comparing cheese made from milk from pastured dairy systems with cheese from confinement dairy milk. Significant color and texture differences were documented, and consumer taste panels preferred the flavor of cheddar cheese made from milk that combined managed grazing systems with grain supplements.  This combination is the most common feed regime for graziers in the upper Midwest.  Discussion began on the next tier of research regarding cheese from pastured dairy systems.


Project personnel continue to be significantly involved with the coordination of a national initiative on “renewing an agriculture-of-the-middle” (See www.agofthemiddle.org).  This initiative features three strategic areas: new agri-business models, changed public policies, and supportive research & education. An associated USDA/CSREES multi-state research & education technical committee (NE1036) held its inaugural meeting in October, 2006 (See http://nimss.umd.edu). Three grants from the USDA/CSREES/NRI Program, Prosperity for Small and Medium-Sized Farms, were secured by members of NE1036.

Plans for the Coming Year

California
In the fall of 2006, we embarked on a new study focused on improving regional markets in Yolo County through institutional food services, particularly those in hospitals, correctional facilities and government institutions.  We will be assessing the demand and supply for locally grown foods in these institutions.  Additionally, we will be working with Cooperative Extension personnel and government agencies that are developing a county food policy.  We would like to see such a policy encourage the purchase of locally grown foods when possible, in addition to the nutritional improvements it already encourages.
Kansas

In Kansas, plans for the 2007 calendar year will focus on implementing two funded projects.  The first of these is primarily an outreach project.  Its main goal is to develop capacity among agricultural professionals (educators and technical service providers and their institutions) to engage Latino audiences in local food systems.  This includes developing a training program in sustainable production practices for Latino audiences, helping these audiences to identify and connect to local markets, and fostering new, multi-stakeholder partnerships engaged in local food system development.


The second Kansas project is focused on related research.  The purpose of this work is to increase our knowledge of Latinos in Kansas, particularly those engaged in local food system activities.  Our objective is to create a better overall picture of their background, addressing key questions:  Descriptive data on sending communities (cultural context);  what agricultural experience and skills do they bring; what are their current activities in the local/regional food system; what are their interests, goals, aspirations in terms of becoming producers in Kansas; and what opportunities and barriers do they face in becoming productively, profitably and sustainably engaged in local and regional food systems?  Gerad Middendorf will direct a graduate student on these efforts.


A new faculty member at Kansas State University, Theresa Selfa, is pursuing research focusing on environmental challenges and agricultural restructuring in the Western US and in Devon, in southwestern England.  Papers in progress are: T. Selfa, R. Fish and M. Winter. “Household and Landscape Responses to Changing Environmental Mandates: Examples from Devon, England”;  T. Selfa.  “Agricultural Restructuring in the American Great Plains: A Critique of Post-Productivism”; T. Selfa and J. Qazi. . “Eating Outside of the Market: The Role of Bartering and Gleaning in Alternative Food (Security) Networks in Washington State”; and T. Selfa. “Comparing Local Water Governance Systems in Western Kansas: Balancing Needs for Water Conservation and Economic Development in Rural Agriculturally- Dependent Communities.”
Michigan
Jim Bingen

· Carry out research on the costs and returns for farmers to sell in farmers’ markets in Michigan.

· Complete research on the perceptions of non-organic growers about incorporating organic practices into their production and marketing strategies.

· Continue work on understanding organic marketing structure and opportunities for Michigan organic farmers.

· Continue work on place-based development in Presque Isle County, Michigan.

· Develop a collaborative research program on place, taste and rural development.

· Member, Advisory Committee, Wallace Chair in Sustainable Agriculture, Iowa State University

· Member, Farmers’ Market Coalition Council

Mike Hamm

· Continue work on Michigan feeding and producing connections

· Continue to work on “Ag in the Middle” from the perspective of pasture-based animal production systems

· Continue work on research and outreach with community based organizations to develop community food assessments and plan for programmatic efforts towards meeting food needs of low income community residents

· Continue research on values-based value chains for animal products

· Develop national network that links food systems and active living in communities

Laura DeLind

· Continue working with Lansing Eastside Neighborhood on local food programs, farmers market development, and food security assessment 

· Continue working with CSA-MI developing a mentor program for Michigan CSAs and a CSA manual for new CSA farmers and advocates

· Continue working with Presque Isle County on “place-based” community planning

· Continue working with the University Food System Committee at MSU

Minnesota
We will participate in the Minnesota State Fair Eco Experience and Minnesota Cooks events again in 2007.  We continue to work with Renewing the Countryside to research and develop additional Green Routes guides

Oregon
We will continue to disseminate our work on the development of alternative marketing channels throughout the Western States. We will also work with local groups throughout Oregon that are seeking to support the development of local food systems

Pennsylvania

1.  An article examining how social justice concerns figure in four types of selective patronage consumer campaigns is close to completion and will be submitted to a peer- reviewed journal.  Fieldwork with organizers of Buy Local Food campaigns will continue.

2.  An outreach report on the survey of state identity agricultural marketing programs will be completed and disseminated electronically to interested outreach and applied audiences.  An academic article building on that descriptive report will be prepared and submitted to a peer-reviewed journal.

3.  A survey questionnaire will be conducted with the 501 public school food service directors in Pennsylvania to assess the interest, opportunities and barriers for developing farm-to-school initiatives centered on procurement of local and regional foods.

4.  Eight to 10 “mini case studies” of additional farm-to-school initiatives in Pennsylvania (based on an abridged version of the protocol already developed) will be conducted.  The case studies are intended to illuminate geographical and school resource variations in how farm-to-school is approached and its potential for success.   This research will inform development of a “How-To Guide” addressing the situation in Pennsylvania. 

Puerto Rico
Next year we plan to continue with the analysis and write up of publications, and with the development of presentations and posters based on project results and activities.  Time will be devoted to the preparation of a proposal on food security and the preservation of agricultural and natural resources, one of the research needs identified by stakeholders of this project.

Washington
As described above, we will be assisting with participatory community food system assessments in Chelan County (rural) and King County (urban). We will also be conducting a statewide forum on food system research needs in Washington in partnership with our statewide Small Farms Team. Gail Feenstra, our project partner in California, will be coming out to assist us with this effort. We will carry out a planning process with this team of WSU researcher, extension, and teaching facultry to set out our research and extension agenda in food systems for the next five years. 

We will continue to develop our educational programs in sustainable food and farm systems. On the farm side, we will continue to support small and immigrant family producers in developing stable and profitable local market connections and contributing to a healthy local food supply. We will continue to offer semester-long and intensive short courses for students and community members on the dynamics of sustainable local  food and farming systems in the context of globalization. Our spring break Field Course on Sustainable Food and Farming Systems for students and community members will consist of field visits around the state to look at various aspects of the beef and dairy food chains, from production sites through processing and retail sites. Course participants will research the various dynamics of both alternative and conventional food streams for these products as one piece of a statewide food system assessment.

West Virginia
· Continue analysis of data gathered on demand for pasture-raised beef.

· Conduct a workshop on using the Internet as part of a successful small farm marketing strategy.

· Begin work on a marketing analysis of Omega-3 enhanced WV-raised Brook Trout.

Wisconsin
2007 versions of the Food For Thought Festival and Farm Fresh Atlas are being planned.


The Wisconsin Homegrown Lunch program will be continued.  It is hoped that we will have the resources to expand the program to two additional school districts. A report on the Wisconsin Homegrown Lunch Program is being prepared and will be published as a research paper of CIAS.


In cooperation with REAP, project personnel are developing a “Buy Fresh, Buy Local” campaign focused on the institutional market (schools, hospitals, restaurants, county facilities).


Results from the laboratory research on pasture-based cheese will be combined with understandings gained regarding the specialty cheese industry in Wisconsin to orient further marketing research/outreach related to pasture-based cheese products.


Significant time will continue to be spent coordinating the development phase of the national agriculture-of-the-middle initiative. In addition to facilitating the development of NE1036, project personnel will be involved in co-editing a book on the agriculture-of-the middle being contracted for publication in 2007 by the MIT Press.


Work will begin on a NRI-funded research, outreach, and curriculum development project associated with alternative business models for farmers- and ranchers-of-the-middle.

Minutes of Annual Meeting October 19-21, 2007

Period Covered: October 2006 – September 2007

Location

University of Minnesota, Minneapolis West Bank Campus

Room 186 Humphrey Center

October 19-21, 2007

8:30 AM  Open Meeting

8:45 AM  

Shirley Garrior, USDA/CSREES National Program leader in Human Nutrition, and recently assigned to the NE-1012 multi-state project, participated by speaker phone for the state reports.

State Reports (Each participant was asked to identify 2-3 key activities and/or accomplishments during 2007.

Larry Lev, Oregon State University

· Disseminating work in Oregon to other states
· Farmer/chef conferences: to get farmers and chefs in the same room to reduce transaction costs.

· Farmers market research method.  Have piloted projects in UK, other places, including rapid market assessment surveys

· Run 3-day workshops to bring in diverse groups of people to work in a group to understand how markets work, supermarkets.  

· Work has led to an interest in the idea of “communities of practice” and how they work.

 Gail Feenstra, UC Davis

· Farm to hospital work: trying to link health care industry to local/regional growers. Still exploratory. 

· Farm to colleges/universities

· What is a local/regional food system?  Regionality is a more practical concept for most.

· Purchasing organizations are huge players as a link between growers/buyers (e.g., Novation)

Stewart Smith, University of Maine

· Farm to institutions

· Hospitals, smaller independent stores. The idea is to develop a system that could be self sustaining.

· Worked closely with local distributor

· Looking at value chains as a mechanism to support mid-size farms

· Have some projects going, on the radar screen

Clare Hinrichs, Penn State University

· Buy Local Food campaign

· Looking at antecedents for other “Buy” campaigns as mechanisms for selective patronage

· Process of inter-disciplinarity

· Looked at four sustainable food chain projects

· Survey with public school food program directors

· Looked at deskilling issues in kitchens

· School districts are doing practices that could be considered Farm to School, but they are not calling it that; not familiar with the term

Steve Stevenson, University of Wisconsin

· Farm to school work; farm to institution work

· Local value chain project that involves restaurants, dealing with processed foods
· Processed by Porchlight products, which functions to do the processing

· They hire developmentally challenged adults

· Multifunctional Food Systems vs. looking only at multifunctional agriculture

· Regional project, Agriculture in the Middle

· Engage consumer power of a region (Milwaukee, Madison, Chicago)

Jim Bingen, Michigan State University

· Noted Mike Hamm’s “Food and Fitness” project funded by the W.K. Kellogg Foundation, and his work in support of the Michigan Food Policy Council

· Bingen’s work included:

· Work funded by USDA

· First survey of organic food and farming in Michigan

· Study of the constraints on transitioning to organic

· Study of farmers market vendors

· Working with organic growers, wholesalers, brokers

· What are marketing channels?

· What are constraints?

· Rapid Market assessments in Michigan

· Launching Michigan Farmers Market Association

· Future:  looking at place-based values in agriculture and rural development in Michigan

· Brought over two colleagues from France to explore this topic; related to his undergraduate study abroad program

Laura Delind, Michigan State

· The role of place, as a function and location for civic activity, as promoted through food and agriculture issues

·     Working with urban populations

·     Using the market as a commons, but not only for food, but for civic activity

·     Concept of place as a mechanism for community development

·     Bring in a sense of place on a regional basis

·     Pledge of place

Gerad Middendorf, Kansas State University

· Assessing information needs of Organic Growers and Retailers

· SARE project on Engaging Latinos in Local Food Systems

· PhD student working on Mexicans-Mexican-Americans

· Latinos in KS agriculture

Viviana Carro, University of Puerto Rico

· Working with stakeholders to determine their info needs

· More info/research needs on organic agriculture

· Obstacles to moving toward organic agriculture in local/organic food systems in local food systems

· What land can be set aside for organic research?

· Land use policy issues?  What are the environmental/ecological impacts?

· Transatlantic land use conference

Helene Murray, University of Minnesota

· MISA approached by United Way Twin Cities (they spend $3.9 million/yr buying food)

· Interested in bringing in more local foods, how to do it?

Joan Thompson, Penn State University
· Project to try to enhance the local food to restaurant connection

10:30 AM

Discussion of possible presentation of Lessons Learned (2 and 4) at a conference session in the coming year  

Should there be a presentation?  General consensus is yes, but who will do the work of pulling it together?  Beth Barham did the lion’s share last year, Clare moderated at AFHVS last year. Next meeting of Agriculture, Food and Human Values in New Orleans, LA  June 4-8, 2008
11:00 AM 

Tour of Mill City Farmers Market and lunch

12:45 PM Reconvene 

Debrief on thoughts on the farmers’ market

Discussion of Lessons Learned

Objective 2:  “Identify and analyze ongoing and potential forces that are maintaining or transforming the relationships between localities and their food systems.”

From 2006 meeting

· What do we know now? (Lessons Learned)

1. NAFTA forced local growers to develop alternative strategies

· e.g., Michigan asparagus growers transitioned to fresh asparagus to compete with imported fresh; the industry used to be processed

2. LFS advocates need to pay careful attention to policy changes

· e.g., WIC/Seniors

3. LFS respond well to non-market needs/desires of society

4. Concentration and homogenization causes hardships for some and creates opportunities for others

5. LFS participants can respond to specific niches 

· E.g., people who are health-compromised

· E.g., food deserts

6. Consumer motivations for seeking out local foods are complex

7. Public sector interventions can have an impact

8. Lack of identity protection systems for Geo Indicators prevents use of this tool in the US

9. Concentrated agricultural and local agriculture operate under different principles and have different impacts (rights and responsibilities)
· Questions that Remain:

· Will LFS always be restricted to the margins?
New information from 2007 meeting

#1 is not limited to NAFTA .. change to trade agreements and globalization
#2  lesson learned including how important policy is to our work
Note:  In final report important to note in our work did we find:

· perceived policy changes needed, or 

· things you were prevented from doing because of a policy failure;  

· positive policy changes that occurred over time because of our work
#3.  non-market issues

· social services, for example, human interactions, horticultural therapy examples in the Netherlands and Philadelphia Farm in Wisconsin 

· providing seniors rides to markets

· ecosystem services

· wellness programs 

· farmers interested in students and consequently participate in farm-to-school programs

· multi-functional food system and desires and benefits, ex farm-to-chef…. LFS support:  local farmers, food quality and nutrition, diverse communities

· faith-based supported agriculture in Midwest and now Northwest;  Brother David Andrews has done a lot of work on this, Kathy Ruff studying organic farms owned by churches/faith-based groups

· finding ways to make LFS a way to respond to food security issues, social justice

· Fair Trade interest is higher than when we started… then was international, now moving toward including domestic products… buy local chapters

·  LFS can respond well to non-market needs

#4  differentiation from WalMart

- 
grass fed animals driven by environmental and market differentiation

Discussion of Forces and Drivers, how they differentiate.  

· Example of a force is the value of the dollar.  

· Consumers wanting more local food is a force

· Drivers are things like concentration and Globalization;  WIC/EBT

· Concentration both at retail and processing levels  Ex. Washington mobile processing plants, working incredibly well and in fact has more demand than they can meet (Marcie)


#5 is closely tied to non-market needs (#3) in terms of filling market and non-market niches 

#6 also fits with #3 and #5; that is, #6 may not be a stand alone bullet

Consumer motivations are a force, but are continuing to evolve… ex.  Obesity issue was not a big driver when we started this work… and in the the last 5 years it has become important. Perhaps health should be a separate bullet…. Ex.  10 years ago there were very few farmers markets at hospitals.

#7 LGUs or state departments of agriculture have a role in moving these ideas – programmatic impacts, need examples such as positions like the one Marcie holds;  in Oregon have 5 positions that work on small farms because the data showed the need for these defined by market orientation, as opposed to size or sales figures

Is there an on-going force out there that is driving changes in our institutions and our food system?  This project didn’t really address this, but it is an important question. This is different than the public policy support.

What public sector institutions in our states helped or hindered what we were trying to do? Can we provide examples of a State Dept of Ag that did x and that it was incredibly helpful?

Increased interest in MI from public sector (parks, city councils, etc) in farmers markets.

IDEA – someone should draft a paper on the drivers and forces that have been occurring and have arisen during the life of this project. 

#8  Policy implications

#9  One of our project findings: concentration and industrialization (and need to add industrialization to number 4)

#10 Food scares and food safety to add to number #6

#11 Energy driving local food systems. Are we doing any better by promoting local food?

#12  Farm labor issues

Objective 4:  “Document and assess the key economic, environmental, and social impacts of current or potential efforts to create and manage change in the food system.”

Notes from 2006 Meeting

· What do we know now? (Lessons Learned)

1. Empirical data and modeling of impacts of changes

2. Still unclear what are appropriate necessary indicators

a. These should be meaningful and doable

3. Use of farmers markets as business incubators may escape or be underestimated by traditional measures

4. Impacts of local food initiatives has opened up opportunities for female farmers and perhaps immigrant farmers

5. There will be tradeoffs among impacts.  How do we assess them?

a. Shepard’s Grain – roundup + direct seeding

b. GI:  social/cultural benefits, yet in some cases increased food miles

6. Public hungry for understandable analysis of these issues

a. e.g. Michigan project – link things not normally connected

7. Need to be careful of extrapolation beyond what has really been learned

8. Empirical work is vital

9. Proper framing and analysis is vital

· Questions that Remain:

· Need more work on environmental impacts

· Need more work on nutritional impact

#1. Have empirical data for Farm-to-School.  In CA, measured sales, knowledge changes, behavioral changes as a result of Farm-to- School program (before and after over a 5 year period)

With respect to “documenting and assessing”:

· FFC can measure the amount of product moving through

· Oregon, document the number of farmer-chef connections

· Mobile meat unit sales in Washington

· “Food system atlases” (or similar efforts) in Iowa, MN, MO and WA – tough to document impacts of this work; most of our data is anecdotal. Washington’s work resulted in the Seattle Food Policy Council.  And Chelan food assessment process is underway. Social organizing tools, and the process the work generated

#2.  Efforts are more descriptive; we did not systematically measure outcomes. Varying levels of stakeholder involvement.

· Need more work on:  Assess changes that are occurring economic, social, environmental that others are doing (i.e., Farmers market evaluation) and then building in an evaluation component into things we’ve done. This needs to be built in at beginning if the funds are available.

· #5 and #2 are related… environmental and nutrition aspects

· Don’t want to have universal indicators; local food systems, by definition, are different and we need different metrics for them.

· Gail is doing some work with Molly Anderson to look at data on WKKF question about their goal of increasing local foods by 10%; how do we measure that, and what does it mean?  Identify how to get there and then testing to be done. What are meaningful things to measure?  High amount of disagreement on what this will look like.

· As a group we did not develop indicators.  We did documentation, but not extensive evaluation.

#4. Farmers markets tend to have higher number of immigrants. CSAs are predominantly white and organic, increasingly women. Researchable question

Other 2 research questions (above) remain

We are position to identify future directions for research, based on our work to date.

· How to account for tradeoffs in imports (e.g., increase social/community, but unclear on environment?)

· What would be the efforts to count and quantify, along with the compelling stories. We definitely need both.

· Is there material on Objective 4 that we can present at AFHVS, especially given that we didn’t do a lot evaluation?  Hutchison Cancer Center in Seattle might be a good resource for data. For example the 5-a-day campaign started in CA; they used the indicators that we could use as well.  Gail and Molly are working on a literature review for their work with WKKF – we need to run them by communities as well so they can find the data collected to be meaningful.

· Rich Pirog’s work has answered a number of the questions we are raising, but he was not part of the project. It would be good to look at the things he did and use it to build evaluation for your work. “We didn’t measure it here, but here is some research that looked at the same thing and they found x…”

· By doing this we can build more confidence in what we’ve done.

· Kansas has funded a couple of projects that require evaluation components. Involved evaluators from the beginning and they really forced them to systematically think about evaluation; involving them all the way through will likely be included in more and more projects.

Adjourned at 4:00 PM

Sunday, October 20, 2007
Convene:  8:45 AM 

Kate Clancy provided overview of lessons learned from Objectives 1 and 3. We will send around her comments with notes from the meeting. It will be good to flesh out this type of information for reports.

Conversation about AFHVS meeting and who will organize our presentation. 

Marcie noted that it might be more interesting to develop new research questions. Not starting with a clean slate, but we have much to build upon. 10-20 minutes of results followed by discussion of future research needs. Could pitch it to students/younger scholars who are at the meeting. Relate to book and future research needs. Develop local food systems agenda. Sally Magaard a strong advocate; include NGO advocates on panel.

Agenda for Local and Regional food systems research.

1. Multifunctionality of agriculture and food systems  (what are the elements, economic development; environment; social care/human services; health; planning; rural development; humanities and arts; spiritual dimensions; cultural and food studies; Larry and Helene @ AFHVS along with #7 linked

2. Place-based and GI research -- Laura and/or Beth may be at AFHVS

3.   Regional interconnections of place-based work and new values-based market paradigms (bio-regionalism) – and middle ground between direct marketing and conventional / global commodity markets  -- Steve Stevenson @ AFHVS
4. Policy drivers at multiple levels – regional economic drivers leading economic  Kate at AFHVS 

5. Regional economic impacts of LFS

6. Social Justice in Food Systems and farm labor and food access

7. Evidence for impacts of local / regional food systems in multifunctional areas above  Gail and Marcie @ AFHVS

- impacts of various initiatives /strategies food policy councils, buy local campaigns, community food assessments etc

8. Local and regional food systems for civic engagement; Laura, Beth or Mike Hamm at AFHVS??

9. Energy/Carbon footprint of L/RFS

10. What are the roles for LGUs/systems in furthering sustainable food systems Bill interested but not at AFHVS; perhaps at Rural Sociology with Clare, Bill, Gerad and Jim

· partnerships w/ non-profits and commodity groups

· Institutional support for sustainable agriculture and LFS research and education not as strong as it could be?

· democratization of public knowledge important

· viability of current institutional structure for doing food systems research?

· integration back into teaching programs/grad programs

· what are effective institutional/LGU and others – models/organizational structures?

· role of sustainable agriculture centers? And alternative structures employed by universities?

      11. Strategic Partnering with researchers in other sectors to accomplish R/LFS goals

We need to determine for certain whether or not we need to submit an annual report, or just a final report. Jim will look into this; Helene will send contact information for Margaret at Rutgers to Jim; We will  be in contact with everyone regarding submission of information.

With regard to final report, when do we submit?  Evidence of synthesis important… 4 objectives synthesized…  two main sections:  Accomplishments (what was done, what was learned) and Impacts

Worksheet questions for us all to get to Jim for the final report by February 15, 2008. Prioritized bullets 3-5 bullets, not more than one page.

Accomplishments over the 5 years October 2002- October 2007, and 2008

1. What we did 

Impacts

1. Results of Accomplishments

2. What we learned 

Future Research identified

Most significant publication/s

We will send annual report info to Beth for submission if we need to send one in…. 

Note:  Helene gave the DVD of interview with Tom Lyson to Viviana. When she is done viewing it she will mail it to Gail. If you want to see it when Gail is done viewing, please be in contact with her.

Adjourned at 11:20 AM.
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