Minutes of the 2007 Annual Technical Meeting of 

NE-1011 Regional Experiment State Project 
Rural Communities, Rural Labor Markets and Public Policy

Thursday February 22, 2007

Hyatt Regency Hotel, Newport Beach, CA

Participants in attendance:

Barkley, David
Clemson University

Bitsch, Vera
Michigan State University

Davis, Elizabeth
University of Minnesota

Deller, Steve
University of Wisconsin

Francis, Joe
Cornell University

Harris, Tom
University of Nevada Reno

Keith, John
Utah State University

Kriesel, Warren
The University of Georgia

Lambert, Dayton
University of Tennessee

Leistritz, Larry
North Dakota State University

Morris, Doug
University of New Hampshire

Reum, Alison
University of Kentucky

Stenberg, Peter
Economic Research Service, USDA

Thilmany, Dawn
Colorado State University
Meeting called to order by Chair Elizabeth Davis at 8:30 am with minutes taken by Mitch Renkow, secretary.
1.  General NE-1011 Business

A. Welcome and attendance

B.  Thanks and introductions


Thanks extended to the writing team for the new proposal: David Barkley, Liz Davis, Steve Deller, Mitch Renkow, Judy Stallman, and Bruce Weber.


Introduction of new member Alison Davis Reum (University of Kentucky)
C.  Minutes of the 2006 NE-1011 Technical Meeting


Approved by unanimous vote

D.  Additions to agenda  


None
E.  Elections 


Mitch Renkow, North Carolina State University (2007 Secretary, 2007 Chair-elect) approved as chair for 2008.


Alison Davis Reum, University of Kentucky, nominated and unanimously elected 2007 Secretary (2008 Chair-elect)

F.  Next meeting:  As per usual procedure of alternating between WRSA and SRSA meetings, motion passed: NE-1221 2007/2008 meeting will be held in conjunction with the SRSA 2008 meeting at Washington, DC April ??-??, 2008.

2.  NE-1011 Final Report  Discussion

David Barkley: Thinks the last  annual report doubles as a “final report”
Joe Francis: There was a pretty comprehensive 3-year report worth re-visiting.  Need comprehensive report for 2006 that will serve as final report.

Elizabeth Davis:  Agrees to double check on whether that’s ok, and asks members to send in their 2006 CRIS to Mitch Renkow as soon as possible.
Larry Leistritz: We need to include additional information on stuff we’ve done since last CRIS report 
3.  New Business

David Barkley and Warren Kriesel suggest talking about the proposal for the new project first (to which there is general consensus).
A.  NE-1221 Proposal

Elizabeth Davis noted that the new project proposal is posted on the NIMSS website as NE-1221, and is entitled “Rural Change: Markets, Governance and the Quality of Life.”  The four objectives (and person responsible for writing up each objective) are: 


1.  Labor Markets (Bruce Weber)


2.  Rural Industry (David Barkley)


3.  Governance (Judith Stallman)


4.  Quality of Life and Amenities (Steve Deller)

Elizabeth Davis led discussion of the five main reviewer criticisms to be addressed:
1.  Even though we claim to be inter-disciplinary, there’s only one rural sociologist and no political scientists
Elizabeth Davis: Pointed out that we do interact with researchers from other disciplines at meetings, and that we publish with them as well; so that handles the complaint in general.  Nevertheless, she recommends encouraging non-economists to join the project.

David Barkley:  Points out that it’s a five year project, so people can join over time (and we can “recruit” new members as well)

General Discussion about how many people can come from each state (usually only one per school)

Steve Deller:  (a) Rather than looking at membership, think about how money comes from Ag Colleges (which usually don’t have political scientists);  (b) The nature of the work conducted by members of the group is inter-disciplinary (just look at where we publish and who our co-authors are)

David Barkley:  That aside, we should still aggressively recruit
Dawn Thilmany:  Suggested thinking about recruiting demographers?  It may behoove us to invite what would look like the usual members of NRI panels (that means demographers).  Problem is, most of those come from schools where we’re already from (which gets back to Steve Deller’s point about limits on how many members can come from each university)
Joe Francis:  There’s a guy at Mississippi State who’s name he can’t remember but he will contact.
David Barkley:  Two suggestions for responding to this criticism: (a) Say that we are recruiting these individuals, and there are some who signed up late and will be joining later. (b) We do work in multi-disciplinary teams 

Dawn Thilmany:  Noted that she was originally invited into the group on the basis of her expertise on immigration and farm labor issues 

Dayton Lambert: Noted that he is trained as an anthropologist.

Steve Deller:  Do we need to change the proposal or just address these points in our response to reviewers?

Elizabeth Davis and Mitch Renkow:  No, just the response
Dawn Thilmany:  In our response, note that we will look at who gets funded by NRI, see if we can invite them.  Dawn  volunteered to do that.
Joe Francis:  Linda Lobao is a sociologist from Ohio State University whom we should try to contact.  He will find out the name of a sociologist  from Michigan State who would be a promising candidate.
2.  We pay little attention in either Objectives 1 or 2 to Workforce Investment Boards (WIBs)
Elizabeth Davis:  David Barkley has written a few sentences to put in the proposal that will address this with regard to Objective 2.
Dawn Thilmany:  Some states’ WIBs are more policy oriented than others 

David Barkley:  If we are developing models that have implications for worker skill requirements, it seems reasonable to heed the reviewer’s advise and acknowledge WIBs directly in the proposal 
Joe Francis:  Was this a comment about outreach?

Elizabeth Davis:  In one place yes, but also in the sense of why are we not working with them?
David Barkley:  What are the needs that the WIBs have uncovered.  Do their assessments jibe with ours?

Steve Deller:  So WIBs are both prospective research partners and maybe source of data.
David Barkley:  Respond by saying, “Excellent idea, we’ve expanded our proposal to reflect what Steve Deller notes above.
3.  There needs to be better linkages between the four objectives

Elizabeth Davis:  There are obvious links between Labor and Industry sections

Steve Deller:  This could be addressed by augmenting the first paragraph of the proposal where we talk about a mythical location and how it is changing.  Weave into that story line explicit acknowledgement that the four components (objectives) of the proposal are linked.
Tom Harris:  Steve’s mythical place was in Wisconsin, but the same sets of issues are evident in Nevada as well.
Elizabeth Davis:  So even though transformations are occurring somewhat differently everywhere, there are similarities (and differences) across all states.
David Barkley:  Another link is that the same individuals are involved in more than one objective, so there will be carryover in that regard too.
Elizabeth Davis:  Requested that Steve write up his suggestion; he agrees (and within moments comes up with the requisite prose).
4.  Recommendation that a work plan be developed that notes who, what, when things will happen, along with a better sense of measurable outputs and impacts

Elizabeth Davis:  These proposals do not require a work plan.  There are advantages to a work plan, but not sure when to develop this.  Online form doesn’t require them (or maybe even allow enough space for them) 

David Barkley:  Work plan can be addressed in response (not proposal)
Elizabeth Davis:  Even if we don’t put a work plan in the proposal, outputs should be included
David Barkley:  Researchers are not explicitly listed; rather they are subsumed in the states represented. Resources are the researchers involved.  

Elizabeth Davis:  Thinks the reviewer was an agricultural economist with a sense of organization

David Barkley:  Need to identify measurable outputs/impacts and may want to include evaluation plan in the proposal itself.  We annually evaluate when we discuss our accomplishments and activities (and when we submit CRIS reports)
Elizabeth Davis:  Maybe if we talk about expected outputs/impacts and add that in, we could handle this
David Barkley:  Perhaps just put in outcomes/objects for each objective (rather than one at end)?  Or leave them as they are.

Steve Deller:  How about using outputs as seeds for getting more grants?

David Barkley:  Suggests augmenting the current Outputs/Impacts sections to list a set of outputs/impacts for each objectives plus one (e.g., journal articles) that is generic to all.

Elizabeth Davis:  Probably need to add some that are specific to individual objectives.
David Barkley: Divide 4 objectives up, send them to each writing team and they can provide ideas for specific goals for specific objectives
Elizabeth Davis:  Suggests that we do this collectively after the break (to general agreement)
5. Need to look at under-employment in rural areas
David Barkley: Jill Findeis has made a career of looking at underemployment 

Elizabeth Davis:  Maybe refer to her work in that area
B.  NE-1221 Work Plan discussion
Elizabeth Davis:  Do we need to name a chair now or reconvene in Winter if and when the new project is approved?
Steve Deller:  In past, we’ve just treated as a continuing thing and go from there.

David Barkley:  If they shut us down, we ask for a continuance of a year and deal with it then

Elizabeth Davis:  Is this just an umbrella, or should we really make an effort at integrating our activities.

Mitch Renkow:  There have been lots of unfulfilled plans of action made in the past
Dawn Thilmany:  The pre-conference at this year’s AAEA meeting is evidence of NE-1011 plans coming to fruition.  

David Barkley:  The COMPAS model book grew out of this committee’s activities; same with the targeting book that’s coming out.  But in terms of outlining similar activities, this group keeps people abreast of each other’s activities, and interests and that facilitates folks coming together for grant/research activities

David Barkley:  Objectives are maintained to be broad by design  in order to enhance flexibility.  Should be handled in the response.

Elizabeth Davis:  Should we assume continuance of program?

Joe Francis:  We’ve been really successful

David Barkley: There has been significant continuity in this group, even though people retire, change universities, etc.

Dawn Thilmany:  Lots of heterogeneity across the country, so we do our stuff individually, but we share the methods and approaches.

Group:  Next year, SRSA will be in Washington DC.  North American meetings are in Savannah.  WRSA will be in Hawaii.
David Barkley:  North American is too big.

Steve Deller:  No, it’s not a problem

Joe Francis:  Meetings in Toronto weren’t too big.  If we meet in DC, we should think about a “briefing conference” in conjunction (that would also be a nice “impact”).  ERS has supplied folks to do that briefing in the past at a well attended meeting.
Dawn Thilmany:  Farm Foundation might be willing to help fund as well (e.g., for travel costs of presenters).  Farm Bill would be a reasonable discussion topic and raison d’etre for such a meeting.

David Barkley:  SRSA is very flexible.  Doesn’t have to  be a conference paper session, can just be something of general interest to members.
Joe Francis: McGranahan would be a good briefer.
David Barkley:  Same with Robert Gibbs

Peter Stenberg: I could take lead in contacting McGranahan, since I’m just down the hall from him
Joe Francis:  Past (~3 years ago) briefing conference featured papers by invited speakers that eventually became chapters in a book.  SRDC was involved, and it was held at ERS.  

Dawn Thilmany:  We could negotiate so that government folks wouldn’t have to register.  Perhaps we can discuss this more at the AAEA/CENET meetings this summer.
Elizabeth Davis:  How much lead time needed?

Dawn Thilmany:  Only a few months.

Elizabeth Davis:  First step is for Peter Stenberg to float the idea and see if it resonates

Dawn Thilmany:  Are there policy ramifications that would be attractive to Farm Foundation?  We’d want a bunch of the papers to be from this group.  We could even put this into the proposal as one of our “outputs.”

Dawn Thilmany:  Doesn’t have to be at ERS, but we want their folks to participate.  Need to think about it.

David Barkley:  There’s a lot of good research at ERS; we need to stay in tune with them
MOTION on having meetings at SRSA in DC  passed.

BREAK

C.  Edit of proposal
Elizabeth Davis goes through the (integrated) list of outputs and impacts that we have.  The group comes up with language that re-organizes the proposal so that each Objective has its own set of outputs and impacts, as well as sets of multi-objective outputs and inputs.
Elizabeth Davis reminds the group about the NE-1011 paper session this afternoon.

Group discusses more people to think about adding to the project:

Todd Gabe, University of Maine


Matt Fanin, Louisiana State University


Mike Wilcox, University of Tennessee


John Halstead, University of New Hampshire


Mark Skidmore, University of Wisconsin-Whitewater (or maybe Michigan State University)

David Barkley:  Suggest communicating with folks that who have been here but have stopped coming, suggesting that they (re-)join the new project.

Dawn Thilmany:  Volunteers to look through NRI roster to troll for new members.

David Barkley:  Send names of likely candidates to Mitch Renkow so that he can contact them.
Elizabeth Davis:  Asks about other reviewer comments that are under-represented.

David Barkley:  We still need to tweak Labor objective to incorporate WIB links.
4. Review of State Accomplishments and Individual Activities/Areas of Interest
Peter Stenberg
Information technology use by various groups; biofuels and renewable energy resources

Steve Deller
Public finance; tax and revenue stuff; amenities and quality of life; rural crime
Warren Kriesel
Sea grant project on coastal zone management and capitalization of amenities such as environmentally sensitive housing design; applying non-market valuation techniques to extension programs (e.g., Master Gardner program)

Joe Francis
Land  values and taxation: revaluation of farms vs. parcel taxation

Dayton Lambert
Migrating retirees; biofuels (especially viability of non-grains like switchgrass); retirees’ access to health

Larry Leistritz
Biofuels, especially cellulosic biofuels (like wheat straw)
Mitch Renkow
Commuting and migration, impact of federal telecommunications and water infrastructure investment on rural economic development
Elizabeth Davis
Low income families (work support policy); childcare subsidies’ role in parental employment; commuting/migration patterns (using LED data is a goal, but still problematic); child welfare/foster children policies 

Vera Bitsch
Human resource management in agriculture;  managerial skills needed for middle-management

Alison Reum
Land use issues; 2010 Equestrian games valuation; health care issues – especially drug use, meth labs in rural areas

Tom Harris
Public lands grazing (linear programming/SAM combination); water use issues; TRED book (in conjunction with RUPRI) that is modeled on the CPAN-COMPAS model book, but with significant how-to insights.
David Barkley 
Working with South Carolina’s Competitiveness Council to assess Porter’s clusters; identifying centers of “innovative activity”; e-commerce
Doug Morris
Land taxes (“view taxes”); land values assessment; land preservation; 
John Keith
Social infrastructure (with Chris Fawson);  linkages between public lands and communities in Utah (with sociologists);  general population studies; recreation demand studies
Dawn Thilmany
Impacts of golf courses; community development and land use planning, especially with regard to public lands (Andy Seidl); agritourism; (d) rural community viability (through Farm Foundation)
Meeting adjourned at 12:05 pm and a series of research paper sessions were held in cooperation with the Western Regional Science Association.
Respectfully submitted,

Mitch Renkow

2007 Secretary
