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NERCRD CRD Indicators Project 
Summary of February 3, 2015 Meeting

Present: Stephan Goetz, Katey Burke, Charlie French, Walt Whitman, MaryAnn Peabody, Heidi Mouillesseaux-Kunzman, Rod Howe, and George Morse.

Overview of Indicators Project – Stephen Goetz

Stephen showed a copy of the North Central regions “Impact Reports for 2013 for their CRD programs,” pointing out that this has been very well received by NIFA and that they would like all four regions to put out something similar, using a core set of the same indicators with additional regional variation.  He mentioned that this is directly important to the funding for the four regional centers and indirectly for CRD work in the states. 

 He briefly mentioned that there was some confusion about the terminology used in the NC report but that this was correctable.  For example, “no. of jobs created” has caused confusion and needs clarification.  It does not mean that Extension or the Land-Grant University (LGU) was 100% responsible for these jobs but that it played an important role in their creation.  The jobs would be counted when a local leader gives a “but for” statement such as: “But for the educational program of Extension, we won’t have been able to create these jobs.”   It might be that Extension’s contribution is only 5% but it is still critical. 

He wanted to see the indicators project move ahead as fast as possible with some intial results by Fall 2015.  He felt that this was doable as well as being very important. 
        
Report on What NE LGUs are Already Reporting to NIFA in CRD (KA 806) – Heidi Mouillesseaux-Kunzman

Heidi describes the nature of the data she had and discussed the potential and problems she saw in using it for the indicators.   She has a massive amount of data.  She has examined 18  2013 annual plans of work and 23 2013 annual reports and identified which states reported results on the following KOA:  
· 602. Business Management, Finance, and Taxation 
· 604. Marketing and Distribution Practices 
· 608. Community Resource Planning and Development 
· 803. Sociological and Technological Change Affecting Individuals, Families, and Communities 
· 805. Community Institutions, Health, and Social Services 
· 806. Youth Development

Heidi pointed out that the first two of these (KOA 602 and 604) are primarily concerned with agricultural production.  The last three (KOA 803. 905, 806) are part of youth development.  She examined these in addition to 608 because of the very small size of this KOA. 
· Topic VI:  
  
Report on the NE CRED Indicators Survey – completed in April 2013 - Charlie French
Charlie gave an overview of the results of the 2013 survey and indicated that there was strong interest in the indicators even though many of those which the group felt were most important were not currently collected.   The earlier discussion, the group doing the survey felt we should focus on 5 indicators and narrowed the list of 15 indicators to the following 8:
Economic and Business Development
1. Number of businesses created/expanded/retained
2. Number of jobs created/expanded/retained
3. Numberr of community or regional leaders that implemented effective strategies to support and grow the local and regional economy. 
Leadership & Civic Engagement
4. Number of community or regional plans/policies/projects that reflect participation by broad base of stakeholders
5. Number of program participants who report new leadership roles or activities in their community or organizations.
6. Number of collaboratives projects or activities initiated or completed that address community needs. 
Extension Public Value
7. Perceived dollar value of what participants learned at Extension workshops/programs
8. Dollar value of grants or resources generated, saved or leveraged by organizations or communities. 
During discussion, Charlie indicated the data can provide the names of which individuals collected data on these indicators.   
A Pilot Program on “indicators” – George Morse, followed by group discussion on pros and cons

 At Stephen request prior to the meeting, George prepared a proposal on starting a pilot project by fall
· Five indicators only (discuss selection criteria)
· Webinars or workshops with leaders in pilot  programs prior to starting (discuss topics)
· Keep it small 2 to 4 states (discuss selection criteria)

After George presented the proposal, the group discussed the Pros, Cons and Modifications in the Proposal 
Five Indicators – suggested selection critiera
1. Respondents to 2013 NE Indicators survey felt it was important – All the 8 indicators selected by the team early fit this criteria. 
2. There is a practical means of collecting it.  George suggested there were two ways to evaluate this.  First, if those responding were currently collecting this data, it must be feasible to do it.  Second, if the attribution principle (“but for statements) can be used for the indicator it is practical to collect it. He suggested that the ripple effect mapping approach can be used to identify impacts which happen with a lag and that Extension staff might not know about immediately.   One indicator (the value of participant leaving) has very low levels of current data collection and the attribution principle will not work.  However, Ohio State University agricultural economists have used a simple contingent valuation question that makes this very practical.    
3. Is on the NC states list..  This criteria was suggested because the point is to develop a national level report to influence NIFA.  So it essential to cover some of the same indicators. 
Using these criteria, George presented data to  show how each of the eight indicators fit.  The ones that fit all three of the criteria were: #1, #2, #5 and #8.  Because the number of Jobs created and jobs retained are separate criteria in the NC, he suggested this should be handled as in NC.  
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Webinars or Workshops with Leaders in Pilot Program Prior to Starting  
In order to help participants in the pilot program understand the conceptual basis for the attribution principle and practical tips on how to use it, a series of webinars and one workshop were proposed.  The audience would be only those who are signed up (at least tentatively) to do the data collection in the pilot. The resource people would be those with experience in this from the North Central and the South. 
Some of the suggested webinar topics were: 
Overview:  What it is and Why Important?  
Use of the Attribution (or “But for”) Principle;  What it is it and isn’t.
Ripple Effect Mapping to Collect the Data 
Telling Stories as a supplement to the indcators   
Practical Tips on Collecting the Indicators – Panel from NC and S
Quarterly Check-ins of the Pilot Program participants


Keep the pilot effort small  2 to 6 states

The primary reasons for keeping the pilot effort small (2 to 4 states) rather than all 13 states and DC are:
1. to allow more attention to detail in those states to find ways to make this successful
2. to give time to work out the bugs before introducing to all NE states.
3. to learn about the feasibility of doing this and how to best make adaptions to the NE region, 
4. to avoid spending a lot of human and financial resources on this if it does not fit the NE region.   
5. To provide good examples of how to do it, if it does prove feasible. 

Criteria for selecting the states for the pilot program.  George suggested the following criteria:
1. Participation Rate in 2013 CRED Survey .  States that did not have anyone participate in this survey are less likely to participate in the indicators data collection itself.
2. Already Collecting Data (2013 Survey).  Naturally, if a state is already collecting data on some of the indicators, it is easier for them to participate.  The 2013 survey has this data. 
3. Has a CRED Program Leader in Extension (as local champion).  While clearly not a requirement since an individual specialists or educator in a state might be a great participant.  However, this is a clue that the CRD effort is large enough that it merits a program leader.   Also, having one person who knows the specialists and educators in CRD can facilitate the communications process. 
4. Critical Mass of CRED or CRD campus and field specialists.  The more CRD (also called CRED for Community Regional and Economic Development) specialists there are the more likely they will be able to collect this data. 
Based, on this data, George showed data on each of the criteria.  While the data on the 4th item was incomplete, the results suggested that the states which should be invited to be part of the pilot program are: New York, New Hampshire, Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Vermont and  Maine
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Discussion of the Pros and Cons of the Pilot Program as Presented:  This was held after the presentation of the proposal on indicators and webinars and before the discussion of states.  Each person in the group offered one pro and one con and then it was opened up again.   Since this was Stephen’s benefit as he makes a final decision on this, he did not participate. 
	PROS
	CONS
	MODIFICATIONS WHICH MIGHT HELP MITIGATE THE CONS

	Provides the first opportunity for NE to have aggregate results with the other regions
	May not have a lot of CRD data due to small size in NE
	Explore whether to include other program areas. (They don’t in the NC region but maybe they should.) 

	Overall approach get us moving.
	Much of the NE CRD work is not related to jobs.  So would this be reflective our work? 
	Would need to acknowledge this and maybe document the portion of the work related to the 5 chosen indicators and then later expand indicator set. 

	Webinars to learn from NC will be key. 
	Some indicators are not ones we are currently collecting. 
	Data confirms this con, so the webinars would be critical to helping us learn how. 

	
	
	

	A lot will depend on the webinars so that each individual has the same approach but the webinars will help us have those discussions 
	
	

	Shows NIFA we are serious about this.  As a key funder, this is as important as our internal attitudes. 
	Will need resources to sponsor a workshop. 
	Stephan will explore the budget for this.

	Faster than if we include all states and we learn more. 
	
	



Next Steps – Stephan

There was a consensus to move ahead with the pilot program as outlined.  

George suggested that the next steps would be:

1. Identify the individuals in the six states who might be willing to participate in the pilot.  It is recognized that this might mean that less than six states participate. 
2. Organize the introductory webinar and invite the above individuals. 
3. Hold a couple of the webinars for those electing to participate in the pilot. 
4. Hold a workshop in a central location, bringing in some NC and/or Southern resource people.
5. Set up periodic (quarterly, bimonthly, or monthly?) check in video-conference calls to share notes on what is working and what isn’t. 

To achieve the first item (identification of individuals),Heidi will see if her data bases can help in this identification.  

Stephen thanked George for agreeing to do the project management on the pilot program with the help of the NE Evaluation Working Group and Heidi Mouillesseaux-Kunzman.

The next step is the development of a timeline for the project and George is working on this. 





















Notes prepared by George Morse, 2/11/15




Page 1 of 7

image3.png
Five indicators

Number of businesses created/expanded/retained
Number of jobs created
Number of jobs expanded/ retained

Number of participants who reported new leadership roles or
activities in their communities and organizations.

Dollar value of grants or resources generated, saved o leveraged
by organizations or communities.




image4.png
2013 xep.
ndicators
Survey.

Indicators | program FEsincRD

Collected | LoaderinGRD | (speciais/toal)

a2% 8 Rod Howe @)
Charlie
14% 7 et (1)
1% 3 Jeff Hyde (1072
1% 5 MarkFullen @)
MEUNES 1% 7 None @

VT-UVME None (Is
% 8 this )
correct?)




image1.png
Indicator BOthVI | Gyprnuy | U0

Very
importane | &

“But | NC | MeetAl
somewnat | MO | gor v | Uses | criteria

Economic & Business Dev

#leaders -
implement
effective
strategies for ED

60% 92% 43% ? No No




image2.png
Intieatos Very | VI& | cureny | Uses“But MeetAll

Important 5""‘:‘“"“ Collect For..” NC Uses | Criteria
Leadership & Civic Engagement
#plans w/ broad
stakeholders

# collaborative projects
oncD

Extension Public Value

$ of participant's learning g0,




