ESCOP Science and Technology Committee Meeting Minutes
NASULGC-Kellogg Room, Washington, DC

February 3-4, 2009

In Attendance:

Greg Bohach, Chair

Ambrose Anoruo (ARD-DE)
Tom Brady (NERA-NH)
Meryl Brousard (CSREES)
Larry Curtis (WAAESD-OR)
Cornelia Flora (SSSC-IA) 

June Henton (SSSC-AL)
Mike Hoffmann (NERA-NY)
John Liu (SAAESD-AL)
Mark Poth (CSREES)
Steve Meredith (ARD-MO)
Bill Ravlin (NCRA-OH)
Daniel Rossi (NERA)
Frank Zalom (IPM)
Rubie Mize, NERA-Recorder

Action Items:

1. Follow-up appointments of new members. (Dan and Rubie)  

· W and NC regions need one additional representative each.

· Non-voting representatives from ARS, ERS, other COPS and other federal agencies as appropriate (i.e., NASA, EPA, DOE)
2. Arrange meeting on May 15 to review the nominations for the 2009 Multistate Research Award. (Rubie)
3. Initiate planning for the next AFRI prioritization exercise. (Chair Bohach and all members)

4. Finalize the proposal for utilizing the Delphi process for identifying and confirming grand challenge areas and respective research objectives for the Roadmap.  The proposal will be presented to the PBD Emerging Issues and Futuring Task Force.  (Travis, Dan, Mike H.)
5. Raise topic about “NIFA Launching” activities in the fall at the ESCOP-CAC meeting to discuss how this Committee and ESCOP can get involved. (Dan)

Notes:

Chair Bohach called the meeting to order at 8:00AM.  Brief introductions were made.

1.0
Committee Chair’s Report – Chair Greg Bohach

http://www.nera.umd.edu/ESCOPSciTechFeb2009/ChairsReportFeb2009Rev3.pdf
Chair Bohach highlighted that the issue on the use of unrecovered indirect costs to comply with the stringent 100% matching requirement for the Specialty Crops Research Initiative (SCRI) is not yet resolved with CSREES.
Action:  Need to fill vacancies for representatives: West (one), NC (one) and other agency representatives.
2.0
Feedback on the NIFA Priorities Report – Meryl Broussard and Mark Poth, CSREES

Background Info:

· Recommendations for NIFA Competitive Program Priorities

http://www.nera.umd.edu/ESCOPSciTechFeb2009/NIFAPrioritiesRecFinal.pdf
· NIFA Survey Results

http://www.nera.umd.edu/ESCOPSciTechFeb2009/NIFASurveyResults1.pdf
M. Brousard and M. Poth noted that it was a useful exercise for validating the priorities used by CSREES in their RFAs.  All stakeholder inputs are valuable.  CSREES has to synthesize priorities coming from varied groups.  

Important aspects to remember for the recommendations to be used effectively are:
· Consistency with legislation

· Timing – Note that CSREES works ahead of the system. 2008 and 2009 were done in a hurry to comply with the Farm Bill.  The ESS input will be useful for the 2010 cycle.

It was recommended that the exercise be done every year, if possible.  The new format is useful as it has key areas and program emphasis, and not as broad as the previous recommendations for NRI.  Comments on operational issues, such as minimizing large CAP awards, are also useful.  Continue doing the exercise in close collaboration with the agency.  Stakeholder feedback is also important.  The current Science Roadmap was used in this exercise. Granted that the directors incorporated stakeholder inputs in writing the Roadmap, it was not taken back to stakeholders for feedback.  It is necessary to keep updating the Roadmap.  
CSREES solicits additional stakeholder inputs through the Federal Register and conducts formal listening sessions.  They also undertake joint planning with ARS.

Is there a plan to bring the appropriation closer to the authorization?  There are expectations from the new Institute (NIFA), but this remains a very big challenge particularly in the present economic climate, according to CSREES.  There were several good specialty crops and bioenergy proposals that were not funded.  Earmarks tend to adversely affect appropriations.  Caution is needed when asking for earmarks as this takes away money from another piece of the pie.  It is ironic that the rationale for earmarks is that “it’s not covered elsewhere”.  When earmark disappeared, the formula increased.  Can the system come together and not ask for earmarks?  The system needs one voice so Congress can fully fund the AFRI initiatives. Framing budget requests not as line items, but as programs/issues may be more advantageous.  

We are “fighting perception that is closer to reality”.  Our competitors (NIH, NSF) are perceived as having high quality research.  Agriculture is not perceived as leading in science, and not seen as an instrument for raising the economy. “Is NIFA the answer?”  

There is a need for a vibrant vision, and a better job at packaging our accomplishments.
It may be necessary to have a “precise” vision in the new Roadmap, like NSF’s “cure for cancer”.  Pursue sustainable world including human resources to solving hunger?

Are we going the wrong direction when pursuing “integration”?  There is strength in integration, but is this a weakness as we are moving away from basic science to solve problems?  NSF, in the last 15 years, has been moving towards integration with extension and teaching.  We are probably ahead of them.  “Integration is really our strength!”
Perhaps a lesson on packaging can be learned from the Carnegie Mellon’s SCRI proposal that was well put together.  It was led by a private institution but the participants are mostly from the land-grant.  Stakeholder input was collected a year prior to submission of the proposal.

The lack or absence of indirect costs may be hurting the system.  NIH and NSF pay full indirect costs.  The formula is seen as the indirect cost, or the base fund for infrastructure.  Some institutions block their scientists from applying for USDA grants because of low indirect costs.

These are clearly issues that need to be expounded.  Chair Bohach suggested forming a group to summarize and look at these issues closer.  The System Communication and Marketing Implementation Committee and the Podesta Group will be brought into the discussion. 
3.0
National Multistate Research Award for Excellence – Dan Rossi

Background Info:

· 2008 Multistate Award Process
http://www.nera.umd.edu/ESCOPSciTechFeb2009/2008MultistateAwardProcess.pdf
· 2009 Announcement
http://www.nera.umd.edu/ESCOPSciTechFeb2009/AwardAnnouncement2009.pdf
· 2009 Award Description and Application
http://www.nera.umd.edu/ESCOPSciTechFeb2009/AwardApplication2009.pdf
The 2008 process will be used in 2009.  The criteria did not change.  This Committee will review the nominations and give its recommendation to ESCOP.  The deadline for submitting nominations to the Executive Directors is February 27.

The annual award given at the NASULGC Meeting is useful in increasing the visibility of the system and our research.  The results should be given to Podesta and have them do the press release.

Action:  Ask Podesta to prepare a press release for the 2008 winner 
(NC-229 Porcine Reproductive and Respiratory Disease: Methods for the integrated control, prevention and elimination of PRRS in United States Swine Herds) at: 

http://www.nera.umd.edu/escop/MultistateAward/2008ESSAwardWinnerNC229.pdf

4.0 CSREES Report – Meryl Broussard, CSREES

CSREES is busy implementing the Farm Bill provisions.  The target date for the transition to NIFA is October 1.  The major task is the Roadmap.  Iowa Governor Thomas Vilsack has been confirmed as the new USDA Secretary.  The division chiefs have been appointed.  The RFAs for the SCRI have been released.  
M. Broussard is heading the team that is looking at the reorganization.  They are looking at options and aiming for an optimum configuration.  There is an opportunity to realign existing offices with AFRI. Authorizations in the Farm Bill are being translated into regulations.  How do we build our teams to address these funding authorities?  This is a good opportunity to change the way we do business.  The vision statement will address the agency’s core values, such as integrity and partnership.  

The agency is working under a continuing resolution until March. However, guidance may come out before March for the Plant and Animal Systems RFAs that will require a quick turnaround for proposals.  

Action:  CSREES will approach this committee for assistance in planning for the launching of NIFA, as a “big science event”, in the fall.  One of the objectives is to highlight the importance of (agricultural) science.  A suggestion is to have a symposium, perhaps on “Grand Challenges”, with a theme of “Recommitment to Excellence”.  Highlight our accomplishments and what our future will look like. Vision of the land-grant vis-à-vis NIFA will be important.

A suggestion was made to bring this up at the next ESCOP-CAC meeting.
5.0 Pest Management Subcommittee Report - Frank Zalom
F. Zalom’s Report -- http://www.nera.umd.edu/ESCOPSciTechFeb2009/IPMReportFeb2009.pdf
The National IPM Committee met in October 2008 and the focus of the meeting was the change in funding of the Smith Lever 3d IPM line from formula to competitive in the 2008 Farm Bill.  

ECOP Chair Elbert Dickey sent a memo to the BAA-PBD expressing support for “the concept of return funding for the Extension Integrated Pest Management (IPM) program to formula/capacity basis,” with the following statement from the National IPM Committee:
“The 2008 Farm Bill, by amendment, contains language that effectively eliminates the capacity for land grant universities to maintain a stable level of expertise and programming in Extension integrated pest management (IPM). The National IPM Committee strongly recommends that Congress retract this amendment (section 7403 of the FCEA of 2008) in order to ensure a stable IPM capacity throughout the states and territories. Sustaining the state-based IPM infrastructure will fulfill USDA’s mission and the National IPM Road Map, will provide the benefits of IPM to all U.S. residents, and will strengthen land grants’ ability to compete for and leverage IPM funding from public and private sources.”
Another issue of concern is the need for sustainable funding for the IPM-PIPE, a forecasting system that had resulted to considerable savings as pesticides are strategically applied only where and when needed.  RMA had committed some funding support, and also the soybean industry that had greatly benefitted from this system.  The key issues are “invasive species”, and the ability to forecast the emergence of pests.  IPM encompasses air quality, water quality, etc.  “Healthy homes” is a project that has potential for DOD funding.  How do you put IPM in Defense housing?” Climate change is another selling point for IPM in relation to PIPE. 
6.0 Science Roadmap – afternoon session with the SSSC

Background Info:

· Guide for Science Roadmap discussion

http://www.nera.umd.edu/ESCOPSciTechFeb2009/GuideScienceRoadmapDiscussion.pdf
· Science Roadmap Update developed in 2006
http://www.nera.umd.edu/ESCOPSciTechFeb2009/2006RoadmapUpdate.pdf
· Method in Science Roadmapping - How to Plan Research Priorities

http://www.nera.umd.edu/ESCOPSciTechFeb2009/ScienceRoadmapping .pdf
· Roadmap Overview: 

http://escop.ncsu.edu/infobook/roadmap-overview.pdf
· Science Roadmap: 

http://escop.ncsu.edu/infobook/roadmap2.pdf
· Recommendations for NIFA Competitive Program Priorities

http://www.nera.umd.edu/ESCOPSciTechFeb2009/NIFAPrioritiesRecFinal.pdf
· NIFA Survey Results

http://www.nera.umd.edu/ESCOPSciTechFeb2009/NIFASurveyResults1.pdf
D. Rossi gave a brief background on how the previous Science Roadmap was developed.  It was a long time consuming process as inputs were collected.  However, it was not returned to the stakeholders for feedback.  Nevertheless, it was a very useful document that was frequently referred to by the agency, and was used by the directors in guiding research in their institutions.  The need is to interact with the Social Sciences Subcommittee so that social dimensions are not left out in the plan.

The focus should be ‘scientific excellence’ or put emphasis in ‘meritorious science’ and ‘cutting edge science’.  

· What is high risk research that leads to breakthroughs?  Need a compelling title, other than just “roadmap”.  
· What challenges are we facing?

· Who are the stakeholders?  How do we build their agenda?  Should there be separate agenda for extension and research?  Extension clientele is different and are needs-based such as women issues, food security, etc.  Extension had developed their own Roadmap.  ACOP also has also developed a ‘strategic approach to human capacity development’. 
· Should it be system-oriented and multi-disciplinary?  How can we assess that we are sticking to the plan?

· Should we start from the old one or start a new one?  Background info used in the old one may still be useful including the updates.  The info collected for the AFRI priorities are also useful.  Sec. Johann’s listening sessions should be used for stakeholder input.  As well as those collected by states.  How do we assimilate?  We should mine other sources, and not just our traditional audience.  For instance, a big metropolitan area like New York had just finished a listening session.
· P4 = Personalized, Protective, Predictive and Participative

· Agriculture has more relevance in human health

· Identify our niche – cutting edge science that impacts every family and community 

· “Science opportunity from discovery to delivery.” 
· “Think big!  What is it that’s keeping us thinking small?”  Not just plan for the $100 stimulus package, but in billions like NIH and NSF.  Are we not thinking enough how we are positioned strategically or is it a marketing issue? 

Project the vision where science is going and how it will impact biological, physical, and sociological science.  A document that will capture people’s imagination – that will change the face of agriculture and research.  For example, for climate change - grasp the latest techniques that will propel us to the next stage.  What are the latest genetic techniques that were developed from our research?  Take ownership and build from those.  Be forward looking.  
D. Rossi noted that the BAA-PBD had appointed a Task Force to look at emerging issues and futuring.  Should we wait or work with this Task Force? 

Timing will be crucial.  We should come up with a realistic timing that will influence the funding process.  We can have multiple products targeted for specific audience, and can be developed into brief, one pagers.  

The problem is the perception that USDA is not a research agency.  And that there are better situated federal agencies to put research money.  Look at broader societal issues and policy issues.  How do we communicate that we do good science?  We address human problems in an integrated, multidisciplinary, system approach, as important as what the biological scientists bring in.  Can we have scientific advancements that can bring agriculture to the forefront?  How do we sell them as agriculture?
USDA is associated with price support, food stamp and regulations, not research.  The perception with the price subsidy support is fueling money to the rich.  How should it be different?  Are we victims of past excesses?  The US is now the leading net food importer.  Should this be highlighted in the Roadmap?  

The perception problem also makes it hard to recruit students in our colleges.  Students interested in research go to medical schools instead of agriculture. 
We have an integrated infrastructure, and we give up ownership in work we do in urban areas and the environment.  
· “If we address world hunger, would that diminish the work we do for our country?”

· What is our contribution to global stability?  How can we alleviate this economic meltdown that we are all connected to?  
· What can we do that is unique?  We have unique opportunity of connecting rural to urban.  “Healthy homes” developed in agriculture can easily translate to urban communities.  How do we bring this research to the urban dweller? For example, options for bags, waste management, etc.  

· Value-added:  fresher, safer, and job security for food systems.
What can SSSC do? 

· Help frame topics that will appeal to people
· Describe systems – ex. “that may alter human behavior”

· Specific social science aspects of research.  Social scientists should be involved from the beginning.  Research may make sense to the scientist, but not the public.  This is where the social scientist provides the connection, and not wait until it becomes a human/social issue. 
What are the global imperatives?  The Grand Challenges outlined by Dr. Buchanan in his speech at NASULGC’s annual meeting in November, was the focus of the discussion and there was some agreement on the following global challenges:

· Energy security

· Global climate change

· Water availability and quality

· Healthy food and food security

· Social, economic and environmental well-being

Sustainability for Society for Communities for Individuals



Best Science for Food and People
A group was formed to draft a proposal (Jack, Travis, Mike, Frank and June).  The group will report back in the morning.  A 4-5 step DELPHI process will be used to collect and prioritize the input.  The proposal will be presented at the ESCOP Meeting this March. The plan is for the product to be ready by the summer for presentation to the regions and at the All COPs meeting.  

The Science and Technology Committee continued the discussion of grand challenges on the second day of the meeting.  There was some reluctance to use the ones identified with Under-Secretary Buchanan due to the fact that they did not include some key areas but also some concern was raised about using them as we deal with a new administration.  It might be advantageous to identify a new set of challenges to which we and the new administration can take ownership.

W. Ravlin found the following definition of grand challenge problems on Wikipedia that might help explain to participants what we are attempting to identify:

“A Grand Challenge Problem is a general category of unsolved problems. The definition of a Grand Challenge problem has a certain degree of inherent subjectivity surrounding what is, or is not, a Grand Challenge. A Grand Challenge problem exhibits at least the following characteristics:

1. The problem is demonstrably hard to solve, requiring several orders-of-magnitude improvement in the capability required to solve it.

2. The problem cannot be unsolvable. If it probably can't be solved, then it can't be a Grand Challenge. Ideally, quantifiable measures that indicate progress toward a solution are also definable.

3. The solution to a Grand Challenge problem must have a significant economic and/or social impact.

The revised challenges that were discussed were:

· Develop Agricultural Systems for a Changing Global Climate

· Enhance Production of Safe and Abundant Food for America
· Develop Energy and Materials from America's Renewable Natural Resources

· Maintain a Sustainable Environment

· Enhance Science Capacity and Adoption of Technology

· Sustain Individual, Family and Community Resilience

· Strengthen International Connections

· Overarching Issues – all areas

It was suggested, that at some point, the Podesta Group is brought into the picture to help with wording the theme and challenges.  A series of White Papers on the challenges can be written to be used in the development of the Science Roadmap.  

Action:  It was decided that rather than attempt to simply update the previous Roadmap, a new Roadmap should be developed.  However, the information collected during the last process and subsequent updates will be used as background.  A subcommittee with members from both the S & T Committee and SSSC under the leadership of Travis Park prepared a proposal for utilizing the Delphi process for identifying and confirming grand challenge areas and respective research objectives for the Roadmap (see Attachment 1 for the proposal).  It is proposed that deans, directors of research, Extension and academic programs in 1862, 1890 and 1994 institutions, and key faculty in each institution be asked to participate in the process.  It was also suggested that this part of the process could be managed by the PBD Emerging Issues and Future Direction Task Force to insure buy-in from the entire system.   Once the challenges and objectives are confirmed, the Committee will work on identifying current gaps in knowledge and resources, strategies and metrics to measure progress, and the development of the Science Roadmap can begin.
M. Hoffmann, who is a member of the PBD Task Force, will present the proposal to the Task Force at their teleconference this February.

7.0
Future Meeting

The next face-to-face meeting of the Committee will be on February 2-3, 2010 in Washington, DC.  The Committee plans to again meet jointly with the Social Sciences Subcommittee.

Chair Greg Bohach thanked everyone and adjourned the meeting at 11:45AM.
Attachment 1.  
ESCOP Science Roadmap Proposal

Delphi Process

Goals

1) Update ESCOP Science Roadmap.

2) Identify strategic grand challenge problem areas
 for agricultural research and extension.
Process
1) Pre-study. (March 9)

a. Contact directors of research, extension, and academics at land-grant universities (1862, 1890, 1994) to participate in the study.

b. Ask directors to, in turn, forward the email to up to 5 key faculty in their institution. Return the names and email addresses to the research team.

2) Round 1. (March 16)

a. “Within the context of economic, social, and ecological wellbeing, what are the research priorities that we, research, extension, and education in and about agriculture, broadly defined, that we are uniquely capable to address?”

b. List the grand challenge problems. Ask, “Within these challenge problem areas, identify the research priorities.”

i. Develop Agricultural Systems for a Changing Global Climate
ii. Enhance Production of Safe and Abundant Food for America
iii. Develop Energy and Materials from America's Renewable Natural Resources

iv. Maintain a Sustainable Environment

v. Enhance Science Capacity and Adoption of Technology

vi. Sustain Individual, Family and Community Resilience

vii. Strengthen International Connections

c. Ask, “What other grand challenge problems should be addressed by agricultural research over the next 10 years?”

i. Ask, “Within these challenge problem areas, identify the research priorities.”

d. Ask each respondent to rate their level of agreement with each research priority on a 5-point Likert-type scale, Strongly disagree to strongly agree.

e. Allow respondents to amend and/or comment upon each research priority.

3) Round 2. (March 30)

a. Determine the mean level of agreement with each research priority. Research priorities failing to generate mean agreement of 3.0 will be dropped from subsequent rounds.

b. Report mean level of agreement and the individuals immediate past response to respondents.

c. Ask respondents to respond again with their level of agreement with each research priority on a 5-point Likert-type scale, Strongly disagree to strongly agree.

d. Allow respondents to amend and/or comment upon each research priority.

4) Round 3. (April 13)

a. Determine the mean level of agreement with the research priority. Research priorities failing to generate mean agreement of 3.0 will be dropped from subsequent rounds.

b. Report mean level of agreement and the individuals immediate past response to respondents.

c. Ask respondents to respond again with their level of agreement with each research priority on a 5-point Likert-type scale, Strongly disagree to strongly agree.

d. Allow respondents to amend and/or comment upon each research priority.

5) Round 4. (April 27)

a. Determine the mean level of agreement with the research priority. Research priorities failing to generate mean agreement of 3.0 will be dropped from subsequent rounds.

b. Report mean level of agreement and the individuals immediate past response to respondents.

c. Ask respondents to respond again with their level of agreement with each research priority on a 5-point Likert-type scale, Strongly disagree to strongly agree.

d. Allow respondents to amend and/or comment upon each research priority.

6) Round 5. (May 17)

a. Determine the mean level of agreement with each research priority. Research priorities failing to generate mean agreement of 3.0 will be dropped from subsequent rounds.

b. Report mean level of agreement and the individuals immediate past response to respondents.

c. Ask respondents to respond again with their dichotomous agreement or disagreement; Yes, the priority should be included on Science Roadmap, or No, it should not be included.

d. Work toward consensus on the critical initiatives for agriculture, most broadly defined. Consensus is operationally defined as 2/3 agreement.

What follows below is a proposal of the language and general structure of the web-based questionnaire.

Cover Letter to Research Directors
Dear <<Research Director>>,

The USDA Experimental Station Committee on Organization and Policy is currently rewriting the 10-year Science Roadmap, which includes the grand challenge problem areas and more specific research priorities for agriculture.

American agriculture, broadly defined, faces many grand challenge problems in the next five to 10 years. These grand challenge problems are those which are difficult to solve, yet do have solutions, or at least milestones that mark progress toward solutions. These grand challenge problems also carry significant social, environmental, and economic impact. Grand challenge problems stretch the limits of our collective research, extension, and academic abilities and capacities.
In rewriting the Science Roadmap, you have a valuable part in the process. We are asking your input, ideas, and vision for the future of agricultural research, as well as the input of up to five of your colleagues who have research appointments. We ask that you provide us with the names and email addresses of five individuals within your institution who have the perspective, experience, and expertise to provide quality input about identifying the grand challenge problems and research priorities within each of the problems for the next 10 years. You may log onto our website [www.escop_scienceroadmap.gov] to contribute these names and email addresses. We also ask that you communicate with your colleagues that you have included them as part of this process.

Over the next several weeks we will email you with a website where you can add your contributions to the Science Roadmap. We are using a Delphi process which gathers the ideas of experts and moves them and their ideas to consensus. There will be four (4) rounds of questionnaires in the Delphi process, with each one requiring approximately 20 minutes of your time. You will contribute written ideas and evaluate the ideas of others in the field. In order to facilitate our process, it is important that you provide your feedback in a timely manner. The Delphi portal will only be open for a short period of time (1 week) during each round.

If you have any questions about the Science Roadmap or the Delphi process, please feel free to contact me or Dr. Travis Park at travispark@cornell.edu or 607.255.8122.

Thank you once again for your time and consideration of this important endeavor. Your input, as well as that of your colleagues with research appointments is much appreciated and valued.
Sincerely,

Daniel Rossi, Ph.D.

Executive Director

Northeastern Regional Association of State Agricultural Experiment Station Directors

Foran Hall Rm. 363

59 Dudley Road

New Brunswick, NJ 08901-8520

Phone: 732-932-9375 x337

FAX: 732-932-9377

rossi@aesop.rutgers.edu
Cover Letter to Participants
Dear <<Participant>>,

The USDA Experimental Station Committee on Organization and Policy is currently rewriting the 10-year Science Roadmap, which includes the grand challenge problem areas and more specific research priorities for agriculture.

American agriculture, broadly defined, faces many grand challenge problems in the next five to 10 years. These grand challenge problems are those which are difficult to solve, yet do have solutions, or at least milestones that mark progress toward solutions. These grand challenge problems also carry significant social, environmental, and economic impact. Grand challenge problems stretch the limits of our collective research, extension, and academic abilities and capacities.
In rewriting the Science Roadmap, you have a valuable part in the process. We are asking your input, ideas, and vision for the future of agricultural research. Over the next several weeks we will email you with a website where you can add your contributions to the Science Roadmap. We are using a Delphi process which gathers the ideas of experts and moves them and their ideas to consensus. There will be four (4) rounds of questionnaires in the Delphi process, with each one requiring approximately 20 minutes of your time. You will contribute written ideas and evaluate the ideas of others in the field. In order to facilitate our process, it is important that you provide your feedback in a timely manner. The Delphi portal will only be open for a short period of time (1 week) during each round.

If you have any questions about the Science Roadmap or the Delphi process, please feel free to contact me or Dr. Travis Park at travispark@cornell.edu or 607.255.8122.

Thank you once again for your time and consideration of this important endeavor. Your input, as well as that of your colleagues with research appointments is much appreciated and valued.
Sincerely,

Daniel Rossi, Ph.D.

Executive Director

Northeastern Regional Association of State Agricultural Experiment Station Directors

Foran Hall Rm. 363

59 Dudley Road

New Brunswick, NJ 08901-8520

Phone: 732-932-9375 x337

FAX: 732-932-9377

rossi@aesop.rutgers.edu
ESCOP Science Roadmap

Round 1: Delphi

Grand Challenge Problems
American agriculture, broadly defined, faces many grand challenge problems in the next five to 10 years. These grand challenge problems are those which are difficult to solve, yet do have solutions, or at least milestones that mark progress toward solutions. These grand challenge problems also carry significant social, environmental, and economic impact. Grand challenge problems stretch the limits of our collective research, extension, and academic abilities and capacities.

Below are the initial set of grand challenge problems outlined by the Policy Board of Directors Emerging Issues and Future Directions Task Force. In the space provided [This document will be web-based, so the space will be a textbox into which respondents can write their own ideas/sentences.], identify the research priorities within each of the grand challenge problems that we are uniquely capable to address as researchers in and about agriculture within the context of economic, social, and ecological wellbeing.
1) Develop Agricultural Systems for a Changing Global Climate
2) Enhance Production of Safe and Abundant Food for America
3) Develop Energy and Materials from America's Renewable Natural Resources

4) Maintain a Sustainable Environment

5) Enhance Science Capacity and Adoption of Technology

6) Sustain Individual, Family and Community Resilience

7) Strengthen International Connections

In addition to the aforementioned grand challenge problems, what are other grand challenge problems that should be addressed by agricultural research over the next 10 years?

[Space provided for grand challenge problem areas.]

For each of the grand challenge problems that you added, please list specific research priorities for each.

[Space provided for grand challenge problem areas.]
Demographic Information: (Gathered once on Round 1 only)
1) Assign a unique password

2) Agricultural discipline

3) FTE appointment

4) Institution type (1862, 1890, 1994)

5) Years of university research experience

6) Leadership within the college of agriculture

7) Name of institution
8) Who sent you the invitation email?

ESCOP Science Roadmap

Round 2: Delphi

Grand Challenge Problems
For each of the research priorities listed under each of the grand challenge areas, please indicate your level of agreement that the priority is important enough to be included in the USDA 10-year Science Roadmap. Remember that these research priorities are the ones that we, as researchers in agriculture, are uniquely capable to address within the context of economic, social, and ecological wellbeing. If you so desire, you may reword any of the research priorities in the space provided immediately below the priority.
	Grand Challenge Problems and Research Priorities
	Response

SD      D      U      A      SA

	1) Develop Agricultural Systems for a Changing Global Climate
	

	A) 
	(  (  (  (  (

	B) 
	(  (  (  (  (

	C) 
	(  (  (  (  (

	D) 
	(  (  (  (  (

	2) Enhance Production of Safe and Abundant Food for America
	

	A) 
	(  (  (  (  (

	B) 
	(  (  (  (  (

	C) 
	(  (  (  (  (

	D) 
	(  (  (  (  (

	3) Develop Energy and Materials from America's Renewable Natural Resources
	

	A) 
	(  (  (  (  (

	B) 
	(  (  (  (  (

	C) 
	(  (  (  (  (

	D) 
	(  (  (  (  (

	4) Maintain a Sustainable Environment
	

	A) 
	(  (  (  (  (

	B) 
	(  (  (  (  (

	C) 
	(  (  (  (  (

	5) Enhance Science Capacity and Adoption of Technology
	

	A) 
	(  (  (  (  (

	B) 
	(  (  (  (  (

	6) Sustain Individual, Family and Community Resilience
	

	A) 
	(  (  (  (  (

	B) 
	(  (  (  (  (

	7) Strengthen International Connections
	

	A) 
	(  (  (  (  (

	B) 
	(  (  (  (  (

	8) 
	

	A) 
	(  (  (  (  (

	B) 
	(  (  (  (  (


ESCOP Science Roadmap

Round 3: Delphi

Grand Challenge Problems
For each of the research priorities listed under each of the grand challenge areas, review the mean response from all respondents and your individual response from the last round. The goal of this process is to reach consensus about the research priorities to be included in the USDA 10-year Science Roadmap. If you so desire, you may reword any of the research priorities in the space provided immediately below the priority.
Then, for each of the research priorities, please indicate your level of agreement that the priority is important enough to be included in the USDA 10-year Science Roadmap. Remember that these research priorities are the ones that we, as researchers in agriculture, are uniquely capable to address within the context of economic, social, and ecological wellbeing. Also remember, your response may remain the same as the previous round, but it may also chance as you consider the mean response from your colleagues in various agricultural research fields.
	Grand Challenge Problems and Research Priorities
	Mean Response Round 2
	Your Response Round 2
	Response

SD      D      U      A      SA

	1) Develop Agricultural Systems for a Changing Global Climate
	
	
	

	A) 
	3.5
	5
	(  (  (  (  (

	B) 
	4.1
	2
	(  (  (  (  (

	C) [This priority would have been dropped because of lack of prior consensus, meaning that it did not garner a mean of at least 3.0 on any one of the previous rounds.]
	2.0
	4
	(  (  (  (  (

	D) 
	4.3
	5
	(  (  (  (  (

	2) Enhance Production of Safe and Abundant Food for America
	
	
	

	A) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	B) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	C) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	D) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	3) Develop Energy and Materials from America's Renewable Natural Resources
	
	
	

	A) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	B) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	C) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	D) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	4) Maintain a Sustainable Environment
	
	
	

	A) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	B) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	C) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	5) Enhance Science Capacity and Adoption of Technology
	
	
	

	A) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	B) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	6) Sustain Individual, Family and Community Resilience
	
	
	

	A) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	B) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	7) Strengthen International Connections
	
	
	

	A) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	B) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	8) 
	
	
	

	A) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	B) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (


ESCOP Science Roadmap

Round 4: Delphi

Grand Challenge Problems
For each of the research priorities listed under each of the grand challenge areas, review the mean response from all respondents and your individual response from the last round. The goal of this process is to reach consensus about the research priorities to be included in the USDA 10-year Science Roadmap. If you so desire, you may reword any of the research priorities in the space provided immediately below the priority.
Then, for each of the research priorities, please indicate your level of agreement that the priority is important enough to be included in the USDA 10-year Science Roadmap. Remember that these research priorities are the ones that we, as researchers in agriculture, are uniquely capable to address within the context of economic, social, and ecological wellbeing. Also remember, your response may remain the same as the previous round, but it may also chance as you consider the mean response from your colleagues in various agricultural research fields.
	Grand Challenge Problems and Research Priorities
	Mean Response Round 3
	Your Response Round 3
	Response

SD      D      U      A      SA

	1) Develop Agricultural Systems for a Changing Global Climate
	
	
	

	A) 
	3.75
	4
	(  (  (  (  (

	B) 
	3.5
	3
	(  (  (  (  (

	C) [This priority would have been dropped because of lack of prior consensus, meaning that it did not garner a mean of at least 3.0 on any one of the previous rounds.]
	2.0
	3
	(  (  (  (  (

	D) 
	4.3
	5
	(  (  (  (  (

	2) Enhance Production of Safe and Abundant Food for America
	
	
	

	A) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	B) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	C) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	D) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	3) Develop Energy and Materials from America's Renewable Natural Resources
	
	
	

	A) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	B) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	C) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	D) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	4) Maintain a Sustainable Environment
	
	
	

	A) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	B) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	C) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	5) Enhance Science Capacity and Adoption of Technology
	
	
	

	A) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	B) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	6) Sustain Individual, Family and Community Resilience
	
	
	

	A) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	B) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	7) Strengthen International Connections
	
	
	

	A) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	B) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	8) 
	
	
	

	A) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (

	B) 
	
	
	(  (  (  (  (


ESCOP Science Roadmap

Round 5: Delphi

Grand Challenge Problems
For each of the research priorities listed under each of the grand challenge areas, review the mean response from all respondents from the last round. The goal of this process is to reach consensus about the research priorities to be included in the USDA 10-year Science Roadmap.
For each of the research priorities please indicate whether or not you believe that the priority is important enough to be included in the USDA 10-year Science Roadmap. Remember that these research priorities are the ones that we, as researchers in agriculture, are uniquely capable to address within the context of economic, social, and ecological wellbeing.
	Grand Challenge Problems and Research Priorities
	Mean Response Round 4
	Should this research priority be included in the USDA 10-year Science Roadmap?

	1) Develop Agricultural Systems for a Changing Global Climate
	
	

	A) 
	3.87
	(  Yes

(  No

	B) 
	3.56
	(  Yes

(  No

	C) [This priority would have been dropped because of lack of prior consensus, meaning that it did not garner a mean of at least 3.0 on any one of the previous rounds.]
	2.09
	(  Yes

(  No

	D) 
	4.31
	(  Yes

(  No

	2) Enhance Production of Safe and Abundant Food for America
	
	

	A) 
	
	(  Yes

(  No

	B) 
	
	(  Yes

(  No

	C) 
	
	(  Yes

(  No

	D) 
	
	(  Yes

(  No

	3) Develop Energy and Materials from America's Renewable Natural Resources
	
	

	A) 
	
	(  Yes

(  No

	B) 
	
	(  Yes

(  No

	C) 
	
	(  Yes

(  No

	D) 
	
	(  Yes

(  No

	4) Maintain a Sustainable Environment
	
	

	A) 
	
	(  Yes

(  No

	B) 
	
	(  Yes

(  No

	C) 
	
	(  Yes

(  No

	5) Enhance Science Capacity and Adoption of Technology
	
	

	A) 
	
	(  Yes

(  No

	B) 
	
	(  Yes

(  No

	6) Sustain Individual, Family and Community Resilience
	
	

	A) 
	
	(  Yes

(  No

	B) 
	
	(  Yes

(  No

	7) Strengthen International Connections
	
	

	A) 
	
	(  Yes

(  No

	B) 
	
	(  Yes

(  No

	8) 
	
	

	A) 
	
	(  Yes

(  No

	B) 
	
	(  Yes

(  No


Other concerns that remain
1) The timeline may be a bit aggressive.

2) Funding/how to process data/web-based surveys???

3) Cover letter for the research process.

4) Contact information for the agricultural research directors.

5) IRB approval???
Global climate change





Water availability and quality





Energy security





Healthy food and food security





Social, economic, environmental well being








� Wikipedia defines a grand challenge problem as “a general category of unsolved problems. The definition of a Grand Challenge problem has a certain degree of inherent subjectivity surrounding what is, or is not, a Grand Challenge. A Grand Challenge problem exhibits at least the following characteristics:


The problem is demonstrably hard to solve, requiring several orders-of-magnitude improvement in the capability required to solve it. 


The problem cannot be unsolvable. If it probably can't be solved, then it can't be a Grand Challenge. Ideally, quantifiable measures that indicate progress toward a solution are also definable.


The solution to a Grand Challenge problem must have a significant economic and/or social impact.”
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