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[bookmark: _Hlk62472809]
Attendance: Steve Lommel, Mark McGuire, Bret Hess, Blair Siegfried (proxy for Matt Wilson), Bob Mattive, Tom Bewick, Mike Schmitt, Carolyn Lawrence-Dill, Gary Thompson, Jennifer Tippetts (recording secretary).			
I. Welcome/Introductions	- Mark welcomed members and introductions were made. 
II. 
Purpose of NRSP and current funding commitments- Mark reviewed the purpose of the meeting. NRSP still has room for funding and will review a few new projects today. 


III. Virtual presentation of proposal to renew NRSP8	- Noelle Cockett delivered a presentation and had to catch a plane, leaving no time for Q&A.


IV. Discussion and recommendations for NRSP8- It was recommended that they need a new name and a new number to help define the project moving forward. However, NRSP8 needs to be retained for consistency in NIMSS. It is important to keep the identity of NRSP8. Others noted that the title is what is important. 
The goal is to have NRSP_Temp_8 become successful enough to not need NRSP8 funding. The ROI is significant and NRSP8 has done a great job of leveraging their funds. The challenge is to separate the NRSP8 funds from leveraged funds; who gets the credit and how do you differentiate between them? NIFA had not funded the animal side yet but are starting to see the benefits of the big system wide side and animals will catch up with the plant sector. 
The revision is significantly better than the original proposal. Is this a good model to provide best practices? 
The NE region is concerned that there is not enough detailed evaluation of the project and has suggested adding a requirement to show a mid-term impact or evaluation. Another suggestion is to bring in an outsider to conduct the evaluation. There have been great impacts, but the next steps can take the project much further. We need to take the project in steps, the science impacts have been immense. Should impacts be rolled into the guidelines in the future? 
The West suggested that the annual reports should focus on adoption. How have other scientific communities accepted and adopted the tools?
The communication section was weak. They said they wanted to reach out into the community, but nothing was defined as a mechanism. They had twenty-two support letters from the industry. NRSP RC should ask how they plan to engage more broadly. There is no purposeful cross communication across the species. They all listen and attend, but they could work at a higher level for integration and alignment. The target audience was not necessarily industry. What is the value of what is being provided? Is there a need by industry?

Mike moved to accept the NRSP_TEMP_8 proposal and budget. Steve seconded the motion. Carolyn provided a friendly amendment to recommend a different title to the project to convey the new focus of the project but keep NRSP8. Discussion point to relay to AAs: an evaluation or impact analysis will be expected at midterm review. Motion approved unanimously. 

				
V. Virtual presentation of proposal to establish NRSP11- Deanna Osmond presented. 


Q&A
Are the 1890’s involved, or should they be? Not yet, but they should be at some point in the future. Deanna is not aware of any that currently conduct soil fertility work. 

Is the State Department of Ag a client? The State Department of Ag also works with soil specialists at the University. Are the historical P&K data sets in the University? The data resides with LGU’s not the state departments. 

As the team has developed the support tool, how will substantial varietal differences be built in? Soil fertility has not ever focused on varieties. It would be immensely complicated and difficult to track varieties. Currently track specific crops not the variety. The soil tests do not look at the yield, just if it can supply enough nutrients to feed a crop. 

As the tools are adopted by companies selling fertilizer, they are making assurances that it will be enough for specific crops. Is there a missed opportunity because the recommendations are not satisfactory for the needs? Deanna shared that they have learned over the years that only files are provided and other groups make the recommendations and there is no basis for the algorithms. FRST members think there would be a great service to farmers and NRCS if the LGU recommendations were up to date just for corn. 

[bookmark: _Hlk139469787][bookmark: _Hlk139468014][bookmark: _Hlk139469712]Is there an expectation for continued funding after the first five years? Deanna stated that there is a need to continue to support the infrastructure to maintain but might not be at the level we are at now. 

What about data sharing from the people that you need the data from. What are the tactics to get data shared? Deanna shared that they have continued to work with data sharing specialists, some have been very generous. They are hopeful that individuals continue to share. Do you have collaborators in the UK, like you do within the US? Deanna shared they are not working with the UK but working with the National Ag Library. 

How are private data going to be incorporated? Deanna noted that it is hard to get data from the universities, but it is even harder to get it from the private sector. Some of the companies run soil fertility trials and some do not. 

FRST may want to reach out to NRSP 9 as they have an extensive data set that was captured from private laboratories. Their leadership might be able to shed light on how they obtained private data.

Considering historical data sets, how accurate are those data since analytical techniques and other measurements at the time they were collected have changed. Deanna shared that it is a very large data set, and we know that there is an aspect of user judgment on how far back you want to take data. Soil depth is an aspect that the committee is working through to have consistency. 


VI. Discussion and recommendation for NRSP11- This is a revised proposal and there has been a lot of responsiveness to reviewers and NRSP RC over the past year. Coordination of the regional multi-state projects at national level culminated in a much stronger proposal. 

[bookmark: _Hlk139469255]For them to be real and relevant there needs to be billions of data points, can they create something that is usable? 

[bookmark: _Hlk139469865]There are challenges but there is a solid plan for progression. The question is about funding expectations and longevity. 

[bookmark: _Hlk139468896]The project is taking baby steps and back filling data from 70 years ago to make it usable. Variable rate applications are hard to track and manage and are not practical. They are not trying to fertilize crops, but bringing soil fertility to a certain level, and be able to presents results across the country.   
[bookmark: _Hlk139469117]
The team is promoting this project as a recommendation tool. Soil fertility is their focus, but not how they are presenting the project. 

[bookmark: _Hlk139468353]Recommendations can be difficult to meet expectations. People want more localized recommendations. Will the expectations of the tool be too broad? Industry needs to be involved because people look to industry for recommendations. Just because we collect data does not mean that the data will influence the public. Can these issues be addressed, or should the social sciences be engaged? 

[bookmark: _Hlk139469340]There is miss-management of nutrients in Pennsylvania. There were not any recommendations for environments that suffer from over-fertilization. 

[bookmark: _Hlk139467399][bookmark: _Hlk139467499]Carolyn made a motion to provisionally accept and review how they accept these comments before we make a final recommendation to the members. Deadline of mid-August. A response is sufficient. How are they going to manage expectations with the tool? The response must address social, regulatory, environmental, and industry issues. Request intent for funding in the future? Gary seconded the motion. Motion approved unanimously. 

Blair agreed to bring this back to NERA and find a representative to serve as AA. 

VII. Virtual presentation of intent to submit NRSP proposal- Brad Gaolach


Have researchers been engaged up front? Brad shared that this is extension based, but community driven. 
 
This could benefit from more conversations and started as extension and industry driven. 
 
Many urban programs have been based on urban pests. Is that a connection where you can incorporate research? Brad shared yes it has been a consideration, how can experts in those areas engage on the larger level and share the data. Can we build a pipeline to research and extension? 

Are there already some projects that have been successful and sustainable around urban ag?  Were those projects beneficial to their communities? Brad shared that there are robust areas in green storm water infrastructure coming from research in Washington. Urban extension has been gaining traction in ECOP nationally, but there is a lot more opportunity in infrastructure. If we could engage research it would be mutually beneficial to both ECOP and ESCOP. 

Are there opportunities in urban forestry and thermal load in urban areas? Is there enough known or is there a research opportunity? Brad shared this is a huge research opportunity. Brad shared that his experience is that LGU’s have not been overly engaged in urban issues as others have. Other entities have filled that space. This NRSP could allow for great opportunities for collaboration between extension and research. 

Is there an opportunity to build a model where researcher and extension can both be at the table? Brad shared that he was trying to navigate the bounds for NRSP. There is an opportunity for workforce development in the community. Is there a way to incorporate placed based jobs? There are two approaches, the government side and non-profit side. There is an opportunity to use this model in an underserved community. How many jobs can you create? How can 4-H get involved? Brad is trying to evolve this concept over time. 

Has water been a consideration. Diverting water away from agriculture in rural areas to urban areas is a contentious issue. Brad shared that this has been a continued issue and this NRSP could be a great opportunity to change this from a critical issue to an organized activity with leadership that can drive outcomes. This structure can allow faculty to draw from the data, not replicate but contribute. 

VIII. [bookmark: _Hlk139471336]Discussion and recommendations for intent NRSP- This project assumes if one could evoke the interest of researchers then the researchers will come, which is a flawed model. If a model cannot get started at a regional level, how is it going to work on a national level?  

[bookmark: _Hlk139471522]This is an opportunity to engage with a group of constituents that has a huge impact. They can easily be mobilized. Researchers respond to opportunities. A lot of these decisions are made on an urban level. There is support for the recommendation to engage researchers to help develop some hypotheses for the initial NRSP. It was agreed that the proposal needs input from research. 

[bookmark: _Hlk139471718]This is a virtuous concept. Whatever we can do to socialize, the concept will be beneficial. There should be some coordination with research, extension, and academic programs. Would those other programs be willing to contribute funding? 

[bookmark: _Hlk139471813]The social science aspect needs to be reviewed so that expectations are met, and we gain urban constituents. 

[bookmark: _Hlk139471883]We need to find ways to get engaged in urban problems. This could be a great opportunity. How engagement is going to happen needs to be addressed. This is a great extension project.

[bookmark: _Hlk139471968]Some research questions could be addressed now instead of waiting. This includes insect and pest management. 

[bookmark: _Hlk139472072][bookmark: _Hlk139472247]The research aspects in urban projects have not always been successful. The proposal should be narrowed and identify a few research objectives on a national level. A few areas could be targeted that have similarities. This could be a pilot program. Is the lack of desirable research the inability to fund research? Municipalities are not as interested in research as they want action now. There is a great opportunity. Are there lessons that that can be learned from? Pittsburgh and Philadelphia are great examples. 

[bookmark: _Hlk139472290][bookmark: _Hlk139472314]The presentation was delivered with more of a psychological lens instead of a data driven perspective. Admittedly, Brad had less than a month to put this concept into writing. We should encourage drafting a proposal that involved more research and includes how extension can be leveraged to support research activities. 

[bookmark: _Hlk139472416]Who are the scientists that could provide the data that can be translated by extension in the urban areas? 

There is only one LGU campus that is located in an urban area. Does Brad need to look outside of land grant universities? 

DEIA is an opportunity that could be addressed with a research project. 

[bookmark: _Hlk139472506]The Committee agreed to have Bret continue the conversations. The project needs to include research focus and needs to be national in scope. Connections can be made with other institutions to show the partnerships. 

[bookmark: _Hlk139472850]The committee agrees that this proposal should be developed further. The January 2025 submission deadline should provide ample time to address NRSP RC comments. 

Steve moved to respond to this presentation with encouragement to submit a proposal by January 2025. Gary seconded the motion. Motion approved unanimously. 

IX. Midterm Review of NRSP4- Steve shared that the project moved from Rutgers to NC State. There was staff turnover and now they are in a permanent space and fully staffed again. They did a great job of changing the funding from NIFA to a grant. Very effective in advocating. The biggest issue currently is a lot of companies will not be able to license for minor use due to regulatory concerns. The amount of money provided from NRSP is small but critical. This project just celebrated 60 years. The committee is completing work with Hemp, and they had a contingency plan in place to respond to the EPA regulations. The mid-term review was very solid.
 
Gary moved to approve the project and continue funding at budgeted amounts. Carolyn seconded. Motion passed unanimously. 

X. [bookmark: _Hlk139534686]Midterm Review of NRSP9- Bret shared that the request at the midterm was to conduct an impact analysis to illustrate what the project has been providing. An evaluator was hired and provided a very comprehensive evaluation of the project’s accomplishments. 
[bookmark: _Hlk139535175][bookmark: _Hlk139535094]The modeling committee published a paper with basic guidelines that has been cited extensively. The project’s impact is still difficult to determine. In addition to the impact analysis there was a suggestion by NRSP RC to explore an alternative business model. NRSP9 efforts explored an alternative business model and decreasing reliance on OTT funding. A 501 C (3) was created in hopes of receiving sponsorship for some of NRSP9’s activities. NRSP9 is entering into a contract with NRCS for three years for $1.5 million dollars, which will help develop the guidelines for animal feeding systems. 

Gary moved to approve the project and continue funding at budgeted amounts. Mike seconded the motion. Motion passed unanimously. 

XI. Revisions to NRSP Guidelines- The only suggestion was to include requirements to conduct an impact analysis for midterm review, which is included in the attached revisions.


XII. Preliminary discussion of NRSP4’s transition plan- For the midterm review, NRSP4 was asked to develop a plan to transition off of NRSP funding. The impact analysis done showed that the economic impact of the project was $8.9 billion dollars. The plan essentially stated that they do great work and NRSP RC should continue funding. They are a fairly lean operation and are trying to re-establish international component. NRSP RC should recommend continuation of funding at a decreased level because they don’t need to run as many field trials. In addition, IR-4 receives $15 million, which includes a recent increase of $4 million dollars. The question becomes with the substantial increase in funds, do you still need the financial support from NRSP? There is a significant investment with the additional money to become more modern by transitioning data to an electronic format. Rental fees are now required at the new location. There has also been a transition to contract labor that is more expensive. NRSP RC should be consistent with the requirements placed on all programs and NRSP4 should be held to the same standards. NRSP4 needs to build a budget that shows a reduction in reliance on OTT. The NRSP RC agreed to ask NRSP4 to have a business plan that starts with a 15% reduction in funds. Steve agreed to relay this message to NRSP4.
 
XIII. Adjourn				
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FRST Began with Southern 

Soil Fertility Working Group

(June 2018)

Zhang, H.,  J. Antonangelo, J.H. Grove, D.L. Osmond, 

S. Alford, R.J. Florence, G. Huluka, D.H. Hardy, J.T. Lessl, R.O. Maguire, R.S. Mylavarapu, L. Oldham, E.M. Pena-Yewtukhiw, T.L. Provin, N.A. Slaton, L.S. Sonon, 

D. Sotomayor, and J.J. Wang. 2020. Soil Test Based P and K Rate Recommendations across the Southeast: Similarities and Differences; Opportunities and Challenges. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 

DOI: 10.1002/saj2.20280



And others in attendance: AL: R. Prasad; AR: A. Sharpley;

GA: M. Cabrera, G. Harris; KY: C. Bolster (ARS), B. Lee,

 J. McGrath, E. Ritchie, F. Sikora; MS: K. Jones, L., J. Ramirez; 

OK: B. Arnall; SC: B. Farmaha; TN: F. Walker; TX: S. Feagley,

 J. Mowrer; PA: John Spargo and Pete Kleinman



                                USDA NRCS 69-3A75-17-45

Corn

Hay







A group of southern land-grant faculty, who had been working together for over ten years, were funded by USDA-NRCS Conservation Innovation Grants to continue working on harmonizing phosphorus indices but to do this we needed to harmonize our soil test recommendations first. Our soil test phosphorus recommendations often differed across state lines and this alone could affect the outcome of our indices.  As part of this project, we developed a soil test and fertilizer recommendation survey and during a working meeting, Dr. Hailin Zhang presented a series of soil test P or K levels vs application recommendations by soil test extractant. As demonstrated in this graph, it was clear that recommendations differ dramatically across state boundaries.
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Results of Critical Soil Test Value Discussion
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Another Way: Work Across State Lines Using “Big Data”















John Spargo and Josh McGrath, who had been working with Paul Fixen formerly of IPNI, encouraged the southern group to look at the Better Fertilizer for Crops decision tool from Australia as a model for turning state-level soil test data or little data into big data through a decision support tool.  The Australian soil-fertility decision tool allows users to enter information such as nutrient of interest, location, and crop. Then the tool estimates the critical soil nutrient concentrations based on different relative yield goals and confidence limits.  The results derive from historical soil test correlation and calibration data collected into a relational database and accessed through a web-based decision tool.  At the same time the Southern Extension and Research Activity-17, focused on phosphorus, decided to focus on harmonizing soil test recommendations across state boundaries.
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Fertilizer Recommendations Support Tool (FRST):
A Foundation for Modernizing Fertilizer Recommendations


Goal of FRST 

To advance the accuracy of soil-test-based fertilizer

recommendations by developing a database and decision tool from which recommendations can be scientifically developed and defended as best management practices.



Objectives of FRST

Develop a community of practice to galvanize interest and participation around soil fertility.

Develop a searchable tool that provides soil test correlation and calibration graphs with statistical confidence intervals for the area of interest (general users).  The first step will be to identify the soil test level above which there is no response (correlation) and the next step will be to provide rate recommendations when there is a response (calibration).

Provide data for nutrient management scientists and modelers for in-depth analysis of soil test calibration and correlation data (researchers).









The goal of FRST is very straightforward.  It is to advance the accuracy of soil-test-based fertilizer recommendations.  We will do this by developing a database and decision tool so that recommendations are more transparent and scientifically based in order to defend nutrient management decisions.  We expect two distinct user groups, first farmers, fertilizer dealers, and other interested parties, and secondly nutrient management scientists and modelers. 
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FRST Team + Collaborators

Nutifafa Adotey		University of Tennessee

Shannon Alford    		Clemson University 

Brian Arnall		Oklahoma State University 

Dana Ashford		USDA-NRCS

Doug Beegle*    		Penn State

Carl Bolster    		USDA-ARS

Sylvie Brouder    		Purdue University

Tom Bruulsema    		IPNI-Canada

Michael Buser    		USDA-ARS

Miguel Cabrera    		University of Georgia

Ignacio Ciampitti		Kansas State University

Jason Clark    		South Dakota State Univ.

Adrian Correndo		Kansas State University

Steve Culman    		Washington State Univ. 

Leo Deiss		Ohio State University

Jagman Dhillon    		Mississippi State Univ.

Gerson Drescher		University of Arkansas

Bhupinder Farmaha		Clemson University

Joshua Faulkner		University of Vermont

Fabian Fernandez		University of Minnesota

Bronc Finch		University of  Arkansas

Robert Florence    		University of Tennessee

Robert Flynn    		New Mexico State Univ.

Luke Gatiboni    		North Carolina State Univ.

Daniel Geisseler    		Univ. of California - Davis

John Grove    		University of Kentucky

David Hardy    		NCDA&CS

Daren Harmel    		USDA-ARS

Joseph Heckman    		Rutgers University

John Hoban 		East Carolina University

Bryan Hopkins    		Brigham Young University

Gobena Huluka    		Auburn University

Javed Iqbal    		University of Nebraska

Jim Ippolito		Colorado State University

Sindhu Jagadamma		University of Tennessee













Edwin Ritchey		University of Kentucky

Matthew Ruark		University of Wisconsin

Dorivar Ruiz Diaz		Kansas State University

Amir Sadeghpour  		Southern Illinois University

Hubert Savoy*    		University of Tennessee

Charles Shapiro*		University of Nebraska

Lakesh Sharma    		University of Florida

Andrew Sharpley *  		University of Arkansas

Amy Shober		University of Delaware 

Frank Sikora		University of Kentucky

Gurbir Singh		University of Missouri

Hardeep Singh		University of Florida

Jasdeep Singh		University of Illinois

Henry Sintem		University of Georgia

Nathan Slaton    		University of Arkansas

Jared Spackman    		University of Idaho

Carissa Spencer		USDA-FSA

David Sotomayor		University of Puerto Rico

John Spargo    		Penn State

Kurt Steinke		Michigan State University

Haiying Tao		University of Connecticut

David Tarkalson		USDA-ARS

Gurpal Toor		University of Maryland

Teferi Tsegaye    		USDA-ARS

Pete Vadas		USDA-ARS

Jeff Volenec		Purdue University

Jordon Wade		University of Missouri

Forbes Walker    		University of Tennessee

Jim Wang    		Louisiana State University

Charles White    		Penn State

Stephen Wood		The Nature Conservancy

Matt Yost		Utah State University 

Frank Yin    		University of Tennessee

Hailin Zhang		Oklahoma State University



John Jones    		University of Wisconsin

Daniel Kaiser		University of Minnesota

Gurpreet Kaur		University of Missouri

Quirine Ketterings		Cornell University

Gene Kim		 USDA-NRCS

Pete Kleinman    		USDA-ARS

Greg LaBarge		Ohio State University

Gabe LaHue		Washington State Univ.

Jay Lessl    		University of Georgia

Rory Maguire    		Virginia Tech University

Antonio Mallarino		Iowa State University

Renuka Mathur		University of New Hampshire

Andrew Margenot    		University of Illinois

Emma Matcham		University of Florida

Marshall McDaniel		Iowa State University

Fernando Miguez		Iowa State University

Robert Miller    		Formerly Colorado State

Amber Moore   		Oregon State University

Tom Morris*    		University of Connecticut

Jake Mowrer    		Texas A&M University

Stephanie Murphy 		Rutgers University

Rao Mylavarapu    		University of Florida

Kelly Nelson		University of Missouri

Nathan Nelson    		Kansas State University

Leanna Nigon		The Fertilizer Institute

Deanna Osmond		North Carolina State Univ.

Rasel Parvej		Louisiana State University

Austin Pearce		North Carolina State Univ.

Eugenia 
Pena-Yewtukhiw	 	Univ. of West Virginia

Tim Pilkowski		USDA-NRCS

Rishi Prasad		Auburn University

Tony Provin		Texas A&M University

Vaughn Reed		Mississippi State Univ.

Mark Reiter		Virginia Tech University

















*Retired







We have over 90 participants.  
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FRST Executive Team



Matt Yost, WERA-103 

John Spargo, NECC1812

Nathan Slaton, SERA-6

Daniel Kaiser, NCERA 13

Other Executive Team Members

Deanna Osmond, Chair

Greg Buol, Programmer









































































































USDA-ARS

58-8070-8-016

Visit soiltestfrst.org







Thanks to our sponsors:

USDA-NRCS
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FRST Project Collaboration: 2018-2023























Buy-in from the “community”

In-person meetings 2019, 2020

Monthly  conference calls

Volunteers for specific activities



















FRST Project Website: soiltestfrst.org







FRST Project: Step-wise activities

Survey of land grant faculty on current soil test practices and recommendations (Spargo)

Define a minimum dataset requirement for soil test correlation and calibration trials (Slaton)

Collect legacy soil test correlation and calibration data and develop an accompanying relational database (Lyons and Buol)

Determine the most appropriate relative yield definition for FRST (Pearce, Lyons and Slaton)

Collaborator soil test fertility trials 2021 and 2023 (Osmond and Lyons)

Sampling depth study (Culman and Spargo)

Modeling soil test correlation data (Slaton, Gatiboni, and Pearce)

Develop a user-friendly, searchable interface (decision tool) and internal structure that allows for input, output, and geospatial context (Buol, Arthur and Osmond)

FRST-associated project: lime equations (Miller)









In developing FRST, it has always been critical that this project be stepwise. We started with four primary activities that are interrelated: a national soil correlation and calibration survey; the development of a minimum data set for soil fertility correlation and calibration experiments; a legacy soil test correlation and calibration database; and finally the development of the FRST decision tool, and we added the determination of the most appropriate relative yield definition.
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FRST Project: Step-wise activities

Survey of land grant faculty on current soil test practices and recommendations (Spargo) – complete

Define a minimum dataset requirement for soil test correlation and calibration trials (Slaton)

Collect legacy soil test correlation and calibration data and develop an accompanying relational database (Lyons and Buol)

Determine the most appropriate relative yield definition for FRST (Pearce, Lyons and Slaton)

Collaborator soil test fertility trials 2021 and 2023 (Osmond and Lyons)

Sampling depth study (Culman and Spargo)

Modeling soil test correlation data (Slaton, Gatiboni, and Pearce)

Develop a user-friendly, searchable interface (decision tool) and internal structure that allows for input, output, and geospatial context (Buol, Arthur and Osmond)

FRST-associated project: lime equations (Miller)











13



National Land Grant University Soil Fertility Survey: Goals



Collect Information About:

soil testing analytical methods

fertilizer recommendations and philosophy used

general information such as status of correlation/calibration data



Goals are to gain a better understanding of the current status of soil testing across the U.S. to direct collaborative efforts among states and regions, and to identify where opportunities exist to harmonize recommendation guidelines. 

SSSAJ DOI: 10.1002/saj2.20536











National Land Grant University Soil Fertility Survey  Results: Corn Phosphorus and Potassium Correlation Year















National Land Grant University Soil Fertility Survey  Results: Funding for Soil Fertility Research





Total funding available

Is funding from fertilizer taxes/tonnage fees specifically allocated to support soil testing, soil fertility and nutrient management research and/or extension efforts available in your state?













National Land Grant University Soil Fertility Survey  Results: University Faculty FTE

Data for years 1951-1994 obtained from Voss (1998). 







FRST Project: Step-wise activities

Survey of land grant faculty on current soil test practices and recommendations (Spargo)

Define a minimum dataset requirement for soil test correlation and calibration trials (Slaton) - complete

Collect legacy soil test correlation and calibration data and develop an accompanying relational database (Lyons and Buol)

Determine the most appropriate relative yield definition for FRST (Pearce, Lyons and Slaton)

Collaborator soil test fertility trials 2021 and 2023 (Osmond and Lyons)

Sampling depth study (Culman and Spargo)

Modeling soil test correlation data (Slaton, Gatiboni, and Pearce)

Develop a user-friendly, searchable interface (decision tool) and internal structure that allows for input, output, and geospatial context (Buol, Arthur and Osmond)

FRST-associated project: lime equations(Miller)













18



Development of a Minimum Dataset Protocol  for Soil Test Correlation and Calibration Trials



Standardize information/data that should be collected to guide soil-test correlation and calibration research

Consensus among scientists

Guide research protocols and publication of research results

Qualify data for inclusion in meta-analyses

Promote good science but not be overly restrictive

Required vs recommended data 

 Facilitate data sharing



SSSAJ DOI: 10.1002/saj2.20338











FRST Project: Step-wise activities

Survey of land grant faculty on current soil test practices and recommendations (Spargo)

Define a minimum dataset requirement for soil test correlation and calibration trials (Slaton)

Collect legacy soil test correlation and calibration data and develop an accompanying relational database (Lyons and Buol) – on-going

Determine the most appropriate relative yield definition for FRST (Pearce, Lyons and Slaton)

Collaborator soil test fertility trials 2021 and 2023 (Osmond and Lyons)

Sampling depth study (Culman and Spargo)

Modeling soil test correlation data (Slaton, Gatiboni, and Pearce)

Develop a user-friendly, searchable interface (decision tool) and internal structure that allows for input, output, and geospatial context (Buol, Arthur and Osmond)

FRST-associated project: lime equations
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FRST Legacy Database

Database accessed by the Fertilizer Recommendation Support Tool (FRST)

Contains USA soil-test P and K correlation and calibration trial data

Data collected from many sources

Journal articles, extension and research bulletins, conference proceedings, dissertations and theses, spreadsheets, and word-processing documents 

Raw and summarized





P and K Trials in the FRST Database (1941-2021)

AEL DOI: 10.1002/ael2.20058







Alfalfa, bahiagrass, bermudagrass, camelina, corn, chickpea, soybean, clover/grass mix, cotton, flax, lentil, pea, peanut, rice, sorghum, sugarcane, sweet potato, wheat
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FRST Legacy Database: Data Publications











FRST Project: Step-wise activities

Survey of land grant faculty on current soil test practices and recommendations (Spargo)

Define a minimum dataset requirement for soil test correlation and calibration trials (Slaton)

Collect legacy soil test correlation and calibration data and develop an accompanying relational database (Lyons and Buol)

Determine the most appropriate relative yield definition for FRST (Pearce, Lyons and Slaton) - complete

Collaborator soil test fertility trials 2021 and 2023 (Osmond and Lyons)

Sampling depth study (Culman and Spargo)

Modeling soil test correlation data (Slaton, Gatiboni, and Pearce)

Develop a user-friendly, searchable interface (decision tool) and internal structure that allows for input, output, and geospatial context (Buol, Arthur and Osmond)

FRST-associated project: lime equations (Miller)
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Relative Yield and FRST







Nonresponsive range



Crop responsive soil test range

Critical soil test value

none

Recommendation = sufficiency rate

Relative yield

Soil test level



SSSAJ doi:10.1002/saj2.20450

Y0/Ymax 







FRST Project: Step-wise activities

Survey of land grant faculty on current soil test practices and recommendations (Spargo)

Define a minimum dataset requirement for soil test correlation and calibration trials (Slaton)

Collect legacy soil test correlation and calibration data and develop an accompanying relational database (Lyons and Buol)

Determine the most appropriate relative yield definition for FRST (Pearce, Lyons and Slaton)

Collaborator soil test fertility trials 2021 and 2023 (Osmond/Lyons) – on-going

Sampling depth study (Culman and Spargo)

Modeling soil test correlation data (Slaton, Gatiboni, and Pearce)

Develop a user-friendly, searchable interface (decision tool) and internal structure that allows for input, output, and geospatial context (Buol, Arthur and Osmond)

FRST-associated project: lime equations (Miller)
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FRST 2021 and 2023 Soil Test Trials: Participation



Increase project inclusion

Generate needed state soil fertility data

Provide additional information for the FRST database

Test scripting and upload 

Determine ease of use of minimum dataset



soiltestfrst.org/presentations











Collaborator (State-level) Soil Test Correlation and Calibration Trials (2021)

soiltestfrst.org/presentations













FRST Project: Step-wise activities

Survey of land grant faculty on current soil test practices and recommendations (Spargo)

Define a minimum dataset requirement for soil test correlation and calibration trials (Slaton)

Collect legacy soil test correlation and calibration data and develop an accompanying relational database (Lyons and Buol)

Determine the most appropriate relative yield definition for FRST (Pearce, Lyons and Slaton)

Collaborator soil test fertility trials 2021 and 2023 (Osmond and Lyons)

Sampling depth study (Culman and Spargo) – on-going

Modeling soil test correlation data (Slaton, Gatiboni, and Pearce)

Develop a user-friendly, searchable interface (decision tool) and internal structure that allows for input, output, and geospatial context (Buol, Arthur and Osmond)

FRST-associated project: lime equations (Miller)
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FRST Sampling Depth Study: Objective and Participation

Define a correction factor that can be used to estimate equivalent soil test levels (and critical ranges) for different depths based on metadata categories: 

Cropping system 

Management

Region/soil type



 





The objective is to determine the relationship between soil test P and K at varying soil sample depths













FRST Project: Step-wise activities

Survey of land grant faculty on current soil test practices and recommendations (Spargo)

Define a minimum dataset requirement for soil test correlation and calibration trials (Slaton)

Collect legacy soil test correlation and calibration data and develop an accompanying relational database (Lyons and Buol)

Determine the most appropriate relative yield definition for FRST (Pearce, Lyons and Slaton)

Collaborator soil test fertility trials 2021 and 2023 (Osmond and Lyons)

Sampling depth study (Culman and Spargo)

Modeling soil test correlation data (Slaton, Gatiboni, and Pearce) - ongoing

Develop a user-friendly, searchable interface (decision tool) and internal structure that allows for input, output, and geospatial context (Buol, Arthur and Osmond)

FRST-associated project: lime equations (Miller)













30



Model Selection for Critical Soil Test Value



Exponential

Linear plateau

Quadratic plateau

ALCC         

Model average





Participation







FRST Project: Step-wise activities

Survey of land grant faculty on current soil test practices and recommendations (Spargo)

Define a minimum dataset requirement for soil test correlation and calibration trials (Slaton)

Collect legacy soil test correlation and calibration data and develop an accompanying relational database (Lyons and Buol)

Determine the most appropriate relative yield definition for FRST (Pearce, Lyons and Slaton)

Collaborator soil test fertility trials 2021 and 2023 (Osmond and Lyons)

Sampling depth study (Culman and Spargo)

Modeling soil test correlation data (Slaton, Gatiboni, and Pearce)

Develop a user-friendly, searchable interface (decision tool) and internal structure that allows for input, output, and geospatial context (Buol, Arthur and Osmond) – on-going

FRST-associated project: lime equations









In developing FRST, it has always been critical that this project be stepwise. We started with four primary activities that are interrelated: a national soil correlation and calibration survey; the development of a minimum data set for soil fertility correlation and calibration experiments; a legacy soil test correlation and calibration database; and finally the development of the FRST decision tool, and we added the determination of the most appropriate relative yield definition.
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FRST Decision Support Tool

Private Sector Engagement

Essential for beta testing

Already working with ALTA (Agriculture Laboratory Testing Association)

In discussions with a few companies

21-member stakeholder advisory committee: four farmers, CCAs, commercial soil test lab personnel, collaborators from FRST, FRST executive team members
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FRST Project: Step-wise activities

Survey of land grant faculty on current soil test practices and recommendations (Spargo)

Define a minimum dataset requirement for soil test correlation and calibration trials (Slaton)

Collect legacy soil test correlation and calibration data and develop an accompanying relational database (Lyons and Buol)

Determine the most appropriate relative yield definition for FRST (Pearce, Lyons and Slaton)

Collaborator soil test fertility trials 2021 and 2023 (Osmond and Lyons)

Sampling depth study (Culman and Spargo)

Modeling soil test correlation data (Slaton, Gatiboni, and Pearce)

Develop a user-friendly, searchable interface (decision tool) and internal structure that allows for input, output, and geospatial context (Buol, Arthur and Osmond)

FRST-associated project: lime equations (Miller) – on-going
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FRST-Associate Lime Project





Soiltestfrst.org/lime
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FRST: Where Are We and Where We are Going

Unique and highly collaborative project involving multiple agencies and many land-grant faculty focused on soil test correlation and calibration, which is the backbone of USDA 590 nutrient management standard.

Much of the correlation and calibration work is decades old; this means recommendations do not necessarily represent cropping and variety changes and current yields. 

Soil test correlation and calibration has been funded by state commodity checkoff programs, but many states do not have checkoff programs.  Additionally, there are fewer soil fertility faculty. 

Need to do more with less….FRST initiative.











FRST 2023 Activities and Milestones

Just awarded three NRCS CIG proposals: FRST, SERA6, NECC1812

Complete CSTV modeling activity with submission of paper

Symposium at 2023 ASA-CSSA-SSSA meeting in St. Louis

Add 2023 field research to FRST database

Identify young faculty and topics to publish additional papers from the national survey to advance additional FRST objectives such as

Soil test terminology and fertilizer recommendation summary, plus reporting units, S & Mg recommendations, soil health, micros, and pH & SOM testing

Lime summary (part of the lime and survey data) draft publication

Beta test and demonstrate the decision-support tool

Engage private industry and stakeholders

Coordinate meetings with agricultural lab industry representatives

Develop presentations on FRST and soil test correlation and calibration for Extension audiences

Developing webinar series for ALTA and other industry audiences









NRSP Budget

		NRSP Description (2024-2027)		Current Budget

		SHRA Non-Teaching Salaries		150,000

		Staff Benefits		50,000

		Total Personnel Expenditures		200,000

		Current Services		12,000

		Total Expenditures		212,000



SHRA Salary and Benefits is partial  salary of programmer

Current Services is for paper publication 







soiltestfrst.org

deanna_osmond@ncsu.edu

Questions





Please visit the FRST webstie at soiltestfrst.org.
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https://doi.org/10.15482/USDA.ADC/1524293

e Jagadamma, S., & Savoy, H. J. (2020). Comparison of four extractants used in soil
phosphorus and potassium testing for two soils in a corn-wheat-soybean rotation in
Tennessee receiving various amounts of P and K fertilizer. Ag Data Commons.
https://doi.org/10.15482/USDA.ADC/1519155

» Rogers, C. W, Dari, B., & Liang, X. (2022). Plant, grain, and soil response of irrigated malt
barley as affected by cultivar, phosphorus, and sulfur applications on an alkaline soil. Ag
Data Commons. https://doi.org/10.15482/USDA.ADC/1526436

e Savoy, H. J, Leib, B. G, & Grant. T. (2021). Alfalfa response to potassium rate and timing of
application. Ag Data Commons. https://doi.org/10.15482/USDA.ADC/1520724

e Slaton, N. A, Pearce, A. W, Lyons, S. E., Drescher, G. L., & Smartt, A. D. (2022). Soybean
Yield Response to Fertilizer-Phosphorus Rate on Soils having different Mehlich-3

Phosphorus Values in Arkansas. Ag Data Commons.
https://doi.org/10.15482/USDA.ADC/1524648

e Sotomayor, D. R., & Araya, K. (2021). Improved Tropical Forage Fertilizer-P Calibration: In
support of FRST to conduct state-level soil-fertility correlation and calibration trials for P
and/or K. Ag Data Commons. https://doi.org/10.15482/USDA.ADC/1524294
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License

_ _ Improved Tropical Forage Fertilizer-P Calibration: In
S support of FRST to conduct state-level soil-fertility
correlation and calibration trials for P and/or K

Other Access

Introduction
The information on this page
(the dataset metadata) is also
available in these formats: 2012; USDA-NASS, 2018). High nutrient extraction rates and crop response to fertilizer-phosphorus (P) have been

Tropical forages grown for feed is the agricultural commodity occupying the largest land area in Puerto Rico (ELA,

documented in Puerto Rico (Vicente-Chandler, 1982). Current recommendations are to apply 2,000 Ib/acre of complete
© JSON '« RDF formulation 15-5-10 (or 100 Ib P205/ac). Soil test levels are not used to guide P fertilization; rather decisions are made
via the DKAN API intuitively. For example, in manured soils only fertilizer N as urea is applied.
Current soil test P critical levels are 22 and 16 mg P/kg for Bray 1 and Olsen-P, respectively. The soil test critical levels
have not been validated in Puerto Rico and are derived from an extensive literature review (Sotomayor-Ramirez and
Data Extent Martinez, 2019). There is a need to validate current soil test critical levels as well as carry out calibration studies (crop
response to fertilizer P at varying soil test levels). We report on a calibration experiment using an improved tropical

forage, Brachiaria decumbens in a soil with soil test P in the Low category.

Materials and Methods

) I

An experiment was established in a private farm in Lajas, southwest Puerto Rico. A 0.09 ha field was selected having a
history of limited fertilization. The predominant soils were Paso Seco (Fine, mixed, superactive, isohyperthermic Entic
Udic Haplusterts) and Palmarejo (Fine, mixed, semiactive, isohyperthermic Typic Haplustults). An area within the field

--------- Leaflet | Map data © OpenStreetMap was selected having soil test P (Bray1) concentration ranging from 1.2 to 1.6 mg P/kg. Soil pH ranged from 5.4 to 6.4.
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Why we are here

7/5/2023

2

WCMER: Western Center for Metropolitan Extension and Research

NUREC: National Urban Research and Extension Center













Western Center for Metropolitan Extension & Research



In 2021-2022 WCMER underwent a program review – 9 Recommendations from Ext Dir who are members of WCMER 

2



WCMER





NUREC

Expand WCMER’s urban research agenda informed by communities, urban-serving organizations, and ESCOP.





NRSP





Change to a national center if adequately resourced. This includes re-branding and new positioning





Key Implementation Steps





Conversation with ESCOP about opportunity to engage in more research/outreach on urban issues





Agenda

History / Background



Current Activities / WCMER



NRSP and NUREC.





**Metropolitan = urban = cities = densely population centers

7/5/2023
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Western Center for Metropolitan Extension & Research

* Assume main interest is in agriculture, but set the broad stage and then can ask /discuss

**For this talk, these are all synonymous w/ each other, unless explicitly discussed.
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History & Mission

Western Program Leaders

Nevada 2007 – Invitational Meeting

Extension in the Urban West (2008)

Need for a regional urban research and extension center



Urban Task Force 2010



Urban Task Group 2013

WCMER proposal to WEDA



WCMER established 2015



7/5/2023

4













Western Center for Metropolitan Extension & Research

Goal: how WCMER formed – from WEDA, coalition of the willing, mandate to create

7/5/2023
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Operations, Structure, & Funding

Coalition of the Willing (6 States)

WSU volunteer 0.5 Brad for Director + staffing support

Advisory Board from member states

Membership Model

2 Levels

Allow expansion beyond West

Hub-spoke MOU to connect members, facilitate extramural funding development
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Western Center for Metropolitan Extension & Research

Goal: cover op, str & fund (base)



Coalition of Willing (6 States): $40,000 Year 1 (Total); $30,000 Year 2

Staffing: Donated (Brad 0.5 FTE) + Small

Communicating a New Model

Project – Program continuum

Regional



7/5/2023
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Original Mission

Increase the capacity of Western Extension programs to address metropolitan issues.

Elevate the stature and value of Extension  to metropolitan decision-makers and audiences. 

Work with urban municipalities, NGO’s, and private businesses – connecting our partners with university professionals 































	Engage 	Advance   	Innovate

http://MetroExtension.wsu.edu















Western Center for Metropolitan Extension & Research

Building from county/program based models, WCMER really about:

Applying the network of Ext into urban communities

Applying the applied, community-based/initiated/focused research into urban communities



Support the internal operations of urban Ext as well as elevate impact of Ext (all LGU) in urban areas.







Members

6 founding, 14 current 9 W; 1 NE; 3 NC; 1 S (all geog regions of ECOP)



ENGAGE ADVANCE INNOVATE

7/5/2023
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Why

“The WCMER believes that the land-grant university system, applied through Extension and in partnership with communities, governments, organizations, and corporations can help metropolitan regions improve the health and wellbeing of all residents, achieve equitable economic growth, and steward their natural environments.” 
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Western Center for Metropolitan Extension & Research

Evolve to our Why



Which really is the WHY for the NRSP – 

to achieve this, Extension needs the Research, 

and to achieve the research, LGU’s need the NRSP!

7/5/2023
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National Urban Extension Leaders (NUEL)


Early Days

WCMER emerging as NUEL forming – organizational leadership

NUEL propose a Metro Center in each region, modeled after WCMER



Current

Collaboration in areas:

Urban Agriculture

Professional Development

Priority areas (Sustainability; Food)

Reorganizing ‘together’

7/5/2023
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Other entity to be aware of and its organizational relationship.



7/5/2023
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ECOP





Program Committee





WCMER





Members





NUEL





Regions





WEDA





WCMER as a NRSP: Current

Current WCMER Activities

Topic-based Convening

Priority Setting

Conceptual Ideas

Innovating / Seeding Research Projects

Work Force Development
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Western Center for Metropolitan Extension & Research

Deep Dive ~ Ap Res but not complete

Some more PD than Res (Policy work; Prof Prog and PD)



GOAL:

Innovate

Connect LGU to urban issues

Aggregate talent. 

Incentivize ACTION (WORK) – point out later, but I think this is key difference between NUEL and WCMER

We fund/stipend +/- $10k/yr 2 yr from member dues.

NOT AG related.

7/5/2023
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Convening – Topic based

Urban Green Infrastructure Summit

Research – Practitioner – Government workshop

Sustainable Urban Systems workshop

Input to NSF program development (SRS)

Education & Outreach ‘how to’

Greenprint for municipal leaders

NSF report – community engagement and planning grants

Transformation Network

NSF Sustainable Regional Systems Research Network

Community Engagement

Engaging Extension
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Western Center for Metropolitan Extension & Research

focus on headwaters and headwater dependent systems; food-energy-water systems (FEWS); and innovative institutions and approaches to governance



Program Officer – planning grants

10



Convening: Leading Edge Series



2019 National Urban Extension Conference

Leading Edge Dialogue Series

90-minute interactive sessions



Transition to element of our Urban Fellows program

Youth of color – computational thinking – ethnic/racial identity

Behavioral Health Institute Farms and food systems.

AES in the urban interface
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Western Center for Metropolitan Extension & Research

Roadmaps for REE priorities on topics – agenda setting

11



Urban Agriculture: Priority Setting

7/5/2023
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Western Center for Metropolitan Extension & Research

Urban Agr & Food Systems





WDC53 -> WERA Temp 1053





Listening Sessions for NIFA Input (May 2020)





ECOP Prog Action Team
Urban Agr & Food Systems





NIFA UIE workshop grant (Winter 2023)
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Conceptual Idea 

Urban Food System Resilience: Food-Energy-Water Interconnections
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Innovating: Fellowships

Deep Dives

Focused, in-depth project for WCMER

Spur innovation or analyses of issues

2 years in duration, annual renewal

Graduate Fellow

Masters or Doctoral degree programs

1 quarter to full academic year

Urban Sabbatical 

Work with WCMER member institutions

2-12 months in duration
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Way we do things

How generate the staffing to follow up projects – Incentivize, <> for full body of work



Some current examples
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Deep Dive Fellowship

Fulfilling the Land Grant University Mission at State Agriculture Experiment Stations in Urban Interfaces of the West

How do we pivot to meet changing needs and the challenges of urbanization?

















Western Center for Metropolitan Extension & Research

Key findings so far:

Survey out based on conversations with 8 key REC/AES directors/leaders 

Many stations have the same questions and challenges as WSU Puyallup R&E

General trends on the impacts of urbanization on campuses:

Funding

Land use and land value

Faculty

Facilities

Stakeholders

General sense that REC/AES are under-utilized when it comes to what they can bring to the greater institution
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Sabbatical Fellow



Urban Underground: Agroecological Functions of Soils in the City



Long-term goal: improve understanding of anthrosoils and their capacity for urban agriculture. 

Objective: characterize soil development and nutrient and energy flows in agricultural soils 















Western Center for Metropolitan Extension & Research
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Graduate Fellow



Revitalization, Realignment, and Reemergence: 
A Project Proposal for the New Mexico Behavioral Health Institute Farm Program



Julie Jesmer, MSW















Western Center for Metropolitan Extension & Research

Theories: 

Agroecology

Horticulture Therapy

Food Justice

Sustainable Agriculture

Social Work Ethics
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Research Projects



Integrating Urban Agriculture and Architectural Design through Research, Education, and Extension (NIFA UIE)

Workshop Grant (NIFA UIE)

The Transformation Network (NSF SRS) – community-based research

Ordinances That Foster Urban Agriculture (NIFA UIE – not funded)

 Extension Foundation Technical Assistance Pilot: Connecting Urban Farmers to USDA Resources (not funded)

This Photo by Unknown Author is licensed under CC BY-NC-ND













Western Center for Metropolitan Extension & Research

Workforce Development

Extension as Urban Policy Advisors 

2 conducted + 1 copy

55 attendees > WCMER member

Webinar Series : Urban Extension Models

13 webinars 

380 participants (94 WCMER), 809 views, 43 states represented

Staff Exchanges 

2 formal; 3 informal

Literature Review
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Western Center for Metropolitan Extension & Research

Policy Advisor: +1 is tOSU adopt prior to joining WCMER

Staff Exchange – interest of 2 adv bd members, as they transitioned out interest and ability to maintain fizzled. Think this could be a great thing but needs significant infrastructure to truly support, sort of replaced by sabbatical program.

AR

Marie do basic

Jody for Policy

Julie –beginning of PD work for WCMER related to competencies, and collaboration w/ NUEL PD

Farm Financials – begin of effort to develop grants, discover obstacles based on adv bd + content.
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Coins of the Realm

15 Major Projects

20 Universities

51 Faculty

1 Post Doc

8 Staff

Students: 1 Grad; 25 Undergrad

$126,245 Partner Expenditures*

6 Peer-reviewed journal articles

10 Technical Reports

4 Policy Briefings

22 Scholarly Presentations

7/5/2023
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Western Center for Metropolitan Extension & Research

Through 2021; working on 2022

Expenditures: not include 2020 and not WSU (fellows)
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Challenges

Staffing – not enough



Opportunities – too many



Subject – matter experts to lead



Connecting research to urban Extension

7/5/2023
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Vision

7/5/2023
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WCMER Deep Dive Fellowship

Leading Edge Position Paper



NRSP



Brad
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Urban
Issues





Urban Partners





Urban Funding





Assess Current State
Build Network
REE Priorities & Funding
Self Sustaining Team
REE activities and products
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Main Components

Urban Innovation & Issue Leaders (UIIL) & Areas (UIIA)

Urban Agriculture & Food Systems

Health & Wellness

Built Environment

Socio-ecological Systems

Data Informed Decision Making 

0.5 FTE each, 50/50 funding by NRSP/university in-kind

Additional Support Activities

Urban Data Hub 

Co-production with Community webinar series 

Conducting Transdisciplinary Research 

Capacity building 

Training for UIILs/Leadership Team

Communications / Web / Evaluation support 













Western Center for Metropolitan Extension & Research

Issue leaders / areas = Communities of Practice
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Objectives
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Expand, establish, and manage resources to support scientists in the development and co-creation of basic, applied, and community-engaged research activities within the purview of the defined goals and purpose of USDA Hatch Program funds and that generate knowledge or programs relevant for urban populations and stakeholders.

Create Communities of Practice - connecting urban stakeholders and constituents to scientists for the design and implementation of methods, procedures and practices that result in improved use and implementation of research findings.

Elevate the tri-fold mission of land-grant universities in urban communities by connecting research, extension, and education to urban stakeholders, opportunities, and needs.

Develop, cultivate, and support the use of urban-related data sets from national sources as well as local data to support scientists in the development of research projects.

Support the professional and workforce development of scientists, graduate students, post-docs, and Extension professionals to conduct transformational, community-driven research in urban communities, including BIPOC and chronically under-resourced communities.















Western Center for Metropolitan Extension & Research

The Big Picture

NRSP supports transition of WCMER to NUREC

Focus on developing:

‘Communities of Practice’

Additional support services for conducting urban-based applied research

allowing for research on all aspects of agriculture, as well as on water use, urban forestry, aquaculture, home economics, family life, human nutrition, and community development. (Hatch Act, 1887)
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Western Center for Metropolitan Extension & Research

‘Communities of Practice’  - Built from previous idea of Thematic Areas and Thematic Leads / Associate Directors

Italics = Hatch Act.



The mission of the Colorado Agricultural Experiment Station is to conduct research that addresses the economic viability, environmental sustainability, and social acceptability of activities impacting agriculture, natural resources, and consumers in Colorado.



Extension Membership:

Fellow funding – seed projects/innovation / WFD trainings



Partners

Funding (core) for applied work (e.g. NLC, LUCC)

Fund projects



Projects: extramural funding to support topics/projects from UIIL/A

25





National Urban Research & Extension Center





NRSP





Extension Members





External Partners / Members





Projects





NUEL





http://MetroExtension.WSU.edu	               	



Questions & Discussion

Brad Gaolach gaolach@wsu.edu











Western Center for Metropolitan Extension & Research

The High Line Park in New York City, New York

Description

The High Line is a 1.45-mile-long elevated linear park, greenway and rail trail created on a former New York Central Railroad spur on the west side of Manhattan in New York City. The High Line's design is a collaboration between James Corner Field Operations, Diller Scofidio + Renfro, and Piet Oudolf. Wikipedia
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Engage * Advance * Innovate

‘The Western Center for Metropolitan Extension and Research works to increase the internal
capacity of Western Extension programs to address metropolitan issues and to elevate the
stature and value of Cooperative Extension to external metropolitan audiences.

We also work with urban municipalities, NGO's, and private businesses - connecting our
partners with university professionals working across the Western United States whose
expertise lies in project management, facilitation, leadership, and academia.

Engage Advance Innovate
MEMBERSHIP PROJECT SPECIALISTS APPLIED RESEARCH
Membership in WCMER is open to any ‘The Western Center invites you to contact FELLOWS
;oupﬁe‘r:lul\;e Exte;sm: urgan‘lzallu:\‘.f . us :nd explgre up:ommllllefs to (;mratl WCMER funds and empowers Applied
enef membership app) ly to all faculty with our nation-wide pool of nimble, Research Fellows from WCMER member

and staff in your institution. responsive and flexible subject matter .

institutions to engage in applied research

experts.

projects.

Features

What's NEW in Urban Agriculture

Learn more about the Multi-state Urban Ag project or review the summary and survey results from last summer's NIFA
listening sessions.
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Take a deep dive with WCMER

It starts with an issue facing our cities

l

Progresses with an exploration of the current research & extension knowledge base and community
needs

l

Expands into a powerful collaborative network of content experts across the region

l

Culminates in funded applied research projects, scholarship, professional development opportunities,
and strengthened connections between land-grant universities and metropolitan areas
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AGINNOVATION/EXPERIMENT STATION SECTION



GUIDELINES FOR NATIONAL RESEARCH SUPPORT PROJECTS (NRSPs)1





Contents

Mission of National Research Support Projects	2
Stakeholders	2
General	2
Organization of the NRSP Review Committee	3
NRSP Review Committee Membership	4
NRSP Review Committee Operations	4
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1Revised June 1, 2023, October 2020, November 2015, January 2014, September 2012, September 2009,

 September 2007, September 2004; Adopted December 13, 2002.
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[bookmark: Mission_of_National_Research_Support_Pro][bookmark: _bookmark0]Mission of National Research Support Projects

National Research Support Projects (NRSPs) focus on the development of enabling and critical technologies (e.g., databases, cyberinfrastructure, on-line toolkits, reagents), support activities (e.g., collect, assemble, store, and distribute materials, data, resources, or information) or the sharing of facilities (e.g., analytical equipment, lab, field) needed to accomplish high priority research. NRSPs are designed to conduct activities that enable important research efforts dedicated to a national issue, relevant to and of use by most, if not all, regions.



[bookmark: Stakeholders][bookmark: _bookmark1]Stakeholders

Clear identification of the intended stakeholders of the NRSP is critical. Since NRSPs are research support projects, in most instances, the primary beneficiary of the results will be other scientists. However, careful consideration should be given to other possible users of the information such as consumers, producers, public, private sector, and governmental agencies (local, state, federal). In addition, it is important to understand the project’s secondary stakeholders, the end-users of the results from the research that is being supported by the NRSP. Stakeholder advisory committees can continually provide feedback to the project director(s) and can be an effective means of assessing progress throughout the project life.



[bookmark: General][bookmark: _bookmark2]General

The NRSP program is overseen by the NRSP Review Committee (NRSP RC or the committee) which manages the review of projects and makes recommendations on funding to the research directors at the 1862 institutions. NRSPs are financially supported by the annual allocation of Hatch Multistate Research Funds (MRFs) drawn from the total MRF federal allocation prior to the formula distribution to state agricultural experiment stations (1862 SAESs). This funding process is called “off-the-top” (OTT MRF) and represents up to 1% of the total federal Hatch capacity funds allocated to SAES.



A two-track system of NRSPs provides the mechanisms to support and catalyze important research efforts via: 1) Capacity NRSPs and 2) Emerging Innovation NRSPs. Several core characteristics of Capacity NRSPs are: highly successful renewable projects with meritorious performance through significant leverage, strategic outputs, demonstrated meeting of critical national and stakeholder needs, and long-term support for scientific research. The NRSP RC recommends these projects at the pre-renewal stage (Year 4) with each renewal, supports these projects at a modest, sustainable level of funding, and permits a renewal proposal that is not as comprehensive as the initial project or first renewal proposal. Current examples of Capacity NRSPs are NRSP1 and NRSP3. Emerging Innovation NRSPs must: be targeted to new or seed projects worthy of short-term investment, provide a detailed transition business plan to fully transition off of NRSP funds before completing the first renewal proposal, and integrate research and allied aspects of research support. Emerging Innovation proposals will originate from scientists and may be in response to strategic needs identified by directors. A current example is NRSP10.



The National Information Management and Support System (NIMSS, www.nimss.org) is the



official repository for NRSP project information. NIMSS is a web application for management of multistate research activities and an information technology tool that facilitates the online submission of proposals, reports, and reviews. NIMSS also serves as the central repository of records pertaining to multistate research projects and activities.



[bookmark: Organization_of_the_NRSP_Review_Committe][bookmark: _bookmark3]Organization of the NRSP Review Committee

A NRSP RC with broad oversight responsibility for the NRSP portfolio has been established and charged with providing general oversight, ensuring consistency in review and approval processes, interfacing with regional associations and NIFA, and bringing national perspectives relative to research support needs. The committee has delegated authority from 1862 SAES directors and is considered a standing committee of ESCOP.



The NRSP RC plays two important roles: as a gatekeeper function for the SAES system and as an advisor to SAES. The NRSP RC makes recommendations to the SAES directors concerning Capacity or Emerging Innovation NRSPs. A key component of the NRSP RC is to oversee implementation of business plans whereby a NRSP reduces or eliminates its dependence on OTT funding. The committee reports on final project proposals with five-year budgets and makes “seconded” recommendations at the annual ESS – AES and ARDagInnovation meeting. The SAES Directors cast one vote per 1862 experiment station. A simple majority vote by the SAES Directors is required to either approve or reject the NRSP RC’s recommendation. (Quorum is defined in the Rules of Operation, Experiment Station Section [ available at www.escop.info]).



The NRSP RC uses national priorities and needs as a basis for the review and evaluation of existing and the establishment of new NRSPs. The committee is responsible for assuring that the NRSP portfolio is monitored and is responsive to national needs. The committee may identify strategic areas of research support needs or utilize input from regional associations and standing ESCOP committees (www.escop.info/committees/). The NRSP RC has the authority to identify research support needs. The committee is directly responsible for the review of project progress and budgets for existing NRSPs. The NRSP RC has the authority to ensure that the criteria contained in these guidelines are satisfactorily met by NRSPs.



The NRSP RC oversees evaluation processes by peer reviews and consults with NIFA. The NRSP RC develops criteria for the reviews, assists in establishing protocols for review, prepares the specific charge to the reviewers, and evaluates completed reviews. Utilizing the results of the reviews and the committee’s understanding of NRSP needs, the NRSP RC makes recommendations concerning proposed projects to SAES.



The NRSP RC will:

· Make recommendations on new strategic areas for NRSP investments.

· Conduct reviews of new Capacity and Emerging Innovations proposals.

· Recommend a proposal as a Capacity NRSP at the pre-renewal stage.

· Conduct reviews of project renewals.

· Make recommendations on project approval to SAES.



· Make budget recommendations to SAES.

· Conduct midterm reviews (Year 3) of each project.

· Limit recommendations to SAES on investing up to 1% of the total federal Hatch capacity funds (Hatch regular and Hatch multistate) allocated to SAES.

· Annually instruct NIFA to allocate OTT MRF to designated stations.



A. [bookmark: A._NRSP_Review_Committee_Membership][bookmark: _bookmark4]NRSP Review Committee Membership

One director representative from each of the four SAES regions (1862 experiment stations) who is a current or past member of a multistate research committee (MRC), and one director representative from the ARD region (1890 Research Directors), appointed by the regional association chair. Each member represented on the NRSP RC will also designate an alternate to ensure representation. For the geographical regional associations, a logical alternate would be the regional MRC chair.



One director representative from Extension recommended by ECOP and appointed by the ESCOP Chair. One representative from the National Institute of Food and Agriculture (NIFA), preferably a National Program Leader, recommended by the NIFA Director and appointed by the ESCOP Chair. One stakeholder representative, possibly a Council for Agricultural Research, Extension and Teaching (CARET) member, appointed by the ESCOP Chair.



Two regional Executive Directors. One of the Executive Directors is from the same region as the chair of the committee and will serve as the Executive Vice-Chair, administratively supporting the committee. The second Executive Director will be from the region of the Chair-elect. These two Executive Directors will be voting members of the committee. The other three regional Executive Directors (both SAES and/or Association of Research Directors [ARD]) not assigned to the committee, may attend meetings as ex-officio, non-voting members.



Officers will include a chair and chair-elect chosen by the committee from the representatives’ four SAES regions. The position of chair will rotate among the four SAES regions in the following order: North Central, Western, Southern, and Northeast.



B. [bookmark: B._NRSP_Review_Committee_Operations][bookmark: _bookmark5]NRSP Review Committee Operations

1. Term of appointment to the committee will be four years. Terms of the four SAES regional representatives will be staggered, to provide continuity to deliberations.



2. The committee is expected to meet face-to-face at least once per year prior to the annual ESS meeting. Other business of the committee will be conducted electronically through video conferences, conference calls, and/or emails. Airfare and related travel expenses to attend in-person meetings will be borne by member’s respective institutions, except All expenses will be borne by member’s respective institutions except for the stakeholder representative. Ttravel funds for the stakeholder representative will be provided by ESSagInnovation. When permitted by the member’s employer and approved by agInnovation, expenses for meeting space plus lodging and meals for the timeframe surrounding in-person meetings will be borne by agInnovation.



3. In addition to evaluating the merits of proposals, NRSP RC will assess information provided by peer reviews, the Administrative Advisors (AA), and regional associations, and

4. 

 associated five-year budgets.



5. The committee reports at the annual ESS meeting on Capacity or Emerging Innovation NRSP proposals, five-year budgets, and any subsequent budget revisions, allied actions, and then makes a “seconded” recommendation(s) for approval or rejection.



6. In Year 3, the committee evaluates the midterm review results and the first three year’s annual reports of active NRSPs, and then makes a recommendation for approval, modification, or disapproval of the remaining two years’ budgets at the annual ESS meeting.



[bookmark: Establishing_New_NRSPs][bookmark: _bookmark6]Establishing New NRSPs

New NRSPs must follow the NRSP Proposal Format with attention to elements described below.



A. [bookmark: _bookmark7]Statement of Issues and Justification: The proposal must clearly identify the scientific research that the project will support, the relevance of the support work, and how the support work will advance quality scientific research. The nature and scope of the proposal’s connection to any existing multistate project should be provided. The proposal must identify stakeholders and indicate their involvement in project development, review, and/or management plan. The proposal must indicate how the project helps to meet stakeholder needs. The proposal must also include a mechanism for assessing how the project support work is used by other researchers.



B. [bookmark: _bookmark8]Objectives and Projected Outcomes: Objectives, milestones, and deliverables should be described in detail such that progress can be measured. Indicate the prospects for meaningful impacts within the proposed duration of the project. The proposal must identify what approaches will be used to assess outcomes and how these assessments will be used in program planning.



C. [bookmark: _bookmark9]Management, Budget, and Business Plan: Each NRSP must have a well-developed business plan that describes how the project will be managed and funded during the first five-year period. This plan should include a management structure that integrates the efforts of multiple participants. The plan should include provisions for linking multiple sources of funding and leveraging those sources with the limited OTT MRFs. This plan should include efforts to bring in new agencies, organizations, industry, foundations, and others to help address the issues and provide additional project funding. All project proposals must provide evidence of all contributions from multiple SAESs across the nation beyond what is available through OTT MRFs.



NRSPs should expect a finite period of OTT MRF. This is not a reflection of the quality of work conducted or the research supported by the project, rather, it allows the SAES system to continually assess strategic needs including development of new projects or capturing OTT MRFs for distribution to the SAES. For this reason, the business plan of project renewals must include a detailed transition plan and provisions for developing alternative funding, including



 eliminating OTT MRF. The transition plan must be included in the business plan.



Occasionally, an NRSP might require ongoing OTT MRF. NRSP RC recommends designation as a Capacity NRSP for each renewal. Long-term support (modest, sustained) may be recommended by the NRSP RC, if the NRSP shared a compelling rationale(s) including, but not limited to: meritorious performance, highly leveraged and diversified funding, on-going need within the scientific community, and significant stakeholder support. Even in this circumstance, the NRSP RC will recommend that a project team identify strategies to eliminate or minimize OTT MRF.



Project budgets must identify funds required to perform the project. Two budgets must be submitted: one that identifies the annual and total amount of OTT MRFs required for the project and a second budget that identifies all other sources of funding (e.g., industry, federal agencies, foundations, fees, grants and contracts, and other SAES resources).



A budget narrative must accompany the budgets. The budget narrative should provide greater detail of proposed expenditures in the categories listed in the budget template (salaries, fringe [and FTE summary], travel, equipment, other). The budget narrative should describe the contributions to the project from funding sources other than OTT MRF. Once approved, an NRSP is provided with a five-year budget by SAES, which is subject to any reductions in Hatch funding provided by Congress. For example, if Hatch funding is reduced by 1%, all NRSPs would be reduced by 1%.



D. [bookmark: _bookmark10]Integration: Where applicable, projects should indicate how efforts are integrated with Extension, academic programs, or international programs and how results might be of use by other potential stakeholders.



E. [bookmark: _bookmark11]Outreach, Communications, and Assessment: All projects must have a sound outreach, communication, and assessment plan that seeks to convey the project’s goals, accomplishments outcomes, and impacts. The communication plan must detail how results will be transferred to researchers, stakeholders and other end users and should contain the following elements:

1. Clear identification of the intended audience(s) for the NRSP. Careful consideration should be given to all possible users of the information (e.g., consumers, producers, local, state, and federal governmental agencies, public).



2. Clear description of the engagement of stakeholders in the definition and/or conduct of the research support project. A stakeholder advisory committee may provide continuous feedback and contribute to the midterm review.



3. Thorough description of the methodology to measure the accomplishments, outcomes, and impacts of the NRSP. Methods such as surveys, town meetings, conferences, and analyses of reference data (e.g., citation index)., Uand use of professional evaluators is a best practice and an allowed expense in the budget should be considered.







4. Specific description for development of communications describing the activities, accomplishments, and impacts of the NRSP. The communication pieces will be used with SAES and ARD directors, stakeholders, NIFA and their affiliates, funding entities and agencies, MRF or Land-grant impact writers (https://www.mrfimpacts.org or http://www.landgrantimpacts.org), , and congressional delegations.



5. Plans should include mechanisms for distribution of project results. Specific acknowledgement of the NRSP support from Hatch MRF via SAES and NIFA should be provided in all outputs. Examples include sharing the results at annual meetings of stakeholders, providing material to the Association of Public and Land-grant Universities (APLU) Board on Agriculture Assembly (BAA) and other appropriate committees within ESSagInnovation and ESCOP, and assisting NIFA in preparation of appropriate documents highlighting the project impacts.



6. Data management plan should be descriptive. How will the data from the project be managed, archived, and made available to prospective users? This plan must be consistent with the terms and conditions of USDA NIFA awards and reflect community standards.



[bookmark: Midterm_Review][bookmark: _bookmark12]Midterm Review

All NRSPs must undergo a progress review in Year 3. This substantive review is conducted by the AAs and is then reviewed by the NRSP RC. Pending satisfactory progress as detailed below, the NRSP RC will forward its recommendation to the regional associations for informational purposes in time for their respective spring meetings and to the SAES for continued funding at the approved level in years four and five. Should an NRSP fail to meet performance expectations or funding commitments, the NRSP RC may recommend that the approved budget be reduced or terminated. The midterm review shall consider the requirements and criteria set forth above for the development/approval of an NRSP in Establishing New NRSPs and the concepts below.



A. [bookmark: _bookmark13]Relevance: Is there evidence of stakeholder use of project outputs? Briefly describe the efforts. Are there project outcomes that aid in development of, or contribute to, the discussion of public policy? If so, please describe. How does the NRSP advance scientific research? What is the impact on the multistate project portfolio?



B. [bookmark: _bookmark14]Management and Business Plan: The midterm review must reflect progress toward meeting external funding expectations. Is a transition business plan advancing? Is there a process established for developing a transition plan for a renewal proposal, if one is to be proposed? Failure to meet funding goals may result in alterations to the OTT MRF budget contribution provided by the SAES system.



C. [bookmark: _bookmark15]Objectives,  and Projected Outcomes and Impacts: In the midterm review, the project must demonstrate productivity, progress toward original objectives, and the relationship between projected goals, actual accomplishments, and outcomes, and any impacts to date. An initial impact analysis is an expectation for the midterm review and should outline the progress made in contributing to the scientific community and adoption.





D. [bookmark: _bookmark16]Integration: As appropriate, the NRSP must indicate how efforts are integrated with Extension, academic programs, or international programs and how results might be of use by other potential stakeholders. By the midterm review the project must demonstrate actual collaborations and describe new partnerships built during the project period. The report should address the degree to which the full team is engaged in project planning and implementation. Discuss plans to correct any weaknesses that may have been identified.



E. [bookmark: _bookmark17]Outreach, Communications, and Assessment: The midterm review must demonstrate the extent that the NRSP is working to effectively communicate project results to the intended audiences and others.



[bookmark: Renewal_of_a_NRSP][bookmark: _bookmark18]Renewal of a NRSP

Prior to consideration for a renewal, each NRSP must undergo an external peer review according to the schedule presented in Review and Approval Timelines for New NRSPs or Renewal of an Existing NRSP. The NRSP RC should be consulted in the pre-proposal stage for consideration as a Capacity NRSP. This peer review by 3-5 reviewers is arranged jointly by the Lead AA in consultation with the NIFA representative. The review should include the accomplishments of the current project and is co-submitted with the draft renewal project proposal. Each NRSP seeking renewal must meet the criteria described in Establishing New NRSPs. In addition, renewal requests must address the following:



A. [bookmark: _bookmark19]General: NRSPs should expect a finite period of OTT MRF. This allows SAES to undertake new initiatives and address strategic priorities. For this reason, the business plans of renewal applications will be carefully scrutinized. For renewals, proposals must demonstrate direct relationship in support of continuing national strategic need(s). The proposal should discuss its support activities relative to other NRSPs and multistate projects. The renewal application must build on the previous project and provide a logical progression of new support for quality scientific research, not merely a new five-year funding period for similar activities.



B. [bookmark: _bookmark20]Relevance: Proposals must demonstrate continued need as evidenced by stakeholder use of project outputs and impacts of quality research efforts that are supported by the activity.



C. [bookmark: _bookmark21]Objectives and Project Outcomes: The proposed objectives must reflect appropriate revision (e.g., evolution or building to greater depth, and/or capacity). All project revisions must reflect ongoing, new, or emerging stakeholder needs. Renewals will be evaluated on whether the project has been on task, on time, and within budget for the previous funding period.



The proposal must address productivity, completion of original objectives, and the relationship between projected goals and actual accomplishments. The proposal must include an assessment of the outcomes and/or impact of the previous project period. This assessment must include an evaluation of stakeholders’ use of project outputs.





D. [bookmark: _bookmark22]Management, Budget, and Business Plan: NRSPs should expect a finite period of OTT MRF. The business plan of project renewals must include a transition plan and provisions for developing alternative funding including eliminating OTT MRF. An assessment of transition plan options and/or alternative funding sources must be included.



Occasionally, an NRSP might require a continuing level of minimal funding and NRSP RC recommendation as a Capacity NRSP. Long-term, minimal-level support (modest, sustained) would be considered by the NRSP RC, if the NRSP shared a compelling rationale. Even in this circumstance, the NRSP RC will recommend that a project team identify strategies to eliminate OTT MRF.



The renewal application must include a critical assessment of the original plan and address any shortcomings to ensure that the project will function more smoothly or effectively in the future. The proposal must indicate what additional resources have been generated or leveraged and indicate how those and any additional resources will be continued or secured.



Project budgets must identify funds required to perform the project. Two budgets must be submitted: one that identifies the annual and total amount of OTT MRFs required for the project and a second budget that identifies all other source of funding (e.g., industry, federal agencies, foundations, fees, grants and contracts, and SAESs).



[bookmark: _Hlk135755403]A budget narrative must accompany the budgets. The budget narrative should provide greater detail of proposed expenditures in the categories listed in the budget template (salaries, fringe [and FTE summary], travel, equipment, other). Contracts for services provided to NRSPs should be re-evaluated at each renewal. The proposal to renew must indicate the process for recompeting ongoing service contracts. If a contract is not recompeted, the budget narrative must provide a justification for re-entering a contract with an existing service provider. The budget narrative should describe the contributions to the project from funding sources other than OTT MRF. Once approved, a NRSP is provided with a five-year budget by SAES, which is subject to any reductions in Hatch funding provided by Congress. For example, if Hatch funding is reduced by 1%, all NRSPs would be reduced by 1%.



E. [bookmark: _bookmark23]Integration: The renewal proposal should indicate any new partnerships built during the previous project period. The renewal proposal should address the degree to which the full team is engaged in project planning, implementation, and discuss plans to complement any weaknesses that may have been identified. In addition, the renewal proposal should contain a description of how research activities nationwide will be supported by the project.



F. [bookmark: _bookmark24]Outreach, Communications, and Assessment: The renewal proposal should assess the success of the project’s outreach and communications plan and indicate any steps to be taken to improve effectiveness. A clear description of outcomes and impacts resulting from the project is required. As appropriate, were the impacts reported in the Multistate Research Funds Impacts or Land-grant Impacts databases? Implementation and advancement of data management, data archival protocols, and data availability for prospective users must be evident, be consistent with the terms and conditions of USDA NIFA awards and reflect community standards.





[bookmark: Review_and_Approval_Timelines_for_New_NR][bookmark: A._New_NRSP_Development][bookmark: _bookmark25][bookmark: _bookmark26]NRSP

Review and Approval Timelines for New NRSPs or Renewal of an Existing



A. New NRSP Development

Not Later than September April 1. Individuals interested in creating a new NRSP are required to submit an outline of the proposed NRSP’s objectives, justification, and tentative budget to the NRSP RC for a preliminary review no later than September April 1 of the year prior to the proposed start date, for example, September April 1, 20250 for a start date of October 1, 20261. If this review is positive, then the following steps should be followed to formally submit a proposal for consideration by the SAES:

1. Sponsoring SAES Directors from two SAES regions submit a request to establish a regional development committee to one of the Executive Directors following that region’s standard process for initiating new multistate activities.



2. Sponsoring regional association assigns Lead AA and solicits names of AAs, from other Executive Directors. Sponsoring regional association follows the process for approving the establishment of a development committee and soliciting additional participants.



3. NRSP development committee membership, in consultation with AAs, prepares initial project proposal, including projected five-year budget.



4. AAs submit the project proposal and projected five-year budget and arranges for at least four external peer reviews of the proposal. Peer reviewers should be instructed to use the peer review form. The AAs work with the NRSP development committee to revise the proposal and budget based on peer review comments and prepares a review response indicating how the reviewer’s comments were addressed in the revision.



Not later than January 15. AAs submit revised proposal and five-year budget, along with peer review comments and committee’s responses, to the NRSP RC Chair and Executive Vice-Chair and to NIMSS. The NRSP RC Chair reviews package for completeness and then forwards it to the Executive Directors for distribution to the appropriate multistate research committee for proposal evaluation.



February—April. Appropriate regional committees review the project proposal and projected five-year budget using the review form and report to the SAES Directors at their spring regional association meeting. The sponsoring Executive Director transmits comments and/or concerns along with a summary of the review form results to the assigned AAs and NRSP RC.



April. NRSP development committee addresses any comments and/or concerns received from the regional associations and finalizes the proposal in NIMSS for submission to the NRSP RC.



May/June/July. The NRSP RC meets and prepares recommendations on the project proposal and shares those recommendations with the NRSP development committee and the Executive Directors who distribute the information to their regional associations. The NRSP development



committee responds to the recommendations made by the NRSP RC and makes any needed revisions to the proposal in NIMSS. The NRSP RC also reports preliminary recommendations to ESCOP, ideally at the Joint COPs meeting in late July.



August. NRSP RC finalizes recommendations that will be presented at the annual ESS agInnovation meeting.



September. The NRSP RC reports at the annual ESS agInnovation meeting on final project proposals with projected budgets and provide a recommendation. SAES Directors from 1862 institutions vote (one vote per institution contributing OTT MRF) on approval of the project and five-year budget; a simple majority vote is required to carry the motion.



October 1. Approved NRSP starts a five-year cycle with five-year budget approved following NIFA administrative action.



B. [bookmark: B._During_Project_Term_(Years_2-4)][bookmark: _bookmark27]During Project Term (Years 2-4)

Annually. The NRSP holds an annual meeting and subsequently submits an annual report in NIMSS using the SAES-422 form within 90 days of the annual meeting. Note that a midterm progress review, conducted by the NRSP AAs, is needed in Year 3 (see below). If a change in the annual budget from the approved five-year budget is requested, a detailed justification must be submitted to the NRSP RC and Executive Directors for consideration by the regional associations.



October—November (Year 2). NRSP midterm review form are assigned via NIMSS to NRSP AAs. AAs review project activities and accomplishments and submit the NIMSS review form January 15February 28. The AA review should be a combined effort between all four NRSP AAs. Only one form is required per project.



February 28 (Year 3). NRSP AA midterm review forms due to NIMSS. The NRSP RC reviews these forms and conducts their own evaluations prior to their May/June meeting.



February—April. Regional associations review budget requests for new projects and any alteration to existing project budgets during spring meetings and transmit comments to the NRSP RC by May 1.



April—September. The NRSP RC interacts with NRSP AAs to determine and recommend budget changes for the next year to SAES. The NRSP RC meets in person or via teleconference/videoconference in May/June to discuss proposed budgets and feedback from regional associations. The budget recommendations are forwarded to the Executive Directors and each NRSP AA.



September. The NRSP RC reports at the annual ESS agInnovation meeting on final project proposals with projected budgets, project midterm reviews, and NRSP RC recommendations. SAES Directors from 1862 institutions vote (one vote per institution contributing OTT MRF) on approval of the project and five-year budget; a simple majority vote is required to carry the motion.





October 1. NRSPs continue.



C. [bookmark: C._Renewal_of_an_Existing_NRSP][bookmark: _bookmark28]Renewal of an Existing NRSP

Year 4.

No Later than August 1. The Lead AA notifies the NRSP RC Chair and Executive Vice-Chair of the intent to renew the project. In addition, the NRSP RC should be consulted in the pre- proposal stage for consideration as a Capacity NRSP. The Lead AA, in consultation with fellow AAs and the NIFA representative arranges for an external peer review of the current NRSP project’s accomplishments and the draft proposal for the renewal project. Potential external peer reviewers (3-5 reviewers) are solicited by the Lead AA from the project committee and the other AAs. Reviewers should not be potential recipients of funds or other resources (no conflict of interest) from the new project and agree to perform the review within a designated time period.



August. The Lead AA transmits the current project’s accomplishments, draft renewal proposal, and any supporting documentation to the reviewers with a timeline for the review. Either the Regional System Administrator or the Executive Director associated with the NRSP RC Chair assigns the peer review form.



Year 5.

September—November. External peer review team conducts review of past four year’s accomplishments and the draft renewal proposal. The peer review team should use the peer review form and NIMSS to guide review of the draft renewal proposal. The Lead AA will then share the individual reviewer’s comments and recommendations with the other AAs and the project committee no later than December 1.



December. The NRSP’s renewal committee revises the renewal proposal based on external review comments and prepares a review response indicating how the reviewer’s comments were addressed in the revision.



No Later than January 15. Renewal proposal, projected budget, and external peer review responses are sent to the NRSP RC Chair and Executive Vice-Chair and uploaded into NIMSS. The NRSP RC Chair reviews package for completeness and then forwards it to the Executive Directors for distribution to the appropriate multistate research committee for proposal evaluation.



February—April. Appropriate regional committees review the renewal proposal using the review form. The regional associations discuss the renewal proposal and budget at their spring meetings and each Executive Director transmits comments and/or concerns along with a summary of the review form results to the AAs and the NRSP RC.



April—May. The NRSP RC collates comments and/or concerns identified through renewal proposal reviews and/or budget revisions and/or separate responses.





May/June/July. The NRSP RC meets and prepares recommendations on the project proposal and shares those recommendations with the Executive Directors who distribute the information to their regional associations. The Lead AA and project committee responds to the recommendations made by the NRSP RC and makes any needed revisions to the proposal in NIMSS. The NRSP RC also reports preliminary recommendations to the ESCOP Chair, ideally at the Joint COPs meeting in late July.



September. The NRSP RC reports at the annual ESS agInnovation meeting on final project proposals with projected budgets, project midterm reviews, and its recommendations. SAES Directors from 1862 institutions vote (one vote per institution contributing OTT MRF) on approval of the project and five-year budget; a simple majority vote is required to carry the motion.



October 1. NRSPs approved for renewal start a five-year cycle with the five-year budget approved following NIFA administrative action. A NRSP not approved for renewal may receive a one-year project approval (contingent upon approval of SAES), with a budget equal to the previous year’s budget, to transition off NRSP funding to other sources or downsize the project.



[bookmark: Annual_Report_of_a_NRSP][bookmark: _bookmark29]Annual Report of a NRSP

Annually each NRSP will hold a meeting authorized in NIMSS by the Lead AA then prepares a SAES 422 Report. This report must be uploaded to NIMSS (NIMSS report template https://www.nimss.org/forms/appendix d.pdf) and approved by the Lead AA within 60 days of the NRSP’s annual meeting, and include the following information:

1. Participants: Provide a list of those who attended each meeting and their employing institution. A description of the interaction and engagement with the stakeholders during the past year and brief description of plans for next year.



2. Summary of Minutes: Provide information with a focus on the decisions made during the NRSP annual meeting.



3. Accomplishments: This section focuses on activities, outputs, and short-term outcomes. Committees should build on information around the milestones identified in the original proposal. Describe how the project contributes to and supports related research programs and multistate projects nationwide. Indicate evidence of linkages both internal to the project/ committee and to external peer groups, stakeholders, clientele, and other multistate activities. This should also reflect on the items that stakeholders want to know; has there been a change in stakeholders’ techniques, knowledge, or action for the past year. Describe the communications plan.



4. Impact Statements: This section focuses on actual or intended potential long-term outcomes and impacts. The NRSP should build on information around the project milestones as identified in the original proposal.



5. Publications: List the publications for the current year only (with the authors, title,

6. 

 journal series, etc.). If the list exceeds the maximum character limit below, an attachment file may be used.



[bookmark: Revision_of_NRSP_Guidelines][bookmark: _bookmark30]Revision of NRSP Guidelines

These guidelines will be modified using the following process:

1. Periodically, the guidelines will be reviewed by the NRSP RC, regional associations and Executive Directors. Proposed changes will be drafted by the NRSP RC and incorporated into this document.



2. The proposed changes will be submitted to ESCOP for an additional review, editing, and approval.



3. Final changes will be presented to the SAES for approval by a simple majority vote at the annual ESS agInnovation meeting.



[bookmark: NRSP_Proposal_Format][bookmark: _bookmark31]NRSP Proposal Format



Project Title: (140 characters):

Requested Duration:

Administrative Advisors:

NIFA Representative:



Statement of Issues and Justification:



Prerequisite Criteria:

A. How is the NRSP consistent with the mission? (8,000 characters)

1. 	Mission: The activity of an NRSP focuses on the development of enabling technologies, support activities (such as to collect, assemble, store, and distribute materials, resources and information), or the sharing of facilities needed to accomplish high priority research, but which is not of itself primarily research. Ideally, an NRSP would facilitate a broad array of research activities. The primary purpose of NRSPs shall not be solely to conduct research, as there are other available mechanisms for creating these types of projects including multistate research projects.



B. How does this NRSP pertain as a national issue? (10,000 characters)

1. All NRSPs must address a national issue, relevant to and of use by most, if not all regions. These projects draw on the best minds and resources within and outside the SAES system to address the issues. The proposal should discuss its support activities relative to other NRSPs.



2. For renewals, proposals must demonstrate direct relationship in support of continuing national priority need(s). The renewal application builds on the previous project and provides a logical progression.



Rationale:

A. Priority Established by ESSagInnovation/ESCOP: Priority for funding will be given to NRSPs that address and support one or more of the national priority areas identified by ESS agInnovation (ESCOP Science and Technology Committee (STC) and Science Roadmap www.escop.info/committees/). (8,000 characters)



B. Relevance to stakeholders: (8,000 characters)

1. The proposal must identify stakeholders and indicate their involvement in project development, project activities, review, and/or management plans. The proposal must indicate how the project meets stakeholder needs and indicate the relationship of the stakeholders with the research support. The proposal must also include a mechanism for assessing stakeholder use of project outputs. Identify project outcomes that aide in development of or contribute to the discussion of public policy.



2. For renewals, proposals must demonstrate continued need as evidenced by stakeholder use of outputs and impacts of research efforts that are supported by the activity.



Implementation:

A. Objectives and Projected Outcomes: (4,000 characters)

1. Objectives, milestones, and deliverables should be described in detail such that progress can be measured. Indicate the prospects for meaningful impacts within the proposed duration of the project. The proposal must indicate what approaches will be used to assess outcomes including stakeholder use and how these assessments will be used in program planning.



2. For renewals, the proposal must address productivity, completion of original objectives, and the relationship between projected goals and actual accomplishments. The proposal must include an assessment of the outcomes and/or impact of the previous project period. This assessment must include an evaluation of stakeholders’ use of project outputs. The proposed objectives must reflect appropriate revision, e.g. evolution or building to greater depth and/or capacity. All project revisions must incorporate stakeholder needs.



B. Management, Budget, and Business Plan: (16,000 characters)

1. Each NRSP must have a well-developed business plan that describes how the project will be managed and funded for a five-year period. This plan includes a management structure to adequately integrate the efforts of multiple participants. The plan should include provisions for linking multiple sources of funding and leveraging those sources with the limited OTT MRF. This plan should include efforts to bring in new agencies, organizations, industry, and foundations to help address the issues and provide project funding. All project proposals must provide evidence of contributions from SAESs across the nation beyond what is available through OTT MRF.



2. The business plan for an Emerging Innovation project renewal must include a transition plan and provisions for developing alternative funding including eliminating OTT MRF by the end of the first renewal period. Capacity NRSP renewal proposals submitted after successful completion of the first project renewal must provide compelling rationale for modest and sustained support. Renewals will be judged as to the degree, to which the project has been on task, had an impact, on time and within budget for the previous funding period. The renewal application should include a critical assessment of the original plan and address any shortcomings to ensure that the project will function more smoothly or effectively in the future. The proposal must indicate what additional resources have been generated or leveraged and indicate how those and any additional resources will be continued or sought.



3. Budget and Budget Narrative (NRSP Budget Requests Summary Form). Project budgets must identify funds required to perform the project. Two budgets must be submitted:



one that identifies the annual and total amount of OTT MRF required for the project and a second budget sheet that identifies all other sources of funding (e.g., industry, federal agencies, foundations, fees, grants and contracts, and SAESs) must be submitted.



A budget narrative must accompany the budgets. The budget narrative should provide greater detail of proposed expenditures in the categories listed in the budget template (salaries, fringe (and FTE summary), travel, equipment, other). A proposal to renew must indicate the process for recompeting ongoing service contracts. If a contract is not recompeted, the budget narrative must provide a justification for re-entering a contract with an existing service provider. The budget narrative should also describe the specifics on contributions to the project from funding sources other than OTT MRF. Once approved, an NRSP is provided with a five-year budget by the ESS, which is subject to any changes in Hatch funding provided by Congress.



4. On approval by the NRSP RC and endorsement by SAES, a 5-year budget approval will be provided following NIFA administrative action. This approval is contingent on satisfactory meeting requirements set forth in the midterm review section below.



5. If federal funds are reduced, NRSP budgets will be reduced by a similar percentage.



C. Integration and Documentation of Research Support: (5,000 characters)

1. Projects should indicate how efforts are integrated with Extension, academic, or international programs and how results might be of use by other potential stakeholders.



2. For renewals, the proposal should indicate any new partnerships built during the project period. The proposal should address the degree to which the full team is engaged in project planning and implementation. Discuss plans to correct any weaknesses that may have been identified.



3. Proposals should indicate specifically how the project will support research activities and multistate projects nationwide.



D. Outreach, Communications, and Assessment: (15,000 characters)

1. All projects must have a sound outreach, communications, and assessment plan that seeks to communicate the programs goals, accomplishments, outcomes, and impacts. The communication plan must detail how results will be transferred to researchers and other end users.



2. Clear identification of the intended audience(s) of the NRSP. Since this is a research support project, in most instances the primary beneficiary of the results will be other scientists. However, careful consideration should be given to other possible users of the information such as consumers, producers, governmental agencies (local, state, and federal), and the public.



3. Clear description of the engagement of stakeholders in the definition and/or conduct of the research support project.





4. Thorough description of the methodology to measure the accomplishments and impacts of the NRSP and effectiveness of the communication plan. Methods such as surveys, town meetings, conferences, analyses of reference data (e.g., citation index), and use of professional evaluators should be considered.



5. Specific description for development of communication pieces describing the activities, accomplishments, outcomes, and impacts of the NRSP. The communication pieces will be used with SAES and ARD directors, stakeholders and their organizations, funding sources and agencies, and congressional delegations.



6. Data management plan should be descriptive. How will the data from the project be managed, archived, and made available to prospective users? This plan must be consistent with the terms and conditions of USDA NIFA awards and reflect community standards.



7. Suggested mechanisms for distribution of the results of the research support project. Examples include sharing the results at annual meetings of stakeholders, providing material to the Budget and Advocacy Committee (BAC) of the APLU Board on Agriculture Assembly and other appropriate committees within ESS, and assisting NIFA is preparation of appropriate documents highlighting the impacts of the project.
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NRSP Funding Commitments FY21-27.xlsx
Funding Commitments FY21-27

										Federal Fiscal Year



		NRSP		Title		Project Period		Midterm		2021		2022		2023		2024		2025		2026		2027

		1		Multistate Research Information Management and Impact Communications Program		10-01/2017 to 09/30/22		2020/ 2025		$   237,131		$   243,697		$   226,400		$   231,821		$   237,417		$   243,170		$   249,083

												Renewal						Mid Term				Renewal

		3		The National Atmospheric Deposition Program (NADP)		10/1/2019 to 09/30/24		2022		$   50,000		$   50,000		$   50,000		$   50,000

												Mid Term				Renewal

		4		Facilitating Registration of Pest Management Technology for Specialty Crops and Speciality Uses		10/01/2020 to 09/30/2025		2023		$   481,182		$   481,182		$   481,182		$   481,182		$   481,182

														Mid Term				Renewal

		8		National Animal Genome Research Program		10/1/2018 to 9/30/2023		2021		$   500,000		$   500,000		$   500,000

										Mid Term				Renewal

		9		National Animal Nutrition Program		10/01/2020 to 09/30/2025		2023		$   199,000		$   199,000		$   219,000		$   249,000		$   199,000

														Mid Term				Renewal

		10		Database Resources for Crop Genomics, Genetics and Breeding Research		10/01/2019 to 09/30/2024		2022		$   465,906		$   510,302		$   489,353		$   251,044

												Mid Term				Terminate

		11		Building Collaborative Research Networks to Advance the Science of Soil Fertility: Fertilizer Recommendation Support Tool (FRST)” 		10/01/2023 submission date 01/15/2023



				Total Funding Commitment						$   1,933,219		$   1,984,181		$   1,965,935		$   1,263,047		$   917,599		$   243,170		$   249,083
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NRSP8%20Cockett%202023.NRSP_and_RCN.pptx
NRSP-8 Animal Genome Project

1993:	NRSP-8 project approved at $375K, distributed as $75K-$100K 	across four species coordinators (cattle, pig, sheep, chicken)

1994:	Annual NRSP-8 meeting held at PAG in San Diego	

1998:	Increased funding to $400K, distributed as $65K-$100K across six 	species coordinators (cattle, pig, sheep, poultry, horses, 		aquaculture)

2003:	Distributed $400K as $100K to bioinformatics coordinator, $40K to 	six species coordinator (cattle, pig, sheep/goats, poultry, horse, 	aquaculture) 

2008:	Increased funding to $500K, distributed as $110K to bioinformatics 	coordinator, $65K to six species coordinators

2017:	New co-coordinators selected

2019:	Notified that NRSP-8 would not be renewed  

2023:	NRSP-8 final report in process of being submitted, 109 participants 	listed in NIMSS, 300+ attendees across ten species at 2023 PAG 	meeting

2023:	New NRSP Capacity proposal submitted

2023:	USDA-NIFA Animal Genome RCN announced 
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Original NRSP-8 Objectives

1993-98 Objectives: 

Maintain and expand genomics maps (physical and genetic).

Exchange and develop materials, tools and resources.

Establish databases for sharing and communicating genomic information.

Provide leadership in establishing research priorities at a national level







Genetic map of sheep with ~200 markers, including RFLPs (top) and microsatellites (bottom)





Evolving NRSP-8 Objectives

1998-03 Objectives: 

Develop high resolution comparative genome maps aligned across species that link agricultural animal maps to those of the human and mouse genomes.

Increase the marker density of existing linkage maps used in QTL mapping and integrate them with physical maps of animal chromosomes. 

Expand and enhance internationally shared species genome databases and other resources that facilitate genome mapping.





SNPs: saturated genome with markers, low cost per marker and per animal, fast turn-around



Analysis of SNP markers across all chromosomes for region controlling four-horns in Jacob sheep





Evolving NRSP-8 Objectives

2013-18 Objectives: 

Enhance and integrate genetic and physical maps for cross species comparisons and sequence annotation.	

Facilitate integration of genomic, transcriptional, proteomic and metabolomic approaches toward better understanding of biological mechanisms.

Facilitate and implement bioinformatic tools to extract, analyze, store and disseminate information. 





FAANG: expression information (mRNA, histones, regulatory elements, etc.) annotated along genome sequence

Genomes databases: alignment of genome sequences from multiple animals





Most Recent NRSP-8 Objectives

2018-23 Objectives: 

Reference genomes for all agri-animal species with high contiguity assemblies, deep functional annotations of these assemblies, and comparison across species. 

Advance genome-to-phenome prediction by identifying and validating genes and allelic variants predictive of phenotypes and traits.

Advance analysis, curation, storage, application, and reuse of heterogeneous big data to facilitate genome-to-phenome research.

Pangenome: identify haplotypes across genome, compare sequences across species

T2T: sequence from telomere to telomere, including centromere









1980’s:	RFLPs ($5.00/genotype)

1990’s:	Microsatellites ($0.50/genotype)

 2002:	Fluorescent capillary ($0.50/genotype)

 2006:	Bovine 50K SNP chip ($0.01/genotype)

 2009:	Bovine Reference Sequence 

 2009:	Ovine 50K SNP chip

 2011:	Ovine Reference Sequence v2.1

 2013:	Ovine HD SNP Chip ($0.0003/genotype)

 2015:	Sheep Genomes Database (100 genomes)

2016:	Ovine Rambouillet de novo sequence 

2017:	Ovine FAANG Project

2020:	Ovine Pangenome Project

 2023:	Ruminant T2T Project





Species coordinator funds:

Invested in prioritized tools and resources for animal genomics

Leveraged across national and international grants

Developed early-career, mid-career scientists

Facilitated collaboration and community

Tools and Resources through Ovine NRSP-8





RFLPs – labor intensive. Microsatellites – radioactive, highly informative. Fluorescent – could multiplex micros and automate. SNPs – biallelic, less informative than microsatellites but 10,000 more in the genome (10x7)
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Outcomes of NRSP-8

Scientific outcomes:

Annotation of genome sequences (centromeres, telomeres, repeats)

Genetic expression control (enhancers, repressors, etc.)

Variation among species and among breeds

Genetic evolution

Domestication patterns



Industry outcomes:

Elimination of deleterious mutations

Genetic selection for traits – especially lowly heritable, difficult-to-measure

Genetic breeding values

Increased accuracy of selection

Industry staff development







Path Forward for Animal Genomics

NRSP-8 Project (1993-2023)

Proposed NRSP Capacity Project

Proposed RCN in NIFA



Advance genomics science

Collaboration of animal genomicists

Continued prioritization of animal genomics tools and resources

$650K/year for 5 years

Leverage past investments

Expand genomics impact

Connect genomics with non-genomics researchers 

$100K/year for 5 years







Specific Aim 1: Extending genomics capacity to a broader range of Animal Science stakeholders



Stakeholders:

Animal science researchers

Future animal scientists

Breed associations

Animal breeders

Informaticians

Engineers

Regulatory and policy offices

USDA directors and managers

Extension staff

Animal science undergraduate and graduate students



New NRSP Project





Specific Aim 2: Supporting capacity to integrate genomic and biological data

Approaches:

Workshops to identify stakeholder gaps

Roundtable discussions with informaticians and engineers 

Support for students and early career investigators



New NRSP Project





Specific Aim 3: Education, training and outreach to develop a data-savvy workforce.

Approaches:

Educational modules for animal science courses or stand-alone training

Micro-certificates in data competencies

Mailing list/bulletin board publicizing academic and industry internship opportunities

Bioinformatic training workshops

New NRSP Project









NRSP Membership

NRSP Chair & 

Chair-Elect

Aim 1: Genomics Capacity Coordinators & Stakeholder Representative

Aim 2: Integration Capacity Coordinators & Stakeholder Representative

Aim 3: Education & Training Capacity Coordinators & Stakeholder Representative

External Advisory Board

SAES Directors

NRSP Leadership Team

Stakeholders





Overarching Objective: Establish a research network centered around the genomes of farm animal species

Approaches:

Build a network of scientists who can coordinate, collaborate, and prioritize animal genomics research and technology (NRSP-8 foundation)

Develop capacity in animal genomics and animal quantitative genetics (industry request)	

RCN proposal due August 8, 2023

RCN Proposal





Identify faculty who are conducting animal genomics research.

Support and encourage participation in NIFA RCN Animal Breeding and Genetics proposal

https://www.nifa.usda.gov/sites/default/files/2023-02/FY23-AFRI-FAS-RFA-508_0.pdf (pages 39-41)

Identify faculty who can apply animal genome resources to their research and/or outreach program.

Submit participant request for “NRSP_temp8:National Animal Genome Research Program” project” using Appendix E

https://www.nimss.org/projects/view/mrp/outline/18969

Contact Noelle.Cockett@usu.edu for additional information.

Action Items
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