Minutes for NE-177 Annual Meeting. October 12-13, 2001.

Present: Gil Gillespie (Cornell, NY, chair), Margot Rudstrom (U of Minnesota, secretary), Jeremy Foltz (U of CT), Doug Jackson-Smith (Utah State University), Catherine Groseclose (Utah State University), Patrick Berends (Fresno State University, CA), Trisha Dyk (U of KY), Stewart Smith (U of Maine), Eliza Waters (U of Wisconsin), Alex McIntosh (Texas A&M), Jennifer McAdam (Utah State University), Rick Krannich (Utah State University), Tony Shelton (Cornell, Administrative Advisor), Henry Tyrrell (USDA/CSREES Liaison)

State Reports

tc \l1 "State Reports
NY: Work continues in Ontario County, NY, where the dairy industry is undergoing significant changes. These include increasing scale of dairy producers, increasing urban population pressure – especially in the Northwestern part of the county, and an influx of Mennonite farmers in the southern part of the county. Although dairy is a significant industry in the county, surprisingly little dairy infrastructure exists in the county and that present tends to be located in small villages rather than in the larger towns. The main project activity this year was under objective 2. “Identify, examine and assess the effects of structural change in the dairy sector on local communities and related enterprises. Work included: (1) initiating a mail survey of the general public living in or near Ontario County, NY; (2) additional analysis of the data from the previously-conducted qualitative interviews of local government officials, school officials, clergy, small business people, and other citizens in the northern and eastern parts of the county; and (3) locating relevant secondary data for the county. Most officials, clergy, and other citizens interviewed had surprisingly little awareness of dairy farming, little understanding of it, and very little connection to it. This is reflected in the title of the paper presented by W. Chad Futrell and G. Gillespie at the 2001 Rural Sociological Society meeting, “From the Communities and Dairy Farms: Forgotten Pasts and Invisible Linkages in Northeastern Ontario County, New York”. Under objective 1, “Determine the interrelationships among and relative importance of social, economic, technological and political environments, regional conditions, and entrepreneurial strategies affecting restructuring of the dairy industry in different dairy localities,” additional analyses of the late 1998 dairy farmer survey were undertaken.

The findings of this project have stimulated greater attention to the importance of connecting agriculture to communities in work by the Farming Alternative Program.

MN: 2001 was spent working with the data from the dairy farmer survey conducted in 2000. Summary statistics were complied and made available in a Dept. of Applied Economics staff paper. Survey results were mailed back to all the farmers in Stearns County (the dairy community) who received a survey questionnaire, regardless of whether or not they completed it.

Census of Agriculture data were summarized for each of the participating states. State dairy statistics, as determined by SIC code were compiled for 1987, 1992 and 1997. Individual states requested county and/or zip code data in addition to the state level SIC data. This information was only available on the Internet for the census years ’92 and ’97. Only dairy specific information was compiled. As a result, some of the data are rather thin, particularly at the zip code level. Utah, and Wisconsin county and zip code data is not complete at this point, but will be completed in the next month.

An analysis of TMR adoption on Stearns County dairy farms was conducted using a binary choice model. The objective of the analysis was to identify factors that significantly influence a dairy farmer’s choice to adopt TMR’s on his/her farm. Farms

with tie-stall barns and pipelines were less likely to adopt TMR than were farns with milking parlors. Farms with more than 80 cows had a high probability (greater than 95%) of using a TMR technology regardless of the type of milking facility

TX: Latest round of dairy farmer data collected 2 years ago consitutes too small a sample to do much with. The goal is to merge this data with that from other states for joint analyses. 

The past year was spent working with Gil (NY) and Stew (ME) on a mail questionnaire for the general public in dairy communities. A common survey instrument was developed (with input from Doug) and a common sampling strategy identified. The plan to conduct the survey in August was foiled by the Texas A&M IRB’s rejection of the survey instrument. Even though it is a mail survey, the IRB demanded signed consent forms and imposed other requirements. However, the IRB’s own instructions indicate that a consent form is not needed for mail surveys. Alex is working on getting over this hurdle. His particular interest lies in comparing community attachment and involvement of community members and dairy farmers. Alex is looking for a joint effort from others who are also interested in this area.

WI: Work over the past year included merging all of the Wisconsin data sets and analyzing these data. They also conducted telephone interviews with 70 of the approximately 120 farmers who were among the 500 surveyed in the 1997 or 1998 surveys and who have since exited dairy production. The exit survey instrument is available for examination. “Exiting” dairy farmers tended to fall into 2 clusters: (1) Those who were late in their careers and were choosing to retire and (2) those who were early career and were forced to exit. Many are still farming, though not dairying, and their cows were dispersed to existing herds. Henry asked if those “exiting” were becoming custom heifer growers and Doug said that this didn’t appear to be the case. Many of these exit cases left because of major crisis event, e.g., their barns burned or their backs went out. Many think they are now better off.

Plans for next year are undecided with the options being to try to recontact all the ~500 cases, either with a mail survey or to wait another year to get more money for face-to-face interviews. Brad Barham plans to use the existing panel data for more analyses. Doug and Jeremy’s financial spending patterns paper was accepted for publication in the spring of 2002.

ME: Primary activity in 2001 was analyzing farm survey data to explain the choice of feeding technologies of the dairy community farmers. Three feeding technologies are identified as management intensive grazing (MIRG), [the use of] rbST, and conventional, which represents confined feeding without rbST. A farmer’s decision to adopt MIRG or rbST rather than conventional feeding is considered a discrete choice and is represented in the study by 3 binary regression models.

Results indicate that several characteristics of farmers choosing MIRG are significantly different from those choosing rbST. Thus, an analysis of whether farmers choose a ”new” technology over a conventional technology would have obscured the choice decision of specific technologies made by these farmers. Regression results indicate that grazers are likely to have less college education and more farming experience than rbST users. [Note: this finding is the opposite of what Jeremy found in CT.] This raises the question whether college experience influences technology choice or whether those attending college have characteristics that lead them to adopt rbST rather than MIRG. Both MIRG and rbST adopters tend to work fewer hours and have greater acreage ceteris paribus than conventional feeders. rbST adopters are more likely to have adopted other technologies than MIRG adopters. MIRG adopters demonstrate a greater concern for the welfare of their cows than rbST adopters. Unexpectedly, farmers financial goals and objectives regarding productivity, debt and costs seem to play no part in the selection of feeding technologies. Stew was formerly working with a student to analyze the MN and ME purchasing patterns data, but the preliminary work indicated little promise.

A secondary activity for 2001 consisted of participating with PI’s from Cornell (Gil) and Texas A&M (Alex) to design a mail survey for the non-farm population of the dairy community.

Plan of work for 2002.

Farm related business interviews. We plan to conduct interviews with farm related businesses in the dairy community. Of particular interest are economic relationships between those businesses and dairy farms, other farms in the dairy community, and farms outside of the dairy community. We plan to inquire about perceptions, outlook and strategies of these businesses (continues from 2001).

Community Analysis. We plan to conduct a mail survey of the non-farm population in the dairy community, using the instrument developed with Cornell and Texas A&M (see above).

Paper. We plan to publish a paper based on the technology choice analysis discussed above.

UT: A mail survey was conducted and sent to a total of 6 counties in the states of UT, NM and ID. Given a low response rate of about 20% in NM, that state was dropped from the study. The areas of study are Cache Co., UT, Franklin ID and Twin Falls, ID. There were 141 responses from Cache (~60%), 89 from Franklin and 73 from Twin Falls. Catherine resorted to dropping off and picking up the questionnaires personally to improve the response rate. Mail surveys seem not to be effective with large operators as the questionnaires often do not get into the right hands. The upcoming year will be spent analyzing the data that were collected. Most of the respondents were sole proprietors; many others were family partnerships or corporations. The most growth occurred in Twin Falls, but there is now an anti-dairy movement there. A local legislator is seeking moratorium. A community phone survey may also be undertaken during winter break this year. Henry wondered about the factors behind the dairy growth in the area. He noted that previously dairy growth occurred in California partly because of readily available by-products, such as citrus pulp and almond hulls, which are ideal for rumen function, and partly because of alfalfa hay grown under irrigation. From there this growth has spread to Kansas and Nebraska as well as Texas, Idaho, Utah, etc.

KY: Kentucky had a poor response rate on its farm mail survey. A breakdown of Kentucky dairy farm respondents showed that 2/3s of the responding dairy farms had less than 50 cows. Farms with more than 200 cows accounts for just 1% of dairy farms in the State and farms with 500 or more cows are only .5% . Ninety-eight percent of all dairy farms in Kentucky have fewer than 100 cows. Between 1987-1997 there was an incredible 52% decline in the number of dairy farms and in 1997 there were less than 2000 dairy farms in the state [Hoard’s Dairyman, Oct. 25, 2001, p. 663, lists 1831 dairy farms for 2001) to. Most dairy farmers were also tobacco farmers and changes in the tobacco industry mean that tobacco is no longer able to support dairy farms. Without the financial support of tobacco, the decline in farm numbers accelerated. Most areas in the state lack a strong market for land for conversion to residential or other uses. This is in part due to urban growth moratoriums and in part due to the quality of the land; even the Amish who moved in are leaving as they cannot make it. Kentucky’s data collection is waiting on IRB approval, so they can interview farmers who are still farming. Approval has been held up because the questionnaire asks for financial information. The plan is to do a phone screening to see which farmers are still farming and then follow up with a face-to-face interview. Rick Krannich noted that from their experience the “pick-up, drop-off” method is cheaper and faster then in-person interviews. Doug noted that one can also get exit information from the screening contact.

CA: This is the first year for participation in the current NE-177 project by someone from California. Patrick Berends is newly from Fresno State, a non-Land Grant University with a mission in agriculture. Patrick indicated there are 2 major issues facing the California dairy industry. Manure and nutrient management is one issue and energy management is another. Some local governments want new dairy farms another areas lawsuits are inhibiting them

MI: Doug presented the Michigan update for Chris Wolf, who was unable to attend. Over the past year a set of detailed case studies of “large” expansions (meaning a 20 percent or more increase in herd size that occurred at one time and that also required increases in facilities and labor). In addition, a national survey of professional dairy heifer raisers was conducted. The summary report is currently in rough draft form. The survey was not of a random sample of all producers because the investigators were specifically interested in those who considered raising dairy heifers to be their primary occupation. Some interesting results with respect to size, practices and contract specifics come out of this work, By and large the results show that these specialists in heifer raising are NOT former dairy producers using former dairy facilities. Instead, they build new facilities specifically for raising heifers. The final report will be available to those who are interested.

Chris is interested in cross-state comparisons. Of particular interest are technology adoption and financial implications related to size changes. With regard to continuation/new project, farm transfer, life-cycle effects, smooth versus discrete changes in size, top-down incentives for growth (retailer consolidation-processor consolidation-cooperative consolidation-farm consolidation), economies of size, and efficiency are some of the topics of interest to Chris.

CT: Jeremy reports there are now fewer dairy farms in CT; the population is down from about 250 to 215. Manure management issues are important for dairy farming in an urbanizing area. His research indicated that grazing does not provide much cost saving or involve much production loss, but grazers have slightly lower profitability. The landscape is not conducive to increased grazing in CT because of fragmentation in land parcels. The opportunities are best on large, old farms. Many other farmers would have to move cows across roads to utilize pasture and that could prove hazardous to both the livestock and drivers.

Research was done on rbST adoption in CT. Younger better educated farmers with larger farms are more likely to adopt rbST. It was interesting to note those (~10) farmers who de-adopted rbST had similar profiles to the adopters; they were younger, more educated and had larger farms, except they had higher profits .

There was some work done on entry and exit of dairy farms, mostly exits. 10-15% of the Connecticut farms in any herd size category have gone out of business and many of these farms’ land now “grows” houses. Some of these farmers have gone to New York or other places and have continued in dairying. One factor influencing dairy farmers’ decisions to get out is the number of other dairy farms remaining in their town. The New England Dairy compact seems to have been a greater incentive for larger farms than for smaller farms. In Vermont this created a good market for cows and enabled some farms to sell out at a good price. However, this phenomenon did not apply in Connecticut.

There are lingering farmland preservation issues. The question being asked is ‘Does preserving farmland lead to keeping farms in business?’ Present data do not support this, but the tendency in its current practice appears to be that the attempts are to preserve the last farm in a town, when perhaps money could be better spent preserving land in towns where there are more farms remaining.

Some outreach activities were dairy outlook meetings and breakfast meetings for state legislators outlining the state of dairy farming the CT. Jeremy is also working with the town of Woodstock where the planning and zoning commission is interested in preserving the farms in the town. They have supported right-to-farm legislation and better manure management through technologies like bio digesters. However, the compost from such bio digesters tends to have a limited market. Henry noted that composting may not be the solution because in that process the nitrogen is removed leaving the phosphorus, which is already a problem. Anaerobic bio digestion may work better because this process stabilizes the nitrogen, making a product with a better fit with plant nutrient requirements.

Upcoming plans for NE-177 work include farm transition (exit) data. Additional analysis of existing data will be the focus of the upcoming year. There is also the possibility of working on manure management issues.

Tony Shelton (Administrator Advisor) and Henry Tyrell (USDA advisor)

tc \l1 "Tony Shelton (Administrator Advisor) and Henry Tyrell (USDA advisor)
Tony observed that there is a great deal of interest in the Urban-Agriculture interface. The situation is volatile with farmers being driven out by public concerns and opposition. Even right-to-farm laws provide little protection, so community dialogues are important for ensuring a viable agricultural sector. There is a need for discussions with county planners and public interests regarding the importance and role of agriculture in rural communities. A Cornell group partnering with California on an IFAFS proposal is working to create toolkit for people moving into rural areas; the purpose is to educate the ‘newcomers’ to the realities of rural living – odor and water issues, etc. It is intended to be distributed to real estate agents and town boards. Henry noted that Dutch farmers moving into Ohio had a successful public relations program for increasing community acceptance. It was also noted that such a toolkit has been developed by the West Rural Development Center and that it is available for $90. Doug has a draft of such a toolkit for Wisconsin. He also noted that land use tends to be an overarching factor, though each site tends to be distinctive. Tony suggested an interesting IFAFS proposal might deal with the urban/rural interface. 

NE-177

This multi-state project ends September 30, 2002. The process to renew an active program takes about 18 months. For 2001, meeting minutes and a report are due within 60 days after the annual meeting. A termination report is will be required next year. To position NE-177 for either renewal the reports should focus on outcomes of the existing project. The renewal process now operates under new guidelines (laid out in a 37 page draft document from the Northeast region). The changes are partly a result of pressure to change how multistate projects operate. Some members of Congress are concerned that land grant universities are not fulfilling their mission. The net result is that multistate projects need to be well-coordinated, with definite outcomes that can be adopted and used by clienteles.

We discussed terminating NE-177 and writing an entirely new project versus rewriting under NE-177. The advantage of rewriting is that funding of participants in the different experiment stations might be less problematic. If the objectives of NE-177 change significantly an entirely new project would be warranted. A new project would also require ag experiment stations to reallocate funds, and this could pose a problem for participation in some states. If the decision is made to write a entirely new multi-state project, then the existing committee could become the coordinating committee for the new project.

At the time of the previous revision of the NE-177 there was concern at the executive level that NE-177 had been unproductive. Henry indicated that this is probably no longer an issue. We would, however, need to demonstrate real accomplishment on one or more of the project objectives.

Tricia asked about what emphasis the NE region has placed on the blending of research and extension on multi-state projects. As yet there has been no requirement that extension specifically be part of a NE multistate project and the NE region has been slow to implement requirement for extension to have 25% of its funds in multistate projects, as will be required by 2003. Projects may be research only or could have more facets. An extension component in a revised or new project might be a good thing.

Henry updated us on federal budget. Before September 11 the house had acted on the budget and the Senate had acted on appropriation. After September 11, both the House and Senate were favorable for FY 2003. No major increases or decreases in overall funding for agriculture are anticipated. Although the Fund for Rural America is dead, IFAFS appears to have support for funding. All agencies are now working on continuing resolution, which means they are operating at last year’s budget levels. It is possible agencies will continue to operate on continuing resolution for the entire fiscal year, in which case they will not be able to put out RFPs for research grants.

There was a discussion about the future of federal formula funds. From Tony’s perspective there is not a lot of federal support for federal formula money. Land grant universities push for the federal formula funds. With new programs, like IFAFS, federal formula support gets less (at least are not increased with inflation). Henry pointed out there had been a proposal to reduce formula funding and that was rejected and, instead, produced the largest recent increase in formula funding. The appeal of formula funds is flexibility. It is the underpinnings of the experiment stations in the USA. Directors of experiment stations do not appear to be concerned about losing federal formula funds. Henry points out that most concerns surrounding formula funds centers around the fact the process is not administered by peer review and, hence, it is assumed not to lead to high quality research and is even seen to as subsidies to growers. Henry suggested some interesting reading (probably Cowling, E. B., J. T. Sigmon, and C. E. Putman. 1996. "Maximizing Benefits from Research: Lessons from Medicine and Agriculture." Issues in Science and Technology 12:29-32). Cowling (NC State) compared medical and agricultural granting processes; medical being peer reviewed and agriculture not. The effectiveness of the two methods of funding research is examined. Tony responded that federal formula funding is likely to stay, but cannot be expected to increase. The challenge for the future of federal formula funds is getting people to understand the value of these.

In terms of NE-177, Tony and Henry relayed the message that we must show our accomplishments in the research conducted as part of NE-177 and demonstrate the changes that occurred because of it. It was noted the project was not ‘outcome’ oriented. One outcome would be changes in thought processes within dairy communities. Another outcome was the understanding that factors driving change in one area are different than factors driving changes in other areas. One need only look at differences among CT, KY and ID as examples of how different factors cause structural change. One way of looking at what we are doing is that we are doing an evaluation of how other peoples’ projects, i.e., technologies that had been developed, have impacted communities. How can we change the dynamic to get other, more desired outcomes? How will we sell this project? Perhaps as providing accumulated knowledge that will drive policy. We would need workshops etc. and measures of impact.

The process is that we need to obtain approval to rewrite the project proposal, then we would need to prepare a peer-reviewed proposal. This would involve 2 to 3 external reviewers and would need to be accomplished before the March meeting of the Directors in the NE region.

Working Plan for NE-177

tc \l1 "Working Plan for NE-177
One focus over the past year(s) has been on merging the separate state data sets into a joint data set. Despite considerable coordination and consistency across the participating states, the specific needs of the respective states and the exigencies of collecting and entering data on very limited budgets have resulted in separate data sets for each state. Since none of the individual states has had the resources to invest in creating the common data set, this bottleneck has become an important issue for meeting our project objectives. While he was still at Wisconsin, Doug provided leadership and had committed some resources toward making the common data set a reality. He reported that all the states have sent their individual state data sets and codebooks to him and that, from this information, grids identifying the common variables have been completed. Now that he is at Utah State, he has no further resources to commit to this undertaking. Therefore, we will draft and submit a proposal requesting funds from the four Regional Development Centers to support creating a joint data set. Doug will take the lead. In the meantime, participants from each state need to look at the tables he has created to determine whether the questions used by that state are categorized appropriately and whether additional questions need to be added to the grid.

The community telephone surveys conducted by WI and proposed by MN and the mail survey developed by NY, TX and ME also need a grid of common variables. Alex agreed to create one. Margot needs to send the MN phone survey instrument to Alex.

Other joint work that needs to be done during the next year includes writing the community narratives, i.e., 6 to 10 page write-ups that include secondary data profiles summarizing each locality and describing how dairy farming is changing in that community. This will provide a basis for assessing larger changes in dairy farming in the various communities. Gil agreed to create a template for the narrative that will be used by all states. He will share it on the listserve by Nov. 1st. Each other state will follow the template and write their narrative(s) by December 1st.

Margot has completed state, county and zip code data collection from the Censuses of Agriculture and handed these out on diskette.

There is strong support among project participants for using the existing data. As described below several research topics were identified, as were the people interested in working on particular of these topics. Joint papers were planned for the 2002 Rural Sociological Society Meeting and the 2002 Agricultural Economics meeting. Alex will organize the RSS meeting session (deadline about January 15) and Jeremy will organize the AAEA (Ag Econ) meeting session (deadline about January 15). Patrick is available to serve as a discussant at the latter.

The general procedure for these papers is that one person will take the lead for each paper and is expected to be the driving force in its writing. He or she will send out a proposal to those project participants who have the required data for their state (no committees without a center). Simply having appropriate data is necessary, but not sufficient for person to be an author on a paper. Authorship will be negotiated, but will require actually working on the particular paper. If more than one analysis is required for a paper the group will break out into 1, 2, or 3 working groups. Each project participant should take the lead on at least one paper. People are encouraged to use the list-serv to communicate so everyone in the group can be aware of who is doing what and to motivate others to move their papers forward. Potential papers discussed and those who will participate follow:

Community Attachment and Involvement (Alex will take the lead)
tc \l2 "Community Attachment and Involvement (Alex will take the lead)
Community/Dairy Change



Attachment/Involvement

* change in dairy in the past 10 years

* attachment scale

* effects of change on your operation

* know neighbors

* complaints, etc




* local friends

* sad to leave

* newspaper, church, school, etc

Scale of attachment and individual community attachment and involvement are areas that need to be addressed.

Technology adoption (Jeremy will take the lead with participation by Stew, Margot, and likely Chris Wolf)

Identifying factors that explain why people adopt various technologies (rbST, MIRG, and TMR are 3 of specific interest). Are the factors explaining why people adopt similar or different in different parts of the country? We want to be able to compare and contrast technology adoption in different dairy communities. Chris’s interest is in the impact that technology choice has on productivity and labor efficiency.

Expansion/Exit (Doug and Brad Barham will take the lead)

tc \l2 "Expansion/Exit (Doug and Brad Barham will take the lead)
Expansion and exit issues, including creating a transition matrix. The dynamics of exit will be examined. Differences in causes of exit across different states will be examined.

Quality of Life (Gil and Alex will take the lead)
tc \l2 "Quality of Life (Gil and Alex will take the lead)
Quality of life can be affected by changes in the community as well as changes on the farm. Participation variables need to be identified. Positive outlook can affect quality of life. Condition quality of life on goals and outlook. The technology choice can also impact quality of life. Scale, technology, and goals are mediated by structure and technology choices.

For Performance and Technology Adoption (Chris will take the lead)

Environmental Attitude Assessment (Catherine and Doug will take the lead)
tc \l2 "Environmental Attitude Assessment (Catherine and Doug will take the lead)
Catherine’s interest is in environmental concerns of farmers and general public. Doug’s interest is in the animal/land ratios and scale of farm. Specifically, are there different profiles of animal/land ratios by state and farm scale?

Grazing-based Dairies (Jennifer will take the lead)

tc \l2 "Spending Patterns (Margot will take the lead, Stew and Gil will contribute)
tc \l2 "Spending Patterns (Margot will take the lead, Stew and Gil will contribute)
Are differences in spending patterns by state and farm scale? By technology adoption? The question was raised whether spending and attachment are one and the same? Goals may be a variable that helps explain spending patterns.

Phase III: Where do we take NE-177?

tc \l1 "Phase III: Where do we take NE-177?
General discussion comments.

1. Link NE-177 with another grant proposal to NRI; IFAFS?

2. What are the impacts of consolidation in the processing industry? How does this affect farm structure and marketing structures? Apparently some areas of the country now have a lack of reinvestment in processing. What are the implications of this?

3. Look at large dairy operations. Social and economic aspects of large dairy farms. Labor pools and labor issues with large dairy. 1000+ cows or larger? Land use issues with large dairies? What do large dairies mean socially and economically to a place? Could do a pre/post examination comparing the benefits promised prior to construction with the actual impacts afterwards? Who favored the large dairy enterprises and who opposed them? What are the politics of siting? What strategies should a community pursue when faced with proposals for new large dairy enterprises? To an extent will the future of large dairies be governed by local welcoming or opposition? What are the impacts of environmental issues, such as those around manure and odor? How do they affect economic development and property values? What about transitory populations associated with large dairy enterprises?

4. Social and economic dimensions of large farms and CAFOS. The question was raised on how to interview employees. Margot will send the Cornell labor study employer questionnaire to the group.

5. Panel data - how to set it up and keep the people in the study? 

6. Inter-regional issues related to regulations in dairy.

Renew NE-177 project with a focus on larger dairies? Spin-off to include custom heifer growers? Renewal could be set up along the lines of 1/3 continuing with existing directions to capture the long-term impacts and 2/3 focusing on expansions. If IFAFS funding was sought to provide the support needed to carry out the project effectively, a simple focus would be needed, e.g., framing with the role for stakeholders, such as community development and dairy interests. How much could large dairy farms be regulated without driving them away? How do new expansions in certain areas affect interregional competitiveness? What about large dairy enterprises at the urban-agriculture interface? The larger farm sources could be at least three: (1) influx of Dutch farmers displaced by tough environmental regulations there, (2) California (western) dairy farmers on the move, and (3) existing, local farmers expanding.

What is needed to renew NE-177?

1) Statement of Problem

2) Justification

3) Related Current and Previous Work

3) CRIS search of other multi-state work

3) Other literature

3) Impact of current project work

4) Objectives

5) Procedures for objectives

6) Outcomes

7) Describe organization

Tentative Objectives for NE-177

7. Identify, examine and assess the social and economic impacts of large dairy farm operations on other dairy farms and local communities and economies – including land use, environmental issues, labor markets, siting and expansion decisions.

8. Assess the importance of and interrelationships among social, economic, technological, geographic and individual entrepreneurial factors on structural change and its community impacts. (Original communities)

There is a need to recruit new participants in states that are sites of current or recent large dairy expansion/migration. Indiana, Ohio and Kansas were 3 states that were identified. There is also a need to recruit people in the area of community development and animal science to be part of a new project. Jeff Sharp of Ohio State was suggested as one to be contacted about participating. Margot will contact Purdue to see if there is interest in participating there. A state need only work on 1 objective to be included in NE-177.

The following states expressed an interest in writing/participating in the proposal writing. TX, MN NY, UT, CA, and ME. Gil will take the lead on writing and Margot will assist.

Dairy is different from the hog and poultry in terms of production process and product. A literature search of these sectors needs to be undertaken.

NE-177 Business

tc \l1 "NE-177 Business
Motion: Margot Rudstrom nominated to be chair for the next year by Doug and quickly seconded by Alex. Motion carried.

Motion: Chris Wolf will be secretary for the upcoming year. Moved by Doug. Seconded by Margot. Motion carried.

Host for the next meeting. Send Tony justification for another meeting of the NE-177 technical committee and he will authorize it. When particular Ag Experiment Station directors will concur or not is up to them. Doug will see if Wisconsin is willing to host a meeting in Madison around the time of the Rural Soc meetings at Chicago in August. If Madison is unable to host the meeting Stew will host the meeting in Maine in September. Jeremy will serve as a backup if the other sites cannot be the host.

NE-177 “TO DO” LIST SUMMARY

tc \l1 "NE-177 “TO DO” LIST SUMMARY
9. State reports. Activity and accomplishment reports are due to Margot by November 15th. Remember to place particular emphasis on accomplishments as this will be needed in writing the renewal proposal.

10. Community Narrative. Based on what NY has already done, Gil will prepare a template outlining the key characteristics to include and will distribute it to the group by November 1. Doug will send to Gil a draft report that contains some important variables. States will prepare their narratives and send them to Gil by December 1. Each will submit their community narrative via the NE-177 listserv (diary-change-L@cornell.edu) so all members of NE-177 can have access to these narratives.

11. Doug will draft a proposal to regional development centers that will be submitted to all four of them simultaneously. Alex will handle this for the Southern region, Margot the North Central , Jeremy the Northeast. and Doug the West. Each other participant will forward letters of support to the person handling submission in their region.

12. Renewal of NE-177. Letter to request approval to re-write will be led by Gil. Assuming we are granted request to write, the proposal will need to be completed and submitted by March 1, 2002. Tony will request information on deadlines from David MacKenzie.

13. Doug will check with Madison on hosting the next meeting. If Madison is unable to host, Stew will set the date for meeting in Maine, preferably September 14 or 21..

14. Alex will submit the proposal to Rural Soc meetings for a session on NE-177 results by mid-January.

15. Jeremy will submit the proposal for an organized symposium for the AAEA meetings. Organized Symposium review is due January 15, 2002. ***Margot: earlier it says mid November and my notes at this point say mid-December. I changed the earlier mention to be consistent with this paragraph.

tc \l1 "Tours
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We toured a 150 cow management-intensive grazing dairy farm in southern Idaho. The pastures are irrigated perennial rye grass pastures. Lactating cows are rotated to new pastures daily, and are followed by dry cows and heifers. The move to a grazing system was done to free up time for the family. We then toured a 350 cow confinement dairy in Hyrum, Utah. This farm had their own pasteurization and bottling plant. They also have a home delivery business with about 5,000 customers in the region. They bottle and deliver milk twice a week.

End of meeting
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