Program Effectiveness

Was the A.P. appropriate to the mission?

· Having the A.P. was good.

· Starting to see components come together (TEAMS).

· Physical proximity is important but not essential.

· Break out projects by regions and combine to make efficient.

· Problem with isolation – outside universities (access to expertise).

Value of A.P.

· May not have changed program in cotton or helped set priorities, but still helped connectivity in ARS.

· Concerns over diffuse commodity groups and the mixed messages they send.

· Highlights need to balance across stakeholders and customers – balance.

· Is there redundancy in 301 and 302?  Overlap?

· 302 is a big program.

· What are the opportunities to fund interdisciplinary programs?

· Researchers have some flexibility with their time to pursue other ideas.

· There are processes to prevent redundancy.

· ARS scientists supplement with other grants for other expenses—but there are strings.

· Sharing has built in restrictions (concerns about fiscal responsibility).

· Timing of funding commitments can be late.

· Some older (obsolete) funding sources were a good model for ARS.

· NRI—do we need to fund more?  (Maybe not.)

· Large grants funding large teams may be more useful.

Strengths:

· fitting national agenda for research

Weaknesses:

· odds and ends—not all projects fit well

· no raspberry research

· balance of different subcomponents

· some research locations are no longer where crop is grown

· How does ARS address commercialization of GMO?

· “Risk Assessment” initiative – Is it biosafety?  How are agencies coordinated or not coordinated?

· “Risk Assessment fuels fire.”

· Are the risks real or perceived?

· “Risk Assessment” – how should funds called Risk Assessment be spent?

· How has NP OSQR changed things?  Havae any projects been dropped or redirected?  OSQR has changed some projects:  methods, collaborations.

· NP 302 was one of the first to undergo OSQR.

· Prospectus first reviewed by NPS for relevance.  Then OSQR reviews for quality.

· 301:  substantial reorganization of bioinformatics research in response to action plan.

· Is this the only time stakeholders have input – no, can have input anytime.

· Action plan can be modified part way through cycle.  Flexible (strength).

· Can mobilize resources for new urgent problems.

· Overlap between programs—more flexibility.

· II and III have most relevance to ecology/sustainability.

· Could make relationships among programs clearer.

· Make written boundaries between programs sharper.  Define programs more clearly.

Group 3:

Program Effectiveness:

(1) Were the Action Plan/Components appropriate to achieve the mission?

Yes, the plan helped the different components come together and helped set priorities.  Also, the plan highlighted the need to balance research over the interests of stakeholders and customers.

(2) Did ARS make progress in addressing the problems?

Yes.

(3) What were the strengths and weaknesses of the action plan?

Strengths:

Prevents redundancy within NP 302.

Has flexibility to develop new ideas and address new national issues by redirecting funding and people.

Fits research to the national agenda.

Weaknesses:

Unclear if there is redundancy between 302 and other national programs, e.g. 301, although some overlap could be a strength by allowing more flexibility.

Interdisciplinary research may be restricted by requirements of fiscal accountability.

Research locations don’t move with the crop.

No fresh red raspberry research.

