e-Extension—A Prospectus

On behalf of the Extension System, the Association of Southern Region Extension Directors seeks system-wide endorsement of a planning effort to develop a detailed strategy for creating e-Extension, a national on-line information and education network, as part of the Cooperative Extension System. In particular, it seeks ECOP endorsement of a national e-Extension Work Group
 and a Steering Committee
 to develop a planning grant proposal and implement it once funding is secured. The work group (WG) will provide technical and program expertise and leadership. The steering committee (SC) will provide policy and administrative guidance. 

The planning grant would fund activities designed to yield a national consensus plan for creating an e-Extension system, including analyses and recommendations regarding organization and structure, funding, management and operation, customer needs and priorities, and other relevant issues. It is anticipated that the SC and WG will utilize available literature, engage focus groups, hold regional and/or national orientation/listening meetings, and use other data collection techniques to work toward a consensus plan. 

Although ideas will be revised, refined and validated throughout the planning process, output from the recent e-Extension Workshop (See Appendix A) will serve as a draft foundation for planning an e-Extension system. 

Vision

The e-Extension network (and the Cooperative Extension System) will be recognized by a broad cross section of the public as a “brand name” quality source of unbiased and research-based information and education that is conveniently available in multiple digital formats. Cooperation across the system and use of a standards-based system will enable efficient, consistent and high quality digital programming, and will provide users, including large segments of the population that have not previously benefited from Extension, with access to the best expertise of Extension across the nation. (While it is recognized that a definition of e-Extension should include additional modes of sharing digital information, the initial interest of the workshop participants focused on use of the Internet, and that is the focus of this prospectus.)

Goal

The goal of the Cooperative Extension System with this effort is to plan and implement a national on-line information and education network that will expand learning choices and methodologies in support of anytime-anywhere learning by providing coordinated access to land-grant university expertise. 

Expected Outcomes

The expected outcomes of a planning grant are consensus descriptions of the following:

· A national (but distributed) web-based Extension information/education system that provides users access in multiple ways, e.g., FAQs, “Ask the Expert,” learning modules, topical information (ranging from digital copies of Extension publications to streaming video), custom-designed responses (push technology), and others.

· Consistent standards for defining the nature and format of information accessible from the system so that information can be shared, duplicative efforts can be reduced, quality can be ensured, and so that flexibility can be maintained to accommodate as-yet-unforeseen technologies (information technology and descriptive standards).

· Protocol for selecting subject/interest areas that are high priority and can serve as starting points, and can ensure early demonstrations of quality.

· Protocol for content solicitation, review, and acceptance such that quality is ensured, duplication is reduced, and appropriate recognition is provided.

· A governance, management and funding strategy for an e-Extension system that can take advantage of current intellectual and other resources, and that will allow for continuous change and improvement. 
Issues to Investigate/Answer Regarding e-Extension

1. What are the desired components and characteristics of an e-Extension system?

· What should be the scope of the content?

· Who should be primary, secondary, tertiary audiences? 

· How should “brand identity” and state/institutional recognition/referral be handled?

· Who is allowed to provide content? Partners? Users?

· How are external partners recognized or acknowledged?

· How can allowances be made for a range of user capabilities—from low bandwidth to high, from flat to interactive, rich and tailored responses?

· How can the system be made attractive to users? User versus expert model? Push technology? Peer to peer? 

· How can the system be monitored for accountability and feedback/recognition to developers?

2. What user environments are needed? 

· Content/asset/expertise management 

· Learning management 

· Discussion, chat, “communities of interest” 

· Q and A, “Ask the Expert,” referrals, distance diagnostics

· Portal interfaces, push technology 

· Shopping cart 

· Accountability monitoring 

3. What standards and protocols are needed?

· Information technology standards

· Descriptive standards, visual standards

· Identity standards (organizational, system, etc.)

· Protocols for reviewing, accepting, revising content

· Procedures for acquiring the e-Extension “seal of approval”

· Access standards (ADA)

· Communication/language standards (editorial, etc.)

· Intellectual property standards and policies

· Professional standards (author/source identification, permissions, credit)

· Other procedural guidelines

4. What funding strategies should be pursued?

· Gifts, grants and contracts 

· Devote a percentage of Smith-Lever 

· Redirect current state resources 

· Seek new federal appropriations 

· Combination 

5. How can e-Extension capitalize on current intellectual assets? 

· Centers of Excellence 

· Inventory and select “low-hanging” fruit 

· Inventory, evaluate, and tag current educational information 

· Develop a prototype, test it 

6. How can proper focus be established and sustained?

· Define various user groups by age and interest area (communities of interest)

· Assess how communities of interest prefer to access information

· Provide multiple access means targeted to the defined user groups

· Start small and build

· Determine what is possible, then develop infrastructure and implement

· Build an infrastructure/protocol, use the best content now available, and begin cooperative improvement/upgrading

· Monitor use; delete infrequently used data

· Devise ways to transcend the digital divide

7. What operational/management strategies should be considered?

· e-teams in each state, with an e-leader 

· Incubate in ADEC

· Access the resources/expertise of other agencies/groups

· Governance: board, technical and steering committee(s)

· Management structure, policies

· Staffing

8. Can e-Extension help to accommodate a paradigm shift?

· Diminishing resources and fewer employees

· Allow field staff to devote time to “cutting-edge” work rather than answering the same questions repeatedly

· CES is viewed as inflexible, resistant to change

· Rapid advancement of technology and clientele expectations

· Gear up for next generation of user

· Serve new, more diverse audiences from an expanded breadth of subject areas

· Revised incentive structures

· Define scholarship with respect to outreach education and information technology

· Administrative support for multi-state teamwork

· Intellectual property issues

· Sponsorship

Strategy and Timeline

To achieve these outcomes, the following strategy and timeline is proposed.

No.
Activity
Goal Date(s)

1.
Seek ASRED approval of strategy
April 02

2.
Seek ECOP endorsement of Prospectus, including the composition of a Workgroup and Steering Committee.
Early May 02

3.
Workgroup (WG) and Steering Committee (SC) refine planning proposal; submit for funding. (Assuming funding, will continue)
May 02

4.
WG/SC meet (~2 meetings) to refine questions to be answered, strategy to use and suggested structure for regional workshops. Identify regional leadership for conducting regional workshops; identify other particulars, e.g., dates, locations, invitations, etc. 
June 

July 02

5.a.
Hold one one-day workshop/listening session in each geographical region focused on stated outcomes (structured and facilitated to seek a consensus); Regional meetings to be handled by regional members of SC and WG.
August

September

October 02

5.b.
Ask each participating state to select and send an e-team to the meeting (~4 or 5 per state); the state e-teams would be expected to provide continuing leadership in their respective states, and should be selected accordingly.
August

September

October 02

5.c.
Each region select a regional design team (~3 or 4 members) to document regional output, and to participate on national team; each team should have administrative, program and information technology competence.
August

September

October 02

6.
SC provide leadership to merge WG and regional design teams (significant overlap expected) into a national design team (NDT); NDT meet, synthesize information from regional meetings, arrive at national consensus and write a detailed draft implementation plan; share draft with state e-teams, seek feedback (e-mail, chat room, etc) and revise plan.
November

December 

January 03

7.
Hold a national orientation meeting (face to face, interactive conferencing and/or downlinked); introduce the plan and take comments and suggestions. Discuss funding strategies.
February 03

8.
Refine document and prepare final plan.
March

April 03

9.
Distribute report and begin implementation. Implementation will begin with resource procurement.
May

June 03

Appendix A

Summary of e-Extension Workshop

March 26-27, 2002

Atlanta, GA

Background

The Cooperative Extension System has long been recognized as an effective non-formal educational organization that uses appropriate educational approaches to bring together knowledge and people to create opportunities, solve problems and improve lives and communities. Extension is increasingly recognizing the need to effectively use digital technology to bring knowledge and information to people. (A more detailed rationale, along with recommendations, is available in The Extension System: A Vision for the 21st Century. The URL is http://www.nasulgc.org/councils_extension.htm). 

While the Extension System’s strength is built upon staffing to serve “communities of place,” the learning and information-seeking behavior of these communities is changing rapidly. Over the last 20 years there have sprung up “communities of interest” that are robust, diverse, and demanding of information—based on increasing use of digital technology and a subsequent freedom from geographic boundaries. Communities of interest are increasing the complexity and expanding the diversity of Extension’s clientele. These new users seek information beyond Extension’s historical curriculum areas and desire to interact with the Extension System in ways that are more user-convenient and timely.

In September 2001, the joint meeting of the Association of Southern Region Extension Directors (ASRED) and the Association of Extension Administrators (AEA) included a presentation about e-Extension by David King. Some of the key points included were:

· The value of information is increasing; private and public providers are refining and tailoring information and marketing it to specific audiences.  The Extension Service is not a sole-source provider.  

· Information must be provided that meets customer needs as opposed to distributing whatever information the provider has; use technology to expand "reach" (reach a larger audience) and use the capability of information technology to increase "richness" (interactivity, personalization).

· With the amount of information available, sorting information and helping people navigate it is critical.  Extension historically has served this navigation function.

· Viability, defined as long-term survival and a positive impact on society, will require a broader audience base made up of individuals who place higher value on lifelong learning than current Extension audiences. On-going audience analyses will pinpoint the needs of "communities of interest" beyond traditional audiences.

· Land-Grant universities have the expertise to develop content and Extension has the tradition and history of providing information and education to learners away from campus.  

· The new virtual Extension Service could build on the positive brand identity of the Cooperative Extension Service and will utilize Land-Grant University faculty/specialists to develop educational modules focused on identified customer needs.

This presentation provided an opportunity for discussion of the King/Boehlje article e-Extension/USA Business Plan Development (http://asred.msstate.edu/e-extension/e-extensioncespaper.pdf), and compelled ASRED to appoint a committee
 to plan an e-Extension Workshop in the Southern Region. Although the intent was to hold a small workshop for ASRED Directors, interest grew as others learned of the plans. Invitations were extended to representatives of each of the other Extension regions and to other key related groups. The workshop was held March 26-27 with approximately 65 participants.
 Information about the workshop is available at http://asred.msstate.edu/e-extension/e-extension.htm . 
Workshop Summary

There was consensus among the workshop participants that e-Extension should be pursued by the Extension System, and that it should be a national network. The workshop planning committee was expanded and charged with developing a document to summarize the workshop and draft plans for proceeding with a proposal for a planning grant. 


An e-Extension network should not being created in a vacuum. Its formation should be based on the efforts of ECOP-PODC and SPC, the King/Boelhje paper and the ASRED workshop held in the southern region. Participants in the e-Extension workshop were asked to work in sub-groups and in plenary sessions to develop responses to the questions below. A summary of points is included with each question.

1. How would you describe a desired e-Extension network? Descriptive points include that an e-Extension network should:

· Be attractive to new audiences

· Be aligned with outreach partners, e.g., continuing education

· Broaden the scope to include all parts of Land-Grant institutions

· Provide a vehicle for cooperation and “brand identity” while enhancing local, state and institutional recognition; request zip code from first-time user, which yields a banner which refers user to local office/land-grant institution

· Single starting point for access to all CES; easy link to local and state

· Include free information, publications for sale, fee-based online educational opportunities and marketing of on-site based education

· Include an accountability monitoring system for feedback to developers/authors and for making decisions about utility of information

· Blend the user-based model with an expert-based model to create pathways to knowledge

· Benefits agents/specialists by providing quick and diverse resources 24/7; routine Q&As can be expedited; allows more time for face to face contact

· Include user assessment and incorporate “push” technology

· Enable peer to peer capability

· Include

· Push technology

· Distance diagnostics

· Allow for a range of users, i.e., low band width to high; include capability to make sites interactive, rich; tailor answers to users

· Include an “Ask the Expert” feature; include referral to local agents, other web sources, and other non-web sources

· Be ADA compliant

· Include a user environment capable of managing:

· Content 

· Assets

· Learning resources

· Expertise 

· Discussion/chat/communities of interest

· Questions and answers

· Referrals

· Accountability monitoring

· An e-commerce system

2. What is the need for e-Extension? Consensus of the group was that the Internet was not just another tool for Extension to choose to use or not, but that its wide spread use, along with other factors, raises the question of a need for a paradigm shift.

· Diminishing resources; shift in funding support; declining number of employees

· Could free agents/specialists from answering the same questions over and over

· Network of information that is agile, flexible, current

· CES is viewed as inflexible; resistant to change

· Rapid advancement of technology & clientele expectations; digital divide is narrowing, with more than 50% of US households having Internet access. There is also access through the local Extension agent, libraries, centers of learning, etc

· CES has advantage; link to non-biased research based information

· Ability to add value to knowledge; role as educators; ability to use media for education; training for empowerment of clientele in use of technology

· Allows specialists to become competitive; grants/contracts environment expects use of technology

· Realization that multimedia can increase quality of teaching; become more efficient/effective use of time; applicable in teaching & Extension

· raining aspect for e-Extension is very important

· Many needs/technical subject matter resources/expertise are not in Extension.

· Need to consider multiple delivery of Extension; plan has to be “future proof;” richer materials, more interactive, seamless operation across system

· Customers are sharing with each other; involve the user as a provider, producer, collaborator; use peer-to-peer technology

· Need to look at who we are hiring; needed skill sets; future employees

· Need partnership between faculty and IT to develop resources; need departments to value and deliver digital strategies

· Incentive structure has to be in place for faculty; support risk takers

· Need resources that can be targeted; utilized as needed

· Need infrastructure to support paradigm shift

· Core values; need to create mission statement that will be supported by CES need to establish business authority

3. What type of organization will be necessary to effectively implement an e-Extension system? Points related to analysis of organization include:

· Federal grant support for startup

· Consider incubating e-Extension in ADEC

· ~$22 million to bring ADEC to its current status (includes grant funds)

· Create from inside or outside 

· Combination of inside/outside; why reinvent when we have some or a lot of this already in our organization (ADEC) 

· Talent base–technical, program panel

· It is represented by institutions

· Administrative buy-in already in place

· Capture foundation funds for startup:

· Need mechanism for other talents not currently in ADEC

· Like a parent company with a start-up incubator–then spin off

· Separate board under ADEC

· Need group that is passionate about e-Extension

· Subgroup of ECOP to represent the system 

· Other agencies involved 

· May need representatives of university-wide Extension 

· Staffing; leadership

· No additional dues

· Needs to be an investment

· Cost/return plan

· Accountability of product

· Visibility of the system

4. How can e-Extension be made operational? Operational points made include:

· Research to determine what is possible, then develop infrastructure and implement 

· Assess needs of young people, communities of interest

· Focus groups; very open ended; follow up with surveys.

· Assess perception of organization re: “e”

· Potential user perspective (35 & under); and older

· Develop a prototype, learn from it, then proceed to “low hanging fruit”

· Seek extramural funding, but provide for core support

· Monitor uses of different data sets, and delete what is not useful

· Develop a means for assuring that e-Extension features the best Extension has to offer

· Inventory content currently available; prioritize, tag, and place in a database

· Consider an e-Extension team in each state with one person appointed as lead

· Administrative commitment is essential for success—commitment that recognizes teamwork as part of the “back home” job, allows time for it, rewards it, etc

· Recognize that this concept is a change from what most were hired to do.  Must change scope of employment and encourage/reward those on cutting edge redirect current $ from states

· Start small and build 

· Include flexibility & scalability

· Needs to be a “winner” out of the box

5. What other points need to be considered by the steering/work teams and others? Points to explore include:

· How to handle intellectual property, particularly that developed by a multi-state team; who owns what is already developed

· Accessing the resources and expertise of other agencies

· How to select a meta data tagging system

· How best to cooperate with teaching and research functions

· Measurement of scholarship as related to faculty input to the system

· Use of volunteers, e.g., in chat rooms

· Peer review processes; different levels of review; some not reviewed 

· Governance; management structure; policies

· Organization of information and its providers

· Level of funding needed; sources

· If items are sold or fees collected, how are proceeds disbursed

· Centers of Excellence built around commodities or communities of interest; might include teaching, research and extension, and/or others

· How to handle information that is relevant to a particular region







� Proposed members include the initial Southern Region planning group (Margaret Hale, Judith Jones, Joe McGilberry, Charles Norman, Dan Smith, and Ron Brown); additional members who participated in the workshop (Bob Coppedge, NMSU; Dan Cotton, NE; Charles Cox, SR-PLC; Carla Craycraft, KY; Terry Gibson, WI; Mitch Owen, NCSU; Denny Godfrey, WV; Margaret Johnson, SC; David King, IHEC; Tom Knecht, MS; Robert McDaniel, WA; Fred Piazza, LA) and the further addition of Rhonda Conlon, NCSU; Gary Anderson, ME; Neal Vines, PA; and Ray Kimsey, ADEC. (All of these individuals have not agreed to serve; some changes/additions may occur to ensure regional and expertise representation, subject to review and input from regional leadership). 


� Proposed members include Ronald A. Brown, ASRED; David Foster, OK; Larry Lippke, TX; Terry Meisenbach, CSREES; Janet Poley, ADEC; Linda Williams-Willis, TX; John Kelly, SC; Carl O’Connor, WI; Lyla Hoaglum or Peter Bloom, OR; Lavon Bartell, ME; Larry Cote, WV; Mike Tate, WSU; Dave King, IHEC; Dick Wootton, NASULGC; and Mike Harrington, WR ED. (All of these individuals have not agreed to serve; some changes/additions may occur to ensure regional and expertise representation, subject to review and input from regional leadership). 





� Charles Norman, TN; Dan Smith, SC; Margaret Hale, TX; Joe McGilberry, MS; Judith Jones, VA; and Ron Brown, ASRED


� Participants included 3-4 individuals (directors and others) from each of the southern region states, and representatives from the 1890, Western, North Central, and North East regions; CSREES/ISTM (Drs. Sally Rockey, Terry Meisenbach and Greg Crosby); SRDC (Dr. Bo Beaulieu); ADEC (Dr. Janet Poley, Dan Cotton, and Kevin Gamble); Southern Region Administrative Heads Section of NASULGC (Dr. John Kelly); and three non-Extension administrators of outreach programs (Drs. Clark Jones and Anne Moore from VPI&SU and Dr. David King from the Indiana Higher Education Consortium).
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