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Please use the bolded items as the headings for each portion of your impact statement

Title
  
This is a brief title that quickly helps identify the programming.

Issue
· Who cares and why?

· Attention-getter that tells who should care and why

· Brief problem/issues statement

· Tells why this information is important and provides context

· May help frame the scope of the issue or problem

· May mention potential public payoffs

What has been done?

· Brief, general overview of activities
· Can list scope – how many years, number of people served, number of educational activities, attendance, percent of target audience reached, percent of production, acres represented, size of community, etc.

· Provide only the “gist”, not too many details

Impact

· The heart of your statement

· Quantifies and qualitatively identifies economic, environmental or social change

· Relates to real people and real-world problems

· Includes outcome information such as:  capacities built in audiences (knowledge gained, skills acquired, attitudes changed, decision-making improved) and how this made a difference.  Behavioral changes and practices adopted and how this makes a difference

· Includes impact information such as:  dollars saved or earned, input use reduced, acres of habitat improved, chemical applications reduced, yields increased, markets developed, businesses started, people employed, certificates awarded, number of secondary audiences effected, minority audiences reached, etc.

· Make reasonable and expert estimates of impact when possible

· Reinforce what and who cares

· Report scope – impact data set may be small but total reached may be large – let reader infer potential magnitude

· May be a testimonial, anecdote or case study

· May include potential impact or outcome

Scope of Impact

· Examples – state specific; multi-state with (insert appropriate state(s)); multi-state with southern region; multi-state national
Source of Funding

Usually you will write State and Smith Lever.  Sometimes you might also have grant 
funds or county funds.
Contact:  Name, address, phone and email of contact person
C:lst/mydocuments/impactstatements2/primer.doc

Example Impact Statements

Title:  Oklahoma Quality Beef Network

Issue:  

Cattle sickness costs the industry millions of dollars each year.  These losses negatively impact producer profitability and they impact each and every level of the beef production chain.  These losses are felt at the producer level through decreased performance, death loss, increased costs associated with treating sick animals, increased labor expenses and additional expenses for equipment, to name a few.  These losses many times extend beyond the cow-calf producer to each of the other sectors of the beef economy.  Chronically ill cattle place a huge financial burden on the entire industry as the cost of carrying such cattle replicates itself throughout the life of the calf.  Unfortunately the cost burdens associated with cattle sickness do not stop once the cattle are harvested.  There are a number of well documented studies including the 1995 and the recently released 2000 Beef Quality Audit that clearly illustrates that sickness in cattle, at even an early age, can have dramatic impacts on carcass quality, tenderness, and in some extreme cases the condemnation of entire carcasses.

What Has Been Done:
The obvious answer to the problem is to manage cattle so they do not get sick to begin with.  However, the real question becomes whose job is it, who benefits from it and who is going to pay for it.  In order to facilitate the adoption of best management practices that should result in reduced sickness and associated adverse effects, the Oklahoma Quality Beef Network was developed.  The objective is to add value to Oklahoma’s calf crop and capture at least part of the added value through source and process verification as well as specific marketing efforts.  County educators and area livestock specialists collaborated to assist in getting the program off the ground by serving as “OQBN Representatives”.  In this capacity, they provide education to the producers and inspect the cattle prior to marketing to insure that the integrity of the program is upheld during the start-up phase.  Extension personnel also collaborated to collect extensive data on over 10,000 head of cattle sold during the “OQBN” sales as well as “normal” sales.  With assistance from the Agricultural Economics department, these data were then used to determine the financial impact of the program.  

Impact(s):
Five regional OQBN calf sales were scheduled for the fall of 2001.  During the first year of the program, approximately 7,500 head of cattle were certified, representing 125 cattle operations.  According to this analysis, cattle buyers were willing to pay an average of $5.50 more per cwt for certified OQBN cattle.  On the average, it is estimated that this premium along with cost effective weight gain during the required preconditioning period has lead to an average increase in net return of $15 to $25 per head.  Based on the first year’s successful efforts, the participating livestock markets have announced multiple sales for 2002, representing approximately 20,000 cattle.  A private treaty-marketing phase is being developed.  Several large purebred producers will facilitate and encourage their bull customer’s to certify calves through the OQBN program so that they can be cooperatively marketed or cooperatively managed through a grazing and (or) finishing phase.    

Funding Source(s):  State; Smith-Lever; Other

Scope of Impact:  State Specific
Contact:
David Lalman

Assistant Professor and OSU Cooperative Extension Beef Cattle Specialist

201 Animal Science

Oklahoma State University

Stillwater, OK 74078

Phone:  405-744-6060

Title:  IPM Helps Oklahoma Landowners Fight Invasive Thistles

Issue:

Musk thistle (Carduus nutans L) was introduced into the eastern seaboard area of the US sometime around 1853.  Since its introduction, it has become a weed of considerable economic importance, especially in pasturelands.   It reduces forage yields and forage quality by competing with the desirable forage plants for water, soil nutrients, and light.  Musk thistle was first identified in Oklahoma in 1944.  Infestations of musk thistle in improved pastures cause significant economic losses in Oklahoma.  In 1998, Oklahoma legislators passed a law designating musk thistle, along with scotch and Canada, as noxious weeds in all counties of the state.  Based on “1995 Pasture Survey”, average acreage of improve pasture for each producer in Oklahoma from 40 to 160, depending on location in the state.  The average cost of controlling musk thistles for 10 years using herbicides would be $5,200 per producer.  There are about 7.1 million acres of improved pastures in Oklahoma.  Thus, the statewide cost of controlling musk thistle with herbicides for 10 years, if all improved pastures were infested, would be $461,500,000.  Presently only about 10-15% of the state's pastures are significantly infested.

What Has Been Done:

An Oklahoma IPM musk thistle control program was developed in the early nineties and has been implemented statewide through cooperative efforts of researches, extension personnel, and landowners. This integrated program focuses on: 1) increasing public awareness of the problem, 2) development of educational information, 3) demonstrating various control options, and 4) introducing new biological control agents.  Numerous demonstration and educational meetings have been conducted.  Extension Educators and landowners collected 56,000 musk thistle head weevils in three northeastern counties in the Spring of 2001, and released them on 110 new sites.  In all 334,000 musk thistle head weevils were released by this program.  In 2000, 13,600 rosette weevils were collected and released on 22 new sites in Oklahoma – these will be harvested and spread to additional sites in 2002.  Detailed establishment and impact of the Thistle head weevil and Rosette weevil in Oklahoma were documented in a Masters thesis published in 2001.    Two demonstrations were established in 2000-2001 and six meetings held in western Oklahoma.  About 120 landowners attended tours of the demonstrations in spring of 2000.  They saw results of chemical and biological control; plus signed up for release of weevils on their land.  Two fact sheets were distributed in 2001- “Integrated Control of Musk Thistle” and “Thistle Identification”.

Impact:

Landowners in NE Oklahoma have noted from 80% to 95 % decrease in number of musk thistle plants in areas where they are using an integrated approach that includes use of the musk thistle weevils.  Head weevils were found on over 80% of the musk thistles checked in northeastern Oklahoma.  However, some landowners became concerned about controlling musk thistle after the 1998 “Thistle Law”.  Significant cost saving is possible when musk thistle weevils are integrated into musk thistle management systems.  Spraying of pastures could be phased out after a couple of years and no annual border spraying would be required.  Cost associated with an integrated approach using weevils would be $1,600 for spraying and $200 associated with trips to collect 500 weevils. For many of the producers participating, Extension Educators have collected weevils and provided them at no cost.  Cost of controlling musk thistles for 10 years using an integrated approach with weevils would be $1,800 or less.  This represents an average savings of at least $3,400 per producer over the first 10 years while at the same time significantly reducing the amount of herbicides broadcast on the land.  By making landowners aware of damaging effects of musk thistle, it is expected that they will become more involved in control and preventing spread of all invasive weeds.

Funding:  Smith Lever; State

Scope of Impact:  State Specific

Contacts

Case Medlin or Pat Bolin- State Extension Specialists, Plant and Soil Science Department and Interim State IPM Coordinator, Department of Entomology, respectively, crm@mail.pss.okstate,edu and bolinp@okstate.edu , Oklahoma State University, Stillwater
Title:  Caddo County Peanut Leafspot Disease FAX/Advisory

Issue:

Caddo County is Oklahoma’s leading peanut producing county with annual production between 65 and 100 million pounds.  The Caddo County Peanut Disease FAX/Advisory is a program developed to help Caddo area peanut growers keep track of peanut leafspot disease conditions.    By tracking the leafspot disease conditions peanut producers can determine when fungicides applications are most effective and, more importantly, when foliar fungicides are not needed.   Reduced use of pesticides saves the producer money, protects the environment from unnecessarily applied pesticides.   Groundwater runoff of the area is mainly into the Fort Cobb Lake Reservoir, which is the primary water source for a community of approximately 10,000 people.   

What Has Been Done:

The FAX/Advisory follows a disease development model developed by Dr. John Damicone, OSU Extension Plant Pathologist, to determine potential hours of peanut leafspot infection.   Weather data, needed for the model, includes humidity, temperature, and rainfall.   This data is collected from MESONET, Oklahoma’s statewide, automated weather system.   Data is applied to the model and the results plotted to a calendar.   The FAX/Advisory was faxed twice per week from the Caddo County OSU Extension Office to 11 area agri-businesses where peanut farmers routinely visit.  When conditions are extremely dry or extremely wet – additional recommendations (Peanut Leafspot Disease Advisory Alert) are included to alert growers of current conditions.

Our latest evaluation data (10/2001) shows that during the summer of 2001 that approximately 90 peanut producers (460 total peanut producers in Caddo County) used the information on leafspot disease development from the Peanut Leafspot FAX/Advisory.   Due to the consistently dry weather in 2001, fewer growers used the FAX/Advisory in 2000 and 1999.  Most growers saved an average of 4 fungicide applications this year.   

Impact:

During 2001, over $194,400 in fungicide and application costs to peanut producers was saved, plus the positive effects on the environment from not using unnecessary chemical applications.   Reducing the number of fungicide applications from 7 to 3 for the average producer and reducing the potential for pesticides to be moved into the Fort Cobb Lake Reservoir with surface runoff.  Over the 3-year period from 1999 through 2001 an estimated total $625,000 in production expenses have been saved by peanut producers who have followed the Caddo County Peanut Disease FAX/Advisory.

Funding Source(s):  State; Smith-Lever

Scope of Impact:  State Specific

Contact:

David L. Nowlin

Extension Educator, Agriculture, 4-H Youth, & CED

Caddo County OSU Extension Office

201 W. Oklahoma

Anadarko, OK   73005-3430

Phone:  405-247-3376

Email:  nowlin@okstate.edu
Title:  Canadian County Extension "America Recycles Day"

Issue:

Providing citizens opportunities to properly dispose of recyclable materials such as used oils, batteries and tires is important to keep such materials out of landfills and roadside ditches. Canadian County Extension held a recycling day in conjunction with "America Recycles Day" on Nov. 15, 2000.  The challenge is to provide citizens with environmentally friendly options for disposal of recyclable materials.

What Has Been Done:

The citizens of Canadian County responded to this opportunity to "do the right thing" by delivering 938 car tires, 131 large truck tires, 60 car batteries, and 830 gallons of used oil for recycling. Our extension community development staff will take the tires to a chipping plant in Oklahoma City, which receives $1 per car tire and $3 per truck tire out of the state's tire indemnity fund. The batteries will be sold to a smelter to defray the expense of the roll-off boxes used to collect the tires. Used oil we recycled went to Canadian County District #1, where it will be burned to provide heat for the shop this winter. This benefits county taxpayers by saving the money that would normally go to buy gas to heat the shop. Estimated savings to the county general fund is about $40 per day when the county uses recycled oil instead of natural gas to heat the shop. 

Impact(s):

· Recycled 938 car tires, 131 truck tires, 830 gallons of oil, and 60 batteries.

· Over 1,100 tires removed from possibly ending up in roadside ditches. 

· 830 gallons of used oils put to good use and kept out of groundwater resources. 

· The lead from 60 car batteries recycled and kept out of the environment.

Scope of Impact:  State Specific

Contact:

Brad Tipton 

Extension Educator, Canadian County

Box 519, Fairgrounds

El Reno, OK 73036-0519

Phone:  405-262-0155

Email:  tiptonb@okstate.edu
