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Introduction
When you think of revenue generation, what comes to mind?  My answer today is much different from one I might have given when I started Extension in 1983.  Now I think about user fees, grants, sponsorships, foundation development and of course our traditional tax-based support.  I’ve dabbled a little in all of them as I’m sure many of you have.  Times are requiring us to change though.  Consider some of the following points:
· Revenue generation is a timely issue.  Budget reductions at all levels of government have caused Extension staff to search for new funding.  The bigger and faster the budget cuts, the more aggressive the search for new funding.  Just look at the states that have been cut significantly to see how they have responded.  Policies and procedures for revenue generation have been contemplated and developed more in the last five years than in the previous fifty.

· With all the revenue generation activity occurring at the state level, CSREES has understood the need to review USDA’s user fee policy.  A Cooperative Extension System Task Force on “Managing a Changing Portfolio” has been working on recommendations and will submit a report soon.  Updating federal guidelines is critical to helping states keep up with the changing funding structure.

· Revenue generation, while not new to Extension, is new for many Extension staff.   We need to keep in mind the effect this change has on staff and customers.  As we all know, change is a process that includes a number of emotions and states of acceptance; early adopters and late adopters, anger and confusion, storming and norming. 

· The best source of learning about revenue generation is from each other.  Some states have been involved with revenue generation for a number of years.  There are valid policies, practices and experiences to share so that everyone does not have to start at the beginning.

With these points in mind, I thought it would be useful to find out what each state was doing related to revenue generation.  We have discussed revenue generation in Kansas for several years and are still working on developing some best practices.  I hope the following information will be as useful to you as I know it will for us.
Information Gathering
A survey was developed to find out a variety of information on revenue generation practices in each state.  The survey was sent by e-mail to a number of state contacts over a 5-month period from August to December of 2004.  Eighty individuals representing forty states responded to the survey.  Groups that were contacted for assistance with the survey included: 

State Extension Directors

Agriculture and Natural Resource Program Leaders (NC region)

Community Resource Development Program Leaders (NC region)

4-H Youth Development Program Leaders (NC region)

Family and Consumer Sciences Program Leaders (All States)

1999, 2000 National Extension Leadership Development participants (NC region)

National Association of County Agricultural Agents (State Presidents)
National Extension Association of Family and Consumer Sciences

National Association of Extension 4-H Agents
Revenue Generation Survey
Revenue generation is a broad term that includes concepts of cost recovery, fee-based programming, grant solicitation, paid sponsorships, Extension foundation development and any other means to generate funding for Extension programming outside of our traditional tax-based support.

1. Has your state developed a statewide policy for revenue generation? 

2. What was/is the catalyst behind revenue generation in your state? 

(Federal, state, county budget cuts, lack of program funds [supplies and/or staff],

other) 

3. What are some examples of revenue generation occurring in your state/county?

(Agriculture, Horticulture, FACS, 4-H, Other)

4. Are revenues generated at the county level shared with the state in some fashion?  How?

5. What are funds from revenue generation being spent on?

6. What have been barriers or obstacles to revenue generation?

7. Are you aware of any Extension Foundations (4-H or umbrella foundation) at the county level? 

How are they funded?

8. What is the funding structure for Extension in your state? (Federal, state, county, grant/fees/other support, % breakdown)

9. As revenue generation has increased, has there been an erosion or threat to your base level funding?

10. What do you think about revenue generation?

In addition to the survey, a search of all Extension Web sites was conducted to look for policies, procedures and activities related to revenue generation.  Web sites were searched for terms related to revenue generation, user fees, cost recovery, etc.  Personal phone calls were used in limited situations to gather more extensive information on practices within a state.  While an attempt was made to gather responses representing a variety of Extension staff and program areas, the results should not be considered reflective of all practices or beliefs in a state.
Responses

State Policies
The majority of states currently have a revenue generation policy of some kind or are actively involved in developing or updating a policy.  A handful of states indicate they have no policy.  The policies vary from a single page document discussing cost recovery to a multi-page document that comprehensively addresses grants and contracts, user fees and gifts.  Many of the policies have been written or updated in the past two years.  

There are several common elements among state policies.  Below is a listing of some of those elements and a brief description:

· Current USDA guidelines for charging user fees.  Most states interpret USDA guidelines similarly to allow for recovery of direct program costs while excluding any charges for staff salaries.  

· Public versus private good.   The principle of who benefits from an Extension educational program helps to determine how much, if any, an individual or group should be charged.  In general, programs that address a private good should carry a higher fee than those addressing a public good.   The dilemma involves defining the difference between the two and having all Extension staff do it consistently. 

· Revenue generation is not required for all programs.  Rooted in part from the public versus private good concept, staff should realize that not all programs need to carry a fee or be offset by some non tax-based revenue source.

· Extension programs are open to all regardless of their ability to pay.  Provisions must be made to reduce or waive fees when an individual is unable to pay.

· There should be some consistency in establishing fees statewide.  There is a balance between mandating a state fee and allowing for flexibility and differences in program costs.

· The opportunity or need to collect fees should not be a factor in setting program priorities.

· It is important for staff to understand the true costs for developing and delivering educational programs and services.  Some form of cost recovery worksheet will help to identify all costs and especially those that will be collected and shared among Extension program units.

· Revenue generated from program fees should be used primarily for expenses related to the enhancement of Extension programs.

There are a few states I would like to highlight in order to point out unique or significant elements of their process, policies or procedures.
Iowa State was one of the first to develop policies for the collection of user fees.  Many states have reviewed Iowa’s documentation and pattern their policies and procedures after them.  Of particular note is Iowa’s breakdown of four cost recovery program categories and their documentation of fees charged for a variety of educational programs and services.

The University of California spent considerable time researching experiences of other states and countries (Australia, New Zealand) in preparation for writing their own policy.  A unique funding opportunity they are considering is the concept of commodity check-offs (taxes) to finance commodity-specific research and Extension. 

In an effort to deal with significant cuts to their 4-H program, the University of Massachusetts has developed a business plan for the 4-H program that includes revenues from fees, fundraising, and state 

4-H Web page sponsorship.  Each county has a staff resource development team guided by a state development director. 

The University of Minnesota also has a state development staff and several excellent resources to assist with revenue generation.   Documentation on “Should we charge a user fee for our Extension program?”,     “What should we charge for our programs?” and how to write a program business plan are very helpful.
Ohio State University has an extensive set of policies that address a variety of revenue generation options and has also developed a good set of marketing materials for educating staff and the public.  Documentation is also included on staff training with feedback from attendees of these “Cost Recovery Thinking Workshops. “

While still working on their cost recovery policies, Oregon State University has an excellent resource in “Sustaining and Expanding Extension Programs: A Practical Guide to Revenue Generation.”  The guide is effective at addressing grant/contracts and fundraising. 

Another set of documentation on 4-H cost recovery resides with Penn State.  They have a handout for Frequently Asked Questions, a Summary of 4-H Endowment Accounts, financial statements, public handouts for dealing with the 4-H Educational Materials fee and the 4-H School Enrichment fee and have developed a PowerPoint presentation on the process.  

Funding Mix
A breakdown of funding for each state is given by percentages.  Looking at this breakdown helps you to see the balance of funding within a state and the relative importance of non-traditional funding sources.  At present, state tax funding is the primary funding source for the majority of states.  Maryland tops the list of state funding with that source accounting for 68% of their total funding.  The second most common funding source is county tax support with Colorado showing 43% of their funding from this source.   The third highest funding source for the majority of states is a combination of grants, fees, contracts or gifts.  Two states in fact, Iowa and Washington, show revenue from these sources as their primary funding source at 39% and 37% respectively.  

Catalyst for Revenue Generation
Budget cuts at either the federal, state or county level are the primary reason for Extension considering revenue generation.  Over the past few years, there have been some significant cuts to state Extension programs.  The cuts have been drastic enough so that a combination of revenue generation practices and program reorganization have been needed to keep staff and programs in place.  The lack of program funds is another common reason to consider revenue generation practices.  If money is not in the budget to start or expand an educational effort, new funding is often found through a combination of grants, partnerships, fundraising or fees.  An additional reason to consider revenue generation has been the rising cost of health care for states.  

Examples of Revenue Generation
There was a variety of revenue generation practices shared by states, however most of the examples tend to focus on program fees.  States referred to these fees in a variety of ways including cost recovery fees, program fees, user fees or just fees.  Fees were generally associated with costs related to providing educational classes, but were also commonly associated with charging for publications, services like soil testing and plant disease diagnosis, newsletters, and certification classes (pesticide license, ServSafe training, etc.).  Fees associated with 4-H program participation varied considerably, but it was not uncommon for states to charge fees to recover costs for working with this audience.  While most states charge fees that only recover direct program costs, there were states that considered cost plus programming to account for development and overhead costs.

Grant funding was another common revenue generation practice that, while not new, has certainly gained momentum.  Grant activity ranged from states applying for federal block grants, to state agency grants to private foundation grants.  Extension staff at the state, regional and county level are regularly applying for and receiving grants.  State policies related to grant activity were common and included assistance with working through the application process, handling of grant finances, overhead charges and accountability for grant outcomes.

Fundraising and donation solicitation were mentioned by several states in their attempts to generate new revenue.  Several groups engaged in these activities on behalf of Extension included University Foundations, local 4-H clubs, Extension Master Gardeners, Master Food Volunteers, county 4-H foundations and county “Friends of Extension” groups.   State and county 4-H foundations and endowment funds have been around for quite some time and are responsible for some significant funding efforts.  State and county level 501c3 corporations or foundations which solicit funding for all program areas are more uncommon, however several states have a few of these umbrella foundations. 

Extension has historically used sponsorships and partnerships as a common practice to offset direct program costs like refreshments, meals and speakers for educational events.  Staff are becoming more creative with this revenue generation strategy as they use sponsorships to help with newsletter distribution, new program development, and partnerships to help fund shared staff positions.

Little mention was made of new revenue generation through traditional tax supported revenues, but there was one example of such an effort.  Cooperative Extension in Texas secured an additional $100,000 in state tax funding for urban Extension programs in 1996.  

Sharing of Revenue
Extension staff typically indicated revenues stayed with the unit or program area that generated them and there was no mandatory sharing.  Several states discussed the importance of working through the sharing of costs and revenues as part of the program planning process and provided worksheets that helped to identify those costs and revenues.  As part of their revenue generation policy, some states did discuss assessing a standard administrative or overhead fee on revenue generation, but not all have followed through by collecting that fee.  This administrative fee ranged from 6% to 15%.  Revenues generated from grants were more likely to carry an overhead fee charged by state Extension administration or the university, especially if those funds were required to be run through a university account.

How Funds are Spent
Most of the funds from revenue generation go to repay direct program costs that include items like meals, publications, handouts, equipment, travel, facilities, speakers, marketing, etc.  Some states even have stipulations that revenues must be spent on the same program that generated them.  Others allow for more flexibility and give the staff member or team who generated the revenue discretion to determine how funds are spent.  

Other examples of how revenue generation funds are spent include staff training and development, technology enhancement, staff salaries (both short term and regular full time), new programming and financial reserves.  Some states talked about the importance of helping staff and customers to understand how revenue generation funds were spent as they would be more willing to support revenue generation if they understood and agreed with the intended outcome.

Obstacles to Revenue Generation
As you might imagine, a wide variety of obstacles were discussed related to the implementation of revenue generation.  People discussed the need for clearer USDA guidelines, the lack of incentives for staff to consider revenue generation, the cumbersome process of collecting fees, accounting for the funds and dealing with general administrative red tape as obstacles.   There was also the simple statement that staff may not have the knowledge and experience to implement revenue generation strategies.  By far however, most responses revolved around the struggle staff and customers have with revenue generation.  Many staff simply don’t want to charge for programming or have to look for their own funding.  Customers for the most part are not accustomed to paying for Extension services.  Revenue generation challenges some of our long standing traditions and as a result, requires both our staff and customers to think in a different way.   One individual said "This has been a cultural change for staff.”  It’s also one for our customers.  

Threat to Public Funding
One of the concerns staff often voice about generating new revenue is the negative impact it may have on public tax funding.  Staff fears that if local, state and federal legislators see we can generate our own revenue, they will find it easy to reduce the tax funding already coming to Extension.  While that sentiment was expressed several times in response to this question, most people believed there was no threat to public tax funding.  Many went on to say it was too early in the process to know for sure though, and one staff member responding to the survey did say their tax support had been threatened by revenue generation. 

In contrast, two or three pointed out the positive effects revenue generation may have. “It may in fact have the opposite effect in that funds raised for programs may generate ‘matching’ funds from base funding sources.  It may also generate local increases due to better programming and greater impacts.”  “State legislature looked at us as setting a good example for other public agencies in dealing with budget shortfall.” 

Personal Thoughts
One of the reasons it was important to hear what staff had to say about revenue generation is that I believed there would be some significant differences of thought.  That was true.  When you start talking to Extension staff about revenue generation, you’re likely to hear one of three schools of thought.  They hate the idea, they support the idea, or they don’t want to think about it.  It’s an issue that folks generally feel strong about.  Opinions range from, “It stinks, I spend way too much time chasing dollars and writing grants and not enough time teaching,” to “It is a must for survival and positioning for future programs that meet client needs,” to “At this point I don’t really think about it at all.  I know I am probably sticking my head in the sand, but it hasn’t become a mandatory issue yet.” 

When you read the personal thoughts of staff, don’t get hung up on what state they came from or how many quotes show up.  I believe the thoughts expressed, while not necessarily representative of a single state, certainly reflect a broad range of feelings, emotions and opinions within Cooperative Extension.  They give us a sense of what the system thinks.
Conclusions
Below are some final thoughts and observations about revenue generation in Extension.

· Revenue generation should be incorporated into the traditional program planning process so it becomes as important an element as needs assessment, program development, implementation and evaluation.  While we do not want the need to collect fees to be a factor in setting program priorities, it should be part of the original planning process.
· Communicate, communicate, communicate.  Make a significant effort to encourage and include all Extension staff and customers in the development and implementation of revenue generation policies and procedures.  Staff and customers need the opportunity to express their beliefs and we need to explain why we are considering revenue generation. 

· Strike a balance between uniformity and flexibility in revenue generation practices.  Not everyone has the same program costs, same need for programming or same markets for Extension programming.  Don’t penalize Extension staff with entrepreneurial spirits who want to grow and expand their educational program with the help of revenue generation. 
· Keep in mind that revenue generation involves a number of funding options.  It does not mean we charge for every educational program we offer through fees.  Be selective and creative, and keep an open mind.

· Fees are a growing revenue source for many state Extension programs.  The current user fee policy as stated in Chapter III of the Administrative Handbook for Cooperative Extension work needs to be updated.  States will do what they must to survive and should be given the opportunity to more broadly apply user fees as a source of revenue.

· Revenue generation brings with it the responsibility to uphold our educational integrity and to allow for equivalent access.   Extension staff have proven to be good stewards of public and private resources in the past.  There is no reason to believe we will not be in the future.
State Profiles

Alabama
Policy:
Extramural Funding – Discusses grants and contracts, donations and gifts, program enhancement grants, user fees and fundraising activities.
http://www.aces.edu/acesadm/admsrv/extramuralfunds.pdf


Overview:


· The Alabama Cooperative Extension System encourages its staff to seek extramural program support to carry out programs that are within the organization’s mission and strategic plan.

· Donations and gifts may be accepted and used by agents to support ongoing Extension programs as long as they do not require any additional commitment of Extension resources or any formal accountability (i.e. reports, external audits, etc.) to the donor.

· Program enhancement grants are made from system internal funds and special separate guidelines apply to these.

· Agents may charge “user fees” to cover certain types of incidental costs related to material-intensive programs targeted to a specific audience. User fees must be based on costs of materials, meals and/or refreshments, facility and/or equipment rental, speaker honorarium or other incidental costs which are not covered through regular Extension funding.

· Employees may conduct fundraising activities in support of local Extension programs. Prior to conducting such activities, they should be discussed among the entire staff and approved by the CEC. The CEC should notify their DEC of the plans to conduct a fundraising activity.

Funding Mix:
59% State, 19% Contracts/Grants, 18% Federal, 4% County

Catalyst:
General budget cuts

Examples:


· Contracts and grants - in all areas

· Cost recovery and fee-based programming - on a limited basis in all areas

· Fundraising

Sharing:
No

How Funds

Are Spent:
For local 4-H programming mostly

Obstacles:
Staff members who are reluctant to ask for funds or who feel they don’t have the skills to generate funds.

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
No

Personal

Thoughts:
“It’s a must to survive.”

Arizona
Policy:

Cost Recovery and Program Development Fees, (6/03)


http://ag.arizona.edu/extension/employee/pandp/ (Chapter 7, 7.03.02)

Overview:


· Fees will be consistent across the state and applied uniformly to all adult and youth audiences.

· All participants will be assessed a fee consisting of the actual cost of delivering the program (cost recovery) plus 15% for program support. 

· All Extension clubs or groups (including 4-H) which receive ongoing programs and management support by Cooperative Extension faculty will be assessed an annual fee of $10 per member.  The enrollment fees may be offset by sponsors/groups. The $10 enrollment fee all stays with the county.

· The primary purpose of cost recovery and program development fees is to support county programs.

· Staff needs to be clear with clientele that operational budgets no longer cover the expense of delivering programs.

· The policy for those unable to pay remains the same – scholarship assistance is available from the county office.

Funding Mix:
43% State, 35% Grants, 9% Federal, 9% County, 4% Cost Recovery/Fundraising

Catalyst:
Critical state budget cuts (Extension changed how state funds are allocated to counties), federal cuts and lack of program funds

Examples:


· Program Fees – Registration fees for all educational classes, 4-H program fee ($10),  Master Gardener training, publication fees and newsletter subscriptions

· Grants - USDA, State Department of Education, state tree council, private foundations 

· Gifts - Chemical companies, Farm Bureau agricultural literacy program.

· Fundraising activities – Master Gardener plant sale, 4-H assisted by professional sports team

Sharing:
Fees charged by various program areas will stay with that program area except for 6% charged by the university as an overhead cost.  

How Funds

Are Spent:        Direct program costs (meals, publications, handouts, equipment, travel, facilities, support                                     and program staff), administrative support


Obstacles:
Expectation that adequate funding will be supplied by the old funding pattern of county government, state university and federal.

Agents who think they are too busy to write grants or do not want to compete for grants, programs like 4-H which do not lend themselves to competing, and lack of grant writing skills.  Some taxpayers feel that they have already paid for Extension. Many private and governmental groups are competing with Extension by offering very similar programs.  The challenge for Extension to be better than it’s competition.

Threat to 

Public 

Funding:
No.  It may in fact have the opposite effect in that funds raised for programs may generate "matching" funds from base funding sources.  It may also generate local increases due to better programming and greater impacts.  Targeting increases from county for specific programs is more successful than asking for an increase in general funding.

Personal 

Thoughts:
“It is necessary to maintain level of programming.  May in fact help Extension to focus on critical issues because that is where the funding resources are available.  Revenue generation has forced Extension to collaborate more with private not-for-profits and governmental agencies, which has raised the stature of Extension as an important resource in some cases.  It has forced Extension to upgrade programs and personnel to compete for the funds.  Revenue generation is here to stay if Extension is to survive!”

Other

Comments:
There has been some decreased enrollment due to 4-H fees with one county showing a concerted effort among its 4-H members to resist the fees (80% of its 901 club members have requested fee waivers).

California
Policy:

Developing a policy based on cost recovery report of October 2003.
http://groups.ucanr.org/directions/Potential_Cost_Recovery_Programs_to_Augment_Funding_for_CE/main.pdf
Committee 

Recommendations:

· Adopt the concept that Extension focuses on public good programs supported by local, state and federal funds.  Recognize that most CE programs have some private good elements, or more limited collective good elements, and it is therefore appropriate to recover some costs from public and private groups or individuals.

· Improve ANR (Agricultural and Natural Resource) contracts and grants policies and procedures to simplify and streamline the process of obtaining, distributing and managing funds and to create new incentives and responsibilities for attracting funds.

· Establish policies and procedures to facilitate cost recovery efforts for providing services such as conferences, workshops, training meetings and for sales of CE materials.

· Provide programmatic and administrative support for the development of increased gifts and foundation funding for targeted CE programs, especially in the human resources and environmental areas.

· Evaluate relationships with other organizations where CE provides programs, and develop policies or agreements, when appropriate, to recover costs associated with this service.

· Individual consultations (farm visits and phone calls) must serve the CE “public good” program, and costs associated with these services should not be usually recovered.  The provider should evaluate these efforts and if they primarily benefit the individual, with little or no benefit to the CE “public good” program, the effort should be continued.

· The following specific cost recovery efforts should be considered on a statewide basis and applied to all county and off-campus units:
o
Charge participant fees for all CE activities including 4-H club participation.  Funding could be obtained from other sources to eliminate individual fees.
o
Establish clear expectations that grants and contracts are essential elements in developing CE programs.
o
Implement or expand a publication sales program in all CE offices.
o
Provide assistance to all CE units in marketing cost recovery efforts.

Funding Mix:
60% State, 14% Contracts/Grants, 13% County, 8% Federal, 5% Other

Catalyst:
State budget cuts (25% in 03/04), county budget cuts

Examples:


· Cost Recovery - Grower meetings, pesticide applicator trainings, worker safety trainings, satellite course on parenting, 4-H curriculum and insurance.

· Contracts

· Grants 

· Foundations - Have some "official" support groups at the county who do their own fundraising.

Sharing:
Standard overhead charges go to state on all contracts and grants.  A cost recovery split with 90% staying with local unit and 10% going to regional administrator is proposed.

How Funds

Are Spent:
Program support and materials, equipment, printing and mailing costs

Obstacles:
Unclear guidance from USDA. Extension culture of doing things for free; burden of handling fees, accounting for costs according to USDA guidelines; separation of county, university and grants funds.  Where do the generated funds go?

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
Not at this point, but it is still early in the process.

Personal

Thoughts:
“We are going to have to depend on it more.”
“I am very supportive of the concept.  I believe that it is a way to value our programs and spread the support for them between the public and the individuals that benefit from our programs.  It also helps us understand what it actually costs to put on programs.”

Colorado
Policy:

Cost Recovery and Fee Guidelines, (8/04)


http://www.ext.colostate.edu/staffres/userfee/report.pdf
Overview:

· County/Area financial targets have been developed for the next three years.

· A professional development fund should be established from proceeds of the user fees to assist with staff development.

· All other user fee revenues will be allocated toward enhancement of technology, enhancement of educational programs (specialist travel support, program team support, etc.), and to retain Extension positions when needed, including placing funds in reserve for this specific purpose as necessary.

· Pricing consistency is highly encouraged.  The UF has created a program cost/price spreadsheet that will provide guidance on cost recognition, pricing, and revenue allocation from educational programs toward the financial goals.

· It is essential to create positive incentives to recognize and reward Cooperative Extension staff for generating revenues that meet or exceed their "Desirable Target Level."

· The cost recovery program should be consistently applied to most programs with primary emphasis placed on identification of the actual cost of each program and the recovery of system costs if possible.

· There are a variety of programs, services and educational materials, consistent with the mission and current program direction of CE, which can be used in cost recovery or fee for service.  They include: donations or agreements, registration, participation, conference fees, newsletters/short courses, shows and fairs, specialized services and/or site visits, grants and contracts, honorarium and consultation fees.

Funding Mix:
43% County, 33% State, 16% Federal, 8% Grants/Other

Catalyst:
Primarily state budget cuts the past few years.  County budgets have not been able to keep up.

Examples:


· Program Fees - For seminars and workshops, horticulture/ranch visit fee, Master Gardener training, state 4-H fee ($5 per regular 4-H member, and $1 per special project type enrollments, counties may charge additional for their costs)

· Sponsorships - For 4-H events 

· Grants 

· Foundations - Have several county level 4-H foundations.

Sharing:
Are flexible in how funding is shared but have expectation to meet and/or exceed state financial goals.

How Funds

Are Spent:
Staff development, educational program support, technology enhancement, and financial reserves that would be used to support Extension positions in the event of further budget cuts.

Obstacles:
Lack of experience in thinking about the costs of educational programs, and in determining how pricing our programs will affect everything that needs to be considered.  Our own perceptions that Extension programs were never meant to be paid programs.

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
It is too early to tell.

Personal

Thoughts:
“I think we have no choice and if we want to have some control over our own future, we better get it figured out.”  
“I think we will overcome all the barriers to revenue generation, but it will take time.”


“We need to broaden the way we view costs of programming and include system costs.”  

Connecticut
Policy:

Fees for Educational Programs – (1 page statement) 



Grant Management - http://www.osp.uconn.edu/


Fundraising - http://www.foundation.uconn.edu/
Overview:
· Program decisions should not be dictated by their potential to generate income.

· Program fees may be charged to cover costs such as non-Extension speakers, meeting room or equipment rental, distributed materials, mileage for Extension employees to teach, food service and salary/personnel costs for seasonal or temporary staff hired to conduct Extension educational programs.

· Individuals must not be denied the opportunity to enroll in a program because of inability to pay a fee.

· A suggested statement, which may be used for a program or activity announcement, is as follows:  "A fee is charged for this Extension program to cover costs.  A limited number of scholarships are available to individuals unable to pay."
· To augment existing resources, staff are encouraged to seek externally sponsored support in the form of grants and donations (see Grants and Contracts section).
Funding Mix:
47% State, 24% Grants, 20% Federal, 9% User Fees/Donations, (no county government)

Catalyst:
Level funding or budget cuts, lack of program funds.

Examples:


· Grants - Ag nutrient management, FACS financial management education

· User Fees - Master Gardener Training

· Donations - 4-H scholarships and fair awards

· Foundations - Have several county Foundations that do their own fundraising as well as raise fees (camp programs).

Sharing:
Grants have a percentage for indirect costs that go back to the university and the department.

How Funds

Are Spent:
Personnel, travel, fundraising, program support

Obstacles:
Perception of need to change and how to handle situation and people who cannot afford to pay.  Revenue generation has been voluntary for staff to do.

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
No

Personal

Thoughts:
“As a county agent I started generating fees 15 years ago so I believe that we have to do so to survive.  The issue is what is for the public good vs. what is for the private good.  That philosophy helps to determine how we generate additional dollars.”

Florida
Policy:

Reviewing Annual Fees and Charges, Internal Management Memoranda (6/6/03)


http://imm.ifas.ufl.edu/6_40/640-24.htm
Overview:

· The objective of charging user fees is primarily to recover costs.  Examples include soil testing, some publications and special programs.

· There will be an annual evaluation of charges for programs and services to ensure out-of-pocket expenses are covered (supplies, materials, annualized equipment replacement, OPS labor).

· County offices do not charge for educational programs, except as noted above and for supplies, refreshments and other incidental costs related to program delivery. 

Funding Mix:
38% State, 37% County, 18% Federal, 7% Grants/Fees for Service

Catalyst:
-

Examples:


· Follow USDA guidelines for typical cost recovery items.

· Energy Extension Office is exception and charges full cost recovery for staff and program fees.  Caters to industry.

· Communication Services unit offers many products on a cost recovery basis, (printing, video/DVD prod, exhibits, Web site development, photography, for-sale items).  Pricing formula: cost of materials for Extension, labor and materials for non-Extension.  Extension Bookstore - $750,000 in sales with over 2000 products. High quality items. http://www.ifasbooks.com/
Sharing:
-

How Funds

Are Spent:
-

Obstacles:
-

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
-

Personal

Thoughts:
-

Other

Comments:
2003 Extension Comprehensive Review, (3/03), suggests establishing a separate 501c3 for Extension that would allow citizens across the state to support scholarships, land trusts, and gifts to support faculty and their programs.
Hawaii
Policy:
No, but staff are encouraged to establish revolving accounts that may be used for course fees.
Funding Mix:
-

Catalyst:
Budget cuts, lack of program funds, and expansion of Extension in state.

Examples:


· Program Fees - Soil testing, commercial food safety training

· County 4-H foundations

Sharing:
No

How Funds

Are Spent:
Each staff determines how funds are to be spent from their revolving account.

Obstacles:
Clients may not want to pay user fees.

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
Neutral long-term effect on public funding

Personal

Thoughts:
“The emphasis will be on public school education, the support will shift but will not increase or decrease much.”

Idaho
Policy:

No, but will be looking to develop a policy.

Funding Mix:
62% State, 21% County, 17% Federal 

Catalyst:
State and federal budget cuts

Examples:
-

Sharing:
-

How Funds

Are Spent:
-

Obstacles:
-

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
-

Personal

Thoughts:
“I anticipate that we will need to develop a policy for the future.  I look forward to learning about revenue generation policies in other states.”

Illinois
Policy:

Grants, Contracts, Gifts, Donations, and Fees, (3/03)
http://www.extension.uiuc.edu/oeo/documents/Gifts, Donations, & Fee Guidelines 3.10.03.doc
Overview:

· Provides cost recovery principles i.e. the purpose of cost recovery is to enhance the ability of Extension to generate additional revenue for reinvestment in educational programming, and there is no expectation that costs will be recovered for every Extension program or activity.

· Discusses types of programs and cost recovery options.  In general, centrality to the Extension mission, the nature of public benefits, the ability of the audience to pay, the uniqueness and intensity of the effort, and the cost of the programming are all items to consider when determining the appropriateness and extent of cost recovery.  

· Lists a variety of programs, services, and educational materials, consistent with the mission and current program direction of Extension, which can be used in cost recovery.  Addresses an audiences’ ability to pay, coordination and administration of the fee policy, handling of fees and language for discussing fees.

Funding Mix:
41% State, 30% Grants/Fees, 19% County, 10% Federal

Catalyst:
State and county budget cuts.

Examples:


· Program Fees - A variety of agricultural related educational programs are on a cost recovery basis. 

· Grants 

· Foundations - Many counties have local Extension Foundations (501c3) that support all program areas or exclusively 4-H.  The University of Illinois has an umbrella foundation that will support county fundraising issues and manage those funds for a small management fee. Examples of Foundation fundraising efforts include letter campaigns and donations from 4-H livestock auctions.

Sharing:
No

How Funds

Are Spent:
Funds are primarily used to cover rent and supplies, not personnel costs

Obstacles:
A history of not charging fees for many programs.  A feeling that if locals are already supporting Extension through the payment of taxes that we should not add an additional financial burden by charging fees for programs. Also, a wide variance from county-to-county in how fees are assessed, i.e. there is currently no statewide consistent policy.

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
Not yet. Residents seem open to paying fees for program services.

Personal

Thoughts:
“I support it. While our county board funding is OK, it is not able to grow quickly enough to support expanded services.”

Other

Comments:
Strategic Agenda 2003 says, "Funding will be increased throughout the organization through grants, contracts, gifts, donations and fees."

In Illinois, all unrestricted donations made to a county have the potential to be matched by state funds. While state match funds are appropriated annually by the Illinois legislature and vary from year to year, this makes fundraising by county foundations and other local efforts very important.

Indiana
Policy:
No.  They will be developing a policy within the next year.  They have made extensive use of the Iowa protocol and principles in discussing this topic.

Funding Mix:
34% County, 30% State, 18% Federal, 18% Gifts/Grants/Special Funds

Catalyst:
Budget cuts and a sense that charging has additional benefits, e.g. people value programs more and to counter the claim that some free programs undercut private sector consultants

Examples:


· Program Fees - We charge for many programs.  Certified Crop Advisor training and working with Ag industry may cost up to $100 per day.  Master Gardener training ranges from $65 to $200 depending on the county.  Private pesticide applicator testing cost the same as commercial at $90 per day.  Three to five day county workshops put on by county staff on topics like small farm issues and farm management will run from $60 to $200.  Field days may charge only $10 to help pay for refreshments.  

· Sponsors - Many meetings are free or the cost picked up by sponsors. 

· Grants

Sharing:
All program fees stay at the county level and are not shared with administration.

How Funds

Are Spent:
Funds are mostly spent on program costs, materials and room rentals.

Obstacles:
Staff feeling that there will be resistance from constituents.  Some clients may not want to pay fees or increased costs for a program they believe they have already paid for with taxes.

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
Decreased long-term effect on public funding.

Personal

Thoughts:
“This needs to happen.  Staff concern that there will be a public backlash is likely to be overstated.  Most people don’t object to paying, but mechanisms (e.g., scholarship waivers) do need to be in place to cover the cost of those who cannot afford to pay for the program.”


“Keeping the public informed of our Extension’s services and programs and our successes is more critical than ever!”


“As an organization, we need to (a) clearly articulate our overall philosophy on revenue generation and the reasons behind that philosophy; (b) clearly articulate a framework for deciding what to charge for and how much (i.e., the public vs. private good framework); (c) create an incentive system that is a win-win (e.g., if all of the revenue were to come back to campus, the field staff would have little incentive to be excited about charging); and (d) develop and implement business office procedures that are supportive and efficient in handling the revenues generated.”

Other

Comments:
In the absence of a state policy, some issues have arisen concerning price differential for the same program in different counties

Iowa
Policy:

User Fee Guidelines and Reports, (8/03)


http://www.extension.iastate.edu/admin/reports.html#fee
Overview:

· Developed 4 categories of cost recovery. http://www.ag.iastate.edu/news/extension/costcat.html
· Revenue committee listed 10 points to follow up on including how to establish fees, sharing and copyrighting materials.

· User fee guidelines include 14 points and address issues of knowing true cost for developing and delivering Extension programs, public vs. private good, communicating the need to charge fees, sharing of fees, annual review of fees and calculating fees.

· Each program area (Ag, Business and Industry, 4-H, Families, Communities etc.) gives a detailed description of current fees. (Very helpful).
Funding Mix:
39% Fees/Grants/Gifts, 31% State, 17% County, 13% Federal

Catalyst:
$2 million state budget shortfall in FY 2001, lack of program funds

Examples:


· Fee-Based Programming - Master Gardener Training, $108; Private Pesticide Applicator Training, $15; Plant Disease Identification, $10; direct one-on-one assistance after first two hours, $32/hr; 4-H enrollment fee, $10; subscriptions to newsletters; Celebrate Families-one day $175, includes notebook
· Grants

· Sponsorships

· Foundations - Several county foundations funded by gifts, donations and grants. ($60,000 raised in four years by one county 4-H foundation)

Sharing:
Cost recovery worksheet determines how funds are shared between county, state and other units.

How Funds

Are Spent:
Staff (many positions would be lost without revenue generation), equipment, educational supplies.

Obstacles:
Public perception.

Extension staff ("This has been a cultural change for staff." "Staff saying they can't generate funds is an excuse because there are opportunities for user fees, grants, sponsorships and fundraising.") 

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
No. It has been discussed internally but no negative impacts.  State legislature looked at Iowa State as setting a good example for other public agencies in dealing with budget shortfall.

Personal

Thoughts:
“We should have been doing this 10 years ago.”
“Revenue generation was the defibrillator to jump start creativity among staff to develop new programming.  For the future, resources and program planning must go together and include input from all staff as well as stakeholders (Goal for 7/1/05 in Futuring Report).”

Other

Comments:
Iowa State had been a leader in developing policies and implementing practices related to user fees.  Many states have made reference to Iowa as they develop their own policies.

Kansas
Policy:
Alternative Revenue Streams, (11/03) 

Extramural Funds, (12/03)  

Overview:

· Discusses guiding principles, public good and recommended levels of revenue generation (three program categories). 

· Revenue generation guide sheet asks a series of questions to establish a basis for setting a fee.

· Program/service costs calculation worksheet is a planning tool to help staff determine realistic costs for carrying out the program or service.

· Extramural funds document addresses grants, contracts and collaborations.  It discusses considerations, procedures and responsibilities.

Funding Mix:
31% State, 30% County, 24% Grants, 8% Federal, 7% Fees 

Catalyst:
State and county budget 

Examples:

· Grants – Increasing use of grants by state, area and county staff

· Program Fees – Limited registration fees to cover actual costs for workshops, conferences, short courses, classes; soil testing; plant pathology diagnosis; accreditation-type programs;  Master Gardener and Master Food Volunteer training programs; limited pay publications, limited newsletter subscriptions; numerous 4-H events (livestock shows, club days, camp). 

· Sponsorships

· Foundations – State 4-H foundation and several county 4-H foundations.  A handful of counties have an umbrella Extension Foundation that generates funding for all program areas.

Sharing:
No, unless prior arrangement has been made. 

How Funds

Are Spent:
Reimburse for direct program expenses, short term staffing

Obstacles:
Tradition - Staff and customers are not in the habit of charging or paying for educational programs.  There is no requirement or incentive for staff to seek additional revenue if traditional funding holds.

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
Several staff have expressed a concern that funding will be cut, but there are no examples of this occurring.

Louisiana
Policy:
Informal policy dealing with newsletter subscriptions, publication charges, program fees that lead to certification, increased 4-H dues, and increased revenue from state legislature.   A recent Extension task force addressed increased revenue generation.

Funding Mix:
53% State, 23% Federal, 22% Grants/Contracts (includes 3% county funds), 2% Self Generated Revenues

Catalyst:
 Federal and state budget reductions, minimal county contribution, lack of program funds (supplies and/or staff).

Examples:


· Grant Funding - Ag commodity groups and a variety of others. 

· Program Fees - Newsletter subscriptions, pesticide certification, Master Gardener training, 4-H membership fees ($1 state portion plus average of $1 parish portion - used for project and material printing costs), entry fees for livestock shows, publications (some pay publications).

· County Foundations - All 64 parishes (counties) have non-profit corporations operating independently from the university, but under an affiliation agreement with the University.  They conduct local fundraisers (candy sales, golf tournaments, raffles, etc.) and solicit donations from supporters and corporations. These Foundations represent 4-H interests only and were established in the mid ‘90s. All are affiliated with the state 4-H Foundation.

Sharing:
Reimburse state for publications and certification courses

How Funds

Are Spent:
Direct program costs

Obstacles:
Concern that lower income clients will be deprived of receiving educational benefits of the Extension Service

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
No

Personal

Thoughts:
“Crucial to funding stability as we see continued reductions from our traditional base.  Grant funding activity has and will continue to be critical to revenue stability and possible increases.”

Maine
Policy:

Charging for Extension Programs, (9/04)


http://plugged-in.umext.maine.edu/policies/sec4_11.htm
Overview:

· Beginning 1/1/05, Extension staff will be expected to determine the cost of delivering an educational program.

· Extension Homemaker and 4-H youth development programs are exempt from these guidelines.

· Setting participant fees should take into account market demand (availability and cost of similar programs outside Extension), and direct costs (supplies, meals, travel, postage and staff time).

· Consider total cost to program participants, their income level, and opportunities to offset costs through grants, gifts and sponsorships.

Funding Mix:
49% State, 30% Grants/Contacts/User Fees, 18% Federal, 3% County

Catalyst:
State and federal funding cuts, flat county funding.

Examples:


· Program Fees (Includes some consideration for staff time to deliver program) - Master Gardener training, 4-H project material, publications (all printed publications carry a charge), and statewide newsletter subscriptions

· Fundraising - 4-H leaders associations, Master Gardeners and homemakers.  Some of these groups provide direct support to Extension programming with funds being raised by gifs, raffles and dues.

· Grants

Sharing:
Funding from the county stays in the county.

How Funds

Are Spent:
Direct program costs - publications, supplement staff salaries, new programming

Obstacles:
Employees.  Some have been reluctant to charge the public for programs and resources feeling that tax dollars should support these expenses.

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
Neutral long-term effect on public funding

Personal

Thoughts:
“The support of Extension in Maine is strong.  However, when public funds are scarce, Extension has to absorb a fair share cut.  The public would invest more if they had it but our heavily taxed state is at the limit of what it can afford.  I am concerned about flat federal funding.  We are losing buying power annually that state and local resources are forced to pick up.”

Other

Comments:
4-H publication use dropped by 90% once Maine started charging for them.

Maryland
Policy:

Cost Recovery Guidelines, (3/04), 1/1/05 start date

Overview:

· Discusses guiding principles.

· Describes cost recovery options and gives examples of Extension programs that fall into these categories: no cost recovery, partial cost recovery and full cost recovery.

· Administration and handling of cost recovery funds are reviewed.

· Sponsorships and donations are discussed.

· Federal regulations, a cost recovery worksheet and an Extension publication appendix are included.

Funding Mix:
68% State, 20% Federal, 12% County

Catalyst:
Funding cuts and lack of program funds. 

Examples:


· Grants

· Program Sponsorships

· Program Fees - Class registrations, charge for publications

· Foundations - Local 4-H foundations exist.

Sharing:
Stays with the unit generating the funds.

How Funds

Are Spent:
Program costs, travel, professional improvement meetings, publication costs

Obstacles:
Time to solicit funds and to account for fees charged.

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
Neutral long-term effect on public funding

Personal

Thoughts:
“People will look to having the funding provided by those that use or receive the direct benefit of the services of the organization.”

Massachusetts
Policy:
Extension programs are expected to charge fees to recover the cost of specific educational events, products and services.  There is also an expectation from administration that program areas will generate a certain level of funding from external contracts ands fees, although a specific percentage is not set.  4-H has developed a business plan designed to generate significant funding for field delivery of the 4-H Program. Here is a link to the state 4-H Web page.  http://www.mass4h.org/invest/index.html
Funding Mix:
38% Contracts, 26% Federal, 19% State, 9% County, 6% Fees, 2% Gifts

Catalyst:
State budget cuts: In 1985, most counties reduced or ceased to fund Extension and the state picked up the cost.  By 1993, the state had reduced funding for Extension from $5.2 million to $906,000. During the next 10 years funding increased incrementally only to be cut significantly again in FY04. In July 2003, university funding to Extension was cut 55%. Much of this cut was applied to the 4-H Program.

Examples:


· Program Fees - Training out-of-school providers, insect and disease identification ($25-$50), 4-H membership fee ($25 but can be offset with local donations and fundraising) 

· Grant Solicitation (Food Stamp Recipient Education, CSREES, CYFAR, Military 4-H)

· Sponsorship/Fundraising - Sponsorship opportunities for 4-H Web pages and events ranging from $1,000 to $10,000, statewide walk-a-thon for 4-H in 2005, Essex County is the only local 4-H Foundation. 

Sharing:
Funds raised stay with program unit to support personnel and operating costs.

How Funds

Are Spent:
Curricula and resources, program assistants, staff salaries

Obstacles:
Staff resistance to fundraising. Recognizing the need to leverage public funds with private monies. Clientele resistance to fees and charges. Building team capacity to access larger grants and contracts.

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
Perhaps. However, reductions in public funding have shifted cost of programs to non-public funds.

Personal

Thoughts:
“Increasingly, private operators will pay for services. Public funds will be focused on public issues. Programs will be more focused in objectives and impacts.”
“It's a whole different way of doing business, but it is the only way for our survival.”

Other

Comments:
In July of 2003, UMASS hired its first Development Director to help generate funding for Extension programs.  With significant cuts to 4-H funding, most of the efforts have been spent in that area.  There are currently two staff in the development office.

Michigan
Policy:

Program Revenue Enhancement Fee (will take effect 7/1/05)

Overview:

· The basic principle behind this initiative is to develop new educational programs.

· There are guiding principles or guidelines that address: programs/services, personnel and staffing, management, marketing and communication.

· Three program categories are identified and the types of fees that may be assessed described.  The program categories include conventional programs, certification programs, and certificate of completion programs.

· Three levels of program fees are discussed ranging from 1 (public good) to 3 (private good).

· Collection and allocation of fees is discussed and a variety of tools are made available to help staff in program development, cost analysis and program pricing.

Funding Mix:
42% State, 29% County, 16% Grants/Other, 14% Federal

Catalyst:
10% reduction in state funding in last 3 years. County and federal budget reductions, lack of program funds, increased health care costs

Examples:
-

Sharing:
A 10% fee will be charged on all state and regional programs and used by Extension administration for seed funding for new programs and some salaries.
How Funds

Are Spent:
-

Obstacles:
With any change comes the adjustment of staff and our public to that change.  There is concern about balancing inputs and rewards between campus and field staff.  There is also concern about the consistency of application in the setting of fee levels by different units or teams for similar programs.  Some feel that charging fees will compromise the Land Grant mission.

While there has been some resistance to fees by some groups, many understand the need to move in this direction.  A frequent defense by a constituent is that they already pay for these programs through their tax dollars. One educator explained it this way when questioned by a stakeholder:  "When you send your kid to college here, you generally pay tuition even though the university gets state funding.  How is this different?"  They understood the point immediately.   

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
Neutral long-term effect on public funding

Personal

Thoughts:
“County programs will not be subject to 10% administrative "tax".  Ag association was supportive.”  
 
“Agents are very uneasy and confused at the announcement that this will start in 2005.”  
“Real dollars generated from revenue generation will not begin to match or make up our increasing costs.”

Minnesota
Policy:

Extension Policy on Revenue Generation, (10/02) 


http://www.extension.umn.edu/administrative/information/revenuegeneration.html

Questions and Answers on Revenue Generation 


http://www.extension.umn.edu/administrative/information/components/bmrevenue.html
Overview:


· Four cost recovery program categories (adapted from Iowa State) 

· Revenue generation should not include costs for salaries and benefits for "appropriated positions."  Direct costs should be recovered first (food, materials, publicity, transportation, travel, internal tax [6.35% charged by Univ. of Minn.], and non-appropriated personnel costs).  

· Good resource on “Should We Charge a User Fee for Our Extension Program” and “What Should We Charge for Our Program.”
· Program Business Planning incorporates traditional program planning and resource development.  
· Resource Development Unit assists Extension staff with revenue generation efforts. http://www.extension.umn.edu/units/cets/rdu/index.html
Funding Mix:
42% State, 26% County, 17% Federal, 15% Grants/Gifts/Fees/Sales

Catalyst:
Significant state and county budget reductions.  The 2004 Extension budget is $7 million less than the 2003 budget.  Reduced staffing statewide and a change in delivery structure -  18 regional centers

Examples:


· Grants

· Gifts

· Sponsorships

· Program Fees - Lunch and Learn sessions marketed to businesses, Train the Trainer sessions, publication sales

Sharing:
Direct costs shared by those who incur them.  Revenues above direct costs shared based on pre-agreed arrangement by county, district and program team.

How Funds

Are Spent:
Directs program cost reimbursement, non-appropriated staff salaries and benefits, new programming

Obstacles:
Internal systems to handle revenue generation have been slow to develop.

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
Not yet.  Base funding was cut significantly prior to revenue generation.

Personal

Thoughts:
“People seen to understand that budgets are tight and that services and products need to cost more accordingly.  It certainly was difficult as we transitioned into this as many customers were used to getting Extension materials and education for free.  We had as many problems with staff as we did with customers as we transitioned into this.”

Missouri
Policy:
A Task Force was appointed in 2002 to develop a Revenue Generation Plan.  The Plan outlines a set of guiding principles, and ways to generate revenue in the areas of Gifts and Endowments, Grants and Contracts, Cost Recovery/Fee Based Programs and Strategic Partnerships. The comprehensive plan may be found at http://extension.missouri.edu/staff/development/documents/rev_generation.pdf. 
Funding Mix:
38% State, 25% Grants/Contracts, 15% Federal, 14% Sales and Services/Fees, 8% 


County
Catalyst:
Shrinking or flat resources from traditional sources: lack of program funds

Examples:


· Gifts and Endowments – Extension has developed a comprehensive program that focuses on securing Gifts and Endowments.  This long-term, sustained, giving program complements one-time or annual fundraising activities.  Fundraising efforts are led by county councils and volunteers. This plan may be found at http://extension.missouri.edu/staff/development/documents/development_plan.pdf.

· Grants and Contracts – All program areas work to receive grants and contracts.  Some examples of grants include the Family Nutrition Program, funded by the Missouri Department of Social Services; the Small Business Development Center Program, funded by the U.S. Small Business Administration; the Missouri School Improvement Program, funded by the Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education; and the Kansas City 21st Century Community Learning Center Grant, funded by the Local Investment Commission.

· Cost Recovery/Fee Based Programs - Each program area collects fees for some programs; however, we have not adopted a standard approach for collecting fees across all programs. Fees that are collected support actual program costs. Some examples include Business Development programs and The Community Development Academy.  Other fees come from publications and fees for the 4-H program.

· Partnerships for In-Kind Services - Partnerships may range from information sharing, consultation, decision making to joint action.  Key university representatives build relationships that often lead to funded programming.  Examples include the Diabetes Today Program, funded through the State Department of Health and Senior Services and the Fatherhood First Project, funded by the State Department of Social Services.

Sharing:
Typically stays with unit generating the revenue 

How Funds

Are Spent:
Most of the funds go back into the program for program improvement and for seed money for expanded programming.  Some of the funds are spent on providing assistance to regional faculty in program development or delivery.

Obstacles:
Public institution using public funding to compete with the private sector.  

One of the main barriers is the perception of clientele.  They are used to getting programs and resources for free.  

It is time consuming to develop a statewide policy.  Need someone at the university level responsible for revenue generation to move things along.  Missouri plans to hire a Director of Development.  Universities must be committed to serving the underserved.  With this in mind, it is critical that scholarships are available to those who would like to attend programs but who cannot pay. 

Threat to

Public

Funding:
While a concern, we believe that we will continue to receive public funds.   We will however, continue to find new funding streams.

Personal

Thoughts:
“I do not see it as a problem if we follow a carefully planned out process considering affects on private entrepreneurial businesses. Our staff should not become full-time fundraisers with very little time remaining for program development and delivery. One concern I have is that a plan needs to be in place so that the funds generated are returned to local programming efforts.” 
“At this point I don’t really think about it at all.  I know I am probably sticking my head in the sand, but it hasn’t become a mandatory issue yet.  I have colleagues across MO that are writing grants to keep their offices open due to county funding.  I don’t foresee that happening in the near future for me.”
“I think it is the way of the future.  It is very promising.  It cannot be taken lightly. Once a program is set into place, one must commit to it and spend time and funds investing in its success.”

Other

Comments:
Missouri Extension Gift & Endowment program allows local county offices to solicit gifts that may be sent to the campus and invested.  The return on investment is returned to the county.  Andrew County, as an example, has an endowment at the university that was established by a former resident. In this county, funds are used to purchase equipment for the office and for programming - printers, copy machine, projection units, etc.  All funds that are collected are used for the purpose indicated by donors.

Nebraska
Policy:

Guidelines for Registration Fees

Overview:

· Addresses current USDA guidelines that allow for reimbursement of direct program expenses while excluding staff salary charge.

· Allows for State Extension specialists to be reimbursed for travel, materials, lodging, etc.

· Addresses handling of funds, use of funds and the desire to keep fees consistent statewide.

· A budget worksheet is included to determine costs.

Funding Mix:
51% State, 23% Grants/Contracts/Fees, 15% County, 11% Federal

Catalyst:
State and county budget cuts.  Lack of program funds

Examples:


· User Fees - Class registration fees, home/business visit (hort), school enrichment fees
       (4-H), 4-H material/member fee, pesticide training ($15), plant diagnostic lab ($5)

· Grants

· Gifts/Donations

Sharing:
Generally no, but cover some state costs for travel, publications and lab fees.

How Funds

Are Spent:
Equipment, travel, professional improvement, publications, lab fees and outside speakers

Obstacles:
Time, willingness to adapt and collect fees, and some shift in clientele.  Clientele are used to getting things for free, say they are taxpayers and want to know what they are getting for their money.

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
One staff member believes there will be increased long-term public support while another thinks there will be decreased long-term public support.

Personal

Thoughts:
“The increase might not be large and the fed’s might actually be negative, but there is tremendous support at the state and local level for Extension programming as long as we do our job and keep addressing real needs.”   
“It stinks. I spent way too much time chasing dollars and writing grants and not enough time teaching.”   
“If we continue to charge for everything, taxpayers will get tired of funding us and tell us just to charge for those who use our services now. Clientele will shift from general public to high-income clientele who have money to pay for services. We will no longer be a ‘Service’ organization.”

Other

Comments:
There is not a statewide 4-H membership fee charged by the State 4-H Office to the county, clubs, or per individual 4-H member.  There is a state charge for 4-H materials that started about 5 years ago.  How counties pay this cost is an individual decision.  If any additional fees are charged, it is determined at the local level and varies from club to club and county to county.  The response of 4-H families to fees being charged is in direct relationship to how local staff presents it.  

Nevada
Policy:

User Fee Policy

Overview:

· Addresses current USDA guidelines that allow for reimbursement of direct program expenses while excluding staff salary charge.

· Lists points to consider in establishing user fees including not allowing potential to generate income-dictated programming.

· Six policy points are addressed including compliance, incidental costs, seasonal or temporary personnel, announcement of charge, Extension staff not being compensated by fees and management of funds.

Funding Mix:
38% County, 35% State, 18% Grants, 8% Federal, 1% Gifts/Fees

Catalyst:
 

Examples:
User Fees - Class registration fee

Sharing:
No

How Funds

Are Spent:
Direct program costs - publications, handouts

Obstacles:
Some participants cannot afford to pay and we let them participate anyway.

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
No

Personal

Thoughts:
“USDA should revisit their policy and let us expand our ability to charge for educational programs.”

New Hampshire
Policy:

Staff Revenue Generation Expectations (4/04)

Overview:

· Sets a goal to increase revenue from grants, contracts and gifts from 35% to 50% of the UNHCE budget by July 1, 2007.

· Staff will work with program leaders to develop a program area revenue generation portfolio by July 1 of each year.   Targets are by program area and not individual staff.

· Every specialist will be required to acquire a minimum of 20% of their salary and benefits through grants, contracts and gifts by July 1, 2005.

· County educators will actively contribute to revenue generation in their program areas through their plan of work.

Funding Mix:
38% State, 38% Grants/Other, 14% County, 10% Federal

Catalyst:
Level funding at state and federal levels do not keep up with inflation.

Examples:

· Grants - SARE grants, Nutrient Management with NRCS and other USDA sponsored grants, Hatch grants, Operation Military Kids, CYFAR, Water resource education (several grants).  

· Contracts - Welfare to Work educational program contract, USFS Forestry and Wildlife contracts.

Sharing:
All competitive grants and contracts are administered through the University Office of Sponsored Research. As such, 80% of the indirect cost recovery is returned back to the unit and PI.

How Funds

Are Spent:
Generally salary and associated fringe as well as program supplies. Additionally, salary released through grants which replace state funding can be added to our reserves.
Obstacles:
Change in culture for a large proportion of the staff.  Staff are already feeling greater workloads due to downsizing. Many staff don’t feel they have the ability needed to write grants.
Threat to 

Public

Funding:
No

Personal

Thoughts:
If Cooperative Extension is going to sustain its current level of programming, revenue generation from non-traditional sources is a must.

Other:
There are 4-H foundations at the local level. While revenue generated fees cover local program efforts, all 4-H foundations fall under the purview of the State 4-H Program leader.  
New Jersey
Policy:

No

Funding Mix:
-

Catalyst:
County, state and federal budget issues, lack of program funds. 

Examples:


· Program Fees - Statewide newsletter subscriptions (Landscape, Nursery and Turf, $27; Vegetable crops, $33; Cranberries, $16; Fruit,  $38; on-line subscription w/credit card), IMP services (plant diagnosis, insect ID, weed ID all $30), Master Gardener class to commercial horticulture audience for a fee, no statewide 4-H fee but local 4-H club may charge fee ($1 for 4-H karate club class)

· Grants

· Foundations/Fundraising - Local 4-H foundations and Master Gardener groups raise funds through plant sales and other efforts.

Sharing:
No, except overhead for grants

How Funds

Are Spent:
Program expenses, testing services

Obstacles:
Tradition of customers not paying for services

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
If we are successful in raising funds, I believe that improved programs and impact will increase public support.  

Personal

Thoughts:
“We have lost traditional audiences in NJ and new clients need to become familiar with our value.  Since we are so short on funds, programs are weakened.  Extra revenues are what we need to move into and make a positive impact in new program areas.”

New Mexico
Policy:

No

Funding Mix:
40% State, 40% County, 20% Federal

Catalyst:
- 

Examples:
Solicitation of funds for 4-H scholarships.

Sharing:
-

How Funds

Are Spent:
-

Obstacles:
-

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
Neutral to decreased long-term effect on public funding

Personal

Thoughts:
“If government can use some other source of funding, they will keep their own.”

New York
Policy:

Collection and Use of Program Fees (2/02)

Overview:

· The “Background” section discusses the intrinsic value of charging fees, the importance of consistent fees across the state, and the role of staff in generating and managing fees.

· A number of “Policy Guidelines” are given to provide direction in the establishment of policies for the collection and use of program fees. 

Funding Mix:
52% County, 31% State, 17% Federal

Catalyst:
Shrinking budget allocations.

Examples:


· Fee-Based Programs - A variety of programs (Ag Workforce Certification Program; New York State Energy Resource Development Authority; Partnership for Community Development; Eat Smart NY, Eat Well Play Hard).  An enrollment fee of $20 per member per year covers the cost of project curriculum guides, 4-H insurance and 4-H newsletters.

· Foundations - Foundations at the county level are funded through donations and fundraisers. 

· Grants.

Sharing:
Most grants and contracts have an overhead charge from Cornell.  Other revenue generation stays with the unit who generates the funds.

How Funds

Are Spent:
Direct program expenses – staff, supplies, overall support

Obstacles:
We question whether this task should be added to an already overflowing “plate” of responsibilities, but it’s a necessity for Extension work.

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
That’s always an issue. For instance, if a state-supported regional team worked in our county, we would be concerned about “losing” county support.

Personal

Thoughts:
“It’s a fact of life in this day and age. It can be a double-edged sword; balancing the need to go after additional revenues vs. conducting educational programs.”

North Carolina
Policy:

User Fees for NC Cooperative Extension Work


Grants and Contracts, http://www.fis.ncsu.edu/CNG/
Overview:

· Addresses current USDA guidelines that allow for reimbursement of direct program expenses while excluding staff salary charge.

· Has policy statements describing allowable costs to be charged via the registration fee, procedures for budgeting expenses and proper accounting procedures.

Funding Mix:
36% State, 22% County, 13% Federal, 12% State Contracts and Grants, 8% County Contracts and Grants, 7% Sales and Services, 2% Foundations

Catalyst:
State and county budget cuts. 

Examples:


· Program Fees - Nutrient management certification, pesticide certification, Master Gardeners, Master Plantsman training, ServSafe, HACCP, 4-H camps

· County Foundations - These are usually all independent 501c3 Extension-related foundations that are governed by local boards, e.g. Adams county 4-H Foundation. However, as independent boards, legally we are addressing whose money they manage, who is at risk if there is mismanagement, etc. There has been enough concern that this has led to a new administrative effort to bring these funds and new funds under county accounts that can be set up in our college’s Cooperative Extension Foundation.

· Grants

· Contracts

Sharing:
No, if generated at the local level they can be used locally. There are specific policies related to fiscal handling and accountability.

How Funds

Are Spent:
Direct program support.  Campus fee generation accounts must be spent on the same programs that generated the funds.

Obstacles:
Yes, there are policy challenges to carrying over funds and this negatively affects program start-ups each year.

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
Not yet but this is a concern.

Personal

Thoughts:
“It’s needed to grow so we better learn to excel at it.”

North Dakota
Policy:
No, but it is assumed that everyone will continue to look for grants that enhance their programs and that wherever it is appropriate, a charge for cost recovery is expected, and it will be requested.

Funding Mix:
36% State, 26% Grants/Contracts/Partnerships, 20% County, 18% Federal

Catalyst:
State and county budget cuts.

Examples:
Program Fees - 4-H project material, event sponsorships, speaker fees by state specialist to non-Extension audiences, direct costs for in-depth workshops, in-depth one-on-one technical assistance such as engineering, grant development, business plan development, etc.  This type of assistance requires a sliding fee depending on the time involved.

Sharing:
-

How Funds

Are Spent:
Educational supplies, meals, printing, travel

Obstacles:
Most field staff would prefer not to charge clientele for materials. 

There is unwillingness by customers to pay believing that prices are too high.

Many staff do not want to consider revenue generation.

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
No

Personal

Thoughts:
“User fees seem to have merit but I feel that Extension should not compete with private industry – private industry succeeds or fails based on selling a product.  That’s a user fee.  I think Extension should focus on those issues the private industry cannot afford to do.  That way we complement and not compete.  So user fees should not be an integral part of Extension programming.  But to remain flexible we should always consider how to partner and access more dollars to create better programs for the public.”
“People pay more attention and follow through when they invest some of their own dollars.”

Other 

Comments:
A county agent worked with a community development specialist and the ND Research Foundation to copyright a piece of software.  Revenue from software sales will be shared among the agent, the community development department and the Research Foundation. 

Ohio
Policy:

Cost Recovery Policies, (8/03)


http://extension.osu.edu/cost/
Overview:

· Extensive set of policies that addresses an overview of cost recovery, grants and contracts, user fees for Extension programs, gifts, other methods of cost recovery, tools and references.

· Family and Consumer Sciences, Agriculture and Natural Resources, and 4-H have statements and guidelines for cost recovery and user fees within their program area.

· Good example of cost recovery marketing material for use in informing Extension audiences of this change.

· Hosted several “Cost Recovery Thinking Workshops” to help staff learn about, reflect on and adjust to this change.

Funding Mix:
39% State, 29% County, 18% Federal, 14% Other Funds

Catalyst:
$2 million budget shortfall from state and federal funding over last 4 years.

Examples:


· User Fees - Agriculture: 4 categories that range from no charge to full cost (out of pocket costs + personnel/travel costs + system costs), pesticide applicator training, $15 ($9 to state, $6 to county);  FACS: 4 categories to consider charges for FACS user fee - free, $10/session, $10/individual session, $5/hour individual.   4-H: $5/member project book cost ($3 for production/printing/marketing, $2 for cost recovery), $10 classroom fee for school enrichment, $5/participant for state events

· Grants and Contacts

· Foundations - Some county 4-H foundations

Sharing:
Should be decided among units as program is being developed.  For projects that Extension business office handles there will be a minimum 10% administrative fee charged (some exceptions).

How Funds

Are Spent:
Staff salaries and benefits, temporary staff, program expenses, technology, publications, travel, equipment

Obstacles:
History that programming is free; no internal structure or policy to charge for programs and collect the fees at the state level; staff attitudes.

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
No, but a concern of the staff.  Some elected officials have asked, "What took so long?" for revenue generation.

Personal

Thoughts:
It is an important source of money for programming.

Other

Comments:
A number of training sessions have been held for staff on cost recovery.  Reactions from staff are wide and varied from anger, concern and fear to excitement, relief and opportunity.  There seems to be more criticism from staff than from clients.  Make sure administration is involved early in training along with other staff.  Provide good communication up front and throughout process.

Oregon
Policy:
Sustaining and Expanding Extension Programs: A Practical Guide to Revenue Generation, (7/04)


http://Extension.oregonstate.edu/admin/revgen.php
Overview:


· Extensive handbook that offers four main approaches to building a strong program through diverse funding sources including grants, contracts, cost recovery through fees for service and private fundraising.

· Grants, contracts and fundraising sections are detailed with policies and procedures.  Cost recovery section is currently being developed and is absent from this present handbook.

· Through the Oregon State University Foundation, an Extension fund has been developed with active solicitation of donations and gifts throughout the state and on Extension’s Web site.

Funding Mix:
-

Catalyst:
Budget reductions and revenue shortfalls.

Examples:


· Grants - The office of sponsored programs and research compliance must be used to apply for federal and state grants. A 26% indirect rate is charged for administering off-campus grants when allowed by the grantor.  

· Contracts - Must be signed by an OSU contract officer.   

· Fees for Service  

· Private Fundraising - OSUES works with a development officer at the OSU Foundation who, along with OSUES administration, is actively engaged in fundraising for Extension's statewide programs, through direct mail, special events and major gift solicitation.  A few county offices have established Friends of Extension groups (501c3) as well as endowment funds.

Sharing:
-

How Funds

Are Spent:
-

Obstacles:
-

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
-

Personal

Thoughts:
-

Pennsylvania
Policy:

Cost Recovery Policy, (6/03)


http://www.extension.psu.edu/CEDhandbook/finance/CostRecovery.html
Overview:

· Cost recovery fees are one of several alternative revenue sources required to maintain, enhance, and extend Extension programs and services.

· The cost recovery policy has three components: general cost recovery, 4-H cost recovery, and publication cost recovery.

· Considerable documentation on 4-H cost recovery including overview with recommendations, frequently asked questions, PowerPoint presentation, 4-H endowment accounts, forms and check sheet, and brochures describing 4-H materials fee and school enrichment fees.

Funding Mix:
47% State, 21% Federal, 18 % County, 14 % Gifts/Grants/Fundraising/Endowment

Catalyst:
State and county budget cuts.

Examples:
  

· Cost Recovery - General cost recovery: Core programming can only recover direct costs (program supplies, food, speakers).  Expanded programming can recover direct and indirect costs (salaries, administrative overhead).   4-H Cost Recovery: $10/member educational materials fee,  $20/classroom fee for school enrichment,  $10/homeschooler in 4-H club, $5/participant in teacher and leader workshops, $10/participant for state and national events.  Publication cost recovery: Free publications provided by state for county programming and a single copy to in-state residents.  Reproduction, shipping and handling charges for other uses of free publications.  For-sale publications handled through state at full cost plus $5 per order shipping and handling.  4-H publications and materials will be made available to the general public at double the cost. 

· Foundations - 4-H endowment and enhancement funds.  Currently $400,000 with a goal to reach $1 million

· Grants

Sharing:
General cost recovery revenues will be negotiated and shared by units involved in programming.  All 4-H cost recovery and publication fees go to the state.

How Funds

Are Spent:
Direct program costs, part-time staff salaries, publications and a variety of educational resources, staff training and development.

Obstacles:
It takes extra time to develop contracts with agencies.  Mindset and attitude are the biggest barriers.  However, we are making progress in that if the people want the program, they may need to pay a fee to cover cost of educational materials, supplies, refreshments, and maybe the educator’s travel.

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
No

Personal

Thoughts:
“It is a good idea and the direction that we need to go.  This is our first year to use cost recovery strategies.  We will know more by the end of the year when we will have our first year completed.”

South Dakota
Policy:
SDSU Extension Vision addresses user fees. 
http://sdces.sdstate.edu/admin/vision.pdf
Overview:


· Addresses current USDA guidelines that allow for reimbursement of direct program expenses while excluding staff salary charge.

· Fees may be charged to partly or wholly recover costs for services that enhance a basic educational program such as mediated transmission and associated costs, publications, computer analysis and software. Conference expenses, such as outside speakers or equipment rental, may be recovered by charging a fee. Fees also may be charged for services provided to an Extension-related organization, such as meeting room rental, expendable supplies and printing.
Funding Mix:
52.4% State, 41.6% Federal, 6% Other; in addition to county support for Extension: $2.79 Million

Catalyst:
State funding has been stable and added special dollars for projects such as West Nile Virus education

Examples:


· User Fees - Registration fee for some educational programs, publications.

· Commercial Sponsorships - There are two TV Shows, "Today's Ag" and "On-Line" that are funded almost completely by commercial advertising with commodity groups and other groups. The On-Line show is a medical show funded by several regional hospitals and other groups related to health.

· Grants

Sharing:
No

How Funds

Are Spent:
Direct program costs – Program materials, rent, speakers, printing, computer analysis, software.  

Obstacles:
-

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
Decreased long-term effect on public funding.

Personal

Thoughts:
“Previous administrations did not want to charge for Extension use, and quoted state and federal laws that limited such other than user fees mentioned above in policy.” 

Tennessee
Policy:

User Fee Policy, draft report, (8/03)

Overview:

· Good background section that looks at 1996 report of the Personnel and Organizational Development Committee of ECOP.

· The University of Tennessee has identified four categories of user fees for consideration.  These categories are: Publications, Testing Services, Conferences, Meetings and Other Events and Certification Programs.

· User fees are not for every program.  Consider selective, new, innovative, in-depth, multi-session programs.

Funding Mix:
48% State, 19% County, 18% Federal, 14% Grants/Contracts, 1% User Fees/Other

Catalyst:
County, state and federal budget cuts (9% reduction 2 years ago).  Lack of program funds

Examples:


· User Fees - Publications (little has been done in this area to date. Have separate publication policy, 1992); testing services; conferences, meetings and other events (Master Gardener, Master Beef, Co-parenting education); and Certification Programs (Pesticide certification, ServSafe)

· Grants

Sharing:
Master programs (Gardener, Beef, Co-Parenting) have a standard minimum fee set by the state.  A set amount goes to the state.  Counties may charge more and keep the difference.  On programming between county and state staff, sharing of fees should be worked out up front.

How Funds

Are Spent:
Direct program costs - supplies, postage, mileage and publications

Obstacles:
Not equipped to handle that many cash transactions.  Think about how to handle money early on.  Consider use of credit/debit cards.

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
Neutral long-term effect on public funding

Personal

Thoughts:
“Partnerships and new revenue sources have not weakened support from the federal and state level.  This is encouraged and allows dollars from the federal and state sources to go further.  However, we have not seen any new dollars coming from these two sources as more new funds have been brought in.”
“Need consistency and flexibility in implementing a revenue generation plan.”

Other

Comments:
After a year into the process, staff questions are now on "how to do this" instead of "how to stop this."  Initially, Extension met with user groups to discuss budget cuts and need to charge user fees.  People understood.  We will not charge statewide 4-H member fee.

Texas
Policy:
Have several piecemeal policies that are currently being updated, revised and consolidated by a state committee.  New policy will be completed by 1/1/05.  

Funding Mix:
39% State, 28% County, 20% Federal, 3% Fees/Grants

Catalyst:
State budget cuts 2 years ago eliminated 90 Extension positions.

Examples:


· Grants and Contracts - El Paso is negotiating with the county Park and Recreation Department on contract to fund an education/training position.  Grant writing is occurring throughout the system.

· Sponsorships - San Antonio gets sponsorships to offset postage for their 4-H newsletter.

· User Fees – Used for a variety of programming where it is appropriate.

· Foundations - Houston has a county foundation for grants and endowments and other counties have 4-H foundation to generate funding for Extension.

Sharing:
-

How Funds

Are Spent:
Staff salaries, direct program costs, newsletters and staff training

Obstacles:
Cultural issue with customers and staff

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
No

Personal

Thoughts:
“Extension staff, particularly in urban counties, know there is an expectation to generate revenues.  Revenue generation is the most likely possibility for program expansion.  There will be more user fees in the future to expand and enhance programs.  Budget cuts have spurred innovation and creativity for program funding.”

Other

Comments:
Grants of any size in the name of Extension must go through the state to process and manage.  Smaller grants can go through a local foundation.  In 1996, the Texas legislature provided $100,000 in additional funding for Extension in urban counties.  These funds are mixed with county dollars to provide staffing in counties, professional development and equipment.

Utah
Policy:

No

Funding Mix:
18% Federal, ? State, ? County

Catalyst:
State and federal budget cuts, lack of program funds 

Examples:


· Grants

· Sponsorship - Fees from agricultural organizations

· Fees - Master Gardener training, workshop registration fees, 4-H fee

Sharing:
A percentage of most grants is retained by the university for overhead.

How Funds

Are Spent:
Direct program costs, program enhancement and training for agents

Obstacles:
Time

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
Decreased long-term effect on public funding

Personal

Thoughts:
“As government entities see that Extension is able to access funds from various sources, they will demand that we continue doing so.  As they come under greater funding problems, they will require that we rely more heavily on user fees and grants or cut our services.”

Vermont
Policy:
Initiated a cost accounting and recovery project this fall.  Asks all faculty to provide an accounting of each program planned for FY05.  Will be followed up with negotiations to set registration fees.

Funding Mix:
46% State, 39% Federal, 11% Grants/Contracts, 4% Sales/Fees (no county government and no local funding since 1980)

Catalyst:
Flat federal and state funding have not kept up with contracts for faculty salaries (faculty are unionized).

Examples:


· Grants/ Contracts - EFNEP, vocational rehabilitation

· Registrations Fees - 60 faculty programs in fall and spring will generate $250,000 in revenue with $150,000 coming from registration fees.  Agriculture programs account for 2/3 of revenues.

· Foundations - Local 4-H foundations exist with funds raised through donations.

Sharing:
No county operations

How Funds

Are Spent:
Operational costs - printing, postage, telephone, photocopying, rent, administrative staff salaries

Obstacles:
Cultural norms - Extension employees generally value service to the community highly and are long-time employees, hired shortly after a time when Extension was in its “Golden Age” (1960’s); their work is highly relational and some feel strongly that they have a duty to offer their programs at trivial cost -- $5; $10; $25.  Extension is an old company, and changing old companies with deeply ingrained cultures are like steering barges through slaloms.  Also, there is a tradition of subverting organizational goals for individual gain/freedom within the organization.  There’s a story that’s told time and again when “agents” get together that reflects the cultural beliefs here.  It goes that long ago an agriculture agent submitted an expense account with a pair of boots for farm visits listed.  The boss rejects the expense saying it is a personal expense.  The agent resubmits the expense account with only travel listed and says, “Now find them boots.”  There are strong cultural norms that support veteran employees and teach new employees that “dictates” from headquarters can be worked around by anyone with a creative bent.  Changing cultural norms is a difficult managerial challenge, especially in a university environment where individualism is cherished and protected.  The environment leads to many good things, but it is a challenge to change.  

Audience: In many cases we serve a population that cannot pay fees.

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
No

Personal

Thoughts:
“Adapt or die.  Cost recovery tactics must be done strategically in concert with development (gifts, donations, fund drive), improving the quality of offerings, seeking out new audiences, more aggressive marketing, moving to a more adaptive structure that will eventually be primarily soft funded and working on projects important to society (as defined by where society puts grant money – e.g., obesity, water quality, homeland security, etc.).”

Virginia
Policy:

No

Funding Mix:
60% State, 19% Federal, 11% County, 10% Grants/Fees (county in-kind contributions such as office space, equipment etc., accounts for approximately $5,000,000 and is not included above)

Catalyst:
Budget cuts and lack of program funds

Examples:


· Fees - Limited fees for classes and workshops, soil testing, nematode testing, forage testing, court-ordered parenting education, food safety certification, some publications

· Grants

· Contracts

· Foundations - There is a state 4-H foundation which works with all our offices. It is funded with state funds and private fundraising. There are no foundations at the local level.

Sharing:
Revenue generation is handled by the state, not the county. The state shares back a portion of the FCS fees with the county office doing the work and the funds must be used for programming. For each soil test, $1 is sent back to the county office to be used in programming.

How Funds

Are Spent:
They revert into the total Extension budget at the state level and become part of the funds that pay for all costs. No breakout is done by fee.

Obstacles:
When soil testing fees were first implemented, farmers complained to the state legislature, so we were awarded $150,000 one time by the legislature to help with soil testing so that farmers would not have to ever pay in the future.  Soil tests with fees are promarily for horticulture reasons and mainly paid by homeowners and non-farm groups.

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
No effect

Personal

Thoughts:
“Works only for very specialized activities that are not normally those directed toward the general public. We have no intention of charging fees for what we consider are our baseline programs. We are cultivating more partnerships with other agencies to maximize our impacts.”

Washington
Policy:

A variety of policies on publications, training fees, development activities and grants.


http://ext.wsu.edu/admin/
Overview:
· “Charging Volunteers in Training” discusses fees which may be charged for 4-H leader and Master program training.  Fees will generally be for direct program expenses, but includes exemption for those who cannot pay as well as a higher fee for those not willing to volunteer time back to the program.

· Some publications carry a charge but limited quantities are still available, free to the public.

· Guidelines for applying and managing grants and contracts are provided.

· Development activity guidelines are given that address fundraising, types of gifts, how to handle donations and establishment of 17A accounts within the Washington State University Foundation.

Funding Mix:
37% Grants, 32% State, 12% County, 10% Federal, 9% Other

Catalyst:
Federal, state, and county budget cuts. Lack of program funds.

Examples:


· Grants

· Gifts/Fundraising - There is a state effort to solicit funding for Extension programs.  There is a link on the state Extension Web site.

· Fee for Service - Some counties are very entrepreneurial in collecting fees.  Publications, satellite downlink use, pesticide certification, 4-H fee (13 of 39 counties are charging some type of local fee ranging from $1 to $15, there is no statewide fee currently but is being considered)

· Foundations – A state 4-H and Master Gardener foundation exist as well as local Master Gardener foundations. 

Sharing:
For fees collected at the university, there is an administrative fee charged from 6-14%.  Grants have an overhead charge.

How Funds

Are Spent:
Supporting the program that generated the funding

Obstacles:
Attitudes, history, fiscal management, and interpreting federal guidelines. However, we have been doing a lot of revenue generation for years and keep growing the organization.

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
Increased, neutral, and decreased long-term effect on public funding.

Personal

Thoughts:
“It will very much depend upon the circumstances.  Some of the public wants things to stay the same and reacts negatively to the collection of fees.  On the other hand, bringing in grants and gifts adds to the program, brings additional resources to local communities and are seen as positive.  The whole could be neutral as these different funding resources balance each other.  Much of the reaction will depend upon how Extension markets revenue generation and what kind of revenue we are generating.”

West Virginia
Policy:

Created a 10% revenue generation requirement for Extension specialist starting 1/1/05.

(Acceptable salary equivalents include competitive grants, contracts and subcontracts, fees, gifts, in-kind and cash contributions, foundation contributions.)

Funding Mix:
31% State, 19% Federal, 13% County, and 37% Other.
Catalyst:
Reduced state and county funding, level federal funding and lack of program funds 

Examples:


· Program Fees - Statewide auctioneer workshop, Extension Master Gardener program, technical service assistance

· Contracts - WV Department of Health and Human Services (WVDHHR) Center for Disease Control funds our Dining with Diabetes program.    In addition, we are working collaboratively with WVDHHR and the West Virginia University Health Sciences Center, Department of Cardiology, to fund a 4-H health program that we have titled CARDIAC Challenge.  Other programs are being discussed with WVDHHR – Healthy Marriages Initiative and a financial management program for TANF clients who are eligible for an automobile as part of the Department’s transportation support initiative.

· Grants

· Foundations - Have county level 4-H foundations that are supported by local fundraising and United Way contributions.

Sharing:
Fees stay with the unit that generates them.  There is a sharing of some grants with Facility and Administrative costs (typically 26% for Extension) - the university gets 70% and Extension gets 30% which we then disburse to the Director at 25%, to the unit at 25%, and to the PI at 50%.
How Funds

Are Spent:
Program expenses – supplies, travel and some payroll.  Start-up funding for new programs.

Obstacles:
Clients are used to 'free' services.  Tight times in West Virginia tied with attitudes, history.  Interpreting federal guidelines.
Threat to 

Public

Funding:
WVU and Extension have begun to encourage “all funds budgeting” so that fees and other revenues are used in addition to the typically allocated funds.

Personal

Thoughts:
“It is a must for survival and positioning for future programs that meet client needs.”

Wisconsin
Policy:
A draft policy has been developed and will be made available when formally approved.  Public Good and Fees task group formed in spring 2004 to develop the policy.  This is a Web site detailing their progress.


http://www.uwex.edu/ces/strategies/benefits.html
Funding Mix:
38% State, 30% County, 25% Federal, 7% Fees/Grants/Gifts

Catalyst:
State and county budget cuts ($1.4 million in last 3 years), staff reductions (21 county position lost), lack of program funds, perceived lack of value of certain Extension positions by decision makers.

Examples:


· Program Fees - Statewide conferences focused on parent education, diet and health, home visitation training, poverty, home ownership, and grand parenting resources, etc.   4-H project material, plant pathology diagnostics fees, soil testing, Master Gardener program, speaker fees and travel by specialist, contract work (bacterial ring rot testing protocol).  In some counties, the county imposes revenue requirements.  Two counties reported a requirement for revenue generation for about 20% of their county budget.  One county reported a county mandated revenue generation of $6,000.  

· Sponsorships - Some of the revenue generation comes from sponsor fees, underwriting the conferences, making them more affordable for those who might not otherwise be able to attend, jointly funded horticulture position from UWEX and Rotary International, banks co-sponsoring "Get Checking" program.   

· Donations - One county reported generating $16,000 in donations for invasive species and research needs. 

· Grants - 21st Century Learning Center, Community Development Block Grant

· Foundations - County 4-H foundations generate revenue for their program. 

Sharing:
Stays with unit who generates income.

How Funds

Are Spent:
Direct program costs and supplies (marketing, equipment, travel), salaries and benefits for staff to support/deliver revenue programs, professional development for staff

Obstacles:
We view the barriers and obstacles to revenue generation as tradition and expectations.  Traditionally, we have offered our programs for free.  Clientele and “students” have come to expect that our tax-funded programs be offered for free or for a fee, based on an out-of-pocket cost structure.  There is concern that if we do too good of a job raising funds from revenue generation, our traditional funding partners (USDA, state, county) will expect us to raise more and/or continue to raise as much year in and year out.   
Finding sources to generate revenue, time, internal red tape, private industry not willing to pay for something they once received for free.  Clientele have not historically paid fees and are often unwilling to pay.  I get the "I already pay for you with my taxes" argument on occasion, which is in part, a misconception.

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
A variety of opinions were expressed ranging from decreased long-term effect on public funding, to neutral effect on public funding, to increased public funding.   One contact indicated there has been a threat to county funding.  
Our revenue generation has increased at the county level.  This is where there has been the most discussion about revenue generation and decreasing the base funding.  We have lost some county funding.  In most cases, revenue generation has not supplanted the base funding.  In some cases, due to cuts in county operation budgets, revenue generation has been the only way some counties are able to operate.
Personal

Thoughts:
“Revenue generation is a double-edged sword.  In good economic times, you can choose to pursue revenue generation to expand your program repertoire.  In bad economic times, you can choose to pursue revenue generation in an effort to save your existing programs from budget cuts.  However, your organization may find itself pursuing revenue streams at the expense of free public good programs or worse, asked to raise more revenues by funding partners who want to cut their base funding to you.  Overall, any revenue generation model will require an infrastructure to deal with the administration of policy enforcement, tracking, reporting and sharing of revenues.  It’s questionable whether or not the infrastructure we have now has the capacity for this additional workload or whether we will need to hire an additional staff person.” 
“Revenue programs have built partnerships with outside organizations and resulted in new programs, and new and expanded audiences, etc.”   
“It is simply an issue that will not go away soon, but we must be careful not to allow client cost requirements from keeping us from our main mission, that of bringing the resources of the university to the citizens of the state.”  
“Budget cuts have hurt Extension - we are not a mandated program.”   
“Diversifying our funding is a necessity. We can no longer expect to be 100% tax supported, not in this environment of “Taxpayer Bill of Rights,” “no new taxes” and “cut spending.”  It also gives us tremendous opportunity to link with new partners and strengthen our relationships in the community – thus increasing our value.”
“There is a perception that the result of funding cuts and/or revenue generation efforts will result in decreased public funding support.  It is unlikely that any of the funding cuts that precipitated revenue generation will be restored and if public officials find that UWEX can generate its own revenue, why should they invest further tax dollars in it.  On the other hand, there were some who observed that their handling of budget cuts and/or revenue generation requirements have garnered them greater respect with local officials.”  
“I see the writing on the wall.  People don't want to pay taxes for anything anymore, so increasingly Extension personnel will have to act as small business people within the Extension system.”

Wyoming
Policy:

No

Funding Mix:
43% State, 22% County and 18% Grant/Fees, 17 % Federal

Catalyst:
Lack of program funds

Examples:

· Grants

· Fees - Modest fees for trainings and seminars, plant diagnostic fees, 4-H fees for books and materials

· Foundations - Many counties have 4-H foundations

Sharing:
No

How Funds

Are Spent:
Generally on supplies and travel to support programming

Obstacles:
Clients don’t expect to have fees for CES programs.  Employees don’t want to charge for programming. Granting agency goals do not match state or county objective.

Threat to 

Public

Funding:
No

Personal

Thoughts:
“Good idea but hard to implement to meaningful levels.”


