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Introduction/Need for Research 
The importance of individualized Supervised Agricultural Education programs as part of the agricultural education experience is well documented (Retallick, 2010; Retallick & Martin, 2008). There are many benefits for students who participate in SAE. They develop skills, explore career options, and earn money. Yet, students may be exposed to dangerous or hazardous working conditions associated with production type SAEs. While on farm injuries have declined 57% from 1998 – 2009 (NCCRAHS, 2012; DOL, 2007) the agriculture industry continues to have the second highest rate of young worker fatal injuries (Estes, Jackson, & Castillo, 2010). The development of relevant safety instruction and supervision strategies should serve as a proactive approach to student safety and prevention of agricultural injuries among students engaged in SAE. Therefore, an increased awareness of current SAE supervision practices and safety guidelines will be essential in the development of relevant safety instruction and supervision strategies as a proactive approach to safety and prevention of agricultural injuries among students engaged in SAE.

Theoretical Framework 
The theoretical framework which guided this study was the theory of reasoned action and planned behavior (Ajzen, 2005; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980) which has been used to explain the significant association between health attitudes and risky behaviors. Examining SAE supervision and planning through this theoretical lens, it is hypothesized SAE mentors’ beliefs and behavior may influence students’ beliefs as well as their safety behavior. As part of the theory of reasoned action and planning, agricultural education teachers may feel little control from feeling unprepared to develop or provide technical safety training for reducing injury risks. This would make identifying SAE supervision and safety professional development needs essential to addressing agricultural education teachers’ SAE safety protocols.

Purpose and Objective
The purpose of this study was to gather evidence of NAAE Region I agricultural education teachers’ beliefs towards supervision and planning practices for student safety during supervised agricultural experience (SAE) activities. Objectives for the study were:
1. Describe FFA advisors’ perceptions of mentors’ involvement in SAEs.
2. Identify FFA advisors’ perceptions of professional development needs for SAEs.
3. Describe FFA advisors’ perceptions of hazardous work tasks for SAEs.
4. Describe FFA advisors’ beliefs towards safety guidelines utilized for SAEs.
5. Describe selected demographic characteristics of SAEs. 

Methodology 
	As an organization-level descriptive survey research project, we sought descriptive information from FFA advisors across the United States concerning supervision and safety training provided through supervised agricultural experiences (SAE). This research was reviewed and approved under [University] IRB protocol #4704. In the fall of 2013, secondary agriculture education teachers, registered as advisors with the National FFA organization, were surveyed using Qualtrics (online survey software). FFA advisors rated 60 items on level of agreement (5 = “Strongly Agree”, 1 = “Strongly Disagree”). A panel of five university agricultural education teacher educators with expertise in supervised agricultural experiences reviewed and determined the survey was content and face valid. Cronbach’s coefficient alpha reliability estimates were used to determine the instrument reliability. A total of 263 surveys were returned with 232 surveys complete and useable for a response rate of 19.2%. Multiple contacts were made to encourage non-respondents to participate in the survey. Telephone follow-ups were conducted with a random sample of 300 non-respondents. All statistical tests were set at an alpha level of .05 a priori. There were no statistically significant differences between early and individuals responding to telephone follow-ups. IBM SPSS Statistics version 20 was used for data analysis. Research questions were analyzed descriptively with frequencies, percentages, means, and standard deviations. For items where the standard deviation exceeded the mean, the median (Mdn) and interquartile range (IQR) were reported.

 Results/Findings 
	The average age of FFA advisor completing the survey was 41 years old (SD = 11.1). The majority of respondents (62.9%, n = 144) self-identified their gender as male. Over half of the respondents (56.5%, n = 130) indicated having completed a master’s degree program at the time of the survey. The majority of FFA advisors (65.2%, n = 150) indicated being a single teacher program. For the number of students enrolled in respondents’ programs the median was 100 (IQR = 98). For the number of students enrolled with an active approved SAE in respondents’ programs the median was 50 (IQR = 70). A total of 122 respondents (54.2%) indicated the most commonly completed SAE type was placement followed by 101 respondents (45.5%) who indicated entrepreneurship was the most commonly completed SAE type in their program. The construct “SAE Safety Procedures Perception” had the highest level of agreement (M = 4.12, SD = 0.50) among FFA advisors. “Professional Development Need” ranked second (M = 3.93, SD = 0.59) followed by “Mentor Involvement” ranking third (M = 3.72, SD = 0.63) and “Hazardous Work Perception (solitary student SAE tasks) ranking fourth (M = 3.37, SD = 0.78) in the level of agreement among respondents.

Limitations/Conclusions /Implications /Recommendations
A low response rate is recognized as a limitation of this study. Multiple efforts to increase the response rate were taken. Survey responses were provided by FFA advisors across the four regions of the National FFA. The reader is cautioned from generalizing the results of this study to populations outside this study. FFA advisors agreed (M = 3.50 – 4.49) mentors are highly involved in planning and supervising student SAE work programs. FFA advisors’ responses suggest that most of planning and supervision of students’ SAE projects falls on the responsibility of the teacher. FFA advisors were in agreement (M = 3.50 – 4.49) that secondary agricultural education teachers need professional development regarding the planning and supervising of SAE work to ensure student safety. FFA advisors participating in this study agreed that secondary agricultural education teachers should require students to follow SAE safety procedures during work. We conclude this as a positive step in the direction of improving youth safety in agriculture. It is startling that FFA advisors’ responses in this study indicated a neutral position on allowing students to complete the hazardous work tasks alone as defined in the Federal Labor Standards Act (DOL, 2007). As students of agricultural education programs progress through their SAE they may improve their perceptions about how to farm safely through the observational learning and modeling of the apprenticeship process (Sanderson, Dukeshire, Rangel & Garbes, 2010). Agricultural education teachers are in a prime position with SAEs to influence the safety culture in agriculture to protect their students. More research should be conducted to determine teachers’ justification for implementing certain safety procedures. This should lead to the development of SAE supervision and safety “best practices” to assist agricultural education professionals in protecting and shaping our future leaders in agriculture.
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