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PRACTICES IN MANAGING ANIMAL PROJECT CENTERS
Introduction
The needs of the community, size and school budget are just a couple of factors that affect a [State] agriculture program.  One large part of the agriculture program is the Supervised Agriculture Experience (SAE) project.  These facilities can vary in size and scope, as they also serve as a learning lab for hands on lab experiments (Sutphin, 1984).  Having an animal project center can aid an agriculture science program with the success of SAE projects, which have shown in multiple studies to be of high importance and time spent within agriculture science programs (Arrington 1984, Arrington and Cheek 1990).
Conceptual or Theoretical Framework
The use of school and community laboratories where students employ “learning by doing” is an integral part of many agricultural education programs (Sutphin, 1984).  Using the animal project center helps programs provide many unique hands-on opportunities for students, which helps to develop both valuable academic and vocational skills (Hubert, Ullrich, Lindner and Murphy (2003).  There has been very little research done on animal project centers and what are the best practices for running such facilities.  Understanding the makeup of [State] programs is also an important tool in publicizing an FFA and agriculture science program.  
Methodology
The objectives of this study were to describe animal project centers and compare what agriculture science teachers felt were top security needs.  The population for this study was [State] agriculture science teachers who supervise an animal project center.  An invitation to participate in the study was sent to all [State] agriculture teachers.  A census of these teachers was conducted with usable responses received from 128 respondents.  From the original 128 teacher responses, 108 were used as 20 of the responses were from those who did not supervise an animal project center.  This research was conducted using a self-administered survey instrument with 25 questions.  A pilot study was used to determine the reliability of the instrument. The survey results were taken as true and accurate.
Results/Findings
The average number of animals in the centers varied.  The majority of animal project centers (52%) had between 15 -50 animal projects with 53% of facilities having less than 50 animal pens.  Programs with 100- 200 animal projects made up (8%), 50-100 (30%) and less than 15 animal projects (5%).  Only 4% of the programs had over 200 projects.  32% of the animal project centers had between 50 and 100 projects and pens.  Average facility size correlated with the average number of animals held at the animal project center.  Swine, lamb and goat projects were the most common projects housed at animal project centers.  Other projects included steers, chickens, turkeys, rabbits and breeding livestock.  
69% of the programs utilized a pen rent fee for students who used the project center.  The average charge for these fees was between $50 and $75.  Of the respondents 54% charged per pen with the rest of the programs (46%) charging per animal.  The fees were largely used for facility maintenance and cleaning supplies.  These fees were also used for bedding materials, medicine, clipping supplies and manure disposal.  Bedding materials were provided by 47% of the programs with the majority (43%) utilizing sand as their primary bedding material.  The agriculture teachers felt providing medication was important with 71% stating that they provided medication to students for animal projects.  
	The researcher found that the majority of agriculture science teachers (95%) do not provide food for livestock projects. Of those that did provide feed (5%), none of them paid for it through project center fees.  50% of respondents allowed access to the animal project center more than 15 hours a day.  Most teachers (44%) spend 1-2 hours a day supervising projects.  The next largest group (31%) was teachers that spent less than an hour on animal supervision.  The highest levels of concern in relation to student project centers was found to be with hours the center was open, lack of 24 hour on site security and the location of the project center.
Conclusions
The researchers found that project centers across the state, while varied, have similar patterns.  The majority of [State] agriculture programs do have an animal project center.  The average animal project center has between twenty-five and a hundred animals on feed with the majority utilizing less than 100 pens.  The main livestock species raised by agriculture science students are swine, goats and lambs.  The majority of schools charge a pen fee of $50 to $75.  This fee is based on by either the pen or by the animal.  These fees are utilized for facility maintenance, manure disposal and medical supplies.  Most programs provide cleaning tools to their students to help maintain facility cleanliness.  In regards to animal bedding the majority of [State] agriculture programs use sand.  It was found that [State] agriculture teachers do not provide feed through their project center fees and that the majority of [State] teachers put the responsibility of buying feed on the student and parents.  Those teachers, who do provide feed, don’t pay for it through project center fees.  
Most [State] programs provide medications for student animal projects, but do not include this expense in the projects center fees The most important issues teachers have to deal with when running an animal project center are maintaining a clean and neat facility, security and animal health.  The main security problems facing animal project centers are visitors to the center, location and hours the center is open.  
Recommendations
	Further recommendations for study include comparing project centers by school size, demographics and region.  This information should be shared with stakeholders through professional development workshops and conferences.
References
Arrington, L. R. (1984). Teacher summer employment and the activity level of the FFA chapter.
Journal of the American Association of Teacher Educators in Agriculture, 25(l), 48-53.
Arrington. L. R.. & Cheek. J. G. (1990). SAE scope and student achievement in
agribusiness and natural resources education. The Journal of Agriculture Education  (2), 55-61.

Hubert, D., Ullrich, D., Lindner, J., & Murphy, T. (2003, April 2003). An Examination of Texas Agriculture Teacher Safety Attitudes Based on a Personal Belief Scale from Common Safety and Health Practices. Journal of Agricultural Systems, Technology and Management, 17.
Sutphin, H. D. (1984). SOE: Laboratories. The Agricultural Education Magazine, 56(10), 4.
