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Abstract 

The Southeastern Coastal Center for Agricultural Health and Safety (SCCAHS) is the newest CDC-
NIOSH Agriculture, Forestry, and Fishery (AgFF) research center, established in 2016. As a young 
Center with a large mandate, SCCAHS is learning about itself and its external environment so 
that it can develop and position itself strategically for the future. Added complexity from the 
Center’s extensive multidisciplinary nature and internal make-up spanning six academic 
institutions, creates unique challenges to including diverse participation for Center-wide 
planning activities.  
 
In the Summer and Fall of 2019, the Center’s Evaluation Core led a multiphase ‘surfacing’ 
activity in which internal and external actors' perspectives were considered through individual 
interviews and/or online surveys. These activities focused on exploring the Center’s 
development thus far, how it operates currently, ideas for the future, and an assessment of 
perceived external trends. The combination of both internal and external perspectives is 
designed to help the Center understand the unique perspectives of its stakeholders while 
surfacing patterns of similarities and differences within them. External participation is uniquely 
helpful because it offers the Center an opportunity to gauge how it is perceived by the many 
stakeholders it interacts with as well as to engage with outside perspectives about external 
trends. Additionally, including external stakeholders creates the opportunity for new and 
expanded participation in the organization’s future.  
 
Individual participation by internal and external actors is anticipated to increase the sense of 
stakeholder ownership and empowerment for the Center’s shared future. With the Center’s 
first reapplication on the horizon, this surfacing activity is anticipated to be highly useful as the 
young Center makes plans to further develop and expand into its catchment area. The data 
collected from this surfacing activity fed into a Center retreat in December 2019 and additional 
formal and informal planning activities where its results were considered in developing 
strategic directions for its 2021 funding reapplication. 
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Literature Review 

With all types of work comes the need to ensure that those involved are safe and 

healthy. Different industry sectors have unique occupational health and safety challenges based 

on their unique contexts. Labor and work are the ‘backbone’ of any economy in that they 

produce the goods and services that an economy offers. A healthy and safe workforce, thus, 

has deep roots in the quality of life of any society.  

The United Nation’s Sustainable Development Goals is closely linked to developing safe 

workplaces through multiple, directly related goals, including: 

3. Good Health and Well-Being 

8. Decent Work and Economic Growth 

10. Reduced Inequalities 

(UN 2019) 

In effort to address occupational health and safety challenges in the United States, the 

federal government, through the Center for Disease Control (CDC), has created the National 

Institute for Occupational Health and Safety (NIOSH). NIOSH encompasses many types of 

occupations within the United States and is organized into multiple sector/industry branches. 

Of these, NIOSH has developed the Agricultural, Forestry, and Fishery (AgFF) Program. The AgFF 

program is unique in that it faces the most dangerous occupations in the United States. The 

AgFF sectors have a fatal occupational injury rate at 23.2 deaths per 100,000 full-time workers, 

compared to a rate of 3.6 deaths per 100,000 workers for all industries (CDC 2018). 

Additionally, the AgFF industries share some commonalities and similarities in their working 

environments, actions, and workforce. The AgFF NIOSH branch includes 11 research centers 

throughout the United States. These research centers operate in different geographies and 

focus on the unique occupational health and safety issues relevant to each region. Most 

recently in 2016, NIOSH instituted its newest research center, at the University of Florida.  
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In 2016, the Southeastern Coastal Center for Agricultural Health and Safety (SCCAHS) 

was initiated. The Center was awarded a five-year grant from the Center for Disease Control – 

National Institute for Occupational Health and Safety (CDC-NIOSH). SCCAHS is led by The 

University of Florida, with partnering institutions including the Emory University, Florida A&M 

University, Florida State University, University of South Florida, and the University of the Virgin 

Islands. The catchment area of SCCAHS includes Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Mississippi, North 

Carolina, Puerto Rico, South Carolina, and the U.S. Virgin Islands (SCCAHS, 2019). The SCCAHS 

Center is focused on understanding and addressing AgFF occupational health and safety issues 

and risks, through research and outreach activities. Additionally, the Center develops 

interventions and translates research-to-practice (R2P) to reduce injuries and disease within 

AgFF populations. SCCAHS exists within a larger network of organizations that aim to reduce 

injuries and disease with AgFF populations, including: non-profit activist organizations, migrant 

and farmworker health clinics, health departments, extension agencies, among others. 

Currently, the Center hosts multiple National Institute of Health research projects and 

additional pilot projects, which are smaller and exploratory in nature. Current research topics 

focus on heat-related illness, pesticide illness, and fisher safety. 

 

Photos from The Southeastern Coastal Center for Agricultural Health and Safety 

The southeastern United States is a large producer of agriculture, forestry, and fishery 

commodities and products. Concurrently, the southeastern United States has some of the most 

challenging climates for outdoor workers as well as one of the highest populations of immigrant 

laborers. The combination of this highly productive region, climate, and labor profile makes for 

unique and challenging health and safety outcomes. As mentioned before, agriculture, forestry, 
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and fishery sectors make up America’s most dangerous occupations. Much of these issues are 

related to the difficult nature of the work. NIOSH explains these issues in detail: 

“Work in these industries occurs mainly outdoors in harsh conditions, and often in 

remote, rural, and removed areas. Low profit margins and the seasonal nature of the 

work make these highly competitive, seasonally intensive, and economically-risky 

industries. The work is physical and requires dangerous equipment, heavy machinery, 

and chemicals, among other risky conditions” (NIOSH pg. 1, 2018). 

In order to focus and plan in addressing these challenges, NIOSH has developed the National 

Occupational Research Agenda, or NORA Goals. These goals are used by AgFF research centers, 

including SCCAHS to guide their research and outreach impact. The chart below highlights the 

most up to date NORA goals: 

NORA GOALS: 

Agriculture 

AG-01: Reduce risk of fatal and nonfatal injuries to workers in the agriculture sub-sector. 
AG-02: Reduce the risk of work-related illnesses to workers in the agriculture sub-sector. 
AG-03: Improve reporting and surveillance of injury and illness in the agriculture sub-sector. 
AG-04: Reduce the risk of illnesses and injuries in vulnerable worker populations in the 
agriculture sub-sector. 

Forestry 

FO-01: Reduce the risk of fatal and non-fatal injuries to workers in the forestry sub-sector. 
FO-02: Reduce the risk of work-related illness to workers in the forestry sub-sector. 
FO-03: Increase data meshing, information sharing, and collaboration among researchers in the 
forestry sub-sector. 
FO-04: Reduce injuries and illness in vulnerable worker populations in the forestry sub-sector. 

Fishing 

FI-01: Reduce the risk of fatal and non-fatal injuries in the commercial fishing sub-sector. 
FI-02: Reduce the risk of work-related illness to workers in the commercial fishing sub-sector. 
FI-03: Increase safety & health data meshing, information sharing, & collaboration among 
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fishing safety researchers for workers in the fishing sub-sector. 
FI-04: Reduce injuries and illness in the vulnerable worker populations in the fishing sub-sector. 
FI-05: Reduce the risk of illnesses and injuries in the seafood processing industry. 

(Adapted from CDC, pg. 5-11, 2018) 

The SCCAHS Center in Detail 
 

The Southeastern Coastal Center is made up of multiple departmental cores: including 

the Administration Core, Research Core, Outreach Core, and Evaluation Core. Additionally, 

within the Administration Core is the Emerging Issues Program as well as a new Surveillance 

Program. Both of the above programs operate like individual cores due to their independent 

programming and activities. The Research Core is made up of researchers from academic 

institutions within the Center’s catchment region, made up of six states and two island 

territories. While the Research Core is made up of researchers from different academic 

institutions, all the other cores are led and made up by personnel at the University of Florida. 

The University of Florida offers a unique role as a land-grant university that is expansive in both 

its agriculture and health/medicine fields. This SCCAHS organization design allows for the 

Center to be organized and run from the University of Florida primarily, while also including a 

diverse group of researchers from the catchment region. The Center’s non-research cores are 

made up primarily by faculty, staff, and graduate students who engage with the Center on a 

part-time basis. The Center currently has close to twenty part-time faculty, staff, and graduate 

students engaged in the non-research cores.  

The Center has established two external advisory boards that function as mechanisms to 

inform the Center about topics pertinent to the catchment area and to consult the Center on its 

research and programming. The Community Stakeholder Advisory Board (CSAB) is made up of 

stakeholder representatives throughout the southeast United States who come from different 

backgrounds including, extensionists, commodity groups, public health professionals, and 

farmworker representative bodies. An annual CSAB meeting is held to understand different 

topics and to discuss different issues that feed into SCCAHS’ programming. CSAB members also 

participate in SCCAHS activities and may share information through informal communication as 
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well. In addition to the CSAB board is the External Scientific Advisory Board (ESAB). The ESAB 

board has had little engagement with the Center due to only a small presence of members.  

In considering the geographical spread of the members who make up SCCAHS, the six 

academic institution membership, and the predominantly part-time delegation of the non-

research core members, the Center can be thought of as a ‘loosely-coupled’ organization and 

organizational culture. A loosely-coupled organization can be understood as one in which units 

of an organization utilize only a small amount of interdependence (Romans 2017). Being a 

loosely-coupled organization brings about unique challenges to how the Center collaborates 

internally due to its limited interdependence of activities across the Center. 

SCCAHS Stakeholders 
 

The SCCAHS Center, as a federally funded research and outreach center, plays a unique 

role in the AgFF health and safety of the southeastern United States. There are many different 

organizations and actors who can be considered as stakeholders to the Center. The target 

audience of SCCAHS’ activities are those who participate in AgFF occupations, however, beyond 

the working populations, there are many additional stakeholders whose interests are related to 

AgFF health and safety. A general stakeholder list includes: 

• Farming, fishing, and forestry operation owners and operators 

• Farming, fishing, and forestry workers 

• Retailers of AgFF products 

• Buyers and consumers of AgFF products 

• Public health officials and professionals 

• Migrant worker visa programs 

• Workers-rights advocacy groups 

• Commodity groups and organizations 

• Agricultural extension agencies 
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My Positionality as an Action Researcher 
 

 I joined the SCCAHS Center in the Fall of 2018 in-line with one of my graduate assistant 

assignments. I joined the Evaluation Core and spent the beginnings of my work learning about 

the organization and the evaluation program. Early on, I was not involved in any strategic 

planning efforts. Although I didn’t know it at the time, this was a time to learn and join in on the 

organization’s efforts and begin to build a network and camaraderie with other members that 

would participate in this surfacing project.  

Opportunity for Strategic Planning 

Strategic Planning activities have become common for many types of organizations to 

align future activities and roles with an overarching mission. Across organization types, strategic 

planning processes provide a useful framework for making decisions about an organization's 

future. Strategic planning activities, however, are not homogenous. In fact, it is recommended 

that the strategic planning process be tailored to the organization’s characteristics and may 

vary widely across industry/sector types, as well as with the nature of the organization’s 

objectives (Bryson 2004). In the case of research and outreach organizations like that of 

SCCAHS, where funding is grant-based and in effect for multiple years, the grant typically forms 

the ‘grand plan’ of the organization and can be interchangeable with a strategic plan. While a 

strategic planning document is not used by SCCAHS, the strategic planning process does offer a 

systematized approach to preparing for its upcoming refunding application, which will function 

as a strategic plan.  

Tailoring a strategic planning process to the unique characteristics of SCCAHS was an 

important consideration for proceeding in this surfacing activity. As SCCAHS researchers, 

faculty, and staff are located in many different geographical locations and within different 

disciplines; a nimble participatory strategic planning process, which can efficiently capture the 

insights of internal actors, is crucial to generating inclusive and well-rounded perspectives of 

the Center. Additionally, SCCAHS is just one of many stakeholders and actors within the 

southeastern United States AgFF occupational health and safety domain. Engaging with 
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external actors to further understand the external environment and position our Center will 

play a crucial role in improving our Center’s effectiveness within an existing fabric of actors. 

This surfacing process was built with great influence from Dr. John Bryson’s 8-step 

strategic planning process framework (Bryson, pg. 74-77, 1988). This framework offers an 

approach to strategic planning and breaks the strategic planning process into 8 chronological 

steps: 

Bryson’s 8-Step Strategic Planning Process 

Step Action 
1 Development of an initial agreement 

concerning the strategic planning effort 
2 Identification and clarification of mandates 
3 Development and clarification of missions and 

values 
4 External environmental assessment 
5 Internal environmental assessment 
6 Strategic issues identification 
7 Strategy development 
8 Description of the organization in the future 

Adapted from Bryson, pg.74-77, 1988 

 While Bryson, shown above, depicts a strategic planning process in which all 

parts are conducted within the 8-steps, this surfacing process varies as it primarily focuses on 

surfacing useful information rather than developing specific, ready-to-implement strategies. 

This surfacing process intentionally leaves the strategy development for the organization to go 

about through its formal and informal planning processes beyond this surfacing activity. The 

surfacing activity is acting to enable the conditions of the Center to engage in strategy 

development processes rather than conducting them. It is assumed that the Center, itself, is the 

best mechanism to catalyze change and that these processes should be organic in the way that 

they involve and utilize existing Center infrastructure and processes. This surfacing activity can 

be seen as a developmental evaluation effort, led by the Evaluation Core, to analyze the Center 

and its changing environment to share these findings with the Center at large.  
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To show how this surfacing process compares to Bryson’s 8-Step Strategic Planning 

Process, the modified table below shows what actions the surfacing process utilized to navigate 

Bryson’s proposed strategic planning process. The green boxes identify the activities that were 

conducted in unison with Bryson’s design, while the yellow boxes identify the activities that 

were modified or excluded. 

Surfacing Activity Compared to Bryson’s 8-Step Strategic Planning Process 

Step Bryson’s 8-Step Strategic Planning Process The Surfacing Process’ Approach 

1 Development of an initial agreement 
concerning the strategic planning effort 

Evaluation Core bringing forward and 
receiving agreement from Center 
leadership to conduct activity 

2 Identification and clarification of mandates Literature review of SCCAHS grant 
proposal and key documents 

3 Development and clarification of missions 
and values 

*Not conducted in surfacing activity* 
Sought to be left for formal and informal 
planning activities that utilize the 
surfacing results in the future 

4 External environmental assessment Internal and external interviewing and 
surveying 

5 Internal environmental assessment Internal and external interviewing and 
surveying 

6 Strategic issues identification Internal surveying 

7 Strategy development 

Strategies were generated and critiqued 
through interviewing and surveying 
methods; however, strategies were not 
matured to full development 

8 Description of the organization in the 
future 

Surfacing activity tapped into this and 
brought forward various perspectives; 
however, a finalized description was not 
created 
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Surfacing Project Conceptual/Contextual Framework 
 

 

Figure 1. The Conceptual/Contextual Framework of the Surfacing Activity 

The conceptual/contextual framework above depicts how the surfacing process 

integrates into the larger strategic planning process of the SCCAHS Center. The purple 

containers marked by the ‘Surfacing Process’ title depicts the role of this project. Ultimately, it 

is anticipated that the SCCAHS Center will utilize the findings of this surfacing activity in their 

formal and informal planning processes that are meant to lead to the Center being more 

effective at completing its goal of reducing AgFF morbidities and mortality in the southeastern 

United States. A larger Conceptual/Contextual Framework is available in Appendix section D. 

Two-Part Process 
 

As seen in the conceptual/contextual framework above, this surfacing activity is divided 

into two sections, namely: Part 1: Primary Surfacing Data Collection & Part 2: Strategic Issue 

Identification. As will be discussed later, the findings from Part 1 are considered as key 

information to be considered in Part 2.  
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Methodology 

Researcher lenses: Asset-Based Approach and Appreciative Inquiry 

 

Throughout the interviewing and surveying activities, I sought to integrate asset-based 

and appreciative inquiry approaches. Asset-based approaches can be understood as a lens that 

focuses on what an individual, organization, or community has as assets that can be mobilized 

and utilized to strengthen its circumstances (Mcknight 2017). The Appreciative Inquiry approach 

is an empathic lens that aims to shift the focus away from what is ‘wrong’ to a more 

opportunistic approach of what is possible (Siechowicz 2005). Both lenses or approaches are 

similar to each other and, at times, may be considered the same. While the boundaries of what 

is the Asset-Based Approach and Appreciative Inquiry may vary, I attempted to internalize the 

core focus of maintaining and building Center strengths through the use of these approaches 

throughout the research process.  

Part 1: Primary Surfacing Data Collection 

 
With the goals of strategic planning in mind, participatory methods that would integrate 

multiple and varying perspectives of the Center’s stakeholders were utilized. As the Center can 

be characterized as having a loosely-coupled organizational structure and culture, it was 

necessary to apply appropriate methodology design to effectively reach these diverse and 

highly independent perspectives while working through the inherent challenges of generating 

input from this unique organizational structure. With the common constraints of time and 

resources, understanding this diversity of perspectives became an early priority for the 

surfacing process. 
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As an action research practitioner, my role is not to assume leadership of strategy 

generation, but rather to guide and usher the information in a way that can be best utilized by 

the organization. There are multiple reasons for pursuing this approach. Firstly, the intention is 

to empower Center personnel in such a way that they take ownership of the process. When this 

occurs, they can be expected to take an active role in the analysis of current circumstances and 

in the design, critique, and implementation of strategies, which will affect their shared future. 

This level of involvement is seen as an ideal outcome when achieved (Turner, 1982).  

This surfacing activity is also aimed to be inclusive to the various external stakeholder 

groups, while also accounting for the limited time and resources that the project is afforded. In 

this exercise, the focus was placed on the organization, the organization’s advisory boards, and 

the organizations that we collaborate with. Workers and owner/operator populations were not 

included in the scope of this activity, due to time and resource limitations. However, insights 

into working and owner/operator population perspectives were gained from the internal and 

external respondents, many of whom engage directly with workers.  

A literature review of relevant strategic planning literature and media as well as past 

reports and information about SCCAHS and other NIOSH Centers was identified and reviewed. 

These materials played an important role as a first-time strategic learning action researcher and 

as someone who began working with the organization about two years after it began. Specific 

reports and information about SCCAHS that were reviewed included: 

• Initial grant proposal 

• Center logic model 

• Research logic models 

• 2017 Needs Assessment 

• 2018 Reapplication Planning Report 

• 2018 Process Evaluation Report 

• Websites and informationals of other NIOSH Centers 



 

 - 17 - 

Additionally, time was dedicated to learning about AgFF actors outside of the NIOSH 

umbrella to understand how they operate and fit into the AgFF health and safety ecosystem. 

This research was found to be very useful to better understand the perspectives conveyed 

during interview and survey activities.  

One-on-one interviews and online individual surveys were used to obtain information 

from both internal and external participants. Interviews began first, followed by online surveys. 

The experiences from the first interviews were useful to help to inform the online survey 

design. A total of 11 semi-structured interviews and 50 online surveys were carried out in the 

data collection process. 

Semi-structured interviews were chosen for the opportunity to speak in-person with 

participants about their perspectives in depth. The semi-structured interviews were helpful to 

understand nuances, identify points of uncertainty, and to ask the difficult questions that often 

require digging deep into observations, perceptions, and scenarios.  

Online Surveys were chosen for their far-reaching and flexible use that made it easy and 

efficient to reach many different people. The online surveys, while lacking some flexibility in 

comparison to semi-structured interviews, offered the ability to tap into the essential thoughts 

of respondents.  
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Internal Involvement 
 

Internally, all Center cores were represented in the interview process. Each core leader 

and at least one additional member was requested to participate. Additionally, both the 

Emerging Issues Program and Surveillance Program were represented in the interview process. 

Each major research project principal investigator was offered the opportunity to participate, 

though only some accepted the invitation. None of the pilot project researchers were asked to 

participate in the interview activities due to limited time and resources. A total of 10 semi-

structured internal interviews were conducted. Most internal interviews lasted between 30 

minutes and one hour. A set of semi-structured interview questions is included in Appendix 

section A.  

All internal members of the Center were invited to participate in the online survey. 

Those who participated in an interview were also offered the opportunity to participate in the 

online survey as this was seen as a way to generate more information. However, during the 

analysis, special attention was given to make sure that the views of a single internal member 

who participated in both an interview and survey were not counted twice. A total of 15 internal 

online surveys were conducted. A copy of the online survey questions is included in Appendix 

section B. A total of 18 unique internal member perspectives were captured between the 

interview and survey methods.  

External Involvement 
 

Externally, only one interview was conducted with a member of the Community 

Stakeholder Advisory Board. While over 80 external advisory board members were offered the 

opportunity to participate in an interview (the prompt to participate in an interview was sent 

along with the opportunity to participate in the online survey), the interview interest rate was 

very low with only one recipient showing interest. The external interview sample population 

was selected because this group of external individuals was invited to participate on the 

Center’s Community Stakeholder Advisory Board in the past. This population was chosen based 

on the Outreach’s core prior decision to include them as eligible Community Stakeholder 
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Advisory Board members. Included within this list of the sample population was every current 

Community Stakeholder Advisory Board member.  

35 responses were obtained from the external online survey. 447 individuals were sent 

a request to participate in the online survey for a roughly 8% response rate. Again, external 

participation rates were found to be low. Further discussion about low external response rates 

is considered in the discussion section of this report. This sample population was chosen 

because they made up the list of contacts of the Center’s Outreach Core. All of those who were 

offered the opportunity to participate in the external interview were also invited to participate 

in the online survey. A copy of the online survey questions is included in Appendix section C. 

Part 2: Strategic Issue Identification 
 

The strategic issue identification process is a sense-making activity that included internal 

participants to further focus the findings derived in Part 1 in addition to their own perceptions 

and views of the Center. The strategic issues identification process was designed with great 

influence from the methods shared by Bryson on strategic issues identification. Bryson defines 

strategic issues as, “fundamental policy question or challenge affecting an organization's 

mandates, mission and values, product or service level and mix, clients or users, cost, financing, 

organization, or management” (Bryson, pg. 76, 1988). The goal of this effort is to refine the 

Center’s focus and to guide its priorities based on the most important needs or opportunities 

identified through this process. 13 internal respondents, who were selected based on their 

involvement and/or position within the Center, were asked to participate in this strategic issues 

identification activity. 11 out of the 13 invited internal members participated in this activity 

which took place as an online survey. This activity, being Part 2 of the surfacing process, is to be 

seen as a complementary activity to the findings derived in Part 1. Following this notion, the 

findings from Part 1 act as a library of perspectives about the Center, and the findings from Part 

2 act as a priority list of adjustments that future strategies should seek to address.  

 Online surveys were utilized to collect the strategic issues identification 

information from respondents. Participants were asked to list what they see to be the three 



 

 - 20 - 

most important strategic issues facing our Center and to list them in order of importance. A 

simple survey was designed around three questions for each strategic issue supplied by the 

respondent: 

• What is the strategic issue? 

• What are the key factors that this a strategic issue? 

• What are the anticipated consequences for the Center if this issue is left 
unaddressed? 
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Data Analysis 
Part 1: Primary Surfacing Data Collection 
 Interview Data Analysis Preparation 
 

Data from the interviews, 11 in total, were first listened to and later transcribed using 

paraphrasing techniques. During the transcribing process and in readings and rereading of the 

transcripts, notes were made about important data as well as similarities and differences 

identified.  

 Survey Data Analysis Preparation 
 

Data from the surveys, 50 in total, did not require much interpretation because the 

responses were typically straight forward and easy to understand. As the amount of data was 

not extremely large, there was not much need for computer-aided qualitative analysis, though I 

did use a QACDAS software, Taguette (taguette.org), to organize the survey data into codes and 

perspectives (“Taguette” 2019). This coding technique was found to be a useful way to check 

and double-check differing perspectives amongst topics.  

 Mixed-method Analysis 
 

The results of this surfacing activity came together to produce a findings document that 

consisted of topical summaries and a Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Challenges, and 

Trends (SWOC+T) chart. To arrive at these deliverables, a mixed-methods process of integrating 

findings from the thematic analysis was conducted utilizing all interview and survey data. The 

primary focus of this research was to identify points of commonality and points of differing 

opinions, and this guided the data analysis process. Special attention was given to categorize 

how the Center was perceived by its internal and external stakeholders. Topical points of 

interest included the different aspects of the SCCAHS center and its external environment. As 

external perspectives only rarely brought insight into topics specific to SCCAHS’ internal 

dimensions; when an external data point was included, it was noted as being from the external 

perspective.  
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 For the SWOC+T section, any opinion of a strength, weakness, opportunity, 

challenge, or trend was considered, even if only identified once. The aim of the SWOC+T section 

is not to show strong themes, but rather, to tap into the wide array of thoughts and 

perspectives offered by respondents by entertaining all perspectives.  

Deliverable 
 

The findings from this Part 1 primary data collection process were shared with the 

leadership members of each Center core and additional members who participated in the Part 

2 strategic issues identification process. The first major way that the organization used this 

information was through an internal Center retreat in early December 2019. This findings 

document is available in Appendix E. Later use of the data may be less formal, though serve as a 

reference for further organizational learning and planning activities that occur throughout the 

Center. Additionally, these findings will be useful to the Center in the medium and long-term 

future if the Center embarks on efforts to conduct strategic learning evaluations that consider 

longitudinal change, as is discussed further in the discussion section of this report.  
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Part 2: Strategic Issues Identification 
 

Data from the Strategic Issues Identification process was gathered through an online 

survey. 11 out of the 13 invited participants responded to the survey and the number of 

strategic issues listed varied amongst participants (1-3 strategic issues per respondent). 

Analysis 
 

 To analyze these strategic issues identification responses, the responses were 

brought into a spreadsheet where they were thematically organized and analyzed. After 

arranging findings into their thematic groups, we then re-arranged the strategic issues into 

‘strategic actionable themes’ based on their commonalities. Converting the issues into 

actionable themes was a way to make sense of the unique perspectives by identifying the 

foundational challenges that were identified. Presenting them as strategic actionable themes 

offered the opportunity to frame them as operational ideals that our Center can utilize. The 

strategic actionable themes were identified as center cohesion, network, and research 

program. For each strategic actionable theme, more specific actionable steps were described to 

highlight the specific feedback from the strategic issues identification respondents.  

Deliverable 
 

The findings, presented as strategic actionable themes, were presented at a Center-

wide retreat in December 2019.  
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Results 

Note on Anonymity 
 

 All results of this surfacing activity have been shared anonymously. It is intended that 

sharing these findings with anonymity would motivate wide-participation and limit any risks to 

participants. The only point of distinction that was made was to separate internal and external 

perspectives.  

Part 1: Primary Surfacing Data Collection 
 

 The findings of this Surfacing activity are presented in the following sections, the 

larger Context, and a SWOC+T analysis: 

• The Larger Context 
o In Five Years 
o Navigating Political Layers 
o Occupational Medicine 
o Internal Communication and Culture 
o External Collaboration and Reach 
o Advisory Boards 
o Trainings 
o Behavior Change 
o Socially Responsible Industry 

• SWOC+T Analysis 
o Strengths 
o Weaknesses 
o Opportunities 
o Challenges 
o Trends

The first section, The Larger Context, presents findings in short narrative form. Each 

subtopic that fits under the category and each sub-section presents a concise report of the 

findings pertaining to the section. The findings within these first categories are represented in 

narrative forms, written as short summaries of the findings. The findings in these sections 

represent recurring themes that emerged from the data. If findings showed differences in 
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opinion or clashing perspectives, these too were highlighted. These subcategories were chosen 

as appropriate thematic areas to represent and capture the findings of the surfacing activity. 

The nature of the utilization of these types of findings is often quick reads and references, being 

concise without leaving out important information was intended. The overall approach of these 

findings shows the current thinking by the different participants about how the organization 

has developed, how it operates currently, and ideas for its future. These findings present the 

perceptions of how our organization is doing and searches for different perspectives on how to 

gauge our organization and how to consider its future.   

The SWOC+T analysis was unique in that it displays its findings in large tables and offers 

less contextual information. The purpose of this SWOC+T analysis was primarily to capture the 

many different perspectives that the surfacing process brought forward. The data in these 

SWOC+T tables were randomized to not suggest a hierarchy of any type. The aim of the 

SWOC+T analysis above is to serve as a living document that the SCCAHS Center can use and 

modify through time. As SWOC+T findings only required one respondent’s acknowledgment for 

its inclusion, the findings are also useful for critical engagement. Acknowledging differences in 

opinions provides a platform for the development of the organization as it creates an identity 

and projects itself into the greater fabric of agriculture, fishery, and forestry health and safety 

actors.  
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Part 2: Strategic Issues Identification 
 

Strategic Actionable Themes 
Center Cohesion Network Research Program 

Breaking internal silos 
(disciplinary and philosophical) 
to promote integration across 
cores, programs, and projects 

creating a shared identity 

Strengthening the strategic 
identification and engagement 

of key stakeholders in 
catchment area 

Refining role of Emerging Issues 
Program 

Enhancing internal 
communication, accountability, 

and transparency 

Developing the SCCAHS image 
(relevance, usefulness, value, 

trust, belonging) 

Channeling input of Surveillance 
and Emerging Issues Program 
into research programming 

Transforming the existing 
diversity of opinions regarding 
SCCAHS’ audiences and focus 

from a source of tension into a 
valued asset (pluralism) 

Moving away from the Florida-
centric approach and into one 

that represents the entire 
catchment area 

Strengthening strategic 
selection of research and pilot 

projects 
Improving development of pilot 

projects 
Improving accountability of 

research projects 
 

The strategic actionable themes are designed to be used to prioritize the future efforts 

of the Center, especially in its planning activities. These actionable themes are designed to be 

used alongside the findings from Part 1 and to complement each other. These strategic 

actionable themes and their supporting action items are designed to be dynamic in how they 

encompass many different strategic issues and their contributing factors, as identified by the 

internal respondents. This strategic actionable themes chart is also available in Appendix 

section F.   
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Discussion 

Researching and addressing the issues that agriculture, forestry, and fishery workers 

face is an important challenge for the southeast due to the precarious nature of the work and 

sparse ongoing efforts to improve conditions. The Southeastern Coastal Center for Agricultural 

Health and Safety is making progress in its initial development as a NIOSH AgFF Center to 

address these challenges while facing both organizational challenges and emerging 

opportunities. In preparation for the reapplication of the Center, it is an opportune moment to 

reflect and evaluate the progress the organization is making and assess how the external 

environment is changing. Additionally, the methods used in this surfacing activity provide a 

window into the internal and external perspectives of the SCCAHS Center as an organizational 

learning activity for further planning efforts.  

Next Steps 

As a result of this surfacing process, our organization has a set of findings to enhance its 

self-understanding and to grasp trends characterizing the external environment, taking into 

consideration different perspectives offered by an array of actors. These findings provide a 

point of reference for the organization to reflect on at any time in the future, whether to inform 

strategic decisions in the near future or to visualize its development over time. Currently, an 

immediate and important use of this surfacing process is to contribute to the development of 

the Centers’ 2021 funding reapplication. It is anticipated that this reapplication process will take 

place in multiple stages and through multiple formal and informal planning activities. The 

findings documents offered by this surfacing offer useful insights for the Center in nearly all of 

its future activities as insights can be extrapolated into multiple use cases. It is anticipated that 

the organization will utilize these findings as an assessment that will be useful in developing 

mental models and planning activities outside of the 2021 reapplication.  

Limitations 

This project was limited in the amount of and types of stakeholder perspectives 

included: the project did not include worker populations and lacked strong representation in 
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some regions. While external stakeholders and specifically the Community Stakeholder 

Advisory Board were included in online surveys, only one interview was conducted amongst 

external participants. This limited the surfacing process’s ability to interact with external views 

from a more dynamic and in-depth perspective. Although external participation rates were very 

low, the input was found to be highly valuable because it reflected the perceptions of a diverse 

group of external stakeholders, generating useful insights and opinions to triangulate with 

Center-based findings. Additionally, it is anticipated that the external actors who participated in 

this surfacing activity have strengthened their relationship with the Center as a stakeholder and 

ally. Even for those who did not participate, it is anticipated that our seeking of their input may 

strengthen our relationship and their perception of the Center’s openness to collaborate.   

Additionally, just under half of the Center’s internal faculty and staff participated in this 

surfacing process suggesting that many of the Center’s internal perspectives may not have been 

reflected in the findings. On the other hand, each Core and Program was represented in the 

process, suggesting that a diverse set of views have been captured in this process.   

Recommendations 

This approach to strategic planning, in which a preliminary ‘surfacing’ activity is 

conducted can be a useful way for organizations to capture many different perspectives while 

also generating focus for the actual strategy development processes. Additionally, a surfacing 

activity can add to an organizational culture of empowerment and inclusion for both internal 

and external stakeholder groups. Below are multiple ideas that may be valid for consideration 

in future surfacing activities.  

While this surfacing activity was applied to an AgFF research and outreach organization, 

its methodology can be applied to loosely-coupled organizations widely. Surfacing may prove 

invaluable in the modern workplace and organizational environments in which stakeholders 

and actors are engaged from many different locations (including remote involvement) and 

different disciplinary perspectives. In regards to research projects specifically, federally funded 

research is increasingly favoring large and collaborative efforts (Kagan et al. 2009). These 
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federally funded research projects may especially benefit from adopting the surfacing approach 

to their strategic planning or grant application processes. 

It is recommended to conduct these types of surfacing activities often; conducting and 

comparing multiple surfacing activities in a longitudinal study can offer insights into long-term 

organizational change patterns and trends. Surfacing activities can be constructed as less formal 

and less demanding activities compared to traditional strategic planning processes. This 

flexibility would even allow for the surfacing to be used when a formal planning process is not 

intended, but to update ongoing informal planning and programming activities. While each 

surfacing activity carries individual value, comparing multiple surfacing activities over time can 

lead to in-depth insights and observations. While surfacing activities are conducted in a specific 

moment of time, an organization can implement continual learning practices in which useful 

input is brought forward or surfaced on an ongoing basis. Opportunities to do so can be aligned 

with ongoing monitoring, evaluation, and learning efforts. Finally, the benefits of inclusiveness 

and ownership can be also be produced through ongoing iterations of surfacing activities.  
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Appendix 

 
A: Internal Interview Questions 

 
Example Guide 
1. Since the beginning of our Center’s establishment (~3 years ago), what have we done 
very well?  
  
2. In your opinion, what would a highly successful SCCAHS look like in five years?  
  
3. In your opinion, what would a highly successful SCCAHS Evaluation Core look like in five 
years?  

  
4. How may we get there? Do you see any opportunities for the future of 
the Research core, Administrative Core, Evaluation Core, Emerging Issues Program?  
  
5. Can you illustrate what our Center’s overall strategy was at the beginning, how it has 
evolved, and what it is today?  
  
6. What types of collaborations with other organizations and professionals do you find to 
be most important to SCCAHS?  

o Are there any specific actors whom you think we should consider collaborating 
with?  
  

7. How do you think our research agenda should develop?   
  
8. What do you think that other organizations in our region see as our Center’s biggest 
strengths?  
  
9. From your perspective as a member of the evaluation core, how do you find 
communication to be working with the Center in general?  
  
10. How would you describe our Organization’s culture?  

Final: Do you have any questions or comments for me?  
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B: Internal Online Survey Questions 
 

Thank you for participating! First off, let's consider our Center in the present moment... 

 

 

 

Q1 Since the beginning of our Center’s establishment (~3 years ago), what do you see as our biggest 
accomplishments? 

 

 

 

Q2 What do you see as our Center's biggest strengths? 

 

 

 

Q3 From the topics that you focus on, who do you see as being our most important 
partners/collaborators? Why? 

 

Next, let's discuss our roles and strategy as a Center... 

 

 

 

Q4 What are the most important roles and efforts that we engage in? Why? 

 

 

 

Q5 What other roles should we engage in, if any? 

 

 

 

Q6 In 1-3 sentences, how would you summarize our Center's overall strategy? 
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Now, let's begin to think about the future... 

 

 

 

Q7 How would you describe a highly successful SCCAHS in five years? 

 

 

 

Q8 Considering that our Center is refunded in 2021, how should our Center develop in the new five-year 
funding cycle?  

 

Now, let's consider the changing landscape of occupational health and safety and how we may 
respond to it... 

 

 

 

Q9 Thinking about the larger occupational health and safety system that SCCAHS is apart of, what are 
the trends that you can identify? Please include the state/territory and/or sector when applicable.  

 

 

 

Q10 Do you recognize any opportunities for SCCAHS within the trends you listed? If so, how might 
SCCAHS approach these opportunities? 

 

 

Lastly, let's discuss how we may grow into our catchment area and who we may collaborate with to 
do so... 

 

 

 

Q11 Our catchment area includes the agriculture, fishery, and forestry sectors within Alabama, Florida, 
Georgia, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands.   
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What would you suggest as strategies to grow into our catchment area?   
Please include the name of the state/territory where applicable.  

 

 

 

Q12 What type of collaborations do you think can help us expand into our catchment area? 
Please list any specific collaborators that you have in mind. 

 

 

Q13 
Thank you for your feedback! 
 Please click on Next>> to record your responses 

 

  



 

 - 34 - 

C: External Online Survey Questions 
 

Let's begin with a short description of SCCAHS:     The Southeastern Coastal Center for Agricultural 
Health and Safety (SCCAHS) is part of a Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) / National 
Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) Agricultural Health and Safety Initiative.     SCCAHS 
explores and addresses the occupational safety and health needs of people working in agriculture, 
fishing, and forestry in Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, the U.S. 
Virgin Islands, and Puerto Rico.  The University of Florida is the lead institution of this Center, partnering 
with the University of South Florida(USF), Florida State University (FSU), Florida A&M 
University (FAMU), Emory University, and the University of the Virgin Islands.      (Source: 
www.SCCAHS.org) 
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Now, please tell us about your organization... 

Q1 From SCCAHS catchment area, please select all of the states and/or territories that your organization 
operates in. If outside of this list, please select 'other' and list the locations.  

▢ Alabama  

▢ Georgia  

▢ Florida  

▢ Mississippi  

▢ North Carolina  

▢ South Carolina  

▢ Puerto Rico  

▢ U.S. Virgin Islands  

▢ Other, please list: ________________________________________________ 

 

 

 



 

 - 36 - 

Q2 What is your main organizational sector? If outside of this list, please select 'other' and write-in your 
organizational sector. 

o Academia / Research  

o Extension  

o Health Department  

o Industry Association  

o Farmworker Association  

o Other, please write-in: ________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q3 From the list below, please select all the industries that your organization works with. If outside of 
this list, please select 'other' and list the industries. 

▢ Agriculture  

▢ Fishing  

▢ Forestry  

▢ Other, please list: ________________________________________________ 

 

 

 



 

 - 37 - 

Q4 Has your organization collaborated with SCCAHS before? 

o Yes  

o No  

o Unsure  

 

 

 

Q5 When collaborating with SCCAHS, what did you find to be the strengths of SCCAHS? 

 

 

 

Q6 What does SCCAHS offer your organization through collaboration? 

 

 

We are almost done, but before we conclude, let's talk about your organization's relationship with 
occupational health & safety... 

 

 

 

Q7 Is your organization interested in occupational health & safety research? 

o Yes, we utilize/develop occupational health & safety research on an on-going basis  

o Yes, we are interested in occupational health & safety research, though we do not 
utilize/develop it frequently  

o No, we are not interested in occupational health & safety research  

 

Page Break  

Q8 In which industries does your organization utilize/develop occupational health & safety research in? 
If not listed, please select 'Other' and list the industries. (select all that apply) 
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▢ Agriculture  

▢ Fishing  

▢ Forestry  

▢ Other, please list: ________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q9 What are the top 5 occupational health and safety research topics that your organization is 
interested in? Please list in order from most to least interest.  

o Topic # 1 ________________________________________________ 

o Topic # 2 ________________________________________________ 

o Topic # 3 ________________________________________________ 

o Topic # 4 ________________________________________________ 

o Topic # 5 ________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q10 Please list the 5 most important organizations that your organization collaborates with in 
occupational health and safety related topics and/or issues:  
Please list in order from most to least important. 
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o Organization # 1 ________________________________________________ 

o Organization # 2 ________________________________________________ 

o Organization # 3 ________________________________________________ 

o Organization # 4 ________________________________________________ 

o Organization # 5 ________________________________________________ 

 

 

To conclude, we want to learn about your thoughts related to the future and challenges of 
occupational safety and health... 

 

 

 

Q11 From your perspective, what are the trends in agriculture, fishery, and forestry occupational safety 
and health? Please include the region and sector when applicable.  

 

 

 

Q12 What are the biggest agriculture, fishery, and forestry health and safety challenges that you 
recognize within your region? 

 

 

 

Q13 Please share any additional comments in the text box below. Thank you! 

 

 

  
Thank you for your feedback! 
 Please click on Next>> to record your responses 
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D: Larger Size Conceptual/Contextual Framework  
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E: Surfacing Report (Summaries and SWOC+T) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

SCCAHS Strategic Planning 
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Result Summaries and SWOC+T Analysis 
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SCCAHS Evaluation Core 

 

Authors: Haaris Saqib, Dr. Sebastian Galindo 
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Introduction 

 

As our Center moves towards its first funding reapplication, the opportunity to conduct 
an organizational learning activity to plan for the future was brought forward by the 
Evaluation Core.  

 

A Surfacing Process was designed and implemented to bring forward current perceptions 
from both internal and external stakeholders and actors about the SCCAHS Center and 
the wider AgFF health and safety fabric in which it operates. The results from this 
Surfacing Process will feed into the Center’s December 2019 retreat and additional 
strategic planning activities as an up-to-date organizational and environmental 
assessment. The data was collected in the Summer and Fall of 2019. 

 

The Surfacing Process included a total of 50 online surveys and 11 interviews. Of these, 
15 online surveys and 10 one-on-one interviews were conducted internally while 35 
online surveys and 1 one-on-one interview were conducted externally. A total of 18 
unique internal perspectives were included. 

 

Surfacing Process – Number of Respondents 

Method Interviews 
Online 
Surveys 

Internal 10 15 

External 1 35 

Totals 11 50 

 

Result summaries as well as a SWOC+T analysis are included. The summaries and 
SWOC+T analysis convey the different views that were brought forward through the 
interviewing and surveying activities of both internal and external participants.  
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The methods in which the results were identified are based on a thematic analysis of 
both internal and external interview and online survey responses. The results utilize a 
mixed method approach that may include data points from multiple methods in any one 
result. Findings in the summaries were identified as a common theme if suggested by at 
least two respondents. Findings in the SWOC+T analysis were identified by at least one 
respondent. More information about the SWOC+T analysis is included at the beginning of 
that section. 

The initial findings from this exercise are presented below, organized under the following main 
headings: Context and SWOC+T Analysis. 
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The Larger Context 
In Five Years 

When respondents were asked to consider what a successful SCCAHS would look like in 
five years, there was a wide variety of responses. The identified common themes are 
listed below (not ranked): 

§ A research core conducting high quality research that is embedded into the 
southeast AgFF fabric and creating strong results and products 

§ An established identity that stakeholders recognize in us for driving AgFF health 
and safety in the southeast 

§ Center is measuring and showing impact 
§ Improved integration with stakeholders 

 

 

Navigating Political Layers 

In multiple interviews, respondents brought up the topic of navigating through political 
spheres as being a significant challenge for the Center. Multiple types of political spheres 
were mentioned, including differing inter-organizational personnel perspectives, federal-
level lobbying, and organizational/institutional challenges amongst universities, 
extension, government agencies, and AgFF actors widely.  

It generally appeared that respondents felt that political issues were high-level challenges 
that were difficult to address because the nature of the matters were complex and 
obfuscated. It was also expressed that we, as a Center, do not feel that we are aligned 
with a shared understanding to lead through politically charged challenges and 
landscapes.  

Respondents also shared that the SCCAHS Center is playing a significant role in bringing 
multiple stakeholder types, with differing perspectives to discuss AgFF health and safety 
issues. While this was generally considered a positive attribute of our Center, some were 
concerned that the representation was not balanced and was specifically under-
representing the farmworker perspective. 
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Occupational Medicine 

The desire for the inclusion of an occupational medicine professional or team was 
brought up many times by internal respondents. It was suggested that without an 
occupational medicine presence, that we are limited in our access to understanding and 
addressing AgFF health and safety issues from a bottom-up approach.  

Many suggest that having an Occupational Medicine presence would allow for us to 
better build relationships with farmworker and owner/operator populations because of 
the inherent community-level access.  

It is widely understood that this has been a struggle for our Center that is being 
addressed through attempts of hiring. Some had different ideas of exactly what type of 
Occupational Medicine presence (professional type/team makeup) would be useful for 
our Center and how it would be funded. There were no common themes of suggestions 
in moving forward in this front from the data that was collected.  

 

 

Internal Communication and Culture 

One significant trend that was common amongst internal participants was a lack of 
knowledge of programming, activities, and engagements amongst other arms of the 
Center. This illuminated an ongoing challenge to maintain Center wide communication.  

Multiple respondents described our Center as feeling siloed and not engaging in 
collaboration.  

Multiple respondents suggested that there is much potential in the cross-disciplinary 
perspectives within the Center, though, they are underutilized.  

Those who considered IOC meetings generally suggested that it is fulfilling a useful 
purpose of connecting the Center. However, it was typically also understood to be limited 
to only covering Center highlights and updates. Respondents generally understood this to 
be a time/logistical limitation.  

Some respondents called for more face-to-face meetings. Some specifically called for a 
reoccurring retreat or retreat-like activity. 

It was suggested by some that our Center is UF centric. This appeared to be understood 
as due to logistical reasons as well as the existing resources that UF offers.  
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External Collaboration and Reach 

Multiple respondents suggested that the SCCAHS Center has made significant progress by 
creating a space for AgFF health and safety issues to be discussed by multiple and 
differing perspectives in the southeast. It was suggested that we have done a good job of 
creating awareness of AgFF health and safety issues in the southeast that were/are 
otherwise sparsely addressed. Some respondents suggested that creating awareness of 
our Center and the issues we address as a current priority for our Center. 

Most respondents suggested that there is a need for improved reach to actors within our 
catchment area and of other NIOSH Centers. Multiple respondents suggested that there 
should be an increased presence in conferences, events, expos, etc. where our 
stakeholders can be reached.  

A frequent and large concern was that we are overly reliant on the Farmworkers 
Association of Florida and Dr. Antonio Tovar for access to the ‘field’. Some suggested that 
this is a large risk for our Center as we face limited access to farmworker and 
owner/operator populations. Multiple respondents suggested that this is one of our 
greatest challenges. 

Additionally, there were multiple concerns that our Center is lacking community level 
collaborators, with specific concern to the extension agencies of our catchment area.  

Multiple respondents called for an increase of in-person, face-to-face relationship 
building throughout our catchment area and with special attention to the regions and 
sectors which we have made little or no progress in.  

Multiple respondents brought forward the opportunity to further collaborate and learn 
from existing NIOSH AgFF Centers.  

Some pointed to a general challenge of identifying points of collaboration with external 
organizations.  

When respondents discussed how external actors navigate AgFF topics, it was common 
to use speculative language. This may be signaling a lack of in-depth knowledge of 
external actors. 
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Advisory Boards 

The inclusion of the Community Stakeholder Advisory Board is generally seen as a 
strength of the Center. However, some have suggested that the Community Stakeholder 
Advisory Board is not balanced in its representation of stakeholders, and that it is 
specifically lacking in the farmworker perspective. 

While the External Scientific Advisory Board did not come up frequently, the few 
respondents who touched on the topic suggested that this advisory board has been a 
very limited component of the Center. 

 

 

Trainings 

The topic of training came up frequently amongst internal respondents. There were 
many different perspectives on what role our Center should take with respect to training, 
suggesting that there is not agreement or shared understanding on our Centers role in 
trainings. How trainings should be funded was a specific point of varying perspectives. 

 

 

Behavior Change 

On multiple occasions, there existed interest to expand on the topic of our Center’s role 
in creating behavior change. While no further common in-depth themes to this topic 
were identified, it does appear as a point of interest for discussion.  

 

 

Socially Responsible Industry 

Multiple respondents brought forward an underlying challenge to farmworker safety 
being one of business and industry social responsibility. There appeared to be a common 
interest to consider this perspective in AgFF health and safety further. 

This suggestion included the response of an external respondent.  
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SWOC+T Analysis 

The following two pages include data findings that are distributed into Strength, 
Weakness, Opportunities, Challenges, and Trends categories. The data in these sections 
is an attempt to categorize specific inferences made by at least one respondent. 
However, topics related to the characteristics of Center cores have a higher threshold of 
at least two respondents presenting the theme. The language used does not necessarily 
reflect the actual language from respondents, though close approximations were sought 
out. The responses recorded are not ranked and have been randomized. 
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Internally-Identified SCCAHS Strengths 
Externally-Identified SCCAHS 

Strengths 

Externally-
Identified SCCAHS 

Strengths that 
collaborators 

mentioned they 
benefit from 

  Leadership 
Access to 
researchers and 
study participants 

  Professionalism   

Multi-institutional collaboration between lead 
universities 

    

Swift development of internal infrastructure     

Outreach Core being nimble with little internal 
results 

    

Bringing awareness to AgFF health and safety 
topics in the southeast 

    

Some research     

Engagement of diverse stakeholders Southeast collaborations Access to networks 

Administration Core doing good job at facilitating 
internal processes  

    

Strong, active support by HPNP and UF/IFAS 
departmental leadership 

    

Formation of CSAB board     

Generating awareness about underserved, at-risk 
populations 

    

ROI approach     

General support for Surveillance Program     

State of the Science Meetings     

Openness to collaborate Eagerness to collaborate   

Ability to provide funding to topics that are 
otherwise sparsely considered 

    

Annual CSAB meeting     
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Diverse research projects Support for research Ability to engage in 
research 

Strong connection to fishery programs of other 
NIOSH Centers 

    

Some external stakeholders have begun to seek 
our input 

    

Pilot Projects, including: diversity of, opportunity 
to grow into major funding, close community ethos 

    

Openness to consider differing approaches Open and interested in varying 
perspectives 

Ability to share 
differing 
perspectives to 
researchers 

Streamlined reporting systems     

Preliminary understanding of needs and gaps 
within some catchment topics 

    

Webinar series     

Creating a space for discourse of AgFF health and 
safety topics of the southeast; CSAB meeting 
specifically pointed out for this.  

  Ability to share 
differing 
perspectives to 
researchers 

Community Stakeholder Advisory Board (CSAB)     

Satisfaction with development of collaborations     

Utilization of research findings and resources 
from outside actors 

  Access to 
information and 
solutions 

 University of Florida is strong in agriculture and 
health topics 

    

Focusing on relevant topics to Florida     

Scientific expertise, including: strong national 
reputation of some researchers 

Scholarship   

Cross-disciplinary perspectives     

Close connection to UF/IFAS Extension     
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Internally Identified 
SCCAHS Weaknesses 

Internally 
Identified 
SCCAHS 

Opportunities 

Internally Identified 
SCCAHS Challenges 

  
Externally Produced 

Southeast AgFF Perceived 
Trends 

Lack of accountability 
from research projects 

Outreach Core 
to be more 
systematic in 
its relationship 
building and 
general 
outreach 
efforts 

 Navigating as a new 
Center 

  

 Lack of access to agricultural 
exposure data 

 Little presence of 
Scientific Advisory 
Committee 

 Become 
leaders in AgFF 
health and 
safety topics 

Challenge for 
Surveillance 
Program to access 
surveillance data   

 Lack of knowledge (diagnose, 
treatment, reporting) of 
occupational health issues by 
health care providers 

Lack of transparency in 
selection of Pilot Projects 

Opportunity to 
further develop 
collaborations 

 Industry is fearful or 
increased regulation 

  

 OSHA information not considered 
correctly by agricultural industry 

Lack of research results 
causing slow down in 
Evaluation Core 

 Linking the 
efforts of 
Emerging Issues 
and Surveillance 
Programs. 
Specifically, 
surveillance 
should help 
identify and 
confirm an 
emerging issue. 

 Challenging to access 
southeast farmworker 
populations 

  

 Vulnerability of immigrant workers 

 Slow to produce research 
results 

Continue to 
identify and 
collaborate with 
relevant 
researchers of 

 Light occupational 
health focus in 
southeast 

  

 Lack of programming for vulnerable 
and emerging agricultural groups 
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our catchment 
area 

 Challenged to achieve 
human subjects research 
goals 

 Increase in 
engagement in 
existing AgFF 
related 
conferences and 
meetings 

 Related organizational 
and institutional 
landscape are heavily 
politicized 

  

 Lack of policy enforcement 

Lack of clarity of the 
Outreach Core's reach 
and its relationship 
building and 
dissemination systems 

 Eligible for 
additional funding 
opportunities 

 Our Center does not 
follow an organizational 
model that many 
respondents are 
accustomed to   

 Increase in regulations 

 Lack of shared vision  Build on existing 
relationships 
throughout 
southeast 

Lack of surveillance 
data in southeast 

  

 Increasing size of agricultural 
enterprises 

 Siloed internal 
communication 

More 
transparency into 
how the 
Administration 
Core creates 
research agendas 

 Some data sources lack 
occupational categories 

    

 Heavily challenged by 
political-charged topics 
and landscapes 

 Collaboration 
amongst other 
academics 
throughout 
southeast 

 AgFF landscape is 
heavily politicized 

  

 Research core lacks 
accountability  

 Rally around a 
shared vision for a 
good cause 

 Some community 
stakeholders are 
hesitant to participate 
with research 
organizations     

 Few connections to some 
states/territories and 
topics 

 Building a 'shared 
vision'. 
Specifically, the 
administration 

 Multiple varying 
opinions by external 
actors on AgFF health 
and safety issues     
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Core can lead in 
this.  

 Geographically spaced 
personnel 

Researchers 
collaborating 
more often 
internally as well 
as with other 
NIOSH AgFF 
Centers 

 Science sometimes 
offers contradictory 
findings 

    

Lack of clarity on the 
focus and processes of 
the Emerging Issues 
Program. 

 Springboard into 
alternate funding 
sources  

 Southeast AgFF 
remains relatively 
sparsely addressed in 
comparison to other US 
regions     

Lack of research results 
causing slow down in 
Outreach Core; also 
affecting Outreach Core's 
ability to make 
relationships through by 
hindering opportunities to 
share useful resources.  

 Demonstrate to 
stakeholders that 
we can navigate 
political 
landscapes well 

 Center has demonstrated 
a lack of internal 
transparency  

 Build a robust 
network of AgFF 
health and safety 
researchers in the 
southeast 

 Not thoroughly 
knowledgeable of 
catchment area 

 Collaborate and 
learn from 
already existing 
NIOSH Centers       

 Lack of occupational 
health and/or nursing 
specialty 

Administration 
Core and 
Evaluation to 
work closer in 
monitoring and 
reporting 
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 Some Center personnel 
not able to dedicate 
sufficient time to project 

 Learning from 
Fair Food 
Program’s 
approach 

 Small number of active 
relationships that allow 
for access to farmworkers 
and owner/operator 
populations 

 Access to outside 
research sources 

 Little access to 
surveillance data 

Evaluation Core 
can demonstrate 
how the different 
parts of the 
Center come 
together 

 Few completed research 
products  

 Become involved 
in patient 
navigation 

 Lack of social network  

  

 UF centric   
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F: Strategic Actionable Steps 
 

Strategic Actionable Themes 
Center Cohesion Network Research Program 

Breaking internal silos 
(disciplinary and philosophical) 
to promote integration across 
cores, programs, and projects 

creating a shared identity 

Strengthening the strategic 
identification and engagement 

of key stakeholders in 
catchment area 

Refining role of Emerging Issues 
Program 

Enhancing internal 
communication, accountability, 

and transparency 

Developing the SCCAHS image 
(relevance, usefulness, value, 

trust, belonging) 

Channeling input of Surveillance 
and Emerging Issues Program 
into research programming 

Transforming the existing 
diversity of opinions regarding 
SCCAHS’ audiences and focus 

from a source of tension into a 
valued asset (pluralism) 

Moving away from the Florida-
centric approach and into one 

that represents the entire 
catchment area 

Strengthening strategic 
selection of research and pilot 

projects 
Improving development of pilot 

projects 
Improving accountability of 

research projects 
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