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RESPONSES TO CLP CHAIRMAN STEWART’S THREE QUESTIONS 

October 26, 2020 

 

What one or two areas of the current Farm Bill is of most concern or challenge for you and/or 

your constituency? 

• APLU BOARD ON HUMAN SCIENCES 
 

o Currently, the implementation of Farm Bill programs under COVID situations are 

impacted by such issues as one 1) food deserts especially for SNAP-Ed participants 

and older adults and 2) farm worker health and safety.  

 

The Challenge of Change, designed to engage agriculture in salient health discus-

sions and programming and Healthy Food Systems, Healthy People reports should 

be overlaid with the Farm Bill to see how and where they might intersect with the 

Farm Bill.  

 

There is potential concern that competing agencies/organizations are organizing to 

gain full access to SNAP-Ed funding as a result of the land-grant focus in the last 

Farm Bill. It is of continued paramount important to ensure we are telling the land 

grant story of strong SNAP-Ed impacts and wise use of funding continues to be of 

paramount importance.  

 

• ACADEMIC PROGRAMS SECTION 
 

o For APS, the one area we may want to work on relates to the current appropriation 

line that combines three programs - specifically the Multicultural Scholars, Graduate 

Fellowships, and Institution Challenge Grants. We may want to ask that the money 

given to that line be pro-vided to the programs proportionally different than it is cur-

rently given out, but honestly, APS needs to have a full discussion around that topic 

before we can definitively move forward. (Of the combined $9 million currently pro-

vided for the three programs, it is divided at 12%, 35%, and 53% respectively). This 

kind of change could be asked for yearly in report language under the appropriations 

bills (thus a BAC issue, not a CLP issue), but we weren't sure if it should be a CLP 

issue if we wanted a longer-term more permanent change. In other words, in addition 

to the discussion APS needs to hold amongst itself regarding whether we want a 

change, we also need to have some questions answered regarding this should even be 

a CLP issue. 
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• BOARD ON VETERINARY MEDICINE 
 

o Ag research spending overall, as well as funding for the National Animal Health 

Laboratory Network (NAHLN). 
 

• COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SECTION 
 

o Nutrition Education and SNAP-Ed management by Land-grant Universities. 

o Youth Development funding line from previous Farm Bill authorization.  

o Single greatest opportunity to advance missions (Agriculture, 4-H/Youth, 

Food/Nutrition/Health, and Rural Development in the next Farm Bill. 

o Increase Specialty Crops funding and eliminate SC match.  

o Rural Development expand eligibility to include land-grants.  

o Agree with Rural Development on broadband expansion “to the last mile.”  

o Unified message, particularly inclusive of 1862s, 1890s and 1994s, embracing the 

broad directive of the 1862s and the focused directives of the 1890s and 1994s. 

• COUNCIL FOR AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, EXTENSION, AND TEACHING 

 

o The first priority in the Farm Bill should be on increasing formula or capacity funds – 

that is more important than increasing competitive funds.  

o The second priority is deferred maintenance and addressing our aging infrastructure.  

o A third priority would be for NIFA to start standing up to universities’ central 

administration that see capacity funds as fungible and theirs to move about without 

regard to deans and directors views.  

o A fourth priority would be to strengthen language further that provides a bulwark 

against land-grant university proliferation. 

 

• EXPERIMENT STATION SECTION 

 

o See attached document. 

• NON-LAND-GRANT ASSOCIATION OF AGRICULTURE AND RENEWABLE 

RESOURCES UNIVERSITIES 

o On behalf of the NARRU organization and the non-Land Grant Colleges of Agri-

culture (NLGCA), we are most concerned with the continued inclusion of the 

NLGCA Capacity Building Grants in the 2023 Farm Bill.  This significant funding 

opportunity has been very vital in contributing to building the capacity of our 

universities. 

o 58 Institutions in Food, Agriculture, and Natural Resources- Non-Land-Grant 

Colleges of Agriculture (NLGCAs) have a long and successful history of educating 

and preparing professionals in agriculture, food, renewable resources and many 

related fields. The Non-Land Grant Agricultural and Renewable Resources 

Universities (NARRU) recognize 58 NLGCA colleges in 20 states that enroll about 

25% of the U.S. total, and 50% of the food, agriculture, and natural resources 
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graduates in those states. These public colleges and universities provide important 

translational research and outreach benefits through graduate education (MS and 

Ph.D. level) as well. NLGCA’s are making a significant contribution, nationwide, in 

developing a highly skilled workforce for agriculture, food, and renewable resource 

industries. 

o Since the first awards in FY12, the NLGCA Capacity Building Grants have been 

instrumental in developing academic, research, and outreach capabilities at NLGCA 

institutions.  Of particular interest is the number of NLGCA awards that have 

facilitated multi-institutional collaboration and regional projects.  Progress on 

enhancing capacity of the NLGCA’s has been very positive and must be continued to 

maximize NLGCA’s ability to compete for Agriculture and Food Research Initiative 

(AFRI) funding that seeks to meet the food, fiber and renewable resource needs of a 

growing world. 

• 1890 Extension 

 

o None at this time 

 

• 1890 RESEARCH 

 

o  Matching of Capacity Funds for 1890 Universities. There is a potential Catch-22 ef-

fect. The purpose of a match is for the states to match federal appropriations of capac-

ity funds with new money. Points of Concern:  

 

▪ Taking away the state match will deny this source of new funding from the 

states.  

▪ States that provide the state match may redirect state funds from other (non-

School of Agriculture) university programs; thus, not providing new funding.  

▪ University Administration may view state matching of Research and Exten--

sion funds as an opportunity to reduce state funding to the School of Agricul-

ture‘s academic programs (in view of the new state matching funds). Again, 

this would not result in new funding for the School of Agriculture. A source 

of new funding in one area of the School of Agriculture (Research and Exten-

sion) would be nullified by a reduction of funding in another (academics).  

▪ ***Can language be put in the New Farm Bill to address these areas of 

concern?  

o Reauthorization of Capacity Funds (Evans-Allen and 1890 Extension)  

 

• 1994 INSTITUTIONS 

 

o Building IT and network infrastructure and capacity for unserved and underserved 

college students at a time when they must have consistent, high-quality broadband 

access to maintain progress toward their degree or other academic goals. 
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o Removing the legislative mandate that requires 1994 research programs to collabo-

rate with 1862, 1890, and other institutions. While collaboration is always encourage-

ed, it should not be mandated.   

 

• National Institute of Antimicrobial Resistance Research and Education 

 

o Data security for agricultural producers is a constant concern, especially as it relates 

to antibiotic use or antimicrobial resistance. There is increasing pressure for recording 

detailed antimicrobial use and in some cases reporting that to the local government 

(i.e. San Francisco ordinance for disclosure https://sfenvironment.org/antibiotics-

ordinance) or in some cases other entities including retailers who are starting to re-

quire this due to shareholder and consumer demand. Likewise, there is an increased 

interest in developing One-Health associated antimicrobial resistance dashboards. 

However, having this information available publicly leads to significant potential for 

legal liability for agricultural producers. This could come in the form of a human pa-

tient having a bacterial organism with the same resistance profile as a farm in the 

local area (without direct linkage or causality) or in the form of aggressive marketing 

campaigns against producers that have resistance on their operation that may not have 

even originated there as a result of their management, but instead was carried onto the 

farm by wildlife, visitors, or supply vehicles. 

  

• University of Arizona 

 

o Remove competitive language on FRTEP programs. 

o Need to focus on long-term food systems and alternative energy options. 

o We need more incentive-based programs regarding protecting T & E species on 

private property. 

o We need more programs to help producers who graze livestock on federal lands. We 

need to make all programs more user friendly. 

• University of Florida 

o Change the outdated formulas!  For Capacity Funds and throughout the bill to reflect 

population and need. For SNAP-Ed, we recommend that the funding formula be 

based upon SNAP-eligible individuals and families, rather than the current formula of 

50% eligible population and 50% of what a state received in 2009. We would support 

designating the state’s LGU for implementation, but we would need to work out a 

resolution with non-LGUs to succeed. Infrastructure formula funding based on square 

footage and age. 

o Strengthen programs to support Specialty Crops, not just commodity crops.  Specialty 

crops are so important to our state, as well as important for proper nutrition (fruits and 

vegetables).  

 

https://sfenvironment.org/antibiotics-ordinance
https://sfenvironment.org/antibiotics-ordinance
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• Michigan State University 

o Our constituency is a diverse set of stakeholders including a long list of commodity 

and agricultural organizations that have varying concerns and/or challenges as they 

relate to the 2018 Farm Bill. As such, this response is focused on the top concerns of 

Michigan State University College of Agriculture and Natural Resources, AgBioRe-

search and MSU Extension. Our top priorities are related to robust capacity and com-

petitive funding as authorized in Title VII: Research, Extension and Related Matters 

of the 2018 Farm bill. On the policy side, of particular interest to our institution and 

our specialty crop stakeholder community is correcting the SCRI institutional match-

waiver issue in statute, which was left out of the 2018 Farm Bill and is currently 

being addressed through the annual appropriations process following a year-long 

advocacy effort by APLU-member institutions and industry stakeholders.  

• The Pennsylvania State University 

o Eliminate all matching requirements for research programs specifically the Specialty 

Crop Research Initiative (SCRI)  

o Increase mandatory funding for research and extension programs such as SCRI, 

Organic Research and Extension Initiative, Farming Opportunities Training and 

Outreach Program (previously Beginning Farmer and Rancher and Socially 

Disadvantaged programs), Specialty Crop Block Grants and Urban Research and 

Extension program  

• Clemson University 

o The relevant code that restricts tuition remission and indirect costs is: 

                    7 U.S. Code § 3319. Restriction on treatment of indirect costs and tuition remission  

o The other concern that could be addressed by the new Farm Bill is the matching re-

quirements for the Specialty Crops Research Initiative. 
 

Where do you see the single greatest opportunity for the Board on Agriculture Assembly and 

affiliated entities to advance the teaching, research, and Extension missions in the next Farm 

Bill? 

• APLU BOARD ON HUMAN SCIENCES 

o The broad area of impact of the Farm Bill on the human dimensions is an immense 

opportunity for BAA through all of our land-grant mission areas. The opportunities 

include but are not limited to: sustainable local food systems; supply chain security 

(especially during COVID); precision nutrition; food, environment, and renewable 

resources; textiles; gene editing of plants and animals for food consumption; health of 

individuals, families, and communities; mental health of farm families and agriculture 

industry workers; impacts of remote work on health dynamics; and, more).  
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• ACADEMIC PROGRAMS SECTION 

 

o APS does not have anything to contribute here.  

 

• BOARD ON VETERINARY MEDICINE 

 

o A concerted effort must be made to highlight the key role of Ag research, especially 

as it relates to zoonotic diseases and pandemic preparedness. 

 

• COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SECTION 

 

o A strong unified message that benefits everyone including the rural populations who 

 are underserved for healthcare and other services (Title VI).  

o Broadband expansion was mentioned by several members.  

 

• EXPERIMENT STATION SECTION 

 

o See attached document 

 

NON-LAND-GRANT ASSOCIATION OF AGRICULTURE AND RENEWABLE 

RESOURCES UNIVERSITIES 

 

o To continue successful programs and try to prioritize the opportunities to EDUCATE, 

TRAIN and PLACE agricultural graduates according the below priorities. 

▪ Produce Graduates with Real-World Skills – Universities offer accessible 

and affordable opportunities in agriculture, food, and renewable resource 

education for over 140,000 undergraduate students in agriculture. These 

academic programs and graduates are unique because of the incorporation of 

real world, hands-on experiences in undergraduate research, independent 

studies, and internships on campus farms and laboratories, directly with 

producers and industry, and in government agencies.  

▪ Graduates that are Workplace Ready - Graduates are helping to fulfill a 

national demand for a highly skilled workforce in agriculture and related 

areas. The Employment Opportunities for College Graduates in Food, 

Agriculture, Renewable Natural Resources and the Environment, United 

States, 2015-2020, produced by Purdue University with grant support from 

USDA National Institute of Food and Agriculture, indicates that new U.S. 

graduates with expertise in food, agriculture, renewable natural resources, or 

the environment are expected to fill only 61 percent of the expected 57,900 

average annual openings.  Full report found 

at:  https://www.purdue.edu/usda/employment/.  

▪ Double Food Production by 2050 - Congress regularly provides many 

authorizations for agriculture-related research, education, and extension 

https://www.purdue.edu/usda/employment/
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programming. While these authorizations are generally available to Land- 

Grants and NLGCA’s, In recognition of the need to more than double food 

production on existing land resources to meet the global food needs by 2050, 

increasing the research, educational, and outreach capacity of the Universities 

makes sense. 

o Modify or remove match requirements for non-capacity, USDA competitive             

grants, particularly SCRI.  

o Identification of and commitment to the funding of infrastructure and deferred main-

tenance associated with colleges of agriculture at land-grant and non-land-grant insti-

tutions.  

o Add “and Non-Land Grant” or “NLGCA’s” any time that “Land-Grant Universities” 

or “LGU’s” is used.  If we are going to continue to build the entire higher education 

system in agriculture through the Farm Bill, we have to first recognize all the consti-

tuents that make up the system.  After that recognition, we can let the chips fall where 

they may on funding…it is obvious that LGU’s will get and deserve the overwhelm-

ing majority of the funding but as they say “a rising ship rises all tides.”  

 

• 1890 Extension 

 

o The greatest opportunities for the Board of Agriculture Assembly (BAA) rest in the 

Agriculture and Food Research Initiative (AFRI) creating opportunities for Teaching 

and Extension as with Research for standard proposal(s) as well as integrated oppor-

tunities inclusive of all components (Teaching, Research, and Extension).  

o Build/enhance infrastructure capacity for delivering virtual programs. 

• 1890 RESEARCH 

 

o Reauthorization of the 1890 Scholarships and 1890 Centers of Excellence at higher 

amounts and as mandatory funding. 

 

• 1994 INSTITUTIONS 

 

o Given COVID-19, the use of technology in performing land-grant functions, especial-

ly engaging/retaining students and communities at-distance. 

 

• National Institute of Antimicrobial Resistance Research and Education 

 

o The issues outlined above lead to a significant hinderance in the research, teaching, 

and Extension missions of the Farm Bill. It causes farmers to be unwilling to partici-

pate in data collection or research, and leads to heightened risk of researchers to even 

collect and manage the data if they work in a system where Freedom of Information 

requests could be associated with unintended disclosure of confidential information. 

There is a critical need for the development of an Agricultural Health Information 

Privacy System that mirrors, with appropriate modification, HIPPA protections for 
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humans. This system would assure that health-related data for farming operations was 

considered confidential information and excluded from FOIA and public disclosure. 

In doing so, there would be a significantly increased ability to conduct important re-

search and surveillance efforts that are currently hindered by data security issues.  

 

• University of Arizona 

 

o Infrastructure investment funds to upgrade Experiment Station equipment, including 

both traditional tractor and similar machinery but expanded to precision agriculture 

technology and data science technology. 

o Stability in funding for longer term projects. While short-term grants help, they also 

continually change the focus of our work and have fewer longer-term results.  

o Need to continually add in Extension as a key component to grant opportunities. 

o Lower or reduce matching requirements on grants. 

o The BAA needs to start thinking "outside the box" to better serve their consti-

tuents.  In the West, CARET's have tried on numerous occasions, to get our LGU"s to 

work on issues that impact western natural resource industries. These issues include 

water quantity, quality and augmentation;  prevention of catastrophic wildfires, initia-

tion of timber harvesting on federal lands to increase surface water runoff in our 

watersheds, and by the way increase jobs and tax base in our rural communi-

ties; building additional storage dams on our rivers, creeks and streams to create 

additional water storage capacity; initiate more programs to minimize the impact of 

invasive species, etc. We need more funding in the 2023 Farm Bill for LGU's to 

conduct more research to develop solutions for the here in mentioned issues. 

 

• University of Florida 

 

o Infrastructure Funding – create a formula funding based on square footage and age.   

 

• Michigan State University 

 

o Climate and system resilience and sustainability. Michigan State University 

researchers and outreach specialists are working to ensure the sustainability of our 

agriculture and natural resources systems amidst a changing climate and other 

challenges. Learn more at https://www.canr.msu.edu/climate-change/.  

• The Pennsylvania State University 

 

o Where do you see the single greatest opportunity for the Board of Agriculture 

Assembly and affiliated entities to advance the teaching, research, and Extension 

missions in the next Farm Bill? · Recommend APLU consider advocating for 

mandatory conservation funding for initiatives such as Master Watershed Steward 

(MWS) and Master Naturalist (MN) Programs. Eight states have Extension-sponsored 

MWS programs and 16 states have Extension-sponsored MN programs.  

https://www.canr.msu.edu/climate-change/
https://extension.psu.edu/programs/watershed-stewards
https://extension.psu.edu/programs/watershed-stewards
https://pamasternaturalist.org/
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o Planning for successive pandemics and budget shortfalls  

o A balanced approach between capacity funds and USDA NIFA versus the 

competitive funds, rather than support for any one individual program. Recent budget 

recommendations had the shifted proposed increases with no increase to capacity and 

all towards the competitive 

What suggestion(s) do you have for strengthening the involvement of our stakeholders in 

advocacy on legislative priorities? 

• APLU BOARD ON HUMAN SCIENCES  

 

o We must effectively communicate our strengths, breadth of reach, impacts and 

ultimately our needs with and for a broad variety of stakeholders. Additionally, 

seeking their advice and networks to develop access to complementary funding 

streams beyond USDA that enable us to address integrated issues more effectively 

(i.e. health, and human sciences). 

 

• ACADEMIC PROGRAMS SECTION 

 

▪ We could host some listening sessions with stakeholders around particular 

items that we identify as legislative priorities. They could express problems 

they see with par-ticular Farm Bill programs/university programs, and we 

could take the time to explain why the fix we are asking for could improve 

that problem. If there was a way for them to see that our priorities tend to be 

to improve programs that benefit them (the stakeholders) then they might be 

more likely to get onboard with us in advocating for the change.  

 

• BOARD ON VETERINARY MEDICINE 

 

o Consistent, high-quality messaging to policy makers, as well as some sort of regular 

dashboard to measure and mark progress. 

 

• COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SECTION 
 

o We do not talk often with PILD/JCEP about authorizations. May be able to utilize    

 PILD Conference and groups of 4-H Youth that visit Capitol Hill to provide con- 

 sistent message of Extension support to Congressional Staff.  

o Take advantage of stakeholder personal relationships with those in Congress.  
o The Listening Sessions approach with stakeholders to inform the needs of the Farm  

 Bill is a consideration.  
o The BAA should work more aggressively with national organizations on behalf of  

 Extension.  
o Stakeholders will be motivated if we ensure that what we are asking for coincides  

with their wants and needs.  
o Support for Capacity Lines need to be a part of a unified message.  
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o SNAP-Ed, broadband, rural development, rural audiences are all areas that can be  

developed. Many of our communities could support.  

o Given the pandemic, we are seeing areas that need additional support. Part of that  

 needs to include non-traditional audiences. Connecting with their wants and needs is 

 the challenge. 
 

• EXPERIMENT STATION SECTION 

 

o See attached document 

 

• NON-LAND-GRANT ASSOCIATION OF AGRICULTURE AND RENEWABLE 

RESOURCES UNIVERSITIES 

 

o We need to create partnerships across the agricultural industry to help us with our 

effort to advocate our legislative priorities. Linking with state and American Farm 

Bureau and leading agricultural businesses and industry will double down and 

exponentially increase our own continuing advocacy priorities. 

• 1890 EXTENSION 

 

o Facilitate training for all levels of stakeholders to advocate for BAA priorities.  

o Develop local information package(s) to support advocacy at the local level. 

o Engage the Communications and Marketing Committee (CMC) in these efforts. 

 

• 1890 RESEARCH 

 

o Identify our stakeholders.  

o Meet with and introduce ourselves to our stakeholders.  

o Effectively communicate our accomplishments to our stakeholders in layman’s terms.  

o Effectively communicate our needs to our stakeholders.  

o Get input from our stakeholders on ways to get our needs met.  

 

• 1994 INSTITUTIONS 

 

o Engaging early, fewer last-minute calls for action and more proactive, strategic 

planning.  

o Better coordination among the various sections of the BAA. 

 

• National Institute of Antimicrobial Resistance Research and Education 

 

o NIAMRRE is prepared to assist with further developing this idea and working with 

you on this advocacy issue if it is of interest to your committee. We can leverage our 

AMR expertise across multiple APLU institutions to build grassroots awareness and 

support.  
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• University of Arizona 

 

o Many CARET members from throughout the country have repeatedly suggested that 

the we need to involve and engage all of the agricultural commodity organizations to 

help lobby on issues that impact the LGU's. Most all of the agricultural commodity 

organizations have offices and lobbyists in DC to  lobby on behalf of their member-

ships. In addition, we need to involve NACO.  They have a very strong presence in 

DC too. 

 

• University of Florida 

 

o Utilize the CGA’s expertise and firepower to inform and support the BAA’s advoca-

cy. Cornerstone can direct and leverage the reach of the CGA to support their priori-

ties, keep our messaging consistent, and maximize our effectiveness. Option: Make 

the BAC a joint committee with the CGA (radical idea but it would be powerful and 

super effective). 

   

• Michigan State University 

 

o There is an opportunity to encourage and support CARET delegates and other stake-

holders to advocate locally with US Senators and their Congressional delegation 

through in-district engagement. APLU could provide resources, materials, and assist 

with meeting planning or visits in influential districts across the country.  

 

• The Pennsylvania State University 

 

o APLU should provide opportunities and serve as a forum for collaborations with the 

1890s, 1994s and 1862s institutions on a regular basis on agriculture research and 

extension issues.  

o APLU should seek to involve international agriculture collaborators in planning and 

advocacy including connecting to U.S. operations of international agriculture stake-

holders.  

o APLU should examine partnerships with organizations focused on minority farmer 

and ranchers including Latinos.  

o APLU should examine ways to involve students in agriculture research and extension 

advocacy.  

o APLU should completely revamp everything about CARET. Consider establishing a 

task force pulling individuals from across APLU to reimagine CARET.  

o APLU should provide actual actionable alerts to stakeholders rather than a simple 

copy and paste message from Cornerstone. Any engagement with stakeholders needs 

to be consistent and meaningful. What’s happening now feels ad hoc at best. 
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• INTERNATIONAL AGRICULTURE SEFCTION 

 

o 2023 Farm Bill Questions for IAS Members  

 

o Background:  

Reauthorization of the 2023 Farm Bill should occur before September 30, 2023; how- 

ever, all the preparations of writing/rewriting of the Farm Bill must be completed well 

before then.  

The land-grant university community should proactively and judiciously identify the  

resources it needs and demonstrate, supported by pertinent data, and information what 

differences it can make, both short-term and long-term, if the resources are made 

available.  

There are titles outside of research, such as nutrition, 4-H and youth development,  

farmer’s health (mental and physical), feed, fiber, etc. that need to be supported by 

the Farm Bill. To secure this support we need to engage with the Congress and ex-

plore ways to be more effective in leveraging the land-grant university system for 

more successful outcomes than in the past.  

o Questions to Respond:  

The land-grant university community still must do a lot of education about capacity  

programs.  

The area of most concern relates to the capability of the international programs of- 

fices within Colleges of Agriculture to be able to secure funding and Administrative 

support to implement fellowships, research and extension partnerships, as well as en-

gage in strategic institutional relationships on key emerging topics that require a glo-

bal research approach. The programs that these offices develop and promote across 

the Colleges of Agriculture are key for developing scientific, leadership, and cultural-

awareness soft skills in our graduates; advancing global science and technical knowl-

edge across borders; and to maintain U.S. access to the premier science and extension 

methodologies. Not all the innovations needed for food and agricultural will come 

from the U.S. based research. To be impactful, we need to learn about the innovations 

taking place on a global scale. To-date, only 3% of NIFA awards include opportuni-

ties for international collaboration, yet international collaboration increases the value 

of domestic work that brings value back to the taxpayer. Without funding support, our 

offices cannot continue to provide these essential services to the Colleges of Agricul-

ture, faculty, and maintain excellence for students and recruit and train the next gene-

ration of agricultural leaders both here at home and abroad.  

We find that the BAA should raise the profile of international agricultural partner- 

ships/collaborations in research, education, and extension to be one of the overarch-

ing themes of our Farm Bill advocacy. The messaging for this approach needs to be 

carefully crafted to clearly demonstrate that these partnerships take place to accelerate 
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and advance the domestic return on agricultural science investments. For example, 

Section 7123 and Section 7124 of the 2018 Farm Bill, which support NIFA programs 

in ‘Partnerships to Build Capacity in International Agricultural Research, Extension, 

and Teaching’ and ‘International Agricultural Science and Education Competitive 

Grants’ are strategic investments aimed at advancing domestic science, education, 

and extension approaches and maintaining the agricultural science leadership of the 

United States of America at a global scale. As the APLU BAA, we cannot afford to 

shirk our responsibility for advancing America’s global preeminence in food and 

agricultural sciences.  

The BAA and affiliates should embrace ‘global’ scientific enterprise as a necessary  

component for a continued campaign to build the Land-Grant University system. 

RESPONSES FROM THE EXPERIMENT STATION SECTION  

 

CLP Questions on the Next Farm Bill  

June 24, 2020   

  

In response to the CLP’s questions related to the next Farm Bill, the Regional AES Executive Direc-

tors (EDs) drafted a survey (attached) and each of the regions shared the survey with their directors.  

To assist the directors in answering the questions posed by the CLP, the EDs created responses that 

the experiment station directors could then rank.  The survey also provided opportunities for direc-

tors to add additional priorities, above and beyond, the priorities that the EDs had identified.    

  

Summary of results:  Forty-four stations from across the country responded to the survey.  For each 

of the multiple-choice questions, the two top-ranked responses were clear priorities.  The priority 

areas for each of the questions are identified below.    

  

CLP Survey results:  

1.) What region are you from:  

• ARD (10)  

• North Central (7)  

• Northeast (6)  

• South (12)  

• West (9)  

  

2.) What areas of the current Farm Bill are of most concern or challenge for you and/or 

your constituency?  (Maximum rank order: 1 through 6.  Question 3 asks you to provide an 

additional priority if necessary.) Ranking:   

1. Modify or remove match requirements for non-capacity, USDA competitive  

            grants, particularly SCRI.  

2. Identification of and commitment to the funding of infrastructure associated  

            with colleges of agriculture at land-grant institutions.  
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ED take: The score sheets that are associated with the rankings (see the attached 

spreadsheets) clearly indicated that the two areas above were clearly high priority 

concerns.    

  

3. Limitations on indirect costs for agricultural research, education and Exten- 

            sion programs.  

4. Modify Farm Bill language to address LGU reporting requirements to ensure  

            that NIFA asks are truly required and minimize administrative burden. The  

            Extension and Research Working Groups who are currently assisting NIFA’s  

            Planning, Accountability and Reporting Staff in developing new reporting  

            modules may also identify these specific items.  

5. Lack of clearly defined commitments to regional approaches to national food  

             needs.  

6. Examine Titles in the current Farm Bill other than VII to identify areas where  

            LGUs can be funding recipients. For example, NRCS education grant  

            eligibility for Extension and as a key stakeholder of the USDA ARS NPGS  

            sustainability plan.  

  

3.) What other area of the current Farm Bill not identified above is of most concern or  

             challenge for you and/or your constituency? (Open response question) Responses:   

 

• Additional support for research, teaching, and extension programming specific  

            to minority serving institutions.  

• McIntire-Stennis funding. The movement of McIntire-Stennis to 1994's  

             should be accompanied by an increase in total McIntire-Stennis funding.  

• State match enforcements and documentation from the state level of such  

             match.  

• Re-authorization of: 1890 Capacity Funds (Research & Extension); 1890  

            Centers of Excellence; and 1890 Scholarship Program   

• Increase funding for 1890 LGU Centers of Excellence and make mandatory   

• Modification and/or clarity of titles pertaining to inequities and eligibility |        

             rules for participating in cost share programs.   

• Appropriations for smaller programs that have been authorized but never  

            funded to help smaller institutions enhance capacity   

• Increase percentage for SNAP-Education versus SNAP benefits; fully fund  

            AFRI to its congressional authorization limit   

• Evidence based nutritional goals with less focus on specific dietary compo- 

            nents and shift to a different endpoint such as the role nutrition plays on pre- 

            venting chronic disease. A wholistic approach to food and nutrition if you will  

            and not a myopic view of food labels that are focused on MDR, calories/vita- 

            mins/cofactors/minerals/fats, etc.   

• The distribution of Hatch funding to states should be re-evaluated as it needs  

             to be adjusted to support the presence of agriculture in each state.   

• Capacity funds are clearly inadequate to maintain a research enterprise at  

            LGUs. Capacity funding should be equal to state funding to AES and AGES.   
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• Increasing 1890 capacity (Evans Allen and 1890 Extension) funds to autho- 

            rized level   

• Funding non-traditional areas of research   

• increasing capacity (Hatch,...) funding levels   

• match requirements for capacity funding  

  

ED take: Support for the 1890 institutions is critical and of concern to the system.    

  

4.) Where do you see the greatest opportunity for the Board on Agriculture Assembly  

             and affiliated entities to advance the teaching, research, and Extension missions in    

             the next Farm Bill? (Maximum rank order: 1 through 8.  Question 5 asks you to pro- 

             vide an additional opportunity if necessary.) Ranking:  

1. Include language to authorize the $8.4B infrastructure request specifically in  

             the Research Facilities Act along with broad waiver authority for the Secre- 

             tary.  

2. Creation of clear, compelling communications on the contributions by  

             land-grant institutions and the advancement of the sections of the Farm Bill.  

  

ED take: The score sheets that are associated with the rankings (see the attached 

spreadsheets) clearly indicated that the two areas above were clearly high priority 

concerns.    

  

3. Since the Farm Bill is a five-year authorization, develop a coordinated multi- 

            year appropriation and advocacy strategy to align with the language where  

            applicable.  

4. Activation of organizations that support the land-grant mission.  

5. Provision of focused advocacy on states with congressional members on agri- 

            culture appropriations committees.  

6. Cultivation of the LGU relationship with NIFA and the USDA.  

7. Ability to engage the sections (e.g., AHS, APS, CES, ESS, etc.) and identify a 

            top priority.  

8. Titles in the Farm Bill other than Title VII, “Research, Extension and Related  

            Matters.”  

  

5.) What other opportunity not mentioned above would advance the teaching, research,  

             and Extension missions in the next Farm Bill? Responses:   

• Additional support for research, teaching, and extension programming specific  

            to minority serving institutions.  

• State match enforcement.  

• Include funding for pandemic driven hybrid course development and conduct- 

            ing effective electronic platforms for conducting research projects and Exten- 

            sion activities.   

• More designated funding for integrated grants.   

• More engagement with the rural community that is not engaged in farming per  

             se.   



16 
 

• Support to 1890 Centers of Excellence and Scholarship funds. 

• More funds into teaching funding mechanisms. Recognizes the silver tsunami  

            of faculty retirements.   

• Include language to authorize funding for infrastructure request for Extension  

            facilities.   

• Most stakeholder groups, commodity commissions, and other interests seldom  

             engage in activities outside their immediate interests such as commodity pro- 

            grams, crop insurance, and conservation measures. It should be a priority to  

            reach out to these groups and inform them as to the importance of capacity  

            and competitive grant programs to fund research and extension programs that  

            are of direct benefit to their particular constituency.   

• Engaging State Departments of Ag and state organizations in support of fund- 

            ing priorities.  

  

ED take: There is breadth in other suggestions to advance the teaching, research, and 

Extension missions of our LGUs.    

  

6.) What suggestion(s) do you have for strengthening the involvement of our 

stakeholders in advocacy on legislative priorities?  (Maximum rank order: 1 through 7.  

Question 7 asks you to provide an additional suggestion if necessary.) Ranking:   

1. Clearly identify who the stakeholders are and develop advocacy messaging  

             that compels those stakeholders.  

2. Create advocacy strategies for the system that are compatible with institu- 

             tional wants and needs.  

  

ED take: The score sheets that are associated with the rankings (see the attached 

spreadsheets) clearly indicated that the two areas above were clearly high priority 

concerns.    

  

3. Identify the top BAA priority and advocate for that.  

4. Create new, or build upon existing, coalitions with relevant USDA agencies  

             and key groups to seek input, inform all, listen to all and refine our short- and  

             long-term priorities. Continue regular contact to further build relationships  

             and, when necessary, request appropriate assistance with legislative and  

             regulatory issues.  

5. Unify the efforts within the APLU: align the BAA with the CGA.  

6. Secure engagement and buy-in from the sections that pay assessments to the  

            APLU.  

7. Utilize the CARET network more effectively and ask them to reach out  

            among their personal networks on behalf of BAA.  

  

7.) What other suggestion not mentioned above would strengthen the involvement of our  

       stakeholders in advocacy on legislative priorities? Responses:  

• Access and Equality.  
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• Should consider re-organizing APLU into a more modern, dynamic, leaner   

            and more effective organization. Bringing leaders into APLU that think out of  

            the box. Current leadership is outdated and out of touch with society.  

• Create or use an existing mechanism to inform stakeholders that their needs    

             and concerns are being heard and actionized (not a word).   

• Reach beyond the traditional farm community to gain support.   

• Work with stakeholders to better understand importance of NIFA capacity  

            funds to tripartite mission.  

 

CLP Questions Related to Next Farm Bill  

  

The BAA’s Committee on Legislation and Policy seeks your reflections on initial issues associated 

with the upcoming Farm Bill.  This brief survey was developed to identify some priorities.  We ask  

 

 

for each of the three questions that you rank order the responses, with 1 representing your top 

priority, 2 representing second priority and so forth.  Questions 3, 5, and 7 allow you to provide an 

alternative “other” response to questions 1, 2, and 3, respectively.   

 

Your responses will remain confidential and will assist the beginning preparation for the 2023 Farm 

Bill reauthorization process.  Please submit the survey by 9:00 PM EDT on June 19, 2020.  

  

1. What region are you from?  

_____ ARD  

_____ North Central  

_____ Northeast  

_____ South  

_____ West  

  

2. What areas of the current Farm Bill are of most concern or challenge for you and/or your  

             constituency?  (Maximum rank order: 1 through 6.  Question 3 asks you to provide an 

             additional priority if necessary.)  

▪ Modify or remove match requirements for non-capacity, USDA competitive grants, 

particularly SCRI.  

▪ Lack of clearly defined commitments to regional approaches to national food needs.  

▪ Limitations on indirect costs for agricultural research, education and Extension programs.  

▪ Identification of and commitment to the funding of infrastructure associated with colleges 

of agriculture at Land-grant institutions.  

▪ Examine Titles in the current Farm Bill other than VII to identify areas where LGUs can 

be funding recipients.  For example, NRCS education grant eligibility for Extension and 

as a key stakeholder of the USDA ARS NPGS sustainability plan.  

▪ Modify Farm Bill language to address LGU reporting requirements to ensure that NIFA 

asks are truly required and minimize administrative burden. The Extension and Research 

Working Groups who are currently assisting NIFA’s Planning, Accountability and 

Reporting Staff in developing new reporting modules may also identify these specific 

items.   
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3. What other area of the current Farm Bill not identified above is of most concern or challenge  

             for you and/or your constituency?    

  

4. Where do you see the greatest opportunity for the Board on Agriculture Assembly and 

             affiliated entities to advance the teaching, research, and Extension missions in the next Farm  

             Bill? (Maximum rank order: 1 through 8.  Question 5 asks you to provide an additional op- 

             portunity if necessary.)  

▪ Provision of focused advocacy on states with congressional members on agriculture 

appropriations committees.  

▪ Creation of clear, compelling communications on the contributions by land-grant 

institutions and the advancement of the sections of the Farm Bill.  

▪ Ability to engage the sections (e.g., AHS, APS, CES, ESS, etc.) and identify a top 

priority.  

▪ Activation of organizations that support the land-grant mission.  

▪ Cultivation of the LGU relationship with NIFA and the USDA.  

▪ Titles in the Farm Bill other than Title VII, “Research, Extension and Related Matters.”  

_____  Since the Farm Bill is a five-year authorization, develop a coordinated multi-year appro- 

  priation and advocacy strategy to align with the language where applicable.  

▪ Include language to authorize the $8.4B infrastructure request specifically in the Re-

search Facilities Act along with broad waiver authority for the Secretary.  

  

5. What other opportunity not mentioned above would advance the teaching, research, and Ex- 

             tension missions in the next Farm Bill?  

  

6. What suggestion(s) do you have for strengthening the involvement of our stakeholders in ad- 

             vocacy on legislative priorities?  (Maximum rank order: 1 through 7.  Question 7 asks you to  

             provide an additional suggestion if necessary.)  

▪ Identify the top BAA priority and advocate for that.  

▪ Create advocacy strategies for the system that are compatible with institutional wants and 

needs.  

▪ Unify the efforts within the APLU: align the BAA with the CGA.  

▪ Secure engagement and buy-in from the sections that pay assessments to the APLU.  

▪ Clearly identify who the stakeholders are and develop advocacy messaging that compels 

those stakeholders.  

▪ Create new, or build upon existing, coalitions with relevant USDA agencies and key 

groups to seek input, inform all, listen to all and refine our short- and long-term priorities.  

▪ Continue regular contact to further build relationships and, when necessary, request ap-

propriate assistance with legislative and regulatory issues.  

▪ Utilize the CARET network more effectively and ask them to reach out among their per-

sonal networks on behalf of BAA.  

  

7. What other suggestions not mentioned above would strengthen the involvement of our stake- 

     holders in advocacy on legislative priorities? 
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Question 2.  What areas of the current Farm Bill are of most concern or challenge for you and/or your constituency?  (Maximum rank 

order: 1 through 6.  Question 3 asks you to provide an additional priority if necessary.) 

 

 
#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 

TOTAL 

RESPONSES 
SCORE 

Modify or remove match  

requirements for non-capacity, USDA 

competitive grants, particularly SCRI. 

15 16 8 3 1 1 44 4.86 

Identification of and commitment to  

the funding of infrastructure 

associated with colleges of  

18 10 9 4 1 2 44 4.77 

Limitations on indirect costs for 

agricultural research, education and 

Extension programs. 

6 11 12 9 4 2 44 4.00 

Modify Farm Bill language to address 

LGU reporting requirements to 

ensure that NIFA asks are truly  

1 4 6 14 9 10 44 2.73 

Lack of clearly defined commitments 

to regional approaches to national 

food needs. 

3 1 7 6 11 16 44 2.43 

Examine Titles in the current Farm Bill 

other than VII to identify areas where 

LGUs can be funding  

1 2 2 8 18 13 44 2.20 
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Question 4.  Where do you see the greatest opportunity for the Board on Agriculture Assembly and affiliated entities to advance the 

teaching, research, and Extension missions in the next Farm Bill? (Maximum rank order: 1 through 8.  Question 5 asks you to provide 

an additional opportunity if necessary.) 

 

 
#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 

TOTAL 

RESPONSES 
SCORE 

Include language to authorize the 

$8.4B infrastructure request  
specifically in the Research Facilities 

Act along with broad waiver authority 

for the Secretary. 

21 4 5 5 2 3 3 1 44 6.25 

Creation of clear, compelling 

communications on the contributions 

by Land-grant institutions and the 

advancement of the sections of the 

Farm Bill. 

5 9 11 6 7 1 2 3 44 5.39 

Since the Farm Bill is a five-year 

authorization, develop a coordinated 

multi-year appropriation and 

advocacy strategy to align with the 

language where applicable. 

4 12 5 2 7 7 3 4 44 4.89 

Activation of organizations that 

support the Land-grant mission. 
6 4 5 10 7 6 4 2 44 4.82 

Provision of focused advocacy on 

states with congressional members on 

agriculture appropriations 

committees. 

3 8 7 6 3 7 6 4 44 4.57 

Cultivation of the LGU relationship 

with NIFA and the USDA. 
3 6 3 6 8 5 9 4 44 4.16 
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Ability to engage the sections (e.g., 

AHS, APS, CES, ESS, etc.) and identify a 

top priority. 
1 1 5 5 4 6 10 12 44 3.09 

Titles in the Farm Bill other than Title  
VII, “Research, Extension and Related 

Matters.” 
1 0 3 4 6 9 7 14 44 2.84 

 

 

Question 6.  What suggestion(s) do you have for strengthening the involvement of our stakeholders in advocacy on legislative 

priorities?  (Maximum rank order: 1 through 7.  Question 7 asks you to provide an additional suggestion if necessary.) 

 

 
#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 

TOTAL 

RESPONSES 
SCORE 

Clearly identify who the stakeholders 

are and develop advocacy messaging 

that compels those stakeholders. 

11 8 6 9 6 3 1 44 4.91 

Create advocacy strategies for the 

system that are compatible with 

institutional wants and needs. 

8 9 10 7 4 4 2 44 4.77 

Identify the top BAA priority and 

advocate for that. 
6 8 7 5 6 5 7 44 4.09 

Create new, or build upon existing, 

coalitions with relevant USDA 

agencies and key groups to seek 

input, inform all, listen to all and 

refine our short- and long-term 

priorities. Continue regular contact 

to further build relationships and, 

when necessary, request appropriate 

7 5 3 7 6 11 5 44 3.80 



22 
 

assistance with legislative and 

regulatory issues. 

Unify the efforts within the APLU:  

align the BAA with the CGA. 
7 3 5 10 3 6 10 44 3.70 

Secure engagement and buy-in from 

the sections that pay assessments to 

the APLU. 

4 5 6 2 9 9 9 44 3.41 

Utilize the CARET network more 

effectively and ask them to reach out 

among their personal networks on 

behalf of BAA. 

1 6 7 4 10 6 10 44 3.32 

 


