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ll. Recent Changes in the SAES Funding Situation

A. Expenditure Record—Table 1. Obligations (CRIS)

Categories Change (2000 dol.) Change (2000 dol.)
1980 — 2000 2000 — 2003
Total budget +$336.1 mil +$61.7 mil
CSREES + 50.0 mil

Hatch, Regional
and non-grant

Competitive Grants + 44.7 mil +44.5 mil

Special Grants + 24.4 mil +14.8 mil
Other Federal Grants

and Contracts + 338.8 mil +119.0 mil
Private Contracts + 166.8 mil + 4.1 mil

Change (2000 dol.)
1990 — 2000

State Gov. Approp.



Table 2. Distribution of Major Sources of Revenues of U.S. State Agricultural Experiment

Stations, 1980-2003.

Distribution
Sources (%)
1980 1990 2000 2003
Regular federal appropriations 17.0 14.0 13.1 15.3
Hatch, regional research, and other non-grant funds [15.8] [10.3] [9.0] [8.7]
CSRS/CSREES special grants [1.2] [2.5] [2.1] [2.7]
Competitive grants, including NRI -- [1.2] [2.0] [3.9]
Other federal government research funds 11.4 12.1 16.2 20.9
Contracts, grants, and cooperative agreements [3.0] [3.1] [3.4] [4.2]
with USDA agencies
Contracts, grants and cooperative agreements [8.4] [9.0] [12.8] [16.7]
with non-USDA federal agencies
State government appropriations 55.5 55.0 50.1 43.7
Industry, commodity groups, foundations 9.2 13.2 15.3 15.1
Other funds (product sales) 6.9 5.7 5.3 5.0
Grand total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: U.S. Dept. Agr. 1982, 1991, 2001, 2004.
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5, A,),)rJ,)rJ on ‘Record Change (2000 daol.)

..__ : 2000 - 2003
Fo Ia programs -$23. 1 mil (+$2.9 mil)
== — petltlve Grants + 39.2 mil (+46.7 mil)
pe*ua1 Grants + 28.8 mil (+52.9 mil)

Source CSREES, “Research and Education Activities: Appropriation History”

— © SAES gets aII of the Hatch Act federal formula funds but
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; - not all of the other CSRRES appropriated funds
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elmplied Income elasticity of demand for agr research resources:
federal grants and contracts and private contracts and grants (—1.5),
state funds (—1.0), and federal formula funds (—0.5)
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Model fitted to panel of 48 states, 1970 - 1999
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Hgure 2. Simulated Impact of Science Policy Change on
Percentage Change in Farm Total Factor Productivity

Change in Farm Factor Productivity
Increase

[ ] Small Decrease

I Large Decrease




VI. Conclusions
eThe funding environment for the state agricultural experiment station
system has changed recently
-More funds have become available through CSREES

with Hatch Act funds, the SAES system obtains (or bears) all of
any change

with an increases in competitive grant funds (e.g., NRI), the
SAES system obtains a fraction significantly less than one

-Fewer funds are now available from state governments
eFederal formula and state agr research funds are demanded by farmers

eFederal formula and state government funding of public agr research
have relatively large impacts on agr TFP at the margin

- About a 50 % real rate of return on investment

- A long-run reallocation of formula to competitive grant funds would
reduce TFP growth in almost all states and by more than 4
percent in 60 % of the states

eStrong arguments can be made for traditional federal sources of SAES
funding
eThe principle of fiscal equivalence can be used to rationalize federal
support for public agricultural research and as a tool to create new
jurisdictional authorities for channeling resources to agr research
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