
 
 

ESCOP Executive Committee 

Meeting Minutes  

 

Monday, November 12, 2012 

1:45 pm - 4:45 pm 

Hyatt Regency  

Denver, CO 

 

Participants 
 

Ron Allen, AZ 

Dave Benfield, OH 

Carolyn Brooks, ARD 

Nancy Cox, KY 

Anne Dorrance, OH 

Bill Frost, CA 

Mike Harrington, WAAESD 

John Hayes, FL 

Deb Hemernik, NE 

Bret Hess, WY 

Mike Hoffmann, NY 

Jeff Jacobsen, MT 

Arlen Leholm, NCRA 

Ernie Minton, KS 

Orlando McMeans, WV 

Saied Mostaghimi, VA 

Craig Nessler, TX 

 

 

Dan Rossi, NERA  

Mike Schmitt, MN 

Adel Shirmohammadi, MD 

Bob Shulstad, GA  

Steve Slack, OH 

Lee Sommers, CO 

David Thompson, NM 

Clarence Watson, OK 

Jon Wraith, NH  

Eric Young, SAAESD 

 

other guests: 
Meryl Broussard, NIFA 

Jack Elliot, TX 

David Ensor, Australia 

Vernie Hubert, Cornerstone 

Connie Kays, CARET 

Hunt Shipman, Cornerstone 

 

 

Action Items 
  

Agenda 

Item 

Actions Taken 

1.0 Approved: Agenda as amended 

Approved: Payment of APLU charge for 2011 ESCOP meeting 

4.0 Approved: Steve Slack to represent ESS at CLP meeting  

Approved: Support for current suggestion to exempt Land Grant Institutions 

from matching requirement 

6.0 Approved: Authorization to APLU to initiate a one-year renewal of 

contracts and scopes of work for kglobal and Cornerstone Government 

Affairs for the AES-CES Communications and Marketing Project 



10.0 Approved: Mike Hoffmann to prepare a letter to Sonny Ramaswamy 

expressing appreciation for the Principles of Partnership paper and indicating 

interest in developing a more specific set of recommendations.  

 

15.0 Approved: Resolutions of Appreciation for Gerald Arkin and Steven Slack 

for service as ESCOP Committee Chairs.  

 

 

Minutes and Agenda Briefs 
 

 Topic and Presenter 

1.0 Welcome and Introductions – Mike Hoffmann 

 Approval of Agenda as amended 

 Approval of an invoice from APLU for charges related to ESCOP meeting on February 28, 

2011 

2.0 BAA-Policy Board of Directors Update – Steve Slack/Eric Young 

 See agenda brief 

 Policy Board of Directors meets on Tuesday, November 13, 2012 

3.0 Federal Budget Issues – Hunt Shipman 

 81 new members of Congress, 70 in House, 11 in Senate 

 Possible changes to Appropriation Committees and Subcommittees  

 Appropriations – six month continuing resolution expires in March 

 General uncertainty 

4.0     CLP- Farm Bill Status Report – Mike Harrington and Vernie Hubert  

 CLP meets on Tuesday, November 13, 2012 

 Uncertainty surrounding Farm Bill 

 Matching requirement – proposed to create standardization 

o Suggested exemption of Land Grant Institutions and those who partners with Land 

Grants 

o Is ARS included? 

 Motion approved to have Steve Slack represent ESS at CLP meeting as Steve Pueppke 

cannot attend 

 Motion approved to support current suggestion to exempt Land Grant Institutions and their 

partners from matching requirement 

5.0     NIFA Update – Meryl Broussard 

 POW requirements – requiring an integrated Research and Extension plan would not 

require any change in regulations  but requiring one integrated plan per state would require 

a change in the regulations with associated announcement in the Federal Register 

 No longer need to align POW along 5 challenge areas 

6.0     Systems Communication & Marketing – Nancy Cox/Arlen Leholm 

 See agenda brief 

 Motion approved:  “This is authorization to initiate renewals of one-year contracts and 

scopes of work for kglobal and Cornerstone Government Affairs for the purpose of the 

http://escop.ncsu.edu/docs/Second%20Year%20Activity%20Report1.pdf


AES-CES Communications and Marketing Project.  ESCOP understands this to be a one-

year commitment effective January 1, 2013 at a cost of $200,000.  With leadership by Scott 

Reed and Nancy Cox, co-chairs, continued monitoring and reporting of project deliverables 

and outcomes is required.  Thank you.” 

 ACOP may come forward with a proposal to join the Project 

 Mike Harrington provided an update on the Impact Reporting Project for Multistate Projects 

7.0     Break  

8.0 Budget & Legislative Committee – Jeff Jacobsen/Mike Harrington 

 See agenda brief 

9.0     IPM Working Groups Update – Mike Hoffmann 

 See agenda brief 

 The working paper will be finalized prior to the February BAC meeting 

 A recommendation to not include IR-4 in the consolidation is under consideration 

10.0     Partnership Update – Mike Hoffmann and Clarence Watson 

 The Principles of Partnership draft recently released by Sonny Ramaswamy should be seen 

as a preamble to a more specific set of recommendations 

 Mike Hoffmann will prepare a letter to Sonny expressing appreciation for taking the first 

step and interest in continuing the dialogue 

11.0 Science & Technology Committee - Bill Ravlin/Dan Rossi 

 See agenda brief 

 Jack Elliott, Chair of the ESCOP Social Sciences Subcommittee described a document 

prepared as AFRI stakeholder feedback that was prepared by the Subcommittee.   

o It was based on the results of a gap analysis conducted by the Subcommittee at their 

annual meeting on February 21-22, 2012. 

o Meryl Broussard indicated that the document was used as input into the most recent 

AFRI RFA’s.  

12.0      2013 ESS Meeting – Steve Slack 

 The 2013 ESS meeting will be held in Columbus, September 24-26.  

 Regional meetings will be held on Wednesday morning, September 25 from 8:00 to 10:00 

am. 

13.0      2013 Joint COPS Meeting – Steve Slack 

 Planning for the 2013 Joint COP’s meeting is underway and a survey was recently sent out 

to collect input for the development of the joint program. 

14.0 Update from the Chair and Looking Forward – Mike Hoffmann 

 ESCOP Chair, Mike Hoffmann described plans to build bridges with Cooperative 

Extension.  He is working with Daryl Buchholtz, ECOP Chair.  He and Dan Rossi will 

participate in a conference call with the ECOP leadership on November 28, 2012. 

 Mike Hoffmann asked for input into other priorities for ESCOP for the coming year. 

 Lee Sommers, past ESCOP Chair suggested the following: 

o Continue emphasis on the marketing effort and making sure the Directors are aware 

of the purpose, objectives and progress.  A report should be made at the Joint COP’s 

meeting. 



o Investigate streamlining of operations such as the NRSP process 

o Maximize the return on the investment in the Science Roadmap 

 Mike Hoffmann also suggested expanding on the practice of sharing best practices among 

the Directors. Several suggestions were made:  

o To set up a website to allow a sharing of practices.  Mike Harrington offered to 

investigate software to capture and share such information. 

o To perhaps provide an award to the Director providing the most useful practice 

o To prepare one pagers following best practices workshops at the ESS meeting 

15.0      Resolutions – Dan Rossi 

 Two resolutions were approved to express appreciation to Gerald Arkin and Steven Slack 

for their service as the chairs for the ESCOP Communications and Marketing Committee 

and the ESCOP Budget and Legislative Committee respectively. 

       Adjourn 

 







Agenda Brief:  BAA-Policy Board of Directors Update 

Presenter:  Steve Slack/Eric Young 

For information only 

The Policy Board of Director's July meeting was reported on at the ESCOP meeting in 

Portsmouth, NH during the Joint COPs.  That report is included in those minutes. The elections 

and by-law changes vote are the only action since that meeting.  Steve Slack will be the ESCOP 

PBD representative and Clarence Watson will be the alternate.  The by-law changes were 

defeated.  The next PBD meeting will be Tuesday, Nov 13, at 11:00 during the APLU 

conference in Denver. 

 

 



Agenda Brief:  AES/CES Communications & Marketing Project  
 
Presenter: Nancy Cox/Arlen Leholm  
 
Purpose of the effort: 
 
The Experiment Station Committee on Organization and Policy (ESCOP) and the Extension 

Committee on Organization and Policy (ECOP) joined together in 2012 to coordinate a targeted 

educational effort to increase awareness and support of basic and applied research and 

transformational education provided by land-grant universities through the Agricultural 

Experiment Stations (AES) and Cooperative Extension System (CES).   kglobal, a public 

affairs/marketing firm, in cooperation with Cornerstone Government Affairs, are assisting with 

this educational effort. Guided by the AES/CES Communications and Marketing Committee 

(CMC), ESCOP and ECOP have entered into a two-year agreement effective May 1, 2012 with 

kglobal and Cornerstone, with annual renewal. The annual commitment is $400,000 split equally 

between ESCOP and ECOP. See link below for a more complete description of the effort. The 

marketing project has made a great deal of progress in the  past year. 

Information for Directors, Administrators and University Communications Professionals: 

http://escop.ncsu.edu/comattach/3_CMC%20Directors%20Info_Final_20120814.pdf   

 

Monthly kglobal Report: 

 

Each month kglobal provides an electronic update to the Communication and Marketing 

Committee (CMC) of their work which is conducted in close coordination with Cornerstone and 

the CMC. These updates will now be shared monthly through the Research EDs and through 

Extension's "Monday Minutes". The monthly reports are for internal communication purposes 

only (See monthly kglobal reports at the internal website below): 

https://mywebspace.wisc.edu/xythoswfs/webui/_xy-48320354_1-t_vIvjX5gF 

 Role of Primary/Secondary Contacts  
AES and CES Directors and Administrators, or other designees, will be the Primary Contacts for 
kglobal staff as they reach out to the target audience. It is the responsibility of the AES and CES 
State Directors and Administrators to contact their Dean/AHS member to inform/approve (as 
appropriate to the institution) on any contact information, data, etc., that are generated from 
their respective institution and shared with kglobal. Communication from kglobal will flow 
through the regional Executive Director or Administrator’s office, at least initially, to assure 
State Directors and AHS administrators are informed. Brief follow-up reports by kglobal will be 
sent back to the State primary contacts and the regional Executive Director or Administrator’s 
office.  
  

http://kglobal.com/
http://www.cgagroup.com/
http://escop.ncsu.edu/comattach/3_CMC%20Directors%20Info_Final_20120814.pdf
https://mywebspace.wisc.edu/xythoswfs/webui/_xy-48320354_1-t_vIvjX5gF


kglobal’s work may involve reaching out to key citizens, local and state community decision-
makers, and others who regularly interact with national leaders who work on important policy 
issues relevant to agriculture and our Land Grant Universities.  Before such efforts occur in your 
state, Primary and Secondary Contacts would be informed of its strategies and targeted 
messaging.  This may also involve coordination with you on specific success stories that your 
institution can share on a given topic, local need or science-based problems solving solutions 
that have impacted the lives of their constituents.  
 

Action item on Statement below: 

Because we now have Extension on board for the Communication and Marketing effort,  ESCOP 

will need to approve the statement below to extend our contract with kglobal and Cornerstone. 

ESS has approved a three year assessment for this effort and ESCOP is in the second year of this 

effort. If ECOP was not part of this effort, we would not need this letter. Next year (Sept 2013) at 

the national ESS meeting, a vote needs to take place on whether ESS wants to extend the 

kglobal/Cornerstone contract. The new Joint (ESCOP/ECOP) contract with kglobal/Cornerstone 

runs on an annual calendar basis now. 

Ian Maw asked for an approval letter be sent to him from both ECOP and ESCOP.  Approval on 

the statement below at the Denver ESCOP meeting is needed. 

 

"This is authorization from ESCOP to initiate renewals of one-year contracts and scopes of 

work for kglobal and Cornerstone Government Affairs for the purpose of the AES-CES 

Communications and Marketing Project. ESCOP understands this to be a one-year 

commitment effective January 1, 2013 at a cost of $200,000. With leadership by Scott Reed 

and Nancy Cox, co-chairs, continued monitoring and reporting of project deliverables and 

outcomes is required. Thank you."  

 



Agenda Brief:  ESCOP Budget and Legislative Committee  

 

Presenter:  Jeff Jacobsen/Mike Harrington 

 

For information only 

 

The committee holds regular monthly conference calls that are well attended. The current B&L 

Committee membership is shown below.  

Chair: Jeff Jacobsen (WAAESD) 

  
  Delegates: 
  William (Bill) Brown (SAAESD) 

Ron Allen (WAAESD) 

Ernie Minton (NCRA) 
 Karen Plaut (NCRA) 

Orlando McMeans (ARD) 

Carolyn Brooks (ED-ARD) 

Bob Shulstad (SAAESD) 

Tim Phipps (NERA) 
 Thomas Burr (NERA) 
 Bret Hess (WAAESD) 
 

   Executive Vice-Chair 

Mike Harrington (WAAESD) 
 

NIFA Liaison 
  Paula Geiger (NIFA) 
  

    Representatives 
  Caird Rexroad (ARS) 
  Glen Hoffsis (APLU Vet Med) 

 Eddie Gouge (APLU) 
  Ian Maw (APLU) 
  Dina Chacon-Reitzel (CARET) 

 Cheryl Achterberg (APLU - B of Hum Sci) 

    Jim Richards (Cornerstone) 
 Hunt Shipman (Cornerstone) 
  

*Chair elect 

 
Crop Protection:  The Committee continues to consider minor revisions in working paper from the Crop 
Protection Working Group (WG) that was the approved the July 2012. The WG, which consists of more 
than 30 members representing all parts of the crop protection community and stakeholder, is being 
asked to identify the “needed” resources for the program so that there is a better picture of how much 
crop protection efforts require.  There have been insignificant reductions in funding to IPM and pest 
related activities over the last several years. The loss of CAR, RAMP and other programs are detailed in 
the WG paper.  In addition to there were  nearly $23 million in congressionally mandated projects that 
have been eliminated. The document will come back to the B&L Committee as well as the BAC for 
further action. 
 
2014 Priorities: The committee reaffirmed a continuing commitment as top priorities as follows: 

 Continuation of capacity programs as top priorities: Hatch, Evans Allen, McIntire-Stennis 

 Maintain other formula based capacity programs at least level if not increase 

 Significantly increase AFRI 

 Continuation of mandatory grants programs 

 Communicate priorities from Science Roadmap as agency grant opportunities 

 Support ESCOP/ECOP IPM Working Group Paper 

 In addition the committee supports continuation of the mandatory grants programs in the 

future. 



Agenda Brief: Crop Protection Program Update – Nov 12, 2012, Denver, CO 
 
Presenter: Mike Hoffmann, AES Co-Chair IPM Working Group; Daryl Buchholz, CES 
  
The Integrated Pest Management Working Group continues to make minor revisions to 
the working paper that was the approved July 2012. The Working Group of over 40 
members represents the IPM community across the agricultural and non-agricultural 
sectors will soon be asked to determine the necessary resources to support the 
essential elements including IR 4, competitive grants, IPM Centers, E-IPM and ipmPIPE. 
Cornerstone will be engaged first to determine what is realistic.  Over the past several 
years there has been a significant loss of funding including CAR and RAMP. In addition, 
nearly $23M in congressionally mandated grants targeting pest management issues 
across the country have been lost.  These actions have reduced the funding for IPM by 
nearly $57 million, limiting the development of solutions to pressing problems, when in 
fact they are increasing in severity.  When the next draft is ready, the Budget and 
Legislative Committee as well as the BAC will need to review the document for further 
action. It should be noted that the specific resolution passed during the Savannah 
meetings related to IR-4 and consolidation, has not been acted on.  
 
A number of activities have occurred since the July meeting including the National IPM 
meetings on Oct. 9 and 10 in Washington, DC.  This meeting devoted considerable time 
to the topic of consolidation, regionalization (including the roles of the IPM Centers), 
national coordination and the role of IR-4.  The overview of the IR-4 program provided by 
Jerry Baron at this meeting was seen as a good step in nurturing the relationship 
between the IPM community and IR-4.  The following day an IPM Centers and IR-4 
Summit was held to identify ways that the two organizations could find common ground 
and collaborate more. Attendance included about equal numbers of representatives 
from the IR-4 and IPM community. One specific exercise at the meeting asked all 
attendees to provide thoughts about IPM and IR-4 working together: opportunities, 
obstacles and areas of overlap. Lastly, and at the invitation of Jerry Baron, Mike 
Hoffmann attended the “all hands” IR-4 meeting in Princeton, NJ on Oct 24 to meet 
directly with IR-4 staff to address concerns/questions related to consolidation. Mike also 
met with Rich Bonanno, Chair, IR-4 Commodity Liaison. Participation in this meeting 
revealed an exceptionally broad and supportive stakeholder base for the IR-4 program. 
See for example http://www.saveir-4.org. No change in IR-4’s position on consolidation 
was detected during these meetings. If specific conditions were met, consolidation might 
be considered but this would require additional dialogue and negotiation. 

Action Requested: For information  
 

http://www.saveir-4.org/
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Passed	
  unanimously	
  at	
  the	
  joint	
  Committees	
  on	
  Planning	
  (COPs)	
  meeting	
  held	
  on	
  July	
  25,	
  2012,	
  
Savannah,	
  Georgia	
  

Principles	
  of	
  Partnership	
  

One	
  hundred	
  and	
  fifty	
  years	
  ago,	
  the	
  Morrill	
  Act	
  was	
  signed	
  into	
  law	
  creating	
  a	
  new	
  partnership	
  
between	
  the	
  federal	
  government	
  and	
  the	
  states	
  in	
  support	
  of	
  higher	
  education.	
  	
  On	
  this	
  anniversary,	
  we	
  
celebrate	
  a	
  milestone	
  in	
  our	
  Nation’s	
  rich	
  history	
  and	
  the	
  more	
  than	
  20	
  million	
  graduates	
  of	
  Land-­‐Grant	
  
Universities	
  who	
  have	
  contributed	
  their	
  knowledge	
  and	
  skills	
  to	
  transform	
  our	
  country.	
  

The	
  Morrill	
  Act	
  provided	
  a	
  grant	
  to	
  each	
  state	
  of	
  30,000	
  acres	
  of	
  land	
  per	
  congressional	
  representative,	
  
and	
  the	
  proceeds	
  of	
  the	
  sale	
  was	
  to	
  be	
  matched	
  by	
  the	
  states	
  for	
  the	
  purpose	
  of	
  creating	
  colleges	
  to	
  
make	
  a	
  liberal	
  and	
  practical	
  college	
  education	
  available	
  to	
  everyone.	
  	
  Agriculture	
  and	
  the	
  mechanical	
  
arts	
  were	
  to	
  be	
  included	
  in	
  the	
  problem-­‐solving	
  orientation	
  of	
  the	
  new	
  colleges,	
  along	
  with	
  science,	
  
classical	
  studies,	
  and	
  military	
  tactics.	
  	
  Twenty-­‐eight	
  years	
  later,	
  in	
  1890,	
  a	
  second	
  Morrill	
  Act	
  extended	
  
these	
  authorities	
  to	
  historically	
  black	
  colleges,	
  and	
  more	
  recently	
  in	
  1994,	
  to	
  tribal	
  colleges.	
  	
  

America’s	
  economic	
  growth	
  and	
  prosperity	
  can	
  be	
  traced	
  in	
  no	
  small	
  measure	
  to	
  the	
  dedication	
  of	
  the	
  
Land-­‐Grant	
  Universities	
  to	
  learning,	
  discovery,	
  and	
  engagement	
  as	
  implemented	
  through	
  undergraduate	
  
and	
  graduate	
  education,	
  fundamental	
  and	
  problem-­‐solving	
  research,	
  and	
  life-­‐long	
  learning	
  through	
  
Cooperative	
  Extension.	
  

The	
  global	
  challenges	
  faced	
  today	
  by	
  the	
  United	
  States	
  and	
  the	
  world	
  in	
  relation	
  to	
  population,	
  food,	
  
energy,	
  the	
  environment	
  and	
  natural	
  resources,	
  and	
  public	
  health	
  are	
  different	
  in	
  scope,	
  but	
  no	
  less	
  
daunting	
  than	
  was	
  faced	
  in	
  1862.	
  	
  	
  

The	
  diverse	
  nature	
  of	
  the	
  Land-­‐Grant	
  University	
  family	
  of	
  colleges	
  and	
  universities	
  is	
  a	
  strength	
  for	
  our	
  
nation.	
  	
  On	
  this	
  anniversary,	
  we	
  recommit	
  to	
  the	
  principles	
  on	
  which	
  the	
  Morrill	
  Act	
  was	
  premised,	
  and	
  
affirm	
  that:	
  	
  	
  

• The	
  federal	
  government	
  and	
  the	
  states	
  will	
  partner	
  to	
  support	
  Land-­‐Grant	
  Universities’	
  efforts	
  in	
  
learning,	
  discovery,	
  and	
  engagement.	
  

• Land-­‐Grant	
  Universities	
  will	
  endeavor	
  to	
  provide	
  a	
  “liberal	
  and	
  practical	
  education”	
  and	
  access	
  
to	
  higher	
  education	
  for	
  all,	
  including	
  a	
  commitment	
  to	
  youth	
  development.	
  	
  

• Land-­‐Grant	
  Universities	
  will	
  provide	
  solutions	
  to	
  local,	
  regional,	
  and	
  global	
  problems	
  through	
  the	
  
tripartite	
  mission	
  of	
  teaching,	
  research,	
  and	
  extension	
  education.	
  	
  

• 	
  Land-­‐Grant	
  Universities	
  will	
  chart	
  a	
  new	
  course	
  in	
  education	
  that	
  builds	
  upon	
  21st	
  century	
  
technology	
  and	
  embraces	
  change	
  and	
  flexibility.	
  

• 	
  Land-­‐Grant	
  Universities	
  will	
  develop	
  and	
  instill	
  critical	
  thinking	
  skills	
  to	
  spur	
  innovation.	
  
• Together,	
  we	
  will	
  endeavor	
  to	
  re-­‐establish	
  the	
  United	
  States	
  as	
  a	
  global	
  leader	
  in	
  higher	
  

education.	
  	
  

Recognizing	
  the	
  transformational	
  power	
  of	
  higher	
  education	
  in	
  the	
  agricultural	
  and	
  allied	
  disciplines,	
  we	
  
commit	
  to	
  work	
  together	
  with	
  common	
  goals	
  and	
  aspirations	
  of	
  learning,	
  discovery,	
  and	
  engagement	
  to	
  
prepare	
  graduates	
  to	
  meet	
  the	
  needs	
  of	
  our	
  nation	
  and	
  to	
  address	
  the	
  global	
  challenges	
  of	
  the	
  21st	
  
Century.	
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Partnership	
  Vision	
  and	
  Mission	
  	
  

Vision:	
  	
  The	
  21st	
  Century	
  Land-­‐Grant	
  Universities	
  will	
  partner	
  with	
  the	
  United	
  States	
  Department	
  
of	
  Agriculture,	
  relevant	
  Federal	
  and	
  State	
  government	
  agencies,	
  non-­‐governmental	
  
organizations,	
  and	
  the	
  private	
  sector	
  to	
  create,	
  disseminate,	
  and	
  apply	
  knowledge	
  to	
  meet	
  
societal	
  needs.	
  

Mission:	
  	
  The	
  21st	
  Century	
  Land-­‐Grant	
  Universities	
  and	
  the	
  United	
  States	
  Department	
  of	
  
Agriculture	
  will	
  be	
  the	
  nation’s	
  principal	
  source	
  of	
  knowledge	
  relating	
  to	
  agricultural	
  and	
  food	
  
systems,	
  health	
  and	
  nutrition,	
  environmental	
  quality,	
  natural	
  resources,	
  rural	
  economies	
  and	
  
communities,	
  and	
  youth	
  development.	
  They	
  will	
  provide	
  an	
  empowering	
  education,	
  foster	
  
leadership,	
  and	
  promote	
  cultural	
  awareness	
  in	
  their	
  graduates.	
  Their	
  research	
  discoveries	
  will	
  
generate	
  knowledge	
  and	
  innovations	
  to	
  solve	
  global	
  problems	
  and	
  support	
  the	
  nation’s	
  
economy.	
  They	
  will	
  serve	
  as	
  a	
  source	
  of	
  information	
  and	
  expertise	
  in	
  integrating	
  and	
  applying	
  
knowledge	
  to	
  benefit	
  local,	
  regional,	
  and	
  global	
  constituencies.	
  

Benefits	
  of	
  Partnership	
  	
  

• Collectively	
  advance	
  the	
  principles	
  and	
  philosophies	
  embodied	
  in	
  the	
  Morrill	
  Act;	
  
• Further	
  a	
  common	
  mission,	
  purpose,	
  and	
  goals,	
  with	
  measurable	
  outcomes	
  related	
  to	
  the	
  

tripartite	
  mission	
  of	
  teaching,	
  research,	
  and	
  extension;	
  
• Promote	
  mutual	
  trust,	
  respect,	
  and	
  commitment	
  to	
  the	
  land-­‐grant	
  philosophy;	
  
• Improve	
  communications	
  to	
  promote	
  shared	
  interests	
  and	
  values,	
  and	
  strengthen	
  the	
  national	
  

land-­‐grant	
  network;	
  
• Foster	
  transdisciplinary	
  scientific	
  excellence	
  in	
  the	
  agricultural	
  and	
  related	
  disciplines	
  to	
  

collectively	
  address	
  the	
  global	
  challenges	
  of	
  the	
  21st	
  Century;	
  
• Advance	
  shared	
  interests	
  and	
  priorities	
  by	
  providing	
  national	
  leadership	
  and	
  direction	
  to	
  the	
  

discovery,	
  education,	
  and	
  engagement	
  agendas	
  of	
  Land-­‐Grant	
  Universities,	
  and	
  best	
  serve	
  the	
  
diverse	
  transformational	
  needs	
  of	
  underserved	
  populations.	
  	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  



Agenda Brief: ESCOP Science and Technology Committee  

Date:   November 12, 2012 

Presenter:  William Ravlin/Daniel Rossi 

Background Information:  

1. Committee Membership: 

 Chair  

o William Ravlin (NCRA)  

 Delegates  

o John Liu (SAAESD)  

o John Russin (SAAESD)  

o Gary Thompson (NERA)  

o Cameron Faustman (NERA)  

o Steve Meredith (ARD) – Vice Chair  

o ____________ (ARD)  

o Larry Curtis (WAAESD) 

o David Thompson (WAAESD)  

o Joe Colletti (NCRA) 

o Abel Ponce de Leon (NCRA)  

 Executive Vice-Chair  

o Dan Rossi (NERA, Executive Director) 

 NIFA Representative 

o Muquarrab Qureshi 

 Social Science Subcommittee Representative 

o Travis Park 

 Pest Management Strategies Subcommittee Representative 

o Frank Zalom 

 

2. Multistate Research Award 

 
The 2012 ESS Excellence in Multistate Research Award was presented to NCERA208 at the 

Annual APLU Awards Program.  A press release was prepared by the Multistate Research 

Impact Communications team in the WAAESD Office.  The announcement for the next 

round of awards was sent out to directors and participants in the NIMSS System on October 

2, 2012.  The nominations are due to the Regional Associations by February 28, 2013.   

 

3. Science Roadmap  

 

The synthesis paper has been through several drafts.  It is now with a design specialist at 

Cornell and we hope to have a copy to share shortly.  It will allow ESCOP to communicate 

direction and priorities to sponsoring and supporting agencies and organizations.   

 

 

Action Requested:  For information only. 



 

 

AFRI STAKEHOLDER FEEDBACK 
 

Results of an AFRI Gap Analysis conducted by  
the ESCOP Social Science Subcommittee on February 21-22, 2012. 

 
Introduction 

 
In response to NIFA’s call for stakeholder feedback to the Agriculture and Food 
Research Initiative (AFRI), the ESCOP Social Science Subcommittee (SSSc) conducted a 
gap analysis of recent AFRI RFA’s to identify ways these could solicit more robust 
contributions from social scientists. Suggestions are provided to help AFRI envision the 
signature and foundational programs in ways that better address the human and social 
dimensions of the grand challenges and foundational research that shape AFRI 
priorities. 
 
The purpose of the ESCOP SSSc is to “Recommend specific actions to help the Land-
Grant system address high priority research and education issues leading to outcomes 
that deal with social issues in a significant, measurable way and that will generate 
sustained financial support.” The SSSc hopes that this gap analysis will produce results 
not only for AFRI, but for the many other science initiatives at NIFA and within the 
Land-Grant system that can benefit from the body of work, perspectives and 
approaches, and skill sets that social scientists bring to solving some of our most vexing 
food, agricultural, and rural problems. 
 
The SSSC reviewed the science priorities of available 2012 RFAs, including Food Safety, 
Agricultural and Natural Resources Science for Climate Variability and Change, Food 
Security, and Sustainable Bioenergy, as well as the 2011 RFA for foundational 
programs, including Plant Health and Production and Plant Products; Animal Health 
and Production and Animal Products; Food Safety, Nutrition, and Health; Renewable 
Energy, Natural Resources, and Environment; Agricultural Systems and Technology; 
and, Agriculture and Rural Communities.  
 
The SSSc conducted their review by organizing into five small multidisciplinary 
working groups, each tasked with a different RFA. This was done to divide the labor and 
focus the attention and expertise of participants on a specific set of challenges. The SSSc 
defined the scope of their work by focusing exclusively on those 30 pages extracted 
from the five RFAs which articulated the science priorities in each of the challenge and 
foundational areas. No other facets of the solicitation or competitive process were 
reviewed. 
 
Instructions for the gap analysis were open-ended and non-prescriptive, so each group 
was able to tailor their responses and recommendations as best suited the needs of 
their work. As a result, working groups reported back in a variety of ways; this will be 
evident in the various ways that feedback is presented below. 



 

2 | P a g e  
 

 
There are, however, general themes, cross-cutting issues, and overarching concerns 
that are presented first. Then, attention in focused on the specific science priorities of 
each RFA. The ultimate purpose of this gap analysis and stakeholder feedback is so 
NIFA may reap greater benefits from their social science investments to solve the grand 
and foundational challenges identified within AFRI. 
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Cross-cutting Areas from the Five Working Groups 
 
The SSSc has high regard for the work done by NIFA and the RFA developers in 
reshaping the Agriculture and Food Research Initiative. As a result of your efforts, 
important work is being done by the land grant partners and other AFRI awardees. No 
recommendation made in this SSSc review is meant as a criticism of this hard work. 
Rather, our comments and suggestions are offered as a means to continually improve 
the science enterprise and to assist NIFA to remain nimble in response to dramatic 
changes in food, agriculture, natural resources, and the environment, and the coupled 
natural and human systems we are all trying to better understand. 
 
Hundreds of pages of RFA text were sifted through to distill the 30 pages of science 
priorities that were their focus. This burdensome task hints at a challenge that all social 
scientists may face when trying to respond to NIFA solicitations. The human and social 
dimensions are diffused throughout NIFA programming (as we believe they should be), 
but this means that social scientists must work much harder to identify competitive 
opportunities in NIFA RFAs. We would recommend that NIFA create some mechanism 
to provide a summary of the human and social dimensions solicited by the aggregate of 
NIFA RFAs. We believe this would facilitate more robust contributions from social 
scientists in the competitive process and, ultimately, to the outcomes of AFRI 
investments. 
 
The problems to be addressed in each RFA are almost always framed from a 
technological perspective, rather than from human needs perspective. Most RFAs are 
quite prescriptive, requesting an assumed solution to a problem rather than eliciting 
projects that propose a new way to solve the problem or that represent an array of 
potential solutions. Moreover, the assumed solutions solicited by the RFAs are almost 
always of a technological nature, which do not derive from an understanding of social 
systems and human behavior. If the human needs are assumed, they are implicit, not 
explicit, as though all RFA developers agree on the problem. The outcome of science 
application may be a product OR a process. Examples of some vexing paradoxes that 
require research on the human and social dimensions rather than technological fixes 
include: food processers and preparers frequently neglect even basic food safety 
practices; farmers do not automatically switch production to a carbon sequestering 
cultivar; consumers often do not select the healthiest foods on the grocery shelf; and, 
increasing the food supply does not ensure food security or feed the hungry.  
 
RFA developers need to integrate the social sciences in the framing of the issue, rather 
than bringing them in at the end to evaluate behavioral change. Ask “How does this RFA 
address the human condition?” And make the answer explicit in the solicitation and in 
the proposed projects. USG solicitations for international development work require 
that all proposals include a social impact assessment (SIA). Inclusion of an SIA 
requirement for AFRI-funded projects would go a long way to strengthening the human 
and social dimensions of AFRI investments and solving human problems.  
 



 

4 | P a g e  
 

The RFAs frequently rely on social science buzzwords without defining them. For 
example, what is meant by cost-benefit analysis or social, economic, and environmental 
sustainability? What are the components? What are the benchmarks? Costs to whom? 
Benefits for whom? How will we know when we’ve achieved sustainability? Without 
defining and providing benchmarks, how can we evaluate whether a proposed project 
is designed to achieve it? This repetition of buzzwords gives the impression that RFA 
developers don’t understand the incredible potential of social science research or the 
nuanced approaches that each science can contribute. The social sciences can do so 
much more than cost/benefit analysis!  
 
If behavior change is an end goal, it is essential to understand the drivers of human 
decision-making, adoption and diffusion, and action to change conditions. Where do the 
RFAs (and the proposed projects they solicit) consider producer or consumer adoption? 
What cultural elements contribute to variability in acceptance, response, choice, etc.? 
What are the barriers that thwart and enhancers that facilitate changes in human 
behaviors, policies and institutions, and social systems?  
 
There seems to be a disconnect in the RFAs between the science being solicited and 
those who hold a stake in its success, especially farmers and consumers. For example, is 
it implicit or explicit that a market exists for the technology developed or practices 
recommended as a result of AFRI investment? Assessing producer and consumer needs 
prior to developing new agricultural technologies and practices will be essential.  
 
RFA developers need to consider a number of questions, including: Who are the 
intended users of AFRI-developed technologies? Who will adopt this technology? Is this 
a farmer decision, consumer decision, voter decision, manufacturer decision?  
Whose behavior needs/is going to change? Who will implement this change? And what 
are the implications of these changes for individuals, communities, institutions, 
governments, and social systems? What will be the impact on agriculture? What will be 
the impact on communities? Does the technology contribute to people prosperity or 
place prosperity? What conditions will change as the result of diffusion of these 
technologies, and how will they impact quality of life? 
 
We were pleased to see that a number of RFAs solicit systems analyses. Their 
presentation in the text, however, appeared quite linear, rather than iterative. We could 
not detect whether a feedback loop was considered. If so, we would recommend that 
this be made more explicit in RFAs that solicit systems analyses. If not, we would 
recommend its inclusion. 
 
In many solicitations, the evaluation component is missing or invisible. A three-year 
award constrains the ability to measure outcomes, and science can’t verify impacts by 
the end of five years. Is AFRI considering extending the timeframe of awards to allow 
more robust evaluation of results?  
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The RFAs should solicit education research, not just education doing. Education and 
extension is not just an activity or a product, it is a researchable science. Education and 
Extension scholarship should be expected and invested in. 
 
We didn’t see much in the way of addressing the needs of limited-resource producers, 
communities, and populations, including the 1890 institution stakeholders. This could 
be addressed by insistence on involvement of minority-serving institutions, 1890, 1994, 
and HSIs. Proposed project should be able to demonstrate how all partners were 
involved in the development and integration of the project and will contribute to its 
outcomes.  
 
Finally, is there a way for NIFA (or Congress) to define Hispanic-serving institutions 
that would allow focused partnerships with the Land Grant system? Defining them by 
enrollment figures creates a “moving target,” which thwarts meaningful long-term 
collaborations. This is compounded because HSIs are NOT structurally similar to Land 
Grants, as they have no colleges of agriculture or Extension services. If NIFA could 
designate a number of HSIs it seeks to support and identify them, this would help the 
Land Grant system establish working relationships that are easier to sustain. 
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FY 2012 Food Safety (AFRI) 
 
General Observations and Reflections 
 
The RFA does not question how consumers and producers will respond to changes in 
food safety. That is assumed. But if erroneously assumed, the investment may be 
wasted. Food safety needs to include research on what drives consumers’ preferences 
and behaviors. Such research would examine motivation, affective and cognitive 
development, and emotional intelligence, among other things. This would attract other 
social sciences (psychology, e.g.) to make contributions to solving food safety problems.  
 
Social structures, social and economic systems, the market and organizational 
structures (ownership, contracts, organizational literature on how business, industry, & 
gov’t interaction, incentives) and how they interact among one another are key 
dynamics that should be among the subjects solicited for food safety science. 
 
The supply chain is NOT a buzzword. We recommend the RFA encourage examination 
of the entire value chain in terms of food safety, especially critical control points, 
broadly defined. This would require looking at potential breakdowns in technology and 
behavior and what the costs and benefits of success or failure are. Food safety 
behaviors of farmers and producers and processors and manufacturers are all 
significant areas of inquiry. The food processing and production links in the chain are 
essential to include, as are interactions among social system factors and external 
influences.  
 
We did not see food safety priorities related to potential contaminants in the food 
supply. Is there a way to incorporate issues related to antibiotics, pesticide residue, 
food irradiation, and/or biotechnology in the solicitation? 
 
The RFA did not seem to provide a way to evaluate how people assess their food safety 
risk. An informed choice is not correlated to a change in behavior. How are consumers 
responding to food safety information? What are their perceptions of food safety risk? 
These are important areas of inquiry for food safety. 
 
In the RFA, education appears to simply be an add-on. There is no attention given to 
education scholarship or education science. Simply “educating” the public is not the 
solution; labels don’t elicit consumer response. A perfect food safety system is cost 
prohibitive. What is needed is better understanding of which food safety practices are 
more economically important to focus on. Which gives the greatest margin for safety? 
Of all the potential problems and solutions, which gives us the greatest bang for the 
buck? 
 
Specific Suggestions are embedded below in bold in the text of the Food Safety RFA. 
Extracts of Program Priorities from the Food Safety RFA follow. 
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Background 
 
While the U.S. food supply is generally considered to be one of the safest in the world, 
food-borne illness continues to be a source of concern for the American consumer, 
federal government, and industry. The Food Safety Challenge Area promotes and 
enhances the scientific discipline of food safety, with an overall aim of protecting 
consumers from microbial, chemical, and physical hazards that may occur during all 
stages of the food chain, from production to consumption. This requires an 
understanding of the interdependencies of human, animal, and ecosystem health as it 
pertains to food-borne pathogens.  
 
To meet these identified needs, the long-term outcome for this program is to reduce 
food-borne illnesses and deaths by improving the safety of the food supply, which will 
result in reduced impacts on public health and on our economy. Projects are expected 
to address one of the stated Program Area Priorities which collectively contribute to the 
achievement of the following goals: 
 

1. Improve the safety of the food supply through developing and implementing 
effective strategies that prevent or mitigate food-borne contamination, including 
food processing technologies, resulting in a reduction in the incidence of food-
borne illness, while preventing future food-borne outbreaks. In addition, 
identifying and promoting the development of incentives, organizational 
structures, and contracts that lead to behavior on the part of producers 
and consumers that promote food safety.  

2. Promote the development, adoption and diffusion of detection technologies for 
food-borne pathogens and other contaminants in foods, which are sensitive, 
specific, rapid, economical, easily-implemented, and usable under a variety of 
conditions, including use in the field. This will involve the need to understand 
what factors influence producer and consumer behavior and how they 
respond to incentives. Topics that are important are cultural values, social 
structures and organization, brain mapping, etc.  

3. Evaluating the value chain to identify the critical control points (with costs 
and benefits broadly defined to incorporate the values of the participants). 
Contracting will also be important. Another area is a reporting system 
where consumers are able to report problems with food illnesses – thus 
there will be a need for a data repository (data – information – knowledge).  
Reduce negative public health and economic impacts through the development 
and demonstration of effective traceability systems that track the source, 
movement, critical tracking events (CTEs), storage, and control of contaminated 
food and food ingredients from production to consumption. 

4. Increase the number of food safety scientists, as well as scientists who are cross 
trained in environmental science, animal science, microbiology, genetics, 
epidemiology, economics, social science, food science, engineering, and public 
health, to provide a holistic approach to ensuring the safety of the food supply, 
from pre-harvest through consumption.  
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5. The role of contaminants in our food supply is another question of 
importance here.  

 
In order to achieve these program goals, the Food Safety Challenge Area will address 
several focused objectives over the next three years. These specific objectives are 
intended to allow for a stepwise progression toward effective strategies for prevention 
and mitigation of contamination, evaluation and demonstration of effective food 
processing technologies, rapid detection of food contaminants, and development of 
effective traceability systems for food and food ingredients. In FY 2010, the AFRI Food 
Safety program focused on the following priority areas: shiga-toxin producing 
Escherichia coli (STEC) in beef, food processing technologies, food-borne viruses, food 
safety education and emerging food safety issues. In FY 2011, the AFRI Food Safety 
Program will solicit new grant applications that address Salmonella and Campylobacter 
in poultry products. In addition and like the FY 2010 priority areas, the AFRI Food 
Safety Challenge Area will request applications for critical and emergent food safety 
research needs to prevent and control threats to the safety of the U.S. food supply. 
Contingent upon the availability of new funds, in FY 2012, the priority areas will 
include: microbial ecology of food-borne pathogens and control of other food-borne 
pathogens of concern, e.g., Listeria monocytogenes. 
 

Comment: This suggests that the entire problem relates to food 
contamination, and if we just educate people all will be solved. However 
people respond in sometimes seemingly irrational ways – so further 
understanding of human behavior on the part of all players in the value 
chain will be essential. 

 
1. Prevention and Control of Salmonella and Campylobacter in Poultry Flocks and 

Poultry Products, including Eggs 

Comment: Why is the focus on such a specific example when there are 
food-borne illnesses from many food sources (e.g.; other animal products; 
fruits and vegetables?) 

Program Area Priority – Applicants must address the following: 
 
Projects in this priority area should generate information and/or strategies critical 
to the reduction of Campylobacter and/or Salmonella in poultry and poultry 
products. Projects are encouraged to identify risk factors and develop intervention 
and risk management strategies for reducing Campylobacter and/or Salmonella 
contamination in the pre-harvest and/or post-harvest environments and evaluate 
the effectiveness of the strategies using a risk-informed approach. Highly focused 
projects that include two of three functions (research, education, extension) will be 
considered for funding. 
Applications are encouraged to include one or more of the following topic areas: 
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Comment: This sort of evaluation will be incomplete without an 
understanding of the systems, and the incentives that result from those 
systems, and how those incentives lead to particular behavior (with 
respect to taking on risk) that decision makers will use. 

 
 Develop new and improved methodologies for monitoring poultry flocks for the 

presence of Campylobacter and/or Salmonella. Monitoring and surveillance 
should target both chicks known to be pathogen-negative, and suspected targets 
of vertical transmission from grandparent, to parent, to offspring (or to egg). 

 Develop improvements in slaughter hygiene and technology that are effective for 
reducing contamination of poultry products. Improvements should address a 
combination of control factors that provide a series of “hurdles” to minimize the 
risk of poultry meat contamination. 

 Develop and implement guidelines for taking appropriate action when finding 
positive flocks. 

 Develop novel technologies to reduce human pathogens in live birds and/or 
poultry products, including eggs. 

 Develop guidelines and recommendations for best practices to reduce human 
pathogen loads in poultry flocks. 

 Investigate improvements in control technologies that promote protective 
mechanisms in individual live birds, such as vaccinations, and optimization of 
the intestinal flora of poultry. 

 Develop effective and efficient processing and packaging methods for 
prevention, control, and elimination of contamination of poultry products. 

 Design effective training, education (graduate and undergraduate), and outreach 
programs for industry, veterinarians, producers, processors, and others who are 
critical influencers of effective infection control and prevention of 
contamination, both for live animals, poultry meat, and eggs. 

 There may be a need to study the impact of scale of operation on the 
propensity for problems with food safety in production operations. On the 
one hand a large scale poultry operation may be safer because that 
organization can afford to have a veterinarian on-site to watch for 
problems and have them treated before they become severe. On the other 
had, if there is an outbreak that quickly spreads through the flock there are 
many more animals affected and that can affect consumer safety.  

 Sometimes consumer response to a food safety crisis is to “buy local” or 
“buy organic” or “grow your own” and the relative safety of these 
approaches is unknown. This is another area in need of study. 

 Design new, innovative, and effective consumer education programs that focus 
on the best ways to avoid infection, including safe handling and preparation and 
proper cooking instructions (for example, proper temperature and time 
controls) for poultry and poultry products. Identify and develop knowledge 
diffusion systems for the 21st century. How do we inform consumers and 
producers in a manner that is effective and wide-spread?  
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 Use school based (formal) education for safety education and take a lesson 
from the positive experiences with recycling and farm safety. 

 Cultural sensitivity, norms and traditions play a very large role here. More 
study is needed to identify how these factors are influencing consumer 
behavior and how educational programs might be structured. 

 Determine the most effective and practical methodologies for measuring and 
evaluating the impact of potential interventions on preventing and controlling 
infections associated with poultry products. 

 Conduct economic analyses that compare the costs and benefits of implementing 
various prevention and control measures from farm to fork. These measures 
should be developed for small, medium, and large producers and/or processors. 
There is a need to broaden this to incorporate the impact of different 
organizational (different market structures, different ownership organization)  
and contract structure on incentives and behaviors. 

 
Other Program Area Requirements: 
 
 Detail Removed 
 To increase the potential impact of projects on control of Campylobacter and 

Salmonella, inclusion of animal scientists, food microbiologists, poultry plant 
operators, veterinarians, engineers, economists, epidemiologists, social 
scientists, educators, extension educators and specialists, and statisticians to the 
project team is highly recommended, where applicable. 

 
Comment: In order to understand the cultural and social factors it will be 
important to expand this list to include other social scientists 
(anthropology, sociology, psychology)among others, including other life 
sciences for investigations that include bio-chemistry, brain mapping, etc. 

 
2. Addressing Critical and Emerging Food Safety Issues 

 
Program Area Priority – Applicants must address the following: 
 
 Research generated in this priority will reduce the burden of food-borne illness 

by supporting a wide range of critical and emerging food safety research needs. 
Emerging pathogens and contaminants are defined in this program as being 
potential food safety hazards where little to no science-based information is 
available demonstrating that the hazard is a cause of food-borne disease. This 
program will support both fundamental and applied research focused on 
identifying and characterizing emerging  food-borne human pathogens and 
other contaminants (e.g., chemicals, nanoparticles, and toxins) in foods; 
development of concentration and purification methods for isolating pathogens 
and contaminants from foods; identification and evaluation of under-researched 
food vehicles that harbor or support pathogen growth and transmission; and/or 
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novel and practical processing, mitigation, and control strategies that reduce the 
transmission, growth, and survival of pathogens in food environments. 

 
Applications are encouraged to include one or more of the following topic areas: 
 
 Evaluate the value chain to identify the critical control points – using broad 

based measures of cost and benefits and return on investment (ROI). 
 Identify and characterize emerging human food-borne pathogens and 

contaminants of significance to the food supply. 
 Develop novel intervention strategies in live animals for emerging human food-

borne pathogens and/or contaminants, with special emphasis on the critical 
period leading up to, and ending with presentation for slaughter and hide 
removal (meat) or collection (milk). 

 Conduct pre-harvest basic and applied studies to develop sensitive, accurate and 
validated pen-, chute-, or animal-side emerging food-borne human pathogen 
detection tests that are cost-effective and amenable to high-throughput scaling. 

 Develop and statistically validate an improved method for the detection of 
Brucella in cheeses or Mycobacterium avium or bovis in dairy products including 
cheese. The method should be rapid, specific, practical, and sensitive. Determine 
the incidence of these pathogens in these products. 

 Develop and statistically validate and improved method for the detection of, and 
if possible to distinguish between, the meat-associated and feline-associated 
Toxoplasma gondii. The method should be rapid, specific, practical, and sensitive. 

 Determine the incidence of Toxoplasma gondii in live food animals and identify 
interventions to reduce contamination of meat and/or produce. 

 Develop novel concentration and purification procedures for isolating human 
pathogens or contaminants from foods. 

 
Other Program Area Requirements: 
 
 Detail Removed 
 To improve the potential impact of projects on enhancing food safety, inclusion 

of engineers, food microbiologists, economists, epidemiologists, social scientists, 
animal scientists, and statisticians to the project team is highly recommended 
where applicable.  

 
Comment: Include other disciplines as well, such as psychology. 
 

3. Research Projects 
 
Single-function Research Projects will be support fundamental or applied research 
conducted by individual investigators, co-investigators within the same discipline, 
or multidisciplinary teams.  

Fundamental research means research that (i) increases knowledge or 
understanding of the fundamental aspects of phenomena and has the potential for 
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broad application and (ii) has an effect on agriculture, food, nutrition, or the 
environment. 
Applied research means research that includes expansion of the findings of 
fundamental research to uncover practical ways in which new knowledge can be 
advanced to benefit individuals and society. 
Multidisciplinary projects are those in which investigators from two or more 
disciplines collaborate closely to address a common problem. These collaborations, 
where appropriate, may integrate the biological, physical, chemical, or social 
sciences. 
 

4. Integrated Research, Education, and/or Extension Projects 
An Integrated Project includes at least two of the three functions of the agricultural 
knowledge system (i.e., research, education, and extension) within a project, focused 
around a problem or issue. The functions addressed in the project should be 
interwoven throughout the life of the project and act to complement and reinforce 
one another. The functions should be interdependent and necessary for the success 
of the project and no more than two-thirds of the project’s budget may be focused 
on a single component. 
 
1) The proposed research component of an integrated project should address 

knowledge gaps that are critical to the development of practices and programs 
to address the stated problem. 
 

2) The proposed education (teaching and teaching-related) component of an 
Integrated Project should develop human capital relevant to overall program 
goals for U.S. agriculture. An education or teaching activity is formal classroom 
instruction, laboratory instruction, and practicum experience in the food and 
agricultural sciences and other related matters such as faculty development, 
student recruitment and services, curriculum development, instructional 
materials and equipment, and innovative teaching methodologies. 
 
Educational activities may include any of the following: conducting classroom 
and laboratory instruction and practicum experience; faculty research 
internships for curricula development; cutting-edge agricultural science and 
technology curriculum development; innovative teaching methodologies; 
instructional materials development; education delivery systems; student 
experiential learning (student led-research; internships; externships; clinics); 
student learning styles and student-centered instruction; student recruitment 
and retention efforts; career planning materials and counseling; pedagogy; 
faculty development programs; development of modules for on-the-job training; 
providing knowledge and skills for professionals creating policy or transferring 
to the agriculture workforce; faculty and student exchanges; and student study 
abroad and international research opportunities relevant to overall program 
goals for U.S. agriculture. Educational activities must show direct alignment with 
increasing technical competency in AFRI priority area(s) to ensure that U.S. 
agriculture remains globally competitive in the knowledge age. 
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Educational components must address one or two of the following key strategic 
actions: 
 Train students for Associate, Baccalaureate, Master’s or Doctoral degrees; 

and/or 
 Prepare K-12 teachers and higher education faculty to understand and 

present food and agricultural sciences. 
 
These projects should synthesize and incorporate a wide range of the latest 
relevant research results. Note that routine use of graduate students and 
postdoctoral personnel to conduct research is not considered education for the 
purposes of this program. 
 

3) The proposed extension component of an Integrated Project should conduct 
programs and activities that deliver science-based knowledge and informal 
educational programs to people, enabling them to make practical decisions. 
Program delivery may range from community-based to national audiences and 
use communication methods from face-to-face to electronic or combinations 
thereof. Extension Projects may also include related matters such as certification 
programs, in-service training, client recruitment and services, curriculum 
development, instructional materials and equipment, and innovative 
instructional methodologies appropriate to informal educational programs. 
 
Extension activities address one or more of the following key strategic actions: 
 Support informal education to increase food and agricultural literacy of 

youth and adults; 
 Promote science-based agricultural literacy by increasing understanding and 

use of food and agricultural science data, information, and programs; 
 Build science-based capability in people to engage audiences and enable 

informed decision making; 
 Develop new applications of instructional tools and curriculum structures 

that increase technical competency and ensure global competitiveness; 
 Offer non-formal learning programs that increase accessibility to new 

audiences at the rate at which new ideas and technologies are tested and/or 
developed at the community-scale; and 

 Develop programs that increase public knowledge and citizen engagement 
leading to actions that protect or enhance the nations’ food supply, 
agricultural productivity, environmental quality, community vitality, and/or 
public health and well-being. 

 
These projects should synthesize and incorporate a wide range of the latest 
relevant research results. Please note that research-related activities such as 
publication of papers or speaking at scientific meetings are not considered 
extension for the purposes of this program. 
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Integrated Projects aim to resolve today’s problems through the application of 
science-based knowledge and address needs identified by stakeholders. Integrated 
Projects clearly identify anticipated outcomes and have a plan for evaluating and 
documenting the success of the project. These projects should lead to measurable, 
documented changes in learning, actions, or conditions in an identified audience or 
stakeholder group. 
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Agricultural and Natural Resources Science for  
Climate Variability and Change (AFRI) 

 
General Observations and Reflections 
 
Everything is dynamic (social, economics, environmental) so there is no firm target for 
a sustainable climate. Costs are going to rise. People’s choices will be influenced. Food 
access/security is the key question with climate change. What are the responses? The 
market will respond to climate change because people will react and adjust. But where 
is the market? And how does it respond? Answers to such questions are not solicited by 
this RFA. 
 
Does the RFA consider a feedback loop in all systems analysis? It’s not explicit, but it 
should be. 
 
The evaluation component is invisible, due to the contracted timeframe for measuring 
outcomes within 3 years. Researchers can’t verify impact by end of 5 years. The 
intermediate or long-term outcomes can’t be measured within timeframe. 
 
Specific Suggestions are presented below in bold: 
 
1. General Frame Question: The basic formulation of the RFA is on the 

production/technology side of the problem: 

a. For example, maybe the optimal response to rising seawater is to move 

rice production inland and use the freed land for something else. 

b. A larger/regional response to climate change. 

2. General Frame Question: The RFA focuses on place prosperity rather than 

people prosperity. 

3. General Frame Question: These decisions may imply that people have to make 

different consumption decisions than they did before – some commodities 

may become more expensive – does this impact food security? 

4. With regard to 5.1 – Assess the existing and potential market for ecosystem 

services focusing on carbon sequestration. 

5. With regard to 5.4 and 5.5 – This may not be attainable given the lifespan of 

the projects. An instrument may show a difference, but we cannot show 

impact [Pic 1,2, or 3 and then 4 or 5]. 

6. What is the difference between 5 and 6? Is the focus in 6 on increased 

variability or regional shifts? 

a. They use the term ecosystem services in the individual objectives. 

b. Regional changes in production/mitigation. 

7. How would supply chains have regional context? 

a. Clarification of the economic dimension of the second bullet point on 6. 
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8. Why do producers decide to participate in decision-making, management 

practices, and supply chains on second bullet point on 6? 

9. What is the educational research content? It seems to be more a delivery of 

service instead of research. 

10. More detail on collaboration between education and research would be 

helpful. 
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FY 2012 Food Security (AFRI) 
 
General Observations and Reflections 
 
The focus of the RFA is on increasing food production, but food security is about more 
than producing more food. The paradox is that hunger goes up as production goes up. 
Consequently, the science of food security needs to be reframed. What are the human 
issues causing food insecurity and how do we address these? Create new category in 
the RFA—on the food system. Refocus the new program priority on the food system and 
human behavior; neither animal nor crop, but instead looking at human factors—the 
behavior of people. People will have to behave differently. Not everything is amendable 
to a technological fix. Food access and affordability, and public and private food 
distribution systems are essential areas of inquiry, as are economics, logistics, 
infrastructure, etc.—to improve food security. It is not essential to have social scientist 
on every project, but researchers do need to recognize the human dimensions of these 
problems. The RFA needs to facilitate this, so it is not simply tacked on to the end of any 
project. 
 
Human behavior is affected by information and policy. How will we use the information 
generated by the program to implement change? This suggests that policy analysis 
should be built into the RFA as essential area of inquiry for food security, too. Likewise, 
how will the knowledge generated be disseminated? Considering how information will 
be disseminated should be part of RFA, to initiate discussion and development of food 
system that ensures food security.  
 
Specific suggestions are presented below in bold: 
 
The Food Security Group was struck by several things in critiquing the Program 
Priorities of the 2012 AFRI RFA. The first would be that the RFA focused on 
increasing food production as a primary way of increasing food security.  The 
primary assumption for this “production focused” proposition seems that food 
insecurity occurs largely because of lack of food, ignoring myriads of other social 
and human consumption issues. We recognize that the food security issues being 
addressed are global as well as national and support research that enhances 
production. But we note, for example, the RFA indicates that between 2007 and 
2008, food insecurity increased 30 percent in this country. Food production 
during the same period increased and the food system became more efficient: 
food production increased by 2 percent, and total agricultural inputs decreased 
by 2 percent.  We argue that increased food production and food production 
efficiency alone does not lead to reductions in food insecurity. Therefore, we 
suggest that the introductory section of the RFA broadens the assumption 
underlying as well as causes of food insecurity. 
 
We further noted that the RFA summary was structured into two sections that 
address the production side: the first dealing with “increasing animal health and 
production” and the second with “increasing sustainable crop production.  The 
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first section had three programs that focused on animals and the second section 
had four programs, three of which focused on crops and the last of which dealt 
with “sustainable food systems to improve food security”.   We believe that the 
section “sustainable food systems” should be treated as a separate category, 
dealing with the human factor.   Therefore, we suggest restructuring the seven 
programs into three major categories: food systems (dealing with the human 
factor), animal systems, and crops systems. 
 
Based on the above observations, we identified several ways in which the RFA 
categories can be improved and the social sciences and human dimensions can be 
incorporated into the AFRI process: 
 
1. The human dimensions need not be explored in every priority:  economic 

impacts have some relevance to many programs, but analysis of human 
behavior and social systems has marginal relevance to 5 of the 7 programs 
priority reviewed. 

2. Consider taking advantage of the human and social science expertise in the 
system by refocusing existing programs or focusing new programs on human 
behavior and the food system, broadly conceived.  

3. Specifically, we’d recommend a new category on “improving food systems 
through understanding human behavior and economic/social systems” (in 
addition to the sections on “increasing animal health and production” and 
“increasing sustainable crop production”) that draws on the strengths of the 
human and social sciences as well as the agricultural production sciences. And 
bring this category to the front of the description of Food Security research. 

4. The program under Food Security that fits in this new category and that most 
heavily draws on this expertise was Number 7 on “sustainable food systems to 
improve food security”. This program supported analysis of food access and 
affordability issues, the public and private and nonprofit food distribution 
system and the production and value chains embedded in this system.  

5. Human behavior is changed by new information as well as policies. (Think 
about how new information and policies about smoking and health affected 
tobacco use over the last 50 years.) This program can contribute to 
information about human behavior related to food choices, food system 
functioning, and policies that affect the food system and human health in a 
way that can lead to improvements in global and national food security. 
Requests for proposals should encourage analysis of policies that affect food 
systems and plans for getting the information to potential users. 
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FY 2012 Sustainable Bioenergy (AFRI) 
 
General Observations and Reflections 
 
This RFA needs to be more prescriptive in inclusion of social & human dimensions of 
bioenergy and the participation of social scientists. Researchers responding to the RFA 
should demonstrate a foundational understanding of what a human system is and what 
it encompasses.  
 
The RFA needs to articulate the sustainable dimensions of each of the three legs of the 
stool: environmental, economic, and social. What are the social pieces that have to be in 
place before a sustainability goal can be achieved? Sustainability analysis should reach 
down to the social components.  
 
Specific suggestions are presented below and embedded below in bold.  
 

Comment: In framing and shaping the science for sustainable bioenergy, as 
well as for developing the program description, it would be advantageous 
to also view the challenges through the lens of farmers and communities. 

 
Extracts of Program Priorities from the Sustainable Bioenergy RFA follow: 
 
Sustainable Bioenergy Challenge Area: 
 

 Detail Removed 
 
Background 
 
The AFRI Sustainable Bioenergy Program will fund grants that target vital topical areas 
related to the development of regional systems for the sustainable production of 
bioenergy, biopower and biobased products. These programs will, where appropriate, 
align with existing Regional Bioenergy Coordinated Agricultural Projects (CAP) to 
promote NIFA’s goal and mission of economic, environmental, and rural community 
sustainability through research, education, and outreach. 
 

Comment: Extension scholarship should be a requirement, especially with 
regard to goals 7 and 8 below. 

 
Demand for biomass continues to increase as additional targets for heat, transportation 
fuels, power, and biobased products are realized. Current policies are designed to 
provide agricultural support, rural enhancement, reduced dependence on foreign 
sources of energy, climate change mitigation/adaptation, and environmental 
sustainability. Policy developments often are identified as drivers of production 
decisions in the biofuels and bioenergy industries. New policies will need to take into 
full account associated risks/uncertainties and unintended consequences of feedstock 
production systems on natural resource and ecosystem service sustainability. Research 
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is not well developed around the implications of current and alternative regulatory 
policies, fuel and portfolio standards, market distorting and other production subsidies, 
tax credits, and agricultural assistance programs on both bioenergy and agricultural 
markets and production decisions, which are subject to further evaluations of 
environmental and other indirect effects. 
 
To meet these identified needs, the long-term outcome for this program is to implement 
regional systems that materially deliver liquid transportation biofuels to help meet the 
Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA) of 2007 goal of 36 billion gallons/year of 
biofuels by 2022 and reduce the National dependence on foreign oil and, as 
appropriate, produce biopower and biobased products. Projects are expected to employ 
a systems approach to address the stated Program Area Priorities which collectively 
contribute to the achievement of the following goals: 
 

1. Deployment of superior genotypes of regionally-appropriate dedicated energy 
crops. 

2. Refinement and implementation of sustainable regional feedstock production 
practice. 

3. Seamless feedstock logistics. 
4. Scalable, sustainable conversion technologies that can accept a diverse range of 

feedstocks. 
5. Regional marketing and distribution systems. 
6. Regional sustainability analyses, procedures of policy analysis and 

community engagement, data collection and management, and tools to support 
decision-making, system-development, and transitional science; initial data 
collection should include limited-resource bio-energy producer and 
consumer concerns. 

7. A workforce well-educated and prepared through formal and informal 
education from secondary through post-secondary to adult level with the 
capacity to fill the cross-disciplinary needs of the biofuels industry. 

8. Build capacity in minority-serving institutions for research, education, and 
outreach in sustainable bio-energy. 

 
In FY 2010, NIFA solicited for the establishment of three Regional Bioenergy CAPs that 
focus on dedicated energy crops including energy cane, perennial grasses, sorghum, 
woody biomass, and oil crops (oilseeds and algae). These sustainable crops serve as 
feedstocks for the production of advanced non-ethanol, infrastructure-compatible fuels 
and biobased products through a systems-oriented approach that links feedstock 
development, production, logistics, conversion and markets. NIFA supports programs 
that are trans-disciplinary and integrate genetic crop development; sustainable 
agronomic and silvicultural practices; pest and beneficial species management; 
coordinated energy-efficient logistics; flexible and scalable sustainable conversion and 
refining technologies; effective marketing and distribution systems; provide sustainable 
ecosystem services and rural community prosperity. In FY 2012, NIFA will support one 
additional Regional Bioenergy CAP that focuses on the production and delivery of 
Regionally Sustainable Biomass Feedstocks. While the focus will be on feedstocks, 
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competitive proposals will present their feedstock development and production 
concepts in the context of a complete regional supply chain. 
 
The FY 2010 Request for Applications received useful stakeholder input which helped 
to identify the specific areas of research for FY 2012. These topics increase NIFA’s 
pursuit of sustainability by focusing on the interplay between policy, planning and 
implementation, the environment, and bioenergy and protecting and providing 
habitats for wildlife and beneficial insects. Each topic has strong ties to the 
environment, economic efficiency, and rural community life. The topics are important 
to achieving National goals and can span borders creating the potential of international 
collaboration and learning.  
 

Comment: We added planning and implementation as important areas of 
inquiry. These currently go unaddressed in the solicitation, but we would 
recommend their inclusion and see a number of opportunities for research 
in these areas. 
 
Comment: Here is a great place to introduce the capacity-building 
suggestions made previously. 

 
5. Development and Sustainable Production of Regionally-appropriate Biomass 

Feedstocks 
 
Program Area Priority – Applicants must address the following: 
 
 Present a coordinated plan for developing a regional approach for feedstock 

development, production, and delivery to ensure the sustainable production of 
biomass to be used for conversion to advanced liquid transportation fuels, and if 
appropriate, biopower and biobased products. These systems should have net 
positive social, environmental, and rural economic impacts and be specifically 
targeted to an industrial, cooperative, or government partner or platform. It is 
expected that the Regional Feedstock CAP will network with and leverage 
existing efforts within USDA; university research, education, and extension 
faculty and resources; other federal agencies; and the private sector by taking 
multidisciplinary and transdisciplinary approaches. 

 
Comment: The word “network” isn’t very descriptive. We would suggest 
substituting “partner” or “collaborate”. 

 
Other Program Area Requirements: 
 
 Detail Removed 
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Comment: Has the program defined what they mean by “sustainable”? How 
will the program be able to evaluate sustainable production and delivery 
systems? How will the program insure sustainability? 
 

 This program is focusing on the development of sustainable production and 
delivery systems around five groups of dedicated energy feedstocks: 
Energycane, perennial grasses, sorghum, woody biomass, and oilseed crops. For 
this solicitation, projects targeting algae are not eligible given that recently 
awarded grants from the Department of Energy has strongly supported algae. 
Certain specific woody biomass feedstocks are also not eligible given that recent 
awards from NIFA have strongly supported work in this area, including; western 
species of Abies, Alnus, Larix, Picea, Populus, Pseudotsuga, and Tsuga. The 
regional CAP should focus on one or more feedstocks as regionally appropriate. 
These systems should focus on producing the feedstock in areas with high net 
primary production; where inputs, such as water and fertilizer, are at their 
minimum; and where land is available that will not displace existing productive 
agricultural sectors or harm existing rural economics or environmental 
conditions. Applicants can determine what area comprises a region.  

 Applicants must to consider developing approaches, practices, and technologies 
that allow small and medium-size landowners and limited-resource farmers 
to participate and contribute to the regional feedstock system. 

 Transdisciplinary studies that include social, behavioral, and 
biological/chemical/physical sciences into comprehensive study designs at an 
accelerated rate are highly desired. 

 Education activities should: 
o develop human capital relevant to program goals 
o educate students for Associate, Baccalaureate, Master’s or Doctoral degrees; 

and/or prepare K-12 teachers and higher education faculty 
o synthesize and incorporate a wide range of the latest relevant research 

results for outreach materials 
o lead to measurable, documented changes in learning, actions, or conditions 

in an identified audience or stakeholder group 
 Extension activities should: 

o conduct programs and activities that deliver science-based knowledge and 
informal educational programs to people, enabling them to make informed 
decisions 

 
Comment: Informed decisions about what? 
 
o include program delivery that may range from community-based to national 

and from face-to-face to electronic or combinations thereof 
o synthesize and incorporate a wide range of the latest relevant research 

results 
o lead to measurable, documented changes in learning, actions, or conditions 

in an identified audience or stakeholder group 
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o engage limited-resource populations. 
 

 The Regional CAP supported under this RFA must direct integrated research, 
education, and/or extension activities to the biomass supply chain segments 
where USDA has a lead national role. Feedstock conversion research is being 
supported by the Department of Energy and not requested in this NIFA AFRI 
priority area. However, applicants must document partnerships with an end-
user who anticipates a sustainable supply of feedstock to ensure that feedstock 
development and production are well-aligned with appropriate conversion 
technologies. The following descriptions highlight aspects of the biomass supply 
chain segments that applicants must address: 
 
1) Feedstock Development: Optimize yields and allow for reduced inputs. 

 Maximize the range of feedstock phenotypes, through advanced 
genomics, breeding, and systems integration. 

 Increase the geographic range where dedicated feedstocks may be grown 
with high yields and low inputs. 

 Maximize year-around photosynthetic efficiency and net carbon fixation. 
 Minimize water usage and nutrient, pesticide, and herbicide inputs 

through genetic improvement. 
2) Sustainable Feedstock Production Systems: Optimize yields with minimal 

environmental impact. 
 Identify management practices that minimize water usage, and nutrient, 

pesticide, and herbicide inputs. 
 Evaluate (from field-to-watershed scales) impacts of bioenergy feedstock 

production on food, feed, or fiber production, and identify strategies to 
minimize adverse impacts. 

 Optimize agronomics, cropping systems, and silviculture. 
3) Feedstock Logistics: Develop equipment with the scale and efficiency 

required for sustainable biomass production. 
 Harvest and collection – Operations to acquire biomass from the point of 

origin and move it to a storage or queuing location. Examples include 
cutting, harvesting, collecting, hauling, and often some form of 
densification, such as baling or bundling. 

 Storage – Operations essential for holding biomass material in a stable 
form until preprocessing or transport to the processing facility. Storage 
could be at locations near the harvesting areas, at the industrial facility, 
or both. 

 Preprocessing – Processes that physically, chemically, or biologically 
transform biomass into a state more suitable for transport or for product 
conversion. Examples include densifying, thermochemical processing, 
grinding, drying, chemically treating, ensiling, fractionating, and blending. 

 Transportation – Movement of biomass through the logistics system from 
harvest and collection to the processing facility. Biomass transport 
options are generally constrained to existing transportation 
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infrastructure, such as truck, rail, barge, or pipeline. Develop new 
transportation technology, transport models and modes, including 
improved containers and lighter vehicles to reduce truck traffic and 
transportation costs, reduce impact on roads and bridges, and reduce 
undesirable social impacts, such as, for example, bankruptcy and small 
business foreclosure, loss of productive or legacy land, etc.. 

 Health and Safety issues as they pertain to new systems integration and 
equipment. 

4) System Performance Metrics, Data Collection, Modeling, Analysis, and Decision 
Tools: Generate social, environmental, and economic metrics and data to 
evaluate the sustainability as well as production performance of a regional 
system. 
 Develop region and feedstock specific data management plans for 

Sustainability Performance Metrics and Data Acquisition methods. 
o Validate region and feedstock specific sustainability performance 

metrics. 
 Use existing and initial data to determine if performance metrics are valid 

and support sustainability performance objectives. 
 Data Collection and Management 
 Environmental Impact Evaluation 

o Soil Quality 
o Greenhouse gas emissions and carbon sequestration 
o Pollinators, Wildlife, and Habitat 
o Land-use Change 
o Water quality and availability 

 Economic Impact Studies 
 Socioeconomic Impacts 
 Develop decision-making tools 

 
Sustainable Bioenergy Research 
 
These Program Areas support research with high relevance to the development of 
sustainable regional systems for the production of bioenergy and biobased products. In 
order to attain the greatest benefit from biomass-based energy, the nation must 
consider the many environmental, social and economic benefits and trade-offs 
associated with decisions and policies regarding the where, when, how and who of 
national and regional biofuels development. USDA is dedicated to developing our 
Nation’s biomass based energy resources in a socially, economically, and 
environmentally sustainable manner. Applicants must address one of the priority areas 
listed below. These Program Areas are dynamic and interdisciplinary, spanning 
ecological, biogeochemical, and social science inquires. Consequently, applications 
focused on one Program Area may logically incorporate concepts or elements from 
other Program Areas listed.  For example, applications for Program Area A6122 that 
address land use impacts of agricultural, biofuels, or other policies may also include 
aspects of Program Areas A6125, which focuses on the environmental impacts of land 
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use changes resulting from feedstock production. Applicants must indicate in their 
Letters of Intent the one Program Area that is the primary focus of their proposal. 
 
6. Policy Options for and Impacts on Regional Biofuels Production Systems 

 
 This priority seeks research findings that evaluate and develop policy options for 

achieving sustainable regional biofuels/bioenergy production and 
commercialization. Proposals should address a diverse range of agricultural, 
biofuels, or environmental policy options and opportunities (e.g., standards, 
mandates, subsidies, tax credits, trade, and agricultural assistance programs) 
that may impact economic, environmental, social, and other prospects. Proposals 
may include the compatibility and challenges between Federal and state policies. 
Proposals may also address the indirect consequences of changes in agricultural 
markets and production decisions that policies may have. 
 

Other Program Area Requirements: 
 Detail Removed 
 

7. Impacts of Regional Bioenergy Feedstock Production Systems on Wildlife and 
Pollinators 

 
Program Area Priorities – Applicants must address the following: 
 
 This priority seeks proposals that focus on issues such as fragmentation of 

habitat, edge-effects, migratory and breeding patterns, predator-prey 
interactions, and other wildlife issues impacted by biomass development. The 
potential for land-use change with respect to the production of feedstocks for 
biofuels and bioenergy will have an unknown effect on sustainable wildlife 
habitat and pollinator species. Research should focus on the development of 
best-management practices to minimize adverse effects on wildlife and 
pollinators. 

 
Other Program Area Requirements: 
 
 Detail Removed 
 

8. Socioeconomic Impacts of Biofuels on Rural Communities 
 
Program Area Priorities – Applicants must address the following: 
 
 This priority seeks research findings that enhance scientific knowledge of 

socioeconomic behaviors, potential direct and indirect impacts, and implications 
of sustainable regional production of biofuels and biobased products. Proposals 
should address the nexus of social, economic, legal, or institutional factors; 
production or markets constraints and vulnerabilities at different scales; or 
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temporal dynamics leading to long-term sustainable biofuels production and 
commercialization. Examples include assessing technology adoption; social 
acceptability; income and welfare effects; implications for small-scale and 
minority producers; rural economic diversification and development; public 
health, employment and human capital issues; the role of agricultural 
cooperatives; risks and uncertainties management; the linkage among food, feed, 
fiber, and biofuels production; or the U.S. role in global food and feed markets. 
 

Other Program Area Requirements: 
 
 Detail Removed 
 

9. Environmental Implications of Direct and Indirect Land Use Change 
 
Program Area Priorities – Applicants must address the following: 
 
 This priority seeks research to enhance understanding of the environmental 

implications of direct or indirect land use change as a result of biofuels feedstock 
production. The overall goal is to maximize the benefits of biofuel and feedstock 
production while minimizing potential negative environmental consequences of 
biofuels-induced land use change. This includes potential risks to ecosystem 
services; issues of water availability; issues of soil, water and air quality; and 
indirect land use change with potential cascading environmental effects. 

 
Other Program Area Requirements: 
 
 Detail Removed 

 
 



 

27 | P a g e  
 

FY 2011 Foundational Programs (AFRI) 
 
General Observations and Reflections 
 
What does “foundational” mean? Each of these research areas has essential practical 
application, which suggests that integration of education and extension scholarship is 
warranted. But these foundational programs appear to focus on research exclusively. 
Why? 
 
Applicants should be required to discuss the human dimensions of their proposed 
projects. What is the social, economic, and environmental relevance of their research 
and intended results? What, for example, are the implications of their research and 
intended results for human health, consumers, community development, capacity-
building, and the three facets of sustainability—social, economic, and environmental? 
 
Specific suggestions are presented below in bold: 
 
Plants Health and Production and Plant Products 
 
Consider a research priority to examine the adoption and diffusion process for 
technologies and innovative practices. What are the human, social, cultural, and 
economic factors that impede or facilitate and enhance adoption and diffusion of 
the technologies and/or innovative practices proposed by the research?  
 
Animal Health and Production and Animal Products 
 
Consider research priorities that focus on the implications of animal health, 
production and products on domestic and foreign markets and trade. These 
would include such things as: 

 Producing to consumer specifications; eg., the impact of size and/or 
composition of animal produced and processed in response to consumer 
needs or preferences for optimal market appeal.  

 The implications of specified products on export markets and/or 
marketability.  

 The effects of research results on commodity markets and feeding 
operations. 

  
Food Safety, Nutrition, and Health 
 
Consider research priorities that examine: 

 Cultural factors influencing food choices 
 Consumer choices to maximize health outcomes from good nutrition 
 Complexities of the hunger/obesity paradox 
 Body image effect on eating behaviors 
 Impact of mass media on nutritional/eating behavior 
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 Models to achieve an abundant supply of safe, nutritious, appealing food 
 Enhancing economic value 

 
Renewable Energy, Natural Resources, and Environment 
 
Consider research priorities that examine the effects of renewable energy from 
agriculture or agricultural lands on agricultural production systems, farming and 
ranching operations, and rural communities. 
 
Agricultural Systems and Technology 
 
Consider research priorities that examine:  

 Adoption and diffusion issues.  
 Workforce implications of the research and intended results.  
 Risk assessment from a consumer perspective. 
 Behavioral assessments of the consequences of change in agricultural 

systems and technology. 
 
Agricultural and Rural Communities 
 
This solicitation is much too broad. It reads like a catch-all for the human and 
social dimensions neglected in other RFA program solicitations. It appears that 
everything “social” has just been an add-on, but this does not seem “foundational” 
and we would encourage more critical thinking in this area. Furthermore, the 
solicitation appears to be discipline-oriented, rather than issue-driven as it 
should be. 
 
We believe that Community Development should be separated out, as should 
Markets and Trade. These are quite disparate areas of science and need to be 
stand-alone programs.  
 
With the creation of these as separate stand-alone programs, we would also 
recommend that NIFA consider infusing priorities related to agricultural markets 
and trade and rural communities throughout the foundational programs as 
suggested above. For example, consideration of globalization and markets and 
trade should be included with plant and animal production, processing, and 
product categories above. Research on adoption and diffusion should be a part of 
any program that proposed technology development. This done, the Agricultural 
and Rural Communities programs can focus on critical areas of concern, 
including: 

 Sustainable agriculture and its implications for communities. 
 The impact of federal and state policies on agriculture and rural 

communities. 
 Economic development policies and practices. 
 Finance and taxation issues as they related to food and agriculture. 
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 The implications of demographic shifts and diversity for agriculture, rural 
communities, and food security. 

 Immigration and the agricultural workforce. 
 Rural communities and capacity-building for business development, job 

creation, health care, schools and education, youth development, etc. 
 Community and regional innovation, workforce development, human 

capital challenges, poverty, income and inequality, broadband expansion, 
agri-tourism, STEM/STEAM, and rural livelihoods. 

 Transportation decisions and their implications for agricultural and rural 
communities. 
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Members of the ESCOP Social Science Subcommittee sincerely appreciate this 
opportunity to provide feedback on AFRI solicitations. We stand ready to assist NIFA as 
the agency strives to promote better understanding of coupled natural and human 
systems and to advance science along the human and social dimensions of food, 
agriculture, natural resources and the environment, and agricultural and rural 
communities. We hope you will call on us if you have any questions as you proceed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

END 



EXPERIMENT STATION COMMITTEE ON ORGANIZATION AND POLICY 
 
Experiment Station Section 
The Board on Agriculture Assembly 
Association of Public and Land-grant Universities 

 

 

Resolution of Appreciation 
 

 

Gerald F. Arkin 

 
WHEREAS, Dr. Gerald F. Arkin, Assistant Dean, University of Georgia Griffin Campus 

College of Agricultural and Environmental Sciences and Professor of Biological and 

Agricultural Engineering, has served as chair of the Experiment Station Committee on 

Organization and Policy (ESCOP) Communications and Marketing Committee for the past 

decade and has done an outstanding job providing leadership for our communication efforts, and  

 

WHEREAS, Dr. Arkin has been both responsive to the ever changing needs for communications 

and marketing the Experiment Station System and in fact the entire Land Grant System and 

proactive with respect to new communication technologies and tools, and   

 

WHEREAS, Dr. Arkin has shepherded the transition of the ESCOP Communications and 

Marketing Program through various stages to the current very effective   

Communications & Marketing Project that targets educational efforts to increase awareness and 

support of basic and applied research and transformational education provided by land-grant 

universities through the Agricultural Experiment Stations (AES) and Cooperative Extension 

System (CES), and 

 

WHEREAS, Dr. Arkin, after a decade of dedicated and selfless service, has decided to pass the 

baton of leadership to Dr. Nancy Cox,  

 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the ESCOP Executive Committee at their 

meeting in Denver, Colorado, on November 12, 2012, express sincere appreciation to Dr. Arkin 

for his dedicated service and many valuable contributions to the Experiment Station Section and 

the Land Grant University System, and wish him success in his future professional activities and 

personal endeavors.  

 

 

November 12, 2012 

 

 

__________________________________ 

Michael P. Hoffmann, Chair 

Experiment Station Committee on Organization and Policy   



EXPERIMENT STATION COMMITTEE ON ORGANIZATION AND POLICY 
 
Experiment Station Section 
The Board on Agriculture Assembly 
Association of Public and Land-grant Universities 

 

 

 

Resolution of Appreciation 
 

 

Steven A. Slack 

 
WHEREAS, Dr. Steven A. Slack, Associate Vice President for Agricultural Administration, The 

Ohio State University and Director of the Ohio Agricultural Research and Development Center, 

has served as chair of the Experiment Station Committee on Organization and Policy (ESCOP) 

Budget and Legislative Committee for the past two years and has provided outstanding 

leadership in this area, and  

 

WHEREAS, Dr. Slack has very ably steered the ESCOP budget and legislative efforts through 

some very challenging budgetary times for both appropriations and authorization legislation, and 

 

WHEREAS, Dr. Slack has in this capacity also represented the Experiment Station Section on 

the APLU Board on Agriculture Assembly Policy Board of Directors Budget and Advocacy 

Committee, and   

 

WHEREAS, Dr. Slack has completed his term as chair and has agreed to continue representing 

the Experiment Station Section on the Policy Board of Directors and to serve as the Chair-Elect 

of ESCOP,  

 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the ESCOP Executive Committee at their 

meeting in Denver, Colorado, on November 12, 2012, express sincere appreciation to Dr. Slack 

for his dedicated service and many valuable contributions to the Experiment Station Section and 

the Land Grant University System, and looks forward to his continued leadership in other 

capacities.  

 

 

November 12, 2012 

 

 

__________________________________ 

Michael P. Hoffmann, Chair 

Experiment Station Committee on Organization and Policy   
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