Call Notes: ESCOP Science & Technology Committee Conference Call
February 23, 2015 @ 3:30 pm
215-446-3656, ACCESS CODE:   1442561   
Participants: 
[bookmark: _GoBack]John Russin (Chair), Jeff Jacobsen, Harald Scherm, Cameron Faustman, Larry Curtis, Dave Thompson, Adel Shirmohammadi, Chris Hamilton (recorder)
Call Summary and Next Steps:
1. General agreement on most recommendations
2. Some discussion regarding going beyond recommendations:
a. Land-grants need to speak with a unified voice on support for capacity and competitive funds.
b. Action Item: Develop a faculty survey to ask within institutions/regions for specific reasons why NIFA grant applications have declined, so that we have a better sense of the problem and potential solutions.
c. Action Item: Engage with NPLs and others on ways to increase interagency collaborations (NIFA, NIH, NSF, etc.).
3. Jeff Jacobsen and Chris Hamilton will reach out to other S&T members for any additional feedback.
4. Develop an S&T committee position paper/communication/memo to send to ESCOP.
5. Next call Monday, March 23 from 4-5 ET. Same call-in number.
Call Notes: 
1. John Russin reiterated S&T purpose from email. John provided a brief history of the committee, including the 2010 ESCOP Science and Tech Roadmap and the trifold. 

2. Call charge:  To discuss and develop a position paper/communication/memo on the NRC Report on AFRI and the NIFA response.  Discussion of the four recommendations (knowing that recommendations 2-4 have subcomponents).
RECOMMENDATION 1: The United States should strengthen its public investment in competitive agricultural R&D to ensure that it continues its role of a global leader in the innovations and technologies that are needed to promote health and well-being and to feed growing worldwide populations sustainably. 
S&T Comments:
Yes, this is important and we support this recommendation.  We saw an AFRI increase, but dollars are small, especially as compared to NIH and NSF.  What is the cause?  Lobbying issue?  More work needed from our stakeholders?
NIFA agrees with this recommendation, but there’s not much they can do.  
APLU Sightlines Infrastructure inventory: Our facilities are in a state of disrepair and may be something that might get attention.
NIFA’s support for competitive versus capacity funds?  One issue is that we haven’t spoken with one voice as Land-grants on the Hill.

RECOMMENDATION 2: NIFA should simplify the AFRI program structure by realigning it to more clearly address its specific mission and mandates as defined in authorizing legislation.
Recommendation 2-A: To realign AFRI’s portfolio with its legislative mandate, NIFA should renew its priority for fundamental research. That should include an emphasis on proposals that will generate fundamental knowledge to support novel technologies, provide platforms for extension and education, and educate the next generation of food and agricultural scientists.
S&T Comments: 
Agree and support.  Workforce issue needs to be addressed. Need support for training, States can’t afford to fund it on our own.
Percent of success is too low, result of CAP grants siphoning funds or is there something else going on?
Foundational grants (investigator driven) more responsive as compared to grants that encompass the less than nimble Challenge Area grants.
There is a demonstrated need and the budget should be increased.
Important to reinforce the unique nature of NIFA with inquiry-driven research AND mission-driven research.  This uniquely  distinguishes the NIFA research mission from other federal agencies.

Recommendation 2-B: As part of its realignment, AFRI should be simplified by eliminating the Challenge-Area Program, and areas of research within the Foundational Program should be primarily investigator driven.
S&T Comments:
Those who get CAP grants support them; some things just can’t be done without large amounts of money.
Other, smaller areas might go by the wayside for a while.
Sometimes a lot of money is too much.
Yes, this is moving in the right direction, further support basic/foundational research funding.  

Recommendation 2-C: AFRI should carefully examine the causes of the decline in the numbers of applicants, awardees, and trainees and adjust its grant programs to ensure that future generations of young scientists are not lost inadvertently from food and agriculture R&D because of funding policies.
S&T Comments: 
Agree with recommendations.  More money needed
Need more information on reasons for fewer applications
Action Item:  Develop a faculty survey –ask within institutions/regions why applications have declined (potential reasons below).
Low funding percentages (~13% average, is this worth the time given the size and duration of the awards?)
Should full indirects be allowed on subcontracts?
Need for preliminary data limits success, competition in general, has ARS eligibility influenced LGU success?
Panel review process and variability issues?  Should NPLs play greater role? How can we help NIFA?
Difficulty and time consuming coordinating Extension, Research, and Education mission are projects.  Even the integration of Research and Extension has larger transaction costs. 
What kind of incentives and awards logistical support can be provided at the institutional level to prevent burnout?  There are so many additional expectations on faculty, so perhaps this is causing the decline in applications. Maybe this is not a NIFA problem.

Recommendation 2-D: AFRI should consider eliminating CAP grants as a grant category and committing more resources to other grant types.
S&T Comments: (see above) Agree with recommendations.
In general, CAP project productivity not as great as single PI due to a number of factors.
The NRC Review evaluated ‘early period’ CAP grant performance and does not necessarily reflect the performance of the most recently awarded CAP grants.  These recently awarded CAPs are now fully operational and are generating their own levels of outputs and outcomes.
RECOMMENDATION 3: AFRI should develop a strategic plan that identifies priorities for its overall program, goals for meeting them, and a framework for assessing the program’s progress.
Recommendation 3-A: NIFA and USDA should lead interagency efforts to effectively coordinate and collaborate across agencies on food and agricultural research.
S&T Comments:
Agree with this recommendation.
So many areas of overlap exist between USDA/NIFA supported research and NIH, NSF and DOE (for example).  We need more efforts to partner and pool/crossover resources and break down walls.  We need support from other agencies in language and action for doing collaborative work.
Obesity and Nutrition; Food, Energy and Water; and Pharmaceuticals are several areas of potential intersection. Discussion with NPLs and others to facilitate partnerships is recommended.  Do we know how these federal agency partnerships develop?
Recommendation 3-B: NIFA should form an AFRI Scientific Advisory Council that consists of members who represent the food and agricultural research, education, and extension professional communities.
S&T Comments: Yes, strongly agree.  We need Land-grant based advisory board that would have outspoken, good thinkers and individuals interested in a different future.  The mechanisms to discuss issues with NIFA and the NAREEE Board, APLU sections and FFAR are not adequate.
RECOMMENDATION 4: To enhance program accountability and management, AFRI should have a dedicated leader who manages the program on a daily basis.
Recommendation 4-A: NIFA should establish a clearer organizational structure and lines of authority for AFRI, including a designated director to lead, manage, and speak for its program, and NPLs dedicated to AFRI alone.
Recommendation 4-B: NIFA should have a more consistent and predictable program portfolio and funding strategy to enable better planning by the food and agricultural research community.
Recommendation 4-C: NIFA should use a more robust information-management system that would provide a basis for AFRI policy and strategic planning. The system should allow detailed assessment and management of the food and agricultural competitive research funding pool.
Recommendation 4-D: NIFA should develop the capability to regularly evaluate AFRI projects in terms of their outcomes, which would allow assessment of the economic and social impacts of the research that AFRI supports.
Recommendation 4-E: NIFA should establish standard operating procedures that provide greater opportunity for NPLs to contribute to final project-funding decisions.
S&T Comments:
Are these systems impeding NIFA operations?
There is a need to increase Congressional support for NIFA through a better and more thorough understanding of what the problems for the historical lack of increased federal financial commitment, for example, on par with NSF or NIH increases.
Use of Impact Statements to show importance of research in NIFA communications efforts extracted from Annual Reports and POW.  Why not make better use of the landgrantimpact.org database? 
Need to team up to help NIFA and disseminate information better, get big statement out there.  Why should this be supported and why is it important are key questions that must be answered.

