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Here is the assessment of funding for the land grant mstltutlons in the §omhem i ~[J‘ ;‘b~ s
States. The contents of the attached three ring binder is as follows:- s Ao ;;_:_3{19
ST ey TR
- Your memorandum of July 15 initiating this effort
) e SR,
- The assessment - o v B T
‘ ' ' i S Ty JbLfQ
- Comments received on the final draft R
. ’ . ) C - oo TErp
The assessment was prepared by Office of Budget and Program.Analysis staff with- .. - nf;gf’
extensive assistance from the Office of the General Counsel. Comments on the fmal T
draft were received from R. D. Plowman, Acting Under Secretary, Research, T e lagey

Education and Economics and from Mike Alexander, Executive Assistantto the -~ 7 ey
Secretary. We have attempted to incorporate the comments which relate directly.to
the assessment. Some of Mike Alexander's comments need further discussion and |
suggest they be handled in a different venue. For example, the suggestion that the
. Department quickly establish a process to complete a more thorough study and .
analysus of this issue" would clearly not affect the assessment but should be part of a ’
dialogue to determine what if any further action is required. Likewise, suggestions = 5
Concernmg modification to existing legislation or new legislative authorities should bé e
handled in the farm bill deliberations. Lastly, recommendations to increase the priority -~
for funding at the 1890's should be handled as part of the Department’s ongoing
budget process. '

.....

On that point, while there is wealth.of information in the assessment | would call your - -
attention to the table attached to this memorandum. [t is essentially the same . '
information as appears in Table 4 of the assessment but has been updated to include


http:wealth.of
http:directly.to
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Fiscal Year 1996 budget data. As you will recall, Fiscal Year 1996 budget information
should not be made public until after the release of the President’'s budget next
February. What the data shows is the emphasis the Department has placed on its
relationships and funding responsibilities concerning the 1890 institutions since 1989.
In fact there has been continuing significant growth in funding since that time.

If you wish to discuss the assessment or any of these points, please let us know. |
would also suggest that future discussions include the individuals listed below who are
receiving copies of the assessment. ’

Attachment.

cc: Richard Rominger, Deputy Secretary
Charlie Rawls, Executive Assistant to the Deputy Secretary
Mike Alexander, Executive Assistant, OSEC
R.D. Plowman, Acting Under Secretary, REE
Wardell Townsend, Assistant Secretary, DA
- Bonnie Luken, Deputy General Counsel
David Montoya, Director, OCRE ’
William Carlson, Acting Administrator, CSREES
James Michael Kelly, Associate General Counsel



USDA Programs to Support 1890 Institutions and Other Historically Black Colleges and Universities.
(3 in millions)

Agency ' 1989 1993 1994 1995 1996
Program actual - actual enacted est. budg.t

Cooperative State

Research SErvice .........eieevenennns s $28.8 $41.3 $42.3 $42.0 $42.9
Evans-Allen formula . .....oiiriiiiririnionncenenransan 24.3 27 .4 28.2 28.2 29.0
Capacity building ....c.ooiuiiiiiiiiniiiiiinnnnananan 0.0 10.3 9.9 9.9 1.5
DN v ieeneenereresnacaansacnassenoesnnennsanassnaans 4.4 3.7 4.2 3.9 2.4

Extension Service ........ v eieeeaaaeean e e 29.5 34.7 35.3 35.3 48.2
Extension formula .....c.ceveneecinionennarnsannannnns 18.3 24.7 25.5 5.5 26.2
Facility grants .c.c.ucececnierecncaenoecnanncaransanns 9.5 8.0 7.9 7.9 20.0
[0 £ T PP 1.7 1.9 1.9 1.9 2.0

OLhEr AGENCTES «-nnneeenennnsesennneeeanseeennnees e 6.3 16.6 16.2 19.1 22.2
‘Agricultural Research

SEIrVICE i iiiieeeerriannrsasnonan fetareseesaanneaanas 0.7 0.8 1.4 1.8 2.2
FOresSt SerViCe vvieeuccaeetoccaaanaccassacanossonoaannns 1.6 3.7 4.3 4.3 4.3
Soil Conservation Service ......eeceecnuecacrecncaanas 1.4 2.6 2.5 3.2 3.7
Farmers Home Admlnls1rat1on & RDA .« iiiiiiiiiriieiiea 1.4 6.9 4.1 5.7 7.0
Other Agencies .......ic.eoieiiiiiiiiiinnnnnannanannns 1.3 2.6 4.0 4.2 5.1
Total tiiiriiiiiiiiai i et it et e 64.6 92.5 93.8 96.4 113.4
Analysis

Increase from 1989 (Mil.3) ....vriniiiienennnnninnennnns XX $28.0 $29.2 - $31.8 $48.8

Percent increase from 1989 .........ciieiiiiiiniiniinnenn, XX 43.3% 45.2% 49.3% 75.6%

Percent increase from 1989, constant dollars ............ XX 23.3% 21.6% 21.3% 38.6%

1890 as a percent of 1862: : )

Research formula ..... fesemasescsesscsacannassosnsaans 15.6% 16.2% 16.4% 16.4% - 16.4%
Extension formula .....coviiiiinreeenenenaneenennnnnas 5.5% 6.3% 6.3% 6.3% 6.6%

Capacity building grants, cumulative -(mil.$} ............ 0.0 $34.2 $44.1 $54.0 $65.5

Facilities grants, cumulative since 1983 (mil.$) ........ " $68.0 - $104.5 $112.4 $120.3 $140.3

ARS-FS-SCS-FmHA-Other subtotal (Mil.$) ..ecvvenviiiennn.. $6.3 $16.6 $16.2 $19.1 $22.2

ARS-FS-SCS-FmHA-Other percent of total (mil.$) .......... 9.8% 17.9% 17.3% 19.9% 19.6%

Centers of excellence, annual funding (mil.$) ........... XX XX $2.7 $5.3 $7.3.

Centers of excellence, NUMDEr ....iceevernccecececcnnanns XX XX 3 7 10

Centers of excellence funded in 1994: :
Tennessee St.: Horticulture Alabama A & M Forestry UAPB: Aquacul ture

Centers of excellence proposed for 1995: . )
UAPB: Regulatory science UMES: Food safety Lincoln: Wildlife-GIS Prairie View: World food distribution

Highlights for 1996:
*Centers of excellence proposed for
Alcorn: Cooperatives Delaware State: Aquacuiture Virginia St.: Water Quality
*Capacity building grants slated for a 16 percent increase.
*Facility grants proposed at $20 million under proposed legislation.
- *Legislation to make 1890’s eligible for Extension 3d (earmarked programs) also under consideration.
© *CSRS Higher Education programs: a) minority scholars & challenge grants - increased from $5.4 to $7. 0 million
and b) new programs proposed for Hispanic education partnership grants ($4.0 million) and a
Native American Institution Endowment Fund ($4.6 million).



DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 26 OCT 1394
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20250

MEMORANDUM TO AGENCY ADMINISTRATORS: AMS, CFSA, ERS, FAS, FNCS

FROM: Richard Rommger
- Deputy Secretary (/{/5/
SUBJECT: World Food Distribution Training Center

[ believe most of you are personally familiar with, and have provided financial support
for the planning ard development of the World Food Distribution Training Center (WFDTC)
at Praine View A&M University in Texas. As you know, while the proposal to fund the
Center with a specitic appropriation to AMS was not approved by Congress. Secretary Espy
. has spoken of his intention to provide a meaningful level of support for the WFDTC through
the broad authorities, and considerable resources we havc to work with under the 1995
Appropnatlons Act.

[ would lxkc Messrs. Hatamiya and Fitzpatrick to continue their leadership role in
coordinating this initiative on behalf of all of the agencies who stand to benefit from the
marketing programs the Center plans to conduct. [ am asking each of you to work with them,
with assistance from the offices of the General Counsel and Budget and Program Analysis, to
develop a financing plan that provides a meaningful level-of support to'move the Center
forward in 1995. I am advised that at least $410,000 would be required to support the
programs the Center hopes to be able to conduct in the upcoming year. The following
allocation illustrates how such a budget could be supported: AMS -- $150,000;

FNCS. -- $50,000; FAS -- $50,000;- CFSA -- $150,000; and ERS -- $10,000. If you give
this your prompt attention, it should be possible to develop a financing package by
November 15 to enable the Center to proceed with planning for the upcoming year.

I want to handle this in a way that is fully consistent with our program and
appropriations authorities. Although the Appropriations Committees have not explicitly
indicated their support for these efforts to work cooperatively with the 1890’s, I believe we
will have their general support, and I would like to keep them fully informed on our plans as
we proceed. : ~

Attachment

cc: Under Secretaries Moos and Haas
Acting Under Secretary Plowman
Acting Assistant Secretary Jensen
Acting Chief Economist Collins
General Counsel Gilliland



August 31, 1994

To: Steve Dewhurst
Director
OBPA

From: Mike Alexander
Executlve Assistant

Sub]ect Comments on draft preliminary assessment of funding for land grant institutions
in Mississippi and other Southern states.

Discussion:

Even though this is a preliminary assessment, I believe that it should include more
data and analysis than that presented in this draft. As the draft is currently written, it is
difficult to understand the funding disparity issue that the Secretary has asked be reviewed.
However, I believe several of the questions I have will probably be addressed in the
assessment being prepared by the Office of Civil Rights Enforcement. When combined with
the data and analysis by OBPA, this should provide a more comprehensive, though still
preliminary, assessment of this issue. :

Even so, I do have the following comments and questions about OBPAs draft.

1 I believe that the section on funding history could be strengthened by addressmg the
followmg 1ssues:

(a) the draft states that prior to 1972 USDA funding for 1890s was limited to
$283,000 for a formula research program. Was this an annual amount divided among all 17
schools? Secondly, what was the general status of funding for 1862 institutions prior to this - -
time? What impact does this history have on the overall relative strengths and weaknesses
of these institutions today?

(b) In 1972, what occurred to generate the dramatic increase in funding for 1890s?
What led to Congressional action? Secondly, again, what was the status of 1890s vs. 1862s?
Did that impact Congress’ decision to increase 1890 funding?

(c) In 1983 the facilities prograrn was added. Agam, some assessment of why would
be helpful in understanding this issue.


http:itnpa.ct

(d) The draft notes that sections 1444 and 1445 require a minimum of 6% and 15%
of appropriations under Smith Lever and the Hatch Act. How were these percentages
arrived at? How do we know that these percentages are adequate for today? Was there any
assessment of the research or extension needs at the respective schools?

2) The compdratlve analysis of funding for 1862s and 1890s could be enhanced by
addressing the follomng : ,

(a) include more than FY 93 data in this analysis. Unless we go back at least three
to five years, I don’t think any overall trends can be determined. I also believe that data on
more years is necessary to enhance the credibility of the assessment.

(b) The draft notes that 1890s have received an average of $3.2 million per year in
capacity building grants since the program’s inception. What are the comparable programs
and figures for 1862 institutions over this time period? Also, what are the comparable
figures for facilities? ‘ '

(c) The discussion of matching funds should be expanded to include an analysis of
. the impact on funding disparities. For example, 1862 totals should be given that include the
minimum matching amounts. This would state the total funding for 1862 institutions that is
provided as a result of Federal statues. If 1890s receive 20% of total USDA funds which
have gone to 1862s without counting matching funds, what is the percentage when matching
funds are included? What are the overall amounts? For example, do some states provide
more than the 50% match?

(d) The discussion of special grants should also be expanded. There is no way to
comprehend the impact of special grants on funding disparity by looking at one fiscal year.
Also, any analysis of the criteria Congress uses when awarding special grants, other than
pure politics, would be helpful

- (e) The sections on the NRI, Mclntyre Stennis, and Sec. 1433 grants as you note,
should be expanded.

(f) The section on research facilities notes that such facilities at land-grant
universities are generally considered the responsibility of state governments. By whom? The
Congress obviously disagrees. Thus, cannot a case be made that the Executive branch should
seek to ensure that 1890 institutions are not neglected in this process?

Also, some comparison data on the amount that have been spent on facilities in the
ARS budget, and other agencies where facilities funds are placed, would be helpful. Again,
I would look at the last three to five years.



3) In the section on recommendations, the budget requests, if appropriated would be
substantial. However, it will be difficult to justify without a more detailed analysis of the
funding patterns. B

I also believe that mere discussion of the pros and cons of the various other options
would strengthen the report. For example, what is the content of the proposal to make 1890s
eligible.for 3(d) funds? How could we encourage additional 1890 funding through the states
with matching requirements? ' ,

4) Lastly, I would include a brief summary to state, what, if any, issues of disparate
funding does the preliminary report suggests need to be examined further. This is not made
clear from the draft as it presently exists.

cc: Gerald Larson
- OBPA

Dave Montoya.
OCRE

Farook Sait
OCRE
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é@a DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
E OFFICE OF CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS
/

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20250-0100

MEMORANDUM

TO: DAVID MONTOYA, DIRECTOR
OFFICE OF CIVIL RIGHTS ENFORCEMENT

LARRY WACHS, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR

~ OFFICE OF BUDGET AND PR ANALYSIS
FROM:  FREDERICK G. SLABACH -}/

ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR .CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS
AND COUNSEL TO THE SECRETARY

DATE: JULY 15,1995

SUBIJ: CIVIL RIGHTS ASSESSMENT OF FUNDING FOR 1890 INSTITUTIONS
Attached please find a statement by the Secretary, regarding the Ayers litigation in

Micsissippi, requesting the Director of the Office of Civil Rights Enforcement to make a

preliminary assessment of this situation. We know that some work has already been done

in this area.

The Secretary would like OCRE and OBPA to work together to complete this
assessment in an expeditious manner. :

Please contact me if you have questions or comments.

cc: Kim Schnoor
Mike Alexander
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ASSESSMENT OF FUNDING FOR LAND-GRANT INSTITUTIONS IN MISSISSIPPI
AND OTHER SOUTHERN STATES :

Introduction

On July 11, 1994, Secretary Espy provided a statement (Appendix A) to the United.
- States District-Court for-the Northern District of Mississippi where the case of Ayérs V.
Fordice was pending aé of October 15, 1994. Ayers involves a challenge by state - |
residents, joinécl by the United States, against the State of Mississippi's alleged disparate
funding of historically black and historically white public institutvions} of higher education in
that state, including the land-grant institutions of Mississippi State University and Alcorn
State University.. Secretary Espy’s statement affirmed the Department’'s commitment to
the efadication of any unlawful'dist:rimiﬁation by race in theA funding of programs carried
out at land-grant institutions in States having both 1862 and 1890 land-grant institutions.
Aé part of the statement, the Secretary instructed department officials to conduct an
assessment of 1:he programs carried out at these institutions to determine whether a more

comprehensive review or other actions by the Department are required.

The asseésment is presented in fourvsections and a set of tables and background
materials. Section |. provides an overview of the land grant system. Tﬁére is a
description of the four major statutes that establish the system and govern.thé
relationship between the Federal government and the States -- the First Morrill Act of
1862, the Hatch Act of 1887, the Second Morrill Act of 1890, and _the Smith-Lever Act of

1914. There is a summary of USDA funding for the 1890’s for the 29-year period from



1967 when a program of formula grants for research was begun and when total funding
for these instituticns was approximately $1.4 million to fiscal year 1995 when totél funding
will be approximately 3592 million. There is a discussion of the Naticnal Research,
Extension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 which provided the first specific
authorizations for research and extension payments to the 1890 institutions and set .
mandates for funding these programs as a percentage of the appropriations provided for

comparable programs for the 1862 institutions.

Section Il. is an analysis of all land grant programs in terms of the basis upon
which payments or awards are made. The first category includes programs where
eligibility is established bAy formula or restricted in other ways. This category includes the
formula prografns for both the 1862 institutions and the‘ 1890 institutions, the 1890
‘faciiities‘grants program, and the program activities USDA agencies carry out at the 18.90
institutions under general contract and assistance authdrities. The second category
includes programs for which both sets of institutions are eligible and where awards are
made on a competitive basis. The third category includes those programs where awards
-are based on Congressional earmarks. The assessment shows that much of the
difference in absolute funding betweén the 1862 institutions and the 1‘890 institutions is
attributable to the statutory formulas and the restricted eligibility established by Congress,
the implementation of programs by the Statés, and the earmarking of funds by Congress.

The assessment shows that the mandated funding level for 1890 research
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has been met or exceeded each of tﬁe 17 years the mandate has been in effect and that-
the mandate for 1890 extension has been met in the first three years and the most recent
Six years.' Finally, the assessment shows that total funding for USDA programs carried

out at and/or supporting the 1890 institutions has been increased by approximately 49

‘percent since 1989.

Section lll. presents data on all sources of Federal subport for the land grant
institutions in the Southern states, by federal agency. The data show that USDA is
second only to the Department of Education in terms of the level of support provided to

the 1890 institutions.

Section IV. includes recommendations to continue to assig.n high priority to budget
requests for 1890 programs, to consider amendments to the Smith-Lever Act to make ,
1890 institutions eligible for programs funded under Sec. 3d of the Act, té éxplore
opportunities for greater 1890 participation in various research programs, boards, and
committees, and toencourége other federal agencies to strengthen their programs carried

out at the 1890 institutions.



AN OVERVIEW OF THE HISTORY OF THE LAND-GRANT COLLEGE SYSTEM

The land-grant system in the United States essentially took shape with the
passage of four acts. Below is a brief summary of those acts followed by a description of

the historical legacy of the system which they formed.

The legacy began with the First Morrill Act, Act of July 2, 1862, as amended (7
U.S.C. 301, et seq.), under which States that elected to take the benefits of the Act
vreceived grants of public land or land scrip to establish a perpetual endowment for at
least one institution to teach "agriculture and the mechanic arts." Every State since has
established at least one such institution. These institutions are referred to 'coilectively as

the "1862 institutions.”

The Hatch Act, Act of March 2, 1887, as amended (7 U.S.C. 361a, et seq.),
authorized annual appropriations to States for continuing agricultural research at
experiment stations under the direction of an 1862 institution or "such other substantially
equivalent arrangement as any State shall determine.” Fqn‘ds so appropriated are
allocated amohg the States according to a statﬁtory formula based on farm and rural
populations.  ln States having two :exper'iment stations, funds are divided as determined

| by the State legislature.



The Sécond Morrill Act, Act of August 30, 1890, as amended '(7 U.S.C. 321, et
seq.), provided a permanent annqal 'appropriation of funds (now $50,000 to each State)’
for the more complete endowment ahd maintenance of the colleges established according '
to the First Morrill Act. A proviso of the Second Morrill Act ("segregétion proviso")
Vforbade payment of such funds to colleges that discriminated on the basis of race in the
admission of students. However, the Act also provided that State establishment of
separate cqlleges for each race would satis_fy the éégregation proviso if the funds were
divided "equitably" between tﬁe two schools. "Equitably” was not interpreted to mean
"equally.”. ‘Seventee‘n States designated such institutions for the education of biac_k

students under the segregatioh proviso. West Virginia abolished such designation in the

wake of Brown v. Bd. of Education. The remaining 16 institutions so designated |

‘collectively are called the "1890 institutions.”

The Smith-Lever Act, Act of May 8, 1914, as amended (7 U.S.C. 341, et seq.),
provided for the establishment of the state cooperative extension services in conjunction
V\'fi'[h the college or colleges in each State receiving benefits of the First m Second
Morrill Acts. Annual appropriations under sections 3(b) and (c) of the Act are distributed
among the States pursuant to statutory formulas based on the 1962 appropriation, rural

| population, and farm population, with varying matching requirements. In addition to the

! For FY 1995, the permanent annual appropriation provided in the Second Morrill Act
has been discontinued in favor of funding for competitively awarded higher education
programs for land-grant colleges and universities and other institutions that have

- significant enrcliments of minority students and a demonstratable capacity for teaching
programs in food and agricultural science. Section 724 of P.L. 103-330, the 1995

~ agriculture appropriations act, provides that no funds shall be availabie in FY 1995 and

thereafter for Second Morrill Act payments




statutory forAmula payments, section 3(d) of the Act authorizes the appropriation of
additional funds as Congress shall determine. Legislatures inStates with more than one
such institution are permitted to divide the amounts distributed to their respective States

as they see fit.

These four acts comprise the core of the Federal-State relationship in the land-
grant college system. No State has designated an 1890 Institution as a beneficiary of fhe
First Morrill Act; no State has established Hatch Act experiment stations at an 1890
Institution; and no State has qualiﬁed an 1890 Institution as a recipient of Smith-Lever
funds. T hrough fiscal year (FY) 1994, the only Federal funds the 1890 institutions
received under the core land-grant authorities were a portion of the annual payment

under the Second Morrill Act2

In 1967, USDA began a programbf formula grants for research at-the-1830 - -
universities at a total fundihg level of $283,000. This formula research grant program
was conducted under the authority of section-2 of Public Law No. 89-106.- In FY 1972,
Congress appropriated $8,883,000 for this ’purpose. In addition, béginning that same,
year, Congress appropriated $4,000,000 under section 3(d) of the Smith-Lever Act for
extension work at "colleges receiving the benefits of the Second Morrili Act." These funds

were distributed to the 1890 institutions through the 1862 land-grant institution in the

2 In addition to the second Morrill Act, the Bankhzad-Jones Act of 1935, Act of June
29, 1935, as amended (7 U.S.C. 329) authorized a program of grants to support teaching
at the same set of institutions eligible to receive Morrill-Nelson funds. The formula
provided a base amount to each State in equal shares and an incremental amount based
on total population. The 1890 institutions also received a portion of the payments under
that Act until appropriations under that program were discontinued in 1981.
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respecti've States. Legislative history. makes clear that the above-quoted,statutory phrase,
or the similar "colleges eligible to receive funds undef the Act of August 30, 1890," wasA
intended to provide benefits only to the 16 remaining -schools ;astabiished pursuant to the
segregation proviso of that Act. See Table 1 for a funding history of these and all nther
USDA programs for the 1890 institutions for the entire 29-year period 1967 thrqugh 1995.
For the period 1972, when research and extension programs were first funded at a |
meaningful,ievei; through 1995 the average rate of increase in total funding has been 8.5

‘percent per yeat.

These research and ektenjsiqn appropriations were renewed annually (eventually
including Tuskegee Univeréity by name in the statutory phrases quoted above as one of .
the beneficiary institutions) until speoiﬁc authorizations for appropriations to the 1890
institutions for continuing research and extension programs were passed in 1977. These
appropriations. during the 1970’s and. subsequently authorized programs solely for the
1890 institutions can be termed the "1890 derivative statutes" because eligibility for

payments.under them are premised on variations -of the above-quoted statutory phrases®.

*The 1890 institutions have also received either all or a portion of funds under the
permanent appropriation in the Second Morrill Act. However, the Office of Legal Counsel, ’
Department of Justice has confirmed the interpretation by the Office of the General . - ;
Counsel that this language is intended to be limited to the 16 remaining 1890 institutions
that continuously maintained their original designations under the segregation proviso of
the Second Marrill Act and specifically were recognized by Congress in FY 1972.

Walter Dellinger, Assistant Attorney General to James S. Gilliland, General Counsel,

- December 23, 1993. This opinion was rendered upon the occasion of the request by the

State of West Virginia of the Department for 1890 funding in the wake of its redesignation

of West Virginia State College (WVSC) under the Second Morrill Act. OLC found that a

State could validly designate an institution under the Second Morrill Act, without

designating it first under the First Morrill Act, for purposes of receipt of the $50,000

annual appropriation. Such a designation, however, does not make WVSC eligible to
receive funds under the 1890 derivative statutes.



The Natiorat Agricultural Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977,
Pub. L. No. 95-113 (NARETPA), included the two primary 1890 derivative statutes
authorizing formula grants for egtension (§ 1444 (7 U.S.C. 3221)) and research (§ 1445
7 U.S.C. 3222)) (commonly knowﬁ as the Evans-allen Act) to the 1890 institutions.
Thesé authorizations establish minimum levels for appropriations that are calculated as a
percentage of the annual appropriations‘ under the Smith-Lever and Hatch Acts,
respectivefy., Funds are distributed by the Secretary on statutory formula bases, including
farm and rural population, similar to the formulas provided for in the Smith-Lever and

Hatch Acts for the 1862 institutions.

Téble 2 shows actual appropriations relative to the rhandated levels for the 17
years they have been in place, 1579 through 1995. Research funding has been at or
~ above the mandate every year, while funding for extension was at or above the mandated
level in the_first.three years, and in the six years since 1990. There was an 8-year -
period, 1982-1989, when funding for 1890 institution extension was below the Sec. 1444
mandate by between 10.to 25 percent. In 1982, the 1890-institution-mandate was -
increased from 4.0 percent of Smith-Lever aﬁd related acts to 5.5 percent, and in 1983 it
increased again to 6.0 percent. Also, d.ur.ing this period the Congress added funding to
the amounts proposed in executive branch budgets for formula extension payments under
Smith-Lever, and for varioué other 1862 institution proérams funded under Section 3(d) of
the Smith-Lever Act, including the Expanded Food and Nutrition Education program,
without providing commensurate increases for appropriations for the 1830 institution

“under Sec. 1444,



In summary, funding for 1890 research and 1890 extension-was at the mandate
level in 1979 and in the 17 year period since then annual average rates of increase for.
the 1890 programs have exceeded the rates of increase of the mandate levels by

0.6 percent for rasearch and by 0.3 percent for extension. In the current year, 1890
research is approximately 10 percent above the mandate level and 1890 éxtenéion is

approximately 5 percent above its mandate.



ASSESSMENT OF FUNDING FOR LAND-GRANT INSTITUTIONS IN MISSISSIPPI
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'FRAMEWORK FOR CONSIDERATION OF 1862-1890 FUNDING DISPARITIFES

The foregoing discussion summarizes the baé.ic Acts that established the structure
of the land-grant system and continue to sustain the 18162 and 1890 land-grant
'institutions. The precise formulas for determining thevallocations of funds under those
Acts, and complete descriptions of 6ther ﬁrograms benefitting the 1862 and 1890

institutions are provided in Appendix B.

Alf of these programs can be classified in three categories -- research and
extensian'statutory formula or eligibility restricted programs, cvompetitive grant programs,
and congressional earmark programs -- for the purpose of assessing the funding
disparities between 1862 instituﬁdns and 1890 institutions. The following assessment of
. those disparities is based upon the funding information provided in Tables 3.1 and 3.2 -
which présent Cooperative State Research Service (CSRS) and Ektension Service (ES)
programv‘and institution level data’ for fiscal years 1992 and 1993 for States having both a
1862 and a 1890 institution. Table 3.3 summarizes the State and institution level data hy
showing the percent 1890 Institutions and Tuskegee‘ received of all CSRS and ES awards

made to land-grant institutions in each Southern State.
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- A. Research and extension statutory formula or eligibility restricted programs

In addition to the core Smith-Lever and Hatch Acfs, ‘|8v62 and 1890 institutions also
are eligiblz to receiye formula funds for cooperative forestry reseérch under the Act of
October 10, 1962 (Mclntire-Stennis Act), Pub. L. No. 87-788, as amended
(16 U.S.C. 582a, et seq.), and for animal health and disease research under Section
1433 of NARETPA, as amended (7 U.S.C. 3191, et seq.). However, the latter two
programs have specific insﬁtutionat,and/or'matching fu‘nd requfrements (see Appendix B)
that few 1890 institutions meet. Tdskegee Uhiversity receives a small Section 1433 grant

and is the only 1890 institution participating in either program.

The 1890 institutions also receive grants to improve facilities and instructional
capacities under a series of facility grant programs begun in,1§83 and the -1 890
Capacify Building. Grant Program begun in 1990, in. addition to the research and
extension formula funds provided under NARETPA. The current Facility Grant
| Program, authorized under section- 1447 of NARETPA, as amended (7 U.S.C. 3222b),
~provides funds for research, extension, and res‘ident instruction related renovation and
construction projéc"ts at the 1890 institutions and is administered by the ES. Total
funding for faciiities through 1995 exceeds $120 million, or an average of $7.1 million
per 1890 instiﬁ:tion. The 1890 Capacity Building Grants Program, for which funds are
provided in each annual appropriations act and which was inaugurated under the
Department’'s 1890 ir;itiative, provides funds for higher education and research and

~ teaching projects and is administered by the CSRS. This program is currently funded

| at $9.9 million, or an average of approximately $580,000 per 1830 institution.
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These stawtory programs for the 1862 and 1890 institutions represent funding
that these institutions generally will receive annually ‘on a statutorily defined eligibility
- basis. For FY 1993 in States having both 1862 institutions and 1890 institutions, 1862 |
institutions receivved approximately $222.4* million from such programs for those
institutions and the 1890 institutions received $67.6 million. Mississippi received
approximately $16.0 million in funds for the 1862 institutions and $4.0 million for the
1890 institutions.® It should be noted at this point that there are requirements for
matching funds from non-Federal sources for most of the payme'nts méde to the 1862
institutions under these authofities; but there are no similar requirements for the 1890
programs. The qisbarity in funding between the two sets of institutions would be even

greater if comparisons included all sources of public financing.

* This includes $51.2 million for ES programs, in areas such as nutrition education
and youth-at-risk, funded under section 3(d) of the Smith-Lever Act for which only the
1862 institutions are eligible by statute (see list in Tables 3.1 and 3.2). Various
- administrative arrangements at the State and Federal level, however, provide a role for
~ the 1890’s in some of these programs.

SThis includes the $50,000 permanent appropriation under the Second Morrill Act,
which, as noted above, is not split equally between the 1862 and 1890 institution in each
State except in Florida and South Carolina. In Mississippi, the 1862 received $27,000
and the 1890, $23,000, from the permanent appropriation under the Second Morrill Act.
As a whole, the 1862 institutions in the Southern States received approximately $581 000
and the 1890’s, $219,000.
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While distribution of funds for the 1890 institutions is the responsibility of the
Department, States have the significant role of determining the institutions that are
eligible to receive funds under the programs establishedv to benefit the 1862
institutions, primarily by State designation of an institutidn under the First Morrill Act,
as a research station under the Hatch Act, or as having a forestry kesearoh program
suitable for funding with Mcln'tire-Stennié funds. States also have the priméry
responsibility to determine whether the minimum level of non-Federal matching funds
will be provided and the extent to which minimum levels will be exceeded for other

reasons.

In addition to the above statutory programs, the Department has undertaken the
1890 Initiative under the leadership of the USDA 1890 Land-Gran_t Universities Task
“Force. In addition to the.pragrams for which the 1890 institutions are specifically
eligible, the Task Force encourages the individual agencies of the Department to use
~ their existing cohtract and assistance authorities to establish and streﬁgtheﬁ
cooperative working relationships with 1890 institutions that are similar to the working
relationships the agencies have with 1862 institutions. As a result of such coéperative,
programs with individual USDA agencies (the major cooperators include the
Agricultural Research Service, the Forest Service and the Farmers Home
Administrétion}, 1890 instituﬁo'ns. will receive approximately $19.1 million in FY 1995,
an amount which will account for approximately 20 percent of the support the 1890's
receive from USDA. Funding for all program activities under the 1890 Initiative is

summarized in Table 4.
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A major effort of the 1890 Initiative is the May, 1993 commitment of Seﬁ:retary
Espy (see Appendix C) to establish cehters of excellénce at each ‘of the .1890'
institutions over a five-to-seven year period beginning in 1994. These centers are f’o
be established on a collaborative basis \;vith one or more USDA ageh‘cies. Three such

centers were established in FY 1994 and four more are slated for FY 1995.
B. Competitive Grant Programs

The Department has a number of competitive grant programs for which

announcement of solicitations are published in the Federal Register. Awards are

made after review of proposals by peer review panels in accordance with the

solicitation criteria.

The major Department competitive research grant program is the National
Research Initiative (NRI) Competitive Grant Program authorized under section 2(b) of
the Aét of August 4, 1965, as amended (7 U.S.C. 450i(b)). State agricultural
_. experiment stations, all colleges and Qniversities; research institutions and
organizétions, Federal agencies, private créanizations, and individuals are all eligible
recipients.‘ The Department chcéses specific research areas for emphasis each year

that are published as a part of the annual solicitation.
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As shown by the numbers below, the 1890 institutions participation and success

rates in the NRI have been low: ‘

~ Total 1890's -
NRI applications, 1992 2,911 30
NRI awards, 1892 777 3
Success rate, 1992 - 27% - 10%
“NRI applications, 1993 ' 2,893 44
NRI awards, 1993 , 790 3
Success rate, 1993 27% - ' 7%
NRI applications, 1994 3,517 43
NRI awards, 1994 830 3
Success rate, 1994 24% 7%

Several grént programs are designed to improv‘e educational programs at
colleges and universities in the food and agricultural programs. The CSRS Higher
Education program includes the Higher Education Graduate Fellowship Program,
authorized under section 1417(b)(6) of NARETPA, as amended (7 U.S.C. 3152(b)(6)),
which awards grants to colleges and univérsities for graduate student feliowships to
stimulate the development of food énd agricultural expertise in targeted national need
areas; the Institution Chaliengé Grants P.rogram, authorized under section 14#7(b)(3)
of NARETPA, as amended (7 U.S.C. 3152(b)(3)), which awards grants to stimuiate
and enable colleges énd universities to provide the quélity of education necessary to
produce graduates capable of strengthening the Nation's food and agricultural and
scientific and professiénal work force; and fhe Higher Education Multicultural Scholars

~ Program, conducted under the'authqrity of section 1417(b)}(5) of NARETPA, as
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amended (7 U.S.C. 3152(b)(5)). In FY 1993, 1862 ihstitutions in the Siates with 189AO’
institutions received $773,000 from the Hfgher Education Graduate Feliowship .
"Program and the Institution Challenge Grants Program. There was a single
application from an 1890 institution for a Graduate Fellowship grant, but an‘ award w‘as
not made. The Higher Education Multicultural Scholars Program is a new program
and the first round of applications afe now being processed. Sixteen percent of the

pending applications have come from 1890 institutions; but data on actual awards is

not available at this time.
C. Congressional Earmark Grants
Special Research Grants are awarded pursuant to section 2(c) of the Act of

August 4, 1965, as amended (7 U.S.C. 450i(c)). The vast majority® of the Special

Grant awards are determined on a noncompetitive basis pursuant to Congressional

*There are a small number of Special Grants awarded competitively under section
2(c)(1)(A) of the Act. These grants are awarded for the purpose of conducting research
to facilitate or expand promising breakthroughs in the areas of the food and agricultural
sciences important to the United States. Eligible recipients for such grants generally
include the same categories as those for the NRI. In FY 1993, only 12 percent of Special
Grant funds were awarded competitively. There was a single application from an 1890
institution for a Water Quality grant, but an award was not made.
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earmarks in appropriation act reports.” These grants are awarded under section
2(c)(1)(B) for the purpose of facilitating or expanding ongoing State-Federal. food and
agricultural research programs. Eligibility is limited to State agricultural experiment
stations, land-grant colleges and universities, research foundations established by
land-grant colleges and universities, colleges and universities rec‘eiving Mclntire-
Stennis funds, and accredited schools or colleges of veterinary medicine. Sixty four
‘million dollars in special grants were earmarked in FY 1993. 1862 institutions in all
States with 1890 institutions received $19.2 million in both competitively awarded and
earmarked special grants in FY 1993, while only two 1890 institutions, Tenngssee
‘State University and Prairie View Univer‘sity, received $566,000 in special grants
pursuant to Congressional earmark. The pattern was simi!ar in 1992 when the 1862
institutions recevived $18.2 million in special granté while the 1890 institutions réceived

$526,000.

Coyngr'ess; also has added to Department budget requests in recent years funds
for specifically désignated research facilities, mostly at 1862 institutions. In FY’s 1992

and 1993, 1862 institutions in 1890 States received $12.5 million and $6.7 million in

"The Comptroller General consistently has held that in the case of appropriation
acts, restrictions in committee reports and other legislative history on the use of lump-
sum appropriations are not legally binding on the department or agency concerned
and indicia in committee reports and other legislative history as to how. the funds
should or are expected to be spent do not establish any legal requirements on Federal
agencies. In the Matter of the LTV Aerospace Corporation, 55 Comp. Gen. 307
(1975); In the Matter of the Newport News Shipbuilaing and Dry Dock Company,

55 Comp. Gen. 812 (1976). '
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such designated fuhds, while only one 1890 institution, Tennessee State University,

received such funds: final installments of $413,000 and $356,000 for a $1.6 million

nursery crops research station in these two years.

D. | Conclusions

The'data clearly shows a differénce in absolute funding levels between the
1862 and 1890 institutions in ’those’States having both institutions. The foregoinvg
analysis demonstrates that much of that difference lies in the statutory formulas and
“the restricted eligibility established by Congress, the implementation by the States of’
the core formula programs for the 1862 institutions (Hatch and Smith-Lever)®, and the
earmarking of funds by Congress during the appropriations prbcess. The analysis
shows that in each year since 1879 the appropriatién for the 1890 research formula
program has been at or above its statutory mandate iéve& and trhe 1890 ektension
formula program has been funded above its statutory mandate level for the first three
years and the most recent six years of this period. The analysis s.hows‘ that by 1995
total funding for USDA programs carried out at and/or supporting the 1890 institutions
- will have been increased by approximately 49 percent since 1989 when the current

1890 initiative was begun.

®The States could expand eligibility for all of the core programs identified with the
1862 institution by designating additional institutions as beneficiaries under the First
Morrill Act. This would enable the States to then designate such additional institutions
as beneficiaries of the Hatch and Smith-Lever Acts. In addition, as noted above,
States may designate experiment stations at any institution.
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This analysis is primarily an examinétion of Federal funding levels and Federal
program administration designed to reach conclusions regarding questions of disparate
funding for the 1862 and 1890 institutions. While inferences of racial discrimination
Amay be drawn from the data, it should be recognized that more definitive conclusions
regarding appropriate remedial fUnding levels énd management strategies for s'peciﬁc
programs would reqﬁire different analytical approaches and data desighed to meet the
specific needs of program, policy, or legislative decisionmakers.’ There has been no |
attempt in this re“port to assess or evaluate current or potenﬁal roles and missions of
the 1862 and the 1890 institutions in the Southern States, either as a group or |
individually, or to develop relevant indicators of program performance or needs based
-on such roles and missions. In additi}on to the absolutely necessary objective of
“managing programs consistent with policies regarding discrimination, federal policy
officials face difficult questions in program policy as they seek to address the wide
array of needs for‘ the public sewices to which the tand—grént éystem is expected to be
responsive while at the same time dealing with current fiscal policy constraints. Under
" these circumstances, questions of efficiency and cos{-effeCtiveness become highly
relevant; yet this report does not attempt to examine and compare the relative
capabilities and/or cost-effectiveness of the major research and extension programs

carried out at the 1862 and the 1890 institutions. Finally, research and extension

®For example, the Supreme Court in United States V. Fordice crafted a three-step
analysis framework: (i) is the challenged policy traceable to past segregative practices;
(i) if so, does it have a present segregative effect; and (iii) if it does, is any other
approach impractical or educationally unsound?
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programming provides imporftant support for the institutional infrastructure that land-
grant institutions draw on to carryoui their teaching missions, and these programs
provide significant opportunities for work experience for undergraduate as well as
graduate students. However, there is ho data presented on numbers of students or
graduates from these two sets of institutions and no comparison of per capita Federal
spendjng that would add other dimensions to considerations of appropriate

Federal policies for these major programs as well as for the smalier dedicated

teaching prograrns.
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il

COMPARISON OF SUPPORT FOR THE 1862 AND 1890 INSTITUTIONS BETWEEN

USDA AND OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES

Fedefél support for the Southern land-grant institutions in 1991 is shown in '
Table 5. Total federal support in 1991 was $1,237 million. USDA funding, at
27 percent of the total, re.presenteci the Iérgest single source of federél support for
these institutions. The Depértment of Education represented 25 percent; and other
agencies représ;ented 16 percent or less. USDA accounted for 30 percent of the total
| federal support the 1890 insﬁtutioné received and 27 percent of the support the 1862
institutions received. The Department of Education accounted for 51 percent of the
tederal support the 1890 institutions received, but only 18 percent of thé féderal
support for the 1862 institutions. Conversely, all other Federal agencies account for
orﬂy 19 percen‘t of the federal support received by the.1890 institutions as these
agencies carry out a much greater share of their program activities at the. 1862

institutions.
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V.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Secretary of Agriculture has considerable latitude in setting p‘riorities for the
annual budget for the Department of Agriculture that is submitted to Congress each
yeér in February for the fiscal year beginning the following October. The»Department’s

" budget recommendations for fiscal year 1996 are under revier at this time in the
Office of Management and Budget.' Final decfsions on these budget recommendations
will be made by the Secretary, the Director of OMB, White House officials, and
ultimately the President in November and December. Gene.rally‘, the programs that
are described in tlhié report that are the primary'so‘urces of support for 1890

‘institutions are classified as domestic discretionary programs for the purpose of the
Budget Enforcement Act and applicable overall limits on spending by the Federal
Government. The pending budget recommendations from the Department are
consistent with the overall limits on outlays assigned-to- USDA by OMB. Within these
limits, the proposals for 1890 programs are given relatively high priority. (Details on
budget proposals are confidential within the Executive Branch while they are pending

in OMB.)

The authorizations for major programs of the Department of Agriculture expire
in the upconhing year, and the new farm'biH will present opportunities to consider

whether the statutory authorizations for the land-grant institutions should be changed.
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There are proposals under review that would amend the Smith-Lever Act to make
1890 institutions eligible for programs funded under Section 3d of this Act.
Reauthorization of the facility grants program is another legislative initiative that is

under consideration for'the farm bill.

There may be opportunitieé to explore greater' 1890 participation in the Mcintire-
Stennis Forestry research program, ,aﬁd there are opportunities to encourage‘the 1890
and 1862 institutions to do more in the area of joint program planning and
development. There are also opporturities to increase 1890 representation on
program advisory boards, committees, and peer panels where competitive grant

applications are reviewed.

President Clinton 'pro_muigate'd Executive Order 12876 on November 1, 1993~ ‘
and directed the heads of each fedéral agency to set an annual goal for the amount of
funds to be awarded in grants, contracts, and cooperative agreements to historically
‘Black colleges and universities and, consistent with overall funding levels, make
 substantial efforts to increase amounts awarded to HBCU's éach year. Information
presented in this report shows that USDA is a leading source of Federal support for
the 1890 institutions. Full and complete implementation of the Executive Order by all
federal agencies would provide support for 1830 institution growth over a range of

| disciplines and areas of interest beyond those supported by the Department.
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Table 1. USDA funding for 1890 Land Grant Institutions and Tuskegee University.
Fiscal year 1967 to 1995. (Dollars in thousands)

Research Extension Research/ Str./Cap.

Fiscal Formula Formula Extension Building Other Other

Year Payments Payments Constr., Grants CSRS USDA Total
1967 $283 $0 $0 30 $1,150 na $1,433
1968 283 i 0 0 1,150 na 1,433
1969 283 0 0 0 1,150 na 1,433
1970 283 0 0 0 1,150 na 1,433
1971 ‘ 283 -0 o] 0 1,150 na 1,433
1972 8,883 4,000 0 o] 1,150 na 14,033
1973 .- 10,883 6,000 0 [¢] 1,150 na 18,033
1974 10,883 6,000 0 0 1,150 na 18,033
1975 . 11,824 6,450 0 0 1,150 na 19,424
1976 12,706 6,450 0 0 1,150 na -~ 20,306
Trar C 3,176 1,373 0 0 292 na 4,841
1977 13,352 8,400 0 0 1,150 na 22,902
1978 14,153 9,333 0 0 1,150 na 24,636
1979 16,360 10,115 0 0 1,176 na 27,651
1980 17,785 10,453 0 0 1,174 na 29,412
1981 19,270 11,250 0 0 1,177 na 31,697
1982 21,492 7 12,240 0 g 270 na 34,003
1983 22,394 16,261 10,000 0 821 na 49,456
1984 22,844 17,2461 10,000 0 610 na 50,695
1985 : 23,476 17,741 10,000 2,000 598 na 53,813
1986 22,320 16,887 ¢,508 1,902 1,071 na 51,688
1987 . 22,320 16,877 9,508 1,902 5,901 na 56,508
1988 23,333 18,291 9,508 1,902 499 na 53,533
1989. 24,333 18,291 9,508 1,902 521 $6,300 60,855
1990 25,012 21,836 9,508 7,308 888 8,200 72,752
1991 26,346 22,794 9,508 10,250 1,989 10,300 81,187
1992 : 27,400 24,730 9,508 10,250 1,652 11,800 85,340
1993 27,400 24,730 8,000 10,250 1,302 16,600 88,282
1994 28,157 25,472 7,901 9,917 1,844 16,200 89,491
1995 28,157 25,472 7,901 $,917 1,634 18,700 91,781

Sources: USDA budget reports and appropriation history records. Amounts shown in Other
CSRS and Qther USDA categories are based on available records which are incomplete
for years prior to 1989. .

Research formula payments have been made under Sec. 1445 of P.L. 95-113 since 1979;
Payments were made under P.L. 89-106 from 1967 to 1978. :

Extension formula payments have been made under Sec. 1444 of P.L. 95-113 since 1979;
funds were provided under Smith-Lever.Sec. 3(d) from.1972 to. 1978,

Research/Extension Construction grants were provided through CSRS for research facilities
from 1983 to 1987; and through ES for extension facilities from 1988 to 1992
and for research and extension facilities since 1993,

Strengthening grants were funded from 1985 to 1991, Capacity building grants were
begun in 1990,

Other CSRS includes Morrill-Nelson payments (through 1994); Bankhead-Jones payments
(through 1981), and grants under various special and competitive grant authorities.

Other USDA includes work under research and other cooperative agreements with virtually alt
major USDA agencies. This category also includes support for students through .
USDA employment programs and USDA liasion officers at each 1890 institution.

09-Nov-94



Table 2. Appropriations for research and extension at the 1890 institutions, and Tuskegee
compared to the appropriations for programs at the 1862 institutions and '
the amounts mandated for the 1890's in the 1977 Farm Bill,

(Dollars in thousands)

1890

Fiscal 1862 *1890 1890 1890 1862 **1890 18%0

Year Research Mandate Research Percent Extension Mandate Extension Percent
1979 $109,100 $16,365 $16,360 i5.0% $252,775 $10,111 210,115 4.,0%
1980 118,600 17,790 17,785 15.0% 262,674 10,507 10,453 4.0%
1981 128,600 19,290 19,270 15.0% 280,109 11,204 11,250 4.0%
1982 141,100 21,165 21,492 15.2% 300,478 16,526 12,241 4. 1%
1983 147,200 22,080 22,394 15.2% 309,430 18,566 16,241 5.2%
1984 - 152,300 22,845 22,844 15.0% 314,116 18,847 17,241 5.5%
1985 155,400 23,310 23,474 15.1% 322,503 19,350 17,761 5.5%
1986 148,800 22,320 22,320 15.0% 311,132 18,668 16,887 5.4%
1987 148,800 22,320 22,320 15.0% 322,095 19,326 16,877 5.2%
1988 155,500 23,325 23,333 15.0% 330,164 19,810 18,291 5.5%
1989 155,500 23,325 24,333 15.6% 333,571 20,014 18,291 5.5%
1990 155,100 23,265 25,333 16.3% 337,907 . 20,274 21,836 6.5%
1991° 162,300 24,345 26,346 16.2% . 366,176 21,971 22,794 6.2%
1992 168,600 25,290 27,400 16.3% 385,087 23,105 24,730 6.4%
1993 168,800 25,320 27,400 16.2% 392,198 23,532 246,730 6.3%
1994 171,300 25,695 28,157 16.4% 401,209 264,073 25,472 6.3%
1995 171,300 25,695 28,157 16.4% 405,371 24,322 25,472 6.3%
Average annual rates of increase for selected periods:

1979 - 1989 3.6% 4.0% 7.1% . 6.1%

1989 - 1995 1.6% 2.5% 3.3% 5.7%

1979 - 1995 2.9% - 3.5% 5.6% 5.9%

* Sec. 1445 of the 1977 Farm Bill provides that beginning with fiscal year 1979 there shall

be an appropriation for research at the 1890 universities, including Tuskegee, of not less
than 15 percent of the total appropriation under the Hatch Act for the 1862 universities.

sk

Sec, 1444 of the 1977 Farm Bill provides that for fiscal years 1979 through 1981 there

shall be an appropriation for extension programs at the 1890 universities, including Tuskegee,
of mot less than 4 percent of the total appropriation under the Smith-Lever Act for programs

at the 1862 universities.

For fiscal year 1982 the mandate for the 1890 universities was
5.5 percent and thereafter the mandate has been 6 percent.



Table 3.1 Cooperative State Research and Extension Service Programs
conducted in Southern States with 1862 and 1890 Land 6rant Institutions,
fFiscal Year 1992, (Dollars in thousands)

; 1890 states ...... : Alabama ............00.. ; Arkansas ...... i pelaware ....§ Florida .. i
Programs :  1862's 1890’s : Auburn - A & M Tuskegee :  UA-F  UA-PB :  UD bsTh U OF R e R
Basic Formula Programs ; s : : : . ) . .
Research at 1862's : $58,467 $0 : $3,622 $0 $0 @ 33,136 $0 : $1,183 $0 : $2,670 :
regearch at 1890’s 0 26,192 : S0 1,531 1,511 ¢ 0 1,343 : "o 520 o 132 : 34'313 1 732
Extension at 1862's 103,998 0 6,453 0 0 : 5,475 g : 1,092 o. 4,405  0: 7.5 0
Extension at 1890's 0 23,741 0 1,276 1,274 : 0 1,52: 0  4%6: 0 1,02: 0 1,52

10,075 2,805 2,786 : 8,611 2,495 : 2,275 936 : 7,075 2,165 : 11,816 3,235

A% aw wE w0 w0l ew ¥

subtotal 162,466 49,933 :

Other Research and Education Programs : ; . .
McIntire-Stennis Forestry Formula : - 6,698 0 601 0 0: 509 0: 94 0: 532 0 : 613 0
sec. 1433 Animal Health Formula : 1,789 [ 113 . a 4 3 83 0 : 21 0: 139 1] 145 0
Special Grants : 18,186 526 : 79 0 0: 2,784 0: 0 9 : 2,036 0 : 1,064 o
NRI Competitive Grants : 19,785 111 792 0 0 506 0 Q 0 : 2'470 1] : 2'206 0
Morrill-Nelson Higher Educ. (1992) 581 219 : 33 17 0: 36 1% 46 10: 25 25: 36 15
Other Higher Educ. Grants : 931 0 : 0 0 0 : 0 0 0 0: 326 : 0
1890 Capacity Bldg. Grants : 0 9,876 : 0 988 - 988 0 402 : 4] 241 [ 988 . 0 566
Research Facilities ¢ 12,485 555 : 0 0 0: 3,686 0: 0 ;815 0: 2,352 0

subtotal : 60,456 11,291 : 2,333 1,005 991 : 7,605 415 ¢ 155 251 1 6,343 1,013 : 6,415 580

Other Extension Programs : : : : )

Integrated Pest Mgmt. : : 3,828 0: 276 0 0 : 263 0: 55 0 1 :
EFNEP ;28,014 0: 1,99 0 0: 1,249 0: 221 0} 2,0 0 2,13 ;
Pesticide Impact Assessment HE 1,152 0: 38 0 0: 120 0: 35 0: 160 0: 53 0
Water Quality : 3,372 0: 162 0 0 : 275 0: 120 0: 364 0: 21 0
Nutrition Education : 0 g : .0 0 o : 0 0: 0 1} 0 v} . 0 0
Ycuth at Risk : : 2,669 0: 72 0 0: 1% 0: 208 0 83 0: 22 0
indian Extension Agents . : 247 ¢ : 1} 0 0 0 0 0 0 47 0 : ; :
pDisabled Farmers Assistance H 176 (1 -0 0 0 0. 0: 0 0 0 0 : 0 0
Rural Development : 0 0 0 0 0: 0 0 : 0 0 0 0 : 0 0
Food Safety : 373 0: 0. 0 0: 0 0 : 0 0 110 0 : 0 0
Rural Health : 0 0: 0 0 0: 0 0 : 0 0 : 0 0 : 0 0
Earmarked Grants : 2,901 g : 570 0 0 : 276 0: 0 0-: 44 0 : 97 0
Urban Home Gardening : 1,087 g : 0 0 0 0 0 : 0 0 145 0 : 145 0
Farm Safety : 304 0.: 19 0 0 19 o : 19 0 19 0 : 19 0
Agriculture Telecommunications : : 238 0: 0 0 0: 0 0 : 0 0 0 0 : 0 0
Renewable Resources : 1,063 0: 83 0 g : 71 0 39 0 : 67 0 89 0
Flood & Drought Assistance Program : 0 0: ] 0 0: 0 0: ] 0 0 g a 0
1890 Facility Program : 0 9,128 : 0 467 713 : 1] 469 0 200 1] 375 ; 0 282
Subtotal : : 45,424 9,128 1 3,159 467 713 ;2,387 469 1 697 200 : 3,223 375 : 3,307 282

Total V . 268,346 70,351 : 15,567 4,276 4,490 : 18,603 3,379 : 3,126 1,387 : 16,641 3,553 ;21,538 4,096
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Table 3.1 Cooperative State Research and Extension Service Programs
Conducted in Southern States with 1862 and 1890 Land Grant Institutions,
Fiscal Year 1992, (Dollars in thousands)

Page 2
:  Kentueky ....: Louisiana....: Maryland..... :  Mississippi..: - Missouri.....: North carolina.:
Programs s LK KS: LSU  SU: UM UMES :  MSU Aloorn : UM Lincoln:  NCS NC ART : Oklahggsmﬂéﬁé:
Basic For:ula :rggrams : 532 . : : : . : : -
Research at 1862's : 84, $0 : $2,909 $0 : $2,245 $0 : $3,715 $0 : 364,286 30 : 35,9 : '
Rescorch. at 189V : 0 1,966 : 0 1,222 : 0 899 : 0 1,558 : 0 1,874 : ) 42 2 4;2 : 52'823 1 222
Extension at 1862's : 8,299 0: 5,067 0: 3,60 o: 6,383 5 7,779 8 : 11,051 “To: osoe T a
Extension at 18907s : 6 1,913 : 0 1,057 : 0 811 : 0 1,262 : 0 1,912: 0 2,289 : 0 1,145
Subtotal : 12,831 3,880 : 7,977 2,279 : 5,405 1,710 : 10,098 2,820 : 12,065 3,786 : 16,993 4,745 : 7,837 2,393
Other Research and Education Programs  : v : : T e - X
Mcintire-Stennis Forestry Formuls H 382 0: 364 g : 221 0 578 0 : 347 0: 566 0: 290 1]
Sec. 1433 Animal Health Formula : 83 0: 105 0: 38 0 75 0: 159 0: 106 0: 134 0
special Grants i 597 0: 1,162 0: 506 0: 3,275 0: 1,721 0: 703 0: 862 0
NRI Competitive Grants P 3 0: 412 11: 666 0.: 455 0: 2,316 0: 2,162 0 : 636 0
Morrill-Nelson Higher Educ. (1992) : 43 7: 35 15 : 44 6 : 27 23 47 3 ) 34 17 . 45 5
Other Higher Educ. Grants : 0 0: 0 0 : &4 0 : 0 0: 270 0 : 56 . 0 0 0
1890 Capacity 8ldg. Grants : -0 328 : 0 203 : 0 452 .0 862 v 0 598 : 0. 602 : 0 988
Research Facilities : 0 0: 0 0: 0 0: 0 g 0 142 0 0: 0 0
Subtotal . 1,830 335 : 2,078 228 : 1,538 458 : 4,411 884 : 4,860 743 : 3,625 619 1 1,967 993
Other Extension Programs : oo : : : : .
Integrated Pest Mgmt. : 87 0: 295 0: 110 0: 326 o 229 0: 256 0 : 261 0
EFNEP ;1,647 0: 1,858 0: 838 0: 1,69 0: 1,540 D: 2,49 0: 1,044 0
Pesticide Impact Assessment : 60 0: 46 0: 30 0: 28 0 72 0: | 64 0 - 5 0
water Quality - : 105 0: 128 0: 297 0: 120 0: 180 0: 353 0: 170 0
Nutrition Education : 0 0: 0 0: 0 0: 0 0 0 0 : 0 0: 0 0
Youth at Risk : 173 0: 101 0: 90 0: 219 0 302 0: 141 0 179 0
. Indian Extension Agents : 0 0: 0 0 : 0 0 : 40 0 0 0: 3 0 95 0
Disabled Farmers Assistance : 0 0: 91 0 0 0: 0 0 0 9 : 0 0: 0 0
Rural Development : 0 0: 0 0 0 0: 0 0 0 0: 1} 0 0 o
Food Safety . : 29 0: 0 0 94 0: 33 g : 0 0 : 34 ] 0 0
Rural Health . : 0 0: 0 0 0 0: 0 0: 0 0 0 0+ 0 0
Earmarked Grants 212 0: 0 0 10 0: 875 0: 97 0: 222 0: 182 0
Urban Home Gardening o 72 0: 145 0 145 0: 0 0 145 0 : 0 0 : P 0
. Farm Safety 219 0: 19 0 19 0: 19 0 19 0: 19 0 : 19 0
Agriculture Telecommunications : 62 0: 4 0 0 0: 0 0 64 0: 56 0: 0 0
Renewable Resources H 59 0 70 0 39 0: 75 0 60 0: 84 ¢ 39 0
Flood & Drought Assistance Program : 0 0: 0 0 e 0: 0 0 0 0 : 0 0 0 0
1890 Facility Program : : Y 466 e 1,102 0 563 : 0 469 0 200 : 0 449 0 469
subtotal - ;2,434 466 : 2,754 1,102 i 1,671 563 : 3,429 469 : 2,709 200 : 3,762 469 1 2,037 469
Total : 17,103 4,682 : 12,809 3,609 : 8,614 2,732 : 17,938 4,174 : 19,634 4,729 : 24,380 5,833 ; 11,841 3,855




Table 3.1 Cooperative State Research and Extension Service Programs
tonducted in Southern States with 1862 and 1890 Land Grant Institutions,
Fiscal Year 1992, (Dollars in thousands)
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: South Carolina.: Tennessee......: Texas......oneaat  Virginias.........
Programs : cu SCSsuU @ ur TSu TX A&M PV A&M: VA. P. vsu

Basic Formula Programs : H :
Research at 1862's $3,113 $0 : $4,379 $0 :  $5,810 $0 : $3,787 $0
Research at 1890's : 0 1,322 : e 1,870 a 2,456 0 1,607
Extension at 1862's s 5,323 0: 8,369 0: 11,696 0: 6,930 0
Extension at 1890's : 0 1,112 = 0 1,729 : o 2,346 o 1,457
Subtotal 8,436 2,433 = 12,749 3,599 =+ 17,506 4,802 : 10,717 3,065

other Research and Education Programs : : .
McIntire-Stennis Forestry Formula 463 Q: 417 g: 237 0 : 486 0
Sec. 1433 Animal Health Formula : 25 0 : 65 0: 404 0: 94 0
special Grants : 607 0 138 455 1,610 71 : 326 0
NRI Competitive Grants : 548 0: 1,733 0: 3,305 100 : 844 0
Morrill-Nelson Higher Educ. (1992) : 25 25 41 9 : 38 13 : 33 17
other Higher Educ. Grants 0 0: 0 0 : 109 0: 108 0
1890 Capacity Bldg. Grants 0 517 ¢ 0 315 : 0 566 : 0 275
Research Facilities 0 0: 897 413 : 3,744 0 : 990 0
Subtotal 1,668 542 : 3,290 1,192 9,447 750 : 2,882 291

Other Extension Programs : : : : :

Integrated Pest Mgmt. : 210 0: 191 0: 633 0: 147 0
EFNEP 1,508 0: 1,958 0: 4,167 0: 1,673 0
Pesticide Impact Assessment : 39 0z 53 0 : 179 0 : 125 0
Water Quality : 180 0 : 180 -0 : 400 0 145 0
Nutrition Education H 0 0: 0 0 0 0: 0 0
Youth at Risk : 68 0: 95 0: 377 0 : 225 0
Indian Extension Agents : 0 0: 0 0: 28 0 : 0 0
Disabled Farmers Assistance : 85 g 0 0 : 0 0: 0 0
Rural Development : 0 0: 0 0: ] 0 : 0 o
. Food Safety : 40 0: 32 0: 0 0: 0 0
Rural Health : 0 0: 0 0 0 0: 0 0
Earmarked Grants : 59 0: ] 0 : 317 0 30 0
Urban Home Gardening 1] 0 : 145 0 : 145 0 : 0 0
Farm Safety 19 0: 19 0: 19 0 19 0
Agriculture Telecommunications 45 0: 0 0: 12 0 : 0 0
Renewable Resources 63 0 s 85 0 ‘86 0 76 0
_ flood & Drought Assistance Program : 0 0: 0 0 0 0 : 0 0
- 1890 Facility Program : 0 830 : 0 564 1] 563 : 0 924
Subtotal : 2,36 830 : 2,738 564 6,363 563 : 2,440 924
Totat 12,420 3,806 : 18,777 5,356 : 33,316 6,115 : 16,038 4,280

Sourcs: Extension Service, Cooperative State-Research Service, and



; Table 3.2 Cooperative State Research and Extension Service Programs
! ronducted in-Southern States with 1862 and 1890 Land Grant Institutions,
Fiscal Year 1993, (Dollars in thousands)

1890 states ......: Alabama ..........iccnuen :  Arkansas ,.....; Delaware ....: Florida L....; Georgia .....

Programs : 18627s  1890's : Auburn A & M Tuskegee : UA-F UA-PB : up DS : UF FAMU : UG FVS

Basic Formula Programs ) : : : : . : ;
Rescarch at 186278 :  $58,320 30 : $3,614 $0 $0 : $3,129 $0 : $1,180 $0 : $2,665 $0 : $4,270 $0
Research at 1890’s : 0 26,130 -0 1,528 1,507 = 0 1,339 = 0 518 : 0 1,M0: 0 1,702
Extension at 1862's ;103,858 0: 6,446 0 0: 5,49 0 1,092 0: 4,243 | G+ T.4%6 D
Extension at 1890's : 0 23,741 : 0 1,27 1,27 : 0 1,152 : 0 41%6: 0 1,062: 0 1,528
Subtotal H 162,178 49,871 : 10,060 2,800 2,781 : 8,623 2,491 ¢ 2,272 934 @ 6,908 2,172 ; 11,696 3,230

Other Research and Education Programs : : : : .
McIntire-Stennis Forestry Formula : 6,654 0: 586 0 0 : 483 0 : 93 0: 494 0 609 0
Sec, .1433 Animal Health Formula : 1,773 2: 114 0 2: 83 0: 21 a5 132 0 : 142 0
Special Grants : 19,194 566 : 839 0 0: 2,808 0: 0 . 0: 2,290 0: 1,579 0
NRI Competitive Grants : 18,214 108 : 349 50 0: 873 50 : 0 0: 2:369 0: 1.946 0
Morrill-Nelson Higher Educ. (1992) : 581 219 33 17 0 : 36 14 : 40 10 : 25 25 : 35 15
Other Higher Educ. Grants B 773 - 0: 0 .0 0: 0 0 : 0 0: 216 0: 0 i}
1890 Capacity Bldg. Grants : 1} 9,867 : 0 985 985 = 0 343 0 560 : 0 975 ; 1} 298
Research Facilities : 6,74; 358 : 0 0 0: 3,093 0: 0 0: 0 -0 1,442 0
subtotal : 53,936 11,118 : 1,921 1,052 987 : 7,376 407 : 15 570 : 5,526 1,000 : 5,753 313

Other Extension Programs K : . : : : :
Integrated Pest Mgmt. : 3,816 0: 244 0 0: 263 ¢ : 55 0: 155 0 : 333 0
EFREP : 28,014 0: 1,959 0 0: 1,249 9 221 0: 2,028 0: 2,133 0
Pesticide Impact Assessment - : 1,175 0: 26 0 0= 61 0: 28 0: 232 0: 133 ]
Water Quality : 3,269 0: S 142 0 0 275 0: 120 0 : 349 0: 210 0
Nutrition Education: : : 1,112 0: 30 0 0 : 30 0 20 0: 120 1] : 87 ! 0
Youth at Risk : 2,666 0: 72 0 0: 114 0: 208 0: 83 0: 22 0
Indian Extension Agents : 202 0: 0 0 0: 1] 0 : 0 0 : 0 0 - 0 0
pisabled Farmers Assistance : 268 0 0 1] 0 : o] 0 : 0 0 : 4] 0 : 0 0
Rural Development : 251 0: 0 o 0 : 0 0 : o 0 : 0 0 : 0 0
Food Safety : 426 0: 0 0 0: 0 0 : 0 0: 106 0: 29 0
Rural Health : : 1,920 0: 0 0 0. 0 0 : 0 0: 0 0: 0 0
Earmarked Grants ’ : 4,461 0 630 0 0 : 1,001 0 : 3 0 : 4 0 72 0
Urban Home Gardening o 1,087 0: 0 0 0: 0 0: 0 0: 145 0: 145 0
Farm Safety : 304 0 : 19 0 0 : 19 0 : 19 0 : 19 0 : 19 0
Agriculture Telecommunications : 251 0: 0 0 0: 0 0 0 0 : 0 g : 0 0
Renewable Resources : 1,063 0: 83 0 0: 7 U 39 0 : 67 0 : 89 0
Flood & Drought Assistance Program : 930 0 : 0 0 0: 0 0 : 25 “0 0 0 : 125 0
1890 Facility Program : 0 7,680 : 0 428 428 : 0 411 ; 0 329 : 0 433 : 0 476
Subtotal : 51,216 7,680 ¢ 3,204 428 428 3,083 4311 ¢ 748 329 : 3,308 433 3,598 476

Total . 267,329 68,669 + 15,185 4,280 4,196 : 19,083 3,309 : 3,174 1,833 : 15,742 3,605 ; 21,048 4,019




Table 3.2 Cooperative State Research and Extension Service Programs
Conducted in Southern States with 1862 and 1890 Land Grant Institutions,

Fiscal Year 1993, (Dollars in thousands)
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; Kentucky ....: Louisiana....: Maryland..... ; Mississippi..: Missouri.....z North Cafolina 5 Okiah
Programs : UK KS: LSsu Su UM UMES : MSU Alcorn : UM Lincoln: - NCS NC A&T : ° 828‘..£;6§:
Basic Formula Programs ; ; ; : : f .
Research at 1862's : $4,523 $0 : $2,903 $0 : 32,240 $0 : $3,707 $0 : $4,278 $0 : $5,93 :
Research at 1890's : 0 1,961 : 0 1,218 : 0 8% : 0 tsse: PN ameei 0 24300 0 1208
Extension at 1562's : 8,340 0: 5,015 0 i 3,145 ¢ : &,522 0: 7,819  0:11,033  0: 4,970 = 0
Extension at 1890's : 0 1,913 : 0 1,057 : 0 81 : 0 1,262: 0 1,92: 0 2,289: 0 1,145
subtotal . 12,863 3,874 : 7,918 2,275 : 5,385 1,707 : 10,229 2,816 : 12,097 3,781 : 16,96 4,739 : 7,788 2,390
Other Research and Education Programs ; : ' : : . E :
McIntire-Stennis Forestry Formula : 368 0: 370 g : 242 0 : 574 0 : 345 : : ;
Sec. 1433 Animal Health Formula : 79 0: 101 0: 38 0: 71 g 162 g ; ?g? g : ?22 g
special Grants - L 347 0: 1,323 0: 770 41 : 3,49 0: 1,620 0: 518 0 : 993 0
NRI Competitive Grants : 996 0: 609 0: 566 0: 471 0 : 1,489 0 : 1,691 0 : 543 -8
Morrill-Nelson Higher Educ. (1992) : 43 7 35 15 : 44 6 : 27 23 47 3. 33 17 45 5
Other Higher Educ. Grants : 64 0: 0 0 : 0 0: 0 0: 0 0: 299 0 : 0 0
1890 Capacity Bldg. Grants : 0 8rm: 0 37 : 0 678 : 0 554 0 137 : 0 1,009 : 0 834
Research Facilities : 0 0: 0 0 : 0 0: 0 0 : 0 0 : 0 "o 0 0
subtotal D 1867 886 : 2,438 389 i 1,660 725 : 4,639 577 : 3,663 140 : 3,205 1,026 : 2,04 847
Other Extension Programs : ; ; : : : f
Integrated Pest Mgmt. 105 0: 272 0 : 87 0: 326 0: 264 . 0: 253 0 :
EFNEP 1,647 0: 1,88 0: 838 0: 1,69 0: 1,540 0: 2,49 0: 1 322 ’
Pesticide Impact Assessment 61 0 51 0: 42 0: 28 0 : 73 0: 122 0: 62 0
water Quality 105 0: 120 0: 265 0: 120 0: 180 0: 275 0 : 146 0
Nutrition Education : 30 0: 30 0: 119 0: 30 0: 30 0: 128 0: 130 0
Youth at Risk ;149 0: 101 0 : 90 0: 339 C: 2% 0: 141 0 : 179 0
Indian Extension Agents : 0 0: 0 0: 0 g: 70 0: 0 0: 40 0: 63
Disabled Farmers Assistance : 85 0: 95 0: 0 0: 0 0: 0 0: 0 0 : 0 g
Rural Development : 0 0: -0 0: 0 0 189 0: 0 0 : 62 0 : c 0
Food Safety 0 0o: 19 0: 27 0: 153 0 : 0 0: 0 0 : 44 0
Rural Health 0 0: 0 0 0 0: 1,920 0: 0 0: 0 0 : 0 0
Earmarked Grants : 134 0: 86 0: 25 0: 679 0: 118 0: 529 0 189 0
Urban Home Gardening : 72 0: 145 0: 145 0: 0 0: 145 0: 0 0: 0 0
Farm Safety . : 19 0: 19 0 19 0 19 0: 19 0: 19 0 : 19 0
Agriculture Telecommunications . 127 0 : 0 0: 0 0 : 0 o : 51 0 : 0 g : 0 0
Renewable Resources : 59 0: 70 0 : 39 0 : 75 0 : 60 0 : 84 0 : 39 0
Flood & Drought Assistance Program  : 0 0: 0 0: 0 0: 0 0: 550 0: 125 0: 0 0
1890 Facility Program : 0 527 : 0 402 : 0 378 : 0 416 0 525 ; 0 542 ; 0 424
subtotal 2,592 527 : 2,864 402 : 1,696 378 : 5,642 416 : 3,330 525 : 4,274 Si2 i 2,144 424
total D 17,322 5,288 : 13,221 3,067 1 8,761 2,811 : 20,510 3,808 : 19,090 4,446 : 26,443 6,306 + 11,956 3,660




Table 3.2 Cooperative State Research and Extension Service Programs
Conducted in Southern States with 1862 and 1890 Land Grant Institutions,
Fiscal Year 1993, (Dollars in thousands)
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. South Carclina.: Tennessee......: TeXa8S8.......0ven. ;o virginia.....oe...
FPrograms : cu SCsU Ut TSU 1 TX ASM PV A&M: VA. P. vVSU
Basic Formula Programs : = : : : T
Research at 1862’s . : $3,107 $0 ; %4,371 $0 1 $5,799 $0 $3,785 $0 -
Research at 1890's . : 0 1,318 : 0 1,865 : 0 2,449 0 1,603
Extension at 1862's ¢ 5,315 g : 8,17 0 11,747 0 : 6.875 0
Extension at 1890's : 0 1,112 = 0 1,729 : 0 2,346 : 0 1,457
Subtotal 8,422 2,430 5 12,746 3,594 ¢ 17,546 4,795 10,660 3,060
Other Research and Education Programs : ’ : :
McIntire-Stennis Forestry Formula : 460 0: 414 0 : 236 0: 517 0
Sec. 1433 Animal Health Formula : 26 0 64 0: 411 0 a5 0
Special Grants : 570 1 287 454 ¢ 1,469 71 315 0
NRI Competitive Grants H 568 0 765 0 : 4,085 0: - 894 0
Morrill-Nelson Higher Educ. (1992) : 25 25 : 41 9 : 37 13 : 33 17
Other Higher Educ. Grants : 0 0: 0 0 : 65 0 : 129
1890 Capacity Bldg. Grants - H 0 296 : 0 339 0 468 0 153
Research Facilities : 0 0 : 773 356 : 585 B 854 0
Subtotal 1,649 321 ¢ 2,344 1,158 : 6,888 552 : 2,827 170
Other Extension Programs : H : :
Integrated Pest Mgmt. : 210 0: 191 0: - 679 0 149 0
EFNEP : H 1,508 0 7 958 0: 4,167 0 : 1,673 0
Pesticide Impact Assessment: : 21 0: 54 0: 141 0: 40 6
Water Quality : 180 0 : 180 0: 400 0 : 202 0
Nutrition Education : 130 0: 30 0 : 128 0 : 30 0
Youth at Risk : 68 0 : 95 0 : 281 0 : 225 o]
Indian Extension Agents : 0 0 0 0 30 0 : 0 0
Disabled Farmers Assistance . : 88 0 : 0 0 : 0 0: 0 0
Rural Development : 0 0: 0 0: 0 0: 0 0
Food Safety - : 0 0: 24 0 : 24 0: 0 0
Rural Health : 0: 0 0: 0 0 0 0
Earmarked Grants . : 108 - 0: 66 0 778 0 : 41 1]
Urban Home Gardening : 0 0: 145 0: 145 0 : 0 0
Farm Safety : 19 Q: 19 0: 19 0 19 0
Agriculture Telecommunications : 35 0: 0 0 0 0 : 28 i}
‘Renewable Resources ) H 63 0: 65 0 86 0: 76 [
Flood & Drought Assistance Program : 75 0 : [ 0: 0 . 0 : 30 ]
1890 Facility Program : 0 418 : 0 482 : 0 605 : 0 457
Subtotal s 2,506 418 : 2,827 482 : 6,878 605 : 2,522 457
Total : 12,577 3,169 : 17,917 5,234+ 31,312 5,952 : 16,009 3,687

Sourcs: Extension Service, Cooperative State Research Service, and
the Office of Budget and Program Analysis, USDA.



Table 3.3. CSRS and ES program awards received by the 1890 institutidn, and .
Tuskegee, by percent of the total for each State and agency for fiscal years 1992 and 1993.

1992 1993 1992 1993 1992 1993

State CSRS CSRS ES ES Total ~ ~ Total
Alabama ....... e tacerennenas 46 48 28 26 36 36
ATKBNSES .uivuinivecoanravannn 14 14 17 15 15 15
DelaWare ......cvceenruorcnnsna 37 45 26 29 31 37
Florida ... iiriviicncnianenns 19 20 16 17 18 19
GEOPrGIa ..iuuinsrcrvnnnnans LA 18 17 14 15 16 16
KeNtUCKY +uvivvenvennnvncnonns .27 3 .18 .18 21 23
Loisianna .. veoevrininennnnns 23 23 22 - 16 22 19
Maryland ... .coiiviieninennnn 26 29 22 S 20 24 24
Mississippi vtivnvnnvivnecans 23 20 15 12 19 16
Missouri .....vevinnirnnnnnnnss 22 20 17 18 19 19
North Carolina .....ccvvvneen. 24 28 16 16 19 21
Oklahoma ...ovevvnvinvnnneanns 32 30 19 18 25 23
South Caroling ....ovvvennnnns 28 26 20 16 23 20
TeNNeSSeE L. 4uavrwroveasonaonn 29 31 17 16 22 23
=3 - T ) 17 19 14 14 16 16
Virginia voveeeenreennnnnnnnnn 22 21 20 17 21 19

1 - T 24 25 18 17 21 20

CSRS -~ Cooperative State Research Service
ES - Extension Service
Amounts shown for Alabama include awards made to both Alabama A&M and Tuskegee.



Table 4. USDA Programs to Support 1890 Institutions

and Other Historically Black Colleges and Universities.

($ in milligns)

Agency 1989 1990 19 1992 1993 1994 1995
Program actual actual actual actual actual enacted est.
Cooperative State
Research Service ....ui.siviiinenivnnacerannncinnancanes $28.8 $34.9 $40.6 $41.5 $41.3  $42.3  $42.0
Evans-Allen formula ... .cvcivinrnn i vmevnnnennanancanan 24.3 25.0 26.3 27.4 27.4 28.2 28.2
Capacity building ..oeeemnirnernrrrornnnuninnsnsnan 0.0- 5.4 8.3 10.3 10.3 9.9 2.9
0 2T 4.4 4.5 6.0 3.8 3.7 4.2 3.9
EXTENSTON SEIVICE «nnuunsssnsennnneeenssnssnncesanannnnns 29.5° 33.0  34.1  36.2 3.7 353  35.3
EXTENSTON FOPMULA vensennenarnmaneennesasanearsncneas 18.3  21.8  22.8  26.7  24.7  25.5  25.5
FACility QrantsS «.vuversvananeransncionnunnnsnsnasanns 9.5 9.5 9.5 9.5 8.0 7.9 7.9
L4 11 o 1.7 1.7 1.8 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9
Other AGENCIES .euucvevesosrenncacesnasansncarnnsansansns 6.3 8.2 10.3 11.8 16.6 16.2 1%.1
Agriéultural Research
SEIVICE vvusivenvnnvesnensscsonnssennnscsennssnnnen 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.8 1.4 1.8
FOTeST SEIVICE Luuninvenanncensennsoasoosssainenananns 1.6 1.8 2.9 3.1 3.7 4.3 4.3
Soil Conservation Service ......iesveicanncinnanannnnn 1.4 1.8 2.0 2.4 2.6 2.5 3.2
Farmers Home Administration & RDA ......cc.iveueinnvnen 1.4 1.9 2.6 2.6 6.9 4.1 5.7
Other AGENCIES ...vervreunsnsnencnnasnnsasesnnaasnnsns 1.3 2.0 2.2 2.9 2.6 4.0 4.2
TOtAL vveereiiec et taaaannsaaonnentranasnenn 64.6 76.2 85.0 89.4 92.5 93.8 96.4
Analysis
Increase from 1989 (Mil.$) ..ovivesnennimorumennnavanaens xx  $11.6 $20.5 $24.8 $28.0 $29.2 $31.8
Percent increase from 1989 ....u.veiiiiiieiiiiianaanaanns XX 18.0% 31.7% 3B.4% 43.3%  45.2% 49.3%
Percent increase from 1989, constant dollars ............ xX 13.0% 20.8% 22.7%° 23.3% 21.6% 21.3%
1890 as a percent of 1862:
Research formula .uuveirivacvcinversconsnnnnsssesnnnen 15.6% 16.3%  16.2%  16.3%  16.2%  16.4%  16.4%
Extension formula ..veiisvniienniviceridinreronrnaansns 5.5% 6.5% 6.1% 6.4% 6.3% 6.3% 6.3%
Capacity building grants, cumulative (mil.$) ............ 0.0 $5.4  $13.7 $23.9 $34.2  $44.1  $54.0
Facilities grants, cumulative since 1983 (mil.$) ........ $68.0 $77.5 $87.0 $96.5 $104.5 $112.4 . $120.3
vARS‘FS-SCS-FmHA-Other subtotal (MiIl.8) «oviviinnrnananans $6.3 $8.2  $10.3  $11.8  $16.6 $16.2  $19.1
ARS-FS-SCS-FmHA-Other percent of total (mil.$) .......... 9.8%2 10.8% 12.1% 0 13.2% 17.9% 17.3% 19.9%
Centers of excellence, annual funding (mil.$) ... ..... XX XX XX XX . XX $2.7 $5.3
Centers of excellence, nUMber .....isverevnnncnnavennnnns XX XX XX XX XX 3 7

Centers of excellence funded in 1994:
Tennessee S§t.: Horticulture

Centers of excellence proposed for 1995: )
UAPB: Regulatory science UMES: Food safety

Alabama A & M Forestry

Lincoln: Wildlife-GIS

UAPB: Aguacul ture

Prairie View: World food distribution



Table 5. Federal support to 1890 and 1832 land grant universities by State for States with
1890 universities, and Federal agency: fiscal year 1991 (Dollars in thousands)

State and institution Total USDA Ed HHS Com DoD DOE
Alabama
Alabama A & M University 1890 14,152 4,271 5,634 573 0 1,510 0
Tuskegee University 1890 21,172 5,381 7,487 5,107 0 1,262 350
Auburn University 1862 32,561 15,054 5,649 848 67 3,610 1,617
Arkansas ’ :
Univ of Ark Pine Bluff 1890 10,502 3,264 6,599 580 0 0 0
Univ of Ark Fayetteville 1862 28,573 12,023 11,005 495 0 1,007 352
Delaware . .
‘Delaware State College 1890 4,851 1,409 2,797 545 0 98 0
University of Delaware 1862 26,128 3,378 4,846 3,972 1,710 3,208 760
Flordia T :
Flordia A & M University 1890 27,016 3,258 11,415 2,490 100 6,823 23
University of Florida 1862 99,483 17,759 14,351 39,505 1,946 10,169 2,999
Georgia
Fort Valley State College 1890 9,103 3,611 5,037 1] 0 T 202 203
University of Georgia 1862 62,684 22,088 6,952, 10,997 1,121 1,437 9,949
Kentucky
Kentucky State University 1890 8,703 4,853 3,437 166 247 0 o]
University of Kentucky 1862 79,964 17,595 28,877 21,886 48 641 4,213
Louisiana :
Southern U & A&M College 1890 29,786 3,783 23,201 1,075 0 405 12
LA State Univ System 1862 115,803 14,734 34,228 29,864 1,871 2,203 24,830
Maryland .
U of MD Eastern Shore 1890 7,056 2,754 3,079 291 600 0 0
Univ of MD College Park 1862 95,043 9,182 2,159 6,526 4,536 14,891 7,853
Mississippi - .
Alcorn State University 1890 10,474 4,085 6,081 17 0 191 o}
Mississippi State Univ 1862 39,749 18,597 8,733 620 200 568 6,727
Missouri
Lincoln University (MO) 1890 7,331 3,99 3,125 75 0 134 0
Univ of Missouri Columbia 1862 50,584 18,311 8,879 16,166 0 603 1,333
North Carolina
NC Ag & Tech State Univ 1890 17,978 5,889 6,133 1,101 0 1,618 160
NC State Univ at Raleigh 1862 70,037 24,630 7,900 6,300 2,034 6,727 1,876
Ok lahoma S '
Langston University 1890 7,819 3,472 4,153 122 0 0 7
Oklahoma State University 1862 46,886 13,272 13,088 2,144 7 9,353 470
South Carolina
Saouth Carolina St Colleze 1890 11,938 3,562 7,873 173 0 253 A
Clemson University 1862 26,527 12,841 4,040 804 &6 3,345 720
Tennessee
Tennessee State Univ . 1890 17,880 5,401 8,793 2,373 o] 198 0
Univ of Tennessee ALl Cmp 1862 84,887 16,392 19,156 25,970 0 2,781 11,748
Texas :
Prairie View A & M Univ 1890 . 14,099 5,587 6,919 404 a 174 260
Texas A & M University 1862 93,017 35,350 11,345 11,785 2,613 5,806 4,682
Virginia
_ Virginia State University 1890 11,716 4,605 6,033 433 0 246 86
VA Polytech Inst & St U 1862 53,513 16,599 6,067 3,088 185 5,115 7,115
Recap
1890 universities 231,576 69,186 117,796 15,625 947 13,114 1,147
1862 universities 1,005,434 267,805 194,285 180,970 16,404 71,464 87,044
Total 1,237,010 336,991 312,081 196,595 17,351 84,578 88,191
Percent of total, by system
1890 universities 19 21 38 8 5 16 1
1862 universities 81 79 62 92 95 84 99
Percent of total, by agency -
1890 universities 100 30 51 7 0 6 0
1862 universities 100 27 19 18 2 7 9
Total 100 27 25 16 1 7 7




Table 5. Federal support to 1890 and 1882 land grant universities by State for States with

1890 universities, and Federal agency: fiscal year 1991 (Dollars in thousands) Page 2 of 2

State and institution

EPA int NASA NSF Other
Alabama )
Alabama A & M University 1890 0 138 1,026 1,000 0
Tuskegee University 1890 0 0 337 1,243 5
Auburn University 1862 405 280 3,272 1,736 223
Arkansas :
Univ of Ark Pine Bluff 1890 4 55 0 0 0
Univ of Ark Fayetteville 1862 90 185 107 2,609 700
Delaware .
Delaware State College 1890 2 0 0 0 0
University of Delaware 1862 375 236 1,614 6,028 1
Flordia - 2
Fiordia A & M University 1890 0 0 1,465 1,350 92
University of Florida 1862 732 745 2,796 7,571 900
Georgia -
Fort valley State College 1890 . 0 g 0 50 0
University of Georgia 1862 1,307 387 456 5,769 2,221
Kentucky
Kentucky State Universirty 1890 0 0 0 -0 0
University of Kentucky 1862 245 498 334 5,377 250
Louisiana . .
Southern U & AZM College 1890 403 0 312 TS 29
LA State Univ System 1862 1,796 398 1,007 4,872 ]
Maryland )
U of MD Eastern Shore 1890 ) 1} 0 131 191 0
Univ of MD College Park 1862 1,353 169 22,324 18,612 438
Mississippi :
Alcorn State University 1890 0 0 g 0 0
Mississippi State Univ 1862 0 108 932 3,101 163
Missouri .
Lincoln University (MO) 1890 0 2 0 0 4
Univ of Missouri Columbia 1862 446 26 74 4,697 49
North Carolina
NC Ag & Tech State Univ 1890 75 0 2,514 338 150
NC State Univ at Raleigh - 1862 2,805 681 3,672 9,377 4,035
Ok { ahoma
Langston University 1890 0 0 0 0 65
Oklahoma State University 1862 618 384 5,026 2,424 100
South Carolina
South Carolina St College 1890 0 0 0 3 0
Clemson University 1862 527 555 1,152 2,379 98
Tennessee
Tennessee-State Univ 1890 0 0 428 687 0
Univ of Tennessee All Cmp 1862 358 189 2,016 6,272 a
Texas
Prairie View A & M-Univ 1890 0 0 355 300 100
Texas A & M University 1862 958 359 5,054 14,968 97
Virginia
Virginia State University 1890 0 0 263 50 1]
VA Polytech Inst & St U 1862 551 2,362 4,864 6,847 720
Recap :
1890 universities 484 195 6,831 5,806 445
1862 universities 12,566 7,562 54,700 102,639 9,995
Total 13,050 7,757 61,531 108, 445 10,440
Percent of total, by system
1890 universities 4 3 1 5 4
1862 universities 96 97 89 95 96
Percent of total, by agency ‘
1890 universities 0 0 3 3 0
1862 universities 1 1 5 10 1
Total 1 1 5 9 1

Source: Selected data from Table £-17. National Science Fbundation, Federal Suppoft to Universities,
Colleges, and Nonprofit Institutions: Fiscal Year 1991, NSF 93-325, (Arlington Va. 1993).

Key: USDA = Dept.of Agriculture, Ed = Dept. of Education, HHS = Dept. of Health and Human Services

Other includes: Depts. of Commerce, Defense, Energy, Interior, Transportation, HUD, Labor, and

independent agencies including EPA, NASA, NSF, AiD, and NRC.
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APPENDIX A

Statement of Secretary Mike Espy, U.S. Department .of Agriculture
July 11, 1994

In light of the civil action Avers v. Fordice, now pending in
United States District Court in Mississippl, and in light of other civil
actions,- | am concerned about the nature of the funding of land
grant institutions in Mississippl and other Southern states. Because
of the importance of this issue, I am instructing the Director, Office
of Civil Rights Enforcement, U.S. Department of Agriculture, 10
make a preliminary assessment of this situation. This assessment
has already begun. Depending on the results of the assessment, this
Department may make a more comprehensive review of the funding
. of these institutions. | am entirely committed to the eradication of
-any unlawful discrimination by race in the funding of these
institutions. and if any such discrimination 1s revealed by these
inquiries. I will take appropriate action, in conjunction with the
Deparument of Justice and other Federal agencies. 10 end this
discrimination.

MIKE ESPY



APPENDIX B

Cooperative State Research Service and

Extension Service Program Authorities

Category I. Program eligibility limited to 1862 Institutions by statute and/or
State designation.

Payments to agricultural experiment stations under the Hatch Act - Hatch Act of 1887,
as amended. Funds under the Hatch Act are allocated to State Agricultural
Experiment Stations of the 50 States, District of Columbia,. Puerto.Rico, Guam, the
Virgin Islands, Micronesia, American Samoa, and Northern Mariana Islands for
research to promote a sound and prosperous agricuiture and rural life. The Hatch Act
provides that the distribution of Federal payments to States for FY 1955 shall become
a fixed base, and that any sums appropriated in excess of the 1955 level shall be
distributed in the following manner:

-- 20% shall be allotted equally to each State.
-- Not less than 52% shall be allotted to the States as follows:

- one-half in an. amount proportionate to the relative rural population of each
State tc the total rural population of all States, and

- one-half in an amount proportionate to the relative farm population of each
State to the total farm population of all States.

-- Not more than 25% shall be allotted to the States for cooperative research in
which two or more State Agricuitural Experiment Stations are cooperating to
solve problems that concern the agriculture of more than one State.

-- 3% shall be available to the Secretary of Agriculture for the administration of this
Act. o

The Act also provides that any amount in excess of $30,000 available for
allotment to any State, exclusive of the regional research fund, shall be matched by
the State out of its own funds available for research, and for the establishment and
maintenance of facilities necessary for the performance of such research. Also, in the
case of Guam, the Virgin Islands, Micronesia, American Samoa, and Northern Mariana
Islands, agencies are required by law to waive any requirement for local matching
funds under $200,000. If any State fails to make available a sum equal to the amount
in excess of $90,000 to which it may be entitled, the remainder of such amount shall
be withheld by the Secretary of Agriculture and reapportioned among the States.
Three-percent of funds appropriated under the Hatch Act is set-aside for Federal
administration. Administration includes disbursemer. of funds and a continuous
review and evaluation of the research programs of the State.Agricultural



Experiment Stations supported wholly or in part from Hatch funds. The Cooperative
State Research Service encourages and assists in the establishment of cooperation
within and between the States, and also actively participates in the planning and
.coordination of research programs between the States and the Department at the
regional and nationai levels.

Smith-Lever 3b&c - The Smith-Lever Act of 1914 authorizes annual appropriations for
Extension’s base programs at the 1862 land-grant universities. Section 3b froze
funding at the 1962 level. Amounts appropriated above the 1962 level are allotted
under 3c, which requires a dollar for dollar match by the States if so required by
Congress inthe Appropriations Act. The formula distribution is 4% for ES
administration and of the remainder 20% is divided equally among the States and the
territories, 40% is based on rural population, and 40% is based on farm population.
Also, in the case of Guam,.the. Virgin Islands, Micronesia, American Samoa, and -
Northern Mariana lIslands, agencies are required by law to waive an requirement for
iocal matching funds under $200,000.

- Smith-Lever 3d funds are earmarked funds are allocated to the States to address
special programs or concerns of regional and national importance, and are primarily
distributed according to the extent of the problem that requires attention in each State.

The following FY 1994 Extension Programs were funded under the 3d funding
mechanism: Expanded Food and Nutrition Program (EFNEFP), Pest Management,
Pesticide impact Assessment (PIA), Farm Safety, Rural Development Centers, Indian
Reservations Extension Agents, Water Quality, Youth-at-Risk, Food Safety,
Sustainable Agriculture, and Nutrition Education Initiative.

Cooperative Forestry Research - The Cooperative Forestry Research Act of

October 10, 1962 (Mcintire-Stennis Act) authorizes funding of research in State
institutions established under the Morrill Act of 1862, the Hatch Act of 1887 and/or by
“a State supported institution offering graduate training in the sciences basic to forestry .
and having a forestry school. Additionally, participating institutions must be certified
by a State representative designated by the governor of each State.

The Act provides that appropriated funds be apportioned among States as determined .
by the Secretary after consultation with a national advisory council of not fewer than

16 members representing Federal and State agencies concerned with developing and
utilizing the Nation's forest resources, the forest industries, the forestry schools of the
State-certified eligible institutions, State Agricultural Experiment Stations, and volunteer
public groups concerned with forests and related natural resources. Determination of
apportionments follows consideration of pertinent factors including areas of non-
Federal commercial forest land, volume of timber cut from growing stock, and the non-
Federal dollars expended on forestry research in the State. The Act also provides that
payments must be matched by funds made available and budgeted from non-Federal
“sources by the certified institutions for expenditure for forestry research. Three
percent of funds appropriated under this Act is set-aside for Federal administration.



Animal Health and Disease Research - Section 1433 of the National Agricultural
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977; authorizes annual
appropriations for continuing animal health and disease research at accredited schools
or colleges of veterinary medicine or State Agricultural Experiment Stations that
conduct animal health and disease research. These funds are distributed as follows:

-- 4% shall be retained by the Department of Agriculture for administration,
program assistance to the eligible institutions, and program coordination.

-- 48% shall be distributed in an amount prbportionate to the vaknje‘of and income
to producars from domestic livestock and poultry in each State to the total value
of an income to producers from domestic livestock and poultry in all the States.

-- 48% shall be distributed in an amount proporiionate to the animal heaith.
research capacity of the eligible institutions in each State to the total animal
health research capacity in all the States.

Eligible institutions must provide non-Federal matching funds in States receiving
annual amounts in excess of $100,000 under this authorization.

Category Il. Program eligibility limited to 1890 Institutions.

Funding for Agricultural Research at 1890 Institutions. and Tuskegee University -
Section 1445 of the National Agricultural Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy
Act of 1977, as amended (Evans - Allen Act) authorizes annual appropriations for
continuing agricultural research at colleges eligible to receive funds under the Act of
August 30, 1890, including Tuskegee University. Beginning with FY 1879, there shall
be appropriated funds for each fiscal year, an amount not less than 15 percent of the
total for such year under Section 3 of the Hatch Act of 1887. Distribution of payments
made available under Section 2 of the Act of August 4, 1965, for FY 1978 constitute a
fixed base and sums in excess of the 1978 level shall be distributed as follows:

-- 3% shall.be available to the Secretary of Agriculture for administration.

= Paymengs to States in FY 1978 is a fixed base. Of funds in excess of this
amount:

- 20% shaii be allotted equally to each State.

- 40% shall be allotted in an amount proportionate to the rural population of
the State in which the eligible institution is located to the total rural
population of all the States in which eligible institutions are located, and

- 40% shall be allotted in an amount proponibnate to the farm population of
the State in which the eligible institution is located to the total. farm
population of all the States in which eligible institutions are located.
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Allotments to Tuskegee University and Alabama A&M University shall be determined
as if each institution were in a separate State. Three percent of the funds
appropriated uncler this Act is set-aside for Federal administration.

Funding for 1890 Extension Programs - The authorization for 1890 extension
programs is in Section 1444 of the National Agricultural Research, Extension, and
Teaching Policy Act of 1977, as amended. Appropriations are authorized for the full

. range of extension program activities. Funds are distributed according to a formula
with factors for farm and rural population which is similar to the Smith-Lever formula.
There is a special provision for Tuskegee and Alabama A&M which requires that each
institution be treated as if it were in a separate State. The State directors of
cooperative extension services and the.extension administrators at the 1890
institutions are required to prepare five-year and annual plans of work which are
subject to approval by the Secretary of Agriculture.

Sec. 1444 mandates a minimum appropriation for the 1890's of not less than 6
percent of the total appropriated for the 1862's under the Smith-Lever Act and related
. authorizations. '

Funding for facilities at 1890's - A program of grants for research, extension, and
teaching facilities is authorized under Sec. 1447, however, terms of the annual
Appropriations Act have not included teaching as a purpose for which funds are
provided.

’

1890 Institution Teaching and Research Capacity Building Grants Program - The
annual Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and Drug Administration and Related
Agencies Appropriations Act provides appropriations for the program of capacity

_ building grants to 1890 institutions. The program represents the crux of the initiative
to advance the {eaching and research capacity of the 1890 Institutions, and Tuskegee
University. It addresses the need to (1) attract more minority students into the food
and agricultural sciences, (2) expand the linkages among the 1890 institutions and
with other colleges and universities, and (3) strengthen the overall capacity of the
1890 institutions to perform in the food and agricultural science education system.
Awards are made on a competitive basis, match support from non-Federal sources is
encouraged, and cooperation with one or more USDA agenciés is required.




Category lll. Both 1862 and 1890 institutions are eligible.

Special Research Grants - Act of August 4, 1965.

Section 2(c) (1) (A) of the Act of August 4, 1965, as amended, authorizes Special
Research Grants for periods not to exceed five years to State Agricultural Experiment
Stations, all colleges and universities, other research institutions and organizations,
Federal agencies, private organizations or corporations, and individuals for the
purpose of conducting research to facilitate or expand promising breakthroughs in
areas of the foocd and agricultural sciences of importance to the United States; Section .
2(c){1)(B) authorizes special research grants to State Agricultural Experiment Stations,
land-grant colleges and universities, research foundations established by land-grant
colleges and universities, colleges and universities receiving funds under the Act of

" October 10, 1962, and accredited schools or colleges of veterinary medicine for the.
purpose of facilitating or expending ongoing State-Federal food and agricultural
research prograrns. Most special research grants are awarded noncompetively under
Section 2(c)(1)(B) based on Congressional earmarks in the appropriations process.
"Some funds are awarded using a competitive peer panel process in the selection of
proposals to be funded. Four percent of funds appropriated for this program is set-
aside for Federal administration.

Competitive research grants are awarded also under the Critical Agricultural
Materials Act and the Rangeland Research Grants Program. Grants are awarded to
aquaculiture centers. Grants for supplemental and alternative crops are awarded.
Grants for sustainable agriculture research and education are awarded. Three percent
of funds appropriated for these programs is set-aside for Federal administration.

National Research Initiative Competitive Grants - Act of August 4, 1965.

Section 2(b) of the Act of August 4, 1965 as amended, authorizes Competitive
Research Grants for periods not to exceed five years to State Agricultural Experiment
~ Stations, ali collages and universities, other research institutions and organizations,
Federal agencies, private organizations or corporations, and individuals to further the
programs of the Department of Agriculture. Statutory high priority is placed on basic
and applied research that focuses on national and regional research needs in plant
systems; animal systems; nutrition, food quality, and health; natural resources and the
environment; engineering, products, and processes; and marketing, trade, and policy.
Four percent of funds appropriated for this program is set-aside for Federal
administration. : '

The Renewable Resources Extension Act of 1978 (P.L. 95-306) - Provides funding for
expanding natural resources education programs. Funds were distributed by formula
to all States for educational programs.
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Agricultural Telecommunications - Section 1673 of P.L. 101-624 authorizes a program
under which ES forms partnerships with other Federal agencies and distant learning
networks. '

Rural Health and Safety - Section 2390 of P.L. 101-624 authorizes this Extension
Service project, administered through land-grant colleges and universities in
Mississippi, that focuses on training health care professionals in rural areas.

Higher Education - Section 1417 of ihe National Agricultural Research, Extension and
Teaching Policy Act of 1977; Second Morrill Act of 1890.

Higher Education-Graduate Fellowships Grants are awarded on a competitive basis to
colleges and universities to conduct graduate fellowship programs to stimulate the
development of food and agricultural scientific expertise. in targeted.national need
areas. Typically graduate students in the food and agricultural sciences require a
‘minimum of four years to complete a doctoral degree. The USDA feliowships program
provides support for doctoral study for three years, and the universities are expected
to support the student's fourth year of dissertation research. Three percent of funds
appropriated for this program is set-aside for Federal administration.

Institution Challenge Grants are designed to stimulate and enable colleges and
universities to provide the guality of education necessary to produce graduates
capable of strengthening the Nation’s food and agricultural scientific and professional
work force. All Federal funds awarded under this program must be matched by the

- universities on a dollar-for-dollar basis from non-Federal sources. Three percent of
funds appropriaied for this program is set-aside for Federal administration.

The Higher Education Multicultural Scholars Program will increase the ethnic and
cultural diversity of the food and agricultural scientific and professional work force and
advance the educational achievement of minority Americans. - It is open to all colleges
~and universities with baccalaureate or higher degrees in Agriculture, Forestry, Natural
Resources, Home Economics, Veterinary Medicine, and closely allied fields. Federal
funds provide 75 percent of the four-year scholarship awards; the remaining 25
percent is contributed by the grantee institutions. Three percent of funds appropriated
- for this program is set-aside for Federal adrninistration.

Higher education in the food and agricultural sciences at the «land-gram institutions is

also supported through a permanent appropriation in the Second Morrill Act of 1890,
as amended. Until 1995 each State and territory received $50,000 per year.

1890appendix-b
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
TFEFICE CF THE SECRESTARV
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20250

ay .3, .%2@93
TO: Under and Assistant Secrztaries
Agency Heads
SUBJECT: JSDA/LGQO Universities Initiative -=- Canters of

Excellence

The Centers of Excellence program, :nitiated last year by
the USDA/1890 Land Grant Universities Task Force, is designed..
to establish partnersnip arrangements between 1890 IAistitutions
and USDA agencies. Each Center should provide a USDA presence
on an 1890 University campus, enhance the capability of the
Institution to assist in the delivery of USDA prograas,

ensure
support from the agribusiness community, and provide assistance
to cutstanding students who commit to USDA careers. The goal
is, ultimately, to establish at

least one such Center on each
1890 campus. Typical characteristics of USDA/1890 Uaiversity

partnerships for Centers of Excellence include the following:

a. USDA presence on campus in terms cf programs, p20ople, or
units. _ _ '

b. The 1890 Institution-participating in USDA progranms and/or

initiatives.

c. Support with IPA’s and guest lecturers f£rom USDA.

d. Target capacity building grants to the Center of
Excellence.

e. Involve agribusiness in support cf Center of Excellence.

f. Very active and adequately funded summer intern and coop-
education programs.

g. Some financial_aSsistance to top students who commit to a
USDA career; e.g., through the National Scholars Program.

h. An information/library component tied into the services
available from the National Agricultural Library.

i. Not involve additional "bricks and mortar,'" but utilize

facilities constructed under the USDA-assisted $100
million construction program on the 1890 campuses.

Our FY 94 budget provides for two of the Centers:

Forestry Blotechnology at Alabama A&M,
‘partner.

Ornamental Nursery Crop Research at. Tennessee State, with
ARS as the USDA partner.

with FS as the USDA

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



iinder znd Assistant Secretaries

I understand discussions are underway among USDA acencies
and 1390 universities for several additional Centers. T
encourage the participants to accelerate these deliberations
and other agencies to explore the possibility of lnlt‘atlnq
similar discussions. The process of developing a mutually
agreeable. Croposai will take some time to work out the details.
We need {9 maintain continuous progress so that there will pe
two to three Centers of Excellence coming on line each vear for
the next 5-7 years. The USDA members of the USDA/18%0 Task
Force ©of the Executive Team members who support them zre
available to help the agencies get started and work through the
process of establishing a partnership with one or more 1890s.
In addition to the cne-on-~one agencv/unxverszty partﬂe*shlps,
Centers inveolving several agencies with the same 1890
university are highly aes;ranle, as are ones 1n which
additional partners include 1362 Land Grant universit:es.

After a proposal s developed, it should be submitted as a
part of each participating agency’s budget reguest ;or the next
budget year. Specific procedures and formats for this
submission will be provided by OBPA. The Centers of ZIxcellence
USDA elects to support will be on~campus organlzatlonal
entities devoted to the conduct of a program or provision of a
service that 1s of significant value to the Departmentu. USDA
will suppoert the Centers with financial and personnel
resources. The establishment of a Center will reflec:

< a long-
term commitment of the Department and the 1890 Institution.

The Centers of Excellence program builds upon other
successful USDA/1890 endeavors, notably, USDA liaison officers
at 1890 universities, capacity building grants, summer interns,
excess property, etc. It is one more building block .n our
concerted effort to take better advantage of the tremendous
potential of the 1890 Land Grant universities to play a strong
role in the U.S. food and agriculture system and provide for
future human resources. I urge you to join me in giving this
program the high priority attention it deserves.

*

Mike Espy
Secretary


http:universit:.es
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20250

'''''''

SUBJECT: Assessment of Funding for Land-Grant Institutions in MissisSippi
~and Other Southern States .

TO: Lawrence Wachs
‘ Associate Director
Office of Budget and Program Analysis

‘ Y
FROM: R.D. Plowman . M

Acting Under Secretary

Research, Education, and Economics
In response to your request of October 28, 1994, the Second Draft of the above referenced
report has been reviewed and the following comments are suggested.

On page 3, the footnote says that the Department requested that the Morrill-Nelson
permanent appropriation be eliminated. The 1995 budget did not propose elimination of this
program. The House of Representatives recommended the elimination in their appropnatlons
bill as did the ‘Renate The Department did not oppose this change '

On page 12, the 1994 statistics. on the NRI are now available and could be added to the
report. ‘

Total ' 1890°s

NRI applications, 1994 '3',517 43
NRI awards, 1994 830 3

Success rate, 1994 . 24% 7%

Personnel in the Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension Service are working
with Jerry Larson in your office regarding some minor adjustments in the detailed funding

levels. We will continue to study initiatives relating to the 1890 Insntuuons as we prepare
the 1995 Farm Bill.

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE .
OFFICE OF THE. SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20250

Noverhber 4, 1994
INFORMATIONAL MEMORANDUM

TO: Lawrence Wachs
Associate Director
OBPA

e

FRCM: Mike Alexander%
Executive Assistant

SUBJECT: Comments on second draft versio‘n‘ of memorandum on land grant funding
disparities

DISCUSSION:

I believe the second draft of this preliminary review has improved upon the first
version. However, I would offer a few additional suggestions which I feel are necessary to
strengthen it further before it is finalized. I also must commend Gerald Larson for the work
he has done on thhs important issue.

1) Structurally, it would be helpful if the final draft was accompanied by a one or two
page executive summary. I believe an executive summary would allow readers to grasp the
significant findings and recommendations before turmng to the full document for more
details. *

2) I strongly believe that this assessment should recommend that the Department
quickly establish a process to complete a more.thorough study and analy51s of this issue. The - -
preliminary assessment makes clear that significant disparities exist in the funding of 1890
and 1862 institutions and that there cpuld be an "inference of discrimination." A more
thorough review of the extent of and reasons for the disparities would help determine how
they should be comprehensively addressed. Even if there is no intentional discrimination in
- the Department’s management of land grant funding, there are formidable barriers
(statutory, regulatory, and imposed by the states) to the 1890s full participation in all of the
programs that have been established to benefit land grant institutions. A more thorough
analysis would dissect those barriers and recommend long range strategies for removing
them, program by program. Such an analysis would assure the 1890s that the Department
is committed to doing all that it can to address this issue and represent a valuable source
of information for pohcy makers. Further, it would place- USDA in the forefront of
addressing an issue that is presently being reviewed by the Federal Courts. '

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



3) The discussion of the Secretary’s budgetary authority indicates that 1890 programs
are given relatively high priority within discretionary funding limits. Given the disparities
that occur as a result of Congressional earmarks, matching requirements, and state decisions
about eligibility, a legitimate question is: should the. Secretary consider making 1890
programs an even hlgher priority than they already are? That is one optmn which, I believe,
should be included in the recommendatlons

4) As regards the Farm Bill, I wouid recommend that this avenue definitely be utilized
to address statutory problems and that it become an immediate priority for the Department
to do so. As presently written, the draft states that these changes should only be considered.
It also notes that changes in Smith-Lever 3d are being considered, but does not recommend
that any changes be made. An explanation of the proposals on 3d would also be helpful.

- 5) Similarly, the draft points out that there may-be opportunities to explore greater 1890
participation in several other areas, such as the Forestry program, joint planning, peer
review panels, etc. I believe it is imperative that these opportunities not only be explored,
but seized and that necessary changes be implemented. I also think the recommendation
should include a process for these issues to be addressed. For example, should the Secretary
ask the relevant agencies to work with the 1890s Task Force and bring back detailed
proposals to take advantage of these opportunities? I believe this report should make that
recommendation so that the next steps are clarified.

6) Page 4 of the overview points out that no state has designated an 1890 institution as
beneficiary under several acts which benefit 1862s. The implication is that the problem of
disparate funding can be addressed by states simply designating 1890 institutions as eligible
to receive funds under certain Federal statues. If so, one could argue that Congress should
simply mandate that the states do so. It would be very helpful if the draft included a brief
discussion of the implications, or impact, of the states’ decisions on 1890 institutions.

7)  Onpage S there is a discussion of the increase in funding for 1890 programs over a
~ six year period. Table one also has a history of USDA funding for 1890s over a 29 year
period. Yet, without corresponding funding data for the 1862 institutions, it is impossible to
grasp this issue with an appreciation for the impact of past actions. It would greatly
~ strengthen this report if some comparison data for 1862 institutions were also included.

8) Page 6 notes that Congress added funding for various extension programs in "several"
years, without providing increases for the 1890 programs. More specificity would be very
helpful here. Also, does the 17 year annual average take into account these years when
Congress failed to increase the 1890 allocation.?


http:proble.ms

9) Page 8 and appendix B discuss matching funds in several programs. This is a very
contentious issue for the 1890s. Because 1862s receive mandated Federal matches from the
states, the overall impact of Federal law is to increase funding for these institutions well
beyond what is appropriated through USDA. A more thorough discussion, under separate
heading, of matching fund requirements and their impact on this issue would also strengthen
the report. . :

10) = Pages 12 and 13 point out that in FY 1993 1890 institutions received no grants from
either the Imstitution Challenge Grants Program or the Higher Education. Graduate..
Fellowship Program. However, there is no discussion of possible explanations for the
disparity. The samie is true of the NRI program. If some discussion of the reasons is beyond
the scope of this preliminary report, then the issue can be addressed if my first
recommendation for a more comprehensive study is adopted.
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DEPARTAMENT OF AGRICULTURE
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20250

April 15, 1993

EEQ AND CIVIL RIGHTS POLICY STATEMENT

It is customary for Secretaries of Agriculture to issue
strong statements about their concem for equal opportunity and
civil rights. Since coming on board, I have talked with scores
of employees as well as members of the public. I know that
many employees, at all levels, are absolutely committed to the
goal of ensuring equal opportunity for all in employment and
program delivery. ’

 However, many also believe strongly that past EEO
statements, while sincere, werz not reenforced with the
necessary actions and follow up that critical policy issues
require. Many feel that the Department’s efforts have focused
too much on process, and too little on results. Therefore, I
would like to share some of my concerns, goals, and
expectations in this important area.

My goal is to make the Department of Agriculture a
place where equal opportunity for all Americans is assured and
where promoting civil rights is essential to employee and
managerial success. Ours is a diverse society. Diversity is a
source of strength for USDA as we tap the talents, creativity,
and energy ‘of all Americans who desire to serve, or who have

* interest in the programs and services that we provide.

To ensure these results, we must first improve our
system of accountability. In line with this policy, managers and
supervisors will be evaluated for their performance in EEO and
civil rights. Success in this vital area will be an important
factor in the performance asséssment of every employee. It will
be considered in their competition for monetary awards as well

as for future responsibility.

We will improve the ability of civil rights and EEQ
related units to accomplish their duties in a manner that is
timely and of high quality. The present EEO complaint process
is burdensome and it is often misunderstood. It is time
consuming and expensive for employees and for the _
Department, There is also concein that some civil rights related
units are positioned so as to lessen - rather than enhance - their
ability to perform functions vital to the success of each agency.

We will create an efivironment where employees and
supervisors are able to discuss concerns openly without fear of
reprisal or retaliation. I am especially concerned about
allegations of a "culture of reprisal” at USDA. Many persons
feel that filing EEO complaints will be detrimental to one’s
career. I am also aware of several instances of overt racist and
<exist remarks and acts which no one should have to endure.

All of these considerations point to the need for
change. We must have the courage to change, especially the
way we manage our most precious resource, our people. A key

element of reinveniing government is that we change how we

_interact with one another, and how we treat one another. My

goal is to create a participatory work environment at Team
USDA that allows everyone to realize their full potential, and
increases our productivity, without the waste of human
resources.

In line with this policy, our actions will be directed
towards positive accomplishinents in the Department’s efforts to -
attain a diverse workforce, ensure equal opportunity, respect
civil rights, and create a work environment free of
discrimination and harassment based on gender or sexual
orientation.

I expect all managers to develop a positive, problem
solving approach to handling employment and program
discrimination complaints, to work at understanding the basis
for complaints, and to extend every effort to resolve them,
where feasible, before they reach the formal stage. Further,
there is simply no. room for management by discrimination,
reprisal, or fear in the new USDA and such activities will not
be tolerated.

We will eliminate discrimination from our program
delivery system, reach out to groups which have historically
been neglected, and ensure that we are inclusive, rather than
exclusive, in all aspects of our program delivery. We will
communicate in such a manner that everyone making an inquiry
or participating in USDA programs understands how programs
will benefit them. We are the "people’s” department. Barriers
that prevent the full participation of under-served groups will be
overcome.

Under secretaries, assistant secretaries.and .agency -
heads must ensure that all managers are committed to each of

 these goals and that their performance appraisals take into

account specific and timely accomplishments in these areas. I
also expect agency heads to examine the placement of civil
rights units and ensure that they have adequate support.

This policy is more than a sincere statement of intent.
It is a personal commitment to take the actions necessary to
easure implementation. Each employee, at every level, will be
held personally accountable for her or his performance in
ensuring equal opportunity and promoting civil rights.

MIKE ESPY
SECRET

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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SUBJECT: EEO Complaints Resolution

‘TO: hgency Heads

Braakdowns in personnel and management practices that cause
inequities in the work environment raesult in EEO complaints.
Currently the Department has over 700 formal EEO complaints on
which decisicns must be issued by September 30, 1993.
Additionally, the Department has averaged over 55 new formal EEO
complaints per month since the beginning of the fiscal year.
This is more than twice the average monthly rate experienced in
. previous yzars. I find this trend unacceptable. I believe
managers can and should settle most coaplaints at the lovest
level possible in the EEO complaints process. This does not mean
Bmanagers are to settle avery complaint at any cost nor should
sanagers viev complaint settlement as a buy out or personal
defeat. In fact, in most situations, managers should ]
aggressively seek rasolution to complaints when it is the right
thing to do or when it represents a good business decision.
Effective immediately,

(1} all managers are directed to take every reasonable -.
cpportunity to be proactive in addressing EEO issues and for
croating work environaents that encourage and support
conplaint avoidance; :

(2) agancy heads are to endeavor to resolve as many as
pessible of the outstanding EEO complaints filed against
thair: agency by September 30, 1993; and

(3)  agency hesads vill include conplalnts~r¢soiut16n as a
- permanent factor in cach manager's and supervisor's civil
rights perforsance elenent. '

I urge you to take a parsqnal interest in establishing and
.maintaining work environments that create conditions that will
 encourige managers to resolve REO coaplaints early in the
complaint process and support complaint avoidance strategies

through jwprovements in management and personnel practices.

Secretery —
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MEMORANDUM

TO: | Under and Assistant Secretarics

FROM: =~ Mike Espy ‘ | A
Scuretary/ :

SUBJECT: Administrative Structures

This memorandum responds to our discussion concerning the organization of administrative
functions in the Depurtment. As a result of the materials you submitted and our subsequent
discussion, | have made the following decisions:

- | want to stay as close as possible to our original concept of reducing the number of
administrative functions serving the subcabinet 10 six. 1 alsa believe that these structures
should be housed within the agencies.. Within these guidelines, subcabinet officers may
choose whether they wish to use a “lead agency” 6F "centess of excellence™ approach to
consolidution. In this respect, the proposals made by Assistamt Secretary Haas and Acting

Assistamt Secretary Plowman are currently: acceptable. T‘W

Secretary Brunsiool's Option: ble, but additional det cessary to indicate
which sgeircy will be responsible for which center of excellence snd What resource

- transfers will be made 10 tmplement the centers. ’ﬁ'i-pmposalsm-b!‘W Secretary
Moos, Under Secretary Nash and Assistant Secieiary Lyons nced to be adjusted to be
consistent with this puidunce. New or additional proposals for these areas should be

submittcd to the Deputy Secretary not later than November 22, 1993.

-- 1 agree that we necd to take steps to be sure that these lead agencics provide an adequate
level of scrvice 1o all the organizations they are charged with servicing. For this reason, |
am asking the Assistunt Secietary for Administration to work with each of you to "“"{“’P
performance stundards for each official charged with providing thesc sesvices which will
holt these officials accountable for an equitable division of servicing resources. 1am also
asking the Deputy Secretary 10 review this inatier as part of the budget provess on an

~ anhual basis. ‘

-1 also agice that we need to make special arrangements to assure that there is adequaie
attentiun 1o areas of special concern including financial management, civil ";8‘“‘ A
enforcement, ~~d small and disadvantaged business udilization. Howgvcr. itis my ’

- judgment thit the solution 10 thesc problems docs not lie in the creation of new ageney

0 » ) . - o - ° bl
type swuctures or unusual reporting relationships. Rather, 1 prefer the "tx.md of dircctors
L RT PPN RN N ,?.n.-....--J fusr A mvlinnit Cacmstnwse 1 sane f am 'hrrefﬂl‘e. d!fwtlﬂﬂ Ca':h
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subcabinet officer to establish a board uf dircetors which will meet on a monthly basis to
teview key management problems and issues. This board of directors will include ata
mininum the senior financial management, civil rights, and small and disadvantaged
business dfficials for the area along with such other officials as the subcabinet officer may
designate. [ am asking our Chief Financial Officer, Assistant Secretary for Administration.
and Executive Assistant for Civil Rights to serve as ex officio members on all of t!\csc
boards and to attend these monthly mectings. " it scems to me that this approagh will assure
that our miost significant management problems are addressed in a timely way and &t the
highest levels of the Department. “

Pleasz complete your reorganizational proposals based on this guidance.
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SUBJECT: SES Performance

TO: Under/Assistant Secretaries
Agency Heads

'As you know, my goal is to make fundamental changes in the
Department of Agriculture. President Clinton has charged us with
reinventing government - becoming customer driven and results
oriented, reducing red tape, making government more efficient,
eliminating waste and duplication, and empowering employees so that
their full potentials are utilized to get the job done.

In the coming days we will begin the performance appraisal
process for members of the Senior Executive Service. This letter
is to clarify my expectations for senior executives as this
important process gets underway.

My greatest expectation is that all senior executives will
join with me and the subcabinet in fully supporting our efforts to
reinvent USDA and work hard at being a catalyst for change.
Specifically, I expect senior executives to join me in building -a
real Team USDA and to seize upon available opportunities to promote
the changes we seek throughout the Department. I expect to see
clear evidence of this support at the executive appraisal cycle in
September 1993. _ : :

Change is difficult. There are many obstacles along the way.
However, I expect each senior executive to utilize their skills in
removing these cbstacles in support of our efforts. This upcoming
rating-cycle should afford us an excellent opportunity to evaluate
the contributions of each member of our leadership team. To
reinvent USDA, we must restructure our organization, make
.fundamental changes in our management culture and rethink many of
‘the systems and policies that have become ingrained throughout
government. We must change many of the old ways of conducting
business that may have served us well in the past, but are no
longer adequate for the future. To accomplish this task, we will
need the full support of all USDA employees, but especially the
nenbers of the senior executive service. a ‘ :

- In the area of human resource management, I expect senior
executives to lead by motivating and educating, rather than by
dictating, and to help foster a new management culture at the
Department which respects employees, values their input and seeks
to help all employees realize their full potential.


http:executives.to

In the critical element of EEO and civil rights, I want to see
specific evidence of support for the policy statement I issued on
April 15. I expect to see bottom line results in the hiring and
advancement of qualified minorities, women and persons with
disabilities when opportunities are available. Each Performance
Review Board will make a thorough review of accomplishments in the
EEO/CR critical element. '

To ensure that ratings are deserved, the Office of Advocacy
and Enterprise and the Office of Personnel will be asked to provide
me with input regarding organizational performance in EEO/CR for
Assistant and Under Secretaries, agency heads and staff office
directors.

Lastly, as you all know, I have already expressed my concerns
- about the present awards and bonus system at the Department.
However, I want to assure you that, within budgetary and political
realities, I am committed to making every effort to reward those
senior executives who make particularly outstanding contributions
to reinventing USDA. ~ ' :

ike Espy
Secretary

cc: Agency Personnel Officers.
- Agency Civil Rights Directors
Senior Executives
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SUBJECT: Senior Execﬁtive Service Performance

TO: Under/Assistant Secretaries
Agency Heads

In my June 29, 1993, memorandum, I enlisted your support in instituting
fundamental changes in the Department of Agriculture that will allow us to focus more
effectively on the needs of our customers, now and in the future. I also clarified my
intent to evaluate the contributions of our leadcrshlp team in effecting these changes
during the 1993 appraisal cycle, especially in the area of civil rights. In accordance with
my June memorandum, the Office of Civil Rights Enforcement (OCRE) and the Office
- of Personnel (OP) have developed guidelines that will be used to obtain additional
information and input on Senior Executive Service performance appraisals in the equal
opportunity/civil rights critical clement

The guidelines are attached. As you can see, the functional areas stated closely
parallel those identified in the generic performance element that is currently in place for
senior executives. It is my intent that these guidelines be used to ensure factual
appraisals of civil rights accomplishments that focus on bottom line results.

Jointly, OCRE and OP will provide oversight of the evaluation process. In
addition, they will be developing procedures for monitoring accomplishments of
'supervisory employees for the 1994 performance appraisal cycle.

Agency Heads will consult wnh their Civil Rights Dxrcctors to obtain their mput
prior to discussing ratings with senior executives.

MIKE ESPY y’?

Secretary

Attachment



GENERAL

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
CIVIL RIGHTS APPRAISAL GUIDELINES

SENIOR EXECUTIVES - FY 1993

n

. For the 1993 appraisal cycle, the following procedures will apply in regard to the equal
opportunity/civil rights (EO/CR) performance element:

‘Department of Agriculture (USDA). Civil Rights Directors will provide

input on the civil rights performance of senior executives, with the
exception of their immediate supervisors. Included are senior executives at
headquarters and in the field below the level of Agency Head.

OCRE will provide input on the performance of senior executives below
the Agency Head level who supervise Civil Rights Directors.

Specifically, Agency Personnel Directors/Senior Executive Service (SES)

Executive Secretaries will make a copy of the write-ups of civil rights
accomplishments submitted by senior executives, annotate them across the
top margin to show the name and appraisal rating of each senior executive
and forward the annotated copies to Civil Rights Directors.

Civil Rights Directors-will review the write-ups, initial and date them in the
bortom left margin and return them to their Personnel Directors/Executive
Secretaries, retaining an initialed/dated copy for further processing.

Based on their review, the Civil Rights Directors will submit a report to
the Director, OCRE, which summarizes by RSNOD, information on the
number of SES employees rated "Exceeds,” "Meets" and "Does Not Meet"
Fully Successful, attaching the copy of the written accomplishments.

When they deem it necessary, the Civil Rights Directors will also submit
any critical information needed to fully document any rating at the
“Exceeds” and "Does Not Meet" Fully Successful levels, assuring that
sufficient information is available to support the rating.



® OCRE will review the. reports provided by the Civil Rights Directors and if
warranted, submit any pertinent information related to the civil rights
performance of career senior executives to the chairpersons of appropriate
performance review boards, allowing them the opportunity to make a
complete review of accomplishments.

® Any member of the SES whose performance on the EO/CR element is
critiqued or otherwise addressed in materials or recommendations
forwarded by OCRE, shall have the opportunity to review and respond to
any such materials, and to respond to any proposed change in his or her
rating, prior to completion of action thereon by the performance review .
board.

® OCRE will also prepare reports on civil rights organizational performance
for all agencies and staff offices by Under and Assistant Secretary areas
and submit them to the Secretary’s Performance Review Board.

&L
,

FUNCTIONAL AREAS

Below are the functional areas covered in the generic civil rights performance element
for SES employees. Since all of them may not apply to each SES position, this guidance
must be tailored to reflect the responsibilities and authority of the individual being rated.
Questions have been developed in each functional area to provide raters and reviewers
with a framework for appraising accomphshments Hopefully, this will help in focusing
on measurable bottom line results in the context of USDA and Agency goals and
objectives as defined in the Secretary’s civil rights policy statement, pohcy mcmoranda,
civil rights plans, and agency planmng documents.

L Qutreach and Public Notification:

® What efforts were made to inform applicants, recipients and beneficiaries
of the USDA nondiscrimination policy and civil rights complxance
requxrements" :

® What innovations have been made in the past year to identify and reach

out to under-served groups? How have these innovations impacted service
delivery t0 minorities, women, persons with disabilities and others?

. What means were used to inform applicants, recipients and beneficiaries,
including persops with disabilities and the non-English speaking, of the
avaﬂabnhty of pgbgrams, services and benefits? How do they differ from
previous years?.Did the participation of under-served groups increased?
To what extent has the potential customer base been expanded/increase?

2



What efforts have been made to ensure that work sites (office space,
temporary housing, workshops, meetings), equipment and related facilities
are accessible to internal and external customers with disabilities?

What progress has been made in diversifying internal and external boards,

" committees, councils, etc.; in soliciting input from internal and external

customers, including employee groups and grassroots organizations; in
responding promptly and openly to requests for information from
customers? :

2. Contracts and 8(a) Set Asides:

Were internal goals established for minority and female-owned business
enterprises? 8(a) set asides? Were goals.substantially met?

What efforts were made to identify minority and women-owned businesses
who could participate in the future?

3. Work Force Diversity;

Were 1993 recruitment needs defined in terms of projected vacancies?
What targeted recruitment efforts were initiated that focused on
underrepresented groups? Were recruitment efforts targeted to the levels
of authority and occupations where underrepresentation exists? How many
(%) of the recruits were hired? At what grade levels? Were there net
increases in % representation? Were new strategies or tactics used to
diversify the applicant pool; if so, what and how?

What developmental training experiences ( inter-and-intra-agency
cross-training, developmental assignments, including details, OPM, USDA
and Agency development programs, Career Enhancement, etc.), were used
over the past year to -develop-knowledge and skill levels of employees?. -
How were employees informed of the availability of assignments, details,
positions? Who received developmental training (by RSNOD and
‘emiployment category)?

ing:

How were civil rights training needs and opportunities identified? Was

- civil rights training made available to employees? If so, what subject

matter was covered, the number of hours, training method? Was training
provided 10 a diversity of employees in terms of RSNOD, disciplines and
geographic locations?



Civil Rights/Management Integration;

®  How were civil rights policies, goals and objectives communicated to
supervisors, managers and other employees? Did feedback from
subordinates demonstrate that they understood what was expected of

them? How? - ‘

° How were employees under their jurisdictions held accountable for meeting
expectations? How were their efforts integrated mto ongomg activities,

" monitored and evaluated?

e Were employees recognized for their efforxs commensurate with actual
accomphshments” : \
®  Was the advice and assistance of civil rights directors regularly sought on

matters involving mtegranon of civil rights into cmployment, programs and
related activities? ,

Civil Rights Program Planning, Implementation and Evg’ luation:

L Were civil rights (affirmative employment, civil rights implementation
plars, reports, etc.), submitted for approval in a timely manner? Was
feedback, if any, incorporated?

° ‘Were action items implemented and monitored for effectiveness in
elinminating barriers to-employment or program-delivery? How often? .
How were evaluation results used?

® Were compliance reviews conducted internally? Were corrective
actions/recommendations implemented? Were corrective:
acnons/recommcndauons evaluated for broader apphcablhty?

®  What data processes and systems were used to track and evaluate
‘reciuitment, hiring? Assess civil rights impacts of new program
initiatives and/or changes, reorganizations, etc.? ' Monitor implementation
of compliance review recommendations? J-

[



7.

Discrimination g;gmp_laings',

Were employment or program discrimination complaints filed during the
year? Were complaint resolutions/settlements actively pursued through
reasonable offers? Of the total number of complaints filed, how many
were informall ly resolved? How many were settled during the formal
stage? Were issues common to more than one cornplamt/comp]amant
scrutinized and addressed?

What actions were taken to inform, obtain input and feedback from
employees and program-participants to clarify issues and avoid complaints?
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SUBJECT: USDA 1994 Workforce Diversity Conference

TO: Agency Heads

President Clinton has indicated that he wants the Federal
Government to reflect the diversity of this country. 1In
embracing this goal, I am determined that USDA will become a
model Department that not only reflects the composition of the
country but is prepared to meet the challenges of the 21st
Century.

Demographic projections indicate that organizations will
face a dramatically different labor force than the one we have
today. By the year 2000, women and people of color are
expected to fill 75 percent of the rniewly created jobs in the
United States. The number of individuals of different ages,
ethnic heritage, physical abilities, religious beliefs, and
educational backgrounds will also be growing.

In order to fully understand the complexity of workforce
diversity issues, there will be a first-ever. USDA Workforce
Diversity Conference to be held in Washlngton, D.C., in
February 1994. The purpose of this conference is to help
participants better understand, build, utilize, appreciate and
manage the Department's 1ncrea51ng1y dlverse workforce as '‘we
look toward the year 2000,

I have asked the Soil Conservation Service to coordinate
this conference. In the spirit of “Team USDA," I am
encouraging other agencies to designate a representative to
participate on the Conference Planning Committee. I may also
make appointments to the committee.

Names of agency representatives should be submitted by
Friday, August 27, 1993, to Ms. E. Ann Grandy, Director, Human

- Resources and Equal Employment Opportunlty, 8011 Conservation

Service, Room 6210, South Building. ;

If you have any questlons, please contact Ms. Grandy at
202-720-2227 or by fax at 202-720-7722.

MIKL ESPY
SECRETARY
cc: '
Under/Assistant Secretaries
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SUBJECT: USDA 1994 Work Force Diversity Conference

DEPARTM_ENT OF AGRICULTURE
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TO: Under/Assistant Secretaries
Agency Heads

I-am pleased to inform you that preparations for USDA's 1994 Work Force Diversity“
Conference are underway. A steering committee of employees from throughout USDA is
working diligently to ensure-a success. The conference is scheduled for April 12-13 at the
Washington, D.C. Convention Center. |

Why is this conference so important to the success and' mission of USDA? This
conference will be the focal point for a cutting edge discussion on managing a diverse work
force. Participants will receive training on various aspects of work force diversity, including:
mdnagmg a diverse work force, conflict resolution, cross- gendcr commumcat:ons and AIDs
in the work place.

I encourage you to attend and support the conference which will reinforce our
commitment to work force diversity. [ also encourage you to host a workshop with the
employees from your mission area to discuss our expectations for accountability for. this
critical issue. Your nominees to attend the conference should include senior and mid-
management personnel as well as non- supervisory-employees. The emphasis should be on
- inviting those employees from headquarters and the Washmgton, D.C. area who are best

- positioned to positively impact diversity issues within the agencxes

Because this will be a USDA wide event, the cost of the -cenference will be prorated
among the agencies. The total budget for the conference is approximately $71,000. We are
planning for 400 participants from the Washington, D.C. area However, if other employees
are already scheduled to be in the area they can also be among your nominees. ‘
More detailed information about the number of slots allocated each agency will be provided
by the conference steering committee. :

This is an important event for the Department. It marks-the continuation of an on-
going communicarion we must have about managing a diverse work force. If you have any
questions, please contact. E. Ann Grandy, Conference Coordmator Soil Conservation
Service, at (202) 720-2227.

1 appreci;le your suppOlt for this effory.

MIKE ESPY



