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Chairman Holden, Ranking Member Lucas and Members I thank you for this opportunity.  I am William Danforth, former chancellor Washington University and now chair of the board of the Donald Danforth Plant Science Center both in St. Louis.  I have been involved in biomedical research for over fifty years and in plant science and agriculture for a dozen.
Despite its enormous potential, agricultural research is neither funded nor managed to make best use of the nation’s scientific talent. For over thirty years scientific panels made recommendations similar to the one I am here today to discuss.  They have argued for more competitive, merit-based grants, but traditions have made change hard.
  

Thanks to leaders in the Congress, I chaired a task force to evaluate the merits of establishing one or more National Institutes for agricultural science.  I ask that this report be included in today’s record.  Our recommendations are embodied in the National Institute for Food and Agriculture Act introduced last Wednesday by Chairman Peterson and members of this committee including Representative Graves, Representative Marshall and Representative Boustany. In March, this act was introduced in the Senate by Chairman Harkin, Senator Bond and others.
Our conclusions which served as the foundation for this legislation were:

1. Innovations are essential to agriculture 

a. Past innovations growing out of agricultural research and education have given us food and fiber that is plentiful, cheap, safe, and has contributed to foreign sales. 

b. Innovations must continue, for we face serious challenges, including

i. Keeping American farmers and ranchers successful in the face of international competition. 
ii. Developing cost effective bio-energy,

iii. Conserving water,
iv. Improving human nutrition, 
v. Enhancing food safety,

vi. Protecting the environment,

vii. Preventing the spread of diseases among animals and from animals to humans.

2. Modern research into the fundamental nature of farm animals and plants is critical to the next generation of innovations.  Fortunately, we have new and powerful tools.  Cell and molecular biology, genetics and proteomics are as usefully applicable to plants and farm animals as they are to human cancers.  
3. To make the most of these tools research management must rely more on scientific judgments.  Intelligent lay people, even Members of Congress, need scientific help to judge the technical quality of modern research. The National Institutes of Health (NIH) and the National Science Foundation (NSF) are the gold standards.  They invite scientists to submit competitive proposals to meet national priorities.  Grants are awarded to the best proposals as selected by the combination of scientific merit as judged by scientists and national need as judged by Congress and stakeholders.  

a. This system is in keeping with the American tradition of getting the best results through competition.

4. Better funding has been needed for years.

a. The NIH spends almost $15 on research for every $1 spent by the USDA and about $150 in competitive, peer reviewed grants for every $1 so awarded by the USDA.  

b. This situation is not good.  It encourages some of the best scientific talent to work in other areas with better grants.
c. I believe more merit-based competition would make OSTP and OMB more sympathetic to increases in agricultural research.  In short, it would restore confidence in the system of agricultural research--- a key first step toward funding increases.
d. Finally, Congress spends $100 billion dollars annually on agriculture.  The NIFA seeks slightly more than 2% or $245 million of this total with growth in funding dependent upon meeting research milestones.  I contend that virtually every other title in the Farm Bill can be improved if we make a greater investment in basic agriculture research and its scientific outcomes.
5. Our proposals are, as was our charge, narrow and focused, designed to enhance USDA’s important fundamental agriculture research.

a. They do not touch existing research authorities.  Rather they create a new institute so that it might develop its own scientific culture.

b. Recognizing the chronic under-funding of competitive agricultural research, we recommended new money that would not compete with the ongoing programs for which we have respect.  We recommended mandatory funding because we believed that a new way of doing things will need protection for a number of years.     
6. Agricultural research is a great investment.  Information prepared by the Economic Research Service of the USDA taken from two decades of studies of different commodities shows that mean estimate for annual market-based returns on public funding for agricultural research was 53 percent with a range from 19 to 95 percent.  A 1996 study estimated that a dollar spent on agricultural research returned $10-15 to the economy.
7. Finally, the challenges are too great to delay.  If nothing is done, America will lose its competitive edge to cheaper land and low cost labor; we will not capitalize optimally on our opportunities for bio-energy, a cure for the most virulent animal diseases will elude us, we will fail to protect our health and environment, our cost of production will continue to rise, our environmental quality will suffer and spending on future farm programs will escalate.
8. Mr. Chairman, we recommend the adoption of the National Institute for Food and Agriculture Act in the Research title of the 2007 Farm Bill.  This legislation has enjoyed the support of several key agriculture groups including the American Soybean Association, the National Pork Producers Council, the National Farmers Union, the National Turkey Federation, the National Corn Growers Association and the National Chicken Council.  This small investment on fundamental agriculture research will reap significant returns for farmers and ranchers and help the nation achieve solutions to pressing long term problems.  
� The five reports, all produced by the National Academy of Sciences (NAS), are: 1) Report of the Committee on Research Advisory to the U.S. Department of Agriculture (1972); 2) Investing in Research: A Proposal to Strengthen the Agricultural, Food and Environmental System (1989); 3) National Research Initiative (2000); 4) Publicly Funded Agricultural Research and the Changing Structure of U.S. Agriculture (2002); and 5) Frontiers in Agriculture Research:  Food, Health, Environment, and Communities (20003).  The article, “The Agricultural Grants Program,” (1981) was published in the journal Science.
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