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Executive
Summary
EXECUTIVE
SUMMARY

Common goals and strategies are needed to
enhance the relevance and impact of the
Cooperative Extension Service and
Agricultural Experiment Station
Since the turn of the 20th century, the Agricultural Experiment Station (AES)
and Cooperative Extension Service (CES) of New Mexico State University
(NMSU) have been the structures through which practical research is funded
and shared with the public. Although the roots of both organizations are
strongly tied to agriculture and improving rural people’s quality of life, the
state’s changing demographics, economic structure, and emerging social and
environmental issues create a need to reexamine the modern-day role and
structure of each organization.
While each organization was created by federal legislation and further
mandated in the state constitution, AES and CES, with combined annual
revenues of $67.9 million in FY17, have significant freedom in prioritizing the
subjects of their research, their programming, and the populations they serve.
The state reinforces this freedom by contributing the largest portion of
unrestricted and of total funding to AES and CES ($26.2 million combined in
FY17).
As a result of their long-standing investment in local communities, the trust
they enjoy from stakeholders, and their affiliation with a research university,
AES and CES are well positioned to both articulate many of the problems most
acutely affecting New Mexicans and develop and implement solutions to those
problems. These problems could include decreasing water availability,
sluggish economic growth, and declining rural quality of life. However, to play
a meaningful role in solving these statewide problems, CES and AES need to
first seize opportunities to better understand and serve communities beyond
their traditional stakeholders. Further, renewed strategic leadership from
NMSU’s College of Agricultural, Consumer, and Environmental Sciences will
ensure the efforts between CES and AES are coordinated, focused, and yield
measurable impact.
The directors of AES and CES have recognized these challenges and are taking
initial steps to hone the direction of their organizations’ research and extension
work and better articulate the impacts of that work. Moving ahead, AES and
CES’s parent College of Agricultural, Consumer, and Environmental Sciences
should provide leadership in articulating a few, interdisciplinary, statewide
problems and in developing an overarching strategic plan to coordinate and
regularly evaluate the work of CES and AES in addressing those problems. As
research and extension are key parts of the university’s mission, NMSU’s
administration should also commit to providing support for the work of AES
and CES in their long-term facilities and strategic planning.
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KeyFINDINGS
Findings AND RECOMMENDATIONS
KEY

New Mexico’s funding of
AES and CES is
proportional to other states,
but both organizations
should grow and diversify
nongovernment revenues

The state of New Mexico funds its Agricultural Experiment Station (AES) and
Cooperative Extension Service (CES) at levels proportional to funding in
benchmark states based on the number of farms and ranches and value of
agricultural output for AES and on a per capita basis for CES. However, CES
and AES have not kept other revenue sources in balance with peer states.
County funding levels to CES vary widely, and CES does not account for the
value of counties’ in-kind contributions. Within AES, faculty have been more
successful in securing federal grant dollars than their peers at other land-grant
universities; however, they have significantly underperformed in securing
nongovernment (e.g., agricultural industry) funding to support research at the
College of Agricultural, Consumer, and Environmental Sciences (ACES).
Beyond grants, both organizations could be growing and diversifying annual
revenues by collecting fees for services (CES) and increasing agricultural
product sales (AES).

Expenditures at CES and
AES are often inconsistent
with objective goals,
metrics, and benchmarks

With approximately half of revenues coming from unrestricted sources, both
CES and AES have considerable flexibility to prioritize research and
programming expenditures. However, both organizations often fund projects
based on historic funding levels rather than objectively measured needs or
performance. For example, CES divides revenue among counties in ways
inconsistent with population levels. AES supports 12 off-campus agricultural
science centers that are little used by faculty, not prioritized by the university
for capital expenditures, and yet need at least $20 million to offset deferred
maintenance costs. Finally, the staffing structure at CES and pay bands at both
AES and CES are likely limiting effectiveness.

Goals and objectives of AES
and CES are not well
defined, and evaluation of
impact is inconsistent

Current reporting from AES and CES relies heavily on the use of short-term,
output-based metrics, making it difficult to gauge the larger impacts of state
appropriations. CES and AES administration has recognized the need to
improve impact evaluation and better demonstrate extension’s outcomes.
However, both organizations are currently lacking clear, tangible goals and
strategic direction from their parent college. This lack of articulated goals is a
major impediment to CES’ and AES’ ability to address New Mexico’s most
sweeping, interdisciplinary challenges.

CES and AES can better
align programming and
research with current and
future state needs

To continue to meet local needs, CES and AES need to be more responsive to
the changing needs of all of New Mexicans, not just their traditional
stakeholder communities. CES, in particular, needs to ensure relevancy of the
programming it is delivering. Both institutions could do better at gathering
input on research and program offerings from a more diverse and
representative swath of the state’s population. To do this, CES and AES will
need to improve how they communicate and market their services and
overcome CES’s self-imposed “best-kept secret” moniker.
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Key Recommendations

New Mexico State University administrators should
Consider how to strengthen relationships between CES and other Colleges
outside of the College of Agricultural, Consumer, and Environmental Sciences
to improve outreach and action on local economic development and other
interdisciplinary issues.
Incorporate the capital needs of agricultural science centers into university
master facilities planning and, where necessary, include improvements for
centers in capital outlay requests.
College of Agricultural, Consumer, and Environmental Sciences
administrators should
Develop a new strategic plan that sets goals and measurable objectives and
assigns responsibility for those goals to better define the purpose and
expectations to AES and CES administration, faculty, and staff.
Agricultural Experiment Station administrators should
Encourage and track nongovernmental funds received to support research.
Consider eliminating up to one-third of their agricultural science centers,
bringing the university closer to the median of their peer institutions.
Consider conducting less agricultural research on established agricultural
industries if associated commodity groups are unable to contribute monetary
support for the research. Instead, AES should focus its research agenda on
emerging industries.
Ensure that each agricultural science center produces and distributes an annual
summary of the research and findings to regional farming and ranching
communities and other stakeholders.
Cooperative Extension Service administrators should
Consider centralizing administrative functions, where feasible, at a regional or
statewide level, bringing administrative ratios closer to university average.
Consider more equitable ways of allocating resources to counties, such as
needs-based assessment of population, poverty rates, availability of other
services, etc.
Explore the appropriateness and feasibility of shifting some extension
programming to a regional level.
Consider rebalancing specialist levels over time to better align with needs of
state population and county extension activities.
Develop more rigorous needs assessment tools to gauge current and emerging
county needs and ensure that assessment includes a representative sample of
county residents.
Cooperative Extension Service and Agricultural Experiment Station | Report # 18-02 | March 23, 2018
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Background

BACKGROUND

Federal laws passed in the late 1800s and
early 1900s created the core of the landgrant university system.
Three key pieces of federal legislation still define the land-grant university
mission of teaching, research, and extension services. Recognizing the
importance of college as a public good, in 1862 President Lincoln signed the
Morrill Act (7 U.S.C. § 343), gifting each state and territory 30 thousand acres
to be sold to create a land-grant university. The purpose of these new
institutions was to teach “such branches of learning as are related to agriculture
and the mechanic arts, in such manner as the legislatures of the States may
respectively prescribe, in order to promote the liberal and practical education
of the industrial classes in the several pursuits and professions in life.”
Importantly, the agricultural and mechanical arts focus was to occur “without
excluding other scientific and classical studies,” meaning that while the
colleges were to provide practical sciences to aid those who chose agriculture
as a vocation, the colleges were not allowed to focus on these agricultural
studies exclusively.
Twenty-five years after the Morrill Act, in 1887, the federal Hatch Act (7
U.S.C. § 361a), was signed into law, giving each land-grant university annual
funding to establish an Agricultural Experiment Station (AES) to conduct
original research and verify experiments bearing directly on the agricultural
industry. Indicating this agricultural research was intended to be applied and
shared, the original Hatch Act text also mandated that “bulletins or reports of
progress” be produced by the station at least once quarterly and shared in each
of the state’s newspapers.
The calls for a federally funded Cooperative Extension Service (CES) by the
national 1909 Country Life Commission, along with the increasing popularity
of the already-established university agricultural experiment stations
culminated in the Smith-Lever Act of 1914. The Smith-Lever Act formalized
and provided federal funding for CES, providing for an “extension” of the
work of the agricultural colleges to state residents. Specifically, the act stated
that cooperative agricultural extension work would consist of “the giving of
instruction and practical demonstrations in agriculture and home economics to
persons not attending or resident in said colleges in the several communities,
and imparting to such persons information on said subjects through field
demonstrations, publications, and otherwise.” (Smith-Lever Act, 7 U.S.C §
343 (1914).)
A direct outgrowth of the Agricultural Experiment Station, the origins of the
Cooperative Extension Service were the university-based agricultural clubs
and associations active in many states, including New Mexico, at the turn of
the century. The work of these “farmers’ institutes” was much the same in
scope as CES. In some ways, however, farmers’ institute was a misnomer.
Although most of the participants were male farmers and their wives, these
institutes not only provided education on agricultural and home-economics
subjects, but also were the center of community discussions on
4
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“improvement of rural schools, good roads and
how to make them, how to keep young people on
the farm, recreation in the rural community, and the
importance of keeping good books and papers in
the farm home.”i

Figure 1. Simplified AES and CES
Organizational Chart

NMSU
President

New Mexico State University, then named the New
Mexico College of Agriculture and Mechanic Arts,
and its associated experiment station opened in
1889 and became the state’s land-grant institution
and beneficiary of the Morrill and Hatch Acts for
teaching and research and, after passage, the SmithLever Act for extension work. Today, NMSU’s
AES and CES are organized under the supervision
of the Dean of the College of Agricultural,
Consumer, and Environmental Sciences (ACES).
AES provides funding for the salary and research
activities of over 100 full-time-equivalent faculty
within the university’s College of ACES as well as
the operations of 12 off-campus agricultural
science centers (ASCs). AES researchers are all
faculty in one of eight ACES academic
departments. AES funding is also used to support
two non-instructional departments at ACES and the
administration of AES.

NMSU AES Agricultural Science Centers,
Departments and Centers

Provost

Dean of
ACES

Asst. Dean and
Director of AES

Asst. Dean and
Director of CES

Assoc.
Director of
AES

Assoc.
Director of
CES

Ag. Science
Center
Directors

Campus-based
Faculty and
Staff

Ag Science Center
Faculty and Staff

CES
District
Directors

Extension
Specialist
Faculty

CES
County
Directors

County
Agents and
Staff

No.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

Site
Future Farmers of America
Southwest Border Food Protection and Emergency
Preparedness Center
Alcalde Agricultural Science Center
Artesia Agricultural Science Center
Clayton Livestock Research Center
Tucumcari Agricultural Science Center
Clovis Agricultural Science Center
Corona Range and Livestock Research Center
Farmington Agricultural Science Center
Fabian Garcia Research Center
Leyendecker Plant Science Research Center
Los Lunas Agricultural Science Center
John T. Harrington Forestry Research Center
Jornada Experimental Range/Chihuahuan Desert
Rangeland Research Center

AES Campus-based Departments and Centers
Plant and Environmental Sciences
Animal and Range Sciences
Entomology Plant Pathology, and Weed Science
Fish, Wildlife, and Conservation Ecology
Agricultural Economics and Agricultural Business
Bio-Security and Food Safety Center
Family and Consumer Sciences
Hotel, Restaurant, and Tourism Management
Media Productions
Agricultural and Extension Education
Source: NMSU
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NMSU Cooperative Extension Service County, Tribal, District Office and Statewide Programs
No.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45

Site
Bernalillo County Office
Catron County Office
Chaves County Office
Cibola County Office
Colfax County Office
Curry County Office
De Baca County Office
Dona Ana County Office
Eddy County Office
Grant County Office
Guadalupe County Office
Harding County Office
Hidalgo County Office
Lea County Office
Lincoln County Office
Los Alamos County Office
Luna County Office
McKinley County Office
Mora County Office
Otero County Office
Quay County Office
Rio Arriba County Office
Roosevelt County Office
San Juan County Office
Sandoval County Office
San Miguel County Office
Santa Fe County Office
Sierra County Office
Socorro County Office
Taos County Office
Torrance County Office
Union County Office
Valencia County Office
Rio Arriba County Office Substation
Northern District Office
Southwestern District Office
Eastern District Office
Dairy
Rural Agricultural Improvement
and Public Affairs Project
Center for Animal Health and Food
Safety
Memorial Middle School
Agricultural and Education Center
NM EDGE
Jicarilla Service
Gallup Tribal Office
Shiprock Tribal Office

Research from ACES faculty is disseminated to the public through CES.
CES does this through a network of county-based extension agents,
campus- and ASC-based specialists, and through several statewide
initiatives. County agents and staff are largely responsible for gauging
local needs and implementing – and in some cases, designing –
programming. This means CES offers a multitude of programs and
services, including ongoing classes, one-off events and workshops,
individual consultations with agents, and collaborations with other
organizations. The programming mix can differ significantly among
counties and changes from year to year.

Source: NMSU
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Table 1. Overview of CES Departments and Major Programs and Services
Asterisks indicate programs managed primarily at the statewide level; other programs are managed at the county level
Department
4-H and Youth
Development

County agent focus
4-H

Number of county agents
23





Family and Consumer
Sciences

Family and Consumer
Sciences

29







Plant Sciences



Agriculture

40


Animal Science and
Natural Resources



Economics (community
economic development
and agricultural
economics)

No agents in this area

n/a






Major programs and services
4-H (includes clubs and school enrichment
programs)
Food and nutrition
o
ICAN – federally-funded SNAP-Ed
nutrition classes
o
Cooking with Kids
o
Kitchen Creations – cooking for
diabetics
Health and wellness
o
Diabetes prevention and
management
o
StrongWomen – nutrition and
exercise program for women
Family life and child development
o
Just Be It! – nutrition and exercise
program for children
Classes and workshops on food preservation,
sewing, and other home-based skills
In-person visits and phone consultations on
nutrition, food safety, and other topics
Personal financial management training*
Master Gardeners program
Classes and workshops on production
agriculture and home gardening topics
Soil and water testing
In-person visits and phone consultations on
animal and plant health, pest management,
home gardening, farm and ranch production,
and other topics
Southwest Border Food Protection and
Emergency Preparedness Center
(SWBFPEPC) – provides training on food
safety and security*
Stronger Economies Together (SET) – federal
program to develop and implement regional
development strategies*
Rural Agricultural Improvement and Public
Affairs Project (RAIPAP) – technical and
educational support for small producers in
Northern NM*
Entrepreneurship training*
Financial, management, and marketing
support and training for producers*
Climate change education*
NM Edge – training and certification program
for NM elected officials and public sector
employees*

Note: This list does not include all CES programs and services; rather, it is intended to provide an overview of major activities by area. There are 3 joint ag/4-H
agents and 2 joint FCS/4-H agents; these agents were counted in both categories.

Although the potential subject matter of both AES research and CES
programming is wide and varied, broadly speaking, extension programming in
New Mexico falls under six departments – 4-H and Youth Development,
Family and Consumer Sciences, Economics, Plant Sciences, Animal Sciences,
and natural resources. In the field, agents cover 4-H, agriculture (plant science,
animal science, and natural resources), or family and consumer science. Some
agents cover multiple areas. There are no economics agents.
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Past tensions make it difficult for CES and AES to prioritize work
between rural versus urban communities and issues.
Three other federal laws significantly expanded the scope of, and provided
additional funding for, both the Agricultural Experiment Station and
Cooperative Extension Service systems. The Purnell Act in 1925 and the
Bankhead-Jones Act in 1935 provided both systems with additional funding,
some specifically for research and education on nutrition and home economics,
as well as conservation and the development and recreational use of land and
water. The McIntire-Stennis Forestry Research Act in 1962 further expanded
the purview of the Agricultural Experiment Station to include forestry research
and funded land-grant institutions to do so.
These laws, while giving CES and AES relative flexibility in choosing their
subjects of research and the specific communities they serve, also created
tension in allocating resources among those research topic areas and specific
extension programs. For example, while extension services are often best
known for their focus on agriculture and other rural needs, the congressional
authorization that established CES does not restrict programs to particular
groups or geographic locations.

Chart 1. NMSU
Unrestricted
Expenditures, FY17
(including transfers and
balances)

As the United States has become increasingly urban, CES has developed more
programs to address the needs of urban dwellers. Beginning in the 1940s,
extension services in some states started piloting programs in cities, meeting
pushback over the decades from agricultural organizations that advocated for
a near-exclusive focus on agricultural and rural programs. Partially related to
this pushback, in the three decades spanning the 1940s to the 1960s, the SmithLever Act and Hatch Act were amended to allocate funding to states based on
their level of agricultural and rural populations. These amendments signaled a
turning point in the federal perception that agriculture was as important a
priority as all other rural issues combined.
As a land-grant university, NMSU has both a research and
extension mission, yet these areas make up a relatively small
portion of the university’s budget.
The Morrill Act, Hatch Act, and Smith-Lever Act gave land-grant universities
their now ubiquitous, tripartite charge of teaching, research, and extension.
Accordingly, New Mexico’s land-grant university, NMSU, incorporates these
three tasks into its modern university mission statement: The New Mexico State
University System is the state’s land-grant university, serving the educational
needs of New Mexico’s diverse population through comprehensive programs
of education, research, extension education, and public service. Although
given equal standing in the university’s mission, today extension and
agricultural research make up only a small portion of NMSU’s annual budget
(9 percent or $36 million in FY17).

4% 5%

91%

All Other NMSU, $388.4 million
CES, $15.6 million
AES, $20.4 million
Source: NMSU Report of Actuals
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Although NMSU has a university-wide mission of extension, the
university confines CES to the College of Agricultural, Consumer, and
Environmental Sciences. This narrow locale may limit the ability of some

extension specialists and agents to deliver research-based knowledge from
other sectors of the university. As the population in all states has become more
urban and economies have become less reliant on agricultural output, some
universities have moved their extension operations outside of their respective
colleges of agriculture and into a broader outreach department. For example,
at Oregon State University, extension operations are combined with larger
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university outreach and OSU’s “extended campus” (online degree programs)
into a separate body outside of the college of agriculture and under the
university’s provost office.
Moving CES to a broader, university-wide focus is not a new idea. The
National Research Council formed a Committee on the Future of the Colleges
of Agriculture in the Land Grant University System in 1996, which
recommended that land-grant universities “embrace the mandate of outreach
and extension and to ensure that the entire university is accessible and
responsive as the research base for farm and nonfarm extension programs. To
accomplish this, administrative structures, incentives, and reward recognition
must be generated within the university to promote the commitment and
involvement of faculty, staff, and administrators across the university to
actively participate in outreach, extension, and public service.”ii
State appropriations and federal grants and contracts are the
largest sources of revenue for both AES and CES.
The Smith-Lever Act (extension) and Hatch Act (research) require one-to-one
matching of non-federal funds as a condition of their federal appropriations.
However, for both organizations, federal appropriations account for only a
small portion of annual operating revenue. Instead, federal competitive grants
and contracts, and state appropriations make up the majority of revenue for
AES and CES (69 percent and 60 percent, respectively.) Figures 2 and 3 on
the following pages show FY17 revenues and expenditures for AES and CES.
Charts showing revenues for each organization from FY08 to FY17 are in
Appendix B.
AES and CES both have relatively high proportions of expenditures on
administrative functions. In part this is due to the relatively large “cost share

accounts” that each agency keeps. AES and CES directors report these
accounts are used to provide matching funds for grants and contracts that
require them. However, another reason for relatively high administration costs
could be that NMSU’s charges to AES and CES for institutional support
increased more than five times between FY08 and FY17, while university
expenditures in institutional support remained flat.

AES and CES payments to
NMSU for institutional
support have grown
approximately 500 percent
between FY08 and FY17.

Between FY08 and FY17, AES payments for institutional support from
unrestricted (mostly state appropriations) funds grew from $110 thousand to
$756 thousand – a 583 percent increase, or an average of 27 percent year-overyear. Over the same period, unrestricted expenditures by the university on
institutional support remained relatively flat at $22 million to $22.2 million.
For CES, institutional support expenditures grew by 456 percent, from $123
thousand to $681 thousand over the same period.
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Findings
andAND
Recommendations
FINDINGS
RECOMMENDATIONS

New Mexico’s funding to AES and CES is
proportional to other states
New Mexico’s state appropriations to AES and CES are in line with
benchmark states, but both can grow and diversify
nongovernment revenues.
The National Science Foundation (NSF) tracks spending on research and
development in agricultural sciences at public universities, both within their
AES systems and throughout the institution. Using NSF data from 2016 (the
latest year available) LFC staff compared funding sources for agricultural
research between NMSU and seven of its peer, 1862 land-grant universities
(those within the same basic Carnegie classification.) The NSF data shows
NMSU in the middle of the pack on absolute expenditures on agricultural
research and the proportion of revenue coming from state, federal, and other
sources to fund that research. NMSU retains this middle of the pack ranking
among its peers when expenditures for agricultural research are compared with
the number of farms and ranches in each state, as well as when compared to
the value of agricultural production in each state. See Appendix C for more
details.

institution (total agricultural R&D expenditures)

Chart 2. Research and Development Expenditures in Agricultural Sciences
by Source of Funds, 2016
(in thousands)
North Dakota State University ($80.2 m)

$64,141

Oklahoma State University ($52.2 m)

$36,948

Auburn University ($58.8 m)

$7,263

$41,378

New Mexico State University ($31.3 m)

20%

Federal government

$1,289

$8,414

$14,428

0%

$8,505

$8,374

$10,360

Utah State University ($36.4 m)

$2,022

$21,471

$16,546

University of Wyoming ($19.1 m)

$6,173

$7,852

$56,358

Montana State University ($26.2 m)

$4,853

$8,009

$11,202

$21,428

Mississippi State University ($86.3 m)

State, local & institutional

$11,160

$14,955

40%

60%

$295
$7,022

80%

100%

Business, non-profit and other sources

Source: National Science Foundation

New Mexico’s state appropriations to CES are also in line with benchmark
states’ funding of extension services. Although the state spends less overall
than several benchmark states, its spending per capita is similar to other states.
The outlier of the peer group is North Dakota, which spends $34 per capita on
its extension service. North Dakota excluded, the peer group spends $7 per
capita on average on extension, while New Mexico spends $6.
12
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Chart 3. State Appropriations to CES
$40

$40

$37
$34

$35

$35

$31
$30

$30
$26
$24

millions

$25

$25

$20

$20
$15

$15

$13

$10

$8

$6

$5

$15

$12

$10
$6

$7

$10
$9
$7 $6

$5

$10
$5

$-

$AL

MS

ND

OK

State appropriations

UT

NM

ID

SD

MT

Funding per capita

Source: State CES information
Note: All numbers are for FY17, except Utah (FY18) and North Dakota (biennial budget for 2017-2019)

Compared with the number of farm operators, New Mexico falls slightly below
average in state funding, spending $339 per farm operator, as compared with
a benchmark average of $381. While state extension services are designed to
serve state populations as a whole, not just farm or rural populations, the U.S.
Department of Agriculture allocates federal funding in part based on states’
farm populations.
County funding levels to CES vary widely, and CES does not
account for the value of counties’ in-kind contributions.
New Mexico counties allocate varying levels of funding to their local
extension offices. Although an Attorney General opinion from 1917 (No. 172008) found that it was optional for counties to appropriate funds for extension
work, county funding has traditionally been a core part of the extension
funding model, both in New Mexico and across the country. Arguably,
counties receive significant services and support from extension, and thus are
expected to contribute financially. However, in recent years, some states have
moved away from a county-funded model.
In FY17, county funding ranged from $300 thousand in Bernalillo County
(including a one-time, $100 thousand appropriation for a special program) to
$35 thousand in San Miguel County. See Appendix D for details. Similarly,
county funding on a per capita basis varies significantly. While counties with
larger populations tend to allocate more funding to extension offices, rural
counties generally allocate more on a per capita basis (see Table 5 on page 33).
On average, counties in the CES Eastern district allocate significantly more
per capita – $12 – than counties in the Southwest and Northern districts, which
allocate $5 and $3 per capita.
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Chart 4. Share of CES Expenditures Covered by County Funding, FY17
Lowest County Allocations as a
Percent of Total Funding

Highest County Allocations as a
Percent of Total Funding

60%
50%
40%
30%

56%

54%

52%

51%

20%

40%

34%

34%

32%

Lea

Harding

Valencia

28%

10%
0%
Union

Catron

Los Alamos

Lincoln

Avg. of all
counties

Roosevelt

County funding as percent of total (federal, state, county) funding
Source: NMSU CES
Note: Represents county share of revenues including federal, state, and county; does not include grants, contracts, sales, and
other revenue sources

Between FY08 and FY17, most county extension offices saw an increase in
funding from their counties. However, seven counties (Los Alamos, Rio
Arriba, Eddy, Lea, Roosevelt, Grant, and Hidalgo) experienced a decline in
county funding during that time. Roosevelt, Grant, and Hidalgo counties all
decreased their extension funding by over 20 percent. In Roosevelt County,
financial difficulties limited the amount the county was able to provide to
extension from $122 thousand in FY15 to just $25 thousand in FY16.
Extension administration worked with the county to make up the shortfall, and
county funding increased to $61 thousand in FY17.
Federal grants and contracts are one of the largest and most
volatile sources of revenue.
Federal grants and contracts have been and will likely continue to be
significant sources of program and research funding for both AES and CES.
Grants and contracts, especially from federal sources, are major funding
sources for both AES and CES, but they are also quite volatile and dependent
Chart 5. CES and AES Grants and Contracts Awarded by Source, FY09-FY17
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on federal priorities. To illustrate, revenue generated from federal grants and
contracts has varied, from a high of $21 million in FY10 to a low of $5.8
million in FY09 for CES and a high of $14.9 million in FY10 to a low of $7.2
million in FY08 for AES.
Certain programs and departments are responsible for generating the
majority of grants and contracts for AES and CES. Within CES, from FY09

to FY17, the family and consumer sciences program, animal and range
sciences program, and CES administration combined received over 70 percent
of all grant and contract funding. Over half of CES revenues from grants and
contracts between FY09 and FY17 came from state or local entities, but most
were sub-grants of federal dollars. New Mexico’s Department of Health
(DOH), Human Services Department (HSD), and Children, Youth and
Families Department (CYFD) accounted for 84 percent of state and local grant
funding sources. This suggests that state and local agencies and other entities
are using extension to extend the reach of programs and services like chronic
disease management (DOH), Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
Education (HSD), and Healthy Transitions (CYFD), which makes mental
health treatment and support services available to at-risk youth.
Similarly, three of AES’s 21 departments and agricultural science centers –
Fish, Wildlife, and Conservation Ecology, Plant and Environmental Sciences,
and faculty based at the Jornada Experimental Range – accounted for 59
percent of all grant and contract revenues generated between FY09 and FY17.
Some extension staff indicated to LFC staff that given their day-to-day job
responsibilities, they have limited capacity to write grants. Incentives to secure
grants may also be misaligned – staff who receive grants for programming add
to their workload without seeing any corresponding pay increase. However,
according to NMSU’s tenure guidelines for county extension faculty, securing
and maintaining grants is a consideration in tenure review.
Chart 6. CES Grants and
Contracts by Department,
FY09-FY17

Chart 7. AES Grants and
Contracts by Department,
FY09-FY17
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Nongovernment revenues are one of the least significant sources
of funding for both AES and CES but also hold the most potential
for growth.
Two important sources of funding to AES and CES, federal formula funds and
state appropriations, are unlikely to change over the next decades. Federal
formula funds for AES and CES have been set for over five decades and are
unlikely to be altered. State appropriations are the largest source of revenue
for both AES and CES, but are proportional to state funding for agricultural
research and extension at NMSU’s peer land-grant universities.
Figure 4. 2013 USDA Chart Illustrating
Nongovernment Funding for Agricultural Research

Compared
with
land-grant
universities
nationwide, NMSU relies more on state funding
and less on private funding for agricultural
research. The U.S. Department of Agriculture

(USDA), land-grant universities, and private food and
agricultural companies perform the majority of
research and development in U.S. agriculture. In
2013, USDA estimated that, across land-grant
universities and their Agricultural Experiment
Stations, three sources of funding were fueling most
agricultural research and development:
 42 percent ($1.3 billion) by USDA and
other federal funds,
 35 percent ($1.1 billion) by state-derived
f
funds, and
 22 percent ($682 million) by d
dddddddnongovernmental funds.
I

Similarly, AES’s FY17 report of actuals shows that
the station derived 41 percent of that year’s revenue
from federal sources. Outside of federal funding,
however, AES derived a disproportionately large
amount of revenue from state-based sources and a
disproportionately small amount of revenue from
private grants, sales, industry contracts, and other
nongovernmental sources:




41 percent ($13.1 million) by USDA and other federal funds,
49 percent ($15.7 million) by state and locality-derived funds,1 and
10 percent ($3.3 million) by nongovernmental funds.2

While nongovernment funding for agricultural research is low, a few
industries contribute much more than others. AES most often sources

nongovernmental funds from research grants and contracts from private
companies, farm commodity groups, philanthropic foundations, individuals or
other organizations. AES also receives nongovernment funds from the sale of
products, services, and technology licenses.
Although private research funds can be difficult to secure, NMSU could be
raising more AES revenue from certain agricultural industries. In the ten years

1
2
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Includes $2 million of income from sales and services.
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between FY08 and FY17, researchers at NMSU’s AES secured $6.7 million
in grants from agricultural businesses, agricultural commodity groups, and
agriculturally-focused pharmaceutical companies – approximately 8 percent
of the total AES grant funding over that decade and only approximately 1
percent of the total combined federal and private grants and contracts awarded
to NMSU annually.3 Three organizations alone, however, accounted for 60
percent ($4 million) of that private research funding: Cotton Incorporated, the
San Simon Agricultural Research Group, LLC (for pecan-related research),
and Bayer HealthCare LLC (for pharmaceutical research on livestock parasite
prevention.)
Notably absent from these top funders are groups representing dairy and beef
cattle producers and forage crop producers, though all have supported research
with small grants over the years. In 2016, dairy was the largest sector of
agriculture by value in New Mexico with $1.2 billion in milk sales, yet the
dairy industry only appears to have sponsored two research grants through
NMSU’s AES in the past decade for a total of $146 thousand.4
NMSU AES faculty, like their peers at other land-grant universities, rarely
pursue commercialization of research outcomes. A 2015 survey of all

tenure-track faculty in agricultural and life science departments at all landgrant universities showed that “engagement with commercialization activities,
such as inventions and patents, remains relatively low, with 60 percent of
respondents reporting none over the previous five years and most of the rest
reporting low levels. Correspondingly, only one in 12 scientists reported a
patent issued in the past five years, and one in 20 received any royalty income
from previous inventions or patents. Overall, royalty income accounts for less
than 1 percent of research budgets in our sample, while public support
accounts for more than 75 percent of research budgets.”iii
Similarly, NMSU’s 145 AES faculty developed only 29 patents, cultivar
releases, and trademarks between 2009 and 2017 (between one and five
annually). According to the Arrowhead Center, NMSU’s entrepreneur and
business development center, AES has room for growth in the level of
intellectual property development and Arrowhead staff are actively working
with AES faculty to better recognize future commercialization opportunities.

Similar to faculty at other
land-grants, little
intellectual property is
developed by AES faculty.

Beyond grants, CES could be collecting additional fees for
services and AES could increase sales from agricultural science
centers.
Both moves, however, would be contentious and may distract from CES’s and
AES’s missions. For example, charging fees for CES programming could
offset declining revenues, but may limit access to programming for lowincome citizens. Although almost all agricultural science centers produce
some amount of agricultural product in the course of their research, boosting
nongovernmental revenues through sales may inappropriately position the
university as a market competitor with its farmer and rancher stakeholders.

3

Assuming an average of $670 thousand annually from agricultural businesses, agricultural
commodity groups, and agriculturally focused pharmaceutical companies and using NMSU’s
latest three-year average of private grants and contracts and federal (non-financial aid) awards
at $121.5 million.
4 NMSU has a dairy extension faculty member sponsored by a 2010 endowed chair funded by
a one-time, $1 million grant from the Dairy Producers of New Mexico. However, the grant for
that chair does not directly support research through AES.
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While other states have increased the amount they charge for certain
activities, New Mexico county extension offices rely very little on fee-forservice revenues to offset costs. Offices typically charge only minimal fees

to cover one-off costs; for example, the cost of lunch at an event or workshop.
The exceptions are Master Gardener courses, for which participant
Figure 5. Considerations for
costs range from $85 in Otero County to $195 in Doña Ana County.
Extension Revenue Generation
This fee covers textbooks and other course materials. A statewide
1. Public vs. private good. Does the service
extension program that supports local government employees and
provide individual private value or broader
elected officials, NM Edge, also charges a fee of $75 per class. While
public value?
the Smith-Lever Act prohibits charging fees to cover ongoing salary
2. Current program support. Will fees be
charged for something that is already
or operational costs of educational programs, extension may charge
covered by a targeted allocation, grant, or
fees for incidental costs, as well as for noneducational services (such
contract?
as soil and water testing).iv As such, some states’ extension services
3. Funder appreciation. Will charging fees
have implemented more fees for programs and services to offset
send a message to the state or counties
that their funding is no longer needed?
declining federal and state revenues. 4-H is perhaps the most common
4. Revenue sharing and strategic direction.
area where CES in other states charge fees and providing 4-H for free
Are new fees in support of activities
is becoming less common. See Appendix E for more information.
aligned with strategic goals of extension?
5.

Distribution of revenues and contribution.
How will fees be shared with other
extension units that helped to develop
programming (where applicable)?
Inability to pay. How will services be made
available to those who cannot afford the
fees?

In a 2017 SWOT analysis, a strategic planning technique used to
identify the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats
related to a project, CES identified a number of programs for which
6.
it could potentially implement fees or increase existing fees, with the
goal of full or partial cost recovery. These programs include Master
Gardener programs, pesticide applicator and Food Safety
Source: Adapted from Washington State University
Extension Service Revenue Generation Handbook
Modernization Act training courses, and master food preserver
programs. Individual county agents may determine fees, but common
guidelines and policies should be in place. For example, Washington’s
extension service makes available a revenue generation handbook that outlines
considerations and recommendations for extension offices in determining
when and whether to charge fees. It also sets standard fee rates for expenses
such as travel, IT, and printing services.

Recommendations
Agricultural Experiment Station and Cooperative Extension Service
administrators should
 Encourage and track nongovernmental funds received to support
research and extension activities.
Cooperative Extension Service administrators should
 Conduct a feasibility study on potential fees for 4-H and other
programming and develop clear guidelines for county offices on
charging fees.
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CES and AES can better align programming
and research with state needs.
Solving New Mexico’s most sweeping challenges (such as water
availability, economic development, and rural quality of life)
should be the new, collaborative focus of AES and CES.
Both CES and AES are significant assets to the state and to local communities.
Their extensive presence and the deep trust that both organizations enjoy in
many communities offer an opportunity to extend much-needed programs and
services across the state to meet local needs and serve as a unifying force for
community development – especially in rural areas. However, to do this, CES,
in particular, will need to be more responsive to the changing needs of New
Mexicans. In tandem, AES will need to reevaluate and refocus its efforts to
ensure it is providing research and evidence to support CES specialists and
county agents to meet community needs.
CES program development should rely more on objective needs
assessments.
Because of its grassroots nature, much of the development of local CES
programming is bottom-up, rather than top-down. County CES agents rely
largely on their advisory committees, as well as surveys and discussions with
community members, to gauge needs and develop new programs or modify
existing ones. While these are all valid methods to assess needs, they may be
over-sampling individuals and groups already involved with extension, rather
than identifying overall community needs and gaps in services. Advisory
committees are generally self-selecting, and agents often administer surveys at
events or locations where respondents are more likely to participate in
extension programming, such as county fairs or extension-sponsored events.
There is limited use of county-level data to inform programming, and limited
goal-setting.
NMSU CES is taking steps toward more robust program planning. Its recent
internal statewide training on impact evaluation included guidance on
developing program pre-planning worksheets, which staff are encouraged to
fill out before launching new programs. It asks staff to identify








What issue or need the program addresses;
How the need or issue was identified;
The intended audience for the program;
How the program will address the issue or need;
Targeted changes in knowledge, attitude, behavior, and condition as a
result of the program;
How changes will be measured;
Measurable goals and objectives.

This type of planning exercise is valuable, and could be made more robust with
the inclusion of the following elements:



A projected budget to estimate program costs, and
Development of a basic outreach and marketing strategy.

An example of a strong program planning and development process can be
found in Minnesota, where CES requires its staff to develop annual business
Cooperative Extension Service and Agricultural Experiment Station | Report # 18-02 | March 23, 2018
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Minnesota CES requires
staff to develop annual
business plans before
launching new
programming.

plans before launching new programming. Statewide Minnesota CES program
teams consider elements including target audience and needs; inputs, outputs,
outcomes, and logic model; implementation plan; and promotion and
marketing plan. In subsequent years of the program, teams also consider the
public and private value of the program and its financial plan. Plans are made
public, and the CES administration ties $750 thousand in annual state funding
to CES regions to plan development.
AES and CES should improve communication and relationships
with a wider variety of New Mexicans.
In certain communities, CES and AES are well known and used, and these
communities, (for example, active 4-H parents, Master Gardeners, commercial
funders of AES research, ASC-adjacent agricultural producers, etc.) tend to be
avid supporters of both organizations. For many New Mexicans, however, the
two organizations remain unknown, and this anonymity means that the
communities that most use CES programming are often not representative of
the larger state population. For instance, LFC staff conducted an informal
survey of county managers and found that several were not well aware of the
services that CES offered in their counties.
This relative obscurity threatens the reach of both organizations. Perhaps just
as troublesome is that the statewide relevancy of CES programming cannot be
objectively measured if it is only offered to, and used by, relatively small and
exclusive communities.
Advisory boards currently guide the work of AES and CES and provide
important local perspectives. County extension offices, most ASCs, and

some academic departments within ACES use citizen advisory boards to guide
their work. These boards often consist of local farmers or ranchers, business
people, subject matter experts, and interested citizens who identify local issues
needing research or extension attention.
Having these advisory boards staffed with local leaders can help ensure that
CES and AES are effectively serving the public. However, the role of these
boards is to provide input to AES researchers and CES extension professionals
to meet local needs. The boards are not designed to more broadly recognize
statewide needs or goals of the college. As discussed later in this evaluation,
the College of ACES has not delineated strong statewide goals for AES or CES
yet and, as a result, the work of AES and CES is often not part of any cohesive,
university-wide effort. While local input and leadership is critical, without
statewide guidance from leadership, it is difficult to believe the current
structure of AES and CES will allow the two agencies to effectively tackle the
larger, statewide problems facing New Mexicans.
Advisory boards of county offices, ACSs and ACES academic departments
are also, for the most part, operating without bylaws that specify stakeholder
representation and term limits for membership. Both CES and AES
administration noted this issue to LFC staff and are working to formalize such
bylaws. This is a welcome action because, without rotation of members over
time, the advisory boards risk becoming echo chambers, without input from
outsiders or others with diverse perspectives. Further, advisory board members
can act as de facto promoters of the work of the county extension offices and
ASCs. However, without regular rotation of members to include representation
from diverse communities, communication of AES’ and CES’ work may
remain limited to communities already familiar with the organizations’
activities.
20
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CES should ensure programming is reaching diverse and representative
populations. Contacts with Hispanic and Native American populations are

low relative to overall state populations. While a small majority of CES
contacts are white, this number has declined since FY15, while the number of
Hispanic contacts has risen. However, CES contacts with both Hispanic and
Native American residents are still low relative to the overall proportion of
these groups among the state’s population.
Chart 8. CES Contacts by Race/Ethnicity, FY15-FY17
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ACES provides a number of its resources in Spanish, and county extension
staff indicated to LFC they are working on translating additional materials and
curriculums. Many counties offer programs in Spanish. Extension offices
located in or near Native American communities often provide culturally
relevant programming. For example, the 4-H programming at the tribal
extension office in Shiprock includes native foods, weaving, and braiding, and
the agriculture agent runs sheep shearing demonstrations.
Chart 9. CES Contacts Compared with State
Race/Ethnicity Breakdown
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Figure 6. Promotional Flyers for Santa Fe
County CES and San Juan County 4-H
Program

Source: Santa Fe and San Juan County extension offices

CES would benefit from a coordinated marketing and
outreach strategy. Extension is often referred to as a

“well-kept secret.” As a 2009 article from the Journal of
Extension points out, extension historically had a clear and
well-defined audience and mission, and information about
services was mostly spread by word-of-mouth among
farmers familiar with extension and its mission. Today,
however, both the potential audience and the range of
services have expanded. The same article argues that
because extension has, in the past, not had to promote itself
or its programs, it does not know how to do so effectively.
Thus, many potential beneficiaries of extension services
may be largely unaware of what it offers. A report from one
county extension office highlighting recent activities
indicated that one of the biggest challenges that the [family
and consumer science] agent has faced is the fact that […]
residents […] don’t know what a [family and consumer
science] agent does.
Among county extension offices in New Mexico,
advertising and promotion of services and programs is a
mix of word-of-mouth, social media and email outreach,
and more traditional forms of outreach (such as newsletters,
flyers, and radio coverage). There is no dedicated budget,
nor a formal marketing or outreach strategy.

Few faculty stationed at the agricultural science centers have the
directive or support to publicize the results of research occurring at their
centers. Since its inception, the work of the Agricultural Experiment Station

has been to conduct original research or verify agricultural experiments and
then make public the results of that research to the state’s farming and ranching
communities. Yet, in FY17, nine research faculty members were stationed at
six science centers with no CES appointment, and the College of ACES does
not seem to have a formal policy about how researchers in AES are expected
to make the results of their research available.
Perhaps as a result of this lacking extension support, when LFC staff requested
the latest annual reports of work from each ASC, the documentation provided
was uneven. Reports ranged from bound publications that included research
summaries and findings (Tucumcari, Farmington), to simple presentations
likely for annual advisory board meetings (Clayton, Artesia, Mora, Clovis,
Corona), to one-page summaries of research topics prepared by AES (Alcalde,
Chihuahuan Desert Rangeland Research Center, Farmington, Leyendecker,
Los Lunas, Mora, Tucumcari), to no reports at all (Fabian Garcia center). Of
these documents, only the full publications, such as those from Tucumcari and
Farmington, provided practical results of research that farmers and ranchers
might use, and only Farmington published this report on their website.
AES and CES should consider how to best apply their capacity
and capabilities to provide public value at local and statewide
levels.
A 2012 Journal of Extension article points to areas, like 4-H, where extension
across all states tend to offer more services than most consumers need or want.
In the case of 4-H, extension offers a long list of projects and activities “on the
22
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assumption that more services are better…than meeting the specific needs of
today’s families.”v Both the Cooperative Extension Service and the
Agricultural Experiment Station must consider how best to focus limited
resources and evolve to stay relevant and reach new and diverse audiences.
For example, CES offers a broad range of programs and services, but choosing
to strategically focus on fewer areas may be a better use of resources, ensuring
CES is concentrating on areas of the most need, and where it can be most
effective. The same principle should be applied to AES – focusing research
and staffing priorities to those that best support CES in serving community
needs.
Some extension programs in health and wellness already address local
and state needs well. Many CES programs already address critical issues in

New Mexico, like poverty, food insecurity, and diabetes. ICAN, the shortened
name for the Ideas for Cooking and Nutrition program, is a good example of
this. The program, run by NMSU as a USDA Supplemental Nutrition
Assistance Program Education (SNAP-Ed) implementing agency, teaches
adults and families how to prepare easy and nutritious meals, save money on
food, and maintain a healthy weight. As a SNAP-Ed program, ICAN is
available to low-income individuals eligible for SNAP or other means-tested
federal assistance programs. ICAN is offered in 21 counties and accounted for
almost two-thirds of family and consumer sciences-related contacts in FY17,
and almost a quarter of all extension contacts. The focus on nutrition, food
budgets, and other health issues meets the needs of many New Mexicans,
where 71 percent of residents fall below the SNAP poverty threshold.vi The
state ranks 12th nationally for highest rates of adult diabetes and has the
second-highest household poverty rate in the nation.vii Given these statistics,
ICAN, as well as other nutrition-focused programs like Kitchen Creations
(focused on cooking for diabetes) and JustBeIt! (focused on children’s
nutrition and physical activity) are well-placed to address critical needs in the
state.
Extension should ensure that programming keeps up with modern needs
of New Mexicans. More traditional family and consumer sciences

programming, such as food preservation and sewing, may not meet modern
needs as directly. While undoubtedly important components of home
economics and household management in previous decades, they are now not
necessarily a core skill for managing a household.

Chart 10. FCS Contacts
by Type, FY17
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63%
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Other FCS
Source: NMSU CES

The organization should also ensure it is keeping up with shifts in populations,
economies, and public needs. For example, extension still focuses a significant
portion of its financial resources and human capital on agriculture.
Agriculture-related programming remains a core focus area of extension’s
work (accounting for 37 percent of agents and 68 percent of specialists),
despite only accounting for 2.6 percent of total state employment,viii and
approximately 1.3 percent of gross state product.ix This is a significant shift
from the early 1900s when extension was created and over 40 percent of
Americans were employed in agriculture.
A 2009 article from the Journal of Extension argues that failure to move
beyond traditional agricultural education is a “recipe for irrelevance,” pointing
out that not only do farmers represent a small share of the public, but
agricultural producers no longer have the same needs for basic agricultural
training, often relying on information from private companies, consultants,
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Chart 11. Share of State
Agricultural Sales by
County, 2012
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and free or low-cost online resources. x Today, there are approximately 37
thousand farm operators in the state, according to the 2012 USDA Census of
Agriculture. This compares with the 470 thousand individuals who
participated in SNAP on a monthly basis in 2016 and thus would be eligible
for ICAN programming.
However, the role of agriculture varies widely across counties and plays a key
economic and cultural role in many counties, especially more rural ones.
Fourteen counties are over 50 percent rural, and in 2012, five counties
accounted for almost two-thirds of agriculture sales in New Mexico. Thus, a
strong agricultural focus of extension programming may be more appropriate
and relevant in certain counties and communities.
CES and AES possess the knowledge and human capital to
address statewide problems but opportunities for coordinated
efforts remain.
LFC staff found the professional relationships between campus-based AES
faculty, CES specialists, ASC-based faculty, and county extension agents
varied among departments and individuals, with collaboration usually
occurring as a result of happenstance and individual interest rather than as part
of a coordinated effort or articulated plan of work. However, collaborative
activities between CES and AES projects were most pronounced where either
extension specialists worked out of the same ASC (e.g., with CES’s Rural
Agricultural Improvement and Public Affairs Project based at Alcalde) or
where ASC-based faculty had significant extension responsibilities (e.g., at the
Los Lunas ASC).
With other project areas, research and extension activity was high but with
surprisingly little coordination between CES and AES faculty and staff. For
example, each science center visited by LFC staff was researching water use
and efficiency, and most county agricultural agents mentioned it as either a
current or emerging challenge in their counties. Yet, when asked how the AES
faculty conducting this research were working with colleagues to a common
purpose, they often had stronger examples of collaborative efforts outside of
the university than within it.
Extension could expand its role in community and economic
development by enhancing field expertise and creating a more coherent,
coordinated focus on these activities. While much of extension’s work in

local communities falls under the broad umbrella of community and economic
development – such as programming directly or indirectly focused on skillbuilding, community health, youth development, and farm and ranch
profitably – there is limited explicit focus on or coordination of economic
development at the county level, with no dedicated agents in this area.
At the university level, economics is the smallest of the extension academic
departments, with just four full-time faculty members. The department covers
economic development, agricultural economics, and agricultural business.
Specialists work with producers to strengthen business and financial practices,
as well as with communities to support economic and community development
efforts. For example, Stronger Economies Together (SET), is a USDA
program that brings together regional stakeholders to create and implement
regional development strategies. This process is guided by extension
specialists, with participation from a multitude of local actors, including
county extension agents. As with most extension programming, the
involvement and role of agents in this type of work varies significantly from
county to county.
24
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While extension is already performing important work at the county level
related to community and economic development, more coherent and
coordinated strategic focus, as well as more support for extension economics
from the institutional level, could create greater impact. Extension could better
leverage its on-the-ground presence to serve as a unifying force for community
and economic development. For example, extension could asses community
needs, identify priorities, and coordinate activities of local and state-level
stakeholders. Extension is already doing this to some extent through the SET
program. Hiring more economics specialists, especially ones located offcampus, may also be beneficial.
NMSU could better use its economic development professionals and
resources to build markets for the new or niche agricultural products
studied at the ASCs. NMSU has economic development resources in both

extension specialists and faculty in their agricultural economics and
agricultural business department, as well as NMSU’s entire College of
Business that includes the Arrowhead Center that offers services to help
researchers, start-ups, and entrepreneurs pioneer new technologies, businesses,
and partnerships. However, interviews with ASC faculty and superintendents
revealed that very little work at the ASCs included these professionals. These
relationships are likely further strained as the ACES Department of
Agricultural Economics and Agricultural Business has been cut from over 20
faculty to seven over the last 15 years, and no economics faculty apart from
the specialists have CES appointments.
Several new or niche agricultural products studied at the various ASCs could
likely benefit from some market development. These products include jujubes
(a date-like fruit grown on hardy trees from China), hops and winter barley for
beer brewing, grapes for winemaking, and dryland biofuel crops. Although
these crops may be more sustainable, disease resistant, or productive, without
subsequent market development, production will likely stay limited to the
science centers. Hybrid poplar production research at the Farmington
agricultural science center provides an illustrative example of the need for
market development in tandem with more basic agricultural research.
In the early 2000s, Farmington ASC faculty connected with Western Excelsior
Corporation, a sawmill in Mancos, Colorado. At the time, Western Excelsior
was searching for a sustainably farmed substitute for the aspen trees it was
harvesting from surrounding national forests. The Farmington ASC’s
neighbor, Navajo Agricultural Products Industry, previously completed a
transition to center pivot irrigation on much of its farmland, leaving behind
several thousand hectares of rectangular fields that ASC faculty believed could
be rehabilitated into drip-irrigated poplar production. In response to these
opportunities, Farmington ASC faculty began planting and researching
production of hybrid poplar trees in 2002 to determine their suitability for
regional production. Since then, Farmington ASC faculty have found a welladapted poplar varietal that would theoretically yield better returns than
traditional irrigated crops.

Figure 7. A grove of hybrid poplars
at NMSU’s Farmington Agricultural
Science Center

Unfortunately, the Western Excelsior plant in Colorado suffered a major fire
in May 2017, and the company might not resume operations in the region. As
a result of this fire, the market for hybrid poplars in the Four Corners region
has mostly disappeared. Further, although the ASC now has approximately 12
acres in poplars and over 15 years of research on the trees, area landowners
have little incentive to plant the hybrid poplars until a new market can be found
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or built. Rather than let decades of work languish, extension economic
development specialists and NMSU Agricultural Economics and Agricultural
Business faculty should prioritize finding or developing new markets for
hybrid poplars, in addition to other new or niche agricultural products
developed at the science centers.

Recommendations
New Mexico State University administrators should
 Consider how to strengthen relationships between CES and other
colleges outside of ACES to improve outreach and action on local
economic development and other interdisciplinary issues.
Agricultural Experiment Station administrators should
 Encourage faculty to, wherever possible, incorporate the perspective
of economists or management faculty to discover and amplify the
potential results of research.
 Consider conducting less agricultural research on established
agricultural industries (e.g., forage crops, beef cattle) if associated
commodity groups are unable to contribute meaningful monetary
support for said research, and instead, focus its research agenda on
nascent and emerging industries.
 Ensure that each agricultural science center produce and distribute an
annual summary of the research and findings to regional farming
communities.
Cooperative Extension Service administrators should
 Based on ACES’ strategic plan, identify core focus areas for extension
programming that meet current and future critical statewide and local
needs.
 Develop more rigorous needs assessment tools to gauge current and
emerging county needs and ensure assessment includes a
representative sample of county residents.
 Develop outreach strategies to reach under-represented groups,
including Hispanic and Native American residents, as well as develop
programming to meet the needs of new and diverse groups.
 Consider hiring agents with expertise in community and economic
development.
 Consider housing county extension agents at an ASC in counties that
have them and giving faculty housed at ASCs significant extension
appointments.
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AES and CES goals are not well-defined, and
evaluation of impact is inconsistent
Better direction from ACES, coupled with rigorous goal setting
and measurement, could help ensure CES programming and AES
research feed into broader strategic plans.
NMSU’s College of ACES has a basic strategic plan posted on its website that
was last updated in April 2015. The plan lists the college’s mission-related
priorities and related objectives, although none of the objectives follow the
commonly accepted SMART method of writing objectives (they should be
specific, measurable, attainable, realistic, and time-bound). The objectives are
also not assigned to any individual or department, and there is no clear
direction as to how AES, CES, and the parent college should coordinate (or
not) to achieve these objectives. Without this sort of clear directive from their
parent college, CES and AES administration and faculty instead report on
general metrics (number of faculty, projects) to gauge success rather than
progressing toward larger, tangible goals. See Appendix F for the full 2015
ACES strategic plan.
Each of the ACES priority areas in the strategic plan also has a number of
performance indicators, however, most are short-term outputs (e.g., number of
programs or publications, expenditures) and the plan is missing key
components that explain how short-term outputs eventually lead to success in
reaching targeted objectives.
NMSU ACES’s Mission-Related Priorities As Outlined in the 2015 Strategic Plan

Foster technological innovation and technology transfer to enhance
competitiveness and security of New Mexico agriculture while maintaining the
natural resource base,

Support economic and community development,

Expand natural resources conservation and management and environmental
sciences programs,

Enhance the quality of life for the people of New Mexico,

Continue a targeted involvement in multistate, regional, and international
programs.

In addition to its strategic plan, ACES has developed a framework that
includes four pillars of economic and community development: food and fiber
production and marketing, water use and conservation, health of New
Mexicans, and environmental stewardship. While these may be worthwhile
focus areas, the framework lacks goals and targets, does not clearly translate
the pillars into efforts in the field (either CES programming or AES research),
and does not inform resource allocation. Thus, these focus areas do not clearly
guide the work of CES and AES.
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Figure 8. ACES’ 4 Pillars of Economic
and Community Development

More useful than ACES’ current strategic plan and four pillars would be a
revised strategic plan that both sets high level (but measurable) goals and
articulates a logic model for how the day-to-day activities of AES, CES, and
all other components of the college will contribute to meeting those goals.
In 2014, Hanover Research released a reportxi detailing best practices in
developing strategic plans for institutions of higher education that included
helpful information: “The plan should answer the questions ‘How will we know
if we reach this goal, and how will we prove it?’ A comprehensive
implementation plan describes action steps for each objective and the
anticipated outcomes. It will also include a timeline, criteria for success,
assessment methods, the necessary resources, and the person or sub‐unit
responsible for each part.” ACES could use Hanover’s report as a guide in
updating their own plan.
Current impact reporting relies heavily on the use of short-term,
output-based metrics, making it difficult to gauge the larger
impact of state appropriations.
AES and CES report annual measures of impact in two formal reports: first, to
the USDA National Institute of Food and Agriculture (NIFA), the federal
agency that administers AES and CES funding, via annual reporting on a
rolling, five year plan of work; and second, as part of CES and AES’s annual
non-instruction and general funding request to the New Mexico Higher
Education Department.
AES and CES reporting to NIFA outline some useful metrics, but neither
AES nor CES has measured or reported on those metrics. The NIFA

report is useful in illustrating how AES and CES administration divide their
annual Hatch Act and Smith-Lever federal funds among different research
topic areas, which may or may not correlate to AES and CES’s allocation of
state appropriated funds. The report outlines some AES and CES impacts
through mostly output-type metrics:
28
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Number of peer-reviewed publications,
Number of extension publications,
Number of trained professionals,
Number of students trained,
Numbers of adult and youth direct and indirect contacts,
Number of patents submitted,
Number of improved animal varieties,
Number of research publications.

The USDA report also contains three more outcome type metrics that speak to
the adoption of programs:
 Number of methods, technologies, and animal varieties adopted by
public and private sectors;
 Percent of food processors using NMSU for their food product
development;
 Percent of diabetics adopting NMSU recommendations regarding
nutrition.
These outcome measures could be particularly telling of research and
extension impact and utility. Unfortunately, NMSU has chosen not to report
data for any of the metrics in their annual reports. Interestingly enough, there
are some measurable goals in the NIFA plans of work, although success
toward meeting these goals is not explicitly measured or reported in the annual
NIFA reports. Examples of the measurable goals:
 [Number of] profitable […] cattle, dairy and sheep enterprises,
 Increased […] economic and community development,
 Reduced incidences of food-borne diseases in New Mexico,
 Reduction of diabetes in New Mexico.
CES and AES also fail to provide meaningful measures in their budget request
to the Higher Education Department (HED), the other avenue in which NMSU
reports on the impact of the AES and CES. A 2008 LFC evaluation, Review of
Selected Research and Public Service Projects, found, “Section 6-3A-1 to 63A-8 NMSA 1978 states that performance measures should be developed for
evaluating performance and assessing progress in achieving goals and
objectives, and those measures should be integrated into the planning and
budgeting process and maintained on an ongoing basis. Also, it dictates
accountability for the services and products delivered in accordance with
clearly defined missions, goals and objectives. The lack of performance
measures, quality indicators, and targets make it difficult to assess whether the
RPSP [research and public service project] is effective and whether the
program costs outweigh the benefits.”

Figure 9. Slide from a 2007
presentation by H. Michael Harrington,
Executive Director of the Western
Association of Agricultural Experiment
Station Directors.

While goals in AES’s and CES’s FY19 AES’s non-instruction and general
funding request have numerical metrics and targets, they are still largely
output-type measures. Further, these outputs do not clearly communicate a
return on investment or the measure for progress toward fulfilling the CES and
AES missions.
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Table 2. NMSU's Agricultural Experiment Station Goals and
Performance
Goals
The total FTE of faculty employed by AES
The total FTE of staff employed by AES
Number of graduate students supported by AES funds
Number of master's and doctoral students graduating from
AES-funded programs
Number of undergraduate students employed by AES funds
Number of publications produced
Number of animal and/or plant varieties released
Number of commodity and advisory board meetings held
during the year
Number of agricultural science center field days held during
the year
Total dollars of grants and contracts leveraged with state
funds
Number of individual sponsored research projects
Total dollars of grants and contracts proposals submitted by
AES faculty and researchers during the year

FY19
(target)
150
200
155

FY18
(actual)
146
206
149

84
300
110
4

96
261
103
2

10

14

10

8

$15,000,000
120

$14,428,000
125

$50,000,000

$55,412,000
Source: NMSU

Table 3. NMSU's Cooperative Extension Service Goals and
Performance
Goals
Disseminate research-based information and
community development activities to the
citizens of NM (number of contacts)
Provide development opportunities and
preparation for NM youth (number of 4-H youth
contacts)
Educate and inform clientele through
publications and media distributions (number of
“mass media” events)
Submit funding proposals to secure additional
dollars
Secure other funding by leveraging state
dollars
Maintain a diverse faculty and staff to address
educational needs of NM citizens (number of
FTE)

FY19
(target)

FY18
(target)

FY17
(actual)

5000,000

500,000

525,292

60,000

60,000

185,308

300

300

1,438

$11,000,000

$10,500,000

$36,990,000

$12,500,000

$12,500,000

$12,617,000

300

300

258
Source: NMSU

CES and AES administration recognize the need to improve impact
evaluation and better demonstrate outcomes. The focus of CES’ January

2018 in-service workshops was impact evaluation and needs assessment. The
in-service agenda included sessions on evaluating and documenting impacts
by subject area.
Additionally, in a 2017 SWOT analysis, CES identified as a priority hiring a
program accountability and evaluation specialist who would be charged with
developing program evaluation tools, and provide training on needs
assessment and impact evaluation. Likewise, AES’s 2017 SWOT analysis
identified improved impact reporting as a system-wide priority and AES
administration is planning a faculty training on impact reporting in spring
2018.
Tennessee’s extension service provides a good example of meaningful impact
evaluation, which requires agents to consider multiple types of target outcomes
– learning, action, and conditions – that build on each other, when developing
new programming. CES used Tennessee as an example in some of its in30
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service training materials, including examples of needs assessments and
impact statements from that state’s extension service.
Table 4. Example of Tennessee CES Planned Outcomes for
Extension Program Development
Issue

Parenting
education

Learning
 Parents increase
knowledge of child
development.
 Parents learn new
ways to discipline.
 Parents become aware
of community
resources that will help
them.

Action



Parents practice
improved parenting
skills.
Parents use the local
Parenting Resource
Center, and use of other
services also increases.

Conditions

Reduced rates of
child abuse and
neglect.

Source: Tennessee State University Extension Program Planning, Evaluation and Accountability handbook

A few simple modifications to CES’s and AES’s non-instruction and
general funding request could better convey impact of state funding.

Enhanced or new metrics could include
Economic impacts: AES faculty conducting applied research should be
required to conduct and report simple benefit-to-cost ratios to justify their
research projects. Two ACES professors, in the AES research report
Estimating Economic Value of Applied Research Projects, demonstrated a way
to set up a simple Excel calculator to determine standard benefit-to-cost ratios.
If collected on aggregate, NMSU could use these benefit-to-cost ratios as a
meaningful metric of impact that, if reported along with the balance of applied
to basic research conducted in ACES, would provide a better picture of the
outcomes of annual state AES appropriations.
Academic scholarship: The number of peer-reviewed articles are not reported
to the state Legislature but likely should be. In the FY19 non-instruction and
general funding request, AES administrators noted that “peer-reviewed
publications are not a great measure of state AES funding because much of the
research is presented to constituents as hands-on demonstrations.” However,
developing peer-reviewed articles and nonacademic papers or demonstrations
should not be mutually exclusive – faculty should be able to easily translate
their research for the potential beneficiaries of that research. Further,
producing peer-reviewed publications is important to ensure the rigor and
quality of research occurring at the college. As such, NMSU should be
reporting on the number of peer-reviewed publications produced by AES
faculty, not just with federal AES funds, but as a result of all AES funding.
Grants awarded and trends in grant sourcing: In their annual noninstruction and general funding requests, both CES and AES report on the total
amount of grants and contracts proposals submitted ($55.4 million for AES
and $37 million for CES in FY17.) A more appropriate, outcome-based goal
would relate to both the source and amount of grant and contract funding
awarded. For AES, that was $12.4 million in FY17, $1.3 million of which was
from nongovernment sources; for CES, it was $8.4 million, of which $595
thousand was from nongovernment sources. Further, as NMSU lags behind
many of its peer land-grant universities in securing funding from
nongovernment sources for agricultural research, it would be prudent for
NMSU to also track and report on trends in nongovernment research funding
for AES.
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Recommendations
College of Agricultural, Consumer, and Environmental Sciences
administrators should
 Develop a new strategic plan that sets goals, and measurable
objectives, and assigns responsibility for those goals to better define
the purpose and expectations to AES and CES administration, faculty
and staff.
 Provide new, outcome-based metrics in their annual non-instruction
and general funding request. AES and CES should also justify how
those metrics tie back to achieving the goals of AES, CES, and ACES.
Cooperative Extension Service administrators should
 Conduct smaller, pilot programs to assess impact and identify the
effects of changes to programs.
 Use extension specialists in program evaluation efforts.

32
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Expenditures are often inconsistent with
objective goals, metrics, and benchmarks
CES and AES have flexibility to prioritize research and
programming expenditures.
Despite this flexibility, expenditures at CES and AES are often based on
historic levels and are not necessarily consistent with the research and
extension needs of New Mexico communities. As a result, funding is now
allocated among counties unevenly, agricultural science centers are facing
millions of dollars of deferred maintenance, and pay for some CES and AES
employees remains below national or regional averages.

Table 5. State Expenditures on
County Extension Offices per
Capita

County
Harding

Population

State
allocation
per capita

695

$49

De Baca

2,022

$16

Catron

3,725

$11

CES distribution of revenue among counties is inconsistent with
community population levels.

Union

4,549

$9

Quay

9,041

$9

While state appropriations account for 32 percent of overall CES revenue, this
percentage varies in how it is distributed across counties. For example, over
40 percent of total appropriations in Roosevelt, Taos, and San Juan counties
are state funds, but state funds make up less than a quarter of total funds in
Socorro, Colfax, and Los Alamos counties. Similarly, the amount allocated by
the state on a per-capita basis varies widely and is roughly correlated with
population, with the state spending more per capita in small population
counties. At the high end is Harding County, with just 695 people, where the
state allocates $49 per inhabitant. This compares with Bernalillo and San
Miguel counties, which each receive 24 cents per capita. See Table 5 for per
capita appropriations to counties, and Appendix D for a full list of federal,
state, and county appropriations by county.

Guadalupe

4,687

$8

Mora

4,881

$7

Hidalgo

4,894

$7

Roosevelt

19,846

$5

Torrance

16,383

$3

Colfax

13,750

$3

Sandoval

29,393

$3

Sierra

11,988

$3

Rio Arriba

40,246

$2

Lincoln

20,497

$2

Luna

25,095

$2

Los Alamos

17,950

$2

Curry

48,376

$2

Grant

29,514

$2

Eddy

53,829

$2

Taos

32,937

$2

Chaves

65,645

$2

Cibola

27,213

$2

Socorro

17,866

$2

Lea

64,727

$2

Otero

63,799

$1

Valencia

76,569

$1

San Juan

131,561

$1

Santa Fe

144,170

$1

McKinley

71,492

$1

Dona Ana

209,233

$1

San Miguel

130,044

$0.24

Bernalillo

662,564

$0.24

The 12 agricultural science centers are seldom used by faculty,
are not adequately funded, and are largely ignored in facilities
planning.
Like almost all land-grant universities, NMSU maintains several farm- and
ranch-type operations where faculty of the College of Agricultural, Consumer,
and Environmental Sciences might conduct applied research. Despite annual
operating expenditures, and faculty and staff salaries of approximately $8.4
million, these science centers are not evenly, nor heavily used by ACES
faculty. There are over 140 faculty members in ACES, yet even the two ASCs
located in Doña Ana County (Leyendecker and Fabian Garcia) were only used
by 21 individual faculty members over the decade spanning FY08 to FY17 –
an average of two per year. Over half the other ASCs have utilization of less
than 10 faculty members over the same decade, including those faculty in
residence at an ASC.

AVERAGE

$5.0
Source: NMSU
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Chart 12. Faculty Researchers Utilizing ASCs, FY08 - FY17

12
21

21
16

8

4

2
6

7
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Faculty in residence

3

3

3
2

4

Faculty not in residence

Source: AES

Based on the number of farms and value of agricultural output, New
Mexico has more agricultural science centers than most of its peers.

NMSU is in the midst of evaluating its ASCs to determine if the university has
an appropriate number of centers, as well as review operations and funding of
those centers. See Appendix G for more information on this review.
Regarding the number of ASCs NMSU has, one member of the NMSU
evaluation team noted that: “The size of the states in the Western U.S. provides
a challenge in conducting relevant research for stakeholders. The distance
between facilities can be great, and the environmental and geographical
differences across the state can be quite variable. This creates a need in these
large states for more ASCs.” However, when compared with peer land-grant
universities, including several in the West, NMSU has a relatively high
number of agricultural science centers in relation to both the number of farms

Chart 13. Number of In-State Farms per
ASC

Chart 14. Value of State Agricultual
Output per ASC

(2012)

(2016, in millions)
$958
4,458
4,001

2,882 2,934

$622

3,096

2,380
2,060

$361

$382

$431

$268
1,060
$111

Source: USDA, university websites
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and ranches in the state as well as the economic value of New Mexico’s
agricultural output.
Rather than continuing to support all 12 off-campus ASCs, AES
administration may want to encourage faculty to instead lease private land and
animals for experiments. The type of research experiments that can occur on
private land is limited and determining legal liability can be challenging. Still,
these hurdles are not insurmountable; AES administrators and ACES
department heads reported some faculty already are conducting research on
private land and animals.
NMSU has one agricultural science center in Mora for forestry research,
yet NMSU does not have an academic forestry department, nor any maincampus faculty dedicated to forestry research. The John T. Harrington

Forestry Research Center in Mora has a mission “to conduct research and
outreach throughout New Mexico and beyond in the areas of forest biology,
native plant production, and reforestation biology.” NMSU receives annual
federal capacity funds from USDA to conduct forestry research under the
McIntire-Stennis Act of 1962. In FY17, NMSU received $269,851 federal
McIntire-Stennis funds with a required, one-to-one state match. The purpose
of the McIntire-Stennis funds is to assist states in carrying out a program of
forestry research at state forestry schools and colleges and in developing a
trained pool of forest scientists capable of conducting needed forestry research.
USDA, which administers McIntire-Stennis funds, requires that McIntireStennis funds be used for mandated forestry research areas.
The Mora center is one of NMSU’s least utilized agricultural science centers,
with only three NMSU faculty conducting research at the center since FY08.
This low number is likely because NMSU does not have an academic forestry
department, nor do they have any Las Cruces-based faculty who have a
specific forestry research focus. Nevertheless, the center has an FY17
operating budget of $72 thousand and staffing the center costs the Agricultural
Experiment Station $274 thousand annually. This amount, however, is well
short of the $539,702 NMSU should dedicate to forestry research with its
McIntire-Stennis funds and required state match.
New Mexico Highlands University is the only institution of higher education
in New Mexico with an academic forestry program. In 2017, NMSU
developed a memorandum of understanding with Highlands to transfer $5,000
from NMSU to Highlands for the development of a forestry laboratory at the
Mora center. AES administrators reported to LFC staff that NMSU is planning
to more formally partner with Highlands in the future to create a collaborative
partnership using McIntire-Stennis funds that will be mutually beneficial to
both institutions.
Low pay hinders the ability of NMSU to attract and retain farm and ranch
laborers at its agricultural science centers. Each off-campus agricultural

science center operates as a working farm or ranch and, as such, requires
significant labor for daily operations. However, in meetings with LFC staff,
ASC superintendents noted that low pay and limited advancement
opportunities have made it difficult for them to attract and retain farm and
ranch laborers. Corroborating the superintendents’ observations, NMSU’s
personnel salary records indicate that seven out of the 35 laborer positions at
the ASC’s either were or became vacant during FY17.

Cooperative Extension Service and Agricultural Experiment Station | Report # 18-02 | March 23, 2018

35

Table 6. Average Annual Salary for Laborers at NMSU's
Agricultural Science Centers, FY17

Position Title
Groundskeeper, Senior
Laborer
Laborer, Senior
Manager, Farm/Ranch
Supervisor, Farm/Ranch

Average
Annual Salary
$24,497
$17,868
$19,212
$50,987
$38,058

Hourly
Wage*
$11.74
$8.56
$9.21
$24.43
$18.24

Percent of 2017
Federal Poverty Line**
203%
148%
159%
423%
316%

* Calculated as annual salary / 2,087 hours
** 2017 FPL for a household of 1 person is $12,060

Source: NMSU

Further, the May 2016 U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics data for the state of
New Mexico indicates NMSU is paying below-average wages for its nonmanager and non-supervisory laborer positions.
Table 7. New Mexico Wage Estimates for Select Occupations, May
2016
Occupation
Landscaping and Groundskeeping Worker
Farmworkers and Laborers: Crop, Nursery, and Greenhouse
Farmworkers and Laborers: Farm, Ranch and Aquaculture Animals
Agricultural Equipment Operator

Mean Hourly Wage
$12.16
$10.41
$12.95
$12.03

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

NMSU’s 12 ASCs had combined restricted and unrestricted expenditures in
FY17 of $8.4 million. Salaries for laborers at the agricultural science centers
accounted for $973 thousand of that $8.4 million. To bring the salaries of
laborers to a minimum of $12 per hour would cost AES slightly less than $125
thousand annually – money that NMSU could pull from the more than $2
million it has carried in it its fund balance annually since FY15.
NMSU has inadequately funded ASCs, resulting in at least $20 million in
deferred maintenance costs. NMSU’s draft 2017-2027 facilities master plan

Table 8. FY17 Operating
Budget of NMSU's
Agricultural Science Centers
ASC
Clovis
Farmington
Artesia
Los Lunas
Alcalde
Tucumcari
Mora
Clayton
Leyendecker
Fabian Garcia
Corona
Chihuahuan
Desert
Rangeland
Research
Center
(CDRRC)

Operating
Budget
$308,501
$109,448
$94,640
$88,148
$85,745
$84,550
$71,798
$70,844
$28,665
$14,333
$9,555

Not
Reported

Acres
156
254
151
202
65
464
137
120
203
41
27,886

60,800

Source: October 12, 2017 ASC advisory
team meeting
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notes that “funding and deferred maintenance at remote sites continue to be
problematic and challenging.” In 2012, NMSU’s facilities department
calculated the maintenance needs at six of the ASCs (Alcalde, Artesia,
Clayton, Clovis, Mora and Tucumcari) at over $20 million. In October 2017,
superintendents of all ASCs estimated major repair needs totaled $2 million.
NMSU’s draft master plan does not delineate specific plans to address any of
these ASC maintenance concerns beyond one sentence: “Several assessments
were completed on remote sites, and these will be used to foster efforts to
maximize the use of funds.” Low operating budgets and inadequate allocations
of building renewal and replacement (BR&R) funds are the likely culprits of
rising deferred maintenance costs. Annual BR&R funds for the entire AES
system over the past 10 years have been less than $155 thousand and the
operating budget for most agricultural science centers, even those that span
hundreds or thousands of acres and house expensive agricultural and scientific
equipment, are less than $100 thousand annually.
In addition to annual state appropriations, eight of the 12 agricultural
science centers received special legislative appropriations for capital
costs, totaling $5.8 million between 2007 and 2017. Each agricultural

science center has its own volunteer advisory boards, and all superintendents
interviewed by LFC staff noted their advisory board members advocate for
state funding for their respective ASC apart from NMSU governmental
relations staff. While the support these advisory board members demonstrate
for their local centers is admirable, the result of their advocacy has been
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uneven funding of ASCs outside of any long-term strategy for agricultural
research at NMSU. See Appendix H for a complete listing of capital
appropriations for NMSU's Agricultural Science Centers from 2007 to 2017.
Some of the proposed on-campus construction recommended in the
2015 master plan is duplicative of facilities NMSU already has at offcampus agricultural science centers. For example, before publishing the

2015 master plan, Parkhill Smith & Cooper held a two-day meeting to discuss
the proposed plan and published the minutes of that meeting as an appendix to
the 2015 plan. One comment made by Greg Walke, NMSU’s architect, was
particularly pertinent: “Someone is sure to ask why we have a feed mill in
Clayton [agricultural science center] and another one here [on campus] …I
don’t know the answer to that, but we should be ready with one.”xii
Nevertheless, during the summer 2017 higher education capital hearings,
NMSU proposed construction of a new, on-campus feed milling and
processing facility as part of its total, $25 million agricultural building capital
outlay request. In its revised 2017 master plan, NMSU noted that $3.1 million
of that $25 million was dedicated to the new feed mill. This amount is 41
percent more than the $2.2 million NMSU previously estimated in its FY18
justification for the $25 million general obligation bond request.

Figure 10. A Feed Truck Sits Near
the Feed Mill at Clayton ASC

Figure 11. Proposed Feed Mill Presented at NMSU’s 2017 Capital Hearing

CES staffing imbalances may limit effectiveness.
LFC staff found several examples where CES and AES could rethink the
staffing patterns and, in some cases, employee pay bands to increase the
efficiency and effectiveness of the organizations, and to encourage retention
of high-performing employees.
CES has a high number of administrative staff relative to overall program
staff. LFC staff analysis of CES salary data indicates the ratio of program staff

to administrative staff is 4.2 to 1. A 2015 staffing study by the business
analytics firm Deloitte found an even lower ratio of 3.5 to 1, although that
analysis appears to have counted staff positions, rather than FTE. The
university average was 11.3 to 1.
Within county extension offices, the overall staff-to-administrative staff ratio
is 3.3 to 1. All counties have at least one administrative FTE, and all have
lower ratios than the university average. While administrative staff play an
important role in local offices, often providing in-person support to clients
while agents are in the field, some administrative functions – such as payroll
and human resources – may be able to be better consolidated at a regional or
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statewide level. For example, the University of Wisconsin recently
reorganized its extension service, retaining an extension office in every county,
while establishing multi-county areas to consolidate administration.
Chart 15. Ratio of All Staff to Admin Staff by CES Office
(Number of Total Staff per One Admin Staff FTE)
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The balance of extension agents by program area may not align with
program participation. CES data showing the number of personal contacts

made by staff members in different program areas indicate that, in FY17, 37
percent of contacts were for family and consumer sciences programming, and
another 37 percent were for 4-H and youth development programming.
Agriculture-related programming accounted for 17 percent of contacts.
Personal contacts are those where staff members interacted with people in
person, by email, or over the phone.
Chart 16. Annual Contacts per Program Area, FY17
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Given the lower numbers of 4-H and family and consumer science agents
relative to agriculture agents and the higher number of contacts in these areas,
the number of contacts made by the different types of agents varied
significantly. These figures suggest CES may need to reconsider appropriate
agent balance. All counties but one – San Miguel – have an agriculture agent,
including agents who work across two program areas, but several counties do
not have 4-H or family and consumer science agents.
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Chart 17. CES Contacts by Program Area, FY15-FY17
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Note: ICAN contact data was not captured in CES' contact reporting system prior to FY16, so FCS contacts
for FY15 likely appear lower than they were

Contact reporting is a weak metric to gauge participation. It does not offer
meaningful information about the nature or results of a contact, and has the
potential to “over count” in some areas. For example, a 4-H visit to a classroom
will appear as multiple contacts (one for each child in the room), while a farm
visit will only appear as one. Also, contacts made by agriculture agents may
be more time-intensive in some cases, for example, visiting far-flung farms
and ranches.
The family and consumer sciences and 4-H program areas do not have
the same level of specialist support as agriculture programming. The

number of CES specialists varies across the three program areas – 4-H, family
and consumer science, and agriculture. There were 23 agriculture specialists
as of the beginning of FY17, seven family and consumer sciences specialists,
and four 4-H specialists. This was one agriculture specialist for every 1.7
agriculture agents, but just one family and consumer sciences specialist per 4.1
agents, and one 4-H specialist per 5.8 agents.
Chart 18. Ratio of CES Agents to Specialists
23

25
20
15
10

7

5.8

4.1

4

5

1.7

0
4-H

Family & Consumer Sciences
# of agents per specialist

Agriculture

# of specialists
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Note: There are 3 joint ag/4-H agents and 2 joint FCS/4-H agents; these agents were counted in both categories
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As a result, county agents in 4-H and family and consumer sciences may not
receive the same levels of support from NMSU faculty as agriculture agents.
While county agents who spoke to LFC staff generally spoke favorably of the
support they received from specialists, some family and consumer sciences
agents indicated they could benefit from more specialist capacity in their
program area. However, the larger number of agriculture specialists partly
reflects the breadth of that field. For example, a range management specialist
and a plant pathologist have very different areas of expertise and are called on
to respond to very different needs, while 4-H and youth development
specialists likely address more similar issues and needs.
Figure 12. Examples of Staffing
Models at Other Land-grant University
Extension Services
South Dakota: Hybrid regional and county-level
staffing
Staffing for the state’s extension service has
largely shifted from the county level to a regional
hub model. In FY2000, South Dakota had 110
county FTE and 51 statewide FTE. By FY17, this
balance had reversed, with just 31 county FTE and
122 statewide FTE. 4-H agents have remained at
the county level, with the 4-H program becoming
the primary mechanism for local extension
outreach. Other program area staff are now
concentrated at regional hubs.
West Virginia: Needs-based staffing allocation
The state CES allocates county agents in two
ways. It begins by assigning one, two, or three
agents to each county, based on the county’s
population and average property values (meant to
represent a county’s ability to contribute resources
for salaries, work space, etc). Extension
administration then identifies an optimal agent
profile based on county needs, which are
determined by relevant indicators. For example,
need for 4-H programs was determined by
counties’ rankings on the size of youth populations,
poverty levels, juvenile delinquency, college-going
rates, and other indicators. In this example, any
available 4-H agents would be assigned to
counties with the greatest needs, as determined by
these indicators.
Minnesota: Focus on regional specialists
Minnesota reorganized its CES structure from 589
field staff in 87 county offices to 130 specialized
extension educators in 18 regional offices, with a
director for each office. CES guarantees each
county a basic level of extension programming, but
counties are no longer guaranteed dedicated
county extension educators. Instead, counties are
now given the option to “purchase” local program
coordinators for programs of their choice such as
4-H or certain agricultural specialties. Counties are
also encouraged to collaboratively fund positions,
as appropriate. This reorganization moved the
state’s CES from a service comprised mainly of
generalist educators to a system of specialists,
selected for each region based on needs. The
relationship between on-campus faculty and field
educators has also changed – campus faculty now
supervise field educators in their same discipline
(e.g., dairy management or food safety).
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Shifts in extension staffing models in other states prioritize
greater specialization and regionalization. In recent years,

extension services at other land-grant universities have changed
their staffing models to better address state and local needs,
and/or to adapt to reductions in funding levels (see Figure 12 for
examples). Some states have moved to a regional staffing model,
with specialist expertise concentrated in regional hubs. NMSU’s
extension service already houses some specialists at a regional
level. For example, extension’s Rural Agricultural Improvement
and Public Affairs Project (RAIPAP), which serves Northern
New Mexico, is located at the Alcalde ASC, dairy extension
specialists are housed in the Clovis ASC, and several horticulture
and plant sciences specialists work out of the Los Lunas ASC.
Expansion of this model in New Mexico has potential to be more
cost-effective and better leverage specialist knowledge across the
state.
However, in a large, sparsely populated state like New Mexico,
regionalization of nonspecialist county agents could mean
significantly less community access to extension agents and other
staff, especially in rural areas. Regionalization may also reduce
the incentive for counties to contribute funds. South Dakota has
adopted a hybrid model, keeping 4-H agents at the county level.
A more nuanced approach to staffing is to base agent allocation
on counties’ relative needs for certain types of programming, as
West Virginia has done. Some systems have also begun to require
counties to contribute more to local staffing. West Virginia bases
agent allocation partially on a county’s ability to contribute
resources, in addition to county needs, and Minnesota counties
must now “purchase” local extension staff positions for programs
of their choice. These approaches have the benefit of ensuring
that scarce resources are allocated efficiently, but may also
disadvantage poorer counties, which cannot afford to contribute
as much despite greater needs.
NMSU should consider how extension staffing can best meet
local needs and use resources efficiently. While moving to an
exclusively regional model may not be the most effective
approach for New Mexico, given the size of counties, some roles
and functions may be better housed at a regional level. Further,
by potentially downsizing and regionalizing agents and staff,
CES administrators may be able to raise the pay of county agents,
many of whom are being paid considerably less than their peers
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nationwide. See Appendix I for a more detailed analysis of extension agent
pay. Incorporating data-driven needs assessments could help extension
administration in determining optimal county staffing levels and mix.
Extension should consider how to best use digital tools to extend its
reach and effectiveness. NMSU’s extension service should also take into

account how digital tools can better facilitate its mission. Several extension
offices indicated to LFC that their Internet connections were often not good
enough to reliably use these tools. They also indicated that many community
members are not accustomed to online learning, preferring in-person
interactions with agents. However, for areas with acceptable Internet access
and audiences with necessary computer literacy skills, distance learning and
other web-based resources can extend extension’s reach at a minimal cost. For
example, the national eXtension resource provides a range of online tools for
extension professionals. NMSU is a “premium member” of eXtension,
meaning it pays an annual fee to be able to access an “online campus” that
offers 425 online courses across all extension focus areas. Extension
professionals can use the online campus to deliver classes and webinars to
local populations, as well as access professional development coursework.
In a SWOT analysis CES conducted in 2017, increasing the use of distance
delivery for extension programs was identified as a priority area. CES
indicated greater use of distance learning tools could result in operational
savings and reach more clientele, which could lead to increased revenue.
Specifically, extension identified Master Gardeners and NM Edge as revenuegenerating programs whose reach could be extended through distance
learning.

Recommendations
Agricultural Experiment Station administrators should
 Consider raising pay rates for ACS laborers to attract and retain
quality staff at living-wages.
 Consider eliminating up to one-third of ASCs to bring the
university closer to the median of its peer institutions.
 Where possible, locate more extension specialists and faculty and
graduate students at the remaining ASCs.
 Where appropriate, consider leasing land from farmers and
ranchers for faculty research.
 Prohibit ASCs keeping separate sales accounts to subsidize their
operating budgets.
Cooperative Extension Service administrators should
 Consider centralizing administrative functions, where feasible, at
a regional or statewide level to bring administrative ratios closer
to university average.
 Conduct a feasibility study on increasing use of web-based
learning and other tools to extend the reach of extension
programming.
 Consider removing the requirement for agents to have a master’s
degree, where appropriate.
 Consider more equitable ways of allocating resources to counties,
such as needs-based assessment of population, poverty rates,
availability of other services, etc.
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Explore the appropriateness and feasibility of shifting some
extension programming to a regional level.
Consider rebalancing specialist levels over time to better align
with needs of state population and county extension activities.

New Mexico State University should
 Incorporate the capital needs of agricultural science centers into
university master facilities planning and, where necessary, include
improvements for centers in capital outlay requests.
 Review regional models from other states and consider whether
adopting this type of model would enable extension to provide
programming and services efficiently.
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Agency Response

44

Agency Response

Cooperative Extension Service and Agricultural Experiment Station | Report # 18-02 | March 23, 2018

Cooperative Extension Service and Agricultural Experiment Station | Report # 18-02 | March 23, 2018

45

46

Cooperative Extension Service and Agricultural Experiment Station | Report # 18-02 | March 23, 2018

Cooperative Extension Service and Agricultural Experiment Station | Report # 18-02 | March 23, 2018

47

48

Cooperative Extension Service and Agricultural Experiment Station | Report # 18-02 | March 23, 2018

Cooperative Extension Service and Agricultural Experiment Station | Report # 18-02 | March 23, 2018

49

50

Cooperative Extension Service and Agricultural Experiment Station | Report # 18-02 | March 23, 2018

Cooperative Extension Service and Agricultural Experiment Station | Report # 18-02 | March 23, 2018

51

52

Cooperative Extension Service and Agricultural Experiment Station | Report # 18-02 | March 23, 2018

Cooperative Extension Service and Agricultural Experiment Station | Report # 18-02 | March 23, 2018

53

54

Cooperative Extension Service and Agricultural Experiment Station | Report # 18-02 | March 23, 2018

Cooperative Extension Service and Agricultural Experiment Station | Report # 18-02 | March 23, 2018

55

56

Cooperative Extension Service and Agricultural Experiment Station | Report # 18-02 | March 23, 2018

Cooperative Extension Service and Agricultural Experiment Station | Report # 18-02 | March 23, 2018

57

58

Cooperative Extension Service and Agricultural Experiment Station | Report # 18-02 | March 23, 2018

Appendices

Appendices

Appendix A: Evaluation scope and methodology
Evaluation Objectives.
 Review the organizational structure and spending patterns of New Mexico State University’s
(NMSU’s) Cooperative Extension Service (CES) and Agricultural Experiment Station (AES.)
 Assess how well CES’ and AES’ mission, including program offerings, and target beneficiaries, aligns
with current and future state needs.
 Assess the impact and cost-effectiveness of CES programming and AES research.
Scope and Methodology.
 Interviewed NMSU, ACES, CES and AES administration.
 Visited and interviewed staff at five county and one tribal cooperative extension office.
 Visited and interviewed faculty at five agricultural science centers.
 Visited and interviewed AES and CES stakeholders, including county managers, community leaders,
agricultural non-profit and commodity group leaders, and other national experts.
 Reviewed state and federal laws, regulations, and policies.
 Reviewed existing research on changing mission and structure of AES and CES.
 Reviewed best practices in CES and AES funding and structure from peer land-grant universities.
 Reviewed and analyzed fiscal data from NMSU and other national entities.
Evaluation Team.
Micaela Fischer, Program Evaluator
Alison Nichols, Program Evaluator
Authority for Evaluation. LFC is authorized under the provisions of Section 2-5-3 NMSA 1978 to examine laws
governing the finances and operations of departments, agencies, and institutions of New Mexico and all of its
political subdivisions; the effects of laws on the proper functioning of these governmental units; and the policies
and costs. LFC is also authorized to make recommendations for change to the Legislature. In furtherance of its
statutory responsibility, LFC may conduct inquiries into specific transactions affecting the operating policies and
cost of governmental units and their compliance with state laws.
Exit Conferences. The contents of this report were discussed with the Dean of NMSU’s College of Agricultural,
Consumer, and Environmental Sciences, the Director of CES and the Interim Director of AES on March 13, 2018.
Report Distribution. This report is intended for the information of the Office of the Governor, the Higher
Education Department, the administration of New Mexico State University and its College of Agricultural,
Consumer, and Environmental Sciences, the Office of the State Auditor, and the Legislative Finance Committee.
This restriction is not intended to limit distribution of this report, which is a matter of public record.

Charles Sallee
Deputy Director for Program Evaluation
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Appendix B. AES and CES revenues, FY08 to FY17

Major AES Revenue Sources, FY08 to FY17
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Appendix C. NMSU expenditures of state, local and institutional
funds per farm and value of agricultural production
University
Oklahoma State
University
Montana State
University
Utah State
University
New Mexico
State University
University of
Wyoming
Auburn University
Mississippi State
University
North Dakota
State University

State, Local and Institutional
Research Funding per Farm or Ranch

2016 Value of Agricultural Output / State, Local
and Institutional Research Funding

$460

$198

$591

$263

$800

$130

$867

$150

$883

$166

$957

$138

$1,480

$103

$2,072

$149

Source: NSF, USDA
Notes: State, local and institutional funding figures pulled in December 2017 from the National Science Foundation's National Center for Science and
Engineering Statistics, Academic Institution Profiles. https://ncsesdata.nsf.gov/profiles/site?method=reportsall&fice=8773. The 2016 value of agricultural output
pulled in December 2017 from USDA’s Economic Research Service’s 2016 State fact Sheets https://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/state-fact-sheets/. The
number of farms and ranches are as reported in USDA’s 2012 Census of Agriculture.
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Appendix D. Federal, state, and county appropriations by county
extension office
Federal, State, and County Appropriations by County Extension Office (FY17)
County

FY17 Federal Allocation

FY17 State Allocation

FY17 County Appropriation

FY17 TOTAL
(Federal + State + County)

Bernalillo

$169,986

$161,291

$299,926

$631,203

Santa Fe

$106,566

$127,189

$143,122

$376,877

Dona Ana

$113,012

$120,506

$130,000

$363,518

San Juan

$84,707

$141,964

$127,836

$354,507

Chaves

$93,846

$120,128

$116,752

$330,726

Rio Arriba

$105,912

$99,387

$113,732

$319,031

Curry
Sandoval

$108,123
$85,404

$95,220
$88,372

$112,460
$127,959

$315,803
$301,735

Eddy
Lea

$79,760
$83,089

$99,064
$101,979

$106,400
$95,000

$285,224
$280,068

Valencia

$97,770

$90,540

$90,161

$278,471

Otero

$72,096

$91,176

$89,093

$252,365

Roosevelt

$65,900

$92,014

$61,089

$219,003

Quay

$37,898

$79,097

$100,400

$217,395

Torrance

$61,083

$54,803

$90,366

$206,252

McKinley

$60,583

$63,022

$75,077

$198,682

Colfax

$50,725

$44,124

$100,585

$195,434

Grant

$58,448

$55,686

$68,000

$182,134

Los Alamos

$38,027

$36,150

$92,202

$166,379

Luna

$56,418

$51,280

$58,263

$165,961

Cibola

$56,262

$48,435

$55,905

$160,602

Taos

$32,696

$60,375

$52,060

$145,131

Lincoln

$21,486

$47,223

$72,951

$141,660

Union

$17,578

$41,631

$75,000

$134,209

Guadalupe

$40,638

$37,062

$50,128

$127,828

Socorro

$36,221

$30,808

$58,500

$125,529

Catron

$16,664

$40,355

$67,000

$124,019

Sierra

$34,491

$31,483

$56,652

$122,626

Harding

$39,184

$34,020

$37,249

$110,453

Mora

$35,889

$32,301

$38,393

$106,583

Hidalgo

$34,476

$32,072

$38,803

$105,351

DeBaca

$34,341

$31,349

$37,400

$103,090

San Miguel

$34,721

$31,689

$35,056

$101,466
Source: NMSU CES
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Appendix E. Fees for 4-H in other states
Some states’ extension services have taken an approach of implementing more fees for programs and services to
offset declining federal and state revenues. 4-H is perhaps the most common area where CES in other states apply
fees, and providing 4-H for free is becoming less common. A 2016 survey by Kansas State University extension
showed that 25 of 38 responding states charge some fee for 4-H, ranging from $3 to $50 annually.xiii Kansas'
extension service used this survey to inform their move to a $15 annual 4-H fee in 2017. Other examples of 4-H
fees: Florida and Oklahoma 4-H charge a $20 annual membership fee per youth ($60 per family maximum.)
Missouri also charges $20, and Utah charges a base fee of $10 per youth with additional fees for livestock or horse
projects. With approximately 34 thousand youth involved in New Mexico 4-H in FY17, CES could collect $510
thousand per year by charging a modest $15 annual fee per participant. A year membership to the Boy Scouts Great
Southwest Council is $24, and membership for the Girl Scouts of New Mexico Trails is $15 annually. Extension
county programs currently do not collect fees for their 4-H programming; however, Doña Ana County plans to
charge a $5 annual participation fee.
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Appendix F. NMSU’s College of Agricultural, Consumer, and
Environmental Sciences’ Strategic Plan as of 4/10/2015
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Appendix G: NMSU’s ongoing internal review of agricultural
science centers
In May 2017, ACES Dean Flores began an internal review of the college’s 12 agricultural science centers.

Dean Flores formed a 17-person advisory team and tasked them with conducting “a comprehensive review of the
Agricultural Experiment Station (AES) and the Agricultural Science Centers (ASCs), including funding, staffing,
facilities, research activities, and community/industry partnerships.” At the October meeting of the ASC advisory
team, the team decided to break into subcommittees to each review a small group of ASCs concerning the following:
1. Mission - What is the mission of the ASCs and how well are they connected to the mission of ACES and
NMSU. How successful is each center in fulfilling their mission? Are their research and outreach goals and
objects appropriately aligned with stakeholder needs?
2. Resources - Are the resources (faculty, staff, operations, facilities, equipment, supplies, land, etc.) of each
center sufficient for the center to successfully fulfill their goals and objectives? What are additional
resources needed for each center, including consideration of infrastructure needs and improvements?
3. ASC Advisory Committees - How have the Advisory Boards developed over time? Who are the members?
How does the advisory board function at each of the centers? Are they effective in providing valued input
into the research activities of the center?
4. Communications - How are each of the ASCs communicating the impact of their research programs to
stakeholders, legislators, the public, potential research partners and funding agencies, and within NMSU?
NMSU ASC Advisory Team
Natalie Goldberg, Interim Associate Dean and AES Director | Co-Chair
Steve Loring, AES Associate Director | Co-Chair/Facilitator
Bruce Davis, Rancher, member of the Advisory Board at Clayton
Roland Sanchez, Medical Doctor from Belen
Dino Cervantes, Chile Processor, Las Cruces
Blake Curtis, Seed Producer, Clovis
Dina Chacón-Reitzel, New Mexico Beef Council
Craig Ogden, New Mexico Farm and Livestock Bureau
Shad Cox, Superintendent Corona
Steve Guldan, Superintendent Alcalde ASC
Jane Pierce, Associate Professor Artesia ASC
Shengrui Yao, Associate Professor Alcalde ASC
Dave Lowry, Farm Manager Leyendecker ASC
Aaron Scott, Farm Manager Clovis ASC
Stephanie Walker, Associate Professor, Plant, and Environmental Science
Clint Loest, Professor, Animal and Range Science
Jerry Sims, Department Head, Entomology, Plant Pathology, and Weed Science
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Appendix H. Capital appropriations for agricultural science
centers, 2007-2017
Capital Appropriations for NMSU's Agricultural Science Centers, 2007-2017
Year
2007
2007
2007
2007
2007
2007
2008
2008
2008
2009
2009
2010
2013
2013
2014
2014
2016
2017

Agricultural Science Center
Clayton
Clayton
Clovis
Clovis*
Corona
Farmington**
Clovis
Corona
Tucumcari
Clayton
Farmington***
Corona
Corona
Corona
Fabian Garcia
Tucumcari
Alcalde
Alcalde

Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
General Fund
Severance Tax Bond
General Fund
Severance Tax Bond
General Fund
Severance Tax Bond
Severance Tax Bond
Severance Tax Bond
Severance Tax Bond
Severance Tax Bond
Severance Tax Bond
Severance Tax Bond

Amount
$10,000
$160,000
$60,000
$50,000
$525,000
$100,000
$74,000
$1,000,000
$25,000
$160,000
$100,000
$289,286
$250,000
$160,000
$70,000
$75,000
$200,000
$63,723

Source: DFA's Capital Projects Monitoring System
* $29,475 was reverted to the general fund
** $84,644 was reverted to the general fund
*** $100,000 was reverted to the general fund
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Appendix I. Extension agent salaries
Extension agent salaries fall below national averages, and the tenure system may not provide sufficient
incentives. Market research conducted by NMSU on average salaries for extension roles indicates that extension

agents in the state earn considerably less than peers nationwide. For example, according to NMSU’s market
research, entry-level agents (instructor level) earn on average $46.6 thousand per year, while the average salary for
entry-level NMSU agents (classified as extension Associate I level) is $38.1 thousand. While NMSU salary data
does not always specify agents’ position levels (some agents are classified under their program area, while others
are listed by level), the average annual salary for all agents is $53.5 thousand. This falls below average salaries for
assistant professor, associate professor, and professor level agent roles in the market data. US Census Bureau data
indicates that the New Mexico average annual salary for an individual with a graduate or professional degree was
$56.6 thousand in 2016. Occasionally, agents receive merit pay based on performance evaluations, when it is made
available from the university. Merit pay has only been distributed one year out of the past ten.
NMSU Extension Agent Salaries, Compared to Market Averages
Agent level
Instructor/Ext I
Asst Prof/Ext II
Assc Prof
Professor
All agents

NMSU CES avg. salary
$38,164
$47,835
Unknown
Unknown
$53,479

Market avg. salary
$46,569
$55,520
$65,996
$76,471
$61,139

Source: NMSU CES, NMSU HR Services
Note: The average salary for NMSU agents is based on an average of all salaries, while the market average for all agents is an average of salaries for each
position level

Agents are required to have Masters’ degrees, and as faculty, are eligible for tenure after five years, except
Instructor-level agents. The degree requirement, coupled with the relatively low salary, may make it more difficult
for CES to find and retain qualified agents. In the past, agents could be hired with a Bachelor’s degree and had five
years to obtain a Master’s degree, but the NMSU provost’s office decided to remove this option, based on a review
of peer institutions. While tenure offers additional job stability and a modest raise, an agent’s job is unlikely to
change significantly, as it might for university-based faculty (e.g., shifting to more research). Recently, the
University of Wisconsin made some organizational changes to its extension service, including removing the
requirement for a Master’s degree for many extension educator positions, to widen the pool of potential candidates,
and target younger candidates.
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