ASC Advisory Team Meeting
Corona Range and Livestock Research Center
October 12, 2017
Minutes
Present:

Steve Loring, Natalie Goldberg, Stephanie Walker, Jerry Sims, Dave Lowry, Jerry Sims,
Shengrui Yao, Bruce Davis, Shad Cox, Steve Guldan, Shanna Ivey (for Clint Loest), Aaron
Scott, Craig Ogden, Jane Pierce,

On phone:

Roland Sanchez, Dina Chacon-Reitzel

Absent:

Clint Loest, Dino Cervantes

1. Welcome and introductions:
 Natalie and Steve thanked everyone for coming and welcomed them to the Corona
Range and Livestock Research Center. They also thanked Shad Cox for the delicious
lunch.
2. Goals for this meeting – The goal for this meeting is to develop a path forward and establish
smaller working groups (subcommittees to look at smaller pieces of the overall question).
 Survey – A survey was previously sent to the committee members asking them two
questions:
o What do you think is the primary goal of the ASC Advisory Committee?
o What other goals/objectives do you think are important for this committee?
The survey was completed to see if there was a consensus from the group as to the
overall goals of the committee. The answers to the survey follow the minutes of this
meeting. The survey served as an excellent discussion point for the beginning of this
committee meeting.
3. Review pending items and information from previous meeting – Steve reviewed the items that
were pending from the previous meeting:
 ASC Appraisals:
o Cost about $5,000 apiece. It was decided that we would not do these outright,
but we can do specific centers as needed. Bottom line, we own six of our ASC
and we do not own the land on the other six. A handout on the ownership of
the facilities was provided to the committee members prior to this meeting.
 Budget information:
o Funding is very different from one ASC to another – one important reason for
this is that local stakeholders have worked through their legislators for
resources specifically for their centers. A breakdown of the overall operations
budget for each of the ASCs was provided as a handout.



o The overall annual budget for building renewal and replacement (B R & R) for
the ASCs is very small. It really only allows for an emergency fund for critical
needs (e.g., when a well goes down). We have worked to develop a small pool
of money that can be used to work on infrastructure at the ASCs, but we
generally have only had enough funding to do minor repairs (place “BandAids”).
ASC Sustainability Information from each center :
o Each of the ASC Superintendents provided a short document that outlines the
needs in order for their ASC to be sustainable. These documents were provided
to the committee members prior to this meeting. These documents should be
helpful to the subcommittees as we begin to complete assessments of each of
the centers.

4. Questions from committee members:
 Have any other AES done this type of a comprehensive review of their AES/ASC’s?
o Wyoming and Idaho may have recently done a comprehensive review of their
ASCs – Steve will follow-up on this. Shanna Ivey noted that Wyoming had used
a survey tool to obtain input from their stakeholders. After some discussion, it
was decided that this type information would be very valuable to the efforts of
this committee. Steve and Shanna will follow-up to see if they can get
information on what was asked in the survey and how the survey was
conducted. Natalie and Steve will work to put together a survey tool for NM –
AES and our ASCs.
o What do other states do well? The following were some things that we know
other states do:
1. Integrate CES into their off-campus facilities. Most states used a naming
system that includes both entities, for example “The Such-n-such
Agricultural Research and Extension Center.” The faculty at these facility
generally have appointments in both research and extension and both
AES and CES contribute to the overall operations of the off-campus
facilities.
2. Commodity groups in other states dedicate significant funding to
research.
3. The size of the states in the western US 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. Smaller states have the opportunity
for fewer centers that may be able to focus or concentrate on a few
specific research efforts. For example, cropping systems may be much
less diverse in some states when compared to New Mexico. This allows
a concentrated and collaborative effort among the faculty.
4. Some states off-campus ASC are essentially “mini campuses” with
teaching, research and extension efforts and large numbers of faculty.











What is the cost of deferred maintenance?
o In New Mexico, all of our ASCs have urgent needs. We have put together a list
of the most critical needs at the ASCs (see information following these minutes).
The committee was reminded that this is not a comprehensive list and that the
Superintendents made most of the cost estimates. Generally, estimates by
contractors or the NMSU Facilities & Services Department (F & S) are higher.
o In 2012, F & S has evaluated the repair needs at six of our off-campus ASCs:
Alcalde, Artesia, Clayton, Clovis, Mora and Tucumcari. The cost was staggering –
over $20 million. The cost of these repairs has gone up as time has passed.
o It was noted that NMSU is not unique about maintenance and upkeep issues at
ASCs. In 2015, The federal government conducted a survey of capital
infrastructure and deferred maintenance at schools of agriculture nationwide.
The report can be found at: http://www.aplu.org/library/a-national-study-ofcapital-infrastructure--deferred-maintenance-at-schools-of-agriculture/file.
What is the university doing to help the ASCs with labor and purchasing issues:
o NMSU salary structure is so low that the ASCs cannot attract quality employees
(people can work at McDonald’s for more money). This is a serious problem for
the ASCs and a hindrance to getting the work done.
o There is a need to rewrite job descriptions to reflect the actual work needed.
Additionally, the university needs to adopt a pay schedule that will enable ASCs
to hire good workers.
o NMSU also needs to adopt policies that support the work of the ASCs through
providing purchasing agreements that allows for the use of local vendors. NMSU
should also work with vendors to develop purchasing agreements that provides
discounts to NMSU.
Is there duplicative efforts at any of the ASCs? Can research conducted at one location
benefit the greater state? This is a key question for the committee. There was a
discussion that the large geographic area of New Mexico makes it hard for one location
to be able to serve the needs of the entire state in some research areas. For other
research areas, this may be possible.
Does NMSU have a policy for conducting contract research (for a fee) at the ASCs?
Should this be part of the role of the ASCs? This type of work is happening at many of
our ASCs and is handled through grants and contracts. Almost all of our research
projects have external funds supporting at least part of that work. This can lead to
“mission drift,” and this is a concern; however we work very hard to ensure that the
work we are doing stays attached to our mission in some way.
How do the ASCs handle sales? This is a controversial issue. It is important that we do
not compete with our stakeholders. Some ASCs have a greater opportunity to produce
crops or livestock than others (land, labor, etc.). However, all of our ASCs produce
commodities that can be sold and each of them has some form of a sales account. Some
ASCs are almost solely dependent on sales. These resources are “unrestricted” and
provides flexibility for the Superintendents for the management of their centers. These
resources are often used to pay for small, but critical repairs, or for needed equipment

and supplies. We need to ensure that we prioritize research over sales and it can be a
slippery slope.
5. Questions for this committee to answer:
 What is the mission of each individual ASCs (including the role of CES). Do the ASCs
mission statements need to be revised?
 Are there common metrics to compare ASCs?
 Are ASC stakeholders satisfied?
 What are the intangible benefits (economic, political) of the ASCs?
 Do we need to address perception issues? If so, what are they and how should we
address them?
 Are the ASC advisory boards structured appropriately? Are they functioning in a truly
advisory capacity?
 Are the ASC sustainability statements adequate?
 Are any of the ASCs failing/expendable?
 What resources are needed to maintain/expand/improve research responses to
stakeholder needs?
 Strategy for obtaining resources:
o Private/public partnerships
o Federal/state/local funding
o Foundation funding
o Industry funding/in-kind donations
6. Formation of subcommittees:
 There was a good discussion on how to divide into smaller groups to conduct the
detailed work of the committee. There was a discussion on how we might have
subcommittees work on one aspect across all the centers. For example, subcommittees
could be established to work on various subjects, such as:
o Metrics – how do we compare one ASC to another? Are there common metrics
that make sense to use so that we can make a judgment that is based on data
and not just on subjective options? Who is the audience for these decisions?
o Assessment for the success of the ASCs – Are the research goals and objectives
of each center meeting needs of clientele? How are the ASCs connected to the
overall mission of NMSU and ACES? How are the ASCs integrated with CES and
the academic programs?
o Resources – What are the resources needs for research, operations, and
infrastructure improvements across the centers? How can we increase
resources for the centers?
o Advice/input from stakeholders – How do we ensure that we are meeting the
needs of our stakeholders?
o Communication – how do we communicate our impacts? Within NMSU? To
Legislators? To stakeholders and the public? To funding agencies and potential
research partners? There was a discussion regarding the loss of Ag
Communications from the college. This was a significant loss to the college and



the committee wanted to make sure the decision makers within NMSU know
that they are unhappy that ACES does not have a dedicated communications
team.
Another approach emerged from this discussion and it was decided that the Team
preferred to divide the ASCs into three groups and dedicate a subcommittee to assess a
group of ASCs with respect to all of the above areas, rather than assess all ASCs with
respect to one subject area. The ASCs grouping and subcommittees are proposed as
follows: Committee Members: PLEASE review your committee assignment. If you
would like to change your assignment, please let Steve and Natalie know as soon as
possible.
1. Northern NM Centers: Alcalde, Mora, Farmington and Los Lunas
 Subcommittee members:
 Steve Guldan, co-chair
 Stephanie Walker, co-chair
 Blake Curtis
 Dina Chacon-Reitzel
 Shengrui Yao
2. South – Eastern NM Centers: Fabian Garcia, Leyendecker, Artesia, Clovis and
Tucumcari
 Subcommittee members:
 Dave Lowry, co-chair
 Jane Pearce, co-chair
 Craig Ogden
 Dino Cervantes
 Jerry Sims
 Aaron Scott
3. Animal and Range Centers: Corona, Clayton and the College Ranch
 Subcommittee member:
 Shad Cox, co-chair
 Clint Loest, co-chair
 Bruce Davis
 Roland Sanchez

7. Next Step: Subcommittee Work. Subcommittees will complete their initial assessments between
Nov. 1 and March 1. Natalie and Steve are available to work with the subcommittees if desired.
Subcommittee chairs should notify Natalie and Steve of their meetings/activities and whether or
the subcommittee would like their participation in the meeting/activity.
8. Next ASC Advisory Team Meeting: March 2018; date and location to be determined.
 Agenda to include:
o Presentation on what other states have done in this area
o Presentation of a survey tool for stakeholder input
o Subcommittee presentations

