
 

July 31st, 2026 

 

The Honorable Steve Daines 

U.S. Senate 

320 Hart Senate Office Bldg.  

Washington, DC 20510 

 

RE: Seeking Support for No-Cost Tribal College and University “1994” Farm Bill Priorities, 

Which Will Help Support Food Security and Drive Rural Prosperity in Montana  

 

Dear Senator Daines 

 

I, President Elijah Hopkins, on behalf of Fort Peck Community College (FPCC), write to uplift 

two (2) categories of urgent no-cost Farm Bill priorities for Tribal Colleges and Universities 

(also known as “1994 land-grant institutions” or simply “1994s”): 

1) Including equipment, facilities, and land acquisition as allowable uses within the 1994 

Research program and the 1994 Extension program; and  

2) Waiving the non-federal match requirement for 1994 institutions for the Research 

Facilities Act program and for the New Beginnings for Tribal Students program. 

 

At FPCC, we pride ourselves on the important agricultural research we undertake, the vital 

extension services we provide, and the significant positive economic impacts attributed to our 

institution. In 2023 alone, FPCC alumni contributed $24.8 million to the Fort Peck Community 

College Region economy - the equivalent of supporting 417 jobs. 

 

As described below, these commonsense technical changes are urgently needed in order to help 

level the playing field for 1994 land-grant institutions and in so doing, strengthen the Tribal and 

rural communities in Montana that we serve. As the Senate Agriculture Committee prepares for a 

markup of the Farm Bill, I respectfully ask you to champion these commonsense, no-cost 

provisions for 1994s.  

 

Finally, FPCC is a member of the American Indian Higher Education Consortium (AIHEC) and 

through this membership is a member of the Association of Public and Land-grant Universities 

(APLU) as well as the Native Farm Bill Coalition (NFBC). FPCC appreciates the support of 

AIHEC, APLU, and NFBC for these urgently needed, no-cost Farm Bill priorities. 

 

 

Include equipment, facilities, and land acquisition as allowable uses within the 1994 Research 

program and the 1994 Extension program 



1994 institutions have very few sources of funds for the mission-critical equipment, facilities, 

and land needed to carry out our agricultural research and extension programs. 1994 institutions 

are the first line of defense against harmful and invasive species impacting food security in our 

Tribal and rural communities, but unlike other land-grant institutions, 1994 land-grant 

institutions do not have large federal construction/facility grant programs or forgivable loan 

programs. Within USDA, the only dedicated 1994 construction program is an $8 million line 

item for community facilities, which is the only program to support all 35 1994 institutions and it 

is limited to $250,000 per institution.  

Without the flexibility to use our 1994 Research and 1994 Extension program funds for the very 

equipment, facilities, and land needed to carry out these vital programs, we are severely limited 

in the programmatic work that we can do. Important examples of this work include research and 

applied projects related to buffalo habitat on the local tribal buffalo ranch (including the Turtle 

Mound Buffalo Ranch area). FPCC and its partners contribute to understanding and improving 

habitat conditions, range health, biodiversity, and sustainable management practices for 

culturally significant bison herds. This work supports ecological restoration, intergenerational 

cultural knowledge transfer, community engagement, and long-term herd health on tribal lands. 

Another priority area involves agricultural research and production focused on growing potato 

varieties suited to the needs of diabetic populations. Given the high rates of diabetes in many 

Native communities, developing and promoting accessible, culturally appropriate crops that 

support better blood-sugar management and food security represents a direct contribution to 

community health, nutrition education, and local food systems. 

FPCC’s Agriculture/Extension Division further delivers practical programming—community 

gardens, greenhouse initiatives, seed distribution, workshops, and outreach across reservation 

communities—that connects research findings to everyday life and strengthens agricultural 

capacity among tribal producers. 

These projects demonstrate the unique value of 1994 Land-Grant institutions: they conduct 

research and extension that is place-based, culturally grounded, and responsive to the specific 

conditions of tribal communities. Unlike larger institutions with more stable capacity funding 

streams, 1994 colleges often rely heavily on competitive grants for research (such as the Tribal 

Colleges Research Grants Program) and extension activities. While these competitive 

opportunities are valuable, they can limit long-term planning, continuity of staffing, student 

research training, and the ability to rapidly adapt to emerging local priorities or multi-year 

ecological and health-focused studies. 

Greater flexibility in the use of 1994 Research and 1994 Extension program funds would allow 

FPCC and peer institutions to: 



• Sustain multi-year projects such as buffalo habitat monitoring and management or 

specialized crop research without constant reapplication cycles. 

• Build and retain local research and extension capacity, including student involvement and 

workforce development. 

• Integrate research findings more seamlessly into community education, demonstration 

projects, and tribal food systems initiatives. 

• Respond nimbly to community-identified needs in agriculture, natural resources, health, 

and cultural revitalization. 

Investing in flexible, reliable support for 1994 Research and Extension programs strengthens the 

land-grant mission on tribal lands, advances food sovereignty and ecological stewardship, 

improves health outcomes, and ensures that research benefits the communities it is intended to 

serve. FPCC remains committed to this work and urges policymakers and partners to provide the 

tools and flexibility necessary for tribal colleges to fulfill their land-grant responsibilities 

effectively and sustainably. 

Encouragingly, the House of Representatives passed H.R. 7567, the Farm, Food, and National 

Security Act of 2026, on April 30, 2026, and included provisions to allow 1994 institutions to 

use our 1994 Research and 1994 Extension funds for equipment to carry out these programs. We 

were disappointed, however, to see that the Senate Agriculture Committee discussion draft only 

proposes to include equipment as an eligible use for 1994 Research, but not for 1994 Extension. 

We were also disappointed to see that the discussion draft fails to include facilities and land as 

eligible uses of funds for either program. In order to advance the agricultural services and land-

grant mission of our institution, we respectfully request a provision to include equipment, 

facilities, and land acquisition as allowable uses within the 1994 Research program and the 1994 

Extension program. 

 

Waive the non-federal match requirement for 1994s for the Research Facilities Act program and 

the New Beginnings for Tribal Students program  

 

1994 institutions also have limited sources of funds with which to meet the non-federal match 

required for the Research Facilities Act program and for the New Beginnings for Tribal Students 

program. While both of these programs are theoretically open to all land-grant institutions, 1994 

institutions might as well not be eligible because the non-federal match requirements pose an 

insurmountable barrier for us. Unlike other some other land-grant institutions, 1994 institutions 

lack extensive alumni donor networks and receive little, if any, state support, despite being open 

to all students, regardless of their Tribal citizenship. 

 

For example, the New Beginnings for Tribal Students program is designed to increase the 

retention and graduation rate of Tribal students attending land-grant institutions. Yet, very few 

1994 land-grant institutions are able to participate because we simply lack the non-federal funds 



to meet the match requirement. The federal investment would go further and reach more of its 

intended beneficiaries. Retention services that are currently limited in scope or precarious 

because of match constraints could become more robust, consistent, and responsive to local tribal 

student needs. Combined with higher overall funding levels, removing the match would make 

NBTS a far more practical and equitable tool for closing persistence and completion gaps at 

TCUs such as Fort Peck Community College. The college could accept and fully deploy federal 

NBTS dollars for these services rather than having to identify and commit scarce matching 

resources. This removes the need to divert funds from instruction, basic operations, or other 

student needs. Support programs could be scaled more ambitiously and sustained more reliably 

by expanding tutoring capacity, adding dedicated retention counselors or mentors, lengthening 

the duration of support across multiple terms, or integrating more culturally grounded 

experiential components. All of this is not only possible, but probable if the federal match 

requirement were to be removed. 

In recognition of this impediment, the Senate Appropriations Committee included report 

language accompanying the FY 2026 Agriculture appropriations bill to waive the non-federal 

match requirement for 1994s for the New Beginnings for Tribal Students program (just for FY 

2026). H.R. 7567 includes a provision to make this permanent. Unfortunately, the Senate 

Agriculture Committee discussion draft leaves this important provision out. To ensure that there 

is a level playing field so that all land-grant institutions have the chance to access the New 

Beginnings for Tribal Students program, we respectfully request the inclusion of a provision to 

waive the non-federal match requirement for 1994 institutions. 

1994 institutions have similar concerns around the non-federal match requirement for the 

Research Facilities Act program. The One Big Beautiful Bill Act, enacted last year, includes 

$125 million of mandatory funding for the Research Facilities Act annually. As already 

described in this letter, 1994 institutions struggle significantly to secure funding for appropriate 

facilities in which to conduct our agricultural research. If the Research Facilities Act were to be 

amended to remove the non-federal match requirement for 1994 institutions, the Research 

Facilities Act program could be a viable opportunity to build the kinds of research facilities that 

our Tribal and rural communities desperately need. Fort Peck Community College— a 1994 

land-grant institution serving the Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes of the Fort Peck Indian 

Reservation in rural northeastern Montana—operate with constrained budgets, limited access to 

large private endowments or major corporate donors, and restricted state or local revenue 

streams. Reservation communities often face high poverty rates, limited tax bases, and fewer 

opportunities to raise substantial cash matches compared with larger 1862 or 1890 land-grant 

universities. As a result, the mandatory cash match effectively prevents many TCUs from 

competing for or utilizing RFAP funds, even when they have clear needs for modern research 

facilities to support food, agriculture, natural resources, and related sciences relevant to tribal 

communities. This undermines the program’s goal of strengthening research capacity at eligible 

institutions, including 1994 land-grants, and perpetuates infrastructure disparities. 



If the non-federal match requirement were removed (or waived for TCUs), Fort Peck 

Community College could pursue RFAP funding to build or upgrade agricultural research 

facilities. This would enable Fort Peck Community College to expand hands-on research and 

training opportunities for students in food and agricultural sciences, support faculty-led projects 

addressing local priorities such as sustainable agriculture, natural resource management, or food 

systems on the reservation, improve laboratory and teaching infrastructure, and strengthen its 

capacity as a 1994 land-grant institution to serve tribal and surrounding communities more 

effectively. 

Encouragingly, H.R. 7567 includes report language acknowledging these concerns for 1994 

institutions and encouraging the U.S. Department of Agriculture to “evaluate existing challenges 

to institutions having meaningful access to these funding opportunities and to provide 

recommendations on how access may be improved”. To ensure that there is a level playing field 

so that all land-grant institutions have the chance to access the $125 million per fiscal year in 

mandatory funding, we respectfully request the inclusion of a provision to waive the non-federal 

match requirement for 1994 institutions.  

 

In closing, Fort Peck Community College respectfully requests that you champion the inclusion 

of these two (2) categories of no-cost Farm Bill provisions to help protect food security and drive 

rural prosperity in Montana.  

  

For more information, please contact Moriah O’Brien, Vice President of Congressional and 

Federal Relations of the American Indian Higher Education Consortium, at 

MOBrien@aihec.org.   

  

Respectfully,  

  

 
 

Elijah Hopkins 

President 

Fort Peck Community College 

605 Indian Ave 

Poplar, MT  59255 

Phone: (406) 768 6371 

ehopkins@fpcc.edu 
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