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WESTERN ASSOCIATION OF

AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION DIRECTORS

MINUTES

July 28-29, 1988
Marriott Hotel
Fort Collins, Colorado

ATTENDANCE:
Alaska James V. Drew Utah
American Samoa Pemerika Tauiliili
Arizona L. W. (Pete) Dewhirst Washington
Eugene G. Sander
George W. Ware Wyoming
Vic Christopherson
California William W Allen
David E. Schiegel ARS
Wilford R.—Gardnrer
; Gundy - CSRS
Colorado ““Merle H. Niehaus ’
Robert D. Heil
Helen F. McHugh
Hawaii Ned P. Kefford ECOP/ESCOP
idaho Gary-A. Lee ERS
Richard Heimsch WRDC
Peggy Pletcher FS
Maryland Filmore E. Bender NAPFSC
Micronesia Ishmael Lebehn CVD/AAVC
Montana Russell B. Muntifering CARET
James-R. Welsh
Nevada Bernard-M-—denes
Ronald S. Pardini
New Mexico John C. Owens
David-Smith
Northern Marianas Antonio-Santos °
F. C. Quebral
Oregon Thayne R. Dutson
L. J. (Kelvin) Koong
V. Van Volk
Margy J. Woodburn
Roy G. Arnold
Michael J. Burke
1.0 Call to Order

Doyle J. Matthews
C. Eimer Clark
James J. Zuiches
Dennis L. Oldenstadt
C. Colin Kaltenbach
Alvin Gale

LeeBulla

R.-Dean Plowman
Jan-van-Schitfgaarde
John Patrick-Jordan
John Naegele
William D. Carison
Collien Hefferan
William Kerrey

Bob H. Robinson
Russ-Yoeumans

RogerR--Bay
A. A. (Al) Dyer

: -Loren D. Koller

Frances McConnell (CO)
Dick Joyce (OR)

Marcia Hollandsworth (MT)
Mary Skeen (NM)

Larry Pedrett (NV)

Bill Humphries (NM)
John McLain (NV)

Liz Alired (NASULGC)
Wilbur Wuertz (AZ)

Jerry Brehmer (AK)
David Fuller (WY)

Walt Filimore (MT)
Steven Laroe (AK)

Chairman Heil called the meeting to order at 8:05 a.m. on Thursday, July 28, 1988.

20 Introductions and Announcements

The attendees introduced themselves.

3.0 Adoption of Agenda

The motion was made and seconded to adopt the agenda as modified. MOTION
CARRIED. A copy of the agenda is included as Appendix A, pp. 29-30.
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4.0 Approval of Minutes of March 23-24, 1988 Meeting

5.0

6.0

7.0

The motion was made and seconded to approve the minutes of the March 23-24,

1988 meeting as corrected. MQTION CARRIED. The corrections are to the page
references in the Table of Contents, Summary of Actions and List of Appendices.
Corrected copies will be mailed following the meeting.

identification and Qrientation of Neophytes

Tail Twister G. A. Lee conducted the preliminary orientation of neophytes to the
Association.

Report of Chairman/Executive Committee

Heil reported that the Executive Committee had met Tuesday, July 26, 1988.
Pertinent items discussed during the Executive Committee meeting will be brought
to the floor throughout the meeting and will be so identified.

The Executive Committee recommended a 4.5 percent salary increase for the
Director-at-Large, 4.0 percent was based upon a survey that was made of the
states in the WDA plus 0.5 percent for a merit increase. It was moved and
seconded tQ approve a salary increase of 4.5 percent for the Director-at-Large.
MOTION CARRIED.

Boyd has requested an extension of his contract with the WDA for up to three
years. The Executive Committee recommended that the contract for the Director-
at-Large for the Western Region be extended through 1992. The motion was made
and seconded to extend the contract for the Director-at-Large for the Western
Region through 1992. MOTION CARRIED.

~ Treasurer's Report -- R. B. Muntifering

The Treasurer’s Report distributed and presented by Muntifering is included as
Appendix B, pp. 31-33.

Muntifering reported that the balance reported on the Director-at-Large Account
is $7,784 more than reported in March; $7,634 is due to income realized in support
of the Victor Estop exploratory program to study natural predators and natural
enemies of the Russian wheat aphid. Three states have been assessed for the
program and their payment of $694 each is still outstanding; $150 represents the
payment on the ESCOP Water referendum assessment from Guam. Guam paid
$150 to the Director-at-Large Account and $150 to NASULGC. The Treasurer paid
NASULGC $300 (an overpayment of $150). NASULGC has been requested to

reimburse the Treasurer’s office for the overpayment.
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8.0

Boyd indicated that, although the Director-at-Large Account reflects a balance of
$41,942.86, there has not been a transfer of payment for the April-June quarter and
the Colorado account shows a negative balance of $33,374.

The motion was made and seconded to accept the Treasurer's report on the
Western Director-at-Large Account. MOTION CARRIED.

Muntifering reported that, at its meeting, the Executive Committee had passed a
motion to put in place the appropriate assessment that would add $5,000 to the
Special Account.

The motion was made and seconded to accept the Treasurer’s report on the
Western Directors Association Special Account. MOQTION CARRIED.

Boyd reported that the budget for the Director-at-Large office, as presented to and
approved by the Executive Committee, is approximately $182,000. It reflects salary
increase and an increase in the equipment/repair contingency fund from $6,000
to $10,000. The Executive Committee recommended increasing the off-the-top
funding from W-106 by $1,220 to $45,000. ltis estimated that the regional activities
in the office represent somewhere between one-quarter and one-third of the total
effort and, therefore, perhaps W-106 should carry the cost of that effort.

At the time the Director-at-Large office was established at Colorado State
University, $29,944 was transferred to Colorado from California; $11,522 from the
WDAL fund and $18,422 from W-106. The office has been in the process of
transition and is reaching the point where the DAL office expenses are stabilized.

It was moved and seconded to approve the recommendation of the Executive
Committee to accept the proposed budget as presented for FY88-89. MOTION
CARRIED.

Reports from Liaison Representatives
8.1 Cooperative State Research Service Report -- J. P. Jordan

The CSRS Report, presented by J. P. Jordan, is included as Appendix C,
pp. 34-36.

Jordan reported that exhibits developed by the Agricultural Experiment
Stations are welcomed at the Administrator’s office. Some are scheduled
for display outside the CSRS office.

The interactions between CSRS and ARS are extremely good. There are
many common goals and objectives between the two agencies.

Carlson indicated that the Plant Science Centers have been frustrated in
many respects. This year, there are three centers which have been
selected. Each of the agencies that have been involved have supported one
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8.2

8.3

pf the centers. CSRS will continue to provide support for the next year. It .
is not known from year to year how support will be carried on.

Economic Research Service Report -- B. H. Robinson

Robinson presented the ERS Report which is included as Appendix D, pp.
37-55.

Agricultural Research Service Administrator’s Report -- R. D. Plowman

Plowman emphasized that relationships between ARS and the SAES are not
competitive and adversarial. Both ARS and SAES have objectives and goals
in common. It is important that the ARS and the SAES understand each
other’s mission, objective, and charge. The ARS and SAES will be much
stronger together than separately. When ARS scientists work on a campus,
they are an asset to the agricultural research effort in that state. ARS
scientists working on campuses are working in conjunction with an effort
there and are cooperators with the state people. Therefore, ARS should be
supporting those SAES efforts in every way possible.

ARS and SAES have different roles. ARS is required by law and directive
to be the prime supporter of the action and regulatory agencies of the
Department of Agriculture and other areas of the government. The ARS
mission then requires that ARS scientists respond to the needs of such
groups such as the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, the Food
Safety Inspection Service, Soil Conservation Service, Federal Grain
Inspection Service, and outside groups. ARS works closely with the
managers of those agencies to try to understand their needs and responds
to the need to develop new technology for them.

in addition, ARS is directed to research problems that are national in
perspective. Many of those problems are also state and local problems.
Therefore, it is incumbent on ARS to use available resources in a most
effective manner. In order to do so, we need to plan jointly so that we're
combining the talents of ARS with those of the SAES to serve the whole
system better. There is no way to do that without having excellent
relationships with the SAES and work closely in the planning and execution
process.

To accomplish the joint planning and execution more effectively and
efficiently requires identification of critical issues important to all. There
aren’t enough resources to do all the things we think we ought to do.
Therefore, what is done must be done in the most efficient way possible.

HUW Ulm Pliﬂﬂlﬂg ﬂﬂ[] ﬁlﬁ[]lm[jﬂ mﬂ w wni m?rf 7ffectivelr and efficientli/

is something for discussion. There are some critical issues {La{ are

important to all of us that we'd better be doing something about. The
National Plant Germplasm program is important to the entire country. At a
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recent meeting there was high enthusiasm and good morale among all
participants. Yet, there are gaps. As costs become high, we always look
for things that we can cut out, draw back on, or give to somebody else.
The Plant Germplasm Program is the backbone and foundation for all of our
crop improvement. |t requires a joint effort and we need new initiatives in
getting that together a little better.

Another is the groundwater situation, efficient use of irrigation and all of the
water issues that are now important, especially this year where we've had
a lot of press about that. Most of you know that Bob Long has taken an
initiative to try to get a Federal-State effort together for the 1990 Budget.
He is asking for $40 million to address the subject. The planning document
shows a real role for a lot of different partners. For one of the first times,
we’ll go to Congress this year, at least we'll go to the Department, and say
here’s a joint effort between federal and state organizations on this subject.

As | look back at some of the things that have happened in the past, |
recall the six-year plan of ARS, which has become infamous. We didn’t ask
the SAES what you thought about it, we did it all by ourselves. A couple of
years later ESCOP developed their plan and they did that all by themselves.
I’'m not sure, in retrospect, that was the right way to do it. | think we need
to survive together, rather than alone. As ARS revises their plan, we intend
to have more interaction with the SAES about it.

How should we go about increasing this planning effort? It will take some
doing on both sides. Some signals have already been sent out about ARS
participation in regional research projects. When ARS has program reviews,
members of the SAES should be invited to participate in the reviews. Atthe
same time, when the SAES conducts reviews, it would be useful if ARS was
invited to participate.

How ARS is funded impacts programs in the SAES. When a program is
started at a SAES, ARS dedicates money for scientists to that program.
Over a period of years, inflation causes a reduction in how far the money will
go. Then, there is a Gramm-Rudman cut, so there is less money in that
program. When scientists are productive at ARS, they get promoted. They
not only get promoted, but that money comes out of their discretionary
funds, so they have less money to work with, so we've promoted and
penalized them at the same time. Congress gives a pay raise without
appropriating money to cover the raise. That comes out of the overall
money. Soon, the unit begins to dry up, and there is no choice but to
reduce the effort by moving personnel out or not filing vacant positions.

ARS does not get general increases from Congress. Instead, increases are
targeted in areas where there is a lot of public outcry. ARS has many good
solid programs that the agricultural system needs, but, because they are
not in the outcry business, there are no funds for them and they dry up.
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8.4

8.5

8.6

Congress even directs ARS to do work, as in the 1988 budget, without
appropriating money for it.

Generally, ARS and the SAES have good relations. ARS intends to foster
and even increase those good relations. | can assure you that | will be
working with our own agency and with you to promote those objectives that
we have in common.

Agricultural Research Service Western Area Report -- J. van Schilfgaarde

The ARS Western Area Report was distributed by van Schilfgaarde and is
included as Appendix E, pp. 56-57. _

Forest Service Report -- R. R. Bay

The Forest Service Report was presented by Bay, substituting for L. Lassen,
and is included as Appendix F, pp. 58-59.

Western Home Economics Research Administrators -- M. J. Woodburn/C.
Hefferan

Woodburn distributed the WHERA Report which is included as Appendix G,
p. 60.

Hefferan provided information about two items that involve the research
activities of both research and the research administrators in home
economics in the West:

(1) Nationwide, the home economics research administrators, through their
four regional groups and through the home economics research
subcommittee of ESCOP, have just completed a two-year project which will
culminate in a publication to be released by September 1, 1988. The
publication identifies the home economics research priorities and builds
upon the ESCOP research priority setting activities. There are two major
portions in the publication; one relates to food, nutrition, diet and health and
the other to family and community well being. The report summarizes an
array of accomplishments within home economics research at the land-
grant universities. It identifies a series of research opportunities in those
areas. In addition, the report will look at a variety of other initiatives,
particularly in the areas of food science and rural revitalization and look at
the role of home economics research in those areas. There are two things
to know about this report when you're dealing with the home economics
researchers on your campus. 1) It is not intended to be a be-all end-all
compendium of home economics priorities in research. In fact, one of the

concerns of the HERG EGCOP Subaamittaa ia that pople willlook at 1 and
see the absence of some traditional areas of home economics. That is by

design. It is an expansion and an ex ' icati
. Mtis planation and an application of th
ESCOP priorities as they relate to home economics. 2) Befapuse the repo:
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8.7

8.8

8.9

represents the ideas of the four different regions, there are several important -
things in the West that are not reflected very clearly in the report, the most
important having to do with water quality and general environmental
concerns.

(2) An inventory of participation of Experiment Station researchers in
projects outside their region showed that, within the broad areas of home
economics, social science and food science, there are more researchers
from the west participating in projects from other regions as a proportion of
the total number of researchers than any other region. This is particularly
important within home economics because of the isolation and the small
programs. It is clear that, to the researchers in your stations, participation
in these projects is very important.

Council of Veterinary Deans/Association American Veterinary Colleges --
L. D. Koller

The report on the Council of Veterinary Deans/Association American
Veterinary Colleges presented by Koller is included as Appendix H, pp. 61-
63.

Dewhirst commented that, each year, the President eliminates the Special
Animal Health Grants from his budget. For a number of years there has
been a discussion as to whether those funds should be melded into the
regular Hatch Formula Funds. There is reluctance to do that in many cases.
For example, there is no assurance that they would be maintained for animal
health. On the other, they are more vulnerable as a comparatively small
program than they are if incorporated into a larger program.

Koller stated that the CVD/AAVC have tried for several years to have the
competitive grants funds included as part of the regular budget without any
success.

National Association of Professional Forestry Schools and
Colleges - A. A. Dyer

Dyer distributed the report of the Western contingent of the National

Association of Professional Forestry Schools and Colleges which is included
as Appendix |, pp. 64-67.

Western Resident Instruction Directors -- M. Burke

Burke reported that there are four areas that are on the Western Rl agenda

for the next year.

(1) RICOP will be initiating a position for a Director-of-Resident Instruction-
at-Large, probably to be housed in Washington, DC. The RICOP Executive
Committee is currently working on the position description. A first
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responsibility will be program coordination and program development at a
national level. The person will spend a great deal of time doing liaison work
with the SAES Directors-at-Large, Extension, and various Washington
agencies, both in and outside of the USDA.

Institutions which have academic programs in agriculture are being solicited
for funds to support the position. At present there are twenty-three
institutions that will provide support at a level of $2,000 per institution and
there are twenty-three institutions that are wavering on contributing support.
The national RICOP organization feels that they have sufficient funds in hand
to go ahead with the appointment.

(2) RICOP, nationally and in the region, is following an action agenda.
RICOP wants to set up a series of regional meetings, one in the West, which
would include about sixty people. Half of those people would be from
industry, both production and non-production agriculture. Topics for
discussion would be: (a) the image of agriculture and its impact on
attracting students into this area. Part of that image is the job availability
picture. (b) development of faculty, and (c) curriculum development.

(3) Interinstitutional cooperation in the development of curriculum. During
the next months, Ri directors will try to identify those curricula that could
stand as regional curricula that are unique and strong. The focus will be on
the undergraduate program. This is essential because two kinds of
resources are declining; dollar resources, and people. Numbers of students
are going to be declining until 1992 and will probably never reach the 1977
levels in the foreseeable future. A mechanisms to be evaluated in
developing this is the Western Undergraduate Exchange, which is a new
WICHE program which allows students to move to other states and enroll
at 150 percent of in-state tuition. The National Student Exchange program
will also be examined. Curricula needs to be standardized to develop feeder
programs. A survey document and memo will be distributed shortly.
Institutions will be asked to evaluate their programs and respond by October
1, 1988. By November 1, the materials will have been assimilated and a
draft brochure will be developed for discussion at the 1988 NASULGC
meeting. It is hoped, in the near future, to identify some regional curricula
that are unique to the West that can be recommended in each of our home
institutions for students to enter.

(4) All of the institutions are concerned about the image of agriculture.
There has been evidence presented indicating that the image of agricuiture
to high school students isn’t very good. We, as an agricultural industry,
have a lot of work to do if we plan to have the human capital that an industry
that is twenty percent of the gross national product is going to require in the
years ahead. The problem is going to be particularly pressing because of

the shortage of people who will be graduating from high schools in the
decades ahead.



07/28-29/88 WDA Minutes 9

8.10 Western Extension Directors -- B. M. Jones

Jones presented the report of the Western Extension Directors which is
included as Appendix J, p. 68.

Jones reported that the Cooperative Extension System had developed eight
national initiatives to help the Cooperative Extension System focus its
resources. A ninth initiative was added - "Youth at Risk". The initiative has
been approved by ECOP and the details of the initiative are currently being
developed. At a time when effort is being made to pull Extension and
Experiment Stations closer together, Extension is moving into a different
area. "Youth at Risk" involves substance abuse, teenage pregnancies, and
AIDS - areas where Extension never dared enter in the past. The question
to Experiment Station Directors is: If Extension people are addressing this
as a critical need of the people and are moving into that arena, will there
be research in universities to support the initiative? Overall, most of the
CARET people strongly encouraged Extension to move ahead with the
initiative.

Boyd questioned whether Extension or the Experiment Station was to make
an appraisal of research currently being done on grants out of NIH and NSF
in order to assess the needs for research by the Experiment Stations.

Dewhirst commented that, if a CRIS search were done it would probably
show that work is currently being done on the subject.

Heil stated that the food science and nutrition group had suggested
interacting with the medical researchers in order to establish linkages across
agencies with common goals and responsibilities. As Extension moves in
this direction, would there be an effort to link up with other federal and state
agencies from both the research and education point of view and take a
leadership role in addressing this issue? Jones responded that Extension
has been strongly encouraged to work with other agencies.

Drew commented on the conflict that he sees emerging. On one hand,
Extension needs to poll user groups, find what the people want, and then
develop a program that meets the needs of the people. Those are reflected
in the programs currently itemized by Extension. On the other hand, when
there are no major increases in budget to handle these new areas, the
money is taken away from other activities which are currently underway.
There is a resulting upshot, particularly in states that do not have really big
programs in any of the specified areas. The purpose for which Extension
was founded in the first place was to take the extension education aspects
of agriculture away from the research scientists, because the research
scientists were being forced into putting so much effort into extension work
that they were not able to get their research work done, which in turn
provides the basis for the extension. What we are likely to see happening,
if this moves on ahead, meeting the needs of the people as the people



07/28-29/88 WDA Minutes 10

9.0

10.0

demand services, is that most of our Experiment Station scientists and ARS
scientists will be called on to do more and more Extension specialist work.
When that happens, their effectiveness as researchers is reduced. At the
same time, the Experiment Station Directors are in a very difficult position
to combat that, because, in so doing, we are essentially telling our own
constituents that Extension service will not be provided for them.

Jones stated that there is discussion about Extension personnel doing
research. There is an ECOP publication which addresses the issue. The
Western Extension Directors discussed the possibility of meeting with the
Western Experiment Station Directors jointly to discuss the subject.

Jones stated that the initiatives will continue to change. The content of
programs is narrowing and becoming more specific while the target is
expanding.

Research Implementation Committee Report -- L. J. Koong
Koong presented the RIC report which is included as Appendix K, pp. 69-79.

With regard to WRCC-69, which will replace W-161 in October 1988, Schiegel
reported that the W-161 Technical Committee had responded to a request in the
1987 second-year review by RIC that they submit a petition for a WRCC to take the
place of W-161. A letter will be sent to the Directors asking them to name an
individual from their stations to help design the continuation of the W-161 program.
Currently, W-161 administers funds from a Special Research Grant. The funding
is distributed on a peer review basis. There have been five commodities (alfalfa,
range, potatoes, small grains, and tree fruits). In the WRCC, the commodities will
not be restricted. The regional research project administration requires a great deal
of duplication of paperwork. Through a WRCC, the same format will be followed
and eliminate some of the paperwork. Directors will be asked to send a
representative to a meeting to be scheduled in September to identify the
programmatic areas for the next round of awards.

Reports from Representatives to Regional and National Committees
10.1 Committee of Nine -- M. H. Niehaus/D. E. Schlegel

Niehaus presented the Committee of Nine report which is included as
Appendix L, p. 80.

10.2 Committee of Nine IR Project Off-the-Top Funding Recommendations --
D. E. Schlegel

Schiegel distibuted copies of the Repor of tha Committee on Interregiona
Projects which is included as Appendix M, pp. 61-64,
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Naegele reported that the other regional associations had debated the
contents of the report. The Northeastern Regional Association approved the
concept and deferred on the process. The Southern Regional Association
also debated the issue. They accepted and supported the concept of
National Research Support Programs and also deferred on the process.
The North Central Directors Association also accepted and supported the
concept. He indicated that it would be helpful to separate the acceptance
of the concept of the existence of National Projects from the funding
process. Funding issues have always been sensitive, largely because there
is a lot of misunderstanding about regional research funds.

Dewhirst commented that the concept of national projects was an
acceptable proposal. There are certain areas for which there is a need for
a national project. There =2 concerns about the funding. For example,
there is probably $36 millior. .1 federal funding for regional research. Onthe
other hand, if you take a look at the amount of money which is expended
on regional research, it is well over $100 million, because it brings along a
great deal of state money plus an unknown amount of funding from ARS.
If you establish National Projects, there is a concern as to whether it will pull
along the other kinds of funds that might be there for a regional project as
we currently know it.

Kaltenbach stated that the report had addressed the issue of service types
of projects versus research projects. It has always been a problem during
discussions. The report separates the two and recognizes that there is a
need for the service projects which should be set aside, renamed and
funded accordingly.

The motion was made and seconded to accept the Report of the Committee

on Interregional Projects, and 1o support the concept and the
recommendations of the report.

Discussion ensued on whether to support both the concepts and the
recommendations of the report and whether the motion included the
recommendations for item 1ll - Recommendations for Current IR Projects.
Concern was expressed that the recommendations under Item lIl do not
necessarily follow from the concept. They are additional information relating
to the long-term plans associated with the IR projects. The issues
associated with the National Germplasm Program or the issues associated
with integrating IR-4 and IR-5 with NAPIAP and the IPM program are issues
that should be discussed in context with the renewal of those IR projects.
There is no expressed guarantee that there will be any support at the
national level for the plant germplasm and plant introduction support
programs as well as the programs for clearances of chemicals and biologics
for minor uses.

A motion was made and seconded to amend the motion. The amended
motion was to accept the report and support the concepts expressed in
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10.3

10.4

10.5

ltem | "Philosophy of IR Projects” and item |l "National Research
and National Research Programs" of the Report of the Committee on
Interregional Projects. MOTION TO AMEND THE MOTION CARRIED.
AMENDED MOTION CARRIED.

Users Advisory Board -- C. C. Kaltenbach

Kaltenbach presented the report on the Users Advisors Board which is
included as Appendix N, p. 85.

Animal Care Guidelines Update -- C. C. Kaltenbach

Kaltenbach presented an update which is included as Appendix O, p. 86,
on "The Guide for the Care and Use of Agricultural Animals in Agricultural
Research and Teaching.”

E

Jones indicated that use of the guide was currently a voluntary act.
Experiment Stations and Universities might want to consider an endorsement
for the guide because, if the SAES and universities do not use it voluntarily,
it may be made a regulation and the federal government will enforce it.

Joint Council -- J. P. Jordan

Jordan reported that the Joint Council is a very important forum. There is
a cooperate thrust that comes out of the Joint Council effort which will, in
the long run, be one of the most effective areas to participate as
representatives, and as an organization on behalf of agricultural research,
extension and teaching programs.

The Joint Council has gone through several stages: jockeying for position;
talking to each other; joint planning. One stage that is yet to be fully
harvested is the impact stage. ltis a set of documents that come out of the
Joint Council on an annual basis, including the priorities and the
accomplishments reports. The special reports that are developed from time
to time for the benefit of the Congress and the President are being looked
at a great deal more. What we need to do is show how the proposals,
budget-wise and program-wise, fit into those priorities that are set in the
Joint Council process. The Joint Council is also a forum in which the multi-
dimensions of agriculture can be brought into common focus for the benefit
of the system overall. They meet on a regular basis, and at least once
annually with the Users Advisory Board (UAB). That has now become a
very meaningful interaction and the UAB is moving to the Congressional
offices with more regularity and potentially more impact.

The Joint Council and the UAB must always stay some arm’s distance apart.

The UAR has o b the aizens vois that doss nofnecessarly agree wi

the performers in the system. In fact, its credibility de its bei
. , Its ¢ pends upon its b
far enough away to be able to agree or disagree with the Joint Cod:cil.eizg
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12.0

a result of that important role, we have chosen to keep the UAB staff within
the Administration Building where it can have access to as many offices as
the staff and visitors need.

10.6 Aquacutture Consortium -- G. A. Lee

The report on the Western Regional Aquaculture Consortium as presented
by Lee is included as Appendix P, p. 87.

Low Input Agriculture Program Report and Discussion -- D. E. Schlegel

Schlegel presented the report on the Low Input Agriculture Program which is
included as Appendix Q, pp. 88-95.

The most urgent need is input and assistance by Directors in identifying potential
technical review committee members. Notify D. E. Schlegel of suggested members
for the review committee by telephone, letter or Dialcom. The next cycle will start
fairly soon and help is needed now. Congress has mandated that private and non-

profit organizations which relate to low input agriculture be represented in the
decision process.

Interreqional Project Activities
12.1 |R-1 Report - V. Van Volk

Volk distributed the IR-1 Report which is included as Appendix R, pp. 96-
98.

12.2 |IR-2 Report - J. J. Zuiches

Zuiches reported that all Directors should have received the IR-2 Annual
Report and the minutes of the last meeting. A memo has been distributed
to all participants in IR-2 listing all the propagation material that is available
from IR-2. Currently, with the limited increases in IR-2 funding from off-the-
top, the IR-2 advisory and technical committee have made two changes in
IR-2 policy: (1) the propagation material is being made available now to all
who request it; and (2) the budwood is no longer provided free of charge.
There is now a charge of $0.50 per bud with a minimum of a $10.00 order
and ten buds per variety. This is basically to handle the paperwork and
mailing.

The objective of IR-2 is to maintain a collection of virus tested tree fruit
cultivars that are available for research and the fruit industry. IR-2is not a
repository, per se. One of the problems that IR-2 is facing is simply a
surplus of cultivars and a lack of space. Those cultivars that are not being
sought for research purposes or by the industry are being turned over to
the germplasm repository.
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12.3 |R-4 Report - G. W. Ware
Ware distributed the IR-4 Report which is included as Appendix S, p. 99.

12.4 |R-5 Report -- D. M. Briggs

No information is available as the IR-5 Committee has not met since the last
report was presented at the March 23-24, 1988 WDA meeting.

12.5 IR-6 Report -- C. E. Clark
Clark distributed the IR-6 Report which is included as Appendix T, pp. 100-
101. Clark indicated that more participation in IR-6 from the Western Region
is requested. Interested participants are to contact Dr. B. Sundquist (MN).
12.6 IR-Z Report -- R. D. Heil
Heil distributed the IR-7 Report which is included as Appendix U, p. 102.

Search for Life Museum Exhibit Report -- F. E. Bender

Bender distributed information regarding "The Search for Life" exhibit which is
included as Appendix V, pp. 103-110. included in the appendix is a copy of an
article regarding the upcoming exhibit at Cold Spring Harbor Village.

He reported that "The Search for Life" exhibit was initiated as part of the centennial
of the Hatch Act in an effort to influence the thinking of the Smithsonian Institute
with regard to agriculture and agricultural research, teaching and extension. It was
decided that one of the best ways was through an exhibit of an area of agricultural
research that would be supported by the Kellogg Foundation.

The Smithsonian learned that they did not have the expertise within their
organization to keep track of what is happening in the biological sciences or in
agricultural research. As a result of that, they are in the process of hiring a curator
of life sciences. They will probably end up with two such curators. We will be able
to see a continuing development of exhibits and scholarly work relating to the kinds
of contributions and research that we're doing so that our story gets out, not from
us, but from a different organization. Another thing that happened as a result of
the exhibit is that many of their people are beginning to look at agriculture and
agricultural science in a whole new way.

In order to counter the adverse image that some have of agriculture, a special
committee has been appointed to try t0 explain the land-grant mission to the

nonagricultural public and perhaps to university presidents as well.



07/28-29/88 WDA Minutes 15

14,0 Western Rural Development Center -- R. Youmans

15.0

16.0

The Western Rural Development Center report presented by Youmans is included
as Appendix W, pp. 111-117.

Neophyte Report/Announcements

After considerable deliberation and discussion, it was moved and seconded to
accept the 1988 class of neophytes into the Western r Association of Agricultural
Experiment Station Directors. MOTION CARRIED.

Research Planning Activities
16.1 W. Agricultural Research Committee -- C. C. Kaltenbach

Kaltenbach reported that the national system is in the third year of a four-
year planning cycle. The wheels are just beginning to be put in motion for
the next five-year plan which will be published in January 1991.

During the next sixteen months there will be input from many sources as to
what the new initiatives will be, including a symposium and workshops.
The formal input from the Western Directors Association for the fourth year
must be submitted by August 24, 1988. As a group, the opportunity for
input in the process must be done immediately.

WARC deliberated at their July 28, 1988 meeting and developed a ranking
for initiatives. Some changes in the titles of the initiatives were
recommended: Initiative 10 - change title from "Food Processing,
Preservation and Quality Enhancement” to “Food Processing, Safety and
Quality Enhancement’; Initiative 12 - addition of word YOUTH - title to read
“Rural Youth, Family and Community Well Being."

Following discussion, the title of Initiative 14 was recommended to be
changed from "Impact of Agricultural and Forest Policy on Global Markets"
to better reflect the objectives and to read "Impact of Global Policy on
Agricuttural and Forest Markets.”

It was recommended to change the title of Initiative 17 to "Alternative
Agricultural and Forest Land Use."

It was suggested that the phrasing of Initiative 21 be "Atmospheric
Deposition Effects on Ecosystems.”

It was moved and seconded to accept the list as submitted by WARC and
modified by the WDA. MOTION CARRIED.

The edited list which will be submitted to the ESCOP Subcommittee for
Research Planning and Budgets is included as Appendix X, p. 118.
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16.2 National Agricultural Research Committee -- D. L. Oldenstadt

No report was presented as Oldenstadt has not yet attended a NARC
meeting.

17.0 ESCOP Committee Reports

17.1

17.2

17.3

17.4

ESCOP -- C. C. Kaltenbach

Kaltenbach distributed the ESCOP report which is included as Appendix Y,
p. 119.

ESCOP Communications -- D. M. Briggs

Smith, in the absence of Briggs, reported that each SAES should have
received a packet of materials from the ESCOP Communications
Subcommittee. Responses are needed as soon as possible for a meeting
of the technical representatives to the Subcommittee scheduled in October.

ESCOP Pest Control Strategies -- G. W. Ware

The report on the ESCOP Pest Control Strategies as presented by Ware is
included as Appendix Z, p. 120.

ESCOP Seed Policy Subcommittee -- M. H. Niehaus

Niehaus distributed the report of the ESCOP Seed Policy Subcommittee,
which included proposed guidelines relating to release of germplasm, which
is included as Appendix AA, pp. 121-124.

Niehaus requested input from the Directors to report at the next meeting of
the subcommittee.

Jordan reported that this is an extremely significant issue on a national basis,
not only for the SAES but across the entire system. He encouraged the
subcommittee to lock itself into a policy statement, even if there are some
aberrant institutions. The Department of Agriculture is addressing some of
the same issues. More than likely there will be some legislation related to
germplasm release and the SAES system should register its preference for
guidelines.

The discussion which followed indicated that the WDA supports the
proposed policy statement to be established by the ESCOP Seed Policy
Subcommittee.

17.5 ESCOP Research Planning & Budgets Subcommittee
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17.51 ESCOP FY89 Budget Group -- J. P. Jordan

Jordan reported that the Experiment Station System, like ARS, now
has a substantive strategic plan. The ERS is busily working in the
same arena. The Extension Service is developing a parallel thrust.
The Forest Service had a history in the 1970s of a magnificent
strategic planning mechanism which has been allowed to deteriorate
markedly.

Neville Clarke has the facility of taking inputs and fitting them together
in a rational and reasonable form. As a result, the SAES is in good
shape for strong support from the overall effort.

17.52 ESCOP FY90 Budget Group - J. J. Zuiches/L. L. Boyd

Zuiches distributed the draft of the ESCOP Proposed Budget for
FY1990 which is included as Appendix BB, pp. 125-132.

Zuiches reported that ESCOP was developing a three-year sequence
of budgeting so that the initial budget materials which were prepared
by the FY89 Budget Subcommittee provide the driving force for the
FY90 and FY91 budgets.

17.53 ESCOP FY91 Budget Group Plans -- J. J. Zuiches

Zuiches indicated that the first meeting of the FY91 Budget
Subcommittee is scheduled for September 26, 1988.

17.54 ESCOP Budget Strategies & Action Group - J. J. Zuiches/
L. L. Boyd

Zuiches reported that the Budget Strategies and Action Group is one
of the new groups established in the reorganization of the ESCOP
budget and planning effort. Groups reporting to the ESCOP
Subcommittee for Research Planning and Budgets are: the Special
Initiatives Group, the National Research Planning Group, the budget
development groups, and the Budget Strategies and Action Group.

The Budget Strategies and Action Group is composed of the
chairman of the Budget Development Group, the DALs, two directors
selected by the group chairman to serve until October 1988, and four
directors from states that have majority and minority leadership on
Congressional appropriation committees. ltis a political action group.
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17.55

17.56

17.57

ESCOP Special Initiatives Group - J. J. Zuiches/G. A. Lee

information on the activities of the ESCOP Special Initiatives
Subcommittee, presented by Zuiches, are included as Appendix CC,
pp. 133-144.

ESCOP National Research Planning Group - L. L. Boyd/
D. L. Oldenstadt

Boyd reported that the initiatives which were approved during the
WARC report (Agenda ltem 16.1) will be aggregated with those from
the other regions and will provide input for NARC. For the last few
years, the SAES input has been a major factor in what comes out of
NARC to go on to the Joint Council.

ESCOP National Initiative (Preliminary Report) -- J. J. Zuiches/
L. L. Boyd

Zuiches reported that the ESCOP National Initiative group had a
retreat to discuss the long-range plans for agricultural research
initiatives. The retreat was chaired by Ted Hullar, representing the
chancellors. Membership consisted of: members of the ESCOP
Planning and Budgets Subcommittee; the DALS; Durwood Bateman,
Don Crossan and Bill Flatt, representing the Deans; J. P. Jordan,
representing CSRS; and Jim Tavares, representing the National
Academy of Sciences Board on Agriculture; Sam Smith, Martin
Massengale and Oran Little were involved via telephone conference
call.

Results of the meeting indicated that there is a very strong interest
in doing something other than what has been done to date. Withthe
exception of the biotechnology initiative we have not been successful
in getting any new money into the research program.

"A national initiative was proposed that goes beyond the normal

budget preparation process. While the national initiative is
proceeding, the ESCOP FY91-FY92-FYS3 budget effort will also be
proceeding. It was decided to capitalize on the momentum aiready
underway by efforts to get new money into the system. One of the
key goals in capitalizing on the momentum is to emphasize science
basic to agriculture. This would include forestry, nutrition, economic
and social sciences.

The Board on Agriculture of the National Academy of Sciences is very
interested in pursuing a report and an initiative reflecting agriculture’s
needs. It was very clear that, for this to work, we must have a
coalition of support that goes well beyond the scientific community.
We need the support of the agribusiness industry, scientific and




07/28-29/88 WDA Minutes 19

professional societies, commodity groups, and support that extends
beyond the historical support of the commodity groups.

The people will have to be convinced and educated that this initiative
is to augment the base level of support. The initiative is for $500
million as a base figure to work with. It willbe a competitive program,
with peer review and evaluation to be on the quality of the science
and the relevance to agriculture. Competition will be wide open to all
elements of higher education, land-grant and non land-grant, federal
laboratories, not-for-profit research institutions and other research
agencies. It would focus on the enhancement of research in the
sciences basic to food and agriculture, and in the sciences that
address the growing concerns about the environment. The initiative
would not necessarily be totally in USDA, it could involve other
agencies. The thrust of the research would be science-based.

There are three phases in the development of the initiative:

)] To develop a two to four page concept and action plan;

() A request from Congress for a major study on the needs of
agriculture. This request could be made to the Board on
Agriculture and could be funded through the agencies.
Industry participation would be essential.

()  Out of the report that the Board on Agriculture would be asked
to prepare would come an implementation plan and a coalition
of supporting groups would be developed over time.

The study might include: a review of the agricultural situation; a
needs assessment and justification of the proposed requirements; an
internal assessment of resources; comparison of what is available to
address the problem with the resources that are needed, and a
discussion of the shortfall; a clear definition of the scientific issues
that would be addressed; an implementation strategy; and specific
recommendations. The Board on Agriculture of the National Academy
of Sciences is not an advocacy agency. They are supposed to be
helping think through the issues and outlining the potential solutions.

A number of suggestions were proposed involving members of the
National Academy who are in the agricultural sciences, building
coalitions with the scientific professional societies, getting the FASEB
or the AIBS to endorse this kind of initiative. This could have a very
broad based constituency.

The beginning of the national initiative should be in place so that if a
trangition team decides that they would like to, they could move
ahead very aggressively, even while the reportis being prepared. The
time table would involve the NAS report being released in April 1989,
so that it could be a part of the FYS0 budget discussion.
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18.0

19.0

Zuiches indicated that the purpose of his presentation was to solicit
support, informal or formal, on the actions being taken by the
committee. If major problems are seen in the effort, they are to be
brought to Zuiches’ or Boyd's attention. If it is seen as a good
initiative, then a statement of support from the WDA should be
extended.

It was moved and seconded that the Western Directors Association
instruct the Chairman to prepare a letter of support to the National
Initiative Group. MOTION CARRIED.

Discussion of Joint Meeting and Other Regional Cogperation Issues -- R. D. Heil

Heil reported that there is a high level of interest for continuation of joint meetings.
An invitation from Montana will be extended and CAHA is planning to schedule a
joint meeting next summer.

Suggestions were solicited for consideration by the planning group for next year’s
meeting. The program planning group will consist of the chairmen of each of the
cooperating units. They will meet this fall to begin planning for the next joint
meeting.

It was suggested that the WDA meeting be scheduled earlier in the week, prior to
the joint meeting. It was also suggested that Extension and Experiment Stations
schedule a one-half day meeting together.

DAL Report -- L. L. Boyd
The DAL Report presented by Boyd is included as Appendix DD, pp. 144-157.

Biotechnology Film "Future Perfect: UC Riverside & Biotechnology” --
I. W. Sherman/S. D. Van Gundy

Van Gundy presented a videotape and distributed information about the University
of California at Riverside Center of Excellence in Biotechnology. The University of
California at Riverside felt that there was an educational need for materials to
provide Extension people and other groups information about what biotechnology
is. The City and County of Riverside are trying to attract industry, particularly those
companies associated with biotechnology. They provided the funding to develop
the video and a conference was held in which many of the major biotechnology
companies in the area were invited.

The Center of Excellence in Biotechnology includes 35 laboratories engaged in
state-of-the-art research to improve agriculture and food production methods. The

VidOOtape highlighted the latest agricultural research at UC Riverside and its
promise for tomorrow’s Californians, and people everywhere.
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21.0 Election of Officers

Oldenstadt, of the Nominating Committee, presented the list of nominees for
positions which terminate at the end of 1988 or which have been
accept
MOTION CARRIED. Th

moved and seconded to
rgprgggntativeg to committees.

21

the slate of candidates

the officers of the WDA and representatives to related committees.

Chairman
Chairman-Elect
Secretary
Treasurer

WDA Executive Committee:
Chairman

Chairman-Elect

Past Chairman

Secretary

Treasurer

Senior ESCOP Representative
At-large member

At-large member
Director-at-Large

Research Implementation
Committee (4 years)

Committee of Nine (3 years)

Board of Directors, Western
Rural Development Center
(2 years)

Experiment Station Committee
on Organization & Policy
(ESCOP) (3 years)

J. V. Drew, AK

D. E. Schlegel, CA-S
H. F. McHugh, CO
R. B. Muntifering, MT

. V. Drew, AK
E. Schiegel, CA-S
D. Heil, CO

F. McHugh, CO

B. Muntifering, MT
E. Oldenstadt, WA
C. Kaltenbach, WY
A.

L

W. Ware, AZ (89)
D

J.

\

J
D
R
H
R
D
C
G
L
G
S. D. Van Gundy, CA-R (90)
J

" J. Zuiches, WA (91)

V. V. Volk, OR (92)

Tom Army, ARS-CO
E.

L. E. Lassen, FS-UT
W. D. Carlson, CSRS
M.

H. Niehaus, CO (89)
L. J. Koong, OR (80)
G. W. Ware, AZ (alternate)

T. Dutson, OR
J. V. Drew, AK (89)
D. Smith, NM (S0)

D. L. Oldenstadt, WA (89)

R. D. Heil, CO (90)

J. V. Drew, AK (91)

D. E. Schlegel, CA (alternate)

vacated. It was
for offices and
e following list identifies
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ESCOP Standing Committees:

Budget Subcomm. (3 yrs)

Legislative Subcomm. (3 yrs)
Interim

Liaison

Seed Policy
Communications

Home Economics Research

Human Nutrition
Pest Control Strategies
Genetic Engineering Policy

Microbial & Subcellular
Germplasm
Special Initiatives

National Research Planning &
Evaluation

Decision Models & Computer
Use in Agri. Research

Social Contributions of
Agricultural Research

Marketing Economics & Policy

ESCOP-ECOP-RICOP Nationai IPM

Coordinating Committee
National Agricultural Research
Committee
Western Regional Council
Western Agricultural Research
Committee

22

D. Heil, CO (89)

J. Zuiches, WA (S0)

J. Zuiches, WA (91)

F. McHugh, CO (92)

R. Welsh, MT (89)

L. Oldenstadt, WA

L. Boyd, DAL (continuing)

H. Niehaus, CO (89)

M. Briggs, NM (89)

Duncan, OR (89)

J. Woodburn, OR (90)
Powell, WY (alternate)
. Mitchell, WA (89)

W. Ware, AZ (89)

E. Hess, CA-D

Bulla, WY

Moore, OR

R.
J.
J.
H.
J.
D.
L.
M.
D.
A.
M. J.
J. A
M. E

G.

C.E

L. A

L W.

G. A. Lee, ID

L. J. Koong, OR (alternate)
R. D. Heil, CO (88)

J. J. Zuiches, WA (at-large)
M. Briggs, NM
E

. Thompson, CA-D
J. Zuiches, WA (Chair)

. Oldenstadt, WA
McHugh, CO (alternate)
French, CA-D
Mclintyre, CO

Heil, CO

OlLdenstadt, WA
Oldenstadt, WA, Chairman
Heil, CO

Drew, AK

. Ware, AZ

D.
0.
J.
D.
H.
B.
G.
R.
D.
D
R.
J.

F
C
A
D
L
L
D

\Y

Koller, OR (CVD/AAVC)

W
. J. Woodburn, OR
D.
L. Boyd, DAL (continuing)

G.
M
(To be Appointed)(NAPFSC)
L
L.
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22.0 Future Meetings

23.0

22.1

22.2

22.3

NASULGC Meeting in Dallas, TX

The 1988 Fall WDA meeting will be held in Dallas, TX in conjunction with the
annual NASULGC meeting, November 13-15, 1988. The WDA is scheduled
to meet from 2:30-5:00pm Monday, November 14.

1989 Spring Meeting

The 1989 Spring WDA Meeting will be in Monterey, CA and is scheduled for
March 22-23, 1989 with RIC mesting on March 21. .

1989 Summer Meeting

Muntifering extended an invitation to the WDA to participate in a Joint
Meeting of CAHA, Extension, CARET, RI, WHERA, International Programs,
and Experiment Stations to be hosted by Montana in Bozeman, MT, either
the week of July 24-28, 1989 or July 31-August 4, 1989. The WDA and RIC
meetings will also be held during that week.

Other Business

23.1

CARET Report

David Fuller, Western Chairman of CARET, reported that the Joint Meeting
concept was strengthening and evolving. This came about partly at the
request of CARET. CARET is happy that the Deans and Directors have
seen fit to hold joint meetings. There is an economic efficiency, as well as
a communication efficiency that is important to members of CARET.

At the meeting of CARET a policy statement was approved which was sent
on to CAHA whereby a position was taken opposing the specific location
earmarking of competitive grants. An editorial statement by C. Hess (CA-
D) titled "Bypassing Merit Review - A New Challenge" will be used by CARET
in their opposition of earmarking.

Laroe stated that Directors could publicize requests through a CARET
Newsletter which is released monthly by NASULGC.

Fillmore commented that the progress made in agriculture with irrigation
systems, equipment, use of computers, and embryo transplants all came
about as a result of research. With the research information and the
extension program to pass the information on, the future of agriculture will
come from the land-grant system.
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23.2 ECOP/ESCOP/NASULGC Water Coordinator Activities -- Bill Kerrey

Kerrey updated the WDA on his activities as the ECOP/ESCOP/NASULGC
Water Coordinator which is included as Appendix EE, pp. 158-162.

23.3 Department of Agriculture Water Quality Effort -- J. P. Jordan

Jordan reported that the Department of Agriculture has a department-wide
effort in water quality that involves thirteen units with the USDA. The
sparkplug component from a pragmatic side is the Soil Conservation Service
and on the research side are ARS and CSRS with contributions from all the
other agencies. A joint set of documents have been developed that will be
important for the FY90 budget. The Department could go forward with a
major initiative in the range of $150 million, not just in research, but in Soil
Conservation Service efforts, etc. There could be as much as $50 million
in research or research and extension combinations. .

Jordan requested that V. V. Volk help CSRS on the initiative. The motion
was made and seconded to appoint V. V. Volk to help represent the WDA
and the SAES in the Department of Agriculture Water Quality Initiative.

MOTION CARRIED.
24.0 Resolutions

The motion was made, seconded and UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED to approve the
following resolutions:

RESOLUTION #1

WHEREAS Funds for Publicly-Supported agricultural research in the State
Agricuttural Experiment Stations are provided primarily through the Cooperative
State Research Service System, and

WHEREAS the Competitive Research Grants Program is an important component
of that support through peer evaluation of pertinent proposals without regard to
affiliation or location, and

WHEREAS location earmarking of funds in the Competitive Research Grants
Program will reduce or eliminate competition based on excellence as evaluated by
peer scientists for approximately twenty-five percent of the available funds, and

WHEREAS this will, in the opinion of the Western Association of Agricultural
Experiment Station Directors, destroy the Competitive Research Grants Program
if allowed to become effective,

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, After deep and vigorous discussion that
the Western Association of Agricultural Experiment Station Directors urges
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unanimously, that Congress eliminate all location earmarks on funds appropriated
for the Competitive Research Grants Program, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That all location earmarks be eliminated on national
initiatives such as funds under Special Grants 83-106 for Water Quality.

RESOLUTION #2

WHEREAS Dr. Gary Evans has provided valuable service and counsel to
individuals within and to the Western Association of Agricultural Experiment Station
Directors in service on the Regional Implementation Committee, and

WHEREAS he has furthered the attitude of cooperation and good will between the
Agricultural Research Service and the State Agricultural Experiment Stations, and

WHEREAS Dr. Evans has now accepted the position of Deputy Administrator for
Programs in the Agricultural Research Service and leaves the position of Area
Director,

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That the Western Association of
Agricultural Experiment Station Directors expresses their sincere appreciation to Dr.
Gary Evans for his friendship, service and ability to see the big picture, and wishes
him well in his new assignment, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the original of this resolution be sent to Dr.
Evans and that a copy be made a part of the minutes of the July 28-29, 1988
meeting.

RESOLUTION #3

WHEREAS Dr. John Fulkerson has chosen to retire, after a long and distinguished
career in service to publicly-supported agricuitural research, and

WHEREAS those of us with similar research responsibilities recognize the many
and important contributions that he has made to the field of recombinant gene
technology, and

WHEREAS Dr. Fulkerson has effected his contributions with dedicated purpose,
uncommon goodwill, and enviable style,

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That the Western Association of
Agricultural Experiment Station Directors note, with a sense of pride, his many
accomplishments and wish Dr. Fulkerson good health and happiness in his
retirement, and
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the original of this resolution be sent to Dr.
Fulkerson and that a copy be made a part of the minutes of the July 28-29, 1988
meeting. A

RESOLUTION #4

WHEREAS Dr. Steven Zobrisky has carved an important niche and service to the
State Agricultural Experiment Stations through service in the Cooperative State
Research Service, and

WHEREAS Dr. Zobrisky has influenced positively many young animal and meat
scientists and provided leadership to many departments in the Land Grant System,
and

WHEREAS he now has determined to retire and pursue other interests,

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That the Western Association of
Agricultural Experiment Station Directors recognize Dr. Zobrisky's many
contributions, positive influence and distinctive style, and wish him well in the
future,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the original of this resolution be sent to Dr.
Zobrisky and that a copy be made a part of the minutes of the July 28-29, 1988
meeting.

RESQOLUTION #5

WHEREAS Dr. C. Elmer Clark has served the publicly-supported agricultural
research system in so many ways that it would be impossible to enumerate them,
and

WHEREAS he has done so, efficiently, effectively and with uncommon good
humor, in service to others, and

WHEREAS Dr. Clark has been honored in other ways and with unanimous sincerity
by his peers,

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That the Western Association of
Agricuttural Experiment Station Directors at their meeting in Fort Collins, Colorado
on July 29, 1988 unanimously expresses its appreciation to Dr. C. Elmer Clark, and
wishes him well in retirement, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the original of this resolution be sent to Dr.
Clark and that a copy be made a part of the minutes of the July 28-29, 1988
meeting.
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RESOLUTION #6

WHEREAS Dr. Robert R. Rice has decided, after thirteen years in administration
and service to the Western Association of Agricultural Experiment Stations and the
Home Economics profession, to return to a professional capacity, and

WHEREAS he has served with efficiency, purpose and ability as an Administrative
Advisor of several regional projects, and

WHEREAS his representation os his profession has been exemplary,

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That the Western Association of
Agricultural Experiment Station Directors expresses to Dr. Robert R. Rice its
collective thanks for and pride in his high quality service, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the original of this resolution be sent to Dr.
Rice and that a copy be made a part of the minutes of the July 28-29, 1988
meeting.

RESQLUTION #7

WHEREAS Dr. James Ozbun has provided invaluable service as Administrative
Advisor to regional research projects in the West, and

WHEREAS he has served with distinction as Dean of the College of Agriculture
and Home Economics at Washington State University for the past five years, and

WHEREAS Dr. Ozbun has accepted the position of President of North Dakota
State University and is leaving the Western region, and

WHEREAS the West notes the loss of a valued administrator in the West and the
gain of the North Central Region,

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That the Western Association of
Agricuttural Experiment Station Directors wishes Dr. Ozbun well in his new
assignment and invites him to return to the West whenever possible, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the original of this resolution be sent to Dr.

Ozbun and that a copy be made a part of the minutes of the July 28-29, 1988
meeting.

RESOLUTION #8

WHEREAS the Western Association of Agricultural Experiment Station Directors
have concluded a most successful meeting in Fort Collins, Colorado, and
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WHEREAS Dr. Merle Niehaus, Dr. Robert Heil and related support staff have
provided facilities and ambiance more than sufficient to engender good will and
foster efficiency, and

WHEREAS the trip to Estes Park and the Lazy B Chuckwagon was an exhilarating
experiment with pleasant and frightening gastronomical consequences, and

WHEREAS the members and guests of the Western Association of Agricultural
Experiment Station Directors are in an expansive mood and one of complete
satiation

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That the Western Association of
Agricultural Experiment Station Directors (including neophytes, elderphytes and
guests) express their pleasure to all who helped make the meeting successful, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the original of this resolution be sent to Drs.
Niehaus and Heil, and that a copy be made a part of the minutes of the July 28-
29, 1988 meeting.

RESOLUTION #9

WHEREAS the Western Association of Agricultural Experiment Station Directors
have just concluded a most successful meeting in Fort Collins, Colorado, and

WHEREAS the Marriott Hotel and its employees have assisted immensely in
helping to establish an environment for a successful meeting, and

WHEREAS the Western Association of Agricultural Experiment Station Directors
wish to let the employees of the Marriott Hotel know how much their efforts in our
behalf are appreciated,

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That the members and guests of the
Western Association of Agricultural Experiment Station Directors express their
appreciation to the personnel of the Marriott Hotel, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the original of this resolution be sent to the
Marriott Hotel, and that a copy be made a part of the minutes of the July 28-29,
1988 meeting.

Adjournment

The motion was made seconded to adjourn the meeting. MOTION CARRIED.
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July 28-29, 1988
Marriott Hotel
Fort Collins, Colorado

Thursday, July 28, 1988

Call to Order

Introductions and Announcements

Adoption of Agenda

Approval of Minutes of March 23-24, 1988 Meeting
identification and Orientation of Neophytes

Report of Chairman/Executive Committee -- R. D. Heil
Treasurer's Report -- R. B. Muntifering

Reports from Liaison Representatives

8.1 CSRS Report - J. P. Jordan

8.2 ERS Report -- B. H. Robinson

8.3 ARS Administrator's Report -- R. D. Plowman

8.4 ARS Western Area Report -- J. van Schilfgaarde

85 Forest Service Report - R. R. Bay

8.6 W. Home Economics Research Administrators -- M. J. Woodburn/
C. Hefferan

8.7 Council of Veterinary Deans/Association American Veterinary Colleges --
L. D. Koller

8.8 National Association of Professional Forestry Schools and Colleges --
A. A. Dyer

89 Western Rl Directors - M. Burke

8.10 Western Extension Directors -- B. M. Jones

RIC Report - L. J. Koong
Reports from Representatives to Regional and National Committees

10.1 Committee of Nine - M. H. Niehaus/D. E. Schlegel
10.2 Committee of Nine IR Project Off-the-Top Funding Recommendations --
D. E. Schiegel

10.3 Users Advisory Board -- C. C. Kaltenbach

10.4 Animal Care Guidelines Update -- C. C. Kaltenbach

10.5 Joint Council -- J. P. Jordan

10.6 Aquacuiture Consortium -- G. A. Lee

Low Input Agricuiture Program Report and Discussion -- D. E. Schiegel

Interregional Project Activities

121 IR-1 Report -- V. Van Volk
12.2 IR-2 Report - J. J. Zuiches
12.3 IR-4 Report - G. W. Ware
12.4 IR-5 Report -- D. M. Briggs
12.5 IR-6 Report -- C. E. Clark
12.6 IR-7 Report -- R. D. Heil

Search for Life Museum Exhibit Report -- F. E. Bender
Western Rural Development Center--R. Youmans

ADJOURNMENT FOR DAY
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Friday, July 29, 1988

Neophyte Report/Announcements

Research Planning Activities

16.1 W. Agricultural Research Committee - C. C. Kaltenbach

16.2 National Agricultural Research Committee - D. L. Oldenstadt

ESCOP Committee Reports

171 ESCOP -- C. C. Kaltenbach

17.2 ESCOP Communications -- D. M. Briggs

17.3 ESCOP Pest Control Strategies -- G. W. Ware

17.4 ESCOP Seed Policy Subcommittee - M. H. Niehaus

17.5 ESCOP Research Planning & Budgets Subcommittee
17.51 ESCOP FY89 Budget Group - J. P. Jordan/L. L. Boyd
1752 ESCOP FY90 Budget Group - J. J. Zuiches/L. L. Boyd
17.63 ESCOP FY91 Budget Group Plans - J. J. Zuiches
17.54 ESCOP Budget Strategies & Action Group - J. J. Zuiches/

L. L. Boyd

1755 ESCOP Special Initiatives Group -- J. J. Zuiches/G. A. Lee
17.566 ESCOP National Research Planning Group -- L. L. Boyd/
D. L. Oldenstadt
17.57 ESCOP National Initiative (Preliminary Report) -- J. J. Zuiches/
L. L. Boyd
Discussion of Joint Meeting and Other Regional Cooperation Issues - R. D. Heil
DAL Report -- L. L. Boyd

Biotechnology Film "Future Perfect: UC Riverside & Biotechnology" --

I. W. Sherman/S. D. Van Gundy

Election of Officers

Future Meetings

Other Business

231 CARET Report

23.2 ECOP/ESCOP/NASULGC Water Coordinator Report -- Bill Kerrey
Resolutions

Adjournment
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WESTERN DIRECTORS' SPECIAL ACCOUNT

FINANCIAL REPORT - JULY 1988

ASSESSMENT INCOME
OCTOBER 1 BALANCE
ALASKA
ARIZONA
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
GUAM
HAWAII
IDAHO
MONTANA
NEVADA
NEW MEXICO
OREGON
UTAH
WASHINGTON
WYOMING
TOTAL 0.00 0.00
DATE TRANSACTION INCOME
01-0Oct-87 BALANCE
11-Nov-87 ESCOP - KALTENBACH - ORLANDO
01-Jan-88 ESCOP - E. CLARK - TUCSON,ETC
02-Mar-88 ESCOP-KALTENBACH-D.C.
12-Dec-87 OCTOBER INTEREST 98.40
12-Dec-88 NOVEMBER INTEREST 103.32
01-Jan-88 DECEMBER INTEREST 101.68
17-Mar-88 INTEREST CORRECTION* (47.41)
24-Mar-87 JANUARY INTEREST 95.12
10-Mar-88 FEBRUARY INTEREST 98.40
27-Apr-88 MARCH INTEREST 93.48
04-Apr-88 INVESTMENT TRANSACTIONS 14.10
05-May-88 APRIL INTEREST 73.70
25-May-88 MAY INTEREST 81.74
25-May-88 ESCOP-KALTENBACH
23-Jun-88 ESCOP-OLDENSTADT
TOTALS 712.53

xCorrection of an erroneously computed in

July 21,

672.07

1,495.08

741.25

1,162.04
1,385.64

5,456.08

1988

BALANCE

15,950.53
15,950.53
15,950.53
15,950.53
15,950.53
15,950.53
15,950.53
15,950.53
15,950.53
15,950.53
15,950.53
15,950.53
15,950.53
15,950.53
15,950.53
15,950.53

terest payment in prior year
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COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH SERVICE
REPORT TO THE
WESTERN ASSOCIATION OF AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION DIRECTORS
FORT COLLINS, COLORADO
JULY 28-29, 1988

1. Budgets. Different versions of an FY 1989 budget have been passed by the
House and the full Appropriations Committee in the Senate and copies of the
reports have been distributed to Directors. The total funding level for CSRS is
higher in the Senate. A major concern with the proposal is the earmarking for
specific locations within the competitive grants and water quality programs.
Another problem is the absence of the Human Nutrition Program in Competitive
Grants. Finally, the Plant Science Centers are identified but no new money is
included. The CSRS budget request for FY 1990 is nearing completion and I will
present it to the Deputy Secretary on August 3. It reflects strong ESCOP
involvement.

2. Plant Science Centers. Although the Executive Budget for FY 1988 contained
$3 1/3 million for Plant Science Centers, no additional funds were in the
Appropriation. Approval was given for use of funds for Plant Science Centers,
but no specific appropriation was provided. The same request has been made for
FY 1989, but is being "sold" more vigorously. Site visits have been completed.
Award announcements will be made by September 1 for FY 1988.

3. Animal Care Guidelines. Copies of the Guide for the Care and Use of
Agricultural Animals in Agricultural Research and Teaching have been mailed to
each SAES Director's office. Additional copies of the guide will be available
at a cost of $5.00 per copy from Association Headquarters, 309 wWest Clark
Street, Champaign, Illinois 61820.

4. CSRS Facilities. CSRS is now occupying new facilities in the Aerospace
building located adjacent to L’Enfant Plaza at 9th and D. St., SW. This
building is not to be confused with the Smithsonian Air and Space Museum or the
NASA building in the same part of town.

5. Water Quality. The interest in water quality remains high. The bills
introduced earlier in this session are still alive. Cooperating institutions
are also interested in moving ahead with this number 1 research priority, and
are contemplating a unified structure for a research program. Individual
institutions are already making priority adjustments to address the more urgent
State and regional water quality needs.

6. Staffing. We are delighted that Dr. Colleen Hefferan has joined CSRS in the
position of principal home economist, replacing Dr. Mary Heltsley. Dr. Hefferan
was formerly the supervisory home economist with the Family Economics Research
Group, Agricultural Research Service. We are also pleased to announce that

Dr. Clark Burbee has joined CSRS as an Agricultural Economist on a permanent
basis. Dr. Burbee was with CSRS on loan from the Economic Research Service for
a year prior to this appointment. Former Director W. Lamar Harris (MD) will
join CSRS as Principal Agricultural Engineer September 1. Dr. David MacKenzie
(LA) will begin an IPA assignment as Director of the National Biological Impact
Assessment Program on September 1. Dr. Estel Cobb retired as Deputy
Administrator for Plant and Animal Sciences on April 1, 1988. He has been

unusually effective both as a scientist and as an administrator. His successor

i0 boing chocon through a nationswide open cometitive search. DI, Gi M Wilaon
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will carry those responsibilities as Acting Deputy Administrator while Dr. John
Naegele will fill in behind Dr. Wilson as Acting Deputy Administrator for
Regional Research and Special Grants. Dr. Naegele will continue to lead the
agency effort in strategic planning and leadership development. Several IPA’'S
and national searches will be used to fill expected retirements that are
scheduled over the next year. Paul K. Stumpf, a member of the National Academy
of Sciences, has agreed to be the CRGO Chief Scientist for 1988-89.

7. Biotechnology. CSRS continues tc work with all involved parties to assure
research guidelines for safe field experimentation and to discourage the
proliferation of potential conflicting State laws and regulations. The timely
adoption of these guidelines is critical to agricultural biotechnologic research
in both industry and the academic institutions. Four conferences on
biotechnology, co-sponsored by USDA and the experiment station system, were held
this Spring. The conferences, entitled "Agricultural Biotechnology and The
public," were well received by scientists, government officials, industry
representatives, food processors, educators, farmers, and ranchers and focused
on such topics as processing of food from test tube to the table; coordinated
requlation of genetically engineered plants, animals, micro-organisms and food
products; and ethical and environmental issues.

8. National Biological Impact Assessment Program (NBIAP). NBIAP is a CSRS
program established under %He authority of tge Assistant Secretary for Science
and Education. It is intended to provide the scientific underpinning for
assessing and monitoring the potential impacts of biotechnological processes and
products on human welfare and the environment. NBIAP activities will be
conducted in four major areas: research site identification, research on
monitoring technologies, expertise identification, and information exchange.
Further scientific input is anticipated from a later summer symposium, now in
planning by the Division of Agriculture Biotechnology Committee, the University
of California, and CSRS NBIAP staff.

9. New Directors Workshop. The 1988 CSRS/ESCOP New Directors Workshop was held
June 19-21, 1988 at the Hyatt Regency Hotel, Capitol Hill, Washington, D.C.
Drs. John Naegele (CSRS) and Dale Zinn (NE-DAL) did a superb job of organizing
an excellent set of events this year.

10. Honor Awards Program. We received sixteen outstanding nominations from the
SAES system and submitted eight nominations involving ten people for final
review by the Secretary’s Honor Awards Committee. All were approved by the
Secretary's Awards Committee and were presented by Secretary Lyng on Wednesday,
June 22, 1988. A brochure describing achievements of the honorees will be sent
to all Directors.

11. A symposium honoring the USDA Food and Agricultural Sciences National Needs
Graduate Fellows was held at the National Academy of Sciences, April 18-19,
1988. It was titled, "FOCUS 1988: Future Opportunities and Challenges Unique to
Science." Large numbers of fellows supported by this program attended, along
with their faculty advisors and deans. Secretary of Agriculture Richard E. Lyng
opened the program which included presentations by Max Lennon, President,
Clemson University, and Ray Thornton, President, University of Arkansas. Frank
Press, President, National Academy of Sciences, opened the second day which
included presentations by Dr. Mary Clutter on behalf of Erich Bloch, Director,
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National Science Foundation, with additional major presentations being made by
Harrison Shull, University of Colorado; Senator Christopher S. Bond (R-MO);

A. L. Young, USDA; and C. Eugene Allen, Dean, College of Agriculture, University
of Minnesota. Concurrent sessions focused on several different aspects of
future opportunities, including the relationship between science and requlation,
science and the development of new products, and facilitating technology
transfer. The closing address was given by Harry O. Kunkle, former Dean,
College of Agriculture, Texas A&M University. The event crganized by Dr. Kyle
Jane Coulter, Director, Higher Education program, CSRS, had strong support from
RICOP and AASCU.

12. OMB Visit: On May 19, 1988, Drs. David Gibbons, Neal Conklin, and Susan
Offutt of OMB, accompanied by Deputy Assistant Secretary Robert Long and USDA
Budget Director Stephen Dewhurst as well as three of us from CSRS, visited North
Carolina State University to view its agricultural research program and related

. activities. Dean Durward Bateman organized a visit to a dozen programs, many of
which were cooperative across college lines or involved ARS, FS or other Federal
agencies. Chancellor Bruce R. Poulton opened the day with a briefing and

Dr. Bateman closed the day with an hour and a half dialogue session that
involved Deans Terry Curtin (Vet Med), Erick Ellwood (Forest Resources), James
Oblinger (Academic Affairs), Ronald Kuhr (Experiment Station), and Robert Wells
(Extension Service) along with Ernest Corley (ARS-Southeast Area), Frank Hart
(Vice Chancellor-Research) Burleigh Webb and Sidney Evans (NC A&T), and Jim
Wilder (NC Soybean Association). This presented a tremendous opportunity to
provide some answers to critical questions that the OMB leadership needs, but
most of all to show the synthesis capacity of the university as a place in which
all the components in agricultural research, extension and teaching can be
brought together to meet the needs of the citizen of America. Dr. Robert Cook
(NC) and Dr. William Carlson (CSRS) did the detail planning and brought about an
outstanding program that had an enormous positive impact on all the visitors.
Follow-on activities are now under discussion with OMB.

13. IR Special Report: Both ESCOP and the Committee of Nine discussed in
detail the IR Committee Report in their May meetings. While there appears to be
positive regard for the conceptual notion of national projects, the Committee of
Nine took no formal action other than to recognize that this issue should be
thoroughly discussed at the regional association meetings so that a
clarification and enumeration of the issues and implications surrounding this
concept are clearly articulated. The Committee of Nine is planning to review
the issues that emerge from the regional association discussions in their
September meeting before taking formal action on the concept.

Respectfully submitted,

PATRICK J
inistrator
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Highlights of the ERS Program

Organization and Planning

The thrust of the ERS program has four areas of responsibility which are
Research, Situation and Outlook, Staff Analysis, and Data Development.
Ultimately the output from each area serves decisionmakers and policymakers in
the agricultural sector in its broadest sense. From a subject matter
perspective we are organized into 5 Divisions in order to gain from
specialities in commodities, land and water resources, trade, farm financial
and rural conditions, and management and technical analysis of empirical

data. Each division provides output under all four of the responsibility
areas. Program planning 1is approached differently for each area of
responsibility.

Research planning

For research, our task ijs to identify and conceptualize well-defined projects
that provide the analytic and empirical foundation for applying the discipline
of agricultural economics to the problems that decisionmakers and policymakers
are facing or as best we can anticipate the problems they will face. In some
cases the results from research projects go directly to the final users. In
other cases, the results of our research program provides the basis for a
secondary or tertiary round of analysis that is required to bring the focus to
the problems confronted by our audience.

Situation and Outlook planning

For Situation and Outlook, our task is to 1) assemble a vast amount of data
and information, 2) subject the information to the scrutiny of commodity and
other analysts who apply the rigors of classification and econonic analysis to
the data and informationm, and 3) to disseminate the essence of what we
discover in the process in a timely fashion. Obviously situation and outlook
planning requires jdentifying the kind of information that public and private
decisionmakers need on a day to day basis and then developing a systematic
program that gathers, integrates, analyzes raw data and disseminates packaged
information that is peither mundane nor outdated. Situation and outlook
combines human analytic expertise with the state of the art in data processing
and communication.

Planning for Situation and Outlook led to the 1987 reorganization, it is the
impetus for developing a data coordination system, for standardizing word
processing, for investigating desk-top publishing, for training programs in
writing and speaking, and for recruiting individuals that have special skills
in analyzing and communicating.

Presented by B.H. Robinson, Associate Administrator, at the Summer Meeting of
the Western Deans, Directors and CARET Representatlves, Colorado State
University, Fort Collins, Colorado, July 27-29, 1988.
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Staff Analysis planning

There has been the view that staff analysis was a nuisance activity that
interrupted research and defied planning. We no longer operate under that
misconception. Staff analysis puts the immediate information needs of a
policymaker before an analyst or group of analysts who either have the
information or the capability to analyze the policymaker's problem. Staff
analysis requires that an analyst respond within a specified period of time.
Staff analysis draws on research, on situation and outlook and on data
jnformation capabilities. The prerequisite for good staff analysis is a
balanced and relevant program in all of the other areas.

Since staff analysis requests are a spontaneous occurrence, they require a
particular management approach. Our approach to staff analysis is that the
person or group that has the data and research capability should be a
participant in responding to staff analysis requests. We have established a
staff analysis coordination function in the Office of the ERS Administrator
and counterpart coordination functions in each Division. It is the
responsibility of the coordinator in the Administrator's office to keep a log
of staff analysis requests, direct them to the appropriate area of specialized
expertise and provide the leadership and coordination to assure quality and
timeliness. The coordinators are responsible for monitoring the progress,
reviewing the adequacy of response, and directing the response back to the
requesting party through the Administrator's office. This system provides a
procedure for finding the most appropriate person or persons for responding to
a policymakers question or need, for review at more than one level, for
maintaining timeliness, and for keeping a record of resources devoted to this
effort as well as a record of all outgoing materials.

The management focus gives recognition to staff work as a full fledged
legitimate function and provides for managerial control over the product. ERS
has been handling 250-300 requests each year. These analyses have given
analysts a broader perspective on issues and questions, they have influenced
the planning of research projects, and they have influenced decisions on data
handling and information processing. We have also provided specialized
communication training to help analysts improve preparation of staff analysis
reports.

Data Development planning

We are giving the collecting, analyzing, storing and sharing of data new
emphasis. For one thing, we see making good data files readily and widely
accessible as being an important part of the ERS mission. There are several
challenges in this area. One is to motivate the jndividual researcher to
understand that packaging the data he or she is using may be as important as
packaging the results of analyses. Another challenge is to provide and manage
the computer hardware and software resources that are available in such a way
that preparation of data offerings and dissemination of data becomes as

routine as hard copy publication which includes editing and review.
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Finally, there is the challenge of making hardware, software, and data files
readily available to our own analysts. We are seeking steps that minimize the
time and effort needed to make efficient use of what computer systems can
offer. ERS has a small division devoted to handling data and information and
to charting the course for this area.

Mandated or Special Studies Directed to ERS

Now I want to talk about some of our specific studies and findings and finally
review some of the highest priority program thrusts identified for the next 5
years.

We are seeing a growing number of requests to do specific studies. These
requests are often written into legislation or they are requested by members
of Congress who make a direct request for ERS 1input through the Secretary.
Requests for these studies also originate with other agencies particularly OMB
and USTR. The following are some examples:

1. The 1987 Supplemental Appropriations Bill required that the Secretary
of Agriculture investigate "changes needed in farm programs in order to
restore the American farm economy.” The directive specifically asked
that the Secretary investigate whether producers of basic commodities
favored mandatory limits, to ijnvestigate the quantity of basic
commodities and soybeans that would be required to meet demand
including reserves and to investigate changes needed to implement
mandatory production controls in order to provide returns that would
cover costs of production.

ERS conducted this study over a 7-month period. The study concluded
that producers historically have shown varying degrees of support for
mandatory controls. Implementation of mandatory controls would require
changes in a wide range of statutes and USDA regulations. The study
showed that cost of production based price goals would likely be below
parity-based price goals. Even so, export subsidy costs would lead to
higher program costs and consumer food costs would rise because of
higher meat prices that in turn would be induced by higher feed prices.

2. The Farm Disaster Assistance Act of 1987 mandated the Secretary of
Agriculture to submit a report to the Agriculture Comnittee on the use
of marketing loans 1if the Secretary declined to establish marketing
loans for wheat, feed grains and soybeans.

The Secretary declined to establish marketing loans for wheat, feed
grains and soybeans 80 ERS prepared a report that set forth:

o An explanation of why marketing loans were not implemented for 1987
crops of wheat, feed grains, and soybeans;
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A comparison of 1987 program costs for wheat, feed grains, and soybeans
with and without marketing loans;

An analysis of the effectiveness of marketing loans for upland cotton
and rice;

A comparison of the effectiveness of marketing loans for upland cotton
and rice and marketing loans for wheat, feed grains, and soybeans;

An analysis of how the use of generic certificates affects market
prices for program commodities compared with marketing loans; and

An assessment of how a soybean marketing loan would affect other
oilseed markets and the effectiveness of a marketing loan for
sunflowers.

The report concluded that marketing loans for wheat and feed grains
would be analogous to further modest reductions in support levels,
whereas, for rice and cotton and depending on world prices, soybeans,
marketing loans have the potential for significantly enhancing price
competitiveness. The modest potential price reductions offered by
marketing loans for wheat and feed grains would add l1ittle to the price
risk borne by foreign competitors and would have only a modest effect
on domestic use and exports.

The National Commission on Dairy Policy requested a study of the
jnfluences on current and projected utilization of milk products by
domestic and foreign consumers. The study concluded that rising
consumer incomes and declining prices for dairy products relative to
other foods caused most of the 2-percent average annual increase in per
capita consumption and the 3-percent increase in total consumption
poste? from 1983 through 1986. Advertising, concern about health and
nutri.ion, changes in demographics, and Government donations also
affected consumption. But these influences were small for most dairy
products, compared with the effects of changes in relative prices and
consumer incomes.

After the release of a controversial alcohol fuel study in 1986, the
Secretary directed ERS to undertake a comprehensive study to
jnvestigate the economic feasibility of ethanol production under
current and projected prices and technology. ERS was directed to
solicit cooperation from business, government and academics and draw
upon all available information. The Secretary asked for an examination
of a broad range of economic conditions and technologies, including
technologies on the horizon.

The report concluded that federally supported ethanol use is one
alternative for meeting environmental, energy security, and
agricultural objectives. Additional expansion of the industry depends
on a continuation of current favorable conditions, including extension
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of the Federal gasoline tax exemption. Under current conditions,
ethanol should be able to compete with other additives as an octane
enhancer. Expansion of the ethanol industry would increase ethanol's
contribution to improving energy security, reducing air quality
problems associated with carbon monoxide, and increasing corn prices.
The report provides a basis for assessing the tradeoffs in using
ethanol to meet national objectives.

ERS has conducted over 20 such studies since the beginning of 1987. These are
challenging studies that deal with controversial issues or with policy or
program options. They require a blend of data, modeling, and skill of the
economic analysts. They almost always involve tight deadlines even though
most require several months work. The majority of these studies are released
to the public although they are not always available in a numbered series.
Further, since most of these studies are assigned, planned, and finished
within a year, they seldom get written into official work plans.

The USTR Mandate

One of the most important ongoing efforts relates to the special mandate from
the Office of the United States Trade Representative (USTR) to provide
analytic back up for the trade negotiations. As an ongoing contribution we
have provided a continual updating and reporting of PSE/CSE measures for all
major countries and an extensive list of commodities. The ERS reports have
become handbooks to the entire group of GATT participants.

We delivered a comprehensive internal analysis of trade liberalization effects
to USTR in the Fall of 1987. We are completing an update of that analysis
which will be delivered next month. In addition we have carried out numerous
staff analyses on particular questions or concepts relating to the trade
negotiations and to trade liberalization effects.

The results from many of these analyses have been or are scheduled for
publication. Only a small number of analysis are considered so sensitive that
they are designated for internal use only.

Our trade liberalization work has required resources from all of the divisions
with the commodity and trade divisions the most heavily involved. Our CGE
modeling efforts are now being used in the trade liberalization work. We have
also linked our major trade model (SWOPSIM) with our domestic econometric
model (FAPSIM).

Focusing on the 1990 Farm Bill

We have planned a coordinated effort to develop a broad range of information
directed to the upcoming 1990 farm bill debate.

One of the objectives we are emphasizing for this effort is to cap off the
work with reports that will communicate clearly to policymaking officials,
legislators, and the general public. We want to release these reports over
the next twelve months.
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Analysis of major scenarios

One priority is to analyze a continuation of the Food Security Act of 1985.
The 1985 farm bill scenario will provide a basis for comparisons with other
alternatives. We also plan to analyze a decoupling alternative in detail
because it is an alternative that has received so much attention. We have
prepared several assessments of mandatory controls and the overall effects are
consistently the same. Mandatory controls would introduce many problems while
the benefits accrue mostly to existing landowners.

Preparing an AFPR

ERS initiated an Agricultural-Food Policy Review (AFPR) series in 1977. Each
review is a collection of in-depth articles that focus on relevant background
information for policymaking purposes or articles that treat current and
emerging policy issues. We plan to publish another Agricultural-Policy Review
(AFPR) next year. The theme for the next AFPR is “U.S. Agricultural Policy in
a Changing World”. This 200-300 page review will deal with the events that
led to the agricultural sector's problems in the early 1980's; the performance
of the policy and program measures taken to restore the financial viability of
agriculture; and, as we move into the 1990's, the issues policymakers face in
dealing with trade, the environment, food safety, and the economic performance
of the agricultural sector.

A special series of issues and background bulletins

We also initiated an "Issues in Agricultural Policy” series of Agriculture
Information Bulletins (AIB's) in 1987. This series highlights current issues
or provides background information in an 8-page pamphlet format that gives
readers an overview of an issue or a succinct treatment of facts and
information for an area of interest to the agricultural policy audience. We
have identified a large number of issues and background topic areas that
relate to the 1990 farm bill and to trade liberalization. Topics such as
"Understanding Trade Liberalization”, "Understanding Decoupling”, and the
"Effect of Implementing Water Quality Legislation on Agriculture” are being
addressed. We expect to release as many as 35 bulletins in the AIB issues and
a new background series over the next year.

Commodity Background Bulletins

In September 1984, the Department released 14 commodity specific background
bulletins that had been prepared by ERS. These 30-50 page bulletins described
the structure of the industry for the particular commodity, identified trends
in domestic and world markets, summarized costs and returns, and provided an
explanation of current programs including the history of their development.
The bulletins also contained data appendices. These bulletins served as a
handbook for policymakers when they had to deal with commodity specific
matterss We ase updeting these bulletins for a mid-1989 release.
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Water Quality, Irrigation and Environment

Qur research program on water quality, irrigation and the environment 1is
coordinated by the Resources and Technology Division. The water quality
research focuses on three general topic areas: policies, programs, and
management tools. Under these general areas, we will be looking at a set of
generic approaches to address water quality concerns within the agricultural
sector. These approaches include taxes, subsidies, input restrictions, and
farm management regulations. The RTD analysts are prepared to analyze the
impacts of legislation (1987 Water Quality Act) and policy initiatives (CRP)
on the farm sector and the associated impacts on water quality. This will
include assessing actual or potential conflicts between programs, policies and
legislation relating to water quality goals and existing farm policy (so0il
conservation programs, commodity programs). Part of the overall effort will
include evaluating programs to assess the consistency of management and
regulatory efforts. RTD analysts have specifically jdentified some 13 reports
or papers that will address the water quality area.

A closely related area ig an assessment of the contribution of new practices
and technological enhancement to agricultural production for achieving water
quality goals. This will include a look at the effectiveness of best
management practices for controlling surface water runoff and groundwater
protection. This will require refinement and further development of
quantitative relationships linking agricultural production and environmental
outputs. Tradeoffs between protecting groundvater and controlling surface
water nonpoint source pollution and cost—-effectiveness of new technologies and
tillage practices to achieve water quality goals will have to be examined.
The impacts of alternative pesticide and tillage strategies and the potential
for low input agriculture to contribute to water quality goals will also have
to be explored. We have 9 pleces of output planned for this area.

A third toplic area will be to focus on offsite costs of agricultural residual
pollution and offsite benefits of programs and policies to enhance water
quality. The beginning task is to refine assessment procedures and establish
data bases to reduce reliance on restrictive assumptions. We can then go on
to investigate health impacts of pesticide and nutrient contamination,
particularly in groundwater. We will continue to quantify linkages between
of f-farm consequences and on-farm production activities and to explore the
jmpact of external constraints on agricultural production. This area is
fertile for the kind of data enhancement and data packaging that 1 mentioned
earlier. There are 14 items of output planned for this third topic area.

We have made a distinction between water quality research and research on
water management and technological adoption in connection with irrigation.
Qur plans are to develop and maintain a national irrigation and agricultural
water resource data base that can be used to project irrigated acres, water
use, production and rates or irrigation technology adoption. Further, we see
oPPortunities for cooperative work with western universities to analyze the

location, extent, and consequencé of growing competitdon &or water supplies.

This will include looking at both market and nonmarket alternatives for water
allocation.
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Environmental research focuses on both envirommental programs, the provisions
created in the 1985 farm bill, and the economic implications of wider
environmental issues. We have recently completed a draft economic assessment
of the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP), which finds the net economic gain
from implementing a 45 million acre program to exceed $11 billion. We are
also analyzing the potential economic effects of the Conservation Compliance
(cC) program, with work underway on both farm and national/regional cost
implications. Estimates of the compliance costs range between $5 and 520 per
acre, depending on the implementation regime followed.

In addition, we are analyzing the economic implications of various
environmental issues, including pesticide regulation, large area pest control
programs such as boll weevil eradication and grasshopper control, and the
implementation of the Endangered Specles Act.

Drought

The drought has been headline news since mid-June. For ERS, it has meant
overtime and working under pressure. Staff analysis requests increased and
situation and outlook analysts found they were in particularly heavy demand.
The initial concern from the viewpoint of the headlines is the effect on food
availability and food prices. Our Food Marketing and Consumption Economics
Branch working together with the Crops and Livestock Branches provided a
complete rundown to show the effect on marketing spreads, retail price levels,
the food component of the CPI, and the dollar effect on households with
different income levels. The general points they made within a matter of
hours when the headlines broke have held consistent and have been the basis of
many statements and reports from the Department of Agriculture and the
Administration.

o Meat prices would be expected to decline slightly in the second half of
1988 as producers liquidate 1ivestock, but by 1989 supplies will
decline leading to higher prices than otherwise would be the case.

o Prices of cereal and bakery products would increase with products
requiring Durum wheat and oats showing the largest price increases in
1988. Unless the drought continues, prices of these products would
plateau in 1989.

o Cooking oils, salad oils, and margarine would increase because of
reduced soybean supplies.

o Fruits and vegetables would not be heavily affected by the drought.
Among the fruits, apples would potentially be affected the most.

o The 2-4 percent range for a retail food price increase that had been
expected in 1988 was revised up to a 3-5 percent range although ERS
analysts do not see food price increases reaching 5 percent,
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Interest in the drought's effect on farm income and on the macro economy
followed on the heels of the food price concernms. Getting a fix on the farm
income situation has some complexities from the standpoint of explaining the
effects to the media and public observers. Changes in government payments,

ad justments 1in {nventories, and in the fact that feed 18 a farm produced input
complicate the task.

o Cash receipts from sales are expected to increase under drought
conditions experienced 80 far. If conditions worsen receipts would not
rise quite as much, but would still run above pre-drought expectations.

o Government payments decline in response to higher drought induced
market prices. Congress, however, is debating aid packages that could
offset this decline.

o Cash expenses do not change much in the aggregate as increased feed and
irrigation costs offset lower harvesting costs.

o Net cash income would be expected to increase, but part of the increase
in cash receipts comes from inventory reductions, thus net farm income
which takes inventory changes into account falls. Net farm income
could decline by as puch as $5 billion under a major drought. Again,
any Congressional aid packages could offset or conceivably increase net
farm income.

The 1988 drought is not likely to have much effect on the macroeconomy in
terms of the CPI or GNP.

Aggregate indicators which make it appear that the drought will not be a
serious blow to the economy mask the extreme hardships suffered by ijndividuals
and the local level problems. These are the problems that Congress is
responding to as they seek to pass drought relief legislation.

Once the food price, farm income, and macro economic effects had been
estimated, the emphasis shifted to providing information and analysis that
would help the Government administer relief programs and help determine the
implications of Congressional drought relief proposals. Feed for the
foundation livestock herd is a major concermn. The question becomes one of how
much feed is needed, where is it needed, and how much feed is available and
where. Information on forage availability is particularly weak.

ERS crop and 1ivestock analysts are developing spreadsheets at the state level
and we are also doing some county summaries to determine livestock
inventories, feed stocks, and feed production possibilities. Normally our
analysts do not deal with this level of disaggregation.

Effect of drought on research planning

The drought has potential impacts that go beyond the indicators I have been
listing. It will be of major significance ag to the effect on the GATI trade
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negotiations, the long-term trade agreement negotiations with the Soviet
Union, the effect on the 1990 farm bill, and the effect on the future of the
Conservation Reserve Program and the sodbuster and swampbuster provisions. It
could also affect future water allocations and the whole realm of water
quality, irrigation, and environmental initiatives. These impacts affect
research. For instance what impact will the drought have on the PSE/CSE
calculations that are being applied in trade liberalization discussions? Will
the drought make the United States look more protectionist or more akin to a
free trader? As research managers we want to anticipate the issues and the
needs and design our research programs accordingly.

Farm Financial Conditions

ERS and NASS cooperate in conducting an annual ERS funded farm costs and
returns survey (FCRS). The sample survey obtains comprehensive financial,
production input and commodity specific data on individual farm units. One

ma jor use, among many, is providing the raw data for the ERS enterprise cost
of production estimates. The survey concentrates on a selected set of
commodities each year by gathering more detail on those particular commodities.

Another major use of the FCRS data is to sort, classify, and cross—classify
farms by selected characteristics. The survey can be expanded to include
about 1.6 of the 2.2 million farms. Compared with the Census of Agriculture,
the FCRS survey provides annual data and it allows classifying more categories
of farms, particularly large farm slize categories.

The FCRS data has allowed us to provide detailed information on the financial
conditions of farms and to make annual comparisons that track the dimensions
of the financial crisis that developed, the plateauing of those conditions,
and the cautious indications of recent recovery. One of the reports we have
made summarizes the farm financial conditions on January 1 of each year.
These reports have given the agricultural community insight into the
dimensions of what has been happening.

We have traced four financial phenomena that have been startling to some. Ome
of these is the indicator that nominal net cash income was record high in
1982, 1984, 1985, 1986, and 1987. On a year by year basis, net cash income
fell by $1.4 billion in 1981 and $1.0 billionm in 1983 otherwise cash income
increased over the 1980-1987 calendar year period. Net cash income is an
indicator of cash flow. The rapid decline in agricultural debt which fell
from a record $206.5 billion in 1983 to $143 billion in 1987 and the
likelihood of a further decline to less than $140 billion in 1988 is
indicative of substantial adjustments. Thirdly, the ad justments made to
reduce production expenses which fell from a record $143 billion in 1984 to
$120 billion in 1987 also indicated rapid and gsubstantial adjustments in
expense management. Finally, the off-farm income, the fourth indicator,
showed that this source of income has doubled since 1975 and that starting in
1978 it has increased for 10 successive years and will most likely increase

again for the eleventh consecutive year in 1988. 0ff-farm income which has
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almost reached the $50 billion level surpassed net farm income in 1976 and
every year since. Prior to 1976 there was no clear pattern as to which of the
two income components would be the largest.

In spite of these levels of money flows in the 1980's, the sector was gripped
by financial stress and there is still financial stress out there. I'm
handing out a set of tables that focus on the Western States that illustrate
the kind of financial indicators and classifications that we can provide. The
summary tables show that the percent of farms falling in the favorable
category is jncreased for the United States when 1987 is compared with 1986.
However it is not the case for Arizona, Nevada, New Mexico, Washington, the
Pacific States, and the Western Region when household income ig considered.
The summary tables also show that the percent of farms in the vulnerable
category declining in the Upited States. However there are gseveral instances
where this is not the case for some of *he Western States.

The detailed tables that show the characteristics of the farms falling in the
financial position categories can help pinpoint the reasons for differences
and conditions. I'm using this information as an {1lustration of the details
that can be extracted from the FCRS data. It gives us an added dimension for
looking at farm characteristics in conjunction with the common aggregate
indicators that we use to judge economic conditions. A full report of the
results of the 1987 FCRS survey will be published in late summer or early
fall. Additionally, State Summaries will be published in cooperation with
NASS.

Plans for 1990-1995

The final area that I would like to review briefly with you relates to our
progran jpitiatives for the next five years. Wwhile we realize that certain
emergencies and contingencies can thwart the best laid plans, we feel it
imperative to jdentify our needs and programatic gaps, establish priorities,
and carefully delineate ma jor program thrusts.

Background

U.S. agriculture and rural America have undergone massive adjustments over the
past decade in response to changes in the production and marketing of farm
products both at home and abroad and in the financial and policy

environments. National and international commodity and financial markets are
more competitive and impact more significantly on U.S. agriculture than ever
before. Thus, no part of the U.S. food and fiber system OT those sectors
dependent on it has been left untouched by these changes. More specifically:

o Agriculture is now, more than ever, affected by U.S. and foreign monetary,
fiscal, and trade policies.

o The competitive position of U.S. agriculture 18 being challenged on many
fronts.

o The structure and performance of the domestic and export marketing system

for farm commodities and the wholesale/retail food and fiber distribution
system have changed dramatically.
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o Farming is now inextricably linked to industries that supply inputs and
move products from farm gate to final consumer.

o Agriculture is now confronted with significant costs of and adjustments to
environmental regulations.

o Farming is now highly capital intensive and therefore affected by the
volatility of capital markets.

These changes occurring in agriculture and the general economy have also
affected rural America and resource use. Technological changes, global shifts
in industrial activity, financial stress, unemployment, regulatory policies,
asset depreciation, and attendant dislocation are forcing major adjustments in
rural households and businesses.

To adequately address these and other emerging issues, ERS has establish:1 a
5-year program to rebuild and enhance its core data, information, and analysis
programs in global agriculture and trade, agricultural commodities,
agricultural-rural-general economy linkages, and agricultural resources and
regulatory policy.
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“Table 2--Average operating and financial characteristics of Colorado farms
by net cesh farm income and debt/asset ratio position

Item Positive  Positive  Nepative Negetive
income and income and fincome and fincome and 14 S
{ow debt high debt low debt high debt farms

- - " Percent
All farms 51 10 28 1" 100
Economic class: _ -
Sales above $250,000 &0 23 15 21 100
sales $40,000-$250,000 ] 8 8 -4 - 100
sales below $40,000 29 8 47 15 100
Type of ferm:
Cash grain . 55 18 15 1” 100
Other crops 49 7 38 é 100
Beef, hog, or sheep 47 5 35 13 © 100
Other livestock or poultry 68 16 & 12 100
Operating: Acres per farm
Acres owned 1.000 790 310 3,580 1,070
Acres operated 1,640 1,910 480 3,690 1,560
Years
Operator age 49 . 50 56 &0 50
~ Financial: potlars per farm
Crop sales 37,500 82,400 11,900 42,700 34,900
Livestock sales 42,300 107,600 30,700 20,100 42,500
Other farm income 17,600 43,100 4,700 30,300 17,700
Gross cash farm income 97,400 233,100 - 47,300 93,100 95,100
Cash operating expenses 57,900 175,500 73,100 140,500 82,200
Net cash farm income 39,500 57,600 -25,800 -47,400 12,900
Nonfarm income 15,600 8,000 23,100 37,800 19,500
Total assets 469,400 514,300 618,100 941,500 568,200
Total debt 45,200 368,000 52,100 494,100 126,700
Ratios: Ratio
Debt to asset 0.10 0.72 0.08 0.52 0.22
Return on assets .09 .13 -.02 .02 .05
Oper. exp./gross inc. .59 .75 1.55 1.51 86
Interest/gross inc. .06 N 4 .62 .14

1987 Farm Costs and Returns Survey, USDA.

~13-
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Table 2--Average operating snd financial characteristics for Nevada, Arfzons, and
New Mexico farms by net cash farm income and debt/asset ratio position

ltem .. Positive positive MNegstive Negative
income and fincome and. income and fincome and ALl
low debt high debt low debt high debt ferms
i Percent -
ALl ferms 7 2. 58 % 100
Economic class: - -
Sales above $250,000° &7 10 15 28 100
Sates $40,000-$250,000 68 4 24 3 100
Sales below $40,000 13 0 T 15 100
Type of -farm:
Cotton 41 . 12 " 36 100
Other crops 29 2 S - 24 100
Beef, hog, or sheep 28 0 70 _ 2 100
_ Other tivestock or poultry 17 1 61 21 100
Operating: Acres per farm
Acres owned 3,690 1,390 820 300 1,530
Acres operated 4,710 3,230 1,70 660 2,640
Years
Operator age 52 (%4 53 51 52
financial: Dollars per farm
Crop sales 82,400 378,800 16,200 119,500 $3,700
Livestock sales 79,700 454,800 14,500 19,000 39,300
Other farm income 23,000 87,900 4,000 S4,700 17,400
Gross cash farm income 185,100 921,500 34,700 193,200 110,400
tash operating expenses 129,400 733,400 49,700 231,200 106,600 -
Net cash farm fncome 55,700 188,100 -15,100 -38,000 3,800
Nonfarm income 39,900 17,300 34,500 14,500 32,900
Totat assets 1,449,800 1,485,300 448,100 284,300 710,000
Totat debt 77,400 993,100 27,300 178,400 76,200
Ratios: Ratio
Debt to asset 0.05 0.67 0.06 0.63 o.M
Return on assets .04 .16 -.04 -.15 0
Oper. exp./gross inc. .70 .80 1.44 1.20 97
Interest/gross inc. .05 .10 1 11 .08
1987 Farm Costs and Returns Survey, USDA.
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item -

ALl farms

Economic class: .
Sates sbove $250,000
sales $40,000-$250,000
Seles below $40,000

Type of farm:
Cash grain
Other crops
Beef, hog, or sheep
Other Livestock or poultry

Operating:
Acres owned
Acres operated

Operator age

Financial:
Crop sales
Livestock sales
Other farm income
Gross cash farm income
Cash operating expenses
Net cash farm income
Nonfarm income
Total assets
Total debt

Ratios:
Debt to asset
Return on assets
Oper. exp./gross inc.
Interest/gross inc.

Positive
income and
low debt

&9

62

39

62
31
56
&7

1,121
1,640

55

39,300
46,000
16,500

101,800
64,500
37,300
18,000

564,200
45,500

. 51
Table 2--Average operating and financial characteristics for Montana, Wyoming,
Utah, and ldaho farms by net cash farm {ncome and debt/ssset ratio position

positive  Negative  Negative
income and income and {income and
high debt low debt high debt
Percent
8 36 7
27 8 3
1% i 7
3 49 9
15 18 S -
8 51 10
4 34 7
9 34 10 .
Acres per farm
1,316 212 249
1,838 34 351
Years
44 53 &7
Dollars per farm
98,900 4,800 13,800
61,700 10,600 28,300
22,600 2,200 7,100
183,200 17,600 49,200
116,400 25,000 64,800
66,900 -7,500 . -15,500
8,200 23,600 37,800
594,500 280,400 248,900
364,800 27,300 153,200
Ratio
0.61 0.10 0.62
.10 0 0
.64 1.62 1.32
A4 .19 .24

1987 Farm Costs and Returns Survey, USDA.

~]15~

All
farms

100 -

100
100
100 -

100
100
100
100

745
1,094

53

29,700

33,200 -

11,100
74,000 -
54,500
19,600
20,800

441,200
71,900

0.16
.04

.09
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Table Z-LAvernge operating and financial characteristics for Catifornia farms
by net cash ferm income and debt/asset ratio position

Item -

Atl forms_

Economic class:
Sales above $250,000
Sales $40,000-$250,000
Sales below $40,000

Type of farm:
Cash grain
Other crops
Vegetables, fruit, nursery
Beef, hog, or sheep
Other livestock or poultry

Operating:
Acres owned
Acres operated

Operator age

Financial:
Crop sales
Livestock sales
Other farm income
Gross cash farm income
Cash operating expenses
Net cash farm income
Nonfarm income
Total assets
Total debt

Ratios:
Debt/asset
Return on assets
Oper. exp./gross inc.
Interest/gross inc.

Posfitive Positive  Negative  Negative
fncome and fncome and income and {income ond
low debt high debt low debt high debt
Percent
42 S 41 - 17?2
66 1% 13 é
66 172 - 13 8
3 1 S4 15
49 1" &0 0
64 5 25 é
4 5 “ 10
29 1 61 9
35 [ 3 30
Acres per farm
150 150 60 50
330 &40 180 90
Years
53 46 7 45
Dollars per farm
155,600 389,800 19,500 70,900
65,400 163,600 10,800 8,200
19,800 28,300 2,600 3,100
240,800 581,700 32,900 . 82,100
172,200 448,600 49,700 117,700
68,600 133,100 -16,800 -35,600
32,400 24,900 44,600 45,100
845,800 1,013,300 496,000 410,300
67,000 668,900 46,200 260,300
) Ratio
0.08 0.66 0.09 0.63
.07 .13 -.02 -.10
72 .1 1.5 1.43
.03 .10 .13 .26
USDA.

1987 Farm Costs and Returns Survey,

~-16-

Atl
farss

- 100

100
100
-~ 100

100
100
100
100
100

100
240

54

99,900
40,300
11,100
151,300
127,700
23,600
38,600
655,900
109,800

0.17
.03
B4
.07
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Table 2--Average operating snd financial characteristics for Washington farms

Item ' Positive _
- fncome and
low debt
Alt farms : 42

Economic cless:

sales above $250,000 &4
Sales $40,000-$250,000 56
Sales below $40,000 . 36
Type of flrm; .
Cash grain v
Other crops 27
Vegetables, fruit, nursery 33
Beef, hog, or sheep 53
Other livestock or poultry 22
Operating:
Acres owned 216
Acres operated 540
Operator age . 58
Finaencial:
Crop sales 63,900
Livestock sales 36,500
Other farm income 23,200

Gross cash farm income 123,700
Cash operating expenses 74,200

Net cash farm income 49,500
Nonfarm income 16,800
Total assets 441,000
Total debt 40,300
Ratios:
Debt/asset 0.09
Return on assets .09
Oper. exp./gross inc. .60
Interest/gross inc. .04

Positive

high debt

18
23

18
546

L6

225,300
68,900
34,300

328,500

196,100

132,300
17,100

402,200

255,600

0.64
.26
.60
.08

by net cash farm income and debt/asset ratio position

- Negative  Negative
income and fincome and income and
low debt  high debt .

Percent
43 . 9
12 .6
15 7
54 10
] A
50 18
&7 ) 5
45 ‘ 2
47 - 7
Acres per farm
91 166
148 257
Years
59 38
Dollars per farm
10,200 21,600
11,900 11,500
2,000 6,400
24,100 39,500
35,700 59,100
-11,600 -19,500
36,300 30,400

384,000 199,600
27,600 133,400

Ratio
0.07 0.67
-.02 -.09
1.48 1.49
.13 .27

1987 Farm Costs and Returns Survey, USDA.

&]7m

Att
farms

100

100
100
100

100
- 100
100
100
100

152
347

47,900
25,900
13,400
87,200
64,400
22,700
26,400

392,800
57,300
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Table 2--Average operating and financiat characteristics for California, Oregon, and
washington farms by net cesh farm income and debt/ssset ratio position

1tem " positive Positive Negative Negative
- fncome and fncome and income and income and At _
low debt high debt low debt high debt forms

. -Percent.
ALl fafms 39 -5 46 10 .100
Economic class: . i
Ssles above $250,000 63 16 13 7 100 -
Sales $40,000-$250,000 64 16 13 7 100
sales below $40,000 29 : 1 58 1 100
Type of farm: .
Cash grain 7 10 15 -5 100
Other crops &3 8 35 1% 100
Vegetables, fruit, nursery &2 7 43 8 100
geef, hog, or sheep .30 2 61 é 100
Other livestock or poultry 31 4 43 22 - 100
Operating: : Acres per farm
Acres owned - 210 300 80 120 150
Acres operated 450 790 200 160 330
Years
Operator age 5S 45 58 43 55
Financial Dollars per farm
Crop sales 114,100 264,600 11,800 48,500 68,200
Livestock sales 48,900 - 103,300 10,900 11,000 30,000
~ Other farm income 18,500 32,100 1,900 4,300 10,100
Gross cash farm income 180,500 400,000 24,600 - 63,800 108,300
Cash operating expenses 122,600 283,600 36,800 1,800 88,400
Net cash farm income 57,900 116,400 -12,100 -28,000 19,900
Nonfarm income 25,100 20,800 36,900 - 39,600 31,800
Total assets 638,300 654,700 401,400 338,400 499,200
Total debt 52,600 418,500 33,500 215,100 79,900
Ratios: Ratio
Debt/asset 0.08 0.64 0.08 0.64 0.16
Return on assets .08 16 -.02 -.09 .03
Oper. exp./gross inc. .68 .M 1.49 1.44 82
Interest/gross inc. .03 .09 .13 .27 .07

1987 Farm Costs and Returns Survey, USDA.
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DISTRIBUTION OF FARMS IN WESTIRN STATES AND REGIONS DY FPINANCIAL POBITION

Bot cash bousedold imcome/sclvency positien

State or regien Xarginal Nargisal
Favoradls Incone Solvency Vulmeradle

Coloraéo (1987) 49.47 30.23 9.5¢4 20.78
Colorado (1986) 35.70 37.60 37.93 8.7
AL, WV, and MM (1907) 44.07 39.7¢ 1.33 24.23
AZ, BV, ané MM (31996) 64,30 25.07 5.30 §.88
ID, UT, XNT, and WY (1997) 81.13 93.48 6.3 2.0
1D, UT, XT, and WY (1906) 46.23 33.81 20,08 30.39
Pacific Otetes (21987) 47.31 39.40 9.61 4.00
Pacific Btates (1986) 47.53 31.7¢ 16.32 e.62
Californie (2987) $9.0¢ 23.21 9.82 .44
Californie (2986) 87.66 27.20 ?.94 7.22
Washington (1987) 44.08 40.852 9.92 B.40
Washington (1986) 62.09 19.9¢ 9.70 7.68
All western States (1987) $1.13 32.09 7.62 .38
All western States (1986) 852.63 29.41 20.46¢ ?.80
U.8. farms (2987) 51.68 33.38 9.07 6.08
0.8. farms (3988) 47.40 30.9%¢ 31.38 10.48

Source: PFarm Costs and Returns Burveys, USDA.

DISTRIPUTION OF FARME IN WESTEZRN BTATES AND REGIONE BY PINANCIAL POBITION

Net cash fara inoome and sclvency positien

state or regien Narginel Marginal
Pavoradle Inocome Sclvency Vulmeradle

Colorado (1987) $1.23 28.49 .23 11.00
Colorado (1986) 39.8 33.57 14.28 12.34
AL, WV, ang MX (1987) 26.88 87.79 .53 13.08
AL, MV, and MX (1906) 25.87 64.40 6.00 6.0
ID, UT, NT, an@ WY (1987) 48.9%) 33.89 7.7 7.7
ID, UT, NI, and WY (1956) 40.0) 39.67 11.68 .85
Pacific States (1987) 28.79 $7.72 4.09 .59
Pacific States (198¢) 27.64 81.684 5.58 15.10
California (1987) 42.02 41.02 4.84 12.42
California (198¢) 37.06 47.79 4.96 0.9
Washington (31987) 41.64 62.97 6.65 8.74
Washington (1986) 34.04 8.7 10.2¢ 6.93
All western OStates (1987) 43.38 42.65 .09 10.09
All western States (1986) 35.2) 46.8) 0.27 .77
U.8. faras (1987) 48.80 36.87 8.16 6.7
U.8. farms (21986) 41.40 36.96 11.69 9.9¢

Source: TFarm Costs and Returns Surveys, USDA.

DISTRIBUTION OF FARMS IN WESTERN STATES AND REGIONS DY FIMANCIAL POSITION

Bet farm i{nocome/sclvency position

State or region Marginal Marginal
Faveoradle Inocome Solvency Wulnsradle
Coloraéo (31987) 66.22 13.48 13.0¢ 6.43
Colorado (198¢) 44.43 20.98 13.68 12.97
AR, MV, and MM (1987) $3.9¢ 30.67 1.98 13.38
AZ, NV, ané MM (21986) $0.83 39.24 6.04 3.99
ID, UT, NT, and WY (1987) 6€7.28 17.30 12.12 3.30
ID, UT, NT, and WY (1986) $0.59 29.127 11.30 8.94
Pacific Btates (2987) 68.30 18.21 9.4 6.38
Pacific States (1906) $7.20 22.07 11.86 9.16
California (1987) 62.99 20.06 8.68 8.30
Califoroia (1986) 58.30 26.84 6.7¢ 8.40
Washingteon (31987) 69.78 14.88 7.03 7.89
Wasbhington (1986) $7.03 25.02 10.8) 6.64
All western States (1987) 65.39 i8.63 9.39 6.5
All western States (3986) 84¢.23 27.01 9.8 9.4
U.8. faras (1987) 68.1) 16.93 10.09 4.04

U.8. farms (1986¢) 5¢.82 21.84 11.68 .98
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ARS REPORT TO WESTERN DIRECTORS

As is evident from Dean Plowman’s presence at this meeting, ARS has a new
Administrator, and he and his new team are effectively taking hold of the
reins. All of us are delighted at this course of events, and we fully
expect a number of changes that will make ARS an organization more
responsive to the ideas of its scientists, a better place to work, and a
better partner with the State Experiment Stations. One recent change 1s
that Dr. W. G. Chase is returning to California as Area Director. Dr.
Norman James has requested reassignment to Corvallis.

Dedication of the National Small Grains Germplasm Research Facility is
scheduled for August 23, 1988. The new facility at the University of
Idaho, Agricultural Research and Extension Center, Aberdeen, Idaho, will
house the World Small Germplasm Collection now located in Beltsville,
Maryland. An expanded research program on enhancement of wheat, oats, and
barley germplasm will be conducted in cooperation with the University of
Idaho and other Land Grant Institutionms.

The Citrus Germplasm Clonal Repository, in cooperation with the
University of California, Riverside, was dedicated April 1988. Because of
quarantine regulations that restrict movement of citrus germplasm, it was
necessary to establish citrus germplasm repositories in both California
and Florida.

A long-term lease was negotiated recently with University of
California, Riverside, for a site to locate a new Salinity Laboratory.
The Northwest Tree Fruit Industry is seeking a site for a new laboratory
to house the scientists located in the Yakima Agricultural Research
Laboratory. Planning and design funds were appropriated by Congress for
both facilities.

Similarily, planning and design funds were appropriated for an
expansion of the National Seed Storage Laboratory here in Fort Collins.
The construction costs, estimated at $11M, had been expected from the FY
89 budget. However, the House eliminated this item entirely and the
Senate recommended $5.3M.

The struggle continues for completion of the facilities at Laramie,
Wyoming for the Arthropod Borne Animal Disease Unit. With luck, we can
hope for occupancy of the animal/laboratory facilities next winter. The
research work is in full gear, with facilities provided by the University
on central campus very cramped until the retrofit/construction is
completed.

With substantial financial support from APHIS, an expanded program of
field testing advanced methods for grasshopper control is headquartered at
Bozeman, Montana with fleld sites serviced out of Twin Falls, Idaho and
Sidney, Montana. At Bozeman, also, we have strengthened our blocontrol of
weeds efforts by transfer of two scientists from Albany, California.

Remodeled Federal and expanded State facilities provide additional, first
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class space for laboratory and greenhouse work, including quarantine
facilities for some of our scientists. We expect that the Biocontrol
group will move out of dilapidated facilities into renovated space in a
few months.

There have been a number of retirements recently. In Akron, CO,
Ardell Halvorson has replaced Darryl Smika as Research Leader. Al Grable,
Research Leader for Great Plains Systems Research in Fort Collins, has
announced his departure for December, and we have started the search for a
replacement. In New Mexico, ARS is searching for a new Research Leader
for the Jornada Range; a selection is expected to be announced within the
month.

Jan van Schilfgaarde
26 July, 1988
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U.S. Forest Service Report to

Western Association of Agricultural Experiment Station Directors
Fort Collins, CO - July 28-29, 1988

BUDGET

Both the House and Senate have marked up the Forest Service appropriations
bill, but it has yet to go to conference. For Forest Service Research, the
figures are:

_ FY 1989 FY 1989 FY 1989
FY 1988 President's Budget House Action Senate Action
$135,510,000 $129,279,000 $139,865,000 $132,599,000

The House and FY 1988 figures include $3 million for competitive grants.
Neither the President's budget nor the Senate action contain anything for
competitive grants.

Our best guess is that the conferees will agree on figures close to those of
FY 1988.

PERSONNEL

Dr. Thomas Hamilton was named to one of two Associate Deputy Chief for
Research positions in the Washington Office. Hamilton has a background in
Forest Service research as an economist. Most recently, however, he has
served as staff director of the Resources Program and Assessment Staff which
has Service-wide responsibilities.

Dr. Ronald Stewart replaced Dr. Roger Bay as Station Director of the Pacific
Southwest Station in Berkeley. Bay retired this spring. Stewart was an
assigstant director for research programs at the Station.

PROGRAM

Intermountain Station
Fire chemistry research to increase in Missoula MT.

Hydrology research in Idaho Batholith where sedimentation from highly
erosive soils threatens anadromous fish spawning--hence, timber
harvesting--is planned to increase.

Forest engineering research has the Forest Service lead in supplanting the
Universal Soil Loss Equation used to measure soil erosion in agriculture
with something more suited to forestry. This is part of a USDA-wide
effort.

Pacific Northwest Station
The Copper River Delta Institute has been announced. A director is being
sought. The Institute will provide a unique 1iving laboratory of
ecolggical processes on Prince William Sound crested by the 1964
earthquake. It offers opportunity to follow the adaptability of species.




The Coastal Oregon Productivity Enhancement (COPE) Program is involved in
a joint research effort with Oregon State University and the Bureau of
Land Management. This effort is directed at two areas: 1) regeneration of
coastal conifer forests, and 2) riparian zone management.

Two research work units--Economics of Forest Land Management, and Macro
Economics of U.S. and International Trade--were combined into one unit to
improve the focus of this research area.

A new research work unit in Seattle was started to look at the
relationship of rain on snow events to land management procedures in the
Washington Cascades, and to the relationship of sediment input and
streamflow to fish habitat production. It will closely coordinate with
the State of Washington timber, fish-wildlife, research/management
concerns.

Pacific Resource Research Program (PARR) for Alaska and Washington. The
jssues addressed by this program relate to the economic strength of
industries and coastal communities dependent upon the ability of the area
to provide timber, fish, wildlife, and recreation.

Pacific Southwest Station
Termination of the Management Sciences and Pest Impact Assessment Units is
scheduled for FY 1989.

Urban/Wildland Recreation research work unit will be initiated in
FY 1989.

8.3 percent of Station's appropriated research dollars in 1987 went for
cooperative/extramural agreements; 5 percent through second quarter of

FY 1988.

The Station is exploring development of an informal program of
interdisciplinary research on alternative gilvicultural systems.

"Conservation of Diversity in Forest Ecosystems"--A symposium at Davis,
July 1988, sponsored by the Station's Institute of Forest Genetics.

Rocky Mountain Station
New research initiative on cultural resources in the Southwest is under

way.

A cold water fisheries research initiative in Wyoming has also been
launched.
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Western Home Economics Research Administrators

Annual Report to Western Association of
Agricultural Experiment Station Directors
1987-88

Meeting: November 8 (prior to NASULGC), Washington, DC.

I.

II.

Activities

Research inventory was completed in draft form for review at WHERA
meeting July 29.

Research priorities were reviewed. Water quality, Household Impact on
Water Use was added.

These are (in alphabetical order):

Agricultural Policy and the Consumer
Elderly, the Family, and the Community
Enhancing Agricultural Profitability
Family and Community Well-Being

Food, Nutrition, and Health Status
Water Quality/Impact of Household Use.

Progress of home economics related regional projects and WRCCs was reviewed.
Other information

Margy Woodburn (OR) represents home economics (HERS/ESCOP) on the
Committee of Nine.

Carol Makela (CO) is the home economics representative on the Western
Regional Council.

Colien Hefferan, Ph.D., will attend the July 29 meeting ofWHERA as recently
appointed (FEB) with CSRS-NRFSS.
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ANIMAL HEALTH AND DISEASE

Western Association of Agricultural Experiment Station Directors

Loren D. Koller
AAVMC Representative
July 28, 1988

Why Support Research for Animal Health and Disease?

o

Approximately 50% (§72.7 billion) of Agriculture's annual
income is derived from livestock and livestock products.

An estimated 20% ($14.5 billion) annual loss in production is
accountable to animal health problems.

Worldwide, animals provide 12-35% of the dietary protein
requirements of humans.

o In the United States, about 35% of the energy and 67% of
the dietary protein for man comes from animals and their
products.

1987 - U.S. exported $5.6 billion worth of animals and animal
products.

Animals can bioaccumulate toxicants which enter the food
chain.

Animals can transmit zoonotic diseases.
Healthy animals are content.

o Increased production efficiency/profit

Current Status of Animal Health - Disease Research and Development

o

Annual base support for research is $185.6 million, or a mere
1.2% of the $14.5 billion 1oss suffered annually by producers

o Sources of funding

Hatch Funds through AES

Animal Health and Disease Formula Funds (1433)
Special Animal Health Grants (1414C1)
Competitive Grants Program (1414-2b)

NIH, NSF, EPA, DOD, Industry, Foundations

AR

S o0 o0 00



Animal Health and Disease
Page 2
July 1988

o Progress to improve production enterprises and to combat
persistent disease processes are impaired by lack of
resources.

o Advances in knowledge and application has occurred
but not as rapidly as ideal which results in
slowed economic growth.

o Large ranching operation favor development and
implementation of effective preventive health and
disease management systems.

o Safe food for humans is currently in jeopardy from
contaminated animal products.

o Infectious agents
o Toxic substances

1I11. What Constitutes Animal Health and Disease?

o Mortality

Morbidity

o Inefficient conversion of feed
o Disease
o Nutrition
o Stress

o

Management Practices/Preventive Medicine
Profitability and Economic Stability of Producers
Higher Consumer Prices

Food Safety

Zoonotic Diseases

Biogenetics/Embryo Transfer
BiOCGChnology/Vaccines, Diagnostics

Sports Medicine/Recreation

Companion Animals/Wildlife/Exotic

OOOOOOOOO

IV. Resolution to Facilitate Progress of Animal Health and Disease Research
o Areas of Research

o Improve health and productivity of livestock production
enterprises

o Develop biotechnology to improve prevention, diagnosis,
and treatment of maladies
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Animial Health and Disease
Page 3
July 1988

o Assurance of food quality and consumer safety
o Animal disease surveillance
o Develop cost effective control and prevention programs

o Health and welfare of companion, aquatic, zoo, and
laboratory animals

o Attain Additional Funding

o Hatch -

o 1433 - Animal Health and Disease

o 1414 Cl - Special Grants Program

o 1434 - Animal Health and Disease Program
o 1414 2b - Competitive Grants

o Industry

o Foundations

o Increased support for education and training of scientists
for animal health and disease research.
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ANNUAL REPORT OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF PROFESSIONAL
ORESTRY AND CO GES

ROGRESS OF 1989 FORESTRY APPROPRIATION

Congressional debate of forestry research is still taking place. Mclntire-
Stennis appropriations are in the President’s and House bills at approximately
$13 million, while the Senate bill is $20 million. It is unlikely that the
conference will resolve this until after August.

The Competitive Grants Program in forestry was not in the Senate bill
because Senator Byrd , the Subcommittee Chair, believes that the program should
be under the jurisdiction of the Agriculture Appropriations Subcommittee. As
a result the minutes of the Senate reflect a recommendation that the program be
transferred to Agriculture and that the House numbers be used in 1989. The House

be moved to the jurisdiction of the Agriculture Appropriations Subcommittee.

The Senate restored funding for the Renewable Resources Extension Program
at last year’s level of $2.765 million, but the House did not include the program
in its bill.

FORESTRY RESEARCH PLANNING

NAPFSC in cooperation with the Cooperative State Research Service and the
U.S. Forest Service is in the process of developing a research planning document
that identifies critical research issues in forestry. This document will be
available later this year or early next year. '

NAPFSC 1990 CH PRIORITIES

Representatives of Western forestry schools established 1990 research
priorities at their Spring meeting in Northern Idaho. The lists below summarize
the Clark Fork discussions. The first list is simply a list of the research
issues considered. The second 1ist includes issues which were ranked high in
importance. In the priority issue list, the numbers in parentheses indicate the
relative rank of each issue. For example, "stream side management" is ranked
;g 140 and "long term productivity of forests" just over half as important at

RN NAPES RCH ISSUE
Issue # Issue

1. Atmospheric quality and forest health - Acid Rain

2. Cumulative effects on the ecosystem

3. Remote Sensing methodo]oﬂies and information on resources



10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.

29.
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Application of geographic information systems

Resource interrelationships and productfon functions
Wilderness management

Effective alternatives to fire for slash disposal

Forest user motivations and values

Tissue culture propagation techniques - biotech
Soil/water process in wildlands (forest and range lands)
Natural Resource related tourism

Contribution of natural resources to western state’s economies
Managing the urban/forest interface

Affects of climatic change in forest management
Integrated Forest Protection (fire, insects, disease)
Silvicultural techniques for 2nd growth stands
Bio-assessment and monitoring methods

Evaluation of stream-side management problems and best management practices
relative to water quality

Institutional Study of water laws

Sociological basis for more effective conflict resolution
Methodology for valuation of non-commodity goods

Silvics of non-traditional species

Long-Term forest productivity (soil chemistry, nutrient cycling).
Techniques for attaining and using public input/involvement
Social economic dynamics of resource dependent communities

Root rot control and timber maﬁagement activities

International markets and trade

Profitability of forest industries

Component sensitivity of forest managemenf todals



30.

31.
32.
33.

66

Techniques for managing and maintenance of bio-diversity in forest
communities (old growth)

Forest and Range plant improvement (genetics)
Improve utilization of forest products

Valued added opportunities and new products for forest product industries.
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PRIORITY ISSUES

Issue # Issue

18. Stream Side Management including fish and wildlife (140)

5. Resource Interrelationships and production functions that describe resource
responses to management (105)

e, Profitability of Forest Industries (New Products, International Trade,
Improved Utilization) (80)

23. Long Term Productivity of forests (75)

13. Management of the Urban/Rural interface (60)

30. ?;g)Diversity - This includes research needs for management of old growth.

20. Social-psychology of conflict resolution (55)

15. {gg§grated forest protection - This includes fire, insects, and disease.

1. Atmospheric Quality (Acid Rain) (45)

#2_ social and economic importance of natural resources to Western
communities. (45)

2. Non-Commodity Valuation (40)

. This Priority was created by combining issues 27, 28,
and 32.
2, This priority was created by combining issues 12 and 25.
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REFORT TO

WESTERN AGRICULTURAL EXPERTMENT STATION DIRECTORS

Marriott Hotel
Fort Collins, Colorado
July 28, 1988

initiatives to help the Cooperative Extension System focus its resources on
issues critical to the economic, social and envirommental progress of
Americans. More than 200 representatives from national organizations and
agencies and more than 100 Extension staff across the nation worked in unison
to identify the critical issues Cooperative Extension should address as we
move toward the 21st Century. A publication was developed and a national
seminar on the initiatives was held in January 1088. There are nine national
initiatives including the following:

* Alternative Agricultural Opportunities

* Building Human Capital

* Competitiveness and Profitability of American Agriculture
* Conservation and Management of Natural Resources

* Family and Economic Well-Being

* Improving Nutrition, Diet and Health

* Revitalizing Rural America

* Water Quality

* Youth at Risk

The national initiatives effort focused on program. Another major
activity of the Cooperative Extension System was an Extension Committee on

mhink tank" focusing on delivery rather than content of Cocperative Extension
Service programs. Although the camittee was comprised of Cooperative
Extension professionals, the task force received oral and written testimonies
from 54 individuals, scme of wham have been quite critical of Cooperative
Extension in the past. A publication was developed "Extension in
Transition——Bridging the Gap Between Vision and Reality." This publication
included 32 recamendations for the individual state Cooperative Extension
Services to consider.

Recently, the Extension Camnittee on Organization and Policy held a
retreat for the purpose of re—evaluation of ECOP mission and structure. This
is a third step of the Cooperative Extension reassessment of strengths,
weaknesses and future direction.

The Western Extension Directors are pleased with the cooperation betweer
ESCOP and ECOP on the water quality and low-input agriculture initiatives.
We would welcame any recarmendations from the Western Agricultural Experiment
Stations to the Western Extension Directors.
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RESEARCH IMPLEMENTATION COMMITTEE REPORT

RIC met Tuesday, July 26, 1988 at the Marriott Hotel in Fort Collins, Colorado. Members
present were: L. J. Koong (Chair), S. D. Van Gundy, G. W. Ware, J. J. Zuiches, G. R.
Evans, W. D. Carlson, R. R. Bay (for L. Lassen). Guest: John Naegele.

10 REGIONAL RESEARCH PROJECTS AND COORDINATING COMMITTEES
SCHEDULED TO TERMINATE ON OR BEFORE SEPTEMBER 30, 1988

*  W-162 Interrelationships among Low Intensity Land Uses, Population Growth,
and Public Lands in the West
**  W-161 Integrated Pest Management for Semiarid Dryland and lIrrigated
Agroecosystems in the Western Region
W- Farm Survival and Growth

*  See Agenda ltem 7.1. Replaced by Ad Hoc WRCC- The Economic Future of
Agricutture Near Cities: Resolving Competing Demands for Water and Land
Resources

** See Agenda ltem 7.3. Replaced by WRCC-69.

50 REQUESTS FOR PROJECT EXTENSIONS
No requests were submitted.

3.0 REQUESTS FOR PROJECT REVISIONS

31 W-126 Integration of Physiological and Morphological Criteria for Alfalfa
Breeding

A project outline bearing the above title was received from Administrative
Advisor J. L. Ozbun (WA) on behalf of W-126 "Integration of Physiological
and Morphological Criteria for Forage Plant Breeding."

RIC recommends approval of the project for a period of five years, from
October 1, 1988 to September 30. 1993 with G. A. Mitchell (AK) to serve
as Administrative Advisor.

(Action of WDA: Approved)

32 W-166 Characteristics and Feed Value of Barley and Western Protein
Supplements for Swine

A project outline bearing the above title was received from Administrative
Advisor D. M. Briggs (NM).



4.0

5.0

6.0

3.3

70

RIC recommends approval of the project for a period of five years, from
QOctober 1, 1988 to September 30, 1993 with R. B. Muntifering (MT) to

replace D. M. Briggs (NM) as Administrative Advisor. Before the outline is
submitted to the Committee of Nine, editorial changes are recommended by

RIC.
(Action of WDA: Approved)

W-169 Minimizing Occupational Exposure to Pesticides

A project outline bearing the above title was received from Administrative
Advisor G. W. Ware (AZ).

RIC recommends approval of the project for a period of five years, from
October 1, 1988 to September 30, 1993 with G. W. Ware (AZ) t0 continue
as Administrative Advisor.

(Action of WDA: Approved)

REQUESTS FOR ESTABLISHMENT OF NEW PROJECTS

4.1

W- Identification, Behavioral Ecology, Genetics and Management of African
Honeybees

A project outiine bearing the above title was received from Administrative
Advisor W. W 3llen (CA-B) on behalf of Ad Hoc W- "Effects of Africanized
Honey Bees ¢  Pollination by Solitary Bees and European Honey Bees."

RIC recommends approval of the project for a period of five years, from
October 1, 1988 to September 30, 1993 with W. W. Allen (CA-B) to continue

as Administrative Advisor.
(Action of WDA: Approved)

REQUESTS FOR ESTABLISHMENT OF AD HOC TECHNICAL COMMITTEES

No requests were submitted.

REQUESTS FOR WRCC RENEWALS OR EXTENSIONS

6.1

WRCC-27 Potato Variety Development

A request for a three-year extension of WRCC-27 was received from
Administrative Advisor H. P. Rasmussen (WA).
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3
RIC recommends approval of the petition for a period of three years, from

October 1, 1988 to September 30, 1991 with H. P. Rasmussen (WA) to
continue as Administrative_Advisor.

(Action of WDA: Approved)

WRCC-37 Maximizing the Effectiveness of Bees as Pollinators of
Agricultural Crops

A request for a three-year extension of WRCC-37 was received from
Administrative Advisor R. D. Plowman (UT).

RIC recommends approval of the petition for a period of three years, from
QOctober 1, 1988 to September 30. 1991 with W. W. Allen (CA-B) to serve
as Administrative Advisor. RIC suggests that the _meetings of W-
Identification. Behavioral Ecology, Genetics and Management of African
Honevbees and WRCC-37 meetings be held consecutively.

(Action of WDA: Approved)

WRCC-47 Climatic Data and Analyses for Applications in Agriculture and
Natural Resources

A request for a three-year extension of WRCC-47 was received from
Administrative Advisor W. R. Gardner (CA-B).

RIC recommends approval of the petition for a period of three years, from
October 1, 1988 to September 30, 1991 with W. R. rdner (CA-B) to
continue as Administrative Advisor.

(Action of WDA: Approved)
WRCC-60 Science and Management of Pesticide Resistance

A request for a three-year extension of WRCC-60 was received from
Administrative Advisor T. R. Fukuto (CA-R) on behalf of WRCC-60
"Resistance and Resistance Management 1o Pesticides in Pests and
Beneficial Organisms."

RIC recommends approval of the petition for a period of three years, from
October 1, 1988 to September 30, 1991 with the Administrative Advisor to

be appointed later.

(Action of WDA: Approved)
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REQUESTS FOR ESTABLISHMENT OF NEW OR AD HOC WRCC’S

7.1

7.2

7.3

WRCC- The Economic Future of Agriculture Near Cities: Resolving
Competing Demands for Water and Land Resources

A petition for a WRCC bearing the above title was received from
Administrative Advisor J. M. Hughes (CO) on behalf of W-162
"Interrelationships among Low Intensity Land Uses, Population Growth, and
Public Lands in the West."

RIC recommends approval of Ad Hoc WRCC- The Economic Future of
Agriculture Near Cities: Resolving Competing Demands for Water and Land
Resources for one year, to July 26, 1989 with the Administrative Advisor to
MMMM
to focus the petition on the subjects of water and land.

(Action of WDA: Approved)

WRCC- International Marketing of Agricultural Products in the Western
United States

A petiton for a WRCC bearing the above title was received from
Administrative Advisor D. L. Oldenstadt (WA) on behalf of the Ad Hoc
WRCC- "International Marketing."

RIC_recommends approval of WRCC-68 "International Marketing of
Agricultural Products in the Western United States" for_a period of three
years, from October 1, 1988 to September 30, 1991 with D. L. Oldenstadt
(WA) to continue as Administrative Advisor.

(Action of WDA: Approved)

WRCC- Coordination of Integrated Pest Management Research Programs
for the Semiarid Regions of the Western United States

A petiton for a WRCC bearing the above title was received from
Administrative Advisor D. E. Schlegel (CA-S) on behalf of W-161 "Integrated
Pest Management for Semiarid Dryland and Irrigated Agroecosystems in the
Western Region."

RIC recommends approval of WRCC-69 "Coordination of Integrated Pest
Management Research Programs for the Semiarid Regions of the Western
United States" for a period of three years. from October 1, 1988 to
September 30, 1991 with D. E. Schlegel (CA-S) to serve as Administrative
Advisor. _W-161 "Integrated Pest Management for Semiarid Dryland and
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tember 30. 1988. RIC recommends th tition _not_cite ifi
commodities in _the objectives and in the narrative reqgarding__the
management of the special project grants program.

(Action of WDA: Approved)

WRCC- U.S.-Canada Trade Agreement: Impacts on the Economy of the
Pacific Northwest

A petition for a WRCC bearing the above title was received from Directors
T. R. Dutson (OR) and G. A. Lee (ID).

RIC recommends approval of WRCC-70 "U.S.-Gan Trade Agreement:
Impacts on the Economy of the Pacific Northwest" for a period of three
years, from October 1, 1988 to September 30, 1991 with D. L. Oldenstadt
(WA) to serve as Administrative Advisor. The committee is encouraged to
solicit participation from other states and the University of British Columbia.

(Action of WDA: Approved)

FOLLOW-UP OF AD HOC TECHNICAL AND COORDINATING COMMITTEES

8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4

W- Effects of Africanized Honey Bees on Pollination by Solitary Bees and
European Honey Bees

See Agenda Item 4.1 above.

W- Immigration Reform and U.S. Agriculture

A letter requesting participation has been mailed to all SAES Directors and
the first meeting is scheduled for January 10-12, 1988 for identified
participants.

W- Farm and Ranch Survival and Growth

No new project outline has been received. The committee has terminated,
effective July 20, 1988.

WRCC- Effects of Mother Absence in the Development of Children

A letter was sent to all Western Experiment Station Directors in June, 1988
asking for nomination of interested individuals.
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8.5 WRCC- International Marketing
See Agenda ltem 7.2 above.
ADMINISTRATIVE ADVISOR ASSIGNMENTS

RIC makes the following appointments to or changes in Administrative Advisor
assignments effective immediately:

IR-6 National and Regional Research Planning, Evaluation, Analysis, and
Coordination -- H. F. McHugh (CO) to replace C. E. Clark (UT).

W-122 Improve Food Safety by Control of Natural Toxicants -- R. G. Arnold (OR)
to replace C. E. Clark (UT).

W-167 Coping with Stress: Adaptation of Nonmetropolitan Families to
Socioeconomic Changes - S. Laughlin (CA-B) to replace R. R. Rice (AZ).

W-168 Seed Production and Quality Investigations -- R. Heimsch (ID) to replace
J. L. Ozbun (WA).

W-176 Housing and Locational Decisions of the Maturing Population:
Opportunities for the Western Region -- Administrative Advisor to be
appointed to replace R. R. Rice (AZ).

SECOND AND FOURTH-YEAR REVIEWS OF REGIONAL PROJECTS AND
COORDINATING COMMITTEES

RIC had the benefit of historical data on personnel, funding and publications
summarized from the DAL office for each review. Written RIC review comments
were discussed in committee and will be sent to Administrative Advisors.

The following projects and coordinating committees appear to be progressing
satisfactorily with good publication records, adequate resources and/or
participation, and the committees are following their stated objectives:
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Project/Committee

Second Year Reviews

W-112
W-133

W-143
W-157

W-160
W-176
W-178
W-179
1R-005
WRCC-20
WRCC-29
WRCC-30
WRCC-39
WRCC-42
WRCC43

WRCC-52
WRCC-55

Reproductive Performance in Domestic Ruminants
Outdoor Recreation and Public Interest: Benefits
and Costs in Federal and State Resource Planning
Nutrient Bioavailability--A Key to Human Nutrition
Development of New and Improved Crops for
Water Conservation in Arid Lands

The Physico-Chemical Basis for Managing Salt-
Affected Soils

Housing and Locational Decisions of the Maturing
Population: Opportunities for the Western Region
Water Management and Conservation in Western
Irrigated Agriculture

Marketing Alfalfa in the Western Region: Structural
Analyses, Strategies and Issues

Research Information Using the Current Research
Information System (CRIS)

Virus and Virus-Like Diseases of Fruit Crops
Diseases of Cereals

Western Region Soil Survey

Increased Efficiency in Sheep Production and
Marketing of Lamb and Mutton

Control Rodent Damage to Hay, Range, and Grain
Crops

Codling Moth Management in the Orchard
Ecosystem

Food Legume Production improvement
Rangeland Resource Economics

Fourth Year Reviews

W-082
W-128
W-134
W-150
W-154
W-155
W-158

W-170

IR-001

Pesticides and Other Organics in Soil and Their
Potential for Groundwater Contamination

Water and Nutrient Management of Crops Under
Micro-lrrigation

Quantifying the Nematode Pest Management
Decision Process

Genetic Improvement of Beans for Yield, Pest
Resistance, and Nutritional Value

Crop Productivity as Limited by the Rhizosphere
and by Water and Nutrient Use Efficiencies
Characterization and Management of Soil Water
and Solutes in Field Soils

Determine the Causes and Corrections for pH
Imbalance in Grapes for Processing

Chemistry and Bioavailability of Waste Constituents
in Soils

Introduction,  Preservation, Clagsification,
Bistribution and Evaluatian of Solanum Species

Advisor

Kaltenbach
Bell

Woodburn
Niehaus

van Schilfgaarde

Rice
Oldenstadt
Briggs
Briggs
Nelison
Mathre
Lund
Linton
Shoemaker

Allen

Heimsch
Rogers

Kefford
Nielsen
Van Gundy
Welsh
Gardner
Smith
Lyons

Lee

Volk

Reviewer

Koong
Bay

Koong
Ware

Van Gundy
Zuiches
Van Gundy
Koong
Ware
Zuiches
Carison
Carison
Koong
Bay

Van Gundy

Evans
Evans

Van Gundy
Ware

Ware
Zuiches
Bay

Evans
Carison
Carison

Ware
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RIC has specific comments to make concerning the following projects and
coordinating committees: '

No. Project/Committee Advisor Reviewer
W-132 Genotype-Environment Interactions Related to End- Volk Evans

Product Uses in Small Grains (2nd year)

RIC recommends that the committee consider increasing the animal nutrition
component to meet projected needs for feed stuff evaluation.

W-151 Utilization of Range forage for Rangeland and Dewhirst Koong
Domestic Ruminant Animal Production

RIC notes a decreasing trend in participation at the annual meetings and, because
of the diversity of the group, a fragmentation of research efforts.

W-153 Economic and Behavioral Factors Associated with  McHugh Zuiches
Food Suppiement Usage

RIC reviewer reports that the committee has addressed a significant health, safety,
and nutrition issue. However, publication rate is slow and the scientific nature of
the project needs to be reviewed.

W-171 Germ Cell and Embryo Development and Jones Koong
Manipulation for the Improvement of Livestock (4th
year)

RIC reviewer comments that publications from the project, as reported in the
annual progress report, are less than adequate considering efforts contributed to
the project.

W-177 Domestic and International Marketing Strategies Dutson Zuiches
for U.S. Beef (2nd year)

RIC reviewer recommends that the economists and meat scientists on the
committee continue to communicate with each other across their disciplines.
Without close interaction, the meat scientist efforts may not correlate with the
results of the social science studies.
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9
No. Project/Committee Advisor Reviewer
WRCC-50 Soil Moisture and Temperature Regimes as Heil Bay

Predictors of Western Range and Forest Land
Potentials (2nd year)

RIC notes that attendance has been dropping. The Administrative Advisor has
indicated a low level of involvement from climatologists. RIC suggests that the
committee consider merging with WRCC-47 in the future.

WRCC-51 Application Technology Related to Plant Protection Studer Van Gundy
and Pest Management (2nd year)

RIC reviewer notes a decrease in participation and the Administrative Advisor has
noted concern about participation and meeting format/site.

WRCC-54 Drainage Water Management (2nd year) van Schilffgaarde Evans

RIC reviewer comments that, with the additional emphasis on ground water quality,
this committee should play a much more important role. More participation from
SAES is encouraged as federal agencies see a great benefit from this activity. The
committee could consider involvement with W-160 and W-178.

WRCC-61 Crop Production Using Living Mulches to Improve Warkentin Carlson
Soil and Weed Management Practices (2nd year)

RIC notes the decline of participants by one-third of the original group. The
funding of "sustainable" agriculture by the USDA could give impetus for more
interest in this area.

11.0 OTHER BUSINESS
11.1 Regional Research Office Report -- John Naegele

Dr. John Naegele of the CSRS Regional Research Office reported to RIC on
activities and changes in the Regional Research Office in Washington, D.C.
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ADMINISTRATIVE ADVISOR ASSIGNMENTS AS OF 7/26/88

WESTERN WESTERN REGIONAL

ADMINISTRATIVE ADVISOR REGIONAL PROJECTS COORDINATING COMMITTEES
Allen, W.W. (CA-B) W-110 W-Bees WRCC-43 WRCC-37
Arnold, R.G. (OR) , W-122

* Bell, E. (FS-CA) W-133+
Briggs, D.M. (NM) W-179 IR-005+

**Brink, K.M. (CO) WRCC-11
Bulla, L.A. (WY) W-172
**Byrger, R.E. (CA-D) WRCC-59
**Cate, R. (WA) WRCC-Children+
Dewhirst, LW. (AZ) W-102 W-151
Dutson, T.R. (OR) W-177
**Ferris, H. (CA-D) WRCC-24
Gale, A. (WY) WRCC-21
Gardner, W. (CA) W-154 WRCC-47
* Gerloff, E. (ARS-CO) W-164+
**Gifford, F. (NV) WRCC-56
Heil, R.D. (CO) w-160+ IR007+  W-106 WRCC-50
Heimsch, R. (ID) W-168 WRCC-52
**Hiliman, J.S. (AZ) WRCC-63
**Howt, S. (WA) WRCC-60
Hughes, J.M. (CO) W-133+
Jones, B.M. (NV) W-171 WRCC-01
Kaltenbach, C.C. (WY) W-112
Kefford, N.P. (HI) W-082
Koller, L.D. (OR) WRCC-46
Koong, L.J. (OR) W-173 W-174
Laughlin, S. (CA-B) W-167
**| aycock, W.A. (WY) WRCC-40
Lee, G.A. (ID) W-170 W-147 WRCC-66 +
**|inton, A.C. (MT) WRCC-39
**Lund, LJ. (CA-R) WRCC-30
Lyons, J.M. (CA-D) W-158 W-164 +
**Mathre, D.E. (MT) WRCC-29
Matthews, D.J. (UT) WRCC-65
McHugh, H.F. (CO) W-153 W-175 IR-006 +
Mitchell, G.A. (AK) W-126
Muntifering, R.B. (MT) W-166
**Neison, M.R. (AZ) WRCC-20
Niehaus, M.H. (CO) W-006 W-157

*  USDA research administrators
** Other research administrators
+ Designates Co-Administrative Advisor in a project with Co-Advisors
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ADMINISTRATIVE ADVISOR ASSIGNMENTS AS OF 7/26/88

WESTERN

WESTERN REGIONAL

ADMINISTRATIVE ADVISOR REGIONAL PROJECTS COORDINATING COMMITTEES
Nielsen, D.R. (CA-D) W-128 WRCC-62
**O’Keefe, L.E. (ID) WRCC-66 +
Oldenstadt, D.L. (WA) W-178 WRCC-68 WRCC-70
**Rasmussen, H.P. (WA) WRCC-27
**Rogers, L.F. (WA) WRCC-55
Schiegel, D.E. (CA-B) WRCC-67 WRCC-69+
Seiber, J.N. (CA-D) W-130
**Shoemaker V. (CA-R) WRCC42
Smith, D.W. (NM) W-155
**Smith, O.E. (OR) WRCC-69+
**Studer, H. (CA-D) WRCC-51
**Thompson, J. (WA) WRCC-23
Van Gundy, S.D. (CA-R) W-084 W-134
* van Schilfgaarde, J. (CO) W-160+ WRCC-54
Volk, V.V. (OR) W-132 IR-1+
Ware, G.W. (AZ) W-045 W-169 R4+
**Warkentin, B.P. (OR) WRCC-61
**Weiser, C.J. (OR) WRCC-17 WRCC-58
Welsh, J.R. (MT) W-150
**Wiese, M.V. (ID) WRCC-28
Woodburn, M.J. (OR) W-143 WRCC-57
Zuiches, J.J. (WA) W-118 IR-2+ W- IMMI.  WRCC-64 WRCC-Children+

* USDA research administrators
** Other research administrators
+ Designates Co-Administrative Advisor in a project with Co-Advisors
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Western Agricultural Experiment Station Directors
Fort Collins, Colorado
July 28-29, 1988
Comittee of Nine Report
Merle H. Niehaus

The Committee of Nine met in Washington, D. C. on May 17-19, 1988.
Twenty six RRF proposals were reviewed. Of these, 17 were approved,
7 were deferred and 2 were rejected.

Deferrals and rejections were for several reasons, but a major one
continues to be lack of demonstrated regionality in the proposals. Some
deferred or rejected proposals contain excellent science and have
desirable goals with appropriate procedures; however, they are a
collection of individual projects which could just as easily be done by
individual stations. Perhaps more attention should be given to the
decision as to whether a proposal should be for a ocoordinating cammittee
as opposed to a regional project.

There were requests to extend 14 projects for one year. All were
approved.

Recommendations by C/9 for off-the-top funding for IR projects are as
follows:

FY '89S FY '89 Increase

Request Recammended Qver
Allocation FY '88 Budget

IR-1 141,750 138,200 4.5%
IR-2 223,000 212,000 3.1%
IR-4 371,088 352,000 4.5%
IR-5 204,400 204,400 0.0%
IR-6 200,000 200,000 0.6%
4.3%

IR-7 97,748 91,748

A motion was passed approving that the $20,000 contingency fund should be
used by the Regional Research Office to purchase state—of-the-art camputer
equipment to expedite the accomplishment reporting program and establish
communications and information flow among CRIS, IR-5, State AESs, other
partner institutions and clientele. A subcommittee was appointed for the
purpose of expediting the accomplishment reporting program and camputer
support of the cammnication and information functions of the regional |
program.

The report of the Camittee on Interregional Projects was discussed. It

was decided that before C/9 could make any recamEndations whe report
should be discussed at the regional AES meetings.
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Report of the Committee on Interregional Projects

January 22, 1988

The Committee composed of V. J. Benton, E. H. Cobb, C. ¥. Donoho, K.
A. Huston, M. H. Neufville, D. E. Schlegel, and E. M. Yilson met on
Tuesday, November 24, 1987 in Washington, D. C. After examining all
aspects of Interregional Projects, the Committee makes the following
observations and recommendations.

I. Philosophy of IR Projects

The Committee reaffirms its belief in the continuing
importance of the RRF program as a means of addressing high
priority national and regional research needs. After careful
examination of numerous historical documents relating to the
legislative intent of the RRF and its subsequent
implementation and evaluation, the Committee notes that some
confusion about the role of RRF in SAES research reappears
periodically. Clearly the RRF was not intended, like Hatch
funds, to provide individual state stations with an annual
formula allocation of resources. Rather it is a means of
enabling two or more stations to join together in solving
problems of common concern.

The Committee believes that the RRF continues to offer
flexible approaches to regional and national research issues
that should be exploited!

The Committee believes that regional issues currently are
well-addressed through mechanisms established by each of

the four regional associations of experiment station
directors. However, the Committee believes that national
priorities and responsibilities can be addressed more
effectively by revamping the IR mechanism into a truly
national approach by basing it on the planning mechanisms of
ESCOP, NARC, and the Joint Council, or their successors.

The Committee notes that the historic "bottoms-up"
approach of setting priorities from state toO regional to
national levels has served the nation and the agricultural
research system vell. The Committee developed .

{ts recommendation from this perspective.

The Committee recommends the present system of IR

projects be replaced by a national system consisting of two
major programs: (1) National Research Support Programs, and (2)
National Research Programs.
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tional Research Support and National Research Programs

1.

National Research Support Programs - programs in this

category would provide broad support on selected issues to
the entire research system in an ongoing, efficient and
timely manner. These support programs would continue to
be funded by off-the-top funding and approved for 5 year
periods. Prior to the end of each 5 year period, programs
wvould be reviewed by a review panel of administrators and
peers established by CSRS and the Committee of Nine. The
panel would reviev the programs’ progress, importance, and
appropriateness for continued support in the Agricultural
Experiment Station System. New programs in this category
vould be initiated by utilizing existing mechanisms for
interregional projects. Hovever, termination or
continuation at the end of each S year period would be
recommended to CSRS by the Committee of Nine.

National Research Programs (3 Year Duration)

A. A New Concept: National Research Programs
A new system of national research programs is proposed

orientation. In this newv system one newv national
research program would be established each year for a 5
vear period. After 5 years, the first identified
national research program vould terminate, and a nev
replacement program would be established. This process
vould continue each year to provide a maximum of five
national research programs being funded at any one time.
No national research program could continue beyond 5
years. If that research effort needed to continue, it

or states to continue the research effort and funding.

B. Identification of National Research Programs

Each year one national research program would be

jdentified through the ESCOP research planning process.
A Coordinating Committee would be appointed by CSRS to
develop policy guidelines, and identify specific

program. After approval of the Coordinating Committee
plan by the Committee of Nine and CSRS, each region
would use the same title as the national research
program and develop regional projects vhich would
identify the specific research objectives to be
undertaken in that region. These regional research

to replace, over time, the IR projects having a research

would be the responsibility of the regional associations

research thrusts to be undertaken in a national research

projects would follow the same approval process used for
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other regional projects to assure regional association,
Committee of Nine, and CSRS approval of the research to
be undertaken.

Funding of National Research Programs

A combination of national off-the-top RRF funding by
the Committee of Nine and Special Research Grants (P. L.
89-106) would be used to fund each national research
program (Sl million from each source). Each region
would receive its currently allocated share of RRF
funds, and 25 percent of the Special Grants Funds.
Administrative cost, for any coordinator, secretaries,
or travel expenses, vould not exceed 10 percent of the
RRF and Special Grant Funds provided to support the
regional effort. At least half the funds received by
each region should be used to support 2 competitive
program to undertake the objectives of the national
programs. A general administrative process vould be
established for use in all regions, based on the
experience gained from the regional IPM programs.

CSRS will evaluate the regional competitive

proposals and provide these evaluations 1o the
regional associations.

Benefits of the New System

(1) It maximizes the flexibility of the RRF to
address current and emerging issues.

(2) It uses the established SAES system for
research planning to identify national
research programs.

(3) It uses the established regional research
approval process to make funding decisions and
identify research objectives.

(4) It strengthens the ESCOP Budget actions;
emphasizes the importance of fatch and RRF
funding; and identifies Special Grants needed
to match the SAES Funding.

(5) It provides the SAES with a system for
responding promptly to national research
issues on a continuing basis.

(6) It may attract additional Federal funds.
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Recommendations for Current IR Projects

All existing Interregional Projects should continue to
the end of their current approval period vith the following
provisions:

(1)

(2)

(3)

IR-1 and IR-2 (and their associated regional
projects, NC-7, NE-9, S-9, and W-6) provide necessary
support for the introduction, preservation. and
utilization of plant germ plasm in Agricultural
Research which needs to be continued on 2 long term
basis and therefore clearly fit under the National
Research Support Prografm. These projects should be.
combined into a national germ plasm and plant
introduction research support program which would be
coordinated at the national level to allov for joint
planning among the 4 regions on plant germ plasm
activities.

IR-4 and IR-5 fit under the National Research Support
Programs as independent issues vwhich may be

continued based on periodic review by a review

panel as described previously in this document.
Consideration should be given to combining other

pest related issues (NAPIAP and 1pM) with IR-4 to

form a national pesticide prograrm in the same manner

as recommended for the germ plasm program.

Both IR-6 and IR-7 have a definite research

orientation (as opposed to support function). The
continuation of these projects beyond their current
approval period should depend upon their emerging as high
national research priorities through the ESCOP planning
process.
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WESTERN ASSOCIATION AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION DIRECTORS

July 28-29, 1988

USERS ADVISORY BOARD REPORT

by
Colin Kaltenbach

The Users Advisory Board held its last meeting May 16-18, 1988 at

Agricenter International in Memphis, Tennessee. The meeting
included a tour of the Delta Pride catfish operation near Sunflower,
Mississippi. 1 was unable to attend this meeting, however, ESCOP

was well represented by Dr. L. L. Boyd who provided old and new
members of the board with briefing materials on the ESCOP planning
and budget development process. Primarily through Lanny’s efforts
we have received an invitation to formally present the 1990 ESCOP
budget to the Users Advisory Board during their meeting August 8-10
in Boston. As reported at our last meeting, I believe the Users
Board has come to realize that the normal few hours spent on the
budget during their February meeting is not sufficient for adequate
evaluation. We did present the 1989 budget during the summer
meeting last year but the interest in dealing with such matters at
that time did not seem to be high. We have detected a definite
change in attitude during the past year and hopefully, the upcoming
presentation will stimulate discussion and interest.
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WESTERN ASSOCIATION AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION DIRECTORS

July 28-29, 1988

Animal Care Guidelines Update

by
Colin Kaltenbach.

The Guide for the care and use of agricultural animals in
agricultural research and teaching ~has been published and
distributed to all land grant universities and other interested
parties. Additional copies can be obtained from Association
Headquarters, 309 West Clark Street, Champaign, IL 61820, at $5.00

per copy.

All indications are that the Guide is being well received and that
it is filling a definite need. This first publication was intended
as an initial document and it will have to be updated and revised
rather soon. The Board of Directors, Division of Agriculture,
NASULGC, accepted responsibility for continued revision of the Guide;
however, to my knowledge there are no specific plans to proceed at
this time. It is my guess that the Experiment Station System will
be asked to serve as principal actors in this endeavor.
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WRAC REPORT
TO
The Western Association of Agricultural Experiment Station Directors
July 28, 1988
Fort Collins, Colorado

The Western Regional Aquaculture Consortium Board of Directors met March 29,
1988 in Seattle, Washington. The regularly scheduled meeting focused on procedures to
enhance communications, representation and identification and prioritization of research and
education problems.

The WAAESD Representative chaired an Ad Hoc Committee which assessed criteria
for developing, reviewing and implementing the initial WRAC research and extension projects.
.A survey of participants indicated that communication and active participation in project
development and review needs to be enhanced. The Ad Hoc Committee recommended and
the WRAC Board of Directors approved the following:

(1) The Industrial Advisory Committee be expanded to include organizations
from all western states.

(2] The Technical Committee be expanded to include a research and extension
representative from each state. Dr. Ken Chew was directed to contact each
state AES and CES Director for recommendations. A smaller executive
committee of the Technical Committee will be designated to coordinate
program activities.

3 A uniform procedure including a set of evaluation criteria will be used in the
P g
peer r eview process.

“ A WRAC Newsletter will be developed to enhance communication on
WRAC activities and general information relative to aquaculture in the
western states. The first issue has been printed and circulated.

The WRAC Director and office staff have been assigned space in the Department of
Fisheries at the University of Washington. The new offices required some remodeling and
new furniture. The offices should be functional by the time of this report.

Contingent upon funding levels for FY-89, there should be approximately $200,000
available for funding new or extending existing projects next year. The Technical Committee
is developing projects for consideration by the WRAC Board of Directors. If researchers or
extension specialists wish to submit a proposal, please contact Dr. Ken Chew, Director of
WRAC or Dr. Graham Gall, Chairman of the Technical Committee (UC-Davis).

The WRAC Board of Directors will meet in Newport, Oregon on August 3, 1988.

ja/word/jul88 /wracrpt
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SUMMARY OF THE WESTERN
LOW- INPUT FARMING SYSTEMS RESEARCH
AND EDUCATION PROGRAM

July 19, 1988
David E. Schlegel

The official announcement of this program was distributed by U.S. Mail'and
DIALCOM on March 31, 1988 with a closing date of June 1, 1988. All
Directors of Cooperative Extension and the Agricultural Experiment Stations
in the Region were sent copies of the announcement and asked to distribute
it widely, both within the system and outside the system. We estimate that
nearly 1500 announcements were distributed.

On aApril 27, Fred Poston (Director of Cooperative Extension, Washington
State University), Patrick Madden, and I met to develop a draft set of
seven criteria to be used for evaluating these proposals. Copies of these
draft criteria were circulated to an Ad Hoc Technical Review Committee for
comment and ranking. No revisions of the proposed criteria were received.

In response to the announcement, 66 proposals were received by 5:00 FM on
June lst. Two reviewers were assigned to develop a written evaluation of
each proposal and all 66 of the proposals were sent by Federal Express to
each reviewer on June 3, 1988. Thus, all reviewers were asked to read all
66 proposals, including 8 to 10 specific proposals which were to be
evaluated in writing.

The Ad Hoc Technical Review Committee met in Reno June 15 - 16, 1988 to
review the proposals. The first three hours on June 15 were spent
reviewing the basis for the program and debating the ranking of criteria
for evaluation. Rankings were agreed upon, none of which was dramatically
higher than others. We then went through the projects asking the assigned
reviewers to present their evaluations and a brief summary of the project.
Those projects that were not supported by either reviewer were immediately
eliminated. If one reviewer supported one and the other did not, the
project remained viable until the next round. At any time a Technical
Committee member could request that a project be placed on the "to
consider" list regardless of the reviewers'’ comments. The remaining
projects were again reviewed to eliminate a few more that the committee
felt were not competitive in the light of the others that they had seen.

The short list arrived at by this means included 18 projects, totaling $3.5

million. All projects on the short list were reviewed intensively. A
computer-aided decision system was used to rate the quality of the proposal
‘with respect to each criteria. The rating system went from Excellent to

Above Average to Average to Below Average and Unsatisfactory. (This process
took until noon on .the second day.) When completed, the projects were
ranked and then reexamined without reference to the numerical evaluations
for subjective differences that might have been overlooked earlier.

There were no changes that resulted f%om that exercise. During the review
process there were numerous references to budget excesses and deficiencies,
but these were not a major issue in the evaluation process. Some members
of the Technical Review Committee were also listed as PIs on some
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proposals. It was agreed in advance that this would be allowed, but the
individuals were required to leave the room before discussion of their
proposals began.

The budget adjustments were made by the Administrative Council at its
meeting on the following day, June 17, 1988. All members of the
Administrative Council had received copies of the proposals prior to the
meeting. The Administrative Council made some drastic budgetary cuts,
because clearly many budgets were excessive. They also full-funded'all
projects for up to two years in order to make an opportunity for additional
new projects next year. This was done on the basis that it did not look
promising for any substantial increase in the program budget for next year.

Funded projects that anticipate a need for funding beyond the two years
will have to resubmit in competition for future funding at that time.. Fred
Poston and I were present for the entire three days and Bob Heil was
present for the second and third days. The Administrative Council felt that
two important areas had not been well represented in the proposals
received; 1) the animal/range area and the 2) information systems
management (database). (The latter was mandated by Congress in the
legislation that created the LIFSRE program.) Consequently, the
Administrative Council set aside up to $15,000 for each of these program
areas to be used for the development of proposals for the next cycle.

Bob Heil and Bernie Jones were assigned as liaisons for the animal/range
program and Fred Poston for the Information Systems. Two other small
planning grants were awarded with instructions to develop a program that
would be competitive in the next cycle. Pls were notified and the budget

adjusting efforts began immediately. The Plan of Work for the Western
Region was completed and sent by Federal Express to CSRS on Monday, July
11, 1988. Formal notification to successful PIs was mailed via Federal

Express on July 18, 1988. This project is effective June 1, 1988.
LOW INPUT AGRICULTURE REVIEWS

The notes below summarize some of my personal reactions to the LIA process
this year, and include some comments that I have received from others. The
very short time frame and the fact that the guidelines for the process were
continually evolving made this a difficult experience. The issues listed
are not in priority order.

FORMAT: A more structured format for each proposal is needed. To the
extent possible we should have the same kind of information in the same
level of detail from each applicant. This would tend to improve the review
process. The narrative should be extended slightly, not to exceed 7 pages
plus the budget page(s), signature page(s) and principal investigator
curriculum vitaes. In several instances, individuals listed as cooperators
were unaware that they had been listed as cooperators, and in at least one

instance, did not support the research proposal. A signature page that
bears the signature of all of the identified PIs and their immediate
supervisors is essential. In addition, all listed cooperators must be

{icted and muet sign off individually to Insure that they really are

involved. The proposal must state the role of the cooperators.
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In multistate proposals, separate signature pages can be used for each
state. A standard budget format is needed, as the wide variation in budgets
for similar activities was a continual source of consternati~n to the
review panel. This detracted from the technical review. Also, tne absence
of uniform information greatly complicated the process of informing
applicants of the outcome of the review process.

PANEL MEMBERS WITH PROPOSALS FOR REVIEW: For the most objective reviews,
the technical committee members should not be permitted to submit proposals
for funding. Although the Committee had a strict rule about PIs leaving
the room during discussion of their projects, it would be cleaner if they
were not involved at all, or at least the number involved should be
limited. I have dealt with panels that have had members whose proposals
were to be reviewed, but never to the extent that it occurred this time.
1 am concerned that a large number of reviewers with a vested interest in
the outcome of the review process may contribute to a group dynamic that
could limit the objectivity of the panel. Limiting the panel composition to
those who are not potential recipients would significantly limit the pool
of reviewers. However, I think that this problem is becoming less of an
issue as interest in this field grows. We will have to identify the
reviewers after the proposals have been received. In spite of the concerns
expressed above, 1 have no reservations about the projects that were
funded. They were first rate projects. They were solid projects and are
aimed directly at the LIFSRE goals. No obviously superior projects were
overlooked in the award process.

PROGRAM ANNOUNCEMENT: The Administrative Council needs to articulate the
Western Region’s priorities, and these need to be clearly shown on the
Announcement. Next year's Administrative Council may wish to target some
specific areas of interest. Congress made a very clear statement
_emphasizing the development of information systems that describe in user
language what has already been done by’ the land grant system in the area of
low input agriculture. A proposal in this area must be included in the
next cycle.

Another point that needs consideration by the Administrative Council is
whether targets should be set for funding to non-traditional organizations
and the competition for that group separated from the basic/applied
research, extension and demonstration proposals. One member of the review
panel expressed great frustration at having to rank projects that were
totally different in a single priority listing.

REVIEW C A: These need to be spelled out well in advance. One
criterium used was feasibility of achieving objectives in the time frame
and budget. Implied in this was the "track record of the PI". This worked

quite well for the traditional AES/CE proposals, but when projects from

unusual and unfamiliar organizations were viewed, "track record" was mnot

evaluated because no one knew anything about the PI or the organization. On

the other hand, track records have been used to exclude the young

scientists who have not yet established a "track record." Given the young

age of many of the scientists recormended for funding in this program
d

(assistant professor types), this would not appear to be a serious problem.

Given the ?normous over subscription ($), no project that is not rated
excellent with respect to relevance to LIFSRE goals should reach the short



list (and there may be other criteria that should be handled similarly).
All of the projects funded in this cycle met this criteria, but if we had
continued down the list very far this would not have been true.

Additionally, no proposal that is rated lower than above average
methodologically should be considered for funding. With these screens in
place, selection could be made on the basis of innovation and the
likelihood of significant contributions to the goals of the LIFSRE program.

GENERAL ISSUES:
1. No PI salaries for eleven month appointees.

2. It was reported to me indirectly that some technical committee
reviewers were intimidated by outspoken members and opted to go along
with an "extracted" consensus rather than risk a confrontation. I am
investigating a number of ways of handling this problem.

ADMINISTRATIVE COUNCIL: This Council is an essential component of the
program management and they did a first rate job. Fred Poston and I were
present for the entire review process. Bob Heil was there for the second
day. This committee followed very closely the prioritized list submitted
by the Technical Review Committee. Deviations were not large, and those
that were made were for good reason. In addition the Council concluded
that certain important areas were lacking good proposals and took steps to
insure that proposals will be available in these areas in the next cycle.

THE MOST URGENT NEED AT THIS MOMENT IS YOUR INPUT AND ASSISTANCE IN
IDENTIFYING POTENTIAL TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE MEMBERS. I WOULD LIKE TO
THINK THAT NEXT TIME WE CAN IDENTIFY A REVIEW COMMITTEE AFTER THE PROPOSALS
ARE RECEIVED AND THEREBY EXCLUDE THOSE INDIVIDUALS WHO HAVE SUBMITTED
PROPOSALS. PLEASE GIVE THIS NEED SOME CAREFUL THOUGHT AND LET ME KNOW BY
TELEPHONE, LETTER OR DIALCOM. THE NEXT CYCLE WILL START FAIRLY SOON AND I
NEED YOUR HELP NOW. WE ALSO NEED HELP IN IDENTIFYING PRIVATE AND NON-
PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS THAT RELATE TO LOW INPUT AGRICULTURE. CONGRESS HAS
MANDATED THAT THEY BE REPRESENTED IN THE DECISION PROCESS.

LOW INPUT FARMING SYSTEMS RESEARCH AND EDUCATION

AD HOC TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE

NAME & ADDRESS DISCIPLINE STATE
D.F. Bezdicek Soil Scientist,AES WA

Dept. of Agron. & Soils
Washington State University
Pullman, WA 99164-6420




Allen Bjergo

Community Development Specialist
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Montana State - Extension Service
1018 Burlington #200

Missoula, MT

59806

Wayne Burkhardt

Range Wildlife and Forestry

University of
Reno, NV 8955

Bob Cantisano

11173 Peaceful Valley Road
Nevada City, CA "95959

Marshall Johns
Entomology
University of
Honolulu, HI

Bill Liebhardt
Agronomy, Exte

University of California

Davis, CA 95

Edgar Michalso

Dept. of Ag. Econ. & Rural Soc.

University of
Moscow, ID 83

Nevada
7

on

Hawaii

96822

nsion

616

n

Idaho
843

Merritt Nelson

Dept. of Plant Pathology

University of
Tucson, AZ 857

David Oien
R.R. 3, Box 46

Arizona
21

1

Conrad, MT 59425

Phil Rasmussen
Soils Extension
Utah State University

UMC 4840

Logan, UT 84322-4840

Milt Schroth

Plant Pathology

University of California

Berkeley, CA

94720

Marvin Shaffer
Crops Res. Lab
1701 Center Ave.

Fort Collins,

CO 80526

Community Development,CE

Animal/Range ,AES/CE

Private LIA Advisor, veg. crops

Entomology,AES

Agronomist,CE

Agriculture Economics ,AES

Biological Control,AES

Rancher

Soil Conservation,CE

Plant Pathology,AES

ARS, systems

MT

HI

cA

ID

AZ

MT

UT

CA

co



93

Gayle Willett ) CE, Farm Management,AES WA
Agri. Economics

Washington State University

Pullman, WA 99164-6210

Van Volk Soil Scientist, AES OR
Oregon Agricultural Experiment
Station
Oregon State University
Corvallis, OR 97331

AD HOC ADMINISTRATIVE COMMITTEE

NAME & ADDRESS

Robert Heil Chair, Western AES Directors
Agricultural Experiment Station

Colorado State University

Fort Collins, CO 80523

Bernard Jones (Alternate for Dr. Paul Larsen,
Director, Agric. Exp. Station Chair, Western CE Directors)
and Cooperative Extension
Max C. Fleischmann College
of Agriculture
University of Nevada
Reno, NV 89557

Fred Poston (CE) Administrative Advisor
Director

Cooperative Extension

Washington State University

Ag. Sciences Building

Pullman, WA 99164-6230

Jan Van Schilfgaarde ARS, Associate Area Director
Associate Area Director

Northern Plains Area

Agri. Research Service

2625 Redwing Road, Ste. 550

Fort Collins, CO 80526

David Schlegel (AES) Administrative Advisor
Assistant Director
Division of Agriculture
and Natural Resources
University of California
300 Lakeside Drive, 6th floor
Oakland, CA 94612-3560
(415) 987-0029
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Kay Thornley ) Grower
Box 69
Davenport, CA 95017

Robert Peyton Administrative Facilitator
Analyst
Division of Agriculture
and Natural Resources
University of California
300 Lakeside Drive, 6th floor
Oakland, CA 94612-3560

.....................................................................................

CRITERIA FOR TECHNICAL REVIEW

1. Appropriate methodology: In addition to the dissemination procedures
identified in #3 below, are the research and/or educational methods proposed of
acceptable quality and appropriate to the project objectives? This includes the
scientific quality of the research design and the pedagogical quality of the
educational approach being proposed. In other words, all methodologies,
scientific, educational, demonstrative, data collection, etc. Unless these are
sound, we will not achieve our goal.

2. Functional integration of multiple organizationms: Research and exrensior
should be linked. Meaningful involvement of both public and private

organizations as well as farmers and farm organizations, is strongly encouraged.

3. Identification of the intended audience and dissemination procedures: Does
proposal contain a description of the dissemination procedures that will make
the findings of the project readily usable to the intended audience.

4. Feasibility of attaining the objectives within the lifetime of the DLODOSE
project: Given the "anticipated difficulty" and resource requirements of th

methods being proposed and the capabilities of the organization(s) submittin
the proposal, what is the likelihood that objectives will be attained in th
time frame proposed.

5. Regionality: Where appropriate, projects should involve participation by mor
than one state, or the anticipated findings should be shown to be relevant t
more than one state.

6. Relevance to the Goal of the LIFSRE program: The overall goal of the LIFSE
program is to provide an abundance of food and fiber in a way that is tarmles
to (has minimum impact on) humans and the environment, and in a way that. i
sustainable for generations to .come. The LIFSRE program is envisioned a
enhancing the profitability, and competiti- -ess of U.S. agriculture whil
reducing the pollution of air and water suppli.s and the hazards to human healt
that are associated with excessive use of pesticides, fertilizers, and anima
drugs on small, medium and large farms.

7. Systems approach: Does the proposal call for an interdisciplinary c
comprehensive approach to identﬂ:ying and solving problems? For example, wher

low-input farming systems are being developed or evaluated, the impact or h
whole farm shogld be estimated, in terms of profitability, risk, labor an
management requirements, and environmental impacts. ,
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INTER-REGIONAL POTATO INTRODUCTION PROJECT (IR-1)
to the
WESTERN DIRECTORS ASSOCIATION

Introduction, preservation, classification,
distribution, and evaluation of Solanum species

Duration: October 1, 1984 - September 30, 1989. Project to

be rewritten by December 15, 1988 to begin
approval process.

Meeting: June 22, 1988, Denver, Colorado

Activities:

1.

Physical facilities -~ Sturgeon Bay, WI. Storage, office,
and herbarium space completed (900 ft“). Boiler and steam
line problem remedied.

Solanum stock introductions - 104 new true seed

introductions added to collection. Twenty-three (23)
clones received as quarantine releases.

Preservation of stock - Tuber increases for about 1450
clonal stocks. Seed increases of 306 accessions, 75% more
per year than the previous five years. Research on seed
increase techniques, reuse of potting soil, and
fertilization techniques. Wrote complete procedures
manual.

Classification - Created database for collection.
Taxonomic determination made on 1200 accession plantings.
Somatic chromosome numbers determined on 340 accessions.

Distribution - Materials (18,083 units) sent to 28 states
and 18 countries. Distributed list of 260 accessions which
represents 86 species mailed to over 350 potato workers.

Evaluation - Integrated inventory lists into GRIN
(Germplasm Resources Information Network, USDA). Screened
stock for resistance to Erwinia and Rhizoctonia.

Introductions - Since 1932, 174 of the 179 potato varieties
released in the U.S. contain germplasm from two or more
foreign introductions.
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Work Planned:
1. Continue update on IR-1 accession database
2. Research on seed increase techniques
3. Establish a working herbarium
4. Build better seed dryer

5. Continue preservation, classification, distribution, and
evaluation program

Actions Endorsed and Information:

1. Bob Hanneman - Research geneticist increase emphasis on
enhancement (90%).

2. S. Slack who has conducted pathogen moved to Cornell.
Pathogen testing program will remain in Wisconsin and not
transfer to Cornell.

3. Budget approved: $138,200.
4. Plant exploration to Mexico in 1988.

5. Collection is large. Need breeders to help identify ones
to be maintained.

6. Increasing requests by miscellaneous individuals/groups
requesting germplasm.

Committee of Nine Report on IR Projects:

All existing Inter-regional Projects should continue to end
of their current approval period with the following
provisions.

(1) IR-1 and IR-2 (and their associated regional
projects, NC-7, NE-9,S-9, and W-6) provide necessary
support for the introduction, preservation, and
utilization of plant germplasm in Agricultural
Research which needs to be continued on a long-term
basis and therefore clearly fit under the National
Research Support Program. These projects should be
combined into a national germplasm and plant
introduction research support program which would be
coordinated at the national level to allow for joint
planning among the four (4) regions on plant germplasm
activities.

(2) and (3) refer to other IR projects.
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‘Notable Research contributions (Western Region) using Solanum
species accessions:

Alaska: Developed varieties with frost resistance for S.
acaule

california: Characterization of the genetics of 2n egg
formation; linkage studies of marker genes support efforts to
construct a genome map for potato.

Colorado, New Mexico: Consistent high levels of Colorado
potato beetle resistance are found in S. jamesii native to
southwestern states.

Idaho: Discovery of resistance to a new threatening nematode
M. chitwoodi in S. sparsipilum. S. andigena, S. phureija, and
S. stenotomum derivatives are shown to exhibit superior insect
and virus resistance. Identification of germplasm with
resistance to bacterial soft rot. TIdentification of sources of
resistance to early blight, Verticillium wilt, Colorado potato
beetle, and potato leaf roll virus.

washington: Characterization of nematode resistance in wild
species accessions. Germplasm enhancement aimed at putting
desirable characteristics of cultivated and exotic wild
relatives of the potato into a form usable to breeders.

A03.3A
IR-1l.doc
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IR-4 REPORT

TO THE
WESTERN ASSOCIATION OF EXPERIMENT STATION DIRECTORS
FT. COLLINS, COLORADO
JULY 28, 1988

1. IR-4 celebrated its Silvex Anniversary on March 8, at USDA
Administration Bldg, Patio Area, Washington, DC. Speaking guests
were Congressman George Brown, california, Patrick Jordan, Terry
Kinney, Douglas Campt (Dir. OFff. Pest. Prog.), Jack Early (NACA).
Dr. Virgil Freed, Oregon State Univ., received the first IR-&4

Meritorious Service Award.

2. IR-4's major problems are (a) inadequate funding, {b) the
inability of many university labs to meet federal Good Laboratory
Practice requirements {(GLP)}, and the prospect of losing many

minor use pesticide registrations as EPA proceeds with re-
registration.

3. In calendar vear 1987 and first 2 months of '88, efforts of
IR-4 resulted in pesticide clearances representating 121
tolerances: 8 fungicides, 24 herbicides, and 48 insecticides &
miticides. Additionally 41 tolerances were granted based on crop
definitions. IR-& accounted for more than 650% of new use
rolerances for raw agricultural commodities during 1987.

There are now 3,676 food-use requests in their computer, up 412
over last vear. It is quickly obvious that this 1s an endless
process, and there is no possible chance that all these needs can
be met by the limited staff and facilities of IR-&.

4. IR-4 has had 5.5 years experience registering biorationals.
These biorationals include microbial pest control agents,
(bacteria, fungi, viruses) and biochemical agents such as insect
growth regulators and pheromones. During this time the project
has received 29 clearance requests and 19 bioraticnal research
proposals. Of these, 3 registrations have been granted, the
codling moth granulosis virus, Bacillus popillae on pastures and
rangeland for Japanese beetle control, and an oriental fruit fly
attractant.

5. Animal drugs--since 1987 IR-4 received 161 animal drug
requests submitted by universities, animal producer
organizations, and govt agencies. Approximately 70% of the new
requests are considered valid projects to be funded.

6. Ornamental minor uses--in the last vyear 229 ornamental
registrations were obtained through IR-4 efforts. Because only
minimal data are required for pesticide registrations on
orrnnamentals, it 1is obviously the most successful of the &
categories.

7. EPA's mandated re-registration of pesticides continues to
affect the progress of LR-4 1n obtaining clearances of mlnor use
pesticides for older chemicals. Again, certain tolerances

requested by IR-4 ave not | been established because EPA has

h
IHQICGICQ Lnat @nlaﬁlﬂa tgﬁi 0105Y or mEthOdologT data bases were
not adequate to support NEW tolerances at th&t A

G, W. Ware
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IR-6 REPORT TO
WESTERN ASSOCIATION OF AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION DIRECTORS
July 1988 C. E. CLARK

Title: National and Regional Research Planning, Evaluation,

Analysis and Coordination
FY’88 Budget: $198,800
FY’89 Budget: $200,000 (Requested)

Stations Participating: University of Vermont, University of Georgia,
University of Florida, Cornell University, Rutgers
University, University of Idaho, Virginia Polytechnic
Institute & State University, University of Wyoming
and University of Minnesota.

Research_Progress:

1. Sponsored a national conference on evaluating agricultural research and
productivity.

2. Published reports on:
a. "The Benefits and Costs of U.S. Consumers in Various Income

Categories of Investment in Agricultural Research”

b. "Why Do We Need New Technologies in Time of Agricultural
Surpluses”
c. "public Research in Agriculture, Forestry and Home Economics: Its
"Role, Its Benefits and Selected Issues”
3. Other Planning and Coordination Activities
a. Planning and Coordination with International Center for National

Agricultural Research Systems (ISNAR) for improving national and
international systems of agricultural research evaluation.

b. Coordination with regional research project on Economic
Implications for Agriculture of the Emerging Biotechnologies
(NC-142).

c. Liaison with the participation in NCR-133, Regional Research

Evaluation and Analyses Research Committee on Home Economics
Research Evaluation.

4, Examples of Specific Researéh Evaluation and Analyses

a. Rate-of-returns to agricultural research, 50 percent for all wheat
research and almost 100 percent for varietal development research.
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Productivity gains from adopting new technology, between 1974 and
1983, were about 15 percent for corn and soybeans, 6 percent for
wheat and 10 percent for cotton.

Effort devoted to maintenance research for all commodities is
about 35 percent or $300 million annually. Barley, wheat and
vegetables is highest (40%) with Tivestock lowest (21%).
Maintenance research itself has an annual rate-of-return of about
55 percent.

Annual rate of return for marketing research on citrus and winter
tomatoes is about 50 percent.

Examples of research underway:

Value added-research relationships.

Relationships between public and private and basic and applied
research.

Economic impacts of emerging biotechnologies.

IR-6 is interested in more participation from the Western Region.

Interested directors or scientists are invited to contact Burt
Sundquist, project coordinator, for details.
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Report of
NATIONAL ATMOSPHERIC DEPOSITION PROGRAM (IR-7)
lo- .
WESTERN ASSOCIATION OF AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION DIRECTORS

R. D. Heil
July 28, 1988

IR-7 currently includes activities of 4 committees; namely:

1. Network site and criteria

2. Methods of development and quality assurance.

3. Data management and analysis

4, Effects research
The "single 1ab" issue which I reported on a year ago has been resolved.
Only one lab is being utilized which is in the best interest of the
project for maintaining integrity and quality of data.
Progress of this project is excellent. Currently, there are 203 sites
involved in the network. Project participants published 82 papers in

1987. The group held a very successful annual meeting in Minneapolis
November 3-5, 1987.
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REPORT TO WESTERN DIRECTCRS

July, 1988
Filmore Bender

Historically, museum exhibits have been focused on cbjects, rather
than on ideas. 'meamibit"BnSeardlforLife"isanimnvativetype
of exhibit that focuses on ideas. In this case, the contribution that
scienoenakestoagriwlmreardmdicimardthmghagriazlumeard
medicine to American well-being. Tt uses the history of the science
arﬂselectedhistoricxlobjectstooaweymiscatpla:setofideas.

At the National Museum of American History, the response of the
visiting public has been overvhelmingly favorable. During its initial
run, more than forty thousand individuals viewed the exhibit. The
exhibit was able to commmnicate to different individuals at different
levels. Visitors without any background in the science or of the role
that agriculture plays in American life were able to acquire a basic
mdexstarﬂin;aswellasanirmeasedmrassofarﬂjntemstinthe
topics. For these individuals, the brochure and the recommended
additicnalmadirgswillhelptrmdevelopthelqmledgebaseard
understanding that they should possess. At the other emd of the
knowledge spectrum, leading scientists visited the exhibit and praised
it for its ability to convey the key points of these challenging ard
camplicated topics to a broad audience.

As an indication of the acceptance of this exhibit by the scientific
community, itisinportantthatthefirststq:mthenatimaltalr
will be at Cold Spring Harbor laboratory, Cold Spring Harbor, New York.
It is plaxmedtlnttheamibitwillbethecenterpiece of the Cold
Springl-larborlaboratozy'srmmr.eamingwtter. It will remain at
this location for twelve to fifteen months as an integral camponent of
the outreach program of Cold Spring Harbor Laboratory. The dedication
of their new DNA Learning Center and the exhibit »The Search for Life"
will take place on September 18, 1988.

Currently, we are making plans for collaboration between the Cold
Spring Harbor Laboratory amd the Land-Grant Universities of Maine, New
Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, New
York, New Jersey and Pernsylvania, in this exciting program of public
education. With the ColdSpring Harbor Laboratory verue in place, plans
arecamixuirgforﬂuemﬁﬂerofﬂxenatianltwr.

Peter Wexler, Harold Closter amd Filmore Bender are contacting
organizatimsandmsamthathaveatpmssedaninterestinhosti:g
this exhibit. The California Department of BEducation has expressed its
desire to have the exhibit on display at four locations within the
state during a twelve month period. Because of the intense interest in
this exhibit, we are working on plans for a three year tour. In order
to defray same of the costs associated with such a national tour,
Filmore Bender, Harold Closter amd J.  P. Jordan will be contacting
corporations for financial support.
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This exhibit has increased the awareness of the importance of science
inagriaxltureaswellastheinportanoeofthecontrikutimthat
agriculture makes to American well-being within the National Museum of
American History.

Cmmsideratimismwbeinggivmtoamemibitthatwill focus on
food. In addition, the National Museum of American History is
currently recruiting a curator of Life Sciences, whose primary interest
mﬂdbeinthetopicareapresentedinﬂ:emsamemibit"meSeardx
for Life."

our effort to design, develop and construct the museum exhibit "The
SeardiforLife"hasresultedmtmlyinthedevelo;neﬂtofanemibit
that tells an important story, in an exciting and campelling marner,
but has also accamplished the following:

1. New methods of museum exposition were developed and tested. The
use of 35mm slide projectors, television monitors and hands on
models coupled with historical objects has enabled a broad
spectnmofthepopalatimtomﬁmstaxﬂarﬂappreciateacmplex
and challenging camponent of American life.

2. 'medevelo;mentoftheamibit"meSeard)forlife"hasawakened
within the National Museum of American History, Smithsonian
Institutimaninterstinanareaofscienoehistorywhidlhad
mtbemadeqzatelyccveredbefore.‘lftheseardmforamrator
of Life Sciences is successful, the permanent addition to the

ccva'edintheadxibit"'meSearchformfe"willcontﬁmetohave
a high level of visibility within the Smithsonian Institution.

3. The presence of the musem exhibit "he Search for Life" within
the National Museum of American History has caused other curators
to reexamine the role that food and agriculture play in American
life. Discussions concerning the possible development of an
exhibit on food in America is but one example of this change. The
grant from the W. K. Kellogg Fourdation for the museum exhibit
'*meSeardlforLife"hasmtmlyhadaninmediateinpactbut
willclearlyhaveacarti:uinginpactmthep:blic's understand-
ing of science in agriculture.

Asamearsofa\abli:geachvisitortopossessatangibleranirﬂerof
the exhibit and its subject matter, a scarlet, hybrid tea rose has been
registered with the name "Search for Life". We will have 1,000 of
these roses available for planting in 1989. Individuals will be able
to purchase these roses at $12.50 each. Members of the Search for Life
Association, as well as other financial contributors, will receive
camplimentary roses.
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The Search for Life Tour Possibilities
A Group - confirmed location:

Cold Spring Harbor Laboratory
Cold Spring Harbor, New York

B Group ~ we have a letter of intent - they have seen the
exhibit and have said they want it, have not
negotiated fees:

Dr. Paul Hanle

Maryland Science Center
601 Light Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21230
(301) 685-6873

Mr. Tony Mitchell

Trammel Crow Company

2001 Ross Avenue

Suite 370

Dallas, Texas 75201-2997
(214) 979-6440

Thomas Harrington

Director/Curator

The Agricultural Museum of the State
of New Jersey

P.O. Box 1978

New Brunswick, New Jersey 08903

(201) 923-9090

C Group - they have said they want the exhibit, have not
negotiated fee.

Ms. Claudia Pratt

Exhibits Coordinator
Heritage-Hjemkomst Interpretive Center
202 1st Avenue North

Moorhead, Minnesota 56560

(218) 233-5604

Would like exhibit Fall 1990.

Tom Sachse

Department of Education

State of California

721 Capital Mall

Sacramento, California 95814

(916) 324-7187

Would like exhibit to come to four cities in california,
Los Angeles, San Francisco, Fresno, San Diego.




D Group - have expressed strong interest by phone or in
person.

Mr. John Betthauser / Margret Kadoyama

California Academy of Sciences

Exhibits Department

Golden Gate Park

San Francisco, California 94118

(415) 750-7318

Interested, talking with Executive Director, would be a
part of California tour.

Mr. Ross McGuire

Director

Fresno Metropolitan Museum

1515 Van Ness Avenue

Fresno, California 93721

(209) 441-1444

Met with Filmore, interested. Would be a part of the
California tour.

Mr. George Gardner

Exhibition Department

American Museum of Natural History

79th and Central Park West

New York, New York 10024

(212) 769-5000

Interested, would like to talk about the possibility.

Mr. Charles Howarth

Science Tech Center

c/o Warner Lambert

201 Tabor Road

Morris Plains, New Jersey 07950

(201) 540-4325

Museum will not open until 1990 or 1991, but would like to
talk about possibility.

.Mr. Jeff Horning

Museum of Science and Industry

4801 East Fowler Avenue

Tampa, Florida 33617

(813) 985-5531

Promising, would like more information sent.

Ms. Teddy Kohrt

Science Museum of Minnesota

30 East Temp Street

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

(612) 221-7187

Would be interested in later part of tour, continuing
conversation. f
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D Group (Continued)

Ms. Jane Crocker

The Museum of Science

Science Park

Boston, Massachusetts 02114-1099
(617) 723-2500

Would seem to fit.

Mr. Frank Sysenas

Chicago Museum of Science & Industry

57th Street and Lake Shore Drive

Chicago, Illinois 60637

(312) 684-1414

Interested, have sent complete package to him.

Mr. Terry Boykie

Education and Exhibit Department

New York Hall of Science

47-01 111th Street

Corona, New York 11368

Interested, would like to see photographs.

Mr. John Voskuil

Oontario Science Center

770 Don Mills Road

Don Mills, Ontario Canada M3C 1T3
Interested, would like to see photographs.

Mr. Henry Robitaille

The Land

EPCOT Center

P.0. Box 40

Lake Buena Vista, Florida 32830

(305) 827-7256

He is very interested, saw exhibit, will need to interest
Disney- California. Sent letter with full package to
Disney.

Mr. Kevin Twohig

The Spokane Opera House

West 334 Spokane Falls Boulevard

Spokane, Washington 99201

(509) 456-6000

Very interested, building new agricultural center, needs
to know about costs.
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THE CHRONICLE .OF HIGHER EDUCATION
March 9, 1988

Hulnrrn Curuionial positioa at the Smithso-
nua losutuuoa's Naticaa Museum of
Amcricaa Hislory ia the history of Ameni-
can science, wilh emphasis oa the history
of the Life scicaces since 1880, Respoasibil-

«odidatey must provide evidence of pro-
fessionud historical reacarch ia the intelcc-
Avplcutinns ‘sccspicd mmedesen oo

Loas ucce tely, open
l.unflsml.isbml:‘1 cundidatle }s ideatified. Direct
iaquines requests for Anaouacemeat
Number 43-117F 10 Dr. Ramunas Koodru-
s, Nulioau! Muscum of Americaa Histo-
ry. Room 5000, Smithsonisn lnstitution,
w » D.C. 20560; (202) 357-2145.
Al cqual opportuaity, uffumalive acuoa

Page B 32



Search for Life Association Mémbership

Maryland

California
Illinois
Michigan

Oregon

Arkansas

Patron

New Jersey

Sustaining Member

Florida
Indiana
Minnesota

Wisconsin

Member

Colorado

Connecticut-New Haven Delaware

Idaho
Louisiana
Mississippi
New Hampshire
North Carolina
Rhode Island
Tennesse
Virginia

Wyoming

Kansas

Maine

Montana

New Mexico
Ohio

South Carolina
Texas

Washington

Pennsylvania

Georgia
Iowa

New York -~ Ithaca

Connecticut-Storrs
Hawaii

Kentucky
Massachusetts
Nebraska

New York - Geneva
Oklahoma

South Dakota
Vermont

West Virginia
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o Western Rural Deveiopment Center A0 i

Pl BN vl
sl Oregon State University WAL S D
M Ccrvallis, OR 97331

£03) 754-3621

A
regional  August 8, 1988
center
for TO: Western Agricultural Experiment Station Directors
Western Extension Service Directors
applied
wocial science  SUBJ: Follow up to oral report in Ft. Collins
and
community

development
cooperating
with

Land Grant
Unuversities

in

The WRDC Board of Directors met in Ft. Collins and received the

attached summary of WRDC activities. There is a mixture of research

and Extension activities, but historically you have shown interest
in the entire program.

The Board and Advisory Committee both encouraged more
consistent use of the Western Wire, the WRDC newsletter, to
communicate programs with Directors. The response has been
supportive of the three issues a year of the Western Wire. You will
receive a special edition soon.

Alaska As outlined in Ft. Collins, the focus of WRDC research and
Arzona  EXtension is on jobs and income, capability of local government and
effectiveness of local leadership. This focus is very close to the
California  pational agenda in Land Grants/USDA for rural development.
Colorad .
slorade The major limiting factor to providing effective assistance to
Guam more rural communities is the lack of Extension FTE to deliver the
Haway  PTOBTAIS. The shortage in research capability is usually felt in 5
awal 16 10 years and I believe we will feel the lack of scholarship in the
ldaho  €arly 1990’s. We need more people in both Land Grant functions.
Montana
Nevada Yours Truly,

New Mexico

Ve Yiassss-

Cregon
Utan - Russell ¢. Youmans
Washington Director
Wyoming

RY:nb
enclosure



Westemnuralbevelopn;:mcm
July 1968

WESTERN RURAL DEVELOPMENT CENTER
Oregon State University, Corvallis OR 97331
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Western Rural Development Center
Summary of Activities
July 1988

Getting Down to Business Project leaders: Marion Bentley
and Barbara Rowe, Utah State University. This is a one-week
“train the trainers" workshop for Extension facuity and, as space
permits, other professionals who work with rural communities and
small business owners/operators. It is scheduied September i,
in Sait Lake City, Utah. Those attending wiil hear summaries of =<«
portions of ionger workshops on community economics and sml
business topics, and receive a notebook of materiais to help them
conduct workshops on these topics. They will isarn techniques for
improving business management decisions and practices, and
develop understanding and skill in analyzing and assessing rural
communities and their economies. They will develop programs of
work to use this knowledge in thelr communities. A team of
workshop leaders met in Tucson, AZ March 24-25, 1988, to finalize
workshop pians. This project has generated much interest, and we
expect a full house (80-100 participants) in Sait Lake City.

[3
5

muiti-phase WRDC project to help evaluate economic development
efforts. One phase involves creating and publishing an annotated
bibliography outlining factors that impact community job growth.
John Pankratz, Oregon State University, drafted the bibliography.
This summer Doug Bradiey, University of Wisconsin, will write a

3-4 page articie summarizing the findings for the general public.
WRDC will publish the articie. A second phase invoives designing
two economic deveiopment workshop evaiuation instruments: one
for participants to complete immediately after a workshop; the
other a mail survey of participants one year after the workshop.
Ann Meadowbrook, WRDC, drafted the instruments. One draft was
successtully pretested immediately after a workshop in Gold Beach,
OR. Final drafts of both instruments wiil be avaliabie to

workshop leaders iater this summer. A third phase of this project
wiii examine the effectiveness of various intervention processes.

Community Venture Capital Project leader: Dave Sharpe,
Montana State University. The workshop "A Smali-Scale Venture
Capital Fund for Our Community?” attracted 70 persons from
Montana, ldaho and Washington May 9-11, 1988, in Spokane, WA.
Speakers had first-hand experience with venture capital. They
discussed practical aspects of start-up financing — the
opportunities and the pittalls. WRDC hopes to eventualily offer a
publication based on workshop materiais.
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Local Government Education Project leader: Dave Sharpe,
Montana State University. In December 1986 a workshop was held in
Great Falls, Montana designed to familiarize newly-elected county
commissioners, as well as other local officials, with issues facing 2
them as they take office, and to provide them with the skills to A
successfully meet these challenges. More than 115 individuals attend
the Montana event, and 140 participated in similar workshops held 8= '
Albuquerque and Las Cruces, New Mexico during March, 1987. Th® -
training is now a popular annual event in Montana. in December
1987, participation was limited to the first 120 registering, and a
waiting list was maintained. Facuity involved In presentations include
six Extension personnel and twenty-one community leaders. This year
the materlals were adapted to reflect geographic, cultural,
demographic, and political conditions of specific community systems
and were used with municipaliities in Guam iMarch 1988;,
community leaders in Phonpel, Micronesia March 1988), and in Alaska
(January 1888). These programs led to Montana Extension sponsoring
a training In "cut-back management" for 20 county agents, and to the
formation of a Montana Government Education Councll.

This project also invoives strategic management workshops. A
strategic management training for Extension staff was held In
September 1987, conducted by Sharpe; Keisey Gray and Ron Faas,
Washington State Unlvenlty; and Beal Gomez, New Mexico State.
The team also offered “real” planning sessions through the Anaconda
Local Development Corporation and The Fort Belknap Tribal Councli
in Montana. The Fort Belknap work resulted In the tribe adopting
the goals Identified at the meeting. Tribal members are now working
on an implementation plan. :

m&ﬂdﬁmﬂm& Project leader: Francis Mitchell,
University of Alaska. Emphasis of the project is to recruit, train, and
establish key individuals among indigenous populations to serve as
"in-reach” personnel, who wo d recognize educational needs within
communities that can be addressed by Extension. A Ynla.nmng meeting,
held in June 1987 to coincide with the International Indigenous
Education Conference in Vancouver, B.C,, attended by one
representative from Extension and onefrom the dominant indigenous

ture in Alaska, Guam, Hawaii, Montana, and California. WEDC
provided funds for travel and conference . WRDC aiso
covered expenses for a successful pll raining in Cross-Cultural
Partnership Development” workshop in Hilo, Hawall June 15-17, 1888.
Participants Inciuded Extension Service ersonnel In Hawall and
representatives of the indigenous population. The workshop &
cross-cultural understanding, which hopetully will resuit in more-”.
effective use of the Extension Service by indigenous Hawailans.
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Western Rural Development Center

Summary of Activities
J 198§

Revitalizing Rural America The Extension Committee on
Organization and Policy has identified this as a priority gogram for the
fiscal period 1988-91, and the four Rural Development Centers are
respondi separately and in concert. They have co-sponsored two - .,
national conferences: "Alternative Farming Opportunities for the Sow
and "National Rural Enu':?reneurship Szzf;osmm.' Proceediﬂrf:t ~
of these well-attended conferences are avai ble from the Sou Rom
Development Center. The Council of State Government has established & .
National Agriculture and Rural Development Center and a workh:g
relationship is beginning to emerge between the four Centers and the
CSG group. NASULGC recommended a $10 milllon line item for the 1888
Extenslon budget, which will Increase the abllity to deliver existing
programs to more communities.

Trade-Area Analysis Principal investigator: Tom Harris, University
of Nevada, Reno. Rural counties have historically lost retail and service
sales to large, metropolitan counties. These leakages reduce the size of a
county’s export-base multiplier because the spending those sales generate
occurs outside the county. The Bureau of r Statistics projects that
almost 75 percent of all g];)bs created between 1982 and 1995 will be in
the commercial sector; therefore, economic development must not only
encourage new industry, but also emphasize development of commercial
enterprise. Trade-area analysis is one method for understanding the
activity in a community’s commercial sector. Beginning in January 1986,
with cial assistance from WRDC, Tom Harris developed data on
trade-area capture and pull factor for each county in the Western
region. To receive a copy of the analyses for the counties in any of the
Western states, contact the Center or the state’s CD leader.

q[dz_m_ﬂ%!n Principal investigators: Paul Barkley, Washington

State University; Will Rochin, University of California; and Ed Bradley,
University of Wyoming. This study, which began in September 1986, is to
determine the relationship between town population and local consumer
prices, and how those retail prices are set. New inhabitants of rural

towns often travel to distant cities to make even simple purchases,

laboring under the impression that local prices are much too steep. Local
leaders in these small communities need information about comparative
prices so they can effectively advertise. Comparative prices were )
gathered on 500 items in 22 Washington towns, 23 Wyoming communities,
and 18 towns in California. A rough manuscript reporting Wyoming data
is now avallable, and draft reports of California and Washington data
should be ready in August. Each state Tll prepare a publication for

public use, and investigators plan to co lectively report the data i
WRDC publication. =
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Pnncx investi

Umversity of Arizona. Funded by the
Center in 1985, pro;ect analwsot'1975mdl982“ BV
employment data, surveys of firms in the eleven postisin

Western states, and an econometric analysis to deternnne
of non-metropohtan counties which have successfully

-technol Resuits of this -
‘S‘ﬁmm% will be availabie from the Center md’{.m m e

Rural Education Budgets Principal investigator: Joe B. suvom,
Oregon State University. A pro]oc-tto identify the determinants otvohr B
vppravaloftaxmeasumtosupportprlm ary and secondary schools.

ariables examined include economic fa (median househokd incoms In
the school district, unemployment rate at the time of the election);
domognplﬂecwlﬂﬂnmoschooldlsmct edian age, educstional ievels,
smdmporhouuhold) voting factors vmﬂmmut,muvs.polboom

efforts to Inform voters on the issue, su
the district); and financial resources v&n ng tax
tedenlmmneo,local carryover funds). A DCpublluﬂonm
resuits is planned.

al K tudies Committe Pro[wdt leader: Emery Castle, Oregon
aiversi The Westem Rural Development Center serves as
: administrative headquarters for the committee, which was established by a
five-year, 5836.000 grant from the W. K. Kellogg Foundation. This
inter-disciplinary group is investigating ways rural communities have been
affected by social, economic, political and environmental events in the past
decade, and will identify research and educational opportunities in rural
studies. Thelr first meeting was May 24-26 in Hood River, OR. The second
meeting is scheduled for Greenviile, Miss. in June 1989. Committee
members are Julian Wolpert, Woodrow Wiison School of Public and
Bargman, Universiy of North Garolina; Gene Summers, University of

] 4
Wisconsin; Bruce Weber, Oregon State University; David an%l
University; an Crosson, Resources for the Future; Ronald Oakerson, U.S.
A ommlsslon on Inter-Governm | Relations; Sonya Salamon,
University of lilinois; and Carol Stack, Center for Advanced Study in the
Behavioral Sciences. |

tpal Invesugator R obert Coppedge, Ne‘! '
StateUmversuy Thegoalo project is to use 1985 census comput
tapes of county business patterns to ver the order new businesses
develop as a community grows. The data covers eight Western states:
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Western Rural Development Center
S of Activiti
S

Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming.
Current plans call for in-depth data analysis for New Mexico, with slightly less
detailed information for the other participating states. Work on this pre
on hold due to the planned future avallatg;ﬁ‘ly of the IMPLAN d§
Extenslon Service use. IMPLAN (for impacts of Planning) Is a8
computer model developed by and for the U.S. Forest < oY
the impacts of Forest Service plans on local communities and3

Coppedge hopes to integrate the project data base into IMPERI s
Service personnel will train several Extension staff in use at a meet
at Fort Collins, CO, in August 1988.

I :"r’ ! ‘!'u."u. BORRBY OF T / ..','A Pl'olect L.‘d“: C‘ll’k

Goecker, League of California Cities. This project will hel cities of less than
15,000 enhance their economic viability through work three clusters of
cities. Each cluster will consist of 3-5 small cities with similar economic
problems. Clusters will form In 1) Northern Calitornia Southern Oregon, 2)
Central California, and 3) the Imperial Valley (CA)/ . There are two
phases to this project: initially it will involve a needs assessment in each

cluster area, and identification of resources avallable to heip enhance economic
viabllity. The second phase Includes workshops for local officials,
community/business leaders and resource persons. Workshopse will take a
problem-solving approach, and will suprlemem the knowledge aiready avallable
_ to each community. Major emphasis will be on phase two. The ciusters wiil

. serve as models for other cities, and officials from nearby communities will be

- Invited to observe the process and participate In discussions. Hopom, this

- project will prompt officlals in small cities to assume a more active leadership
role In economic development efforts.

Southwestern Indian Reservations Principal Investigator: Robert Young,

Colorado State University. This research will develop estimates of the current
economic Impact of water use on selected Indian reservations in Colorado, New
Mexico and Arizona. Economic impact will be measured In terms of net return
per unit of water used, value-added income (tactor iIncome) per unit of water,
and employment that Is the direct result of water use. Research will focus on
water for crop krrigation and other agricultural uses, food processing,
manufacturing, household use, and recreation. indlan community development in

‘the arid Southwest is dependent on the aliocation of water resources. Current
and future demands for this water must be assessed to paint a complete
plcture of economic development on the reservation.

WRDC Publications Annually, the Center distributes apprc ximatgly 5,000
of its various publications nationwide. The newsletter "Western Wire” yjilisliied
three times each year to more than 2000 individuals both in the Westesige""
region, the nation, and Canada. The most recent publications is WREP 1
Children, Our Future, a demographic study of youth in the Westiiti Te
Annabel Cook of Washington State University.
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WESTERN REGION RANKINGS OF THE 1988 ESCOP RESEARCH INITIATIVES
July, 1988

Maintain and Protect Water Quality and Quantity

1
2, Biotechnology

3.  Improved Management of Crop Pests and Diseases
4

Interrelationships of Food and the Nutritional and Health
Status of People ‘

New and Expanced Uses for Agricultural and Forest Products
Animal Health and Disease

Marketing of Agricultural and Forest Products

Genetic Improvement of Economically Important Plants
Animal Efficiency in Food Production

W 00 N O Ul

10. Food Processing, Preservatien Safety and Quality Enhancement
11. Sustaining Soil Productivity

12. Rural Youth, Family and Community Well-Being

13, Integrating Agricultural Technologies

14, Impact of AgF%GH%{HFa}-ane—FeFesi—Pe}iey-en-e}eaa}—Maerts
Global Policy on Agricultural and Forest Markets

15. Productivity of Range and Pastureland

16. Forest Productivity

17. Alternative Agricultural and Forest Land Use

18. Sensors and Computing Systems for Food and Agriculture
19. Energy Efficient Systems

20, Plants for the Urban Environment

21. Effects-of Atmospheric Deposition Effects on Ecosystems
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WESTERN ASSOCIATION AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION DIRECTORS

July 28-29, 1988

ESCOP REPORT

by
Colin Kaltenbach

ESCOP held its spring meeting May 2-5, 1988 in San Juan, Puerto
Rico. Major items of business included: ‘1. Acceptance of the
proposed 1990 budget; 2. Review of proposed guidelines for operation
of IR committees and asked that each region discuss and approve the
report prior to any formal action by ESCOP; 3. Approval of new
budgeting and planning process; 4. Establishment of an ad hoc subgroup
to work with the budget strategy and action group for implementation
of the research program identified in the Agricultural and Rural
Viability Initiative; 5. Review of proposed new Seed Policy Guide-
lines and referred them to the individual states for review before
final action; 6. Acceptance of report from the Domestic and Inter-
national Markets and Agricultural Policy Committee and referred the
report to the Research Planning and Budgeting Committee; 7. Election
of Dr. Robert Gast as Chairman-elect of ESCOP.

ESCOP Interim will meet in Chicago August 1-3, 1988. This will be a
joint meeting with ECOP.
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REPORT
for
ESCOP PEST CONTROL STRATEGIES SUBCOMMITTEE
to ‘
WAARESD Meeting July 28-29, 1988
Ft. Collins, Colorado

The Subcommittee, consisting of W. H. Brown (LA), B. A.
Jones (IL), R. A. Rohde (MA), an G. W. Ware (AZ), met at the
Kings Inn, St. Louis, MO, on April 28, 1988. This was the result
of the WAAESD's sanction, given at the 1987 summer meeting, to
meet with program leaders of pest control-related activities
across all agencies and disciplines.

Attending guests and organization represented, we =:

Keith Douce (GA) APHIS Survey Program

John Fulkerson (CSRS) Natl. Biol. Impact Assess. Program

Edward Glass (NY) Comm. on Pesticide Resistance, Natl
Res. Council

Donald Holt (IL) ESCOP Comm. on Expert Systems

Ron Kuhr* (NC) Natl. IPM Coord. Comm.

Robert Kupelian (NJ) IR-& Minor Crop Pesticide Registration
David MacKenzie (LA) ESCOP Biotechnology Subcommittee, and
Comm. on Movement of Biotic Agents

Merritt Nelson (AZ) ESCOP Biocontrol Subcommittee of the
Pest Control Strategies Subcommittee
Eldon Ortman (IN) Host Plant Resistance

Nancy Ragsdale (CSRS) Natl. Pesticide Impact Assess. Program
Robert Riley* (CSRS) IPM Coordination
Henry Studer (CA) Pesticide Application Technology

The meeting was essentially an information exchange, wherein
everyone became acquainted, while gaining an insight into the
relationships of different pest control-related entities. Thirty-
minute reports were given by each participant, accompanied by a
one-page overview of their history, organizational activities,
parentage, funding, objectives, and authority. The resulting

discussion examined directions of basic research, funded by
many sources, which provide data to several ESCOP-supported
programs, leading eventually to systems such as IPM. The

presumed goal of all this is to increase competitive advantage or
profitability of agriculture.

Next meeting of the ESCOP Subcommittee will be at NASULGC in
Dallas, November 13-14. Plans are uncertain regarding future
meetings of the expanded committee.

* Absent George Ware

July 11, 1988
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Western Agricultural Experiment Station Directors
Fort Collins, Colorado
July 28-29, 1988
Report of the ESOOP Subcommittee on Seed Policy

Merle H. Niehaus

The Committee is camposed of R. Lower, B. Chabot, K. W. Tipton, M. V.
Wiese, R. L. Thompson, P. A. Miller, K. A. Huston and M. H. Niehaus.
There has been one meeting of the subcammittee with much correspondence.
A draft document has been prepared and is now being reviewed by each
subcammittee member. As the policy is being developed the subcommittee
must keep in mind that ARS has recently developed and published a policy
as has the American Seed Trade Association. Seed policy was a major
agenda item at both the recent National Plant Germplasm Committee meetings
in Davis, California and was on the agenda of the Regional Plant
Introduction Station Joint Meetings held in June, 1988 in Fort Collins.
It was also on the agenda of the National Plant Genetics Resources Board
meetings held in Washington, D. C. in 1988.

Concerns being addressed by the Subcammittee deal primarily with the plant
protection and patent area and their overall effects on agricultural
experiment stations. There has been considerable discussion on the
effects of patents, primarily utility patents, and the long-range effect
patenting will have on the relations between public institutions and
private industry and on the free exchange of germplasm.

Two states from the North Central region have begun releasing lines of
soybeans to commercial firms with the agreement that the firms can sell
the releases under their own brand names. Thus, a line might be sold by
several different companies under several different brand names. The tag
would state "Variety unspecified," but there would be an identifying
number on the tag. In at least one of the states each campany would pay a
fee to the state seed association which would, in turn, grant research
funds to the university.

The subcamnittee has developed scme guidelines for purposes of discussion
as follows:
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Amwmmmmmmmm,

RELEASE AND MULTIPLICATION OF PUBLICLY DEVELOPED GERMPLASM OF
SEFD-PROPAGATED CROPS

(The following are points being considered. They emphasize the unique
roles and obligations of land grant institutions and agricultural
experiment stations.)

Training of students in plant breeding and genetics

Research confributions of point no. 1 will include improved germplasm,
inbred lines and varieties.

Agricultural experiment stations are the major, and sometimes the
only, contributor to improvement of the so—called minor Crops.

Agricultural Experiment Stations have unique opportunities to merge
proven classical and applied genetics and breeding programs with the

new more basic biotechnologies.

Agricultural exper iment station's efforts on germplasm may
insure/protect national security and act as a buffer against the
control of major crop germplasm by a few conglamerates with non-U.S.
ownership.
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GUIDELINES FOR RELEASE

Germplasm fram agricultural experiment stations programs should be
made available under reasonable terms and provisions to foster
research and cooperation by public and private scientists.

Agricultural experiment stations will release finished varieties and
inbreds as a part of their educational programs.

Stations may elect to protect (PVP oOr patent) or otherwise restrict
certain uses of germplasm when it enhances utilization by the end
user. Royalties or fees that accrue fram protected germplasm should
be distributed according to local institutional policies - to enhance
and support research.

Identical genetic material should not be distributed or sold under
different names, varieties or brands. End users should know the
genetic identity of what they are purchasing.
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Some of the points made above are controversial and, if adopted, would
probably result in the two North Central states being in non—campliance.
It is likely that other states including same in the Western region are
considering some form of exclusive release. The Subcommittee's position
at present is that exclusive release is appropriate only when it helps
insure that the release be used; it is not appropriate when the goal is to
simply raise funds for the institution. Thus, it would seldam be
appropriate for major crops. The rationale for this position is that
public releases of major crops have been very successful. Public releases
of minor crops have usually not been successful.

Input is needed fram Directors, especially if there is disagreement with
the direction the subcammittee is taking.
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4/88

PROPOSED BUDGET
for

Federal Funding of State Agricultural
Experiment Stations and Affiliated Groups
Through
Cooperative State Research Service
of the
U. S. Department of Agriculture

FISCAL YEAR 1990

With projections into Fiscal Year 1991-1992

. Recommended by the
Experiment Station Committee
on Organization and Policy

May 1988
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SUMMARY

NEW RESEARCH INITIATIVES
FOR THE
STATE AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATIONS
JANUARY 1988

Managing Natural Resources

Adequate quantity and acceptable quality of water
Sustainable soil productivity through low input,
economical and conservation production systems

Enhance environment

Improving Profitability of Farms, Ranches, Forests and Nurseries

Application of biotechnology to plant and animal productivity
Increase biological efficiency of plants and animals

Develop alternative crops

Control pests and diseases

Electronic systems for plant and animal production

Expand Uses of Agricultural and Forest Products

Develop new consumer acceptable products
Identify and expand non-food uses
Reduce processing costs and enhance quality

New and Expanded Markets

Develop new more efficient market strategies

Strengthen domestic and international commodity trade

Establish new policies and initiatives to improve profitability
Enhance comparative advantage of U.S. agricultural commodities

Protecting Consumer Health and Improving Well-Being

- Identify dietary-health relationships

Develop accurate procedures for assuring a safe food supply
Improve nutritional status worldwide

Improving Rural Family and Community Social and Economic Base

Identify economic alternatives for rural families and communities
Strengthen rural institutions and services

Assess impacts of new technologies

Reduce stress associated with social and economic change



Table 1. Federal Funding of State Agricultural Experiment
Stations and Affiliated Groups Through CSRS/USDA

(Thousands of dollars)

ESCOP ESCOP
Appropriation Recommendations Projections
FY ’'88 FY '89 FY '90 FY ’91 FY '92
FORMULA FUNDS
Hatch Act $155,545 $168,922 $222,400 $254,250 $275,080
McIntire-Stennis Act 17,500 25,000 29,500 33,750 36,520
Evans-Allen Program 23,333 25,333 37,200 42,550 46,040
Animal Health (Sec. 1433) 5,476 5,947 10,400 11,900 12,880
Sub total 201,854 225,202 299,500 342,450 370,520
RESEARCH GRANTS a/
Special Grants 31,185 64,935 79,527 94,127 99,672
(89-106, Sec. c)
Competitive Grants (Sec. b) 42,372 54,500 96,500 114,500 130,384
Sub total 73,557 119,435 176,027 208,627 230,056
OTHER AUTHORIZATIONS
Rangeland (95-113) 475 475 475 475 475
Critical Materials (98-284) 4,918 688 688 688 688
tural Centers (95-113) 3,500 3,500 3,500 3,500 3,500
Agricultural Productivity 3,900 3,900 3,900 3,900 3,900
(98-198) .
Alternative Crops (95-113) 675 391 391 391 391
Federal Administration 4,094 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100
Sub total 17,562 10,054 10,054 10,054 10,054
TOTAL $292,973 $354,691 $485,581 $561,131 $610,630

_a/ Details are shown in Tables 2 and 3.
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Table 2. Special Grants (PL 89-106, Sec. c) a/
(Thousands of dollars)

ESCOP ESCoP
Appropriation Recommendations Projections
FY ’'88 FY ’89 FY '90 FY ’91 FY '92

CONTINUING NATIONAL
RESEARCH PROGRAMS

Integrated Pest Management $2,940 $2,940 $3,440 $3,940 $3,940
Pesticide Clearance 1,369 1,369 1,440 2,190 2,190
Minor Use Animal Drugs 229 229 250 250 500
Pesticide Impact Assessment 1,968 2,468 2,468 3,218 3,218
Rural Development Centers 475 475 475 725 725
Animal Health (Sec. 1414) 5,705 5,705 8,705 11,705 15,000
Aquaculture 660 660 660 1,660 1,660
Germplasm Resources 0 1,000 1,000 2,000 2,000
Tropical and Subtropical 3,091 3,091 3,091 3,091 3,091
Acid Precipitation 661 661 661 661 661
Biological Impact Assessment 0 250 250 1,600 1,600
NEW NATIONAL

RESEARCH ACTIVITIES

Water Quality & Management 0 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000

Food Safety 0 5,000 8,000 10,000 10,000

Family Well-Being 0 2,000 4,000 4,000 4,000

Rural Viability 0 0 6,000 10,000 12,000
SPECIAL PROBLEM

RESEARCH b/ 14,087 14,087 14,087 14,087 14,087
TOTAL $31,185 $64,935 79,527 $94,127 $99,672

a/ Awards are made on a competitive basis to fund national programs
except those state specific grants identified by the Congress.

b/ Special problem grants are established to deal with acute situations
in specific states. Where the problems persist, they often can be
incorporated into the ongoing programs of the State Agricultural
Experiment Stations.
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Table 3. Competitive Research Grants (PL 89-106, Sec. b) a/
(Thousands of dollars)

ESCOP ESCOP
Appropriation Recommendations Projections
Fy '88 FY ’89 FY ’'90 FY '91 FY '92

Plant Science $12,126 $12,126 $18,126 $18,126 318,126
Plant Science Centers b/ 0 3,358 6,858 6,858 8,858
Humasn Nutrition 2,377 3,000 6,000 12,000 - 12,000
Animal Science 6,000 7,000 14,000 14,000 18,000
Biotechnology 19,016 21,616 32,116 42,116 48,000
Pest Science c/ 2,853 0 0 0 0
Stratospheric Ozones 0 7,400 7,400 7,400 7,400
Food Science 0 0 6,000 8,000 10,000
Soil Science | 0 0 6,000 6,000 8,000
TOTAL ‘ 342,372 $54,500 $96,500 $114,500 $130,384

a/ This program is supported as a funding mechanism to enrich and expand

general economy of this nation. ESCOP also endorses the restoration of
competitive research grants in forest science that have been included in
the USDA Forest Service Budget.

b/ Initiated as a joint USDA-NSF-DOE competitive grant program in plant
sciences to focus research on basic aspecte of plant biotechnology,
rhiyzosphere dynamics and microbial ecology.

c/ Funding for pest science was incorporated into the plant and animal
sciences research programs in the FY 189 recommendations.
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I. MANAGING NATURAL RESOURCES

To provide adequate quantities and acceptable quality of water while
sustaining agricultural, industrial and municipal activities, develop
economically feasible production systems that protect the soil resources
while reducing inputs needed to sustain productivity.

Budgeted Increases Required:

FY 80 FY 91 FY 92

Hatch 15,000 1,600 6,094
McIntire-Stennis 2,000 600 900
Evans-Allen 1,630 200 ‘ 600
Competitive Grants 7,575 0 3,500
26,205 2,400 11,094

II. IMPROVING PROFITABILITY OF FARMS, RANCHES, FORESTS AND NURSERIES

To increase productivity and economic efficiency in agricultural
and forestry production through new technology.

Budget Increase Required:

FY 90 FY 91 FY 92

Hatch 28,048 8,400 9,834
McIntire-Stennis 2,000 1,650 1,870
Evans-Allen 4,576 300 990
Animal Health 4,453 500 500
Special Grants 3,592 5,500 3,295
Competitive Grants 17,600 4,000 5,384

60,269 20,350 21,873

IIT. EXPAND USES OF AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST PRODUCTS
To enhance quality, develop new applications and reduce costs
of agricultural and forest products by improved harvest, storage
and processing procedures.

Budget Increases Required:

FY 90 FYy 91 FY 92
Hatch 6,630 8,900 2,663
McIntire-Stennis 500 1,000 0
Evans-Allen 1,900 1,000 400
Competitive Grar..s 9,075 5,000 6,000

18,105 15,900 9,063
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DEVELOPING NEW AND EXPANDED MARKETS

To increase U. S. agricultural’s share of domestic and

international markets.
Budget Increases Required:

FY 90 -

Hatch 1,800
McIntire-Stennis 0
Evans-Allen 600
Special Grants 0
Competitive Grants 1,200

3,600

PROTECTING CONSUMER HEALTH AND IMPROVING WELL-BEING

8,220

To expand lnowlede base on dietary health relationships and to
develop more accurate procedures for assuring a safe food supply.

Budget Increases Required:

FY 90
Hatch 1,000
Evans-Allen 907
Animal Health 0
Special Grants 4,000
Competitive Grants 6,550

12,457

22,140

IMPROVING RURAL FAMILY AND COMMUNITY SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC BASE

To develop strategies to meet special needs of rural America.

Budget Increases Required:

FY 90
Hatch 1,000
Evans-Allen 2,254
Special Grants 7,000
Competitive Grants 0

10,254
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REPORT
ESCOP SPECIAL INITIATIVES SUBCOMMITTEE
JUNE 1988

The ESCOP Special Initiatives Subcommittee met in Washington, D.C. March 29 and 30, 1988.
The purpose of the meeting was to synthesize and brainstorm ideas to enhance the long-term
funding for agricultural research. The Special Initiatives Subcommittee, over the past years, has
developed a significant number of new initiatives, but has been frustrated by the fact that funding
has not been developed for either these initiatives or other important agricultural research needs.
Thus, the Subcommittee felt that its spring meeting should creatively focus on issues and suggest
ways to improve the long-term funding of agricultural research.

Appendix A, attached to this report, is the agenda for the Subcommittee meeting and provides a
listing of participants in the meeting. 'The first day of the meeting was devoted to receiving input
and engaging in discussion with the indicated participants. On the second morning, the
Subcommittee entered into a mode of brainstorming and creative synthesis of the input. In
Appendix B, the summary statements from the Subcommittee meeting have been formulated by
perceptions about agricultural research and possible short-term strategies to enhance agriculture
through research.  There are 49 perceptions listed which are categorized according to funding,
competence, goals/priorities/directions, politics, and system organization. Under Possible
Short-Term Strategies to Enhance Agriculture Through Research, 24 strategies are categorized by
goals/priorities/directions, funding and political strategies, and organization. :

To further focus the outcome from the March Special Initiatives Subcommittee Meeting, principal

perceptions, principal short-term strategies, long-term strategies, and an action plan are presented
herein.

Principal _Perceptions about _Agricultural Research
s i‘kg%éfﬁ_of49 perceptions (K]ibéndix B), the Subcommittee has focused on 8 principal
perceptions: ' )

e What do we get from formula funds? (A strong feeling that there is a need to
develop a succinct, atractive document to illustrate results and accomplishments
from formula funds, as well as a long-range plan for their use.)

+  "Doing the same old thing in the same old way". (A perception that agricultural research
is not at the cutting edge, but extremely steeped in a status quo.)

 Competitiveness equates to quality. (A perception that competitive review and the system
of competitiveness perceived with NSF and NIH gives validity to research and does not
exist in the agricultural research setting.)

o  Agricultural research is not "real" science. (A perception that agricultural research is not
really science but a diminished effort relative to true scientific research.)

¢ The issue of agricultural surpluscs. (Why do we ncod mors reseaish when we have such
large surpluses of agricultural commaodities?)

+  Agriculture is not a full science parmer within Land-Grant Institutions. (A peIsspuen inai

even with Land-Grant Insitutitions, agricultural research is not valued and appreciated as a
full scientific partner.

*  Agriculture is more than food and feed. (A perspective that agriculture needs to look at
alternatives with particular reference to non-food applications.)
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Research and Extension are seen collectively. (Congress does not generally perceive the
research and extension function separately, but views agriculture as one entity
encompassing both research and extension.

Principal Short-term Strategies to Enhance Agriculture Through Research

From the listing of 24 possible short-term strategies (Appendix B), the Subcommittee has focused
on six possible short-term strategies:

Diversify sources of support by tapping other federal agencies such as NSF, NIH, EPA,
DOE,etc.

Develop a brief (two-pages) document which can articulate the agricultural research
system in the Land-Grant Universities for particular use with Congress.

Develop an agribusiness advocacy.

E:fploit increased linkages with society's increasing concem for diet, health, and food
safety.

Develop a plan for working with NASULGC in terms of the budget building process and
advocacy in Congress for the agricultural research system.

Develop a major high level marketing plan for agricultural research. (It is suggested that
the system enlist an outside agency capable of conducting a national survey and
summarizing results for decision-making from which a first-class, highly attractive plan
can be developed and marketed to tell the story.)

= - - il e Fad 2 T

Longer Tefm> Strategies to Enhance Agriculture 'i‘hrough Research

Possible longer term strategies (over the next two to five years) have been identified:

Develop a stronger, more aggressive administrative entity for enhancement of research
and extension at the federal level. (The objective is to build a structure which will be
better able to relate with Congress and maintain a more consistent and positive image.)

Develop a new coalition of Land-Grant Universities and non-Land-Grant Universities.

(The development of an enhanced image of agricultural science with emphasis on the
biological sciences will require closer ties with universities such as Washington
University, St. Louis; Stanford; Harvard; Yale; Cal Tech; etc.)

Develop a goal-oriented, Competitive Grants Program. (The existing Competitive
Grants Program within the USDA is limited to a few specific program areas, but there is
a need to expand the Competitive Grants Program to other areas including social,
economic, engineering, and environmental subjects. It would be expected that this

mechanism would enhance multidisciplinary research oriented to problem-solving and

§I§WW5 “““lris'?

Develop a new organization such *Agricultural Research Institute”. (Congressman
George Brown has proposed an organization similar o an institute at NIH to become .

focal point for appiicd and basic resecarch directe! .. 7.ing critical agricultural
biotechnology problems.)
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Develop a new Initiatives Research Institute. (Dr. R. W. F: Hardy has suggested that a
new Initiatives Research Institute be developed to provide technology to increase
competitiveness and provide new uses for agricultural products.)

Develop new research liaison with other foreign countries for research and development
funds. (For example, one might conceive of developing a Japan/U.S. Research and
Development Fund or with other countries similar to BARD which is the Binational
Agricultural Research and Development program between the U.S. and Israel.)

Action Plan

The Subcommittee suggests a three-point action plan:

Conduct a strategy retreat. (It is suggested that a group of key leaders in the Land-Grant
Community meet and discuss the overall approach to address potential options.)

Consider feasibility of concept of a major national initiative for agricultural research and
extension.

Examine the concept and possibility for appointment of a Presidential Commission on the
Health of Agriculture.

Report Prepared for the ESCOP Special Initiatives Subcommittee

N. R. Scott
Cornell University
June 21, 1988
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APPENDIX A

ESCOP SPECIAL INITIATIVES SUBCOMMITTEE
NATIONAL CLARION HOTEL
300 ARMY/NAVY DRIVE
ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA
MARCH 29 - MARCH 30, 1988

Dr. William Browne
Professor of Political Science
Central Michigan University

Politics of Agriculture

Input from Congressional Persons

« Kathleen Merrigan (Senator P. Leahy, Vermont)
Chair, Senate Agriculture Committee

o Susan Wamer (Rep. Matt McHugh, New York)
House Appropriations

Dr. Robert Long, Deputy Assistant Secretary,Science and Education- * ©
USDA

Lunch
Dr. Don Holt, Director of Illinois Agricultural Experiment Station,
University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign
R & D Strategy for U.S. Agriculture
Rep. George Brown (Skip Stiles, California)
House Committee on Agriculture

Getting to the New Age in Agriculture

Dr. Ralph W. F. Hardy, President of Boyce Thompson Institute, Cornell
University

Ongoing and New Initiluive Research
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Page Two
4:00 p.m. Mr. William Kerrey, Project Director, ESCOP/ECOP Water Quality Project
Mr. Terry Nipp, Congressional Fellow
Perspectives from Working on Water Quality Effort and with Congress
5:00 p.m. Break
7:30 p.m. Dinner
Dr. David Gibbons
Deputy Associate Director for Natural Resources
OMB
Wednesday, March 30
8:30 am. Brainstorming and Snythesis of Initiatives to Enhance Ag Research
10:30 am.

Dr. Gail Buchanan, Associate Director, Georgia Coastal Plain Station
Agricultural System Leadership Development

12:30 p.m. Adjourn!

cds s ¢
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Summary Statements

ESCOP Special Initiatives Subcommittee Meeting
March 29 & 30, 1988
Washington, D.C.

PERCEPTIONS ABOUT AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH

Funding

Agricultural research and extension are competing for a very small discretionary pool.
(There is an intense competition in, for example, the House Appropriations Committee

where only 25 percent of the funds exist as a discretionary pool to be divided among 13
subcommittees.)

Congress will not increase spending or the deficit. (It is suggested that the recent budget
summit will not be violated and that Congress, at least for the FY 89 year, will not
increase spending beyond the agreed summit level.)

Special grants are a problem. (Special grants are considered "pork” and viewed very
negatively, particularly with OMB.)

Must face a zero sum game on a declining balance. (Again, a reference to the fact that
increased spending and further increases in the deficit are not likely.)

_ Agricultural tesearch cannot retain the level of support of FY 1988. (A perspective that
‘even the existing 1évels of funding for agricultural research cannot be retained in light of

competing pressures in the future.)

Pork tarnishes priorities. (A perception that the Special Grants create real problems
with efforts to set research priorities and greatly reduces the efforts which have created
system-wide research priorities.)

Difficulties within NASULGC in terms of budget building. (Reference to the difficulty
of developing a research initiative because of the need to maintain parity and carry along
all parts of the system.)

Competition with ARS and ARS Labs for funding.

Competence

The agricultural research system is viewed by many as very capable.

The system is considered responsive to needs. (Compared to many institutions,
including universities, the agricultural research system is viewed as one which responds
rapidly to specific needs.)

Poor image. (A perspective based on a lack of competitiveness. perceptions about
formula funds, and a lack of knowledge about the real strengths of the agricultural
research system.)
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«  Agricultural research and extension did not help avoid the recent agricultural profitability
problem. (A feeling that the system didn't have the right kind of program to avoid the
recent crisis in agriculture.)

« Competitiveness equates to quality.
«  Agricultural research is not "real” science.

« Agriculture is not 2 full science partner within the makeup of most Land-Grant
Institutions.

Goals/Priorities/Directions

o Land-Grant Universities are oriented to commodities. (The perception that researchers
work for support of commodity groups and work is not broadly applicable and basic.)

« Land-Grant Universities oriented to large-scale agriculture. (A common perspeciive that
attributes the efforts of research to large farms rather than applicable for small fams.)

«  Land-Grant Universities do not address social issues. (A perspective that agricultural
research is production oriented and fails to look at the social issues affecting rural
communities and society.)

« Need to develop priorities. (A feeling that the system does not have a clear set of
priorities which guides its research agenda.)

_ ~» Notone consistent voice for agriculture. (A perception that there are many different
L spokespersons who have their own agendas in mind rather than a unified and agreed
RS " upon agenda. S - S e

« Goals and mission are not well defined. ( A feeling that the system has not articulated
goals and mission statements in an understandable fashion.)

« Not clear for whom the research is directed. (A feeling that the research agenda is not
defined well enough in terms of the true clientele for whom the research is conducted.)

« Need to separate ongoing research from new initiatives. (Because of the competition
which appears to have developed with the establishment of the competitive research
grants program a number of years ago within USDA and the competition for funds
between formula and the competitive programs, itis suggested that there be a separation

.

of the ongoing research program from efforts to develop new initiative research.)

» A plan must go forward, not attempting t0 defend the past. (A perspective on building
for the future, rather than attempting to defend the system against attacks based on the
past.)

«+ The problem of surpluses.

doesn't require immediacy and can be rather easily delayed without creating real

» Can postpone research without difficulty. (A perception that agricultural research
problems.)
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Research and extension are seen collectively.

Attention is given to the "organized and loud". (Congress is responsive to those who
create the greatest amount of attention.)

Mixed messages a problem. (A feeling in Congress that the system has many different
messages and that there is not a position of unity.)

Agricultural research is viewed as non-partisan. (Congress doesn't perceive agricultural
rescarch as being particularly party-oriented, with most of the issues equally important to
cither party.)

Not prominent. (Agricultural research compared to all the competing initiatives is not
viewed as an item of major importance or prominence.)

Must do "something” to hold one's place. (A perception that if the system did not do as
it does now to put forth its position to Congress, there would be a loss of
support. Thus, a suggestion that one has to keep up the effort, if not increase it, to hold
one's place.)

Not good at the political process. (A perspective that the system is not well attuned to
the political processes in Washington and, therefore, fails to really develop a process to
influence the political system.)

Need to expand contact with other Congressional committees. (A need to develop
increased contact with committees in Congress beyond the House and Senate Agriculture

S T

" Ncéd—fo_diversify sources of suppori for agricultural research. (A suggestion that

agricultural research needs to develop stronger linkages with NSF, NIH, DOE, EPA,
and other important federal agencies.)

Limited period as "window of opportunity”. (The point that in the political process there
is a time period at which input is necessary and if not available at that time is not likely to
be effective.)

Research is subsidy. (The perspective that research is a financial subsidy in the same
way that price supports are.)

Relationship to costly farm programs. (An unwillingness to invest more funds in
research given the high cost of farm programs.)

Dwindling constituency of advocates. ( Most commodity and farm groups do not carry

agricultural research as a high priority item and other groups have not been mobilized as
advocates for research.)

Dwindling constituency. (With the ever decreasing number of persons on the farm and
the lack of understanding about the food system among consumers, together with the
reduced political strength that has previously existed in Congress, there is a substantally
reduced understanding in society about the imporiance of agriculture and food.)

Lack of CEO support. (There has been an inability to develop a significant support from
top level persons in the industry sector in support of research.)
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« Lack of communication with other federal agencies. (The system hasn't been aggressive
enough in communicating its message to the other federal agencies which have a stake in
agricultural research.)

« Congressional staffers vary greatly in their experience. (A perspective that the majority
of Congressional staffers are young and turn over frequently, resulting in a continual
need to educate staffers about agricultural research.)

System Organization

«  Need to include other elements of the Land-Grant University. (A perception that the
typical Land-Grant University is too "inward" and fails to extend itself to bring in other
parts of the University, such as economics, business, political science, etc. to be

partners in agricultural research.)

« Research, teaching, and extension are not multidisciplinary and coordinated. (A
perspective that suggests that the system does not exhibit as much multidisciplinary
approaches as it ought to ard does not have its "act together” in terms of the three major
functions of research, teaching, and extension.)

e Too segmented. (The system is viewed as lacking unity and rather disjointed in terms
of presenting a truly coordinated and unified approach.)

«  What do you get from formula funds?

« "Doing the same old thing in the same old way".

. Agricultural research is different because of its basic and applied nature and, as a result= .-,
of cultural biases. (Compared to NSF and NIH where it is perceived that basic research - e

is predominant, the agricultural research setting is viewed as less scientific and important
compared to these agencies.)

POSSIBLE SHORT-TERM STRATEGIES TO ENHANCE AGRICULTURAL
RESEARCH
Goals/Priorities/Directions

« Develop an articulated mission with goals and strategies for agricultural research and
extension.

» Develop statements of identifiable problems with clear articulation of importance and the
significance of expected results.

« Develop a clear definition of the clientele and constituency for whom the research is
directed and who will benefit from the research which is conducted.

» Develop an enhanced multidisciplikary, integrated approach which clearly establishes a
unified approach.

« Develop an agreement on research priorities on the basis of both inside and outside
system inputs.
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« Develop a new working relationship jointly with USDA to be more effective in research

programs, including interactions with Congress and OMB.
« Develop a working plan for an improved budget building process with NASULGC.

Funding and Political Strategies

« Develop improved and more effective processes for communication with Congress on 2
continuing basis.

+ Develop a process for cultivation of groups and individuals which Congress identifies as
its constituency.

« Establish a "targeted” formula funds program. (The objective here would be to focus on
national problems of high priority and utilize formula funds in a targeted fashion to
address most effectively these high priority problems.)

« Diversify sources of support with specific emphasis on federal agencies such as NSF,
NIH, EPA, DOE, and other appropriate agencies.

.« Develop a two-page document descriptive of agricultural research through the
Land-Grant University which can be readily understood by Congress and those
unfamiliar with the agricultural research system.

+ Develop an effective agribusiness advocacy effort involving chief CEOs of major
corporations.

'+ Seckan enhanced linkage with ARS to developa Jmntag\_wp_c_a_cyposmon. -

« Develop a "high level group” to more effectively rcpre.;e;u agricultu;'c io the Congress.
(An ideal situation would be to utilize the credibility of a Nobel Prize type individual to

promote the system. A ready example is the effectiveness of Dr. Kenneth Wilson with
NSF in the development of the Supercomputing effort.)

Organization

« Establish an improved advocacy relationship with Congress in Washington, D.C.

« Establish a program in Washington, D.C. for Science Fellows and faculty sabbatical
leaves. (A limited program has existed in the past for Congressional Science Fellows
and faculty sabbaticals, but the feeling is that the concept needs to be substantially
increased and probably institutionalized to present a unified voice.)

« Develop a more effective articulation between research and extension for technology
mansfer. (It is conceived that an enhanced articulation between research and extension
would lead to improvements in the development of constituencies for both research and
extension.)

+  Exploit increased linkages wnqt concerns in diet, health, and food safety.
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Develop a coalition with "new agriculture schools”. (If the system moves to an
increased competitively oriented funding approach, it will be important to develop
linkages to schools participating in basic life science research, but not typically included
in the Land-Grant system, i.e. Washington University, St. Louis; Stanford; Cal Tech;
Harvard; Yale, etc.)

Develop a new formula funds approach. (There is a suggestion that a serious effort be
made to communicate the results from formula fund research and a critical need
to develop a five-year plan which would detail the mission , goals and priorities of the
Hatch Funds.)

Adopt the proposal of the ESCOP Ad-hoc Committee on Regional Research
Programming. (There is a proposal that regional research be organized into national
research support programs and a national research program which would lead to better
definition, identification, and coordination of regional research funds.)

Develop a clear understanding of the peer review process for formula funded projects.
(Although a peer review process exists, there is a lack of understanding of the rigor and
effectiveness of the formula fund peer review process which leads many to question the
adequacy and rigor. In fact, many persons outside the system do not believe that a peer
review process is in place and functioning.)

Develop a national or regional workshop for Experiment Station Directors. (It is
suggested that many Experiment Station Directors need to develop a better understanding

of the perceptions and problems perceived by Congress and those outside the system of
agricultural research.)
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N. R. Scott
Cornell University.

April 12, 1988
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Western Association of Agricultural Experiment Station Directors
Marriott Hotel, Ft. Collins, Colorado, July 28-29, 1988

DAL Report
L. L. Boyd

This report covers the time period from the Spring meeting in Las Cruces, New Mexico
through July 22, 1988. I participated (or planned to do so) on your behalf in the
following activities that required travel during this period. Those indicated by the
asterisks were the ones that I had to miss due to the leg surgery.

3/29-30 ESCOP Special Initiatives, Capitol Holiday Inn, Washington, DC

4/8-9 Visit to American Samoa en route to the PBAG review

4/4/10-16 PBAG Projects Review (4/13-14), Guam

4/20 DALs and Ben Jones on 1989 Farm Bill, Washington, DC

4/20-21 (Noon-noon) ESCOP Research Planning & Budgets Subcommittee Board, DC
4/21 DAL meeting, CSRS, Washington, DC

5/3-5 ESCOP Spring Meeting, San Juan Puerto Rico

5/16-18 Users Advisory Board, Memphis, TN

*6/6-9 Northeast Dept. Heads/Chairs Workshop, Capitol Holiday Inn, Wash, DC *6/9
DAL meeting with Cath, Spurrier et al re NISARC

*6/19-21 New Directors Workshop, Hyatt Regency, Washington, DC

*6/22 USDA Honors Awards Program, Washington, DC

*6,/22-23 DAL meetings, Washington, DC

6/26-29 ASAE Summer Meeting, Rushmore Plaza Civic Center, Rapid City, SD 7/7/88
DAL Meeting, 9:00 am-12:00 noon, Clarion Hotel, Denver

7/7-8 ESCOP Research Planning & Budget Subcommittee et al, Denver

7/18-19 Oregon - state visit

ESCOP Special Initiatives - Norm Scott of Cornell is providing extremely aggressive
leadership for the Special Initiatives group of the ESCOP Research Planning and
Budgets Subcommittee. He planned a brainstorming session for the March meeting that
included presentations by: Congressional staff members - Kathleen Merrigan (Leahy,
VT), Susan Warner (McHugh, NY) and Stiles (Brown, CA); William Brown, Professor of
Political Science at Central Michigan University; Bob Long of USDA; Ralph Hardy of
Boyce Thompson Institute; Don Holt of IL; Bill Kerrey; Terry Nipp, Congressional
Fellow sponsored by the American Society of Agronomy; Gale Buchanan of Georgia;
and David Gibbons of OMB. Chairman Scott and a subcommittee are drafting a
document on perceptions, strategies and actions. Jim Zuiches likely will cover the
activities of the Group in more detail. The Group’s next meeting is in Denver,
September 23-24, 1988. If you have important issues you would like us to consider, talk
with Jim Zuiches, Gary Lee or me.

American Samoa - I was able to work in a visit to American Samoa on my way to Guam
for the review of the PBAG project proposals. Because American Samoa is not a full
participant financially in WAAESD, I asked and Mr. Tauiliili agreed to cover my
expenses from Honolulu to Pago Pago and ba%k. The visit was most useful in helping
me understand the resources, both human and otherwise, that they have for their
programs as well as the most urgent needs. This helped me better evaluate proposals
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from American Samoa that were submitted jointly with Hawaii. 1 agreed to help seek
clarification, and change if necessary, on the use of income from American Samoa’s
Land Grant endowment. Currently, they are not allowed to use these funds for the
construction of facilities. This seems strange, because much of the income from the 1862
endowments is used for capital items. I had planned to visit Micronesia also, but the
planes don’t fly from Pago Pago to Ponape directly and not even every day. The crossing
of the International date line adds to scheduling problems. Because of going to
American Samoa and the need to return immediately after the PBAG sessions, I did not
have a good opportunity to look around Guam. I did sit in on a meeting of the Pacific
Basin group comprised of Hawaii, Guam, American Samoa, Micronesia and the
Northern Marianas. They have some excellent plans for developing communication links
that will enhance their research interactions. PBAG continues to fund some well defined
research proposals that will contribute to the store of knowledge, to the solution of
current problems and to the building of greater institutional research capacity. PBAG
along with CBAG is sponsoring a workshop August 18-20, 1988 in Ocho Rios, Jamaica,
West Indies on Alternative Agricultural Enterprises for the Caribbean and Pacific Basins.
There will be sessions on fruits, natural resources/tourism/service, vegetables, livestock,
ornamental crops, processing and other value-added enterprises, aquaculture, agro-
forestry and root crops.

1989 Farm Bill - The DALs meet with Ben Jones, Jr., Chair of the ESCOP Legislative
Subcommittee, to discuss what we might do to assist Congressional staff in preparing the
FY1989 Farm Bill. We also discussed how to learn of impending legislation, so that we
could get input into its formulation prior to its introduction. University of Illinois lobbyst
Rick Schoell discussed ways to learn of legislation that had been introduced, but had no
suggestions other than personal contact for that not yet introduced. We need to make
an assessment of how much Directors via ESCOP should be involved in developing
legislation and what level of priority this should have. Relative to the Farm Bill, Jones
learned that the U S Code is in a data base. A Law Librarian down loaded the 1985
Farm Bill part onto a diskette. With Jim Cowan’s assistance, we learned that the
Congressional staff preferred to work with the format of the Act rather than that of the
Code. Jones had his clerical staff change the Code sub-heading, sub-titles, etc. to into
the format of the 1985 Act, which they placed into two Word Perfect files. One is the
bill as it was passed. The second contains changes suggested to date by the DALs and
probably some others that Ben and others with whom he works have suggested. I have
copies of both in both electronic and hard copy form that I will make available to
anyone, who is interested in reviewing the 1985 Farm Bill in detail and offering changes,
deletions and additions. I did not think there would be enough interest to make a
general distribution to each of you.

ESCOP Research Planning and Budgets Subcommittee - This meeting focused upon
assessing the effectiveness of our present procedures, a critical look at the activities of
the Special Initiatives group and the development of plans and actions for the future.
Considerable time was spent on making plans for @ meeting of a few selected people to
consider how to proceed with a major national fu:fding initiative at the $500,000,000
level. This meeting was held in Denver on July 7-8, 1988 and is reported briefly below.
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Jim Zuiches also will comment upon it. Included in the planning was ways to reach the
new Administration very early particularly through the transition team.

ESCOP - Puerto Rico - One of the major items was the presentation of the FY90
ESCOP budget proposal by Chairman Oran Little. It was developed similar to the FY89
budget using the highest priority initiatives in the first year of a three year plan and
distributing the lower priorities into 1991 and 1992. We also tried to link it to the ECOP
budget proposal. It was approved by ESCOP with only minor suggestions for change.
The Division of Agriculture also accepted it. A Division budget document has been
completed and should be available soon. Little expects to have copies of the "final"
version of the ESCOP document in the hands of Directors by about the first of
September. This will include a small amount of narrative, but much less than the
FY1989 budget. He has asked me to prepare some graphic materials to replace some of
the tables in the FY89 budget document. Jim Zuiches will distribute copies of the draft
that ESCOP approved. Jim Cowan reported some of his activities and plans now that he
has becoming familiar with Division activities. He is putting considerable emphasis on
CARET and on tracking legislation of interest to Division members. Alex McCalla pre-
sented a report for the ESCOP Subcommittee on Domestic and International Markets
and Policy. This will be in the mail to you next week. The report was accepted and is
being forwarded to the budget committee for consideration. The recommendations likely
will enter the planning process this fall. Shuford briefed us on plans by the 1890
institutions for their Centennial.

UAB - The first day of the meeting was held in Memphis at the Agri-Center. I gave the
group a handout the first day at Memphis and had some opportunity to discuss it with a
few UAB members. I sent the same material to those who were unable to attend. A
copy of the cover letter is included in the materials I am distributing to you. The Agri-
Center is managed by William Walker, a member of the UAB. Walker has held many
political appointments and is one of the staunch "hold the line" members of the UAB.
Even so, he might support the moving of some subsidy funds to research. The group
went by bus to the catfish farm of UAB member, Turner Arant of Sunflower, MS, for
dinner. The following day they toured a feed plant specializing in catfish feed and the
Delta Pride catfish processing plant in the morning. In the afternoon they visited the
Mississippi Branch Agricultural Experiment Station at Stoneville, MS where presenta-
tions were made by both Mississippi State and ARS scientists. It was good to see Bill
Chace and have an opportunity to visit with him. The group held their business meeting
on the bus on the trip back to Memphis on Wednesday morning. Because this didn’t
appear that it would be a very fruitful discussion on the bus, I opted to begin a few days
vacation on Tuesday evening. That turned out to be a bad decision, because it was
about 8:00 pm that evening that I encountered the concrete at the filling station that led
to my need for surgery.

Workshops - I was unable to participate in the Northeast’s Workshop for Department
Chairs/Heads. I regret this, because of our plans to conduct one next year. You will
remember that I was encouraged to video-tapears%mc of the presentations. I discussed
the taping with Larry Quinn, Chief, Office of Government and Public Affairs, USDA
with the plan to employ him to do the taping. He discouraged me from doing this
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indicating that all he had seen done that way did not work out. He suggested instead
that we have the taping done in a special studio that could accommodate the filming of
visuals used by the speakers and using a text prepared for video-taping. I accepted his
advice and planned to observe the presentations. I would then ask selected ones, if they
would be willing to do a presentation for video-taping at the USDA studio or in a studio
on their own campuses. The DALs and Clive Donoho have discussed workshops for
Chairs/Heads and want your reaction to the concept of having one next year a central U
S location. We also discussed having two sessions back to back in one week, if the
enrollment was sufficiently large. I informed them that some of you were concerned
about travel outside of the region. I also need to know if you want me to pursue further
the video-taping and how much you are willing to invest in it. I need to add that to the
budget, which I presented to the Executive Committee.

Relative to the Directors Workshop, I need an appraisal from those who attended about
its effectiveness and usefulness to you. The DALs view I believe would be for ESCOP
to sponsor a Workshop similar to what we had orginally planned this year. It would be
held in a central U S location. We would then purpose that CSRS continue to hold its
Workshop on alternate years with the primary focus on familiarization with the "actors”
on the Washington "scene". Please give me your views on this, so I can properly
represent you. We are having our next DAL meeting next week in Chicago after the

close of the ESCOP Interim meeting.

USDA Awards - The Western region fared well this year with three of the four that we
nominated receiving awards. We were allowed to submit an additional nominee for his
leadership as an administrator. My congratulations to Charlie Hess, Warren Kronstad
(OR) and John Casida (CA-B). Keep in mind that we will need to submit nominations
again about Land Grant meeting time. I encourage each state to continue to submit
nominations even if you have not been successful in the past. No one is chosen for
forwarding that hasn’t been nominated. The Executive Committee will /has discussed
whether or not more than one nomination will be accepted from each state. 1 express
my appreciation to Pat Jordan for his efforts to have State scientist eligible for the
USDA awards. -

ASAE - I advanced from Vice Chair/Secretary of the American Society of Agricultural
Engineers Research Committee to Chair for the next year. I was actively involved in the
development of four (4) priorities, which we will publish by December for general
distribution. We also are prepared to forward fifteen (15) priorities to ESCOP for
consideration. A very interesting session was 2 presentation/ discussion of the research
needs of the Farm Machinery/Equipment industry. This was sponsored by the Farm and
Industrial Equipment Institute. After refinement FIEI plans to publish a document that
will be used by the Industry to lobby. There is some discussion within the Industry of
the need for a government supported national farm machinery/research center similar to
that at Silsoe, England. Apparently, this is because they don’t believe the Experiment
Stations are meeting their needs. I encourage you to discuss this session with your
Agricultural Engineering Department Chairs/He{ds. I would further suggest that you
have some discussions with leading industry executives in your states. I certainly don’t
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think we need a Silsoe. It would be far better for us to meet the Industry’s needs and
get its support for our programs. Perhaps we need some regional efforts to work with
Industry.

ESCOP Funding Initiative group - A group chaired by Chancellor Ted Hullar of the
University of California-Davis met in Denver to discuss a major funding initiative,
perhaps as large as $500,000,000. This meeting was initially planned by the ESCOP
Research Planning and Budgets Subcommittee under the leadership of Neville Clarke.
Included in addition to the "Executive Committee” were Deans Durwood Bateman of
North Carolina and Don Crossan of Delaware and Jim Tavares of National Academy of
Sciences. President Sam Smith of Washington and Chancellor Martin Massengale of
Nebraska joined for about 30 minutes via conference telephone. The DALs participated
as observers. The next meeting will be held in Washington, DC the second week of
September. Jim Zuiches will have reported on this by the time I give this report.

Oregon State visit - The first day of the visit I received a good tour of the field research
facilities in the Corvallis area. I also had an opportunity to discuss research operations
with the Vice President for Research, George Keller. He has a geology educational
background, but has worked primarily in Oceanography. He has considerable interest in
ground water issues. Apparently, the Agricultural Experiment Station has excellent
relationships with him. I also had a brief visit with Bob Witters, who is back from
Egypt and is looking forward to another overseas assignment soon. We had an
interesting two hours session at lunch and following with Department Chairs. After that
I spent about two hours with Margy Woodburn, Dean Kinsey Green and Department
Chairs in the College of Home Economics. Later, I had an opportunity to discuss
several issues with Dean Roy Arnold. The second day Thayne Dutson took me on a trip
to a field day at the Powell Butte Branch Station in central Oregon. I had not been in
that part of the state. In addition to having the opportunity to exchange ideas with
Thayne, I learned something of central Oregon’s agriculture and how it is financed. New
facilities at the Powell Butte station were built with Lottery funds. Also, I recommend
Thayne as a guide. He took two different very scenic and interesting routes.

Land Grant Meetings - I have provided a handout of the schedule for the meetings,
which will be held in Dallas, November 14-15, 1988. There are some Committee
meeting on Sunday. Let me know, if you have important issues to come before the
Experiment Station Section session on Tuesday afternoon. Note also, that the
Experiment Station Section is having a Luncheon on Monday from Noon to 1:30 pm. I
was not aware of this previously. Our Regional meeting is scheduled from 2:30 - 5:00
pm on Monday. If we need more time, we probably would need to schedule it on
Sunday afternoon or evening. Members of ESCOP should note that its meeting is
scheduled for Wednesday 8:00 a.m. - 1:30 p.m. I encourage all Directors to participate
in the Division’s reception and dinner on Monday evening.

Washington, DC in 1989 - I believe that Directors and ESCOP needs to have as much
impact as possible on USDA, the Congress and the Administration. As reported above
we are working on changes in the Farm Bill to present to Congressional staff. We need
S0me new concepts to offer and not just minor polishing of the 85 Bill. The group
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working on the major funding initiative plans to get it's material to the transition team,
so it can be considered. If you know any transition team members (when they are identi-
fied) well, let us know so we can benefit from your contact. I strongly believe that we
need to surface about four (4) names of people (two that would be acceptable to each
party ) that we believe would provide strong, effective leadership as Assistant Secretary
for Science and Education. We also need to be sensitive to who may be the Secretary
of Agriculture, so we can have some assurance that our suggestions for Assistant
Secretary would be acceptable to him/her. In fact, it might even be useful to have some
suggestions for Secretary. It also would be useful to have suggestion for the Science
Advisor to the President and for the OSTP top staff positions.

ESCOP Initiatives - In the past I have strongly encouraged each of you to make copies
of the Research Initiatives available to your Commodity groups. I still believe that they
should be encourage to submit their priorities to the National group from which ESCOP
will be soliciting input. A very good example would be your state "cattle” organizations
feeding into the National Cattlemen. There are several others that may be even more
importance as far as lobbying support is concerned. Also, be certain to talk with your
CARET representatives about the initiatives. I also encourage you to make certain that
your Department Chairs/Heads understand the planning process, so they can provide
input both through you and through the professional societies.

Regional Research - Between now and the first of September, we will be sending
information to Administrative Advisors about the participation, personnel, funding and
publications for each of the RRF projects. I appreciated the suggestions I received last
year from a few of you about how to make the information more useful. We need a
few AAs to give more attention to the projects for which they are responsible. This is
particularly true when the project outline is being developed. Most of you are doing a
good job and some an outstanding job. We thank you. It makes Harriet’s and my job
easier. I want to spend some time analyzing how well our W and WRCC projects match
up with the priorities we send forward to ESCOP. I plan to have this done not later
than March and may be able to complete it by the Land Grant meetings.

Appreciation - I want to express my appreciation to each of you who responded promptly
to my Dialcom and Clive Donoho’s letter asking you to contact Congressional leaders
about the location earmarks by the Senate. As I write this I don’t know how successful
we were, but I do appreciate your efforts.

I again want you to know that I continue to enjoy representing you in various ways. I
also again want to encourage you to provide some feedback relative to what you believe
is important. Thanks.
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WESTERN ASSOCIATION OF
AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION DIRECTOS

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR-AT-LARGE

May 16, 1988

TO: Mambers of the Users Advisory Board

SUBJECT: Budget Request Development Processes of the Agricultural Expariment
Stations

At the UAB's February meeting during the discussion to develop a response to
the President's FY1989 budget, several of you indicated a strong desire to
become involved in the budget process much earlier. There were indications
that you wanted to talk with OMB about the targets they set and with some
leaders in USDA. On behalf of ESCOP and more specifically the Budget Develop—
ment Group of the ESCOP Subcommittes for Planning and Budgets, I have put to—
gether the attached materials to provide you with background about how ESCOP =
budget proposals are developed. -

In the early 70s OMB told us that we had to provide cost-benef it information
chat would Justify additional investmants in agricultural resesarch. Several
Stations provided psople to develop this information, which showed arnual in—
cernal rates of return of from 20% to over 100tw1thmwagoafam40t.
As soon as this wes done OM8 told us we °“didn’t have our act together®, ©.g.
our recuests were fragmented. Also we were told thst we didn’t speak with one
voice. While we had done considerable nationally planning since the mid 60s,
v.d.c*'duﬂth-tnh-dtomk.mmgmtor effort. The result was the
establishment of the ESCOP Research Planning and Evaluation Subcommittee
cheired by Dr. Neville Clarks of Texas A & M University. The first printed
materials cowing fram that dormittes's efforts wes: Research 1984. A copy
(AttachmtA)afthmrp-qoh'lnﬂud.d. Ifywdonothawacopyaf
this document, 1ot ma levow and we will try to get one for you. It is good
background. o

B SAm0P set out to further develop a comprehensive plan-
hgun;1d BB updated in minor ways every year with a major
We began this effort in June of 1985 with a
e focus our efforts. UAB'stEdvnrdcmaﬂofth
¥ tAttachment 8) of the cover page and the table of contents
ro@iiidings is included. We followad this with a solicitation of com—

modity and tFade organizations and of professional scciecies for the priori-
ties that thay saw for agricultural resesarch. After we received this infor-—
maticn, small groups of ivowledgeable pecple within the Land Grant system made
extensive efforts to digest and prioritize the information. We also used the
information from the Joint Cauncil efforts. The results of these efforts
culminated in early 1988 in: Initiatives: A Ressarch Agenda for the
1eultural 1iment_ Stati A copy (Attachment C) of the cover
and selected pages of this publication is attached. It is absolutely essent—
1al for you to have a copy of this publication and to know in a general way,
at lesst, of what it contains and the processes used to develop it. You will
note that 1t includes our best estimates of the funding required to initiate
and contirue each of the 21 1isted priorities. Mershall Tarkingtan 1ncluded

——____———__———-t—-_——_—-_——___——_—__—-—-_—_—_
AT D AlO STATE I'NTVERSITY » FORT COLLINS, COLORADO 80523 PHONE (303) 4916280 ¢ AGS361
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in your packet the two year update entitled “Resesrch Initiatives: A Midterm
Update of the rch a for the State riculeural iment Stations.
The Update uses the priorities of the 1986 publication and adds those that
have surfaced in the past two years. We ask you to review it also.

Whan we established the gscop Plamning and Evaluation Subcommittes, we decided
that we should develop our budget proposals from the pr1or'1t1-. This was
done in the past, put in a less specific way because we didn't have estimated
costs to start up and maintain programs. The FY1989 ESCOP budget proposal was
the first budget developed that fully utilized the 4nformation in Research
Initiatives (1986 edition). We decided to include the toP 25% of the highest
priority cbjectives within the initiatives in the FY1989 request and to divide
the remaining objectives equally betwesn the FY1990 and the FY1991 projected

costs. One may argue the specific amounts we decided upon, but one can not
dispute that che budget was built upon & comprehensive planning process. Also
attachad 1s a copy (Attachment D) of the ESCOP FY1989 Budget recuest as amend-
ed following the receipt of the President's budget. The amounts are 1ncluded
in the NASULGC document, which you have received. However, we believe that
Congressional staff nesd greater detail and packground. In fact, several
staff rave indicated a need for it. Further, we believe chat it should be
useful to the UAB and other interssted groups.

Following the gtated desire of at least some of you to enter the budget pro—
cess at an earlier date, 1 have actachad a copy (Attachment E) of the FY1980
ESCOP budget request for your information. Or. Kaltenbach provided you a copy
of the FY1989 request last year. Again we have followed the planning process
and the priorities indicated both Research Initiatives documents (1.e. the
1986 edition and the 1988 Update). Dr. C. Oran Little of Louisiana State Uni-
versity chairs the FY1990 ESCOP Budget Subcommittes. Again we rook the high-
est priority objectives and put tham into the FY1990 recuest and divided the
remeining cnes into the FY1991 and the FY1992 projected requests. We are pre-
o make a forma? presentation of the FY1990 ESCOP Budget request, to an~
swer questions and to receive your {ons at your August meeting. DOr.

Jim “guccesded me as Of or in Weshington. is the Chair of the
FY1991 tTen. WO already are developing concepts and will hold our
first . Tate September. The FY1991 also will drive from the planning
prooess 4on. DOr. Zuiches and I will welcoms your input as we
develop .

The plamning process 1s continucus and 1s well underway for the ma_jor update
to be published in early 1990. We already have made preliminary contact with
commodity and rrade organizations and with profcssﬁona\ societies. Many have
responded that they plan to submit priorities. Also each of the subgroups
within the Land Grant system with we work are updating its priorities. 1
have attached a diagram (Attachment ) of the structure of the ESCOP Subcom—
mittes on Planning and Budgets. Thi should help you understand the 1inkages
betwesn the planning and pudget activities. In addition to the publications 1
cited above, ESCOP frequently requests small groups with the needed expertise
o develop position and information papers on selected subjects that are sur-
facing as probable high priority issues. Marshall Tarkington will receive
enough copies of future publications for distribution to all UAB mambers .
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Lastly ESCOP weuld 11ke to pursue with you what many of us believe is an ex—
cellent opporgimity to secure additional funding for aqr"lcu‘ltura‘l and related
research. [t sppsars obvious the support payments will be reduced drastical-
ly. We believe chat the investment of a small portion of this 1ikely reduct-
jon in agricultural research to assist producers and processors in maintaining
and regaining, where nesded , their competitiveness in world markets would be
very wise. At your February meeting at laast a few of you raised the issue of
transferring funding from support payments to research and extension activi-
vies. ESCOP and the Directors of the Experiment Stations in each state are
prepared to discuss this issue with you and to work with you in making it

happean .

Thank you for the opportunity to be with you and to make this information
available to you. If you have questions or need additional information,
please let me know. Regards.

. [. Boyd
Director—at-Large

cc Clive W. Donoho, Jr., ESCOP Chair

Neville P. Clarke, Chair, ESCOP Subcommittee
on Research Planning & Budgets

Robert G. Gast, Chair, FY1989 ESCOP Budget

C. Oran Little, Chair, FY1990 ESCOP Budget

James J. Zuiches, Chair, FY1991 ESCOP Budget

J. Patrick Jordan, Administrator, CSRS-USDA

James E. Halpin, Southern Director—at-Large

Keith Huston, North Central Director-at-Large

Dale W. Zinn, Northeast Director—at-Large

- Rasearch Initiatives: cover. contents - pages vii, viii, »i and xiv

8
C

(Mershal} Tarkington gave cham the 1988 update]

D - FY1988. Proposed Budget: March 1988 response to the Executive Budget
£

F

Proposed Budget: 4/88 Draft approved by ESCOP
- ¥ o lE ESCOP Subcommittee for Research Plamning and Budgets
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PAGE . 20!

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION

TO: DATE:

Dr. Landis L. Bovd
Western Agricultural Experiment
Station Directours

| gy 0T

Tuly 14, 1988

FROM: NO. OF PAGES TO FOLLOW:
Keith Huston
NC Experiment Stationm Directors 4

SENDER’S ORGANIZATION: SENDER’S FAX PHONE NUMBER:

216-263-3713

REMARKS:

Attached is the schedule for the Division of
Agriculture sessions at the 1988 NASULGC Aanual Meating,
Sheraton Park Central Hotel and Marriott Park Central Hotel,
Dellas, Texas. To the Division of Agriculture schedule, please add

the following events:
sundey, Opening Reception, 6=7:30 p.m., Sheraton
Tuesday, 9-10 a.a., First Plenary Session, Sheraton
10:30-11:45 a.m., Breakdut Sessions (3), Marriott
3 12:15-2 p.m., Second Plenary Session and Luncheon

CARET sessions will be held Saturday and Sunday morning in the Marxiott;
there will be an Office/Information Center in each hotel; Prees Room

will be in the Sheraton; Registration 411 be in the Sheratom. Registration
begins at noon on Saturday and continues Sunday (all day) and Monday morning.




Satu « N

1-§ p.m.
13
U-B C-Y}

Sundav, No ber 13

7-8:30 a.m.
23
U-B C-V4

8 a.m.-Noon
25
U'B C-V2

8:30 a.m.~4 p.m.
29
U8 C-v3

8:30 a.m.-4 p.m,
3O
U-B C-V3

9‘1 ‘.:45 a.m.
3
U-B C-v4

Sam.-Jp.m,
U-8 C-v2

Noon-1:3Q p.m,
42
U-B C-v4

1-3 p.m.
52
uU-B C-v2

1-3 p.m.
53
U-B C-v3

2-4 p.m.
62
U-B C-V3

Q157 216 263371 ORRDC

ALL AG SESSIONS

(As of

12

ECOP Business Mecting
c-30

107943586

[aternational Agricuiture Regional Groups Conunental Breakfasts

4 rooms. 3 C-15s aod 1 C-20 (South)
Southern -
Norctheastern -
North Central -
Westera -

ESCOP Mome Economics Subcommitiee
C-20

ECOP Bustness Meeting
C-30

ECOP Budget Subcommittee
C-15

ICOP and Internatonal Agriculture
SR-80

Experiment Sution NE Reglon Ditectors
c-30

ICOP Luncheon
C-15

BSCOP 1990 Budgm Commiies
C-20

BCOP Home Bconomics Subcommittee
C-18

1890 Extension Administrators
C-20

F.o2

Macriott

Macriott

Sheraton

Marriott

Mausrion

Marrioct

Marriott

Marriott

Masriott

Marriott

Marriont
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3-Sp.m.
64
u-g CV

4:30-6 p.m.
19¢
u.s C-v

7:30-9 p.m.
73
u-B CVv
8-10 p.m.
74
‘U-B C-VY
$.10 p.m.

76
U-B CV

Monday, November 14

7-8:30 a.m.
83
U-B C-VI

7-8:30 a.m.
32
U-B C-Vi

7-8:30 a.m.
81
U-B C-V2

7-9 a.m.
87
v-B C-V

8:30 a.m.-Nooa
Nn
U-B CV

Noon-1:30 p.m.
103
U-B C-V2

Noon-2 p.m.
106
U-B C:Vl

Noon-2 p.m.
108
U-B C-V§

Division of Agficuiture 1990 Budget Committee
c-20 '

Divisios of Agriculture Legisiative Commitee
c-20

Division of Agriculture Boerd of Directors
c-30

Biowechnrology Committee
c-18

Water laitatives Committee
C-15

Western CAHA Breakfast
Cc-13

Northesst CAHA Breakfast
C-18

E%COP’ Seed Policy Commitwe Breakfast
-20

Iowrnational Agriculture Section Contineatsl Breakfast
R-60 (standing lighted lectern)

Division of Agricuituce Pleasry
T-450

Bxperiment Sation Secton Luacheon
R-100 )

CAHA Lugcleon
R-60

Resident Ingtruction Secton Luncheon
R-73

107e4385  P.332

Marcrion
Marriott
Macriont
Marriont

Marriott

Marriont
Masriott
Marrlott
Marrtoft
Marriott
Marrioft
Marriont

Marrtiott
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12:18-2 p.m,

104
U-B C-V3

1-$ p.m.
117
uv-B C-V3

1:30-4 p.m.
118
u-8 C-vi

2-4 p.m.
122
U-B C-V1.4

2-4:30 p.m.
125
uU-B C.V3

2:18-§ p.m.
126
U-B C-VS$

3:30-5 p.m.
1y
U-B C-v2

6-9 p.m,
142
U-B C-VW

@7:9 218 2633713 JARDC

Tuesdsy, November 15

7-8:30 a.m.
78
U-B C-V2

7:30-9 a.m.
148
U-B C-vV4

1:30-3:30 p.m.

156
U-B C-v$

2-4 p.m.
166

U-B C-V2
34 p.0n.

162
VB GV3

156

Bateasion Sectioa Luacheon
R-120

BCOP Home Economics Subcommitiee
C-15

ESCOP Mome Economics Subcommittee
Cc-15

laternational Agriculture Sectiog and CAHA
T-125

Extension Section
T-100

RICOP
T-100

Experiment Stadon Region Directors Meetings
4 Rooms, U-30 (1§ ex. chairs in Mesqulte)

Division of Agriculture and Divisioa of Internstional Affaics
Regception and Dioner
R-650 rouad mble with flowers and place card near lectern

1890 Research Directors Breakfast
R-60

" [owrnational Agriculturs Budgst Commitiee Breakfast

C-10

RAssident Instructdon Sectoa
T-150

Experiment Staton Section
SR'”. HT4

1890 Rescarch Administrators
C-20

10734386 P.o4

Masriott

Macrion

Marriott

Marriott

Marriott

Magrion

Marriott

Sheraton

Marriott

Richardson

Marriont

Marrioft

Marxioit

Marriott
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-4 p.m.
160
L-B C-VJ

2-4 p.m.
158
U-B C-V3

2-4 p.m.
197
U-B C-v4

3:30-4 p.m.
168
u-B C-V$

3:30-4 p.m.
164
U-B C-V3

45 p.m.
161
U-B C-V

4:15.5:15 p.m.
163
u-p C-v

i57

av:< 216 2633713 OARPDC

1890 Exteasion Administrators
C-23

Exwension Regional Directors
4 rooms. U-30 each

[aternationai Agricuiture Regional Meetings
C-20 (Southern), C-12, C-12. C-t2

Southern -

Nottheastern -

North Central -

Western -

RICOP New Offlcers
C-15

Resident Instruction Reglonal Meetings
3 rooms, C-25

Dgi;ign of Agriculture 1991 Budget Committee

Divisiou of Agriculture Business Meeting
T-1%0

Wednesday, November 16

$ a.m.-Noon
167
vU-B C-V3

8 a.m.-1:30 p.m.
168
U-B C-V2

BCOP Executive Committee
C-12

ESCOP Business Mesting
C-I15& T-13

1HTR4388  P.ES

Macrion

Marrion

Marrioft

Mufrl‘on

Marrjott

Marriot

Marriott

Marciott
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WATER QUALITY AND MANAGEMENT PROJECT
REPORT TO THE
WESTERN REGIONAL DIRECTORS ASSOCIATION
STATE AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATIONS

JULY 28, 1988

BY BILL KERREY

ESCOP/ECOP/NASULGC
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B. BROADER AGRICULTURAL ISSUES
II. PROGRESS TO DATE
A. APPROPRIATIONS
B. AUTHORiZATION LEGISLATION
III. SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE ACTIVITIES
A. WASHINGTON, D.C. PRESENCE

B. TACTICS
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I. STATEMENT OF GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

These goals were determined by ESCOP and ECOP. The objectives
were decided upon in consultation with ECOP, ESCOP and NASULGC.

A. WATER QUALITY FUNDING

The goal was to achieve in USDA funding for FY 1989:
1. $25 million in CSRS for water quality research, and
2. $15 million in ES for water quality education.

The objectives were to:

1. Testify before the House and Senate Appropriations
Subcommittees on Agriculture and Rural Development.

2. Have Directors of SAES and CES make personal visits,
make telephone calls, and send letters to the 23 members of these
committees, the full Appropriations Committees and all state
delegations.

3. Hold briefings illustrating the SAES and CES activities
on water quality.

4. Build coalitions with groups that are also interested in
water quality and water quantity issues.

5. Testify at hearings relating to water quality but not
appropriations.

B. BROADER AGRICULTURAL ISSUES

It is difficult to isolate water issues from the broader
agricultural issues of natural resources management, agricultural
policy and food policy. It is also difficult to isolate
agriculture from the broader issues of general economic
development, community development and international relations.

It is suggested that there is some value in considering
positioning the water quality and management (and other
agricultural research and education) requests in the context of
these larger issues while still targeting the political
strategies and tactics to capture funding.
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II. PROGRESS TO DATE
A. APPROPRIATIONS

1. The House has recommended $5 million in FY 1989 funding
for water quality research and education as follows:

*%**ARS $2,000,000
***CSRS $2,000,000
**k*ES $1,000,000

5. The Senate has recommended $11 million in FY 1989 funding
for water quality research and education as follows:

**%*ARS $5,000,000
***CSRS $4,000,000
***ES $2,000,000

on the house side there is no ear marking. On the Senate side
there is ear marking of the CSRS funding: $1.5 million for
University of North Dakota Institute of Mining and $250,000 for
Iowa State.

The Conference Committee is expected to settle on something
between these figures.

B. AUTHORIZATION OR GENERIC LEGISLATION

The Congress is considering legislation on groundwvater quality
research. The House has passed HR 791 which gives the major role
to the USGS and authorizes about $155 million for each of three
years. S 20 and S 1105 are being considered by the Senate.

We have testified to the effect that education should be
included in this research and that SAES, ES, the Land Grant.
Colleges and the USDA be given a major role in this effort.

III. SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE ACTIVITIES
A. WASHINGTON, D.C. PRESENCE

1. One Option: My initial suggestion to this group has
been to have a full time person in Washington, D.C. that can
represent you on all issues including the Hatch Act funding as
well as special requests such as water quality funding. This is
still my suggestion.

2. Another Option: After talking to other groups that come
to Washington, D.C. to capture funding, I recommend Yyou also
consider forming a special water quality and management committee
that is representative of the key states on the Appropriations
Subcommittee on Agriculture and hire a lobbyist to see that tke
funding is included in each y ar's funding. This is essentially
what you do today but only strengthened.



B. _TACTICS

1. I suggest that you hold more briefings on Capitol Hill
and that you even consider a committee that would be responsible

for organizing Capitol Hill briefings on agricultural issues,
including water quality.

2. USDA and EPA should invite their constituencies
(environmentalists and agricultural organizations) to sit down
and build a stronger coalition.

3. Use grass roots citizens groups to write letters and
contact their representatives and Senators when the latter are in
the states or districts.

4. Build a stronger Capitol Hill working relationship
between CSRS and ARS.

5. Use Capitol Hill fellows interns to strengthen the
presence of the agricultural sciences in the political process.
Also, use fellows located at the University campuses and target
the state offices of the politicians.




