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DIRECTOR-AT-LARGE (DAL) L. L. Boyd
OWDAL Harriet Sykes

 1.0 Call to Order

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Drew.

 2.0 Introductions and Announcements

The attendees introduced themselves.

 3.0 Adoption of Agenda

The motion was made and seconded to adopt the agenda as presented.  MOTION
CARRIED.  A copy of the agenda is Appendix I, p. 11.

 4.0 Approval of Minutes of 7/28-29/88 Meeting

The motion was made and seconded to approve the minutes of the July 25-27, 1989
meeting as presented.  MOTION CARRIED.

 5.0 Interim Actions by the Chair/Executive Committee Report

Drew reported on two items that he covered since the Summer 1989 meeting.  He
attended a meeting of the Western Regional Council.  The purpose of the meeting was
to review the activities of the Western Regional Council in relation to the Joint Council.
Dr. Charles Hess requested the meeting and Mark Bailey, of the Joint Council,
organized it.  The purpose was to find how the Regional Councils should be working,
how they are working and how they might more effectively work in support of the
activities of the Joint Council.  The Joint Council was authorized by Congress to have
four regional councils.  Only two have functioned, the Northeast Regional Council and
the Western Regional Council.  The North Central Regional Council and the Southern
Regional Council have not operated.  The message from Dr. Hess was that he would
like to see more direct input from the Regional Councils into the Joint Council.  If the
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Joint Council makes specific budget recommendations that the USDA adopts there
is less likelihood of dissenting views distracting from the forward motion of the budget
process if there is a record of solid input from each of the regions.  Consequently, the
question is whether to get four good Regional Councils working with input into the Joint
Council, or drop the Regional Councils.  The outcome of the meeting was a
recommendation that the Chairs and Vice-Chairs of the various groups (Experiment
Station, Extension Directors, Instructional Directors, International Directors, Veterinary
Medicine, CARET, Forestry, Home Economics, Non-Land Grant Agricultural Schools)
within the Western Region meet annually to provide some harmonization for the
priorities that would be sent forth to the Joint Council.  

Dr. Hess has suggested another alternative, that the various regional CAHA groups
serve this function.  It would be up to the CAHA groups to obtain information and input
from the other groups by whatever mechanism they see fit.  

John Naegele, of CSRS, requested information about the WDA criteria for evaluating
regional project proposals.  CSRS is going to sponsor a workshop in which the
Committee of Nine will meet with representatives from each region to discuss ways in
which the criteria can be refined so that not as many regional project outlines are
rejected by the Committee of Nine after approval by regional committees.  Drew
provided Naegele with the pages from The Supplementary Manual of Procedures for
Western Regional Research and The Manual for Cooperative Regional Research that
are used by RIC to evaluate regional project outlines.  Drew also indicated that the
WDA does not use national priorities as criteria in approving regional research
projects.  

The Executive Committee designated Boyd, McHugh and Sykes to recommend two
individuals to serve as a representative on the ESCOP Human Nutrition
Subcommittee.  ESCOP needs a technical representative for the Communications
Subcommittee.  The Executive Committee recommended that Andrew Duncan (OR)
continue as representative.  An alternate to the ESCOP Home Economics
Subcommittee is needed.  The Executive Committee recommended that Peggy
Pfletcher (ID) serve as the alternate.  

The Executive Committee named L. James (WA) as replacement Administrative
Advisor for WRCC-65.  H. Goetz (CO) was named replacement Administrative Advisor
for WRCC-55.  

M. Jensen (AZ) is the representative to the Western Regional Aquaculture Board
replacing G. A. Lee (ID).

The 1990 USDA Honors Awards nominees from the Western Region will be screened
by Drew, Schlegel and Boyd.  The three highest ranked nominees' forms will be
submitted to CSRS.  

 6.0 Treasurer's Report

The Treasurer's Report, distributed and presented by Welsh, is included as Appendix
II, pp. 12-13.  The motion was made and seconded to accept the Treasurer's Report
on the Western Director-at-Large account and the Western Directors Association
Special Account as presented.  MOTION CARRIED.

 7.0 CSRS Report

The CSRS Report distributed and presented by Carlson, is included as Appendix III,
pp. 14-16.
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 8.0 ARS Report

Tallent reported that ARS is concerned that Gramm-Rudman will take effect.  If it does,
with some locations using 80 percent of their budgets on salaries, a 5.3 percent cut
would remove 25 percent of operating budget.  

No ARS scientists or their families were injured in either Hurricane Hugo or the San
Francisco Bay area earthquake.  

ARS and the Forest Service are participating in a personnel demonstration project.
One change is from a one-year probationary hiring period to a three-year period.  Also,
administrators will have more flexibility in competing salary-wise in recruiting.  
ARS is planning a national meeting with all Research Leaders and National Program
Staff to increase interaction among their key personnel.

Closer communication and interagency cooperation is taking place under the
leadership of Hess and Mussman with Jordan, Plowman, Howard, and Johnsrud. 

 9.0 DAL Report

Boyd presented the DAL Report which is included as Appendix IV, pp. 17-28.  

10.0 Reports by Representatives to: 

10.1 ESCOP

Drew reported that ESCOP passed several motions in August 1989:  (1) They
strongly affirmed support for the National Initiative and joined CARAFE as a full
member; (2) They passed a motion supporting the report of the ESCOP
Committee on Agricultural Facilities and recommended that funding not be
pursued until there was assurance that it did not interfere with the National
Initiative; (3) They approved the continuation of Terry Nipp for an additional year
to continue lobbying activities in Washington, DC.  (4) They approved a motion
to appoint a study committee to evaluate having additional representation in
Washington, DC.  (5) They approved a motion requesting ESCOP and ECOP
to join in development of a sustainable agriculture publication.  

Boyd reported on the ESCOP Interim meeting in September 1989.  There has
been a request for support from ESCOP to assess the need for greater U.S.
involvement in international research.  The request stemmed from a publication
that stressed that there is a large global agricultural research system that has
dwarfed the U.S. system from which the U.S. is excluded and isolated by its
policy, funding methods and complacency.  ESCOP appointed a committee to
work with ICOP to prepare a report regarding U.S. involvement in international
research.  

10.2 ESCOP Research Planning Group

Zuiches reported that a meeting involving scientists and administrators was
held in August to develop research priorities for the Experiment Station system.
A document titled Research Agenda for the 1990s:  A Strategic Plan for the
State Agricultural Experiment Stations was developed.  The document will go
to ESCOP for consideration and the final version will be published in February
1990.  The Plan identifies 32 priority areas with documentation and a research
agenda under each priority area, and funding requirements to fund fully both
start-up and operational dollars.  It is important to keep in mind that the
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organization of the document is congruent with the organization of the National
Research Initiative.  It was set up so that the Plan could be the operational
blueprint of the National Initiative.

Dutson commented that, to avoid bias, the priority ranking of the ESCOP
Research Planning Group will not be included when the Experiment Station
Directors are asked to rank the priority areas.  There is a background
statement for each of the six areas that gives the present activity, level of
support and the relationship of the existing program to the new initiatives that
are in each of the six subsections.  The attempt is to describe the existing
programs and separate the request for new programs so that the old program
is not forgotten.  The base program document and the research priorities
document that were prepared in the 1980s were combined to show where we
are presently and how we want to build.  

10.3 ESCOP Special Initiatives Subcommittee

Lee reported that the Special Initiatives Subcommittee met in Denver in
September 1989.  One pressing question asked was discussion of what the
role and mission of the Subcommittee should be.  The major role is: to review
new initiatives; to help initiatives to come forth by developing supporting
background information.  

Two issues surfaced:  (1) There is concern about the consumer issues facing
American agriculture.  ESCOP and the agricultural community need to be more
aware of consumer concerns and needs.  It was recommended that ESCOP
appoint a working group to develop an active program to face the issues, and
develop a symposium to define the problems and develop action plans.  (2) The
Subcommittee also recommended that ESCOP request that CSRS create an
IPA position of a communications specialist from the SAES system to develop
a better communication system.  There is a need to get people to come to the
scientists and people who have factual data to get some input.  There is a need
for the Experiment Stations to get more exposure and communication to the
public.  

10.4 ESCOP Leadership Development Subcommittee

The report on the ESCOP Leadership Development Subcommittee is included
in the DAL Report, Appendix IV, pp. 17-28.

10.5 FY1991 ESCOP Budget Group

Zuiches reported that the Division of Agriculture had distributed copies of
Strategic Investments in Agricultural Research, Extension and Higher
Education.  The research components can be extracted from the document that
show the research priorities, the research objectives under those priority areas,
and the budget for the priority areas.  

Neville Clarke reported to the FY1991 ESCOP Budget Group on the National
Initiative.  The National Initiative is very well received by the USDA.  It was
proposed as part of the USDA budget request to the President at a full $500
million with $110 million of internal USDA reallocation from outside Science
and Education.  Of the remaining $400 million, $45-50 million would be a
reallocation of the Competitive Grants Program, incorporating the program into
the National Initiative.  Therefore, we are looking for an additional $350 million
new dollars.  



5

The FY1991 Budget Group is proposing a 40 percent increase in Hatch and a
60 percent increase in the Competitive Grants Program.  The basic instructions
from the ESCOP Budget Committee were that we ought not make any sort of
decision on what level we would ask for in the January budget until we see what
the President's budget is.  If the President's budget comes in very strongly for
the National Initiative, then we might request a very realistic inflation plus some
factor increase in formula funds.  There is no question that we will argue very
strongly for maintaining base funding.  The National Initiative will have to be
dovetailed with programs such as the Competitive Grants Program.  Many
Special Grants would need to continue as they are not amenable to national
competition.  They are part of the base support for efforts underway.  These
programs are:  integrated pest management, biological impact assessment,
pesticide clearance, pesticide impact assessment, LISA grants, and the
centers (Rural Development, Aquaculture, International Trade).  

Drew commented that CARET has questioned how research from the National
Initiative would be conducted if facilities are not up to date.  The National
Initiative would begin to attract national attention and gain additional momentum
and positive press for agricultural research.  Perhaps funding for facilities
improvement would be forthcoming in FY1992.  There is going to be an attempt
to get a multi-agency program going with NSF and NIH.  

10.6 FY1992 ESCOP Budget Group

McHugh reported that the FY1992 ESCOP Budget Group had meet with the
FY1991 Budget Group.  The FY1992 Budget Group has been waiting for the
report from the ESCOP Planning Group workshop, to see how the Executive
Budget is going to treat the National Initiative, and what impact the Executive
Budget will have on the budget proposal that might come forward from ESCOP.

10.7 Committee of Nine

Niehaus distributed the Committee of Nine report, included as Appendix V, pp.
29-33.  The Committee of Nine approved the development of the National
Research Project system, to consist of two categories of projects:  (1) National
Research Projects, and (2) National Research Support Projects.  The National
Germplasm group is currently developing a National Research Support Project
proposal.  

Koong reported that the Committee of Nine has evaluated the procedure for
granting extensions of regional projects.  Preparation of a revised outline for the
next cycle is not appropriate grounds for extension.  Extension should only be
used to complete the work not completed during the current term of the project.
Extensions for another year beyond a one-year extension are very difficult to
obtain.  

A proposal is to be presented at the next Committee of Nine meeting that is a
National Research Support Project to replace IR-6 that involves planning,
evaluating, and reviewing the CSRS project system.  If the project is approved,
the method of funding is the next problem.  It could be funded from off-the-top
RRF funds.  

10.8 National Initiative
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Boyd reported that copies of the National Initiative had been mailed to all
directors.  It is important that each director promote the National Initiative
individually.  All agriculture, research-extension-teaching, will greatly gain if the
National Initiative is funded.

11.0 Other Reports 

11.1 Users Advisory Board

The Users Advisory Board report is included in the DAL Report, Appendix IV,
pp. 17-28.

11.2 Joint Council

No report was given.

11.3 Water Quality Funding

Nipp reported that $6.7 million for Experiment Stations and $5.2 million for
Extension had been awarded for water quality funding.  Authorizing legislation
on groundwater quality was introduced to the Subcommittee on Department
Operations and Research.  It is the first bill introduced in the last two years and
in the current session of Congress that has a broad agenda for the Department
of Agriculture, and specifically acknowledges that the SAES and Extension
have lead responsibility in particular areas.  It was crafted to stay within the
House Committee on Agriculture and was not intended to affect the
responsibilities of USGS, EPA or any other agency.  It has some chance of
being passed.  There are some coordinating and organizing functions in the bill
that were present in the earlier version of the bill they wanted to proceed with
that were not negotiable.  Hopefully, we can use this as leverage for the
negotiations for the appropriations process the next time around.  Another bill
would have been introduced on the Senate side within a week or two had
Congress stayed in session.  It probably will be introduced as soon as
Congress reconvenes in 1990.  There are components not present in the House
bill that will be present in the Senate version of the bill.  A summary of the bill,
and a copy of the bill will be distributed to SAES directors.  The directors are
requested to look at the research component of the bill and note items to be
added or changed.

The Farm Bill process is underway.   Nipp developed a draft piece on which the
committees could work after a conference with the NASULGC staff, Anderson
(MI) and Jones (IL).  A working structure and several subtitles such as global
change, water quality, sustainable agriculture, food safety, etc., were created
from Title XIV of the 1985 Farm Bill.  The idea was to capture some of the
interest in particular issues and bring order to the bill.  Experts in the research
community need to be contacted to identify items which will need to be
incorporated into the structure of the Farm Bill.  A draft document will be
available in late December that contains an introduction to the issues to be
addressed in the 1990s with detailed side by side comparisons showing the
1985 legislation and the changes being proposed.

 
11.4 Joint Planning/Activities

11.41 Western CAHA
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Matthews reported that committees have been appointed to continue
to look at the possibilities of joint projects.  Planning will proceed in the
area of animal sciences.  

The regionalization project demonstrated at the Joint Meeting in
Bozeman, MT in July 1989 will continue.  A status report of that project
is included as Appendix VI, pp. 34-37.

A new program is being proposed to the Department of Commerce
called AG*STAT.  It is a program to obtain hardware to put in the
institutions to give them the capability to uplink programs onto a
satellite and to receive programs from a satellite.  Information
regarding AG*SAT is included in Appendix VI, pp. 34-37.

12.0 Future Meetings 

12.1 Spring WDA Meeting Plans

The Executive Committee recommended that participants plan to depart from
the continental U.S. no later than March 24 and arrive in Guam on March 26, to
take advantage of an overnight Saturday reduced airfare.  The WDA will meet
March 27-28, 1990.  The WDA Executive Committee will meet March 26.  RIC
will schedule their meeting either in Guam or on the West Coast of the U.S.
prior to departure for Guam.

Lee distributed information about hotels in Guam, as well as additional general
information.  It was decided to schedule the meeting at the Guam Hilton as
conference rooms were available there.  There will be a tour of Guam on March
29 and an optional tour to Saipan on March 30.  Lee will distribute information
to the WDA concerning arrangements.

12.2 Summer Meeting Plans; Joint Meeting with Deans, Resident Instruction,
Extension & CARET

Dutson distributed information about the 1990 Summer Western Region
Meeting which is included as Appendix VII, p. 38.  The meeting is scheduled
June 25-29, 1990 at Newport, Oregon.  
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13.0 ABRAC Plans/Needs

Young reported that great strides had been made in the past year in biotechnology.
More than 49 field plots were established in 18 states during the past growing season.
All of them had a permit from the USDA's Animal, Plant Inspection Service.
Biotechnology is essentially a company/industry program.  Almost all the plots, with the
exception of three (Iowa State, Cornell, and Idaho) were done by industry.  

Although the permit at APHIS is free, making sure that the paperwork is legal and
sound can be expensive.  The key is to provide some mechanisms so that the low-risk
research need not come to Washington for approval.  There is a great deal of research
where some of the responsibility for oversight can be put with the institutions.  There
are times when the regulatory oversight is required.  USDA's efforts to develop
guidelines is essential so there will be a continuum from providing oversights of low-
risk research to permits for high-risk research.  

The guidelines are to be finalized at the January 1990 ABRAC meeting.  In addition
to the guidelines, Mississippi State will be publishing a handbook titled Agricultural
Biotechnology Introduction and Field Testing.  In February 1990 each SAES will
receive 30 copies of the handbook for distribution.  

Cordel, a Senior Regulatory Specialist who transferred to the Office of Agricultural
Biotechnology from the Food Safety Inspection Service, reported that a report had
been developed by the International Food Biotechnology Council which oversees
whether new genetic products are safe for human consumption. 

Young stated that, as a nation, we are investing about $2.7 billion in biotechnology.
Almost all but $200 million is in biomedical technology.  The major supporter for
agricultural biotechnology is the Department of Agriculture, contributing $100 million.
The states are doing their best to match the dollars and yet agricultural biotechnology
research is underfunded.  ABRAC is evaluating priorities for funding and will request
input from directors through the Director-at-Large offices.  

The United States is not the only country doing agricultural biotechnology research.
France had 30 field plots last season, and they have a very good relationship between
their industry, their academic institutions and their government.  Many of the issues for
commercializing biotechnology are being worked on by the French.  We're just
beginning to think about it.  We're still a nation that has problems putting apples on the
shelf.  There are some real concerns about where the international community is going
and how we should be interacting with the international community.

Steinbach, international specialist, distributed information regarding international
aspects of biotechnology, included as Appendix VIII, pp. 39-44. 
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14.0 Resolutions 

No resolutions were presented. 

15.0 Other Business 

15.1 Requested input from the WDA regarding W-084  

Van Gundy reported there is a problem with interaction between APHIS, ARS
and the SAES people in terms of importation and handling of parasites and
predators.  APHIS is running its own program and does not interact with the
universities.  The scientists are concerned that they may import something that
could create a problem.  APHIS does have the operational authority for
importation but does not have the research expertise.  The technical committee
for W-084 is to send a letter expressing their concerns to the WDA Executive
Committee with copies to members of the WDA.  

15.2 Conservation plan required to receive some Federal funds

Welsh reported that, in order to receive Federal payments through the Wool
Incentive Program, a conservation plan must be filed for the entire Experiment
Station.  The language of the 1990 Farm Bill should be changed to address the
problem.  

15.3 Changing of the Guard

The gavel and responsibilities as Chairman of the WDA for 1990 were passed
from Drew to Schlegel.

16.0 Adjournment 

It was moved and seconded to adjourn the meeting.  MOTION CARRIED.






































































