October 29, 2007

IPM PIPE STEERING COMMITTEE

October 12, 2007 Breeze Meeting – Web and Conference Call

Notes
Prepared by Ellen Cull, Management & Organizational Consultant & Meeting Facilitator,

Based on the record of the “Chat” during the meeting

The participants in the meeting were:

	By Breeze and conference call
	By conference call only

	· Marty Draper, Host

· Heyward Baker

· Kitty Cardwell

· Eileen Cullen

· Ray Hammerschmidt

· Don Hershman

· Conrad Lavender

· Ed Rajotte

· Susan Ratcliffe

· Matt Royer (until 3 pm)

· Gail Wisler
	· Glenn Bowers

· John Bowers (APHIS, for Matt Royer, who had to leave early)

· Jim Van Kirk

· Frank Zalom


Rosemary Hallberg also participated to assist with note taking.

Vision and mission 
During the August Breeze meeting / conference call on the strategic plan, all participants said they could support continuing to use the previous vision.  At the same time, there were a number of suggestions for changes.  Based on those changes, the small group working on the strategic plan (Jim VanKirk, Kitty Cardwell and Marty Draper) proposed the following revised vision:

The ipmPIPE contributes to optimized economic, social and environmental benefits through integrated pest management.
Comments were:

· Matthew Royer: I like the revised vision, for the record.

· Frank Zalom: I like the new vision as revised.

· Ed Rajotte: The new vision reflects what IPM is, regardless of PIPE involvement.

· Verbal comment: The ipmPIPE enhances user profitability and productivity, lessens environmental impact and is socially just.

We did a poll with the following results:

· I prefer the previous vision and cannot support the revised vision. - 0

· I prefer the previous vision but can support the revised vision. - 0

· I can support either version. - 0

· I prefer the revised vision but can support the previous vision. - 8

· I prefer the revised vision and cannot support the previous vision. - 5

Decision:  

· Based on the poll and a final check for consensus, the revised vision was adopted.

During the August Breeze meeting / conference call on the strategic plan, all participants said they could support the proposed revised mission.  At the same time, there was a suggestion to change ”integrated system” to “coordinated system.”  The small group working on the strategic plan (Jim VanKirk, Kitty Cardwell and Marty Draper) proposed the following second revision of the mission:

The ipmPIPE is a dynamic, coordinated system facilitated by information technology that educates and provides information to IPM users to make informed decisions.

Comments were:

· The suggestion was made that “practitioners” might be a better word than “users.”

· Kitty Cardwell:  User = practitioners.

· Marty Draper: Several commented that ‘user’ may be more easily understood than ‘practitioner.’

Decision:  

· Based on a final verbal check for consensus, the revised mission was adopted.

Five-year and two-year goals
In August, the group discussed the following draft five-year and two-year goals:

Five years:  There are X (8?) established components and one or two new ones coming on.

Two years: The system is in place with a focus on plant pests of agricultural systems, beginning with SBR, SBA, and legumes and others based on a competitive process.  We have added X entirely new component(s) comparable to SBR (e.g., big impact, large acres, diverse coverage, valued commodity).

The primary discussion at that time was related to the desire to have a goal that got more at the ipmPIPE’s success in responding to what needs to be responded to.  Six people preferred a goal with a target number of established components and 10 preferred a goal related to success in responding to need.  

When asked what target number they would use if a goal to establish a certain number of components were chosen, 12 people said 5 components and 3 people said 8 components.

Based on that feedback, the small group proposed the following three options for discussion for the five-year goal:

a. There are 5 successful, beneficial, established components and one or two new ones coming on.

b. The ipmPIPE has responded successfully to 10% of the universe of need.  The universe of need can be defined as IPM situations where coordination of knowledge from a geographic area or time frame beyond where a decision is being implemented helps manage uncertainty.

c. The ipmPIPE has responded successfully to 10% of the universe of need, where the universe of need is defined as the number of proposed crop / pest components.

The two-year goal options were:

For all three options:  The system is in place with a focus on plant pests of agricultural systems, beginning with SBR, SBA, and legumes and others based on a competitive process.

a. We have added two entirely new, successful, beneficial component(s) comparable to SBR (e.g., high uncertainty about risk, big impact, large acreage, diverse coverage, and / or highly valued commodity).

b. The ipmPIPE has responded successfully to 4% of the universe of need. The universe of need can be defined as IPM situations where coordination of knowledge from a geographic area or time frame beyond where a decision is being implemented helps manage uncertainty. 

c. The ipmPIPE has responded successfully to 4% of the universe of need, where the universe of need is defined as the number of proposed crop / pest components.

Discussion was:

· Ed Rajotte: What about non-crop situations?

· Ed Rajotte: Knowledge is geographically and temporally referenced.

· Heyward Baker: Regarding "geographic area or time frame," are we saying that growers and others in other states benefit from the response in neighboring states although the threat is not yet imminent?

· Gail Wisler: b and c are very difficult statements to digest, especially for those trying to measure our success.

· Matthew Royer: How does this look:  The ipmPIPE provides an economically viable information delivery system to manage uncertainty with IPM.

· Gail Wisler: This would be very easy to appear as an opportunity to fudge numbers.

· Jim VanKirk:  The range of the ‘universe of need’ is somewhere between finite and small and infinite.

· Marty Draper:  Or the ‘universe of need’ might also be artificial.

· Don Hershman: I concur with what Jim is saying. Let's go with a number.

· Heyward Baker: I agree with Jim.  If the universe is undefined, then we should just pick a number until we have more information to determine a more accurate universe.

· Heyward Baker: Is it realistic to expect the possibility of funding for all possible components?

· Marty Draper: When we look at % I sense we will fall gradually farther and farther behind need as expressed by proposals.

We conducted a poll with the following results:

· I prefer the goals with numbers of components and cannot support the goals with % of need. -- 9

· I prefer the goals with numbers of components but can support the goals with % of need. -- 4

· I can support either version. -- 0

· I prefer the goals with % of need but can support the goals with numbers of components. -- 0

· I prefer the goals with % of need and cannot support the goals with numbers of components. -- 0

Notes on this were:

· The use of numbers was accepted as being more easily quantifiable and/or measurable.

· While the numeric approach was accepted, the comment was made that developing a goal based on measuring the ipmPIPE’s success in responding to the need that exists needs to be reconsidered over time.

Decision:  

· Based on a final check for consensus, version a of the five-year and two-year goals are accepted.  However, we need to check in on the actual numbers of components at the November meeting.

Indicators that the five-year goal has been accomplished

In August, the small group presented 13 statements of things that would indicate that the five-year goal had been accomplished.  There was quite a bit of feedback, and the small group proposed a revised list of 15 indicators.  They are listed here with the changes made after the August Breeze meeting / conference call indicated in strikethrough and italics and the feedback from this call listed below each one.

1. There is are stable and relatively small support sufficient resources for core infrastructure of the ipmPIPE.

2. Five/several [depending on the five-year goal chosen] components across a broad commodity base of the ipmPIPE are fully established, being regularly utilized, and have their own sustainable funding from a range of sources (for example, user fees, advertising, grower organization funding, and others).  

3. There are developmental components that have short-term support from sources including but not limited to government.

· Heyward Baker: I think the 1st 3 are fine.

4. There’s a systematic approach to adding new components to the ipmPIPE, so that some crop might be getting in line for a year or two by doing the preliminary work and then move into the next class when they’re ready.  There are mechanisms for that, and things like planning grants.

· Ed Rajotte:  What about 'site' in place of 'crop' in indicator #4?

· Marty Draper: Another option might be 'pest systems' in place of 'crop' in indicator #4.

· Gail Wisler: I like ‘pest systems’ better.

· Matthew Royer: "Pest system" works for me.

5. An education system is in place that can rapidly respond efficiently incorporates new components. 

6. The PIPE makes Extension look good.  It is more effective and highly appreciated. The ipmPIPE is an integral and integrated part of Extension programming. The ipmPIPE enhances the effectiveness of and appreciation for Extension.
7. Commodity groups and industry seek and support inclusion in the ipmPIPE. We have commodity groups not yet on the PIPE asking for it – they want to build on because they want it and they will use check-off funds or lobby for dollars.
8. The ipmPIPE is recognized and valued across the land grant partnership and with the legislators (Extension and Experiment Station Directors and specialists and county staff).

· Kitty Cardwell: CSREES usually uses 'county faculty'. 

· Eileen Cullen: In the parenthesis, maybe refer to county Extension colleagues rather than county staff ... or county partners, county educators, county professionals.

· Marty Draper: The indicator referencing 'county staff' needs to be massaged to something more like 'county educator.' 

· Susan Ratcliffe: I wonder if we need to list groups within the land grant system – it seems like once you start listing groups, issues of exclusion or language arise.

· Marty Draper: We will use language to reflect the land grant university in general and that the acceptance is throughout the LGU system - across institutions and throughout strata at institutions.

9. There is a fully dedicated staff – administrator, communications person, etc.

10. Insurance best practices are in line with IPM best practices.

11. NRCS practices are in line with IPM best practices.

· Jim VanKirk:  We could say 'harmonize' rather than 'in line with.' 

· Gail Wisler: I would suggest "harmonize with" instead of "are harmonized with."

12. Something re RMA, NAEERA, Farm Bill and specialty crops?

· Ed Rajotte: The ipmPIPE is responsive to policy development.

13. State IPM coordinators are involved in ipmPIPE management in the states.

14. Technology enhances the productivity of those implementing the ipmPIPE (for example, through forecasting models, automated monitoring systems, etc.).  A lot of the human resource requirement in terms of field plots and things like that are replaced by technological substitutes.  The human resource utilization is optimized with technology (e.g., models, automated monitoring systems, etc.). 

· Marty Draper:  "those" = 'ipmPIPE users' or 'human resources.'

15. We are optimizing existing resources in pest monitoring.  We’ve got sites out there, for other purposes, and we gain additional information from them.

· Gail Wisler: Last one here should say "We have" not “We've got.”

· Marty Draper: Productivity of human resources?

16. Need to add another indicator:

· Verbal comment: ‘We have studies in hand that show benefits from ipmPIPE components.’

· Marty Draper: ‘Scientific evidence shows . . .’

· Verbal comment: ‘We have demonstrated the benefits through . . .’

· Gail Wisler: ‘Demonstrated evidence.’

Other comments:

· Kitty Cardwell: System use does include use of the insurance tools...  Do we need an indicator that the tools are being used?

· Heyward Baker: I think that the goals for insured producers would be similar to other uninsured producers.  All we can measure right now are the hits to the form.  Since we are not capturing the data, we don't know if they are using it beyond a view.

· Ed Rajotte: Indicators should address the interests of stakeholders including insurance, NRCS payments and others.

We conducted a poll with the following results:

· I support these indicators as currently written. -- 11

· I can support these indicators with minor change(s). -- 2

· I cannot support these indicators unless the following significant change is made.  -- 0

Decision:

· The indicators were well received - Any needed changes in indicators are purely wordsmithing.

Outputs 
During the August call, eight outputs were proposed.  There was some feedback proposing changes in wording and additions.  When polled, participants said they could all support the outputs proposed in intent.  The small group edited the outputs to incorporate the feedback and proposed the following:

Primary responsibility with operations committees for individual components

1. Extension is effectively responding to producers’ needs.

2. Successful education and outreach programs are implemented.

3. A dynamic IT platform is functioning.

4. Validated, useful science is being employed in the ipmPIPE.

5. Efficient and reliable monitoring and surveillance systems are functioning.

Responsibility equally shared between Ops Comms for individual components and Steering Committee

6. Productive partnerships (public, private, etc.) are established. for each piece of the PIPE.
Responsibility primarily with Steering Committee

7. Standardized impact evaluation and assessment have been implemented. 

8. Governance mechanisms are functioning systematically and openly.

9. The system is financially sustainable financially and in terms of human resources.
Discussion was:

· Gail Wisler: The outputs look good.

· Heyward Baker: I agree you need to focus on the system and the SC.

· Don Hershman: My main point is to make sure that we do not forget to consult with the folks in the trenches.

· Kitty Cardwell: I support these with the caveat that we will get feedback from representation of the Regional Coordinators Committee.

We conducted a poll with the following results:

· I can support these outputs as is. -- 13

· I cannot support these outputs as is. -- 0

Decision:

· By a verbal check for consensus, the outputs were accepted with the condition that we get feedback from the Regional Coordinators Committee.

· Don Hershman will get feedback from the Regional Coordinators at their next conference call.
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