IPM-PIPE Steering Committee Teleconference

February 14, 2008

Attending:  John Ayers, Kitty Cardwell, Harold Coble, Eileen Cullen, Marty Draper, Ray Hammerschmidt, Don Hershman, Conrad Lavender, Ed Rajotte, Matt Royer, Frank Zalom, Gail Wisler, Stella Coakley, Sue Ratcliffe, Heyward Baker, Ed Ready, Collin Wamsley, Matt Royer

Guest: Michel Desbois

1. Roll Call:  Hershman

2. Sub-committee reports:

a. IT Review update:  Coakley, Cardwell, and Desbois 

The IT review document was sent in December and posted for review.

Page 9 – Summary and recommendations:

Where are we and where do we go now?  The funding level this year is $350,000.  After looking at ZedX rate last year ($250,000) it was felt that $350,000 would work for this year along with other subsidies.  The NRI grant had been subsidized for some IT components and that justified increasing another $100,000.

What is the time period this covers?  October 1, 2007 – September 2008 was budgeted for this cycle and the same is expected for 2008-2009.

This is not fully RMA now and is supplemented from other sources.  New projects take additional IT expenses into account and extra funds are attached with each new project.  

The question was raised about the budget on page 21; it shows a larger budget than described. Cardwell said the current budget was negotiated back to $350,000.  Desbois– he felt that Zedx did a good job technically (IT), but did not have a good handle on costs associated with the different tasks. This exercise has caused them to look at their cost structure.  The $450,000 on page had a built in hedge and it was recommended to scale back since new projects would have a budget for IT.  What is the indirect cost being paid?  Cardwell said it was 10% with ZedX.  

On page 6 – to build component on -

RFA committee needs to put, for example, how much it will cost to connect new components to the ipmPIPE.  Someone needs to list minimum criteria on level of security needed for new components that are coming in with their own IT shop, but desire to hook up to the ipmPIPE.  ZedX has been good at safe guarding and showed evidence of excellent security. The specifics are spelled out in the report.  

The PIPE as is right now is completely open and anyone could copy what is there. But there are proprietary aspects that could not be copied.  Should new component sites have the same look and feel as the current site?  This aspect needs to be reviewed from a communicator’s point of view.  Is this a job for Rajotte’s Communication Needs Committee.  

Funding through September 2009? – the IT review team said they were comfortable with relationship at this point until then. Desbois indicates that ZedX IT capabilities and protocols were properly reviewed by APHIS and that there was an in-depth security review.  There have been no security incidences so far.  The question was asked if ZedX contracting with APHIS for other projects?  Royer said he would have to check on that.  

UPDATE:  Royer checked and APHIS does have has a cooperative agreement with NCSU related to NAPPFAST, and NCSU in turn has an arrangement with ZedX in partial support of it.

RFA – you have to pay at certain amounts for IT support. Were the applicants left to negotiate with ZedX about IT rates?  Yes.  What about maintenance cost?  How projects would be maintained after pilot funding?  Ayers indicated that the RFA required applicants to detail how there IT needs and other costs would be sustained beyond the initial developmental period.

There was discussion about the strategic decision that needs to be made for the SC to stick with ZedX or open the ipmPIPE to any and all IT vendors.  Desbois advised we need make this decision over the next 9 months.  This, of course, is a major decision and we need to have an extended discussion on this during the April SC meeting in DC. In the near future we need to make a business decision to either cultivate a more or less exclusive relationship with ZedX or open things up. We need to consider the consequences associated with either decision.  We will face time and money constraints, if we open things up – pretty substantial cost up front.  Infrastructure investment has already has already been made. If we open things up to other vendors the initial upfront cost could be as high as $1 million.

We should ask for documents on design and other components. Cardwell gave a description of contractual agreements. List of deliverables, and the negotiated price for same deliverables ($350K). Those can be found in the IT review report.

The decision was made to table further discussion until the April meeting.  Maybe do a communication and functionality survey of ipmPIPE website from an end-user perspective.

In the meantime, we need to push ZedX to give us as much documentation as they are willing/able to give. Make effort to accumulate as much information as possible in time for the April meeting.  Coakley, Desbois and Cardwell will spearhead this; Sue Ratcliffe agreed to be added to list to help.

b. ECOP/ESCOP and the ipmPIPE:  Rajotte

What message do we wish to carry forward to ECOP/ESCOP during upcoming meeting on March 27?  Rajotte and Zalom said they need a very short description of the ipmPIPE to put into a report to send out before the meeting.  Progress and success of the ipmPIPE; this is our chance to inform them.  PowerPoint is being worked on.  Subcommittees need to write a couple of paragraphs in the report to ECOP/ESCOP.  An ipmPIPE brochure is needed.  Is this something the Communication and Outreach Committee is working on? Hershman is developing a powerpoint with script for an on-line presentation for the Plant Management Network. He plans on having it done by the end of Feb and this could serve as a basis for a brochure. Hershman will send Draper the powerpoint  and the script for use.   It could also be cut down as needed to make it shorter and  more to the point. The original will be about 45 minutes long, but Zalom needs one that would be about 15 minutes max. 

We ultimately need to create a base document with how ipmPIPE benefits Land Grant Institutions and Extension .  Anyone with insight into how the ipmPIPE has benefitted ipm, Land Grants, and/or Extension was asked to send key bullets to Rajotte who agreed to summarize them in time for the March 27 meeting.  We need to come up with how this has helped Land Grant Universities.  Several of us can work on a paragraph on how it has helped Land Grant Universities.

c. Budget : Cardwell

Cardwell has had two strategic planning meetings with VanKirk to plan an ipmPIPE  summit.  They are trying to get a date in late March but haven’t worked out date or tentative agenda.  There was discussion that the Certified Crop Advisors need be represented at the summit. It was decided that someone like Growmark’s Kevin Black would be ideal. Other names were suggested and several names may be needed due to the lateness of the meeting notice and the fact that March is a busy time for CCAs. There was some discussion that some of the attendees of the summit might need to have their expenses paid to attend the meeting. Some money may be available for a small number to travel.  Coble:  the Southern IPM Center may have some funding.  Lavender will get back with Cardwell and VanKirk with name about who is willing and able to represent the interests of CCAs at the summit.

d. RFA Update:  Ayers

John indicated the RFA Grants Panel met in St. Louis and that two proposals out of fourteen were approved for funding.  The successful ones have been contacted and accepted and will be announced soon.  The authors of unsuccessful projects are being contacted.  There were three or four more that would have been funded with no questions at all if the funds had been available, but it would have been 3.5 million to do all and there just wasn’t enough money.  

It was brought out that a paragraph in the draft minutes from the January SC teleconference was incorrect in saying that the SC was going to review the successful proposals and make the final funding decision.  The fact is that the Executive Committee was only going to discuss the proposals that were recommended for funding by the Grants Panel, but the final decisions to fund or not was left to the panel.  In fact, the EC did this the day after the Grants Panel made its funding decisions.  Hershman thanked Ayers for all his hard and excellent work on developing the RFA and managing the Grant’s Panel.  Hershman indicated that Ayers did an outstanding job and was to be commended for his efforts.  

Ayers reported he will have more details and list of award winners after checking with winners.  Until the subcontracts are awarded, it is really up to the project PIs to decide on public notification that their projects were funded. At the appropriate time, it may be good for us do a news release on the results of the RFA awards.  This would also allow us to inform stakeholders about our strategic planning process.  

e. Data Sharing – Draper

Met yesterday with Royer& Baker about issues on individual access concern for all data users. About to have policy ready to distribute. Individuals need to meet for one final time to tie up loose ends. Will have ready by next meeting.

3. Misc:  Minutes had some problems so they cannot be approved at this time. Hershman and Ayers will make necessary updates and send to SC for comment and final approval (via e-mail).

The next meeting will be April 15 & 16 in Washington, DC.  There WILL NOT be an SC teleconference in March.  Too many of the committee members won’t be available to meet in March, so we will just wait until our face-to-face meeting in April.  By way of a reminder, The Executive Committee will meet at the Waterfront Building in Washington DC on April 14 in the afternoon.  The full SC will meeting in the same building for a full day on April 15 and we will finish at about 3:00 pm on April 16. 

Thanks to Ms Christi Forsythe for taking the minutes in Ms Hallberg’s absence.

