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IPM PIPE STEERING COMMITTEE

August 16, 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

There were 16 participants in the meeting:

	· Marty Draper, Host

· Heyward Baker

· Glenn Bowers

· Kitty  Cardwell

· Stella Coakley 

· Harold Coble

· Eileen Cullen

· Don Hershman
	· Conrad Lavender 

· Rick Melnicoe 

· David Nelson 

· Ed Rajotte

· Susan Ratcliffe 

· Ed Ready

· Jim Van Kirk

· Gail Wisler


Vision and mission

The draft vision and mission discussed were:

· Vision:  The PIPE contributes to maximized economic return, social welfare and environmental stewardship through integrated pest management.

· Mission:  The PIPE is a dynamic, integrated, national system facilitated by information technology that educates and provides information to IPM users to make informed decisions.
Feedback and discussion on the vision and mission for the IPM PIPE were:

· How we refer to the organization

· We have agreed that the formal name of this activity is "The IPM PIPE" rather than just "PIPE"; this change needs to be made.

· It should be ipmPIPE to match the logo.

· I disagree with the comment on lower case IPM.  That was for the logo only.

· For branding purposes, any way to make a name unique will help. We should use ipmPIPE.

· Vision

· Are we sure we want to have "maximized" as a modifier of economic returns when we have no modifier for social welfare or environmental stewardship?

· I think “maximized” modifies all three of them.

· What about “economic profitability” rather than “economic return”?

· I suggest improved economic efficiency, social welfare and environmental stewardship.

· What about “PIPE contributes to profitability, improved social welfare, and promotes environmental stewardship through improved ipm utility_______”?

· Do we need a verb after "through"?

· Mission

· I would suggest the word coordinated instead of integrated in the mission.

The response to a poll on support for the intent of the vision and mission:

· I support the vision and revised mission -- 16 

· I have reservations about the vision and revised mission -- None

· I cannot support the vision and revised mission -- None

Five-year goal with related impact indicators

Draft goal discussed:

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

Feedback and discussion on the five-year goal with indicators that it is being accomplished:

· About the goal itself

· There are three "components" so far  - SBR in soy, other legumes, and soy aphid.

· Do we run the risk of forcing crop/pest combinations if we set a number to be met?

· I think there are enough combinations out there that we will not have to force it.

· I suggest, "There are "multiple" or "numerous" components.”

· Should the goal relate to the type of response rather than a number of components?  Are we not concerned about the ipmPIPE being responsive to integrated pest management needs whatever they might be?

· Can we say that we continue to grow the ipmPIPE as appropriate, without stating numbers?

· We need to set the goal based on the success of the components rather than the number of components.

· Related to, “There is stable and relatively small support for core infrastructure of the PIPE.”

· Take 'relatively small’ out; use adequate.

· Or "appropriate.”

· Related to, “Several components across a broad commodity base of the PIPE are fully established and have their own sustainable funding.”

· For point two, consider: "Several components across a broad commodity base are fully established, being regularly utilized, and have their own sustainable funding.”

· Related to, “There are developmental components that have short-term government support.”

· If we intend for the support to be all or at least primarily from government funding, we should state that. 

· Sources of expected dedicated funding (from where) may be important to define.

· What others sources might be expected? 

· Other possible sources mentioned are user fees, advertising, grower organizations (as now with sbr).

· Government support is fine, but we probably should promote funding from industry to ensure buy-in.

· We should ask Congress to establish a line in the USDA budget to support ipmPIPE.

· Related to, “An education system is in place that can rapidly respond to new components.”

· Change "respond" to "adapt" or "incorporate."

· I agree.

· I like “incorporate.”

· I also agree with that point.

· Maybe “accommodate other systems”?

· Like plug ins?

· Related to, “Insurance best practices are in line with IPM best practices.”

· Expand insurance issue to include NRCS, specialty crop programs and other regulations and programs affecting agriculture.

· Related to, “The PIPE makes Extension look good.  It is more effective and highly appreciated. PIPE is an integral and integrated part of Extension programming.”

· "It is more effective and highly appreciated" than what?

· Than it is now.

· Related to, “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.).”

· '..a lot of human resource' means there is an assumption that the 'technologies' will be efficacious.

· These top two sentences should be reversed and "for example" should be the start of the second sentence.

· I believe what we have is a structured delivery system for IPM with a national scope.  Once the infrastructure is sound, you can plug in any number of components based on the need or the threat.  I believe that the number was tied strictly to funding; therefore, it misses the mark to protect and enhance the infrastructure or the delivery system.

The response to a poll on number of established components as a target, if there is a target number as part of the goal:

· Three components -- None

· Five components -- 12

· Eight components – 3

· Other (cannot support having a target number) -- 1

The response to a poll on whether participants would prefer to have the five-year goal stated as a target number of components or reworked entirely as a goal that gets at the ipmPIPE’s success in responding to what needs to be responded to.

· Target number -- 6

· Success in responding – 10

Two-year goal with related impact indicators
Draft discussed:

· 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).

Feedback and discussion on the two-year goal:

· To clarify, 'valued commodity' means high $$, not necessarily large acreage.

· Managing uncertainty is important.  Uncertainty exists in the case of a new disease, or one that is environmentally driven.

· This should focus on selling the ipmPIPE to end users with success of SBR etc.

· Do we need an interim goal?  I think we do.

· "Large acres" should be "large acreage.”  I don't know what "diverse coverage" is.

· The two-year goal should be related to assessing how the IPM PIPE is being utilized by others besides Extension and research.

· Is it acceptance, use and value to end users or stakeholders?

· If we set our goals based on success rather than numbers, a two-year goal would be to have a way to measure that.

· What about 2 components?

· Developmental works for me.  I think we need to be careful on what we bite off. 

The response to a poll on number of added components as a target, if there is a target number as part of the goal:

· One new component -- 5

· Two new components -- 7

· 2-1/2 new components  – 1

· Three new components  – 2

· Can’t support a target number – 1

Five-year outputs
The draft five-year outputs discussed were:

1. Governance mechanisms are functioning systematically and openly.

2. Successful education and outreach programs are implemented.

3. A dynamic IT platform is functioning.

4. A communications and PR campaign is successful.

5. Validated, useful science is being employed in the PIPE.

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

7. The system is financially sustainable.

8. Productive partnerships are established for each piece of the PIPE.

Feedback and discussion on the five-year outputs:

· Number 7

· It also needs to be human resource sustainable.

· Is that part of the system?

· It could be just 'resource sustainable.'

· We could say that the system is resource sustainable.

· I agree with the comment that in-kind human resources to make a component work are sustainable.

· Number 8

· This could be more expansive on partnerships (public, private, etc).

· Adoption is essential.

· Where are the growers in this?

· Why do we not see adoption by the user community in the outputs?

· I agree -- this is needed to make it work.

· We have not talked enough about how we will evaluate the adoption and use by those who we expect to use the IPM PIPE system; we also need to develop a shared phraseology about the various stages of development, adoption. That might help with whether or how we set the number of operating systems we expect (or don't necessarily state).

The response to a poll on number of added components as a target, if there is a target number as part of the goal:

· I can support these eight outputs – 14 

· I cannot support one or more of these outputs – None

Note:  Two people had left the meeting at this point.

Assessment of using the Breeze meeting
The response to a poll on whether Breeze is a useful tool that might be used again in the future:

· Yes -- 14

· No -- None

Note:  Two people had left the meeting at this point.

