ipmPIPE Steering Committee Report

Tuesday April 7&8, 2009

Welcome, Introductions and Q&A’s, Jim VanKirk
Attendees: Jim VanKirk; Kevin Black; Meryl Broussard; Blain Viator; Todd Scholz; Gail Wisler; Ed Ready; Rick Melnicoe; Frank Zalom; Eileen Cullen; Liz Ley; Glen Bowers; Don Hershman; Colin Wanslay; Benjamin Smallwood; John Ayres; Stella Coakley; Marty Draper; Kitty Cardwell

Welcome, Meryl Broussard
Welcome…Transitioning to National Institute of Food and Agriculture.Implementing many Farm Bill mandates. Received 09 Budget, level funding with a few bumps here and there. Nothing yet on 2010 budget…Farm Bill mandated establishment of REEO office and Chief Scientist for USDA…Also presidential appointee to head agency…Have a nominee for Deputy Secretary (Kathleen Merrigan), not yet confirmed. Funding authorities and legislative authorities will transition to new Institute. New funding as well (SCRI, new ranchers, bio energy). 

Q: Any stimulus package money to CSREES? A: Did not receive any.

Q: When will the President’s budget be released? A: Hopefully in the next few weeks.

Q: This group has talked about getting into Kathleen Merrigan’s office to pitch ipmPIPE, have a few contacts with her office. Any advice for getting our message as high in the department as possible?

A: Have to keep saying things over again. Make sure Deputy Secretary is confirmed before planning interactions. Get the word out and continue to tell story. As soon as we get new director, they will need to be briefed. As soon as Deputy Secretary is confirmed, will need to be briefed. Important to convey programs to new administration.

Q: We have many people on this committee that are not government employees that will be prepared to be involved in this briefing. Is there an official start date for the new Institute? A: By October 1. Have teams working on the vision, structure, etc. Lots of internal discussion, solicited public comment.

Q: Can CSREES change RFA deadline to 5pm local time instead of 5pm 

EST? Creates undue burden on submitter.

A: Not a legislative issue. Have discussed moving deadline back, we understand issues and will continue that discussion and take comments into consideration.

Pending Legume/Onion SCRI proposal request

Eileen Cullen: SCRI proposal is being submitted to establish legumePIPE and onionPIPE. Would we be willing to write letter of support and serve as advisory committee? Jim VanKirk is PI (possible conflict of interest as SC chair, thus Eileen leads the discussion). After considerable discussion the SC agreed to draft a letter of support for this project, also offering to serve as a stakeholder advisory committee. Support for other PIPE-like projects will be decided on a case-by-case basis if requests are received.

The following text was used in a letter transmitted from chair-elect Eileen Cullen to Jim VanKirk:

On behalf of the national ipmPIPE Steering Committee, I am writing in support of your proposal titled “Specialty Crops ipmPIPE: Legumes and Onion”. The mission of the ipmPIPE is to realize a dynamic, integrated national system facilitated by information technology that provides centralized, useful tools with reliable information for IPM practitioners. Our vision is to develop the ipmPIPE to help maximize economic returns, and improve social welfare and environmental health by promotion of efficient and coordinated IPM decision support systems. During its meeting today the Steering Committee came to consensus that we will interface with the project in the capacity of an advisory board.

For the record, USDA-CSREES members of the Steering Committee recused themselves during discussion of this letter, but a quorum was still present. I am chair-elect of the ipmPIPE Steering Committee and am writing this to you as the Project Director of the proposal in question.

Travel and Expense Protocol, John Ayres provided forms and explained PSU reimbursement procedures for this meeting.
FY 2009 and FY 2010 Budget Briefing, Jim VanKirk and Marty Draper
· 2007 grant had $110,000 unspent by subcontractors. These funds will be redirected to support IT and programming – ZedX and Isard. These will be new contracts, to be completed prior to the grant termination Sept. 2009

· 2008 grant funds are being reconfigured with support of the NCERA 208 committee on soybean rust to direct funds where they are most needed – state level monitoring in Tier 1 and Tier 2 as well at IT and other infrastructure

· Most Gulf Coast states (Tier 1) are have sufficient carryover and are extended, allowed to spend through 2009 season. Exceptions TX has turned back some funds, and MS has few reserves but will use funding from state grower associations. LA gets a small increase. Many Tier 3 (northern-most) states have agreed to turn back funds and to use a “be prepared” approach. Tier 2 (in the middle) states will receive some increases.

· Soybean aphid: state subcontracts from 2008 grant will be increased to allow for state efforts through the 2009 season as requested by the SA group (S1010). 

· (New) Soybean Check-off funds of $374,000 will be distributed primarily to Tier 2 and Tier 1 states.

· New (fy2009) RMA funding: $500,000 less 10% CSREES indirect. Will be distributed for continued legume PIPE, soybean aphid enhancement, IT (ZedX) and programming (Isard), SC support and related items. 

Q: Confused on what timeframe we’re operating on. How long are bills covered and until when? Where are we in grand scheme? A: Covered definitely until Dec 31st
Q: Any word on line items in President’s budget? Any word on ZedX and DOD? A: Don’t know any more details.

Q: Does a new President get information from existing USDA bureaucracy to put into budget? A: In past, based on skeleton budget. We’re in complete dark what’s coming in April.

Social Networks & Communication Planning, Jennifer Martin
MD: As we think about new ways to engage new audiences.. Jennifer Martin is CSREES liaison regarding use of social media to stretch our communications. We need to start talking about developing a plan for our communications activities. 

Web 1.0 vs Web 2.0. The old who what when where why how questions are now transformed to POST (People, Objective, Strategy, Technology)

· People: Who is your audience?

· Objectives: What do you want to achieve? (Increased engagement with stakeholders, share body of knowledge)

· Strategy: How do you engage? 

· Technology: What technology to use? (creating, connecting, collaborating, reacting to each other, organizing content, accelerate consumption)

Having a plan is key

ipmPIPE blog (http://ipmpipe.wordpress.com) has been started as a trial run. 

Discussion: 

Q: How do we get people to this site and how do we encourage feedback? A:  We have email listserves, own websites, ipmPIPE blog, RSS feed

· Last thing we want is USDA having to approve all content. This is not a USDA blog, it’s a PIPE blog. 

· Where to go next? Start small, get leadership on board

· Social media technology (blogs, twitter, facebook, wikis, RSS) 

· Twitter and agriculture; i.e. news feeds, scrolls, short and sweet, pest alerts

Q Any demographics on who’s using social media? How many farmers are using social media? A: Average Age: Facebook User = 36yr; Farmer = 56yr; Congressional Staffer?

Comments: 

· Not who is our audience, who is our potential audience? 

· Need to talk to our audience, to farmers, and “demystify” social media and new technology. What is twitter? What is facebook? Need brief introduction so it’s not so scary for new users.

· Twitter is a push technology, will push issue out to stakeholders.

· Cross promotion is key (link to twitter from blog; link to blog from website, etc.)

· Not only how do we reach out to farmers, but how do we reach out to more people like those in this room? Taxpayers, those that can influence policy, land grant universities

· RSS feeds (push technology) easy way to keep up with news updates

· CSREES has many RSS feeds (topics, programs, news, impacts) RSS Readers (Google, Yahoo, AOL)

· CSREES on Facebook, Twitter (USDA_CSREES), YouTube, RSS

· Facebook video quality is higher than YouTube

Wiki = user created content (wikipedia, PBwiki) good for collaborative projects

Social Media Tips for Success
· Remember to be a real person (you’re talking to real people)

· Can be spontaneous

· Be authentic and transparent

· Use the channel to build trust, interest, awareness and enthusiasm

· Read several blogs, twitter, etc to see how other are using that medium before you begin

· Keep it simple and focused

· Show passion/authority

· Don’t be afraid of feedback

· Be accessible and consistent (posting at least 3 times a week)

Cereal Rust Update, Erick DeWolf: Updates on stem rust, PIPE-like projects, education projects
1) Surveillance and monitoring of cereal rust; USDA-ARS labs have been monitoring cereal rust for 40 years (wheat, grasses). Monitoring changes in rates, surveys of commercial fields, follow same route every year

Workshop in July (08? Coming in 09?)(critical issues proposal funded? Proposed?); evaluating USDA’s work and propose how land grants can plug into this work with cereal rust labs as well

Potential ways to enhance system? Need to continue to work with ARS labs to continue surveys. Additional monitoring needed early in the growing season (when growers are scouting in the fields).  Expand USDA-ARS lab work to expand trap plots in southern United States in highly susceptible areas.

Info from surveillance will be distributed via listservs and posted on web (raw form)

Cereal disease lab produces biweekly bulletins that they put out as well

Q: Blain Viator. NAICC and others in private sector represent a large contingent of agronomists that work in wheat in US, Europe, Canada. Public tracking system necessary for rust – didn’t have reliable way to predict when rust would be hitting their areas

A: Not uncommon. Takes time to develop momentum for this type of information sharing system. CDL in Minnesota

Q: One large bottleneck – do you forsee that once a reliable PCR system is developed, individual labs are developed so not all going through single lab in MN?

A: Right now, this information is not transportable to other labs. Goal of this project is to get these diagnostic tools to diagnostic labs in other parts of the country to avoid this bottleneck. Training is essential as well. Encourage cooperators to follow protocol. 

MD: (who is) Developing SOP for UG99

Q: Do you envision there ever to be a direct link to ipmPIPE?

A: It’s quite possible. Build infrastructure and get everyone to communicate. 

Q: I understand molecular test is quite involved (APHIS). Will APHIS take same role for soybean rust when UG99 comes in regarding diagnostic labs?

A: Don’t think APHIS sees its role as prominent as soybean rust. They want ARS to take the lead on this one (cereal rust). This is not regulatable organism. One important difference is that stem rust is an epidemic pathogen

Q: What was final outcome of planting differentiating cultivars?

A: Plant susceptible varieties; monitor commercial varieties that are resistant

2) Education Plan

Multistate committees able to come together to submit to EIPM program. Here is their paln?
· Education tools (fact sheets) to address identification and management of stem rust in U.S.; tri-fold sheets to fit in glove boxes to aid growers in correctly identifying rusts

· Avoid unnecessary alarm and sample processing

· Management publication to address practical questions that growers have; timeline is short (done by end of year/winter meeting = October); 100,000 copies printed at KState to be distributed; able to be customized by region/state

Q: Real time visualization of map that shows where rust is and where it’s going. Additional reporting into system that haven’t previously contributed. Have these two pieces been discussed?

A: Visualization has been discussed, would like to develop this interface. Reluctant to push ahead without solid CDL leadership. Also stakeholder workshops needed. Want to get crop consultant groups involved as well, would add a lot to monitoring efforts.

Q: Concern that it will take UG99 to show up on doorstep before institute something like ipmPIPE.

A: My hope that it will happen ahead of time. Already rusts now to be monitored, information extremely valuable to producers and stakeholders. Matter of how to best capture and display that information. It’s possible to do it ahead of time. Hopefully this summer and winter we’ll continue to make in roads. Don’t know when it’s going to show up (how much time is there?) 

Soybean Aphid PIPE Update, Eileen Cullen
Coordinate Soybean PIPE (19 states)

All but 2 states are participating in 2009 (not NE)

All states operating at $5-$6k

Don’t get started until late vegetated stage (North Central region)

Status Quo, notify everyone of any problems

Budget is set

Soybean Aphid IPM work preceded PIPE

2 new projects – SBA biological control project & economic thresholds; screen lines and re-evaluate host resistance

Q: Do some start counting on seedlings and others on mature plants? Wouldn’t infestation be more problematic on seedlings? A: Depends if reaches threshold. National protocol indicates late June as typical scouting phase. 

Q: Any cross talk with legume virus and soybean? A: No real cross talk btw multistates. 

Q: Anyone have a realistic idea of 2009 aphid populations? A Some people say odd years are aphid years; higher fall numbers, higher overwintering population, higher population next year. There will be aphids this year, and you will have to scout so know where they are. 

Q: Parasitic wasps? Parasitic wasp, exotic from East Asia. 7 releases (2nd year of caged release); mummify the SBA; don’t know where they overwinter

Wisconsin Soybean Marketing Board funded aphid traps (applicant for PIPE grant)

Q: What’s protocol for economic threshold? A: Average of 250 aphids per plant (20-30 plants per field); Sweeps don’t work for SBA; whole plant counts; WI is #1 snap bean state – different survey protocol

Q: Quantify value of PIPE for SBA management? A: RAMP grant from MSU estimated that 2003-2013 savings of $2.2 billion

Q: What about resources (i.e. soil)? What about systems sustainability? Short changing ourselves talking just about production

Comment: Any kind of data is important; environmental/economic benefits – huge; IPM always under fire for funding

Comment: IPM whole farming; IPM shouldn’t just be a niche; everyone’s talking about air quality and water quality – can take to Congress and get the value of that

Soybean Rust Update, Don Hershman

5th year of monitoring; main thing is to keep people engaged (not a problem there); gulf coast states continued overwinter monitoring as usual (TX, LA, AL, MS, FL); shut down phone calls in Dec-Feb (didn’t meet as a group, but still had listserv); future of SBR monitoring is efficiency and resource management; picked back up on March 1; meeting every other week

St. Louis Meeting and funding issue ($ wasn’t specifically supporting SBR); future problems lie in funding; RMA $ used to fund large number of states monitoring for SBR; some states in Midwest getting local commodity $

Advisory aspect of this committee…this group has provided advisory function (not going to escape that)

Nov Meeting – funding in flux (Tier 1,2,3); Tier 3 – discussing minimum they need to do to take and spend $8k; proposal outlines 5 plots (mobile sites) if SBR risk is significant; most likely combo of static plots with ad hoc mobile sites, if not significant risk in NY&PA, will address that with sampling; middle of the country and deep south – using 2008 $ and commodity $ to continue to monitor

General sense that current system is not sustainable; challenges in maintaining systems because of funding and need for people; is there another mechanism aside from human observation? Spore trapping? Displace or supplement what doing in the field. Short term, will continue with human monitoring, always will be need for ground trooping. 

Need to start thinking about 2010, piggy bank will be broke in 2010 (no more federal $); southern states won’t have funds needed to maintain scouting efforts (may be able to get some commodity $). How do we move forward? Steering committee should start these discussions. 

Discussion: The committee had a lengthy but unresolved discussion on the value of modeling, prospects for sustainable funding, and other related issues.

Pecan ipmPIPE Update, Marvin Harris
S1017 cooperators are all on board, recruiting cooperators, building list (almost completed) Producer Advisory Board in place; provisioning cooperators with traps and lures and protocols; IT platform being finalized (bedrock platform)

Pecan scientist meeting in Ardmore, OK May 27-29 (half day devoted to pecan ipmPIPE); ideal opportunity to discus breadth of professionals working in industry

http://pecan.ipmpip.org “Beltwide Pecan ipmPIPE”

Pecan IPM Toolbox (nine categories listed) can be updated by regional folks; need bedrock site up before ability to update regionally

Consider what role USDA wants to play when building platform (they’ve shown interest)

Pecan Nut Casebearer Prediction Map: shows current status of cooperating locations in pecan growing states; ability to search by zip code and pull up local details; displays decision windows (imminent, active, passed) to allow growers to assess if sampling/treatment is needed; fully navigatable map system; any producer in region should be able to find trapping location analogous to their region; cooperators will communicate at least 3x week by email; data consolidated, posted and analyzed on web; should have 10 day lead time; calendar at bottom of page will be removed; data will be conserved in order to pull up previous years; private site contains bio fixes and archived information; also collect other information such as when outbreak occurred, when treated, what’s cropload (whole lot of data collected that’s not visible on the map); deliverable that will be valuable to producers; stakeholder groups have formed around this issue; pecan growers elected new president; ability to link to wunderground for weather component as well (FL & OK have weather ag networks)

Q: What plans do you have to document impacts? A: Focused on getting deliverable polished, have solid tracking information that’s already in place. Can track who is querying the site, how long stayed, where visited, what downloaded. Also questionnaire will be solicited to site users

Q: Can you collect data on what types of inputs growers are using to determine good practices? A; Collected input from stakeholder surveys (high response rate of 35%); solid baseline data is then analyzed and published; surveys done every 5 years or so; everyone wants to know impacts (surveys expensive to conduct)

Cooperators with Mexican PIPE as well (Kitty Cardwell to visit with in Raleigh, NC)

Looking at genetics to pheromone dilemmaj (huh?)
Cucurbit CDM-PIPE Update, Wendy Britton & Peter Ojiambo
New additions for http://cdm.ipmpipe.org:

New banner

Beginning of season survey, also End of Season survey (measure impacts)

New reporting sheet

Interesting links updated

Updated Cucurbit Acreage maps (2007 USDA Ag Census)

Updated “How to Read the Forecasts” section

New data management console and confirmer list (http://www.nc-climate.ncsu.edu/cucurbit/moderate/index.php) printable reports available

Coming soon to CDM ipmPIPE…

Server being moved to NCSU State Climate office (will be more user friendly)

New and improved interactive map (colors appropriate for colorblind users to be able to distinguish differences btw colors; google based; automatically populate new outbreak reports based on approved confirmer list; “scouted but not found” for sentinel plots)

· Legend includes <7 days, >7 days, No Longer Found, Scouted But Not Found

· Includes list of counties with Downy Mildew

· Can obtain further details per country on outbreak, host plants

State climate office and ZedX currently working on direct feed of data

Continue working towards automated alert system

SC: What piece is ZedX working on? What piece are you working on?

Wendy Britton is coordinator for ipmPIPE

ZedX works on restricted website (looks like soybean and legume component)

State Climate Office’s role is to fix public website (estab. 1996 @ NC State); Also work out new maps; working closely with ZedX to make sure websites are in synch

Information Technology Update, Stella Coakley
Background on relationship with ZedX See summary handout appended below.

ZedX came to conclusion that they were provided more services than being paid for (see handout with break out figures)

2008 bill from ZedX is $200k

Michel Desbois, on Annual Leave this week, will meet with SC in a future monthly conference call. :

Questions we should be asking ourselves:

· Do we have enough detail to establish what we need from a system?

· What do we need from an IT service? 

· Things are being done that mirror what have been done before – do we need closed and open pieces for linked systems?

· What are the real costs of adding or maintaining components?

If we’re going to have a national system that addresses what we’ve discussed, must keep options open. Funding for the long term is always an issue. 

Q: What’s the cost associated with link between the Pecan PIPE and ipmPIPE?A: Portal for any approved PIPE piece. 

Comments: 

· Pecan and Cucurbit give us hope – add further links; what servers are hosting the various ipmPIPEs (will want some ownership/mirroring); going back to Jennifer’s presentation, there are certain technologies that don’t cost money (blogs, wiki’s)

· CoRFA said must find way to link with current platform or create own. Everything doesn’t have to look the same. ZedX site is an idea. Cucurbit, Legumes, etc. are tying people/states together. ZedX isn’t the only one doing this kind of thing, small part of the picture. 

· May be big mistake to build everything upon ZedX.

· ipmPIPE is improving the decision making process, these sorts of things going on all around the country. Neat that this is happening but different models and weather systems out there. Propose that PIPE points to other things that are out there. 

· Idea of having user tools in a common platform (i.e. weather data). This type of metadata should be basis for PIPE. Doesn’t have to all look the same.

Legume PIPE Update, Howard Schwartz & Marie Langham
Feature article will be published later this month in APS

3 Types of Legumes (Common Bean, Cool Season legumes, Warm Season legumes)

2007-2009 Sentinel Site Network in Western and Eastern Region

Collaboration with Canada growers as well

Legume Pests Sampling Groups for Common Bean (Group 1 = small lesions; Group 2 = foliar lesions and bacterial diseases; Group 3 = legume viruses; Group 4 = Insect Pests)

Legume Virus ipmPIPE

2 primary groups = TBIA and BCTV (transmitted by aphids, leaf cutters)

Bacterial Disease Complex, enhance diagnostics and lab approaches

Legume ipmPIPE interface and public website

Commodity Group Maps for different types of legume crops

Organism Maps for pest groups (includes bacterial diseases, viruses, pests)

2009 and Beyond and Pest Diagnostics Prioritized by Region (hope to provide more regionalized support)

Hope to also build on State Specific Information (get each state involved and interactive)

Developed other useful resources for legume ipmPIPE

Working with Bugwood Image collections to upload and link to images

Value of Forecast Ensemble to ipm? Need to take advantage of ensemble of weather systems and forecasting to better target regional differences

Working on proposed budget (working on bare bones structure – about 70%)

Working on SCRI that will provide much advance funding for legume and onion PIPE

Marie Langham: One of the other viruses working with, may be new strain out there. Would be significant finding for the PIPE as well as other diagnostic testing. 

Future Steering Committee Meeting, Jim VanKirk

Meetings cost anywhere from $9k-$15k, money available for another meeting

SC: Suggest another meeting in D.C. to utilize political connections that may do group some good; strategically plan for long-term (2011 and beyond) October/November?

HC: Would be great time to talk to Under Secretary and Director of National Institute, a mini Secretary Summit

GW: If planning to talk to administrators, need growers who have been impacted by ipmPIPE to promote program as well

Tentative Dates Proposed: Start: 
Tue Nov 17, 2009, 1:00 pm  Finish: Wed Nov 18, 2009 or Thu Nov 19, 2009

Southern Corn Rust proposal and State/Regional PIPEs, Marty Draper

How do we expand ipmPIPE from grassroots level?

Group planning to trace Southern Corn Rust in Southern states; have secured local funding to have ZedX host tracking site; not certain of funding for monitoring

New race of southern corn rust is problem in southern states

This could serve as sentinel plot for northern states

What are policy questions we have to answer? What performance standards need to be established in order to fall under ipmPIPE? Same with Pennsylvania PIPE

Comments and Questions:

· Q: Do you have model for corn rust? A: Don’t know, might just be tracking.They already have data; would just need to use our capabilities; seems more real and more in line with our mission than PA

· Also, it’s a multi-state project.

· Q: Is this an RMA interest? Would be an interest if sweet corn.

· Need objective criteria, otherwise accused of unfair treatment. Such as reasonable expectation of secured funding from year to year. Source of funding is another issue?

· Seems like this is something we should encourage that ipmPIPE is well suited for (multi-state, multi-region)

· Southern Corn Rust group is planning for this year

· Shouldn’t be requirement for ipmPIPE groups to use ZedX and we are not in position to increase our IT costs; individual groups will have to fund own bill

· What is our PIPE dream for funding? If increasing PIPE-entities without increasing funding, setting up for failure.

· Disagree. If infrastructure is in place, more users will decrease costs

· Can’t be monitoring every state every year (loss of interest)

· Problem we’ve run into is not knowing when to let go of projects that are past their relevance date; ideal situation is picking up and letting go of projects as needed

· We need backbone that includes shared IT costs so infrastructure is available to others – don’t have that right now, it’s proprietary.

· Also need promotion and communication to shared base infrastructure

· Need standard for live models and need for these models to become public domain; also any deliverables from federally funded project is in the public domain

· Does this issue go beyond SBR? 

· ZedX deliverables for ipmPIPE (see handout); 2 separate pieces – IT platform and modeling piece

· Concern is that we’re paying a lot for model and people don’t have confidence in that model

· Downside to not letting in other groups is that they’ll go set up their own PIPE. Do we want a competing system out there?

· Number of policies of what we can do legally regarding PII; anyone that comes in will have to agree to these policies; cooperative agreement may be necessary; rogue pipelet? What does it mean to be part of the PIPE? What elements need to be there for something to be considered part of the PIPE?

Motion (Zalom) to move forward with Marty’s suggestions (passed by consensus). Gail Wisler volunteers for liaison with Southern Corn Rust PIPE

What Defines/Differentiates the ipmPIPE and PIPE components?

Brainstorming exercise: what defines the PIPE? Results: 

· Pipette must submit to minimal standards and oversight by the ipmPIPE SC

· ipmPIPE components should 1) be related to IPM, 2) promise to bring value to “the field” in terms of improving environment, economics, social risk, and 3) bring value to society at large

· Real Time monitoring, detection, and geographic (GIS) and Reporting along with observations and commentary

· PIPE is providing tracking of an individual insect/pathogen

· What is PIPE? Integration of monitoring, modeling, mapping for public consumption. Unique: integrates many data sources, limited access to new data, and protects individual sites. NOT just a mapping system or just a weather forecast.

· We need to look at the RFA and the exercise are continued through Eileen Cullen. Link scouting/monitoring actuaries through a model that is used by growers to maximize production and minimize costs.

· Timely information

· Drag the RFA out

· What is PIPE? Ability to forecast to assist decision-making

· T. Roosevelt – “The greatest good, for the greatest number, for the greatest length of time” ipmPIPE should offer a collaborative means of managing pests and pathogens across multiple states or regions by utilizing the collective skills of a large number of specialists in the areas of monitoring, detection, prediction, and remediation while promoting and communicating the benefits of those efforts to the consumer and stakeholders. 

· Provide producers, consultants, and society some IPM BENEFITS/OUTCOMES, that they do not get without the PIPE at the local and regional level. We can scout fields and share info without PIPE.

· The PIPE is the infrastructure of information delivery to the end-user: producers and consultants. The infrastructure is an interchangeable shell of an outline delivery system that can be retrofit to any pest monitoring/modeling system. Funding for the components should be the responsibility of the component managers. USDA should provide long-term funding for the IT infrastructure that is then made available to the components.  

Subcommittee appointed to develop draft questions for consideration when adding a new ipmPIPE component. Ed Ready (Chair), Todd Scholz, Frank Zahem, John Ayres will form working group (report by next conference call)

APHIS concerns, Farm Bill Section 10201, Marty Draper
Directed through Farm Bill to request funding on annual basis. Education and Outreach funds ($100k) made available to CSREES regarding small farms and invasive pests. Allows us to use some funds for focus groups, work with first detectors

Q: Small farms involved in food or agricultural production? A: Good question. Believe just food production.

Q: What is the definition of small farm? A: Gross sales less than $250k

Multimillion dollar project – PIPE only has access to $100k ($12m authorized in 2009)

Q: What should we as a group do with this? A: Looking for direction. If anyone has ideas of where to put some of this funding regarding education and outreach and small farmers, open to ideas. 

SC: Training first detectors. Cucurbits, possibly?

Fits very well with first detector. Get NPDN and Sue Ratcliffe together to come up with a plan for how to use this funding

Education & Training, Standards in design, Marty Draper

Formed task force to lead training and standards in design (see where we’re at in a few months)

New promotional materials: ipmPIPE banner (on display at IPM Symposium)

Need something more engaging with graphics (see storyboard model); graphics may include photos of sentinel plots, data and risk maps, producer response photo; waiting for draft to review from graphic artist; feedback? Looking for volunteers to lead writing teams for brochures and materials – what should we highlight on banner? Liaisons from steering committee will facilitate pulling together groups by specialty (Kitty – legumes, Marty – cucurbits, Eileen – pecan)

What’s the timeline? 4-6 months. 

Comment: Possibly move deadline up for text development to July 1; August 1 banners completed. 

Photos must be cleared with Scott Elliot to make sure resolutions and qualification criteria are met

Comment: Possibility of displaying banner at APS meeting? NPDN has booth – if space available, may be able to display banner. Otherwise, pamphlet may be available

NAICC participation in monitoring, Blaine Viator

Annual Crawfish Boil; contacted key legislators; Board Members sat down with Saxby Chambliss (GA), Colin Peterson (MN); expressed concern for funding of ipmPIPE; met with LA delegation; meetings with National Cotton Council, ARA, Herb Kohl (WI) was out of town but very interested in ipm; got message out from stakeholder standpoint

Handout – “NAICC Involvement in the ipmPIPE program”

Handout – “Soybean Rust Monitoring: Draft Proposal for NAICC Involvement”

Reduce costs to implement program (costs associated with travel and vehicle are paid)

Draft protocol for how NAICC would conduct sentinel plots if asked to do it by growers (samples would still go through coordinators and extension agents)

Want to make clear that NAICC is not competing for funding with extension. 

Comments:

· If money runs out for ipmPIPE scouting, NAICC may be available to provide these services for a price

· In northern states, samples collected by volunteers. Money spent on shipping samples to DL. If payment required, not going to happen. Is there another group of people that can fill this role of sample collection? 

· Effort multiplies when you train others; provide organized template for how to conduct process; recommendation is train and education and get volunteer force in place

· Increase awareness of where to report findings to

· Suggest piloting this option; training programs already exist; process for accreditation? 

· SC should positively support efforts of NAICC because lots of quality eyes in the field – resolution?

· First detector training is heavy burden for NPDN; might have APHIS program in place to facilitate

· Some members doing research in Mexico and Canada to aid in citrus PIPE; also online membership list of NAICC

· Need resolution of support and make sure that everyone’s on same page regarding protocol and sampling

· Will mention on Monday call to spread word about NAICC involvement

· Possible webinars and training materials

· SC needs to communicate this support

· Plant sentinel plots on client fields free of charge; gain a lot of heads up knowledge

· It’s in our best interest to capture expertise because no one can do it alone. Needs to be part of our philosophy that we will fully support anyone conducting these efforts. 

· May be necessary in some cases to take IPM directly to grower

· Going back to Crawfish Boil – very impressive list of attendees. Senators on Ag Committee. Use this event as a model in the future.

Planning for 2010, Jim VanKirk

In agreement that we keep going, and continue our efforts? (yes)

Q: Who has been communicating with new administration to get ipmPIPE in President’s budget? A: Kitty and Marty usually work way up chain of command, but no one to talk to in new administration. Another letter going through system to raise this issue of funding.

Jennifer Martin: CSREES does press releases to senate and house ag committee members – take advantage of this opportunity to plug ipmPIPE

SC: Let’s think about planning and plugging in the forum for November (twitter)

BV: When growers get busy, forget to check website for updates; hope for alerts to be pushed to text messages so farmers are able to receive timely information

JVK: This group needs to outline specific steps we’d like CSREES partners to take. 

November Meeting: What happens between now and November?

MD: Secretary Summit happened because ipmPIPE was in President’s budget. Need another approach if not in budget. Two strategies.

Q: Additional costs involved? Aj: Minimal, should we pay expenses for stakeholders to come to summit? If available in budget. 

Suggestion: Need organizing group for either scenario. If in President’s budget, CSREES involved. If not, may have to move away from CSREES. Thumbs up or thumbs down? (everyone motions thumbs up)

Q: Are there glaring omissions to who should be invited to summit? A: Barley and Wheat; Citrus; Corn grower associations

Summit Planning subcommittee appointed: Marty Draper (government), Blaine Viator (private industry), Stella Coakley, Glen Bowers, Jim VanKirk, Eileen Cullen

Communications subcommittee: ad hoc, limited term: Jennifer Martin will lead with Zalom as “step in” chair if necessary: Kevin Black, Don Hershman, Frank Zalom Blaine Viator, Jim VanKirk, Liz Ley

Planning for 2010: Soybean Aphids, Eileen Cullen
When does something horizon and no longer need to be in PIPE? SBA is no longer emerging, more naturalized.  SBA doesn’t really fit into invasive pests to American agriculture (Farm Bill) Are we just monitoring now? Is there a true value in the aphid PIPE? Would this create room for other high priority pests and diseases (southern corn rust)

Comments: 

· Need reasons to join as well as reasons to drop out. Need to build this up front and allow things to gracefully exit. Infrastructure is still important to continue monitoring for emerging crisis 

· Is there a constituency that still sees this as a threat?

· Could also be adjusted geographically (threat in the north, not in the south, etc)

· What would the mechanism be in order to decide to move on to other pathogens and remain active in the PIPE?

· Communicate through S1049 SBA meeting to see informally what other members think or moving forward.

· What percentage of funds are check off funds? Not sure. That’s the answer.

· Just want to make sure capture value of process if group decides to leave.

· Key is that there is a natural progression with some projects, and some are longer term.

· What about visibility from website? Stakeholders may be looking for that information.

· Is there a role for government to provide this service, esp specialty crops and small farms? Hesitancy for monitoring because it’s not research. If extension funding is cut, no one to conduct early warning system. Federal role. Should be line item and one of ARS/CSREES responsibilities to ensure ipmPIPE in place in every state.

· Considering funding dilemma, potential agency long term commitment for those that benefit broadly. 

· Who benefits from the PIPE? Not only agricultural producers. EPA? FDA? Cannot pitch ipmPIPE as environmental initiative because then admitting that pesticides are tied to environmental damage. 

· Dennis Kopp’s presentation at IPM Symposium on future of ipm. 

· Check off funds and soybean board’s hesitancy to pay more because USDA is paying less; happy to be a partner, not eager to own the PIPE 

· Western states don’t see as many benefits to stakeholders. 

· This may change with the Specialty Crops Research Initiative; language in SCRI for PIPE like projects; would like to incorporate more western cropping systems; realize there’s been an imbalance and are working to correct that. 

Next call: Tuesday May 5th, 2:00 pm EST (Michel early in agenda)

Next meeting (tentative): Tentative Dates Proposed: Start: 
Tue Nov 17, 2009, 1:00 pm  Finish: Wed Nov 18, 2009 or Thu Nov 19, 2009

Appendix: IT handout from Stella Coakley:

Summary of Timeline/Activities of the Information Technology internal  conversations on the ipmPIPE

Prepared for the April 7-8, 2009 ipmPIPE Steering Committee (SC) meeting in WDC at the Waterfront

Notes from Stella Coakley  [Documents referenced have been previously shared with the SC]

April 2007: Steering Committee discussed the information available on the structure of the information technology (IT) component provided by ZedX Inc. and decided to seek additional information on its structure, degree of proprietary information, etc. 


Contract with ZedX Inc. covers 01/01/07-12/31/07; I page of Budget narrative for $ 259,000 and approximately ½ page of deliverables.

June 2007: ZedX (Joe Russo) was given the initial list of questions from the IT Ad hoc Committee  that resulted  from the April 2007 discussions of the SC;  Michel Desbois (CSREES Information Systems Technology Management Director) provided assistance in preparing these.

Late August 2007: Michel Desbois and Kitty Cardwell made a site visit to ZedX Inc.

Outcome was the “ipmPIPE Information Technology Review Report” dated 10-3-2007 and authored by Kitty and Michel. 

Discussed by the SC and at the April 2008 meeting, Stella, Michel and Kitty presented proposed next steps for defining the Information Technology support. (2 page summary)

Kitty requested additional information from ZedX Inc.;  that resulted in a document provided in November 2008  to the SC called “ipmPIPE Business Requirements and User Interfaces Documentation” .  This was distributed to the SC after the fall meeting but no comments were received on that document. 

Due to budgetary issues that arose last spring, and which continue, the effort to move forward the IT review was sidelined and an agreement was made that when/if funding base was again available that an in depth review would be important. 

Currently, the agreement  for 2009 is in Marty’s hands. It is has similar deliverables as in previous years but the cost is somewhat reduced ($ 200-210 K). Unlike previous years, funded through two different lines (Marty will explain).

From a conversation with Michel Desbois, the following points are made:

1. ZedX Inc., upon doing the work on the business plan, reached the conclusion that they were spending more on providing the IT than previously thought. They requested additional funds but due to budget crunch, were negotiated back. It appears that ZedX really doesn’t know what their real costs are; if one could untangle the many pieces, they may still be underestimating. However, it is noted that what we currently has is a cumulative product of substantial investment beyond that which went directly to ZedX Inc. Scott Isard received substantial funds for the modeling efforts and there remains a tight link between PSU and Zed X.

2. We should be asking ourselves whether we have enough detail in the Business documents. Michel believes we should ask:

a. Is there enough detail to establish exactly what it is that we need from the system? (The answer is “No”)

b. We should focus on what we need from the IT service (not what is currently available or that has evolved); it is unlikely that we would try to recreate everything that exists if we were starting over.

c. There are no science algorithms visible at present; 

d. System remains largely a black box and less well defined that desirable. Effectively, the IT has been outsourced to ZedX without any checks/balances to protect past or further investments.

e.  ZedX  Inc. continues to hold much of the contracted work as proprietary and it seems likely that they have marketed products off of the investment made by CSREES through Zed X (and perhaps Isard) to develop the IT backbone; this complex investment process may be  why they have been able to under cost their services. 

f. Framework overall for the IT system has not changed  in any substantial  way.

3. So where does that leave us? 

a. We have the first component added to the ipmPIPE that does not depend on ZedX Inc except as a link (Pecan PIPE---see other contributions on this at SC meeting. 

b. What are the real costs of adding and maintaining more components? Not clear.

c. Are these one time or recurring annual costs?

d. CSREES recently spent about 150K to get a 200 page review of e-gov at CSREES; Michel estimates that to get a credible external body to evaluate what we have and might want in the ipmPIPE could cost $ 100 K or more. The scope of the review would need careful evaluation.

e. Any review would require that someone write out the specifications of what the system needs to do…this requires someone who knows the system and what is possible.

4. As it stands, we continue to add more pieces to something that we do not own and for which much of the structure/background is proprietary. The system has never been openly bid nor has its current adequacy been evaluated by the users. 

5. Next steps: SC all

a. Schedule Michel to join us for a conference call, likely in June (Stella is out-of-country May 20-June 4)

b. Think long and hard about what today’s requirements are for a versatile/accessible system

c. Access to portable devices…. (Blaine has an example)

d. Explore other ways that similar systems work

	e. Example of the Western Working Group at Oregon State University in partnership with members in CA, WA, Utah.
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	for Agricultural, Pest Management, and Plant Biosecurity Decision Support in the US


http://pnwpest.org/wea/
Note from website: All data provided "as is" and users assume all risk in its use - see full disclaimer. All NWS derived data is not subject to copyright protection. This site hosted by the Integrated Plant Protection Center at Oregon State University with support from the USDA National Plant Diagnostic Network, The OSU Agricultural Experiment Station, various USDA CSREES grants, and USDA IPM Centers - Western Region. Climate map data provided by OSU PRISM Group, real-time public weather data provided by U. Utah Mesowest and various grower networks. 
This page on-line since April 5, 1996; last update Mar. 4, 2009
Contact Len Coop, OSU IPPC and Botany & Plant Pathology Dept. at coopl@science.oregonstate.edu or 541-737-5523 if you have any questions about this information.

Note that there are continuous changes/improvements made to this ongoing program.
