ipmPIPE Steering Committee
Monthly call, 5/5/07
1. Roll call and presence of a quorum established. Participants:

Glenn Bowers, Harold Coble, Ed Ready, Todd Scholz, Kevin Black, Eileen Cullen, Don Hershman, ,Ed Rajotte, Stella Coakley, Blaine Viator, Collin Wamsley, Ray Hammerschmidt, John Ayers, Rick Melnicoe, Jim VanKirk, Gail Wisler , Kitty Cardwell, Marty Draper, Heyward Baker, (guest) Michel Desbois

2. Encouragement to sign onto Yahoo group

All members are strongly encouraged to sign up for the Yahoo group ipmPIPE-SC.  This is a much better way to communicate with the entire committee than other existing methods, and will soon become the only method used by committee leadership. 

To start, use the following link. If you do not already have a Yahoo ID, you will have to sign up for one – it is easy and free. Once you get to the group sign-up site, be sure to fill out the fields asking HOW you want messages delivered (individually, daily digest, etc.) and most important WHERE you want messages delivered. Messages may be delivered to the account you routinely use, they need not be delivered to the Yahoo mail account.

Start here: http://groups.yahoo.com/group/ipmPIPE-SC/join 

Contact Marty Draper <mdraper@csrees.usda.gov> or Jim VanKirk <jim@sripmc.org> for assistance.
We have received one request for group membership from a person who is not part of the Steering Committee. Consensus that this vehicle is an in-house mechanism for SC members only. VanKirk will deny access and send an email explaining providing other websites where public information about the program can be found.
3. Review of report from April meeting

VanKirk has provided both a raw “minutes” document and a draft report document within the last couple of days. Please review the latter for content gaps and corrections and send feedback to him by Friday 5/08. He will provide a revised, reorganized and shorter meeting report for SC approval via email. Some members value the longer minutes document – this will be kept available, but will not be subject to formal approval. 
4. Review of IT issues – Stella Coakley and Michel Desbois

Desbois: The report supplied by Coakley (appended to April meeting report) is an accurate description of where we stand now in terms of expectations and deliverables from ZedX. It is probably as complete as we can reasonably provide now, however if asked to duplicate the ipmPIPE infrastructure now our current documentation would not be adequate. Trying to discern how things have been accomplished is not as valuable as thinking about the functionality –what it does.

Discussion (several individuals): 

· ipmPIPE has always struggled to define what is the “core”. Part of this derives from initial development built to suit one component, also the constant struggle to patch together funding on an ad-hoc basis has been an issue. If a funding opportunity happens by, we should be prepared with an outline functions and estimated costs of what we need – something we have not been able to do well in the past.

· One approach: develop a “provisional RFA”. If we have funds for infrastructure support, what would our bid specs look like? Conversation focused first on the scientists leading the current PIPE components (Harris pecans, Schwartz legumes, etc.) who could define common resources and capabilities needed. Other scientists interested in current and future “PIPE-like” programs would broaden the perspective beyond the current paradigm. Eventually the process needs to include perspectives of IT expertise, programming expertise, some government/legal expertise. 

· After much discussion, chairman VanKirk tasked Ed Rajotte with leading a subcommittee. Charge: Develop a strategy for the SC to pursue this issue, come back with a proposal for how to proceed by next month’s call. Members: Rajotte, Desbois, Cardwell, Coakley, VanKirk 

5. New components

a. Draft questions for new components – Ed Ready

Ready led a discussion of the document (appended below) developed by the subcommittee (Ready, Ayers, Zalom, Scholz) . Suggestions were made for clarifications to address the various risks entailed in each situation and how the project might mitigate risks.  – E. Ready will revise and recirculate. 

Discussion on how this document will be used include 

· Keep on hand and apply it to prospective new components, including in any new RFA’s or other formal expansions

· Use it as part of a reporting template for existing components

b. Report from Southern corn rust group - Marty Draper

The group led by Bob Kemerait (UGA) has approximately $12,000 on hand. Planning to use $5,000 for ZedX to add a minimal portal in the existing infrastructure. This disease effects all types of corn but they expect the project to primarily effect field corn, with a 10bu yield response for effective fungicide application. High value corns (sweet, pop…) already are treated. Targeting these states first: GA, MS, AL, LA, FL. Pioneer Corp. may be interested in participating.

6. BCS and “aphid alert - Eileen Cullen

Cullen explained and group discussed the concerns and issues surrounding Bayer Crop Science “Aphid Alerts” site. These include

· Inconspicuous reference to ipmPIPE as source for date

· Misleading use of soybean aphid data and display

· “Sponsored by Leverage”

· BCS is using public information that ipmPIPE displays. 

After considerable discussion, SC tasked Eileen Cullen with contacting BCS in a non-confrontational manner, asking that they make changes to their site. 

7. ad hoc committees

a. Communications ad-hoc – (Draper): Jennifer Martin will lead this committee charged with developing a communications plan for the ipmPIPE. The committee has not started yet. Jennifer will pick it up within a week or two when her degree work at Georgetown is complete. The ipmPIPE web blog is now online and public at http://www.ipmpipeblog.info  (domains .net, .org and .com to be added).

b. Design/Branding ad hoc – (Draper): no developments

c. Fall “summit” planning – (VanKirk). No major developments. The new administration has USDA Deputy Secretary Kathleen Merrigan confirmed and Undersecretary Rajiv Shah appointed (not yet confirmed)

8. Component updates - liaisons

a. SBR – (Hershman): With Julie Golod on maternity leave, we need to watch how the services we’ve come to expect from her are being accomplished. The first problem was with obtaining Copper Conference recording of Monday’s SBR call (now used in lieu of Julie’s minutes). All component coordinators should contact Jim VanKirk when and if similar issues occur. 

b. Pecan – (Cullen): pecan.ipmpipe.org is up and active.

c. CDM – (Draper): Ojiambo recently met with Pickle Packer’s group. Among other topics he discussed long term sustainability and is interested in pursuing that issue with M. Draper, J. VanKirk and NCSU administration.

d. Legume – (Cardwell) – No major developments.

e. Soybean aphid – (Cullen) – No major developments beyond the BCS website issue

9. Next call – VanKirk will put out an electronic call for good times.

ipmQuestions to Consider When Adding a Component to the ipmPIPE

1. Is the proposed addition coming from an organized group representing the crop?


a. What is the organizational structure?


b. Who is providing leadership?


c. Who are committed participants?

d. What is the level of involvement from a commodity group or other affected organization?

2. Is the component set up and functioning and merely needs to be added to the PIPE?  Will the group requesting the component provide operating funds?  Is there a reasonable expectation of funding being available for several years?

3. What is the value of the impacted crop?

4. What is the impact of the pest on the crop?  Is the impact expected to stay the same? Increase? Decrease?  Is the proposed pest the most serious pest of the crop and, if not, how does it rank?

5. Does the pest overwinter in the affected area, or does it migrate into the area each growing season?  If it is not a pest that migrates and expands its range during the year, how will being included in the ipmPIPE be beneficial?

6. How widespread is the problem?  Is it confined to one state, or is it multi-state?  Is there an expectation that the problem will spread to a wider geographic area?  (NOTE: Being confined to one state does not preclude adding the component.  There may be cases where production of the crop is confined to one state (in CA, for example) but the problem is of sufficient economic impact that inclusion in the PIPE is justified.) 

7. What will be done with the information? e.g. how will having this component on the ipmPIPE contribute to improved pest management?  To what extent are extension personnel and consultants involved?

8. Is there a validated predictive model for this crop/pest combination?  Is a model needed to achieve component goals?

9. What work is already being done to track this pest?  Are there organized efforts or systems already in place and, if so, how would adding this component to the PIPE help?

10. Are there on-going data collection efforts?  If so, who is collecting the data?

11.  What IT capabilities are available/needed?

12. Who will maintain, update, and improve the site?

For considering removal of a component, in addition to the above questions: 

1. Is anyone using the information that is being generated?  Do they have other sources of information that are better, more popular, or easier to use?

2. Have the answers to the above questions changed since the component was added to the PIPE? 

3. Is there continuing financial or in-kind support being provided by stakeholders to sustain the PIPE component?  

