ipmPIPE SC Teleconference

Monday, May 24th 2010

2:00pm – 3:30pm Eastern Standard Time

Minutes
Present: John Ayers, Kevin Black, Glenn Bowers, Kitty Cardwell, Stella Coakley, Eileen Cullen, Marty Draper, Ray Hammerschmidt, Don Hershman, Rick Melnicoe, Ed Rajotte, Ed Ready, Todd Scholz, Benjamin Smallwood, Jim VanKirk, Blaine Viator, Gail Wisler, Frank Zalom

· Approve minutes from April 7-8, 2010 ipmPIPE Steering Committee meeting in Washington, DC.  (Eileen Cullen, All)
Minutes were approved as edited.

· Risk Management Agency (RMA) Concept Note Recap, Expected Time of Notification re: RMA decision (yes/no) on $1.55m requested for ipmPIPE development.  (Marty Draper)
-spotted wing Drosophila, light brown apple moth, legume PIPE were proposed in the concept note.

Marty Draper has no further update. Marty got a response from RMA a week ago, and they said they would let him know when they knew something.

Frank: The spotted wing Drosophila has already hit California blueberries.

Gail: How is APHIS proceeding? 
Frank: It’s not a regulatory issue, but it is an export issue.

Stella: Drosophila is a huge economic worry, especially for organic farmers.
Update 06/05/2010:, RMA approved $1 million funding over three years for the ‘Western Specialty Crops PIPE’, an Oregon State University led multi-western state weather/insect/disease forecasting effort dealing first with spotted wing drosophila and extending to other pests.

· AFRI Updates, Recap regarding ipmPIPE components entering AFRI competition.   (Jim VanKirk, others)

We know about one proposal, and Scott Isard is leading it.

Howard Schwartz and Jim VanKirk received a Specialty Crops Research Initiative grant for an onion ipmPIPE. Due to the uncertainty about when funding will appear, they will probably not launch the onion ipmPIPE until next year.

· Follow-up on potential of National Research Support Project (NRSP) organizational structure for ipmPIPE SC.  (Stella Coakley)
Stella: As we continue working on funding for the PIPE, is there any greater clarity about the IPM Centers than we had in April?

Jim: A few letters have gone out. There is a request for comments on the AFRI program. Some letters have asked stakeholders to call senators about the 406 funding issue. IPM Voice will be sending out a letter asking Congress to reverse the decision to eliminate 406. We probably won’t know anything more until later in the summer.

Sue: At the highest level in EPA, there has been some communication with USDA about the need to continue the IPM Centers.

ESCOP is supporting restoration of the 406 funding. They are working through the lobbying group to do that.

Stella: Steve Slack thought that the National Research Support Project may be a mechanism to restore the funding. The NRSP may also support extension.  

Some NRSP projects are ending. CRIS is slated to be discontinued. The other two that are slated to end include a regional potato project and a program for use of animal drugs.

So the timeline for the next cycle is to start in January of next year for the completion at the end of the following year.

Gail: Will the budget include the IT component of the PIPE? 

Stella: A multi state committee would have no budget role.  If the group wants to provide an umbrella, there would have to be funding off the top assuming that we could convince people that this is a good investment. 

There is an NRSP review committee. The chair comes from Vermont and the other delegates come from other Experiment Stations, from APLU, 1890s, NIFA, Executive Directors, and CARET.

The IT maintenance is going to be tied to the pieces wherever they are. This is not going to provide base funding to keep the pieces going. The question about the role for extension would have to be explored before we got too far down the road.

Sue: We have been told that it may be 9 months before we have a definite answer about the fate of the Centers. It would be good for others to provide leadership to be able to move forward.

Gail: Maybe do some informational presentations on this issue at national meetings.

Stella: We have a two-pager that describes the activity of the ipmPIPE. I would think that at the ESCOP meetings that the IPM Centers would be on the agenda.

Ed Rajotte: We need to start talking about standardization of all the different PIPEs.
Ed Rajotte and Marty discussed whether the Steering Committee was a research and organization committee or a coordinating committee.
Eileen: When the onion PIPE begins, it would be good to have a plan for integration into the ipmPIPE. 

Stella: Starting a new support project would not be as easy as a multi-state project.

Ed Rajotte: We don’t have a coordinating committee, so all of these PIPE pieces have their own funding and their own mechanisms.

Eileen: The PIPE-like projects are going to happen anyway, whether or not an ipmPIPE coordinating committee exists. 
Ed Rajotte: There has to be an advantage that makes new PIPEs pay attention to the organization.

Eileen: Do we want to start some of these conversations at land grant university administrative levels?

John: How many of these projects are funded per year? 
Stella: It seems to vary from year to year. I don’t know how many have been awarded. This is funding for a 5-year project, and you need to have a plan for what you do after 5 years. 

Marty: Maintenance programs are viewed as entitlements, and there’s more scrutiny of those.

Stella: Writing a proposal would take a major time commitment by several people over a period of days. However, if we lose momentum, it will be hard to recover.

Marty: You have to have a majority of state support with all 4 regions.
Stella: According to the RFA, you just have to prove that the project is good for the overall program and for the long term. 

Jim: I propose to continue to pursue this option. We don’t necessarily need $250,000 per year, but we need some money to continue the IT effort. As far as getting state support, we should be able to get the states to sign on. 

Stella: Ask the committee to read up on what would be involved to write a national research support project and then to ask an ESCOP/ECOP person what would be involved in writing the proposal. I don’t think a coordinating committee adds enough value for the long-term. Having an IT overview would have value for the long term.

Eileen: Action Item: Look the document over and get in touch with your ESCOP/ECOP representative.  Eileen will send out an e-mail request to the Steering Committee to gauge interest and talk to NRSP committee member(s) in his or her state, or members who are colleagues/acquaintances of SC members.

Action Item: Marty will send out to the committee the different versions of the one-pager for PIPE.
Update 06/05/2010: Ed Rajotte and Eileen are finalizing 2010 ipmPIPE communications piece.
Action Item: Ed Rajotte will talk to Dennis and see what he thinks.
Update 06/05/2010: Ed Rajotte spoke with Dennis Calvin, Acting Extension Director at Penn State, about a way to move ipmPIPE through an administrative channel. He said he would be happy to bring it up during a monthly conference call with other directors. He needs to send a brief ‘white paper’ ahead of time with the proposition. This only needs to be a couple of pages.  (Note: see above).
Ed Rajotte: Is there anything that this would function like so we can use it as a reference?

Stella: How about NPDN? Where is the funding for NPDN? 

Kitty: It has its own line item within the Food and Ag Defense Initiative. We thought about putting the PIPE in that line, but the NPDN has had a flat budget for the past 5 years.

Stella: Let’s say we get funding for the next 5 years; what would we do next? 

Marty: We are paying for a highway that’s in the public interest, but there’s no certainty about when funding will happen.

Action Item: Eileen will resend the link to the NRSP document and ask people to read up. Stella will send the lists of NRSP, ESCOP, and ECOP committee members for Eileen to include in her email to SC with ‘homework’ assignment regarding NRSP communications at land grant university administrative levels. During the July SC teleconference, we can see what conversations have taken place by that time. If decision is made to submit an NRSP proposal, a writing subcommittee will be formed.
Stella: If we wait until July to pursue this, we will have lost time. As long as the SC communicates with NRSP, ESCOP and ECOP members prior and we can come to a decision in July, that will be fine. If there is a small group that will work on it, they will need a face to face meeting. Maybe you can request volunteers for that committee when you send your e-mail.
Update 06/05/2010:  Marty Draper has volunteered.  Eileen Cullen will be on the committee, others will be called upon at the July ipmPIPE SC teleconference.
· Executive Committee proposal to forego fall 2010 ipmPIPE SC face-to-face meeting. Use teleconference format until funding and project collaborator outcome of AFRI funded ipmPIPE-like proposals (if any) becomes known. Face-to-face meeting can be moved to spring 2011.  (Eileen Cullen, All)

John: Agree with the proposal to skip the November meeting.

Decision: We will not plan a November face-to-face meeting.

Next conference call: Doodle poll for the next conference call mid-July target.

