ipmPIPE Steering Committee Teleconference
Thursday, August 21, 2008

Attending: John Ayers, Heyward Baker, Glenn Bowers, Kitty Cardwell, Harold Coble, Eileen Cullen, Marty Draper, Don Hershman, Conrad Lavender, Rick Melnicoe, Sue Ratcliffe, Matt Royer, Jim VanKirk, and Gail Wisler. Recording: Rosemary Hallberg
1. Review and approve minutes from June 2008 SC meeting: Hershman
The minutes were approved without comment.
2. ipmPIPE funding update:  VanKirk, Draper 
NCSU Director of Extension John Ort and Eric Young (Executive Director, Southern Assoc of Agric Exp Sta Dirs ) may meet soon with  Congressmen representing North Carolina regarding ipmPIPE funding. The CIPM interim director (Tom Melton) will join them. The President’s ipmPIPE budget request is not included in the Senate appropriations bill nor in the report of the House agriculture appropriations subcommittee, but the House has not acted on the full appropriation bill yet. 

SBR specialists have been discussing future funding, and many states with significant soybean acreage may be able to support sentinel plots through state-level grower support. That leaves funding for (a) plots in key southern states without strong grower organizations (b) funding for soybean aphid monitoring and (c) funding for ipmPIPE infrastructure still uncovered. NCSRP (North Central Soybean Research Program) has said they are not interested in sending funds to southern states for monitoring in 2009. The soybean check off (national) has deferred action for the moment on whether to provide $ for monitoring in the southern states. Contingency plans should the Federal budget fail to provide 2009 support may include the following:

· Northern state sentinel plots: state-level support from grower organizations

· Gulf-coast state sentinel plots: National and NCSRP check-off funds

· National infrastructure (IT, programming, model interpretation, etc.): combination of savings “carryover” from current budget, any funds that CSREES or other USDA agencies can find

· Soybean aphid monitoring: state-level support from grower organizations (soybean aphid is primarily of interest in states with strong grower support)

This will be further discussed at the NCERA 208 soybean rust meeting at the end of Sept in Baton Rouge. 

Question (Gail): how is the fieldwork going to matter if we lose the IT portion? Answer: The hope is that if the states and private money can cover the field portion, perhaps the IPM Centers and other federal agencies can cover the IT portion (e.g., through so-far unspent Education/Outreach money, subcontract dollars that have not been used by the termination of the project).

Kitty: CSREES is waiting to see what happens with the Specialty Crop Initiative, if anything gets funded that could change the picture. We’ll probably revisit this after Labor Day. Marty, Mike Fitzner and Kitty will talk about it and the information from the NCERA 208 meeting in Baton Rouge.
3. Sub-committee reports:

a. Update on industry access:  Draper and Cardwell 
The I-PIPE is in pretty decent shape. There are considerably fewer subscriptions than there were before.

b. Strategic Plan update:  Cardwell
Kitty promised to have another draft of the strategic plan ready for the November meeting. 

Sue R.: check on the dates under the section for Education/Outreach since we’re in a holding pattern right now.

c. IT Review update:  Coakley 
This update will be given in September.
d. Education and outreach activities:  Ratcliffe and Draper
The Education/Outreach committee is holding on the budget right now until the overall funding issues are resolved.
Don: there is now a lot of ipmPIPE component information and literature being distributed right now, so we’re in a better position to hold the money.
4. ipmPIPE Business Requirements Document:   Cardwell
The document followed a template given to Michel DesBois. It describes access policy and how access happens, and then it describes actual functions that are in each of the different PIPE sites. This is the kind of documentation that you want to have an ongoing business relationship in which you have an IT component. It looks pretty complete, but we will wait and hear from Michel to see if there is anything missing. It goes together with the other documentation that they provided during the review last year and becomes part of the catalog of product on the IT side.

Question: How are they using the document? Answer: This was called for by Stella and the IT group as documentation of the program, so the document is for us, not them. The IT subcommittee needed a functionality document so that if something happened to ZedX, someone else would know what was there and could recreate it. Julie Golod and Joe Russo put this together.

5. Matt Royer: Leveraging ipmPIPE and CAPS. CAPS has people in the field surveying for pests that are currently here. Would like to leverage that investment and work with IPM Centers, NPDN, IPM coordinators, etc. and see how suspect pests can be sent through the system. Right now there is no incentive, so there is no response, so CSREES is looking for incentives through the Farm Bill to get more rapid response.

Kitty: We have all these different pieces of monitoring and plant protection, and we’re looking for some sort of strategic framework where we know the interface of exotics and invasives and where they come through and where they need to go to a lab. It’s helping all of these agencies to communicate with each other. Matt thinks he will have something more to show the group at the November meeting.

It might be interesting is for the next steering committee meeting to have Todd Schroeder come on and talk about plant protection. Todd could describe a view of working with a system and talk about ways of holding the data and provide opportunities at the state level. The system looks at NPDN, CAPS, PIPE and different data sources, and looks at having a synthesis of data, no matter what the source is, based on what it’s used for.
6. The ipmPIPE’s future outlook:  Hershman 

This relates to the comment sent by Ed Rajotte. 

Comment: “I am one of the organizers of our annual National IPM Committee meeting in October. This meeting is held in D.C. and is focused on federal policies and programs affecting the IPM community. One of the agenda items is to give an overview of the ipmPIPE. So, if there could be brief description of the state of the ipmPIPE and the options for the future, that would be great. Many of our IPM coordinators and others are wondering what is happening. I think many people are operating on rumor at this point. Even a bullet list of assessment items that the steering committee agrees on would be good.” Ed
Marty said they had been working on some talking points but got sidelined. 

Discussion: Things are not that bleak; the opportunities to fit with some of the funding programs that are available are quite good; however, we need to make sure that ipmIPIPE doesn’t fall off the radar screen (Marty).

We might be a little cobbled together in 2009 depending on where the funding comes from, but we have to remember that we can’t let the system go away (Kitty). When we were working on the Strategic Plan, we were looking at long-term funding issues anyway, but now we have to think about them a little faster.

The issue is that the IPM Coordinators in many states don’t feel any ownership over the ipmPIPE, so the Steering Committee needs to find ways to involve them. Some of the reasons they haven’t been involved include: 

a. ipmPIPE not part of the IPM Coordinator portfolio. 

b. The funding has made it harder to pull them in. 

c. The system works on crisis mode, so the SC hasn’t had time to be more proactive.

The solution: 
· When the IPM Coordinators send their reports in to Marty’s office, Marty can remind them they can also report on the ipmPIPE (Jim).

· The IPM Coordinators have a national meeting, and about 8 coordinators come from different regions. Some administrative advisors also show up to that meeting, so it’s an excellent opportunity to share information about the ipmPIPE with that group (Sue R).

· Liz Ley and Marty will develop a document explaining the status and where the ipmPIPE will go when the situation gets better.

Eileen requested more information about the NCERA 208. Don, Loren Giesler and others will discuss current monitoring efforts and what the plans are for those efforts in the future. Eileen is interested in pursuing state Check-off funding for soybean aphid if the soybean rust states are planning to go that route.

Eileen raised an issue about 3 states in the upper Midwest that haven’t posted aphid data this year. She asked if the money that they have not spent could somehow be given back to the budget and help with other funding needs. There is about $20,000 that has not been spent,. 
Delta Farm Press article: Don H. mentioned an article in Delta Farm Press that involved Mississippi soybean growers expressing concern over research plots in Florida and the cross-contamination (RH). The article brought back an issue surrounding a struggle with the Quincy research group. This issue will be discussed at the NCERA 208 meeting in Baton Rouge and will be tinder for development of SBR research guidelines for the Midsouth.

7. Nov SC meeting and set next teleconference:  Hershman 
The Steering Committee meeting is in St. Louis at the Sheraton Westport Plaza Hotel. Exec committee meeting is at 2:30 PM CT on the 11th in the Chalet. If you use the link http://www.starwoodmeeting.com/Book/IPM it’ll go directly to our block. The meeting will finish by 3 PM on the 13th. 

Question: do you want to get some new members to replace some of the vacancies? (Kitty) Answer: we were talking about expanding to include NAICC, but expanding now may not be the wisest thing to do. Conrad will do a presentation at the meeting in November. (Don)

Discussion: Unless we decide that we’re not going to expand, it’s a mistake not to have anyone new at that meeting. We should also invite Kevin Black, who will be replacing Conrad at the end of the year. 

Jim: We still haven’t dealt with inviting someone for NAICC. Conrad: I could give some information now, but I could do a more thorough presentation at the meeting in November. The Committee asked Conrad to go ahead and present some information so they could talk about it at the October teleconference and see if the person should be invited to the November meeting.

Issues to discuss:
    a. Should there be a new position on the board?
    b. Should Conrad’s replacement be invited to the November meeting?

Conrad’s presentation: The NAICC’s website is at www.naicc.org. You can go there for more information. They have a link in the middle of the page about soybean rust management issues. The group is about 500 independent crop consultants and that doesn’t include some of the industry memberships and the university members, which would be in addition to that. They tend to be more prevalent in row crops and in higher value specialty crops. Many of them operate their own business and charge a fee to work with the farmer on an individual basis. The crop advisors are usually representing an organization rather than themselves.

They have a board and are encouraged to present themselves and to promote professionalism of the group and of the crop business. Some years they may not earn their money but the next year they may earn their weight in gold. They are required as members to get hours of continuing education. Most of the credits involve attending a conference or workshop, giving a talk. Most have to be licensed in the state in which they practiced or have to pass CCA regional exam. If there’s no regional exam, they must pass national exam. It is a very active group. 

Don: is there any sense (by the SC) about inviting them to the committee? 

In favor: Rick, Jim, Gail, Harold voiced their approval. There was no objection to having a member of NAICC on the committee, so Don will contact someone from the group and ask them to come to the November meeting.

Kitty recommended that John should be sure he has enough money to pay his expenses. Don will communicate with John and make sure that there isn’t a problem.

Conrad: see if you can get someone involved in crop advisory.

Follow-up:  Don contacted John Ayers and he indicated that there is enough money for two additional people to attend the SC meeting in St. Louis.  Don also contacted Allison Jones (Executive Vice President of the NAICC) and they arranged for Blaine Viator to fill a new position on the SC Board. Don has invited both Blaine and the incoming ICCA rep on the SC, Kevin Black, to participate in the meeting in St. Louis. At this time Kevin has accepted. 

8.  Next meeting: Thursday, October 2 at 2 PM ET.
