PIPE Steering Committee Meeting

May 3, 2007

Present: Glen Bowers, Kitty Cardwell, Stella Coakley, Harold Coble, Eileen Cullen, Marty Draper, Don Hershman, Conrad Lavender, Rick Melnicoe, David Nelson, Ed Rajotte, Sue Ratcliffe, Ed Ready, Jim VanKirk, Gail Wisler, Frank Zalom. Recording: Rosemary Hallberg

Minutes from last meeting: Wisler made a motion to approve the minutes. Motion was seconded and approved.

Budget: (VanKirk)

The 2007 budget is pretty much committed with a couple of small exceptions. Maryland will not do other legume plots, but those plots may be redistributed to Delaware pending decision of the legume group. This involves only a few thousand $.

The only funds that are at all discretionary are in the “evaluation” line, in the neighborhood of $35,000 - $40,000. These are slated for evaluation-related projects, and the strategic planning activities would fit in such a description, and the general consensus of the SC was that these funds would be used to finance the Strategic Planning Meeting in November.

In response to question from Rajotte, VanKirk reiterated that we are in much the same position as at this time last year i.e. counting on RMA for funding – at this point amount unknown – and hoping for an additional appropriation from Congress. 

Cardwell reported the RMA are expecting a proposal to set up a competitive program. So far 4 concept notes have come in (deadline is Friday May 5). $4 million is amount that has been mentioned for RMA funding fy2008. Kitty described the process of moving funds – proposal from her to RMA followed by cooperative agreement among CSREES, RMA and NCSU. We can’t release an RFA before the funds are allocated from RMA, so earliest possible RFA release is probably early Oct., followed by 60 day submission period, followed by panel review at least 30 days. New decisions on funding by Jan 2008 is the quickest we can hope for. 

Concept notes do not have any relationship with any proposals that are eventually submitted to an RFA – i.e. they would not in any way confer competitive advantage or disadvantage. Cardwell suggested we look into using a pre-proposal process in the future. VanKirk described roadblocks that other programs have met in this regard which would have to be dealt with.

Strategies for long-term sustainability were again discussed.

Re-budgeting process: (Cullen)

Eileen Cullen, on behalf of regional and component coordinators,  is developing a proposed standard to define how re-assign funds when a state program declines to undertake a component. It will be ready soon.

Communications subcommittee: (Rajotte) Rajotte provided documents containing suggestions from the KSU Ag Communications class that critiqued our communications efforts. These include


Communications Plan


Suggestions for IPM PIPE Web Site


Capstone Pipe Survey Update


Communications Specialist (job description)

Data sharing: Group met late last week. A number of groups that have potential to present the data so that it doesn’t disclose any info that could identify individual cooperators. There are still a series of questions that must be answered by the committee: who will have access, will there be a time delay before access is granted, where will the database be housed, what do we want to do with the data, what will be it be used for, how would a user obtain data, what kind of accreditation will there be, will there be policing of proper use.  We want to make sure the data are not used inappropriately, e.g., trying to sell products by saying the website has given certain info that it hasn’t given. Those questions need to be answered by the working group, so the committee will be meeting longer than was originally thought. The group may also be expanded to include other user groups. They have approached ERS, university users, and industry users. Coakley is dropping out of the working group in order to focus her efforts on the IT review effort.

Matt Royer has had several discussions with APHIS lawyers but there is no 'final ruling' yet.  It looks like data collected by a cooperator in a cooperative agreement with the Federal government belong to the cooperator.  If the State receives a FOIA request for their data, then they will need to respond accordingly.  It is not the Fed's decision to provide it or not if the State receives a FOIA request.  Likewise, if the Federal entity receives a FOIA request for data collected by the State, the Fed has no jurisdiction- the data do not belong to them.
Action items: Baker will ask Michael Livingston with Economic Research Service to join the committee. Cardwell suggested we should also have an industry rep on that committee. She said they also need some governance over committee.

Cardwell said that a code of ethics could be established  as a means of self-policing this possibility of industry abusing access to data.. 

Rajotte: Asked about seed distributors (of which Bowers is one). Rajotte asked if any progress has been made regarding the “industry proposal” brought up during the March SC meeting in DC. Bowers said it was sent back to the American Seed Trade Association for rewrite. VanKirk: SC hesitated to send signals because there may be competition pending based on concept notes and future proposal submissions. Bowers reminded the SC that the proposal in question does not entail direct fund outlays by the IPM-PIPE.

Cardwell: one of the options is to get a toolbox. She mentioned we could charge to have access to the toolbox. Charging could also be some way of controlling access to PIPE.

Have some users who are already using toolbox and have some industry members who are putting data into the system.

IT Review—Coakley reported that they are in conversations with Michel Desbois and it is generally agreed that the best way to move forward is to double-check questions with Executive Committee. Specific technical details that Michel and others would be helping us to understand. There was a question about whom to give questions to at this point. She suggested that between Executive committee and Michel that it might be enough to finalize questions.

Coakely: Would be happy to run refined questions by the whole group, but said that people didn’t want to do that. But said that the larger group would keep down conflict of interest. Should she run by the SC  and Michel? Don said that running them through the SC and then to Michel would be fine.
Hershman asked if the final list of questions to be sent to Zedx should be sent through him (as SC Chairman) or if it’s OK they come from Coakely.  The consensus was that it did not matter.

Education/Outreach—Draper said that all of presenters got together for IPM-PIPE training which is planned for May 14th. Realized a week ago that haven’t gotten info out to all diagnosticians. Thinks there are no gaps and no overlap except where there should be.

The people who register for the program are e-mailed copies or they get a link to website where they can download PowerPoint and then listen to a presenter on the phone on a specified day and time. Presentations would be captured and placed on website so you can go to it anytime. This will be a little broader audience than others that the North Central IPM Center has done. Sue said they have done about a dozen of these in the last 3 or 4 years. Presentations are still available on website. If you want to get to them, from the North Central IPM Center website, click on resources and there will be a link there.

Publications: Ratcliffe: The Education and Outreach Committee is working with the NC IPM Center on an SBR trifold publication and a soybean aphid publication. Ratcliffe said states would have an opportunity to personalize them. She is trying to obtain land grant logos but has not talked to Scott (her graphic designer). She discussed layouts of their brochures with Draper and hopes to have layout for soybean aphid and soybean rust soon. 

Press release: VanKirk:  Press release is out and he sent everyone a link and where we know it has gone to. The FAQs have been loaded but haven’t been worked on since right after the March SC meeting. He is still developing a cataloging system for IPM-PIPE presentations and will put up a webpage where, when any of us give a presentation on IPM PIPE, we can put that up there. Start out with who, what, where and how many. 

Logo: Ratcliffe: Came up with the specific logo we wanted. The one we selected had lowercase. There was some discussion about preferring PIPE to be in uppercase. Glen said he had voted for the other one for that reason.

Sue raised some concerns she has about Scott’s time, mainly because he is half-time and has a lot to do for the Center. A few people said that it is important to have a logo that everyone likes because it will be around for a long time. At the end of the conversation, Sue said that because they can’t finish the two brochures until after the logo is finalized, she would ask Scott to make the capital letter change, only if that was the only change that the committee felt would be needed, but hesitated to volunteer him for multiple changes over a long period of time. After Scott is finished with the logo, Sue said she would send it to Don to distribute. (UPDATE: the logo was updated and approved by the SC.)
IPM PIPE expansion: Cardwell: some of concept notes are outside of the original scope of the PIPE. One is about invasive mussel which is getting into water and irrigation system and may shut the system down. She suggested we review our position regarding what we want in future RFA., but something that RMA would fund. Rajotte said the project doesn’t fall outside of IPM. VanKirk said that it falls outside of mission statement in that the mission statement says the PIPE will focus on plants. Kitty said it does fit because if pipes get clogged, can’t irrigate. Her basic question was whether a subcommittee should be formed to look at proposals after they are submitted to be sure they fit with the RFA. 

There were some differences of opinion about whether the mussel proposal fit in with the PIPE (someone suggested there should be a pipe PIPE). Jim brought everyone back to the original question—should it fall directly in call for concept notes or should there be a subcommittee to look at what comes in? Lavender said that would be a good thing to give to a committee.

Rajotte asked what else we’re going to do with concept notes to encourage sustainability. VanKirk said the vision is the concept notes will become an RFA, and after a year or two the PIPE has many components, and growers call their Congressmen and ask them to make sure they don’t let the components fall. Success came close last year with Congressional appropriation.

The final decision was to create a subcommittee to look at the RFA and review the concept notes. Members: Cardwell, VanKirk, Wisler, Ratcliffe, Ayers, Cullen. Cardwell agreed to lead the group.

Strategic Planning meeting discussion: Will be in St. Louis in November. Ready: SC should have gotten info from Ellen Cull and strategic planning proposal. The EC recommends we move forward with Ms. Cull’s proposal unless someone has major concerns about it.

Proposal: Ready explained the proposal document. As soon as a contract with Ms. Cull is finalized, she will meet with CSREES staff and develop draft strategic plan outline to be reviewed by executive committee. Time schedule would be during summer. By end of summer, exec committee would have strawman document to provide to steering committee members which they would discuss at meeting in St. Louis. A near final draft would be completed by the close of the meeting, and then would be given to members outside of steering committee for comment. Based on those comments, final draft would be completed in late-November/December time frame. The proposal was for $19,525, which would include facilitation of meetings for completing drafts and also facilitating the meeting in St. Louis.

Cardwell:  At the first meeting, the Ad-Hoc SC group came up with a mission. She thought we had already done a lot of the work. So do we want to create document in St. Louis or do we want almost final document. Everyone thought that having a document in front of them would make everything go faster. There was no roll call vote on this one. JIM THIS DOES NOT MAKE SENSE TO ME.
Cardwell:  Someone on strategic plan process should be on NPDN on strategic planning process. She said that John Ayers and Ray Hammerschmidt are on both NPDN and IPM PIPE SCs, but Ray hasn’t been able to join any of our calls. Don said Ray wasn’t getting e-mails but is now.

The IPM-PIPE Strategic Planning Meeting will be November 7 & 8 in St. Louis.

Election Results: Hershman announced that VanKirk was elected Chair Elect. And we don’t need to fill a new slot on the EC because he’s already on the Executive Committee. 

Cardwell:  had suggested that whoever is coming in as chair elect should serve as secretary for exec committee and SC. Would allow them to understand what’s going on, and if they don’t want to take notes, they should line up someone who can. Ready asked about timing of the position. Hershman:  VanKirk’s term as Chair Elect will end on December 31, 2008, at which time he will become Chair. 

Hershman asked if there were any problems with it since this would be an amendment to bylaws and would be added to position description of chair-elect. Cardwell: Because it’s amending the by-laws, she would rather have everything in writing. Coakley wants to look at composition of exec committee to make sure diversity is not compromised, and Cardwell agreed. Draper said he was rolling off that committee in a year and then Kitty goes back on. There was also some concern based on the CSREES position coming on and off the committee. VanKirk was charged with revisiting that section of the by-laws and passing a draft amendment by the SC for consideration.

Cardwll: Michelle Bjerkness at APS wants her to write 500-600 word update on IPM-PIPE to be in Phytopathology News prior to APS meeting..  Cardwell said she and Draper will work on the PIPE update for Phytopathology News. Rajotte suggested using the press release, but Kitty said that the press release is written more for laypeople than scientists. (UPDATE: Draper submitted the final article to APS on May 15; Bjerkness acknowledged receipt and also that the new IPM-PIPE logo would be included.
Next meeting: Friday, June 8 at 2 PM.

