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ipmPIPE Steering Committee

Strategic Planning Meeting

St. Louis, Missouri, November 7 and 8, 2007

Notes

Prepared by Ellen Cull, Management & Organizational Consultant

The purpose of this meeting was to develop the strategic plan for the ipmPIPE for the next five years and begin developing the business plan for the next two years. The outcomes of the meeting were:

· Assessment of the accomplishments of the ipmPIPE,

· Review of the agreed-upon vision and mission, and finalization of the five-year and two-year goals with related indicators of accomplishment,

· Agreement on outputs and identification of activity plans for which the Steering Committee has primary responsibility with timelines, anticipated input and budget needs and possible sources of resources, 

· Clarification of plans for formalizing the operating committees for each component that will develop the detailed action plans for those components, and

· Agreements about and input to the formation of the grant review panel.

Participants in the meeting were:

	Name


	Organization
	Representing

	· John Ayers
	Penn State University
	Northeast IPM Center

	· Heyward Baker
	USDA RMA
	RMA

	· Glenn Bowers
	Syngenta
	Industry

	· Kitty Cardwell
	USDA CSREES
	CSREES

	· Stella Coakley
	Oregon State University
	Land grant administrators

	· Harold Coble
	USDA Office of Pest Management Policy
	Federal IPM Coordinating Committee

	· Eileen Cullen
	University of Wisconsin 
	Cooperative Extension - Entomology

	· Marty Draper
	USDA CSREES
	CSREES

	· Ray Hammerschmidt
	Michigan State University
	NPDN

	· Don Hershman
	University of Kentucky 
	Cooperative Extension – Plant Pathology

	· Conrad Lavender
	Southern Agribusiness Services
	International Certified Crop Advisors

	· Rick Melnicoe
	UC Davis
	Western Regional IPM Center

	· Ben Smallwood
	NRCS
	NRCS

	· Ed Rajotte
	Penn State University
	ECOP

	· Susan Ratcliffe
	University of Illinois
	North Central IPM Center

	· Ed Ready
	United Soybean Board
	Grower groups

	· Matt Royer
	USDA APHIS
	APHIS

	· Jim VanKirk
	North Carolina State University
	Southern IPM Center

	· Collin Wamsley
	Missouri Dept. of Ag.
	National Plant Board

	· Gail Wisler
	USDA ARS
	ARS

	· Frank Zalom
	UC Davis
	ESCOP


Decisions and action plans are indicated in bold, with a ( indicating a major bullet point and a ( indicating a more detailed element of the decision or action plan.  Discussion points are indicated by a (, with a ( indicating an elaboration or more detailed points of discussion.

Accomplishments of the ipmPIPE
In groups of three, participants identified three to five major accomplishments of the ipmPIPE in the past three years.  These were grouped into categories as follows:

· It actually works!

· Effectiveness of system

· Dawn of a new age --- Thus spracht Zarathustra.

· The melding of IPM vision with capable technology

· Proven web-based delivery of information

· Workable and understandable platform in place.

· Conceptual elements of IPM Roadmap are reinforced

· Demonstrated economic impact

· $300 million in cost savings from fungicides

· Economic benefits from reduced inputs and risks

· Economic benefits to federal agencies – one tool in toolbox for RMA

· Positive environmental impacts (reduced fungicides)

· Collaboration across many lines

· National model for interstate and international collaboration

· Increased communication (exponential change, from casual communication to a system of communication)

· Team building

· Pulled together a diverse set of public and private groups towards a common goal

· Collaboration between growers and experts

· Linkage among agency programs (CSREES, RMA and NRCS), who rely on the same information through a unified platform

· Empowerment of content teams

· Enthusiastic acceptance by some participants (users, scientists, producers)

· Engaging and educating county educators

· Peace of mind for a lot of farmers and those who advise them

· Enhanced credibility (including county ag. Agents, LGU administrators, at all levels)

· Guidance on good farming practices tied to consequence of denying claims

· Soybeans as a model for good farming practices

· Encouraging growers to use best management practices (getting reports from RMA through collaboration with Extension and others)

· Up and running for three pest / crop combinations

· Soybean rust pipe – a success!

· Soybean aphid PIPE building additional successes

· Expansion potential exists

· RFA for new component funding

· Development of sentinel plot paradigm

· Broader applications for forecasting technology

· Home for models

Discussion that followed was:

· This screams for a marketing piece, done by a professional.

· There are people who analyze impacts and ripples.

· Maybe have the people who did the initial environmental impact study take a broader look.

· We need an assessment of environmental impacts.

· APHIS started this by directly funding some people.

· We need to develop a historical analysis.

· We need to look at financial and intellectual contributions.

· One strategy for the business plan would be based on an expectation of the next possible thing like SBR (we know it’s not if, but when, it will arrive) and to approach APHIS for funding.

· So far, we have agencies passing the baton off to this Steering Committee.  Maybe we need to create something that keeps the PIPE concept moving forward.  We need a “go-to” place.

· Part of the history is the meeting that took place in Baltimore to develop a long-range strategic plan for research before SBR was detected.

· Farmers said they needed an early warning system for next year.

· There was a demand out there.

· Everything came together for SBR.

· There is demand in other places, but there is not a focal point where their voices can be heard, like for the bean folks.

· The system is totally funded by RMA now, which has some limitations.

· Regarding membership in this Steering Committee:

· Do we need an EPA representative on this committee?

· We need a member from the legume PIPE.  In the future, any new component ought to be represented at the table.  Howard Schwartz ought to be sitting here, or a representative of the commodity sector.

· Extension needs to be here.  Coordinators could be invitees.  We need to discuss whether they’re members.

Vision and mission
The vision agreed to is:

· The ipmPIPE contributes to optimized economic, social and environmental benefits through integrated pest management.

The mission agreed to is:

· The ipmPIPE is a dynamic, coordinated system facilitated by information technology that educates and provides information to IPM users to make informed decisions.

The Steering Committee also identified the indicators that the vision and mission have been accomplished, possible means of verification, and assumptions about things outside the influence of the network that must happen for the vision and mission to be sustained in the long-term.  These details can be found in the ipmPIPE Project Planning Matrix, attached.

Notes of discussion about vision and mission are:

· We need to get analysis of web site activity by region on the activity list and then focus marketing of the ipmPIPE.

· We can start looking at some of the national publications that farmers use (Successful Farming in particular) and market to them.

· On the crop advisor side, the ipmPIPE can be linked to the CCA web site.

· We need to clearly identify where we want this information to be focused.

· We need to emphasize the ipmPIPE web site to get the word out to everybody.  

· We’re experiencing a typical new technology pattern.  Initially, there’s a huge flurry of initial activity, and then it settles down and people only look when they are alerted it’s important to look.

Five-year and two-year goals
The Steering Committee agreed to the following five-year goal:

· There are a minimum of 5 successful, beneficial, established components and additional systems under development.

And the following two-year goal:

· The system is in place with a focus on plant pests of agricultural systems, beginning with SBR, SBA, and legumes and others based on a competitive process.

At least two new components of economic, environmental, or food nutrition and safety importance have been initiated.

They also agreed to a set of indicators that these goals have been accomplished.  These can be found in the ipmPIPE Project Planning Matrix, attached.

Discussion related to establishing the target numbers for the five-year and two-year goals was:

· How many established components are there?

· SBR – Fully established

· SBA – Established and working

· SBA works more through Extension than SBR, and has to be looked at field by field.  It’s not like rust, where you can say we’ve saved all this money.

· The SBA component is generally available and used.  For example, people delayed planting cotton in Georgia to avoid a pest species.  This was a standard IPM situation.  

· The PIPE has helped us to do what we were already doing for SBA, and there was some resistance to that in the beginning.  But the PIPE allowed people to work together beyond the region and the difficulties got smoothed out.  The pushback stopped because it got brought into entomology meetings.  Now, they have said, “Let’s go with the PIPE format.”  Having somebody that cares as coordinator and pushing and organizing made the difference.  The support came from inside the system.

· Legume – Still prototypical

· The Legume PIPE is beyond introduction, but not established.  

· The group decided recently to go live with a couple of the diseases that are widest spread and most damaging, and then there will have to be a meeting with bean and pulse growers.  

· There’s been a question of whether viruses can be managed through IPM.  It’s been realized that it was source seed that was causing the spread and it could be identified.  It turns out that managing seed source is the IPM for bean viruses.  That’s a link to the IPIPE.

· There’s also the Industry PIPE that’s in formation.

· Dissemination will be within the industry and to RMA and Extension Services. There will be no public interface.

· The initiative is coming from American Seed Trade Association.  

· They are developing own contract with ZedX, for corn, soybeans and watermelon.

· They want to have a database of occurrences of pests for regulatory issues for plant boards, to influence the law in some ways.  

· It’s hoped that it can be utilized by the ipmPIPE in some format in the future, to interact with this committee to find ways to deliver that data.  

· In general, as we look at applications for the ipmPIPE, we have to keep a broad view and understand that real-time has different meanings with different pest systems.

· Do we know roughly what the ipmPIPE costs?

· We know what the IT will cost.  The variability is in whether you have sentinel plots, section traps, or development of models on the IPM or whether those are all validated and ready.  In the current RFA any new component is limited to $900,000 maximum for 3 year is where you have sentinel plots and people in the field.

· We’ve got a better guess but an untested speculation of what our IT costs would be. And it looks like the IT costs have doubled in estimation.

· Can we focus on how we grow funds so we can meet the demand of needs?  How do we find funding or support for all the projects that could be part of the ipmPIPE?

· It takes three years for a component to get to establishment.

· We need to define what we mean by core infrastructure.

· We need to discuss whether we continue to pay for the existing established components.  RMA has said they may no longer pay for existing components after FY08.

· I thought it would take 5 to 10 years to figure out the impact of SBR on production.  If we cut out the sentinel plots because the funding disappears in two years, it will compromise the success of the effort.

· At some point, we need to make a distinction between the nice to do and the need to do.

· These are in place:
· Scouting and sampling
· Diagnosis
· Data management
· Modeling
· Interpretation
· Dissemination of information
· The IT system networks and facilitates these activities among IPM users, funders, insurance companies, the US Soybean Board and other partners.
· Means of verification have been identified and implemented.  Adoption, economic impact, environmental impact and social impact indicators have been generated and measured.

Outputs and activity plans
The Steering Committee reviewed and agreed to the nine outputs shown on the attached matrix in intent.  Additional discussion and feedback on possible refinements to the language of the outputs and possible refinements and changes to the activity plans was as follows:

· Output 1: Extension is effectively responding to producers’ needs.

· This is about the client.

· Output 2: Successful education and outreach programs are implemented.

· This is about preparing people to use the ipmPIPE.

· It’s also educating the implementers.

· Output 3:  A dynamic IT platform is functioning.

· What does it mean that it’s “dynamic”?

· People recognize and feed into it.

· Change “dynamic” to “useful.” Change this on the matrix

· This is like the Kansas City meeting – people give feedback on the web site.

· And “functioning” is not the right word
.

· Network implementers are integrated into the IT platform.  They’re using it, they’re part of it.

· People understand it and use it.

· There are two similar, related functions under here – ZedX making sure the wheels turn is one, and people using it and putting data into it is another.

· It’s that we’re aiding in the evolution of an IT platform that meets the needs of the user community.

· And that it’s useful to us to make recommendations.

· You can have good farming practice tools.  

· Output 4: Validated, useful science is being employed in the ipmPIPE.

· An indicator might be the presence of peer-reviewed publications.

· Some of this doesn’t work for SBA.

· The verb “Identify” in two of the actions implies that the protocols and action thresholds are there and you just need to find them.  You may have to “develop” monitoring protocols and establish action thresholds.  At the same time, you may not have to “create” a remote sensing tool.

· It’s “develop / identify” on all of them.

· Output 5: Efficient and reliable monitoring and surveillance systems are functioning.

· Output 6: Productive partnerships (public, private, etc.) are established.

· Where is the component-level accountability and impact evaluation?

· What needs to happen is coordination of stakeholders.  It doesn’t have to be a whole new symposium.

· We may need a more formal relationship with Harold’s committee.

· We need to capture meetings we’ve attended.

· There needs to be a reminder to post meetings attended on the web site.

· We keep confusing ourselves with the components.  We need to be very clear who does what.

· Output 7: Standardized impact evaluation and assessment have been implemented.

· We will have to find and allocate funds for evaluation.

· We will need to build into the future components the expectation of impact evaluation.

· Related to Output 7, it was agreed that:

· We will require reporting on activities completed as a function of project proposals.  

· In terms of identifying the impact of the project, the RFA committee and Evaluation Sub-Committee will work together to look at other RFA’s that require impact evaluation and see if that helps address what we need.  

· It might be that each project is expected to contribute to an evaluation, even if it’s done by somebody else:  maybe they will have to collect data to contribute to an impact assessment. 
· Output 8:  Governance mechanisms are functioning systematically and openly.

· We need to look at what was included in the RFP and may need to make some adjustments.

· For future RFP’s, we need to make sure these expectations are clear.

· The beauty of what we have up to this point is that the groups are self-selected.

· For SBA, it worked to begin with a multi-state committee.

· Output 9: The system is sustainable financially and in terms of human resources.

· There could be more than one platform.  The RFP allows for new components to either partner with ZedX or to start their own platforms.

· There is a need for upgrades that go beyond maintenance.

· Maintenance can include upgrades.

· There are also improvements that go beyond upgrades.

· What we haven’t done yet is identify in a competitive way the cost of maintaining the IT system.

· We need to define what we mean by platform.

· We need to define what we mean by maintenance.

· We ought to be looking at the development of something that is uniquely PIPE that isn’t dependent on having Heyward in RMA and Matt in APHIS, invested in by the private sector or government for its own worth.

· That’s essentially why this statement should not be RMA exclusive.

· It ought to be an objective to create an entity.

· The best example is the boll weevil program – it’s a consortium, you have market orders, millions of dollars invested in reporting through an IT system the status of the boll weevil.  Funds are leveraged state by state for national coordination of boll weevil eradication.  Congress directs how we should use the funds through the appropriations process.  It is a good model.

· Who should be responsible for this?  Should a group of plant pathologists be figuring this out?

· One indicator of success would be a dedicated source of funding through the appropriations process.

· Maintaining the monitoring is a very expensive part of this and right now we’ve compartmentalized the IT part of that.

· China has a monitoring system to die for – people all over the country that are tasked with counting bugs, automated light traps, and people responsible for reporting the data every day.  The infrastructure of reporting is the sleeping giant.

· Monitoring in APHIS and CAPS is ongoing.  This is a monitoring thing that doesn’t have to be crop-specific either.

· Where is the interface between PIPE and CAPS?  There is a national system for monitoring.

· APHIS has had discussions with the National Plant Board.  We have pests of national concern – for the most part, they’re not here yet.  Pests that states would like to survey for – APHIS is providing both the carrot and the stick, carrot being that they can survey for pests of regulatory significance and stick being that they have to report survey results and be timely.

· Federal Accountability and Transparency Act says public needs access to a web site where you can search for funds of $25,000 or more.

· There’s an opportunity to talk about states using the PIPE as the platform for accountability.  If APHIS put in $25,000 for each state, could the PIPE put in $25,000, and the states another $25,000?

· We need to talk about the purpose of the APHIS program.

· The IPIPE is another opportunity for inputting that information somehow.

· We need a big matrix of pests on the table.  Some programs are things APHIS can no longer regulate.  Can they be picked up by the states?

· Do we have a similar enough mission to merge these two things?  The PIPE is about managing risk for things that are here or could get here, while APHIS is regulating movement of things that are not here yet or not moving from a limited location.  For the latter, you don’t need a weekly map.  To some extent, these are not entirely the same mission.

· APHIS authority does come with respect to controlling movement internationally and interstate.  If we’re talking about a need to report states that do and don’t have a pest, then we have NAPIS.  We have appropriations for pest detection.  Let’s look at things we can do together to leverage funds.

· Having user fees, advertising or other private models is counter to the Extension model of unbiased information.  The problem is when it’s linked to recommendations.

· We need some kind of executive operation that can nurture these relationships.  Right now it’s just our committee and then interests out in the hinterlands.  We need some kind of executive there.  If CSREES wants to develop an office for this, that would be good – something that is dedicated and not reliant on the time individual people have to go to St. Louis.

· A professional fundraiser

· More than just fundraising – identifying key projects and pairing funding opportunities for these projects

· Where things like the boll weevil organization have happened, they’re because the grassroots demanded them.

· How do you get to the crops that don’t have that kind of panache?

· The specialty crop people are not that well organized.  

· What about organics?  Is that an angle that could be promoted or exploited for monetary support?

· We could require that one of the organic standards is that they use PIPE information on some frequency.

· These more obtuse connections are harder.

· There is some commonality down the road in monitoring for different crop / pest combinations.  

· We should move toward a goal of having monitoring investments serve many masters.

· Much of the monitoring is being done by volunteers.  The infrastructure is kind of fragile

· In the CAPS program, APHIS pays people to do monitoring.  Is there an opportunity to say that their information needs to get into the PIPE?

· Leveraging LGU and CES funds is most likely to work where there is an issue of pressing state need.  Maintenance is not something anyone wants to fund.  The better chance for sustaining the core is to go to the feds as a unified front, making the case.

· One opportunity is to focus on reduced pesticide use, of concern to states.

· Maybe we put part of the charge on the committees that develop new components.

· In terms of a three-year grant, are you trying to develop the system and schmooze the legislature at the same time?  No, but you could require them to get a plan together to sustain the funding for the component.

· We’re also asking them to show ties to the stakeholders who will use the system and state the need for the component.

· We are hoping that this is so valuable that someone can’t imagine not continuing to have it.

· Underlying all this is something that has to keep the core going or there will be no way anything succeeds in the long term.

· When do we let something go?  We don’t want to automatically have to keep supporting everything that gets on there.  There needs to be some mechanism for letting something let go.

· We haven’t adequately addressed the human resource issues – we need to have adequate people on the ground to do this work.

· Maybe there are ways to plan appropriately in advance.

· Do we want to have enough PIPE components out there to support a position doing the survey in 25 states in 5 years?

· People might be cooperating, but are getting burned out cooperating.

· Do we need to highlight and reward those who are collaborating?

· Some people feel forced to participate.

· People won’t participate for the longer term unless there’s return to them in their job.

· We need an indicator based on the happiness of the people participating.

· You measure people’s feelings about participating based on their participation.

· The stakeholders and the participants need to feel like they have a voice in the process.

· Strategic options for increasing resources available are:

· Maintain RMA funding

· Get a federal line item

· Leveraging APHIS funds (CAPS funds, subset of Pest Detection) with states – look at areas of possible coordination

· CSREES and USDA find a way to support the core

· Increase corporate funding

· Get funding from grower groups

· User fees

· Advertising

· Other private models for web sites

· Sponsorship

· Foundations

· Get funding from environmental groups

· Get funding from land grant universities

· Leverage Cooperative Extension Service

· Leverage NPDN labs

· Options for how to get the funds raised are:

· Establish a separate entity to fundraise

· Identify pieces that individuals can take on, using a coordinated dispersed approach

· Have different strategies for different things, like one approach for funding the core infrastructure and other approaches for different things

· Strategic options for using resources more efficiently are:

· Looking for economies of scale / getting more value out of our investments

· Increase economy in monitoring sites are used 

Outputs and activity plans for which the Steering Committee has primary responsibility
For each of the following four outputs:

· The Steering Committee discussed and agreed on the wording of the output, the indicators that the output has been accomplished, the means to verify them, and assumptions about things outside the influence of the network that must happen for the outputs to be sustained.  These things can be found in the ipmPIPE Project Planning Matrix, attached.

· The Steering Committee had initial discussion of possible strategy and activities.  These notes can be found below.

· The Steering Committee broke out into small groups.  Each small group drafted the activities, timelines, inputs and budget required, and possible sources of funds.  They also captured other notes of discussion, which can be found below.

· These drafts were discussed and revised by the entire Steering Committee.  They agreed to the activity plans that are included in the ipmPIPE Project Planning Matrix, attached.

Output 6:  Partnerships
See the Project Planning Matrix for the indicators, means of verification, assumptions, and activity plans.

Additional small group discussion was:

· Partners to include are:  NPDN, Congress, federal agencies, private industry, (i.e., ASTA, chemical industry, commodities, consultants), professional societies, LGU administrators, faculty/extension and state Dept.s of Ag.

· We need to define partnerships.

· An active PR program is needed to bring in these partners.

· We need agreement in philosophy and help with lobbying efforts where appropriate.

· Perhaps we could hold a “town hall meeting” as a joint project of the NPDN and ipmPIPE.  This would provide experiences of on the ground diagnosticians.

· We need an integrated approach for this to be successful.

· How to engage specialty crops?

· The ipmPIPE should be a structure or format for any crop/pest combo to be integrated.  It’s a framework for others to plug in.

Discussion in the large group following the small group presentation was:

· $2000 can be squeezed from the existing base budget, but $100,000 in the existing funding cycle would mean somebody has to make a hard choice or find a new check writer.  PIPE money is already committed.

· We need to use existing people to help communicate about PIPE who are already plugged in and doing that work.

· Jim gave one PowerPoint at the ESA meeting that could be a base for the new presentation.

· We need to figure out a list of meetings, who’s going to go, and what the budget is.

· Instead of a briefing paper, there could be an ipmPIPE summit where we get the highest level possible from each agency to come in and talk about this together.  Kitty and Marty will talk with Colien Hefferan about this when they meet with her to see if she will initiate it.

· Instead of hiring a person, we could hire a firm or consultant.

· The Center Directors can all put articles about PIPE in their newsletters or other mechanism for communication with stakeholders.
Output 7:  Impact evaluation
See the Project Planning Matrix for the indicators, means of verification, assumptions, and activity plans.

Discussion in the large group following the small group’s presentation was:

· There needs to be a sub-committee in charge of prioritizing, organizing, identifying funding sources, and coordinating those who actually do the evaluations and develop the tools.

· We can build off of the 2005 SBR survey, which needs to get publicized.

· Maybe we need to follow up again, look at the changes, and publish it.

· We can get the data out now on the ipmPIPE web site.

· The use of the ipmPIPE data for epidemiological purposes, beyond use for managing risk, is important.  We give people permission to get at the data for that reason.

· Should evaluation be a function of each project?  When a component comes in, tell them that they have to have an evaluation component?  

· If you’re going to require it, you need to tell them to allocate x% of their budget to it.

· It is reasonable to have the requirement for evaluation in the RFP, and there is a need to do it for the ipmPIPE overall.  Even if you get the individual evaluations, that is not sufficient.

· People who do these projects are not experts in impact evaluation – they don’t know how to do it.  We want an annual, semi-annual or one-time report on a project that has specific requirements to it.

· But those kinds of reports are for accountability, not really impact.

· We could ask for proposals on impact evaluation projects.

· You need to have some kind of formal assessment for each project, with some 15 or 20% holdback on the funding for that purpose.

· Make the survey part of the requirements of the project.  There needs to be some assessment that they did what they intended to.

· We could have prescribed questions that we put into future RFAs, so they understand ahead of time what they have to do.

· Who could/should conduct survey components?

· ERS/EPA/RMA/NASS/Water Quality/APHIS/land grant university specialists and researchers

· Look at GAO and OMB requirements – how would they evaluate what we’re doing?  

· We really need to focus on the CSREES requirements.

· We were audited by the GAO at the beginning of the PIPE.  The worst criticism was that they didn’t see data quality addressed.

Output 8:  Governance
See the Project Planning Matrix for the indicators, means of verification, assumptions, and activity plans.

Discussion in the large group following the small group’s presentation was:

· Regarding the Advisory Committee / Administrative council:

· It should have 6 to 10 members.

· It should include people like Gale Buchanan, fairly significant people from federal agencies.  

· The Chair might come from ASTA or be an Executive Director.  

· It should be a primarily DC-based group, but with some people coming in from the outside.

· Meetings need to be no longer than 2 hours

· When we talked about this a year ago, the Advisory Committee was a cast of thousands.  I think this smaller group is a good idea, but it’s really different than what we thought about then.

· Let’s call this an Administrative Council.

· If we help establish a core, this group might select others that they expect to be at the table.

· $12,000 might be more than necessary, but it will depend on the final membership.

· A few of us will have to attend this.

· Maybe they’d meet with the Executive Committee and have it right before the Steering Committee meets.

· Regarding the liaisons:

· We have had a liaison structure on an informal basis.

· We need some assignments on this group to spread this out.

· We need to hold liaisons responsible for bringing information from the components here and from this group to the components.

· The responsibilities of the liaisons might be to:  report to the SC at least once a year on what the group is up to, monitor how that community is responding, help them identify and work toward set goals, and where necessary go to that stakeholder sector.

· There might be a group to represent collections of specialty crops out there.

· We’re doing less formal process for checking on user satisfaction.  Right now, it’s an informal process that can be formalized into a survey later on, beyond the two-year time frame.

· We need to continually seek feedback on how we are doing and make adjustments as necessary.
Output 9:  Sustainability
See the Project Planning Matrix for the indicators, means of verification, assumptions, and activity plans.

Additional small group discussion related to the funds needed to sustain the ipmPIPE was:

· Current funding:  $ 3.6 million in FY08

· $ 1.3 million competitive

· $ 3.5 million for:

· Overhead (10%)

· Management (Van Kirk)

· SBR ($ 1.1 million)

· ZedX ($350,000)

· Diagnostic centers ($600,000)

· Beans and SBA (approximately $1 million)

· Ensemble modeling (Analisa, Yang, $200,000)

· Estimated costs for each new component

· ZedX development (fixed costs)

· PSU component ($150,000)

· Modeling (Analisa, Yang, $25,000)

· Each expanded part (Variable costs, $10,000 to $250,000)

· USDA may reorganize to support the core.

· The present is model too big to survive.

· We need alternate observation network design.

· Modify sentinel plot number/distribution

· Maintain human network

· We could consolidate sample analysis to regional basis.

· NPDN labs?

· Other types of labs or centers?

Discussion in the large group following the small group’s presentation was:

· There’s a model where NSF puts in money initially, and then the organization is responsible to support itself after three years – the Industry / University Cooperative Research Centers.

· There’s an example of a Congressional line item that came out of pressure from industry and growers for research and outreach – the Fusarium.

· The malters and millers are another big group to go to.

· The second model removes a lot of the federal restrictions because it’s one step removed from rules on advocacy.

· Does any of these answer the question of what happens to SBR in 2010?

· Federal contribution tagged at $1million is one option, and a plan for getting outside commitments.

· There is no answer right now on that.

· This is about funding the core.

· If we had started with a specific budget and had to work within that, what would the system look like today?  

· For SBR, the Isard group had started out with a $1 million NRI grant.  NRI is continuing to push money into these kinds of programs on other pieces of modeling.

· The cost side of the business plan is beginning to be laid out here.  The revenue side we have some ideas on.

· When Kitty and Marty approach the CSREES administrator, they get asked about what will happen in the long term.  What about getting $100,000 to hire someone to develop industry support?

· We have to present a plan to her.

· I think the Communications person is a must from the beginning.

· It’s very important for the component stakeholders to support it, but it’s not reasonable to expect a significant portion of the funding from that source.  This has to be a program largely driven by federal funding with enough coming from the various components to get buy-in.

· Where’s the offset for funding the ipmPIPE?  The money’s going to come out of IPM programs.  We might not want to get rid of PMAP, CAR and part of the RAMP, but we have to think broadly about what might be accomplished with PIPE vs. what these programs are today.

· Based on feedback from my stakeholder panel about concern about the erosion of applied research dollars, I can’t support that recommendation.

· Those programs might get rolled into NRI anyway.

· Some of the stakeholder groups in other regions might feel differently.

· You can look at the numbers in those different programs.

· The stakeholder panels weren’t confronted with the choice of which things are most important to fund, given fixed funding.

· I hate to have the pressure be internal to CSREES every time you have to cut a program.  What about educating the agriculture appropriators on what the PIPE is and the needs there?

· The program, its benefits and the costs ought to be presented.

· We don’t know what the next step is.  Where are we going next?  We don’t have any kind of priority list on the invasives or anything else – we don’t know what’s coming in the proposals.  We need to come up with some sort of priority list of pest / crop scenarios that are important, like a top 10 list.  Then people can champion this thing.

· After this round of proposals, we can say we are going to develop a priority list and put it in the RFA.  It doesn’t mean that we only fund those top 10.

· The NPDN has a select agent list that’s been updated.  That still has some political power behind it.

· Let’s not forget that this needs to be a shared responsibility with APHIS.  That needs to be part of the initial conversation.

· Matt would like to integrate some of the CAPS survey coordinators into this.

· APHIS is running into some real problems in CA trying to detect things.  They’re falling down on a number of things.

· Why aren’t we trying to go to Gale Buchanan instead of Colien?  

· He’s over ARS, but not APHIS.

· What do we envision the PIPE to be five or ten years from now?  Don visualized PIPE as the channel people can go to look for information – about invasive pests or a solution to a personal problem.  I saw it could really offer a value to commodity groups as a venue where researchers, as studies come to fruition, are able to channel their research into a format and publish the research data so I, as a lay person, can go in there and search by crop and search by pest to figure out how to solve my problem.  That’s what would be invaluable to users.  We’re looking for something we can justify to our senators to say it is being used by their constituents.  I think the commodities would support it.

· The National Institute of Invasive Species Science is out there, and there are others doing things like this.  But we have to be careful not to just pigeonhole ourselves with invasive species because there are other people out there and we need to know about them so that we can be clear what we’re doing that’s different.

Formalizing the operating committees for each component
The Steering Committee discussed the status of and plans for the committees that oversee the operations of each of the ipmPIPE components.  The action plan agreed to was:

· We request that the NCERA208 become the formal PIPE soybean rust operating committee. 

· We request that the S1010 become the formal PIPE SBA operating committee, or that they suggest another entity to play that role (which could be a sub-committee of that group).

· The Western Legume Group is meeting at the SBR symposium in Louisville.  Rick will initiate discussion of an operating committee for the Legume PIPE then.

· Once they are formally identified, each committee will be asked to work through the planning matrix for their component.

Related discussion was:

· We do not currently have the committees for each of the components formalized.  Their names are not posted on the web site anywhere.

· What is the operating committee’s job?

· So far, it’s all about monitoring – doing the job.

· Now, the 208 has taken more of a formal leadership in SBR.  But they’re not the same group that meets Monday morning.

· The S1010 has a more similar role for the aphid, but it’s more ad hoc.

· They grumble that “those other people” are making decisions.

· This planning matrix is a template for the operating committees to fill in or decide how to change it for them.

· We have a guideline for a successful component having these elements.  

· The coordinators are getting money currently.

· I don’t want to micro-manage the components.

· Reminding them of elements is important.

· We need the paper from them.

· Let them create their own list and submit it.

· This is now a retrospective of what it took to put together the SBR PIPE so it’s successful.  To say that this is the template is not micromanaging.

· This is a model of what success would look like.  They can modify it to meet their needs.

· And send it back to us.

· We’re both looking forward to what new committees look like and asking the existing committees to tell us what they’re doing.

· The key is that the coordinators will do the job and get input.  But you need to tell me, Eileen and Howard and Marie that you need a report by such and such a time.  That’s our job – to make sure it gets done.

· This isn’t just a housekeeping thing for the Steering Committee.  It helps a group really get a handle on its progress.

· Going through these things needs to be an exercise, either in person or using Breeze.

· This can be like a reference piece and then you have a one-page check sheet for the coordinator.

· It could be a teleconference thing.

· The new components being added are being added under a different methodology than existing components.

· The new ones are going to be smaller.

· 208 is SBR.  1010 is soybean insects – it’s larger than SBA.

Grant review panel
The Steering Committee discussed the possible composition of the grant review panel for this year and possible conflicts of interest.  It was agreed that:

· One person cannot be both a member of the SC and a PI or Co-PI on a proposal that is under competition.

· No one who participated in the writing of the RFA will serve on the selection committee, with the exception of RMA.
· Steering Committee members can nominate themselves to be on the review panel, though they might not be chosen.  John will serve as the panel manager.  Jim and Kitty will probably be there as observers.

The action plan identified was:

· Steering Committee members will send John names of recommended review panel members, with a description of their expertise and why the Steering Committee member thinks each person would be a valuable member of the panel, by Monday, November 19.

The discussion that led to these decisions was:

· What kinds of people of people should be on the review panel?  How many?

· We need to see what comes in.

· Some modelers

· Some IPM discipline people

· Somebody that thinks about how pathogens and insects or wheat seeds move

· Somebody with diagnostic experience

· Somebody who knows something about the crop in question

· Yes, but if we get 25 different proposals, we won’t have a panel that big.

· Have a vegetable person and a specialty crop person

· Somebody who understands how this works at the local level, like Loren or Howard

· Geographic balance

· No appearance that any one geography is having more success than another

· If the best proposals all come out of the West, what are we going to do?

· The Committee shouldn’t be just from one area.

· The commitment of the process has to be to the top-ranked proposals regardless of distribution, as long as RMA’s needs are met.

· One person from RMA

· How many people we need on the review panel depends on how many proposals we get, the range of activities proposed and getting all the bases covered (e.g., models, basic entomology, IT).

· I’m willing to let John make the judgment of how many.

· You can also use ad hoc reviewers, if appropriate, without having 30 people on the committee.  

· Regarding possible conflicts of interest:

· People from the Regional Centers probably should not be on the review panel.

· Some of us have been approached to write letters of support or be on proposals.

· As long as the Steering Committee member is not on the review panel and we’re not steering the panel in favor of that project, I think it’s fine to write letters of support.

· If we choose to write a letter in support, we are recusing ourselves from the review panel.

· Somebody on this Steering Committee could be on a grant.  

· People like Eileen and Don are already part of the system.

· Scott is not on this SC because of the potential conflict of interest.

· For the IPM Centers, it’s spelled how the process works.  It allows Advisory Committee members to apply for grants as long as they weren’t part of writing the RFA or the selection panel.  

· There’s a conflict of interest statement supplied by applicants and no panel members who have a conflict are allowed to participate in the review.

· I think that there should be a general condition that if you’re on this Steering Committee you should not be a PI or a co-PI.

· Once you’ve won the competition, the conflict is over.

· There will be an issue when people are applying for an extension.

· This is why it’s important that they not be SC members.

�Fix this word functioning


�Change this on the matrix


�“Functioning” must be replaced by an appropriate word . We will check if Ellen has notes that edify this.





