ipmPIPE Steering Committee Meeting

April 15, 2008

I. Opening: 

A. Members Attending: Ed Ready, Frank Zalom, Harold Coble, John Ayers, Sue Ratcliffe, Rick Melnicoe, Jim VanKirk, Don Hershman, Conrad Lavender, Matt Royer, Gail Wisler, Stella Coakley, Colin Wamsley, Glen Bowers, Eileen Cullen, Kitty Cardwell, Ray Hammerschmidt, Marty Draper. Wednesday: Heyward Baker

B. Guests: Howard Schwartz and Gerald Holmes

Recording: Rosemary Hallberg

C. Action items are in orange.

D. Quorum: Chairman Hershman brought the meeting to order and determined that a quorum had been reached.

II. Budget

The PIPE 3 budget began at the end of September 2007. Jim Vankirk referred to a budget page that he handed out (green paper), noting that there is still money left in the PIPE 1 and 2 budgets as well. At the bottom of the first page there is a balance of -$39,943, but Jim and Kitty noted that the figure does not include money still left over from the PIPE 1 and 2 budgets, so there is actually a positive balance.

Jim explained how the final figure of $4,546,000 comes about: from $5 million to begin with, CSREES takes out F&A costs equal to 10% of Total Direct Costs. Jim explained the other amounts and where they go as well. [LINK TO BUDGET PAGE]

Stella asked about the money that goes to ZedX. Answer: Some of the money goes to the weather forecaster, some supports soybean rust ensemble summary development, and the rest goes to the programmer. The money goes directly to Joe Russo and does not go to Penn State.

Operational funds for the 2009 budget will be released in 2008. Risk Management Agency has proposed $4.5 million, but that will no longer include the sentinel plot portion of soybean rust. The budget will include:

· An increased budget for the legume PIPE

· Another competition with an amount close to $2 million.

· Soybean aphid, since there is still research and evaluation being done.

· Outreach materials for components other than soybean rust.

SBR specialists led by Don and Loren Giesler met recently with resulting estimate that the soybean rust component needs $1.6 million to continue being part of the PIPE. There was a suggestion to merge soybean rust with the legume PIPE, but that idea was strongly discouraged.

III. Component updates:

This part of the meeting included the working drafts of presentations that would be given at the ipmPIPE Summit on Thursday. 

A. Soybean Rust: Don Hershman 

Discussion

Suggestions for changes to the presentations:

· Perhaps talk about other possible sources of funding (Ed Ready)

· Talk about the value to the soybean industry; find an economic estimate (Stella)

· Add land grant administrators to the list of people who have been involved (Sue Ratcliffe)

· Talk about the parts of the PIPE that can’t be carried by anyone other than the government (Matt)

· Emphasize that without this program, farmers may spray either more than they need to or risk losing their crop because they don’t’ know when to spray (Conrad and Ed)

B. Soybean Aphid: Eileen Cullen 

Key points:
· 19 U.S. states and 3 Canadian provinces participated in 2007. 261 Extension specialists, IPM coordinators and other personnel involved on a day-to-day basis. 

· 1,402 field sites (soybean fields) monitored for soybean aphid in 2007 (single and repeat visit sites combined).

· More than 22,861 educational contacts made by state specialists with soybean farmer, consultant and industry clientele in 2007 using the IPM PIPE soybean aphid system. Avg. 1,633 per state.
· Soybean aphid spray decisions are made on a field by field basis so growers can’t use the PIPE for those decisions. As a result, some soybean aphid PIPE component cooperators have doubts about how useful the PIPE is for soybean aphid. Eileen reported from a 2007 survey of entomologists, IPM coordinators and and/or Extension educator component cooperators who responded that the soybean aphid PIPE provides timely information on when to scout and valuable information about regional aphid densities and distribution. 17 U.S. states and 1 Canadian province responded to the 2007 soybean aphid PIPE survey. 88% of respondents think the IPM PIPE soybean aphid component offers potential economic benefit to their soybean grower and crop consultant clientele by providing national and regional pest density maps routinely updated to alert clientele about the need to scout their own fields locally.   

· David Ragsdale has developed a Soybean Aphid Growth Estimator model (SAGE) decision-making tool for soybean aphid that Eileen presented as a possibility to add to the soybean aphid PIPE.

Discussion

Sue noted a couple of issues that have come out of the soybean aphid PIPE:

· The component has received funding sources in addition to the RMA money.

· The soybean aphid team has established several landmarks, independent of the IPM PIPE, including an economic threshold.

· Although the SBA PIPE doesn’t help with spray decisions like the SBR PIPE, it lets growers know when to start scouting and provides a portal for soybean aphid IPM and scouting protocols. Harold recommended emphasizing this point.

The last point triggered a discussion about what a “decision-making tool” was. The consensus was to treat that term as generic rather than connecting it with spray decisions.  For example, IPM scouting is the first essential step in IPM treatment decision support.  In addition, for purposes of the IPM PIPE Summit at the Dept. of Agriculture, a couple of members recommended defining terms such as “threshold” and using terms such as “risk management” rather than “decision-making”, as the Summit audience are not all from the IPM discipline and may not be familiar with terms/jargon.
C. Legume PIPE: Howard Schwartz 

Key points:

· Joe Russo and Julie Golod are developing the public interface this year.

· ZedX is also developing a calculator tool to include with this component, to calculate risk.

· They need more money in 2008 for additional sentinel plots, especially for cool season legumes in larger states.

Discussion

Two members raised questions:

· Why were plots on the eastern part of the US discontinued? The response was that the diseases are more predictable in the eastern US, so there was no need to include it in the PIPE.

· What is the insurance link for? Answer: the insurance industry wanted to have justification for claims for cool-season legume losses.

Matt Royer raised the issue of implications for certified seed producers. His point was that if the PIPE identifies a county as having a disease, it might be implied that the seed from that county is also infected. He asked how that issue should be handled.

Ideas:

· Report sentinel plot data from the areas of the state that do not deal in seed production (this idea was negated pretty quickly because of ethical issues)

· Include a disclaimer on the site saying that the disease does not affect all plots in that area.

· Don’t include any sentinel plot data from legumes on the public site.

D. Industry PIPE (iPIPE) Glenn Bowers 

Key points:

· ASTA and ZedX are partnering together on this, but the challenge will be getting members to fund it.

· Project leaders are interested in providing information about exotic species to update databases in other countries. However, they don’t know if PPQ would allow industry to do that or how they would go about getting permission.

Discussion:

A couple of questions were raised:

· Is NAPIS going to roll into PIPE? (Kitty)
Matt answered that they are getting data that could supplement CAPS and NAPIS data but want to make sure that they are not duplicating the data that is already available. Integrating NAPIS data into the PIPE would give the I-PIPE regulatory significance, so the hope is for APHIS to contribute funding.

· Is this data going to be on the public site? (Kitty)
The i-PIPE will not have a public interface, but industries that download the data are free to release it as they see fit. State Extension specialists would have access to all data uploaded in the i-PIPE.

E. Cucurbit PIPE: Gerald Holmes 

Key points: 

· There are 23 states involved; 85 sentinel plots.

· They will be working on overwinter survival this year.

· Plan on using Google Earth technology to interface with stakeholders. 

Discussion:

A few questions were raised:

· How far west and how far north is downy mildew? (Stella)
There have been some cases as far west as California, but that was years ago, and there was an unconfirmed report of it in Utah.

· Are you thinking of using this to separate out other viruses? (Howard)
We have not explored that yet.

· Is this similar to hops downy mildew? (Gail)
There is not enough data to prove that.

· How will this be connected (technically) to the PIPE interface?
Gerald is currently working on getting the sentinel plots going and has not discussed technical issues yet with Joe Russo, but he thinks they should be able to copy and paste over to the ipmPIPE site and make modifications to help it fit visually into the interface.

F. Pecan IPM Jim VanKirk, (Marvin Harris could not attend)

Key points:

This project has already been done throughout the state of Texas and involves using pheromone traps, degree day modeling and a sequential sampling plan to help growers with management decisions for pecan nut casebearer. The proposal expands this project to the entire Pecan Belt. Marvin Harris, the PI for the project, has already begun to create a pecan ipmPIPE advisory committee made up of growers, agents and industry.

Discussion:

A couple of important points were raised through discussion:

· Each new component needs to have someone from the Steering Committee to act as a liaison or a mentor. That person should be involved in the advisory committee of the new component and should update the Steering Committee about progress.

· Committees for all components need to have regular communication, but it doesn’t matter whether that communication is done through calls or e-mails, or how regular it is.

· Components need to have continuity from one to the other.

IV. USDA Secretary’s ipmPIPE Summit

CSREES staff have stated that the point of the ipmPIPE Summit is to educate people about the President’s budget request, which supported the soybean rust PIPE. The unofficial point of the Summit is to generate some long-term sustainability for the ipmPIPE, including for the soybean rust PIPE. An agenda was handed out during the meeting.

Each part of the agenda is set up to state a different message:

· Panel 1 will introduce the IPM PIPE (soybean rust, soybean aphid) and indicate that there is a big problem if funding is eliminated.
· Panel 2 includes people from the “real world” who will talk about how they’ve used the PIPE and how it really works.

· In Panel 3, Marty Draper will discuss proposals for the PIPE that we have not had money to fund. Shane Sampels from SYSCO will talk about how IPM helps his company and his growers.

· In Panel 4, Eldon Gould from RMA will talk about how the PIPE has reduced risk. Matt Royer will discuss how the PIPE can help with pests that come across the border, and Colien will discuss the need for funding.

· Under Secretary Gale Buchanan will lead the afternoon discussion.

Discussion:

Gail Wisler expressed concern that ARS was not among the listed participants in the agenda and wanted to be sure that it was clear what kind of contribution ARS had made. Other committee members wanted to focus on the system as a whole rather than giving credit to individual members. In the ensuing discussion, it became clear that the role ARS has played in the U.S response to soybean rust would be effectively brought out in one or more presentations that would be made. Don made sure that contributors’ logos were all included in his presentation.  
Jim V. emphasized that the SC members from the private sector should contact their Congressmen about this.

Stella advised the speakers to cut the technical references out of the slides and to focus on economics and food quality. 

V. Data sharing update

Committee members: Kitty Cardwell, Marty Draper, Matt Royer, Jim VanKirk, and Julie Golod.

Issues:

· Who should use the restricted area of the ipmPIPE site?

· What kind of data should they have access to?

Kitty C. handed out a table that was divided by user and defined the functions they had available to them, what they could access, the responsibilities they had, and the process by which they gained permission for access.

Discussion:

· For Extension Specialists, under Criteria for ID/PW, change the last bullet to read “must be approved by the Executive Committee.”

Industry users:

· Marty D., Glenn and Conrad formed a subcommittee to address the issue of industry access. Marty reported that they have developed a policy for industry users that grants them the same access that researchers have, plus an added ability to upload industry data.

· Industry users will be reviewed on an annual basis.

· The subcommittee hopes to release a new solicitation for industry users to gain access again; Julie Golod is currently working a new data entry screen for the users to fill out.

· The subcommittee needs to develop a specific definition of industry members.

Researchers

· Kitty presented a grid system that she proposes to use to avoid the Privacy Act issues that previous requests were creating. The grid she presented is the same one that Risk Management Agency uses.

· The size of the grid may change depending on the size of the crop area. 

· Some SC members were concerned that the system might identify growers, since in some 6-mile square blocks in the West, there are only 1 or 2 growers. The response was that it will up to the state specialists for each crop to be sure that growers can’t be identified.

· A researcher will have to ask specifically for access to the data, and that will get them only centroids of the cells. They then must have the permission of the state before they can publish the data.

· Kitty assured that the data given to researchers would not identify anyone.

· SC members had a couple of concerns about the grid system:

· If a researcher decides to publish the data without permission, the SC will have to decide whether to withdraw the person’s access, placing the SC in an enforcement role.

· Ed R. raised the question of difference between ARS researchers and land grant researchers since it seemed as if anyone from USDA could give permission to any user.

Changes to document:

· For references to USDA under criteria, change to whoever from USDA would have access to that part of the site. For instance, under national commentators, it seems like anyone in USDA who is conducting research in soybean rust and soybean aphid can grant access to the site. There should be a list of the research team members.

· Add “approval contingent upon agreement to conditions” to all of the comment blanks. (Sue)

· A synopsis of the terms and conditions for use should be up front.

· The state coordinator for each crop should approve use of the data before it is released. Someone from each commodity will have to go to each state and get permission for researchers to use the state data.

· Under “Researchers,” delete “Intramural researcher” and make that row general to researchers.

· Give researchers the same access that industry people have. (Stella)

The difference between researchers’ use of this data and researchers’ use of data on another pest is that this data has been collected by other people.

Kitty will make the edits discussed and send the revised draft out before the next conference call. This will be on the agenda for the next meeting. The committee will also review the documents and make any edits to send to Kitty before the next meeting.

Request for motion: Marty asked if the committee would give permission to begin adding industry users back into the system. Motion passed by consensus.

VI. Strategic Plan update

Kitty presented the Strategic Plan draft that incorporated the changes from the last teleconference. In addition to those changes, the Strategic Plan Committee made a few changes, which were highlighted.

Committee members made some edits to the new statement in output 4. The recommendation was to take it out of the first person and clarify how the PIPE uses science for data quality.

Stella recommended the committee review the documents one more time and make any final edits.

Kitty handed out a text version of the matrix. The committee was charged with reviewing pages 29 to 34, and if the timeline is wrong, to fix it and hand the comments in before they left for the day.

VII. IT Review update

Refer to the handout, “Proposed Next Steps for defining Information Technology support.”

As the PIPE grows, it becomes increasingly more important to document the system and how it operates. Last August, Kitty and Michel Desbois from CSREES talked to Joe Russo from ZedX to begin getting a list of the kinds of functions and capabilities the system has.

When a component team does a focus group or surveys users, the team should document what was done and the costs of the tasks. In addition, time for program management also needs to be built in to proposals for new components.

The core IT piece is not expected to change this year; however, in the future, the IT piece may be put out to bid.

The second page includes a list of what we could possibly do. Michel has provided an example of what a document might look like if you were going to write the specifications for a contract. It might be good to give Jim an idea of what a subcontract might look like. We must determine a good time for this to go out for competitive bid.

Michel recommended that the committee think about what datasets and information they would need in the future, along with more functional programmatic information. That information will be important as the evaluative piece is developed to see if the system is working as it should.

Questions: 

· Do the new components have to fit within ZedX’s model? (Frank)
No, Joe suggested letting everything look different but tying everything together so it’s clear it’s from the same system. 

· What about the software? (Sue)
the software is proprietary, but Scott Isard does the coding for the modeling and runs the data. Other models such as the David Ragsdale SAGE model could also be part of the system, however. Joe has agreed to provide a functionality document in case we ever put this out for bid.

· What do we expect long-term with the PIPE? (Matt)
We need national weather data and an interface, then we need models and people “on the ground.” We also need risk management and communication tools as well.

· What about the human element like Julie Golod? (Don)
She needs to document everything she is doing, so if she ever leaves, you can get someone else to fill that slot.

Gerald Holmes commented that he felt, from the RFA, that he needed to fit into a certain umbrella for his proposal to be accepted, so he was relieved that there are more options. For instance, he had planned to use NC State’s weather department for the weather data, and he had wanted to keep his own interface.

Kitty concluded that the ipmPIPE has to be an entity if it’s going to get funding, but that entity doesn’t have to be ZedX. Eventually everything will have to integrate, but perhaps the “umbrella” will ultimately be what is bid out and that the components will be separate.

Wednesday, April 16, 2008

VIII. 2008-09 RFA

John described the RFA process. He reported that they received 14 proposals that were submitted through Ron’s proposal system. A panel of 8 reviewers was convened on Jan. 29. The panel consisted of 3 entomologists, 3 plant pathologists, a risk analyst and a weed scientist. Two reviewers were from the North Central region, 2 from Southern region, 2 from the northeastern, 1 from western, and 1 federal. All but one panelist were identified using recommendations from the ipmPIPE Steering Committee. Panelists are each top-notch and well-known experts in the field. They went through the proposals and scored them on the first day. There was one proposal that was clearly outstanding; a couple more that were really good, a couple more that were pretty good. 

After recommending the first proposal, the committee had money left to fund half of another proposal. They debated about whether to hold until next year. The panel recommended that one could be partially funded and make a go of it. The Executive Committee was notified about the decision. Heyward, Kitty, Jim and John were at the panel as observers.

Stella asked about the breakup of proposals by type. John could not remember exactly but thought that there was one weed science proposal and the others were pretty equally divided between entomology and plant pathology.

Don asked the panel observers to summarize how things went from their perspectives. 

Heyward commented that the process worked well; they didn’t have any problems. He didn’t think there were any issues with the funding.

Jim stated that there was some fairly contentious discussion towards the end. The panel was clearly unanimous in their decision. Some of the discussion had to deal with panels and how they operate. Need to discuss whether to change the RFA and/or give more clear directions to the panel. 

At this point in the meeting there was an extended discussion about a variety of issues related to RFA development, panel management and guidelines, and options for funding proposals under a range of situations. The focus of the discussion was to review what was done this year with an eye towards refining the process for future RFA’s. 

It was decided to appoint an ad hoc Subcommittee for Guidelines comprised of Stella, Rick, Sue, Harold, Frank and Marty. Stella and Rick are chairs of the committee. This subcommittee was charged with the development of guidelines that will be given to the next RFA panel.

There was a discussion about whether the RFA needs to wait for the guidelines. Some said that the 2 weren’t related; others said that the RFA may depend on the guidelines. 

Timeline: (comment) RFA needs to be out by July. 

Discussion:

The old RFA will be the basis of the new one. John offered to send it to everyone electronically and people could use track changes and send it back.
Stella suggested having Marty replace Kitty on the RFA Committee since the lead for the group is rotating from Kitty to Marty. However, Kitty said that she will still be involved in the new contracts, so she would remain on the RFA Committee.

Soybean rust is going to be its own contract, so Marty was going to handle that. Kitty is going to take the new contracts. So she said that that the RFA is part of the new contracts, so since she was doing the new stuff, she would probably stay on the committee.

Continuum for RFA: allow these things, consider these things, dedicate ourselves to these things.

Question: are we going to encourage small pieces compared to an entire PIPE. Ed suggested that it is not a good idea to say that we’re going to reserve some money for some things and other money for small projects. Sue: maybe we should have specific criteria for the different types.

John suggested that it was difficult to split the competition into different parts. In the core criteria, the RFA said that we needed something that needed to be ready to go this year.

Gail agreed that we should consider system enhancements. Kitty recommended that we only spend the money for an entire PIPE project. 

Final Recommendation for Funding:

· Keep the current RFA for entire PIPE components.

· If there is money left over, keep it and perhaps release another RFA for system enhancements.

Because of the nature of RFA’s and panels, there is no possibility for an RFA to be edited and reviewed by the SC or EC prior to posting the new RFA. However, it was decided that it would be permissible for the SC to review the 2007 RFA and submit comments to John for consideration when developing the next generation RFA. This would give the SC an opportunity to have input into the next RFA, but without compromising the process.

RFA subcommittee: Virginia, John, Gail, Kitty and Jim 

John will send Rick the instructions that he sent to the panel.

John will send the SC last year’s RFA for comment and ideas. 

IX. IPM Evaluation activities

Jim VanKirk handed out a summary of current evaluation activities for the ipmPIPE. Notable points include:

· The Illinois survey does not include corresponding end dates or report dates

· The Isard survey has gone to state specialist types. The project is with Minnesota and costs about $43,000 that Jim has committed to fund.

· The Certified Crop Advisor survey being developed by Al Wrather, University of Missouri, modifies the 2005 survey sent to stakeholders and will be sent to CCAs.

· Carol Pilcher from Iowa State has been doing work on national evaluation efforts, largely funded by the North Central IPM Center. She has offered to put together a survey for the PIPE that involves some of the “so what” questions and questions about the effectiveness of the program.

Kitty C. proposed to set aside $300,000 for impact assessment from the upcoming RFA. Other CSREES staff support the idea.

Responses:

· Ask ERS how much they would charge to do a new evaluation (Frank Z.)

· Use NAICC to target the private sector and users.

Questions and Concerns:

No one felt that anything should be added to the list. When asked about what the next steps for evaluation should be, the majority felt that the committee should:

· Update the 2005 ERS study (17)

· Survey user adoption (17)

· Do an environmental impact evaluation (2)

Sue and Marty expressed concerns about Carol Pilcher’s time. Since the North Central Center funds 50% of her time and Marty funds the other 50%, both wanted to be sure that they were not paying for time spent on the other project.

Discussion on evaluation:

There were some general concerns related to setting aside funding for evaluation:

· Evaluation is a good idea, but it may be too early to do one (Frank Z., Heyward B.)

· Perhaps do an evaluation after 5 years of the program.

· We need to do an evaluation because we need to assess environmental impact (Kitty)

· This is not something that PIPE money should fund; perhaps ask EPA (Heyward) or the CSREES Water Quality program (Marty)

· Many farmers use fungicide for diseases other than soybean rust, so it may be difficult to attribute environmental impact to spraying for rust (Ed)

Arguments for an evaluation:

· This might be good for a small project with leftover RFA money (Jim)

· This is a good time to do an evaluation since the soybean rust PIPE no longer has RMA funds (Kitty, Harold)

What to set aside for an evaluation:

There were two proposals for amounts to set aside for an evaluation: one for $300,000 and one for $100,000. There was also a suggestion to create an evaluation subcommittee.

Results:

· A vote resulted in a majority voting to set aside $300,000 for evaluation.

· Jim VanKirk will work with Carol Pilcher to set up an evaluation subcommittee before the next call.

X. Education and Outreach

Sue Ratcliffe reported on the activities of the Evaluation and Outreach committee. 

Accomplishments:

· A packet containing 3 CDs and other materials for ipmPIPE.

· Tri-fold for soybean aphid and soybean rust that has received very positive feedback.

· There is about $10,000 left in the budget for soybean aphid and legumes.

· Distributing 75,000 “cliff notes” and 7,000 CDs for soybean rust

· Eileen Cullen and Ames Herbert have been working with the aphid team to come up with ideas for education and outreach

· Howard Schwartz has suggested using a video for training on the legume group

Issues for Education and Outreach Committee:

There is $100,000 in the education/outreach budget each year. As new components are added, the amount of money that can be used per component decreases. Suggestions on how to deal with this:

· Move towards more strategic planning on Education/Outreach and dedicate some money towards some things and some towards others (Jim)

· A communications person would help with all of this (Marty and others) but there is not enough money in the Ed/Outreach budget for that.

· Make a list of what education and outreach pieces are needed for each component, and how much each of those are going to cost. Also make a list of what the new components need 

· Get ZedX to finalize the website so that materials can be based on the website.

· There is a need to begin doing stories on how the PIPE is benefiting growers (Frank)

· Gerald Holmes has included money in his budget for a tri-fold brochure and a training video.

· Make sure the RFA includes the need for an educational component for new PIPE components (Stella), but the PIs must work with the Education/Outreach committee to ensure consistency (Sue)

XI. Governance items

A. Liaisons for new components: Marty Draper has agreed to be the liaison for the cucurbit project. Eileen volunteered to do the pecan PIPE.

B. Membership changes in 2009: The terms for Kitty, Matt, Harold, Jim, Ed Rajotte, Eileen Cullen, Conrad Lavender, and Ed Ready will be up at the end of December, 2008. Each has the option of one additional term. (note from JVK: I think this reflects the discussion, but I can find no support for the idea of an optional “re-up” in the bylaws. See note below) Chair-elect VanKirk will become chair, so we will need someone to fill the chair-electbeing vacated by Jim. That person would be the Chair in 2011-2012 . The Bylaws indicate that grower groups should have two representatives on the SC, Currently, Ed Ready is representing the soybean growers. (see roster with term expirations at http://www.ipmpipe.org/docs/bylaws.cfm).

From the bylaws Part 2.B.para 2:

Unless otherwise noted, seats on the SC are distributed to stakeholder groups rather than to individuals, and each stakeholder group with a seat is expected to identify the individual who serves. Seats are held by organizations or stakeholder groups but terms apply to individuals. At the end of an individual's term, the organization or group represented appoints someone to a new term.

It was decided that we should pursue someone to represent the legume PIPE. Don Hershman will contact: Todd Schultz (legume) first and if unsuccessful try Tom Grebb (legume)

The committee will be taking chair-elect nominees about August or September. Not all members will be able to rotate off because there is no one to replace them. Those who are interested in having an additional term on the SC should consult with the organization, agency, or group they are representing to make sure the decision to stay on the SCis in the best interest of the group they are representing. Don will bring this up again at a future meeting in the fall.

Ed Ready will look at the by-laws and see how we could appoint a nominating committee to elect new people.

XII. Logos

Howard Schwartz, co-Coordinator of the Legume PIPE, brought up the subject of logos for PIPE components, where the regular logo would be used for the whole ipmPIPE and a different logo would be for the other PIPEs. He suggested that both logos could be used in each component. 

Discussion:

There was a concern about adopting an entirely new logo for the components, given how much time was spent coming up with a logo last year. So there were some suggestions on how to give each component its own identity while still recognizing it as part of the ipmPIPE:

· Use a graphic of the crop next to the ipmPIPE logo rather than creating a separate logo (Heyward)

· Use the title of the component rather than a graphic (Stella)

· Use the original PIPE logo and put the words of the new PIPE on top

· Leave the PIPE logo alone and only use the title to identify the component (Eileen). Jim V. disagreed with this suggestion; he recommended using one logo with the identifying words at the top.

Final decision: Scott Martin from the N. Central IPM Center will design some new logos for each component based on the current ipmPIPE logo. Sue will follow up on copyrighting the logos and the term ipmPIPE

Issue for the future: how do we identify sponsors as components pick up funding sponsors? The decision was to wait until that happens.

XIII. State level PIPEs

Ed Rajotte and the Pennsylvania IPM Program are planning to create a state-level PIPE. Rajotte wanted to know if the Steering Committee should encourage other states to do the same thing, and if there should be a special funding line dedicated toward it, perhaps from 3D.

The Steering Committee agreed that Pennsylvania was welcome to form its own PIPE but that the SC will not take special steps to encourage other states to create their own PIPEs. In addition, the PIPE will not fund the Pennsylvania PIPE or any other state-level PIPE at this time. Any PIPE that wants to be included in the public part of the site will also have to conform to a set of standards.

The logo and trademark of the PIPE need to be copyrighted and trademarked, along with the ability to alter it.

XIV. Meeting in November

There was consensus that we need a meeting. 

· Time: late October, early November

· Place: St. Louis

XV. Next Teleconference: Needed for approval of the changes for the Strategic Plan. Date: Wednesday, May 28, 2 PM ET. 

Those who can’t participate in that call should weigh in on the changes for the Strategic Plan. We will also discuss the RFA and the instructions for the panel.

Meeting Adjourned

