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Draft

September 15, 2006

PEST INFORMATION PLATFORM FOR EXTENSION & EDUCATION (PIPE)

Planning Meeting

Washington, DC, August 29 and 30, 2006

Notes

Prepared by Ellen Cull, Management & Organizational Consultant, Meeting Facilitator

The purpose of this meeting was to develop the framework for the PIPE and the PIPE Steering Committee for the next several years. The outcomes of the meeting were:

· Decisions on:

· A vision, mission, strategy and identification of core customers and stakeholders for the PIPE,

· Steering Committee purpose and membership, and

· A plan for spending PIPE funding for FY07 and timeline for FY08 funding.

· Discussion of:

· Strengths and limitations of the SBR/PIPE to date and challenges facing the PIPE in the next several years,

· Trends and possible new directions in the environment for PIPE in the next several years, and

· Federal agency roles in the PIPE in the next several years.

Participants in the meeting were:

	· Heywood Baker
	USDA/RMA

	· Kitty Cardwell
	USDA/CSREES

	· Stella Coakley
	Oregon State University

	· Marty Draper
	USDA/CSREES

	· Mike Fitzner
	USDA/CSREES

	· Linda Herbst
	Western Regional IPM Center

	· Bill Hoffman
	USDA/CSREES

	· Scott Isard
	Penn State University

	· Don Hershman
	University of Kentucky

	· Rick Melnicoe
	Western Regional IPM Center

	· Rick Meyer 
	USDA/CSREES

	· Billy Newton
	USDA/APHIS/PPQ

	· Bob Nowierski (day 1)
	USDA/CSREES

	· Ed Rajotte
	Penn State University

	· Sue Ratcliff
	North Central IPM Center

	· Ed Ready
	United Soybean Board

	· Amy Rhodes (day 1)
	USDA/CSREES

	· Matt Royer
	USDA/APHIS/PPQ

	· Benjamin Smallwood (day 1)
	USDA/NRCS

	· Ron Stinner
	Southern Regional IPM Center

	· Jim VanKirk
	Southern Regional IPM Center

	· Gail Wisler
	USDA/ARS


Part A of these notes documents decisions and action plans agreed upon at the meeting.  Part B contains detailed notes of discussion.

Part A:

Decisions and Action Plans
Vision, mission, strategy, core customers, stakeholders, and partners for the PIPE
Participants agreed on the following:

· The vision of what the PIPE seeks to contribute to accomplishing in the world is:

Maximized economic return, social welfare and environmental stewardship  through integrated pest management

· The mission of the PIPE is:

The PIPE is a dynamic, integrated, national system facilitated by information technology that educates and provides information to IPM users to make informed decisions.

· The strategy for the Steering Committee for the next several years is:

Develop the PIPE with an initial focus on plant pests of agricultural systems.

If a particular opportunity arises that’s broader than plants and agriculture where the core function of the PIPE is identified as potentially useful, it will be considered by the Steering Committee.

· The core customers of the PIPE, meaning those for whom its products and services are designed, are:

· Users of IPM

· There are many current and potential stakeholders in the PIPE, meaning those who have a stake in the PIPE serving its core customers well (see list below under the discussion of Steering Committee purpose and membership).  Currently, the most critical stakeholders include:

· Funders:  RMA and Congress

· Insurance companies

· US Soybean Board

· There are also many current and potential partners in the PIPE, meaning others who work with the PIPE as part of the process of delivering goods and services to the primary customers (see list below under the discussion of the Steering Committee purpose and membership).

Additional documentation of the various possible visions and missions identified by small groups of participants that led to the agreements above are documented in Part B of these notes.

PIPE Steering Committee

Purpose

Participants agreed that the primary purpose of the Steering committee is to make decisions for the PIPE, with specific functions to include:

· Set policy and establish processes

· Develop a management structure

· Do planning

· Develop a business plan

· Set goals

· Monitor activities

· Ensure evaluation

· Do fundraising and maintain sustainability

· Initiate and/or maintain a competitive RFP process

· Oversee public relations

· Coordinate among all players for efficiency

· Ensure stakeholder input

Membership

Participants reviewed a preliminary analysis of some of the groups that might be represented on the Steering Committee and their possible conflict of interest in terms of potentially benefiting from the decisions made by the Steering Committee.  After some discussion, participants agreed that:

· The PIPE Steering Committee will operate on the model of the NPDN, in a way that is once removed from federal control and therefore removed from the limitations of FACA.  CSREES continues to have oversight of macro resource decisions
.

Other things for the Steering Committee might consider in the future related to concerns about conflict of interest are:

· There is a difference between vested interest and conflict of interest.  All the potential members of the Steering Committee have a vested interest, but not all have a conflict of interest.

· Check-off organizations (like the US Soybean Board) are somewhat different from industry membership organizations.

· A mandated percentage of sales goes to these groups.

· The directors are appointed by USDA and overseen by the Agricultural Marketing Service of USDA.

· They are prohibited from lobbying.

· The only real potential conflict of interest is among the organizations representing different crops.

· There might be ex officio members of the Steering Committee.

· For things like writing the RFA, the Steering Committee might form a sub-committee of its members who have no possible conflict of interest in the funding.

· There could also be an Executive Committee that is part of the Steering Committee.

Participants agreed on the following membership for the permanent Steering Committee:

	Organization or category of member


	Number
	Specific names

(regular type where already known, italics where are potential)


	Recruitment action

(where applicable)

	CSREES
	2
	Kitty Cardwell

Marty Draper


	

	ARS
	1
	Gail Wisler


	

	APHIS
	1
	Matt Royer


	

	NRCS
	1
	Benjamin Smallwood


	

	RMA
	1
	Heyward Baker


	

	Federal IPM Coordinating Committee


	1
	Harold Coble
	Jim to recruit.

	Regional IPM Center Directors
	4
	Jim VanKirk

Rick Melnicoe

Sue Ratcliff

John Ayers________


	

	LGU Administrators
	1
	Stella Coakley


	

	ECOP
	1
	Ed Rajotte


	

	ESCOP
	1
	Frank Zalom


	

	Extension specialists – entomologist and plant pathologist


	2
	Don Hershman
Eileen Cullen
	Ask ESA President to name an entomologist.

	NPDN
	1
	Jim Stack, Chair of Operations Committee


	

	IPM Coordinators 
	(1)
	Covered by ECOP rep.


	

	Grower groups – one soy bean, one from pulses, sweet corn, wheat or barley
	2
	Ed Ready, US Soybean Board

Todd Schultz or Tim McGreevey, Dried Pea and Lentil Association

Hassan Baldran, DelMonte

Tom Raybie, Green Giant

Todd Dekrieger, Gerber

Dan Van Sanford, Head Scab Group, KY

Mike Davis or Kelly Olson, Barley Association


	Wait to fill second seat until we know what has happened with Congressional funding for the PIPE for FY07.

Then, recruit second representative.

	Industry representative
	1
	Glen Bowers, 
	Syngenta


	Certified crop advisors


	1
	Luther Smith
	Don to recruit him.

	National Plant Board
	1
	
	Matt to recruit.



	
	22, possibly 23 in future
	
	


The action plan for follow-up is:

· Sue Ratcliff will pull together an email list and send it to Jim VanKirk.

· Jim will organize the Steering Committee for a conference call between now and December and a meeting in December.

Other stakeholders to consider involving in the future

The group noted that it might be worthwhile to convene an Advisory Committee in the future.  Some of the following might be part of such a group.  The Steering Committee might communicate with, involve or partner with all of the following in a number of ways, yet to be determined.

· USDA Homeland Security

· US Forest Service

· Economic Research Service

· Environmental Protection Agency 

· National Park Service

· Department of Health and Human Services

· Bureau of Land Management

· Department of Defense

· IR4

· National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

· Department of Energy Bioenergy

· Invasive Species Council

· Insurance providers and their associations

· Professional societies with a focus on plant health, like APS, ESA, CAST, WSSA and ASA

· Farmers

· Agricultural service industry

· Agricultural input suppliers

· Others in the agriculture industry

· Trade associations, like Crop Life and the Agriculture Retailers Association

· eExtension

· Association of Communicators for Extension

· National Association of State Departments of Agriculture

· National Alliance of Independent Crop Consultants

· Commodity-specific groups

· State communicators’ association (like NASDA)

· Key modeling/prediction groups at land grant universities

Plans for FY07 and FY08 funding

Participants agreed:

· To the following plan for RMA FY06 funding of $3.1 million to be spent in FY07 and possible Congressional FY07 funding of up to $2.27 million to be spent in FY07:

· If no Congressional funding comes through, the RMA funding will be spent on SBR and dry bean pests, including viruses.  Specialists will be asked whether SBA should be included or not.  Dry bean pests were agreed to as a baby step in expansion:  they are one step away from SBR, but staying in the sphere within which there is an infrastructure.

· If the Congressional funding comes through (depending on the final amount):

· That funding will cover the work on SBR,

· Specialists will be asked whether SBA should be included as well and, if so, it will be covered by the Congressional funding as well, and

· The majority of the RMA funding will be spent on dry bean pests and diseases (including viruses), sweet corn, and head blight.

· The remaining RMA funding, possibly between $600,000 and $700,000, will fund activities to include an evaluation of the existing PIPE platform.  (This will be reassessed if the Congressional funding doesn’t come through.)

· This group hands off to the permanent Steering Committee the responsibility to determine a competitive process for allocating the remainder of the $600,000 to $700,000, if it comes through.

· That there will be very clear communication to the user community, explained so that all can understand, of who made decisions about the FY07 funding, and how and when the decisions were made.

· To the following timeline for a process of determining how the RMA FY07 funding to be spent in FY08 and any Congressional FY08 funding to be spent in FY08 will be allocated:

	December 2006
	Steering Committee begins work on competitive process



	December 2006/January 2007
	“Informal” request for concepts



	April 2007
	Vetting process



	May 2007
	All the prime contractors get together



	June 1, 2007
	Sub contractors know what they need to do



	July 1, 2007
	All sub-contractor proposals are in to the prime contractors



	July 15, 2007
	Proposals from the Centers must be at CSREES to cover each of the significant pieces of the PIPE



	October to December 2007
	Contractors receive the funds


More detailed notes of this discussion are found in Part B, below.

Part B:

Detailed Notes of Discussion
Hopes for and concerns about the meeting

Participants identified the following hopes for the meeting:

· This is an opportunity to meet and talk about common objectives.  Using soybean rust as an example, I hope for clarity, synergy and focus for a joint effort.

· The PIPE/SBR activity is an exciting development in IPM.  I hope we can build on that.

· I hope this will encourage specialists to work together and lead to greater IPM implementation.

· This is an opportunity to share information.  We need data, timing is essential and we need to maintain the information through the umbrella of the state, local and federal.

· The model has shown we can work together across state lines.  I hope we can expand to deal with minor crops as well as major.

· I want this to be relevant to all regions and states, so that we’re not entrenched in a system and lose sight of opportunities to use national expertise.

· This has been one of the best examples of inter-agency cooperation.  I hope this will continue and expand to others, like the US Forest Service and the Office of Pest Management and Policy.

· We often see different funds for different efforts without coordination.  This is an opportunity for coordination and reducing duplication across agencies.

· We need to capture the best science, education and extension across the country.

· I hope we will identify the highest priority pests to work on.

· I hope we’ll have a good idea of how we’ll demonstrate success.  We’ll have to show this to get continuity and increased funding.

· I’m curious about the potential for other species to use a similar system.

· I hope we’ll get a good start on the framework.

· I hope we’ll all feel like partners.

· I’m glad there are a lot of agencies involved.  I hope to keep rooted in reality so that we understand the decisions made here will have a human impact across the country.

· I hope this is the beginning of pulling a wider group together and that this brings the regulatory and extension agencies closer together.

· This represents a potential paradigm shift in how IPM is done.  The core is the people who observe and report.

· I hope we move from a crisis management approach to a strategic plan approach.

· I hope the PIP will be about doing real-world Extension.

· We need to develop real protocols for the transition and coordination from APHIS to CSREES to Extension, and expand the process of making the PIPE real.

· The growers appreciate the system.  I hope this continues for several years and we get a dedicated source of funds.

· We have to distinguish between the nice-to-do and the need-to-do for the farmer.

Participants identified the following concerns about the meeting:

· This will be a huge challenge and we have to focus.

· I’m concerned we won’t get to the core issues.  This is a complex system and there are issues of academic freedom and coming together.

· My concern is that we need to select organisms that are appropriate or we will lose buy-in.

· How do we maintain and sustain momentum over time?  Do federal programs create malaise toward doing the right things on the farm?  How do we bridge with the growers?

· I’m concerned to have a structure and membership that has a broad vision.

· We need to involve other commodity groups as potential members of the Steering Committee.

· This needs to be a sustained effort and USDA has a hard time sustaining infrastructure support.

· EPA has a role in this and they’re not represented here.

· I’m concerned that this two days won’t feel like enough.  Not all the hopes and concerns raised so far will get addressed in these two days.

· I have a concern about how to sustain this system and funding, so it does not feel like an unfunded mandate.

· I’m concerned about possible unforeseen negative consequences down the road.

· It will be a major challenge to keep people involved and working together.

· Can we maintain the momentum with people?

· It’s tough to work with big money, politics and egos.

· I’m concerned about the lack of private sector involvement.

· I have a concern that soybean rust has been a non-event the last several years, but it could be an event in the future and there might be lost enthusiasm.

· What do we do when we have a failure?

Reflecting on the history of the SBR/PIPE to date

Each person individually identified the following:

· 3 most successful aspects of the SBR/PIPE to date

· 3 most significant limitations of the SBR/PIPE to date

· 3 most important challenges facing the PIPE in the next several years

These were all posted and reviewed, grouped into categories, and discussed.

Most successful aspects of the SBR/PIPE to date

· Collaboration and coordination, partnering & team building, collaborative investment

· National cooperation adds value

· LGU/agency/commodity cooperation

· National coordination of multiple agencies, researchers, extension specialists, educators

· Coming together as agencies to discuss key issues

· Multi-state, multi-agency cooperation at the Extension level

· Coordination between IPM, Extension, land grants and agencies

· Organizational framework that grew out of the ’04-’05 implementation, i.e. coordination and facilitation

· Bringing agencies and people together

· Has brought agency and partner cooperation

· Shared mission across agencies and LGUs and grower groups

· Excellent cooperation among government agencies and private sector, including farmers

· Collaborative effort among states and agencies

· Cooperation – team building

· It worked -- Provided needed information in a timely fashion to the people who need it

· Functioning network of people

· Real-time pest management

· Real time data display

· 2005 season, 2006 season for SBR

· Usefulness to growers and Extension

· Extension workers stepped up/unprecedented cooperation among USDA agencies

· Inclusion of extension as the delivery model

· Sharing information – keeping distribution (e-mails) current

· Direct benefit to grower/environment

· Reduced unnecessary applications of fungicides

· Input reductions – economic/environmental benefits

· Savings to industry

· Direct economic benefits to growers

· System acted as an “honest broker” that eliminated corporate hype and demagoguery

· Readily and timely availability of data

· Use of both model predictions and sentinel plots

· Having something viable to point to for the farmer

· Provided an early warning system for SBR

· Process was set up quickly – in time to help in first year of SBR

· Detecting soybean rust sites

· Examples of pest prediction for the “real world end-user”

· Delivery tool 

· Platform

· Information provided is high quality and on-target

· Website focus groups and development

· Demonstration of power of technology in IPM decision making

· Credible, scientific foundation with quality data (e.g. sentinel plots), state-of-the-art models, and interpretation of model output

· Focused data collection

· Creative nature of platform; its flexibility to accommodate needs of partners

· Integration of several types of information in one place and timely manner to inform IPM users

· Development of a platform for future studies

· Access to real-time agronomic information

· Building the delivery framework in a short timeframe

· Integration of information from diverse sources via “one stop shopping” at website

· Timely delivery of experts’ interpretation of pest data and coordination across state lines and areas of jurisdiction

· Education

· Grower education

· Integration of education for Risk Management and IPM

· Mobilization of army of first detectors

· It educated the public about a pest and allowed a wider group to be looking for it.

· Recognition of importance of pest movement and dispersal to IPM

· Empowered extension increased/focused awareness of its relevance 

· Reinvigoration of Extension IPM network

· Increased exchange of information/data among Extension specialists

· Paradigm shift / new and redirected resources 

· Has brought new resources to coordinated pest management efforts

· Getting people with already full programs to make significant changes in what they do

· Transition help (people) from APHIS

· Good PR

· IPM, land grant, USDA rises in public awareness (positively)

· Positive marks for land grant research and extension programs

· Has raised awareness of need for agency/land-grant/industry partnership

Discussion of these points:

· Efficiency is the result of the whole set of successes.

· This list could be viewed as a brainstorm list of attributes for new components of the PIPE.

· This gives the elements of why it works.

· There is a fundamental change that has occurred -- it doesn’t take more time to be coordinated on the part of the Extension person.  There have been significant shifts in how we do business.

· These are the attributes we need to focus on institutionalizing.

Most significant limitations of the SBR/PIPE to date

· Limited scope, in terms of commodity and pest

· Soybeans only for first years

· Only one major commodity involved

· Essentially a single major crop

· Only tested for one airborne fungal disease

· Currently only focused on plant pathogens

· Lack of diversity of pests

· It is not providing a platform for all pests the public may be concerned about* (*nor should it!)

· One pest, one commodity only (so far) [ok – two pests]

· SBR has not yet caused yield loss

· 2005, 2006 season for SBR – what other reason to exist if SBR fails to be a problem?  Can it survive for only SBR?

· What if we never have a “real” SBR problem in US?  Will growers lose interest?

· Administration

· Sub-contract process

· Major – CSREES having to approve every sub – it’s late August and contracts are just back to the university

· Need more efficient and timely flow of funds to field workers

· Data management

· Awkward evolution of data collection system

· Differing vision of appropriate information sharing (some states don’t report as regularly)

· Sustainability

· Uncertainty of funding

· No dedicated ongoing source of funding

· Sustained $$$

· Funding

· Securing adequate funding in the first two years

· Sustain funding

· Source for funding

· People

· Time commitment

· People’s time

· Human resources in the field

· PIPE dependence on a small number of key people (i.e. Julie Golod)

· Personnel at field level

· Long-term buy-in/Lack of getting everyone on board

· Worked due to new funding and sense of crisis eliciting volunteers

· Ownership?

· Time to plan and build all stakeholder interest/buy-in

· Lack of appreciation of differences in response between top-down APHIS and “herding cats” in the university

· Science research foundation and connection between research and Extension 

· Knowledge gap in how many data-points are needed – Unknowns!

· With new pests, what does distribution data mean?  Supporting research needed.

· Scientific knowledge of pest (SBR) system

· Ground-truthing

· Lack of governance structure/ad hoc development

· Relatively unknown except to those working with soybean rust

· Not as proactive yet as it could be . . . has it been widely communicated?

· Some growers no access

· It is reliant on Internet-based delivery of information and those who communicate what the info means to the grower

· Making the web site as user friendly as possible – focus on clarity of tools

· Use of a single contractor for model development

· Assumptions/decisions about platform were made in closed process

· It does not integrate all models or data sources* (*nor should it!)

· Need more industry involvement

· Lack of acknowledgement of the importance of ZedX and other industry partners

· Expansion may be too fast; proceed with caution, eyes open!

· Organism selection relevance (e.g., SBA)

· Some important pets may be a poor fit for the system . . . as it currently exists

· Emerging territoriality and political maneuvering

· Inter-agency coordination/lack of defined roles

· Not satisfying “access conditions,” which are education, continuity, honesty, inclusiveness, and motivational effort

Discussion of these points:

· Some of these points are assessments of when we are now and some of where we need to go.

· Our understanding and expectations have changed – this has to be an evolutionary process.

Most important challenges facing the PIPE in the next several years

· Sustainable business plan

· Develop sustainable business plan with private/public involvement

· Sustainable “business plan”

· Sustaining funding for PIPE

· Sustain funding

· Funding to expand

· Continued funding

· Securing long-term funding that is reliable

· System sustainability – funding

· Continuing funding

· Continuing support ($) for infrastructure

· A planning process that is impacted by delayed funding

· Limited time and resources

· “Crisis rally” is over . . . will need more $$$ to maintain and even more $$$ to grow

· Continuity of funding

· Funding to operate and manage the website

· Continued and increased funding

· Process for expansion to new pests and crops

· Selecting appropriate pest problems in future

· Pick appropriate additions to the PIPE

· Development of an equitable priority setting process

· Setting proper priorities

· Involve other groups to prioritize crops/pests

· Identify highest priorities for each region as well as highest national priorities (threats)

· Next pest target selection – implies there are selection criteria

· Expansion to addition crops and disciplines

· Expansion of system

· Prioritizing pests for mounting on PIPE

· Best use of system to achieve sustainability?

· Development of systems/models for pests of other crops

· Vision

· Building a common vision

· Making sure we have a vision for PIPE

· Developing a steering committee that can provide a broad vision for PIPE

· Defining partner roles clearly

· Governance with broad and responsive vision

· Don’t put in so much structure that you can’t respond

· Avoiding a “one size fits all” mentality

· Need to avoid making system too complex

· Need to work within limits of $ and people – avoid becoming spread too thin

· Not to overshoot capacity and willingness of 1( implementers

· Growing the network slowly enough to maintain buy-in from interested partners

· Developing real protocols that are sufficiently rigorous but at same time flexible

· Link to e-Extension

· Link to education

· Bridge to other media

· Accountability and monitoring

· Determines the outputs, such as detection and control

· Accountability to ensure continuation of program

· Making system relevant to agricultural BMP motivators – NRCS, RMA, farm profitability, environmental degradation

· Continued need on part of growers/industry

· “Cost/effort” is well recognized by stakeholders and is worth it

· Measure return on investment

· How will the outputs be measured as poor, average, or outstanding

· Buy-in and user support/sustaining partnerships

· Making sure the tool remains viable and serves the producer

· System sustainability – people

· Maintaining interest of ag community and policy makers/appropriators

· To get buy in from stakeholders

· To ensure communication between and among partners and clientele

· Continued buy-in!

· Maintaining partners in the light of uncertain funding support

· Continued momentum to cooperate

· Maintaining participation and interest among extension workers and other participants

· Maintaining interest and front line extension folks

· To get best quality participation, i.e. open process so all qualified can contribute

· Continued buy-in – Extension and grower

· System reliability and integrity

· Trust

· Maintain integrity of data/info (bad recommendations) from “poachers”

Discussion of these points:

· These themes will lead us right into identification of our planned outputs and activities.

· We need more planning.

· There are a lot of good things about the system and none of the limitations are insurmountable.

· Much more communication is needed beyond these in this room.  The notes need to be sharable beyond those in the room.

· We may need to do this process with other stakeholders.

· We’re at almost exactly the right place.  We’ve had ad hoc management to deal with an ad hoc situation and now were turning it into something sustainable.

· It takes a while to build stakeholder buy-in.

The environment for PIPE:  major trends and possible new directions

Participants discussed five categories of forces in the environment that might influence the success of the PIPE in the next several years.  For each, a CSREES staff member ran through an initial list of trends and possible new directions and participants added to the list and discussed the implications of these things for the PIPE.  

Pests

· Monitoring for prevention is important – how do you select particular pests?

· The core issue is what are the criteria that will determine what pest is selected?

· As APHIS has got more funding, it’s found more pest problems.

· Globalization of trade means you won’t see a slowdown of new invasive exotics. They’re probably coming faster and we’re finding them faster.

· Detection, protection response and recovery are the major elements of the APHIS strategic plan.

· A lot of APHIS programs start if there’s a will and a way to work together with states.  We need buy-in and an inclusive process.

· Will PIPE be limited to pests that fall into the pattern of being new (not yet endemic), where there is a concern about movement, with a possibility of high yield loss (i.e., it’s been shown to cause loss elsewhere), and where we can do something about it?

· We may be able to use the PIPE with endemic pests.

· There’s the PIPE as it stands now, and it can evolve to meet new needs and demands.

· It could be a continuously updated crop profile.

· What’s the unique value of the PIPE? Technology.

· The PIPE is an early warning and detection system, relevant to pests like armyworm and cutworm.  Specialists know where an early warning system is helpful.

· It’s also a tool for the insurance industry and for growers to manage what’s in their fields.

Crops

· We’re going back to old rotations in the new farm bill.  The present farm bill is all production rather than ecology and ecosystem management.  NRCS pays for buffers and things like that.

· There are environmental issues, like water issues in the West and irrigation that will be important.  Crops currently being produced that require irrigation will become more expensive and may decrease due to the increasing costs of water and fuel.

· Offshore production -- what crops will be grown offshore -- will be a factor.  It offsets diversification.

· Environmental stewardship is increasing.

· There is a trend to do IPM on things other than production – like golf courses and natural areas.  This is described in the IPM Roadmap.

Industry

· Petrochemical prices have increased (leading to higher prices for fuel, tires, and delivery), so profit is decreasing.

· There are increasing specialty varieties of bioenergy for specific uses.

· There is a consolidation of chemical companies because of a decrease in business (e.g., soybean herbicide), leading to a decrease in the number of chemical manufactures and retailers and decreased services to farmers (fewer industry-sponsored crop advisors).

· It’s more expensive to develop products and labels.

· Farm size is shifting:  there are either small diverse farms or really large farms that do corn and beans.  In the Midwest, medium size farms of 600-700 acres are disappearing.  What “medium size” means in actual acres varies from region to region, but the long-term trend is to the medium size farm disappearing.

· Industry is mainstreaming into crops that used to be marginal, like organics.

· We need to track the service industry as well.

· Farmers (people who are actively farming) don’t think of themselves as industry -- that’s Monsanto and Cargill.

· There’s an increase in certified crop advisors who are not industry sponsored.

· Who is the customer for the PIPE?

· Industry associations are really a different group from industry itself.  

· They can lobby, but there is not enough time to do it all, so they are picking a few favorite things to go to Capitol Hill on.

· They are talking about the need for more agricultural research rather than farm support programs.

Land Grants

· There’s a retreat from working with whole organisms, a movement from applied t more basic research.

· There’s a loss of extension faculty in some departments, and an overall loss of focus on extension.

· There’s less funding from tax dollars.

· There’s a huge difference in the strength of extension from state to state.  It’s strong where local support is strong.

· IPM specialists are aging and are not being replaced.

· We are not seeing as many students interested in applied research.

· Fewer and fewer people are going into agriculture.

· Bridges among colleges are increasing, leading to an expansion of being able to tap other expertise and a more multi-disciplinary structure.

· Florida has created a Doctor of Plant Medicine, like a Doctor of Veterinary Medicine, which is a model that might spread.

· There is a new job set related to biosecurity.

Federal Government

· There is increased funding for biosecurity/invasive species.  As a result, increased work is expected from APHIS in training and rapid response.

· There is an increase in public fear of new problems (e.g., West Nile Virus, Avian Flu) and the feds are throwing money at these problems.

· There is increased support for organic production.

· Patenting of technology is increasing, leading to things having to go back through industry.

· Fewer formula funds are going to LGU’s.  More funding is competitive.

· Congressional earmarks are rapidly growing.

· Increasing amount of work regarding training, and rapid response from APHIS

· There is more support of IPM.

· There is more coordination in terms of IPM.

· Support for bioenergy development has increased.

· Crop protection is on the horizon for the Appropriations Committee and is better understood by them.

Discussion – Based on these trends and possible new directions, the PIPE will need to:

· Be changeable, agile, and flexible -- something the federal government and land grant universities aren’t known for.

· Be useful.

· Fill some of these gaps, like making up for the loss of extension agents with the world wide web.

· Recognize that money and people are decreasing and use that to advantage.

· Make more use of partnerships -- help develop plans for NRCS, provide tools to RMA.

· Build a PR message that moves beyond traditional agricultural producers for how PIPE will fill in the gaps and identifies how it adds value in crop production (adding fewer pesticides) and the environment.

· Include environmental concerns in economic analysis.

Federal agency roles in the PIPE

Representatives of the federal agencies present at the meeting discussed what they see happening in their agencies in the next several years that will influence their relationship with the PIPE, how they see their agency’s role with the PIPE in the next several years, and any questions or issues for this group to discuss related to their agency’s role in the PIPE in the next several years.  Following are brief notes of what was presented.

RMA - Heyward Baker

· There will be more federal involvement.

· It will take a more active role in what happens in the field.

· RMA will be focused on improving management practices of the producers and particularly focusing on the ones doing the bad stuff.

· Enhancing grower education/ information delivery system is a major concern.

· Education for specialty crops will be a focus.

· Claims guidance for insurance companies to growers is another issue of concern.

· RMA is looking at growers taking responsibility for crops vs. making claims.

· Verification of cause of loss will be an area of activity.

APHIS  – Matt Royer

· APHIS is approaching programs with a different mindset.

· It is planning to partner with other agencies and states.

· It is working with RMA to provide guidance with crop insurance.

· It is reaching out to organizations like the Nature Conservancy and doing increased outreach in general.

· There is NAPIS involvement in integrated lab coercion.

· APHIS is looking at ways to leverage its efforts.

· Who owns and controls data is an issue in regards to the regulatory role.

· APHIS is expanding its roles and responsibilities to pest detection.

· In general, there are increased expectations of APHIS.

NRCS  – Benjamin Smallwood

· Detection of pests and IPM is an area of focus for NRCS.

· The agency’s approach is that to conduct IPM you must have a resource management system.

· When you don’t have enough resources, this leads to state priorities, and initiates the adoption of IPM.

· Is it possible to analyze PIPE records then establish EQUIP method?

ARS - Gail Wisler

· ARS is concerned about making sure there is a clear justification to farmers, industry, etc.

· ARS wants to make sure to avoid duplication of efforts.

CSREES  – Kitty Cardwell

· CSREES is willing to take a leadership role in initiation of this Steering Committee, but does not want to take control of the PIPE.

· Responsibility needs to devolve to another body outside of CSREES so that the PIPE has its own governance structure, like what exists in terms of IPM or the NPDN.

Discussion

· There are a lot of other agencies that could or should be involved with the PIPE who are not at this meeting.

· In general, there are a lot of players that could be involved, but not necessarily in every aspect of PIPE or every component.

· We need a real effort for outreach to explain the potential of PIPE to other agencies.

· We could use SBR as the example.

· American Seed Trade Association is an example of industry willing to provide data to us.  The caveat is that this raises other issues.  Private entities can weigh in and use the PIPE.

Vision and mission for the PIPE

Participants first reviewed some possible elements of or vision and mission statements for the PIPE developed in previous focus groups or publications.  They then broke out into pre-identified small groups.  Each group identified possible vision and mission statements, or elements of these statements, for consideration by the full group.  Discussion led to the agreements identified in Part A above.

Vision

· Group 1

· Maximize economic return, minimize human health risk, and minimize environmental risk, or

· Maximize economic return and human health and environmental health

· Group 2

· Good farming practices are adopted, economic returns are increased, and positive environmental impacts are achieved through:

· Enhanced decision support systems

· Development of IPM programs

· Improved management documentation

· A structure that enables quick response to high consequence pests

· Coordination of the agricultural community

· Group 3

· Highest order vision – Improve the efficiency of the production of food and fiber, reduce environmental risk and enhance social welfare.

· (From the IPM Roadmap) More immediate vision for the PIPE – To improve the economic benefits of adopting IPM practice and to decrease the potential risk to human health and the environment caused by pests themselves or by use of pest management practices in production agriculture, natural resources, and residential and public areas.

· Group 4

· To improve pest management by maximizing economic return while minimizing risks to human health and the environment through education and effective decision-support systems.

· Group 5

· The US agricultural community is able to maximize economic return while minimizing risks to human health and the environment through effective decision support for managing pests.

Mission

· Group 1

· It’s important to remember that the PIPE serves the field, not vice versa.

· Provide real time research based information for sound IPM decisions

· Group 2

· The PIPE provides a tool to enhance IPM decision making and/or documentation of good farming practices, where IPM is defined as . . . [take definition from the IPM Roadmap]

· Group 3

· The PIPE is an integrated system of people and computers, distributed throughout the nation, who are networked and facilitated by “state of the art” IT to provide the agriculture community with effective decision support for managing agricultural commodities.  The PIPE accomplishes this by:

· Scouting and sampling

· Diagnosis

· Data management

· Modeling

· Interpretation

· Dissemination

This increases the quality, delivery, and timeliness of information utilized by the agricultural community through the efficient cooperative deployment of funding, personnel, and leadership resources.

· Group 4

· To provide a national pest information platform, networked and facilitated by “state-of-the-art” IT to provide extension agents, consultants, growers and others with effective decision support for integrated pest management.

· Group 5

· To build and implement a dynamic integrated system of people and computers, distributed throughout the Nation, who are networked and facilitated by state of the art IT.  The PIPE will provide education and training tools for extension agents, consultants, growers, policy-makers, and other clientele for effective decision support for pest management.

Plans for FY07 and FY08 funding

Participants were initially briefed on the plan that was developed based on discussions of a small focus group meeting in June 2006 where people brought different proposals for use of RMA and possible Congressional funds to the table.  Participants were then asked whether they could support two things:  (1) that plan, including --

· If there is no Congressional funding, the RMA FY06 funds of $3.1 million will be spent in FY07 on SBR/SBA, bean and soybean viruses.

· If there is Congressional FY07 funding of up to $2.27 million to be spent in FY07, then:

· It will cover SBR.

· The RMA funding will cover bean viruses, sweet corn, head blight, and there will be another approximately $600,000 undetermined.

And (2) the timeline for RMA FY07 funds to be spent in FY08 and possible Congressional FY08 funds to be spent in FY08 (see Part A of these notes for that timeline).

Responses to this question were:

· Yes (Ed Ready, Ron Stinner, Jim VanKirk, Ed Rajotte, Billy Newton, Marty Draper, Kitty Cardwell, Bill Hoffman, Rick Melnicoe, Sue Ratcliffe, Mike Fitzner, and Heyward Baker)

· Qualified yes or yes with comment

· The initial plan for the SBR platform was to provide something for the grower that’s useful and to empower Extension.  Providing tools to RMA to benefit the grower became another pathway to sustainability.  I have a concern about adding viruses, because it’s hard to give the grower something specific, although adding them could help RMA and would therefore be a step to sustainability.  (Scott Isard)

· Yes, except the soybean virus part.  It needs to be dry bean pests, including viruses.  (Don Hershman)

· Yes only if:  (1) there is very clear communication explained in ways that people can understand of who, how and when the decisions were made for FY07 to the user community; and (2) there is an independent evaluation of the platform being used this year.  (Stella Coakley)

· Yes, and I agree with Don’s comment about other dry bean pests.  (Linda Herbst)

· Yes, and we have a lot of problems to figure out about viruses.  (Gail Wisler)

· Yes, but I’d like to see the linkages to NAPIS and APHIS, like the communication that Stella talked about.  (Matt Royer)

Other discussion was:

· There are also the insurance companies’ needs.

· First, you deliver to the growers.

· Then, there’s implementation of operations – training, tools, etc.

· We have to consider how this looks from the grower, the insurance companies and other stakeholders.

· SBR was easy.  The farmers were clear what they were looking for – where’s rust and do I need to spray?  We didn’t need a lot of education within the PIPE for that.

· Can we use what’s in the PIPE for PR?

�This statement limits flexibility. At this point most funding comes from RMA. In the past most funding came from APHIS. There should be a more inclusive statement about macro resources decisions depending on the source of resources.


�We should work to expand this categorization scheme. (Organizing the list later in this document.) Categories should include federal and state agencies, technical societies or associations,  private sector IT services,  commodity groups, international interests (CGIAR, FAO, etc). This is a good  topic for next meeting.


�It looks like this timeline assumes that any new PIPE ‘products’ will only be in the testing phase in the first year since there is little time to get set up for the growing season. I wonder if we should specify a standard testing protocol before anything enters the PIPE? One bad actor can damage the whole system.





