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PROJECT PLANNING MATRIX 

The ipmPIPE, 2008 - 2012

Definitions of columns

· Impact Indicators:  How to recognize that the first column is being achieved

· Means of Verification:  How to verify it

· Assumptions:  Things outside the influence of the network which must happen for the first column to be sustained in the long-term

Vision, mission, 5-year goal and 2-year goal

	
	Impact Indicators


	Means of Verification


	Assumptions



	Vision (overall goal):

The ipmPIPE contributes to optimized economic, social and environmental benefits through integrated pest management.
	· Improved pest management / reduced unnecessary applications of pesticides.
· Fewer insurance claims made due to production losses because more people are following good farming practices.  
· There are fewer claims denied due to lack of supporting information.
· Increased economic efficiency through reduced losses and/or increased productivity.
· Positive environmental impacts.
· Improved effectiveness and efficiency of the production of food and fiber.
· Increased peace of mind and decreased stress for producers.
· Decreased risk to human health and the environment caused by pests or the use of pest management practices in production agriculture, natural resources, and residential and public areas.
“Efficiency” means:

· The culmination of all sources of income, expenditures, and risk, e.g., the annual profit and loss of the farm operation, compliance with federal and state regulations, qualification for payment programs, avoiding EPA penalties, opportunity cost of not having to do some things, etc.
· Maximizing profitability rather than going for maximum yields as a sole factor

	· Relative to what would have happened (unless you really do an ex ante study)
· Insurance industry data on the history of production by farm
· National Ag Statistic Service data on application of farm inputs [Note:  This is about to go away.]
· RMA claim numbers (how many attributed to different pests, degree of loss, number of claims denied, etc.)
· Industry sales figures for specific pesticides
· Industry use figures for specific exemption pesticides
· State Extension specialists disease loss estimates
· Worker exposure data
· Water quality data
· Data on pesticides in the food chain
· Possible:  Could commission grower surveys to get at use of pesticides and other practices, knowledge and attitudes about the ipmPIPE, etc.

	· We’re always going to have to manage pests.
· IPM remains relevant, meaning for example that costs of production are still a driving factor.
· We still have agriculture in the US.
· There will be an increasing number of invasives.
· The US populous wants improved safety of the environment and food supply.
· Farmers remain profitable. 


	Mission (purpose):

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


	· ipmPIPE information is used so that IPM practices are adopted / expanded and are closely aligned with good farming practices.
· Partners are participants in the ipmPIPE, engaged in planning, implementation, delivery and sustaining of the system.  Partners includes farmers, their advisors, public agencies, land grant universities, agribusiness and other related industries, insurance companies, and others.
· IPM practitioners respond quickly and appropriately to possible pest outbreaks because they are using the ipmPIPE.
· Predictability of commodity productivity and commodity prices is more stable due to managed pest risk using the ipmPIPE.
· The ipmPIPE IT system is expanded, improved and adapted over time because it works well.

	· Web site usage (can track hits, but can’t tell what it means)

· Correlation of field activity with ipmPIPE usage (look at fluctuation)

· ipmPIPE management documentation of partner involvement

· Maintained or orchestrated check plots against which we measure what goes on in the surroundings

· Validated, published models on the ipmPIPE

· Possible:  Commissioned grower and / or specialist survey

· Commodity prices and futures

· Tests of the system based on outbreaks

· Data from Deep South and Southeast on SBR and ipmPIPE

· Analysis of web traffic regionally

· Popular press publication citations of ipmPIPE


	· Partners outside of the ipmPIPE system itself remain active, e.g., county Extension, CCAs.



	Five-year goal:
There are a minimum of 5 successful, beneficial, established components and additional systems under development.

	· There are stable and sufficient resources for core infrastructure of the ipmPIPE.

· A minimum of five components across a broad commodity base are fully established, being regularly utilized, and have their own sustainable funding from a range of sources (for example, user fees, advertising, grower organization funding, and others).  

· There are developmental components that have short-term support from sources including but not limited to government.

· There’s a systematic approach to adding new components to the ipmPIPE, so that some pest system might be getting in line for a year or two by doing the preliminary work and then move into the next class when they’re ready.  There are mechanisms for that, and things like planning grants.

· A system is in place that efficiently delivers training and education for established and new components.

· The ipmPIPE is an integral part of Extension programming. The ipmPIPE enhances the effectiveness of and appreciation for Extension.

· Commodity groups and industry seek and support inclusion in the ipmPIPE.  

· The ipmPIPE is recognized and valued throughout the land grant system and with legislators.

· There is an appropriate staff dedicated to the ipmPIPE – administration, communications, etc.

· Insurance best practices harmonize with IPM best practices.

· NRCS practices harmonize with IPM best practices.

· The ipmPIPE is responsive to policy development.

· State IPM coordinators and Extension specialists are involved in ipmPIPE implementation in the states.

· NPDN diagnosticians assure availability of accurate diagnoses that are seamlessly integrated into the ipmPIPE.

· The ipmPIPE and the NPDN are fully coordinated.

· Technology enhances the productivity of ipmPIPE users (for example, through forecasting models, automated monitoring systems, etc.).

· Existing resources in pest monitoring are optimized.  Information is gained from sites intended for other purposes.

· There is demonstrated evidence that ipmPIPE components achieve their intended benefits. 


	[See the outputs below.]
	[See the outputs below.]
	


	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.


	· There is progress towards the indicators identified for the five-year goal.
	
	


Outputs 1 through 5: Responsibility primarily with the operations committees for individual components
	1.  Extension is effectively responding to producers’ needs.


	· Growers / users use the ipmPIPE system to make appropriate and correct pest management decisions.

· The land-grant university system is gaining credit for the successes of the ipmPIPE.

· Extension specialists contribute to the ipmPIPE site in an on-going way.

· Producer support industries use ipmPIPE information to make their technical and business decisions. 


	· Regional Coordinators calls happen regularly so Extension personnel are on the same page.

· Survey instruments
	· Extension continues to exist and be funded federally and locally.


	2.  Successful education and outreach programs are implemented.


	· First detectors, RMA insurance adjustors, growers and their advisors are trained.

· Trained observers detect outbreaks of the first pest / disease of the season early.

· Extension specialists follow and comply with protocol standards.

· Insurance adjustors and growers adopt the good farming practice tools.

· Growers / users use the ipmPIPE risk management tools.

· Insurance good farming practices are aligned with good IPM practices.
	· Tracking of training numbers (including acres impacted)

· No unexpected pest escapes

· Coordinator survey

· Percentage of initial detections from trained observers

· Percentage of claims made against losses due to specific ipmPIPE pest using good farming practices tool

· Web site usage

· Grower / user survey

· RMA records through the ipmPIPE

· Percentage of insurance claims submitted using the ipmPIPE good farming practices tool


	· Multi-state committees will lead in IPM education.

· We can get the attention of the growers and CCAs to become part of the training.


	3.  A dynamic IT platform is functioning.


	· Real-time research-based information for sound IPM decisions is provided.

· IPM user decision-making is enhanced.

· Extension specialists have a common, integrated system that they willingly use.

· Insurance documentation tools are used.

· Modelers and researchers that model have national resources available.


	· Testing the site

· Numbers of different types of users of the site

· Surveys, on line or not

· Cookies/electronic tracking tools

· Registration

· RMA records (ask them which)

· Researcher clearance / rules-based access to research site


	· The IT business enterprise is sustainable.

· Universal access to high speed internet

· High speed Internet is the delivery mechanism of choice.


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


	· Specialists access, value, trust and use model output.

· Monitoring is optimized with new technology over time.


	· Publications based on ipmPIPE or that acknowledge ipmPIPE

· Cookies/electronic tracking tools

· Survey

· Registration

· Reduced cost and improved efficiency of monitoring


	· Diagnostic tools are available to ipmPIPE via NPDN labs.

· Science is in place upon which to base new ipmPIPEs. (Disease epidemiology is known.)




	5.  Efficient and reliable monitoring and surveillance systems are functioning.


	· Established systems are optimized, meaning:  they have validated functioning accurate models in place; the human resources involved are trained, efficient and coordinated; and the physical monitoring site is well understood and standardized.

· Automated surveillance is in place to the extent it is possible for it to be in place for the established systems.

· Regular, active participation in group-wide communication for working groups takes place.


	· Publications on validations of technologies

· Low error rate

· Surveys of end users re reliability of the system

· Level of participation in communication:  % of states involved in the ipmPIPE represented in the communication and number of communications


	· Automated surveillance is considered to be validated and accepted.

· Level of participation and numbers of communications indicate that the system is coordinated.

· Cooperative Extension continues to exist.

· What is happening is natural spread, not intentional manipulation.

· Web-based technologies will continue to expand into the countryside, so that every grower and influencer has access, no matter where they are.




Output 6:  Responsibility for this output is with the Steering Committee and the operations committees for individual components
	6.  Productive partnerships (public, private, etc.) are established.


	· Stakeholder representatives on the Steering Committee are actively involved with their constituent groups. / Stakeholders represented on the Steering Committee are actively involved.

· Stakeholders outside of those represented on the Steering Committee are actively engaged in the ipmPIPE.

· Each component of the ipmPIPE has its stakeholders actively involved.

· There is clearly identified leadership for each piece of the ipmPIPE.


	· For the SC:  Active participation of all partners in one or two stakeholder meetings per year

· For the SC:  Active participation by stakeholders serving on the Steering Committee in regular group-wide communications

· For components:  Reports of stakeholder involvement


	· The leadership capability and willingness exists that the mature pieces of the ipmPIPE can devolve their leadership from the central ipmPIPE to a stand-on-its own management group.

· Collateral industry groups continue to exist.




Outputs 7, 8 and 9:  ipmPIPE Steering Committee has primary responsibility
	7.  Standardized impact evaluation and assessment have been implemented. 


	· Reports on activity and impacts are available program-wide and at the component level on an annual basis.

· There is a comprehensive evaluation of the impact of managing the pest with and without real-time information for each established component.

· Growers indicate that they have used the ipmPIPE to successfully manage economic risk.

· The ipmPIPE has reduced risk for user communities and partners.

· Pest management tactics are used appropriately in crop / pest combinations covered by the ipmPIPE.


	· Reports

· Instruments (for example, grower surveys that ask about dollars spent on pest management and how the ipmPIPE assisted in their decision making process, rural sociology surveys of grower communities that ask about the stress of uncertainty, and partner surveys that ask about enhanced coordination and partnership, using a proxy of pesticide usage efficacy optimization by type, quantity and timing).


	· Reduced exposure to chemicals leads to better human health.

· Managed uncertainty reduces stress.

· Appropriate pesticide use reduces water, soil and air contamination.




	8.  Governance mechanisms are functioning systematically and openly.
	· Productive interactions / deliberations take place and reports of those interactions / deliberations are made public.

· Policies are made public in a timely basis.

· There is a defined decision making process that is not ad hoc.

· Users and participants are satisfied with the process.

· Each component of the ipmPIPE has its own operations committee.  Components are encouraged by the Steering Committee to use existing structures when appropriate.  The Steering Committee has a mentoring and liaison role with the component operations committees.


	· For SC:  Participation in meetings (at least a quorum)

· For component committees:  Products available and openly shared 

· User survey

· Measure of good communication between components and the Steering Committee


	· A systematic and open process is an essential element of good governance.

· The leadership capability and willingness exists such that the mature pieces of the ipmPIPE can devolve their leadership from the central ipmPIPE to a stand-on-its own management group.




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


	· The established pieces of the ipmPIPE have sustainable funding, with a business model in place that may include both private and public funding.  

· Components of the ipmPIPE under development have diversified funding, from the Agricultural Risk Protection Act and other sources.

· Stakeholders for each of these pieces of the ipmPIPE are active partners, so that they put financial resources into the system each year and / or advocate for funding each year.

· The maintenance cost for the IT platform is sustainable.  

· Human resources to develop financial resources are in place.

· There are adequate human resources available and willing to implement the ipmPIPE.


	· Levels of funding for pieces of the ipmPIPE

· Calculation of the degree to which program costs are supported by the industry / stakeholder group that it’s serving

· Level of maintenance costs

· Participant satisfaction based on surveys

· Levels of participation in the system
	· Each of these stakeholder groups is organized and proactive enough to support their piece of the ipmPIPE.

· Pest problems and their control are significant enough to stakeholders to sustain their interest over time.

· Some of the crops that might be considered have no organized industry group.


Outputs 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5:  Activities for which the Operating Committees of the individual components of the ipmPIPE have primary responsibility
Output 1: Extension is effectively responding to producers’ needs.

	Activities – Soybean rust
	Timeframe for completion
	Inputs required to complete
	$$ budget of inputs
	Possible source(s) of funding

	1.1 Identify on-line tools and products
	
	
	
	

	1.2 Share management information with the field
	
	
	
	

	1.3 Coordinate among Extension personnel
	
	
	
	

	1.4 Develop integration tools (e.g. models, guidelines, etc.)
	
	
	
	


	Activities – Soybean aphid
	Timeframe for completion
	Inputs required to complete
	$$ budget of inputs
	Possible source(s) of funding

	1.1 Identify on-line tools and products
	
	
	
	

	1.2 Share management information with the field
	
	
	
	

	1.3 Coordinate among Extension personnel
	
	
	
	

	1.4 Develop integration tools
	
	
	
	


	Activities – Legumes
	Timeframe for completion
	Inputs required to complete
	$$ budget of inputs
	Possible source(s) of funding

	1.1 Identify on-line tools and products
	
	
	
	

	1.2 Share management information with the field
	
	
	
	

	1.3 Coordinate among Extension personnel
	
	
	
	

	1.4 Develop integration tools
	
	
	
	


Output 2. Successful education and outreach programs are implemented.

	Activities – Soybean rust
	Timeframe for completion
	Inputs required to complete
	$$ budget of inputs
	Possible source(s) of funding

	2.1 Develop education plan
	
	
	
	

	2.2 Conduct grower education about the ipmPIPE web site
	
	
	
	

	2.3 Conduct education to integrate risk management / insurance industry and IPM
	
	
	
	

	2.4 Implement technical capacitation (field protocols and identification guides, lab SOP workshops and conferences, IT workshops and teleconferences)
	
	
	
	


	Activities – Soybean aphid
	Timeframe for completion
	Inputs required to complete
	$$ budget of inputs
	Possible source(s) of funding

	2.1 Develop education plan
	
	
	
	

	2.2 Conduct grower education about the ipmPIPE web site
	
	
	
	

	2.3 Conduct education to integrate risk management / insurance industry and IPM
	
	
	
	

	2.4 Implement technical capacitation (field protocols and identification guides, lab SOP workshops and conferences, IT workshops and teleconferences)
	
	
	
	


	Activities – Legumes
	Timeframe for completion
	Inputs required to complete
	$$ budget of inputs
	Possible source(s) of funding

	2.1 Develop education plan
	
	
	
	

	2.2 Conduct grower education about the ipmPIPE web site
	
	
	
	

	2.3 Conduct education to integrate risk management / insurance industry and IPM
	
	
	
	

	2.4 Implement technical capacitation (field protocols and identification guides, lab SOP workshops and conferences, IT workshops and teleconferences)
	
	
	
	


Output 3. A dynamic IT platform is functioning.

	Activities – Soybean rust
	Timeframe for completion
	Inputs required to complete
	$$ budget of inputs
	Possible source(s) of funding

	3.1 Conduct IT System Review – Delete – goes to SC
	
	
	
	

	3.2 Maintain and develop public website tools and utilities – Contribute content for changes  and provide evaluation
	
	
	
	

	3.3 Establish public Website visualization
	
	
	
	

	3.4 Integrate IT components, ZedX and third parties
	
	
	
	

	3.5 Develop new risk management tools
	
	
	
	

	3.6 Add other actions from IT review
	
	
	
	

	3.7 Something about architecture?
	
	
	
	


	Activities – Soybean aphid
	Timeframe for completion
	Inputs required to complete
	$$ budget of inputs
	Possible source(s) of funding

	3.1 Conduct IT System Review
	
	
	
	

	3.2 Maintain and develop public website tools and utilities
	
	
	
	

	3.3 Establish public Website visualization
	
	
	
	

	3.4 Integrate IT components, ZedX and third parties
	
	
	
	

	3.5 Develop new risk management tools
	
	
	
	

	3.6 Add other actions from IT review
	
	
	
	

	3.7 Something about architecture?
	
	
	
	


	Activities – Legumes
	Timeframe for completion
	Inputs required to complete
	$$ budget of inputs
	Possible source(s) of funding

	3.1 Conduct IT System Review
	
	
	
	

	3.2 Maintain and develop public website tools and utilities
	
	
	
	

	3.3 Establish public Website visualization
	
	
	
	

	3.4 Integrate IT components, ZedX and third parties
	
	
	
	

	3.5 Develop new risk management tools
	
	
	
	

	3.6 Add other actions from IT review
	
	
	
	

	3.7 Something about architecture?
	
	
	
	


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

	Activities – Soybean rust
	Timeframe for completion
	Inputs required to complete
	$$ budget of inputs
	Possible source(s) of funding 

	4.1 Develop validated/published models
	
	
	
	

	4.2 Create remote sensing tools
	
	
	
	

	4.3 Identify monitoring protocols
	
	
	
	

	4.4 Identify action thresholds
	
	
	
	

	4.5 Develop diagnostic tests and SOPs
	
	
	
	


	Activities – Soybean aphid
	Timeframe for completion
	Inputs required to complete
	$$ budget of inputs
	Possible source(s) of funding 

	4.1 Develop validated/published models
	
	
	
	

	4.2 Create remote sensing tools
	
	
	
	

	4.3 Identify monitoring protocols
	
	
	
	

	4.4 Identify action thresholds
	
	
	
	

	4.5 Develop diagnostic tests
	
	
	
	


	Activities – Legumes
	Timeframe for completion
	Inputs required to complete
	$$ budget of inputs
	Possible source(s) of funding 

	4.1 Develop validated/published models
	
	
	
	

	4.2 Create remote sensing tools
	
	
	
	

	4.3 Identify monitoring protocols
	
	
	
	

	4.4 Identify action thresholds
	
	
	
	

	4.5 Develop diagnostic tests
	
	
	
	


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

	Activities – Soybean rust
	Timeframe for completion
	Inputs required to complete
	$$ budget of inputs
	Possible source(s) of funding

	5.1 Mobilize scouts (identify, train, yada yada)
	
	
	
	

	5.2 Develop system for managing data
	
	
	
	

	5.2.1 Develop database 
	
	
	
	

	5.2.2 Create data upload mechanism 
	
	
	
	

	5.2.3 Define system for data integration
	
	
	
	

	5.2.4 Identify mechanism for data validation
	
	
	
	

	5.3 Maintain systematic communications of ipmPIPE component committee
	
	
	
	

	5.5 Establish monitoring sites and / or surveillance systems 
	
	
	
	

	5.6 Establish data feed from monitoring and surveillance to IT platform
	 
	 
	
	 


	Activities – Soybean aphid
	Timeframe for completion
	Inputs required to complete
	$$ budget of inputs
	Possible source(s) of funding

	5.1 Mobilize army of first detectors
	
	
	
	

	5.2 Develop system for managing data
	
	
	
	

	5.2.1 Develop database 
	
	
	
	

	5.2.2 Create data upload mechanism 
	
	
	
	

	5.2.3 Define system for data integration
	
	
	
	

	5.2.4 Identify mechanism for data validation
	
	
	
	

	5.3 Maintain systematic communications of ipmPIPE component working group
	
	
	
	

	5.4 Maintain systematic communications of ipmPIPE coordination committee(s)
	
	
	
	

	5.5 Establish monitoring sites and / or surveillance systems 
	
	
	
	

	5.6 Establish data feed from monitoring and surveillance to IT platform
	 
	 
	
	 

	5.7 Develop approved, standardized field and lab protocols
	
	
	
	


	Activities – Legumes
	Timeframe for completion
	Inputs required to complete
	$$ budget of inputs
	Possible source(s) of funding

	5.1 Mobilize army of first detectors
	
	
	
	

	5.2 Develop system for managing data
	
	
	
	

	5.2.1 Develop database 
	
	
	
	

	5.2.2 Create data upload mechanism 
	
	
	
	

	5.2.3 Define system for data integration
	
	
	
	

	5.2.4 Identify mechanism for data validation
	
	
	
	

	5.3 Maintain systematic communications of ipmPIPE component working group
	
	
	
	

	5.4 Maintain systematic communications of ipmPIPE coordination committee(s)
	
	
	
	

	5.5 Establish monitoring sites and / or surveillance systems 
	
	
	
	

	5.6 Establish data feed from monitoring and surveillance to IT platform
	 
	 
	
	 

	5.7 Develop approved, standardized field and lab protocols
	
	
	
	


Output 6: Responsibility equally with the Steering Committee and the operations committees for individual components
Output 6. Productive partnerships (public, private, etc.) are established.

	Activities – ipmPIPE as a whole
	Timeframe for completion
	Inputs required to complete
	$$budget of inputs
	Possible source(s) of funding

	6.1 Add a representative from another crop commodity group to the Steering Committee, to complete the full complement of representation.
	6-8 mo. Based on new projects
	Travel expenses
	$2,000
	Existing base funding

	6.2 Implement communications and PR campaign.

	
	
	
	

	6.2.1 Hire the function either by hiring a staff person or hiring a firm or consultant.


	6-8 mo
	PR person:  salary, travel, office, etc.


	$100,000/yr
	??

	6.2.2 Develop poster and brochure that describes what the ipmPIPE is and what we are doing.

· Lead:  Sue and Marty, working with the existing Education and Outreach Committee to develop the content and handing off to Scott Martin to do lay-out.

· Glenn joins the E&O Committee. 


	Summer 08
	
	$2000 to develop
	Education and Outreach Comm. budget

	6.2.3 Present or staff table or booth (with running video when developed, and demonstrating the ipmPIPE web site itself).  

· Education and Outreach committee put together list of meeting.
	Summer 08
	Piggyback onto APS, ESA, and other meetings
	$13,000 for registration fees, shipping, some travel
	Education & Outreach Comm. Budget (reg. fees & shipping),

& core PIPE budget (some travel)



	6.2.4 Develop PowerPoint that can be used by anyone to make presentations.  Consider having a professional do it, but don’t make it too slick.

· Communications and Outreach Subcommittee get it done, beginning with those that members of the SC and others have already created.


	Summer 08


	Fees for professional services


	???
	Syngenta?

	6.2.5 Produce a case study video to demonstrate the problem of SBR, growers using the ipmPIPE, county extension agent use of the site.  Show how anyone can use this!  (2 or 3 minutes long)


	Fall 08 – Winter 09 (after professional is on hired)
	Utilize existing personnel who are on the ground from south and north central regions
	???
	???

	6.2.6 Produce newsletter for ipmPIPE.


	
	
	
	

	6.3 Promote involvement of key governmental partners (federal and state).  


	
	
	
	

	6.3.1  Produce joint briefing paper from federal agencies.

· Gail to lead, Kitty, Marty, Matt, Heyward, NRCS.


	6-8 months

Spring 08
	
	
	

	6.3.2 Organize visits of commodity groups to legislators and USDA administrators.


	Winter – Spring 08
	Request volunteers from commodity groups 
	
	

	6.3.3 Work to get on agenda of National Plant Board meeting to discuss data.

· Collin to organize.


	August 2008
	
	
	

	6.3.4 Attend regional annual Extension and Experiment Station Directors meetings.

· Frank and Ed, ESCOP and ECOP representatives on the Steering Committee, to do.


	2008
	
	
	 

	6.3.5 Attend ASTA annual meeting, with poster session or table with slick poster for marketing. 

· Heyward, Marty, Kitty, Glenn, Ed, involve legumes.


	2008
	
	
	

	6.3.6 Brief the Executive Directors for Extension and the Experiment Stations.

· Jim to do one, Kitty to do Rossi, Frank to brief them in 2008.  In future, put them on ipmPIPE mailing list.


	2008
	
	
	


	Activities – Soybean rust
	Timeframe for completion
	Inputs required to complete
	$$budget of inputs
	Possible source(s) of funding

	6.1 Sponsor joint workshops with appropriate partners 
	
	
	
	

	6.2 Promote involvement of key government, industry and non-government partners
	
	
	
	

	6.3 Implement communications and public awareness effort
	 
	 
	
	 


	Activities – Soybean aphid
	Timeframe for completion
	Inputs required to complete
	$$budget of inputs
	Possible source(s) of funding

	6.1 Sponsor joint workshops with appropriate partners 
	
	
	
	

	6.2 Promote involvement of key governmental partners
	
	
	
	

	6.3 Implement communications and PR campaign
	 
	 
	
	 


	Activities – Legumes
	Timeframe for completion
	Inputs required to complete
	$$budget of inputs
	Possible source(s) of funding

	6.1 Sponsor joint workshops with appropriate partners 
	
	
	
	

	6.2 Promote involvement of key governmental partners
	
	
	
	

	6.3 Implement communications and PR campaign
	 
	 
	
	 


 Outputs 7, 8 and 9:  ipmPIPE Steering Committee has primary responsibility
Output 7.  Standardized impact evaluation and assessment have been implemented.

	Activities
	Timeframe for completion
	Inputs required to complete
	$$ budget of inputs
	Possible source(s) of funding

	7.1 Publicize existing information.
	
	
	
	

	7.1.1 Get the results of the 2005 SBR survey on the ipmPIPE web site. 

· Responsible:  Jim


	January 2008
	
	
	

	7.1.2 Get the 2007 survey results on the ipmPIPE web site.

· Responsible:  Jim


	February 2008
	
	
	

	7.2 Recruit/involve evaluation specialists.
	
	
	
	

	7.2.1 Plan for the recruitment.

· Determine and prioritize needs, identify qualified individuals and determine costs

· Select methods of engagement.
	February to August 2008


	
	
	

	7.2.2 Implement the plan.
	November 2008 to November 2009
	
	$20,000 - $50,000
	ERS competitive and other funds

Core budget

3d IPM

NSF and other external funding programs

APHIS

RMA competitive grants

Water quality competitive grants

	7.3 Create an expert subcommittee for evaluation and connect experts with component team leaders and core leaders.

· Responsible:  Jim

· Recruit and charge qualified individuals.

· Expert Subcommittee would be charged with providing timeline and estimated costs with funding sources.
	May 2008
	
	$20,000
	Core budget

CIPM

	7.4 Aggregate existing data.
· Lead:  Jim


	February to August 2008


	Volunteers for time and data
	No additional cost
	Core budget

	7.4.1 Review and conduct Hershman/Giesler Survey, Cullen/Ames Survey and Legume Survey.


	February to August 2008


	Volunteers for time and data 
	No additional cost
	Core budget

	7.4.2 Use VanKirk ipmPIPE subcontract reports.
	February to August 2008


	Volunteers for time and data 
	No additional cost
	Core budget

	7.4.3 Identify other data sources in addition to Hershman and VanKirk sources.


	February to August 2008


	Volunteers for time and data 
	No additional cost
	Core budget

	7.4.4 Evaluate economic impact.

· Review RMA claims.  

· Review ERS study.

· Show that ipmPIPE was used in decision process.
	November 2009
	Individuals of expert subcommittee and other individuals interested in evaluation
	$50,000- $100,000  per study per year
	ERS competitive and other funds

Core budget

3d IPM

NSF and other external funding programs

APHIS

RMA competitive grants

Water quality competitive grants

	7.4.5 Evaluate environmental impact.

· Review Water Quality.

· Review Natural enemies/pollinators.

· Show that ipmPIPE was used in decision process.
	November 2010
	Individuals of expert subcommittee and other individuals interested in evaluation
	$50,000- $100,000  per study per year

(could be one study over three years)
	ERS competitive and other funds

Core budget

3d IPM

NSF and other external funding programs

APHIS

RMA competitive grants

Water quality competitive grants

EPA

	7.4.6 Evaluate human health impact.

· Review sociological impact.

· Show that ipmPIPE was used in decision process.
	November 2012
	Individuals of expert subcommittee and other individuals interested in evaluation
	$50,000- $100,000  per study per year
	ERS competitive and other funds

Core budget

3d IPM

NSF and other external funding programs

APHIS

RMA competitive grants

Water quality competitive grants

	7.5 Develop assessment tools and indicators (showing that the ipmPIPE was used in decision process).
	November 2008
	Individuals overseen by the subcommittee 
	See subcommittee above
	See sub

committee above

	7.6 Utilize assessment tools.
	November 2008 to November 2009
	Individuals overseen by the subcommittee
	see subcommittee above
	See subcommittee above

	7.7 Interpret assessment results.
	November 2009
	Data analysis
	$5,000-$10,000
	See subcommittee above

	7.8 Publish impact evaluation
	annually
	Individuals of expert subcommittee and other individuals interested in evaluation and component leaders
	$1,000 per year or publication
	See subcommittee above


Output 8. Governance mechanisms are functioning systematically and openly.

	Activities
	Timeframe for completion
	Inputs required to complete
	$$ budget of inputs
	Possible source(s) of funding

	8.1 Form Administrative Advisory Committee or Council of Senior Advisors.
	 
	
	
	

	8.1.1 Identify appropriate agencies/organizations.

· Responsible:  Executive Committee 
	February 2008
	Steering committee time to meet and identify
	
	

	8.1.2 Identify individuals within those agencies/organizations to serve on the committee.
	May 2008
	Steering committee time to meet and identify
	
	

	8.1.3 Hold Advisory Committee meeting. 
	November 2008
	Travel/Meeting Expenses
	$12,000
	Agency/Organization Budgets and Base ipmPIPE funding 

	8.2 Maintain Executive Committee.
	
	
	
	

	8.2.1 Set up a rotation schedule.
	Done – Might need an election soon.


	
	
	

	8.3 Maintain a functioning Steering Committee.
	
	
	
	

	8.3.1 Develop a management structure.
	Completed
	
	
	

	8.3.2 Develop a business plan.
	May to November 2008
	Consultant
	$10,000
	Base ipmPIPE funding

	8.3.3 Monitor and evaluate activities.
	Ongoing
	Reports from Component Committees
	$5,000
	Grant funds – already spent

	8.3.4 Do fundraising and maintain sustainability.
	Ongoing
	Defer to Output 9: Sustainability
	
	

	8.3.5 Initiate and/or maintain a competitive grant process.
	Yearly
	Grants Manager
	$28,000 over 3 years
	RMA / CSREES, Industry, Foundations

	8.3.6 Ensure stakeholder input and oversee public relations.
	Ongoing
	Communications Person
	$100,000
	New Funding Sources

	8.4 Maintain component committee liaisons.
	Ongoing
	Funding Components
	
	

	8.4.1 Invite project leaders to some steering committee meetings.
	Ongoing
	
	See 8.3.c
	

	8.4.2 Develop short job description.

· Responsible:  Kitty, Don, Eileen and Rick
	January 2008
	
	
	

	8.4.3 Appoint steering committee members to component committees – assign liaisons to each component:

· Steering Committee to identify for new

· Don for SBR

· Eileen for SBA

· Rick for Legumes
	Ongoing


	
	$2,000
	Base ipmPIPE funds

	8.4.4 Encourage component committees to publish in popular and technical outlets.
	Ongoing
	
	$5,000
	Grant Funds

	8.5 Form and manage sub- and ad hoc committees.
	Ongoing
	
	
	

	8.6 Implement reporting mechanisms for accountability. 
	
	
	
	

	8.6.1 Develop a format for progress and final reports, borrowing from existing programs.

· Responsible:  Jim
	December 2007
	
	
	

	8.6.2 Invite project director participation in conference calls as needed.
	By May 2008
	
	
	

	8.7 Conduct user survey of satisfaction with the process.
	By end of 5th year
	
	
	


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

	Activities
	Timeframe for completion
	Inputs required to complete
	$$ budget of inputs
	Possible source(s) of funding

	9.1 Develop and implement business plan.


	
	
	
	

	9.1.1 Develop priority list of crop/pest combinations (important issue where ipmPIPE can help).

· UG99/stem rust of wheat

· Begin with select list.

· Include things that are being problematic internally already (e.g., apple fire blight, potato ______).
	Begin discussion in next conference call
	
	
	

	9.1.2 Develop alternate ways to use the ipmPIPE.


	
	
	
	

	9.2 Cultivate private / public support that results in sustainable funding.


	 
	
	
	

	9.2.1 Flesh out the following three scenarios and clear up the matrix. (Kitty and Marty, with input on costs from Jim)

Scenario 1: Core functions as listed are a function of USDA.

· Full-time position (manager, promoter) -- $200,000

· Support staff -- $70,000

· Full time communications person (news, web site, etc.)
 -- $100,000

· Full-time tech position (Julie) -- $100,000

· Advertising, etc. -- $100,000

· Travel, supplies etc. -- $100,000

· Core IT platform -- $500,000

· NPDN contribution  -- $600,000

· Steering and other advisory committees -- $200,000

Component costs (maintenance) are covered by:

· Public -- $1,000,000

· Private – amount varies depending on pest/crop (some contribution expected)

Notes on Scenario 1:

· Include developing state contributions to enhance state-level ipmPIPE systems.  

· Argue for long-term stability of what we have now as well as money to add new components. 

· Be aware of unique attributes of specialty crops.

Scenario 2:  Costs covered by industry with government assistance.

· Develop industry council.

· Industries may come and go.

· Advocate for system maintenance.

· Develop executive office.

· Use costs from first scenario.

· Find a home.

· University Center

· 501(c)(3)

· Develop contribution mechanism

· Collect annual contribution from member associations to maintain core.

Scenario 3:  Costs covered by funds raised by contracted Development Coordinator.

· Use core staff costs from USDA scenario.

· Entrepreneurial model where advocate approaches industry, state government, NGOs, etc. to explain how PIPE can help and builds a business model for each possibility.

· Need core facility to pass prospects on to.

· Need start-up funding.


	By Nov. 22
	
	
	

	9.2.2. Prepare brief information on the PIPE, capabilities, infrastructure costs and the possibility that some of these components will no longer exist as of 2009 with the stakeholder groups in the region.  (Marty and Kitty, as above)


	By Nov. 22
	
	
	

	9.2.3 Present the scenarios and brief information on the PIPE to the CSREES Administrator. (Marty and Kitty)


	At scheduled meeting in late November
	
	
	

	9.2.4 Approach APHIS, and other agencies (EPA, CDC, ARS?) after discussions with Colien.
	
	
	
	

	9.3 Promote for acceptance among ag college administrators.
	
	
	
	

	9.4 Approach commodity groups about the PIPE and some of the funding gaps to rally support. (Ed will let the people in the Soybean Association know about this.)


	
	
	
	

	9.5 Provide guidance for fund raising to components, including:

· Possibilities for fund donors

· Advising on sentinel network efficiency

· Role of industry contributions, logo use, advertising

· Role of industry in advocating for ipmPIPE and the rules for this

· Working these items into future RFAs
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