Report from Pest Management Strategies Subcommittee, 2005-06

Frank G. Zalom, Dept. of Entomology, UC Davis

ESCOP Chair

The Pest Management Strategies Subcommittee (aka the National IPM Committee) remained active in 2005, fulfilling its primary goal of serving as a liaison between the Land Grant institutions and our Federal partner.  To that end, our 2 day annual meeting was organized and held in October, 2005, at CSREES headquarters in Washington DC.  The meeting was jointly organized with Ed Rajotte, The Pennsylvania State University who serves as ECOP Co-Chair of the National IPM Committee and James Van Kirk, North Carolina State University who is Director of the Southern Region IPM Center.  This is the 4th consecutive year in which our committee has met jointly with the Directors of the 4 Regional IPM Centers in an effort to maximize communication and collaboration with that important program.

The meeting agenda reflected updates of new and ongoing programs within Federal agencies focusing on how the Land Grants could best interact with these programs, and also included invited stakeholders to provide their assessment of mechanisms for enhancing the future of IPM efforts nationally.  A copy of my notes from that meeting and the agenda are attached as are lists of committee members and those who attended the annual meeting.

I was called upon during this year to survey former members of the National IPM Committee and administrative advisors to the regional IPM coordinating committees ass to their assessment of and recommendations for the Regional IPM Centers for their mid-term review.  The survey was conducted and presented in February, 2006, to the review committee selected by CSREES to review the program.

Planning continued for the 5th National IPM Symposium to be held in St. Louis, Missouri in Spring, 2006.  The previous 4 National IPM Symposia (held in 1989, 1994, 1996 and 2003) have all been organized by or with considerable input from the Pest Management Strategies Subcommittee.  The last meeting, held in Indianapolis, was attended by over 700 participants including many stakeholders, and was very well received.  A meeting similar in size and scope is anticipated.

Respectfully submitted,

Frank G. Zalom, Chair

ESCOP Pest Management Strategies Subcommittee

Notes from National IPM Committee Meeting

Frank G. Zalom, ESCOP Co-Chair

Wednesday, Oct. 5, 2005

The National IPM Committee held its annual meeting at the USDA-CSREES headquarters in the waterfront Building in Washington, DC October 5 and 6, 2005.

Following introductions, Mike Fitzner, CSREES National Program Leader for IPM offered and update from the agency.  He mentioned that the IPM Center’s response to the Soybean Rust introduction was well received around D.C.  Most people (agency and stakeholders like the American Soybean Association) are pleased with the effort’s management. $2.4 million has been secured for tracking soybean rust and expanding this effort to other invasive pests.

There is increased interactions between IPM and the Water Quality program both of which are funded through the 406 program line.
Dr. Fitzner offered a 2006 Budget update, and cited stresses due to the war and Katrina as reasons why IPM will likely remain stable in funding for 2006.  A the time of the meeting, everything was in a holding pattern.  The proposal to revert to previous budgets  was OK for most IPM programs, but IR-4 could get cut in this scenario.  There was some talk of a recission whereby programs would have to work with 80% of the current budget, but hopefully it won’t be this bad.  Tom Fritz mentioned that the Northeast Experiment Station Directors were in town and explained that their feeling regarding the Partnership was that we are “Allies in a Common Cause”.  Mike asked, “Do we still have that?”  He mentioned that the IPM Centers are a lynchpin for Federal support for IPM programs – they are “the best thing we have going.  He stressed that there is a need to make this a success, and also to also ensure IPM 3d funding.

Rod Hedberg (the CSREES Legislative Advisor presented an update on the Farm Bill.  He mentioned that IPM and CSREES can’t afford to  be a stealth program and agency.  It is important for the Farm Bill to convey the value of work we are doing “we can’t afford to be a stealth industry” to recognize the funding stream.  The action related to the Farm Bill is occurring around “Farm Bill Forums”.  There is guidance from those sessions and then from administration before things go forward.  It is useful to attend these sessions and to submit comments in writing.  Be sure to cc CSREES so the agency will review the comments, and make sure the grower communities are in attendance.  How important research & extension?  This is a small piece of the discussion.  Commodity support is most important so it is important that they are present and supportive.  Regarding IPM Centers, there is an advantage that can be related to by Congress - moving Research and Extension programs closer to stakeholders.  The Secretary wants to hear from stakeholders, not from folks in D.C., so the most valuable input is from beneficiaries.  Since the USDA is part of the Administration it does not enjoy the freedom of the universities.  The Farm Bill is not just about IPM, but about all of agriculture so in terms of Research and Extension these groups must find common cause.  The possibility of redistribution of support dollars into research on environmental issues is not likely.  Rather redistribution to implementation (such as conservation groups and sustainable agriculture networks that are already involved in this) is more likely.  His advice is to plug into conservation groups.

Eldon Ortman, former Chair of this ESCOP Subcommittee and now working part time with CSREES, spoke on the restructuring of the CSREES grants portfolio.  The President’s budget directs programs to NRI.  Why?  It is a way to grow the NRI, and some IPM funds had been moved earlier.  This is important to remember since these funds are lost for IPM research.  The philosophy has been to add new programs rather than consolidate grant lines, but the agenda has changed because individual lines are easier to defend.  It would be OK to promote management through 406 funds with 3 funding lines, research that addresses IPM are intermediate term, those that address immediate needs that are shorter term, and those creating sustainable programs that are longer term.

Jim Green discussed the topic of Master Gardener Programs and IPM which had not been presented to the ESCOP group in previous meetings.  He provided a handout on the program, which mentioned that 90,000 volunteers are trained every year.  He gave kudo’ to Susan Ratcliffe ((University of Illinois and present at the meeting) for her Rapid Response Education Programs which are useful to the Master Gardeners.

The Chairs of the 4 Regional IPM Coordinating Committees gave updates of their activities for the past year.  Many of the regions mentioned new interactions with the NRCS which had been a major topic of the previous year’s National IPM Committee meeting.  There was some discussion about concerns that some IPM efforts are becoming individual efforts rather than building upon the coordinated programs that have long been a strength of IPM in most states.
Carol Pilcher (Iowa State University) presented an overview of her efforts in evaluating IPM, and how IPM impacts might be drawn from filling in a matrix drawn from the IPM Roadmap.  She will be leading an evaluation effort that helps to address GAO concerns from their 2001 report.

The afternoon was initiated with an interesting discussion by stakeholders who attended this meeting on their own funding because of their long term interest in IPM.  They included Ted Batkin of the Citrus Research Board (CA) and Bill Nelson of Wine America.

Ted Batkin addressed “How do we improve support?”  He spoke a\bout actions and carrying them through with the process being a focus on results and outcomes.  Industry is interested in solving problems, and IPM is there 100% in the citrus industry.  He mentioned to look outside of federal funds for support, and this can’t continue to be the primary source.  They need to partner with government for funds to expand and move forward.  How to capitalize stakeholders?  How to stimulate stakeholder involvement?  How to target request to submit a request to a specific commodity who won’t fund philosophical research or an academic exercise.

Commodities will fund results-oriented programs.  He said to “Get inside of their heads - don’t read books, get out and see how their crop is grown.”  It will be important to get commodities together to collectively look at problems.  Building a coalition doesn’t just happen, it takes effort.  Researchers could get funds from individual commodities groups, but collective support can create new funds.  You do this by lobbying.  Take proposals to all possible groups to gain mass lobbying strength.  You can’t necessarily do this, but you can plant the idea with commodities or other stakeholders to support it.

Mr. Batkin also spoke about his interests in invasive pests and diseases which have been important to his commodity (citrus) because of introductions like the Medfly.  He said that invasive species are not just an agriculture issue, but are universal.  In California, it has been a challenge on how to tie agriculture to urban constituencies.  The Medfly did this – tieing teamsters, shoe manufacturers, etc. who all supported the sterile male release program for Los Angeles.  It is important to ask the question “How to bring commodities together with environmental groups?”  This should have been done long ago.

Bill Nelson mentioned that advocates know that what you (Land Grants) do is for the public good.  Who are these advocates?  They include industry or commodity groups,  public interest groups, and academics.  Industry and commodity groups have the biggest clout since they produce economic goods.  To be successful the entire sector must advance.  The size of individual  farms is relatively small, but they are not like Intel who can do in-house research.  Public Interest Groups are concerned about what happens to their constituents.  If there are no advocates, then nothing will happen.  In terms of IPM and Sustainable-, we may have to rely on public interest groups, but not entirely.  The National Grape and Wine Initiative has endorsed sustainability.  “Farmers want to do the right thing because they are the ones who have the most to lose.”

Bill also noted that there is a possibility that Specialty Crops research will come from funding from the Farm Bill, and these funds will probably be moving through commodity boards to researchers.  The is a proposal for up to $1.0 billion.

Bob Holm, Director of the IR-4 Program and an annual guest of this committee spoke about marketing IR-4, their Commodity Liaison Committee, and the fact that IR-4 is a “Specialty (Not Minor) Crops Program”.  He noted that $45.0 billion of the $95.0 billion of US agricultural production is in specialty crops.  IR-4 uses this as a benchmark for evaluation the number of clearances.

Tom Green of the IPM Institute in Madison, Wisconsin, and a close collaborator for many in the Land Grants spoke about Demand Side IPM – creating a demand for IPM by things like green labels.  He outlined the pesticide part of the equation, and said that others are in the pot with us.  Among those he cited were the Heinz Center for the Environment and the Environmental Working Group.  He said that one of our roles is the “Pest-side” of the equation – why pesticides are necessary.  He directed us to a website for ecolabels - www.eco-labels.org
He mentioned that IPM certification is practice-based, and that this would fit interests of organizations and companies.  He said that the Rainforest Alliance certifies for companies like Chiquita, Ben and Jerry’s and Kraft.  The Rainforest Alliance has 81 employees and a $9 million certification budget.  Forest product stewardship is an interesting area now being pursued – certifying products for companies like Lowes and Home Depot.  The are also non-ag ecolabels including IPM STAR and NPMA Quality Pro (by the National Pest Management Association).

30% of  consumers are interested in ecologically produced products.  An eco-product ‘must have’ quality, convenience, and price to be competitive, however.  In the wholesale marketplace, where food producers are, there must be accountability with the certification.

There was discussion of the SYSCO Corporate Sustainability Effort.  SYSCO does it because it is the “Right thing to do”, it is doable, it can document annual corporate social responsibility.  Training food alliances and groups like the AIB (American Institute of Baking is one thing promoted.  The supplier pays for the certification and training.

Benefits of training include

· Real improvements

· Continuing education

· IPM/BMP Sustainability

· Reduced liability

· Greater job satisfaction

· Recognition for a job well done


Eco portfolio for customers and stakeholders

Land Grant research outputs form the basis for NGO developed standards.  However, NGO’s are a leading resource for credibility, standards for development, and program operation.  Certification and training should be independent, because it is necessary to take heat off of extension.

There are government ecolabel certifications, examples include: Organic, Energy Star, and Pesticide Applicator Certification. For an email of the Powerpoint presentation from Tom Green contact him at: IPMworks @IPMInstitute.org

Thursday, Oct. 6, 2005

Carla Thomas of the National Pest Detection Network made a presentation to the group on Weather Systems and IPM.  She mentioned that there exists in many areas a weather data infrastructure.  There are lots of good state networks.  A regional or national  management might be good, but IPM is local, therefore precision in data at local level and interpretation is needed.  Their new method of interpolation is called PRISM, and a contact for this is Dr. Christopher Daly-SCAS Director http://www.OCS.orst.edu/prism
Scott Isard of the Pennsylvania State University spoke about the PIPE (Pest Information Platform for Extension & Education) program which is used for the soybean rust information system structure.  In that program, seminal plots are used to monitor occurrence of soybean rust.  This is funded by APHIS and uses industry spore collectors.  The success is due to advancements in information technology from prior investments.  The 2006 proposal for soybean rust expand to other legumes and to soybean aphid.  Another possibility for expansion is to Citrus Greening Disease which is transmitted by aphids.  Their vision is to expand the platform and provide a relation to NAPIS and other databases. Also, how to integrate state efforts in a national network.

There was a presentation by the USDA Coordinator  for Invasive Species Issues, Hilda Diaz-Saltero.  She works with seven agencies that are involved in invasive species, and has a limited budget of about $500,000 for salary and support, about $150,000 for projects and $95,000 that is provided to CABI for their pest compendium.  Within the Federal government there are 12 secretaries and 40 agencies including Agriculture, Interior, and Commerce with something to do with invasive species.  There is $1.4 billion in invasive species funding across the 40 agencies, and $1.2 billion of it is APHIS.  The Coordinator’s office traces back to an executive order from the Clinton Administration.  The main purpose of her presentation was to ask if the IPM Centers want to participate in helping fund the CABI compendium.
Each of the Regional IPM Center Directors gave updates from their Centers, and they mentioned that there will be a mid term review of the centers to be held in February.  One question was how best to get input on the Centers from the Regional IPM Coordinating Committees and Extension IPM Coordinators.  This was discussed among the group.

Some of the discussion focused on a survey?  How to identify groups?  How to summarize?  Whether there is a need for direct dialogue – e.g. is it important to do the survey face to face or written?
The final discussion was on the IPM Roadmap and the Federal IPM Coordinating Committee (FIPMCC).  The objective of this committee is to provide a forum for discussion among agencies on IPM, and to help to respond to the 2001 GAO report.  The committee is “Trying to get their hands around interagency collaboration.”  Successes include IPM training for federal agencies, DOD and Forest Service collaborations. The committee is interested in Marketing the roadmap – first to use the Roadmap to market IPM to their agencies.  Externally, regions are using the Roadmap to guide their RFA’s.

The meeting adjourned at noon after a day and a half of a very full agenda.

National IPM Committee Joint Meeting, 2005

Room 1410A-D, CSREES Headquarters, Waterfront Building

800 9th St., SW, Washington DC
Wed October 5 

8:30 Introduction - orientation for new people 

8:45 CSREES Update 

General update: Mike Fitzner 

Farm bill update and the budget environment: Rob Hedberg , CSREES Science Policy and Legistative Affairs Advisor (see related session Tuesday) 

Reorganizing the agency's IPM portfolio - Eldon Ortman 

CAR and RAMP - results and impacts Rick Meyer 

Master Gardener Programs and IPM: Jim Green 

10:00 break 
10:15 Reports from the regions 15 minutes from each of the 4 regional technical committees (NC201, NEREAP-IPM, SERA03-IPM, WERA69) 

11:15 Evaluation of IPM 

Evaluating IPM using the (no jargon here) model - Carol Pilcher 

Expected changes in PPRS reporting 

(Evaluation component in S-RIPM RFA) 

(is there a way to show the leveraging of federal IPM $) 

12:00 lunch (Buffet lunch to be provided at a $10.00 per-person charge) 

Continued discussion of evaluation issues over lunch 

1:00 National IPM Symposium: Syposium co-chairs Ratcliffe & Green 30 min 

1:30 Stimulating support for IPM Programs session (Ed Rajotte moderate) 60 min 

How other successful organizations do it (15 minutes to include presentation and discussion for each) 

SARE and the Sustainable Ag Coalition: Ferd Hoefner 

Ted Batkin: Citrus Research Board. Special Projects grants 

Bill Nelson - Wine America 

the IR-4 model Commodity Liaison Committee (Bob Holm) 

2:30 Demand Side IPM 45 min 

Over the last decade several attempts have been made to link food production 

and protection practices with food marketing. In general, these efforts have 

been aimed at giving consumers a choice based on knowledge of the growers 

use of sustainable practices, IPM, organic methods, etc. The National 

Organic Certification is perhaps the most well known, but there are other 

efforts afoot that promote sustainable farming practices through market 

forces. This is all part of the larger syndrome of food traceability that 

allows information about the production, processing and distribution of food 

to be associated with individual food items. 

Moreover, government wealth transfer programs are including environmental 

stewardship as part of their payment programs: 

-NRCS will make payments to growers using IPM practices. 

-Risk Management Agency requires that growers use IPM practices to receive 

insurance payments that cover crop losses. 

The IPM community can look at this trend from two sides; a new set of 

incentives to aid in promoting the adoption of IPM practices, or an 

unreasonable burden on growers, cooperative extension and others in the 

agricultural community by activists who are naïve about modern agriculture 

and have not been willing to advocate for the increased resources necessary 

to implement these systems. 

What is the role of the IPM community in this new world that links the farm 

field with the dinner plate? What types of research and education are 

needed? Which new partnerships need to be developed? What resources will it 

require? 

Tom Green from the IPM Institute will outline one of these programs being 

implemented by SYSCO, a large food distribution company. After the 

presentation we would like to open a discussion about the costs and benefits 

to IPM of this emerging trend 

3:15 break 

3:30 Demand Side IPM Part Deux 45 min 

4:15 Discussion 15 min 

4:30 Brainstorm and prioritize actions we can do 15 min 

4:45 Grants $tuff 
Focus primarily on the Regional IPM Grants (RIPM) program. This session is primarily of interest to regional IPM leadership, Center leadership, CSREES IPM staff and RIPM grants managers. Others are welcome to stay if they please 
Report on fy05 RIPM grants 

Working with CSREES on RFA 

5:30 Adjourn 
Thurs October 6

8:15 A weather system utility Carla Thomas, U Cal Davis 

8:55 Opportunities for our IPM programs with PIPE  : national system for IPM mapping Modeling and web-based mapping coming into its own as an IPM tool (e.g. Soybean rust web site, sbrusa.net) (Scott Isard?) (put this last in this session) 

9:45 Invasive species issues Hilda Diaz-Saltero USDA Inv. Spec. Coordinator 

10:10 break 

10:30 IPM Centers 1 hour 15 min 

Reports from the Centers (40 minutes) (include electronic submission) 
eXtension proposal and plans (10 minutes) 
mid-term review of Centers (Mike and Eldon) (20 minutes) 
Relationship between Centers and state-level programs - discussion (15 minutes) 
11:15 IPM Roadmap (Harold Coble) 45 min 
Update from FIPMACC 

Marketing the Roadmap 

Where are we on the urban/community side ? 

Eroding status of academic IPM education 

12:00 Adjourn 
Attendees-
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