Minutes from NCERA-201 Meeting

Minneapolis, MN

April 10-11, 2007

Members in Attendance:

Mike Brewer, Michigan State University

Ian MacRae, University of Minnesota

Marcia McMullen, North Dakota State University
Michael Gray, University of Illinois, NC IPM Center

Wayne Bailey, University of Missouri

Sharon Dobesh, Kansas State University

Darrell Deneke, South Dakota State University
Carol Pilcher, Iowa State University

Brad Ruden, North Dakota State University
Mark Bernard, University of Nebraska
Bryan Jensen, University of Wisconsin
Bob Wright, University of Nebraska

John Obermeyer, Purdue University 
Guests in Attendance:

Marty Draper, CSREES

Susan Ratcliffe, University of Illinois and NC IPM Center

Lynnae Jess, Michigan State University and NC IPM Center
Carol Ishimaru, University of Minnesota
Eric Burkness, University of Minnesota
1. The NCERA 201 meeting was called to order by Mike Brewer on April 10, 2007 at 9:00 AM
2. Welcome and Opening Comments
· Mike Brewer asked all attendees to put name, institution and guest or state representative designation on sign-up sheet.
· Mike extended a thank you to Marcia McMullen and Bob Wright for assisting with crafting the agenda.  Mike asked for the group to review the agenda and provide additions and/or revisions. 
· Ian McRae provided a tour overview  (1) Food Science Pilot Plant and (2) Plant Growth/BSL-2 Facilities 
· Mike extended a thank you to Ian for local arrangements.  It was calculated that registration was $25.00 per participant to cover room rental expenses and coffee for 2007 meeting.
3. Introductions of Meeting Participants (representatives and guests)
· Marty Draper was given a special introduction as the new CSREES liaison for 3D funds.  He has strong ties to Extension and plant pathology from South Dakota.
· Carol Ishimaru would like to attend a portion of the meeting to learn more about our committee.  She is the designated NCRA representative for our committee.
4. Ad-hoc Committee Volunteers (Chair-Elect and Site Selection)

· Bob Wright will serve as the chair for next two years.  We need to select a Chair-Elect.
· Mike Brewer asked if we should elect a secretary for this committee.  Bob said other groups have elected a secretary and this person moves up the chain and this allows for more continuity to the group.  Mike agreed that it was good to have continuity because it is difficult to just step into the chair position.  Ultimately the group decided that they liked it the way it was working with no official secretary.  They decided to proceed as in the past and ask for a volunteer each year.  The volunteer would send the minutes to the chair and then when the minutes would be posted on the NIMSS web site.  

· Marcia McMullen and Mark Bernard volunteered to serve as members of the Chair-Elect and Site Selection committees.
5. Administrative Advisory Welcome and Comments

· Carol Pilcher provided a brief summary for Wendy Wintersteen who was unable to attend.  Wendy would be available via a conference call on Wednesday morning from 8:00-9:00 am.  The group decided that they would like to participate in this conference call.

· Carol asked the group to review the one-page handout “Appendix E” and look for changes to the members of the NCERA 201 committee.  It was noted that Sue Blodget and Gary Brewer were immediate changes to note.  Carol asked that additional changes be submitted to her during the break.
· Questions on membership were brought forth

· In some cases, membership is based on individual institution approval—appointment occurs through Directors of Ag Experiment Stations
· In other cases, there is really no limit to membership, except a person’s willingness to participate
· Carol also relayed the message that Wendy wanted the committee to discuss and take action on agenda items that correspond to the committee objectives, especially the following:
· Position Papers (9:45 AM discussion)
· Regional IPM Priorities (1:30 PM discussion)
· Regional IPM Publications (3:15 PM discussion)

6. Committee Position Paper, First Topic:  Implementing IPM through Conservation Programs Strategies to Move Forward through CSREES/NRCS Interaction (Mike Brewer/Marty Draper)

· IPM Implementation through USDA Conservation Programs:  A Proposed Partnership in Education and Financial Incentives (Presentation at Washington DC Meeting with National IPM Committee and Others) (Powerpoint)
· Hamerschlag, K and Kaplan, J. (2007). More Integrated Pest Management Please. Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.  [On-line]  Available at:  http://www.nrdc.org/health/pesticides/ipm/contents.asp (handout to review at meeting)
· U.S. Government Accountability Office. (2007). Agricultural Conservation:  USDA Should Improve Its Management of Key Conservation Programs to Ensure Payments to Promote Environmental Goals.  17 January 2007.  [On-line] Available at:  http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d07370t.pdf  (handout to review at meeting)
· Current Efforts in CSREES/NRCS Interaction

· National IPM Committee Meeting in Washington DC

· discussed potential interaction

· NC IPM Center Working Group
· focusing on IPM efforts in the region

· Proposal partnership CSREES/NRCS –what should a good partnership be?
· There are key educational programs for farmers that have potential for partnership (EQUIP, CSP)

· Need to get farmers thinking about farming smarter

· Need to consider NRCS 595 Pest Management Plans
· Looking at NRCS data, questions about where dollars are going?  

· Rick Foster.  ‘No idea where pest management dollars are going in my state.” 
· In some states loaded programs to address specific problems.  For example, Nevada—herbicide use for sagebrush control 5.3% and 6.2%
· Many dollars for IPM go to practices into the 595 management plans.
· Education is a key component to the partnership.

· Coordinate plant protection and conservation outreach
· Develop tools for IPM implementation in conservation programs
· We (IPM) have to learn their system
· We need to get buy in at local level

· It may be a hard sell to do smaller contracts based on “IPM”

· Consider pest management (3 yr contracts)
· Fruit example:  $60/acre to $6,000/year

· Vegetable example: $30/acre to $4,500/year

· Field crop example: $5/acre to $2,500/year

· Have to understand technical assistance (grower support)

· We can combine good ag practices with resource conservation 
· Performance measurements

· NRCS comes back and decides if growers have done what was expected
· IPM can get on the radar screen and then measure outcomes
· What constitutes good IPM?  Where is the check list?  
· SP53 programs 10 of 15 cost share program
· Program was not well financed so it did not succeed
· These programs are well financed so they may succeed
· Should we drag these out of the history?
· If so need to add…”Did you plant a refuge?
· Do we need written standards?

· NC IPM Center Guidelines

· Some want recipe guidelines and guidelines on how they operate but pest management is not a recipe.
· Michigan—What EQUIP can do for you?
· Partnership Example

· Baseline information

· Quality of program—diversity of pest management dollars and diversity of options for growers
· Impact of IPM program—quantify—IPM programs –growers involved, practices adopted and dollars impacted (now they want environmental impact)
· Example 
· Encourage (Extension and NRCS) to work together on pest management and engage in check off list. (Number of acres of pest management)

· Comments from the Group

· Marcia McMullen.  “How is NRCS responding to NRDC and GAO reports?  We already have jobs, how are we going to fit this onto our plates?”

· Marty Draper.  “We have been trying to set up an appointment, but have been having a hard time.”

· Signals from above are not coming down.  Pest management is not a big concern.  Conservation is first and then how will IPM fit in later.

· We need NRCS and Extension to tell same story…in some states Extension and NRCS relationship is not okay.
· Potential for good environmental impacts

· From EPA side, they have tried to keep the issue moving forward…

· Action Item

· Read the document and think what is missing and what needs to be addressed…  
· We will review tomorrow… We will discuss and determine how to support the document, a position paper, or further the discussion.  

· Also consider what tools, instruments, or checklist we need on the regional side for this project
· Also consider how do we get further buy in and further collaboration?  This is a different way of doing business and it is slow to change. Note:  10% of EQUIP funds are discretionary and are available for a partnership.
7. North Central IPM Center Report (Sue Ratcliffe, Lynnae Jess and Mike Gray)

· The Connection (NC IPM Center Quarterly Newsletter)
· Highlights:  Western bean cutworm teleconference (regional) and Soybean aphid teleconference (regional)

· Highlights:  Evaluation teleconference (national)

· Stakeholder Panel

· Midterm review indicated that greater diversity was needed.  As a result, a new stakeholder panel was developed.  This group established regional priorities and formed a strategic plan.
· Strategic Plan.  Last revisions were given during March 7, 2007 teleconference.  Looking at near final version (handout).

· NC IPM Center Grants (handout)
· 2007 NC IPM Enhancement Grants (5 were funded)

· Working Groups (all were funded)

· IPM Documents (2 were funded).  Note:  National Glyphosate Stewardship Forum II was completed and all agree that “now glyphosate resistance is a problem”

· Regional IPM Grants
· The Grant Panel consisted of three entomologists, three plant pathologists and two weed scientists.
· This year the CSREES electronic system was used and hopefully the system will improve next year.  There was a more significant drop in the number of completed proposals than in the past…greatest drop than we have seen in the past.
· Each year quality of proposals increases and the dollars decrease.  Many proposals score in the “excellent” category but there is not enough money to fund proposals.
· The process from the granting agency side.  Work with grants.gov and receive a CD in the mail each proposal pdf version.  Then work electronically in the NC region with panel members.

· Document the process and send documentation and recommendations to Mike Fitzner.  
· Publications and Emerging Issues

· Utilize publications and send to CSREES and congressional members
· Have dollars for IPM Documents, Pest Alerts and other immediate needs (e.g., soybean rust and plum phlox)
· Also leverage funds from other sources and often look beyond the NC IPM Center for dollars for publications.

· Currently looking at left-over dollars for “emerging issues”
8.  National IPM Report Marty Draper (CSREES)
· Personnel Changes:
· Ralph Otto is now the Associate Administrator
· Amy Rhodes (Amy left and recently they received approval to advertise for new position)
· Laarina Mullings moved to Competitive Programs

· Farm Bill

· Opportunities in areas such as:  Conservation Title, Specialty Crops, Biomass/Biofuels
· Controversial CSREES/ARS Restructuring.  
· Create 21, Danforth Proposal
· For more information on Create 21, go to web site http://www.create-21.org/
· Some have asked “It isn’t broken, can we still make it more effective?”
· ARS-CSREES operating styles are very different.  This concern has been raised.  In addition, commodity groups have come forward to voice their opinions.

· Now a six person committee will look at this structuring in detail.  Note:  all committee members are on the ‘livestock side’
· Budget Update
· ‘07 budget is in continuing resolution

· Earmark funds and distribution of dollars…some states have been hit hard, some states have received additional dollars.  Legislation now being written to cover Earmark funds…now working on legislation to deal with Earmark funds
· Issues with “competitive funds”.  Some funds are in limbo because it has been deemed that they are not sufficiently competitive (i.e., critical and emerging issues are not sufficiently competitive).  Working on a new model on how these programs will be administered.  IR-4 program-awarding of IR-4 Center
· ’08 Presidents Budget has an 8% increase in the 3D IPM funds
9.  Committee Position Paper, Second Topic, Regional IPM Priorities for Research an Extension (Bob Wright)

· Start here and discuss a way to prioritize needs

· Regional priorities help to meet regional needs
· The NE IPM Center Committee has gone through process and has priorities on web site 
· They have a mechanism to identify priorities and meet needs
· Documents to Consider

· National IPM Roadmap.  Remember the Roadmap goes beyond traditional crop areas, there are three focus areas.
· Strategic Planning and Center’s Strategic Plan
· Pest Management Strategic Plans (PMSP) now some are very dated, but they may be a starting point

· Documents from NC IPM Center Working Groups

· PMAP

· RAMP

· CAR

· Entire committee is missing—need to involve entire committee on these priorities and complete some form of electronic voting. (e.g., interactive process, online discussion or email)
· Mike Gray.  “Look at the RFA of the RIPM grants.  Look at the objectives and goals and look at broad objectives”

· Sue Ratcliffe.  “Some other IPM Centers have sent out requests for priorities and have received specific organisms.  Need to focus on specific research regional priorities, but not specific organisms.”
· Marty Draper.  “The Southern IPM Center established Extension and Research Priorities.  They narrowed it down and were able to prioritize the top five priorities in each area.

· This group needs to start a needs identification process.  How do we organize needs or ways to organize?
· Mike Gray.  “Do not confuse need based on strength; focus on production agriculture; needs where we have strengths; needs given our strengths…”
· Where we are lacking research now?  Do we have research, education, or extension needs or all three?
· What is the role of the Center for establishing priorities?  The role of the NC IPM Center is to “facilitate”.  This was evident in the development of strategic plan.  Also, the relevancy Review was addressed by the NC IPM Center Stakeholder Committee
· Activity.  Participants were each given a card and asked to identify priorities.  They were asked “what limiting factors or needs do we have?  Where is our lack of knowledge?  Where do we have gaps in data?”  Bob Wright collected the cards and will summarize.
10.  Invited Research/Extension Talk:  Corn Earworm Insecticide Resistance Monitoring:  A Multi-State Network (Erik Burkness and Bill Hutchinson)
· Presented overview of NC IPM Center grant funded project on Corn Earworm and Pyrethroid Efficacy, utilizing web-based reporting system to develop multi-state network.
· Resistance remains variable, but trend is a major concern.  Trapping locations are important to make determinations and recommendations.

11.  Regional IPM Publications: Committee Discussion on Publication Priorities and Selection of Writers and Reviewers (Bradley Ruden)

· What are ideas/needs for regional IPM publications?

· What is a regional IPM publication? 

· What ideas are there for Regional IPM publications? (strategic gaps, specific expertise, and key messages)

· Educational tools are needed? What ideas do you have?  What are the priorities?
· Summary of Discussion

· Regional Gaps of IPM Knowledge (and Regional Experts)*

1. Stored Grain Research 

· Regional Expert is Tom Phillips Kansas State University

2. Livestock Entomology

· Regional Expert is …

3. Fruit (Small Fruit)/Vegetable 

· Regional Expert is …

4. Efficacy Reports in Urban Areas (urban/industrial and food processing)

· Regional Expert is Stephen Kells University of Minnesota

5. Glyphosate Resistance

· Bill Johnson is coordinating publications

· Specific IPM Topics / Specific IPM Methods / Combination

· Mycotoxins

· Fungicide publication (Daren Mueller)

· Efficacy data in urban areas (i.e. efficacy for cockroaches)

· Pollinator declines—Colony collapse situation

· Environmental benefits of IPM

· What IPM Publications Are Available that Are “Good”?  

· Where Do You Find a List of These Good Publications?

· What Forms Should IPM Knowledge Take?

· NC IPM Center has refined the process of producing hard copies

· North Central Regional Publication (IDEA)…should this concept be renewed?

· Electronic publications

· eXtension

· Online courses

· Additional items (logo discussion, firm orders, communications on what is going to press to coordinate order size)

· Individual institution host a publication and get “buy-in” from other institutions (i.e. MN, ND and SD have done this successfully).  How can we finagle resources?

· Strategies on IPM Publications From Other Groups

1. Diagnostic Network

· First detector training (have some modules)

· They don’t really have other publications
*Who is doing the science—to be able to make the recommendations?

12.  State Information Exchange (Ian MacRae)
· IPM Assessment
· Adapted/Modified from Wisconsin model
· Shows trends in grower practices (mostly corn and soybean growers)

· Source you regularly use for pest management information (81% Ag Professionals…)

· Sources you value the most when selecting varieties for your farm (77% past experience with variety…)

· Practices you utilize on your farm (77% Spray own acres; 76% Scout own acres;  54% Elevator, CO-OP Vendor, Agronomist; 46% Spread own fertilizer)
· Issues with IRB
· Issues with Marketing logo?  What to provide, what to protect?
· This survey.  It stimulates discussion about the results and other issues (e.g., IRB, marketing issues, etc.) which are useful discussions

· In terms of IPM, soybean aphid program has been successful because now growers scout at least once per week until populations crash

· Next steps for this survey.  Would like to take it to the regional level.  Plan to take this survey north to small grains where they have very diverse cropping systems
13.  Nominations for Chair-Elect
· Ian MacRae

· Sharon Dobesh

· Election and Results:  Ian MacRae will serve as the Chair-Elect
14.  Nominations for Site for 2008
· Madison, WI
· Omaha, NE
· Columbus, OH
· Motion:  To have meeting in Columbus OH at the end of the NCB Entomology meetings March 27-28.

· If this doesn’t work then the Site Selection Committee will look at other options.  Motion by Mike Gray, Second by Ian MacRae
15. The NCERA 201 meeting was called to order by Mike Brewer on April 11, 2007 at 8:00 AM
16. Conference Call with Dean Wendy Wintersteen, College of Agriculture, Iowa State University
· Introductory Comments
· Discussions

· Issues about the federal budget-fiscal ’06
· Look at different arrangement suggested by proposal Create 21
· The proposal for 406 programs to move to NRI
· Questions?
Q.  What is the status of the soybean rust detection in Iowa?  

A.  Wendy Wintersteen.  “Federal investigation is underway.  Department of Agriculture is conducting an investigation.  This investigation is in underway.  This question is important and relevant as it has implications for the sentinel plot system.”
Q.  Bob Wright.  “Can you comment on the best way to proceed with regional publications and what happened to the old system we had for regional publications?”
A.  Wendy Wintersteen.  “Use the IPM Centers to do this work.  Appropriate partnerships with Center exist and they have the format and procedures developed (for example Pest Alert).  They can provide leadership for these publications.  If we have issues of regional importance, see if they can make it happen.”

Sue Ratcliffe.  “The NC IPM Center has just added ½ time marketing person and welcome ideas.  The NC IPM Center finds time to do these and be regional—be consistent in recommendation.  (e.g. Daren Mueller publication is an example)”

Mike Brewer.  “Buy in from institutions (pre-purchase) cost is a factor for printing some publications.  Want to get “buy-in of all states”.  It is a mechanism to spread the risk.”

Wendy Wintersteen.  “For pertinent publications—1 to 2 pages, consider electronic publications and print on demand.  Need to look at these new mechanisms of delivery.  Use and work with NC IPM Center on these regional publications.”
· Create 21 Proposal (CSREES/ARS Merger)
· There was support from the land grant perspective
· Some viewed the proposal and thought they would be competing for funding.  Unfortunately, it was the right idea to grow funding but not good buy-in from ARS.  
· Fundamental science and applied science, there is value to both…
· Funding Issues
· Earmarked funding issues… $2.5-3.5 million lost in Iowa.

· 3D funding for IPM is flat
· Proposal for 406 funds to NRI
· Update for Wendy on Committee Progress (NRCS Position Paper, IPM Priorities, IPM Regional Publications)

· Wendy Wintersteen.  NIMSS system process can be successful.  Put together the issue paper and take it forward.  Get on the agenda of the regional directors meeting.  Need to remind people about IPM.  IPM is important, especially with biofuel.  We have to actually grow the crops to get biofuel.  Without IPM, we can’t grow the crops.  Get IPM issues to Station and Extension Directors in a formal way.    

17. Discussion of Committee Position Paper:  Implementing IPM through Conservation Program Strategies (NRCS/IPM Interaction) (Mike Brewer)
· Discussed draft position paper distributed by Mike Brewer

· We need to keep the directors informed about this issue.  What are we asking of the directors?  We should provide them with a cover letter and this letter.  Let them know this discussion is ongoing and that we are encouraging national level discussions.  Ask them to put it on their agenda for discussion.

· Members of this committee willing to work with NRCS—offering help—not asking NRCS to change.  We have a shared mission—we are in this together…
· Identify some key methods/tactics/techniques
· Advisory program/members of this committee would be willing to identify the appropriate costs of funding levels to support grower implementation of IPM techniques.
· Tool development—members of this committee are willing to work with regional and state…to ensure that IPM tactics are incorporated into (shared mission).  Identify key IPM
· Members of this committee would be willing to offer identify the actually costs of IPM tactics and the appropriate incentive rates to support grower implementation of IPM techniques

18. Discussion of Regional Priorities (Bob Wright)

· Will send summary of cards to group and work on interactive process with others not in attendance.
· Mark Bernard.  “One important issue is how to regionalize resources.”
· Should this group (NCERA 201) sponsor a symposium on IPM at the NCB of the ESA meeting (prior to the next meeting).  Possible ideas:
1. Follow-up on NRCS activity at National Meeting
2. Evaluation Impact

3. Resistance Management
· Should this committee consider meeting during the 2009 National IPM Symposium (Portand, Oregon)?
· What issues should be addressed at the National IPM Coordination Meeting (October 2-4 in Washington DC)?
· National IPM Issues?

1. Are some of these new technologies really a rollback of technology…a collapse of technologies

· Transgenic and genomic—how are these technologies influencing IPM?

· Is GMO a success story?
· Are seed treatments IPM?
2. Redefining Agriculture

· We are losing people in Extension 

· We are losing people in Agriculture

· We are seeing increase needs for knowledge in science…

· We are seeing new majors to broaden to multi-departmental because problems are becoming more complex
19.  Discussion of Regional Publications (Carol Pilcher for Brad Ruden)
· Summary Handout was provided (see above)

· Sharon Dobesh will look for contacts at the Stored Grain Conference

· Bob Wright will look for input on Livestock specialist

· Also consider High Plains IPM guide (http://highplainsipm.org) —Livestock IPM Guide  (example of a guide)

20. Use of State Responses to EPA/USDA OPMP Pesticide Use Requests (Lynnae Jess)
· Thank you to all that have responded to requests for OPMP/EPA information.  
· Does the North Central Region want to post their comments online?  Sometimes states in region give completely different responses.  In addition, other regions have comments posted online.  It was decided that our region does not want the comments posted online.

· If you want Lynnae to contact specialists directly, Lynnae is willing to do this.  
· If the expert is outside of the University system, that is okay (i.e. part of commodity group).  It is okay to go to a commodity group for answers for these types of questions.

· The group asked Lynnae to encourage EPA/OPMP to formally extend a thank you to contacts for supplying information.  Could they acknowledge and post a statement of value (how has this information been useful to them)?

21.  Pest Information Platform for Extension and Education (PIPE) Update (Marty Draper)
· Where are things going with PIPE?  There is now a formal steering committee.  Ed Rajotte and Frank Zalom and several Center Directors are on the steering committee.  This committee is looking at how things are working or not.  Also they are outlining a vision and are looking now for concept notes. Meeting every other week now until RFA is released (June).
· RMA range of dollars (1.8 to 4.3 million) RMA wants to fund development not maintenance.

· Concept notes is like a call for proposals.  It doesn’t get you any favors.  More concept papers will increase the size of the pot.  Looking for team of people and looking for multi-state proposals (regional or national).  Crop of economic importance (emphasis on non-program crop).  Potential projects:  corn earworm, glyphosate resistance, SCN and other nematodes.  
22.  State Information Exchange (Darrell Deneke, South Dakota State University)
· Biocontrol for noxious and invasive weeds (handout provided)
· Extension IPM Program and Extension WEEDS Project (Weed, Extension, Education, and Demonstration Project)
· Doors have opened with other many different agencies (i.e. Dept of Agriculture, Bureau of Indian Affairs, The Nature Conservancy, etc.)  They say, “we have the money if you will put together the training modules”
· Invasive species—invasive weeds (salt cedar, purple loosestrife) (prairie dogs-sensitive subject)

· They have some good success stories with their programs (example is the leafy spurge and flea beetle distribution project)
· One interesting project is a non pesticide option using goats ( project with Department of Animal Science and Bureau of Indian Affairs)
23.  State Information Exchange (Mike Brewer, Michigan State University)
· Enviroweather at Michigan State University
· Automated weather network that generates weather station information.

· www.environweather.msu.edu
· Other stations/other states-taps into competitive dollars

· Linkage strategy communities-etc.

· Provided information on the costs of supporting
· Provided information on the sensors and what they monitor

24.  Final Action Items
· Carol Pilcher will share meeting minutes with Bob Wright
· Sharon Dobesh will search for regional experts at the Stored Grain Conference in OK
· Mike Brewer will develop Position Paper for Implementing IPM through Conservation Programs
· Bob Wright will work on Regional Priorities

· Carol Pilcher will get Publications update to Brad Ruden and he will work on Regional Publications
25.  Meeting was Adjourned
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