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IPM Implementation through USDA Conservation Programs: 
A Proposed Partnership in Education and Financial Incentives
We, the members of NCERA 201 (Integrated Pest Management Multistate Research Coordinating Committee and Information Exchange Group), wish to express our support and encouragement to enhance coordination between USDA NRCS and CSREES/Land-Grants to encourage implementation of IPM. We note that this committee position paper reflects the consensus view of representatives of the 12 state North Central region attending our annual 2007 meeting, as assigned by the Agricultural Experiment Station and Extension Service Directors. 
We reviewed the 1) NRCS/CSREES discussion items generated as a result of the 2006 National IPM Committee Meeting (attachment one), 2) National Resources Defense Council Issue paper titled ‘More Integrated Pest Management Please, How USDA Could Deliver Greater Environmental Benefit From Farm Bill Conservation Programs’ <http://www.nrdc.org/health/pesticides/ipm/ipm.pdf> and 3) GAO report titled ‘Agricultural Conservation, USDA Should Improve its Management of Key Conservation Programs to Ensure Payments Promote Environmental Goals’ <http://www.gao.gov/cgi-bin/getrpt?GAO-07-370T>. Clearly, these documents portray a challenge to USDA, but also an opportunity to forge relationships to deliver greater conservation and plant protection benefits through financial and educational incentives to growers. 

Related to our committee’s charge to foster IPM implementation through research and extension, we are excited about the growing recognition that research-based IPM techniques can indeed be a valuable joint resource conservation and plant protection tool. We support the discussion items of the 2006 National IPM Committee Meeting. We believe an important aim of this dialogue is to better position the Land-Grant system working with NRCS colleagues to help growers increase IPM implementation as a means to address natural resource and agricultural conservation. 

Growers seem ready. There are examples of NRCS/CSREES successful coordination to increase IPM implementation, resulting in increased grower implementation of IPM (e.g., http://www.ipm.msu.edu/farmbill.htm, http://paipm.cas.psu.edu/nrcs.html, http://www.agcenter.org/progfarmbill.html) . We believe common guidance, encouragement, and support from CSREES and NRCS leadership are key to turning these specific activities into a standard practice of cooperation. 

Overall, we strongly endorse the concept of strengthening ties between NRCS and CSREES to stimulate joint activity to achieve our common goal of increasing IPM implementation. We end by welcoming involvement of NCERA201 membership as recommendations and action items are being formulated.
ATTACHMENT ONE

National IPM Committee Joint Meeting, 2006

Agenda item: A CSREES/NRCS partnership to implement IPM as a plant protection and resource conservation tool
      Welcome and introductions, CSREES – Mike Fitzner (Plant Division)
Welcome response and introductions, NRCS  - Diane Gelburd (Director, Ecological 
Sciences Division, NRCS)

Status of partnership/partnering activities
National regulatory perspective - Pat Cimino (US EPA)

Situation analysis - Jonathan Kaplan (NRDC)

Status of building partnerships – Mike Brewer (MSU), Pete Goodell (UC) 

Rhonda Hirnyck (U. Idaho)
      Lessons learned - Larry Elworth (Center for Agricultural Partnerships)

Moving forward - ESCOP and ECOP chairs, Ed Rajotte (Penn State), 

Frank Zalom (UC)
Proposed Follow-on: A Task Force appointed by Diane Gelburd, NRCS, and Michael Fitzner, CSREES, to address discussion items raised at the National IP committee Joint Meeting, 2006.

Suggested charge to the task force:


Several issues were raised during the National IPM Committee Meeting in Crystal City, VA in October 2006 concerning the relationship between CSREES/Land-Grants and NRCS in encouraging implementation of IPM. There is great potential for synergy between these agencies and Land-Grant Universities that will further the goals of all in increasing implementation of IPM to improve conservation of resources and agricultural sustainability. Both CSREES and NRCS advocate the improvement of farming practices for this purpose. The IPM community in Land-Grants as supported in part by CSREES principally addresses these issues through research and education programs; whereas NRCS has recently emphasized a financial incentives approach to stimulate adoption of conservation practices, such as IPM.


Joining forces of our organizations, even as in the present case where the overall goals are similar, brings to the fore differences in procedures. In addition, since both CSREES and NRCS have strong local constituencies, program variations can occur across different states. In order to stimulate joint activity to achieve our common goal of increasing IPM as a joint resource conservation and plant protection tool, NRCS and CSREES in conjunction with the Land-Grant university (as represented at the National Joint IPM Committee) agreed to form an interagency/university task force . It is the charge of the working group to address the following:

Outreach:

The outreach function of both Land-Grant Universities as supported in part by CSREES and elements of NRCS can be coordinated to provide a single voice to promote the goals of both organizations to growers.
1a. Issue: Should we stimulate and support linkage of extension educational program efforts in plant protection for growers to NRCS outreach efforts in conservation programming for growers.
1b. Goal: Increase grower awareness and interest in conservation through implementing IPM.

1c. Recommendation: TBA

1d. Action item (response): TBA


(Program and Educational) Tool development:

Both Land-grant/CSREES and NRCS programs address complex issues. Grower education and use of program support tools are key to ensuring that both organizations’ programs are used to their fullest extent. The Extension IPM program of the Land-Grant system has a 30 year history of delivering educational programming in support of complex biological and management practices and strategies. This educational expertise can be applied to NRCS programming as well.
2a. Issue: What educational and program tools are needed to increase grower success in implementing IPM through USDA conservation programs as a joint resource conservation and plant protection tool? Related, what educational and program tools are needed to ensure that IPM tactics are deployed and sponsored in USDA conservation programs? 
2b. Goal: Optimize efficient and effective use in IPM as a joint resource conservation and plant protection tool.

2c. Recommendation: TBA

2d. Action item (response): TBA

Advisory/program engagement:
Both Extension of Land-Grant Universities and NRCS have extensive state and field staff whose job it is to bring education and financial-incentives based programs directly to the farmer. In the case of Extension, IPM education has been a mainstay for many years. The knowledge of IPM technology in Extension coupled with the incentive program knowledge in NRCS will provide a well rounded proposition for growers to consider. Too often in the past these programs were presented separately that often resulted in confusion and contradiction.
3a. Issue: How can the IPM community and supporters be engaged within the advisory and guidance structure of USDA conservation programs?
3b. Goal: Ensure that IPM tactics are integrated and supported in program frameworks to optimize efficient and effective use in IPM as a joint resource conservation and plant protection tool.

3c. Recommendation: TBA

3d. Action item (response): TBA


 Facilitate (site/grower specific) technical assistance: 

One on one interaction by a knowledgeable consultant with the farmer is often the best way to ensure proper implementation of farm management tactics. Regardless of employ of the consultant (either private or public sectors), a consistent message in implementing IPM as a joint resource conservation and plant protection tool must be formulated and delivered to the farmer. Moreover, the consultative expertise should be available when the need arises.
4a. Issue: How can relevant human resources in NRCS and CSREES/Land-Grant Universities be utilized to meet needs of technical assistance (site and grower specific) growers wishing to participate in USDA conservation programs? 
4b. Goal: Ensure adequate planning and supporting technical assistance are available such that IPM tactics are deployed to optimize efficient and effective use in IPM as a joint resource conservation and plant protection tool through implementation in USDA conservation programs.

4c. Recommendation: TBA

4d. Action item (response): TBA

Measure conservation outcomes:


See GAO report for justification and need.

5a. Issue: What performance criteria and resource conservation outcome measurements are needed in support of grower implementation of IPM through USDA conservation programs?
5b. Goal: Measure benefits of IPM as a joint resource conservation and plant protection tool through implementation in USDA conservation programs?
5c. Recommendation: TBA

5d. Action item (response): TBA

Administration:

Joining forces of our organizations, even as in the present case where the overall goals are similar, brings to the fore differences in procedures. In addition, since both CSREES and NRCS have strong local constituencies, program variations can occur across different states.
6a. Issue: What are the financial and human resources of NRCS and CSREES that need to be brought forward to act upon the identified issues?
6b. Goal: Initiate joint activities to achieve greater grower resource conservation and plant protection through implementing IPM as enabled by research-based education and access to USDA conservation programs.
6c. Recommendation: TBA

6d. Action item (response): TBA

