WCC-069
March 29th-31st 2004

Maui Coast Hotel, Kihei, Hawaii

Minutes 

by Paul Jepson (jepsonp@science.oregonstate.edu)

March 29th IPM tour of Maui, and discussion March 30th am
· A day-long tour was organized by Dr. Ron Mau, including site visits to demonstrate:

· Breeding for resistance to Taro leaf blight (John Cho)

· Melon fly suppression (Ron Mau)

· Fruit fly suppression program (Earl Fujitani)

· Medfly suppression program (Clark Hashimoto)

· Diamondback moth resistance management (Kenneth Okamura)

· Microgreens cultivation and IPM (Neil Nakamura, Robin Shimabuku)

· Protea cultivar development (David Oka)

· Breeding for tomato spotted wilt virus resistance (John Cho)
· The day served to emphasize the key role of stakeholder involvement in program design and implementation, the value of inter-agency cooperation, and a number of potential constraints to IPM adoption.

· The WCC-069 participants noted a number of important strengths in the Hawaii IPM program, notably: 
· excellent sharing of knowledge and communication between growers, research and extension; 
· integration of the program within the farm community, and sense of shared purpose; 
· use of retired/part-time growers within extension to add credibility and expertise; 
· value of classical breeding to address major pest and disease problems, but concern that this approach is dying out; 

· importance of homeowner engagement in fruitfly control, via Master Gardener programs, noting younger homeowners were less involved. Urban IPM may provide a way of engaging the public in agriculture; 

· the importance of monitoring that is targeted at specific results or questions;

· the highly organized process for developing inter-agency cooperation using the logic model to identify every participants role, focusing on intended outcome and subjecting the resulting map to constant revision (i.e. the program has evolved from eradication to suppression; reduced reliance on OP’s, more use of organically approved products);
· acknowledgement that innovation is essential for the survival of Hawaiian agriculture (micro-greens, value added processes, new crops that require new IPM programs, exploitation of local markets and new markets)
March 30th am: WCC-069 annual meeting, following review and discussion of IPM tour and vote of thanks to Ron Mau and colleagues for an inspirational day, and insights into a program of national and international importance for IPM.
· Introductions, and welcome performed by Pete Goodell (Chair and meeting organizer), Paul Jepson (secretary), Ron Mau.
· Agenda reviewed, and no additions were made.

· Administrative update and review of WCC-69 by Tom Holtzer.
· Intended to coordinate experiment stations and extension programs among universities in the region.

· Has acquired an extension emphasis, with focus on IPM coordination.

· Committee needs to avoid exclusiveness by having open invitations and reengagement with researchers.

· Experiment station directors appoint the committee and were advised about need to reflect research and extension 31/2 years ago, but response was patchy.

· Renewal petition due this year should reflect need for diverse membership, but note, WCC-069 is a model for other regions because it does not focus solely on research grants, but also on redefining relationships. This has enabled relationship with IPM Center to evolve.
· New petition should include current membership, but also seek involvement by others in the IPM programs throughout W. region.
· WCC-069 should have an administrative contact to the extension directors also, and possibly contacts beyond land grant universities.

· The writing committee should be composed as past and current officers.

· Ray William reminded participants of the need for a public outreach event or symposium and proposed a workshop at the Oregon meeting in 2005 to address farming systems and larger-scale, integrative components of IPM. Suggestions for the workshop included:

· Connections between crops, IPM programs and the agroecosystem.
· Integration with risk assessment.

· Connecting the event with the renewal process.

· Tour, with visits to growers to examine gaps in IPM support, effectiveness and risks of IPM, links with the IPM Roadmap.

· Emphasize interaction with growers, and aim to avoid “usual suspects”, i.e. leaders in IPM adoption.

· Address development of skills for IPM coordinators in system level review and analysis.
· Goal to address how to improve IPM research, education via synthesis from the tour and workshop. 

· Seek IPM Center funding for workshop.

· The election of officers took place and Doug Walsh was nominated and duly elected Chair for 2005/6

· Risk Melnicoe provided an update from the Western Region IPM Center

· Rick and Tom Holtzer are co-PI’s
· Network proposals: 7 submitted: concern about poor representation from Utah and Nevada, but representation of commodities considered OK.
· Pacific Island Territories have less participation because of funding limitations

· Crop profiles and PMSP’s still play a key role.

· $25K for an information network considered too small a sum, but plans for sub-regional networks were rejected by CSREES and this was maximum sum allowable. 

· Funds are no longer fixed in salary lines and we need a new way to make the system work: difficult transition for many states.

· WRIPMC employs some regional coordinators e.g. Jane Thomas, comments coordinator.

· Some funding carried forward for e.g. Idaho-1 plan IPM implementation.

· Information requested for newsletters etc. and web site.

· NPDN association is a good fit for the IPM Center.

· Trainings have taken place in California on link between extension and NPDN.

· Good coordination has taken place with Ralstonia, and Sudden Oak Death.

· A select agents list is developing (e.g. soybean rust is arriving and Section 18’s and response plans need to be in place.

· Plant pathology emphasis at present.

· Get to know your NPDN contact on campus, and make sure that engagement takes place with diagnostic labs. IPM coordinators can undertake outreach with NPDN. 
· Legally mandated buffer zones in salmonid ESU’s: WRIPMC coordinated responses and put together a priority list for EPA to address chemicals of greatest concern to agriculture.

· IPM Center is to manage regional IPM grants program and 20% of the national PMAP funds.

· There is still concern about the lack of equity in sub-division of funds between the regions. 

· Workgroups are to be funded for two years with an emphasis on IPM implementation and based upon critical needs. The committee was asked to suggest priorities.

· The WRIPMC Advisory Committee has diverse from agencies, universities, SLA’s and agriculture.

· RFA on Critical Issues due in May, and input on priorities was requested.

· Funding also exists for the development of PMSP’s

· The Center will appoint an IPM grants panel manager in 2004. The history of regional IPM grants was reviewed, including original link to WCC-069, subsequent divorce (recommended by Exp. Station Directors) to avoid conflicts of interest. A more formal process is needed for priority setting: PMSP’s may provide useful information. 
· The WRIPMC has a wide range of grants available, from small to medium sized and aims to maintain flexibility and openness, and permit more basic science that clearly contributes to IPM. 

· Nick Toscano reported on the Regional IPM grants program

· 34 proposals submitted (21 research; 5 extension; 8 research and extension); 13 entomology, 5 pl. pathology, 8 weed science, 1 coyote, 1 shellfish + IPM delivery and decision support
· Decisions due April 28th/29th, and 5-6 proposals probably to be funded

· Mike Fitzner provided an update from CSREES

· He is now section leader for approximately 20 in plant sciences.

· IPM no longer one person, mare also in competitive programs unit (e.g. NRI)

· Plant Sciences update was distributed and discussed, success stories were requested

· Members were asked to check that they were on the pest managers list serve

· The FY 05 President’s budget was distributed and discussed in relation to possible cuts. Congressional appropriations are 15% of total budget and a drain on competitive programs. The CSREES is still a big investor in IPM programs. 

· Application rate has increased, with 20% of projects now funded in CSREES, 10% in NRI. 

· E-grants are on the way in FY 05

· Future opportunities include: 

· Biosecurity, NPDN and requirement for outreach 
· Agrosecurity education e.g. DPH program in Florida

· NRI biosecurity program

· Invasive species

· Critical and emerging issues in Centers and at CSREES ($207,000 this year)

· Organic production: likely growth area, new research grant program coming.

· IPM Centers, what has changed?

· Increased flexibility

· Not formula-based, competitive

· Localized responses to developing need

· Diversification of opportunities

· Increase in coordination, collaboration

· Improved efficiency

· Aim to “brand” IPM centers name

· 3d funds are still available to support states

· Funding still goes to administrators in some cases and is not directly attached to IPM coordinators as it used to be

· Also used in salary support, which is not the intention behind the funds

· NPDN 

· Training of 1st detectors took place in California to avoid overwhelming county faculty

· Support has increased for diagnostics

· Focus on early warning for plant and animal diseases

· 5 regional Centers created (incl. Great Plains)

· NAPIS provides a central data warehouse

· Information pathway proceeds from grower through extension to the diagnostics lab, to APHIS/PPQ, to APHIS regulatory, back to land grant university for education programs. NPDN shrinks response time.

· Noted that Guam does not have a diagnostician, and that some plant quarantine and eradication activities in Hawaii and Guam are not followed up with education or support. 

· NPDN process to coordinate diagnosticians, test scenarios with multiple agencies, train first detectors and certify trainers, create registry of contacts, establish networks of communications, expand diagnostic capability and develop SOP’s to address select agents.

· CABI compendium sent to all coordinators, with on-line service to come. A three year commitment at present, with funding from DHS, and access via Centers home page. 
· Bob Mahler reported on the Western and National Water Quality Initiative
· There are 76 water quality coordinators, 50 at LGU’s, 12 at 1890 colleges and 1994 institutions.
· Engineers, soil scientists, plant biologists, economists

· 6 are IPM coordinators also (e.g our very own Fred Sorensen)

· $70K per state used to be distributed until 1998, now $2,000,000 regional grants program for facilitation, coordination, integrated research and extension and outreach. 

· EPA partners with the regions (10), with a liaison (Sharon Coleman, Region 10)

· Poor fit with IPM Centers (New Mexico in South, N+S Dakota in West)

· 8 thematic areas in National Water Quality Program were reviewed

· National coordination and partnership needs improvement: NRCS has 300 people in water quality, CSREES 3, and coordinators need to represent programs in DC. Different undersecretary responsible for NRCS. 
· Newsletter is sent every two weeks to a large mailing list of water quality personnel, state legislators, congressional delegations, land grant administrators. The newsletter pushes publications and contacts.

· The program is not going to grow with CSREES, and multi-agency partnerships are needed.
· We can enroll in electronic mailing lists

· EPA region 10 well linked with W. program: they have six priorities

· The W. region project has $650,000 per year

· Connections between IPM and NRCS in each state were reviewed after seeing a presentation developed by Joe Bagdon. IPM guidelines are needed in farm plans to obtain cost share for reduced risk materials etc. NRCS data may help with Roadmap goals. The 595 standard development process was very constructive.
· Oregon: Water quality program grant for education on pesticide and nutrient management; county-based process to set NRCS priorities with county agent involvement

· Guam: Sunhemp planting with free seed for soil conservation. Aided by a SARE grant to provide incentive and marketing

· Washington State: Development of IPM 525 standard, and short course for field biologists

· Alaska: NRCS seeking help for training

· California: funding to develop guidelines for season-long IPM to fit with conservation planning that builds to whole system level. Airshed analysis and management plans are coming.
· Nevada: Tri-county plan for yellow star thistle developed with NRCS.

· Alaska: Soil erosion project, and re-siting of piggeries.
· Hawaii: Education programs for NRCS.

· Idaho: Statewide IPM education for field staff, and authorship of national publication and video. Now support for web-based GIS infrastructure and decision support tool. 

· Bill Coli discussed National IPM evaluation

· IPM Roadmap objective setting will have an effect on state reporting and guidelines
· Evaluation to have three tiers:

· National data (3rd party) addressing three roadmap goals, 4-6 objectives for each goal and 3-5 indicators for each objective

· Focused evaluation projects, research based with real evidence, and statistically demonstrated success

· 3(d) program reporting

· There will be a link to performance via a program assessment rating tool (OMB), next year for the plant protection portfolio

· Data will be used for GAO report follow ups

· What is the goal of IPM: pesticide reduction was Clinton administration goal, selected by GAO.

· Need to establish indicators of performance for objectives

· Evaluation has a long history

· E.g. MA, frequency distribution of adoption, larger growers >practices, < insecticides

· Evaluation uses multiple data sources and qualitative and quantitative information, enriched with narratives. What would a reasonable person conclude? Cause and effect does not need to be demonstrated.

· E.g. NASS data for potatoes and evidence for lower hazard to mammals now

· Do we need to acknowledge the proportion of the change we are responsible for? 

· What proportion of 3(d) funds should be spent on evaluation?

· Role for IPM Centers, developing evaluation tactics?
· What is the role of Ag. Experiment Station? Efforts are needed in evaluation.

· Dillman methods used in MA adoption surveys could have value at State, regional and national levels. 
· Scientific analyses still needed, and there is still scope for method development – need to be credible and need establish a group of eligible methodologies. This will help to set national objectives for the next 5-10 years.

· A request for suggestions of 3rd party indicators was distributed, for response by May 15th, to be shared with regional technical committees, Centers and CSREES committees, which will make the final decision.

· Focused evaluation projects are needed, with baselines and surveys tracking changes in practices.

· Loose measures will not feed back to improving the system of federal investment.

· Many groups play role in OP reduction, including certifiers, but there are direct and indirect links to IPM programs. We need to record and evaluate change even if we are unsure what contribution we made.
· PPRS system will change to allow success stories to be added and to add evaluation.
· What is the relative distribution of effort between achieving national goals and local goals? They feedback to each other and indirectly through increased national support.

· Is it a game or is it serious? Need to satisfy GAO criticisms, and to improve research, extension and education impacts

· Is self-continuation our goal, or is making IPM evolve and develop? The latter. 

· PPRS will develop, with a new system to be piloted in 2005/6. 

· Update on Regional IPM symposium, Ray William

· The objectives, and structure for a workshop/symposium on system level IPM analysis were reviewed.
· Proposal due with IPM Center mid-April. 

· State updates:

· California, Frank Zalom: review of IPM survey in almonds and cotton using Dillman method, with 36% response in almonds. Economic factors a key priority for growers, ahead of health and safety. Fewer sprays in general now. 
· Guam, Bob Schlub: Review of WSARE farmer/rancher grant and IPM; impact of invasive weeds on occurrence of Target leaf spot; Sunn hemp incentives and marketing; development of Guam plant disease list for CAPS survey; development of plant clinic procedures handbook.

· American Samoa, Fred Brooks: Report of banana scab moth control with reduced risk pesticides (Bt, Spinosad); Black leaf streak severe, applicator safety again an issue, and resistance management; working on reduced risk pesticides, mosquito assessments for community control projects, tissue culture lab., resistant hybrids (Taro etc.), and nematode resistance in banana. 
· Hawaii, Ron Mau: Analysis of fly IPM program building in multiple islands, raising awareness statewide, community and school-based education; logic model approach, focused on long-term, intermediate and short-term outcomes; use of point-based scoring system to track progress with model; lessons: support at all levels, good collaboration, reliance on identifying teachable moments.

· Oregon, Paul Jepson: Update on IPM program development in four areas, biologically-based IPM (new conservation biological control program), enhanced diagnostic and forecasting tools (weather and degree-days services), pesticide management and mitigation (BMP project in tree fruit), information delivery and decision support (PNW on-line IPM Handbooks)

· Colorado, Tamala Blunt: Report on Great Plains Diagnostic network, 9 states, web-based digital diagnoses, real time sample id.
· Alaska, Fred Sorensen: Summary of seasonal IPM technician program, covering very large areas, also supported by forestry/urban forestry funds; invasive weed inventory, volunteer code of conduct for nursery industry and gardeners, too little native plant production for roadside re-vegetation; late blight monitoring for potato, market for disease-free seed in the orient, no recurrence for four years, weather station system supported; spruce bark beetle, 3.5 million acre infestation, now Birch leaf-miner also. 
· Idaho, Ed Bechniski: several groups being organized with program for cereals, potato, sugar beet; Natural Resources and Environment, includes community and consumer horticulture and the PSEP program; Idaho developing an IPM measurement system including IPM adoption, IPM materials delivered, personnel trained and public events – surveys in 92, 98 and next due for potato; Spanish language IPM education funded for 250 farm workers; PMSP’s successful, including potatoes, where IPM certification being considered.
· Washington, Doug Walsh: activities include urban IPM program with IPM certification now; success stories include poplar clearwing moth IPM, pheromone use eliminated 44,000lbs Lorsban, pyrethroid registration in wine grapes, as a substitute for Lorsban against spotted cutworm also saved 16,000lbs of OP’s; riparian buffer zones, examining weed and insect pest potential; Commission on Pesticide Regulation, $1,000,000 a year since 2000.

· Nevada, Wayne Johnson: Grasshopper and Mormon cricket field guide developed; economic analysis of invasive weed impacts undertaken e.g. leafy spurge 18-24% spread rate per annum; problems of no pesticide use philosophy where herbicide use may protect natural systems, may take three years to gain approval for use; progress in establishing community weed management areas; since 1989, no plant pathologist or weed scientist in University or Department of agriculture, efforts now underway to make appointments; Timothy hay, Lorsban used in past, but horse poisoning incident, products required, IR-4 “all grasses grown for hay” category a help. 
· Final discussions focused upon planning for the workshop/symposium for WCC-069, 2005 in Oregon
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	Bill
	Coli
	U. Mass IPM
	wcoli@umext.umass.edu


PAGE  
9

