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Detailed minutes, NC-202 Summer Annual Meeting, July 13-14, 2004


University of Wisconsin-Madison

Thirteen representatives from Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska, Ohio, South Dakota, and Wisconsin were present at the NC202 Summer Annual meeting held in Madison, WI on July 13-14, 2004.  Also present were James Parochetti, USDA-CSREES representative, Randy Woodson, Administrative Advisor, Purdue University, and a visiting scientist, Juan Eyherabide from Argentina.  (see Appendix 1).

Tuesday, July 13, 2004 – AM

David Stoltenberg (WI, Local Host) and Christy Sprague (MI, Chair) welcomed us to Madison, WI and to the NC-202 summer annual meeting at 8:00 am on Tuesday morning.  Initial items of business included electing Anita Dille as secretary to record minutes and a registration fee of $25.00 to cover expenses re: meeting room rental and refreshments for coffee breaks.

Randy Woodson commented on the fact that this next year was critical for the NC-202 group because of our project re-write.  We need a clear strategy to meet the deadlines imposed by the NIMSS system.  In general, “weed management” as a topic was still needed and supported in the North Central region.  Key to identify what changes have occurred in the NC area in recent times; include some extension/outreach component in order to get information out; and to bring in additional disciplines beyond “weedy folks” such as economics.

Jim Parochetti shared that the House budget was looking good and that formula $$ (Hatch, Smith-Lever) were available to continue support of agricultural research projects. 

Other questions:  Frank Forcella wondered if NC-202 could encourage international participation?  That would be fine, but no $$ available to support those international partners.  John Cardina wondered about the chronic problem of actual $$ in hands of NC-202 participants from multistate grants?  It is possible to put new proposal in a format that is compatible with other funding agencies.

Review of Objective 1 of current 5-year proposal (lead by Anita Dille):

Shawn Hock, graduate student at Univ. of Nebraska, provided handouts, which summarized data for Objectives 1a and 1b (cohorts) in soybean.  States providing data included Kansas, Nebraska, South Dakota, and North Dakota.  Discussion provided Shawn with ideas to move forward for summarizing the research.

Kathrin Schirmacher, graduate student at Michigan State University (not present) will summarize data for Objectives 1a and 1b (cohorts) in corn.  States providing data included Kansas, Michigan, North Dakota, South Dakota, and Illinois.

Objectives 1e and 1f (yield loss in corn or soybean, determine CI’s) were going to be summarized and presented by each individual state.  At this time, Kansas has data for corn and soybean with one cohort (2001-2002), Michigan has data for corn and multiple cohorts (2001-2003), and Wisconsin has data for corn (2001-2002) and soybean (2003) with one cohort.

Research projects to accomplish objectives 1c and 1d (multi-species/cohort yield losses in corn and soybean) are currently underway in 2004 with Michigan, Minnesota, Wisconsin, Nebraska and Kansas conducting studies in corn, and with Michigan, Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Kansas conducting studies in soybean.  Other states not present at meeting may be participating in research project.  Dave Stoltenberg has a student that will compile research results from both corn and soybean studies for this objective.

John Lindquist reported that the “common lambsquarters – corn yield loss” manuscript (1995-2000 NC-202 project) was found, needing revisions, and has been returned to Bob Blackshaw, Editor, Weed Science during week of July 6, 2004.

Review of Objective 2 of current 5-year proposal (lead by Adam Davis):

Research projects have determined weed seed mortality and persistence (Objective 2b) rather than weed seed fates (Objective 2a) and there are 10 site-years available for a minimum common data set.  Adam walked through a PowerPoint presentation to highlight research results showing lots of variability within locations.

Questions from the group arose as to potential sources of that variation, and should we propose more controlled experiments to minimize experimental variability.  Sources: seed quality at start of project; environmental effect (location), experimental procedures that vary by researcher, etc.

Frank Forcella walked us through an Excel spreadsheet he generated that calculates hydrothermal time for triggering seed germination and emergence. The calculation uses soil physical models to estimate heat and water potentials in soil. A threshold water potential triggers accumulation of growing degree-days. 

Adam indicated that there was one manuscript with currently available data and it could be completed this fall. Discussion followed as to whether the manuscript would be strengthened by including the hydrothermal time model … potentially minimizing/explaining some variability in research results.  Also, it was strongly suggested to include all weed species studied in at least one big table… while the minimum common dataset would be used for the rest of the manuscript.

Objective 3 was up for open discussion.  Its goal was to incorporate aspects of risk into making weed management recommendations, using current DSS for dissemination.  Potential participants were Paul Mitchell, currently at Texas but moving to Wisconsin and back in the North Central Region, and Dave Archer, USDA Morris Minnesota.  Both have expressed interest in participating and would be approached.

Tuesday, July 13, 2004 – PM

Open discussion of research ideas took place in the afternoon.  General ideas from 2003 summer meeting in Champaign, IL were reviewed and generally included 1) using a trait-based approach to evaluate different emergence patterns and adaptation to systems, 2) interaction of GXE on emergence, 3) looking at key life cycle stages, that is, seed/seedbank and emergence/seedlings, and 4) cropping systems developed for certain weeds and traits that drive population dynamics.

Some key follow-up questions:

1) How do different cropping systems affect seedbank dynamics and seedbank fates?

2) Currently studies on seedbanks and seedlings are done separately in the NC-202 group, do we need to look at whole life history, that is, seedbank to seedbank?  What are correlation structures among different life history transitions and are structures similar across region?

3) What makes a weed species invasive, and what makes a community invasible?

4) Why is a weed species in one area more competitive than in another? What kind of competition is occurring, and can we partition out the stress?

5) Plant-soil feedback loop, why is weed here and not there, and is it because of native soil or has it moved into a foreign soil?

Based on discussion around this diversity of questions, the following overall goals were listed:

1) How robust are our weed management recommendations?

2) How does variability in demographics translate into risk associated with the choice of a management tactic or system?

3) Can we make a better local recommendation based on regional data?

4) Can we develop a system for management based on critical demographic stages (looking for the Achilles heel)

5) Why are weeds where they are, or are not? Is it competition or dispersal?  Do weeds support the Niche Assembly theory (Tilman) or the Unified Neutral theory (Hubble)?

6) For the economists, if we have this information and it is incorporated into a weed management DSS, would it allow us to generate a better weed management recommendation/decision?

On the board, 4 general topic areas were presented to continue to guide discussion:

1) Demographics

a. Variability and co-variability of demographic parameters

b. Seedbank to seedbank

c. Many sites; crop or not

d. Very detailed vs validation

e. Demographic variability (re: how many seed to establish a population)

f. Seedbank details with previous 5 years of research 

2) Cropping systems

a. Weed survey

b. What do we have for weed populations, and why

c. Here is systems what do we observe, pattern

3) Plant-Soil feedback

a. Why is plant here, or not

b. Reciprocal transplant studies

c. Biotic history of field location

4) Why is 1 weed more competitive in different locations

a. Partitioning out stresses

b. Causes of yield variability

To wrap up the afternoon, Juan Eyherabide gave a presentation about his research group in Argentina and his work with Frank Forcella on using solaria early in season to predict potential seedling populations.

Dinner by all at the Great Dane!

Wednesday, July 14, 2004 – AM

The location and date for next year’s summer annual meeting were determined: Minneapolis-

St. Paul, Minnesota on Tuesday and Wednesday, July 26-27, 2005.  Local host will be the Minnesota group (Frank Forcella and Gregg Johnson).  Gregg Johnson is Chair for 2005 and Adam Davis was elected Chair for 2006.  

Discussion boiled down the above general topic areas into three topics and/or objectives to guide the writing committee for next 5-year proposal.

1) Characterize individual species demography

2) How do two species assemble in a community (niche vs unified assembly theories) that previously did not coexist

3) Plant-to-plant interactions by species that do coexist

Expanded objectives / discussion:

1) Partition the variation of individual species demography at different levels of scale.  Details of demographic parameters to measure need to be hammered out, but would follow seedbank to seedbank, as well as buildup over time.  Some states may be more able to follow population dynamics/demography with greater detail, while others may be able to provide validation data sets (measures at key demographic stages).  

a. It was proposed to follow details of 2 weed species: common sunflower population from Kansas and giant ragweed from Illinois.  Thus each state would follow common pair of weed species

b.  It was proposed to also plant a single common corn hybrid and document extent of different behavior across region

c. Plant-to-plant interactions of crop + weed and impact on demographic parameters

d. Comparison of individual vs matrix-based population dynamic models to evaluate importance of various life stages.

2) Determine how native and non-native weed species may assemble in a community over time.  Is the reason for low or no occurrence of non-native weed species because of lack of dispersal or poor environment/competition in a given region?  What is invasibility of species in a given region? 

3) Using knowledge from 1 and 2 (regional variability) to test the risk assessment of weed management decisions.  Will having more detailed demographic information provide better knowledge for decision making?  Can we predict potential invasion of new weed based on some demographic parameters?

a. If such information proves to be valuable, build a multi-year decision making component to a weed management decision support system (e.g. WeedSOFT) to include actual seed production, over-wintering survivorship, next year’s population, and derive better preemergence weed control recommendations.

Based on these main objectives, volunteers for the writing committee:  Gregg Johnson (chair), Anita Dille, Adam Davis, Sharon Clay, Dave Stoltenberg, Ed Luschei, and Christy Sprague.  The committee will meet on August 16-17, 2004 (location to be determined) in order to prepare a statement of objectives and justification to submit by September 15, 2004.

Appendix 1.

NC-202 Attendance List

July 14-15, 2004

University of Wisconsin-Madison

	Name
	Affiliation
	e-mail address

	
	
	

	Cardina, John
	Ohio State Univ.
	Cardina.2@osu.edu

	Clay, Sharon
	South Dakota State Univ.
	Sharon.clay@sdstate.edu

	Davis, Adam
	Michigan State Univ.
	Davisad7@msu.edu

	Dille, J. Anita
	Kansas State Univ.
	Dieleman@ksu.edu

	Eyherabide, Juan ***
	Nat. Univ. Mar del Plata
	jeyherabide@balcarce.inta.gov.ar

	Forcella, Frank
	USDA-ARS, Minnesota
	forcella@morris.ars.usda.gov

	Hock, Shawn **
	Univ. of Nebraska-Lincoln
	Shock2@bigred.unl.edu

	Johnson, Gregg
	Univ. of Minnesota
	Johns510@umn.edu

	Knezevic, Stevan
	Univ. of Nebraska-Lincoln
	Sknezevic2@unl.edu

	Lindquist, John
	Univ. of Nebraska-Lincoln
	Jlindquist1@unl.edu

	Luschei, Ed
	Univ. of Wisconsin-Madison
	ecluschei@wisc.edu

	Maxwell, Bruce
	Montana State Univ.
	bmax@montana.edu

	Parochetti, James *
	USDA-CSREES
	jparochetti@csrees.usda.gov

	Sprague, Christy
	Michigan State Univ.
	Sprague1@msu.edu

	Stoltenberg, Dave
	Univ. of Wisconsin-Madison
	destolte@wisc.edu

	Woodson, Randy *
	Purdue
	woodson@purdue.edu


* Attendee was present in an advisory capacity and not included in Attendance tally on page 1.

** Graduate student

*** International visitor
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