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A.  STATEMENT OF ISSUES AND JUSTIFICATION
1.  Prerequisite Criteria

a.  Consistency with the NRSP Mission

NRSP-4(IR-4
) facilitates a broad range of research activities focused on providing critical pest management tools for growers of high value specialty crops throughout the US. The NRSP funding supports the administration and coordination of the program, but it does not support research activities directly. IR-4 research is funded by other USDA sources and the private sector.

b. Relevance to a national issue

IR-4 mission is to provide pest management solutions for growers of high value specialty crops.  IR-4 has considerable expertise in, and focuses its effort on chemical and biological pest management tools that require registration by EPA.  This includes materials that promote or enhance the growth and development of plants. 

Specialty crops include most vegetables, fruits, nuts, herbs, nursery and flower crops. Over 500 food and feed crops in the US are classified as “minor”. All ornamental crops are “minor”. The total value of these crops in the U.S. is approximately $40 billion which represents 40 percent of the total value of all crops (1997 Census of Agriculture) and it is generally recognized that this amount is increased approximately 4-fold by processing into higher value products. The economic importance of these crops varies widely among the states. In nearly half of the states, high value specialty crops represents 50% or greater of the total value of all crops grown. Their value exceeds 75% of the value of all crops in 13 states (AK, CA, CT, FL, HI, ME, MA, NV, NH, NJ, RI, VA, and VT). Further, these crops are the fruits, vegetables, herbs and nuts that nutritionists recommend as being essential for a balanced and healthy diet. At times, the IR-4 mission extends beyond high value specialty crops.  It also includes “minor uses” of crop protection tools on major crops such as corn and soybeans in those cases where there are localized, infrequent or sporadic pest problems.

IR-4 was established and is still needed today because there are insufficient financial incentives for the agrochemical industry to invest in registering their products in specialty crops.  Additionally, there are potential liability issues from crop injury in low acreage, high value crops that may create unfavorable risk-reward relationships for registrants.  IR-4 develops the data to support the registrations.  In doing so, IR-4 helps to improve the international competitiveness of US agriculture. As the agrochemical industry continues to undergo worldwide consolidation, the resources devoted to specialty crops and minor uses continue to diminish. This makes the role of IR-4 increasingly critical for maintaining the efficient and competitive production of these high value crops in the US
The need for IR-4 was reinforced in 1996 by the passage of the Food Quality Protection Act (FQPA). This required that nearly all the 10,000 pesticide tolerances in effect in 1996 be reassessed over a 10-year period and every 15 years thereafter. Significant losses of important uses of older compounds have and will continue to occur.  EPA has given priority to the registration of replacements for organophosphate insecticides with Reduced Risk chemicals.  These Reduced Risk chemicals have been the major focus of the IR-4 effort in the last 5 years. Since new and improved chemicals will continue to be marketed, continued regulatory action against older, widely used, chemicals is inevitable.  In addition, the re-registration of all active ingredients is now set on a recurring 15 year cycle.  Therefore, the need for a substantial IR-4 effort can confidently be predicted to continue for at least the next decade.  

2.  Rationale 

a. Relation to ESCOP National Priorities
IR-4 research addresses four of the seven ESCOP Roadmap Challenges, including Challenge 1, Challenge 4, Challenge 5, and Challenge 7.  The primary contribution of IR-4 is to Improve competitiveness and profitability/economic return to the producer in agriculture (ESCOP Roadmap Challenge 5). As growers have stated (see below) IR-4 is a critical component of most high value specialty crop production systems in the US. This IR-4 also contributes to at least three other priority areas which include:
Develop new and more competitive crops and products (Challenge 1).   Without 
IR-4, the introduction of many new crops would not be possible since they are generally high value specialty crops with few, if any, pest control tools.  Improve environmental stewardship (Challenge 4) and Enhance food safety and human health (Challenge 7). The focus of IR-4 on registering reduced risk chemicals and biopesticides for pest management will increasingly improve the safety of agricultural production systems to the environment and pesticide applicators, and will enhance food safety.  

b. Relevance to stakeholders needs
The primary stakeholders of the research activities of IR-4 are the domestic growers of specialty crops and food processors. The stakeholders have significant involvement with the operations of IR-4.  IR-4 has established an IR-4 Commodity Liaison Committee (CLC) consisting of growers, representatives of commodity groups and food processors.  This 15 member committee meets several times a year to provide IR-4 guidance on procedures and policy.  The Chair of the CLC is a member of the IR-4 Project Management Committee.  In addition, other grower and commodity representatives are encouraged to assist in the establishment of research priorities at annual priority setting workshops.  The significance of this program to its stakeholders is encapsulated in three recent (2003) statements from growers’ groups:

· “IR-4 has been instrumental in us receiving 15 new clearances for hops, and has supported numerous Emergency Clearances. Additional new products are in the registration pipeline, with several scheduled for approval by 2004. I can safely say that without IR-4, there would be no domestic hop industry.”  Ann George, Administrator of the Washington Hops Commission and the US Hop Industry Plant Protection Committee.

·  “The U.S mint industry and the vast majority of America’s minor crops are totally dependent upon the IR-4 Program for providing the pest control products which are essential for minor crop production.”  Rocky Lundy, Executive Director of the Mint Research Council and Chair of IR-4 Commodity Liaison Committee.

· “The IR-4 program and their work on behalf of the ornamentals industry has been invaluable. They are critical in our industry's efforts to find new and alternative pest-management tools to ensure that the nursery and landscape industry remains viable”.  Geoff Galster, former Director of Regulatory Affairs for the American Nursery & Landscape Association.


Two comments from the recent (May, 2003) USDA external review of IR-4 also emphasize the significance of the role of IR-4 for its stakeholders:  

· “IR-4 focuses on technologies that would improve pest management solutions and not be developed without their assistance and leadership.”

· “The IR-4 program is a very good program and is integral to the future success of U.S. minor crops.”

Copies of the Report of the Peer Review Team and a draft of the IR-4 response document are attached as Appendices 2 and 3.
B.  IMPLEMENTATION

1.  Objectives and Projected Outcomes

a. Objectives, Milestones and Deliverables

The objectives and deliverables of the program for the period 2004-2009 are:  

Objective 1:  To obtain the regulatory clearance of crop protection chemicals for high value specialty crops and minor uses on major crops with special emphasis on Reduced Risk chemicals.  Our specific goal is to obtain at least 500 clearances annually.  However, this assumes that current funding levels are maintained at the FY 2003 level, adjusted for inflation, and key regulatory agencies continue their current ability to process IR-4 petitions. 

Objective 2:  To conduct research to enhance the development and registration of microbial and specific biochemical materials (biopesticides) for use in pest management programs. Our specific goal is to support at least 40 competitive biopesticide development projects annually and to provide the data to register at least 50 new biopesticide uses per year.

Objective 3:  To seek further improvements in the productivity of the ornamentals registration program by:

        (a). Reorganizing the program for better prioritization of projects and stakeholder 


input using the food use program as a model. 

        (b). Establishing at least five Ornamentals Research Centers across the US.

        (c). Expanding the funding available for ornamentals studies. 

Our specific goal is to achieve at least 200 new ornamentals registrations each year with special emphasis on Reduced Risk and OP replacement compounds. Expansion of this program will depend on obtaining additional funding for the IR-4 program.    
b.  Past productivity, completion of objectives and impact
IR-4 has fully met its objectives in the last five years. Achievements include:

.      

Objective #1: Obtain clearances for high value specialty crop and minor uses 
and assist in the maintenance of current registrations.

· Obtained 2763 clearances on food crops. 

· Obtained 3200 ornamental registrations.

· Held five Food Use Workshops with attendance of over 200 scientists and stakeholders per workshop to set research priorities.

· Held three Ornamental Workshops with attendance of about 100 scientists and stakeholders per workshop.

· Initiated a 30-month completion schedule to greatly speed completion of top priority projects rate with a 70% current success rate.

· Sponsored a symposium and round table discussion entitled “Future Approaches to Minor Crop Pest Management” to assist in the revision of the Strategic Plan.

· Published a second edition of the primary reference book on high value specialty crops “Food and Feed Crops in the United States”.

· Held a Crop Grouping Symposium in 2002 that will add over 500 new minor crops to the EPA groupings and double the number of these groupings.

· Published a series of New Product/Transition Solution Lists that are updated 2 to 3 times a year to track new crop protection tools and their potential for protecting high value specialty crops.

· Became a member of the EPA/USDA Methyl Bromide Task Force and conducted a range of field trials of potential methyl bromide replacements.   

   Objective #2: Further the development and registration of microbial and specific 

    biochemical materials for use in pest management systems.
· Funded 241 biopesticide projects and obtained 226 clearances on 32 products.

· Sponsored a Biopesticide Workshop jointly with EPA attended by 60 participants. 

· Established a quarterly meeting format with EPA’s Biopesticide and Pollution Prevention Division (BPPD) to better define regulatory criteria and research objectives.

· Sponsored a Biopesticide Registration Workshop with BPPD, the California Department of Pesticide Registration, and Canada’s Pest Management Regulatory Agency with over 200 attendees.

· Was invited by BPPD to partner in a project to demonstrate the efficacy of biopesticides starting in 2004.

In the last 5 years, the productivity of IR-4 increased considerably. In the food use program, the number of field trials increased by 15% and the number of resulting clearances increased by over 400%. In the years prior to the passage of the Food Quality Protection Act (FQPA) in 1996, IR-4 averaged about 100 food use clearances per year.  Over the past five years, the average number of clearance per year exceeds 550.  In 2003, IR-4 data was responsible for 793 clearances, an all time record (Appendix I -Figure 1).  The number of clearances received in the four years from 1999-2003 (total of 2,768) exceeds the total number generated by the IR-4 program in the previous 20 years. This remarkable increase in productivity has resulted primarily from extensive partnering with EPA and other regulatory agencies to increase efficiency.  For example, IR-4 proposed and EPA accepted the “super crop grouping” concept that allows very broad registration of safe chemistries based on a minimum of field residue studies. This expanded grouping concept so far has saved well over $1 million in field trial costs.                                       

The number of clearances on ornamentals obtained per year has been increasing for the last 10 years. Over the last 5 years, there has been a 40 percent increase in the number of scheduled trials and a 25 percent increase in the number of registrations.
The number of biopesticide trials funded has increased over 3.5-fold from the previous period and the number of clearances has risen from an average of 2 per year in the period from 1992-1997 to 58 per year in the period 1998-2002.
In 1999, IR-4 initiated field trials in a Methyl Bromide Alternatives Program to find replacements for critical uses at risk of elimination by the required phase-out of methyl bromide by 2005.  This program has been successful in demonstrating that for many (but not all) crops and geographic locations under study, methyl bromide can be satisfactorily replaced.  However, this may involve the use of a combination of agents and increased expense. The IR-4 data have been widely used in 2003 to support petitions for Critical Use Exemptions to allow the continued use of methyl bromide for specific applications.  In addition, four new products have achieved classification by EPA as methyl bromide replacements due to IR-4 initiatives.
The impact of the above efforts to American agriculture can be judged from the fact that without IR-4 many of the important high value specialty crops in the US would have few if any crop protection compounds available for pest management. Not only has IR-4 continued to provide critical tools for growers, but it has also reduced chemical use and grower costs in many cases. For example, according to Brian Flood, of the Del Monte Co., the registration of effective and safe newer compounds by IR-4 has enabled them to reduce insecticide applications by 50 to 75%, eliminate most chemical residues from their crops, and significantly lower their production costs.  Further, in the last 5 years, IR-4 has focused its efforts very strongly on providing Reduced Risk chemicals to replace older compounds with undesirable toxicity and environmental impact by compounds that are safer. About 80% of IR-4’s projects now involve such safer chemistries. Although this contribution to the safety of applicators, consumers, and the environment is hard to measure, it is nevertheless real and growing.

The economic contribution of IR-4 to high value specialty crop agriculture is also clear from USDA-NASS statistics on pesticide use in fruit and vegetable production. To quote only one example, in 2001 there were 36 pest management chemicals in use in blueberry production. Of these, 24 were registered through IR-4 comprising 89% of the total amount of chemical used. Here, as elsewhere, IR-4 is committed to ensure that there are replacement compounds in place to fill the losses due to FQPA and is working in accord with USDA’s 2001 Pest Management Strategic Plan for blueberries.  
Since 2000, IR-4 has tallied the economic benefits published in the state Section 18 Emergency Exemption requests that had been approved by the EPA and which utilized IR-4 residue data to support the request. Over 67% of the Emergency Exemptions granted in 2002 used IR-4 residue data. The economic impact of these Section 18 Emergency Exemptions, even when applying the EPA data conservatively, amounts to an average of $1.31 billion annually from 1999 through 2002. 

In addition to these large economic benefits,  

· IR-4 has provided a respected source of expertise on high value specialty crops and pest management options, and on agrochemicals and their registration, to USDA, EPA and growers.

· IR-4 has also been centrally involved in providing advice and support to Canada on the development of their new minor crop registration program. 

· IR-4’s regularly updated New Products list, developed through frequent discussions with the crop protection industry, is increasingly recognized as an important reference on new chemistries and biopesticides emerging from industry worldwide. 

· The IR-4 book “Food and Feed Crops of the United States” is the primary reference on this topic and is extensively used by EPA, other regulatory groups, and the plant protection industry.

· IR-4 worked closely with EPA in 2002 to refine and advance the Crop Groupings list which allows registration of new products across a broad range of crops based on data developed with a few representative ones. 

· Increasingly IR-4 has interacted with and provided advice to the USDA’s Integrated Pest Management Centers regarding the registration status and prospects for new IPM agents. This input is important for the development of accurate Pest Management Strategic Plans (PMSPs) and for their implementation. These interactions with the IPM centers and involvement in developing PMSPs is in accord with the recommendations of the 2003 USDA external review group.

2.  Management and Business Plan
a.  Project Management   
IR-4 operates as a partnership between the land grant university system and the USDA (both ARS and CSREES) to accomplish its goal. The Headquarters (HQ) staff, including the Executive Director, is located at Rutgers University, the USDA-ARS management is located in Beltsville, Maryland, and the four regional staffs (each with a Regional Director) are located at Cornell University/Geneva, Michigan State University, the University of California/Davis, and the University of Florida. All of these units operate collaboratively but relatively independently. Daily integration of activities is generally supplied through IR-4 HQ.  Long-term policy, coordination and integration are provided by the Project Management Committee (PMC) with oversight from the Administrative Advisers.

The Project Management Committee (PMC) consists of the Executive Director, the four Regional Directors, the ARS Coordinator, the Chair of the Administrative Advisers, the USDA-CSREES IR-4 National Program Leader, and the Chair of the Commodity Liaison Committee. The Administrative Adviser Chair, CLC Chair, and the USDA-CSREES representative positions are non-voting. The PMC meets three to four times a year to review the status of ongoing programs, develop policy and procedures, set operational budgets, develop strategic plans, and insure that the program’s overall goals are being met. In most cases the Administrative Advisors also attend these meetings. Others, such as a representative from USDA-ARS National Program Staff, the USDA IPM Centers and members of the Senior Management Team at IR-4 Headquarters attend on an ad hoc basis.

Research planning and prioritization.  The IR-4 research planning process involves extensive input from its many partners/stakeholders. Most requests for IR-4 assistance are transmitted from growers through federal and state researcher extension scientists involved in high value specialty crop pest management. IR-4 also receives requests directly from growers and/or organizations representing a commodity. To maximize grower awareness of the program and their input, IR-4 personnel regularly attend growers’ meetings and tours. In some cases, state level IR-4 meetings are held in which growers are invited to attend and submit Project Clearance Requests. IR-4 personnel also participate with growers and others in the development of Pest Management Strategic Plans. Growers and their representatives are encouraged and supported to attend the annual IR-4 Food Use and Ornamentals Workshops at which projects are submitted and prioritized. The only group prohibited from submitting requests are representatives of crop protection companies. Recently, IR-4 has worked with the USDA Integrated Pest Management Centers to help establish priorities based on their needs for critical pest management tools. Currently IR-4 reserves 5 of the “A” priority (highest level) slots for the IPM Centers. A liaison representative between IR-4 and the IPM Centers has recently been appointed.  

IR-4 can only conduct research on 10-15% of the proposed researchable projects each year.  Because of this, the projects must be prioritized. Two 3-day workshops (for food use and ornamentals projects, respectively) are held annually to set these priorities and further identify pest control needs for food uses and ornamental uses. These are open forums each attended by up to 200 growers, commodity organization representatives, and federal and state research/extension scientists. The output of these meetings is a list of projects designated as having A, B or C priority, or as being eliminated from the list. In order to better service the needs of growers, IR-4 committed to a 30-month study completion policy in 1999 for A priority projects. Previously, most studies had taken 4-5 years to complete. While a 100% completion record in 30 months is not feasible for several reasons, it is our goal to raise the success rate of this program from 70% to 80-85% in the next two years. IR-4 also conducts research on as many Priority B projects as possible (currently less than 25% of the total).  Resources are not sufficient to allow us to conduct most Priority B or any Priority C projects.

Following the workshops, a National Research Planning Meeting is held to assign field and laboratory sites for each research project for the coming year. About 100 food use residue projects (crop-chemical combinations) involving 700 field trials are undertaken annually.  In order to best meet EPA’s Good Laboratory Practice requirements and to complete the research agenda efficiently, IR-4 has established 31 field research centers at strategic locations throughout the United States. In addition, IR-4 has a network of four regional, three ARS and five satellite analytical laboratories that determine the magnitude of the residues remaining on the crop at harvest. IR-4 also conducts an average of 600 efficacy and crop tolerance trials for ornamentals prioritized at the ornamentals workshop and over 40 biopesticide projects. The latter are based on competitive research proposals prioritized by a panel involving both internal and external reviewers. 

The IR-4 program currently has four sources of funding:

1.  “Off the top” support  from Hatch funds
This funding was initiated in 1963 and has been steady at about $480,000 for the last ten years (Appendix I -Figure 2).

2.   CSREES Special Grant.

CSREES funding started in 1975 and soon enabled IR-4 to expand its activities and establish its own analytical laboratories. Funding from this source in FY 2003 was $10,743,000. The history of CSREES funding is shown in Appendix I - Figure 2.

3.   Congressional Appropriation to ARS

ARS funding was initiated in1976. Funding from this source in 2003 was $3,721,830.

Since the 1970’s, major USDA funding increases through CSREES and ARS have come in response to legislative acts such as FIFRA ’88 which resulted in funding increases of $5,342,000 ($4,342,000/CSREES and $1,000,000/ARS) between 1989 and 1996, and the Food Quality Protection Act (FQPA) which has provided increases of $6,475,000 ($4,962,000/CSREES and $1,513,000/ARS) between 1997 and 2003.    

Despite these increases, funding for the program is still more than $2.5 million short of the funding needed to accomplish the goals and objectives set forth in the current IR-4 Strategic Plan for FY 2001 through 2005 (Appendix V). This funding is needed for additional FQPA response field residue studies ($1 million), Field Research Center expansion and equipment ($500,000), efficacy and performance trials ($350,000), enhancement of the Biopesticide Program ($250,000) and the Ornamentals Program ($250,000), and expansion of the State Liaison Program ($150,000). The proposed 10.6% cut in CSREES support for FY04 will significantly increase this gap between needs and available funds. Efficacy evaluation presents a growing challenge and expense since many companies have cut back greatly on running internal efficacy studies for high value specialty crops. These studies have also been de-emphasized in the land grant universities. Without reliable efficacy data, companies are often unwilling to add new high value specialty uses to their existing labels. It is thus left to IR-4 to either uncover existing efficacy data through our “data mining” program or to invest research funds to develop them ourselves.

Funding from the private sector.   Prior to 1988, no direct funding was raised from this source.  From 1989 to 1995, a total of $662,877 was raised from the private sector, mainly from the crop protection industry, but also from grower’s groups. Since 1996, over $7 million (Appendix I -Table 1) has been received from external sources, again with the majority (over 95%) coming from the crop protection industry.

IR-4 has raised the external funding level considerably in the past 12 years from 0.03% of the total budget in 1991 to an estimated 11.4% in 2003 (Appendix I -Table 1). This industry support does not include an estimated $1.5 to 2.0 million annually from in-kind contributions such as sample analysis in their laboratories (20% of total analysis in 2002 and 2003), quality assurance support, supply of analytical standards, and general technical support involving preliminary data reviews, protocol approvals, final petition reviews, etc.  

Contributions from the Land Grant Universities.  The support for IR-4 from the land grant university system and experiment stations is more difficult to estimate as a dollar figure, but it is very substantial and critical. The last estimate, made in 1999, was that for every Federal dollar that supports IR-4, the land grant system match is between one and two dollars, i.e. an annual $15-30 million contribution from the land grant university system. This system provides the infrastructure support for the 4 regional laboratories and related offices, the 5 satellite laboratories, and 31 Field Research Centers located in 21 states (CA, CO, FL, HI, ID, IL, ME, MD, MI, NC, ND, NH, NJ, NM, NY, OR, SD, TN, TX, WA and WI.   Every state provides a State Liaison Representative to IR-4 who helps to identify and prioritize high value specialty crop needs in their state, assists in locating cooperators for field trials, and informs stakeholders of the activities and progress of IR-4 in obtaining clearances.   Each of the four IR-4 regions typically holds an annual meeting to which the State Liaison Representatives are invited for discussion and input on the program. 

Leveraging Hatch Act funding. In the last 10-15 years, IR-4 has been increasingly successful in using the support provided through Hatch off-the-top funding as a basis to obtain additional resources from federal and private sector sources, as shown in Appendix I - Figure 2 and Table 1.  The leveraging factor (ratio of non-Hatch funding to Hatch funding) rose from 9.5 in 1991, to 24.1 in 1998, and to 32.4 in 2003. We project that this ratio will continue to rise in the next five years to almost 40 by 2009.  

b.  Funding Plan and Proposed Budget 


In 2000, a retreat involving many of the stakeholders in IR-4 was held and resulted in the development of a 5-year Strategic Plan (Appendix V). This still serves as the business plan for the initial part of this renewal period since the overall goals and objectives have not changed.  A new strategic plan will be developed after extensive discussion with stakeholders in 2004.

Projected Budget for FY2005 through FY2009   

The need for each component of our current support to be maintained is clear if IR-4 is to continue to meet the essential needs of growers and food processors. It is important that, at a minimum, each of the four streams of financial support for the program should continue at FY03 levels with appropriate additions for inflation. IR-4 will continue to make the case vigorously to fully fund the program as envisioned in the current Strategic Plan. A projected budget with justifications will be developed for the period 2005-2009 in our next Strategic Plan. The projected budget in Appendix I - Table 2 assumes that the funding requested in the Strategic Plan will be available in full in FY 2005 augmented by $500,000 to CSREES and $250,000 to ARS to refocus and expand our Ornamentals Program and conduct additional efficacy studies. An inflation factor of 4% is included each year. The figures under CSREES and ARS also include the amounts withheld for operational support by these two agencies (6.5% and 10%, respectively).

Justification for continued NRSP funding.  IR-4 performs a critical role in facilitating the registration and label expansion of pest control products for high value specialty uses on food and ornamental crops at a time of rapid change including the worldwide consolidation and refocusing of the crop protection industry, limited profitability for growers, strong foreign competition, and uncertainty due to regulatory action against many standard pest management tools. The future viability of high value specialty crop production in the U.S. is highly dependent on continuing substantial support for IR-4.  The specialty crop registration problem is a generic one worldwide, and IR-4 is regarded as a very effective organization in addressing these problems which gives US growers a significant edge in international trade. This leadership was explicitly recognized by the recent development of a greatly expanded specialty crop registration program in Canada, at the request of their growers, which is closely modeled on IR-4. IR-4 also serves as an excellent model of an effective partnership among the land grant university system, agricultural producers, the plant protection industry, and state and federal agencies. The IR-4 leadership, in cooperation with support from stakeholders, has been very successful is leveraging the off-the-top Hatch multi-state funding with other sources including additional federal funding through CSREES and ARS and support from the private sector. 

In particular, the current Hatch funding is critical in supporting the salaries of the Headquarters staff, and is used solely for the coordination and administration of the program and not for support of specific research projects. Hatch funding has been assigned for the last 10 years to the IR-4 Headquarters for personnel costs where it currently accounts for 23.7% of the salary budget and all of the Senior Management Team’s support (Director, Associate Director, Assistant Director and QA Manager).  Elimination of this funding would severely cripple the operations of the Headquarters staff which has critical program management responsibilities. This support is also important as an indication of a continuing commitment from the land grant university system to this unique and very effective partnership that impacts every region and state.  

3. Integration of Effort

a. Integration

The key steps involved in integration across the IR-4 program were described in the previous section, which highlights the considerable scope of involvement and integrated effort of the numerous stakeholders. A brief overview of current partnering activities with stakeholders as a key element of integration is provided below. The IR-4 partnership extends to growers, food processors, commodity organizations, the crop protection industry, and the USEPA.  Recently, it has been expanded to include Canada’s Pest Management Regulatory Agency and California’s Department of Pesticide Regulation.

b. Partnerships

The USDA external review team noted the following concerning these partnerships:


“Stakeholders are very supportive and laud IR-4 for its partnering skills” and


“EPA views IR-4 as a model for a cooperative partnership”

Jim Jones, Director of EPA’s Office of Pesticide Programs, subsequently stated:

"More than any other public or private entity that we work with at EPA's Office of    Pesticide Programs, IR-4 has proven to be a model partner. Of particular importance to EPA has been IR-4's focus on Reduced Risk pesticides. It should be no surprise that IR-4 is the most prolific submitter of pesticide tolerance petitions as well as the most

successful in having their petitions approved by EPA's Office of Pesticide Programs".  

IR-4 Partnerships with the Private Sector

Commodity Liaison Committee (CLC).  High value specialty crop growers and food processors are represented throughout the process and in overall management decisions by involvement on the Commodity Liaison Committee (CLC) consisting of approximately 15 members. The group elects its own chair who then joins the PMC as an ex officio member. The CLC and PMC meet jointly once a year to discuss needs and progress. The CLC serves as a bridge between IR-4 and growers to assure that the program continues to focus on the most significant pest management problems. This stakeholder group provides regular guidance and advice on ways in which the program can best serve their needs. The CLC also communicates the IR-4 mission to the agricultural community and provides grower level visibility on high value specialty crop issues. It develops IR-4 budget support initiatives and assists in securing other sources of extramural funding.

Crop Protection Industry.  IR-4 would not have new products to make available as crop protection tools for specialty crop growers without the cooperation of the biopesticide and chemical companies who discover, develop, register and market their new technologies.  IR- 4 personnel visit regularly with these companies to maintain liaison and obtain new information. IR-4 continues to work closely with all companies to maximize the potential of their new technologies for high value specialty crops and make them aware of market opportunities as presented by our stakeholders through Project Clearance Requests and other direct inputs.   

IR-4 Partnerships with Regulatory Agencies

USEPA. The Technical Working Group (TWG) partnership was initiated with the EPA in 1999 and has now completed its fifth year of quarterly meetings. IR-4 has also sponsored high value specialty crop tours for EPA personnel (7 total since 1999). A major effort, started early in 2002, resulted in 50% of the EPA’s 2003 Work Plan being committed to projects submitted by IR-4. IR-4 has also worked successfully with the EPA and manufacturers to make new compounds available to growers as soon as they are available to major crop growers. A partnership initiative started with the EPA’s Biopesticide and Pollution Prevention Division (BPPD) in 2001 was expanded this past year with three IR-4/BPPD Technical Working Group Meetings to explore more efficient ways to improve biopesticide registrations. The IR-4 Biopesticide Manager completed a sabbatical with BPPD and has submitted a report with recommendations on steps that IR-4 can take with BPPD to improve the review process and petition quality. A member of the IR-4 HQ staff started a sabbatical leave with the EPA in 2003 to help develop and implement the new Crop Grouping guidelines. 

California’s Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR). The IR-4/DPR partnership was initiated in 2000 with DPR reviewing one IR-4 petition as part of a DPR workshare program with the EPA. The DPR reviews are accepted by EPA and enable IR-4 to obtain more clearances. This has continued in the past three years with 30 IR-4 petitions now reviewed by DPR each year. This program has been a major contributing factor in doubling the IR-4 contributions to the EPA’s Work Plan from 25% in 2000 to 50% in 2002. The DPR Team has committed to maintain the current level of petition workshare support in 2004 in spite of severe state budget cutbacks.

Health Canada’s Pest Management Regulatory Agency (PMRA). PMRA completed its first IR-4 workshare petition with the EPA in 2002 and IR-4 looks forward to expanding that cooperation in 2004 and subsequent years. The Canadians have been partners with IR-4 since 1996 and have made important contributions by conducting over 90 joint field residue trials on our priority projects through 2002. The Canadian government made a major new funding commitment to a high value specialty crop registration program in 2002 explicitly modeled on IR-4. This commitment has allowed the Canadian team to volunteer for 56 field residue trials in 2003 and 64 in 2004 as part of our prioritization program. This should lead to more registrations for both U.S. and Canadian high value specialty crop growers and result in fewer trade irritant issues due to a lack of tolerances in Canada for new active ingredients used in the US.  The December NAFTA Technical Working Group on Pesticides approved the IR-4 proposal for four additional workshare petitions for PMRA in 2004.  
Future Integration and Partnering

IR-4’s program is already well integrated and this was supported by the external review team. However, this should not lead to complacency and IR-4 continues to seek new and improved ways to achieve effective integration. In the coming 5 years, IR-4 will:
· Restructure both the Food Use and Ornamentals Workshops and prioritization processes to enhance stakeholder inputs and make decision-making more efficient.  A new Ornamentals Program Manager has recently been hired to enhance this effort.

· Continue to support sabbaticals for key IR-4 personnel to work with EPA to strengthen this integration of effort. 

· Continue to enhance the effectiveness of our outreach activities to ensure that all stakeholders understand the program, its activities and directions, and how they can interact with it to have their needs addressed (see Section 4).

· Continue to seek ways to interact with and support the goals of the USDA Integrated Pest Management Centers (a recommendation of the USDA external review panel).

· Develop a new Strategic Plan with full input from all stakeholders.

· Examine ways to increase the interactions with and enhance the role of the IR-4 State Liaison Representatives (a recommendation of the USDA external review panel).

· Implement many of the other recommendations made in the 2003 USDA review.

4.  Outreach, Communications and Assessment

a.  Current Activities
IR-4 realizes the importance of outreach and communications to maintain awareness of the program’s activities among its varied stakeholders and supporters.  In 1999, IR-4 committed to considerably enhance its outreach program by hiring a full time Outreach Communications Coordinator on a trial basis. Because of its subsequent success, this expanded program is now regarded as a permanent part of the IR-4 program.  IR-4’s audiences are high value specialty crops growers, food processors and consumers, those who carry out the program in the land grant and ARS systems, and those who provide the financial support on which IR-4 depends. 

The tools IR-4 uses to reach its audiences are: bi-weekly reports on clearances that have been accepted, monthly reports from the IR-4 Executive Director, a quarterly newsletter that informs 2,500 stakeholders about news and events, an annual report, and annual State Report Cards that document the clearances obtained specific to each state. A system of monthly News Briefs was initiated in 2002 to provide regular rapid updates on items of special significance to the program and its stakeholders. The IR-4 web site (http://ir4.rutgers.edu) contains much of this information and also allows stakeholders to track the progress of specific IR-4 projects. Illustrated brochures and a downloadable PowerPoint slide set are available that provide a basic description of IR-4’s mission and how the program works.  

The Publications and Communications Coordinator, who was hired in 2003,  and other IR-4 personnel regularly attend scientific, association and trade meetings in order to report on IR-4 accomplishments to meeting participants and provide information to growers. The Coordinator has frequently submitted articles for industry trade magazines.  

 b. Plans for future improvements

In addition to the necessary updating and revision of existing educational materials, a recent internal review of the current IR-4 communications tools, and the USDA external review team, found areas that needed improvement. As a result, a revised communications plan has been developed and is now being implemented. In addition to specific upgrades of materials, a new streamlined and standardized format for the presentation of all IR-4 information has been developed to increase attractiveness and readability. The IR-4 web site is being reformatted to include this new streamlined appearance. Navigation will become easier through the use of additional layers that help to better organize the web site information. The State Report Cards will be upgraded and expanded in the coming year to act as an annual report to each Experiment Station and Extension Director on IR-4 activities relevant to their state. These report cards will also be sent to members of Congress to identify the contributions of IR-4, as an activity of the land grant system, to their state’s economy. The report cards will also be available for individual states to provide to their legislative assemblies.

After these new initiatives have been in place for at least one year (early 2005), a further review of the IR-4 outreach program, including outside expertise, will be conducted to evaluate its effectiveness, provide ideas for further improvements, and help develop additional methodologies to measure the effectiveness of the program.

C.  PROJECT PARTICIPATION 

Principal Investigators

· Dr. Robert Holm, IR-4 Executive Director, New Jersey Agriculture Experiment Station, Rutgers University.

· Dr. Robert Hollingworth, Chair of IR-4 Project Management Committee and Director, IR-4 North Central Regional Laboratory, Michigan State University.

· Dr. Maurice Marshall, Director IR-4 Southern Regional Laboratory, University of Florida.

· Dr. David Soderlund, Director IR-4 Northeast Regional Laboratory, New York Agriculture Experiment Station-Geneva, Cornell University.

· Dr. Marian Miller, Director, IR-4 Western Regional Laboratory, University of California, Davis.  

D.  BUDGET

Proposed Budget for NRSP-4 for FY 2005 – FY 2009

	DESCRIPTION
	RRF FUNDING

	
	Proposed

FY 2005
	Proposed 

FY 2006
	Proposed

FY 2007
	Proposed 

FY 2008
	Proposed

FY 2009

	
	Dollars       
	FTE
	Dollars          
	FTE
	Dollars       
	FTE
	Dollars          
	FTE
	Dollars        
	FTE

	SALARIES
	500,000
	      5.0
	520,000
	     5.0
	540,800
	     5.0
	562,400
	5.0
	585,000
	5

	FRINGE BENEFITS
	
	
	
	
	

	WAGES
	
	
	
	 
	

	TRAVEL
	
	
	
	 
	

	SUPPLIES
	
	
	
	 
	 

	MAINTENANCE
	
	
	
	 
	     

	EQUIPMENT/CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT


	 
	 
	  
	 
	   

	TOTAL
	500,000
	     5.0
	520,000
	     5.0
	540,800
	     5.0
	562,400
	5.0
	585,000
	5.0


E.  APPENDICES  

I. Figures and Tables

II. Report of CRSEES External Review of IR-4 – July 2003

III. IR-4 response to the external review recommendations
IV. List of Project personnel/State Liaisons
V. IR-4 Strategic Plan (2001-2005)
VI. Vita of Principal Investigators






� The activities of NRSP-4 are known throughout the land grant university and agriculture communities as IR-4.  NRSP-4 and IR-4 are used interchangeable in this document.  


� Vita of Principal Investigators are in Appendix VI
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