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Rutgers University

May 19-22, 2003

The Review Team of Debbie Edwards, EPA/OPP; Phil Hutton, EPA/OPP; Larry Chandler, USDA/ARS; Lee Sommers, State Agricultural Experiment Stations, Colorado State University; Janis McFarland, Syngenta Crop Protection Inc; Steve Balling, Del Monte Commodity Growers/Processors; and Charles Laughlin, USDA/CSREES retired and team leader submits the following consensus report.
Introduction

The mission of the IR-4 Project, the USDA Minor Use Program, is to provide pest management solutions to growers of fruits, vegetables .and other minor crops. Initially established in 1964 as part of the State Agricultural Experiment Station System's Regional Research Program, the project continues today as an effective confederation of research and regulatory agencies, state universities and regional field and laboratory facilities.
The IR-4 program was last reviewed in 1997. To meet the mandated review of federally supported projects, the Administrator of USDA/CSREES appointed a review team composed of representatives of the USDA/ARS, EPA, Land Grant University System, Crop Protection Industry and Commodity Growers/Processors to conduct the 2003 review.
The review committee's charge was to examine the past accomplishments of the projects, its current organizational structure, the operations of the program and its future programmatic direction. The review team found the IR-4 program to be a good program. Its recommendations are to fine-tune a good program into a great program. 

The review team met at the IR-4 National Headquarters, Rutgers University on May 19-22, 2003. This consensus document is forwarded to the CSREES Administrator and IR-4 staff for their consideration.

IR-4 Accomplishments and Successes

In the past five years since the 1997 review, the IR-4 team has made great strides to improve its efficiency and responsiveness. The staff’s willingness to accept constructive criticism and make appropriate adjustments clearly shows in their output, quality and attitude. Based on the materials provided by IR-4 and the knowledgeable experiences of the review team, the following commendations since the last review should be recognized:
Attitude

· IR-4 leadership and staff are capable and committed.
· IR-4 regional offices and VSDA/ARS coordinators, field labs and associated cooperators provide exceptional expertise and commitment for program operations.
· IR-4 has demonstrated remarkable responsiveness to the prior review.
· Stakeholders are very supportive and laude IR-4 for its partnering skills.
· IR-4 program is dedicated to its mission and is willing to go the extra mile to meet the needs of participants.
Policy

· IR-4 is a leader in developing the crop grouping approach to expand labeling and increase available tools.
· IR-4 has emphasized the registration of reduced risk chemistries.
· IR-4 supports professional development and internal training for staff as an important commitment to the future of the project.
· IR-4 focuses on technologies that would improve pest management solutions and not be developed without their assistance and leadership.
Processes

· EPA views IR-4 as a model for a cooperative partnership.
· Regions show flexibility in adapting to workload and previous regional boundaries are fading.
· IR-4 is committing to and meeting the 30 month timeline from pesticide initiation to submission to EPA.
· The electronic processes implemented for submission of PCRs are exemplary.
· The electronic submission of reports to EPA is commendable.
· "Data mining," the extensive analysis of existing data, offers great potential as a cost effective and efficient tool for maximizing existing data.
Results

· The number of pesticide registrations submitted to EPA annually has increased dramatically over the past several years and reflects IR-4's commitment to "fill the tool box".
· IR-4 averaged over 500 new food crop registration in 2001 and 2002.
· IR-4 has provided a proactive role in replacing Section 18 emergency exemptions with Section 3 registrations.
Organizational Structure

The review team believes that the organizational structure of IR-4 does not need any major changes. The Field Research Centers provide an effective approach to field studies. The USDA/ARS segment of the IR-4 program is not integrated with the remainder of the IR-4 effort, but is coordinated with the total effort. This is due to the difference in the funding mechanisms. The following recommendations are made to strengthen the Organizational Structure:

· The Program Management Committee (PMC) needs to define the role and responsibilities of the State Liaison Representatives. This information needs to be shared with both the State Agricultural Experiment Station and Cooperative Extension Directors. The Directors are encouraged to identify representatives, who will be active contributors. The IR-4 headquarters staff should share feedback with the states on the contributions of their representation.
· IR-4 is encouraged to initiate program coordination and collaboration with the Integrated Pest Management Centers (IPMC). The IR-4 management should encourage integration of State Liaison Representative responsibilities with the existing system of state representation used by the Integrated Pest Management Centers. IR-4 should incorporate information from the crop-specific Pest Management Strategic Plans into its prioritization process. Lastly, IR-4 should consider inviting the leadership of the IPMCs to the IR-4 planning committee meeting to exchange information and discuss common goals.
Program Operations

Program operations were reviewed, including the Headquarters (HQ), the four regions, and the working relationship with USDA/ARS and the EPA.

The HQ is effective and efficient in the management and coordination of program operations. The following recommendations are made to further improve program operations:
· Document the role of the PMC and its standard operating procedures for decision-making. Share the resulting document as a brief 1-2 page outline of the processes with all program participants.
· The prioritization process used to identify studies needs to be fine-tuned to address the issue that only the loudest voice at the table gets heard during the annual food use and ornamental workshops. The process needs to be expanded so crop growers, who are not organized into associations, have a voice. Efforts should be made to coordinate prioritization at the regional level prior to the food use and ornamental workshops.
We suggest the following specific criteria be considered to improve the transparency for study prioritization:
a. Role in resistance management
b. Severity of pest problem
c. Crops, acreage affected and potential economic impact
d. Multi-year Section 18 registrations
e. Identification future risk issues - cumulative, endangered species, endocrine disrupters, extra safety margin (1 Ox-30x)
f. Regional input to prioritization prior to food use and ornamental workshops
g. Status of potential trade barriers
· Use the WEB and other information technology to optimize communication with program participants and stakeholders. The WEB should be the gateway for two-way information exchange with IR-4. The present WEB-site is not user friendly. The review team strongly supports improvement efforts for the IR-4 WEB. We suggest the following as IR-4 WEB considerations:
a. Create an easier access, user friendly site
b. Develop a comprehensive list serve and mailing list
c. Develop appropriate links with regional sites
d. Solicit ideas for improvement from all program participants
e. Develop WEB, mechanisms for easy exchange of protocols, amendments, and other appropriate information
f. Develop a process to announce new tolerances and new state registrations
g. Provide an up-to-date listing of IR-4 registrations for each crop
h. Continue development of routine news bulletins and IR-4 progress news flashes
EPA views IR-4 as a model for partnership cooperation and the most efficient program presently in existence for registration of pesticides. This reflects the strong commitment that USDA/CSREES and USDA/ARS through the representation of Dr. James V. Parochetti and Dr Paul Schwartz, respectively, have had to the success of the program. Both agencies have been instrumental in obtaining significant increased funding for the project.
The coordination of the four regions by the HQ through the PMC appears adequate, but the operational autonomy of the regional centers results in operational complexity and varying capacity. Given the existing structure, the following recommendations are made to improve the seamlessness and efficiency of the program:
· The current policy of equal allocation to each region should be assessed to meet the divergent needs between regions.
· An analysis of the current cost and capacity of each region is needed for the development of a long-term plan for field and laboratory needs. This analysis should include actual costs ofin-house versus contract services.
· Regional centers are encouraged to incorporate electronic approaches for field data collection and data analysis.
Current Resources

The issue of current resources is always a concern. The backlog of projects indicates that there are insufficient funds and field infrastructure to meet program needs. However, due to the abilities and resources of EPA and the California Department of Pesticide Registration (CDPR) to process registrations and the limited capacity for IR-4 to conduct field studies, it appears that the level of federal funding at this time is consistent with only addressing the highest priority program needs. There is a potential concern that if the federal government implements a fee for service program for EPA, access of IR-4 to EPA resources may be impacted.

The review team was asked to comment on the funds needed to complete a field study and a chemical analytical study from Regional versus ARS resources. The team received insufficient information to respond to this question. However, the team recommends that every effort be made to enhance the synergy between the IR-4 and ARS.
Funding for the biopesticide program appears to be appropriate for registration efforts. This program is to be commended on its policy of funding only high quality, priority proposals based on appropriate criteria for project selection. However, the adoption of biopesticide technology by producers appears to be lacking. Therefore, the team recommends that IR-4 encourage the coordination of outreach efforts with the IPMCs to increase the application of these reduce risk tools.
Funding for the total IR-4 program has more than doubled in the last 10 years. However, the need for the registration of plant protection materials for minor crops is a continuing critical need. The team recommends that funding levels receive consistent augmentation to cover increases in salary and operating expenses so that the program will always maintain a focus on the core mission of IR-4.
Programmatic Direction

The future programmatic direction of IR-4 is important for the continued success of the program. Historically, IR-4 has provided data to EPA so that pesticides can be registered for use on minor crops and /or minor pest problems. This continues to be an appropriate use of its funds, focusing on reduced risk chemistries. IR-4 is encouraged to provide documentation to EPA on how risk is being reduced for the proposed use when compared to the current plant protection tools.
Strategic plans should be dynamic plans that set the direction and goals for an organization. The IR-4 strategic plan should be reviewed and updated by incorporating a vision and quantifiable milestones using input from appropriate stakeholders (CLC, growers, headquarters, regional staff, and federal/state agencies). Input and, if possible, consensus should be sought from all stakeholders. Included as part of this strategic planning activity, the team makes the following recommendations:
· Reevaluate the process for conducting studies and the possibility of shortening the time-line.
· Reevaluate scope of the IR-4 mission in relation to federal and state resources directed to pest management, including such issues as efficacy, mixtures, biotechnology, and biopesticides.
· Project staff expertise and skill sets necessary for future program needs and the succession and maintenance of the organization.
· Assess cost effectiveness of different options for addressing future needs of both field and laboratory components.
· Consider ways that the strategic plan can be used in annual program planning and performance measurements.
The current balance between the food and ornamental programs within IR-4 is appropriate, including the obtaining of efficacy data when necessary to expand a label. The following recommendations will strengthen this effort:
·  Place emphasis for both food and ornamentals programs on tools that address worker safety, environmental quality and human health.
· Expand measurement of adoption by working with states, registrants, NASS and EPA to collect information on actual use of new registrations.
The question was asked, "Is the IR-4 involvement with genetically engineered crops appropriate and at the right level?" The review team's response is "yes and no." If IR-4 is involved with genetically engineered crops, stakeholder support is a key factor and IR-4 should focus on technology that will be adopted by growers and processors. Full transparency and a clear consensus among all stakeholders must be achieved. However, IR-4's role in developing biotechnology solutions should at this time be limited to residue trials in support of tolerances.
Given that the production of methyl bromide is scheduled to be phased out by 2005, alternatives to methyl bromide are required for numerous minor crops. The team recommends that IR-4 should continue its methyl bromide program as currently configured using grant funding and working cooperatively with programs funded by ARS.

In the future special studies, such as those recently undertaken through the auspices of
IR-4 on foliar dislodgeable pesticide residues to determine worker exposure in ornamentals, should be routed through the IR-4 prioritization and selection process. It is understood that in this specific example, a USDA/ARS national program leader requested the program and was successful in obtaining funding for the specific program that was implemented.
IR-4 has an important role in helping U.S. trade partners develop appropriate registration and labeling processes for use of plant protection agents on minor crops. It is important that trade barriers and maximum residue levels be considered in establishing priorities for crops with export potential. Information exchange on IR-4 successes with Europe and other areas of the world may encourage adoption of similar programs, with the potential of lessening trade barrier issues. The review team supports the continued harmonization effort with Canada and suggests expanding this effort with Mexico.
IR-4 has made significant improvement in its relationship with industry since the 1997 review. IR-4 is encouraged to continue to strengthen this excellent relationship. The team suggests that efficiency of registration will be enhanced by the inclusion of Notice of Filings from industry at the time of submission for IR-4's petition to EPA.

IR-4 has a unique and important role with state regulatory agencies. For example working with the California EPA, IR-4 has served as a catalyst for the U.S. EPA using California's evaluations to meet U.S. EPA requirements. The team is highly supportive of current relationships and encourages IR-4 to enhance relationships with all state regulatory agencies.
Concluding Thoughts

The IR-4 program is a very good program and is integral to the future success of U.S. minor crops. The review team's findings and suggestions are offered with the goal of growing a very good program to a great program. Every indication is that IR-4 is on the right trajectory.
