National IPM Interagency Group Meeting, 
November 14, 15, 2006

-Introductions of all people present

-- Carl Edlund, Division Director, Multimedia Planning and Permitting Division, Region6

-- Results for IPM is certainly important for all our agencies.  This is a good forum for interaction with all the agencies.  We need to share databases so we can communicate better, and make our programs better.

-Regina Langdon—Thanks Carl to Fred and Eugene, who has been indespensible.  

-- Liz Thomas, Review of the Burlington and Portland Meetings

-- Items promised in 2004—Action Items and Accomplishments from the Indicators Workshop in Portland, Oregon (2005) and Burlington, Vermont (20004).  Please send me items or any other information that we may need to add that is not on the notes.  This is a good working document to continue for the group.

-- Liz Thomas on the Update from the Reporting Subcommittee

--Money from ARS did come together to fund the database.  Step 1 was done by an independent database programmer.  We are building a database that combines reports from SARE, Strategic Ag, IPM Center Grants into on database.  This will be a clearinghouse for all agencies.  This will enhance grants management, and possibly flag areas where we have no funding.  The Audobon society could also place information into this database.  This will have a link to each agencies report to get to the web site that houses the research.  There are multiple search catagories.  Liz went through the various catagories for search.  There are some major breakdowns of categories of field crops in the database.  Liz showed a search for grapes, done by Barbara Van Til.  When you click on  the title, you get the grant agency, title, project number, year started, states, project period, commodity of site, and outputs and deliverables on measurements of results.  This database will later show in SAI toolbox, and share fields in the SAI database. There is also a link to the project for the full report.
-- Liz showed the administrative side of the database functions, where if someone puts in manual information editing and input.  All IPM Centers will use this side for our reporting database.  Highlighted information is in yellow.  There is a large list of pests in this database.  Inputting the pests is sometimes a problem.  One person stated we could have a dropdown list for pest to assist the database.  Problem is now USDA is changing the databases to the CRIS system of reporting.  We have to have pull-downs on pests, and crops.  We need to make the SAI database come into the IPM database so people do not have to type information in twice into two databases.  Web services could help in this effort, and it will depend on EPA’s IT people to make sure it does not cause a problem.  Sue stated that if this is a database driven information system, sometimes they have a correction function.  Could we also link common names and scientific names?  This is the lowest common denominator to work for searching for this information.  This would supply some success stories for research on IPM.
-- The regional offices report to one database (SAI).  We need this database and prioritize our priorities.  We only have $25,000 for this database (Ron Van Kirk).
-- Regina> a long-term goal is to have the database so that all grantees can put this information into it.  This does not include all people in the SAI information.  All the IPM centers have agreed to use this.  The SAI database may have more fields.  As much information as possible will be in this database.  The southern database will have pull-down menus, and we could share these with you.
-- Bill – if we dramatically reduced the pesticides used for corn rootworm control, and we can prove we have input to help the reduction of use of pesticides, then we may be able to use this data.  We have this output, lets see how we have contributed to the outcome.  With the PPRS system, we are never going to create outcomes, and these are the pieces that have contributed to this outcome.
--Q—Harold Coble> How soon can you hook up to other databases?  We could hook to the other agencies  databases at this time.  We do not have another agency connected at this time.  Liz stated we should be ready to hook to this database in the spring.

-- Q – How soon are we near,do we need to have more data?  Where or what do we have to do to get the information in there.  Ans – we could get that data in the database, but it would not have the fields filled in…we have sites but do not have some pests in the database.  We have a lot of information in the IPM database (150 projects).  We do not want to mess up the national IPM database.  In Washington we could set it up with Jim Jones and show it to EPA.  We could also set up with USDA and get a meeting.  February March would be a good time to get in to see the agency.
--Q- Jim - Should the outputs be linked to the goals.  WE have a tracking system for all the data, and we can say we have 17 projects on corn rootworm.  The best and simplest way is to sort and give an environmental output.  However, this does show we are efficient in government, and would go into the second level of impacts on a positive, SO WHAT.  We want to have the logic model information to some field in Michigan to say we improved the water quality in the Great Lakes.
--We have 520 species (database) of insect resistance documented in a database.

Parking Lot List….

--Q—Should we take this discussion and see where we want to go with this??
-- we are going to have to come back to this topic on the second day, and discuss where we want to go.  It would be good to document some of this in POSTERS at various meetings.
Q—Is it our intention to make this a public database?  Liz stated it was our goal for making this accessable.  It would be nice if the public could see our database and work.

EVALUATION SUBCOMMITTEE – Carol Pilcher
--Peg Perot> we had about 4-5 groups.  Liz has a summary of the goals and what subcommittees did what work.  Liz passed that around to everyone.
-- All  the members of the workgroup were stated.  We have been working on logic models.  We were formed to look at the three major impact areas economic, environmental, and health impacts associated with IPM.

Accomplishments for the Year – 3 long day meetings developing logic models.

IPM Matrix – Bill Hoffman.  We took the IPM roadmap and did a matrix, with one logic model for each cell.  We wanted to look at common indicators of all the groups, and other agency logic model indicators to make sure the individual logic models are similar.

-- We wanted to show some short, medium, and long-term models and develop indicators for all of them.  We have pared this down to 14 models for validation.  We are working through a model with a specific commodity with an EPA intern.  We looked at Outcome level indicators.  We had a national IPM Symposium Poster on the Naitonal IPM Interagency Group.  WE showed that national impacts could be evaluated on individual outcome level research working with select IPM projects to develop outcome level (impact) research results.

-- Bill Coli-- NE IPM Center – exposure of farm workers of IPM Scouts exposure to pesticides in orchards after REI had expired.  Michigan State has done similar work for blueberry growers.  We did wholebody dosemitry.  Exposure we posed with reduced risk block exposure versus a higher pesticide use block (AZ versus another product).  A number below 1 is good.    Another product was to see if we could market a product grown in IPM.  In Mass, we did a marketing group, Red Tomato, andeveloped some market pull to get a few more cents per pound of apples.  They went from 6,000 acres versus 25,000 acres under the ECO apple label.  They have all developed an IPM guideline, where it shows IPM can have economic benefits when linked together.   There is no ECO lettuce yet.  They are taking heads of romain lettuce, and labor, he is now getting $20.50 per case. A SARE grant did a survey of adoption of wine grape guidelines for IPM.  After 3 years  were are going to show increases in adoption of pesticide use reduction of Worker Exposure, and lower residues.  WE started a trade organization with an IPM registry, where businesses showing their records that they are using IPM.  The national Pest Management organization, taking this program nationally.  Cotton Incorporated has a program called the State Support program to do an evaluation of their program of improving cotton growers research and IPM and pest management with crop production and pest management guidelines.  We are developing a self-assessment for growers to give us numbers on what IPM elements growers are using, and match them with the IPM roadmap goals.  We are working for a golf course certification program, using water quality and habitat program impacts to show environmental impacts.
-- Carol Pilcher—We were looking for a way to measure PART measures, legislators, and to talk to evaluation person who will be looking at accountability.  All the agencies are facing this issue.  The whole issue of evaluation is now coming more too.  PART analysis, and reviews will be more intense.  We are going to look at LOGIC models tomorrow after lunch.
--Could we link project data, with the logic models, and see if the projects we are doing?  Carol – we are further along than other agencies.  We will be able to get suggested indicators.  We could go to our regional projects showing impacts, and show the soybean rust issues to show our national success stories.  With our logic models we can get more power to be more generalizable.  
-- At EPA we just finished a 10-year assessments, and reentry into apple fields, and the REDS and TREDS could be used at the baslines, and they are risk assessments, REI’s, residues on apples, equipment, and other information.  We have basline safety numbers.  We can document risk savings.  If you use the bio-safe product, you can show safety savings if you will.

FIPMCC Update – Harold Coble

-- Federal IPM coordinating committee.  HUD is interested in measures, training, and having regional centers do training.   This was established to communicate between agencies on IPM.
USDA/CREES Update – Mike Fitzner

-- CREES update – Performance Evaluation at CREES—are tied to our department goals, including 4 sister agencies.  Each agency has goals tied to the strategic goals of the department.  Enhance economic opportunities, 2 other goals.

-- Performance Measurements and IPM – Portfolio Review, PPRS, AREERA Plan of Work (formula funds), Current Research Information System (CRIS), Mid-term review of Regional IPM Centers, and Site reviews of funded projects.

--National IPM Roadmanp provides broad strategic goals—IPM Roadmap Goals – Improve economic benefits related to IPM adoption.

-- PART Portfolio Reviews – Program Assessment Rating Tool, used by the Office of Management and Budget of evaluate federal program investments.

-- we do PART through portfolio reviews.  The minimum is 40 million, and that is in the IPM and Plant Porfolio.  Our goal is Goal 3 – enhance the protection of the Nation’s agriculture and food supply.

-- Portfolio Review Process – bring a external review team to assess our portfolio for relevance, quality, and performance.  We do a self-study for the plant protection portfolio.  CRIS is built on 6 knowledge areas, KA 211-216.  The expert panel report for plant protection portfolio covered a 5-year period.  Our PART score was 80.

-- Mid-term Review of Regional IPM Centers – Six member external panel chaired by Gary Lemme, Ag Dean at SDSU.  The conclusion, “The thing is working well.”  A response plan and self-study is on the web.

-- This group can help by identifying condition level outputs for cleaner water, healthier school children, more profitable ag production, effective management of invasive species.  We need to work together to get a database to fund and show our benefits.  We need one person who knows logic models, and another person who can take the data and do something with it.  We need to communicate better.  This could be done jointly, and show interagency cooperation, and this will take money.
--What are we looking for??  Regional level publications for success stories such as Alfalfa, in Oklahoma, IPM in Florida.

-- Is the response to soybean rust an example of what we are looking for?  A lot of agencies were involved.  This represents a collective effort, and mapping and modeling, ERS study showing growers showing 11-300 million dollars for those who did not spray pesticdes.  The USDA will have 2.3 million increase in budget in FY 2007 because of this measure/outcome data.  IS this a model for our outcome oriented model we want?
SAI Update, Eugene Thilsted, and Cindy Wire

-- PART reviews and OMB audits are affecting our Measures.  We look at ouputs, outcomes, and efficiency measures.  Outcomes must be quantitative.  We were requested to have short-term, intermediate, and long-term Outcomes.  The one we struggled with most was the efficiency measure in dollars or time.  This was a measure like cost of workshops, cost per trained individual.
-- We eventually ended up sending our logic models to senior level steering committee.  We decided on two measures, short term to long term.  We split this into ag and non-ag programs.  We came up with two measures, the SAI database, with an increase in whole farm practices in a transition gradient, and #2 was number of additional acres using reduced risk pest management practices per grant and contract dollars spent on environmental stewardship (efficiency measure accepted by OMB).
-- Cindy Wire – Potential acres, and for 50,000 this does not go  a long ways.  The acreage you are working with could be very low.  In some crops in California, we grow some of these crops.  In regions 8,9,10, we are working on a large eco-system measure.  The EPA has been divided into the Great American West.  The term Ecoregion is not supposed to be used.  Ag, Energy and Mining are the emphasis areas, and task groups are developing measures to show we are doing these tasks efficiently.  The measure mirrors what OMB accepted, and they are looking at amount of dollars spent versus acres impacted in each project, potential acres impacted, then they are calculating the efficiency number from the two numbers.  There are flaws in this.  In Region 9 we fund higher dollar projects, and the demo acreage is the same in 20,000 projects.  Our small projects are making the efficiency number very low.  The university overhead is high.  The workgroup that worked on this measure, our SAI database will be operating at the end of the year.  We are looking for something that will make it more representative of what we do.  We are thinking about ranking projects, like a peach project ranking above an apple project.  Sandy Halstad pointed out that there is not a good measure of acreage impacts in environmental affects.
-- It was noted that if you have acreage increases, you may not have condition outcomes to match.  Cindy stated that someone is looking at acreage impacted, and we could not find them changing each 6 weeks.  They asked us to report in our databases each quarter.  We do not get updated quarterly because the impacts of the projects do not show up quarterly.
-- Ron>  How much is a child versus the environment worth?  You have 1000 acres, and you only have 1000 acres.  If you do cotton, it could be a larger risk factor.  We have to look at all of them and see what our impacts could be.  Cindy stated we are looking at some consumption factor.  

IPM CENTERS UPDATES – Jim Van Kirk

-- The four centers have sent me updates, and we could pass this out to the group later. 

-- All the regional IPM Grants we manage for USDA, and our internal grants programs.  Evaluation planning is part of the proposals.  Two regions asked for logic models and output indicators for their proposals.  In the southern region, Regional grants have been focused into evaluation projects.  We got one decent proposal.  Reporting requirements are present in all regional IPM Centers.  The Western Region has recently started the reporting requirements.  Strategice plans have been made in the Northeastern Region, and they have presented it to the other regions.  We are all developing these now.  
--- The North Central grants are funding outcome level evaluations, and individual program evaluators, and working on program level evaluators, to assess environmental indicators.

· NRCS issues>  North Central has a meeting in Missouri soon.  The Northeastern region met with NRCS and invited the IPM coordinators and State coordinators.  In the Southern Region has funded a North Carolina project to integrate IPM with farming.  The IPM guidelines would help with being able to measure our impacts.
-- Logic Models – 16 draft logic models have been presented to the evaluation committee.

-- Lets get the reporting database up, lets get the web services, populate the database, who will use the database, get some logic models to document change, evaluate the models for their efficiencies, draft a national study of IPM over time and across agencies.  We need collaboration, and SAI helps us do that.  Acknowledge that some project impacts are hard to measure.
--  All of our projects are competitive at this time.  There is an issue there how the competitive dollars can fund this.  Evaluations are not at the top of the priority list.

-- SARE just had a competition to evaluate the grants over a period of years.  The have developed the questionnaires for a partnership and outcomes of the regional SARE projects have done.

Visioning and Mission Statement – Jim Van Kirk, Steve Hopkins

Q – We need a short and succinct center mission statement.  Put on one sticky a name, and on the other sticky, what specific thought should be on the mission statement.  Come up and put your stickys, and we will come up with a draft paragraph to present to the group.  We had a lot of division directors, and others involved in Baltimore meeting, and this may give us links to the agencies.
Interagency IPM Impact Project

We have a lot of statements on the board to incorporate into a mission statement after the meeting.  We will have to draft a mission statement if you would like to volunteer.  
-- Lead, Ann Sorensen, Mike Fitzner, Harold Coble, and Carol Pilcher.
-- we have two groups, the communications group, and the interagency IPM Impact Group.  We are looking at logic models, and we need to document the success of IPM.  With the logic models and IPM.gov, with use of the internet, we could link performance measures to the IPM Projects.  We need to document our impact with IPM, on a crop-wise basis, maybe with potatoes, or apples.  We were brainstorming about subgroups, and people volunteer for these subgroups.  Bill stated after the national IPM symposium if it would be good for us to identify projects already evaluating the impacts of IPM.  We heard from Nouse foods to satisfy SYSCO and is identifying impacts.  This would be a place to start.  Maybe we could develop one crop and one setting…like apples to start this process.  
-- How would we do  this right and how would we get this into a message?  Carol stated that with all the success stories she gets, what association would be the most active.  Cotton would be a good one to start with, and Tom Fuchs said that they have proposed this as a project.
-- Bill> soybean rust is a good model, and they came up with a big number as an impact.  We would be missing the other commodities.  We are missing value in other crops if we do one crop.

-- Soybean rust was  a crisis, and how we do in a crisis is not the best way to contribute.  There is already money for the Soybean Rust Evaluation.  Maybe we could adapt this.  In cotton we can show the success over a long time.

-- There are 12 different crops where they have done a series of evaluations.  Maybe we could get a process together where we are looking at national level impacts.

-- We could do Almonds in California, showing national impact on the State level.

-- We are trying to find a way to get national support from ALL AGENCIES.  We handle crises, we bring new technology, we reduce pesticide risks, we coordinate groups with different agendas.  We do not have to be exhaustive, but we can take certain portions and show/pick the very best stories like the Roadmap Headings.  What is it that makes the IPM Programs important, and show the specifics, with examples.  This may show a higher level of coordination.

-- Maybe we do need to look at the crop related success stories.  We could do both at the same time.  We need to ignite a passion in our constituents, and rather than be commodity based, see what is at the heart of peoples concerns.  Sometimes we get too bogged down in details.  On the national level, is there someone we can get people involved on the IPM bandwagon?
-- Do we need a subcommittee?  This could be an evaluation committee.

-- Is this just the people in this room, or are there other people we could use on our subcommittees?

-- We need to think about what agencies are doing to keep our things under.  We have to consider the crises where Congress funds these crises.  Cotton may be a crisis as soon as commodity payments go out.  IPM has always been big in Cotton.  Do we have stories where we averted a crisis, IE Soybean Rust?
-- Maybe this group has a product we need to put out!!  Communications can lead how the impacts are packaged.  Reporting and evaluation committee could feed into the communications group.
-- Barbara is going to lead this committee.  Bill will assist Barbara.  Bill stated that once we fill out the logic models, where we will not miss indicators, distribute these so that the principal investigator can tell what impacts he/she may be having in the field.

Indicators of Sustainability – Mark Whalon, Michigan State University.

-- Our farm policy may change.  We may be paying farmers to produce environmental benefits.  One of the many ways is doing functional environmental indicators.    Society believes no pesticides means a clean environment.  Farmers are eco-managers.  Clean air and water, ES, greater biodiversity, climate change (what is ag’s role), pesticides, residues, government protection, conservation.
-- How do you get this done?  We see loss of open lands at an alarming rate.  This is loss of GOOD AG Land having large impacts on our land.  We are failing mid-sized farms today.  Not many people are worried about this.  Rural drug use is a crisis.  Land use changes are coming, and what will happen with biofuels do not produce what we want?  Outcome—USDA and EPA’s weakest links are ecosystem assessments.  These tell us about impacts in the environment and agriculture.  IPM is the best potential of ecosystem assessments.  IPM indicators are a natural fit for EPA and USDA.  How many millions of IPM data filed away which are directly attributable to terrestrial ecology assessments.  Agriculture is a disturbed ecosystem.  Society is demanding a shift to ecosystem friendly products (pesticides).  
-- In the old days, were were putting 9-10 Ops on a crop.  Wear are now using 200/acre just chemical inputs per acre.  In 1996 we had conventional IPM.  Organic has huge inputs, and comparing that to biointensive, there can be comparisons.  Reduced risk compounds much slower acting under the best circumstances.  Example, is AZM, which is a fumigant, and has two other methods of killing.  Oxadiozines are going to take 100 hours to work.  Sequencing and knowing how to use these is going to change to get good control.  A lot can happen in 100 hours.  The example given was cherry production systems where the precision is very narrow for success.  How pesticides partition in the fruit is important.  FQPA has forced companies from no residue to a residue system.  IPM is very important in production agriculture now.
-- Guthion shown on residue on fruit.  The small  residue can kill for a long time.  Idoxacarb takes 100 hours to kill, and it is more complicated.  You may get residues at harvest.  Thiomethoxam shown and there is internal residues in fruit.  IGR’s present a new set of ecological challenges in endocrine-like effects and vertical transmission.  Adult females were field treated in August.  But in apples, you turn plum curculio into a two-season pest.  We have generational affects to fruit crops, and have natural enemy affects.  FQPA ushered in new changes, and yielded new insights.  In OP system, you have a short-deep impact.  In Neonicotinods, you have long-term affects.  We worked with the American Farmland Trust, and ground truth the USEPA Ag Strategic Funds for ecological indicators.  What we use for cronic measures may not be related to the short term indicators.  We defined functional ecology definitions:  The condition or trophic level health of an ecosystem.  This deals with energy flow, competition, predators, closed cycles (not leaky), sustainable, ecological, sociological, and economically affects.
-- We took an apple system, and looked at four systems, soil (12 indicators—start), and ended up using nematodes.  Corn is a bacteria driven system.  In fruit, we have fungal organisms.  The tree stays put, and integrates all environmental affects.  We could use mites as a dynamic indicator.  We were looking at the functional ecological indicators.  Using pheromone traps, we could trap mites and use this as an indicator.  We looked at the integrated or whole system.  We used indicators based on the food-web systems.  Diagnosing an orchard is like diagnosing your health.  Mark showed that looking at patterns we could tell if the system was working without invading the system.  Medicine charts a patients patterns or medical history.  Many fields have had IPM in them for years.  We could identify patterns and create a health chart for the field, and repot what is going on in terrestrial ecosystems.  The key to understanding a farm system is diagnosing, looking at patterns, look at 4 levels, report process, use simple index to measure which orchard is most healthy.  We need good models, simple effective economic tool, and make good judgments.  What will we be looking at 2-5 years down the road?  Will we ramp IPM up into an Ecological Measurement tool??  Biodiversity = Ecosystem Pattern Indicators.  The measures were done by scouts in the field.  We used the Shannon/weaver indices.  The RAMP blocks are reduced risk.  We used 18 blocks.  The RAMP blocks did not win, the OP block won.  We went out to growers, segregate the least diverse to the most diverse systems.  We can look at the data for about 20 hours.  The less managing systems have more diversity.
-- We looked at organic systems in Soybeans, and with early and late planted, but we could see differences in systems (natural enemies).  Getting paid for Green Credits??  This could happen.  Who is going to pay for the measurement system?  We could look at soil, ground cover, trees, food web, and ecological indicators.
-- This was in Scientific American.  Carbon sequestration in soils and plants was shown in a diagram.

-- IPM is sitting on a gold mine, and we are not using it well enough.

-- Diversity indices could be used, and added to the IPM Roadmap for evaluation.

-- Q—how would you bring in weed management into this system?  Mark – we used grazed pastures under trees, or weed free systems.  Where we did not use herbicides, we used compost and mulches, and did a comparison system with a Swedish tillage system.  We asked growers to adopt systems we were already doing (something different).  We did hang yellow sticky traps at prebloom, pre-harvest, and post-harvest.  I scored them, and we had workshops with growers.
-- Here is a measure that gives you a grower to grower, block to block, field to field comparisons.
-- Q—what about confidential information?  Mark – we moved information to specific locations, so that we could keep the data confidential.

Communications – How can we better communicate IPM Successes and encourage adoption?  What is our message to Agencies/Congress? – Mike Fitzner
-- A common purpose for IPM federally, and the federal agency collaboration.  The goal for our agency is the IPM Roadmap?  All the agency administrators signed off on the IPM Roadmap.

-- We need to know what agency resources could be used to raise the visibility of IPM efforts in all the agencies.  What are the roles for CSREES, NRCS, EPA, and USDA to be the best advocates for each other’s agencies.  We need to be each others advocates to work together better for all.
-- In the early 1970’s, the agencies started together jointly funding IPM Pilot projects, in mites in apples in UC Berkley, tobacco, cotton, tomatoes, and alfalfa.

-- Interagency working group answered with a mission statement, reporting, and other information.
-- Communication strategy will decide when and who will communicate what information, and to whom.  Liz Myers is drafting a survey to get to our key target audiences.  We are always struggling with what we should report first.  Our survey results are coming.  In Region 1, we have a communications specialist which will help you develop communications.  We have to know who your audience is.  We put out the quarterly plant sciences news releases.  We now have press releases, and started feeding IPM successes into that system.
-- Ann – we have focus groups, identifying people we need to reach, national staff, our web page, and is a huge comprehensive strategy to inform on the Farm Bill.  We are identifying who to reach on the ag committees.

-- The SAI communication strategy is developing a number of approaches to communicate and market the program.

-- At the western region, we have a writer, and she has developed a three time per year newsletter.  We are just starting to figure out what to put out.  We now have an IPM marketing group and have had one marketing call.  This is a national effort.

-- In the Southern Region, were are working on a strategy similar to the northeast strategy.  Ann described there is a clear purpose.  We are trying to get farmers to adopt the IPM programs in the field.
-- What can we produce for you to show what benefits you can get from the money and dollars you give out for each dollar spent.  This will be a list of the successes in each individual state, to hand out to your commodity people.

-- How does your agency define success??  It is all about support from stakeholder support/funding.  When we show strong/successful collaboration and with a companion agency building on each others successes is helpful.  We now are trying to find impacts for a certain dollar.  Sometimes it is the GAO and they want to know if you used the money for what is was appropriated.  Sometimes we have to define conditional outcomes.  In the West, we define how many states, in a multi-state format where we work together to get successes.  You may have provided funding for people to move forward.
-- Jim—we showed 11 million to 35 million funding saved in 2005.  We stated that we had successes in the following year, and we could not claim as much money in 2006, so we did not save them as much.  So far we have claimed we saved sprays.  We can argue the nuances, but the papers have long since lost interest.
-- One of the best ways we have found success is if someone reports they changed their behavior other people could relate to the experience, and we use their quotes in their articles.

-- We place growers on the web site and they state how it is benefiting them, and we could do this  on IPM.gov, and put this in producers words, what has meant to them, why they are growing for del-monte, and other information.

-- Who ultimately sees your successes or impacts?  We do not know who has read them or used them.  We have informed our administrators, other agency people, USDA visitor’s center, and other places.
-- In our Pesticides in Your Home brochure, we tell them to hire a PCO, and that is a publication we keep producing, as there is always demand for that.
-- In OPP we have done some studies on measurable data on projects and successes, and that is hard to quantify.

-- In Canada, we are working with 20 individuals, 10 from IPM Canada provinces, and we feed them information to get to growers.  We are asking them to develop solutions with us.  We are trying to get researchers, and we are at the 3.5 year point, and we have successes we will tell for the growers.  The IPM specialists are very provincial, and we have problems getting people to communicate also.
-- Who sees PPRS??  It has a wealth of success stories in it.  Sandy mines stuff out of PPRS—Planning and Reporting System.  This is reporting by IPM coordinators telling success stories throughout the year.  Maybe would could do a joint awards program to award IPM practioners and we could use this as a communication tool.  This could be an extremely high award, from a cross-agency award.  The recognition that these success stories are being used would help.
-- What agencies do you collaborate with?  Who is your clientele?  We communicate with many agencies (in our regions) and our clientele is very broad.  In our region, we have to communicate in-house and outside persons also.  In Region 8, we communicate with Departments of Ag, Grower Associations, and Ag Groups involved in IPM.  In Region 10 we have links of fruit packers with growers and buyers in the field.  In our Western region, we collaborate with State Depts of Ag, and we have a broad area of outreach.
-- In the SAI database, we have an outcome data field where we write what benefit this information is for the person.

-- What should the information focus be?  Regina – when we first started, the question was how we could communicate to congress, and what could we communicate to congress? 

--- Who is the target audience??  Some say to focus on the so-what question.  We believe it is people who set our government budgets.
-- Angie – we do not know who we give our information to.  The point could be to communicate through another mode, through SAI, rather than focusing on another communication tool.

--  With NRCS, we take your agency information, and you have two target audiences, on person down below us, and the persons who are above you (policy makers).  Barbara stated she thought policy makers are a BIG target audience.  We need to communicate to grantees what we want to see from impacts  to Grantees.!!!!  We could have several conditional outcomes.  We may prioritize the ones  we do first, and the others do later.
-- HOW should the information be packaged??  Mike--I believe there are people need information showing multi-agency information, to develop some standard format.  It would be easier for us to sell this.  Steve stated it should come through the IPM Centers.  Tom stated we do not need to go to individual growers.  We have never developed a methodology to tell growers to make science based information.  I still do not see how because that grower used a practice that is environmentally preferable.  We need to develop a methodology to capture this information.  In extension service we have to have outcome indicators, and it would be nice to show how the evaluations we do do show up somewhere where we can show them.
-- We all have various commitments and we may identify the mandates to communicate.  We need to show our working together.  Harmonization/coordination of activities could help communicate how something is helping one group, and making the programs fit.  Maybe this would help with “National Branding of IPM.”  

-- Target, scale and aggregation affect this effort.  Many times IPM does not make it on the agenda. 
-- Communication of general stuff is a role of the National IPM Committee.  WE do not have a high enough level.  We have SARE, NRCS, EPA, USDA persons, but they do not show up to the meetings.
-- What if we had some success stories and themes with multiple agencies involved and brand it so we can tell our story.

-- One of our problems is marketing the fact that this particular project has inputs from several agencies.

-- Document impacts whether or not $ is supplied by all

-- CRIS reporting requires the type of funding, collaborators, total of other federal (research only)

-- Derive stories from those on the ground;  some reluctance to note that EPA provided support

-- How do you report duplicative funding without it looking that way (define the use of each pot)

-- Commodity (lobbing) generally calls the shots; strategic process with multiple visits, developing a relationship with staffers

-- How can fipmcc better spread the message: one pagers and dispense to the right folks
-- Should IWG be dispensing info separate from other entities; use of regional centers

-- What is the leap from a successful program to an impact; tie outcome to roadmap to convey message;  R9 wine grapes/almonds ‘bang for the $’ retrospective Cal pesticide use database, were able show the reduction in pesticide use (dormant applications); Oregon working toward a database;  efficiency measures and adoption documentation (link a small investment with a broad adoption); energystar
-- Fred – how many success stories should we consider communicating?  Target commodities?

How often should info be distributed?  IPM.gov (Jim V.) domain name for a website – Harold is administrator.  Blank now.  Open for appropriate uses.  Let’s determine use of tool after we figure out what we need to say.  Could be used for powerpoints or proceedings of Interagency IPM meetings.  
-- Fred suggests we draft communication strategy and vet with group.  Timelines are needed also.

-- Need to develop communications subcommittee.  Linda suggests we draft existing Agency writers/communications staff.   Fred Moore, Jan Seago, Mike Fitzner, Liz Myers will be on this group.

Day 2 – National IPM Interagency Group Meeting

November 15, 2006.

--Name discussions:  The National IPM Evaluation Groups Mission is to facilitate and harmonize IPM Impact Assessment and program evaluation.  Bill Hoffman did lead the discussions.  Q-- Yesterday the focus was Ag IPM, and at the NE IPM Center, we do look at all IPM, including Ag.  Q—what do you invision this group will do on evaluation.  Ans – we are trying to work on getting all data and information harmonized into one database, and models and prototypes to provide tools for others to do this.  Jim VanKirk asked for discussion about this as a mission statement.  All agreed this was good. 

-- Jim Van Kirk – I look at this morning’s agenda, and look at this as different points of view, and we will put this all together later on in  the meeting.
--  IPM in Canada – Tim MacDonald, Agriculture and Agrifood Canada.
--  The Pesticide Risk Reduction Program:  Increasing IPM Adoption in Canada…how to bring more IPM to the growers.
-- I am an employee of the Fed Dept of Ag Canada and I work at the pest management center.  wE have a pesticide risk reduction program (16.5M per year).  Risk reduction plan does grower led stratecies, and integrated pest management, and devleope lower risk products and practices.

-- We have a minor use program that does lab trials and field trials also.

-- Joint program Pest Management Regulatory Agency, and Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada.  Obj is to develop commodith specific pesticide risk reduction strategies.  Objectives of the PRR – promote use of reduced risk and low risk pesticides, provide solutions to support farm productivity.

-- This is a national program.  This is voluntary and grower led.  Success depends on proactive participation of grower organizations (industry).

--Priority Commodities – carrots, onions, wheat, soybeans, field corn, apples, canola, grapes, peaches, potato, strawberry, sweet corn (20 commodities).  We have a tech working group with each one of the ten provinces represented.  We have one person from each province who is responsible for IPM in that province.  Our technical working group of about 20 people helps pick crops, and also do the communications.  We are in Ottowa, with 7 people in our risk reduction program.  We rely on people in field/regions to communicate to their growers.  WE develop crop profiles, and stakeholder conferences to develop priorities.  Information gathering, prioritization.
-- WE do national crop profiles with weed and disease profiles, issues of concern, and what is currently registered.  The crop profiles are on our web page.  Each commodity develops its own profile.  The national committies like for Apples, and use our risk reduction strategies with that group.  We adopt strategies on small commodities.  Example, the apple and pear fire blight strategy and only one pesticide was registered.  Growers needed another strategy.  We found two biopesticides in the pipeline, andwe needed to get them registered in Canada, and get a long-term registration for Streptomycin.  We approached the registrants for the two biopestitcides, and asked them to do a presubmission support to get their product registered in Canada.  Both products are now registered in Canada.  We held workshops on IPM across the country, and had experts from Michigan and developed a fact-sheet on Fire Blight. We are working on a longer term strategy, and the fact sheet is 6 pages.  We also have a strategy for grass hoppers and which ones are beneficial and which ones are not.  We are going back to the growers to survey their pesticide applications.
-- We did a  Sclerotinia Risk Assessment Card on Canola.

-- We began in 2003 for $2.1M over 4 years, and we awarded $2.3 M for 2005 for over 3 years.  In 2005 our strategies were based on discussions with growers across the country.  In 2006, we have internal and external competitions, for $2.85 M over three years.  National apple strategy is working on a solution for replacement of OP’s.
-- A Biopestitcide Initiative is now a 3-prongded approach of strategic/commercial, regulatory support, research, data generation, and demonstration projects.

-- In the strategic/commercial, we found products that would work, get companies to register these products in Canada, and get regulatory support with the IR-4 Program to help us.  We are trying to get the regulated community to understand the registrations process in Canada, get the products registered with out much difficulty.
-- We are now in Data Generation and Demonstration projects of products in early stage, developmental stage, and registered products.  We are measuring performance with crop protection surveys, expert poll focus groups, and project specific impact evaluations.  The crop protection survey is on Pesticide use and IPM adoption.  We poll focus groups on certain crops.  This is not statistically measured, but just a poll of growers.  We are trying to find better ways to quantify risk reduction.
Internet sites – www.agr.gc.ca/prrmup and www.agr.gc.ca/ppelrrp.

--  When we work with companies, we can get the companies to submit better data packages, more complete packages, and the registrations go faster.  Tim McDonald and Terry Jones, Agriculture and Agri-food Canada.
-- Tim MacDonald, Risk Reduction Program, Pest r Centre, 613-759-1351 RR Program, Agriculture and Agrifood Canada, 960 Carling Av. Bldg. 57, Ottawa, Ont, K1A0C6. macdonaldt@agr.gc.ca.

-- Measurements of Adoption>> One project is air recovery for fungicides for grapes.  We have measurements of recapture rates, and this will measure risk reduction.  Pamplets to growers are harder to measure, and if they found it useful.  We are asking for pesticide records, but that is hard to quantify.  In 2005 call, we did require risk reduction measurements in each project.

-- We have a natural resources Canada, but we do not know if  they measure information.  WE do not have a conservation group that is working on measurement.  This program is only agriculture, but there is the National Canadian Landscaping Group (NGO) that sits on our committee.  Extension is all funded through the Canadian provinces.  Quebec has developed IPM Practicies book and growers find out what growers can use for their IPM.  WE have 4 major regions, and communication is all in French and English.  In our meetings, we are struggling doing bi-lingual language interpretations.
-Q--- What drives the programs?  Ans—we are taking the growers ideas and solve their most significant risk problems and pest problems and try to work the best economic solution we can give them.  Support comes from the growers because they perceive we are helping and solving their problems.
Sysco and Walmart:  What’s our Place at Their Table? – Tom Green, PhD, President, IPM Institute of North America, Inc.

--We work on Structural Pest management and Ag Pest Management, and try to improve economics and  health.  We are working with Canadian province to help them lead resources they have in better shape for the next generation.
--WE are doing a BMP project for help sustain yields, where we give them money if they loose yields.  Peru Project, SYSCO Sustainable Initiative with an asparagus grower in peru.  They reduced their pesticide use 89-90 percent and were able to sustain their production.  They did a trap out with a field lined sticky traps, increased cultivation, and other practices.
-- There was a lot of variability with suppliers.  We got all the growers and NGO’s together, along with Cornell Univ.  We made growers keep records, point based practices, and three levels of assessment.  Growers had to give a written practices evaluation.  Three levels of assessment were written supplier program, annual on-site third party audits, annual indicators reporting.

-- We are asking suppliers to identify key pests, info from land-grant, scouting pressure mesurements, and then spray.  We have pesticide hazard rankings.  In the first year, we did processor stewardship, and there was not a good processor stewardship program present with growers.  The suppliers were very complacent.
-- Third party audits—online database by primus-- showed 35 % of suppliers failed with lack  of some data.  No consequences with suppliers.  After 3 years, there may be consequences.
-- Total program – 375,812 acres, 475,791 acres in total program crops by suppliers, total pounds of active, danger, 903,204 lbs. warning 617,562, caution 3,041,682 lbs.
-- Total lbs of pesticide avoided using IPM 307,321.

-- Working with Red Tomato, a social marketing and environmental program, and ECO-apples.  Must use IPM programs, with point based practices.  We have a red, yellow and green product list.  There are numerous pesticide ranking criteria.  In O4-05 our apple sales doubled, and the 1-2 dollars per box is getting to the growers.  Umass we are documenting reductions in pesticides.  Q—Local grown versus shipping a long ways.  Mass. Apples are going to Texas.  They are now looking for markets in the Midwest (Chicago/Milwaukee markets).
IPM STAR for Schools --- Practice list for 250 practices.  Policy and practice done.  Give school interim report and prioritize schools practices.  Schools get a 3-year certificate to meet the minimum standards.  Part of the goal is to educate persons.  We are doing an evaluation of 48 elements, do they have an IPM policy, do they notify parents, do they have pesticide storage?  We meet with the administrator to see pest problems, and we survey the school.
-- Q—Reduction in asthma attacks?? Ans—there is a pilot in NYC on impacts of asthma in kids with IPM in Schools.  Physicians measured a Boston housing to measure IPM and asthma.
-- The CEO of Wal-Mart is seeing the success of organic clothing sales.  They have created zero waste and 100% renewalble program.  Cargill, Del Monte, Driscoll, General Mills, Land O Lakes, WalMart, Sams Club, Stemilt, NRCS, Cal Poly.

They have an almost ZERO pesticide IPM protocol for facilities.  They are going to ask their suppliers to have a zero pesticide use policy too.

-- SYSCO wants federal agency support for these programs.  We have asked the IPM centers to see if they could contact SYSCO to help them.  Should we organize some companies and revisit efficiencies for growers and IPM.  The SYSCO suppliers may help grantees to do onfarm research.
-- We might be able to have SYSCO suppliers could help if funding is being cut from sources, and help keep the funding flowing.

-- Cindy Wire – we funded food alliance to get certification as a way to offer a way for growers to move along the IPM continuum.  We are watching local efforts in West, and certification and sustainability as a buzz word and we are concerned that self-audits and third-party audits that are creating an uneven system.

-- The sysco program is for in-house, and there is going to be a lot happening.  We will not have one organic standard.  Sandy Halsted asked about tree fruit growers—does SYSCO recognize some of the pacific northwest programs in IPM?  Ans—there is a lot of work on the IPM guidelines ideas to qualify for CSP or EQUIP guidelines.
-- This grew out of the Cornell/Wegmans Collaboration.

NRCS and IPM Incentives – Larry Elworth, Sandy Halsted, Barbara Van Til

-- Researchers can complete field researched practices, make them available, and have cost shares for farmers to adopt in wide-use.  This describes the sweet potato industry, a RAMP grant paid for the multi-state grant, and we recently had a grant to work with the IPM in Sweet Potato insect management plan.  That is the way the system should work.  Working with NRCS the money goes out to contracts with individual growers.  At the end of the time, growers have to make practices adopted or they do not get paid.
-- We are working with apple growers, pears, almonds in California, at the Univ of Georgia, and Gerber for specialty crops.  As we worked with gerber, the growers worked well with our extension network, and the influence of the growers groups.  The grower groups coming into the state offices help to get practices to get implemented.  In Washington we have Hispanic growers (40 small growers) to open up opportunities in apples.  We have done work in nursery growers, vegetable growers, north Carolina growers, methyl bromide and growers, and in apples, 8 county in Virginia, Pennsylvania, and Maryland coming up with a regional program, crop specific and area specific.
-- Partnerships have to work, extension networks are invaluable, and the specifics from the university research is ESSENTIAL.  The grower groups have significant input into the state technical committees.  CONTRACTS are not grants.  It takes a while to build working relationships with NRCS.  You need to talk to the assistant conservationsists.  This is labor intensive, and relies heavily in grower groups.  We have done a lot of work on how NRCS does their decisions.  It takes a lot of assistance to get growers to get these going.   We have hired people to get growers apply for and get the grants and be adjunct staff for nutrient management and pesticide management plans.
-- What we need to do:  

1)  We need to increase capacity of NRCS to implement these programs.

Before 2002, we hade 1200 employees, and int 2006 they have more funds and more work to do.  The availability to work with farmers is reduced because not enough staff to do the work.  We need more extension people.  
2)  Meeting last week on Methyl Bromide and they had not been to the NRCS office.  The growers talked only to the extension agents.  They had not worked with Extension.  It would be good to link extension to NRCS.  There a need to get more information to the growers.
3)  There are a lot of individual projects where people are working in one state can cooperate with people in another state, and increase the level of knowledge of all the states.  We need to increase the interaction and outreach amoung all NRCS offices.

-- We worked with black farmers in North Carolina, the learning curve for small farmers is tougher because they do not have access to information, and the issues are tougher.  We need more outreach to them.  The resources for 1890 schools vary greatly.    2/3rds of the funding has come from SAI grants.  We would not have been able to do these programs.
-- Van Kozak – I learned as an NRCS laison from EPA, they did not have the technical expertise to understand environmental issues.  Grower interest drives the programs.  We need to find the interest, and we need to have the technical staff.

-- Technical Service providers were in the 2002 farm bill.  The TSP’s register on a web site and provide tech service to growers.  Q—Service to growers is watershed based.  How do you balance IPM interests with water quality issues.  Ans—there is not a big correlation to practices and environmental effects on that farm.  We need to identify resource benefits with IPM, and need to link that to the practices that they use, to get a contract to conserve resources on your farm.
-- In region 5, we have people appointed from our Water Division.  One month later, an EPA person says they do not want to put money in land practices, and if you cannot show pesticide residues in their water, they do not see a problem.  We believe you need EPA people on state technical committees to explain environmental issues to those committees.  The TSP consultants in some instances, with nutrient management, when TSP is consultant, they are working on both sides of the issue, and if I give you x-yield, then we are having a problem with the TSP issue.  One TSP has 80 percent of the contracts, and we end up doing the paperwork that the TSP cannot get done, and we are paying them to do that work.  In Region 5, it is hard to get people to get the certification.  It is hard for that person to go to three states, and develop the plans.  

-- NRCS – Texas -- WE have had better luck with Contracts to write all the conservation plans in Texas.
-- In North Carolina Extension is part of the local work groups.   The state technical committees are dominated by the livestock persons.  36 people were from wildlife agencies.  There were only 4 people there, with growers, and it was hard for us to get a voice.
-- Lennae – Michigan project accomplishments sheet was handed out.  We had several people from NRCS, and asked what we could do to make this work out.  Increased Sponsorship of IPM Adoption:  Making it work on the Ground.

-- Mike Brewer is the IPM Coordinator from Michigan State Univerrsity.The Michigan program outline was explained.  There was information about the several crops they had worked on.  They have hired a consultant to contact growers, see what worked, contact counties that did not participate, and find out why.  In 4 counties, they got about $3 M in funding for conservation projects.
-- Jim VanKirk>  an ongoing challenge is that we need to include in the outline the “SO WHAT” question.  If I am a taxpayer, a lot of has been we spent funds, but how much water was saved, how much soil was saved???
-- How do we make NRCS understand what the environmental benefits of their practices are?  Great idea.

---In Region 5, we may get people saying we are doing NRCS programs, and we are doing separate things.  Jim VK—work in silos and we need to show people what work is done.
-- Tom Green and Mike Brewer are looking at what has been successful.  We need to bring NRCS  and IPM Coordinators together, and figuring out where you get yourself in.  TX—commented that we are at the State level we can only do so much, and there is 70% of our staff can retire, and our field staff is EXTREMELY overworked.  We do not have the technical people.  We need someone to write plans for our farms.  We have the people who want to do the work, but we cannot do it.  When you are planning 595, you are doing the full program and then some.
-- Audrey – said that the Subcommittees are where the local practices get funded, and where you can push for IPM.  There is a 595A that pushes growers to go beyond what they have done already.  In some states, NRCS wants to have you, and some do not.  Van K – we have worked with both ends, but things do not move unless the local groups want that to go.
-- Mark -- The natural link with NRCS is irrigation/pesticide storage facilities, they have measures.  Their terrestrial ecosystem measures are lacking.  They are going to need these measures to get funding.  He gave the example of arthropods grazing versus cattle grazing.  We can partner with NRCS to get true measures on the ground.
-- OPP funded 4 grant programs.  Region 3 – Sept 06, Center for Ag partnerships, apple growers, farm bill support and conservation projects.  Enable growers to get knowledge of environmental programs, and participate in EQUIP to growers.  Region 8 got onion thrips and straw mulch (CSU grant) research project with biopesticides.  These biopesticides replaced two old pesticides.  Two years before the entire onion crop was lost to thrips and disease in Colorado.  Barbara, we had two projects funded, and one was in Wisconsin.  The challenges in Wisconsin was resource intensive.  NRCS does not have the resources, and in Michigan used a lot of money to develop standards.  Michigan has more resources than other states.  Minor crops are not as prevalent in Wisconsin.  They use the tree fruits as a pilot.  How do they compete at  the local work group level, and how do you get the work done?  The issues are like other states.  Wisconsin is just a pilot project.  There is not majic way to do the NRCS interaction work.  That changes from year to year, due to drains in resources.  You have to get into the committees and get farmers into the groups.
-- Earmarks come then disappear, and that is a problem, so things get dropped.  It may be good to get growers to in EQUIP.  Minnesota and Wisconsin are in the leadership role in the farm bill in 2007/8.  50% of the EQUIP monies get to go to animal agriculture.
-- Ann, American Farmland Trust – we are looking at the 2007 farm bill, and language.  We could pass the marker bill language and help to add IPM language.  We need to put language on IPM on all the marker bills.  The impact of Biofuels, and Corn production is going to be enormous.
-- In California, we have found we need to go to local meetings, and we can target a county, but we have no travel funds.  WE have different language and priorities and we are both stretched for resources.  We can solve some IPM travel problems by calling Extension – Jim VanKirk.
-- Sandy Halstead – I have worked on small local work groups, and it takes a lot of time, all resources are rare, and extension resources are tight.  You have to learn the local community, and you cannot come in with an agenda.  You have to get the community to work with you.  These are very independent work groups.
How to Evaluate our Programs – Carol Pilcher

--We have 14 logic models to work on.  Please give us comments on the indicators.  We want to focus on the indicators.  Find an area where you are most comfortable with, and look at the outcome indicators.  Look for one study that you know of that had outcome level indicators, let us know how to tie that indicator to that study.  We want to use a group of indicators that give us some level of adoption of IPM in the field.
How to Evaluate our Programs (con’t) – Carol Pilcher, and Barbara VanTil

-- Q—how do we address the questions of people who for grants that ask about environmental impacts and economic impacts?  Ans – Carol – we would catorgorize the projects in two areas.
-- Q – When we talk about public areas versus national, and county parks?  Where do we put this?  Do we put golf courses in residential, or public areas?  Ans – this is definitely a good question.

-- Q – Measure of adoption may be a long term measure.  Maybe if IPM star is implemented at 90% of the schools?  Ans – we have moved in into both places.

--- Changes to alfalfa, and giving this to the people in congress does not mean anyting.  It would mean more if we stated that the environment is cleaner, asthma is done, the children are healthier.

-- The ultimate outcome has to be that pesticide use went up or down.  We are not at this time attaching specific numbers.  WE are trying to find general parameters, not attach numbers for indicators.  We hope people will have to develop indicators/numbers for themselves.
-- Jim – suggestion, handed out in this format, put one graph in front, and fill in page numbers.

--Q – When I reported for the centers, I told them I encouraged the logic model in the RFA.  How much training do we need to do to do grants with measures/logic models?  Ans – Sandy H – some were full blown, some were just one paragraph of line.
-- Barbara VanTil – training is helpful if you have the resources.  In northcentral, we did a 3-hour conference call for people did on the logic models.  Q—Are there points where they did the logic models?  Ans—Sandy – they had a group of resources for grantee applications.

-Q—we did not have structural plants in these logic models.  Where are they?  Ans—we need some for invasive species, nurseries, etc.  Invasive species could be in several of the categories.
--- Our committee discussed about compiling impact indicators before they become the official indicator list.  The IPM coordinators would like to look at these if possible.  Thanks….

-- Our next steps would  be to get good solid reviews.  We piloted it at the university level, but we need it at other levels too.  In the end, we should have a framework of indicators.  NRDC , AFT IPM Institite, could we send these models to them?  They think we are doing an end around from them.  Ans—carol – some of the NGO’s were very helpful to us.  Carrol—Iwill send everything, with the full model at the end.
-- The next task was to focus in and provide a recommendation.  Nesmarie helped Barbara do this pilot project.

-- Barbara – we choose apples (technically pomes) – ERG’s goal is to promote IPM successes as it pertains to grant funded projects.  Ease cross agency support for IPM.  The unified database would enable searches by pest, commodity, clearinghouse of impacts of IPM data and successes.

-- When we looked at matrix, we looked at goal to reduce impacts to non-target organisms.  Does data generated previously fit the logic model?  We used existing databases, SARE, PPRS, CRIS and SAI database.  You have to physically go in and look at all the results.
-- She did create an access database, and did search for apples and pesticides.  She came up with 56 records.  Reporting objectives were reported widely differently.  “PPRS methods are changing as growers eliminate pesticide use.”  Some of these are outcomes, and some are not.  One showed adoption of IPM by 14% and the other number was the number of people adopting IPM.  The SARE work is “excellent progress was made in controlling pests using IPM.”  None of the databases and incators use the same terminology, and use different data, acres, pounds, number of people, measureable decreases in organophosphates, etc.
-- Databases vary widely in content, current parameters do not allow for determining success of IPM measures, add parameters w/o restricting project creativity.

-- Suggestions:  Nesmarie—Work together to make more standard data, more standard parameters.  Common Terms/Parameters – Common Term, Require/optional, term description, searchable by this term?  Can we create a picture of the impacts we are having.  

-- Give us guidance on where you all want to go.  We need to be able to create a picture of where we are.

-- Jim>  The list of databases has captured little of extension, they do not report to CRIS, and none of the ipm projects are in CRIS.  With SARE and SAI, if we could agree on common terms, we may never affect CRIS, pprs we may be able to affect.

-- Many extension reports are in CRIS database, but some are not.
--Q – with limits to our databases, where should we go?  Ans – all of the fields, if we do not get agreement on impact fields, 5-years from now we will have a good database, but we may have to read everything.  We need this keyword searchable on impacts.

--- Jim> if we all start asking for information in a certain format, we may have the projects searchable on the long-term impacts.  Our problem is we have not told people to report on a certain list of impacts.  We have to sell this to mike fitzner and his boss, and we have to sell this to the four IPM center directors.
-- Sue – recrum program in North Central we get $755,000.  We for research grants we cap at 100000 so for summer salary, they put on a grad student, at 16,000 as a stipend.  Most research projects require three years of trials.  If they require $100,000,  collaborators, grad students, it is hard to complete an indepth study for $100,000.  Where are the researchers going to get money to conduct a baseline data study?  

-- A good writer should know the baselines.  Maybe we should fund less projects, and more dollars per project.  There is a cost.  Sue is bringing up the grants and IPM coordinators.
-- Steve > national highway transportation group collects half of their budget to collect their data.  If we want data, we have to be willing to pay for it.  We have a responsibility for realizing we have to have a healthier environment.  One of my bosses complaints is that researchers do not have an idea what it takes to go from a to z to get a product to market.  If we tell a researcher we need a number, can we validate the research to connect with IR-4, but it has a great registration hurdle, where we can measure outcomes.
-- Jim>  I think there is a fundamental problem.  The outcome of research is improved knowledge.  So how do we deal with data.  Researchers develop knowledge so we can take them to the field.  There is a precedent where some products, like biofuels, that have been tracked from start to finish.
-- We cannot focus on individual research projects.  They want to know what has happened overall.  Conservation tillage is a good example.

Action Item:  
1) Focus in one the SAI database, and 2) the IPM centers  database is what we should focus on and 3)   we should also focus on one commodity that we have a success story on!!!!!!!!  (example—apples?? Cotton??)
-- Jim VanKirk—we started a parking lot…lets prioritize next steps.

-- Using sticky notes and lets get thoughts like “this group National IPM group should do what by when?”

-- Ideas>>>>>>

-- Convene an IPM commodity, agencies, IPM providers, to get the next generation of IPM providers.

-- Support development of IPM guidelines andprotocols

-- develop overreaching success stories  for IPM work.

-- Review the template by end of February.

-- Clear communication strategy by 07 end.

--  Meeting evaluation for this meeting.

-- find ways to fund projects documenting IPM Successes. (outsource this work….through databases, fund this data mining).

-- Bill – organize industry, LGU, and govt for 2007 on ipm

--- T
ry to ensure industry standard is present for IPM.

-- Database by 2007 end of.

-- National level IPM outcomes for 6 crops and identify 2 crops for communication strategies.

-- Database determine audience for that.
--- Invite others who should be at this table and assign someone to get them to come to the table.

-- AFT marker bill language by December 31.

-- 2year strategic plan for NIPM group.

-- Get database up and running to demo to agencies.

-- Define what is a successful IPM program.

-- work with office of drinking water and ground water to work with us.

-- develop training and techniques for evaluation of IPM programs.

-- Push group to form and begin to act on the national forum on IPM.

-- Better pull in OPP and risk assessments to set a baseline.. label rate affects of use of pesticides in the field.

-- Harmonize database fields in database and definitions.

-- Use key members to educate our agency on doings of our IPM workgroup.

-- Put action items on IPM.gov by December 31.

-- NRCS – apply for conservation innovation grants where there are non-federal monies involved…a national grant one could administrator, or (contact Joe Bagdon.

-- Write up one or two page summary of what this group does to give to legislators and agency heads.
-- build towards a national IPM award from this group.

-- Do a one crop setting that shows the positive impacts of IPM across the country.

-- Grant review standards need to be revamped.  What are the non-food use patterns?  PMSP program and comparisons?

-- Discussion of Data of DOD data.  Have they been invited?

-- Forest service also has a part in the data mining activities.

-- Great American west measure…do we have some ideas?—see cindy wire, ca.
-- Interagency group may ask IPM centers for evaluations…$$’s are being given out now.  Earmarking a certain amount for evaluations, or dedicate a portion of the money.  

-- Ag committees…on the hill….identify members of new ag committees.  AFT will get this list.
-- Mark’s diversity idex was for health of ecosystems as a standardize measure.  It is in our matrix.
-- IPM centers should communicate for this  group for all agencies together.

-- Identify individual reponsibilities in communication plan.

-- Success stories with themes….we should do this at the national level.

-- Sweet potatoes are one of the success stories.

-- Should we do IPM work to get regulatory relief?  Example…we funded a research project for 4 rows over so if you spray 5 rows in, you are okay for salmon issues.
-- Jim>>  I think we should have a timeline to get some things done.  I want to be able to say here is what is going on next…

-- Groups>> Suggestions, database related, communication issues, suggestions for other participants, and finally agenda development.

-- What about previous action items?? The multicolored output.  We have done things previously.  What did we say we ought to do that we forgot about?

-- We need to take action items off the table if we are not going to do certain things.

Communications Group—

· Harmonize definitions for database.

· Create a pamphlet for mission statement, groups participating, and goals.  Shop it within agencies.
· Develop over-reaching communications plan for IPM success stories.

· Develop draft communications strategy by 5/07.

· March 1, Communications Memo to Group.

· Use FIPMCC Federal IPM Coordinating committee to communicate to administrators. 

· Put proceedings up on Internet by December.

· Group should come up with 6 interagency success stories focused on targeted commodities by May 2007.
· Complete logic model for communication plan and  the database.

· Determine use of potential supporters.
· Determine what is a successful IPM program. (evaluation group)

· Ag committee – identification.

· Build a National IPM award sponsor by NIPMEG by 1/2008.
· Branding of IPM

· Communicate IPM in government regarding program measurement standards.
· Write a one to two pager targeted at legislators andagency heads describing IPM successes.
· Draft comstrat for 2007.

· 6 succinct success stories for 2007.

· Develop overreaching communication plan for IPM stories/successes.

· Find ways to fund project to get success stories out there (big group).

· Determine the Audience (public, congress, , feds, etc) for the database.

Membership

-- Invite others who should be at the table but are not.  Go visit assign someone to visit.

-- Commit to diversity of group (including diversity).

-- Interact with EPA office of Ground Water and Drinking Water and ORD to work on common ground. Regina + Greg Wieler
-- Ask Harold what other feds we should recruit.

-- Pull in OPP regulatory experience investigate using FQPA risk assessments as a tool for helping set “Baseline” label risk analysis by 4/2007.

-- SARE Presentation Regional Staff Recruit. – regina.
DATABASE Group

· Complete the reporting database template by end of 2006 and NIPMEG should review and concur on template by the end of 2007.

· -- get reports DB demo online by jan 07.

· Get database up and running.

· Harmonize definitions between groups for database.

Logic Model Group

1. The NIPMEG should seek out a series of “so what” national level IPM outcomes for 4-6 commodities and do more extensive analysis on two of them by 11/15/07.

2. Develop evaluation reporting standards for funded projects ASAP

3. Organize drafting of a national study based on one crop/setting that can show the positive impacts of IPM over time.

4. Interagency Impact Project.

5. Determine what is a successful IPM Program.  How do we determine what is a successful IPM Program?

6. Try to insure that impact indicators are reviewed and commented on by Jan 30,2007.

Planning.

    Find funding sources for committee infrastructure “e.g. Bill Coli’s” to help subcommittees complete work tasks.

Updates+
  Summarize / train newcomers

  Acronyms list/ procedure

   Format:  Action Items/ What accomplish

        +V+M

· - IIPMP not covered

· +Guest Speaker Whalon – variety nice, cutting edge

· +Communications, necessary, next time, how translates.

    ++ Canadian Presentation – great, variety and different perspective.
    + NRCS participation and discussion – but should not be focus of next time. 
Miscellaneous –

· Comment on AFT IPM marker bill language by Dec 31.  To be sent out next week by AFT.

· NIMEG shold seek out a series of so what national level IPM Outcomes for 4-6 commodoties and do more extensive analysis on two of them by 11/2007.

· 2 year straegic plan for NIPMEG

· Bundle Like projects across country to apply for national G16 from NRCS 25% dollar match in kind needed.

· Find ways to fund projects that work to document IPM success $$.

· Dedicate $ fr IPM Center Evaluation (Earmark $$)

· Provide Guidance/framework for “Helping” NRCS and Extension implement IPM.

· Meeting Evaluation.

· This group shold convene on iPM forums involving commodities, researchers, practitioners, extension, agencies and others.  To set stage for next generation of IPM programs.
· Organize industy – LGU – Fed avenue Summit on market-driven stewardship by June 2006.

· Put Proceedings, action items, presentations on IPM.gov by Dec 31.

· Develop training methods for project directors to do evaluation of their projects.

· In partnership with EPA, perform evaluation of Staples (Stuples?) of projects, such as need for PMSPs, Crop Profiles.

· Obtain more input in agenda development.

· Now that we’re talking abut impact assessment and evaluation, maybe we should be talking about database work they’re doing and not about building the bridge.  Let the speakers know our focus better next time.   Like an update on the Brewer NRCS committee next time – where they are on the evaluation.  The whole effort belongs at FIPMCC or IPM Center meeting.  

     Would like to hear more about the FEAP(? Carol Pilcher) survey?

      -Some would like to see more structure on following the agenda.  JVK – if you can’t work with the person on the agenda item, then list as another agenda item.

      Logic model, etc discussion & Barbara.  Positive thoughts, well written handout.  

      Direction.  Have a Relatively un-facilitated, informal approach to group decision making.  Do we need to be more or less formal?  We’d be lost without JVK. Consensus to keep JVK as facilitator.

    Meet Oct 2007.  EPA has a national AG Sector meeting in September or October next fall.  Just need to coordinate with Ag Sector people or could piggyback.

    Liz will use meeting scheduler to help schedule meeting.  Could also put on center website.
   Core planning group is Barbara, Harold/mike, bill hoffman, steve Hopkins, Andrea, Liz, (JVK will facilitate but not much on planning.) Barbara Van Till & SH will handle logistics.) Andrea will let everyone know when the AgSector meeting will be.

-- who should make up this communications group…maybe one of evaluation group too.?    Date?—report back to us at a future date?  The communication team will give us a timeline for the a March 1st timeframe for a preliminary time line for the strategy.  Chair—Fred is chair.
Moving our Vision in a Common Direction – Jim VanKirk

Summary – Action Items, Deliverables, Establish Committee for Next Meeting – Jim VanKirk

