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Southern Region IPM Center

1730 Varsity Drive, Suite 110

Raleigh, North Carolina 27606

Questions Regarding Justification for the

Southern Region IPM Center’s Information Network 

In April 2005, the Advisory Council and Steering Committee of the Southern Region IPM Center each met in Raleigh, North Carolina. In these meetings, questions arose regarding the value of the Information Network that the Center maintains through the funding of State Contacts at the land-grant universities in the various states and territories. Below are questions that the Advisory Council and Steering Committee requested to have answered in regard to the Information Network and USDA/OPMP and EPA/BEAD pest management information requests:  

1.
Who are we asking the questions for?  What is the real value of these answers and how are they using them?

The USDA’s Office of Pest Management Policy (OPMP) has the responsibility to: 1) integrate the USDA's programs and strategic planning pertaining to pest management; 2) coordinate the USDA's role in the pesticide regulatory process and related interagency affairs (primarily with the Environmental Protection Agency); and 3) strengthen the USDA's support for agriculture by helping to develop alternative pest management tools that may be needed as a result of regulatory change. OPMP is actively involved in the implementation of the Food Quality Protection Act, providing the EPA with information to help assure that pesticide tolerance reassessments are based on realistic agricultural practices and the most accurate data available.

The USDA’s OPMP has worked with the EPA and the USDA Regional IPM Centers to establish a pest management information network. In an effort to avoid multiple and redundant information requests from the EPA to research and Extension scientists at the land-grant universities in the various U. S. states and territories, the USDA’s OPMP has established an agreement with the EPA to contact them with information requests. OPMP, in turn, contacts the Regional IPM Centers for answers to these information requests. The Regional IPM Centers have each established their own pest management information networks to handle the requests from OPMP.
The following statements from the USDA’s OPMP and the EPA’s Biological and Economic Analysis Division (BEAD) describes the type and value of pest management information provided by the research and Extension scientists at the land-grant universities via the Regional IPM Centers.
Al Jennings, Director, USDA’s Office of Pest Management Policy, Washington, D.C.:

The majority of pesticide use and benefit questions originate with EPA as a result of the re-registration process. Occasionally questions arise during the registration of new products and during emergency exemption reviews. From time to time, questions arise from activities of the EPA water office or as a result of endangered species issues.

Once re-registration is completed, the new “registration review” process will begin and there will be a continuing need for data and information from agricultural experts.

Without “real-world” data and information supplied by the agricultural community, EPA makes worst-case assumptions that overstate exposure (and risk) and understate the benefits of pesticides. Using the information from cooperators, EPA is able to document more realistic exposure and risk, and better understand the role and benefits of particular pesticide uses. We get better regulatory decisions that benefit agricultural producers and society. 
Wilfred Burr, Entomologist, USDA’s Office of Pest Management Policy, Washington, D.C.:

Indirectly, [we ask these questions] for OPMP so we can perform our function effectively. Directly, [we ask these questions] for EPA to inject some ground truth into their decision process. Without answers to these questions, we can expect that EPA decisions would be based simply on risks with very little consideration of benefits. Basically, EPA would rely upon the registrant when deciding what is important to agriculture and the registrant's primary concern is maintaining their bottom line. Often the registrant and agriculture [i.e. growers] have like interests, but often they overlook the importance of certain crop chemicals to minor crops if there is little money in it.

The questions are being asked by EPA to refine their risk assessments so that conservative default assumptions are not being employed. Actual percent crop treated data, actual use rates, cultural practices and biological information on the pest(s) have a direct bearing on whether a crop meets the requirement for a safety finding mandated by FQPA; and decreases ecological and worker exposure risks which increases the likelihood of a favorable benefits determination. Under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA), a risk/benefit determination is required for ecological and worker risk assessments. How and where a pesticide is actually used can also alter the input parameters used in environmental fate models, which calculate drinking water exposure. Feedback on which alternative pesticides are available or not available and the likelihood of successful replacements in the registration pipeline can dictate whether a particular pesticide can remain permanently or conditionally for several more years to permit research into finding a viable alternative.

We solicit feedback on two occasions:

First, when asked by EPA. It is hard to quantify the "real value" of the answers, but EPA decisions have been modified/improved as a result of Extension Service feedback and many have been to the benefit of our Nation's farmers. (e.g., EPA reversed a proposal to ban aerial applications of chlorsulfuron, reduce the maximum application rate, or require 300 foot buffers to non-target vegetation for aerial applications based on detailed, informed, earnest feedback from the Centers).

Second, when information is needed by the registrants. We have solicited feedback from the Regional IPM Centers concerning commercial vegetable greenhouse practices to address agriculture re-entry needs for the Ag Re-Entry Task Force. Another survey concerned chemigation practices by state so that an appropriate ag handler exposure study could be designed by the Ag Handler Exposure Task Force.

Nikhil Mallampalli, Biological and Economic Analysis Division, Office of Pesticide Programs, U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, DC:

EPA’s science divisions charged with the responsibility of assessing the benefits and risks posed by pesticides routinely contact state crop experts for information on pesticide use rates, application methods, and efficacy and feasibility of alternatives to a given pesticide (among other information needs). These data are used to refine assessments of the impacts of risk mitigation proposed for pesticides during re-registration review, to more realistically characterize risks posed by pesticides, and to verify and evaluate the need for emergency exemptions of unregistered pesticides (Section 18 exemptions). In a very brief summary, these are the major uses (within EPA) for the answers provided by any state crop experts included in the Pest Management Information Network. The value of the answers can generally be described as an enhancement of a realistic, more current assessment of both the risks (to human health and the environment) and benefits (to crop growers) posed by a specific pesticide or group of pesticides.

2.
Who should pay for these questions and answers?  Is this a good expenditure of Southern Region IPM Center money?

It is easy to say that the EPA and/or USDA are the agencies asking the questions; therefore, they should pay for the network. However, the real beneficiaries of the information responses are, in fact, our stakeholders (i.e., growers, pest managers, commodity organizations, consumers, etc.). The information provided by the land-grant university scientists and others in the states and territories provide input into the regulatory process for the stakeholders of the Regional IPM Centers, particularly those stakeholder groups that do not otherwise have an input into the process (i.e., growers of specialty, small acreage or regional crops, consumers, etc.). Regulatory decisions based on good and accurate information are beneficial to our stakeholders and society in general.

In response to the second question, the Regional IPM Centers receive their funding from the USDA and the Centers are expected/obligated to respond to information requests from the USDA’s OPMP. The following responses regarding payment for the pest management information network were provided by the USDA’s OPMP Director and staff.

Al Jennings, Director, USDA’s Office of Pest Management Policy, Washington, D.C.:

I never know how to answer this question without becoming emotional. It’s like me asking who should pay me to answer my phone. The reality is that the taxpayers are paying for professionals to provide a resource for the benefit of the society that pays them. 

If the question is: “should we fund people solely to provide the information network?”, I would only point to the example in the North Central region where the professionals who are the IPM coordinators have taken on the information role as part of their job and the money that was going to a largely ineffective and redundant information system is now being used to further IPM implementation. The reality is that the IPM and extension specialists have been very capable of responding to information needs.

We need to maintain the dedicated and hard-working professional staff at the regional centers to coordinate and facilitate the information flow.

Wilfred Burr, Entomologist, USDA’s Office of Pest Management Policy, Washington, D.C.:

I think this is a primary function of the IPM Centers. The primary goal of the Centers is to enhance pest management in the U. S. If agriculture does not have the tools necessary because the Centers fail to speak up on pesticide issues, they are neglecting a major function of their existence. I think the expenditure of funds devoted to answering these questions is critical.

3.
Will these questions be asked and answered if the Regional IPM Centers don’t pay for it?

Al Jennings, Director, USDA’s Office of Pest Management Policy, Washington, D.C.:

They will be asked and they will be answered. The questions are who will provide the answers and how good they will be. Without OPMP and the Regional Centers, EPA will go directly to whomever they can find. EPA will also shop around to find the answer they want.

Wilfred Burr, Entomologist, USDA’s Office of Pest Management Policy, Washington, D.C.:

OPMP and possibly EPA would have to resort to personally contacting individual scientists. This would degrade the importance of the IPM Centers, result in a slower and less effective responses to questions, and ultimately put the registrants more firmly in charge of determining the availability of pesticides to America’s farmers -- a dangerous result!

Nikhil Mallampalli, Biological and Economic Analysis Division, Office of Pesticide Programs, U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, DC:

EPA can assure you that the questions will still be asked, as there is a continuous need to    obtain up-to-date information to inform pesticide benefits and risk assessments.

4.
Are there more cost effective ways to provide the answers to these questions?

The four Regional IPM Centers differ in the way they fund their pest management information networks. The Southern Region IPM Center funds, via competitive grants, state contacts in the respective states and territories in the regions. Among their responsibilities, state contacts are expected to collect responses from the land-grant university scientists and others in their state/territory and send them to the IPM Center. Currently, the Southern Region IPM Center funds state contacts in the following states/territories: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Oklahoma, North Carolina, Tennessee, Texas and Virginia. The state contact in Florida receives additional funds to coordinate responses from Puerto Rico and the U. S. Virgin Islands, while the state contact in Tennessee receives extra funds to coordinate responses from Kentucky. Responses from Georgia and South Carolina are coordinated by volunteers at the University of Georgia and Clemson University, which do not receive funding from the Center. Louisiana and Mississippi do not have state contacts (however, scientists in these states are periodically contacted directly from the Southern Region IPM Center for responses). Responses received from the states and territories in the Southern Region are collated and submitted to the requesting agency by the Associate Director (Regulatory Issues) of the Southern Region IPM Center.

The North Central IPM Center does not fund state contacts to coordinate their information responses. In the North Central Region, the IPM Coordinators agreed to accept the role of coordinating the responses to information requests in their respective states. The IPM Coordinators do not receive funding from the North Central IPM Center for this activity. Responses received from the states and territories are collated and submitted to the requesting agency by the Assistant Director of the North Central Region IPM Center.

The Western Region IPM Center funds individuals to coordinate information responses in the Pacific Northwest (Alaska, Idaho, Oregon, Montana, Utah and Washington) and the Pacific Islands (Hawaii and other Pacific islands). Information responses for California are coordinated by the Director of the Western Region IPM Center. Other states in the Western Region (Arizona/New Mexico and Colorado/Wyoming) receive funding for providing information responses.

The Northeast Region IPM Center funds state network projects, which respond to information requests. The Northeast Center also funds an individual to coordinate the responses for the Northeast Region.

The following responses were provided by the USDA’s OPMP Director and staff.

Al Jennings, Director, USDA’s Office of Pest Management Policy, Washington, D.C.:

Perhaps the North Central IPM Center model [is a more cost effective way to provide answers to these questions].
Wilfred Burr, Entomologist, USDA’s Office of Pest Management Policy, Washington, D.C.:

[There are] None that I know of.

Most questions will not be answered. It is very rare to find expertise outside of the Regional IPM Centers with the knowledge of the intricacies and implications of EPA questions and an awareness of the cultural practices for a particular crops and chemical in a specific region. The grower groups themselves have the knowledge but not the time since they are busily engaged in the daily demands of crop production. Most USDA "experts" within the Washington DC Beltway are too far removed from the practicalities of U.S. agriculture as it undergoes transition and as pesticides are added or removed from the marketplace. Ag consultants (e.g., Alan Schreiber for Washington Asparagus Commission and the National Potato Council) may have the answers but many commodity groups do not have agricultural consultants available to defend their commodity.

If there are questions that are national in scope, perhaps one Center could take the lead to draft a comprehensive answer and other Centers can concur, disagree, or add-on as appropriate. This would conserve resources on a national scale. This assumes we have the luxury of enough time, that there is more intro-coordination by the Center directors and that EPA can wait until the Centers' collective answer is received.

5.
Is there value to the answers of these questions to anyone besides the original asker?

As stated before, the real beneficiaries of the information responses from land-grant university scientists are stakeholders of the Regional IPM Centers and society in general. They receive value in the form of better regulatory decisions. Of course, the individual state programs and their stakeholders can certainly access and use the information they collect for the OPMP and the EPA.

The following responses were provided by the USDA’s OPMP and the EPA’s Biological and Economic Analysis Division (BEAD).

Al Jennings, Director, USDA’s Office of Pest Management Policy, Washington, D.C.:

Increasing the presence and visibility of agriculture in the regulatory processes at EPA [is value of these questions]. Better regulatory decisions benefit agricultural producers and society.

Wilfred Burr, Entomologist, USDA’s Office of Pest Management Policy, Washington, D.C.:

Yes. The answers provide OPMP with the knowledge of what is important and what needs to be pushed for. Often these answers become lost or are not considered by EPA. If we feel agriculture is being short-changed we can remind EPA of the important issues and if need be, raise the issues to a higher level at EPA.

Nikhil Mallampalli, Biological and Economic Analysis Division, Office of Pesticide Programs, U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, DC:

Within EPA, the information obtained from answer to questions on pesticide benefits and risks is typically incorporated into technical memoranda and/or the individual staffer’s document archives. These documents serve as databases for other scientists and economists who have future work on the same pesticide. In this sense, then, there is value to the answers to regulatory staff beyond the original asker.

6.
Are there other structures that would be more effective?

The four Regional IPM Centers have different structures for collecting information and responding to requests. Each Regional Center provides a model that can be considered. Perhaps there are additional models for collecting and coordinating responses to information requests.

The following responses were provided by the USDA’s OPMP Director and staff.

Al Jennings, Director, USDA’s Office of Pest Management Policy, Washington, D.C.:

Consider the North Central IPM Center approach.

Wilfred Burr, Entomologist, USDA’s Office of Pest Management Policy, Washington, D.C.:

None that I know of. The present structure is actually improving. Several of the Centers have developed systems whereby they collect the answers and relay them to OPMP as a unified response for the region. This has been very effective and destroying the whole system now would be a great loss.

OPMP and EPA need to allow the Centers at least three weeks for a response to work around Center Directors and Deputy Directors or Extension Service agents who are on travel, vacation, in the middle of meeting other project deadlines or for extension agents who are out in the field during growing season.

7.
Are we getting the right amount of money and resources to do this job the best?  Or is this money wasted?

Funding from the Southern Region IPM Center is available for up to $25,000 per state or territory on an annual basis to fund a state contact. State contacts serve as the primary contact for regulatory questions related to pest management and pesticides, and are responsible for establishing and maintaining a stakeholder network to develop state priorities. In addition, state contacts are responsible for maintaining a project website and will provide oversight for the development of crop profiles and pest management strategic plans (PMSPs). 
Presently, seven of the fifteen states and territories in the Southern Region receive funding to serve as state contacts (Tennessee and Florida receive additional funds to coordinate responses for neighboring states and territories). A number of the states and territories did not submit proposals for state contact grants, suggesting that the funding is inadequate for the work required (part of which is to coordinate information responses). Of the states that did submit state contact grant proposals, most submitted additional proposals for funding to develop IPM documents (i.e., crop profiles and PMSPs). It appears that state contacts must combine these activities to reach a critical mass of funds to operate a state program. In Florida and Tennessee, a state contact assumed responsibilities for coordinating information requests and responses for neighboring states and/or territories to achieve additional funding.

To have an effective state pest management information network for the Region, it is important that every state and territory participate in the network to properly represent the variety of stakeholders, crops, pests, etc. Currently, two states (Georgia and South Carolina) are served by volunteer state contacts, while two other states (Louisiana and Mississippi) do not have state contacts. This presents a weakness in the state pest management information network in the Southern Region, which is most likely related to the funding level for state contacts.

It is difficult to determine an amount of funding that is the “right amount” for each individual state or territory. The funds provided for state contacts have not been “wasted” as evidenced by a greater response rate and high quality of responses from states receiving state contact grants than those not receiving funding. (Responses to information requests are collected and archived in an on-line database by the Southern Region IPM Center.)  It is imperative that the funds available to the Regional IPM Centers for a state pest management information network be used as efficiently as possible to provide responses on behalf of all of the stakeholder groups within the Regions.

The following responses were provided by the USDA’s OPMP Director and staff.

Al Jennings, Director, USDA’s Office of Pest Management Policy, Washington, D.C.:

I think the North Central IPM Center approach is more cost-effective.

Wilfred Burr, Entomologist, USDA’s Office of Pest Management Policy, Washington, D.C.:

I don't know how much money you receive for this function but I can understand that it does consume Center employee time and that of the state specialists. I certainly don't feel this money is wasted and I don't think anyone else could effectively answer these questions.

8. What are the costs versus the value?

Al Jennings, Director, USDA’s Office of Pest Management Policy, Washington, D.C.:

This could be an interesting economic analysis. The economic impact of a bad pesticide regulatory decision can easily amount to millions of dollars of loss for growers so a few thousand dollars worth of accurate data seem like a good investment.

Wilfred Burr, Entomologist, USDA’s Office of Pest Management Policy, Washington, D.C.:

I would say this is one of the most important functions of the Centers. The loss of this function would seriously limit the usefulness of the Centers.

Please contact me or Jim VanKirk (Director) if you have further questions or seek additional information on the State Pest Management Information Network for the Southern Region IPM Center.

Sincerely,

Steve Toth

Associate Director (Regulatory Issues)

Southern Region IPM Center

Telephone: 919-515-8879

Fax: 919-515-7746

E-mail: Steve_Toth@ncsu.edu
October 12, 2005
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