II. SOUTHERN IPM CENTER

A. ORGANIZATION 

1. 
Core structure and personnel

a. The mission statement of the Southern Region IPM Center (SRIPMC) is:

The Southern Region Integrated Pest Management Center (SRIPMC) fosters the development and adoption of Integrated Pest Management (IPM), a science-based approach to managing pests in ways that generate economic, environmental and human health benefits. We work in partnership with stakeholders from agricultural, urban and rural settings to identify and address regional priorities for research, education and outreach.

b. Organization Overview: SRIPMC is a funded program within the National Science Foundation Center for IPM (NSF CIPM). NSF CIPM is presently housed within the Department of Entomology at North Carolina State University (NCSU). Early in 2006 NSF CIPM (and with it SRIPMC) will leave the Department of Entomology to become an independent Center within the College of Agriculture and Life Sciences at NCSU. SRIPMC consists of paid staff and two stakeholder committees, the Advisory Council and the Steering Committee. 

c. Staff : SRIPMC core personnel are:
· Center Director James R. VanKirk: Mr. VanKirk is the primary point of contact and responsible for overall leadership of SRIPMC. He is responsible for coordination of all Center activities, for staff supervision, and for grants management. With the Center’s associate directors, he makes and releases decisions on behalf of the Center. 

Mr. VanKirk’s current program support is 79% on SRIPMC, 10% on the legume risk management project, 5% on management of the Southern Regional IPM Grants program; 5% on PMIDSS, and 1% on Pink Hibiscus Mealybug project. All of the projects other than SRIPMC are very closely related to the role and purposes of the Center. Mr. VanKirk’s Current and Pending form is shown in appendix 1.

Mr. VanKirk’s experience includes 10 years in various roles in the NY IPM Program, four years as Facilitator for IPM Activities in the Northeast Region, and successive terms as Coordinator and co-Director of the Northeastern IPM Center. He came to SRIPMC in August, 2004. 

Mr. VanKirk currently serves as chair of the IPM Center Directors’ national steering committee. He is also a co-chair for planning the 5th National IPM Symposium.
· Associate Director for Information Technology Ronald E. Stinner: Dr. Stinner is responsible for management and coordination of all internet-based activities of SRIPMC. He coordinates work on our web site. He leads our efforts to institute electronic submission and management of competitive grants programs. Dr. Stinner is a leader of the national IPM Centers IT working group, and coordinates national technical support for IPM Centers’ sites and processes. 

Dr. Stinner’s program support from SRIPMC is currently 30%. He is also supported by the NCSU Department of Entomology and a number of grant projects. Dr. Stinner’s Current and Pending form is shown in appendix 1. 
Dr. Stinner is a full professor with the NCSU Department of Entomology and has a long and distinguished career in the fields of entomology and Integrated Pest Management. He is a leader in use of electronic technology for various IPM-related purposes. He has been Director of the NSF Center for IPM at NCSU for many years, and until September 2004 was Director of SRIPMC.

· Associate Director for Regulatory Issues Stephen J. Toth, Jr.: As Associate Director for Regulatory Issues, Steve Toth coordinates and manages aspects of SRIPMC related to pest management and pesticide regulation. He responds to all federal pesticide and crop-related information requests. He also serves as the Center’s State Contact for North Carolina. Mr. Toth organizes and coordinates the efforts of State Contacts funded through SRIPMC competitive grants and he is the primary point of contact for all pesticide-related issues. He routinely deals with the EPA and the USDA’s Office of Pest Management Policy. Mr. toth coordinates management of our web-based comments system (http://www.sripmc.org/requests/index.cfm?strUSDARegion=Southern). He led a collaborative effort with the industry-sponsored Insecticide Resistance Action Committee (IRAC) to develop and produce an insecticide resistance management brochure (appendix 2). Mr. Toth oversees the maintenance of the national crop profile and pest management strategic plan (PMSP) databases.

Mr. Toths’s position is full time and his support is primarily (70%) from the SRIPMC projects. The remaining support is from the Electronic Pest Management Decision Support System (PMDSS), and is related to work with the crop profile and PMSP databases. Mr. Toth’s Current and Pending form is shown in appendix 1.
Mr. Toth has more than 20 years of experience with pesticide regulation, use and safety information collection/distribution (Pesticide Impact Assessment), 8 years with pest management information collection/distribution, and 3 years as North Carolina’s contact with the Pest Management Center previously managed by the University of Florida. He is the NSF CIPM Core Coordinator for the Pesticides, Alternatives and FQPA Program.

· Writer/Editor Jennifer Hodorowicz: Jennifer wrote, edited, and designed the newsletters; copy-edited all reports; prepared press releases and success stories for public release; compiled Center updates and handouts for various meetings; and managed the website news section. She was also responsible for engaging with agricultural and environmental news reporters. With a BA in Communications, Jennifer has 3 years experience with newsletter preparation, copy editing, event planning, and similar activities. Jennifer’s position is full time and her support is entirely from the SRIPMC project. Jennifer will leave SRIPMC early in 2006 to pursue another opportunity. Quickly refilling the position will be a key priority for SRIPMC. 

· Computer Programmer Jeanne Bacheler: Jeanne develops and maintains the SRIPMC Web site and database applications, including electronic grant proposal submissions and project reporting systems. She has worked with the NSF Center for IPM as a programmer and database applications developer for more than 25 years. Jeanne’s position is full time, supported equally by SRIPMC and PMDSS. 

· Administrative Assistant Jo-Anne Scoggins: Jo-Anne maintains administrative and project files and internal administrative databases. She handles correspondence, arranges meetings, reviews panel details, and assists with accounting and contracts. Jo-Anne holds a BA in Management and has 5 years experience as administrative assistant with CIPM.

· Bookkeeper Lore Sheeham: Lore has just joined the center as a part-time bookkeeper to handle all of the Center     subcontracts. She has over 25 years experience with NCSU financial matters.

2.
Committees structures and membership

The SRIPMC operates with two committees: an Advisory Council and a smaller Steering Committee that. Committee members are selected in a manner that provides equitable representation for the diverse stakeholder groups, states and disciplines related to IPM.

a. Advisory Council:

Advisory Council (AC) - suggests general policies for Center operation; determines needs and sets general priorities for programs based on surveys and other data; suggests focus areas for Center activities; and helps to develop and promote interaction with stakeholder organizations. The Council consists of 25-40 members. The Council also appoints both standing and ad-hoc subcommittees as needed. Where appropriate, the Advisory Council will recommend specific needs for funding with core SRIPMC funds. 

A membership rotation policy for the Advisory Council, ratified in 2005, is in the process of implementation. This policy sets a goal of approximately 1/3 turnover of membership each year. It also calls for leadership elected annually by AC membership, with chairperson and chairperson-elect serving one-year terms. The current chair and chair-elect share a voting position on the Steering Committee. For a list of members, see appendix 3. Advisory Council bylaws are presented in appendix 4.
b. Steering Committee

Steering Committee (SC) - sets policy; provides guidance for executive decisions and administrative management; and determines the application of priorities to Center efforts through the selection of activities that promote the focus areas recommended by the Advisory Council. The SC consists of approximately thirteen voting members and two non-voting members and meets semi-annually in person and as needed via conference call. Membership and bylaws are shown in appendices 6, 6 and 7. 
c. Ad Hoc Subcommittees 

Several ad hoc subcommittees have been appointed to investigate specific issues and develop recommendations. Committee have been initiated by the Advisory Council and the Steering Committee. Committee membership is not necessarily limited to members of those bodies. For membership lists of all subcommittees shown below, see appendix 8.
· Priorities Subcommittees:

Charge: The committee was appointed at the initial (October 2003) meeting of the Advisory Council, and charged with setting protocols for priority establishment. After a period of inaction, the committee was re-charged by the Advisory Council at the December 2004 meeting.

Membership: Members represented the Center for Agricultural Partnerships, Monsanto Corporation, North Carolina A&T University, Oklahoma State University, the SERA03-IPM (Southern Region IPM Technical Committee), Texas A&M University, University of Florida, Southern Region SARE, and SRIPMC staff. 

· 1890s Subcommittee:

Charge: Identify and pursue ways that Regional IPM Centers and SRIPMC in particular can better engage with 1890s universities for our mutual benefit.

Membership: 1890s Extension Directors, 1890s Experiment Station Directors, 1862 Experiment Station Directors, North Carolina A&T University, the SERA03-IPM (Southern Region IPM Technical Committee), Tennessee State University Cooperative Extension Program, USDA/CSREES, University of Florida, U.S. EPA, and SRIPMC staff.
· Foundation Funds Account Subcommittee:

Charge: Develop a draft operating procedure to set up less restricted funds for key Center activities for which federal funding is not possible. 

Membership: Members represent the Center for Agricultural Partnerships, Cotton, Inc., the SERA03-IPM (Southern Region IPM Technical Committee), the University of Florida IPM Program, and SRIPMC staff.

· Website Subcommittee:

Charge: To review the test site and provide feedback. 

Membership: Representatives of the North Carolina Strawberry Growers Association, the Southern Plant Diagnostic Network, the SERA03-IPM, USDA/CSREES, University of Florida, University of Kentucky, and SRIPMC.

· Charter Subcommittee:

Charge: To set guidelines for the AC. Items to be addressed include the guidelines for the rotation of leaders and members; tasks and responsibilities of the chair and co-chair; and address the AC’s make up and role within the Center.

Membership: Members represent Monsanto Corporation; the SERA03-IPM (Southern Region IPM Technical Committee); Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, U.S. EPA, and SRIPMC staff. 
B. PROGRAMMATIC ASPECTS 

1.
Identifying and Prioritizing IPM 

a. What was done and what resulted:

· Advisory Council, two committees and a SWOT analysis

A committee was appointed at the initial (October 2003) meeting of the Advisory Council, and charged with setting protocols for priority establishment. The committee recommended only that SRIPMC use established methods of collecting and prioritizing programming needs. 

The committee was restructured at the December, 2004 meeting of the Advisory Council and charged with determining specific protocols to set priorities. Facilitation was provided by SRIPMC staff. This group met both by conference call and in person. This committee did not suggest specific priorities for SRIPMC, but did develop a small set of recommendations that were subsequently adopted by the Advisory Council and Steering Committee. Among these is a matrix of Center resources plotted against Center functions, with a goal of distinguishing our resources (e.g., individual grants programs) in part by the priorities they address.

The Advisory Council undertook a SWOT (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, threats) analysis at its December 2004 meeting. The product of this exercise has since been used in a variety of ways, including as an aid to development of requests for applications (RFAs). The SWOT analysis is shown in appendix 9 and has been posted online (http://www.sripmc.org/ac/SWOT_December 04.pdf).

· IPM Enhancement Grants Program

The IPM Enhancement Grants Program (“IPM EP”, formerly the “Center Grants Program”) funds and supports Pest Management Strategic Plans as detailed below.

Beginning with the 2005 RFA, the IPM Enhancement Grants Program offered funds on a competitive basis to develop or update IPM priorities for a particular IPM setting. No proposals of this project type were submitted in the first funding cycle after this change was made.

At the direction of the Steering Committee, the 2006 RFA for the IPM Enhancements Program will focus on start-up and capstone projects. Proposals to fund issue-oriented work groups that will identify IPM priorities are expected.

· Pest Management Strategic Plans

SRIPMC supports development and publication of Pest Management Strategic Plans (PMSPs) through competitive grants (IPM Enhancements Program), offering facilitation of PMSP workshops, participating in PMSP workshops, and managing the national online PMSP database. A key component of all is a PMSPs is delineation of priorities for research, extension and regulatory action for the commodity. As of January 3, 2006 35 PMSPs have been completed in the Southern Region, and 8 PMSPs are currently in process. The current status of all PMSPs for the region is shown in appendix 10. 

· Critical Issues grant support

SRIPMC provides small amounts of funding and occasional staff support through our “Critical Issues” program. Modest funds for this purpose are retained from the IPM EP program for possible distribution at those times when the RFA is not open but a timely response is needed. Projects are funded if they are deemed worthwhile by SRIPMC staff and the Steering Committee, and if funds are available at the time of the request. This approach allows SRIPMC to address issues in a timely basis, often leveraging considerable external support with our limited funds. This approach responds to stakeholder priorities that are defined as high-priority in part by a time component. The critical issues support we have awarded and outcomes are listed in section 3.

· Projects supported by external grants

On occasion an IPM issue may be defined as high priority by virtue of the fact that significant funds have been made available by major stakeholders to address the issue. Twice SRIPMC has addressed important IPM priorities defined in this way. One was with the Pink Hibiscus Mealybug project, and the other was with the soybean rust project. These projects are listed under section 3. 

· Web-based IPM priorities database

The SRIPMC provides a public website that allows all stakeholders to recommend (and provide documentation for) specific priorities. To date 15 priorities have been posted by a small number of submitters. These may be viewed online at (http://www.sripmc.org/Policy/Priorities). Unfortunately, most of these include little if any documentation, a key component in validating any priority.

· Pest Management Alternatives Program

In early 2005 a general call was released through many SRIPMC contacts (IPM Coordinators, State Contacts, etc.) for input on Southern Region priorities to the national Pest Management Alternatives Program RFA. Submissions made by email were collected, organized and condensed to six priorities by SRIPMC leadership. These were subsequently included in the national PMAP RFA.

For the FY2006 program, the existing list of priorities was shared broadly via the same email contacts, with changes or additions solicited. Many comments were received regarding issues affecting the North Carolina grape industry, but these were largely too specific to apply to this purpose. At the recommendation of the Advisory Council, the original list of six priorities was narrowed to five, dropping one specific item which did not fit with others. Also, a grape IPM example was added as one of the explanatory examples.

b: Challenges

Resolution: The most daunting challenge we face in terms of identifying IPM priorities has to do with the issue of resolution. At what level of resolution is it useful to solicit, organize, and act upon priorities? Consider the following continuum of specificity: 
At the general end of the spectrum is a single priority that reads something like “Do good work in IPM.” Of course this is so general as to be essentially useless in making difficult decisions on how to allocate limited resources. 

At the specific end of the spectrum is a huge number of IPM needs, often dealing with specific control measures for single pests on single crops. Even in only one state, much less the entire southern region, these “needs” can number in the thousands. Because they are so many, each important in its own way, we will only ever be able to address but a fraction of them at any one time.

The key to productively using priorities is to place one’s program at the appropriate place on the spectrum, somewhere between the two extremes. We must address issues that are specific enough to at least potentially be “solvable” but also broad enough to maintain relevance and value to enough of our stakeholders.

Our region, as with any other, has an overabundance of settings or sites where IPM should be addressed. We could productively spend all of our resources in any number of single settings, such as the one with the most acres (cotton? forestry?), the one with the highest pesticide use per unit area (perhaps some greenhouse crop?) the one that directly affects the most people (IPM in schools?), or the one with the most urgent crisis (soybean, with soybean rust?). In practice we allocate our resources using a mix of these and other considerations.

· Priorities and Documentation: In the past some IPM support programs have essentially left the issue of prioritization up to the skills and eloquence of those requesting support. If the Principal Investigator on a grant proposal could make an appropriate case about the importance of the issue, the proposal was deemed fundable. This has led in some cases to basing the priority of a need on the writing skills of the grant writer rather than on true relative value of the need compared to all others. 

SRIPMC in its major grants programs (S-RIPM and IPM EP) now rewards documentation of stakeholder priorities. This is a relatively new expectation here and one with which PIs have not been particularly skillful to date. For instance, submissions to our web page clearinghouse of priorities are generally very poorly documented. Over time we hope this aspect will engender more and more consistent documentation of priorities by stakeholder groups.

· Aligning Programs with Priorities: We are also making an effort with some success to separate the types of priorities that we address with different components of our program. Thus the S-RIPM RFAs require a multi-state component but the Critical Issues program is more able to help address urgent and even single-state issues in a timely manner. For FY2006 the “Special Projects” proposal type in the IPM Enhancement Program will be replaced with start-up and capstone projects. 

c. Plans for the future:

SRIPMC will continue to solicit, distribute and use stakeholder-identified priorities in ways similar to those we have used to date. We will continue to fund PMSPs and priorities documents through the IPM EP. We will continue to accept and display priorities on our web site, but we will attempt to more clearly communicate the value of documentation to validate those priorities. We will continue to address critical issues as they arise and as stakeholders make the case. In all likelihood grants programs like S-RIPM and IPM EP will continue to evaluate proposals in part based on their links to stakeholder-identified priorities, so we are hopeful that over time researchers and Extension specialists will be motivated to prompt discussion of a definition of IPM priorities by stakeholder groups.

2.
Organizing and Coordinating Efforts to Address Identified Needs (programs and activities developed in support of the identified needs) (5 pages) 

a. Organization, procedures and structures to address identified priorities: SRIPMC procedures and structure are organized around the concept of responding to stakeholder-identified needs. Examples include:

· Advisory Council and Steering Committee:  The Advisory Council, comprising a diverse range of stakeholders from across the region, meets semi-annually. Discussions are focused on gathering input and suggesting directions for Center staff. The Steering Committee routinely meets soon after the Advisory Council – usually the next day – and sets policy based on AC recommendations.

· Grants Programs and Grants Management: 

S-RIPM RFA and management: For several years prior to the creation of the regional centers, the regional IPM technical committee, now known as SERA03-IPM, took primary leadership in developing the annual Request for Applications for the Southern Regional IPM Grants Program (S-RIPM). SRIPMC now has the responsibility for writing the RFA, and we do so after gathering input from many stakeholders. Because SERA03-IPM comprises representatives of the research and Extension IPM communities of our Land Grant universities, precisely the people who are eligible to apply for S-RIPM grants, we take special care to solicit input from this group.

Starting in FY 2005, the S-RIPM grants program has included a regional relevance component of the proposal evaluation and ranking process. Proposals include a “relevance statement” limited to three pages, which is reviewed and ranked by a separate relevance panel. The panel consists of stakeholders from within the region who use the RFA to rank proposals based on value within the region. A separate technical panel of experts from outside the region reviews and ranks proposals for scientific merit. Scores from both panels are combined to make final funding recommendations to USDA/CSREES.

Beginning with the FY 2006 competition, S-RIPM is using an electronic submissions procedure developed in-house.

Excerpts from the FY 2006 S-RIPM RFA are shown in appendix 12. Projects funded by S-RIPM for FY 2005 are shown in appendix 13.

IPM Enhancements RFA and management: The IPM Enhancement Grants Program was known as “Center Grants” until 2005. The RFA for this program is always structured to incorporate aspects recommended by the Advisory Council and subsequently approved by the Steering Committee. The change in program name was made to lessen confusion about different programs. It represents one example of AC and SC input in the process. Continued funding of State Contact projects is also a direct result of annual AC and SC policies. The 2006 RFA will also change significantly based on AC and SC policy to narrow the focus of the program. State Contact and IPM Documents will be funded by one RFA, and another will solicit proposals for small ($25,000 maximum) start-up and capstone projects.

An electronic submissions procedure was instituted in the 2005 cycle of this program and will continue to be utilized. 

Since its inception this program has funded State Contact projects, Crop Profile and Pest Management Strategic Plan (PMSPs) development projects, and research and extension IPM projects. 

The 2006 IPM Enhancements RFA are shown in appendix 14. Projects funded are shown in appendix 15. A list of completed Crop Profiles and PMSPs from the Southern Region are shown in appendix 11 and 10, respectively.

· Outreach and Information Dissemination: SRIPMC undertakes outreach and information dissemination through our website, newsletter and feature articles. These are discussed in section B.3.a below.

b. New or unique initiatives: SRIPMC has pursued a number of new and unique initiatives in our efforts to address the southern region’s IPM priorities. These include: 

· Soybean rust response:  Soybean rust (SBR) is a disease pest of legumes that moved into the western hemisphere several years ago and was first found in the continental U.S. late in the 2004 growing season. SRIPMC has partnered with other agencies in several ways to address this important threat. 

SBR training workshop: In 2004 the SRIPMC provided funding and other support for a two-day introductory workshop on SBR for Extension plant pathologists. This was a cooperative effort with the Southern Plant Diagnostic Network (SPDN). Specialists from across the Southern region participated. Extension specialists from Delaware and New York also attended.

USDA/CSREES provided funding to sponsor participation by several Extension specialists from the southern and north central regions in a 10-day educational tour in Brazil. SRIPMC recruited two participants (Dr. Carrie Harmon, SPDN and University of Florida, and Dr. Alan Henn, University of Mississippi) and also sent Director James VanKirk to represent the IPM Centers. In addition SRIPMC provided funds for participation by a (private sector) IPM consultant, Mr. Harold Lambert of Louisiana.

Starting in late September of 2005 SRIPMC assumed leadership and management responsibility for the project “National Legume Risk Management Tool Development Project”. This is a $2,300,000 project to manage the national monitoring network, develop, improve and maintain a web-based information management system, and integrate local crop and pest risk data with records of pest management decisions and actions for risk management purposes. Funding for this program is from a cooperative agreement between three USDA agencies: the Risk Management Agency (RMA), CSREES, and the Southern Region IPM Center. This partnership represents an exciting new approach to funding IPM implementation. The SRIPMC is receiving slightly more than $50,000 and no indirect costs have been charged to this program, which includes subcontracts to all soybean-producing states, and several dry bean-producing states in the western U.S.

· Pink Hibiscus Mealybug Project:  At the request of CSREES, SRIPMC in 2005 assumed leadership and management responsibility for the project “Early Detection and Rapid Response System for the Pink Hibiscus Mealybug through Education, Training, and Implementation of Integrated Pest Management”. The pest was found at a Florida nursery soon after plant shipments had been made to many retailers in states across the country. USDA/APHIS has developed biological control methods that are very successful in eradicating the pest, but the key was to identify infestations at an early stage. Ours is a one year project funded for $50,000 by the USDA/CSREES Critical Issues Program to train first responders. SRIPMC’s role is to manage two subcontracts, one to the North Central IPM Center and the other to the University of Florida. Subcontractors provided educational materials, distance- (online at http://www.ncpmc.org/phmb/index.cfm) and on-sight (Gainesville, FL, June 23-24, 2005) education to first responders on methods to monitor and identify the pink hibiscus mealybug (PHB), an invasive insect. SRIPMC took only $500 from this project, representing .005 FTE for SRIPMC Director VanKirk. No indirect costs to NCSU are included. Description of the Gainesville workshop including cover page and the table of contents of the training manual are presented in appendix 16.
· Methyl Bromide Phase-Out: 

Coordination of Critical Use Exemption Applications: Steve Toth, Associate Director for Regulatory Issues for the Southern Region IPM Center, has coordinated the development of the methyl bromide critical use exemption applications for the Southeastern Strawberry Consortium, the Southeastern Tomato Consortium, the Southeastern Pepper Consortium, and the Southeastern Cucurbit Consortium since 2002. Activities include working with the cooperating states in the Southeastern U.S. to gather research data from Land-grant university scientists and other stakeholders, completing the application forms, and submitting the applications to the EPA. Critical use exemption applications from the Southeastern Strawberry Consortium, the Southeastern Tomato Consortium, the Southeastern Pepper Consortium, and the Southeastern Cucurbit Consortium were completed and submitted to the EPA by the September 9, 2002 deadline.

The USDA, EPA, and U.S. State Department collectively submitted a request to the International Committee for exemption of the critical uses of methyl bromide in the U.S. This first round of requests by the U.S. resulted in 19.7 million pounds of methyl bromide allowed for critical uses in 2005, including for strawberry, pepper, tomato, melon, cucumber, and squash production in the southeast. Additional exemptions have been authorized for these critical uses in the 2006 calendar year as a result of subsequent applications. Applications for 2007 through 2009 were completed and submitted by the Southeastern Consortia on August 8, 2005. 

Multi-state Extension Workshop on Alternatives to Methyl Bromide: The Southern Region IPM Center is also committed to supporting activities that will help growers in the Southern Region identify and adopt methyl bromide alternatives that will result in effective soil pest management as the methyl bromide phase-out proceeds. SRIPMC funded a workshop organized by Frank Louws and Rob Welker with the Plant Pathology Department at North Carolina State University. The Methyl Bromide Alternatives Agent Training workshop was held February 23-24, 2005 in Raleigh, North Carolina. The workshop trained 25 Extension agents from North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Tennessee, and Virginia. 

Methyl Bromide Alternatives for Country Ham: The Southern Region IPM Center funded a meeting on December 8, 2005 to prepare a research plan for identifying and developing pest management alternatives to methyl bromide for the country ham industry. The Center hosted the meeting in Raleigh, North Carolina and assisted with the travel costs of 21 regional and national experts. A research plan for securing funds for methyl bromide alternative research and Extension was accomplished.

· Insecticide Resistance Brochure: Cooperation with Industry-Sponsored Insecticide Resistance Action Committee (IRAC): The industry-sponsored Insecticide Resistance Action Committee (IRAC) has developed an insecticide mode of action classification table and supporting materials in an effort to help insecticide users manage insecticide resistance by properly alternating different chemical classes. These materials can be found at the IRAC web site at: http://www.irac-online.org/. SRIPMC developed a stand-alone insecticide resistance fact sheet for use by Land-grant university Extension specialists and researchers. Initially, printed (1,000 copies per state or territory) and electronic copies of the brochure were distributed throughout the Southern Region. The brochures have been used in the southern states at field days, scouting schools, pesticide applicator re-certification classes, IPM training schools and short courses, and university classes. 

Eventually the information in the brochure will be adapted for and incorporated into existing Extension and research publications for widespread distribution and use by growers, consultants, and other pest managers. The brochure and accompanying table are available as PDF documents on the Center’s web site at: http://www.sripmc.org/IRACMOA/. The Insecticide Resistance Management Brochure is available in appendix 2.

· Biosecurity First Responders Training: The SRIPMC is working closely with the National Plant Diagnostic Network (NPDN) on development of first responder training through an NRI grant ($450,000) to Gerald Holmes (SPDN) and Ron Stinner (SRIPMC). The SRIPMC was contacted by the SPDN during the proposal process to join them because of our IPM and IT expertise. 

c. A few key outputs and outcomes:

Many of the key outputs and outcomes of our activities are included in the discussions of particular activities above. To reiterate:

· A list of projects funded by the S-RIPM grants program are shown in appendix 12. 

· A list of projects funded by the IPM Enhancement Grants programs are shown in appendix 15

· Lists of complete crop profiles and PMSPs are shown in appendix 11 and 10, respectively

· The IRAC Insecticide Resistance Management Brochure is shown in appendix 2

· A publication funded by Critical Issues funds, Broadcast Baits for Fire Ant Control  is presented as appendix 17

· Mid-Atlantic Guide to the Pests and Beneficials of Corn, Soybean, and Small Grains funded by the IPM Enhancement Grants program, is described in appendix 18. 

· The cover and table of contents from publication funded by the S-RIPM grants program, Texas Corn Production Emphasizing Pest Management and Irrigation is shown in appendix 19. 

· The national soybean rust website, funded by the project we manage, is shown in appendix 20. 

d.
Challenges: Our challenges are familiar, but no less limiting because of familiarity. 

· Limited resources:  SRIPMC is insufficiently funded and staffed to properly address all the work in IPM that should be done. Our grants programs fund excellent projects but leave many very good proposals unfunded. 

· Prioritization: The work that needs to be done is much greater than the work we are able to address. We are in a constant battle to pick and choose what to do. Unfortunately choices may be made based on what is urgent rather than what is important.

· Bureaucracy:  Any public program like ours must function in such a way as to clearly demonstrate attributes such as fairness, accountability, proper accounting, etc. Quite often staff must devote significant time and effort to meet the letter of federal, state, and university rules, some of which at times seem to be mutually exclusive. Although necessary, dealing with this issue is often frustrating and time consuming and negatively impacts efficient operation. Many of the entities we deal with are themselves, in turn, resource challenged – grants and contract offices appear to be overworked and understaffed, leading to system-wide delays, duplication, and frustration.

· Resource Database: Our regional online IPM resources database is hindered by its dependence on the national IPM search engine managed at Iowa State University. Unlike the Northeastern Region IPM Center’s database, ours depends on comprehensive, frequent and routine indexing of IPM-related servers in the region. To date that is not occurring. 

e.
Future plans

· Training of U. S. EPA OPP/BEAD Staff:  SRIPMC will organize and host a training event in June 2006 for EPA’s Biological and Economic Analysis Division (BEAD) to enhance BEAD’s knowledge of specialty vegetables and herb production systems and to provide an opportunity for BEAD staff to interact informally with growers, agricultural workers, Extension service staff and university researchers. The training event, held in production areas during the growing season, will be led by Land Grant researchers and Extension staff, and area growers, with faculty from other states also participating. This project will be funded by an EPA grant.

· 1890s meeting:  SRIPMC is in the midst of planning a 2-day regional meeting with the goal of enhancing collaboration in IPM programming among the Center, 1890s Land Grant institutions and 1862 Land Grant institutions. Scheduled for June 2006, we hope this meeting will provide a forum to discuss mutual concerns, get to know each other’s resources and strengths, learn about existing successful partnerships, and investigate new and better ways to work together.

3.
Organizing Multistate Communication Networks (5 pages)

a. What as done, and what was the result

· State Contacts and Information Requests

Funding is available through our IPM Enhancement program 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 providing oversight for the development of crop profiles and pest management strategic plans (PMSPs). 

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. Appendix 21 provides a list of the current State Contacts and their web sites for the Southern Region IPM Center’s Multi-state Communication Network.
In an effort to avoid multiple and redundant information requests from the EPA to research and Extension scientists at the Land-grant universities, EPA has agreed to funnel information requests through USDA’s Office of Pest Management Policy (OPMP). OPMP, in turn, contacts IPM Centers for responses to these information requests. The Regional IPM Centers have each established their own pest management information networks to handle the requests from the OPMP. Responses received from the states and territories in the Southern Region are collated and submitted to the requesting agency by the Southern Region IPM Center. The Center’s Associate Director for Regulatory Issues is responsible for these activities.

As a result of the coordination of information requests by the State Contacts participating in the Southern Region IPM Center’s multi-state information network, Land-grant university scientists and other stakeholders in states and territories of the Southern U. S. provided critical and timely information on pyrethrins, piperonyl butoxide, MGK-264, cycloate, malathion, ferbam, dicofol, captan, thiram, simazine, worker exposure as a result of cabbage thinning and harvesting, and worker exposure during chemigation practices in 2004. In 2005, Land-grant university scientists and other stakeholders responded to information requests regarding 2,4-D, PCNB, propanil, napropamide, malathion, azinphos-methyl, chloroneb, bulk containers, EBDC fungicides, chlorsulfuron, tetrachlorvinphos, dimethipin, streptomycin, oxytetracycline, ferbam, mancozeb, ametryn, aldicarb, and copper. Records of the responses are shown in appendix 22 and on the Southern Region Integrated Pest Management Center web site at: http://www.sripmc.org/requests/index.cfm?strUSDARegion=Southern.

State Contacts are required to attend an annual State Project Leader’s Meeting arranged by the Center. This meeting provides an opportunity for Center staff and State Contacts to meet face-to-face to discuss current Center activities, regulatory issues influencing IPM, IPM funding opportunities for states/territories in the Region, operation of the Center’s Multistate Communication Network, new and existing guidelines for IPM documents (such as crop profiles and PMSPs), and other relevant topics. Center staff and State Contacts also discuss plans, progress, challenges and future opportunities for the Center. Finally, State Contacts from each state/territory provide reports on their activities during the past year.

State Project Leader’s meetings were held in Raleigh, North Carolina on December 7, 2004 and January 4, 2006. Appendix 23 provides the agendas for these meetings.

· List server for SERA03-IPM: 

SRIPMC manages a list server seraipm@sripmc.org  for the SERA03-IPM technical committee. This mail list was developed in response to a request from the committee in 2005. To date it has not been used extensively.

· Outreach and information dissemination:

SRIPMC Website: The original SRIPMC website was designed and coordinated with the National site for a same look and feel. Although the previous Regional Pest Management Center was located at University of Florida, NCSU maintained the web site for the Southern Region. During 2005, the site was completely redesigned to address a number of limitations and fit with a design originally developed by Spider Graphics for the Northeast Region. This design has now been adopted for the National Site and the North Central Region Site.

The new site (www.sripmc.org) features easier navigation, a national/regional IPM search engine developed and maintained at Iowa State (John Van Dyk, e.g., http://www.sripmc.org/ipm_states.cfm?state=FL), and IPM information of interest to Southern Region stakeholders.

The site now uses web services for the Crop Profiles and Pest Management Strategic Plans (http://www.sripmc.org/rese_profiles.cfm) stored on the national sever, as well as News, Funding Opportunities, and Job Listings maintained on the Northeast IPM Center server. All of this is transparent to the user.

Additional features include a Center newsletter, links to state pest alerts and newsletters (http://www.sripmc.org/NewsAlerts/newsletter/index.cfm), online software for current pest news sharing currently being used by Virginia (http://www.sripmc.org/Virginia), and other regional IPM publications (http://www.sripmc.org/publications.cfm).
The site allows stakeholders to view current regional priorities and to document new priorities for consideration by Center committees. There is also a section that tracks EPA and USDA information requests to the Regional Network.

During 2004, we worked with Kentucky to set up an online survey housed by the SRIPMC server, and provided web training to 5 individuals from Kentucky and North Carolina.

We developed, and continue to improve, an electronic grant submission, review and reporting system for the Southern Region grant programs that we manage (SRIPMC Enhancement Grants and S-RIPM). This is a secure system, part of which will be replaced by e-Grants. However, we plan on maintaining the reporting aspects so that our research and extension projects are accountable for their funding.

“Southern Exposure,” the Center’s newsletter: “Southern Exposure” is distributed via PDF to members of the IPM community across the region and is also archived on the website.. The distribution list included members of the Southern Region IPM Center Advisory Council and Steering Committee; Extension and research faculty at Land Grant universities; Extension and Experiment Station Directors of the Northeastern, North Central and Western IPM Centers, and federal employees with USDA. Recipients are asked to share the newsletter with county agents and others within their departments. 

The newsletter, which receives an average of 500+ visits per month, was originally a monthly publication. Starting after the April 2005 issue, we adopted a quarterly publication schedule. 

Copies of Southern Exposure are shown in appendix 24. 

Feature Articles and News Releases: One of the Center’s goals is to gain placement of feature articles and news releases in national and local publications aside from our newsletter in order to generate increased appreciation of and support for the concept of IPM and for public IPM programs.
The article “Alabama Schools Use IPM to Reduce Pesticide Exposure” was featured in AgricultureOnline.com, and engendered considerable interest in implementing IPM in schools across the southern region. Many North Carolina schools were recently recognized by EPA for their IPM programs. 

Articles are also featured on organizations’ websites. These include “University of Florida Implements Pilot Program with ChemSearch,” featured on the University of Florida IPM homepage, “An Overview of the Southern Region IPM Center,” featured in EPA’s “Alphabet Soup” newsletter, and “Soybean Rust Response Planning Workshop,” featured in the Southern Plant Diagnostic Network’s newsletter. 

· Management of IPM-related projects: SRIPMC is committed to promoting the development and implementation of IPM by facilitating related regional and national projects. Examples of this to date include management of the projects described elsewhere in this document “National Legume Risk Management Tool Development Project” and “Early Detection and Rapid Response System for the Pink Hibiscus Mealybug through Education, Training, and Implementation of Integrated Pest Management”.

b. Challenges: 

· Personnel: Writer/Editor Jennifer Hodorowicz left our program at the end of 2005 to pursue a private-sector opportunity. Staff turnover is a type of challenge that is routinely expected by an organization such as this. A worrisome issue that this instance demonstrates is the disparity between pay available here in the private sector and pay available to our staff under NCSU limits. This will almost certainly affect our ability to attract and retain effective staff.

The SRIPMC staff is not large enough to undertake all the work which we could be doing. Of course we are always mindful of the need to limit “administrative” costs and devote as much funding as possible to functions (e.g. grant proposals) that are readily recognized as “real work”. While we are committed to the idea that taking on projects funded outside the IPM Centers structure (e.g. Pink Hibiscus Mealybug, Soybean Rust, etc.) is critically important to our long-term success, this approach generally exacerbates the staffing challenge. 

· The State Contact Issue: We deal with the recurring question concerning our approach to funding State Contacts. On the one hand the North Central Regional IPM Center has entirely eliminated this type of funding, apparently to no ill effect. On the other, our region along with the West receives many more requests for information on pesticide use and registrations than does the North Central region. Replies to these requests are quite valuable to EPA and OPMP, but quantifying how much value to whom is problematic. In October 2005 the Center addressed questions from the Advisory Council regarding the value of the  and State Contacts in a document available in appendix 25.

Presently, eight 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 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 multistate IPM communication 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 multistate IPM communication network in the Southern Region, which is most likely related to the funding level for State Contacts.

The funds provided for State Contacts have been used effectively as evidenced by a greater response rate and higher 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 (http://www.sripmc.org/requests/index.cfm?strUSDARegion=Southern). It is imperative that the funds available to the Southern Region IPM Center for a multistate IPM communication network be used as efficiently as possible to provide responses on behalf of all of the stakeholder groups within the Southern Region.

c. Future: 

· Our immediate plan for staffing is to hire a writer/editor. The staffing problem in general will be affected by our pending move out of the Department of Entomology. This will allow some return of indirect charges to us, in turn allowing for a small percentage of Director VanKirk’s FTE to be charged to the University. This in turn will alleviate the need to constantly juggle FTEs across grant projects.

· Funding from the Southern Region IPM Center will be available in the upcoming IPM Enhancement Grants Request for Applications for up to $25,000 per state or territory to fund State Contacts in 2006. Proposals will be funded on a competitive basis as in the past. It is hoped that the Center will receive proposals from Louisiana and Mississippi for funding of State Contacts in those states (which are not currently funded) or a proposal from a neighboring state which includes Louisiana and/or Mississippi

· We will work with State Contacts to document and report the valuable work they do. In consultation with them we are looking for functions they can provide that will clearly show their value in a productive network. We will continue to document responses and requests using the online system described above.

· Our online IPM resource database should be significantly improved with an upgrade to the national IPM search system currently underway at Iowa State University. If that upgrade is not produced in a timely and effective manner, we will consider other ways of providing the functionality we require. 

4.
Implementing Linkages with Other Regional and National Entities 

SRIPMC maintains linkages with other regional and national entities in a variety of ways, including the following:
· Partnerships with Stakeholders Through the Center’s Structure
Previous sections of this document have described the ways that SRIPM engages with other regional and national entities by engaging them in the Advisory Council, the Steering Committee, and ad hoc subcommittees. Please see appendices 3,5 and 8.

· SERA03-IPM
SERA03-IPM is the Southern Region’s land grant technical committee for IPM, consisting of all IPM Coordinators and representative researchers. This group is heavily represented on our Advisory Council and Steering Committee, and SRIPMC staff routinely participates in SERA03-IPM meetings. In February 2004 SRIPMC hosted the annual SERA03-IPM meeting at Raleigh, NC. One result is a continued sense of worthwhile involvement – i.e. ownership – by Land Grant faculty and staff in SRIPMC and other regional and federal efforts.

· Partnership with other Regional IPM Centers
The most routinely productive partnership we have is with the other three Regional IPM Centers and with USDA’s national IPM leadership. SRIPMC staff routinely participates in all IPM Centers meetings, and until January 2006 was the only Center yet to host a meeting of IPM Center leadership (in Raleigh, February 2004). Director VanKirk is the current chair of the national group, and prior to that was chair-elect. SRIPMC has taken responsibility for all meeting notes and reporting since the June 2004 meeting. 

· Southern Plant Diagnostic Network (SPDN)
SRIPMC and SPDN share a strong and productive relationship strengthened by a mutual respect for each other’s missions and ability. One of SRIPMC’s first visible actions, in early 2004, was to help fund and facilitate a soybean rust training workshop presented by SPDN. Staff from each Center routinely participates in and assists with projects and meetings sponsored by the other. Dr. Carrie Harmon of SPDN is a founding member of SRIPMC’s Advisory Council and currently serves as its chair-elect. 

· Soybean Rust Project
Leadership of the national effort to monitor and report on soybean rust in 2006 through the project “National Legume Risk Management Tool Development Project” has led to greater collaboration with old partners and entirely new partnerships with new groups. This project will involve approximately 40 subcontracts, most with Extension plant pathologists from across much of the nation and all of the Southern Region. Many of these people had previously had little if anything to do with IPM Centers. Project funds derive ultimately from the Risk Management Agency (RMA), an agency with which we had previously shared little more than a passing acquaintance. The United Soybean Board is an active member of our Advisory Council (and, formerly, Steering Committee), but this project has deepened our relationship. 
· Interagency IPM Evaluation and Reporting Group
A national work group was initiated by members of EPA’s Strategic Agricultural Initiative to address issues associated with documenting and reporting on impacts of IPM programs. Representatives of all Regional IPM Centers and all EPA regional offices are joined by participants from Farmland Trust as well as other USDA agencies and programs including SARE, NRCS, and the Office of Pesticide Management Programs (OPMP). The group met in Burlington, VT in October, 2005 and again in Portland, OR in August, 2005. SRIPMC Director James VanKirk served as meeting facilitator for both meetings, and will facilitate the 2006 meeting. Associate Director Ron Stinner has participated in both sessions. The goal of this group is to enhance collaboration across government agencies and programs in documentation and reporting of impacts from our IPM programs. Although not in place yet, we are hopeful that a tangible result will be a multi-agency online organizational and search system for project reports.

· National IPM Symposium: 
Associate Director Stinner and SRIPMC have provided online program, registration and archive services for the 4th and 5th National IPM Symposia. Writer/Editor Jen Hodorowicz served on the publicity committee for the 5th National IPM Symposium. SRIPMC Director James VanKirk is one of three national co-chairs for the 5th National IPM Symposium, to be held in St. Louis in 2006.
· Leadership in IPM online presence
With separate funding from CSREES, the Southern Region IPM Center (SRIPMC) has continued development of the National Information System for the Regional Centers, based in part on the previous Pest Management Information and Decision Support System (PMIDSS), combined with additional features and functionality from the prior Pest Management Centers national site (www.pmcenters.org), both previously managed by the NSF Center for IPM (CIPM). PMIDSS functionality was completely integrated into a web-based system, with access to all of the original databases now complete. These databases are updated on a routine basis, but had/have to be maintained current to be of value in priority setting and in providing the information necessary for science-based regulatory decisions. This original PMIDSS has now been seamlessly integrated into the USDA Regional IPM Centers’ Information System (www.ipmcenters.org)

Semi-automated updating for most of the databases is now in place as a cooperative effort among CIPM, SRIPMC and the agencies responsible for collecting the information. SRIPMC now maintains the online databases for Pipeline, CropLife Pesticide Use Data, Crop Profiles, Pest Management Strategic Plans, Crop Timelines, the CSREES/FQPA Research Projects database, CSREES Contacts database and aggregated NASS pesticide use data. IR-4 data connectivity was maintained by CIPM until 2005. Currently, web services are used to provide contact information seamlessly from IR-4 to the CSREES contacts database.

Numerous changes continue in the web interface, and work on providing customizable searches is a continuing process. The new USDA Regional IPM Centers and their unique requirements for data access and formatting continue to require considerable new programming, particularly with respect to specific regional needs. In 2005, the entire national website for the Regional Centers was redesigned, with many “behind the scenes” technological improvements.

· We completed development of additional tools such as the ability to dynamically generate downloadable Excel and Word files needed for specific USDA reports and analyses. Specifically: CSREES Funding Reports can now be dynamically created for publication; 

· Custom directories and mailing labels of state IPM Coordinators, PSEP Coordinators, and IR-4 Cooperators (using web services) can be dynamically generated for download and office use; and
· NASS and CropLife Pesticide Use Data can be searched and the results provided as Excel spreadsheets and color US maps for use in further analysis or publications. 

A steering committee composed of technical representatives from each of the Regional IPM Centers was established. The committee established guidelines for standards and communication among servers. All four Centers established their own interoperable sites, with the Southern Region and the National Site hosted by CIPM (CIPM is now the management entity for the Southern Region IPM Center). The Committee meets at least annually.

We also added two key applications, in addition to continuing support for the above. We developed an application to simplify and track information requests from USDA and EPA to the Regional Centers, and provided an archive of questions and responses. It is currently in use by the SRIPMC only. The second application involved providing access to the CABI Compendia via a logon site that allows us to verify users, track licenses and provide reports to CSREES and CABI on use of the licenses. This application includes access for 1862, 1890 and 1994 institution faculty and staff in the U.S.

To allow integration on a regional and state level, we have developed and deployed web services for Crop Profiles, Pest Management Strategic Plans, News, Funding Opportunities, Job Listings, and IR-4 contacts. Web Services allow individual servers to access nationally maintained data and present the data appropriate to their website in their format, on their web page.

We have provided funds for two subcontracts. The first subcontract to Michigan State is to develop software to more easily access and use the data required for development of Pest Management Strategic Plans. This software uses XML for compatibility with other web applications, and should be completed this year. The second subcontract to Iowa State University provides funding for continuation of a national IPM search engine that targets land-grant university information only.

SRIPMC led a collaboration among all IPM Centers to submit a preproposal to the eXtension program in 2005. Our preproposal was successful, but the subsequent full proposal was not funded. We have been encouraged to apply again.

· USAID IPM CRSP Global Information Technology: 
The RFA for the IPM CRSP Global Theme for Information Technology required all proposals to cooperate with the Regional IPM Centers. Because of our experience with the National Information System for the Centers, and our wide collaboration with IPM groups internationally, the SRIPMC was awarded the Information Technology Global Theme project ($330,000). Dr. Yulu Xia is coordinating the USAID effort and integrating the USAID efforts with the Centers’ information systems.
e. Challenges: 

Challenges associated with these partnerships are those any reasonable person would expect. We must balance the time and resources we contribute to partnership against the resources available to us to accomplish our own priorities. We believe that investments made in partnerships are fruitful, and this belief is almost always borne out.

USDA’s eXtension initiative presents its own special challenge. The response of national IPM Centers leadership to the eXtension initiative is mixed at best. SRIPMC leadership perceives the initiative as one with laudable goals but poor execution. In particular, it appears as though eXtension leadership is interested in building an online system for Extension that fails to take advantage of a great deal of good work that has already been accomplished. To paraphrase, eXtension is about a decade late and many dollars short. IPM Centers and their predecessor organizations have been building and refining the online Extension presence for IPM for many years. In its short history eXtension has essentially repudiated that work. We assume the same has been done in areas other than IPM. 
f. Future plans: 

SRIPMC will continue to pursue collaboration with others interested in IPM development and implementation.
The National Information System has recently agreed to host www.ipm.gov, and the developing PIPE2 (Pest Information Platform for Education and Extension), a new program based on the new National Legume Risk Management Development Tool (Soybean Rust) funding from the Risk Management Agency. 

SRIPMC has no plans at this time to pursue any relationship with or funding from eXtension.
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