Do IPM Centers Belong in AFRI in 2001 and Beyond?
Historical Perspective and Current Situation
The suite of IPM programs supported through AREERA Section 406 funding include Regional IPM Centers, CAR, RAMP, Methyl Bromide Transitions and the Integrated Organic Program. These programs all were conceived and initially implemented in the years soon after passage of the Food Quality Protection Act. Although Regional IPM Centers are often considered as derived from and funded by funds previously devoted to the Pesticide Impact Assessment Program (PIAP), funding for the other 406 IPM programs was essentially “new” to NIFA’s pest management portfolio.  
406 IPM programs have functioned effectively and efficiently for a decade as originally intended to identify and prioritize pest management challenges and to address those challenges effectively through research, extension and implementation programs. None the less, funding for these programs does not appear in the USDA’s proposed FY 2012 budget. Inclusion of the functionality until now provided by 406 IPM programs in future AFRI RFAs is perhaps the most promising avenue for preserving the functionality demonstrated by these programs in improving risk management in economic, environmental and human health arenas.
This presentation focuses primarily on only one 406 IPM program, Regional IPM Centers . Many points also apply to other components of the 406 IPM suite.
USDA’s Valuation of IPM
Funding decisions made by USDA provide a very clear indication of the value that the Department places upon its many programs. For close to 30 years the Department sent a clear message that it places high value on IPM programs, and that valuation was raised significantly with onset of the 406 IPM portfolio. 406 IPM programs currently utilize about 47% of the funding dedicated to IPM programs in the NIFA budget[footnoteRef:-1]. Continued provision for the functions provided by 406 IPM programs will not only fund important work, but also indicate USDA’s continuing commitment to IPM as an essential element of managing economic, environmental and human health risk. Conversely, moving such funds to AFRI absent corresponding direction that they be used for IPM would clearly indicate USDA-NIFA’s devaluation of IPM.  [-1:  406 IPM programs: CAR $1.3m, RAMP $4.2m, IPMCenters $3.9m, MBT $3.0m; Other IPM programs: PMAP $1.4m, IPM and BC $2.4m, EIPM $9.9m] 

Focus on IPM Centers
This presentation by design focuses on funding for functions addressed for a decade by Regional IPM Centers. Many of the ideas presented here either apply directly to other 406 IPM programs. Similar arguments could be made for CAR, RAMP, and MBT on the basis of the specific missions of each of those programs.
Do IPM Centers Do Their Jobs Well?
Regional IPM Centers are widely supported by a diverse set of stakeholders. Perhaps the most objective answer to this question is found in the report of the IPM Centers Mid-Term Review Panel. This report, available from Dr. Mike Fitzner, is clearly very supportive of the work accomplished to that point by IPM Centers.
Do IPM Centers Deliver Adequate Value?
Ultimately investment decisions are a matter of estimating how resources can best be placed to optimize return. Regional IPM Centers now how a decade-long record, providing data with which to judge whether return on the USDA investment in them has been sufficient and with which to estimate whether continued investment would be wise.
Although IPM Centers usually do not do IPM research, extension, education and evaluation, they facilitate the work of others to do more IPM and to do IPM better and more efficiently.
The following is a list a functions that have been and are presently provided by Regional IPM Centers in support of national IPM efforts. This list is by no means exhaustive, but rather a selection of examples. For several examples it is difficult to imagine achieving comparable functionality had IPM Centers not existed to address them.
What Functions and Outputs Do IPM Center Provide?
· Stakeholder engagement is perhaps the single most important value delivered by Regional IPM Centers. Unsurprisingly, “all roads lead to Washington” when one considers federal programming in IPM. Unfortunately not all stakeholders have the resources or inclination to “go to” Washington. Many of them are willing and able, however, to interact at the regional level. As a result, many more stakeholder are aware of USDA’s IPM programs, feel that they have a voice in how they are prioritized and delivered, and appreciate both the challenges and the value of those programs. Programs better designed and delivered because “customer” needs are better integrated. Public attitudes about the value of USDA IPM programs in particular and public programming in general is enhance.  Examples of stakeholder engagement: Pest Management Strategic Plan (PMSP) workshops, Regional IPM Working Groups, Center advisory and stakeholder boards, Center steering committees. 
· Multiplier for USDA: Without IPM Centers, USDA-NIFA Program Leaders dealt directly with all IPM stakeholders. That list included 1862, 1890 and 1994 Land Grant Universities in 56 states and territories as well as many organizations of growers, consultants, environmental and community groups, etc. Regional IPM Centers streamline communications in both directions by providing four regional conduits. NIFA Program Leaders have can be much more efficient. Also, stakeholders each are faced with less “competition” to be heard.
· Regionality: Clearly different geographic parts of the US differ in important aspects that affect priority setting and programming for IPM.  Regional IPM Centers provide USDA with a regional overlay to the national map that facilitates appropriate and effective programming choices.  Recent manifestations 
· Support for EPA Regulatory Decisions: 406 IPM programs were developed in part as a response to new priorities resulting from passage of the Food Quality Protection Act (FQPA). IPM Centers represent part of USDA’s response to FQPA’s mandate for cooperation with EPA in regulatory decision making. Regional IPM Centers address this need in part through routine production of Crop Profiles and PMSPs, routinely used by EPA staff and also by coordination of responses to specific requests from EPA routed through OPMP. EPA and OPMP continue to be very strong proponents of the IPM Center approach. EPA indicates that their need for this type of information is about to grow dramatically. 
· Collaboration and Support of Other Departments and Agencies: Many agencies both within and outside of USDA deal with IPM issues. Regional IPM Centers facilitate and participate in multi-agency partnerships that improve effectiveness. Recent examples include:
· Dept. of Housing and Urban Development, training at Public Housing Authorities across the nation on IPM methods to manage (primarily) human health risk associated with structural IPM. All IPM Centers participate under leadership of NEIPMC. 
· Tribal collaborations: NCIPM has made a major effort to work through the 1994 LGU system, recently facilitating an IPM Summit as well as programs on School, Community Gardening and Pesticide Risk Reduction
· Water Quality Programs: WIPMC has taken a lead in collaboration across the West to identify and address common issues with regional and state Water Quality program. 
· National Clean Plant Network: All IPM Centers are currently working with NCPN to plan and implement outreach and educational programs.
· NRCS: SRIPMC has funded projects to educate growers on utilization of NRCS EQIP resources to address important resource conservation goals; NEIPMC and NCIPMC have sponsored working groups and conferences to improve collaboration among state IPM programs, Extension prograrms regional IPM programs, Soil and Water Conservation Districts, and state and federal NRCS offices.
· Centers for Disease Control: SRIPMC funded and NCIPMC helped facilitate the “Southern Region Conference to Assess Needs in IPM to Reduce the Incidence of Tick-Borne Diseases”. That effort has resulted in a continuing informal work group comprising collaborators from several agencies across the region.
· Resource Leveraging: Virtually all IPM Center activities result in and benefit from leveraging of resources from other sources. Recent documented examples include
· WIPMC  has documented a 2 for 1 return totaling $11 million on its grant programs.
· NEIPMC has brought in formal program funds totaling $1,850,773 from ARS, NRCS, other NIFA programs, RMA, US EPA and HUD
· NCIPMC manages an interagency fund provided by US EPA currently valued at $51,000
· SRIPMC manages ipmPIPE funds as part of a tripartite agreement among SRIPMC, RMA and NIFA totaling more than $10 million  
· Quick response to urgent needs: IPM Centers are often able to respond in a timely manner with small expenditures of staff resources and funds in ways that large, annual grant programs cannot. Examples include
· Asian Soybean Rust Readiness Training Sponsored and hosted by SRIPMC with training by SPDN to prepare for arrival of ASR even before it was found in the US. Result was ability of Extension specialists to identify the pest, more important initiation of state readiness plans.
· Pink Hibiscus Mealybug Management by SRIPMC of a NIFA Critical Issues project to train first responders in monitoring and identification of an invasive nursery pest. Training and educational materials accomplished by NCIPMC in collaboration with SPDN.
· Methyl bromide alternatives on country ham: Country ham producers traditionally controlled insect pests that occur during curing with methyl bromide. In response to a NIFA request, SRIPMC put together a workshop for international regulators and country ham producers, ultimately ensuring continued compliance of producers with international agreements. 
· Pest-oriented workshops and conferences  including SRIPMC sponsorship of a workshop plan response of a new problem with slugs on several crops in VA, MD and DE; a workshop to address wireworm issues sponsored by NEIPMC
· Address priorities that may fall between the gaps of large programs. IPM Centers support projects that can be neglected by large and less nimble programs. Recent examples include:
· Pocket guide for stink bug identification: Stink bugs pests have recently become a major concern across the cotton belt, perhaps because with the onset GMO crops they are no longer controlled by routine use of broad-spectrum insecticides. The pocket ID guide produced by Ames Herbert (VA Tech) and funded by SRIPMC is an important resource for growers and consultants.
· Tick Identification Guide and smartphone app: This project  by Dr. Peter Teel (TAMU) that will be useful in both human and veterinary IPM.
· Refining Asian soybean rust monitoring: A small workshop of experts in plant pathology and monitoring methods will determine how many and where monitoring plots should be placed to drive predictive models in the most cost-effective way. 
· Bed Bugs: NEIPMC recently funded “Multimedia Materials to Educate the Public on Bed Bug IPM” addressing one of the hottest topics of concern.
· Coordination and Strategic Planning: In an era when Land Grant universities and other agencies are severely challenged to maintain staffing and other resources, collaborative planning across state, university and agency lines is critical. IPM Centers support and facilitate collaborative planning efforts that often yield dramatic results. Examples include:
· Carrot IPM efforts that began with a PMSP funded by NCIPMC, grew to included a major RAMP grant, and has significantly improved carrot IPM in the eastern US
· Apple disease IPM group. A group of northeastern tree fruit pathologists strategized about priority needs, split tasks amongst themselves, and has since succeeded in grant proposals of more than $500,000 to address key regional issues.
· School IPM: SRIPMC provided less than $10,000 to convene a meeting of school IPM experts from across the region. That group is now a vibrant and effective collaborative group that has won grants from SRIPMC, USDA and EPA to develop and promote IPM in schools, holds regular conference calls and meetings, manages a listserv, and participates in national efforts. The other three regions have comparable school IPM work groups that had similar starts and similar continuing effectiveness.
· Outreach: IPM Centers undertake the bulk of the outreach activities at for IPM at the regional and national levels, and support outreach activities at the state level. Among successful projects are many press releases; quarterly newsletters and reports; SRIPMC’s “Friends of Southern IPM” awards and recognition program; and NCIPMC’s webinars including the Sudden Oak Death webinar.
· Impact evaluation: IPM Centers have been a key partner with NIFA and others in generating and documenting evaluation of the impact of IPM programs on environmental, economic and human health issues. Among Center activities in this regard are: 
· NIPMEG, the National IPM Evaluation Work Group. Now funded primarily as an EIPM project, this work was initiated by IPM Centers as an informal collaboration among Centers, NIFA, EPA and NRCS. Center staff remain as key contributors and collaborators in this project.
· Regional impact evaluation work groups funded by both NEIPMC and NCIPMC. WIPMC supports the “Crop Pest Losses and Impact Assessment Work Group”.
·  Logic Model Implementation: As NIFA has implemented use of logic models by state IPM Coordinators and others, IPM Centers have facilitated training and supported the online website for this work. All IPM Centers require logic models be included in various grant applications.
· NASS Chemical Use Data: NCIPMC recently completed a  a template for analyzing NASS Chemical Use Data to gauge changes in pesticide use over time. Similar studies will follow.
· Pest Alerts are single-sheet documents describing key information regarding important pests. The subject of these are often critical, newly-emerged pests, and these documents have often been the first comprehensive information sources available. NCIPMC leads the development and distribution of these documents, now available online. The Pest Alerts directory is almost a litany of critical pests in this country in recent years:
· Pest Alerts
· Asian Longhorned Beetle (Anoplophora glabripennis)
· Brown Dog Tick (Rhipicephalus sanguineus)
· Brown Marmorated Stink Bug (Halyomorpha halys)
· Chili Thrips (Scirtothrips dorsalis Hood)
· Cycad Aulacaspis Scale (Aulacaspis yasumatsui)
· Lobate Lac Scale (Paratachardina lobata)
· Multicolored Asian Ladybeetle (Harmonia axyridis)
· Pink Hibiscus Mealybug (Maconellicoccus hirsutus)
· Plum Pox Virus
· Pest Alerts
· Ralstonia solanacerum
· Rocky Mountain Spotted Fever
· Soybean Aphid (Aphis glycines)
· Soybean Rust (Phakopsora pachyrhizi; Phakopsora meibomiae)
· Sudden Oak Death (Phytophthora ramorum)
· Tospoviruses (Bunyaviridae: Tospovirus)
· West Nile Virus (Flavivirus)
· Western Bean Cutworm (Striacosta albicosta Smith)
· Wood Boring Insects
· Management of Large Multistate Projects. By assisting with the administration of large multistate projects, IPM Centers relieve the administrative burden on Extension specialists and University staff, allowing them to do the research, extension and education that they were trained for, love to do, and at which they excel. Examples of this include SRIPMC’s management of the ipmPIPE (RMA/NIFA/NCSU tripartite agreements) for 5 years involving nearly 100 subcontracts, WIPMC’s management of the Legume ipmPIPE for 2 years, and SRIPMC’s imminent management of the Onion ipmPIPE (SCRI, H. Schwartz University of Colorado)
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