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This session was a rare opportunity for state IPM coordinators to interact as a national group, share a wealth of experience, and discuss issues critical to the success of their individual programs.  The group was most interested in how to develop and manage IPM programs, quantify the impacts of IPM activities, generate and invest funds, obtain and communicate IPM information, and network across disciplines and institutions.  Some of these issues were discussed during the session and others were left for consideration by collaborating state IPM coordinators (http://www.reeusda.gov/agsys/ipm/coordinators.htm).





CSREES guidelines for a successful state IPM program were provided as a basis for discussion.  The agency advised that states should have a full-time IPM coordinator who controls the budget, a highly interdisciplinary program with full support from the faculty and administration, considerable involvement with and responsiveness to clientele, and a broad based planning process with the ability to shift resources to address emerging needs.  An effective IPM program is not a kingdom unto itself, rather it works itself into the fabric of departments and Extension.  It is up-to-date, collaborative, field-oriented, creative, entrepreneurial, and focused on practical outcomes.  Information must be accessed and shared to assist stakeholder decision-making.  Additionally, salaries and other fixed costs should not exceed 50% of the 3d finding.   





Several states have very large, well-developed IPM programs with significant state funding.  For example, the New York program operates on about $1.6 million per year and individual counties in California have annual budgets of hundreds of thousands of dollars.  Texas has a statewide system of IPM extension agents who receive direction from the IPM coordinator.  However, most state IPM coordinators form “alliances of the willing” to perpetuate minimal programs involving agriculture, urban and natural areas.  Agricultural IPM is increasing rapidly because, for example, FQPA and worker protection laws are restricting the use of pesticides.  Recently, the USDA has been requiring IPM plans for all fields for which farmers receive funds from NRCS conservation programs.  There also is an increasing interest in urban IPM, including schools, parks, roads, airports, and neighborhoods with associated funding opportunities.  Proposition 65 in California and proposed federal school IPM legislation are notable changes.  Natural resource IPM is not far behind agricultural and community IPM, particularly in states with large undeveloped areas threatened by invasive species.





The IPM conference focused a considerable amount of attention on measuring the adoption of IPM practices.  To some extent, this was due to the recent GAO report, “Management Improvements Needed to Further Promote Integrated Pest Management” (http://www.gao.gov).  The IPM coordinators attempt to increase the adoption of IPM and quantify it in annual reports to CSREES according to areas of activity.  These reports must be approved before 3d funds are provided to the states.  The CSREES reporting system has improved over time but still lacks a mechanism for obtaining accurate data on measuring IPM implementation.  A committee was formed during the session to develop a process for efficiently updating the tabular data in the reports.  It is particularly difficult to document the desired outcomes of state IPM activities in terms of high-risk pesticide reduction.


   


Smith-Lever 3d funds from CSREES are invested differently in each state with the intention of using them to leverage additional resources for IPM research and extension activities.  IPM coordinators typically manage some of the 3d funds to maintain statewide IPM programs, often including “seed grants” of $1,000 to $10,000.  Generally, 3d funds are invested in the IPM areas of emphasis and, in some states, advisory committees help with decisions on IPM program direction and funding.  State IPM coordinators are expected to augment 3d funds with grants and contracts.





IPM coordinators were asked to describe their primary roles and they responded with the following list: bring people together, communicate, obtain grants, provide training, collect data, prepare reports, broker information, be a clearing house, disseminate information, assist clientele, serve as a catalyst, create synergy, encourage, hire good people, build teams, change attitudes about IPM, establish linkages, listen to needs and find solutions, network, be a cheerleader, publicize and market IPM, and work at it!  This list is consistent with suggested roles provided by CSREES, including set goals and provide leadership, identify resources for maintaining the program, periodically assess state IPM programs and evaluate their effectiveness, provide support for IPM faculty and staff, help address major pest outbreaks, ensure access to grants, foster cooperation and teamwork, cooperatively develop and implement an IPM program, identify and validate IPM tactics, coordinate with related programs, gather and disseminate environmental and pest management data, facilitate educational programs, promote IPM, measure IPM implementation, and provide consultation (http://www.reeusda.gov/ipm/).








   











          


