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Gene Harrington & Kagan Owens presentation:

Background


 Gene Harrington, who works for the NPMA and Kagan Owens, from Beyond Pesticides, did a presentation on the progress of enacting federal IPM legislation.  Working together for this presentation was enjoyable, yet somewhat surprising as many times they have been on the opposite sides of the bargaining table, determining what IPM legislation should include/be pushed through congress etc.

State IPM programs


There are many states that have enacted their own Pesticide in school’s policies, but all address at least a few of the following factors:

1. They all have notification mandates, where the school must notify the public in advance in some way if they are going to spray pesticides on a given day.

2. The school is required to have Indoor and/or Outdoor postings that pesticides are/have been administered to the property

3. They have labeling requirements

4. They Support IPM 

5. They require Buffer zones 

Background of School Pest Management


Texas and Michigan were the first two states to enact legislation that required schools to follow school pest management plans.  Since the late 1980’s, early 1990’s thirty-four states have joined the bandwagon creating a patchwork of different school pest management programs.  Both Gene Harrington and Kagan Owens worked extensively with the states, helping them determine their different policies, all the while pushing a National IPM standard i.e. SEPA.  When SEPA collapsed in 2002, to counteract its failure KY, Maine, NJ, Ohio, PA, and RI either approved or enacted their own such requirements for IPM in schools.  This year, even more states are considering School Pest Management Plans; these states include Utah, Indiana, Arizona, and Illinois (which is expanding its program).

Biggest Requirement


The biggest requirement that all the states mandated is notification. The school systems are not happy with this requirement, and to avoid the bureaucracy that comes with notification, the schools are switching to pesticides that are exempt from notification requirements.  There are three ways/systems that schools may be required to notify the public, which way they do it depends on the state’s requirements:

1. Universal Notification

2. Notifying a Registry of Interested Parents

3. A Hybrid system.  These systems tend to be the best way to notify the public

Notification Activities


Each state has different notification laws:  

1. AK, IL, PA, and WA require that schools' notify everyone in the school system 

                 at the beginning of the school year about the pesticides used at the school.   

                 Bates, gels, pastes and antimicrobial’s are exempt from this notification 

                 requirement.

2. Twenty-nine states require the school post signs that pesticides will be sprayed,   

     these signs must be posted between 24-72 hours before the pesticide will be 

     sprayed.

3. Sixteen states require notifications for indoor applications

4. Twenty-six states require postings outdoors

5. Thirteen states require beyond label requirements


6. Many states have reentry requirements, where pesticide use is completely 

    prohibited while school is in session.

7. Massachusetts requires that no pesticides be sprayed in a school without permission.

8. Nineteen states approved IPM legislation or rules that will require a school to define and submit a written pest management plan to a regulatory agency.

IPM in Schools


1. Many states have voluntary IPM requirements in schools, these states include 

CA, CT, MN, MT, NY, and UT

2. Other states have mandatory requirements for IPM in schools, these states 

include FL, IL, KY, LA, MD, MA, ME, MI, NJ, PA, RI, TX, and WV

Buffer Zones


There are eight states that restrict the aerial or large broadcast application of pesticides in areas neighboring a school.  These buffer zones can range from 35 feet to 2.5 miles.  Other states require that the spraying take place only during specific times, when children will be the least exposed.  In addition, Twenty-four states have training, certification or supervision requirements for people using pesticides in and around the schools.

Further Information or Questions


Check out the websites:


www.beyondpesticides.org or


www.pestworld.org
John Carter’s presentation

Background


John Carter works for the Monroe County School District, and has been a proponent of IPM in schools since the mid 1990’s, his presentation was entitles IPM in Schools- How the Monroe County Schools Made it work

How it started

It all started when the Indiana University, SPEA, graduate students and Marc Lame visited the school system and proposed creating a pest control plan for the school district.  Working with funds from the Lilly fellowship, and with the help of Purdue University, IU developed a written strategic pest control plan and established a written policy for pest control.  This policy included the education of staff and students in the implementation and definition of IPM and focused on the structural and sanitation components of the process.  Fall 1995 began this effective cooperation

Winter 1996 Training


By the winter of 1996, they were having custodial training, teaching them the behavior of the different pests, the different methods of control, and allowed the custodial staff to advance, giving them autonomy, allowing them to be the experts.


The staff and students also participated in the training exercises.  Using excel, the students and staff were taught about threshold levels, teaching them to identify at what pest level addition control methods should be taken.  They were taught proper food storage techniques, and how to reduce clutter, to reduce the available habitat for the insects.

Pilot Programs


Three schools were involved in pilot programs, a newsletter; the Pest Press was created and shared throughout the schools.  Questionnaires to the staff, students, and custodians were created asking about the problems and successes that they had been dealing with, allowing the program to make successful adaptations and changes.  The results of the pilot program were compiled, and an inspection of the different schools completed, the result, success.

Expansion


Due to the success of the pilot programs in 1997, the program was expanded to 18 schools, managing over 1 million square feet in which 10,500 student’s transverse. An IPM report chart was created that could be used in all of the schools

Reason and Signs of Success


An activist!  The success of the program relies largely on Jerry Jochim, who is in charge of the building custodians who are then in charge of educating the teachers and administration.  Jerry’s roll in this process is to inspect, detect, and correct for pest problems.  

Economically it’s been a success, before 1995, the pesticide budget was $34,000 a year, now with one IPM/Custodial coordinator spending 50% of the time with IPM, the total cost of pest management is $19,400 and there has been a 92% reduction of pesticide applications.   

Marc Lame’s presentation

Background


Marc Lame has been working with IPM in schools for a long time, propelling and teaching the model in places from Arizona to Washington.  Giving presentations on IPM in schools from Alabama to Washington DC, he has become nationally known for his work with the IPM in schools model.  Most in the field will recognize his most well known model: The Monroe County Model.  This leads to his presentation Demonstrating IPM to the School Community: the third leg of the stool.

Motivating IPM in schools
1. Peers make a difference in integrating IPM in schools.  Schools really listen to each other, communicating if programs have been successful or a failure.

2. The Program has always been a partnership, and it needs to be to be successful.  For example, the Private, Public partnership between Tim Gibb and Bobby.

3. IPM innovation in schools is all about people management.

3-part Stool


IPM integration can be viewed as a three legged stool.  The bases:


1. The PMP’s either internally or externally (Supply)


2. The IPM model itself (Demonstration)


3. The policy regulations and standards (Demand)

IPM implementation involves two continuums

1. The scientific continuum

Problem ID
 Bench Science      Applied Science
    Demonstrate          Incorporation








    the solution
          (Diffusion) 



2. The Innovation/Decision Process

Awareness
Persuasion
Decision
Implementation
Confirmation







Adaptation






Rejection

Variables that affect the rate of Implementation

1. The Attributes of the model 


2.The types of innovation-decision


3. The communication channels


4. The nature of the social system


5. The extent of the change agents' promotion efforts (and competition)

The Positive Attributes of the Model


1. Relative Advantage- over traditional controls (costs and perceptions)


2.  Easily Compatible within the adopters' current system of operation.


3. The trialability- it's easy to insert it into the current management system


4. Its observability: It's easy to see the apparent and meaningful results

Negative Attributes of the Model


1. The model's complexity


2. The technology cluster required


3. The record keeping


4. Monitoring (tends to be labor intensive)


5. The cost/time of education

Ways of decision-making



There are three types of innovation/decision making:

1.Optional- this type of decision-making is the fastest; it is based off of need.

2. Collective- This method is slower, and based off of the consensus of a group.

3. Authority- This type of decision-making is the slowest; it is based on politics.

The current methods of implementing IPM utilize all three types of communication.

Communication Channels

There are hundreds of ways to communicate IPM concepts, but they can be classified into two different groups:


1. Mass media (such as articles, fact sheets, web sites etc.)


2. Interpersonal (one-on-one, workshops, group trainings, etc.)

Communication strategies should be tailored to the audience so that the model can compete with the other pest management methods

Nature of the System


There are two different types of diffusion; ways that information can travel:


1. Vertical diffusion: This is a combination of authority and opinion leaders


2. Horizontal diffusion: This diffusion is composed of a combination of opinion 

leaders and peers.

Extent of Change Agents' Promotional Efforts


Promotional efforts can be separated into three different categories:


1. The implementation process: Is it enough and is it tailored to the system?


2. "Up front" investment: Do you have a tolerant or supportive boss?


3. Ability to compete: Part of marketing is competition, how you compete against 

a $1 million marketing department is important.  Success is competition.

  Audience Audience Audience!


To be successful you have to be able to identify your audience.  Identify the:

1. Demanders: these people include the parents of special interest groups

2. The Providers: the Professional Pest Managers

3. The Implementers: County Agents, Specialists, USDA etc.

4. The Confirmers:  Use cooptation and manipulation

Identify an IPM implementation Team


This includes:

1. A Program Manager

2. A Systems Expert

3. A Specialist

4. A Professional Pest Manager

5. Media “Flack”

6. An Activist

How the Model Works


“Pest management is People Management”.  Communication is the key to success.  To be successful you need to communication and follow the 22 steps of the model.  The process will take a year, but it sticks and will cost the same as buying a new SUV in each state.

Discussion/Questions

What approaches have been the most productive in Implementing IPM?

1. Schools need to see the long-term investment, and be able to understand the principals on why they should spend the money.

2. They need to see a good return on their investment

3. Make IPM cost and time effective.  Can a school weatherproof and pest proof at the same time?

4. If the school can see the local servicing IPO using IPM, the use of IPM will make more sense to them.

General Discussion on Pushing IPM 

1. IPM was not the goal 18 years ago, this has been an evolutionary process, by 2000 there has been a huge elimination of dangerous pesticides in school and in general.

2. There really hasn’t been a need to sell school’s on the Idea of IPM; no pesticides of the common classes in schools.

3. To be successful you need to get the Health department in this room.  You need to get the information out to the media.

4. Communication and education at schools is key

5. It's about how many times does the school need to hear something to understand it.

6. Professionals need to be communicating
7. You need to be able to convince the Schools that they can do what they are doing now, just think pests!

Activities in the Field

1. A Report by Beyond Pesticides is being released to the public on School IPM and its successes

2. The report should give schools a push to do the program

Needs
1. You need to let the Professional Pest Manager take the ball and run with it.

2. The issue should be spread Peer to Peer; schools need to find other schools to identify with.

3. The school needs to have a local IPM evangelist/activist

4. Education is the biggest thing- the more they are empowered the better the program will work.

What is the Biggest Impediment
1. The small school district that does everything, they don’t have enough personnel to give the time to IPM.

2. The pest control professional needs to get involved

3. Yet there is no money for pest control

4. GSA is the biggest impediment, its an antiquated procurement system

5. The one overworked officer will be the biggest problem

6. Overall Ignorance!

What are the most important things that will assist in promoting IPM in Schools?
1. IPM manuals

2. Provide resources, bully pulpit, money, training etc.

3. Purdue training is helpful- it gets information out to the schools so they can see what needs to get done.  Where the dumpsters should be located.

4. It’s a matter of conserving resources.  Why waste money on duplicating manuals?

5. Think outside the box- don’t be intimidated thinking you will loose your traditional audience.

6. Note the state differences: part of the buy in process requires the input of states input.

7. From a state level- every state has a pest control association. Training programs are important- can you be inclusive?

8. You should have a demonstration/pilot school in each one of your states or regions.

9. In New York when the mandates come down/are created you need to reach out to all of the stakeholders involved.

10. There needs to be a greater awareness for the consumer public.

11. The technical resource center should be used as an educational warehouse.

Tom Greene Presented an Award to Dan Dickerson- The IPM Star Certification Program.  This identifies that he exceeded the rigorous standards set for IPM in schools.
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