April 22, 2003

Dr. Eldon Ortman

USDA/CSREES

800 9th Street, SW

Washington, DC 20024

Dear Dr. Ortman,


At the annual meeting of the Western Region IPM Coordinators, WCC-069 and the Western Region Pest Management Center (WRPMC) we discussed the current draft (February 25, 2003) of the IPM Roadmap. We appreciate the opportunity to review and offer comments to this important document. A subgroup of these participants met on Tuesday evening (April 8, 2003) to make their comments on the current draft. The representation from the West was very broad including WRPMC, CA, HI, AK, AZ, OR, ID, and MT.


The Western contingent appreciates the hard work and hours of review that your agency has expended in developing this document. Having an overarching policy document for a National IPM plan is critical to address current weaknesses while providing direction for future activities. We support the effort and stand ready to move forward and align regional efforts and local programming through the upcoming Smith-Lever 3(d) Plan of Work (05-10) and alignment of priorities of competitive grants available through the Western Pest Management Center. 


However, we cannot support the current document based on a number of concerns expressed by our members. The following comments were expressed during this two-hour meeting. Key concerns about this document included:

· A lack of evidence indicating true collaborative efforts in the development of the document. 

· The lack of detail about the composition of the National IPM Coordinating Committee that is charged with setting priorities. 

· No apparent linkage among The Roadmap and Smith-Lever 3(d) reporting (PPRS) or for setting priorities for RFAs by PM Centers or other Federal competitive grant programs.

· All efforts to minimize environmental effects refer to natural resources beyond agriculture, what about maximizing biodiversity within agricultural system?

· The lack of appreciation for the use of positive performance measures. For example, develop performance measures about the adoption of sustainable practices  (cultural and biological) developed to reflect the positive rather than negative.
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More specific comments made by the group included:

Education: 

· Absence of emphasis on extension outreach and education.

· Education could be an IPM national focus, goal and performance area.

· The value of extension education and delivery is not mentioned.

Research needs:

· The Roadmap gives excessive emphasis to suppression tactics. Equal or higher emphasis is given to prevention, avoidance and mitigation needs.

· Reads like RFAs over the past few years and may not reflect the current research needs of regions and/or more local community stakeholders. 

· The spectrum of IPM activities made no mention of Prevention, Avoidance, Monitoring or Suppression.

· An increase emphasis on developing weather monitoring and pest forecasting infrastructure. 

· Research that addresses climate changes affects the pest spectrum and population dynamics.

NRCS relations

· Need MOU between NCRS and CE to clarify roles and responsibilities between agencies.

Implementation

· Maintain or enhance support for Cooperative Extension services. At a time of dramatic reductions of CE staff throughout the nation, the implementation segment of the Land Grant and USDA IPM efforts may be jeopardized.

· Make climate data and information available for use as IPM resources.

Major vs. minor crop acreage

· Drop distinction between minor and major acreage crops. 

· Is the paragraph implying that water quality is a major problem with grain and fiber crops but fruit/veggies are linked to worker safety, etc. problems? 

· The term pest management alternative(s) is ambiguous. Does this refer to pesticide alternatives or alternative practices such as biological or cultural control?
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What about collaborations and partnerships? 

· Where are other USDA agencies and private organizations? 

· Team building is not emphasized.

· National IPM Coordinating Committee should provide structure that allows research and extension to have input into overall goals and priorities.

· Section lacks focus and clarity especially about the role of stakeholders including research and extension, IPM Center representatives.

· Section reflects top down planning rather than local and regional input.

Pounds on the ground measures; replacement of high risk with reduced risk 

· Pesticide use data measure real and projected (preventative treatments) pest pressure. IPM programs are based on monitoring and decision-making and use patterns need to be linked to pesticides used in response to pest pressures and triggered with thresholds.

· What about global IPM and imported food? Are there parallel expectations for import as there are for domestic produced foods? 

Performance Measures: Use existing PPRS indicators as examples of potential indicators

For example, Goal 3. Point 1: surface water 

· Sources of pollution: What about urban, right-of-way and residential use? Why is only agriculture linked to pollution? This appears biased when urban and residential pest management are equally present in The Roadmap.
· Performance measures require the development of baselines and long-term responses. Will the time frame of The Roadmap be robust enough to allow this to occur?

· Wording needs to be more general, leave out reference to surface or ground water.

· Needs to support more USGS water monitoring if performance measures are to be developed.

Thank you for the opportunity to review The Roadmap. We all appreciate your leadership and your efforts. 

Respectfully:

[original signed by]
[original signed by]




PETER B. GOODELL, PhD
RICK MELNICOE

Chair, WCC-069
Director, Western Region Pest Management Center

