North Central Region School IPM Working Group Conference Call
August 6, 2009
Participants: Erin Bauer, Donald Baumgartner, Anastasia Becker, Zach Bruns, Lauren Crane, Darrell Deneke, Heather Duncan, Lynnae Jess, Clyde Ogg, Sue Ratcliffe, Mark Shour, Jim Wilson, Allen Wilson
Next call: 9:00 am central time, September 3, 2009

Action Items:

· Lauren will update proposals with everyone’s suggestions and send them to the group for comment.

· Everyone will send comments on proposals to Lauren by August 20.

1. Roll call

2. Any additional agenda items?
3. Updates

a. Communication plan
i. Lauren, Zach and Tom have been working on a plan for coordinating the School IPM 2015 communication strategy.  It will include a timeline and goals for activities like improving our web presence, sending out a newsletter, holding national meetings, publishing articles, etc.  Also includes a list of target audiences and messages.  When it is finished, the outreach committee will be responsible for maintaining and implementing the strategy.
b. PMSP committees
i. Recruiting has been slow.  We are waiting to begin implementing the communications plan before doing a lot of recruiting.
c. PMSP website

i. Zach is designing a new home page for the School IPM 2015 plan.  It will include a Facebook link, RSS feed and other new features, and also be more aesthetically pleasing.  The test link is http://www.ipminstitute.org/school_ipm_2015/test_home.htm, but it is not live yet.
d. Budget update
i. Current grant ending in September, on track to spend all of the funds.  Renewal grant funding of $30,000 extends through March 2010.  Lauren will update the group periodically so we are all on the same page regarding the budget.
4. Pilot/coalition updates

a. South Dakota – Recent visit to Brookings and Flandreau
i. Executive summary has been sent to Brookings and Flandreau school districts.  Both look good and are generally clean and uncluttered with little insect or rodent activity.  Scores ranged from 88% to 81% based on Janet Hurley’s form, which is very good.

ii. On June 23, they held a training for custodial and food service workers.  25 participants, mostly from Brookings.  It went very well.
iii. Second assessments will take place 9-30 and 10-1.  During the second assessment, the implementation team will revisit items from the first assessment.
iv. Both districts want to do a 1-hour in-service for all teachers.

v. Also meeting with pest control companies on 9-29.

vi. Hoping that SD Department of Agriculture will be a partner.  They are included in conference calls and all information.

vii. Next teleconference will be September 11 at 9:30 am.  Contact Mark Shour (mshour@iastate.edu) if you would like to participate.
b. Nebraska – Report on July 6 coalition meeting
i. Coalition has 20 members from a wide variety of sectors, including industry, Department of Agriculture, EPA, Department of Education, Department of Health and Human Services, daycares, school districts, PTA, Extension and tribes.

ii. Demonstrations will take place in Omaha and Lincoln, starting in May 2010.

iii. Had a coalition meeting on 7-6.  Discussed bedbugs, showed a head lice video, talked about demonstrations

iv. Next meeting will be 10-7, hopefully in Omaha demonstration school.
c. Illinois
i. Implementation team is working with a small stipend from state-based funds.

ii. Westville is the pilot district.  Walkthroughs have been completed.  In a few weeks, will do a walkthrough with the pest management technicians.  In September, will meet with kitchen, janitorial and maintenance staff to share recommendations.  Things are moving quickly!
iii. There may be an opportunity to use rural development funds for IPM improvements like replacing doors and windows.
d. Missouri – Any updates since coalition meeting 
i. No updates, hopefully will be more in September.

ii. Columbia school district recently hired a new IPM staff member.
e. Indiana – New coalition, July 16 workshop 
i. Meeting took place in Indianapolis on July 16.  5-6 districts are ready to go.  Excellent turnout, lots of potential.
5. Working group structure

a. List of founding members (attached)

b. Comments and questions?
i. Concern that participation will be limited to only steering committee members.

1. Participation will be open to anyone, but steering committee members will be prioritized for travel funding to attend meetings.  Lauren will edit the proposal to reflect this.
ii. Other regions have not restructured, but we will share our experience with the other regions.
c. If there are no major issues, make plans to adopt new structure on next month’s call.
i. Lauren will edit the proposal and send it out to the group with the call minutes with a request for input by August 20.  Next month we will discuss any additional input that was received and adopt the proposal if there are no major issues.
6. Review of grant deliverables, plan/timeline for coming year

a. Review of grant deliverables (attached)

b. General plan/timeline (attached)
i. Lauren created this timeline to help guide our work over the next year.  It is a rough draft and any input would be appreciated.
c. Questions/comments?
i. For point 2c do not list Indiana (just SD and IL)

ii. Don and Mark would prefer that report cards not be required every year – maybe every three years or report only major changes.  Things will not change much annually and it will be a lot of extra work for everyone.
iii. Remove PESP item from November in timeline.  We should discuss this – it’s a deliverable in the PMSP but not specifically in our working group.
7. Proposal for subcontracting working group funds for extra coalitions

a. Review proposal (attached)

b. Questions/comments?
i. Timeline too fast – change implementation date to November instead of October.

1. Note – we may be able to apply for a no-cost 6-month extension to spend the funds.

ii. Make a note explaining who to send proposals to.
8. Updates from members
a. IA – Iowa Pest Management Association wants to adopt IPM language.  Several people are helping draft the language.  Hopefully the language will eventually be taken to legislators – it will already be solid and they won’t have to make a lot of changes.
b. OH – Jarod’s law was repealed because it was too costly for schools.  The Ohio Department of Agriculture drafted new IPM legislation, which was recently passed.  It is not as comprehensive and doesn’t require an IPM plan (although under Jarod’s law, there was not much about IPM and implementation of IPM plans was not required).  Also, the OH school IPM working group has been revived and a meeting is planned for 8-25 in Columbus.
9. Next call: 9:00 am central time, September 3, 2009

