Draft Summary of Proceedings

2008 National Schools Working Group Meeting

November 20, 2008

This page intentionally left blank.

Table of Contents

4I.
Attendees


4II.
Presentation: "Status Report: Where are we with the Pest Management Strategic Plan (PMSP)?"


6III.
Presentation: "Children's Issues and the Importance of IPM"


6IV.
Presentation: "Federal Perspectives on School IPM"


7V.
     Presentation: "USDA's Perspective on Schools IPM"


7VI.
Presentation: "Federal Perspectives on School IPM"


8VII.
Presentation: "Metrics for School IPM: Making the Grade through the Report Card for Schools"


9VIII.       School PMSP Breakout Sessions


9Group 1: "Roles"


10Group 2: "2009 Objectives"


10IIIX.
The Road Ahead


12Attachment 1: Attendee Contact Information


15Attachment 2: PowerPoint Presentation Slides


16Children's Issues and the Importance of IPM


29USDA's Perspective on Schools IPM


31U.S. EPA and School IPM


31Sherry Glick, Environmental Stewardship Branch, Office of Pesticide Programs


33Annual School Report Card: Making the Grade




Draft Summary of Proceedings
2008 National Schools Working Group Meeting
November 20, 2008

I.
Attendees
Kelly Adams, IPM Institute of North America, Inc.

Sandra Alvey, USArmy CHPPM

Rebecca Baldwin, University of Florida Extension
Anastasia Becker, Missouri Dept. of Agriculture

Lynn Braband, NYS IPM Program/Co-Lead for NE School IPM Working Group
Geoffrey Calvert, NIOSH/CDC

Jon Carpenter, Nevada Dept. of Agriculture

Patrick Copps, Orkin, Inc.

Jim Criswell, Oklahoma State University

Carrie Foss, Washington State University

Al Fournier, University of Arizona

Sherry Glick, U.S. EPA

Dawn Gouge, University of Arizona

Fudd Graham, Auburn University

Thomas Green, IPM Institute of North America, Inc.

Linda Herbst, Western IPM Center

Janet Hurley, Texas AgriLife Extension

Ruth Kerzee, Safer Pest Control Project

Marc Lame, Indiana University

Rick Melnicoe, Western IPM Center

Mike Merchant, AgriLife

Clyde Ogg, University of Nebraska

Faith Oi, University of Florida

Michael Page, Florida Dept. of Agriculture & Consumer Services

Dennis Ring, Louisiana State University

Tom Royer, Oklahoma State University

Daniel Ruedy, EnDyna, Inc., U.S. EPA Support Contractor

Mark Shour, Iowa State University

Sewell Simmons, California Dept. of Pesticide Regulation

Via Teleconference:

Jim Velt, Ohio Dept. of Agriculture

Casey Agorn, Oregon

Cathy Murphy, Maine

Don Baumgartner, U.S. EPA, Region 5
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II.
Presentation: "Status Report: Where are we with the Pest Management Strategic Plan (PMSP)?"

Dr. Tom Green, President, IPM Institute of N.A.

Dr. Green's presentation touched on the following concepts:

· Compared to adults, children may have 91 chemical contaminants in their bodies
· Integrated Pest Management (IPM) works in schools as a method for pest management.  . It improves food safety (e.g., pests in school cafeterias) and improves student attendance in IPM schools.
· Coordinated actions use the marketplace to advance IPM. This is difficult to do, but by educating students, IPM is educating future tax payers. 

· The School IPM PMSP draft is nearly ready for release to the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA)
· Specific management priorities include IPM demonstrations and better publicizing their results.
· Specific education priorities include training for regulators and IPM coordinators; resource management; and impacts on performance

· Specific regulators priorities include mandating high-level IPM training (e.g., pest proofing and prevention-based models)
· Plan of action:

· Form national working group - - this is the workgroup meeting we are at now - - The National Schools IPM Working Group
· 4 regional working groups fro each of the IPM Regional Centers (S, W, NE, NC) 

· Plan of implementation – contained in the PMSP
· Need to budget through 2015 and track in-kind contributions
· 2008 Objectives:
· Full-time coordinator for School IPM (IPM Institute has hired a person for this)
· Maintain school IPM toolbox - 
· annual meeting  - will be held at common meeting where most folks would attend
· Demonstrate IPM in identified school buildings within the IPM regions identified 

· Build coalitions by bringing schools with some IPM activity together to influence peers 

· Although people might not have capacity for more, they might be able to “think pests” during regular operations

Following Dr. Green's presentation, the below questions and answers were discussed:

Comment: Are there plans for a press release?
Response: EPA may want to submit the PMSP to its public relations office.  (Note: Since this meeting, we have had several conference calls for planning a press release from USDA, EPA and the IPM Institute of NA.
Comment: Are there connections between the PMSP and the NPR?
Answer: The PMSP is not meant to be a consensus document. In the final report, Dr. Green and Dr. Gouge will claim responsibility as editors. The release will encourage others to come forward with opinions. 

Comment: What were some of the recommendations?
Response: The PMSP does make strong statements for NOT using pesticides for aesthetic purposes. 
Comment: Is first draft of PMSP to be finalized?

Response: The draft will be housed on websites and will be reviewed annually by the National Schools Working Group. 

Comment: There are "Indicators of high-level IPM". What do you mean by that?

Response: We’ve worked to put a list together of pesticides to avoid in the PMSP. For example, those that have a primary ingredient identified as a toxin or carcinogen. This is a very extensive list. It's important to note also, inert ingredients that do not need to be identified because they are considered proprietary. The list also identifies “green” pesticides. The result is that schools will not need expertise to evaluate “science-based” classification. 

Comment: “Science-based” is extremely conservative. 
Response: There is good evidence for lack of conservatism. EPA has been working hard to address those issues and flag/rank the hazards.
Comment:  EPA does not identify any pesticide as safe

Comment: We have a very good document that states very clearly what to do and what not to do regarding the use of pesticides. 

III.
Presentation: "Children's Issues and the Importance of IPM"
Dr. Dawn Gouge, University of Arizona

Dr. Gouge's presentation touched on the following concepts:

· The presentation includes information gathered from various sources and abridged from a much longer presentation developed by a pediatrician.
· “Urban Agglomeration” generates waste. Many people are condensed in a small area. The result is "much" waste and "much" exposure.

· 50% of  pesticide exposure occurs in first five years of life.

· Children have increased metabolic demands. 
· Pesticides are both used incorrectly and abused.   Users do not read the label.
· Aerosolized pesticides are used very commonly.

· The body burden study has  analyzed toxins.

· Detectable residues of all co-contaminants should be a cause of concern. 
· Is there a market for a "pocket guide" of low-pesticide vegetables and fruits?  We might want to have a guide for School IPM.
· Pesticides are ubiquitous in the environment.

· If we are waiting for a government entity to identify pesticides, we'll be waiting a long time.  Government studies are open-ended and usually don’t come to a conclusion unless the evidence is overwhelming.
IV.
Presentation: "Federal Perspectives on School IPM"

Dr. Geoffrey M. Calvert, U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Atlanta GA

Dr. Calvert's presentation touched on the following concepts:
· CDC’s mission is to detect and investigate.
· Many of CDC’s  activities are discussed in the PMSP.
· Programs like Sentinel receive funding from NIOSH and EPA (PRIA dollars are used for this).
· Approximately 50% of pesticide poisonings occur in agriculture.
· There is little IPM participation in commodity-producing states. 

· Between 1998 and 2002, there were approximately 2,500 pesticide poisoning cases reported at schools. This figure is low, but it is the tip of the ice berg.
· Wide media coverage in response to release of study of incidence rate trends.



· EQDA restricted uses of many previously used products. 

· NIOSH's fact sheet, "Reducing Pesticide Exposure at Schools," was reviewed by over 25 different individuals though did not receive much response once it was published.
· CDC and NIOSH policies support IPM.




· Improper use of "bug bombs" (aerosolized foggers) are blamed for many instances of illness.
· Taking all pesticides off market would negatively impact low-income households.
· IPM is required in all CDC buildings but is not uniformly applied in all buildings.
Following Dr. Calvert's presentation, the below questions and answers were discussed:

Comment: Is there any data on physical structural damage? For example, damage from "bug bomb" explosions?
Response: Explosions account for 5% of cases.
Comment: Where did the list of schools that received a copy of the fact sheet come from?

Response: It was obtained from a private business at a cost.
Comment: We’ve seen the number of incidents reported. How many acute cases are caused by appropriate applications?

Response: We’re trying to do a better job at this. One third of these cases involved pesticide spray drift from farms. A follow up study might be possible. 

Comment: How do you target correspondence to schools?

Response: It is difficult to obtain distribution lists. 
V.
Presentation: "USDA's Perspective on Schools IPM"

Rick Melnicoe, Western IPM Regional Center; Davis CA; U.S. Dept. of Agriculture
Mr. Melnicoe's  presentation touched on the following concepts:

· USDA funded $10,000 from each regional IPM Center plus $10,000 from USDA-CSREES to support the IPM Regional School IPM Working Groups.
· All 4 regional IPM centers have working groups and all are serving with Ms. Glick as de facto leads.
· There is regular interaction between the working groups.
· There is need for a better progress tracking, and this is necessary to ensure continuity of funding.
· USDA programs support development of IPM in K-12 schools.
· National Botanic Gardens had IPM demonstration in the summer of 2008. 

· USDA has increased support of urban IPM due to changing demographics.
· It is currently unknown how much funding will be available from USDA. In light of the changing administration, it could be more or less.
· There is a notable line in the farm bill that raises some question about whether the grant will need to be reapplied for.
Following Mr. Melnicoe's  presentation, the below questions and answers were discussed:

Comment: USDA has something to do with school lunch programs. Is there a prospect for leveraging this?  
Mr. Melnicoe: This is a good point and it will be followed-up on.   
VI.
Presentation: "Federal Perspectives on School IPM"

Sherry Glick, Environmental Stewardship Branch, Office of Pesticide Programs, U.S. EPA

Ms. Glick's presentation touched on the following concepts:

· U.S. EPA is composed of approximately 17,000 staff members and more than 12 laboratories nationally.  
· Timely news is that there is strong communication that Robert Kennedy will be the new EPA Administrator. (Note:  Since the meeting, there is now new focus on several other candidates including NJ Environmental Quality Administrator.)
· EPA has been very fortunate with recieiving funds for being able to award PRIA grants.  PESP grants are continuing although different dollars available have made this an unpredictable source of funding.   

· There are some IPM in schools projects that are funded by the EPA Regions, but much of its funding comes from headquarters.. 

· With approval from high-level management, EPA will try and have the PMSP posted on our website.   National school implementation is expected by 2015.

Following Ms. Glick's presentation, the below questions and answers were discussed:

Comment: What entity reviews grant applications?

Response: The review team includes EPA Regions and Headquarters staff. This is the first year for PRIA grants and if funds are available, it will be an annual award cycle. 

Comment: Where did the 2015 goal come from?

Response: The strategic plan needs a road map. School IPM is first OPP measure. This is demonstrated by the science of monitoring. 

Comment: How does EPA feel about SEPA?

Response: EPA did not support SEPA. The EPA did not support it at that time be cause the bill was unfunded and more staff (FTE) would be necessary to implement the legislation
VII. Presentation: "Metrics for School IPM: Making the Grade through the Report
VIII.  Card for Schools"

Sherry Glick, Environmental Stewardship Branch, Office of Pesticide Programs, U.S. EPA

Ms. Glick's presentation touched on the following concepts:

· A question was raised about why not do a formal survey.  Ms. Glick responded that EPA has looked into this issue and it was estimated that a survey cost would exceed  $500,000  
· The Report Card is an evolving, working document (reviewed on an annual basis), distributed to contacts at all four regional working groups.
· School IPM is a voluntary program, EPA doesn’t plan on having an enforcement component with school 

· There should be one  response on the report card  per state on.   How to delegate and solicit respondents will be determined by regional working groups.

· Delineating between schools/childcare gives opportunity to organize more data.  There would be nothing wrong with each state reporting on schools and daycares - - except they should separate the numbers/forms so that the data will be tracked.
Following Ms. Glick's presentation, the below questions and answers were discussed:

Comment: What is "applicator?"  We need to add  "who performs the application?" to the report card.  Also, an  additional question., “Is state certification required to apply pesticides?”

Comment: Some states require legislation and others do not. . States such as Louisiana or Arkansas might have difficulty answering these questions.
Comment: Policy reporting is prone to be inflated.
Dr. Green:  This is why we would prefer that respondents are experts 

Dr. Gouge: Also, the concept that "'no answer' is of value" is important and will be highlighted in the cover letter.

Ms. Glick: I’m sure as we go along with this process, , we’ll develop new and innovative ways to execute this and report the data more accurately.

Comment: You’re asking for very specific data. It does cost money to "find this stuff out." You’re paying for an opinion, and that is what you’ll get. 

Ms. Glick: This report card  is a great start to identifying a baseline. We’d all love to have these data points.. 

Comment: I fear that the data could be dangerously misleading. Earlier, I got a call from individuals who did not understand this question/language.
Comment: Erroneous numbers for baseline could have very misleading results. 

Ms. Glick/Dr. Green: We have discussed this and decided to conserve funding for implementation. 

VIII.
 School PMSP Breakout Sessions
Group 1: "Roles"

Sectors identified as "missing" from "Sectors, roles, and action to achieve high-level IPM in all schools by 2015" table:

· School Staff (e.g., custodians, food service/child nutrition, teachers)

· Students 

· School Funding (e.g., lobbying) 

· Trade Associations

· Advocacy Groups

Figure 1-1. Sectors, roles, and actions to achieve high-level IPM in all schools by 2015.
	Sector
	Roles
	Actions to Achieve Goal
	Timeline
	Tools Available
	Tools Needed

	Teachers
	1. IPM Education 

2. Monitor and Report Pest Problems

3. IPM Committee Representative

4. Good Practitioners

5. Role Models 

6. “Bell Cow”


	1. Creating Awareness 

2. Understand Destructibility Regarding Pesticide Use

3. Recognition/Success Stories/Awards

4. Becoming Involved in Recognizing Conducive Conditions to Investigation 

5. IPM in Curriculum


	[Defer]
	1. “ Pest Patrol”

2. “Pest PI [Private Investigator”

3. Jr. Pest Investigators 

4. Official Curriculum and other Tool

5. Monitoring Station 

6. School-wide Recycling Efforts

7. ID Keys

8. General Info/Fancy Sheets

9. Pest Press 
	1. More Work with Extension 

2. IPM Committee Job Description 



	Staff (Custodial, Food Service, All Non-academic Personnel) Child Nutrition Experts, Risk Managers, Nurses/Psychiatrists, Grounds (Coaches, Etc.) 


	1. Integrating IPM into Existing Practices

2. Education and Advocacy 

3. Health 

4. Safety

5. Monitoring Vendors 

6. Landscaping Related Responsibilities

7. “Eyes and Ears”

8. Maintenance ( e.g Exclusion)

9. Change Facility Design and Input Info?


	
	
	
	


Group 2: "2009 Objectives"
"To develop a Coordinating Effort for Existing Efficacy Data for 25Bs"

Getting the Word Out in 2009:
· Develop a Statement/ Press Release

· USDA- Liz Ley 

· EPA- Claire Gesalmen 

· To Congress: 

· DOEd

· PTAs

· Working Groups: 

· Media 

· School Organizations

Content: 

· Call to Action: 

· School Related Organizations 

· Decision Makers in Schools 

· Industry Servicing in Schools

· Explain Participation 

· Address Non-consensus Status of PMSP

· NGOs

· Industry Organizations 

· CropLife, Rise, etc.

· Open/Living Document 

· Pre-release of document to industry organizations (PMSP)

· Comments Recorded ( determine fate (Platform for IPM Institute Website

Figure 1-2. Management Priorities.
	2008
	2009

	Funding Options
	Funding Options

	Review School IPM Websites
	Review School IPM Websites

	Model Maintenance and Sanitation Specifications
	Model Maintenance and Sanitation Specifications

	Move SEPA Forward
	Research Priorities

· List of Researchers

· Engage Office of EPA Research and Development

· Harvesting Data 

· Tool Kit for Researchers 

	Novice-Friendly 
	Extension Website

	Cost-Benefit Case for IPM
	PMSP Word Out

· Coordinate Outreach

· Address Perspectives


IIIX.
The Road Ahead

Comment: Is [The National Schools Working Group] a well-defined entity?
Response: This group is open to anyone. When the steering committee gets too big, it ceases to be a working group.   With the Regional School IPM Working Groups, we all have a chance to participate.
Response: How can we coordinate communication while making decisions? One of the key issues we have to get beyond is everyone having their own IPM manual. 

Ms. Glick: Your issue is very well articulated. We must make communication a top priority. We’ve gone to great pains to hear all sides.   
Dr. Green: Developing standard operating procedures (SOPs) for working with states is a priority.

Comment: It will take a village to do some of this stuff. We can’t exclude against the document
Comment: Ensure representation from the IPM centers.
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