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 Happy New Year! I hope everyone had an opportunity to spend time with family and friends during the holidays. Looking back, 
2012 was an eventful year for IPM. The efforts by many individuals involved in IPM to consolidate funding lines with the strong support 
of our Land-Grant leadership, the Association of Public and Land-Grant Universities (APLU), Cornerstone and IPM Voice has raised 
the visibility of IPM on the national stage. I want to thank everyone who has been involved in these efforts. In addition, the President’s 
Council of Advisors on Science and Technology released their report on December 7, 2012. The report is very interesting and the Council’s 
recommendations bode well for the future of IPM. They identified a number of challenges for agricultural production in the 21st century 
that will benefit from our expertise. The challenges are:

•   Managing new pests, pathogens, and invasive species.
•   Increasing the efficiency of water use.
•   Reducing the environmental footprint of agriculture.
•   Growing food in a changing climate.
•   Managing the production of bioenergy.
•   Producing safe and nutritious food.
•   Assisting with global food security and maintaining abundant yields.

The press release is available at http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/microsites/ostp/pcast_ag_release_20121207.pdf.  
The full report is available at http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/microsites/ostp/pcast_agriculture_20121207.pdf.  
The webcast is available on YouTube at http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4JQGHLv_5FM.  

Of course, just as significant is the lack of a new Farm Bill. Hopefully, 2013 will bring about a new Farm Bill to allow those involved in 
agriculture to make informed decisions so they can continue to provide a safe and plentiful food supply both nationally and globally.
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American Academy Pediatrics Makes Recommendations to Reduce Children’s Exposure 
to Pesticides 
 
 Children encounter pesticides every day and are uniquely vulnerable to their toxicity. A new policy statement from the American 
Academy of Pediatrics (AAP) outlines the harmful effects of pesticides on children and makes recommendations on how to reduce 
exposure. The policy statement, “Pesticide Exposure in Children,” and an accompanying technical report are published in the December 
2012 issue of Pediatrics (released online Nov. 26). Prenatal and early childhood exposure to pesticides is associated with pediatric cancers, 
decreased cognitive function and behavioral problems. According to the AAP, recognizing and reducing children’s exposure to pesticides 
will require improved medical training, public health tracking, and regulatory approaches. The AAP recommends pediatricians become 
familiar with the effects of acute and chronic exposures to pesticides; learn what resources are available for both treatment of acute 
poisoning and addressing lower dose chronic exposures in children; and understand pesticide labeling. Pediatricians should ask parents 
about pesticide use around the home and yard, offer guidance about safe storage, and recommend parents choose lowest-harm approaches 
when considering pest control. Pediatricians should also work with schools and government agencies to advocate for the least toxic 
methods of pest control, and to inform communities when pesticides are being used in the area. The policy statement also makes a number 
of recommendations for government, including specific recommendations related to marketing, labeling, use and safety of pesticides to 
minimize children’s exposure.
 
The American Academy of Pediatrics is an organization of 60,000 primary care pediatricians, pediatric medical subspecialists and pediatric 
surgical specialists dedicated to the health, safety and well-being of infants, children, adolescents and young adults. For more information, 
visit www.aap.org.
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IR-4 / IPM Centers First Summit on 
Collaboration  
by IR-4 PR/Communication Manager, Sherrilynn Novack

 On October 11, 2012, IR-4 representatives participated 
in a “Summit” with Regional IPM Center Directors and staff. 
The purpose of the Summit was to discuss ways in which the 
two programs can work together to identify common goals 
toward collaboration.
 The Summit was facilitated by Rob Hedberg, USDA-
NIFA, who commended IR-4’s Executive Director, Jerry Baron 
and NE Regional IPM Center Director, Carrie Koplinka-Loehr 
for their initiative in organizing the Summit. Rob opened the 
meeting by encouraging both groups to move away from policy 
and focus the Summit on processes and procedures to build 
collaboration. He encouraged the participants to focus on solving 
pest management needs for growers, the public, and for food 
safety. 

Rob identified the goals of the Summit as:
 •   building trust through communication and              
     understanding how each program conducts business
•   demonstrating where the programs are collaborating
•   recognizing the areas where the programs can  
    complement one another
•   providing the opportunity for information and resource  
    sharing
•   understanding stakeholder fatigue and finding solutions  
     to prioritize stakeholder needs across programs

 The first part of the Summit allowed each program 
to give a brief explanation of their mission infrastructure, and 
processes. Jerry Baron presented an overview of how USDA-
NIFA funding (currently $11.9 million) is used to support core 
IR-4 activities, and the distinct duties and functions of the local, 
regional and national field centers, analytical laboratories and 
coordinating offices. He also identified the IR-4 stakeholders and 
how IR-4 works with them to address their pest management 
needs. Jerry went on to explain the IR-4 Ornamental Horticulture 
Program, Biological and Organic Support Program and IR-4’s 
more recent work with pesticides to manage mosquitoes, ticks 
and other public health pests. 
 Carrie Koplinka-Loehr gave an overview of the 
Regional IPM centers and how their regional missions vary to 
meet the needs of stakeholders in each region. For example: the 
Northeastern IPM center (NEIPMC) has a large focus on urban 
and school pest management. The North Central IPM Center 
(NCIPMC) has a row crop focus, where this supports research, 
extension and education for major crop issues. The Southern 
and Western IPM centers have strong programs focusing on the 
major commodities in their regions.
 The four regional IPM centers each receive 
approximately $1 million for their operations and programs; 
these funds are subject to indirect costs. The IPM centers also 
assist USDA, NIFA with each of the four Regional IPM (RIPM) 
Competitive Grants Program. Each competitive RIPM Program 
devotes $600,000 to $800,000 to research, extension, and 
education projects in the region.

 IPM centers offer their own competitive grants and 
the Centers assist NIFA with creating RFAs and holding review 
panels for the RIPM Competitive Grants. Those who apply for 
these grants include scientists from 1862, 1890 and 1994 Land 
Grant Universities, and NGO’s. The IPM Centers also provide 
rapid response to emerging needs. For example, the Centers 
funded recent working groups, many times across regions, to 
focus on particular pests such as the Brown Marmorated Stink 
Bug (BMSB) and the Spotted Wing Drosophila. Often these 
working groups have significantly leveraged this initial “seed” 
funding by obtaining additional grants for research and extension 
on these important invasive and emerging pests. For example see 
the website Stop BMSB (www.stopbmsb.org)
 The IPM Centers also develop Pest Management 
Strategic Plans (PMSPs), which are a snapshot in time of critical 
pest issues on a specific crop and possible solutions. www.
ipmcenters.org/pmsp.
 IR-4’s Western Regional Field Coordinator, Rebecca 
Sisco and her associates with the Western IPM Center, Kassim 
Al-Khatib, Principal Investigator/ Co-Director and Carla 
Thomas, Associate Director, gave a joint presentation about 
the collaborative success stories in the Western region, where 
there is strong collaboration between the IR-4 program and the 
Regional IPM Center. Because the offices for both are housed 
in the same campus, this propinquity allows for communication 
and coordination. Rebecca gave examples of how she utilizes the 
expertise of the Western IPM Center when working with various 
crops in the West and having to complete field trials on some that 
she may have never heard of, seen, and much less researched. 
This cooperation allows for open dialogue and direction.
 Following this overview of programs, Rob instructed 
the participants to look at areas where collaboration between the 
two programs could be impacted by: obstacles, opportunities, 
duplication, and common goals. He asked each participant to 
jot brief comments on index cards for the four areas. Responses 
from the index cards were then used to open discussions for 
regional break-out groups, held after the morning break.

The Real Collaboration Begins 
 The break-out groups found areas of common ground 
where the programs can collaborate. Coordinating the expertise 
from both programs, the participants agreed that one immediate 
area for collaboration is the updating of PMSPs. A good deal 
of work on crop profiles has been collected from IR-4 and 
the IPM Center Directors agreed to use IR-4 as a resource for 
these documents. These PMSPs and crop profiles have been 
used extensively by EPA to help improve pesticide registration 
submissions.
 

Photo by Sherrilynn Novack
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Update on Brown Marmorated Stink Bug 
(BMSB) from the Northwest IPM Working 
Group Meeting 
By Theresa Brown, University of Minnesota
Photos by T. Cira, University of Minnesota

 With funding from the North Central IPM Center 
I recently had the opportunity to attend the annual brown 
marmorated stink bug (BMSB) working group meeting at 
the Virginia Tech Agriculture Experimental Station. The 
northeastern states have dealt with this invasive pentatomid 
since the mid-1990s, and watched it grow to become a serious 
pest in many agricultural settings. It was not found in the North 
Central region until 2007, in Ohio. Currently, however, BMSB 
has been reported in every state in the NC region except for 
North and South Dakota. This species has over 300 known 
host plants, including a number of important crops, tends to 
overwinter in large aggregations in and around people’s homes, 
and is an excellent hitchhiker on vehicles and shipped goods. 
Some of the crops affected by BMSB thus far in the NE region 
include: apples, peaches, soybean, sweet corn, tomato, peppers, 
snap beans, and grapes. As its range expands, and populations 
increase, we will likely see more of the BMSB in the North 
Central region. Here, I provide a brief overview of two important 
topics presented at the meeting that are applicable to the NC 
region: Monitoring for BMSB, and BMSB movement.
 Research is still being conducted to find the best ways 
of monitoring for this pest both at low and high densities. It 
was reported that black-light traps are usually the first traps to 
detect BMSB, suggesting that these traps may work well at low 
densities, and consequently for early detection. The USDA lures 
known as “lure #10” and “compound A” have been shown to 
be statistically significant in their ability to attract BMSB. This 
work will soon be published, and the lures will be commercially 
available in 2013; this should offer an efficient method for 
monitoring BMSB population levels once they are known to be 
in an area. Studies aimed at understanding short and long-range 
movement have shown that as BMSB moves into orchards and 
fields from wild hosts or overwintering sites, edge sprays have 
yielded good control. Long-range movement studies, using flight 

 Conversely, IPM Center Directors with the assistance of 
their existing Comment Coordinators and networks will be asked 
to review IR-4 Project Clearance Requests before the annual 
IR-4 Food Use Workshop. This will provide an IPM strategy for 
the projects that would be researchable, offering a level of IPM 
interest along the lines of a green, yellow and red-light indicator 
of acceptability from the IPM community. 
 Another area where IR-4 will look to the Centers for 
their expertise is in review of Public Interest findings submitted 
to EPA. And conversely IR-4 may provide input used by the 
IPMC EPA Comment Coordinators.
 Comments from the participants input on the index 
cards (see ir4.rutgers.edu/unique url for a list of the comments) 
indicated there were areas of collaboration and opportunity to 
move projects forward. While there are notable differences in 
process and culture for the mission and role of each program, 
this Summit helps set the stage for the necessary communication 
and collaboration between both programs.

mills, showed that bugs can fly ~1-2 km in 24 hours. With so 
many host plants that BMSB can readily colonize across the 
landscape, this bug has the potential to spread very easily.
 As BMSB populations expand in the NC region, 
research from Mid-Atlantic states provides a good starting 
point from which to study BMSB here. This meeting was 
instrumental in adding new objectives to my PhD research. I will 
be studying the cold hardiness of this species in addition to its 
basic biology and behavior, potential effects on Minnesota crops, 
and management strategies for dealing with BMSB in the North 
Central region. For more information on this species see the 
NCIPM Pest Alert: http://www.ncipmc.org/alerts/stinkbug_alert.
pdf

Different types of BMSB kernel damage on sweet 
corn.

How to identify adult BMSB.

BMSB damage on Honey Crisp apples: Mid-
season (top) and late season (bottom).

http://www.ncipmc.org/alerts/stinkbug_alert.pdf
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Finding Chicago’s Food Gardens with 
Google Earth
Source: John Taylor, (734) 330-6176, jrtaylo2@illinois.edu
Writer: Susan Jongeneel, (217) 333-3291, sjongene@illinois.edu

URBANA – Urban agriculture is promoted as a strategy for 
dealing with food insecurity, stimulating economic development, 
and combating diet-related health problems in cities. However, 
up to now, no one has known how much gardening is taking 
place in urban areas. Researchers at the University of Illinois 
have developed a methodology that they used to quantify the 
urban agriculture in Chicago.
  
 John Taylor, a doctoral candidate working with 
crop sciences researcher Sarah Taylor Lovell, was skeptical 
about the lists of urban gardens provided to him by local non-
governmental organizations (NGOs).
  “Various lists were circulating,” he said. “One of them 
had almost 700 gardens on it.”
  On closer inspection, however, many of these “gardens” 
turned out to be planter boxes or landscaping and were not 
producing food. On the other hand, Taylor suspected that there 
were unnoticed gardens in backyards or vacant lots.
  “There’s been such a focus on community gadens and 
urban farms, but not a lot of interest in looking at backyard 
gardens as an area of research,” Lovell agreed. An accurate 
map of these sites would be helpful for advocacy groups and 
community planners.
  Taylor uploaded the lists from the NGOs into Google 
Earth, which automatically geocoded the sites by street address. 
He used a set of reference images of community gardens, vacant 
lot gardens, urban farms, school gardens, and home food gardens 
to determine visual indicators of food gardens.
  Using these indicators and Google Earth images, he 
examined the documented sites. Of the 1,236 “community 
gardens,” only 160, or 13 percent, were actually producing food.
  Taylor then looked at Google Earth images of Chicago 
to locate food production sites. This work took more than 400 
hours over an 8-month period. He identified 4493 possible sites, 
most of which were residential gardens of 50 square meters or 
less, and visited a representative sample of gardens on vacant 
land to confirm that they were really producing food.
  All the large sites and a sample of the small sites were 
digitized as shapefiles (digital vector storage formats for storing 
geometric location and associated attribute information) in 
Google Earth. These shapefiles were imported into Arc Map 
10, a geographic information system (GIS) mapping tool, to 
calculate the total area.
  The final estimate was 4,648 urban agriculture sites 
with a production area of 264,181 square meters. Residential 
gardens and single-plot gardens on vacant lots accounted for 
almost three-fourths of the total.
  To map the gardens onto community areas, the 
shapefiles were joined with 2010 Census tract shapefiles and 
shapefiles of 77 community areas and neighborhoods from 
Chicago’s GIS portal. The tract information was subsequently 
joined with the Census Bureau’s 2005-2009 American 
Community Survey (ACS) 5-year estimates of demographic and 
housing characteristics.

 The maps showed that garden concentration varied 
by neighborhood. “Chinatown, Bridgeport was kind of a hot 
spot,” Taylor said. Both of these neighborhoods have large 
Chinese-origin populations. Even outside those areas, many of 
the larger gardens were associated with households headed by 
people of Chinese origin. Neighborhoods in the northwest with 
large numbers of Polish and Eastern and Southern European 
immigrants also had a high density of backyard gardens.
  They were not all growing the same kind of food. 
“There are distinctions between these cultural groups because 
the crops they select are sometimes from their home areas in 
addition to the suite of crops we can all grow in our backyards,” 
Lovell explained.
  As people move across borders, they often bring 
seeds with them. “In a Mexican neighborhood where we were 
working, a lot of people grow a tropical corn that is 12 to 16 feet 
high,” Taylor said. “It’s grown not for the ears of corn but for the 
leaves, which are used to make tamales.”
  He noted that many older African-Americans in 
Chicago who came north during the Great Migration from the 
south from the early 1900s to the 1970s remember farming 
and growing up with gardens. “They are almost reproducing 
in miniature in their backyards the southern landscape and 
gardening practices that they associated with their youth,” he 
said.
  Garden type varied by neighborhood as well. Home 
food gardens are concentrated in the northwest, where 
people tend to live in detached houses. Vacant lot gardens are 
concentrated in the economically disadvantaged neighborhoods 
in the south and west sides, as are the community gardens.
  Lovell said that, in some communities, more than half 
of the lots are vacant, and making use of them could be a huge 
opportunity. Chicago has a program that allows people living 
next to a vacant lot to purchase it at a fraction of what it would 
normally cost.
  The results of this study suggest that both backyard 
gardens and vacant lot gardens contribute substantially to 
Chicago’s total food production.
  “Home gardens actually contribute to food security,” 
Taylor said. “They’re underappreciated and unsupported.” He 
noted that people grow not only for themselves but for their 
neighbors as well, which is particularly important in food deserts 
where fresh produce is in short supply.
  “There is also potential for empowering people because 
they are using their own space to deal with their own food 
security concerns,” Lovell added.
  The study, “Mapping public and private spaces of urban 
agriculture in Chicago through the analysis of high-resolution 
aerial images in Google Earth” by John R. Taylor and Sarah 
Taylor Lovell, published in Landscape and Urban Planning, is 
available online at http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/
pii/S016920461200237X.

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S016920461200237X
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US School IPM “Report Cards” Show Progress

 In 2006, a national school IPM working group was formed to coordinate and accelerate school IPM adoption in US public 
schools.  Since then, over $4.4 million has been leveraged from the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), four regional USDA 
IPM Centers, USDA National Institute for Food and Agriculture, the US Department of Health and Human Services Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention (CDC), state lead agencies and others to support school IPM.  The North Central IPM Center has funded the North 
Central Region School IPM Working Group since 2006, and has also funded several special projects including school district surveys in 
our region. 
School IPM demonstrations and regional school district coalitions have impacted over 4.5 million students and 400,000 staff.  The 
national working group, composed of four regional working groups and coordinated by a steering committee, has grown to more than 240 
members.
In 2008, the Working Group distributed a survey to knowledgeable leaders in each state who could best report on the status of school IPM 
in their state.  This year, with support from a 2010 US EPA Pesticide Registration Improvement Renewal Act (PRIA 2) grant, a follow-up 
online survey was completed.  Thanks to the efforts of the many state leaders, results were obtained from 37 states in 2008 and 49 states in 
2012.  

Results show progress for school IPM implementation in the last four years, including:
•   States reporting a statewide, coordinated IPM effort with multiple agencies and institutions engaged jumped from five in 2008  
    (10% of respondents) to 21 in 2012 (42% of respondents). 
•   The number of school staff who attended IPM trainings was more than three times higher in 2012 than 2008.  Additionally, the  
     number of school districts that provided internal IPM training programs increased from 44 in 2008 to 906 in 2012.  
•   States reported an average of eight different types of IPM communications (e.g. newsletters, listservs, webinars) distributed to  
     school districts in 2008, increasing to an average of 21 in 2012.  This amounted to a total of 165 communications in 2008 and   
     737 in 2012.  The total number of school districts receiving these communications also increased from 1,793 in 2008 to 3,530 in  
     2012.
•   Nationally, public funding budgeted for school IPM increased from $14,500 per state in 2008 to over $33,000 per state in 2012.

 The Working Group is also collecting responses on two additional surveys—a coalition survey and a school district survey.  
Coalition school districts will complete the survey as a training exercise, and update it periodically to gauge progress.  The school district 
survey is intended to measure progress towards the goal of implementing IPM in all US public schools by 2015; it is being emailed to 
public school districts in partnership with leaders in each state.  Results will be used to update the action plan in School IPM 2015, the 
pest management strategic plan for US schools.  More information on the School IPM 2015 initiative can be found by vistiing http://www.
ipminstitute.org/school_ipm_2015/index.htm

http://www.ipminstitute.org/school_ipm_2015/index.htm
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U.S. Agricultural Research is Faltering, 
Report Warns 
The New York Times 19 Dec 2012 by Stephanie Strom 

 A blue-ribbon panel of scientific and technology 
advisers to President Obama warns that the nation risks 
losing its longstanding supremacy in food production because 
research in agriculture has not kept up with new challenges 
like climate change, depleted land and water resources and 
emerging pests, pathogens and invasive plants. The president’s 
Council of Advisers on Science and Technology, chaired by 
John P. Holdren, director of the White House office of science 
and technology policy, and Eric Lander, president of the 
Broad Institute of Harvard University and the Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology, urged a commitment of $700 million in 
additional money for new agricultural research — but deployed 
in very different ways than the money that is currently doled out. 
“Our most important conclusion is that our nation’s agricultural 
research enterprise is not prepared to meet the challenges that 
U.S. agriculture faces in the 21st century,” the panel states in its 
report, which was issued on Friday. The report lays out seven 
challenges ranging from competition for water to the impacts 
of climate change and biofuels production on food yields. 
“The need to deal with these growing challenges in agriculture, 
including new pests and pathogens, controlling agriculture’s 
environmental impact, health and nutritional concerns and 
international food security underscores the importance of 
agricultural research to the health, prosperity and security of 
the nation,” they wrote. But the panel found that federal money 
for agricultural research has, in real dollars, remained roughly 
the same for the last 30 years, according to the report, while 
financing for research in other areas of science and technology 
has risen strikingly. 

Photo:Darren Hauck/Reuters -Clouds of dust associated with a fungus 
called smut, which is brought on by heat and drought, infected fields near 
Belleville, Wis., this year.

 
 Moreover, because so little of the money is awarded 
competitively, the report’s authors concluded, it is not spurring 
innovation and is often duplicating research being done by 
private companies. Excluding recent research on biofuels 
production, less than $500 million per year is available for 
competitive grants in agriculture, the report said. That amounts 
to roughly 2 percent of the competitive funding from the 
National Institutes of Health and 6 percent of that from the 

National Science Foundation,” the panel wrote.
 “One consequence of the small amount of competitive 
funding for agriculture research is the decline in training of new 
agriculture scientists and the hindered recruitment of a new 
generation of the best young scientists into this area,” the study 
said.
 The Department of Agriculture is the largest federal 
grantor of funds for agricultural research, but roughly 66 percent 
of what it distributes stays in-house to finance its own research 
units like the Agricultural Research Service and the Economic 
Research Service — roughly double the amount that other 
federal agencies retain for research purposes.
 Additionally, some of the research dollars that the 
department distributes through land grant universities is used 
for permanent faculty salaries, which the report found “could 
unintentionally dissuade researchers from the challenging work 
of performing at the cutting edge of science and ultimately 
producing novel, innovative research.”
 The bulk of research money is spent on a handful of 
commodity crops, particularly corn and soybeans, for which 
private companies enlist battalions of highly educated plant 
breeders, geneticists, laboratory technicians and other skilled 
workers in research and development.
 The report also underscores how deeply agriculture 
meshes with energy, health, environmental and even national 
security issues. For instance, the panel noted that despite the 
nation’s growing reliance on biofuels, little research has been 
done on the impact that droughts and other extreme weather 
might have on the nation’s energy supply.
 It also noted the growth of interest in the role of food 
in human health and well-being, including growing problems 
like obesity and diabetes. “As part of the public investment in 
agricultural research, funding should be provided to explore how 
plant and animal products can be used or modified to respond to 
this crisis in nutrition and health by developing new varieties of 
food products and new approaches to food processing,” the panel 
wrote.
 The group also called for the proposed $700 million in 
new money for agricultural research to be distributed through 
a competitive process and that a portion be used to ensure that 
some of the nation’s most talented graduate students and post-
doctoral researchers take part.

Focus Meetings Offer New Early 
Opportunities for Stakeholder 
Involvement in Pesticide Registration 
Review
 
 In an ongoing effort to enhance transparency and 
involvement, the EPA has instituted Focus Meetings as a new 
step for certain pesticides going through registration review, the 
agency’s periodic reevaluation of all pesticides to make sure that 
as the ability to assess risks to human health and the environment 
evolves and as policies and practices change, all pesticide 
products in the marketplace can still be used safely. Focus 
Meetings provide an additional opportunity for stakeholder 
engagement early in the registration review process. This 
early involvement can help ensure that the EPA has important 
information prior to developing risk assessments for registration 
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Soil Fumigant Phase 2 Labels Take Effect 
 
 As of December 1, 2012, a final set of soil fumigant 
product label changes went into effect, fully implementing 
important new protections for workers and bystanders. The 
amended product labels incorporate the second and final phase of 
mitigation measures required by the EPA’s 2009 Reregistration 
Eligibility Decisions (REDs) for the soil fumigants methyl 
bromide, chloropicrin, metam sodium/metam potassium, and 
dazomet. Fully implementing the new risk mitigation measures 
represents a sea change in worker and public protection. These 
measures will help protect workers, handlers and bystanders 
from exposure to potentially harmful airborne concentrations of 
the fumigant pesticides.
 The new measures appearing on soil fumigant Phase 2 
labels include buffer zones and posting, emergency preparedness 
and response measures, training for certified applicators 
supervising applications, Fumigant Management Plans, and 
notice to State Lead Agencies who wish to be informed of 
applications in their states. Measures added to labels in the 
first phase of implementation included Phase 1 Fumigant 
Management Plans, good agricultural practice requirements, and 
new worker protection measures among other things. Phase 1 
labels were approved in 2010.
 After December 1, 2012, only soil fumigant products 
bearing the Phase 2 measures may be sold and distributed by 
registrants. Distributors and retailers who are not registrants may 
sell and distribute existing stocks of products bearing Phase 1 
labels until their supplies are exhausted.  Likewise, growers and 
applicators may apply products bearing old labels until those 
supplies have been exhausted.
 The newly approved labels are available through 
the Pesticide Product Label System (PPLS) at www.epa.gov/
pesticides/ppls. Visit the Office of Pesticide Programs’ Soil 
Fumigant Toolbox at www.epa.gov/pesticides/reregistration/

review.
 The meetings, which typically involve registrants 
and others, are intended to address areas of uncertainty such 
as unclear labels or missing studies that could affect the EPA’s 
pesticide risk assessment and risk management decisions. By 
obtaining better information early in the process, the EPA can 
narrow the scope of pesticide reevaluations to areas that pose 
real concerns, based on current data and use patterns. Better 
understanding of use patterns, for example, could reduce or 
eliminate the need for additional studies, or eliminate overly 
conservative assumptions that would lead to rework later in 
the process. Designed to improve efficiency, Focus Meetings 
will help ensure that the EPA has the best available data and 
information early in the process for making informed registration 
review decisions. 
 To ensure transparency, materials associated with Focus 
Meetings will be available in the pesticide-specific registration 
review dockets.  For cases where a Focus Meeting is held prior 
to the opening of a chemical-specific docket, OPP has opened 
a special Focus Meetings docket, EPA-HQ-OPP-2012-0778, at 
www.regulations.gov.
 Further information about Focus Meetings is available 
on the EPA’s registration review Web page, http://www.epa.gov/
oppsrrd1/registration_review/focus-meetings.html. 

soil_fumigants/ for more information about soil fumigants and 
new requirements for their safe use. 

The EPA Publishes Amended 
Azinphos-Methyl Cancellation Order 
Allowing Use of Existing Stocks through 
September 2013
 
 The EPA has published an August 29, 2012, amendment 
to the agency’s February 20, 2008, cancellation order for the 
organophosphate insecticide azinphos-methyl (AZM). The 
amendment provides growers an additional year, through 
September 30, 2013, to use existing stocks of AZM in their 
possession on five crops – apples, blueberries, cherries (sweet 
and tart), parsley, and pears.
 As the agency announced in late August 2012, after 
considering comments from growers and other stakeholders, the 
EPA completed a final risk-benefit analysis for the remaining 
uses of AZM. The EPA decided to maintain the September 
30, 2012, effective date for cancellation of the remaining crop 
uses. However, because of unusual weather conditions in 2012 
that prevented certain crops from developing, many growers 
were left with unused stocks of AZM. For this reason, the EPA 
amended the existing stocks provisions to allow growers to 
use existing stocks of AZM in their possession on those crops 
for another year, through September 30, 2013. All the required 
mitigation measures now reflected on AZM labeling remain 
in effect during this use. Distribution or sale of AZM after 
September 30, 2012, remains prohibited as provided in the 2008 
cancellation order. 
 The EPA’s amendment to the AZM cancellation 
order, published in the Federal Register on November 28, 
2012, is available in docket EPA-HQ-OPP-2005-0061 at www.
regulations.gov. Further information on the agency’s regulation 
of AZM is available in the Azinphos-Methyl Phase-out Web 
fact sheet, http://www.epa.gov/pesticides/reregistration/azm/
phaseout_fs.htm, in docket EPA-HQ-OPP-2009-0365 at www.
regulations.gov, and on the azinphos-methyl page in Chemical 
Search, www.epa.gov/pesticides/chemicalsearch/.

Voluntary Cancellation to End 
Iodomethane Use 
 
 The EPA and Arysta LifeScience North America, LLC 
have entered into a Memorandum of Agreement to formally 
terminate all agricultural use of iodomethane in the United 
States by the end of 2012 and ultimately remove all iodomethane 
products from the U.S. market. The EPA is requesting comment 
on Arysta’s request for voluntary cancellation of all of the 
company’s iodomethane product registrations, as stipulated 
in the agreement. Iodomethane, or methyl iodide, has been 
registered since 2007 for use as a pre-plant soil fumigant to 
control pests in soil where fruits, vegetables, ornamental plants, 
and turf are to be grown. In March 2012, Arysta, the sole 
registrant, announced its plans to immediately suspend all sales 
of its iodomethane MIDAS® products in the United States.
 Under the recently signed agreement and the voluntary 
cancellation request, all of Arysta’s existing iodomethane end-
use product registrations will be cancelled and use of existing 

http://www.epa.gov/oppsrrd1/registration_review/focus-meetings.html
http://www.epa.gov/pesticides/ppls
www.epa.gov/pesticides/reregistration/soil_fumigants/
http://www.epa.gov/pesticides/reregistration/azm/phaseout_fs.htm
www.epa.gov/pesticides/chemicalsearch/
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stocks in the United States will be prohibited effective December 
31, 2012. Further distribution and sale of iodomethane end-
use products will be prohibited except to return the products to 
Arysta (the company will take back existing stocks) or for proper 
disposal or export. As of January 1, 2013, Arysta’s technical/
manufacturing use iodomethane product may no longer be used 
in the US except to formulate products for export. The technical 
product registration will be cancelled effective December 1, 
2015. After that date, all sale and distribution of the technical 
product will also be prohibited except for proper disposal or 
export. Arysta will send iodomethane product purchasers and 
retailers a letter describing these provisions.
 The EPA’s November 21, 2012, Federal Register notice 
announces the agency’s receipt of Arysta’s request for voluntary 
cancellation of all of its iodomethane registrations and opens 
a 30-day comment period. The EPA anticipates finalizing the 
cancellation order by the end of 2012, after which the EPA plans 
to respond to a March 2010 petition from Earthjustice and other 
organizations requesting that the agency suspend and cancel all 
iodomethane registrations.
 The iodomethane Memorandum of Agreement and 
the EPA’s Federal Register notice announcing the voluntary 
cancellation request are available in docket EPA-HQ-
OPP-2005-0252 at www.regulations.gov and on the iodomethane 
page at www.epa.gov/pesticides/chemicalsearch/

EPA Releases Integrated Pest 
Management Plan for Schools 
 
 The EPA is releasing its Strategic and Implementation 
Plan for School Integrated Pest Management (IPM). The plan 
sets forth the EPA’s approach and activities for implementing 
the School IPM Initiative announced by EPA in 2010. Protecting 
children’s health is a top priority for the EPA. Children in the 
United States continue to face risks arising from exposure to 
pests and pesticides in school settings. IPM is an approach to 
managing pests that schools can use to reduce pest and pesticide 
risk for students and staff. The Strategic and Implementation 
Plans for School IPM demonstrate how the EPA will promote the 
goal that all of the nation’s children be covered by a verifiable 
and ongoing school IPM program. 

For more information, visit www.epa.gov/pestwise/ipminschools/
strategicplan.pdf.

Proposed Rule Will Enhance the Public’s 
Right to Know the Ingredients in Minimum 
Risk Pesticide Products 
 
 The EPA is proposing to clarify the substances on the 
minimum risk pesticide ingredient list and the way ingredients 
are identified on product labels. Minimum risk pesticides 
are a special class of pesticides that are not subject to federal 
registration requirements because their ingredients, both active 
and inert, are demonstrably safe for the intended use. The agency 
is proposing to reorganize these lists and add specific chemical 
identifiers to make clearer to manufacturers, the public and 
federal, state and tribal inspectors the specific ingredients that 
are permitted in minimum risk pesticide products. The EPA is 

also proposing to require producer contact information and the 
use of specific common chemical names in lists of ingredients on 
minimum risk pesticide product labels.
 EPA’s  proposal, announced in a December 31, 2012, 
Federal Register notice, does not alter the substance of the 
minimum risk pesticide ingredient lists, but  more accurately 
describes which chemical substances can be used in pesticide 
products that are exempt from federal pesticide registration 
requirements. State enforcement agencies have expressed support 
for the proposed changes.
 The agency is sensitive to the economic impact of 
regulations and acknowledges that the proposed changes could 
have a very small impact on current manufacturers of minimum 
risk products. However, we believe the industry – manufacturers 
of these products and businesses considering entering the market 
for minimum risk pesticides – will ultimately benefit from 
clearer guidance. In addition, we believe that consumers of these 
products have a right to know in an easily understandable way 
which chemicals the products contain. This proposed regulation 
promotes clearer information for consumers while maintaining 
the availability of minimum risk pesticide products in the market.

Sulfoxaflor Proposed Pesticide 
Registration Decision Available for Public 
Comment  
 
 The EPA is seeking comment on its proposed decision 
to conditionally register the new active ingredient sulfoxaflor, 
formulated as a technical product and two end-use products for 
use in production agriculture. The proposed use sites are barley, 
bulb vegetables, canola, citrus, cotton, cucurbit vegetables, 
fruiting vegetables, leafy vegetables, low growing berry, okra, 
ornamentals (herbaceous and woody), pistachio, pome fruits,  
root and tuber vegetables, small fruit vine climbing (except fuzzy 
kiwifruit), soybean, stone fruit, succulent, edible podded and dry 
beans, tree nuts, triticale, turfgrass, watercress and wheat.    
 The agency finds this decision to be in the public interest 
because the registration of this pesticide for use on these crops 
will provide growers with a new pest management tool to kill a 
broad spectrum of piercing/sucking insects, including species that 
are difficult to control. For example, the agency granted a Section 
18 Emergency Exemption in Arkansas, Mississippi, Tennessee 
and Louisiana for use of unregistered sulfoxaflor on cotton to 
control the tarnished plant bug, an insect that has developed 
resistance to alternative registered pesticides. Sulfoxaflor is 
also a valuable new tool for managing the development of 
pesticide resistance. The EPA’s proposed decision document and 
supporting documents to conditionally register the new active 
ingredient sulfoxaflor is posted at www.regulations.gov under 
EPA-HQ-OPP-2010-0889 for a 30-day public comment period.

Review on Corn Rootworm Resistance to 
Cry3Bb1 Posts to EPA IRM Docket 
 
 On January 17, 2013, the EPA released to the public an 
October 2012 Insect Resistance Management Team review and a 
January 17, 2013, memorandum summarizing that review. These 
documents present the EPA IRM Team’s scientific conclusions 
on the status of corn rootworm resistance to the Cry3Bb1 toxin in 

http://www.epa.gov/pestwise/ipminschools/strategicplan.pdf
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certain parts of the Corn Belt. 
 The EPA places a high value on the efficacy of Plant 
Incorporated Protectant crops. To ensure that these very safe 
methods of insect control continue to be available long into the 
future, they have to be managed properly to prevent insects from 
developing resistance to the natural proteins being expressed. 
The EPA is committed to maintaining effective oversight of 
these products in order to preserve their substantial benefits to 
agriculture and the environment.
 Based on a variety of data sources, the EPA IRM 
Team has concluded that corn rootworm may not be completely 
controlled by Cry3Bb1 in certain parts of the Corn Belt. While 
“confirmed resistance” as defined in registration documents has 
not been met, given the nature of the data, the manufacturer, 
Monsanto, has agreed to several actions and changes related to 
the registration of Cry3Bb1 products to address these matters. 
Examples of these actions include a commitment to conduct 
grower education programs demonstrating the value of crop 
rotation (e.g., to non-host crops such as soybean).  Monsanto has 
also agreed to continue to measure changes in susceptibility and 
report the information annually to EPA. Additional information 
on these actions and changes can be found in a January 17, 
2013, memorandum titled “EPA’s Mitigation Actions to Address 
Concerns Related to Single-Trait Cry3Bb1 Products.”
 EPA will be assessing resistance potential in the 
Corn Belt and evaluating Monsanto’s actions and submitted 
information; based on this ongoing oversight, EPA may take 
further action as appropriate.
 In addition to the agreed upon actions and changes, EPA 
anticipates holding a Scientific Advisory Panel meeting in 2013 
to discuss insect resistance management issues. 
 The two memoranda referenced above and the October 
11, 2012, review, titled “BPPD IRM Team review of corn 
rootworm monitoring data and unexpected damage reports for 
Cry3Bb1 expressing Bt Corn and academic reports of Cry3Bb1 
field failures as well as corn rootworm resistance” can be 
found at www.regulations.gov under docket number EPA-HQ-
OPP-2011-0922. 

Agency Report Paints ‘Sobering’ Picture 
of Forestlands in Coming Decades 
By Scott Streater, E&E reporter

 Rapid population growth over the next five decades will 
result in the loss of millions of acres of privately owned forests 
in and around national forests, fragmenting wildlife habitat and 
negatively affecting water quality, according to a new Forest 
Service report that one top Obama administration official termed 
“sobering.”
 The nearly 200-page document -- the fifth natural 
resource report since Congress required the assessments every 
10 years under the 1974 Forest and Rangeland Renewable 
Resources Planning Act -- also warns that increased temperatures 
due to climate change could dry up critical watersheds 
originating in national forests, leading to water shortages in the 
Southwest and the Great Plains areas.
 The report, which was compiled by Forest Service 
scientists and other university researchers and nonprofit 
partners, recommends that the service develop flexible forest 
and rangeland policies for the 193 million acres it manages that 

would allow it to adjust quickly as climate and land-use patterns 
change.
 If national policymakers do so, “the negative effects 
on the environment, economy, and society portrayed by 
the scenarios in this [report] are not foregone conclusions,” 
according to the report, which adds that the “full effect” of these 
changes need not happen.
 The report notes that the “forest inventory” nationwide 
will actually peak between 2020 and 2030, followed by a steady 
decline.
 “We should all be concerned by the projected decline 
in our nation’s forests and the corresponding loss of the many 
critical services they provide such as clean drinking water, 
wildlife habitat, carbon sequestration, wood products and outdoor 
recreation,” said Harris Sherman, the Agriculture Department’s 
undersecretary for natural resources and environment. “Today’s 
report offers a sobering perspective on what is at stake and the 
need to maintain our commitment to conserve these critical 
assets.”
 Meanwhile, the nation’s forests and grasslands will 
continue to see increased recreation use over the next 50 years, 
even as the size of forestlands declines, according to the study.
Urban development and the volume of developed land areas, 
mostly in the South, are expected to increase 41 percent by 2060, 
according to the report, resulting in the loss of as much as 34 
million acres of forested lands in the lower 48 states.
 The end result is more residential housing and 
businesses within the “wildland-urban interface” that proved 
vulnerable during last summer’s devastating wildfire season -- 
the worst on record.
 The Forest Service this fall ran out of money to pay 
for firefighters, fire trucks and aircraft that dump fire retardant, 
forcing the service to shift money from other forest management 
programs to pay for its efforts (Greenwire, Oct. 8).
Many of those programs target preventing such wildfires in the 
first place.
 “Our nation’s forests and grasslands are facing 
significant challenges,” said Forest Service Chief Tom Tidwell. 
“This assessment strengthens our commitment to accelerate 
restoration efforts that will improve forest resiliency and 
conservation of vitally important natural resources.”
 The full report is available at http://www.fs.fed.us/
research/publications/gtr/gtr_wo87.pdf

Not All Stink Bugs are Created the Same 
Source: Kelly Allsup, 309-663-8306, kallsup@illinois.edu
Rriter: Susan Jongeneel, 217-333-3291, sjongene@illinois.edu

URBANA – Illinois residents need to take steps to prepare for 
the invasion of Halyomorpha halys, better known as the brown 
marmorated stink bug (BMSB), warns University of Illinois 
horticulture educator Kelly Allsup.
 
 The BMSB is on the 2012 Most “Unwanted” Invasive 
Pests list created by the Illinois Cooperative Agriculture Pest 
Survey Program. With their piercing mouthparts, these insects are 
capable of damaging a multitude of crops, such as apples, pears, 
soybeans, and landscape ornamentals. “BMSB are capable of 
causing economic losses to soybean and corn producers,” said U 
of I Extension entomologist Mike Gray.

http://www.fs.fed.us/research/publications/gtr/gtr_wo87.pdf
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  According to Kelly Estes, state survey coordinator of the 
Illinois Cooperative Agricultural Pest Survey, the combination 
of low populations of BMSB and highly managed crop systems 
in Illinois have kept economic injury levels low up to now. 
However, recent tracking by the USDA indicates that BMSB 
spread substantially during this last growing season. The drought 
may have reduced the impact of fungal disease on the insects, 
with the warm weather causing them to develop faster. The warm 
fall has allowed two generations to be produced during one 
growing season, resulting in a greater number of overwintering 
insects.
  As well as damaging crops, these invasive pests seek 
shelter in homes during the winter. They enter via cracks and 
crevices to overwinter.
  “Most reports have come from urban areas in early 
spring and fall, generally from homeowners and master 
gardeners,” said Estes. To control BMSB in the home, use a 
vacuum to suck up adults or caulk the house in early winter. 
Using sprays indoors is not recommended because insecticide 
residues do not provide effective control.
  Stink bugs are capable of aggregating in man-made 
structures, and recent USDA studies show they prefer large dead 
trees that are still standing in the forest, such as oak or hickory 
on the East Coast. In April after overwintering, the adult lays 20 
to 30 eggs. Nymphs emerge shortly after. There can be multiple 
generations per year, depending on temperatures.
  BMSB has been identified in 38 states. Although 
Illinois is currently classified by the USDA as being at low risk 
for the pest, and large numbers have not been recorded, Allsup 
encourages homeowners and gardeners to be on the lookout for 
this invasive pest.
  BMSB has the characteristic stink bug shield shape and 
is as wide as it is long. It has distinctive black and white banding 
on the antennae and alternating dark/light banding on the edge of 
the wings. If you suspect you have BMSB, place the specimen in 
a plastic bag or jar and bring it to the local Extension office.
  For more information on insects, Master Gardener Plant 
Clinics, vegetable-growing information and the latest horticulture 
news, visit the Flower, Fruits and Frass Horticulture Blog at 
http://web.extension.illinois.edu/lmw/eb255/.

Tomato IPM for Gardeners Webinar 
Attracts 547 Attendees in 5 States 
 
 A 90-minute Tomato IPM for Gardeners webinar 
was held on August 14, 2012. At least 547 people, many 
Extension Master Gardeners from 5 states participated in the 
live broadcast. Topics covered and presenters were tomato 
selection, planting and management Michelle Grabowski, 
Extension Plant Pathologist, University of Minnesota; disease 
identification and comparisons leaf spots vs. blights; cultural 
controls, disease prevention Rhoda Burrows, Extension 
Horticulturist, South Dakota State University; septoria, early 
blight, late blight and bacterial leaf spot identification and 
management, abiotic tomato problems Stephanie Porter, Plant 
Diagnostic Outreach Specialist, University of Illinois; insects 
and tomato IPM Celeste Welty, Ohio State; and moderator, Mary 
Meyer, Extension Horticulturist, University of MN. Fifteen 
minutes of presentations were followed by question and answer 
sessions using the chat feature of the webinar. Of the 129 online 

connections, 57 were host sites reporting more than one person 
in attendance, with an average of 8.3 people/host site. Attendance 
by state was Illinois: 36; Minnesota: 90; Ohio: 1; South Dakota: 
27; Wisconsin: 48. Participants completed a pre and post test 
survey on their IPM knowledge and an evaluation of the webinar. 

Partial responses were as follows: 
Q: How would you rate the Tomato IPM for Gardeners  
     Webinar for what you learned? 
A: I learned a lot: 120/69%; I learned some: 50/29%; I  
     learned very little: 3/2%.
Q: How would you rate the length of this 90 minute  
     webinar? 
A: too short: 10/6%; too long: 12/7%; about right:  
     152/87%
Q: How did you feel about the time spent on content or  
     presentations in comparison to question and answer:  
A: too much content, not enough questions 16/9%; too  
     many questions, not enough content 6 /3%; a good mix  
     of content and questions 151/87%
Q: How would you rate the presentations? 
A: great, good information and good illustrations of  
     tomato problems 153/88%; ok, or fair information and  
     illustrations 19/11%; poor, insufficient information and  
     illustrations 1/1%

 Tomato IPM Webinar participant responses to the 
question: How would you rate your knowledge of Integrated Pest 
Management (IPM) on tomatoes?

 The recorded webinar, along with additional resources 
is available at the eXtension LEARN website: https://learn.
extension.org/events/580.

Researchers Discover the Brown 
Marmorated Stink Bug’s Winter Hideout 
By Chris Gonzales

 Researchers believe they have identified where brown 
marmorated stink bug (BMSB) gathers in natural landscapes 
during winter, and their findings could help farmers manage this 
invasive insect. 
 Doo-Hyung Lee, a postdoctoral research associate 
with USDA’s Agricultural Research Service, wants to 
understand precisely what the risks are to growers from BMSB 
overwintering in natural landscapes. Lee works with a team of 
scientists led by Tracy Leskey at the at the Appalachian Fruit 
Research Station in West Virginia.
 “We know BMSB aggregate inside human-made 
structures in very high numbers,” Lee explains. “However, in the 
natural landscape, BMSB are spread out. They can be anywhere. 
They can remain unchecked by any management strategies, 
spreading randomly and building their population.”
 If researchers could better understand stink bug behavior 
in the natural landscape, Lee reasoned, they would be able to 

https://learn.extension.org/events/580
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Scouting Video Wins Award
 
 A scouting education video funded by a North Central 
IPM Working Group grant has won a national award and also 
received mention in the New York Times. The Northern Plains 
IPM Working group has produced a set of animated videos for 
the Northern Plains IPM Guide, to education producers about 

develop a defense strategy for growers whose farms are located 
near woodlands. He and his colleagues ventured out into the 
woods to gather this information first-hand.

Treasure hunting
 Lee began his search on a chilly, overcast, winter 
afternoon in a desolate Maryland forest. “I felt as though I was 
hunting for treasure with no map,” he recalls. He and his team 
randomly mapped out plots of Maryland and West Virginia forest, 
then explored these areas for BMSB hideouts. After searching 
among dead trees, both standing and fallen, as well as in leaf 
litter on the ground, they found 26 aggregations of BMSB, a 3% 
find rate. 
 Using what they had learned, the researchers developed 
a more specific profile of BMSB’s preferred winter setting: large, 
dry, dead standing trees, more than 60 cm in circumference, 
particularly oak and locust, with porous dead tissue and peeling 
bark that gives BMSB a place into which to crawl. Lee and 
his team then returned to the woods, targeting only trees that 
matched their profile. This time, they found BMSB in 33% of 
trees, a finding that seems to confirm a BMSB preference for this 
winter refuge.

From forest to farm
 BMSB poses a huge risk to agriculture, Lee says, 
because 11 percent of trees in the natural landscape have the 
potential to harbor BMSB. Therefore, improving our ability to 
track BMSB movement from woodlands into agricultural areas is 
critical.
 As Lee tracks the brown marmorated stink bug, he is 
deploying several high-tech tools, including a flight mill that 
measures the distance and speed a stink bug is able to fly. He 
hopes to publish detailed information about the insect’s flight 
capacity within the next year. For now, he cites Asian studies 

suggesting that BMSB is able to fly long distances and find new 
cultivated crops readily.
 Lee is also pioneering use of harmonic radar to track 
stink bugs by mounting a tiny antenna to the back of the 17 mm-
long insect. This device will relay signals to researchers wearing 
equipment that can reliably detect tagged bugs up to 50 meters 
away.
Humankind’s best friend soon will join the defense against its 
new pest, Lee predicts. Dogs trained to detect the scent of BMSB 
will make it easier to monitor and manage BMSB in agricultural 
areas.

Outbreak pest
 BMSB is characterized in Asian studies as an outbreak 
pest, which means that the insect might go undetected for months 
or years before suddenly bursting on the scene in an agricultural 
area and causing much devastation. Now that we better 
understand the sites that provide winter refuge for BMSB, Lee 
believes, we will be better prepared to prevent future invasions of 
nearby farms.
 Assisting Lee in his research were John Cullum, 
Sean Wiles, Starker Wright, Torri Hancock, Brent Short, and 
Cameron Scorza. The research is part of a broader Coordinated 
Agricultural Project entitled “Biology, Ecology and Management 
of the Brown Marmorated Stink Bug in Specialty Crops” that has 
been funded through the USDA-NIFA Specialty Crops Research 
Initiative.
 “People are interested in our project because we are 
asking very basic questions about the biology of the insect that 
scientists have not looked at yet,” Lee said. “They are curious 
because our findings characterize the overwintering behavior of 
BMSB in the natural landscape. People are very excited.” 
These words, while attempting scientific understatement, show 
the exhilaration of the entomologist who just found the keys to 
the BMSB hideout in the forest.

While inspecting for BMSB in the woods, researchers 
observed tree characteristics such as moisture level, 
type, size, and surface permeability. Photo: D. Lee, 
USDA Agricultural Research Service

A treadmill for stink bugs: As the insect flies in circles, the top 
of this device spins, measuring distance and speed. This base-
line information is paired with study of BMSB flight in natural 
settings. Photo: D. Lee, USDA Agricultural Research Service
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aphid speed-scouting. One of the videos received the 2012 
Entomological Society of America YouTube Your Entomology 
award, for the Outreach category. These animated videos are a 
multidisciplinary collaboration involving South Dakota State 
University entomologists Buyung Hadi and Kelley Tilmon, and 
SDSU professor of visual arts Cable Hardin. Kelley Tilmon, 
director of the Northern Plains IPM Working group explains that 
the videos feature computer-generated animation, upbeat music, 
and a dash of humor to explain why, when, and how to use the 
speed-scouting technique, developed by Iowa State entomologist 
Erin Hodgson. “Speed-scouting can save producers a lot of time, 
but the method requires a bit of explanation,” says Tilmon. “Let’s 
face it: the explanations we give in extension are often sort of 
boring. Our hope for these videos was to make the information 
fun and accessible.” The videos can be viewed at 
http://www.youtube.com/
playlist?list=PLOWJAC5jx29iXREioaOlNm6zryAais2-S

Hands-on Workshops on IPM for Beginner 
Farmers in Missouri 
 
 In this issue of ‘The Connection’ we highlight a series 
of workshops targeting beginner farmers offered by the Lincoln 
University (LU) IPM program throughout Missouri during 
the summer (July-August) of 2012. This work was conducted 
in partnership with the University of Missouri Extension, in 
particular with Debi Kelly, Patrick Byers and Rich Hoormann, 
and other LU staff. Both institutions have demonstrated excellent 
cohesion and coordination when promoting IPM throughout 
Missouri. LU is leading the Horticulture program and the IPM 
program for vegetables and small fruits in the state.
 Each of the 4 workshops lasted two days and they 
included several classroom sessions as well as a visit to a local 
farm. Hands-on activities included demonstrations of pest 
problems in the field and a display of live beneficial and pest 
insects. Comprehensive educational resources were provided to 
each workshop participant. Since most small and mid-scale farms 
in Missouri are highly diversified, an ecological approach to IPM 
was emphasized. All aspects of IPM were covered from growing 
healthy transplants to post harvest sanitation and cover cropping.

CLASSROOM SESSIONS: They comprised:
•   Introduction to IPM: What is IPM and how does it  
    apply to your small fruit or vegetable farm?
•   Prevention: Emphasis on pest free seeds, transplants  
    and sanitation.
•   Avoidance: Emphasis on trap crops to reduce/avoid  
     insecticide use.
•   Monitoring: Emphasis on insect I.D., thresholds, and  
     monitoring tools.
•   Suppression I: Focus on cultural practices and physical  
     controls.
•   Suppression II: Focus on pests’ natural enemies (with  
     live demos).
•   Suppression III:  Introduction to pesticides and  
     vegetable production guide for commercial growers.

FARM VISITS: The visits included one LU research farm, a 
large conventional style commercial vegetable farm, an urban 
no till organic fruit and vegetable farm, and a small fruit and 

vegetable farm in its first production season. The farms provided 
an opportunity for trainers to point out current pest issues in a 
production setting, as well as possible management strategies to 
combat those pests.  

SHORT –TERM OUTCOMES: All workshop participants 
were asked to rate their level of knowledge about each IPM topic 
before and after the workshop. Table 1 below shows that, after 
conducting a statistical analysis on the ‘before’ and ‘after’ scores, 
a significant increase in knowledge was documented for every 
single topic (N= 24). The last column indicates the difference 
between the average knowledge the participants had before 
and after. The numbers in red, bold font indicate the greatest 
differences, meaning that participants learned the most about 
these particular topics.
 This workshop format was very well received by 
farmers. For example, when they were asked whether the 
topics of the workshop addressed their needs adequately, 
54 and 46% percent responded that they strongly agreed or 
agreed, respectively, with this statement. When asked whether 
the workshop increased their knowledge about IPM, 79 and 
21% percent responded that they strongly agreed or agreed, 
respectively. Similarly, when asked whether they learned about 
the economic and environmental benefits associated with IPM 
implementation, 92 and 8 percent responded that they strongly 
agreed or agreed, respectively, with this statement. Importantly, 
92 and 8 percent of trainees indicated that they strongly agreed 
or agreed that they were planning on adopting at least one IPM 
tactic in their operation.
 Remarkably, one of the farmers from the Kansas City 
area actually submitted a grant proposal for the ‘Farmer and 
Rancher grant program’ (NCR SARE) with a central element 
of the proposal being on IPM. This grant submission and 
the farmer’s actual plans to apply IPM information from the 
workshop into his farm operation in 2013 can be considered a 
change in behavior (a mid-term outcome).

ANONYMOUS FARMER QUOTES: 
“The live insect samples were a wonderful component of 
the workshop.”
“Best I have ever attended, I learned a lot of useful 
information”.
“I really benefitted from the small setting and question and 
answer sessions.”
“Excellent facility, very impressed with the offering”
“Format was great, do it again.”
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CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK: Activities such as the one 
reported here have led to an increase in the levels of knowledge 
and awareness by commercial farmers in Missouri on how to 
manage key insect pests of vegetables and small fruits using 
environment-friendly IPM. Through our In-Service Education 
workshops on IPM (not reported here), Extension educators and 
agriculture professionals in Missouri have also increase their 
knowledge and awareness of the economic and environmental 
benefits of implementing IPM practices and have also improved 
their ability to assist farmers on effective ways to manage pests 
in their production systems while promoting implementation 
of environment-friendly IPM tactics. We will continue offering 
intensive, hands-on workshop to farmers as well as to extension 
educators to provide them with a comprehensive understanding 
of the IPM concept. Compatibility of pest management tactics 
and conservation of beneficial arthropods including pollinators 
will continue to be emphasized as part of our outreach activities. 

	  ABOUT	  THE	  LU	  IPM	  PROGRAM:	  In	  Missouri	  there	  is	  a	  high	  need	  
to	  bring	  research-‐based	  information	  on	  all	  aspects	  of	  IPM	  to	  the	  
state’s	  citizens.	  The	  Lincoln	  University	  (LU)	  IPM	  Program	  was	  
established	  in	  April,	  2010,	  in	  response	  to	  that	  need.	  Our	  vision	  is	  
to	  deliver	  unbiased,	  research-‐based,	  sustainable,	  and	  timely	  
solutions	  to	  pest	  problems	  in	  vegetable	  and	  small	  fruit	  farms,	  
thereby	  helping	  to	  maximize	  economic	  returns	  and	  
environmental	  health.	  Our	  Mission:	  

Ø To	  educate	  farmers	  on	  the	  ecological	  benefits	  of	  
implementing	  IPM	  practices	  	  

Ø To	  increase	  the	  level	  of	  adoption	  of	  IPM	  components	  	  
Ø To	  increase	  the	  effectiveness	  of	  pest	  management	  

techniques	  	  
Ø To	  develop	  science-‐based	  pest	  management	  programs	  that	  

are	  economically	  and	  environmentally	  sustainable,	  and	  
socially	  appropriate	  	  

Ø To	  protect	  human	  health	  and	  the	  environment	  by	  reducing	  
pesticide-‐related	  risks	  

Table 1: Documented increases in level of IPM knowledge of the 24 farm-
ers that participated in the IPM workshops in four locations in Missouri in 
2012. Ranking scale used: 1= no knowledge, 2= little knowledge, 3= some 
knowledge, 4= knowledgeable, 5= very knowledgeable.

Whitford Presented North Central 
Regional Award for Excellence in
Extension 
 
 Fred Whitford, pesticide specialist for Purdue 
Cooperative Extension Service (PCES), is the recipient of the 
2012 North Central Regional Award for Excellence in Extension 
for developing an innovative pesticide educational program for 
farmers and commercial applicators in Indiana. The award was 
presented during the 125th Annual Meeting of the Association of
Public and Land-Grant Universities (APLU) in Denver.
 The Regional Awards are given 
annually to an Extension professional in 
each of five regions who excel at 
programming, provide visionary 
leadership, and make a positive impact 
on constituents served. Cooperative 
Extension and the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture’s National Institute of Food 
and Agriculture have sponsored the 
awards since 1991. 
 During his 20 years with 
Purdue Extension, Whitford has 
changed the way people think about and use pesticides. Under 
his leadership, the Purdue Pesticide Program has transformed 
into a dynamic program that helps farmers understand the risks 
associated with pesticides and provides information on how to 
mitigate those risks to successfully manage their business. 
 “I see the effects over time when I get in front of an 
audience. After 20 years of Extension, being in front of the 
farmer and industry audiences, you can tell that the questions 
they ask are much better and that their knowledge and skills 
are higher today than two decades back,” says Whitford about 
the accomplishments of his program. “There is no doubt in my 
mind that Extension has contributed greatly to that improvement 
through continuing education programs.” 
 With the help of industry specialists and extension 
professionals, Whitford listens to Indiana farmers and gardeners 
to determine what their problems are, and develops easy-to-
understand instructional presentations and publications to address 
those concerns. 
 Purdue Extension has produced 80 publications and has 
made more than 4,000 presentations that address important issues 
in pesticide safety, effectiveness and environmental protection.
Whitford’s efforts have not only helped farmers in Indiana, but in 
several other states across the country, as the Purdue Extension 
Pesticide Program has become a leading program for pesticide 
and pesticide-related issues.
 PCES serves the needs of Indianan communities 
by offering research-based education and information about 
agriculture, natural resources, health and human science, 
economic and community development, and 4-H/youth 
development.
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IPM 2013 Course Schedule 
 
 Starting now and continuing through 30 June 2013, all 
IPM3 courses can be taken at a time that you select. Although 
mid-January to mid-March and mid-April to June are the most 
popular times to take our courses, you can now register at www.
umn.edu/ipm3 and IPM3 will contact you to arrange a start/
stop date for the course(s) that will be customized to meet your 
individual needs.   
 Please Note: Beginning 1 July 2013, IPM3 will be 
ending its current tuition discount program. Register now to 
combine scheduling flexibility with a 33% tuition discount.   
Details of our program, course outlines, cost, and registration 
information are available on our website: www.umn.edu/ipm3.    

Briefly, the following courses are open between now and 30 
June 2013. Register now to receive the 33% discount off regular 
tuition rates:

•   IPM Core Concepts Module: Discounted rate $250  
    (regularly $375) 
•   Pest Biology – Weeds: Discounted rate $168 (regularly  
     $250) 
•   Pest Biology – Plant Diseases: Discounted rate $100  
     (regularly $150) 
•   Invasive Species Specialty Module: Discounted rate  
     $168 (regularly $250) 
•   Imported Fire Ant IPM: Discounted rate $168  
     (regularly $250)
•   IPM for Facility Managers and Supervisors:   
     Discounted rate $250 (regularly $375) 
•   Bed Bug Prevention & Control in the Hospitality  
     Industry: Discounted rate $250 (regularly $375)
•   IPM Core Concepts Module in Spanish: Discounted  
     rate $250 (regularly $375)

GPDN Webinar Series for 2013
 
 We are pleased to announce the 2013 GPDN Webinar 
series.  This year the webinar series will begin in January. All 
Webinars begin at 10:00 am CT/9:00 am MT.

The following is the schedule as it currently stands. We are still 
working with speakers to firm up the TBA dates.

 The webinars are open to anyone who would like to 
attend.  To Join go to http://connect.ksre.ksu.edu/gpdnseminars/. 
Once there “Enter as a Guest” by typing in your name and 
affiliation. Next click on “Audio” at the top of the screen, 
then “Start Audio Conference”. This will list three options, 
choose “Receive a call from the meeting (Dial-out)” and enter 
your phone number. If this does not work, there is a manual 
conference number (866) 910-4857, participant code 447113.  
If you have any questions regarding this seminar series or 

connecting, contact Sharon Dobesh at sdobesh@ksu.edu or (785) 
532-1340. All webinars are recorded and can be viewed later at 
www.gpdn.org along with those from 2008 through 2012 that are 
available.

A resource from USDA NIFA entitled Writing Meaningful 
Outcomes/Impact Statements is available at http://www.nifa.
usda.gov/business/reporting/planrept/pdf/2012_writing_better_
outcomes_web.pdf. 

A new web resource page from the University of California 
Davis to assist with monitoring for the walnut twig beetle is 
available at http://ipm.ucdavis.edu/PMG/menu.thousandcankers.
html.  

An official CDC Health Advisory entitled Health Concerns about 
Misuse of Pesticides for Bed Bug Control is available at http://
emergency.cdc.gov/HAN/han00336.asp.

A new handbook entitled How to Reduce Food Safety Risks 
is available at http://growingsafergardens.files.wordpress.
com/2012/10/foodsafetywebcurriculum-10-24-12.pdf.

The North Central IPM Center has added publications to is 
educational resources webpage located at http://www.ncipmc.org/
resources/index.cfm.

The Proceedings of the Herbicide-Resistant Weeds Summit were 
released this morning. They can be found on the NAP website 
(http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=13518) and there is 
also a link to this page under “Materials” on the summit website 
(http://nas-sites.org/hr-weeds-summit/).

Videos of the presentations made at the Vertical Farming 
workshop are available as a playlist at:
http://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLVqaARCrz-m9n57wfUI
_5zKsKwa3xci_X&feature=view_all
 
Videos and pdfs are linked at:
http://challengesinverticalfarming.org/Schedule.html
 
The motivation movie is at:
http://challengesinverticalfarming.org/Motivation.html

The brown marmorated stink bug damages a huge range of fruit, 
vegetable, and ornamental crops in North America. StopBMSB.
org features the latest findings from more than 50 researchers 
working to solve the mysteries of this pest. The web site (http://
www.stopbmsb.org) provides a photo identification guide and 
recommendations for how to control BMSB. Visitors can connect 
to our researchers’ sites, send a specimen for identification, and 
report a sighting.
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An article from MidAmerica Farmer Grower that discusses 
managing drift is available at http://www.mafg.net/Articles.
aspx?ArticleID=MTQxNzc%3d-AVvFDFBjo54%3d.  

The Report to the President on Agricultural Preparedness 
and the Agriculture Research Enterprise is available at http://
www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/microsites/ostp/pcast_
agriculture_20121207.pdf.

Learn more about the Sentinel Plant Network by visiting http://
www.publicgardens.org/content/sentinel-plant-network.  

Pest Prevention By Design Guidelines is a new free resource for 
designing buildings to be resistant to common pests, such as rats, 
mice, pigeons and cockroaches. San Francisco’s Integrated Pest 
Management Program initiated the project after initial pesticide 
use reductions achieved by the program began to level off.  
Program participants suspected poor design was a key barrier to 
further reductions.
 The resource aims to compile the current body of 
knowledge about preventing pest problems through building 
design and construction.  Pest management professionals, 
architects, engineers, researchers, educators, green building 
experts, IPM consultants and public agency experts contributed. 
The final product is now posted on the Department’s website at:
http://www.sfenvironment.org/download/pest-prevention-by-
design-guidelines
 The project was funded by the US Centers for Disease 
Control, coordinated by the Center for Environmental Health 
was contracted to coordinate the project, and the guidelines were 
reviewed by the International Code Council and a national, cross-
sector team of experts.

Check out this blog by OSU Cooperative Extension for some 
interesting info on the costs/savings of having a veggie garden!  I 
would imagine for some community garden participants the costs 
are even lower given the sharing of resources.
http://osumg.blogspot.com/2012/04/how-much-does-vegetable-
garden-costsave.html
 Altogether, the gardens had an AVERAGE VALUE OF 
$0.65 / square foot of garden area, and a MEDIAN VALUE OF  
$0.52 / square foot of garden area.
 For a modest-sized garden, 200 square feet in size, 
that’s a return of $104 in the first year.  For larger gardens, 500-
700 square feet in size, that’s a return of $260-$364 in year one, 
alone!
 Thus, even in the first year after establishment, the net 
economic benefits of vegetable gardening are positive - and these 
economic benefits are sure to increase in years two, three and 
beyond.

The consistent ‘winners’ in these papers included:
•   salad greens
•   tomatoes
•   beets
•   broccoli
•   potatoes
•   strawberries

These were the fruits and vegetables that yielded the most, in 

terms of dollars saved by not having to purchase these items.  
However, to truly get the best value from your vegetable garden, 
it is important to plant what your family likes to eat.  No one 
really liked the green tomatoes (or the pear tomatoes) that I 
planted a few years ago.  Lesson learned.  I scratched those from 
my list.
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