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Attending:
James Anderson (Director of Publications)
Rod Lym (President elect)
Jacob Barney (NEWSS Rep)
Kevin Bradley (NCWSS representative)
Anita Dille (Treasurer) 
John Jachetta (Past-President)
Joyce Lancaster (Executive Secretary) 
Anne Légère (Member-at-Large)
Tim Miller (WSWS Representative) 
Mike Barrett (President) 
Sarah Ward (Member-at-Large)
Lee Van Wychen (Director of Science Policy) 
Trey Cutts (GSO Representative)
Dave Vitolo (Secretary) 
Cody Gray (APMS)
Les Glasgow (Member at large)
Jim Kells (Vice President)
Darrin Dodds (SWSS)


Saturday July 30
Call to Order 8:00
Approval of Agenda: 
Moved: Vitolo, 2nd Jachetta.  Approved.
Review of WSSA Major Projects/Investments
Mike reviewed the MAPLE process.  
Projects will be evaluated according to:
1. MAPLE indicators:
M = Membership; what is the benefit to members of WSSA?
A = Articles; what is the effect on WSSA publications?
P = Policies; does this effort impact policies related to weed science?
L = Legislation; does this effort impact legislation related to weed science?
E = Education; what is the benefit to educational goals of the society?
2. Alignment of the project with WSSA goals.
3. Estimated draw on financial and member resources
4. Probability of success versus the expected impact of the project.
5. Risks versus potential rewards to the society and membership.
6. Will the success of this project make the society stronger?
7. Is there a better project in the queue?
8. Urgency – some projects may get fast-tracked
9. What are the risks to committing to the project, and the risks in not doing the project?
New project proposals will be evaluated at the board meeting that immediately follows each annual meeting. Continuing projects will be evaluated at the summer board meetings on a rotating basis; projects at stage gates 2 through 4 will be evaluated yearly. Once projects have been launched, evaluation will occur every one to three years.


Director of Science Policy – Barrett
We have had 2 DSPs.  Role: Research outreach, monitor and interact with Washington DC scene.  Long-term activities and efforts.  Assessing impact is difficult as the activities cross over years.  WSSA pays 60%, member societies the rest.  >100k. 
Core Activities of the DSP:
· To monitor and report on activities in Washington D.C. that are relevant to the societies
· To make the expertise of the societies readily accessible to the legislature and administrative agencies
· To comment on specific science issues that are of concern to the societies or where the societies have specific competencies
· To pursue specific interests of the societies as a group, or as individual societies, when there is a compelling need
 
The DSP reports directly to the chair of the WSSA Science Policy Committee
Discussion: If we want to have impact in DC, this is what we need to do.  If we don’t look out for ourselves, no one else will.  Funding efforts have been very effective. Too much to do.  Discussion around priority setting.  Directly reports to Don Schilling.  Committee sets priority. Role is vital.  
Do we need to replicate in Canada?  It would be extremely valuable.  Has spillover affect in CA. Could we sponsor some effort in Ottawa? Discuss prior to Vancouver meeting. If CWSS has idea come to board with a proposal.  Peter Sikkema will discuss. Do other societies have similar role? : Hort, ASP, Tri-Societies…yes.  
 EPA Subject Matter Liaison – Jachetta


Steve Dewey 1st.  Jill S 2nd. .Partnerships, 3 key issues for 2011.
Both organizations need to learn from each other, and how they operate. Provide expert advice.Now they have an educational tool they can rely on.  Education focus.
Need to offer interns (Point 4 page 11)  
It is about what the agency wants.  Need to be responsive. This provides an independent review, opposite the Industry. Any pushback from companies?  Sometimes.  They don’t get everything they want, ..so. Expert provides valuable input to various committees. Needs to be a long-term commitment by an individual, but not permanent one.
Public Awareness Committee – Jachetta
Takes strong leadership.  Janis, Carol.  Next?


Objectives: Raise public awareness of weeds. Guidance to regulators. Awareness as a career
Activities: Press releases. Education of the masses. Very effective committee.  
 WSSA Website – Ward, Cutts, Lancaster
Website dated. Keeping content updated is an issue.  Website redesign committee: Ward, Cutts, Greg McDonald, Everman, Sarah True, Derr, Barney, Jim Anderson, Lee VanWychen, Dave Krueger.
1st: redesign the site .Look, connections, …easiest task at hand
2nd: How to update content? Current model not meeting our needs.  Needs to be the go-to site for info on weeds. Content editor:  Job role, time, budget, Who do we want? Passionate,knowledgeable.  Need a filter for cost of adding things to the site.   
Clear process  needed. Timelines and specific goals needed.  Action plan for new web design. Link to broader social media.    
 Ward: to provide job description by February meeting, and website proposal.  Use Stage gate plan to provide quality control.  
Annual Meeting – Lym, Lancaster, Counter
Joyce provided # of attendees. 265 last year.  300-350 average.
408 was Orlando with SWSW.     
Annual meeting serves purpose, but only for a 1/4 of our membership.  How to we involve those who do not attend?  We try to break even.  Is annual meeting worth it? Yes is consensus.  Location is important.  San Antonio vs Gander. Westerners getting tired of the west.  But Easterners like it.  
Video symposia? Costly.  Are there newer better ways? Put slides and audio. Podcast to meeting. Record speakers, post with slides.  Charge ? possibly. Technology exists. Beltwide does it. SWSS thinking of it.   Can add check-off to give permission when posting.
Barrett: Record Symposia would be a good start – Goal is to record Symposia for the 2012 meeting
Barrett: Investigate Concept – of Slides + Audio recording and posting.  
Kells:  Note to David on Committee sign-up tool on site.  Do not add committees under review.
Mike Barrett:  to ask each committee to justify their existence


Analysis of WSSA Committees
Consensus: Serious look of committees is a good idea.  Many are inactive or barely so. A regular review of committees is needed.  Every committee should have a sunset clause.   A new vision statement may bring new enthusiasm.  Standing committee vs ad-hoc committees (interest group) may be way to organize. Permenent vs rotationally reviewed committee (terminology needs to be sorted out).
E3 Cast
In practice venue to interact at WSSA meeting doesn’t happen.  They do meet at the CAST meeting.  Not needed. 
 Ward: Discuss need for committee with Chair E3

E11  Weed-loss 
Should be ad hoc, as opposed to standing.
Ward: Discuss need for committee with Chair E11
W4 Weed Bio 
Few attend.  Do we need it?  
  Barney: Discuss need for committee with Chair W4
Education
 No reports, important area, needs strong leader.  Overlapping roles and coordination between committees is an issue and opportunity. 
Liaison-  A liaison of liaisons.  Rather than a committee, just a list of societies with which we wish to have links, find the individual, and have them redo the list. report or provide info. Need a mechanism to prompt information exchange about other society activities. 
E2 Science Policy – Jachetta
Leadership comes from Lee, and is fed back into regional societies. Feedback: 1.More communication needed.  2.ID and separate reporting  vs.  leading activities.
E6 Research and Competitive Grants – Miller
Developing Matrix of opportunities. They get stale quickly, therefore we need a mechanism to provide timely info.
1. Finish opp matrix,
2. 2. Define success
3. Training  in how to for  new faculty

E10 Herbicides for Minor Uses – Miller
Very active. No change
E13 Public Awareness – Jachetta and Barrett
Barrett: discuss shared leadership plan. 
P22 Terminology – Gray
Active. Functional. Effective. Essential. Serve as needed. 
Group 3	Rod Lym leading, Les Glasgow, Kevin Bradley, Darrin Dodds, Anita Dille, Trey Cutts, Pete Porpiglia
E4 Noxious Weeds – Lym
Active, but don’t do anything in their MOP.
  Jachetta:  E4 Need to redo MOP
 Jachetta: W13 does similar work. Discuss with chairs combination of E4+W13.(weed alert)  
E8 Environmental Aspects – Glasgow
 No Change
E14 Website – Bradley
Disjointed, need direction. 
 Porpiglia: E14 Website  Committee Update MOP
F3 Endowment – Dille
Committee not needed. An individual could do the work.
Dille: Set up ad-hoc Committee under the finance committee for educating members on estate planning.  F3 chair move to finance
W11 Extension – Bradley
Functional.  No Change.
 What does it mean to be a liaison: Encourages committee to be active.  Brings info from to board.    
History: Board member reports back, rather than committee chair reporting 
Discussion around board members acting as committee chairpersons.   Discussion around workload   
Barrett: organize Orientation for committee chairs
Porpiglia- Edit MOP to exchange term committee liaison instead of the current term committee coordinator.   


P6 Herbicide Handbook – Legere
Revise MOP.   Need to understand financial model, audience and format before decision is taken on committee.  In future needs and organisation may be quite different. 
W16 Biocontrol – Vitolo
 Lydon/Vitolo: Committee chair to poll members if committee W16 needs to remain in existence.   Will report back in February to board. 
W20 Sustainable Ag – Legere
Active,committee.  Good turn out, discussion. Overlaps with Ed, PAC.,  MOPs need tweaking.
W21 Professional Development – Ward
Ad-hoc in 2007.   See continuing need.  Has become less active.       
 Barrett:  to speak to current chair about activities of committee W21.  
P8 Newsletter – Ward
Do we need a newsletter in its current form?  Could information be provided by revised website?  Need to sort out how to archive posted material. Some members are quite fond of the newsletter in its current form. Does it need to continue as a committee? - No, but ask editor.  
P22b Plant Names – Gray
Functional committee.  No Change
 Porpiglia: Need an MOP for P22b
W15 Formulations – Sikkema
Functioning well. No Change.  Perhaps committee could keep eye on Wind tunnel technology
S69 Title and Abstract Submission – Jachetta
 Jachetta: Ask David K what is left to be done?      Question as to if it needs to continue.
 Jachetta: Ask Abstract editor if role needs to continue
S71 Herbicide Resistance Education – Jachetta and Barrett
Jachetta:  Does S71 need to be permanent? Ask Shaw. If yes, add to MOP.

E12 – Herbicide Resistant Plants – Barrett
Functioning committee. No change
Barrett:  Ask Ian for info on suspects and what’s new report
 W17 Integrated Weed Management – Dodds
Dodds: Redo MOP. Discuss with Chairs  Combine with W20 (sustainability)
F2 Finance – Dille
Very active. No Change 
P11 Abstracts – Dodd
Not really a committee.  Combine or eliminate. See action to ask editor if role is needed.  
W13 Weed Alert - Barney 
Barney:   Discuss combination of committees with chairs for committee with Chair.  Combine with E4 (noxious weeds)
Move that Liaison committee be eliminated and removed from MOP. The  committee is to be replaced by a list of active org’s and liaisons.  This list is to be maintained by the VP. Kells. 2nd Lym.   Passed. 
Note: Discussion On Sunday that this Motion was Out of Order according to our MOP

F4 – Membership  -  Barney
Recommendation:  Combine with Prof Dev or PAC. 
Porpiglia: edit MOPs to indicate that  Local arrangements and Board Liason don’t need a board liaison.
Barrett: Note goes out to Committee chairs re mergers and elimination
 
Adjourn: Moved Porpiglia, 2nd  Jachetta. Approved
 


Sunday July 31
Meeting called to Order at 7:57 
 Approval of Minutes – Vitolo (5,6,11 February,2011)
Motion to Approve- Porpiglia, 2nd Dille.  Approved as amended.  
Approval of Reports on the Consensus Agenda
		NCWSS Report
NEWSS report
		WSWS Report
E1 Liaison
E4 Federal Noxious Weeds
E6 Research and Competitive Grants
E10 Herbicides for Minor Uses
E11 Weed Loss
E12 Herbicide Resistant Plants
E13 Public Awareness
P11 Abstracts
P3 Weed Technology
P4 IPSM
P22b Standardized Plant Names
W3 Parent Awards
W3a Fellows and Honorary Members
W3b Extension Award
W3d Teaching Award
W9 Necrology
W11 Extension
W13 Weed Alert
W20 Sustainable Agriculture
F4 Membership and Affiliation
Motion to approve Lym, 2nd Miller.  Approved unanimously.
President’s Report – Barrett
Vote to discontinue Liaison committee was out of order.  Need two week written notice per MOP.
Barrett: will send out and call for vote after 2 weeks
Barrett: to contact committee chairs with board recommendations for comments.
Lym: Room requests for committees will go out in Sept-Oct
Discussion re B. Glenn’s presentation in February.  Mike would like someone to propose a symposium to discuss 3rd world ag 
Attended: Lunch and learn – WSU talk on invasive grasses. House hearing
Attended:  WSWS – Morning business breakfast, and dinner with students were well run and perhaps a model for WSSA.
Healthy Habitat discussion.  Wanted to take funding from research.  We have severed relationship.
Dave Krueger: Excellent service.  
Bugwood project: Weed ID pictures.  Waiting for new web design.
Army  CE – Aquatics lab.  Unlikely to be funded.  Resigned to be zeroed out.
 August 30 – Weed Loss funding discussion In DC.  20 different organizations planning to attend.  
American Soc Plant Biology summit – Jill S and Mike B  to attend.
Jill S. – Would like to serve until resistance labeling issues are resolved.  Will let us know 6 mo in advance.   Very effective.
APHIS II being circulated for comments
2 weeks- EPA tour of Weed resistance sites. NCWSS supporting
Weed contest well run, attended.  
Motion:  WSSA should officially recognize Greg Armel and UT staff.  A letter of commendation to be written by the President and sent to Greg and UT staff with copies to respective supervisor.
Jachetta, Bradley 2nd approved unanimously
Barrett:  to draft letter to Armel and team thanking them for Weed Contest. Copy superv.
Executive Secretary Report – Lancaster


We have exceeded our membership totals for 2010 and 2009 and are within reach of our membership total for 2008 (1352).     Two major contributing factors for this increase.  The biggest factor was including student online membership with the meeting registration.  Our student membership went from 91 to 148.  The other factor was re-establishing the associate member category and making it available to certain targeted groups.  This offer went out to the NAWMA members in March and these numbers reflect the response to that initiative.  In suggesting this initiative Joyce was after two results – increasing membership and increasing the readership for IPSM – and it appears that this is exactly what is happening.  Joyce also plans to offer the associate membership to the members of the California Invasive group.   One option at this point in time would be to offer them half-price for 2011 if they’ll go ahead and pay for both 2011 and 2012.  
 Jachetta:  to  contact  NRVMS , and MWESA re membership. 



Publications

You’ve already received notice from James Anderson, Director of Publications, about the inclusion of our new Invasive Plant Science and Management journal in the Thomson Reuters Journal Citation Reports and that it will receive an impact factor in the future.  They plan to go back to Vol.1, Issue 1 (2008) for reporting purposes.  This is just terrific news – perhaps even more significant than the increased membership numbers.  The Board at the time was willing to take a risk with this new journal but we’re now beginning to see valuable results from this venture.  

A big thanks needs to go to the original planning committee chaired by Vanelle Peterson; to James Anderson for his leadership throughout the process; to Joe DiTomaso for his outstanding work as editor of the journal and all of the associate editors and reviewers associated with producing exceptional content; and to Tracy Candelaria as managing editor and Karen Ridgway as publisher for guiding us through this process to this exceptional result in just three years and in our very first attempt at inclusion in the journal citation system.  If you were a member of the Board of Directors at the time the original decision was made – pat yourself on the back.  
Financial

  We received $85,157.79 in revenue sharing from Allen Publishing for 2010, an increase from the amount of $76,445.39 received for 2009. We have an independent accounting firm do an audit every three years.  We have the same firm do an annual review in the other two years of the cycle.  The 2010 review is  complete, and there are no outstanding or problematic accounting issues.

Overall, our cash position is decent for this time of year. Although we have reserved $60,000 in cash in the general fund to use for operating expenses if needed.  

Finance Committee Report – Dille and Lancaster

    
2011 end of first and second quarter balances are summarized below, together with year-end balances for 2008, 2009 and 2010. 
	Date
	
	General Fund
	QTD
	YTD
	Endowment
	QTD
	YTD

	12/31/08
	End year
	$645,139
	
	
	$207,436
	
	

	12/31/09
	End year
	$739,889
	
	
	$263,274
	
	

	12/31/10
	End year
	$813,983
	
	
	$291,095
	
	

	3/31/11
	End 1st quarter
	$838,743
	
	
	$293,980
	
	

	6/30/11
	End 2nd quarter
	$847,736
	+1.1%
	+4.2%
	$298,535
	+1.6%
	+5.0%



Dille:  Finance committee to discuss ways to revamp the current reg form to encourage endowment donations, and draft letter to request donations. 
Dille: to look into ways to encourage estate planning.
 Finance Committee discussions and recommendations:
1) CAST 40th Anniversary.  They are seeking sponsors for various functions / activities as part of their upcoming 40th Anniversary celebration, October 18-21, 2011 in Des Moines, IA.  
The Finance Committee recommends that we would provide $1000 sponsorship for a ‘concrete’ and educational item (not food) such as for the “Food Safety and Security Panel” or publication of their 40th anniversary booklet.
Motion:  WSSA  provide a $1000 sponsorship for the publication of the CAST 40th anniversary booklet.
Moved  by Dille, 2nd Jachetta.  Approved unanimously

2) The IWSS will once again be offering competitive graduate student travel awards for the upcoming conference in China in June 2012.  The WSSA was approached to help fund some of these awards.  

The Finance Committee recommends that we provide $12,000 to the IWSS for these graduate student awards.  It was suggested that we might work through our own Professional Development committee to financially support other WSSA-student members that are planning to attend the IWSS conference.
Motion:  The WSSA  provide $12,000 to the IWSS for graduate student awards to the 2012 China conference.  Moved Dille, 2nd Gray. Approved unanimously. 
3) This year the WSSA will be recognizing a team (2 individuals) for the Honorary Member award.  The current cash award is $1000, but will not substantially cover the cost of our two guests to attend the 2012 conference.   

The Finance Committee recommends that we award $1000 per person, for a total of $2000 in 2012.  It was also suggested that this should be reviewed on a case-by-case basis in the event of another team winning the Honorary Member Award.  It will also depend on how many members of the team would actually attend the WSSA annual meeting.
Motion: The WSSA  Honorary Member Award be set $1000 per person, for a total of $2000 in 2012 only .
Moved: Dille 2nd: Glasgow.  Approved unanimously
4) The National Research Council is organizing a summit “National Summit on Strategies to Manage Herbicide-Resistant Weeds” to be held in Washington DC, hopefully in November 2011.  Several WSSA members have participated in the writing, reviewing, and planning for this upcoming summit.  At this time, the estimated cost of the summit is $150,000 and they are seeking sponsorship from numerous organizations.

The Finance Committee recommends that we provide $25,000 for the planning and executing of this National Summit.
Motion:  WSSA provide $25,000 for the planning and executing of the “National Summit on Strategies to Manage Herbicide-Resistant Weeds” to be held in Washington DC.  
Dille, Jachetta 2nd  Approved 17-1 
HRAC, Cotton Council, Soybean Board, and a Grant, makes up the remainder of total amount. Roll out of Aphis I&II papers. Open Meeting.  Comments:  this is our natural leadership role.  Discussion around the cost for a 1 day meeting, and whether the publications will be completed in time.  Video will be posted on line. 
 Nominating – Jachetta
List provided by committee for election to the BoD:
Member at large:  Greg Armel (S), Dan Kunkel (NE)
Treasurer:  Mark Czarnota (S), Ian Burke (W)
Secretary:  John Soteres (NC), John Madsen (S)
Vice-President:  Mike Foley (W), Joe DiTomaso (W)
Motion to Approve the list provided by the Nominating committee. Jachetta, 2nd : Vitolo.  Approved unanimously   
 Graduate Student Organization – Cutts



Cutts: Determine if we can add grad student dining match-up to registration form
Student only mixer planned on Wednesday.  Planning a strengths finder test.  Conversations with Regional GS reps. Suggested that a committee of officers of regional WSS be formed, chaired by the WSSA student Rep. Is there an overlap of responsibilities with the GSO?  Something for GSO to discuss.  
Cutts: come to Board with a written request re new Grad Student special committee.
Cutts: Determine list of Grad students nationally, determine how to increase WSSA membership
Cutts:  Duck Race for 2012 meeting possible? Investigate. GSO  organize and run.
Counter: Duck races in future contracts

2012 Summer Board Meeting Dates – Counter
17-19 August 2012 (Saturday-1/2 Sunday) Baltimore. Travel Friday-Sunday PM.
Publications – Anderson 
	

	 
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010

	Impact Factor
	WT
	0.626
	0.858
	0.854
	0.749
	0.925

	
	WS
	1.476
	1.299
	1.631
	1.451
	1.528

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	WT
	204
	183
	187
	153
	180

	Submissions
	WS
	221
	200
	184
	200
	193

	 
	IPSM
	 
	61
	83
	114
	101

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	WT
	81%
	76%
	65%
	81%
	63%

	Acceptance Rate
	WS
	69%
	71%
	67%
	54%
	50%

	 
	IPSM
	 
	39%
	53%
	46%
	56%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	WT
	$213,595 
	$228,682 
	$213,251 
	$209,810 
	$216,118 

	Revenue
	WS
	$233,229 
	$209,860 
	$249,154 
	$235,408 
	$231,009 

	 
	IPSM
	 
	 
	$37,075 
	$46,160 
	$60,713 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	WT
	$170,671 
	$179,082 
	$156,123 
	$130,990 
	$139,455 

	Expenses
	WS
	$214,108 
	$169,772 
	$201,966 
	$176,257 
	$139,484 

	 
	IPSM
	 
	 
	$109,392 
	$86,920 
	$95,946 



	 
	Actions in 2011

	 
	BOD approved funding two invited reviews/journal/year at $2000 each; waiver of page charges; and open access for invited reviews in WSSA publications. 

	
	BOD approved $20 gift card awarded annually to associate editors, split 50:50 with Allen Press, and a letter of thank you from the WSSA President. In addition, all reviewers for WSSA will receive a letter of thank you from the WSSA president.

	
	BOD approved recommendation to exclude “Sources of Materials” section from all WSSA journal articles and instead incorporate where appropriate in Materials and Methods section. These modifications to WSSA Publication Policy have been updated in the online Directions for Contributors.

	
	Editor’s stipend increased from $15,000 to $17,500 per year.

	
	Editor Note on Visual Ratings published in April issue of Weed Technology (Weed Tech 2011 25:177) and updated in online Directions for Contributors.

	
	Allen Press applies for inclusion of Invasive Plant Science & Management in the Thomson Reuters Journal Citation Reports and is granted access.



What are the committee’s remaining goals for 2011?   
· Continue to track benchmarks for Invasive Plant Science and Management.
· Continue to monitor the impact of Spanish abstracts in Weed Technology and determine if Spanish abstracts should continue in Weed Technology, and/or if inclusion of Spanish abstracts will be expanded to Weed Science. 
· Find replacement Editor for the journal Weed Technology. Neil Harker has formally submitted his resignation as the current Editor, effective after the 2012 annual meeting.
What is the current state of the committee’s projects and activities?  
· Committee and Allen Press are monitoring success of Spanish abstracts in Weed Technology.
· Committee continues to monitor success of Invasive Plant Science & Management through quarterly reports from Allen Press.
· A list of potential candidates for Editor of Weed Technology has been assembled
Anderson: Review MOP for selecting a new editor of WT.
Anderson :  Provide the name of a candidate for Editor of WT to the President for appointment, with approval of BoD.
Barrett: Vote for new WT Editor electronically  

Porpiglia:  Remove Website (P23) from under Publication Board (P1) on Page 6 of WSSA Committees pdf; the website committee appears to have been changed to E14.

Porpiglia:  All reference to “Allen Track” in the MOP should be changed to “Peer Track”.

Porpiglia/Lancaster/Anderson:  Prepare for vote of membership to amend the constitution to add IPSM as official publication.

Anderson/Barrett/Lancaster: management proposals need to be in hand by Summer 2012 board meeting. Discuss how to achieve.

Legere/newsletter editor/Barrett/Jachetta/Dodds:    Newsletter:  take a hard look at format and content revision 

Addition of North American Weed Management Association and/or IWSS to Affiliate Society Membership and to BOD – Jachetta and Barrett



Discussion: Opportunity for WSSA to grow: Members, societal growth, subscribers, bridge to practitioners. NAWMA’s average membership over the past five years is 270 members from the United States, Canada, Mexico, and England. 20 NAWMA members are WSSA Associate members for IPMS or Weed Technology Just a few (5) NAWMA members currently belong to WSSA. We would like to interact more and are seeking the best way to foster that goal.

What would NAWMA get from this? 
A connection to the Weed Science research community, 
Connection to the EPA SME, DC impact and updates through our DSP and research on areas of interest such as herbicide resistant weeds and NPDES
Can hold a practitioners forum at the NAWMA meeting if desired
Gets congressional support through DC presence
Some interaction already happening
Practitioners but perhaps with little advanced education
Would get an educational opportunity
Increases communication 
How comfortable would the NAWMA membership be? We do address the same issues as in their constitutional bylaws. They would need to support a NAWMA member on the WSSA Board.

Jachetta/Barrett: Draft letter to NAWMA detailing process and timelines for becoming member society of WSSA. 
Discussion around  extending an invitation to the North America Weed Management Association (NAWMA) to become a conference member of the WSSA, provided NAWMA meets the criteria for conference affiliation specified in the MOP.   
This must be put to a vote to the WSSA membership and approved by 2/3 of the WSSA members casting ballots. 
Porpiglia: Clean up MOP to standardize affiliate member terminology and guidelines
 IWSS: Do we want to extend an invitation to IWSS?   Can we get information on demographics?  Are there other ways to offer membership? Shouldn’t we be a member society of the IWSS?
Barrett - Meet with IWSS to discuss opportunities for a NA coordinator on the IWSS Board

 Meeting Survey – Kells
Survey Monkey report
No consensus on presentation length.  Need to look at how many papers are submitted.  Need to be consistent across sessions.  E mail to all authors ahead of meeting.  Board evenly split between 20 min and no preference.
Kells:  Survey -Should do this every year, as duty of the VP, at the end of that individuals term (end of meeting).  Jim will do again in 2012.  At some point add to MOP. 


2012 Program – Lym and Phil Motooka
Anticipate 30% reduction in Attendance. 15 min talks. General session – Pres address, Phil will give a talk on history, Volcanism talk, then awards. Sunday meeting  disrupts SuperBowl.  Board meeting planned for Sat and Sunday AM. Tuesday PUFF (President’s uniform fitness forum) Short run or walk 1-2 mile.  Sessions start 7:30 and done by 3:30-4. Wednesday papers stop at noon to accommodate tours.  Business Breakfast meeting Thursday. Thursday full day. 3 Symposia: HTC & SA; No-Till; Drift
2012 Registration and Membership Rates – Dille and Lancaster 
1) The current membership renewal rates for 2012 were reviewed as were the meeting registration rates for the 2012 WSSA annual meeting.  
The Finance Committee recommends that we increase membership renewal rates by $10 for regular members ($190, regular member print and online journals, and $170, regular member, online journal only) while keeping student renewal rates the same ($70, student member print and online, and $50, student, online journal only).
Motion:  WSSA increase membership renewal rates by $10 for regular members ($190, regular member print and online journals, and $170, regular member, online journal only) while keeping student renewal rates the same ($70, student member print and online, and $50, student, online journal only).
Motion: Dille, 2nd:Vitolo ; Approved unanimously
The Finance Committee discussed how to structure the meeting registration fees.  The guest rate is to cover the cost of the reception that they attend (we need to review that cost / person).      
The Finance Committee recommended that meeting registration fees be as follows:
	type
	early
	late
	on-site

	member
	$350
	450
	495

	non-member
	$400
	475
	525

	student
	$125
	125
	125

	guest
	$40
	40
	40



Motion by Dille that meeting registration fees for 2012 be as follows:
	type
	early
	late
	on-site

	member
	$350
	450
	495

	non-member
	$400
	475
	525

	student
	$125
	125
	125

	guest
	$40
	40
	40



Friendly amendment Legere: Amended to $50 for guests from $40.
	type
	early
	late
	on-site

	member
	$350
	450
	495

	non-member
	$400
	475
	525

	student
	$125
	125
	125

	guest
	$50
	50
	50


Motion Dille: 2nd Vitolo.  Approved unanimously
 2013 Program – Kells and Barney
Local arrangements Chair needs to be appointed. Jim K  and Dwight L. will sort. Planning is under control between NEWSS and WSSA. Symposia Idea: Policy (to involve DC members)
Tour ideas: Urban Ecology, Urban invasives, Chesapeake Bay, Aquarium, Groundskeeper turf tour***, DuPont Screening facility.
 SWSS Report – Dodds


2011 SWSS Meeting – San Juan, Puerto Rico
· January 24 – 26, 2011
· San Juan Caribe Hilton
· 401 Total Registration (388 full registrations; 13 one-day registrations)
· 80 spouses registered
· 245 Oral Presentations 
· 115 Poster Presentations
· Total authors or co-authors represented:  585
· 59 students in student contest (40 oral; 19 poster)
SWSS 2011 Summer Board meeting – June 28, 2011 – July 1, 2011
· Discussion on pro’s and con’s of meeting in Puerto Rico
· Expensive
· Hotel tried to severely over charge for drinks in particular.  Refunded SWSS $9500
· Necessary to have one person serve as a point of contact for SWSS

 2015 Site Selection – Lym, Barrett and Counter
Joint meeting possible with SWSS/WSSA, or local-ESA branch.   January timeframe for decision.  Will wait until February meeting, after discussions with SWSW.
Director of Science Policy – Van Wychen

 
DSP Action Items: 
1. Continue to generate support for USDA research funding and fight against the closure of more ARS research labs 
2. Continue to generate support for Army Corps of Engineers Aquatic Plant Control Research Program: will need another round of letters and visits on Capitol Hill
3. Continue to generate support for NPDES legislative fix bill, H.R. 872.  We need to get 60+ Senators to vote yes.  Current whip count in Senate is 45 yes, 12 leaning yes, 34 undecided, 4 leaning no, 5 no.
4.  Finish the reporting and funds request paperwork for the APHIS II paper on Herbicide Resistance Management
5. Planning and organization of National Invasive Species Awareness Week with National Invasive Species Council. The next NISAW will be held Feb. 27 – March 2. 2012.
6. Continued herbicide resistance management education of agency and NGO stakeholders. Participation in the EPA Herbicide Resistance Tour in Arkansas, Illinois, Missouri in August and in the National Academies Herbicide Resistance summit in November.
7.  Investigate Beachy Ag Research Coalition proposal.
8. Investigate and review any progress made by EPA, USDA and DOE in regards to their requirement under the Energy Independence and Security Act that requires a 3 yr review of the environmental and agricultural impacts of “cultivated invasive and noxious plants”.
9. Continue to monitor EPA spray drift and NMFS endangered species act consultation issues
10. Have discussion with WSSA Board about the Pesticide Safety Education Program

APMS – Gray 


Jachetta/Gray:  Request a press release from the WSSA Public Awareness Committee regarding the Endangered Species issues with the Snake Kite, Channel Apple Snail, and Hydrilla Management in Lake Toho, FL. Cody to provide name of expert in E mail



 Constitution and Operating – Porpiglia
Barrett:  Letter re: Board thanks Ralph Whitesides for his service to the society
Changes in the Manual of Operating Procedures can be proposed by the Constitution and Operating
Procedures Committee or any member of the Board of Directors. A change can be enacted provided it is
not contrary to the Constitution, provided the proposed change is submitted in writing to the Board of
Directors two weeks prior to any vote, and provided it is approved by a majority of the Board of Directors’
voting. The vote may be made by mail or electronic ballot or at any meeting of the Board of Directors.
 Porpiglia: will circulate his report as written notification for changes to the MOP, to be voted on by BoD.
Vitolo/Lancaster: Find wording for voting electronically in old minutes
 Jachetta: PAC committee MOP needs to be written.
Ward/Barrett: follow up on MOP change with Chair of Prof Dev Committee.
 Vitolo:  Send Action list to Porpiglia re MOP changes
 New Business ? No new Business
Adjourned 3:20
Monday August 1
8 am start.
Proposal for Methods in Weed Science Book – Barrett
Project run by Steve Duke. Graduate level text.  Similar, updated version of  SWSS Methods Book.  
21 chapters proposed, 200 pg., perhaps more.  $11000 estimated cost for 1000 copies. 200 copies @$70 is break even.
Questions from BoD: Market analysis?  Marketing plans? Need for this?  Why is this different from what is out there?  How long will it stay current? Have they looked at publishing on-line? Why not publish on demand? E book? Why is WSSA involved in underwriting this? Are they asking us to guaranty publishing costs? Will WSSA share in profits? Board has not had chance to review proposal, and will need to do so prior to any decision.  
Barrett: Meth in WS Book chapter on field trial methods requested. 
Barrett: Meth in WS Book bring questions from board back to committee
Professional Development – Ward
Discussions: See previous committee discussion.  Grad students should have influence and impact on this committee..  GSO president is on committee.  1/4 updates from committee would be useful. Need to discuss board concerns with Chairperson.  
S-71 Herbicide Resistance Education - Jachetta and Barrett


This committee is developing a comprehensive education strategy on herbicide resistance.  The primary goal is to have WSSA seen as the go-to organization for science-based information on herbicide resistant weeds.
See attached report for details of extensive activities planned and nearing completion . A lot of activity around it. It will become a permanent committee. 
Education Committee – Vitolo
Ambassador Program Proposal

		
Discussion: Special Sub-committee of Education  committee.  2 people assigned to each module.Check with crop life re talks they have prepared. Members only, but can be useful for outside WSSA.WSWS did weeds in the classroom.  BoD sense is that committee needs to become proactive in seeking venues, but we need to walk before we run.  Looking forward to hearing from us in February as to where we have gotten to.
W3J photo Contest – Approval of New Rules – Porpiglia
Purpose: Pure fun. Could be considered for the journal. Structure proposal  so WSSA has use of photos.
Sikkema: Add to proposal a release for use of photos by WSSA.
Motion that we accept the rule changes to Photo contest as presented with a modification that entrants agree that all photos  entered may be used by the WSSA with proper credit to the photographer.  Sikkema;  Kells.  Approved. 17-1
 Sikkema: Mike Owen to send file to Joyce
Use of Weed Photos by for Profit Organizations – Barrett
WSWS policy: 
Non-profits, with proper credit. For profit use is not allowed.  We don’t own the photo.  They need to go to the individual photographer, with no mention of WSSA.  
Lancaster/Barrett - Create a WSSA policy on photo use
Glasgow – investigate reviving the calendar.  


P6 Herbicide handbook Report – Sikkema


Update of Herbicide Handbook – Legere
Discussion: Concern voiced.  Committee appears dead in the water.  Currently 2 members on committee when there should be  . Revenue model needs to be determined.  Chair indicates his responsibility is content only, not business model.  Do we want to add a stipend of $10k for new editor? TBD. Many great ideas for electronic content were discussed. Can we sell a subscription online?  Current revenue from last edition is ~$125K. Content should be moving forward, regardless of the business model. BoD questioned why this was not happening.  The project clearly needs a champion. Huge task is finding the right contact within each company.
Barrett: Re Herb Handbook Visit with current chair and make change in leadership
Barrett/Anderson/Sikkema/Legere: Set committee that will drive Herbicide Handbook
Weed Biology and Ecology – Barney
Attempt to breathe life into the committee.  Wishes to add a clickable map for noxious weeds to the website
New Busines

· Mike Barrett – Thank you Kate and Joyce for last night’s dinner and organization of the summer meeting event 
· PUFF (race) event could use a shirt. Could we do this?  Could we have a check box on registration?  No, difficult this year.

· Audit: went well, no issues.

· Request for a lifetime membership. How do we do this? How do we value it?  Consensus of BoD is not to offer Lifetime memberships. But we could create a multi-year membership. Or lock in old rate or get a discount….Sign up for 5 years?

Dille: Have finance committee look into multi-year membership and report back in February.

· NCWSS has a check box for CAST membership.  Can we do it?  Maybe, but difficult..Consensus is no.

· Weed Olympics: do we have plans to support?  Should this be our role? Someone should come with a proposal to the board.  Request needs to be defined. 

· BoD discussed  the summer board meeting. BoD does not need to meet for summer board in the city where annual meeting is occurring. Telecon Meetings on a bi-monthly schedule may be very productive.We currently meet 3 times a year. Summer and twice in annual. Could we move the Friday after meeting to a conference call? 

 Barrett:  Set up conference call before the meeting in February. To shorten the face-to-face meeting in Feb.

Lancaster: Joyce to look into effect of dropping Friday meeting on room count and beverage.

Porpiglia:  to review MOP re Friday meeting and see if needs to be edited.  None. We are good to go

· Anne Legere is working with GSO to improve communication skills re posters and presentations. Tool will be games. Consensus of BoD that this sounds great

Legere moved, 2nd Porpiglia that meeting adjourn. approved at 10:31. 

Respectfully submitted,
Dave Vitolo
Secretary
WSSA 
Microsoft Office PowerPoint Presentation
Chair:  Carol Somody, Syngenta
Editor:  Linda Edgerton Communications
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What is Pipeline Management? 
Process Elements and Characteristics

Driving an idea to launch follows a multi-step process, that tries to select the best opportunities while responsibly managing Society resources and diminishing risk



Macro resource allocation

Project resource allocation (in time)

Keep resource spending on track

Risk

Resources

IDEA

Project “Life”

Characterize the idea (low resources)

1

Preliminary Analysis (low resources)

2

Feasibility study (low-mid resources)

4

Development (mid-high resources)

5

Scale-up (high resources)

6

Launch (high resources)

7

Project Screening - Prioritization

3



























Reduce risks
and uncertainties



Avoid unnecessary
spending to improve
value created





Compress project
time to market to
enhance speed

Post Launch (self sustaining)

8
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Process Elements and Characteristics – WSSA Stage Gates

At each stage gate, the project champion must meet the following minimum quality control requirements in order for the Board to authorize the allocation of Society resources.  

Stage Gate 1

Stage Gate 2

Stage Gate 3

Stage Gate 4

Stage Gate 5

Must Have

Should Have

* MAPLE = Membership, Articles, Policies and Legislation & Education





































One page project description with the following:

Single Champion

 Defined End State and Need 

Explicit fit to Strategic Goals 

Preliminary budget

Board advocate

Identified & aligned committee 

Broad support from membership and discipline

Overall cost est.

Estimated impact on MAPLE*

Initial investment required

Measures for Stage 3

Project Team 

Pilot/Design Test

Timeline

Issues Analysis

Urgency of project

What are the alternatives, why this project?

Actual results vs. projected from study

Issues analysis

Timeline, budget  and project plan

Prototype – survey, market, refine prototype from earlier stage etc.

Champion buy in and other visible membership support

Stage 4 measures



Dedicated Team

Milestone reviews

Clear ROI 

Defined frequency of evaluation 

Regular review of costs vs. impact on MAPLE 









Any No-Go conditions for continuing project

Define any improvements, to project, the process or methods

Is there an exit or continuance strategy?
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Stage Gate 5: 
Project evaluation according to MAPLE indicators:

All projects will be evaluated according to MAPLE indicators:

M = Membership; what is the benefit to members of WSSA?

A = Articles; what is the effect on WSSA publications?

P = Policies; does this effort impact policies related to weed science?

L = Legislation; does this effort impact legislation related to weed science?

E = Education; what is the benefit to educational goals of the society?









And should address WSSA’s Strategic Goals 

1.  Advance Weed Science Research

2.  Support Weed Science Education and Extension Outreach

3.  Produce and Disseminate High Quality Publications

4.  Promote Weed Management Policy Based in Science

5.  Provide Service to Our Members and Affiliated Societies.

6.  Recruitment and Expansion of Membership










Public Awareness Committee Pipeline Assessment 

Goal 1:  Raise public awareness of weeds, their impact and management

 Strategy 1: Enhance media awareness and coverage 

Establish the WSSA brand

Strategy 2: Contribute to  the WSSA website as the premier source of web-based weed information

Strategy 3: In cooperation with the Education and Professional Development committees, increase awareness of Weed Science as a career 



Goal 2:  WSSA is recognized as a key source for guidance by regulators and policy makers on issues related to national, state, and province policy 

Strategy 1: Champion new positions that will promote weed awareness and enhance decision-making

Strategy 2: Increase interaction of WSSA with key government agencies and other stakeholders involved with and/or impacted by weeds through public advocacy 











Key Public Awareness Committee Press Releases addressing: Membership
What is the benefit to members of WSSA?

STUDENTS TO COMPETE IN FIRST NATIONAL WEEDOLYMPICS (May 11, 2011) 

2011 WINNERS ANNOUNCED IN WEED SCIENCE SOCIETY OF AMERICA’S ANNUAL AWARDS PROGRAM (Feb 8, 2011) 

NATIONAL INVASIVE SPECIES AWARENESS WEEK TO FOCUS ON HARMFUL NONNATIVE SPECIES (Feb 23, 2011) 

51ST ANNUAL MEETING OF WSSA TO FOCUS ON LATEST IN WEED CONTROL RESEARCH AND MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (September 28, 2010) 

WEEDS ACROSS BORDERS: CONFERENCE HIGHLIGHTS THE IMPORTANCE OF CROSS-COUNTRY COLLABORATION TO HALT THE SPREAD OF WEEDS (April 19, 2010) 

WINNERS ANNOUNCED IN WEED SCIENCE SOCIETY OF AMERICA’S ANNUAL AWARDS PROGRAM (March 1, 2010) 

FROM ROBOTICS TO CLIMATE CHANGE, ANNUAL MEETING TACKLES NEW ANGLES ON WEED CONTROL (November 9, 2009) 

TEAMS FROM ILLINOIS, MICHIGAN, PENNSYLVANIA AND ONTARIO TAKE TOP HONORS IN 2009 COLLEGIATE WEED SCIENCE CONTEST (October 12, 2009) 

JOINT MEETING OF WEED SCIENCE SOCIETIES TO HIGHLIGHT ADVANCES IN THE CONTROL OF INVASIVE PLANTS AND WEEDS (Jan. 26, 2009) 

5TH INTERNATIONAL WEED SCIENCE CONGRESS HIGHLIGHTS THE IMPACT OF WEEDS ON AGRICULTURAL SYSTEMS, THE ENVIRONMENT AND THE GLOBAL ECONOMY (June 16, 2008)

THE 9TH ANNUAL NATIONAL INVASIVE WEED AWARENESS WEEK (NIWAW) REMINDS US TO SPREAD THE WORD, NOT THE WEEDS (Feb. 20, 2008) 

WEED SCIENCE SOCIETY OF AMERICA ANNOUNCES SCIENTIFIC AWARD WINNERS (Feb. 7, 2008) 

THE 48th ANNUAL MEETING OF THE WEED SCIENCE SOCIETY OF AMERICA HOSTS INTERNATIONAL EXPERTS ON WEED MANAGEMENT (Jan. 24, 2008)













Key Public Awareness Committee Press Releases addressing: Articles
What is the effect on WSSA publications?

GLYPHOSATE-RESISTANT WEEDS: CAN WE CLOSE THE BARN DOOR? (November 18, 2009) 

WEEDS HITCH A RIDE WITH CONTAINER-GROWN ORNAMENTALS (August 10, 2009) 

IS YOUR BIRD FEEDER A WEED SEEDER? (Oct. 13, 2008) 

SCIENTISTS ARE CRACKING THE GENETIC CODE OF WEEDS (Sept. 8, 2008) 

'UNDERGROUND GARDENING' BY EARTHWORMS IS SPREADING ONE OF THE NATION'S MOST IRRITATING WEEDS (Aug. 25, 2008) 











Public Awareness Committee Pipeline Assessment: Policies & Legislation
Does this effort impact policies related to Weed Science?

BUDGET CUTS WOULD ELIMINATE THE NATION'S ONLY FEDERAL RESEARCH PROGRAM FOR AQUATIC WEED CONTROL (April 4, 2011) 

WSSA APPLAUDS USDA FUNDING OF VITAL WEED SCIENCE RESEARCH (Feb 3, 2011) 

THE IR-4 PROJECT: PROMOTING EFFECTIVE WEED CONTROL FOR FOOD, FLOWERS AND SEASONAL FAVORITES (December 10, 2009) 

THE BATTLE TO BUILD A SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURAL WORKFORCE (June 28, 2010) 

GLYPHOSATE-RESISTANT WEEDS: CAN WE CLOSE THE BARN DOOR? (November 18, 2009) 

WEED SCIENCE SOCIETY OF AMERICA ASKS EPA TO PURSUE A REHEARING OF RECENT COURT DECISION ON PESTICIDES (March 30, 2009)

WSSA ASKS CONGRESS TO RESCIND FARM BILL CHANGE THAT THREATENS EXTENSION INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT (IPM) PROGRAMS (Oct. 27, 2008)

LAST-MINUTE CHANGE IN 2008 FARM BILL (Oct. 27, 2008)

WEED SCIENCE SOCIETY OF AMERICA WARNS GLYPHOSATE RESISTANCE INCREASING (May 19, 2008) 

















Public Awareness Committee Pipeline Assessment: Education
What’s the benefit to educational goals of the society?

EDIBLE WEEDS: A TASTY REVENGE FOR HOMEOWNERS! (July 11, 2011) 

WEED-AND-FEED YOUR LAWN RESPONSIBLY TO PROTECT THE ENVIRONMENT (Feb 28, 2011CRANBERRY CROPS THRIVE WITH EFFECTIVE WEED CONTROL (November 2, 2010) 

SCIENTISTS PURSUE NEW SUSTAINABLE ALTERNATIVES FOR WEED CONTROL IN ORGANIC PRODUCTION SYSTEMS (October 19, 2010) 

NEW WEBSITE PROVIDES A CENTRAL RESOURCE FOR INFORMATION ON PESTICIDE STEWARDSHIP (August 11, 2010) 

THE DEADLY PROBLEM OF POISONOUS WEEDS (July 26, 2010) 

NEW APPLICATION TECHNOLOGIES KEEP HERBICIDES WHERE THEY BELONG (March 17, 2010) 

PLANT LIFE ON PANDORA (February 1, 2010)

WEEDS HITCH A RIDE WITH CONTAINER-GROWN ORNAMENTALS (August 10, 2009) 

WHAT HOMEOWNERS CAN LEARN FROM FARMERS ABOUT WEED CONTROL (April 27, 2009) 

WANT TO KEEP YOUR COMPOST WEED-FREE? (April 6, 2009) 

IS YOUR BIRD FEEDER A WEED SEEDER? (Oct. 13, 2008) 

MIDWEST FLOODING LEADS TO BUMPER CROP OF WEEDS (Aug. 4, 2008) 

GIANT COUSIN OF THE CARROT PLAGUES BACKYARD GARDENERS WITH BLISTERS AND BURNS (May 5, 2008) 

BEETLES HELP TAKE A BITE OUT OF ONE OF THE WORLD'S MOST AGGRESSIVE WEEDS (April 21, 2008) 

ALGAE HARBORING HYDRILLA CAUSING BALD EAGLE DEATHS IN THE SOUTHEAST (March 31, 2008)

CLIMATE CHANGE MAY BE FUELING A NEW GENERATION OF MORE AGGRESSIVE WEEDS (March 25, 2008) 

BIOFUEL CROPS: PANACEA OR PANDORA’S BOX? (Nov. 26, 2007) 

SUMMER MAY BE OVER, BUT SOME PESKY WEEDS ARE STILL HARD AT WORK (Oct. 1, 2007) 

WILDFIRES: FUELING THE ARGUMENT FOR INCREASED INVASIVE WEED CONTROL (Aug. 14, 2007)

FOUR THINGS YOU NEED TO KNOW ABOUT WHAT MAY BE LURKING IN YOUR GARDEN (July 16, 2007) 

INVASIVE PLANTS THREATEN NATIONAL LANDSCAPES (June 21, 2007)







Additional PAC work Products:

Booth Handout for the 2010 Joint meeting of WSSA & SRM on “How to Become a WSSA Member” and “Importance of Careers in Weed Science”; this was the starting point for a Careers Brochure 

Developed Position Statement on “Threat to Extension Integrated Pest Management (IPM) Programs by Last-Minute Change in 2008 Farm Bill” 

Assisted with Letter on “Weedy Biofuels” to the Editor of Time

Assisted with Letter requesting a rehearing of the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals decision defining pesticides as a pollutant and requiring Clean Water Act permits before they can be applied in or near water sources

Drafted (by the time of this meeting) a white paper on the precarious state of the Pesticide Safety Education Program

Enhanced website with PR’s, photos, a Weed ID Quiz, Videos









2011 Plan for PA Committee Activities

2011 Action Plan:  



Conduct biweekly committee work teleconferences; solicit WSSA members to draft press releases; produce 12 press or other information releases.  



 Assist the Education and Extension Committees in initiating the Ambassador Program if it is approved by the Board.  

 

Incorporate the Public Awareness Committee into the WSSA Manual of Operating Procedures.

 

Assist with developing a framework of ways to excite students about a career related to agricultural crop production, with more organized WSSA efforts through FFA, 4-H, National Ag in the Classroom, etc.  

Proposed partners include the Professional Development Committee, Student Association, WSSA President-elect, Education Committee, and Public Awareness Committee.  

 









Public Awareness Committee finances*

		Year		PAC Budget		EPA SME Budget		Total Budget		PAC Spend		EPA SME Spend		Total spend		Fund Raising		Delta

		2011 to 6/1/11		$19		$18		$37		($11.0)		($6.0)		($17) to 6/1/11		$27		$10 to 6/1/11

		2010		$18		$15		$33		($20.2)		($17.1)		($37.3)		$34.3#		($3.4)

		2009		$19		$18 		$37		($22.2)		($11.0)		($33.2)		$37.5		$3.7

		2008		$25		$15		$40		($31.9)		($10.4)		($42.3)		$27.5		($14.8)



Values are in $1,000

# $34.3K =  $22 K fundraising + $12.2 Golf tournament







In Summary

The WSSA Public Awareness Committee (PAC) has contributed greatly to WSSA’s goals of increased visibility and impact and is our main tool for creating public awareness of Weed Science related issues and information.

The PAC was invaluable in the reinstatement of NIFA funds to Weed Science.

Member contributions in support of the WSSA PAC  fully or nearly fully support this endeavor.

This was a great idea!







image1.wmf





E-13Public Awareness Commitee
Fipeline Assessment

Chair: Carol Somody, Syngents
Editor: Linda Edgrton Communications:





image2.emf
WSSA  Ex.Sec.Rpt.Summer 2011.doc


WSSA Ex.Sec.Rpt.Summer 2011.doc
Date:

July 13, 2011

To:

WSSA Board of Directors


From:

Joyce Lancaster, Executive Secretary


Re:

Executive Office Report


This report is a summary of the activities of the Executive Secretary’s office for the first half of 2011. 


Staffing/Allen Press Organization

Christy Classi is now the Association Manager for WSSA, replacing Rusty Wright who has left Allen Press to pursue life as a photographer.  He is a very good one by the way.  Christy is also the person who would fill in for me in case of any emergencies so this is a good fit.  Christy is a Certified Association Executive and has been with the association management division of Allen Press for eight years.

All other staff remains the same – including Kimberly Miller as your Association Management Administrator (handling customer calls); Jennifer Meufel as your payment processor; Emily Stewart who handles the renewals program; and the entire IT, accounting, and warehouse staff.

Membership Statistics

This is the best news I’ve been able to report in several years.  As of July 13, 2011, the following member types were paid for 2011 as compared with the statistics for end of year 2009 and 2010.

		                                                     2009             2010               2011



		Regular Members


688

633
            579



		Regular Members Online Only
301

352                 362



		Student Members


  57

  44                   43



		Student Members Online Only
  40

  47                 105



		Emeritus



175

181                 187



		Emeritus Online Only

    6

    6                     3



		Honorary



                          1                    1



		Sustaining Associate

  17

  15                   17



		Sustaining Contributor

    4       
    5                     6



		Sustaining Patron


    1                   1                      2 



		Sustaining Leader


    3

    0



		Sustaining Presidential

    3

    6                     6



		Postdoctoral Member

    2

    0                     1



		Complimentary


    5

    4                     4



		Associate Member IPSM





19



		Associate Member WEES





  2



		Associate Member WETE





  4



		



		Total Members


1302

  1295 
1342  





We have exceeded our membership totals for 2010 and 2009 and are within reach of our membership total for 2008 (1352).  If history is a guide we will continue to acquire either new or renewed members for 2011 up through November.  

As you can easily see there were two major contributing factors for this increase.  The biggest factor was including student online membership with the meeting registration.  Our student membership went from 91 to 148.  After the meeting I sent a personalized welcome email message to the student attendees and Trey just sent one out this summer to all current student members.  

The other factor was re-establishing the associate member category and making it available to certain targeted groups.  This offer went out to the NAWMA members in March and these numbers reflect the response to that initiative.  In suggesting this initiative I was after two results – increasing membership and increasing the readership for IPSM – and it appears that this is exactly what is happening.  


I also plan to offer the associate membership to the members of the California Invasive group.  I’ve held off sending this out because half of the year was already over before I was able to coordinate with their staff with the names/addresses for a mailing (which I haven’t yet received).  One option at this point in time would be to offer them half-price for 2011 if they’ll go ahead and pay for both 2011 and 2012.  

Now for the not so good news.  Again in early June I sent a personalized email to all 2010 members who had not yet renewed, encouraging them to renew or if not, to let me know why. There were 200 names on that list.  Of those, 11 messages came back as undeliverable and 8 had duplicate records and had already paid.  Of those responding 4 indicated they were not able to afford the dues; 2 or 3 we converted to emeritus status; and 21 so far have renewed.  We will continue to pick up some renewals – some of the names on this list are people I know are long standing members and who probably plan to be members but just haven’t gotten around to renewing.  

Christy and I are brainstorming on things we can do to impact this group of non-renewing members.  We are thinking that a small thing we could do is change the format of the renewal pieces so they brought more attention to the benefits of membership.  Other options might be a survey of this group – we might get a slightly better response to a survey than I received with my email – and/or personal telephone calls.


Financial


I’m sending separate financial reports so I will just state some overall observations. We received $85,157.79 in revenue sharing from Allen Publishing for 2010, an increase from the amount of $76,445.39 received for 2009.   As I have explained in previous years, this revenue does not appear on the revenue/expense statement because the revenue sharing we received was attributable to the previous fiscal year. However, we have the benefit of those funds in our operating bank account which has contributed to our current positive cash flow.

We have an independent accounting firm do an audit every three years.  We have the same firm do an annual review in the other two years of the cycle.  The 2010 review is almost complete.  I may have the formal report by the time of the summer board meeting.  I have already seen a draft of their report and there are no outstanding or problematic accounting issues.

Overall, our cash position is decent for this time of year. Although we have reserved $60,000 in cash in the general fund to use for operating expenses if needed, I’m not sure at this time whether or not we will need to utilize those funds. We’re still waiting on the APHIS grant money and if that comes through in the next few weeks we probably won’t have to tap into the reserve cash. Once the 2012 membership and meeting registration revenues begin coming in the last quarter of the year we’ll be back to a sufficient cash flow. The influx of cash in the fourth quarter of the year largely explains the difference between the operating cash versus the accrued deficit that appears in our end of year budgets. 


Publications


You’ve already received notice from James Anderson, Director of Publications, about the inclusion of our new Invasive Plant Science and Management journal in the Thomson Reuters Journal Citation Reports and that it will receive an impact factor in the future.  They plan to go back to Vol.1, Issue 1 (2008) for reporting purposes.  This is just terrific news – perhaps even more significant than the increased membership numbers.  The Board at the time was willing to take a risk with this new journal but we’re now beginning to see valuable results from this venture.  

A big thanks needs to go to the original planning committee chaired by Vanelle Peterson; to James Anderson for his leadership throughout the process; to Joe DiTomaso for his outstanding work as editor of the journal and all of the associate editors and reviewers associated with producing exceptional content; and to Tracy Candelaria as managing editor and Karen Ridgway as publisher for guiding us through this process to this exceptional result in just three years and in our very first attempt at inclusion in the journal citation system.  If you were a member of the Board of Directors at the time the original decision was made – pat yourself on the back.  The rest of you can take a bow for staying the course!

2012 Meeting


We’re just now beginning to gear up for the 2012 meeting. We’ll spend August putting together the registration brochure and getting the online registration site ready.  The abstract submission site will be open for submissions at the beginning of September.  I’m sure Rod Lym will provide further information about this meeting.

I look forward to seeing you all soon.  As always, please feel free to contact me with any questions.


Regards,


Joyce
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Independent Accountants’ Review Report

The Board of Directors
Weed Science Society of America

We have reviewed the accompanying statement ofi¢iahposition of Weed Science Society of America
(Society) as of November 30, 2010, and the relastattments of activities and cash flows for the ylean
ended. A review includes primarily applying anialgt procedures to management’s financial datanaatdng
inquiries of Society management. A review is sabtally less in scope than an audit, the objeafwehich

is the expression of an opinion regarding the fof@rstatements as a whole. Accordingly, we deexpress
such an opinion.

Management is responsible for the preparation ainghfesentation of the financial statements iroet@nce
with accounting principles generally accepted ie tbnited States of America and for designing,
implementing, and maintaining internal control velet to the preparation and fair presentation®fitrancial
statements.

Our responsibility is to conduct the review in attance with Statements on Standards for Accouratinty
Review Services issued by the American Institu@etfified Public Accountants. Those standardsireqis
to perform procedures to obtain limited assurahagthere are no material modifications that shbelchade
to the financial statements. We believe that &seilts of our procedures provide a reasonable fasisir

report.

Based on our review, we are not aware of any nat@adifications that should be made to the accaoyipg
November 30, 2010, financial statements in ordetifem to be in conformity with accounting prinepl
generally accepted in the United States of America.

The financial statements for the year ended Nover®®e2009, were audited by us, and we expressed an
unqualified opinion on them in our report datedyR#, 2010, but we have not performed any auditing
procedures since that date.

%'e Aoues ¥ (;7‘.7 V474

/

Certified Public Accountants

July 15, 2011
Topeka, Kansas

B mhco@mizehouser.com

534 S Kansas Ave, Suite 700 B Topeka, KS 66603-3465 m 785.233.0536 p m 785.233.1078 f

534 S Kansas Ave, Suite 400 B Topeka, KS 66603-3454 m 785.234.5573 p m 785.234.1037

7101 College Blvd, Suite 900 ® Overland Park, KS 66210-1984 m 913.451.1882 p m 913.451.2211 f
120 E Ninth B Lawrence, KS 66044-2682 m 785.842.8844 p W 785.842.9049 f





WEED SCIENCE SOCIETY OF AMERICA

Statements of Financial Position
See Accountants’ Review Report
November 30,

Assets

Current assets:
Cash and cash equivalents
Accounts receivable
Inventory
Prepaid expenses
Total current assets

Property and equipment:
Equipment
Less accumulated depreciation
Net property and equipment
Investments

Total assets

Liabilities and Net Assets

Liabilities:
Accounts payable
Accrued expenses
Deferred support and revenue
Total liabilities

Net assets:
Unrestricted:
Undesignated
Designated for specific purposes
Temporarily restricted
Permanently restricted
Total net assets

Total liabilities and net assets

2010 2009
Reviewed Audited
$ 265,626 $ 266,439

76,446 76,445

38,443 44,137

8,200 12,567

388,715 399,588
7,084 7,084

(6,208 (5,980

876 1,104

954,656 894,364
$1,344,247  $1,295,056
$ 23,872 $ 3,003

22,678 27,104

134,839 147,692

181,389 177,799

580,831 546,057

60,000 81,000

343,759 314,547

178,268 175,653
1,162,858 1,117,257
$1,344,247  $1,295,056

The accompanying summary of significant accoungiolicies
and notes are an integral part of these statements






Support and revenues:
Membership dues and subscriptions
Publication revenues
Contributions
Meeting revenues
Research contracts and grants
Investment return
Miscellaneous other income

Net assets released from restrictions:

Restrictions satisfied by payments
Total support and revenues

Expenses:
Program:
Printing and publications
Meeting expenses
Other
Total program
Administration
Total expenses

Change in net assets
Net assets, beginning of year

Net asset reclassification based on change in

law

Net assets, end of year

WEED SCIENCE SOCIETY OF AMERICA

Statements of Activities
See Accountants’ Review Report
Years Ended November 30,

2010 Reviewed

2009 Audited

Temporarily Permanently

Temporarily Permanently

Unrestricted Restricted Restricted Total Unrestricted Restricted Restricted Total
$ 218982 $ - % - $ 218982 $ I $ - $ - $ 216,067
127,105 127,105 130,003 0,003
37,500 49,370 2,615 89,485 24,010 3B, 7,038 89,348
95,182 95,182 362,908 362,908
16,468 16,468 30,39 30,392
57,957 25,522 83,479 152,476 9An,1 156,675
5,813 5,813 1,061 061,
45,680 (45,680 12,244 (12,244
604,687 29,212 2,615 636,514 929,161 50,255 7,038 986,454
150,986 150,986 138,799 138,799
54,949 54,949 314,509 314,509
279,515 279,515 249,267 249,267
485,450 - - 485,450 702,575 - - 702,5
105,463 105,463 104,553 104,553
590,913 - - 590,913 807,128 - - 807,128
13,774 29,212 2,615 45,601 ,0322 50,255 7,038 179,326
627,057 314,547 $35,6 1,117,257 554,733 214,583 168,615 *RA7,9
(49,709 49,709

$ 640,83% 343,759 $ 178,268

$1,162,858 $ 627,057 $ 314,547 $ 175,653 $1,117,257

and notes are an integral part of these statements

The accompanying summary of significant accoungiolicies





WEED SCIENCE SOCIETY OF AMERICA

Statements of Cash Flows
See Accountants’ Review Report
Years Ended November 30,

Reconciliation of change in net assets to cashigeovby operating
activities:
Change in net assets

Adjustments to reconcile to net cash provided kgrating activities:
Net realized/unrealized gain on investments
Depreciation
Change in assets and liabilities:

(Increase) decrease in assets:
Accounts receivable
Inventory
Prepaid expenses
(Decrease) increase in liabilities:
Accounts payable and accrued expenses
Deferred support and revenue
Total adjustments

Net cash provided by operating activities
Cash flows from investing activities:
Purchase of investments
Proceeds from sale or maturity of investments
Net cash used in investing activities
Change in cash and cash equivalents

Cash and cash equivalents, beginning of year

Cash and cash equivalents, end of year

2010 2009
Reviewed Audited
$ 45,601 $179,326

(47,323 (116,166)

228 229
(1) 745
5,694 7,149
4,367 66,881

16,443 0,82
(12853 (30,58}
(33,445 (82,570
12,156 96,756

(117,213) (321,982)

w82 278,108
(12p69 (43,873
(813) 52,882
266,43 213,557
$265,626  $266,439

The accompanying summary of significant accoungiolicies
and notes are an integral part of these statements





WEED SCIENCE SOCIETY OF AMERICA

Summary of Significant Accounting Policies
See Accountants’ Review Report
November 30, 2010 and 2009

Organization

Weed Science Society of America (the Society) wasdled in 1956 as an organization of scientistsésted

in promoting the development of weed science aneldviechnology. The Society is a nonprofit sciéntif
society that promotes research, education, andsigteoutreach activities related to weeds; prea/fbénce-
based information to the public and policy makens; fosters awareness of weeds and their impact on
managed and natural ecosystems.

Basis of Accounting

The financial statements of the Society have beepgred on the accrual basis of accounting.

Basis of Presentation

The Society reports information regarding its ficiahposition and activities according to threessks of net
assets: unrestricted, temporarily restricted, @@rthanently restricted.

Use of Estimates

The preparation of financial statements in conftymiith accounting principles generally acceptedhia
United States of America requires management teraalimates and assumptions that affect certaimtezp
amounts and disclosures. Accordingly, actual tesduld differ from those estimates.

Accounts Receivable

Accounts receivable are stated at the amount mamagexpects to collect from balances outstandipgaa-
end. Based on management’s assessment of thelistdiiy with customers having outstanding balararel
current relationships with them, it has concludedt trealization losses on balances at year-endbwill
immaterial.

Journal Production Cost

All production costs associated with the productidrthe Weed Technology Journal, the Weed Science
Journal, andinvasive Plant Science Management are expensed in the year they are published.

Inventory of Books

Inventory is valued at the lower of cost (first-finst-out) or market.





WEED SCIENCE SOCIETY OF AMERICA

Summary of Significant Accounting Policies
See Accountants’ Review Report
November 30, 2010 and 2009

Property and Equipment

Property and equipment are stated at cost. Dejpi@tiis computed on the straight-line method dkier
estimated useful lives of the assets, which vamnfthree to seven years. Management annuallywvetiese
assets to determine whether carrying values hase ingpaired.

Maintenance, repairs and minor renewals are expeaseincurred; expenditures for additions and
improvements are capitalized. When propertieslisgmosed of, the related cost and accumulated dapos
are removed from the accounts and any gain orisagzognized.

| nvestments

Investments in marketable securities with readégdninable fair values and all investments in debtirities
are reported at their fair values in the statero&fibancial position. Realized and unrealizechgaind losses
are included in the change in net assets.

Investment securities are exposed to various riskd) as interest rate, market fluctuation andtatiel. Due

to the level of risk associated with certain inugst securities, it is at least reasonably postiblechanges in
risks in the near term would materially affect istreents and the amounts reported in the statenient o
financial position.

M ember ship Dues and Subscriptions

Membership dues are recognized as revenue in thicalple membership period. Membership dues
designated for future periods are recorded as iefeevenue.

Subscription revenues for thevasive Plant Science Management journal are recognized as revenue in the
period the journal is published. Subscription raxes designated for journals to be published uréyperiods
are recorded as deferred revenue.

Contributions

Contributions received are recorded as unrestritéaaporarily restricted, or permanently restricdagport,
depending on the existence or nature of any dagdrictions.

Endowment contributions and investments are perniymestricted by the donors. Investment earninigfs
donor restrictions are recorded in temporarilyrietstd net assets.





WEED SCIENCE SOCIETY OF AMERICA

Summary of Significant Accounting Policies
See Accountants’ Review Report
November 30, 2010 and 2009

Income Taxes

The Society is a not-for-profit corporation as disad in Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Reve@Goee and
is exempt from federal and state income tax. Irefnom unrelated activities is subject to incomeunder
the Internal Revenue Code. The Society reportetdxbability for 2010 and 2009.

The Society’s present accounting policy for thel@ation of uncertain tax positions is to review gbo
positions on an annual basis. A liability wouldrbeorded in the financial statements during thigevhich,
based on all available evidence, management bslieigamore likely than not that the tax positiwould not
be sustained upon examination by taxing authoriebthe liability would be incurred by the Society

The Society files informational returns in the Uetleral and lllinois jurisdictions. The Sociefygienerally no

longer subject to federal and state income tax @ations by taxing authorities for years before@0Uhere
are currently no examinations of the Society’'s imedax returns in progress.

Statement of Cash Flows

The Society considers all short-term investmenth am original maturity of three months or lesbéocash
equivalents.

The Society had no noncash financing transactjmaid, no interest, and made no cash payments forniac
taxes during the years ended November 30, 2010.





WEED SCIENCE SOCIETY OF AMERICA

Notes to Financial Statements
See Accountants’ Review Report
November 30, 2010 and 2009

Cash and Cash Equivalents

The Society maintains cash and interest-bearingsiespwith a banking institution. Such cash batanc
are insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance Catipor, however, balances may occasionally exceed
the insured amount.

| nvestments

The fair values of investments are based on themats of the amount expected to be realized if
investments are sold or otherwise disposed of inrderly transaction within a reasonable period of
time. Fair value is determined using various Isedlinputs.” When available, quoted market psite

the active market for identical assets (Level Llispare used to determine fair value. If quotedket
prices are not available, the Company uses valuatichniques that place greater reliance on other
observable factors (Level 2 inputs) and unobseevédiitors (Level 3 inputs). All investments are
valued using Level 1 inputs. There were no trassfgo or out of Level 1, 2 or 3 assets during the
years ended November 30, 2010 and 2009.

Investments include the following at November 30:

2010 2009
Reviewed Audited
Corporate equities $503,302 $447,207
Mutual funds 325,561 266,791
Bonds and other investments 125,793 180,366
Total $954,656 $894,364

Investments are recorded at fair value based upoted market prices.

The following schedule summarizes the investmetutrmein the statement of activities for the year
ended November 30:

2010 2009
Reviewed Audited
Interest and dividends $ 36,156 $ 40,509
Realized losses (1,916) (29,825)
Unrealized gains 49,239 145,991
Total investment return $ 83,479 $156,675






WEED SCIENCE SOCIETY OF AMERICA

Notes to Financial Statements
See Accountants’ Review Report
November 30, 2010 and 2009

Board Designated Unrestricted Net Assets

Unrestricted net assets designated for specifioqaas represent the amount of net assets desigpyated
the Board for working capital. The balance of deated, unrestricted net assets is $60,000 as of
November 30, 2010 and $81,000 as of November 319.20

Temporarily Restricted Net Assets

Temporarily restricted net assets represent theirggs on permanently restricted assets less assets
released from donor restrictions by incurring exgesnsatisfying the purpose or time restrictions
specified by donors. These funds are restrictethéir use for grants that promote the Society’'s
purpose.

2010 2009
Reviewed Audited
Accumulated earnings on endowment $ 96,180 $578,6
Director of Science policy 247,579 235,890

$343,759 $314,547

Permanently Restricted Net Assets

The Society has received permanently restrictettibotions from donors. The contributions are dono
restricted and cannot be used for any purpose titherto generate earnings. The earnings fronethes
permanently restricted contributions have beenictstl by the donors to be used only for grants tha
specifically promote the Society’s purpose.

Endowment Fund

The Society’s endowment is a single fund estabdishesupport the Society. Net assets associatad wi
the endowment funds are classified and reporteedoas the existence or absence of donor-imposed
restrictions.

lllinois has enacted a version of the Uniform Pntd&anagement of Institutional Funds Act
(UPMIFA), which provides authority and guidance fioe management of endowment funds.





WEED SCIENCE SOCIETY OF AMERICA

Notes to Financial Statements
See Accountants’ Review Report
November 30, 2010 and 2009

Endowment Fund (Continued)

The Society has interpreted UPMIFA as requiringateservation of the fair value of the originat gi

of the gift date of the donor-restricted endowmfemtds absent explicit donor stipulations to the
contrary. As a result of this interpretation, teciety classifies as permanently restricted nettas

a) the original value of gifts donated to the pererd endowment, b) the original value of subsequent
gifts to the permanent endowment, and c) accunamstio the permanent endowment made in
accordance with the direction of the applicableataift instrument at the time the accumulation is
added to the fund. The remaining portion of theaterestricted endowment fund that is not clasdifie
in permanently restricted net assets is classifsegmporarily restricted net assets until thoseusms

are appropriated for expenditure by the Society manner consistent with the standard of prudence
prescribed by UPMIFA. In accordance with UPMIFRe brganization considers the following factors
in making a determination to appropriate or accateutionor-restricted endowment funds:

» The duration and preservation of the fund

*» The purpose of the Society and the donor-restrietetbwment fund

»= General economic conditions

» The possible effect of inflation and deflation

» The expected total return from income and the ajatien of investments
= Other resources of the Society

» The investment policies of the Society

Endowment net asset composition at November 30):201

Temporarily  Permanently

Unrestricted Restricted Restricted Total
Donor-restricted endowment
funds $ 8,000 $ 96,180 $178,268 $282,448

Changes in endowment net assets for the year évalesmber 30, 2010:

Temporarily  Permanently
Unrestricted  Restricted Restricted Total

Endowment net assets, beginning

of year $ - $ 78,657 $175,653 $254,310
Investment return 25,523 25,523
Contributions 2,615 2,615
Appropriation for endowment

assets for expenditure 8,000 (8,000

Endowment net assets, end of year $ 8,000 $ 96,180 $178,268 $282,448

10





WEED SCIENCE SOCIETY OF AMERICA

Notes to Financial Statements
See Accountants’ Review Report
November 30, 2010 and 2009

6. Endowment Fund (Continued)

Endowment net asset composition at November 309:200

Temporarily ~ Permanently

Unrestricted Restricted Restricted Total
Donor-restricted endowment
funds $ - $ 78,657 $175,653 $254,310

Changes in endowment net assets for the year évolasmber 30, 2009:

Temporarily ~ Permanently
Unrestricted Restricted Restricted Total

Endowment net assets, beginning

of year $ 30,553 $ - $168,615 $199,168
Investment return 19,156 33,948 53,104
Reclassification of net assets due

to change in law (49,709) 49,709
Contributions 7,038 7,038
Appropriation for endowment

assets for expenditure (5,000 (5,000
Endowment net assets, end of year $ - $ 78,657 $175,653 $254,310

The Society’s endowment assets are invested intBjio of liquid securities by a selected professil
investment manager in accordance with the Socigtylsstment policy, with oversight of the Treasurer
and Finance committee. The primary objective esthinvestments is the generation of income, with a
secondary objective of capital appreciation. Téwusties chosen for investment are consistent with
preservation of the principal sum and deemed cuatee by the Society. Proceeds from this poxfoli
are expended exclusively to support the statedsgdahe endowment. The principal sum shall not be
spent. Any unspent distributions derived fromehdowment will be reinvested and become part of the
endowment.

7. Defined Contribution Plan

The Society has a 403(b) defined contribution fitarthe benefit of its employees. Under the plan,
employees may defer a portion of their salary natxceed the amount permitted under the Internal
Revenue Code. The Society contributes annuallychmad contributions and discretionary
contributions. For the year ended November 30020 2009, the Society made contributions totaling
$5,219 and $4,622.

11
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WEED SCIENCE SOCIETY OF AMERICA

Notes to Financial Statements
See Accountants’ Review Report
November 30, 2010 and 2009

Rent and L ease Payments

The Company leases real estate under noncanceladrating leases. Total rent expense for the year
ended November 30, 2010 and 2009 was $8,155 a0d %8,

Publishing Agreement

The Society has entered into a co-publishing ageaemith Allen Press, Inc. of Lawrence, Kansas: Fo
the year ended November 30, 2010 and subsequeast flemSociety’s journal revenues and expenses
for the journaldVeed Science andWeed Technology will be paid to Allen Press, Inc. in addition to
certain fees paid to them by the Society. The&paiill receive an annual revenue share baseten t
contracted percentage of gross revenues.

Subseqguent Events

The Society has evaluated subsequent events thrdwlghl5, 2011, the date which the financial
statements were available to be issued.

12
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Graduate Student Organization (GSO) - Report to the WSSA Board of Directors 


Summer Board Meeting

Kona, HI


July 30 – August 1, 2011


Trey Cutts

President



Trey Cutts (tcutts@tamu.edu)

Vice-President/President Elect
Rachel Bethke (rkb0007@tigermail.auburn.edu)

Secretary



Kurt Vollmer (kvollmer@vt.edu)

Graduate Student Event

· Going to be held Wednesday evening following afternoon tours.

· Emilio Oyarzabal from Monsanto is organizing a “Strength Finder” workshop that students will pre-register for.


· Social event for graduate students to follow the workshop.

Graduate Student Breakfast/Lunch with Professional


· This was a success in Denver in 2010.

· To increase participation, there is an idea to include sign up in meeting registration.

Proposed Graduate Student Committee in WSSA

· Currently being discussed among regional grad student officers.

· To include officers of regional grad student organizations, as well as any students willing to participate.

· Would increase communication between current and new students.


· Would increase awareness about opportunities to student participation in WSSA.


· Coordinate fundraising events for graduate student luncheon or possible travel awards.


· Help in coordinating future Weed Olympic events.
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WSSA P1 Committee Progress Report

Update for Summer BOD Meeting - 2011



Committee Code and Name:  P1-Publications Board         



Committee Chair and Board Coordinator: James Anderson



Committee Members, 2010:  

Anderson, James 		2014-NC

Anderson, Lars 		2013-W

Norsworthy, Jason 		2012-S

Foley, Michael 		2013-NC

DiTomaso, Tony 		2012-NE

Ransom, Corey ex-off 	2014-(P22)

Miller, Tim ex-off 		2014-(P22b)

Chao, Wun ex-off 		2014-(P11)

Koger, Trey ex-off 		2014-(P8)

Harker, Neil ex-off 		2014-(P3)

Tardif, François ex-off 	2013-(P6)

Vencill, William ex-off 	2012-(P2)

Ditomaso, Joseph ex-off 	2014-(P4)

			



5 Year Summary of Publication Impacts and Polices



· Publications: 

		

		 

		2006

		2007

		2008

		2009

		2010



		Impact Factor

		WT

		0.626

		0.858

		0.854

		0.749

		0.925



		

		WS

		1.476

		1.299

		1.631

		1.451

		1.528



		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		 

		WT

		204

		183

		187

		153

		180



		Submissions

		WS

		221

		200

		184

		200

		193



		 

		IPSM

		 

		61

		83

		114

		101



		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		 

		WT

		81%

		76%

		65%

		81%

		63%



		Acceptance Rate

		WS

		69%

		71%

		67%

		54%

		50%



		 

		IPSM

		 

		39%

		53%

		46%

		56%



		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		 

		WT

		$213,595 

		$228,682 

		$213,251 

		$209,810 

		$216,118 



		Revenue

		WS

		$233,229 

		$209,860 

		$249,154 

		$235,408 

		$231,009 



		 

		IPSM

		 

		 

		$37,075 

		$46,160 

		$60,713 



		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		 

		WT

		$170,671 

		$179,082 

		$156,123 

		$130,990 

		$139,455 



		Expenses

		WS

		$214,108 

		$169,772 

		$201,966 

		$176,257 

		$139,484 



		 

		IPSM

		 

		 

		$109,392 

		$86,920 

		$95,946 










5 Year Summary - continued



· Policy: 



		Year

		Action



		2011

		BOD approved funding two invited reviews/journal/year at $2000 each; waiver of page charges; and open access for invited reviews in WSSA publications. 



		

		BOD approved $20 gift card awarded annually to associate editors, split 50:50 with Allen Press, and a letter of thank you from the WSSA President. In addition, all reviewers for WSSA will receive a letter of thank you from the WSSA president.



		

		BOD approved recommendation to exclude “Sources of Materials” section from all WSSA journal articles and instead incorporate where appropriate in Materials and Methods section. These modifications to WSSA Publication Policy have been updated in the online Directions for Contributors.



		

		Editor’s stipend increased from $15,000 to $17,500 per year.



		

		Editor Note on Visual Ratings published in April issue of Weed Technology (Weed Tech 2011 25:177) and updated in online Directions for Contributors.



		

		Allen Press applies for inclusion of Invasive Plant Science & Management in the Thomson Reuters Journal Citation Reports and is granted access.



		

		



		2010

		Weed Science journal reduced from 6 to 4 issues/year and each issue will include a four color cover.



		

		BOD approves three year amendment extending contract with Allen Press through 2013.



		

		April Newsletter article "GUIDELINES FOR DISPOSITION OF WSSA FUNDS FOR SYMPOSIA EXPENSES" outlines funds available for publication of symposium papers.



		

		Special Issue of Weed Science approved for publication of APHIS reports 1 & 2.



		 

		 



		2009

		BOD approves Weed Technology abstracts be published in both English and Spanish starting with 2010 issues. Notice published in September 2010 International Weed Science Society Newsletter.



		

		William Vencill takes over as Editor of Weed Science at 2009 annual meeting.



		

		



		2008

		BOD approved recommendation that accepted manuscripts in Weed Science, Weed Technology, and Invasive Plant Science & Management are available as Ahead of Print articles; WSSA members have free access via WSSA logon website.



		

		Invasive Plant Science & Management publishes first issue.



		

		Invasive Plant Science & Management Editor added as an ex officio member of the publications Board.



		

		FrançoisTardif appointed as Editor of Herbicide Handbook.



		

		James Anderson takes over as Director of Publications at 2008 annual meeting.



		

		



		2007

		WSSA journal legacy project with JSTOR was completed in October 2007. All back issues of Weeds/Weed Science and Weed Technology (1951 and 1987) will be available to subscriber libraries though JSTOR. BOD approved recommendation to provide access to back issues of our journals via JSTOR as a member benefit.












What are the committee’s remaining goals for 2011?   

· Continue to track benchmarks for Invasive Plant Science and Management.

· Continue to monitor the impact of Spanish abstracts in Weed Technology and determine if Spanish abstracts should continue in Weed Technology, and/or if inclusion of Spanish abstracts will be expanded to Weed Science. 

· Find replacement Editor for the journal Weed Technology. Neil Harker has formally submitted his resignation as the current Editor, effective after the 2012 annual meeting.



What is the current state of the committee’s projects and activities?  

· Committee and Allen Press are monitoring success of Spanish abstracts in Weed Technology.

· Committee continues to monitor success of Invasive Plant Science & Management through quarterly reports from Allen Press.

· A list of potential candidates for Editor of Weed Technology has been assembled.



What information was posted on the WSSA website? 

· Links to all journal activity and Newsletters is available on the WSSA website.



How much funds were requested?  $2,000 



How much spent to date for 2011?  $1449.25

· Airfare for Summer BOD meeting in Hawaii $1449.25.



Recommendations for Board/Society Action: 

· Take action on revision of WSSA Website homepage discussed at summer BOD meeting in 2010.

·  Remove Website (P23) from under Publication Board (P1) on Page 6 of WSSA Committees pdf; the website committee appears to have been changed to E14.

· All reference to “Allen Track” in the MOP should be changed to “Peer Track”.
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North American
Weed Management Association

PO Box 687
Meade, KS 67864

(620) 873-8730 ® www.nawima.org

July 27, 2011

To: Weed Science Society of America (WSSA)
From: North American Weed Management Association (NAWMA)

Subject: NAWMA Affiliated Membership to WSSA

‘WSSA Board of Directors:

This letter is a request for NAWMA to become an affiliated member of WSSA. The NAWMA Board of Directors has shown an
interest in being an affiliated member of WSSA and will finalize the decision in September. NAWMA'’s average membership
over the past five years is 270 members from the United States, Canada, Mexico, and England. Over the past year NAWMA
and WSSA have started building a bridge between the members of our two organizations. The request from NAWMA to be an
affiliated member of WSSA is a final step to finishing that bridge.

Please feel free to contact me with any question or concerns and I look forward to talking to you more about this process after
the NAWMA vote in September.

Sincerely,

ey D e
’/7///{/(7\//@/ B
Fred Raish
President
OFFICERS

President Vice-President Secretary/Treasurer Executive Director
Fred Raish Mark Cardinal Jeff Vogel Mike J. Friesen
Yuma County Pest District 53109A SH 779 Kansas Dept. of Agriculture PO Box 687
PO Box 311 Parkland County, AB T7Z1R1 PO Box 19282 Meade, KS 67864
Yuma, CO 80759 Canada Topeka, KS 66619 (620) 873-8730

(970) 848-2509 (780) 968-8467 (785) 862-2180 Fax: (620) 873-8733
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June 6, 2011



Phone conference attendees: Mike Barrett, Rod Lym, Anita Dille, Lee VanWychen, David Vitolo, Joyce Lancaster, John Jachetta



The WSSA Executive Committee met to talk about a possible affiliate membership for the North America Weed Management Association (NAWMA) in WSSA.  Their current President, Fred Raish, has attended the last 2 WSSA board meeting, the last one by phone and is very interested in this relationship, Fred is aware that this comes with some level of financial contribution on NAWMA’s part.  Fred is president until next September when NAWMA has their national meeting, so if this is to work, we need to take action before then.  So that means a go/no-go decision needs to be made at the WSSA Summer BOD meeting.  Ultimately, this will need a 2/3’s vote by the WSSA membership.

 

Concepts and questions considered:

0. What is WSSA getting from this

a. A source of potential new members, Society growth, IPMS journal subscribers.

b. A link to the practitioners’ community.  

0. NAWMA is not a scientific society, so what would be their level of participation?

a. NAWMA would need to support the DSP. 

b. We would learn as much from them as they learn from us.

0. 20 NAWMA members are WSSA Associate members for IPMS or Weed Technology

0. Just a few NAWMA members currently belong to WSSA.

0. We would like to interact more and are seeking the best way to foster that goal.

0. Need a letter from NAWMA expressing their interest to take to the WSSA Summer Board meeting. 



1. What would NAWMA get from this? 

a. A connection to the Weed Science research community, 

b. Connection to the EPA SME, DC impact and updates through our DSP and research on areas of interest such as herbicide resistant weeds and NPDES

c. Can hold a practitioners forum at the NAWMA meeting if desired

d. Gets congressional support through DC presence

e. Some interaction already happening

2. Practitioners but perhaps with little advanced education

a. Would get an educational opportunity

b. Increases communication 

3. How comfortable would the NAWMA membership be?

a. We do address the same issues as in their constitutional bylaws

4. They would need to support a NAWMA member on the WSSA Board.

5. Need a letter from WSSA inviting the venture after the WSSA Summer Board decision



Action Steps:  

1. Work with Fred to address the questions and seek a letter from NAWMA to support the request in time for the WSSA Summer Board meeting, NAWMA would need to vote in September.  If we both agree, this would then need to go for a 2/3 membership vote for approval.  The alternative is to seek a closer working relationship for an additional period to develop a deeper relationship before proceeding.

1. Jachetta to arrange phone discussion including Mike Barrett, Rod Lym and himself with Fred Raish and NAWMA individuals he identifies

 

Kind Regards,

John

John Jachetta, Ph.D.

Past-President, Weed Science Society of America





JJJ June 28, 2011
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1. Please describe your professional position.

University Faculty or Staff

Industry Professional

Federal/State /Provincial Scientist

Federal/State/Provincial Regulator

Independent Consultant

Student or Post-doc

I
[E—
=]

H

H

|
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SurveyMonkey

Response
Percent

44.8%

21.7%

10.8%

2.4%

2.4%

17.9%

Other (please specify)

answered question

skipped question

Response
Count

95

46

23

38

212





2. What is your role within your organization?

Research

Extension

Teaching/Training

Regulatory

Student

Agronomist

Consulting

Sales/Marketing

Retired

Primary

67.8% (137)

27.1% (32)

15.3% (20)

16.3% (13)

35.2% (32)

14.8% (12)

6.9% (5)

9.2% (7)

1.6% (1)

Secondary

26.7% (54)

30.5% (36)

35.1% (46)

10.0% (8)

3.3% (3)

16.0% (13)

13.9% (10)

10.5% (8)

0.0% (0)

20f19

Tertiary

4.0% (8)

19.5% (23)

32.1% (42)

17.5% (14)

1.1% (1)

24.7% (20)

15.3% (11)

6.6% (5)

0.0% (0)

Other (please specify)

N/A

1.5% (3)

22.9% (27)

17.6% (23)

56.3% (45)

60.4% (55)

44.4% (36)

63.9% (46)

73.7% (56)

98.4% (63)

answered question

skipped question

Response
Count

202

118

131

80

91

81

72

76

64

215





3. What proportion of your activities involve weed science?

100%

75%

50%

25%

10%

0%

4. Please indicate any other weed science societies in which you are a member.

Northeast Weed Science Society

North Central Weed Science
Society

Southern Weed Science Society

Western Society of Weed
Science

Canadian Weed Science Society

International Weed Science Society

Aquatic Plant Management Society

o |

30f19

Response
Percent

53.9%

24.2%

12.8%

6.4%

2.7%

0.0%

answered question

skipped question

Response
Percent

10.9%

30.9%

29.7%

36.6%

8.6%

33.1%

4.0%

answered question

skipped question

Response
Count

118

53

28

14

219

Response
Count

19

54

52

64

15

58

175

44





5. How many years have you been a member of WSSA?

2 years or less

3 to 9 years

10-19 years

20-29 years

30 or more years

4 0f 19

Response
Percent

22.2%

20.7%

21.7%

22.7%

12.8%

answered question

skipped question

Response
Count

45

42

44

46

26

203

16





6. Please rate your satisfaction with the quality of the Annual Meeting in each category that you attended. For

those you did not attend, please choose “N/A’. (5 for high satisfaction, 1 for low satisfaction).

Registration Process

Plant Nurseries and Wine Tasting
Tour

General Session and Awards
Presentation

WSSA Awardees Reception
(Monday evening)

WSSA Business Meeting

Wednesday Evening Willamette
Valley Reception

Poster Session

4.1% (9)

1.4% (3)

3.7% (8)

3.8% (8)

0.5% (1)

2.8% (6)

5.1% (11)

2.3% (5)  4.1% (9)

1.9% (4)  1.4% (3)

20.5%
5.1% (11) @)

12.7%
4.2% (9) @

10.3%
2.3% (5) @2

3.2% (7)  7.4% (16)

16.1%

5.1% (11)

50f 19

(39)

25.8%
(56)

1.4% (3)

36.7%
(79)

30.0%
(64)

22.9%
(49)

25.0%
(54)

40.1%
87)

5 N/A
0,
61.3% 2.3% (5)
(133)
0,
1.4% (3) 92.6%
(199)
17.2% 16.7%
(37) (36)
25.8% 23.5%
(55) (50)
0,
8.9% (19) 55.1%
(118)
23.6% 38.0%
(51) (82)
31.3%
2.3% (5)
(68)
Comments

answered question

skipped question

Response
Count

217

215

215

213

214

216

217

37

217





7. Please rate your satisfaction with the quality of the Annual Meeting in each category that you attended. For

those you did not attend, please choose “N/A’. (5 for high satisfaction, 1 for low satisfaction). Paper Sessions:

Agronomic Crops

Horticultural Crops

Wildlands and Aquatic Invasion
Plants

Regulatory Aspects

Soil and Environmental Aspects

Weed Biology and Ecology

Turf and Ornamentals

Pastures, Rangelands, Forests,
and Rights-of-Ways

Integrated Weed Management

Physiology

Education and Extension

3.3% (7)

0.5% (1)

1.5% (3)

0.5% (1)

0.5% (1)

3.4% (7)

0.5% (1)

2.5% (5)

2.5% (5)

2.5% (5)

0.5% (1)

3.8% (8)

2.0% (4)

3.0% (6)

4.5% (9)

2.6% (5)

4.3% (9)

3.0% (6)

2.0% (4)

3.9% (8)

2.5% (5)

3.5% (7)

11.3%
(24)

8.3% (17)

5.5% (11)

8.5% (17)

9.7% (19)

9.1% (19)

7.4% (15)

7.5% (15)

10.8%
(22)

7.9% (16)

5.9% (12)

6 of 19

40.6%
(86)

20.5%
(42)

15.4%
1)

12.4%
(25)

16.8%
(33)

39.4%
(82)

13.9%
(28)

16.0%
(32)

29.9%
(61)

18.2%
@37)

15.8%
(32)

5 N/A
22.2% 18.9%
(47) (40)
14.6% 54.1%
(30) (111)
10.9% 63.7%
(22) (128)
0,
5.5% (11) 68.7%
(138)
0,
7.1% (14) 63.3%
(124)
24.0% 19.7%
(50) (41)
0,
4.5% (9) 70.8%
(143)
12.0% 60.0%
(24) (120)
18.6% 34.3%
(38) (70)
23.6% 45.3%
(48) (92)
13.4% 60.9%
(27) (123)
Comments

answered question

skipped question

Response
Count

212

205

201

201

196

208

202

200

204

203

202

27

217





8. Please rate your satisfaction with the symposia you attended. For those you did not attend, please choose

“N/A’, (5 for high satisfaction, 1 for low satisfaction).

Navigating the Universe of Grants,
Contracts, and Gifts in the 21st
Century

Significance and Use of
Sulfonylureas in Turf

The U.S. Witchweed Eradication
Effort Turns 50: A Retrospective
and Look-Ahead on Parasitic Weed
Management

Advances in Dose-Response
Methodology Applied to the Science
of Weed Control

Non-chemical Tactics in Herbicide
Resistance Management: Current
Needs and Future Prospects

4.4% (9)

0.5% (1)

2.4% (5)

2.4% (5)

0.0% (0)

4.4% (9)

3.8% (8)

1.9% (4)

4.4% (9)

4.3% (9)

3.9% (8)

4.3% (9)

2.9% (6)

7.3% (15)

5.3% (11)
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4 5 N/A

0,
2.9% (6) 2.9% (6) 81.5%
(167)

0,
6.7% (14) 3.4% (7) 81.3%
(169)

0,
6.7% (14) 4.3% (9) 81.7%
(170)

15.0% 9
°  g76(g 021%

(31) (128)
22.0% 12.4% 56.0%
(46) (26) (117)
Comments

answered question

skipped question

Response
Count

205

208

208

206

209

15

214





9. At the 2011 Annual Meeting, oral presentations were 20 minutes. Please indicate your reaction to the 20-minute

format.

The 20-minute format worked well
and should continue this format at
future meetings.

The 20-minute format was too long
and we should return to the 15-
minute format at future meetings.

Either 15- or 20-minute
presentations are acceptable, the
length can be determined as
best fits each WSSA meeting.

Response
Percent

| 40.2%

[E—

15.9%

43.9%

Comments

answered question

skipped question

Response
Count

86

34

94

22

214

10. At the 2011 Annual Meeting, the Poster Session began in conjunction with the WSSA Awardees Reception on
Monday evening. Poster authors were also present for a one-hour period on Tuesday morning. The posters
remained on display until noon on Thursday. Please comment on this format.

The poster sessions worked well

Add more time with poster authors
present

Uncouple the WSSA Awardee
Reception from the Poster Session

Response
Percent

| 62.3%

[

9.4%

28.3%

Comments

answered question

skipped question
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Response
Count

132

20

60

21

212





11. Do you plan to attend the 2012 Annual Meeting in Hawaii?

Response Response

Percent Count
Yes | | 57.5% 123
No [] 8.9% 19
| don't know | | 33.6% 72
answered question 214
skipped question 5
1. Please describe your professional position.
1 Federal program manager Mar 22, 2011 4:12 PM
2 Industry scientist Mar 23, 2011 9:33 AM
3 researcher of institute Apr 2, 2011 5:40 AM
2. What is your role within your organization?
1 program management Mar 22, 2011 4:12 PM
2 Product Development, Licensing Mar 22, 2011 6:27 PM
3 Development / Project Management Mar 23, 2011 7:39 AM
4 Head department of Weed Science Mar 23, 2011 8:14 AM
5 Projects management Mar 23, 2011 2:11 PM
6 horticulturist Mar 24, 2011 10:19 AM
7 product development Mar 29, 2011 6:39 PM
8 Ecologist in a regulatory agency Mar 30, 2011 5:16 AM
9 Editor, agricultural publication Mar 30, 2011 9:27 AM
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6. Please rate your satisfaction with the quality of the Annual Meeting in each category that you attended. For
those you did not attend, please choose “N/A”. (5 for high satisfaction, 1 for low satisfaction).

10

11

12

13

Liked Monday night posters, but should random number select first and second
shifts.

The presentation by CropLife was very disappointing, slanted and did not
represent the title on the program. | would have skipped it if | had known that it
was just an ad for CropLife and industry.

| see no reason to expect authors to be present at their posters during the
reception. | was not an author of a poster but would not have stood by one if |
had been.

Poster Room to small
Dont have student go up front if they didn't win anything

It was all very good

| do not like the poster section coupled with the food and drink. | don't think that
is very professional.

The receptions were not very well organized, although it was in the poster
section, it just seemed disjointed with people breaking into groups not really
looking at posters.

This was my first society meeting and | was only able to attend on Feb 8 and 9. |
found the sessions informative and those that | sought out, friendly and willing to
provide infomation

Primary responsibility at meeting was "Exhibitor"

Disappointed in loss of Practitioners Symposium. But as the cancellation was
announced, it seems that it was going to different than | was expecting, based on
the way it was promoted in initial brochure.

Business meeting takes too long!! The Necrology presentation was too long for
some and too short for others--no more than 100 words for each person is
sufficient! Need to allow more time for discussion on pertinent issues, such as
those that cost money. Poster session needs larger room.

Especially appreciated having posters accessible for extended period, and the
proximity/concurrence of the poster session to the opening reception.

If you turned up the day before, there was no information at the venue about the
conference. For overseas people you had to register to find out where to
register.......

What are the rest of us meant to do while the WSSA committees are huddled
together? Why is it assumed that everyone is on a committee?

Have a special scientific event for, and run by, students: NOT just a reception.
They are our future and they need to be helped along. The mentor/dine with an
expert idea was great: How well did it work?

Poster Session Room was kind of small.

10 of 19

Mar 22, 2011 3:29 PM

Mar 22, 2011 3:31 PM

Mar 22, 2011 3:32 PM

Mar 22, 2011 3:34 PM

Mar 22, 2011 3:35 PM

Mar 22, 2011 3:36 PM

Mar 22, 2011 3:40 PM

Mar 22, 2011 3:42 PM

Mar 22, 2011 3:45 PM

Mar 22, 2011 3:47 PM

Mar 22, 2011 4:04 PM

Mar 22, 2011 4:06 PM

Mar 22, 2011 4:11 PM





6. Please rate your satisfaction with the quality of the Annual Meeting in each category that you attended. For
those you did not attend, please choose “N/A”. (5 for high satisfaction, 1 for low satisfaction).

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

The poster session was practically non-existent, especially since half of it
overlapped a reception. And why were the posters locked up in the evenings
and early mornings when | would have looked at them? | didn't have a decent
chance to look at them since | was in talks all day.

food was good at recepions but limited seating and expensive drinks made it
difficult to enjoy, didn't care for message of guest speaker at General Session.
Format for the poster session was refreshing and hope to see it continue.

We are a vendor that participated. Traffic within the poster session areas was
poor most of the time.

Meeting should start on Monday morning as my personal preference e and end
on thursday

| go to many meetings, and this meeting being in 2 different hotels with the same
name was confusing.

It was some what unorganized. Setup was delayed, the supplies were not there.
The person responsible could not be found.

Having the large poster session in conjunction with the awards reception worked
great.

Passwords don't work, loaded talk but it wasn't accessable
Recepton menus - could they be varied so Monday and Wed offers are different?

| thought the general session speaker was inappropriate. | was not expecting
what was basically free advertisement for the chemical companies. It seemed
like very few people attended the poster session when presenters were there
during both times--on Monday evening because they were too busy mingling and
catching up and Tuesday morning because it was too early.

The submission of abstracts and presentations are too is difficult and to far in
advance of the meeting.

Room for poster sessions was a bit cramped and stuffy. Need a bigger venue in
the future.

Poster session should have been in a bigger room and close to the gallaries so
that people can see them frequently.

Having the poster session during the Monday evening reception was fun. But
people were too busy eating and drinking and socializing to interact much with
the poster presenters. Also, the poster presenters (I was one of them) did not get
to enjoy the socializing and food as much. | would not do this again.

One-sided, biased general session speakers can't reflect views of everyone in
society. Multiple viewpoints would be better received by members overall.

liked the contests on poster trivia and weed ID
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Mar 22, 2011 4:27 PM

Mar 22, 2011 4:31 PM

Mar 22, 2011 4:51 PM

Mar 22, 2011 9:30 PM

Mar 23, 2011 7:08 AM

Mar 23, 2011 7:26 AM

Mar 23, 2011 7:48 AM

Mar 23, 2011 7:59 AM
Mar 23, 2011 8:04 AM

Mar 23, 2011 8:31 AM

Mar 23, 2011 10:23 AM

Mar 23, 2011 12:29 PM

Mar 23, 2011 2:11 PM

Mar 24, 2011 10:01 AM

Mar 24, 2011 10:02 AM

Mar 24, 2011 10:19 AM





6. Please rate your satisfaction with the quality of the Annual Meeting in each category that you attended. For
those you did not attend, please choose “N/A”. (5 for high satisfaction, 1 for low satisfaction).

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

Awards are wonderful. The occasion for their presentation should fit the stature
of the awards. It should not be equivalent to herding cattle with the spectators
itching to leave. A buffet/banquet setting befits an awards ceremony where
spectators can relax with a drink while acknowledging the accomplishments of
their colleagues.

The 2011 General Session was dicusting with the crop life presentation being
the most gross endorsement by the society of an industrial perspective of
agriculture. The WSSA will never have the respect of a true Scientific Society as
long as it so strongly aligns with industry.

| am very disappointed that there was little food for vegetarians. Also, various
items were not clearly labelled as vegetarian or non-vegetarian and many
vegetarians end up in skipping vegetarian items because they cannot identify
what is in it. This is a major problem for many vegetarians like me and must be
solved.

The (formal) conveyance of information at WSSA is now (I believe) about 50%
by presentation and 50% by poster. The best format for a poster session that |
know is early an reception (~ 4:30 or 5:00) with one free drink and authors
standing by for about 1.5 - 2 hours.

Wonderful meeting!!!

| just did not find much new. Alot of the posters focused on herbicide resistance
but the same questions, ideas, methods and approaches are being used as they
were 12-15 years. The only difference is that everyone is focusing on
glyphosate resistance now. We need some new questions, ideas and
approaches!

Not enough time for poster session, having it with the award reception, most
people visiting and not interested in posters

Receptions were very good and important for discussion on project or current
issues. Plan for ways to make more contacts and time for networking. WSSA
should encourage even more lunches with students.

Mar 29, 2011 11:26 AM

Mar 29, 2011 12:51 PM

Mar 29, 2011 4:55 PM

Mar 30, 2011 9:24 AM

Mar 30, 2011 9:27 AM

Mar 30, 2011 1:59 PM

Mar 31, 2011 7:01 AM

Apr 4, 2011 11:29 AM

7. Please rate your satisfaction with the quality of the Annual Meeting in each category that you attended. For
those you did not attend, please choose “N/A”. (5 for high satisfaction, 1 for low satisfaction).

Paper Sessions:

| am tired of hearing the bench mark studies on glyphosate resistance. Too
much emphasis all around on glyphosate resistance.

there was a strong emphasis on glyphosate resistance and how to fill this need
but not enough on alternatives to old chemistries and organic production. [IPM
practices could be more developed and would work in weed science as growers
needs change and increased regulation presents more challenges
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Mar 22, 2011 3:31 PM





7. Please rate your satisfaction with the quality of the Annual Meeting in each category that you attended. For
those you did not attend, please choose “N/A”. (5 for high satisfaction, 1 for low satisfaction).

Paper Sessions:

3

10

11

12

13

14

15

It would have been helpful to have signs outside the meeting rooms indicating
what sections were be held. The room for weed biology (I think that was the
session) was set up so that the audience entered in the front of the room and the
room was very wide. Not a good set up for meetings when the audience is
switching with many of the papers.

Uniformly good

| do not like the new 20 min paper sessions. People say the same thing they
used to say in 15 min, but take longer to do it. There still is not much time left for
guestions.

| only attended a few papers in four sections. There is a great deal of infomation
to assimilate for a new member, so my comments might be of greater value next
year

Low attendance in Hort is always disappointing.

The pastures, rangelands, forests and ROWs is too diverse and makes it difficult
to sit through entire sessions. | know it is difficult, but try to put all forestry
papers together, all pastures together, etc. Agronomic crops seemed to be a
repeat of last year and regionals this year (I must admit | attended only 5 in this
section.

It's very difficult to rate sessions this way. I'd give them all a strong score, but
after jumping around from session to session, | have no recollection of which
were better than others. As always, some talks are great and others are
disappointing.

| really enjoyed several presentations on molecular tools for invasive plants.

The standrard of science has become disappointingly low, hasn't come
anywhere in the last 10-15 years. No discussion, no debate. Papers and
posters often without any real objective.......

the rooms were either too big (cavernous) or too small (claustrophobic)

Sessions attended were done well, but limited attendance at some due to too
many overlapping sessions at same time; put more presentations into poster
session and limit talks.

| prefer the 15 min talk format. 15 min is plenty of time for a speaker to hit the
main topics and persent important information and 20 just makes it that much
harder to attend as many talks.

Please, try to keep in separate schedules the physiology and Weed biology
sessions.

| had no a talk | wanted to attend on Tuesday morning, but then the other days |
had several talks that had conflicting times.
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Mar 22, 2011 3:34 PM

Mar 22, 2011 3:35 PM

Mar 22, 2011 3:40 PM

Mar 22, 2011 3:45 PM

Mar 22, 2011 3:47 PM

Mar 22, 2011 3:50 PM

Mar 22, 2011 3:59 PM

Mar 22, 2011 4:06 PM

Mar 22, 2011 4:20 PM

Mar 22, 2011 4:31 PM

Mar 22, 2011 4:40 PM

Mar 22, 2011 4:47 PM





7. Please rate your satisfaction with the quality of the Annual Meeting in each category that you attended. For
those you did not attend, please choose “N/A”. (5 for high satisfaction, 1 for low satisfaction).

Paper Sessions:

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

Had to leave the meeting early, so did not see many papers. | think there is an
opportunity to create new sections based on types/topics of papers submitted
such as 'genetics’, or on themes, rather than these ‘canned' sections which really
don't fit as well as they used.

| was disappointed in general with the lack of original ideas presented during
paper and poster sessions.

Quite a lot of overlap in presentations and posters with regional meetings.

Too many sessions overlap, i.e. on Wednesday afternoon, | wanted to be in
three different sessions. | would lengthen the meeting (in days) or the amount
of time each day that presentations are made and have fewer overlapping
sessions, i.e. Agronomy, Physiology, Weed Biology.

Same old complaint. Too much esoteric or basic work not enough applied work
especially with fruit, veg and field crops. | need a balance of "right now" tech for
production systems | advise, some in the pipeline for the next 3-5 years, and
you can hit the delete button on overstudied issues or repetitive work. Just
because $ is available doesn't mean resources should be WASTED.

Need more regulatory session papers
really enjoyed the session on new modes of action hosted by Dr. Duke
Overall good meetings

general scientific rigor is fairly average to low, too much about plot ratings and
too little thought about interpretation, student prsentations while good training a
given a wide berth dramatically lowering scientific rigor in some cases, students
are not be prepared by their mentors in some cases.

| was disappointed that the workshop planned for the last morning was canceled.
| had made my plans accordingly but only found out at the meeting that the
workshop was not going to be held. | hope it will be planned for another
meeting.

The first day of the schedule had no agronomic or physiology. It was almost
useless for me. If the schedule is like that next year, | will only attend the last
two days. | would like to see agronomy and physiology available every day.

good talks but a low number of presentations in the turf and ornamentals section

Mar 22, 2011 9:12 PM

Mar 23, 2011 6:50 AM

Mar 23, 2011 7:30 AM

Mar 23, 2011 7:39 AM

Mar 23, 2011 9:26 AM

Mar 23, 2011 2:56 PM
Mar 24, 2011 10:19 AM
Mar 29, 2011 4:55 PM

Mar 29, 2011 6:39 PM

Mar 30, 2011 8:20 AM

Mar 30, 2011 2:16 PM

Apr 1, 2011 10:01 AM

8. Please rate your satisfaction with the symposia you attended. For those you did not attend, please choose
“N/A”, (5 for high satisfaction, 1 for low satisfaction).

2

The symposium that | organized is not listed.

It was not clear that the Navigating Grants was designed for students.
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8. Please rate your satisfaction with the symposia you attended. For those you did not attend, please choose
“N/A”, (5 for high satisfaction, 1 for low satisfaction).

3

10

11

12

13

14

15

9. At the
format.

Advances in Dose was good, but some of the presenter went on way too long,
which made it difficult to watch.

The witchweed symposia was poor! No one with actual experience in the US
program was in attendance and the presentation on this segment was
embarassing. (I worked in this program for a graduate degree and was not
contacted by anyone). If Randy Westbrooks did not have the funds to travel,
then why didn't WSSA cover the cost of his travel, or he should not have
volunteered to present. Other papers on parasitic Striga's were good, but almost
all of them went over the time limit. Get a moderator that will keep them on time.

| was dissappointed in a couple of the presentations in the Witchweed
Eradication Effort. One speaker, in particular, was completely out-to-lunch on the
science and abviously had no experience what so ever with parasitic plants. He
even managed to give erroneous information on some weeds. | feel that
symposium speakers should be experts (or atleast have some experience) on
the topics that they present and that some sort of quality control should be
exercised so that participants are not subject to bad presentations.

The grant writing seminar for students was pretty awful... It seemed like little
effort was put into that workshop.

Way too many. Keep the number limited to 2 or 3.

Advances in Dose-Response Methodology needed to include a discussion on R
and the drc package, which is much easier to use than SAS.

dose-response methodology - too exausting with not much practical purpose

due to having other meetings at the conference, | did not attend any
symposiums. Based on my reading of the program, | found it odd that one of the
symposiums had only one speaker. | may have read this incorrectly, but the
grants and contracts symposium looked like a single person, if | recall that right.

| think a symposium on a more general topic,such as effective communication
techniques, or a topic on teaching weed science would be a good addition to the
program.

| wish | had spent more time in the grants/contracts symposium but was not able
to b/c of conflicting presentation schedules.

The grant symposum was very dry. | got the most out of the panel discussion at
the end. The SU use in turfgrass topic was not very relevant to what is going on
in our industry right now.

The non-chemical tactics symposium was great!

The grant symposium was very poorly organized. It could have been an
excellent session. Is was unsatisfactury.

It was unfortunate that some of those that accepted could not attend

Mar 22, 2011 3:36 PM

Mar 22, 2011 3:47 PM

Mar 22, 2011 3:59 PM

Mar 22, 2011 4:33 PM

Mar 22, 2011 4:47 PM

Mar 22, 2011 8:20 PM

Mar 22, 2011 9:30 PM

Mar 23, 2011 7:08 AM

Mar 23, 2011 8:31 AM

Mar 23, 2011 8:34 AM

Mar 24, 2011 10:01 AM

Mar 24, 2011 4:39 PM

Mar 30, 2011 7:11 AM

2011 Annual Meeting, oral presentations were 20 minutes. Please indicate your reaction to the 20-minute

The symposium times should match with oral presentations. Having 20 minute
presentations and the symposia running on different times means that you can
not go from session to session without missing part of the presentation

Mar 22, 2011 3:31 PM





9. At the 2011 Annual Meeting, oral presentations were 20 minutes. Please indicate your reaction to the 20-minute

format.

10

11

12

13

14

20 minutes is too long for presentations...most people stick with the 10-12
minutes and then you are left with extra time frequently as a moderator. A few
people do use all of that time, but there are always a few who go 10 minutes and
it just doesn't work very well for staying on schedule.

The 20 minutes was fine and it allowed me to talk about the presentation with
other people and gave me time to move from room to room.

The bad part was that - the chairs for each section did not keep track of time in
some instances and thus presentations would begin to early or not at the
scheduled time

| find that most speakers have lots to say so having a bit more time is useful to
support ones position. | think you will find that presenters will often push a 12-13
minute talk so there is limited time for q&a

| think the biggest issue was that some people left the time for people to move
from session to session, while others did not. There needs to be enforcement of
time limits (as always) by moderators.

| liked the 20 minutes; allowed for more detailed information to be presented and
allowed for more questions and disucssion. The only complaints | heard about
the 20 min were from people that did not present a paper, or were presenting
one growing season's data and were too lazy to improve their presentations.

But there must be time allocated for discussion/debate. So often the chairs do
not keep time back for that.

less talks, more posters, 20 minutes minimum!

There were many presenters that did not know they had 20 min.
Talks would go for 20 minutes or more, so it was ineffective.
Most talks would fit into a 15 minute format

As a moderator of a session, the 20 minute format sucked!!!! either the speaker
went the full 20 minutes and there still was no time for questions, or they went 12
minutes (or less), and then | had 8 to 10 minutes of time to fill. historically, the
15 minute time slot has worked well, and this allows more papers to be given on
the more heavily attended days of tuesday and wednesday. | very strongly do
NOT want 20 minute time slots, and as section chair for 2012 agronomic crops, |
very strongly desire to have only 15 minute time slots. | realize other sections (i
think physiology or weed biology) may want longer talks to have more
discussion. that's fine, but they can simply have shorter talks of 10 minutes and
then have their discussion time.

My view on the 20 minute format was totally, absolutely negative, and | think |
speak for most from our session.

for symposia | like the 20 - 30 minutes, especially for guests of the society. For
standard talks, 15 minutes is much preferred.

The 20 minute format was perfect. | find the 15 min presentations to be just too

short and jammed. 20 minute allows for enough information to be
communicated without the speaker being rushed.
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9. At the 2011 Annual Meeting, oral presentations were 20 minutes. Please indicate your reaction to the 20-minute

format.

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

totally dependent on the presenter. Some should be cut off after 5 minutes.

Although | did hear complaints about the 20 minute format, | think that this length
allows the speaker to be more relaxed and conversational in presentation style
and also allows for more depth and detail in the presentations.

With fewer new compounds being developed, there is no longer a need for quick
15 minute papers. | think 20 minutes on more complex, but fewer topics 1S
GOOD.

Let the section Chairs make this decision on a year-by-year basis for thier
sections. Sessions with lots of papers may need 15 minutes, but those with
fewer papers could use longer time periods. Don't get "hung up" with making all
talks across sessions start and stop at the same time. (The goal of doing so may
be admirable, but it is largely irrelevant in practice.)

It really depends on the content

sage chairs might be able to sort out 20 vs 15 based on student or experience
level. For a bad presentaiton 15 minutes is plenty long enough and rarely are
the best presentaitons good after 45 minutes.

Need to reinforce with speakers to fill the 20 minute time. Some still only
prepared for a 12 minute talk, leaving a significant gap between talks.

20 minutes is needed for most studies to be clearly understood

Mar 23, 2011 8:31 AM

Mar 24, 2011 10:01 AM

Mar 24, 2011 4:07 PM

Mar 29, 2011 11:26 AM

Mar 29, 2011 5:34 PM

Mar 29, 2011 6:39 PM

Apr 1, 2011 12:43 PM

Apr 4, 2011 11:29 AM

10. At the 2011 Annual Meeting, the Poster Session began in conjunction with the WSSA Awardees Reception on
Monday evening. Poster authors were also present for a one-hour period on Tuesday morning. The posters
remained on display until noon on Thursday. Please comment on this format.

There were people | wanted to talk with and they were never by the poster. May
be more of an enforcement issue

These should not be held at the same time.

Please continue having reception with posters and exhibits. As an exhibitor,
every activity that brings attendees into poster/exhibit area is a benefit that adds
value for exhibitors. Other societies have more structured events in
poster/exhibit area than does WSSA, which is a primary reason why there are so
few exhibitors at WSSA relative to ESA, APS, ASA/CSSA/SSSA, and ASHS.

| thought this arrangement worked well enough; more time in the mornings would
be helpful. A larger room would have been helpful because many people would
get food and then go into the hallway because it was too croweded to look at
posters and get food. | think it is imperative that we have such an event to
"encourage" / "force" attendees to interact with organizations that displayed their
products/services and pay money for this privilege.
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10. At the 2011 Annual Meeting, the Poster Session began in conjunction with the WSSA Awardees Reception on
Monday evening. Poster authors were also present for a one-hour period on Tuesday morning. The posters
remained on display until noon on Thursday. Please comment on this format.
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10
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16

17

18

19

20

| liked the awardee reception in the area of posters, but felt sorry for the authors
who had to stand by their posters and miss food or conversation. It was hard to
see many posters under those circumstances. However, it was festive and | did
have some nice interactions around posters during this session.

or give some lead time on the reception and poster session (start the reception
30 min before)

And add more time with presenters present. The poster session should be the
very heart of the conference, not wallpaper or somewhere to go when you need
a break!

AND add more time with poster authors present.
| liked having them together.

Please, go back to odd and even numbers presenting at different days before
the talks (7:30 to 9:30 AM)

| would like to see more poster sessions available throughout the week,
especially for members who may not be able to attend the entire conference.

attendance at poster sessions is always variable. If you can put the breaks in
the same room as the posters, that helps people look at posters. At Hawaii, |
would think posters will be popular, and many people will simply put up there
poster and go to the beach.

There should be a separate time slot for poster presentation only without any
other activities going on at the same time.

| would also add more time with the poster authors present.
Too much mingling, plus poster presenters were hungry.

| already commented on this. Nice idea, but in reality it jut didn't work. | had a
better response to my poster the next morning. | think morning poster sessions
work better. In the evenings people are tired and just want to eat, drink, and
socialize with their colleagues.

| think the sessions went well, but it limited the mingling of the poster presenters
with others, to some degree at the awards reception. Maybe having another
evening poster session, like on Tuesday, separate from the reception, would be
neat(?)

It is difficult for poster authors to participate in the reception and most people
attending the reception aren't that interested in the posters at that point in the
meeting.

| think extending the meeting through Thursday afternoon is a disservice to
members of the society.

| was a poster presenter and didn't care to run off in the middle of the reception
to stand by my poster.
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10. At the 2011 Annual Meeting, the Poster Session began in conjunction with the WSSA Awardees Reception on
Monday evening. Poster authors were also present for a one-hour period on Tuesday morning. The posters
remained on display until noon on Thursday. Please comment on this format.

21 | would like to see the poster session be 2 hours with the authors Mar 31, 2011 7:01 AM
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Southern Weed Science (SWSS) - Report to the WSSA Board of Directors 

2011 summer meeting – July 29-August 1, 2011 – Waikoloa, HI

Darrin M. Dodds

SWSS Executive Board for December 2010 - December 2011:


Past-President


Tom Holt; (919 608 7870); thomas.holt@basf.com 

President



Barry Brecke; (850 982 1871); bjbe@ufl.edu 

President-Elect


Tom Mueller; (865-974-8805); tmueller@utk.edu 

Vice-President


Steve Kelly; steven.kelly@scotts.com

Secretary/Treasurer


Greg MacDonald; (352 392 1811 ext. 228); pineacre@ufl.edu 

WSSA Representative

Darrin Dodds; (662 418 1024); darrind@ext.msstate.edu 

Webmaster



Tony White; webmaster@swss.ws 

Editor




Ted Webster; (229 387 2343); Ted.Webster@ars.usda.gov 


Member-At-Large Industry

Eric Palmer; (662 822 1584); eric.palmer@syngenta.com 

Member-At-Large Industry

Larry Newsom; larry.newsom@basf.com 


Member-At-Large Academia
Larry Steckel; (731 499 0120); lsteckel@utk.edu

Member-At-Large Academia
Shawn Askew; (540 231 5807); saskew@vt.edu 

Graduate Student Representative
Dustin Lewis; dustin_lewis@ncsu.edu 


Business Manager


Phil Banks; (575 527 1888); swss@marathonag.com 


Newsletter Editor


Bob Scott; (501 837 0273); bscott@uaex.edu 

Website:  www.swss.ws 

2011 SWSS Meeting – San Juan, Puerto Rico


· January 24 – 26, 2011

· San Juan Caribe Hilton

· 401 Total Registration (388 full registrations; 13 one-day registrations)

· 80 spouses registered

· 245 Oral Presentations 

· 115 Poster Presentations

· Total authors or co-authors represented:  585

· 59 students in student contest (40 oral; 19 poster)

SWSS Board Meeting – January 27, 2011


· Discussed abstract submission process (went to abstract submission through www.swss.ws)


· Voted to move toward an abstract submission process similar to that of WSSA


· Summer board meeting set for June 28, 2011 – July 1, 2011


· Discussed possibility of joint meeting – discussion to continue at summer board meeting


· Site selection will be requested to consider Puerto Rico for future meetings – possible in 2015


SWSS 2011 Summer Board meeting – June 28, 2011 – July 1, 2011

· Discussion on pro’s and con’s of meeting in Puerto Rico

· Expensive


· Hotel tried to severely over charge for drinks in particular.  Refunded SWSS $9500


· Necessary to have one person serve as a point of contact for SWSS


· Will include most common and most troublesome weeds in proceedings

· Have not done economic losses in a number of years – will continue to investigate this as it holds value for grant writing


· A committee has been formed to explore the possibility of a joint meeting in 2015 in Puerto Rico


· Committee includes:  Tom Holt – BASF (Chair), Todd Baughman – Texas A&M University; Larry Steckel – University of Tennessee; Darrin Dodds – Mississippi State University

· Developing a questionnaire to help further understand underlying reasons for declining membership and what SWSS can do to increase value of membership


· Extensive revisions to MOP

· Board voted unanimously to hold 2014 meeting in Birmingham, AL at Birmingham Winfrey Hotel.  If terms and conditions cannot be met, the Beau Rivage in Biloxi, MS is second choice

Future Meetings:


· 2012:  Charleston, SC – Francis Marion Hotel – January 23 – 25, 2012; Theme:  “Protect the Technology”

· 2013:  Houston, TX – Intercontinental Hotel – January 28 – 30, 2013

· 2014:  Birmingham, AL – Birmingham Winfrey Hotel – TBD 

· 2015:  To Be Determined – Possible Joint Meeting with Southern Branch ESA, Plant Pathology, or WSSA
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Director of Science Policy Report


WSSA Summer Board Meeting 


July 30-August 1, 2011  


Waikoloa Hilton, Hawaii

Finances


The Science Policy Committee (SPC) has a $5000 fund that can be used towards science policy activities in Washington DC, or elsewhere that advance the objectives of the Science Policy Committee. To date, I used $1,100 to bring in Dr. Richard Mack for two days during National Invasive Species Awareness Week to speak on Capitol Hill.  An additional $500 was used to co-sponsor the “Lunch-n-Learn” seminar series held in conjunction with the National Coalition for Food and Agricultural Research during NISAW.  I anticipate about $700 in expenses for travel and lodging for the Arkansas, Illinois & Missouri herbicide resistance tour with EPA. Many thanks to Barrett and Jachetta for covering their travel costs for several visits to DC this past winter.  Donn Shilling has also visited DC several times at his own expense.  Travel to the regional weed science meetings, APMS, and other speaking requests are reimbursed to me through the host society or organization. 


Vacation/Sick Leave

I have 3 vacation days and 1.5 sick days remaining after using approximately 10 days during May and June during the birth of my son and visits from both my wife’s and my families.


Professional Development Training


On August 25, I will begin 10 weeks of professional development training through the Dale Carnegie Course.  The course will help me “strengthen interpersonal relationships, manage stress and handle fast-changing workplace conditions, while being better equipped to perform as a persuasive communicator, problem-solver and focused leader.” The Science Policy Committee is recommending an additional $2,000 to pay for this training.  

DSP Action Items: 


1. Continue to generate support for USDA research funding and fight against the closure of more ARS research labs 

2. Continue to generate support for Army Corps of Engineers Aquatic Plant Control Research Program: will need another round of letters and visits on Capitol Hill


3. Continue to generate support for NPDES legislative fix bill, H.R. 872.  We need to get 60+ Senators to vote yes.  Current whip count in Senate is 45 yes, 12 leaning yes, 34 undecided, 4 leaning no, 5 no.

4.  Finish the reporting and funds request paperwork for the APHIS II paper on Herbicide Resistance Management


5. Planning and organization of National Invasive Species Awareness Week with National Invasive Species Council. The next NISAW will be held Feb. 27 – March 2. 2012.


6. Continued herbicide resistance management education of agency and NGO stakeholders. Participation in the EPA Herbicide Resistance Tour in Arkansas, Illinois, Missouri in August and in the National Academies Herbicide Resistance summit in November.

7.  Investigate Beachy Ag Research Coalition proposal.


8. Investigate and review any progress made by EPA, USDA and DOE in regards to their requirement under the Energy Independence and Security Act that requires a 3 yr review of the environmental and agricultural impacts of “cultivated invasive and noxious plants”.

9. Continue to monitor EPA spray drift and NMFS endangered species act consultation issues

10. Have discussion with WSSA Board about the Pesticide Safety Education Program


FY 2012 Federal Funding Outlook is Dismal

Most agencies and departments are looking at double digit percentage cuts compared to their FY 2011 funding levels.  The House has passed 6 of its 12 appropriations bills and is currently debating a very contentious Interior-Environment bill.  The Senate has only passed the noncontroversial Military-Veterans appropriations bill.  


In the House passed version of the FY 2012 agriculture appropriations bill, both the formula funds and competitive grant line items took a 12-14% reduction compared to FY 2011.  The only bright spot was getting the Regional IPM Centers funding boosted from $3 million to $4 million (See Table below).  


I’m also very concerned about additional USDA-ARS lab closures and their impact on the weed science societies.  The following 10 research facilities will be closed in FY 2012:  Fairbanks, Alaska; Shafter, California; Brooksville, Florida; Watkinsville, Georgia; New Orleans, Louisiana; Coshocton, Ohio; Lane, Oklahoma; Clemson, South Carolina; Weslaco, Texas; and Beaver, West Virginia. Secretary Vilsack will have the authority to transfer a closed facility to an 1862, 1890, 1994 or Hispanic-serving agricultural college or university provided the institution agrees to maintain the facility for agricultural and natural resources research for a minimum of 25 years. 


		USDA Program Description

		FY 2010

		FY 2011

		FY 2012 House

		Change 11-12



		

		Dollars in Thousands

		Percent



		Agricultural Research Service

		$1,179,639

		$1,133,230

		$993,345

		-12.3%



		Economic Research Service

		$82,478

		$81,814

		$70,000

		-14.4%



		National Ag Statistics Service

		$161,830

		$156,447

		$149,500

		-4.4%



		National Institute of Food Agriculture 

		$788,243

		$698,740

		$600,800

		-14.0%



		     - Hatch Act

		$215,000

		$236,334

		$208,000

		-12.0%



		     - Cooperative Forestry


        Research

		$29,000

		$32,934

		$30,000

		-8.9%



		     - Improved Pest Mang’t

       & Biological Control

		$16,185

		$16,153

		$14,000

		-13.3%



		     - Ag and Food Research


        Initiative

		$262,482

		$264,470

		$229,500

		-13.2%



		  - Extension Activities

		$494,923

		$479,132

		$411,200

		-14.2%



		     - Smith Lever

		$297,500

		$293,911

		$259,200

		-11.8%



		  - Integrated Activities

		$60,022

		$36,926

		$8,000

		-78.3%



		     - Section 406 

		$45,148

		$29,000

		$8,000

		-72.4%



		       - Regional IPM Centers

		$4,096

		$3,000

		$4,000

		33.3%



		       - FQPA Risk Mitigation


         (RAMP)

		$4,388

		$0

		$0

		0%



		       - Crops affected by


          FQPA (CAR)

		$1,365

		$0

		$0

		0%



		       - Methyl Bromide


         Transitions

		$3,054

		$2,000

		$0

		-100%



		       - Organic Transitions

		$5,000

		$4,000

		$4,000

		0%



		Animal and Plant Health Inspection Serv. (APHIS)

		$904,953

		$863,270

		$790,000

		-8.5%





Aquatic Plant Control Research Program 


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Civil Works) has proposed to eliminate the Aquatic Plant Control Research Program (APCRP) in the FY 2012 budget. This is the nation’s only federally authorized program for research and development of science-based management strategies for invasive aquatic weeds.  We are asking the Army Corps of Engineers and Congress to restore funding to $4 million for FY 2012.   The Corps’ APCRP expertise and importance was on full display at a recent Congressional field hearing on efforts to control and eradicate giant salvinia.  The June 27th field hearing was organized by Rep. John Fleming (LA-04) and held at Louisiana State University in Shreveport.  Dr. Michael Grodowitz, Biomanagement Team Leader for the Army Corps of Engineers was called on to testify at the hearing.  I’d also like to recognize fellow weed scientists, Dr. Randy Westbrooks, Dr. Dearl Sanders, and Dr. Damon Waitt for their testimony on behalf of the House Natural Resources Subcommittee on Fisheries, Wildlife, Oceans and Insular Affairs, chaired by Rep. Fleming.  The Aquatic Plant Control Research Program funds the work of Dr. Michael Grodowitz, along with 18 other aquatic plant management researchers. But with APCRP slated to be zeroed out in FY 2012, we will lose the expertise and institutional knowledge of all of the Army Corps’ invasive aquatic plant management researchers.  This is simply unacceptable. We understand that the country is in fiscally tough times and everyone has to take some cuts and make some sacrifices. But, we are strongly opposed to eliminating the entire Army Corps Aquatic Plant Control Research Program!  I will need your help to convince Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works, Jo-Ellen Darcy, and Congress about the value of the APCRP.  Expect an email from WSSA President Barrett in the near future asking for your support of APCRP.   


NPDES permits

Below is the current Senate whip list as July 29, 2011 for H.R. 872.

		SENATOR

		Y

		Lean Y

		Undecided

		Lean N

		N

		SENATOR

		Y

		Lean Y

		Undecided

		Lean N

		N



		Mark

		Begich

		D

		AK

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 

		Jon

		Tester

		D

		MT

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 



		Lisa

		Murkowski

		R

		AK

		 

		x

		 

		 

		 

		Max

		Baucus

		D

		MT

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Jeff

		Sessions

		R

		AL

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 

		Kay

		Hagan

		D

		NC

		 

		x

		 

		 

		 



		Richard

		Shelby

		R

		AL

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 

		Richard

		Burr

		R

		NC

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Mark

		Pryor

		D

		AR

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 

		Kent

		Conrad

		D

		ND

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 



		John

		Boozman

		R

		AR

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 

		John

		Hoeven

		R

		ND

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Jon

		Kyl

		R

		AZ

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 

		Ben

		Nelson

		D

		NE

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 



		John

		McCain

		R

		AZ

		 

		x

		 

		 

		 

		Mike

		Johanns

		R

		NE

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Dianne

		Feinstein

		D

		CA

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 

		Jeanne

		Shaheen

		D

		NH

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 



		Barbara

		Boxer

		D

		CA

		 

		 

		 

		 

		x

		Kelly

		Ayotte

		R

		NH

		 

		x

		 

		 

		 



		Mark

		Udall

		D

		CO

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 

		Robert

		Menendez

		D

		NJ

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 



		Michael

		Bennet

		D

		CO

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 

		Frank

		Lautenberg

		D

		NJ

		 

		 

		 

		x

		 



		Joseph

		Lieberman

		I

		CT

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 

		Jeff

		Bingaman

		D

		NM

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 



		Richard

		Blumenthal

		D

		CT

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 

		Tom

		Udall

		D

		NM

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 



		Thomas

		Carper

		D

		DE

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 

		Dean

		Heller

		R

		NV

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Chris

		Coons

		D

		DE

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 

		Harry

		Reid

		D

		NV

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 



		Bill

		Nelson

		D

		FL

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 

		Kirsten

		Gillibrand

		D

		NY

		 

		 

		 

		 

		x



		Marco

		Rubio

		R

		FL

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 

		Charles

		Schumer

		D

		NY

		 

		 

		 

		 

		x



		Saxby

		Chambliss

		R

		GA

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 

		Sherrod

		Brown

		D

		OH

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Johnny

		Isakson

		R

		GA

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 

		Rob

		Portman

		R

		OH

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Daniel

		Akaka

		D

		HI

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 

		James

		Inhofe

		R

		OK

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Daniel

		Inouye

		D

		HI

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 

		Tom

		Coburn

		R

		OK

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Tom

		Harkin

		D

		IA

		 

		x

		 

		 

		 

		Jeff

		Merkley

		D

		OR

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 



		Charles

		Grassley

		R

		IA

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 

		Ron

		Wyden

		D

		OR

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 



		Jim

		Risch

		R

		ID

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 

		Bob

		Casey

		D

		PA

		 

		x

		 

		 

		 



		Michael

		Crapo

		R

		ID

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 

		Patrick

		Toomey

		R

		PA

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Richard

		Durbin

		D

		IL

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 

		Sheldon

		Whitehouse

		D

		RI

		 

		 

		 

		x

		 



		Mark

		Kirk

		R

		IL

		 

		x

		 

		 

		 

		Jack

		Reed

		D

		RI

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 



		Richard

		Lugar

		R

		IN

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 

		Lindsey

		Graham

		R

		SC

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Dan

		Coats

		R

		IN

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 

		Jim

		DeMint

		R

		SC

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Pat

		Roberts

		R

		KS

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 

		Tim

		Johnson

		D

		SD

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 



		Jerry

		Moran

		R

		KS

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 

		John

		Thune

		R

		SD

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Mitch

		McConnell

		R

		KY

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 

		Bob

		Corker

		R

		TN

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Rand

		Paul

		R

		KY

		 

		x

		 

		 

		 

		Lamar

		Alexander

		R

		TN

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Mary

		Landrieu

		D

		LA

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 

		Kay Bailey

		Hutchison

		R

		TX

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 



		David

		Vitter

		R

		LA

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 

		John

		Cornyn

		R

		TX

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Scott

		Brown

		R

		MA

		 

		x

		 

		 

		 

		Orrin

		Hatch

		R

		UT

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 



		John

		Kerry

		D

		MA

		 

		x

		 

		 

		 

		Mike

		Lee

		R

		UT

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Benjamin

		Cardin

		D

		MD

		 

		 

		 

		 

		x

		Jim

		Webb

		D

		VA

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 



		Barbara

		Mikulski

		D

		MD

		 

		 

		 

		x

		 

		Mark

		Warner

		D

		VA

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 



		Olympia

		Snowe

		R

		ME

		 

		x

		 

		 

		 

		Bernard

		Sanders

		I

		VT

		 

		 

		 

		x

		 



		Susan

		Collins

		R

		ME

		 

		x

		 

		 

		 

		Patrick

		Leahy

		D

		VT

		 

		 

		 

		 

		x



		Debbie

		Stabenow

		D

		MI

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 

		Maria

		Cantwell

		D

		WA

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 



		Carl

		Levin

		D

		MI

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 

		Patty

		Murray

		D

		WA

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 



		Amy

		Klobuchar

		D

		MN

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 

		Herb

		Kohl

		D

		WI

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 



		Al

		Franken

		D

		MN

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 

		Ron

		Johnson

		R

		WI

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Claire

		McCaskill

		D

		MO

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 

		Joe

		Manchin

		D

		WV

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 



		Roy

		Blunt

		R

		MO

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 

		John

		Rockefeller

		D

		WV

		 

		 

		x

		 

		 



		Roger

		Wicker

		R

		MS

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 

		John

		Barrasso

		R

		WY

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Thad

		Cochran

		R

		MS

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 

		Michael

		Enzi

		R

		WY

		x

		 

		 

		 

		 





Pesticide Safety Education Program (PSEP)

There are four principal agencies/organizations involved in conducting the Pesticide Safety Education Program. USDA-NIFA works with the EPA to provide administrative support and coordinate plans of work and annual reporting activities. EPA, as the regulatory agency, enforces pesticide laws through state lead agencies, often based in the departments of agriculture. Since 1975, EPA has had an interagency agreement with USDA to distribute funds to the state cooperative extension service for the purpose of training restricted use pesticide applicators. USDA-NIFA coordinates the support for state and territory Pesticide Safety Education Program coordinators and has developed a Web-based reporting system where they can submit plans of work and annual reports on activities such as funding, number of private and commercial applicators trained, and number of training materials developed. The American Association of Pesticide Safety Educators (AAPSE) works with the PSEP and publishes The Journal of Pesticide Safety Education. Finally, the Association of American Pesticide Control Officials (AAPCO) works to encourage uniformity among the states in their pesticide regulatory programs. The AAPCO membership consists essentially of state and federal pesticide regulatory officials. 

Table 1. Historical Funding of PSEP 


Funding Source
              2002

         2006
                 2010                                   _

EPA(discretionary funds)
$1,880,000
       $1,200,000     
  $800,000

                                                                   


              $500,000 (PRIA funds via EPA)

Other * 

            $7,200,000 
       $7,800,000
  $6,885,000

Total   
    
            $9,080,000             $9,000,000             $10,223,000                          _

“Other” includes, but not limited to, funds from state governments, USDA formula funds, and county governments.


Table 2. Number of Certified Applicators

                            2002                                      2006                                     2010            
            _

    private
  709,177             private         596,018            private         404,251


    commercial   419,581             commercial 429,009           commercial  487.071

Total  

1,128,758   

           1,025,027    
                     892,140                          _

Issues include: Funding and structure/organization of PSEP.
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  Aquatic Plant Management Society (APMS) – Report to the WSSA Board of Directors

2011 Summer Board Meeting – Big Island, Hawaii

July 30- August 1, 2011

Submitted by: Cody J. Gray, APMS Representative to WSSA


The Aquatic Plant Management Society held its 2011 annual meeting at the Hyatt Regency in Baltimore, MD on July 24-27, 2011.  There were 163 delegates and 190 total attendees.  Within the program were 58 presentations and 10 posters, with 16 students present.


APMS membership is currently 271 total members with 260 USA, 11 International, and 60 subscription only members.

The 2011 annual meeting was the first meeting using the WSSA submission platform, which program chair, Tyler Koschnick, thought it was a great success.  Future program chair, Terry Goldsby, will be looking forward to using the platform for the 2012 meeting.


The Aquatic Plant Management Journal has moved to the Allen Press submission platform.  This has made a significant change in tracking and keeping manuscript submissions on track.

Don Shilling gave the Board of Directors an update on the Science Policy Committee discussing herbicide resistance management, NPDES, USACE funding and pesticide drift labeling.

The APMS BoD will be attending a Strategic Planning exercise at the January 2012 Winter Board meeting on January 27, 2012.

The South Florida Aquatic Plant Management Society has asked for formal recognition as a regional society to the APMS.  It will be at the Winter BoD meeting in 2012.


There was a lengthy discussion on presentation going over the allotted time and not allowing for questions from the audience; thereby, increasing discussion.  Discussion was agreed upon moving all presentations to 20 minutes, and at 15 minutes the presentation would be concluded and allowing for 5 minutes of discussion after each presentation.  The idea of the projector going “black” at the end of 15 minutes to enforce the 15-5 minute rule has been somewhat agreed upon.


Action Item:  Request a press release from the WSSA Public Awareness Committee regarding the Endanger Species issues with the Snake Kite, Channel Apple Snail, Hydrilla Management in Lake Toho, FL.

Future AMPS Board of Directors meeting:  

January 27-28, 2011 – APMS Winter Board Meeting – Salt Lake City, UT

Future APMS meeting schedule:


· 2012: July 21-25, 2012 – Little America Hotel, Salt Lake City, UT

· 2013: San Antonio, TX

· 2014: Midsouth


· 2015: Carolinas


· 2016: Midwest


· 2017: Florida

The Aquatic Plant Management Society, Inc.


P.O. Box 821265


Vicksburg, MS   39182-1265


www.apms.org

2011-2012 Officers and Directors

Officers

Tyler Koschnick




Sherry Whitaker

President





Treasurer

SePRO Corporation




USAERDC-EE-A



11550 N. Meridian Street, Suite 600


3909 Halls Ferry Road


Carmel, IN  46032




Vicksburg, MS   39180-6199


Phone:  (317) 216-8280



Phone: (601) 634-2990


Fax:  (317) 580-8281




Fax: (601) 634-2398


tylerk@sepro.com




Sherry.L.Whitaker@usace.army.mil


Linda Nelson





Jeffrey Schardt


Immediate Past President



Secretary

USAERDC-EM-W




Florida Fish & Wildlife 


3909 Halls Ferry Road



Conservation Commission


Vicksburg, MS   39180-6199



3900 Commonwealth Blvd. MS 705


Phone: (601) 634-2656



Tallahassee, FL  32399


Fax: (601) 634-3664




Phone:  (850) 245-2815


Linda.S.Nelson@erdc.usace.army.mil

Fax:  (850) 245-2834


pineacre@ufl.edu




jeff.schardt@myfwc.com


Terry Goldsby




Rob Richardson

President Elect




Editor


Aqua Services, Inc.




North Carolina State University

23360 Hwy 431




Crop Sciences Department

Guntersville, AL  35976



Box 7220 Williams Hall

Phone: (256) 582-9101



Raleigh, NC  27695-7620

Fax: (256) 582-0938




Phone:  (919) 515-5653


terryg@aquaservicesinc.com



Fax:  (919) 515-7959









rob_richardson@ncsu.edu


Mike Netherland

Vice President

USAERDC

Center for Aquatic & Invasive Plants

7922 NW 71st St.

Gainesville, FL 32653

Phone: (352) 392-0335

FAX: (352) 392-3462

mdnether@ifas.ufl.edu

Directors

David Issacs





Craig Aguillard

Aquatic Control




Estes, Inc.


P. O. Box 100





3015 Tiger Lane


Seymour, IN 47274




Ville Platte, LA  70586


Phone: (812) 497-2410      end_of_the_skype_highlighting



Phone: (337) 290-1096


Fax: (815) 664-4901




caguillard@estesinc.com

info@aquacontrol.com

Larry McCord




Student Representative

Santee Cooper






PO Box 2946101




Justin Nawrocki

Moncks Corner, SC 29461



North Carolina State University

Phone:  (843) 761-4101



Crop Science Department

Fax: (843) 751-4175




Campus Box 7620

Phone:  (843) 761-4101



Raleigh, NC 27695

rlmccord@santeecooper.com



Phone:  (616) 970-5232








jjnawrock@ncsu.edu

John Gardner


Aquatic Systems, Inc.


2100 NW 33rd Street


Pompano Beach, FL  33069


Phone:  (954) 977-7736


Fax:  (955) 977-7877


jwg@aquaticsystems.com

Cody Gray


United Phosphorus, Inc.


11417 Cranston Drive


Peyton, CO  80831


Phone:  (954) 562-0254


Fax:  (719) 886-4793


cody.gray@uniphos.com

John Madsen


Geosystems Research Institute


Mississippi State University


P.O. Box 9627


Mississippi State, MS  39762-9627


Phone:  (662) 325-2428


Fax:  (662) 325-7692


jmadsen@gri.msstate.edu
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2011 WSSA Committee Progress Report


July 2011

Committee Code and Name:     S-71 Herbicide Resistance Education

Committee Chair:  David Shaw 

Committee Members, 2011: Greg MacDonald, Wes Everman, Mike Owen, John Soteres, Jill Schroeder, Sarah Ward, William Vencill, Lee VanWychen, Harold Coble

Board Coordinator:  John Jachetta

2011 Summary of Activities:

· See attached.

2011 Plan for Committee Activities

· See attached. 

Recommendations for Board/Society Action:   

· See attached.


Herbicide Resistance Education Committee


Weed Science Society of America


This committee is developing a comprehensive education strategy on herbicide resistance.  The primary goal is to have WSSA seen as the go-to organization for science-based information on herbicide resistant weeds.


A critical element of the committee’s activities will be the development of the report, funded by USDA-APHIS, entitled “Herbicide-Resistant Weeds Management Report”.  In part the justification for this report notes that “there exists a need for a systematic understanding of the most contemporary publically available information on the extent to which weed resistance management programs are being utilized in various managed ecosystems and an understanding of how successful they are at achieving their goals.”


The sections of the report will include:


· Introduction


· Most effective best management practices (BMPs) for managing the development and spread of herbicide resistance in weeds


· Degree of adoption of these BMPs


· Factors impacting adoption, or the lack thereof


· Recommendations for how to increase adoption


A writing team has been developed and includes Ted Webster, Mike Barrett, Bill Witt, Nilda Burgos, Bob Nichols, Steve Powles, Rick Llewellyn, Jason Norsworthy, Sarah Ward, George Frisvold, Kevin Bradley, and David Shaw.  The writing team has met in Memphis and Atlanta, held telecons, and is working toward report completion by the fall of 2011.  


A wide range of materials are planned for development and posting on the WSSA website.  These will include:


· Training modules – particularly videos

· Certified Crop Advisors program


· Grower organizations


· Extension specialists


· Fact sheets


· Powerpoint presentations


A sub-committee has been established to begin developing the training modules.  These modules are in final draft, and will be released for beta testing this fall.  Input will be sought from the testing phase, and the modules will be finalized during the winter.  Additional advanced modules are also under discussion.

Materials will be developed in a wide range of formats, and will be at a number of levels, including:


· Foundational information


· Region-specific


· Commodity-specific


· Weed-specific


Organizations engaged to this point include:


· National Research Council


· National Cotton Council


· National Corn Growers Association


· American Soybean Association


· National Association of Conservation Districts


· Herbicide Resistance Action Committee


· CropLife America


· USDA-APHIS


· USDA-NRCS


· USDA-NIFA


· EPA


Other organizations will be contacted as they are identified and at the appropriate time.  In particular, NRC has suggested involvement of key environmental NGOs.  Others have suggested crop consulting organizations, and American Farm Bureau.  NRC also suggested that we engage the USDA-Economic Research Service, since so much of adoption is tied to economic viability.  David Shaw and Mike Owen have met with ERS, and have received a commitment for assistance in economic analyses and report development.

Plans are being initiated to have a national symposium that is a roll-out for the APHIS report, as well as a demonstration of the materials developed at the WSSA website.  NRC has invited us to hold the symposium at the National Academy of Science in Washington, DC.  Plans are coming together for this to occur in late fall or winter.  This symposium has been delayed somewhat in organization because of NAS requirements for 70% of funding in hand before a planning committee is appointed.  A separate proposal has been submitted to the board, requesting WSSA contribution to the symposium.
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Carol Somody, Greg MacDonald, Wes Everman

Joyce Lancaster, Dave Vitolo


WSSA Ambassador Program
 



















Program Objectives:  


1. To expand the availability of information regarding weeds to the general public.

2. To provide prepared presentations for members to use when speaking to outside groups. 

3. To provide speakers to interested groups.











How ?

The Ambassador Program could meet one, two, or all three of these objectives with:

1. An expanded website section with important and interesting information and links to a variety of weed-related resources.

2. A website section with canned presentations for use by members when making presentations to schools, gardening clubs, etc. 

3. A member- or society-driven system for providing speakers.

 











Costs:

 Objectives 1 and 2 could be handled by committee members or other volunteers  

Cost  to WSSA for objectives 1 and 2 would be the web developer’s charges for setting up and maintaining the canned presentations and the links to weed resources  

 

The cost of objective 3 will depend on the model(s) chosen for delivery.  



Several possibilities :













Objective 3

Member-driven WSSA Speakers Bureau (the volunteer speakers reach out for potential speaking engagements in their area). Web related costs of $1,000 or less for set-up and $500 or less per year after initial set-up would be incurred.   Travel expenses covered by volunteer or their organisation



 Society-driven WSSA Speakers Bureau in partnership with MACA (MidAmerica CropLife Association).  Cost and design would require further discussions with MACA.  



Society-driven WSSA Speakers Bureau similar to the MACA CropLife Ambassador Network outlined in next slide.  However, cost would be less than that indicated  since presentations would be developed and updated by WSSA members. 











MACA Program

The coordinator of the MACA Ambassador Network works 20 hrs per week developing and updating their presentations and actively marketing the program (through direct mail (best), a newsletter, press releases, contacting specific schools, a referral program, blog and Facebook).  Only a few requests come in via the MACA website.  This proactive speakers program targets 7-10,000 4th-6th graders in 13 Midwest states each year, with ~60 volunteer speakers covering ~200 requests.  This particular program costs up to $50,000 per year, even though speakers are not reimbursed for their time or travel expenses.  











Society Support?

Indication for support:  Member Survey conducted in May-June, 2011. 

		124 individuals complete the survey.

 

Question 1: Most requested components of an  Ambassador program:   

Canned presentations available for members to use when making presentations to school, gardening clubs, etc. (96); 

Links to a variety of weed-related resources (94).  

Website link where the public could request guest speakers from WSSA. (82)

 

Question 2 Willingness to act?   

“be a guest speaker 1-2 times per year (for requests in your area) (91). 

travel up to 60 miles to be a guest speaker 1-2 times per year (87)  











Project Timeline

Survey of member interest - completed June, 2011

Establish a special committee for the project, utilize the education committee, or combine the two – August, 2011

Committee identify next steps – September, 2011

Identify the target audience

If includes schools, what age levels and which educational standards will need to be incorporated

Determine the process for development of the canned presentations once target audience and scope have been determined

Compilation/preparation of canned presentations for use – September, 2012

Determine the model for the speakers bureau and take the necessary steps to prepare for implementation – October, 2012

Implementation of the model - November, 2012.













Alfred Eisenstaedt, Life magazine photo archive . Winnetka, Illinois. June 1950

Questions?
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WSSA Herbicide Handbook Committee

2010-11 Report





Membership



François Tardif (Chair), Jamshid Ashigh, Dean Riechers.







Activities





A) Recruitment: during 2010-11, the chair has attempted to recruit new members to the committee. He has been half successful in attracting two new members, one from WWSS and one from NCWSS. The committee is still hopeful to get one more member from each NEWSS and SWSS. 


B) Plans for electronic version of the handbook: there have been discussions over the year, either among committee members or between the chair and the Publication Committee or BOD members.   It seems that everybody agrees that the Handbook should be offered as an electronic publication. The details on how it should be done are however very unclear. We all struggle between increasing availability and maintaining revenues. 
This current committee may have opinion(s) on how it should be done; still it feels its mandate should be mostly about providing content for the handbook. The delivery method is of greater implications for just this committee. Moreover this issue straddles different areas such as methods of electronic presentation and revenue generation for which we believe we have no expertise.

The chair of the committee would like to share comments from the past Herbicide Handbook Editor, Scott Senseman:
“…My problem is that once it's in a PDF (and it's easy to make), then everybody has it and they won't pay for it.  If it can be like a subscription that can't be printed, then it's access is limited, they pay for it on a regular time frame which means more regular income for the book long-term.  You could probably get away with $30/year and have corrections and additions be included in it.  Might be nice that way yet still get $120 for every 4 years out of it.  Compare that to $90 every 4 or 5 years.  It will have to be reactivated after one year and not be able to be printed.  You could sell the printed version for another price...”

I actually put my last edition on an iPad and it works great.  That's probably the way it's going.  It's just been such a good money maker that I don't think that making a simple PDF file that people can download will provide the same kind of monetary benefit to the society.  Just my opinion.”

At the Publication Board in Feb 2011, it was agreed that the issue of revenue generation should be handled by people/organization with expertise in that area.


C) MOP: The membership of the committee as listed in the MOP is a bit heavy. At this stage we feel that a smaller committee is easier to work with. It is implicit in the MOP that  flexibility is OK and therefore there should be no change.


D) New entries are currently being written. This is a slow process. We should have a better idea in the fall of 2011. 







Respectfully submitted



François Tardif, chair



July 23, 2011
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WSSA-EPA Subject Matter Expert







U.S. EPA





WSSA-EPA SME Job Description- 2009

The Weed Science Society of America (WSSA) is seeking a qualified individual to interact with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and serve as a liaison between WSSA members and EPA employees. Dr. Steve Dewey from Utah State University has served in this role over the past 18-months and will be making his 12th and final liaison trip to EPA during the week of December 8, 2008. 

 

Ideally, this individual will travel to Arlington, VA for one week per month for the first six months and then approximately a week every two months to work in EPA's Office of Pesticide Programs (OPP). This individual will interact with EPA employees and provide input on a wide range of topics such as the utility of label mitigations for herbicide use, spray drift management, invasive plant management near endangered species, and the role of weed control in land management. 

 

This individual should be willing to learn the registration and reregistration processes for herbicides, become familiar with the EPA scientific committees and how they operate, and develop a basic understanding of how EPA OPP risk assessments are conducted.

 

This individual must be a member of the WSSA, and prepare a quarterly report for the WSSA Newsletter and a semi-annual report to WSSA Board of Directors.

 

The WSSA will help reimburse this individual for travel and per diem expenses while working at EPA up to a predetermined limit, while the applicant continues to receive a salary through their employer. 







Subject Matter Expert Purpose

To develop a technical relationship between academic Weed Science community and EPA

Provide current information to the Agency

Answer agronomic questions on herbicide use

Identify experts within the Weed Science community

Learn about the Agency as they learn about us

Participate on EPA scientific committees

As an applied science, WSSA is in a unique position to provide expert advice

It’s not just about helping EPA be more transparent, it’s about being more transparent ourselves and delivering our science in the service of the practitioner. 





Develop partnerships with other Applied Science Societies 

The Entomology Society of America and the America Phytopathological Society have used the WSSA model to establish Academic SME’s in their disciplines.

WSSA SME: Dr. Jill Schroeder, New Mexico State Univ.

ESA SME: Dr. Thomas (Gene) Reagan, Louisiana State University

APS SME: Dr. Frank Wong, UC Riverside

The more we act together, the greater the opportunity to have impact.





Three Key Issues in 2009/2010

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits

Management of herbicide resistant weeds

Spray Drift PR-Notice 2009



      In addition to the day-by-day advise on weed management issues and label utility





National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits





U.S. EPA









WSSA participation

January 2009-Schroeder visit

Court ruling discussed in staff meetings

February 2009

WSSA officers, Science Policy Director, Getsinger and Schroeder met with EPA OPP director and staff to discuss issues of common concern, including NPDES, herbicide resistance, endangered species, and spray drift.

March 2009

Invited EPA staff on a tour of Florida aquatic areas

August 2010

Invited EPA staff on a tour of New Mexico’s southern Rio Grande irrigated agriculture, rangeland, and riparian areas.





Map courtesy of the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD)



Lake Tohopekaliga



DAY 1

DAY 2

DAY 3

U.S. EPA Florida Aquatic Pesticide Tour  

May 11-14, 2009  







Tour organizers

Bill Haller

University of Florida



Kurt Getsinger 

USAERDC and aquatic SME to EPA

with Lee VanWychen





Discussion of NPDES permitting issues





Lee County Mosquito/Hyacinth Control District , 

Florida Department of Agriculture and 

Consumer Services, and EPA personnel discussion 





New Mexico Tour Objectives

Rio Grande 

Wildlife refuge

Water storage

Water management

Water use in agriculture

Irrigated cropping

Invasive plant management in range and riparian areas

Endangered species preservation



















Elephant Butte Irrigation District (EBID)

Mesilla Dam - 1915

Maintenance of Irrigation Canals

History and hydrology of EBID delivery system; 

Management of EBID canals and return drains





Management of Herbicide Resistant Weeds





U.S. EPA







Background

EPA (and everyone else) has identified pest resistance as a major problem threatening continued use of currently registered weed management tools.

EPA is still in the process of determining their role in herbicide resistance management.

WSSA SME invited to join the new Resistance management workgroup within EPA

As the authoritative resource on Resistance Management, WSSA engaged to take the lead in RM Education

How can WSSA be of assistance to EPA?





WSSA intersection with EPA

Support Mechanism-of-Action labeling

Publish state-of-the-art science and BMP recommendations

Take charge and lead a focused educational effort

Targeting All Appropriate Groups – Media, Growers, Dealers/Distributors, Consultants

Accurate Information

Consistency of Message

Urgency of Message











2010 Additional Issues/activities

Spray drift – FR notice published 11/09 Proposed Language for all labels:

“Do not apply this product in a manner that results in spray [or dust] that could cause an adverse effect to people or any other non-target organism or site”.  

Similarly for non-commercial (residential, home & garden) products the wording would be “…that could cause harm to people, pets, property, aquatic life, wildlife, or wild life habitat.”  







U.S. EPA







Dr. Bob Wolf – Kansas State University 



September 14, 2010 seminar

Update on Application Technology for Agricultural Boom Sprayers

55 attended from all EPA/OPP divisions







What was the impact of the committee activities/accomplishments on the following: membership, publication, policy, legislation, and/or education?

Membership

A representative of our science and the voice of the membership in activities that significantly impact them but where they had no voice previously.

Publications:

A champion for the USDA/EPA grants, position papers, S-71 training modules, quarterly reports published on the website.

Policy & Legislation:  

This is one of WSSA’s main policy initiatives and addresses many issues at a level and timing that was never before available.

Education:

This is all about the adult education of a unique group  that significantly impacts agriculture; and if we can get an internship going, it may be more.







U.S. EPA



QUESTIONS?
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Subsidence Post ‘ -

In 1924, this 9-foot concrete post was driven to bedrock
The top of the post was sat lavel with the sail surface.

in 1977, a photograph revealed 58 inches of visible post
indicating approximately 1. inch of subsidence per year.

The top of the post was 72 inches abave ground in Marsh af
2008, Indicating 6 feet of soll subsidence n the past 84 years.

Annual subsidencerates have desiined from approximately
1 Inah per year to approximately ' ineh per year. This
has been partially attributed to Best Management

Implemented by local growers. PR

-

T -
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WSSA-EPA Subject Matter Expert
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