National Teleconference for Sudden Oak Death Information and Planning Session

August 10, 2004

Minutes

Carla Thomas and Sue Ratcliffe, organizers

Carrie Harmon, secretary

This session will be taped and archived for future use.

1. General overview of the calendar of events

1.1. Purpose of this program:  assist each state in creating a SOD response plan, esp. for samples not generated by survey/trace-forward (ie, esp from homeowners).  Training for detection and triage, based on each state’s priorities.  Facilitation of state planning teams and program roll-out.  

1.2. Program planning committee includes membership from USFS, APHIS, National Plant Board, NPDN, IPM, Master Gardener Program and Cooperative Extension.

1.3. History:  Planning committee contacted each state’s IPM coordinator and asked them to designate a state key contact for this program.  Key contacts joined in conf call on July 26.  They were asked to organize their state planning teams for this call today.  Planning teams should include, State Foresters, SPRO, SPHD, IPM coordinator, diagnosticians, Master Gardener Coordinator, APHIS, NPDN, USFS, Extension and researchers and others as appropriate.

2. Stacy reported on the results of the APHIS SOD meeting.  The results will be posted to the website as a PDF.

3. Website to reference for SOD resources: http://www.ncipm.org/sod/  There is a link to the APHIS website and several other resources applicable to this program.

4. Initiation of planning process:

4.1. Please note that a good triage strategy is needed to filter the samples, because symptoms can mimic other diseases, etc.  Timing of detection program should also be appropriate (ie environmental conditions, other surveys ongoing, etc).  Below are several triage strategies that have had success in certain states.  You may want to use one of these as a base starting point in making your state plan.

4.2. Mark Stanley and Susan Frankel, CA Oak Mortality Task Force: 

4.2.1. Two employees funded to develop educational materials for Master Gardeners and others.  Check http://www.suddenoakdeath.org for these materials.  The training is designed so MGs can serve as filters so the MGs can ask and answer questions.  MGs are asked to bring samples to the County Ag Commissioner’s Office.  They have a 14 question questionnaire to use for triage.  One difficulty – keeping everyone up-to-date because things are changing so quickly.  The also will be rolling out a virtual on-line training program.

4.3. Jennifer Park and Melodie Putnam, OR:  

4.3.1. Produced a diagnostic brochure of symptoms on nursery crops for nursery workers.  Check the site http://www.extension.oregonstate.edu/emergency/oak_death.php for this resource.  OSU has developed 4 workshops for nursery growers.  Also a MG training session.  There is also a 19-state group meeting Oct 4-5 in Corvalis to develop educational training materials.  A PowerPoint is being developed for use during the fall teleconference.  And they also have a questionnaire for use in triage.   OR believes this triage has significantly reduced the number of incorrect samples.  

4.4. Carol Holko, Maryland:  

4.4.1. MD Dept of Ag and U of MD have developed a program that includes a set of guidelines, triage questions and training to be used by the folks who answer phones at the homeowner gardening information center.  A “hit list” is developed for those that might be good samples and they then send out a kit for sample collection (costs about $2.00).  Lab technicians at the Dept of Ag. enter the list into a computer, print out a label, put the kit together, and send it out.  25% of the samples have been positive for Phytophthora (not necessarily ramorum).  Also, 25 % (not necessarily the same 25 %) came from nurseries that had known trace forward plants.  Lab is not swamped yet, so program seems to be working well.  Have mailed out 300 packets since the end of March.  104 homeowners have sent in samples, 170 samples total.  A link to this program is on the www.ncipm.org/sod website.

4.5. Jean Woodward, GA:  

4.5.1. Had 13 culture-positive nurseries and several homeowners positives as well.  Are developing their training now, starting with the county agents, who will train the MGs and others.  They are receiving a questionnaire, are focusing on time span, host list, where purchased, etc.  Possible samples are forwarded to the diagnostician at the homeowner clinic to do ELISA.  If positive, it will go to Jean’s lab for culturing and PCR (this lab is doing all the survey and trace-forward samples now).  GA Dept of Ag contacts the homeowners, removes plant, and does further sampling in cooperation with Jean’s lab staff.  The presumptive positives are also sent to Beltsville.  

5. Date for training: was planned for late September, but there are several other programs then, so the fourth week of October is now planned, specifically Tuesday, October the 26th.  Recognized experts will cover the major issues on a national scale.  The states that choose to roll out a state-specific training may dial back in after the national call to hold their state call.  Those to be trained will be determined by each state: MGs, extension personnel, nurserymen, inspectors, etc., and will need to be present that date by teleconference.  

6. Q&A, reverse alpha:

6.1. Wyoming: not on the line

6.2. Utah:  no comments

6.3. West Virginia – were samples in MD representative of the entire state?  Answer is yes, proportional to population in 23 counties.   Similar percentage of population across the counties, whether rural or urban.

6.4. Washington – no comments

6.5. Wisconsin: not on the line

6.6. Virginia: how to get into state call?

6.7. Vermont:  not on the line

6.8. Texas:  not on the line

6.9. Tennessee: where do the samples go?  State lab?  Who pays?  A: There are several labs, must be decided by your state, check with your State Dept of Ag and land grant U labs.  Funding is available on a limited basis for diagnostics, limited to states with positives detected.

6.10. South Dakota: no questions

6.11. South Carolina: who will the samples be sent to?  A: will need to be decided within the state, ask the labs.

6.12. RI: no questions

6.13. Penn: no questions

6.14. OR: is there a better option for the training than teleconference – this is not good due to technical difficulties.  Maybe a CD?  A: the Training Committee will look into this.

6.15. OK: will not participate in the teleconference later, but will use the training materials.  Working on their plan right now.  What happens if a positive is found at a site? A: APHIS does have jurisdiction to survey and destroy material if needed.  Homeowner response protocol will be on the APHIS website shortly.

6.16. OH:  Training will be limited to extension agents.  What are the specifics of that response protocol?  A: There is a protocol posted on the APHIS site, but it is not a final version yet.  This info will be included in the training materials.  The residential response will be a little different from the nursery response.

6.17. N Dakota:  no questions

6.18. N Carolina: no questions

6.19. N Y:  no questions

6.20. NM: no questions, arranged to call in for state now

6.21. NJ: organizing their group now

6.22. NH: no questions

6.23. Nevada: not on the line, not enough phone lines, contacted later

6.24. Nebraska: if a homeowner sample comes in, how will that be funded to get through the diagnostic lab?  A: contact your NPDN contact for the funds, if your state has a positive find through any method.

6.25. Montana: no questions

6.26. Missouri: not on the line, not enough phone lines, contacted later

6.27. MS: not on the line

6.28. Minnesota: no questions

6.29. Michigan: funds are to be used for what?  A: communication (teleconferences) – anyone, and diagnostics – states on the positive find list only.  Q: what about a find in a remote or natural area? A: USFS is putting together guidelines for that right now.  Will be posted on the APHIS site.

6.30. MA:  the lab is supposed to charge $50/commercial sample, but won’t get $$ from this b/c no positive find. A: Yes, it is a problem, many people are working very hard to find more resources or labs can charge homeowners for sample processing.

6.31. MD: Answer to earlier question - most of their samples came from central MD, location of most of the population, but many counties with low populations also had lots of submissions.

6.32. Maine: When will we settle on the dates for the training?  A: there will most likely be several dates, and we should know within a week.  You will be contacted

6.33. LA: no questions

6.34. KY: no positive find in KY, but processing lots of samples.  May need to find a way to pay for testing.  A:  Yes, see MA answer.

6.35. Kansas: no questions

6.36. Iowa: no questions

6.37. Indiana: no questions

6.38. Illinois: not on the line, broke to state call already

6.39. Idaho: not on the line

6.40. Hawaii: not on the line, signed off shortly earlier, later emailed that there are no questions.

6.41. Georgia: who paid for and managed the OR clean-up sites? A: USDA-Forest Service funds were provided to Oregon and the state depts of ag and forestry funds provided those to landowners to pay for treatment costs.  

6.42. Florida: no questions

6.43. Delaware: no questions

6.44. CT: we need to make sure the SPHDs are involved.  We also need to define the chain of custody for homeowner samples.  What happens if the MGs decide not to send in a sample that turns out was positive?  A:  Your SPHD is on line today as are many others.  Q: Also, is a satellite conference or polycom a possibility for the Oct meeting? A: we’ll look into it.

6.45. Colorado: no questions

6.46. California: no questions

6.47. Arkansas: not on the line

6.48. Arizona: not on the line, not enough phone lines, contacted later

6.49. Alaska: not participating

6.50. Alabama: no questions

