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This committee recognizes that integrated pest management 
(IPM) offers a sustainable approach to addressing pest, disease 
and weed challenges for all state agency land and property 
holdings, and for agencies responding to statutory responsibili-
ties to protect, health, the environment, the state economy, and 
the cultural and aesthetic value of Oregon’s natural heritage. 
Implementing the statutory purview of Oregon House Bill 3364, 
this Committee meets three times annually, with broad goals 
that include: 

Katie Murray, Statewide IPM Coordinator for the Oregon
IPM Center at Oregon State University, chairs this committee 
in support of the legislature’s goals of ensuring a sustainable 
approach to pest management among Oregon’s state agencies. 
This structure formally connects Oregon’s state agencies with 
the internationally recognized IPM programs, approaches, and 
leadership of the Oregon IPM Center. With broad programmatic 
themes including strategic planning and decision-support for 
IPM, pesticide safety, and pesticide risk management, the Ore-
gon IPM Center is well-positioned to provide technical leader-
ship to this Committee. 

In the time since the last Committee report (2018), each agen-
cy has outlined agency-specific IPM principles that apply to 
statutory responsibility and/or facilities management. Each 
agency has also formally presented their current IPM context 
and status to the Committee, including specific IPM successes 

and challenges on the ground. A summary of this information 
for each relevant agency is presented in section I of this report 
(p6). 

In line with HB 3364, one area of committee discussion during 
this biennium related to pesticide usage among state agencies, 
record-keeping and tracking procedures, and policies related to 
public notification. All agencies follow pesticide label require-
ments regarding notification of pesticide applications. Many 
agencies take this further, particularly with respect to publicly 
sensitive areas, in providing the public with notification of pes-
ticide applications, both prior to application and at the time of 
application. Each agency’s associated procedures and policies 
are summarized in section II of this report (p23)

As a Committee, we have also outlined areas of inter-agency 
collaboration around IPM and pest management issues in an 
effort to demonstrate the breadth and depth of current cooper-
ative efforts to reduce the economic, environmental, and public 
health risks from pests, as well as the tactics used to control 
them in agricultural and natural resource environments. This is 
outlined in section III of this report (p26). 

In section IV we highlight examples of IPM and pesticide 
safety-related trainings in which agency staff have participated. 
The Committee is an important venue for highlighting relevant 
training and education opportunities throughout the state. 

In section V, we include meeting agendas and summaries from 
2018 to present. Within these, it is evidenced that the Commit-
tee has engaged in a number of important discussions about 
relevant programs and potential new collaborations and oppor-
tunities, including the Department of Environmental Quality’s 
Pesticide Stewardship Partnership, and Oregon State Univer-
sity’s School IPM Program and the potential for that program’s 
training program to assist with state agency/university structur-
al and facilities IPM. 

More recently, the Committee also discussed the impacts of 
COVID-19 to IPM, invasive species management, and pesticide 
safety. Across the board, Oregon’s state natural resource agen-
cies have seen a dramatic budget decline, which has severely 
impacted current and future programs related to invasive spe-
cies management and IPM.

1. Promoting information exchange among state agencies 
regarding IPM methods and approaches, best practices, and 
program successes and challenges; 

2. Providing opportunities for education and training for 
agency personnel that advance IPM and support pest man-
agement innovation; 
 
3. Supporting agency development of adaptive management 
approaches to IPM; and 

4. Achieving improved IPM adoption and reduced risk to 
humans and environment through collaborative tracking & 
monitoring of agency IPM status, and collective response to 
challenges. 

Executive Summary 
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In the next biennium, we seek to continue a focus on pesticide 
risk reduction, as well as to improve our individual and collec-
tive ability to track and quantify pest and pest management 
(including pesticide) risks over time. 

The Oregon IPM Center is internationally recognized for its pro-
gramming in pesticide risk reduction, including a minimum-risk 
approach recently published in the peer-reviewed journal Lan-
cet Planetary Health1. This approach has been introduced to the 
Committee with options for further professional development. 

Metrics for IPM include documenting the range of IPM strate-
gies employed, including pesticide usage, and the health and 
economic risks associated with these, and the economic, health 
and environmental risks associated with the pests being man-
aged, including invasive species in particular, which are often 
the focus of state agency IPM. Establishing metrics and track-

ing for IPM progress is a current area of growth for the field 
of IPM in general. There are several pathways for progress in 
tracking IPM for this Committee and the associated agencies, 
including adaptation of Oregon IPM Center’s IPM Strategic 
Planning and Pest Losses Impact Assessment processes for 
agency use, as well as capacity building, supported by guest 
speakers and professional development sessions.  

While some level of professional development can occur 
through regular meetings and associated staff time, the State 
IPM Committee currently operates on an unfunded mandate. 
Financial support for the work of this Committee would catalyze 
progress toward Committee goals. Given the unprecedented 
financial constraints imposed by COVID-19 in 2020, financial re-
sources will be critical to ensuring continuity and advancement 
of agency IPM programs.

Recommendations
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COVID-19: Impacts to agency pest management & IPM programs

The COVID-19 pandemic has radically altered many state 
agency operations, including those related to invasive species 
management and IPM. These changes are due to the combined 
influences of dramatic budget declines based on a combina-
tion of factors across agencies, including loss of revenue from 
state budgets, lottery funds and facility rental fees, staff layoffs 
and decreased capacity to accomplish natural resource work, 
and dramatic declines in availability of volunteer labor. Social 
distancing requirements have further decreased efficiency. 

Oregon Parks and Recreation Department, for example, has 
seen its capacity for invasive species management decreased 
by at least half in the current biennium.  However, it could be 
said that the OPRD COVID-19 facilities cleaning policies, social 
distancing, quarantine, closure, and other aspects of the agen-
cy’s response are themselves integrated pest management 
tactics for the newly arisen priority of the invasive coronavirus.

 1. Jepson P.C., Murray K., Bach O. et al. A global guideline for pesticide selection to 
reduce risks, and establish a minimum pesticides list, The Lancet, Planetary Health 
2020; 4:5e6-63.  DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(19)30266-9.

https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(19)30266-9


Current Committee Members
 Katie Murray, Committee Chair, Statewide IPM Coordinator, Oregon State University  

 Will Lackey, Committee Co-Chair, Vegetation Mgmt. Coordinator, Oregon Department of Transportation 

 Noel Bacheller, Committee Secretary, Natural Resource Coord./Botanist; Oregon Parks and Recreation Dept.

 Wyatt Williams, Invasive Species Specialist, Oregon Department of Forestry

 Helmuth Rogg, Director, Plant Protection & Conservation Programs Area; State Plant Regulatory Official, 
       Oregon Department of Agriculture

 Carri Pirosko, Integrated Weed Management Coordinator, Oregon Department of Agriculture 

 Darren Dickey, Landscape Manager, Department of Administrative Services 

 Colin Tierney, Asst. Habitat Biologist, S Willamette Watershed District, Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife

 Chad Naugle, Sustainability Programs Manager, Oregon Department of Corrections 

 Kevin Masterson, Agency Toxics Coordinator, Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

 Curtis Cude, Environmental Public Health Surveillance Program Manager, Oregon Health Authority
 
 Jeremy Chambers, EHS Comliance and Environmental Manager, University of Oregon



Using examples highlighted in the USDA’s National Roadmap for IPM, 
each agency discussed and outlined its own “IPM Principles,” detailing 
the IPM context for each agency, and how IPM is interpreted and 
employed in this context. 

Each agency formally presented its current IPM status, including specific 
successes and challenges related to IPM on-the-ground. This information 
is presented in the following section for each relevant agency. 

I. Agency IPM Principles and Programs

https://www.ars.usda.gov/arsuserfiles/opmp/ipm%20road%20map%20final.pdf


Oregon Department of Agriculture

Principles and Fundamentals of IPM

1. Exclusion and Prevention: quarantine and early detection, 
    rapid response
2. Education and Outreach
3. Detection, Survey, and Mapping
4. Control, Containment, and Eradication: manual, mechanical, 
    cultural, chemical, biological 
5. Restoration and revegetation 
6. Monitoring

Model for IPM implementation 

ODA focuses upon exclusion and prevention, starting with quar-
antine and “early detection, rapid response” (survey, detection, 
eradication and monitoring). Preventative strategies minimize 
risks to human health and the environment, and they are the 
most economically sound approaches. Examples of this model 
include a early detection of Gypsy moth, Japanese beetle, and 
A-rated noxious invasive weed species. 

Key goals

ODA’s goal is to prevent invasive pests such as terrestrial inver-
tebrates, plant pathogens, and noxious invasive weeds, plant 
diseases and weeds from entering the state. Priority lists of weed 
species including the 100 Most Dangerous Invaders list, main-
tained by the Oregon Invasive Species Council (OISC), and the 
State Noxious Weed List maintained by the State Weed Board, 
set priorities and offer guidance. Two-thirds of the species on the 
Dangerous Invaders list fall within ODA’s mandate. 

Regular staff meetings provide an opportunity for ODA staff to 
employ the IPM decision-making process, both when new exotic 
pests are accidentally introduced to the state, as well as for ongo-
ing pest projects. As these projects progress, staff must continu-
ally reevaluate which tools are necessary for eradication, contain-
ment, control, or restoration objectives. In the early stages of an 
A-rated noxious weed eradication project, broadcast herbicide 
applications are often utilized to reduce large populations to levels 
that can either be spot-treated by backpack applications or hand-
pulled. Another common scenario involves the implementation of 
different methods based on parameters of sites spread across a 
larger landscape (multiple property owners: private, county, state, 
federal). 

For example, partners working to eradicate Alyssum, an A-rated 
weed which spread across the Illinois Valley in southern Ore-

gon, use hand-pulling exclusively on federal lands and along the 
Illinois River, implementing group volunteer pull events annually. 
Several of the most heavily infested fields were initially broadcast 
sprayed and have been transitioned to manual methods only 
through based on achievements in reductions. Repeated tillage 
has been implemented in some fields where growers preferred 
non-chemical methods. Each year, partners involved with an 
Alyssum Working Group reevaluate which tools are best at each 
site across the landscape.  The decision-making process that is 
promoted through an engaged IPM process is the foundation of 
ODA pest projects.

Another successful example is the Gypsy moth story. In the mid 
1980s, the largest Gypsy moth infestation west of the Mississippi 
was found in Lane County. More than 19,000 Gypsy moths were 
caught in pheromone traps. Oregon Department of Agriculture 
decided to apply a low-risk, biological control agent to eradicate 
the Gypsy moth population that stretched over 250,000 acres. 
Over a period of four years with three aerial and ground treat-
ments each year of the naturally occurring soil bacterium Bacillus 
thuringiensis kurstaki, (Btk), which is a natural enemy of butterfly 
and moth caterpillars, the Gypsy moth population was eradicated.

IPM Performance metrics

ODA activities in IPM strive to meet state benchmark #90 – 
“number of the top 100 plant pests, diseases or weed species 
excluded each year”. The OISC publishes a report card showing 
how well invasive species are being excluded – with a target 
of slowing the rate of establishment to less than one per year – 
which has been achieved every year to date. Further, pesticide 
use record keeping is required by Department of Agriculture and 
is managed through a PURS records system. 

Eradication projects conducted by ODA are often funded by 
Federal partner agencies. If federal money is involved, an Envi-
ronmental Impact Statement (EIS) or Environmental Assessment 
(EA) is completed to examine the environmental and human 
health risks. (See http://www.oregon.gov/ODA/PLANT/reports.
shtml for an Environmental Assessment related to the Eugene 
Gypsy moth project).  An environmental assessment includes the 
following topics: Purpose and Need for Action, Public Involve-
ment and Issues, Affected Environment, Alternatives, Environ-
mental Consequences, Recommendation of the USDA APHIS 
and Oregon Department of Agriculture, and Conclusion. ODA 
plays a direct role in noxious weed management via its program 
of early detection and rapid response that may bring about eradi-
cation of invasive threats if addressed early and comprehensively 
enough.  

Agency IPM Principles and Programs
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https://www.oregon.gov/oda/programs/Weeds/OregonNoxiousWeeds/Pages/ListingProcess.aspx
https://www.oregon.gov/oda/programs/Weeds/OregonNoxiousWeeds/Pages/ListingProcess.aspx
http://www.oregon.gov/ODA/PLANT/reports.shtml
http://www.oregon.gov/ODA/PLANT/reports.shtml


ODA supports an invasive plant biological control program, and 
has deployed 74 biological control agents against 29 target inva-
sive plant species. ODA supports important agricultural industries 
that are active in national and international trade pathways that 
help to sustain the Oregon economy. This includes monitoring 
and certification of nurseries to address diseases such as sudden 
oak death, and also certification of commercial seed to limit con-
tamination by invasive species. 

More indirectly, ODA plays a role in invasive species management 
via registration of pesticides that can be used in critical situations 
without undue risk to human health and the environment. It also 
licenses pesticide applicators, and administers a program of con-
tinuing education credits for applicators to ensure that pesticide 
use is conducted as effectively and safely as possible. This is 
backed up by compliance investigations that address complaints 
about pesticide use. Finally, through the State Weed Board, ODA 
implements a weed severity classification system in reviewing 
and distributing grants funds for weed management projects. 
Grant requests are evaluated on the basis of IPM criteria, thus 
ensuring that pesticides are only used in those circumstances 
where they are most needed. 

Oregon Department of Agriculture administers a pesticide 
incident reporting process, and employs a number of pesticide 
investigators: details can be found at: https://www.oregon.gov/
ODA/programs/Pesticides/Pages/PesticideComplaints.aspx

The Pesticide Analytical Response Center investigates incidents 
and has wide representation from State Agencies (https://www.
oregon.gov/ODA/programs/Pesticides/Pages/PARC.aspx). Bien-
nial reports are provided to the legislature, which include details 
of incidents and responses. 

The ODA has enforcement responsibilities, and if violations take 
place, a number of actions can be taken including imposition 
of civil penalties, withholding pesticide applicator licenses, and 
referral to a Federal Agency: https://www.oregon.gov/ODA/
shared/Documents/Publications/PesticidesPARC/PesticideIn-
vestigationEnforcementBrochure.pdf

Agency IPM Principles and Programs - Oregon Department of Agriculture

Current IPM Activities

• Noxious Weed Management Program 
• Insect Pest Prevention and Management Program 
• Biological Plant Control Program
• Via the State Weed Board: 
•      a. Maintains a Noxious Weed List
•      b. Oversees a Noxious Weed Grant Program
• Certification and monitoring of nurseries for diseases
• Certification of commercial seed to limit weed seed con-

taminates 
• Pesticide registration for the state
• Licensing and training of pesticide applicators across the 

state

• Investigates pesticide complaints
• Collaborator in Oregon’s Pesticide Analytical Response  

Center (PARC)
• Serves in a lead enforcement role when pesticide violations 

occur

Current Challenges

• Reliance on general and lottery funds for some core pro-
grams

• Overreliance on federal funds to maintain core programs
• Understaffed in several programs
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https://www.oregon.gov/ODA/programs/Pesticides/Pages/PesticideComplaints.aspx 
https://www.oregon.gov/ODA/programs/Pesticides/Pages/PesticideComplaints.aspx 
https://www.oregon.gov/ODA/programs/Pesticides/Pages/PARC.aspx
https://www.oregon.gov/ODA/programs/Pesticides/Pages/PARC.aspx
https://www.oregon.gov/ODA/shared/Documents/Publications/PesticidesPARC/PesticideInvestigationEnforcementBrochure.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/ODA/shared/Documents/Publications/PesticidesPARC/PesticideInvestigationEnforcementBrochure.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/ODA/shared/Documents/Publications/PesticidesPARC/PesticideInvestigationEnforcementBrochure.pdf


Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife

Agency IPM Principles and Programs

The Oregon Conservation Strategy (OCS) is the guiding docu-
ment for the ODFW and has one Integrated Pest Management 
Goal: Prevent new introductions of species with high potential 
to become invasive, and reduce the scale and spread of priority 
invasive species infestations. While not all non-native species are 
invasive, some crowd out native plants and animals and become 
a serious problem. 

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife’s mission is to pro-
tect and enhance Oregon’s fish and wildlife and their habitats for 
use and enjoyment by present and future generations. Invasive 
non-native species are highly adaptable and competitive, using 
resources needed by native species. Invasive species are the 
second-largest contributing factor causing native species to be-
come at-risk of extinction in the United States. Invasive species 
also include disease-causing organisms, such as viruses, bac-
teria, prions, fungi, protozoans, and parasites that can affect the 
health of humans, livestock, and pets in addition to fish and wild-
life. Non-native invasive species may cause significant economic 

damage to landowners by degrading land productivity or values. 

Invasive species can be effectively managed and their potential 
ecological and economic impacts mitigated if the right pre-
cautions and steps are taken. The OCS provides management 
approaches to include when developing an IPM program.    

Prioritizing IPM at ODFW

Priority must be placed on preventing the introduction of new 
species. Also, not every new non-native species is equally threat-
ening, so gauging the level of risk and responding accordingly is 
important to avoid misallocating limited resources on species of 
low ecological or economic concern. The Conservation Strate-
gy uses a systematic approach to assess the level of ecological 
threat from invasive species currently present in Oregon or likely 
to appear in the near future. These priority invasive species are 
listed by Ecoregion. To develop these lists, the ODFW coordi-
nated with Oregon Department of Agriculture (ODA) invasive 
species program staff. The scope was limited to terrestrial and 
aquatic vertebrates.

1.	 Education: Inform the public about the impacts and costs 
of invasions. 

2.	 Prevention: Preventing new species introductions is a 
top priority. 

3.	 Assessment/Risk	Analysis: Defining the level of concern 
and risk associated with new introductions. 

4.	 Monitoring: The importance of surveying cannot be 
overestimated. 

5.	 Early	detection: Early discovery of infestations of previ-
ously undocumented non-native species is critical. 

6.	 Rapid	Response: Immediate treatment of new, isolated 
infestations. 

7.	 Containment:	Preventing invasive species from ‘hitchhik-
ing’. 

8.	 Restoration:	A system-wide approach to treating invasive 
species should consider habitat restoration as part of the 
ecological healing process.  

9.	 Adaptive	Management: Land managers or landowners 
should change course on management prescriptions if 
treatments are not working.
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Agency IPM Principles and Programs - Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

ODFW IPM Efforts

Efforts are underway to protect Oregon from biological invaders. 
The Wildlife Integrity Rules (OAR 635 Division 56) are in place to 
prohibit the unauthorized entry of undesirable invasive species. 
These rules regulate the importation, possession, and transpor-
tation of non-native wildlife species and include a Prohibited 
Species list (OAR 635-056-0050). 

The Invasive Species Program responds to new fish and wildlife 
introductions in the state and coordinates with other agencies to 
take appropriate action. When new species are discovered, the 
invasive species team is notified and steps are taken if pos-
sible to control the population establishment. Integrated pest 
management is often conducted and coordinated at the local 
level. District field staff utilize inter/intra-agency partnerships to 
develop IPM strategies to address these local invasions. Although 
introductions of invasive species to Oregon may be inevitable, 
preventing invasive species from arriving in the first place is the 
most cost-effective way of controlling invasive species and is in 
everyone’s best interest.

Case Studies 
 
AIS
Arguably the largest IPM effort in the ODFW is directed toward 
aquatic invasive species (AIS), with particular emphasis placed on 
zebra and quagga mussels, New Zealand mud snails and aquatic 
plants. Zebra and quagga mussels alone cost the U.S. economy 
up to $1 billion each year. These invasive aquatic animals clog 
drinking water intakes; foul boat hulls, motors, and equipment 
left in lakes. Aquatic plants alter water chemistry, change flow 
patterns, alter channel characteristics and can dramatically affect 
aquatic wildlife populations. 

The ODFW is part of an interagency effort to prevent the spread 
of AIS. Similarly to others states, watercraft in Oregon are re-
quired to hold either an Oregon AIS Permit an out-of-state AIS 
permit, or a Waterway Access Permit. These permits help to fund 
the Aquatic Invasive Species Prevention Program. All vehicles 
towing or carrying watercraft into Oregon must stop at any wa-
tercraft inspection station that is open to be inspected for aquatic 
invasive species. Trained inspectors survey the watercraft for any 
signs of invasive species, or possible vectors like standing water 
in live wells, and decontaminate the watercraft if necessary. Zebra 
and quagga mussels and some aquatic vegetation have not been 
detected in Oregon at this time and this program is intended to 
prevent these costly species from arriving in the state.

Public Education 
The ODFW also actively tries to educate the public about the 
dangers of releasing their house pets into the wild. The “Don’t Let 
It Loose” campaign aims to help people understand how their 
pets may become invasive species that directly compete with na-
tive species. One of the largest threats to the western pond turtle, 
a species classified as “at-risk” under the OCS, is the invasive red-
eared slider, a historically common pet turtle species native to the 
Eastern US. The invasive slider competes with its native counter-
part, exacerbating the pond turtle population declines. 

The ODFW has managed to work with private landowners, as 
well as state and federal agencies to eradicate several popula-
tions of feral swine (wild domestic hogs). Once established, these 
are nearly impossible to eliminate and are very destructive. The 
“Squeal on Pigs” campaign is intended to let the public know how 
detrimental these animals can be and offer a reporting hotline if 
they are ever encountered.  The ODFW hopes that through this 
education and outreach, the frequency of new “escapee” popula-
tions may decline.

Vegetation Management
The ODFW devotes significant resources to controlling invasive 
vegetation annually to mitigate the effects on wildlife populations. 
Much of this is conducted on agency owned wildlife areas, and 
targets ecosystem altering species that are highly competitive. 
These might include cheatgrass, medusa-head rye, rush skele-
ton weed, Canada thistle, common teasel, reed canary grass, or 
Eurasian watermilfoil, to name a few. The ODFW uses an IPM 
approach to control of these species, combining chemical (i.e., 
herbicides), mechanical (i.e., mowing), and cultural (i.e., burning) 
techniques in whenever possible. In example, control for common 
teasel might involve a combination of mid-late summer mowing, 
followed by an autumn broadleaf specific herbicide application in 
the Willamette Valley.  

Fisheries
There are times when the ODFW views established populations 
of non-native species favorably. In example, many non-native fish 
species are managed by the ODFW to provide a valuable fishery 
to the public and an economic stimulus to many communities in 
Oregon. In some situations, non-native fish species move around 
naturally or are moved by people. When this happens, non-na-
tive fish species can become naturally self-sustaining, potentially 
impacting Oregon’s native species. The ODFW seeks to prevent 
the uncontrolled spread of these species. In some situations, 
where populations have already become established, the ODFW 
will manage fisheries for the public, establishing seasons and take 
limits. In other situations where the introduction is very recent or 
particularly harmful to native fish and wildlife, the ODFW will as-
sess management options to remove them, limit further dispersal, 
and prevent the illegal establishment of fisheries.

Challenges 
1. Lack metrics or tracking established for IPM.
2. There are only a few personnel dedicated to IPM in the agen-

cy, while for the rest it may only represent a small portion of 
their position. 

3. Public recreation during IPM treatments on wildlife areas or 
waterbodies. 

4. Lack of burning for vegetation control on westside wildlife 
areas.

https://www.dfw.state.or.us/OARs/56.pdf
https://myodfw.com/articles/waterway-access-and-aquatic-invasive-species-permits


Oregon Parks & Recreation Department

Agency IPM Principles and Programs

Agency IPM organization & 
 management context

Oregon Parks and Recreation Department properties cover 
134,000 acres (209 square miles) in over 360 “parks” around 
the state. Properties include State Parks, State Natural Areas/
Sites, State Heritage Sites/Areas, State Scenic Corridors, State 
Recreation Areas/Sites, Willamette River Greenway, State Scenic 
Viewpoints, State Natural Sites, and State Waysides. While 
most OPRD-managed properties are owned by the department, 
some of these properties are leased from other landowners. 
A small amount of land is leased to other land managers. In 
addition to traditional land ownership and management, OPRD is 
involved in State Scenic Waterways, State Trails, and the Ocean 
Shore Recreation Easement. These three land management 
responsibilities involve other underlying land ownerships not 
tallied in the 134,000 acres reported above.

OPRD manages a variety of natural and developed environments 
– including natural habitats, developed landscapes, buildings, 
roads, trails, boat ramps, and other facilities. Management is 
divided into 3 regions and 36 Management Units around the 
state. Each Management Unit is responsible for its own Integrated 
Pest Management with assistance from the department’s 
Stewardship Section and Invasive Species Committee.

The agency Invasive Species Policy and accompanying 
Procedures documents detail agency IPM roles and 
responsibilities and lay out the make-up and terms of the 
Invasive Species Committee membership. The Invasive Species 
Committee is made up of one manager and one ranger per 
region in addition to the Stewardship Manager, OPRD Biologist, 
OPRD Botanist, Natural Resources Specialists assigned to field 
locations, Ocean Shore Specialist, and OPRD Safety & Risk 
Manager or designee. The committee is chaired by a manager 
from a field unit, region, or district

Pests

OPRD’s pest management concerns span indoor, outdoor, 
developed, and natural settings. Pests of concern and thresholds 
for action vary with setting and usage within the park.  Examples 
include: non-native invasive plants and animals in natural areas 
or developed landscaping; hazardous native or non-native plants 
having thorns, toxins, or high flammability (such as gorse, poison 
hemlock, and poison oak); hazardous animals such as hornets, 
wasps, and rattlesnakes; and infrastructure and facilities pests 
such as ants, rats, mice, ground squirrels, gophers, moles, skunks, 
termites, and bedbugs.  Additionally, OPRD’s natural areas and 

landscaping can be threatened by insect and disease infestations 
that threaten natural habitat, ecological health, and developed 
plantings.

Projects and Funding

OPRD staff time and budget available for pest management 
actions is limited, and the agency has to rely heavily on 
prioritization and triage. The agency has no dedicated weed and 
pest management budget.  Costs of pest management are funded 
through a combination of park maintenance and operations 
funds, external grants, and an internal stewardship funding 
pool that is competitively awarded to a wide array of natural 
resource projects covering everything from weed management to 
hydrology. In the last biennium the internal stewardship funding 
pool awarded approximately $375,000 to projects involving 
significant invasive species management. Some of this funding 
was directed to restoration planting after weed control.

OPRD and its partners receive external grant funding for projects 
on OPRD land involving invasive species management every 
biennium. The amounts vary from year to year. These projects are 
often restoration related, and control costs are a portion of the 
overall package. Costs have been approximately
$1M/biennium for the last 3 biennia.

OPRD frequently uses volunteer, Department of Corrections, 
and county corrections labor to manage invasive plant issues. 
Volunteer groups often include: Americorps, OYCC, school 
groups, Boy Scouts, and Girl Scouts.  OPRD also receives 
volunteer labor from individuals and park hosts that provide 
additional pest management capacity.

The full annual cost of invasive species management is not 
currently known because staff and volunteer time spent on 
manual or mechanical control are not currently tracked in a way 
that makes it possible to quantify costs specific to the complete 
spectrum of pest management actions taken across the agency, 
and because invasive species management is very often a portion 
of larger restoration projects in which it is difficult to separate pest 
control activities from other aspects such as grading, planting, 
supplies, etc.

Prioritization and triage are based on considerations that include: 
health and safety (fire risk, injury risk, pathogens); ecological 
drivers (system-modifying weeds); rare species; and priority 
natural habitats.
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Training

OPRD provides IPM training to its employees whose work 
responsibilities may include pest management. Training is 
provided through both internal and external sources. The Invasive 
Species Committee and Stewardship Section both provide 
periodic workshops on topics such as weed identification, pest 
management techniques, mapping and tracking software, IPM 
plan recommendations, forest insects and disease, biocontrol 
organisms, record-keeping, calibration, restoration and 
establishing competitive native vegetation, prevention, etc.  These 
workshops often provide continuing education unit credits for 
certified pesticide applicators and/or arborists.

Integrated Pest Management Plans

OPRD policy requires each management unit to maintain its own 
individual IPM plan based on a statewide template developed
by the Invasive species Committee. This allows for each unit to 
tailor their strategies and priorities to their unique environmental 
and social setting rather than prescribing a one-size-fits-all 
approach across the state.  OPRD properties span all of Oregon’s 
diverse ecoregions – each of which has different realities in terms 
of pests, priorities, capacities, opportunities and constraints. The 
decentralized IPM plan approach allows each unit to adapt its 
program to its unique setting.

Challenges and needs

OPRD would benefit from increased funding for weed and pest 
management in both park operation and ecological restoration 
contexts. OPRD staff time available for pest management is 
limited in the context of other competing duties, and significant 
projects require contracting and consulting. Most parks have 
minor staff time available for management of resources outside 
of the vicinity of developed areas such as campgrounds and day 
use areas.  Remote areas of large parks generally receive little 
attention due to this labor shortage.

OPRD would also benefit from improved ability to uniformly and 
efficiently track staff and volunteer time spent on IPM activities. 
IPM activities that involve financial costs, contracts, and the 
associated paper trail are relatively easy to quantify. These 
large projects, however, are likely smaller overall investments 
than the currently under-tracked and cumulative IPM activities 
accomplished by OPRD staff and volunteers on a daily basis. 
These daily activities are focused on monitoring, maintaining, and 
managing smaller emerging issues before they rise to the level of 
requiring contracts and significant funding to manage them.  This 
tracking difficulty results in under-representation of the role of 
prevention, monitoring, and minor manual/cultural/mechanical 
methods of IPM that make up a large portion of OPRD’s overall 
pest management program.

•	 Identify	conservation	elements	within	parks	and	plan	
around	their	sustainability	as	a	primary	focus.	 Conser-
vation elements can include important habitats, species, 
cultural resources, scenic resources, and recreational uses. 
By focusing on resources of the highest value and impor-
tance, we manage our resources efficiently and prioritize 
what is most important. This advances the OPRD mission 
of providing and protecting outstanding natural, scenic, cul-
tural, historic, and recreational sites for the enjoyment and 
education of present and future generations. 

•	 Understand	the	site	management	objectives;	establish	
short	and	long-term	priorities.  Determine site objectives 
for pest management; use Specific, Measurable, Achiev-
able, Realistic, and Time-based (SMART) objectives when 
choosing goals. Plan for preservation of conservation 
elements and the systems that support them. 

•	 Prevent	species	from	becoming	a	pest	at	your	site.  Pre-
vention is the first line of defense against any pest species. 

•	 Identify	and	monitor	the	pest	species.  Know the life 
history and the conditions that support the pest(s). Perform 
appropriately timed monitoring to determine the presence 
and intensity of pest threats. 

•	 Understand	the	physical	(air,	water,	food,	shelter,	tem-
perature,	and	light)	and	biological	factors	that	affect	
the	number	and	distribution	of	pests	and	any	natural	

enemies. Conserve natural enemies when implementing 
any strategy. Avoid disturbances and practices that allow 
pests to flourish or become established. 

•	 Review	available	tools	and	best	management	practices	
(BMPs)	for	pest	management. Tools and strategies can 
include: 1) no action, 2) physical (manual and mechanical), 
3) cultural, 4) biological, and 5) chemical. Understand the 
right time and place for application of the various tools. 

•	 Establish	the	“action	thresholds.”	 Decide on the level 
of pests or damage that will trigger a management action 
to control the pest population. Some pests may be more 
tolerable than others. 

•	 Obtain	approval,	define	responsibilities,	and	implement	
prevention,	BMPs,	and	control	treatments	in	accor-
dance	with	applicable	laws,	regulations,	policies	and	an	
Integrated	Pest	Management	Plan.	

•	 Practice	adaptive	management. Evaluate results of 
implemented management strategies through monitoring; 
determine if objectives have been achieved, and modify 
strategies, if necessary. 

•	 Maintain	written	records. Document decisions and the 
treatments implemented, and record monitoring results.

IPM Principles - Oregon State Parks and Recreation

Agency IPM Principles and Programs - Oregon State Parks and Recreation
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Oregon Department of Transportation

Agency IPM Principles and Programs

The ODOT mission is to provide a safe and reliable multimodal 
transportation system that connects people and helps Oregon’s 
communities and economy thrive.

Integrated Pest Management

Integrated Pest Management (IPM) is an effective and environ-
mentally sensitive approach to pest management that relies on 
a combination of common-sense practices. IPM programs use 
current, comprehensive information on the life cycles of pests 
and their interaction with the environment. This information, in 
combination with available pest control methods, is used to man-
age pest damage by the most economical means, and with the 
least possible hazard to people, property, and the environment. 
Since 1991 ODOT has formally implemented an Integrated Pest 
Management (IPM) program for controlling vegetation along state 
highways. Because the ‘pest’ in the ODOT context is vegetation, 
the term we use is Integrated Vegetation Management (IVM).

Vegetation Management

Vegetation management is one of the many activities that ODOT 
performs to keep the State highway system functioning and safe. 
Roadside vegetation is managed for a variety of reasons. Road-
side vegetation management for safety includes maintaining 
adequate sight distances such as sight lines around curves, to 
increase visibility of animals, people, signs, guardrails, and vehi-
cles entering the right-of-way. Encroaching vegetation reduces 
the width of the travel way. This can be a hazard to cyclists and 
pedestrians, as it forces these users into the travel lane. The en-
croaching vegetation can also be unsightly. 

Managing vegetation reduces the effects of standing water and 
ponding, therefore reducing damage to the pavement by allowing 
for the free flow of water. Standing water on roadways can cre-
ates potholes and erode the edge of the pavement. Once crack-
ing develops, the condition can significantly worsen. Ponding can 
also lead to hydroplaning. 

Finally, ODOT is required by ORS 569 to prevent the spread and 
establishment of noxious weeds.  ODOT works closely with the 
Oregon Department of Agriculture as well as county weed boards 
in the management of noxious weeds. ODOT manages right-of-
way vegetation in a safe and sustainable manner by using a com-
bination of mechanical, cultural, biological and chemical methods:

• Mechanical: using equipment such as mowers, chain saws, 
brusher mowers, etc.

• Cultural: incorporating native or more appropriate plant ma-

terial to out-compete unwanted vegetation; using weed-free 
mulch and straw; project design considerations

• Biological: using a natural predator to control the noxious 
weed or unwanted vegetation (e.g., weevils on Scotch broom)

• Chemical: applying EPA-approved chemicals per product 
label 

ODOT IVM Program

ODOT is responsible for 19,066 highway lane miles and more than 
50,000 acres of right-of-way. ODOT has divided the state into five 
regions and 14 maintenance districts. The ODOT Office of Main-
tenance and Operations leads and supports the highway mainte-
nance districts by developing and implementing programs to en-
sure efficient, effective and consistent maintenance and operation 
of Oregon’s transportation infrastructure. The Office of Mainte-
nance and Operations is home to the ODOT Statewide Vegeta-
tion Management Coordinator. The ODOT Statewide Vegetation 
Management Coordinator is involved with all vegetation activities 
and directly supports each of the 14 maintenance districts.  

To outline and document the vegetation management program, 
ODOT has developed a Statewide IVM Plan. In addition, each of 
the 14 ODOT maintenance districts prepare an IVM plan. A gener-
al IVM plan template was developed to give guidance to mainte-
nance personnel as well as to promote statewide consistency. The 
District IVM plans are frequently updated to address any changes 
in management strategies.
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Challenges

No dedicated staff – Vegetation management is just one of the 
many roadside activities performed by ODOT personnel. Often, 
other activities such as winter maintenance, paving, shoulder 
blading, striping etc. take precedence over vegetation manage-
ment. 

Competing Interests – The ODOT system intersects all parts of 
the state including urban and rural areas, forests, farmland, State 
parks, BLM and US Forest Service. ODOT highway maintenance 
often conflicts with adjacent landowners. 

Building Maintenance and IPM – ODOT owns as well as leases 
a multitude of buildings that are home to DMV, Project Develop-
ment, Environmental, Maintenance and Motor Carrier. Facilities 
IPM is not addressed in the ODOT Statewide IVM plan.

ODOT IPM Resources

• ODOT Statewide IPM Policy
• ODOT Statewide IVM Plan
• ODOT District IVM Plans
• ODOT District IVM Plan Template
• ODOT Maintenance Guide
• ODOT Water Quality and Habitat Guide “Blue Book”
• ODOT Environmental Management System

Publications are available by visiting 
https://www.oregon.gov/odot/Maintenance/Pages/Environmen-
tal-Programs.aspx

Agency IPM Principles and Programs - Oregon Department of Transportation
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Oregon Department of Forestry

Agency IPM Principles and Programs

Adaptive IPM Strategies 

IPM is a foundational element of the practice of forestry. From 
creation of new forest stands, to management of those stands 
over time, a guiding principle is to create healthy conditions that 
inhibit the introduction or growth of pests that would interfere 
with management objectives. Accordingly, IPM is broadly inte-
grated into management activities across both Private Forests 
and State Forests divisions within the agency:

• Private Forests Division administers the Oregon Forest Prac-
tices Act for reforestation laws on non-federal forestlands. 
Reforestation laws do not dictate how to achieve desired 
objectives (i.e. do not promote pesticides). However, specific 
to the use of pesticides (one of the several IPM tools), the 
FPA seeks to ensure that:

 • Pesticides used on forestlands do not occur in the soil,  
    air or waters of the state in quantities that would be  
    injurious to water quality or to the overall maintenance  
    of terrestrial wildlife or aquatic life; and,
 • Riparian management areas and sensitive resourc  
    sites receive adequate protection during herbicide  
    applications.
 • Pesticide applications on forestlands are document by  
    the agency along with other reforestation acti-  
    vities under a “notification of operations” through an  
    online platform: FERNS. 

• ODF staff from the Private Forests Monitoring Unit as well as 
field foresters ensures that landowners are following tenants 
of FPA through compliance audits and enforcement. 

• Field staff in the Private Forests Division (e.g. Stewardship 
Foresters) work with landowners to encourage IPM in meet-
ing objectives of forest plans and in meeting requirements of 
FPA.

 • Many but not all of the 50+ Stewardship Foresters at- 
   tend workshops and maintain Oregon Pesticide Appli- 
   cator licenses  

• Forest Health Unit staff have received education in IPM 
tactics and provide the following services for the agency in 
regards to injurious forest insects, disease and exotic weeds:

 • Annual aerial survey of forest insect and disease activi- 
    ty across approximately 30 million acres.
 • Ground based surveys
 • Education and outreach
 • Landowner technical assists
 • Training for ODF Stewardship Foresters, public, and  
    other agencies

• State Forests Division: Achieve greatest permanent value 
for Oregonians for state-owned and state-managed forest-
lands while maximizing revenues consistent with protecting 
environmental values. IPM helps achieve these goals in an 
economic and environmentally sound manner.



Agency IPM Principles and Programs - Oregon Department of Forestry

IPM Successes 

• ODF Private Forests staff work to monitor and assess pes-
ticide-related water quality issues through the interagency 
Water Quality Pesticide Management Team (WQPMT). Led 
by the Oregon Department of Agriculture (ODA), this team 
is focused on the implementation of the state Pesticide 
Management Plan to monitor and respond to pesticide 
detections in surface and ground water. The key program 
for collecting pesticide-related water quality information is 
the Department of Environmental Quality’s (DEQ) Pesticide 
Stewardship Partnership (PSP), though ODF conducts 
periodic studies of how effective rules are at protecting wa-
ter quality. ODF provides technical, outreach and funding 
support to the PSP efforts.  

• ODF is an ex-officio member agency of the Oregon Inva-
sive Species Council and has invested dollars and staff 
time to ensure this group’s success of its mission to provide 
a comprehensive and coordinated effort to prevent and 
control highly-destructive invasive species in the state. 

• Subscription services for FERNS notifications. Landown-
ers, citizens, neighbors can be sent automatic notifications 
before a forest activity (e.g. pesticide application) occurs in 
a chosen location. 

• Research and development of early detection systems for 
high-priority invasive forest pests and disease, such as the 
causal agent of sudden oak death and emerald ash borer 
(EAB). The Forest Health Unit is a leader of the interagency 
Oregon Forest Pest Detector program which aims to detect 
new pests early. The unit also conducts a variety of ground 
and aerial surveys to detect new infestations of sudden oak 
death. Both programs have an overall goal of limiting estab-
lishment and spread of new pests, thereby decreasing the 
use of pesticides. Development of IPM guide for EAB plus 
many other forest pests and diseases.

IPM Challenges 

• Stewardship Forestry training and education: Increasing 
responsibilities and knowledge of changing FPA rules 
required for compliance checks and enforcement. Shortage 
of time and staffing levels leaves fewer resources for IPM 
continuing education training 

• Limitations with FERNS notification system makes it diffi-
cult to please all users. Some users request more precise 
notifications in terms of window of time for an application 
and other aspects of how herbicide activities are logged in 
the system.

IPM Needs 

• When making silvicultural recommendations, ODF staff 
provide training and landowner assistance in IPM that does 
not involve the tactic of applying pesticides. These tactics 
are difficult to capture and report, unlike pesticide applica-
tions (e.g. acres treated or amount of chemical applied), but 
important to capture.  

• Staffing levels make it difficult to accommodate increases 
in IPM tracking and reporting. Wildfire severity has pulled 
agency resources towards emergency fire protection. Ded-
icated funding for an IPM coordinator (e.g. silviculturist) is 
an agency need. 

• Need a template for plans and reporting for IPM on proper-
ties and buildings owned by the Department.



Oregon Department of Corrections

Agency IPM Principles and Programs

Foundations for a successful ODOC IPM Plan include: 
    Understanding of site specific-management objec-
    tives; short and long-term priorities.
 i. Complete on-site analysis and inventory landscape  
    and pesticide chemicals
 ii. Develop site-specific IPM program with contracted  
     IPM vendors or OSU Extension Office
 iii. Work with procurement to create a pesticide red  
     list (not approved), as identified by EPA or deter- 
     mined by OSU Pesticide Properties database 
 iv. Establish key performance measures (KPM) and  
     policies that support these
 v. Track KPM metrics
 vi. Establish a Pest Management Strategic Plan   
     (PMSP)
 vii. Provide program leadership and guidance
 viii. Increase demand for prison IPM 
 ix. Establish site or regional IPM Coordinators
 x. Establish pesticide applicator certification program  
     to help with re-entry job placement.
 xi. Align prison IPM with other EPA, State and OSU  
     programs 

    Outreach and education 
 i. Strengthen relations with Federal, State, universities  
    and Western Region IPM Center
 ii. Build partnerships and consensus with stakehol ders,  
    such as communities and decision-makers.
 iii. Establish an iLearn training module for staff to   
        complete
 iv. Have IPM as a standing agenda item at Operation  
    meetings
 v. Establish an IPM team at the site or incorporate   
       into Safety Committee responsibilities
 vi. Share best practices and IPM vendor reports with  
     staff
 vii .Encourage staff to attend IPM meetings or partici 
    pate in IPM educational opportunities
 viii. Communicate IPM topics regularly through the  
     staff and adult in custody newsletters 

IPM in Practice includes strategies for:  
   Pest prevention: Prevent species from becoming a 
   pest at your site.
 
 i. Minimize issues by maintaining institution cleanli- 
    ness
 ii. Ensure no debris inside the perimeter fence

 iii. Manage gardens, landscaping, yards and indoor  
    spaces from becoming a threat
 iv. Maintain regular pest service to perform inspec- 
    tions
 v. Monitor pest reports from occupants
 vi. Identify repairs that could alleviate pest problems
 vii. Address conditions that provide pests with food,  
    water and shelter
 viii. Utilize landscape designs to eliminate pest-con 
    ducive conditions
 ix. Remove trash and overgrown vegetation
 x. Plant native endemic plants to minimize potential  
    pests
 xi. Hold periodic meetings for staff on IPM principles  
    and implementation 

Pest avoidance: Understand the physical (air, water, food, shelter, 
temperature, and light) and biological factors that affect the 
number and distribution of pests and any natural enemies. 

 i. Use IPM strategies that include proper watering,   
       mowing, soil testing and soil aeration
 ii. Repair building deficiencies that may lead to pest  
    problems
 iii. Maintain clean environment by keeping all spaces  
    free of crumbs, food scraps, standing water, and   
   debris that could harbor pests

Pest monitoring: Identify and monitor for pests, including:

 i. Rodents
 ii. Fruit flies
 iii. Yellow jackets
 iv. Bed bugs
 v. Ants
 vi. Mosquitos
 vii. Nuisance wildlife
 viii. Noxious weeds
 ix. Invasive species

Pest suppression: 
    Review available tools and best management 
    practices (BMP) for pest management.
 
 i. Have IPM vendors share BMPs for all site   
    coordinators 

   Establish “action thresholds” that consider the       

These IPM guidelines are the foundation for ODOC pest management planning
  and implementation.
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   following:
 i.Health hazard
 ii.Nuisance
 iii. Diseases
 iv. Public safety
 v. Stewardship
 vi. Economic threat 

  Obtain approval, define responsibilities, and    
  implement IPM in accordance with applicable laws, 
  regulations, polices and IPM Plan:
 i. ORS 634.650 – 665. (Integrated Pest Management –  
  State Agencies)
 ii. ORS 569.175 – 990 (Noxious Weed Management)  
    Especially 569.185 (State Department of   
    Agriculture authority; rules; integrated weed  
    management approach.)
 iii. ORS 579 (Plant Pest and Disease Control; Invasive  
    Species) 
  
   Practice adaptive management.
 i. Assess problem
 ii. Design solution
 iii. Implement
 iv.Monitor
 v. Evaluate
 vi.Adjust 

  

 Maintain written records:
 i. For each building or property detailing monitor   
   techniques, location, and inspection schedule
 ii. Record monitoring results and inspection findings  
     including recommendations.
 iii. Record citizen/occupant complaints, inspection  
    date, IPM action taken and follow up with   
    complainant

Agency IPM Principles and Programs - Oregon Department of Corrections

IPM Challenges and Needs:

1. ODOC does not have site IPM Coordinators.  
2. IPM is not identified as a key performance measure for the 

agency.
3. There are no metrics or tracking currently established for 

IPM.
4. Need to establish more outreach and education to   

staff and AICs.
5. Request assistance from the State IPM  
6. Coordinating Committee with an IPM strategic plan, and/

or have another agency as a mentor.
7. ODOC will establish an IPM guidelines document until an 

IPM strategic plan can be created.

1. ODOC’s Contract Office has the authority to write requests 
for proposal and invitation for bid for required IPM products 
and services. The term of the contracts is two years, with 
option to renew at the end of each term. ODOC has several 
IPM vendors that service our institutions and property 
grounds. 
  

2. The pest coverage includes:
 • Rodents: mice, rates, voles, moles, gophers & nutria
 •  Various ants 
 •  All Arthropods
 •  Fly species
 •  Fleas
 •  Landscape insect and weed pests
 •  Landscape disease pests 

3. Facilities Services that oversee the farmlands has leased 
our nearly 1,000 acres of farmland to local farmers and food 
banks. The lessee is required to control noxious weeds as 
part of the contract. This has saved ODOC nearly $60,000 
in chemical usage since 2013. 

4. ODOC has incorporated biological strategies such as 
owl boxes to reduce the use of rodenticides, and added 
beneficial insects to institution gardens. 

5. ODOC works with several state agencies, non-profits and 
consultants that train our adult in custody (AIC) work crews 
about wetlands maintenance, habitat restoration and weed 

identification and control.
6. AIC work crews are hired by state agencies and non-profits 

for habitat restoration, noxious weed control and making 
Gypsy/Nun moth traps.

7. Sustainable gardening classes teach AICs IPM as part of 
the Certificate of Home Horticulture.

8. ODOC converted to green janitorial chemicals in March 
2015.

ODOC’s primary goal will be to establish an IPM Strategic Plan 
(IPMSP) within the next five years. Until this is established, 
ODOC will use an IPM principles document.  This document 
will assist with completing objectives for management 
planning, creating standards that can be implemented 
operationally. ODOC will focus on developing an IPM program 
with the following objectives: 

• Educate staff and develop site IPM Coordinators
• Educate AICs that are on the habitat restoration work 

crews
• Agencies that hire crews will need to have educational 

component for weed identification, equipment certifications 
and ensure personal protective equipment is worn for 
health and safety.

• Expand invasive weed identification binder for various 
habitats the crew provides maintenance 

• Establish chemical applicator certification program for 
reentry job placements

ODOC Current IPM Strategies and Successes:



The Department of Administrative Services (DAS) is the lead ad-
ministrative agency for Oregon’s state government. DAS oversees 
a number of functions to support state government including 
human resources, budgeting, asset management, risk manage-
ment and more. DAS also leads by developing and implementing 
statewide policies that carry out legislation, executive orders and 
administrative rules. The DAS Procurement Services Division 
provides statewide price agreements for over 450 categories of 
products and services. These price agreements are used by both 
state agencies and other units of government around Oregon. 

As part of its Enterprise Asset Management Division, DAS owns 
and manages a portfolio of over 40 buildings in Salem and across 
Oregon. These buildings range from laboratories, landscape and 
maintenance facilities to large office buildings. The agency also 
owns over 1,000 acres of land. While some of this is vacant land, 
other areas, particularly around buildings, are landscaped with 
lawn and plant beds. 

The mission of the DAS IPM program is to:
Manage pests using principles of sustainability that address en-
vironmental quality while protecting public health and being cost 
efficient.  

To DAS, IPM is the coordinated use of pest and environmen-
tal information with available pest control methods to prevent 
unacceptable levels of pest damage by the most economical 
means with the least possible hazard to people, property, and the 
environment. DAS’s pest management concerns generally include 
building interiors, developed landscapes, ornamental grounds and 
hardscaped infrastructure. Pests of concern depend on particular 
settings and can include non-native invasive plants and animals 
in developed landscaping; hazardous native or non-native plants; 
hazardous animals such as hornets and wasps; and infrastruc-
ture and facilities pests such as ants, rats, mice, ground squirrels, 
gophers, moles, skunks, termites, and bedbugs. Additionally, DAS 
landscaping can be subject to insect and disease infestations that 
threaten ecological health and developed plantings.

IPM and Statewide Policy

This Principles of IPM Document provides a framework for the 
DAS team to conduct additional management planning, formalize 
IPM standards and practices, measure and monitor results and 
continually engage and train staff in IPM best practices. 
DAS also intends to explore with the IPM Coordinating Commit-
tee options for statewide policy and procedures to formalize IPM 
across the state government enterprise. This would help integrate 
and embed IPM practices for all agencies, as well as institution-

alize IPM best practices in the face of future staff turnover. This 
policy process would entail additional stakeholder engagement 
among Committee members, as well as stakeholders beyond the 
Committee.   

Guiding Principles

The DAS IPM Program is guided by the following principles:  

• Understand site management objectives and establish short- 
and long-term priorities. Use Specific, Measurable, Achiev-
able, Realistic, and Time-based (SMART) objectives when 
choosing IPM approaches.

• Prevent species from becoming a pest to begin with. Preven-
tion is the first line of defense against any pest species.

• Identify and monitor pest species. Know the life history and 
the conditions that support pest(s). Understand the physical 
(air, water, food, shelter, temperature, and light) and biological 
factors that affect the number and distribution of pests and 
any natural enemies. Conserve natural enemies when imple-
menting any strategy.

• Build partnerships and consensus with stakeholders, such 
as other state agencies, subject matter experts and deci-
sion-makers.

• Consider all available tools and best management practic-
es (BMP) for pest management. Tools and strategies can 
include: 1) no action, 2) physical (manual and mechanical), 3) 
cultural, 4) biological, and 5) chemicals (which come last in 
the order of preference).

• Establish the action thresholds. Decide the level of pests/
damage at which DAS will implement a management action 
to control the pest population.

• Obtain approval, define responsibilities, and implement 
preventive, BMPs and control treatments in accordance 
with applicable laws, regulations, policies and this DAS IPM 
Program.

• Practice adaptive management. Evaluate results of imple-
mented management strategies through regular monitoring; 
determine if objectives have been achieved, and modify 
strategies, if necessary.

• Maintain written records. Document decisions and the treat-
ments implemented, and record monitoring results.

• Conduct continuous outreach and education. Inform staff of  
pest management issues in and around a site, and prepare 
informative materials for outreach to visitors and others, if 
appropriate. 

Oregon Department of 
Administrative Services

Agency IPM Principles and Programs
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Understanding Site Management Objectives

To DAS, good IPM starts with understanding management objec-
tives for a given site and incorporating the following steps:
• Complete an on-site analysis and inventory landscape and 

pest activity, scouting for problems in the landscape or build-
ing.

• Establish site or IPM Coordinators where feasible.
• Establish a Pest Management Strategic Plan (PMSP) for the 

particular site using the DAS Guiding Principles to inform 
treatment strategies. 

• Align DAS IPM with EPA, State of Oregon and OSU programs 
and DAS statewide policy on Green Chemistry Procurement.

Pest Prevention

Pest prevention is a top priority for the DAS IPM Program, recog-
nizing that prevention to begin with is less costly, avoids environ-
mental impact concerns and protects public health. DAS preven-
tion steps include the following:
• First assess pest problems through policy, design and plant 

selection. 
• Secondly assess cultural practices, physical means, me-

chanical practices, biological controls and use of natural and 
synthetic pesticides.

• Understand the physical (air, water, food, shelter, temperature, 
and light) and biological factors that affect the number and 
distribution of pests.

• Establish thresholds for action and tolerance level for dif-
ferent pests in a general or specific form. These thresholds 
vary according to plant, pest and site and considering health 
hazard, nuisance, disease, public safety, stewardship and 
economic threat. 

• Use IPM strategies in DAS landscapes that include proper 
watering, mowing, soil testing, mulching and soil aeration.

• Repair building deficiencies that could lead to future pest 

problems.
• Maintain a clean environment by keeping spaces clean that 

could harbor pests. Pair with communication and education 
to building occupants.

Pest Monitoring

DAS will identify and monitor for pests, including:
• Rodents
• Fruit Flies
• Yellow Jackets
• Bed Bugs
• Ants
• Nuisance Wildlife
• Invasive Species
• Noxious Weeds

Pest Suppression 

Review available tools and BMPs for pest management.
Explore first the feasibility of mechanical control, then biological 
control, then as lowest preference chemical control. 
For chemical suppression, identify the minimum quantity needed 
to effectively address suppression. 
Obtain approval, define responsibilities, and implement IPM in ac-
cordance with applicable laws, regulations, polices and IPM Plan:
 o ORS 634.650 – 665. (Integrated Pest Management –  
    State Agencies)
 o ORS 569.175 – 990 (Noxious Weed Management)  
    Especially 569.185 (State Department of Agriculture  
    authority; rules; integrated weed management   
    approach.)
 o ORS 579 (Plant Pest and Disease Control; Invasive  
    Species)

Practice adaptive management to learn from experiences and 

Agency IPM Principles and Programs - Department of Administrative Services
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adapt practices to prevent or suppress pests. This includes a 
circular, ongoing process to:
 o Assess the problem
 o Design a solution
 o Implement the solution
 o Monitor outcomes
 o Evaluate the effectiveness of solutions
 o Adjust future solutions as warranted

Conduct Interagency Collaborations

DAS will work with members of the IPM Coordinating Committee 
to explore a landscape and pest management statewide policy 
to formalize practices in this report. DAS will also continue to 
support interagency collaborations on IPM through the Interagen-
cy Sustainability Coordinators Network, the state facility manager 
network, and through its tenant engagement efforts (other agen-
cies as tenants of DAS buildings). 

Monitor and Maintain Records

Maintenance of records will help DAS measure, monitor and 
adapt its IPM program. These steps include:
• Document decisions and the treatments implemented, and 

record monitoring results. 
• Follow up on IPM action taken and evaluate and record 

outcomes for each building or property where IPM is ap-
plied. Include monitoring techniques, location and inspection 
schedule.

• Keep records of pesticide applications
• For pest control contracted services, require the contractor 

to maintain and make available to DAS location and date of 
chemical applications, amount and treatment chemical used. 

• Send out project alerts to DAS staff and tenants when treat-
ments are scheduled, and make available MSDS sheets. 

• Compile a periodic report of monitoring results and inspec-
tion findings, including recommendations for adapting tech-
niques, and make available to DAS managers and leadership.

• Record citizen/occupant complaints and quickly follow up. 
Include the inspection date, IPM action taken and follow up 
with complainant.

Communication and Training

DAS will provide IPM training to its employees whose work re-
sponsibilities include pest management. Training will be provided 
through external sources, such as pesticide certificate training, as 
well as internal sources, such as the DAS iLearn platform. iLearn 
allows for development of online training modules that staff can 
take, along with a quiz demonstrating subject matter competency. 
iLearn is available to all state agencies, so any IPM training devel-
oped by DAS would be available to others.

DAS will also make available to staff existing IPM programs 
provided by others, such as periodic workshops on topics such 
as weed identification, pest management techniques, mapping 
and tracking software, IPM plan recommendations, insects and 
disease, biocontrol, record-keeping, calibration, restoration and 
establishing competitive native vegetation, prevention, and more. 
Such workshops often provide continuing education unit credits 
for certified pesticide applicators and/or arborists.

IPM Challenges and Needs

Like many agencies, DAS IPM efforts are constrained by staff and 
budget resources. This is particularly true now, with significant 
budget cuts for the remaining 2019-21 Fiscal Year, and future 
cuts likely for the 2021-23 Fiscal Year. Some specific challenges 
include:
• DAS IPM staff is very limited, which makes it challenging to 

address current IPM issues while also responding to new 
IPM issues, such as future building and landscape design or 
new buildings added to the DAS portfolio. 

• More effectively integrating IPM into project design. This 
includes enhanced coordination with the DAS Planning and 
Construction Management team on plant selection and over-
all landscape design. 

• Continually educating and engaging the over 950 DAS staff, 
as well as tenants, on pest prevention with limited resources. 

• Having the capacity to coordinate on integrating IPM into 
state contracts and RFP language.  

Agency IPM Principles and Programs - Department of Administrative Services

Department of Administrative Services: IPM Successes

In 2015 DAS successfully implemented a yearly mulching program to reduce chemical usage in all of its landscape beds. This 
effort has helped in the reduction of weeds while also requiring less spraying. 

DAS is in the process of developing a Sustainable Procurement program and new statewide procurement policy that will ad-
dress the triple bottom line of sustainability. This provides an opportunity to address all statewide price agreements, including 
those related to IPM, and recommend changes to support and enhance statewide policy, such as the DAS Green Chemistry 
Policy, as well as other statutes, executive orders and rules. This would affect both DAS procurements as well as those of other 
agencies and Oregon public sector entities that use statewide price agreements. 
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        Oregon Health Authority

Agency IPM Principles and Programs

Oregon Health Authority (OHA) Public Health Division (PHD) 
conducts two major activities in relation to integrated pest man-
agement: vectorborne illness surveillance and pesticide exposure 
safety and tracking.

Vectorborne illness surveillance

OHA practices a One Health approach, which recognizes that 
human health is connected to the health of animals and the 
environment. PHD’s Acute and Communicable Disease Program 
(ACDP) conducts surveillance of vectorborne illnesses (e.g., West 
Nile Virus) as it occurs in animals and humans. This is facilitated 
by requiring healthcare and veterinary clinics and laboratories to 
report results to OHA. These results are in turn shared with the 
Center for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) as well as with 
the public. An example, available from https://www.oregon.gov/
oha/PH/DiseasesConditions/DiseasesAZ/WestNileVirus/Pages/
survey.aspx,  is provided below.

ACDP plays a role in vectorborne illness prevention by reviewing 
mosquito control district plans.

Pesticide Exposure Safety and Tracking

PHD Environmental Public Health section’s Pesticide Exposure 
Safety and Tracking Program (PEST) investigates cases of acute 
pesticide injury and illness in order to determine factors contrib-
uting to the exposure, determine the certainty of linkage between 
exposure and illness, and assess illness severity. This information 
is aggregated, analyzed and shared with partner state agencies 

and with CDC and EPA in order to continue to improve pesti-
cide-related policies and reduce exposure and illness. 

OHA and PEST are members and co-chair of the Pesticide Ana-
lytical and Response Center (PARC), an interagency committee 
that coordinates, collects and analyzes information about report-
ed pesticide incidents which may affect humans, animals or the 
environment. Member agencies conduct investigations in their 
respective areas and authorities.

Like with vectorborne illness, PEST surveillance efforts are facil-
itated by requiring healthcare providers and local public health 
authorities to report pesticide poisonings to OHA. However, since 
pesticide poisoning symptoms generally resemble symptoms 
from other conditions, and there are no readily available lab tests 
to diagnose a pesticide exposure, OHA rarely receives reports 
from healthcare.  OHA primarily receives reports from the Oregon 
Poison Control Center, PARC and self-referral. 

PEST does not track health outcomes related to long-term 
(chronic) exposure to pesticides. It is important to note that PEST 
does not provide medical advice, nor does it conduct environ-
mental or regulatory investigations; we refer externally as applica-
ble.

The most recent (2014) analysis of pesticide poisonings included 
the following findings:
• Most reported work-related instances of acute pesticide poi-

soning occur to bystanders not directly working with pesti-
cides or pesticide equipment.

• Over 70% of “likely” exposures occurred in residences, and 
most of those exposures were connected to a pesticide event 
at the residence (i.e., not as a result of drift from neighboring 
properties).

• 30% of residential pesticide drift cases come from adjoining 
homes, 20% from adjoining agricultural operations.

• Agriculture-to-agriculture and forestry-to-residential drift 
cases present concern as well.

• What to do if someone is sick or injured from a pesticide 
exposure

• Get help if someone is sick or injured by calling:
 o Oregon Poison Control Center (800) 222-1222
 o 911
 o Health care provider
• Leave the area
• Wash off the pesticide if your skin or hair was exposed
Write down key information
Report it by dialing 211 or email to parc@oda.state.or.us

West Nile Virus Activity 
Oregon 2019

No activity

West Nile virus detected

CURRY

JOSEPHINE

BAKER

CROOK

DESCHUTES

GRANT

HARNEY

JEFFERSON

LANE

MALHEUR

MORROW
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WALLOWA

WHEELER

COOS
DOUGLAS

KLAMATH

LAKE
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November 2019 

* Acquired out-of-state

County Mosquitoes Birds Horses Human
Baker 4 - 1 2

Crook - - 1 -

Deschutes - - - 1*

Harney - - 2 3

Malheur 4 - 2 3

Morrow 70 - - -

Umatilla 9 - - -

Union - - 1 -WASHI
NGTON
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Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality

Agency IPM Principles and Programs

Oregon DEQ’s primary connections to integrated pest manage-
ment are through implementation of environmental quality pro-
grams focused on reducing pesticide impacts to water resources, 
and a ballast water program intended to prevent introduction of 
invasive aquatic species to Oregon

Reducing Pesticide Impacts to Water Resources

DEQ has led or co-led (with the Oregon Department of Agricul-
ture) the	Oregon	Pesticide	Stewardship	Partnership	Program	
(PSP) since 2000. The PSP Program uses pesticide water quality 
monitoring data to drive voluntary, collaborative actions to reduce 
the occurrence and concentration of pesticides at the watershed 
level. These actions are implemented by local partners, in con-
junction with state agencies and OSU, and can include a range of 
IPM and pesticide risk reduction measures. At the statewide level, 
an inter-agency team oversees the implementation of the PSP 
Program (see. P. 26 for a description of that inter-agency team). 
A more detailed overview of the PSP Program can be found in 
the December 6th, 2018 IPM Coordinating Committee meeting 
summary on p. 34 of this report, and more information can also 
be found on DEQ and ODA’s PSP web pages:
• https://www.oregon.gov/deq/wq/programs/Pages/Pesti-

cide.aspx
• https://www.oregon.gov/ODA/programs/Pesticides/Water/

Pages/PesticideStewardship.aspx

DEQ’s Drinking Water Protection Program is focused on assist-
ing public water systems and communities with protecting their 
sources of drinking water from contamination, including pesti-
cide contamination.  Drinking water protection is implemented in 
Oregon through a partnership of DEQ and the Oregon Health Au-
thority. The program addresses over 2500 public water systems 
in Oregon. Source water protection is accomplished by effective 
state public health programs, environmental protection, land use 
policies, pro-active land stewardship, and by implementation of 
local drinking water protection efforts by communities and public 
water suppliers. DEQ and OHA encourage community-based 
protection and preventive management strategies to minimize 
risks to public drinking water resources from future contamina-
tion. These strategies can include IPM and pesticide risk reduc-
tion measures. More information can be found on this web page:
https://www.oregon.gov/deq/wq/programs/Pages/DWP.aspx 

Ballast Water Program

Since 2002, DEQ has authority under the Oregon Legislature to 
implement and enforce ballast water management regulations in 
an effort to reduce the risk of introducing new aquatic invasive 

species. The discharge of ballast water, an incidental operation 
often necessary for vessel stability and safety, can be a pathway 
for transporting aquatic species into habitats outside their native 
range. This can result in the introduction and subsequent prolifer-
ation of invasive species, a form of biological pollution that poses 
significant economic and environmental risks. 

In response to these threats posed by the shipping transport of 
aquatic non-indigenous species, the 2001 Oregon Legislature 
established the Oregon Ballast Water Program (Oregon Revised 
Statute 783.620-992). The Legislature subsequently modified the 
program several times since 2003 and DEQ oversees the pro-
gram under Oregon Administrative Rule 340-143. Oregon’s ballast 
water management legislation prohibits discharge of ballast water 
into state waters, except under specified conditions. These reg-
ulations apply to all commercial vessels greater than 300 gross 
tons that are equipped with ballast water tanks.  Oregon requires 
that vessels submit ballast water management reporting forms to 
DEQ at least 24 hours before entering state waters. In addition, 
ship owners must develop a vessel-specific Ballast Water Man-
agement Plan and maintain a shipboard ballast water handling 
log that may be reviewed as part of compliance verification 
inspections. More information can be found on the Ballast Water 
Program web page:
https://www.oregon.gov/deq/Hazards-and-Cleanup/env-clean-
up/Pages/Ballast-Water.aspx
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II. Pesticides: Use Tracking & Public Notification



Oregon Department of Transportation

Pesticide notification for ODOT treatments follows all labeled 
requirements and regulations. Public access to information 
regarding ODOT pesticide treatments is provided through the 
phone information service (dispatch 511 Tripcheck). Pesticide 
treatment areas are provided using beginning and ending 
mileposts. 
Some local maintenance districts are able to provide pre-no-
tification in certain areas. Local districts maintain a weekly 
schedule of past and future treatments. The public can call in 
and check the system for each scheduled treatment.
Due to the extent of mileage covered, which can commonly be 
up to 75 miles, notification at the time of treatment (for example, 
placarding) would be a challenge. The number of signs as well 
as the labor required to set up/take down placarding for each 
treatment would be cost-prohibitive for the agency. 
ODOT tracks pesticide use centrally, but this centralized 
information is not posted online because of the format of the 
records. The data format would be difficult to understand in a 
public records request, but individual applicator records might 
be more accessible.

Oregon Parks and Recreation Department

Pesticide application records are kept at the management unit 
level in association with IPM paperwork. Individual applicators 
record their applications, but there is no agency-wide reposito-
ry or tracking system.
Pesticide notification processes follow pesticide label require-
ments at a minimum. In some instances of partnership and/or 
sensitive public areas, notification includes early and interactive 
outreach.

Oregon Department of Agriculture

For insect management programs, pesticide applications (per-
formed by commercial contractors) are tracked in a database. 
For aerial applications, there is a pre-application notification 
process, and many forms of outreach including “robocalls” to 
the affected public. Signage is used in some cases, and ground-
based applications require consent if entering private property. 
ODA keeps no in-house records for insect applications since 
work is done by commercial contractors with their own re-
cord-keeping responsibilities.
The noxious weed program has centralized record keeping for 
pesticide applications using ArcCollector software. This pro-
gram works in partnership with many local, county, and state-
wide partners that may have their own pre-application notifica-
tion systems. 
ODA grantees have a reporting requirement for pesticide use. 
ODA also has a notification system for pesticide applicators re-
lated to emerging issues and concerns, for educational purpos-
es and to relay regulatory changes or updates. 

University of Oregon

Public universities are not held to the same IPM notification 
criteria as K-12 and community college educational institutions. 
Signage indicating pesticide treatment is used as required by 
the label. Notification of building managers is necessary for 
contractor entry and escort. Pesticide use tracking is accom-
plished through “Smart Sheets” record-keeping for every 
pesticide application.

Department of Administrative Services

DAS keeps accessible, centralized records of facilities manage-
ment/pesticide applications, although some management is 
contracted. Any notification of pesticide treatment would be in 
line with product labels, and project alerts are commonly sent 
to staff in affected buildings. 

Per HB 3364, the Committee is tasked with evaluating the need for notification of pesticide use, and the policies for notification as 
part of agency/university IPM plans. The Committee initiated this discussion during the last biennium. As part of this discussion, 
each agency also summarized their pesticide tracking and record-keeping practices, as well as any public notification policies and 
considerations. These discussions are broadly summarized below. Please refer to each respective agency for more specific infor-
mation regarding this topic. 

Pesticides: Use and Tracking & Public Notification
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Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

Pesticide applicators for ODFW keep individual records. There 
is no centralized process for tracking and record keeping. 
ODFW provides pre-treatment notifications in certain cases 
associated with concerned public, and treated areas are often 
indicated with signage. 
As a policy, ODFW chooses the least toxic pesticides, and 
generally doesn’t use restricted use chemicals, chemicals that 
require notification, or chemicals that require anything beyond 
basic personal protective equipment (PPE). ODFW makes an 
effort to time applications to minimize risk and exposure.

Oregon Department of Forestry

ODF pesticide use mainly involves the use of herbicides. ODF 
receives notifications from private and non-federal forest man-
agement for pesticide applications that relate to timber harvest. 
Notification must be submitted at least 15 days (up to one 
year) prior to an application. These notifications are submitted 
through the ODF web application FERNS. Anyone in the state 
can subscribe to/access these records by county. However, 
because it is pre-notification, it cannot track exactly what and 
how much was used.
On state forest lands, FERNS is also used by contractors. There 
are ODF employees that apply pesticides, but not for timber 
harvest or growing. Applications unrelated to timber harvesting 
are not under ODF regulation, but fall under ODA regulatory 
authority and record-keeping rules.

Oregon Department of Corrections

ODOC uses contracted IPM vendors. Notification is internal via 
safety meetings, newsletters, bulletin boards, etc. Operational 
modifications are sometimes required in certain areas (HVAC 
may be interrupted), or with highly sensitive Adults in Custody 
(AICs). Records are kept on site.
Some AICs are being trained through a pesticide applicator li-
cense program, which provides on-site training as well as future 
employment opportunities post-release.

Oregon Health Authority 

Committee member represents the public health program; 
pesticide applications not applicable. 

Department of Environmental Quality

Committee member represents the toxics program, which does 
not involve active pest management. In cases where a building 
requires a pest treatment, staff are notified.

Pesticides: Use and Tracking & Public Notification



Although Oregon’s state agencies have independent and 
specific responsibilities, most agency projects involving IPM 
are collaborative, uniting multiple agencies’ inputs and actions. 
Because they share common stakeholders, state agencies 
recognize that collaboration better serves the public by effi-
ciently applying knowledge, expertise, and specialization from a 
variety of viewpoints. Combining efforts and resources prevents 
special considerations of complicated projects from being over-
looked. It also ensures that projects are being completed in an 
environmentally, socially, and economically responsible manner.

As an example, multiple agencies work in tandem to detect and 
respond to invasive insects that are accidentally introduced 
into the state. Gypsy moth is a destructive pest whose cater-
pillars completely defoliate trees in urban and natural forests. 
This defoliation causes severe environmental harm to wildlife 
habitat and stream quality. State agencies work together using 
IPM strategies, such as frequent monitoring, organic bacte-
ria-based pesticides, and timed sprays to keep populations of 
gypsy moth from establishing. Small triangular traps are placed 
statewide every summer by the Department of Agriculture to 
detect this pest. Department of Corrections helps construct the 
traps, which number in the tens of thousands. When moths are 
detected, ODA and the Department of Forestry determine an 
eradication plan. The Department of Environmental Quality, the 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, and Department of Parks and 
Recreation work together to identify potentially problematic 
impacts to natural areas and wildlife habitat as a result of erad-
ication operations. The Department of Administrative Services 
works to set up agreements with local contractors to carry out 

the eradication operations. The agencies also work with local, 
federal, and Tribal governments for permitting, public notifica-
tion, and cultural considerations. These partnerships have led to 
multiple successful eradication operations for over five decades, 
which have prevented gypsy moth from establishing in Oregon, 
with minimal negative impacts on the environment.  

Another example of agency collaboration is the inter-agen-
cy Water	Quality	Pesticide	Management	Team	(WQPMT), 
which coordinates statewide and watershed-based efforts to 
reduce impacts from pesticides on surface water and ground-
water. The WQPMT is comprised of the Oregon Departments of 
Agriculture, Forestry and Environmental Quality, as well as the 
Oregon Health Authority and the Oregon Watershed Enhance-
ment Board. Oregon State University serves a technical con-
sultant to the team. The WQPMT developed and implements a 
Water Quality Pesticide Management Plan that was approved 
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. One of the prima-
ry responsibilities of the WQPMT is to oversee statewide plan-
ning and implementation of the Pesticide Stewardship Part-
nership (PSP) Program, described on p. 22 of this report. More 
information on the WQPMT can be found in the December 6th 
IPM Coordinating Committee meeting summary, starting on p. 
34 of this report.

The following graphic highlights just a few of the collaborative 
projects currently in place. For specific projects and examples 
of partnerships and activities, please see the agencies’ inter-
agency IPM activity reports.  

III. Inter-agency IPM Collaborations



Oregon’s state agencies use IPM to coordinate responsible land stewardship and protect the state’s natural 
resources and waterways. Below are a few examples of the partnerships in place that enhance water quality 
across Oregon.

Invasive Insects

Agencies: Agriculture, Corrections, Forestry, Oregon 
Health Authority,  DEQ , Administrative Services 

Partners: Agriculture, Forestry, DEQ, OSU, Oregon 
Health Authority

Agencies: Agriculture, Forestry, Corrections, 
Oregon Health Authority, Oregon Parks and Rec. 
Transportation, Fish and Wildlife

Partners: Fish and Wildlife, Corrections, Foresty, 
Parks and Recreation, Federal agencies, local 
conservation groups and goverments

DEQ

ODOC ODA

ODF

OHA

OSU

Pesticide Stewardship Program

Noxious & Invasive Weeds Habitat Restoration & Reforestation

ODF
ODA

OPRD

ODOT

ODFW

ODOC

Enhancing Oregon’s Water Quality & Natural Resources 
through Integrated Pest Management Partnerships

DASODOC

OPRD

State agencies work to detect and eradicate invasive insects 
through monitoring and eradication and partnerships like the 
OISC. Insect pests can cause severe economic and ecological 
harm by defoliating crops and trees, disrupting ecosystems at 
multiple levels.

This program works with landowners, Tribal governments, 
watershed organizations and technical assistance providers 
to identify potential pesticide water quality concerns and 
implement managment practicies that produce measurable 
environmental improvements.

Programs like OWEB and Cooperative Weed Management 
Areas help agencies to prevent the spread of invasive weeds 
that directly and indirectly threaten waterways and wildlife 
habitats, in addition to agricultural areas, roadways, and natural 
areas. 

State agencies work with federal agencies, soil and water 
conservation groups and others to sustainably remove invasive 
species, restore forest and riparian areas, clean rivers for 
vertebrate and invertebrate native, threatened and endangered 
species.

DEQ



The State IPM Coordinating Committee is an important venue for high-
lighting relevant training and education opportunities throughout the 
state. 

The following are examples of IPM and pesticide safety-related trainings 
in which agency staff have participated. 

IV. IPM-related Trainings for Agency Staff



ODOT

ODOT provides nearly all pesticide pre-license training for its 
employees. The pre-license training program began in 2013 and 
since its inception over 150 ODOT employees have obtained 
their Public Pesticide Applicators licenses. ODT has extended 
this service to other State agencies including Department of 
Aviation and State Parks, counties including Umatilla, Marion 
and Lane as well as municipalities such as City of Sublimity 
and City of Gresham.  

Internally ODOT also provides pesticide license recertification 
courses to its employees.  Each spring seven regional refresher 
trainings are offered along with a statewide Integrated Vege-
tation Management conference in the summer.  The pesticide 
pre-license training has also received accreditation from the 
Oregon Department of Agriculture.
  
Externally ODOT has worked closely with the Oregon State 
University Pesticide Safety Education Program, the Oregon 
Agriculture Chemicals and Fertilizer Association and the Ore-
gon Vegetation Management Association to ensure that ODOT 
employees are provided with high quality continuing education.

OPRD

The agency’s Invasive Species Committee provide 2-3 trainings 
per year in rotating regions.  Each training is approximately one 
day long and provides Continuing Education Units for certified 
applicators.   Training content includes invasive species iden-
tification, IPM strategies for control (including prevention and 
manual, mechanical, cultural, biological, and chemical meth-
ods of control), ecological restoration and appropriate native 
species establishment for competitive control or restoring 
balance, and technological resources for improved monitoring 
and management. In the time since the last IIPMCC Biennial 
report, there have been 4 OPRD Invasive Species Committee 
IPM training events – one each for the north coast, south coast, 
Willamette Valley, and east of the Cascades areas.

In addition to Invasive Species Committee sponsored events, 
OPRD staff are encourage to participate in interagency oppor-
tunities such as the Interagency Noxious Weed Symposium, 
Oregon Recreation and Park Association workshops, and 
interagency collaborative training events that involve training 
and presentation from experts from ODA, ODOT, and ODF on 
topics such as noxious weed management and forest insects 
and disease.  Since the last biennial report, OPRD staff have 
attended and presented at the Interagency Noxious Weed 
Symposium, co-organized two Oregon Recreation and Park 
Association restoration and weed management trainings (for 
OPRD and other local and regional park providers across the 
state), participated in joint training with ODOT at one training, 
and co-organized invasive forest pest trainings in the context of 
hazard tree training with ODF.  ODA has participated in several 
of the Invasive Species Committee’s trainings to provide expert 
presentations and interagency context.

DAS

DAS will provide IPM training to its employees whose work 
responsibilities include pest management. Training will be 
provided through external sources, such as pesticide certificate 
training, as well as internal sources, such as the DAS iLearn 
platform. iLearn allows for development of online training mod-
ules that staff can take, along with a quiz demonstrating subject 
matter competency. iLearn is available to all state agencies, 
so any IPM training developed by DAS would be available to 
others.  

DAS will also make available to staff existing IPM programs 
provided by others, such as periodic workshops on topics such 
as weed identification, pest management techniques, mapping 
and tracking software, IPM plan recommendations, insects 
and disease, biocontrol, record-keeping, calibration, restoration 
and establishing competitive native vegetation, prevention, and 
more. Such workshops often provide continuing education unit 
credits for certified pesticide applicators and/or arborists.

IPM-related Trainings for Agency Staff
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Oregon State IPM Coordinating Committee 
Meeting Agenda 

 
September 6th, 2018 
1pm-3pm, Salem OR 

 
ODA Hawthorne facility 
151 Hawthorne Ave, NE 

 
 
1:00   Introductions 
 
1:10  Election of Committee Co-Chair and Secretary 
 
1:25 Identify trainings and other IPM-focused education events for 2018-2019 to dovetail with 

Committee meetings  
 
1:45 Refine mission statement for Committee 
 
2:00 Discussion of comments received, and process for Committee response  
 
2:45  Items for next meeting: propose short exercise to identify critical needs within agencies 

toward IPM research, education, and regulatory advancements 
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Oregon Interagency IPM Coordinating Committee Meeting Summary 
September 6, 2018 
Oregon Department of Agriculture, 151 Hawthorne Ave, Salem, OR 
1PM-3PM 
 
Present: Katie Murray(OSU), Paul Jepson(OSU), Noel Bacheller (OPRD), Will Lackey(ODOT), Tim 
Butler(ODA), Darin Dickey (DAS), Kevin Masterson (ODEQ), Helmuth Rogg(ODA), Marganne Allen 
(ODF), Wyatt Williams (ODF), Chad Naugle (DoC), Carri Pirosko (ODA,phone) 
 
Katie Murray is the new Chair appointed by OSU, replacing Paul Jepson.  Katie called the meeting and 
facilitated. 
The committee appointed new officers:  Will Lackey, Co-chair; Noel Bacheller, Secretary. The new officer 
appointments were tentatively set as 1-2 year duration. 
 
Katie provided a list of IPM related trainings happening around the state that may be of interest to the 
agencies.  The group agreed to review and add or edit as necessary to provide a more complete list.  
Additions will be sent to Katie Murray. 
 
The committee discussed its purpose and goals in relationship to both statute and comments received 
on the draft report.  The comments received revealed possible misconceptions regarding the scope of 
the committee and its role in policy development and analysis.  The group was clear that the committee 
is a technical coordination and information-sharing group, not a policy development, regulatory, or 
scientific research group.   
 
There was discussion of development of metrics and a cross-agency comparison, and it was agreed 
that after a round of agency presentations on the current status of their IPM programs, or programs 
relevant to IPM, development of a system of metrics, monitoring, and advancing the program will 
become more evident.  There was some discussion of possibly requesting additional funding to develop 
a metrics piece using a consultant or dedicated staff.  Resources are limited at present.  A complicated 
IPM-committee-based analysis unit to develop and perform analysis is unrealistic.  There was apparent 
consensus that tracking and metrics functions for the committee need to be simple and based on 
individual agency work, without huge investment of time from the IPM committee as an entity.   
Committee work should be limited to collecting primary sources from the agencies, rather than doing 
primary analysis itself due to limited resources and staff time.  If funding were to be allocated by 
legislature or grants, hiring staff or consultants might be possible to do more intensive work.   
 
Each agency will review the statute and other agency-specific statutes to see if there are places where 
requirements of different statutes might be in conflict. 
 
The committee agreed on the next committee meeting being on December 6th in Corvallis from 1-3PM 
to coincide with the Noxious Weed Symposium.  Tim Butler and Katie will work on facility possibilities 
and get back to the group.  Will suggested a possible fall-back location at a nearby ODOT facility. 
 
There will also be an April or May committee meeting, Location and Date TBD. 
 
The group discussed comments received on the report.  Each agency is going to review the comments 
and the draft response document in depth in the next couple of weeks and edit the response document 
as needed.  Each agency should edit the response document having read the submitted comments in 
full, making sure everything is addressed.  Agencies with agency-specific comment/response sections 
should review those sections of the response document and suggest agency-appropriate wording and 
content. 
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Edits are due to Katie Murray by Monday, September 17th.  Katie will send back a final version on the 21st 
and also submit this to the appropriate legislative committee(s) that week in Salem.    
 
Next meeting content: 

• Agency presentations on adaptive IPM strategies; and successes, challenges, needs, and 
current use of metrics.  Will Lackey (ODOT), Chad Naugle (ODOC), and Wyatt Williams (ODF) 
will present this time.  Future meetings will have presentations from other agencies. 

• Kevin will present on Pesticide Stewardship Partnership and ideas for further agency 
collaborations.  

 
 
Other possible agenda items:  

• Discussion of evaluating the need for notification of pesticide use and the policies for 
notification as a roundtable topic. 

• Wyatt (ODF) might present to the group regarding metrics used by the Invasive Species Council  
• The group could identify some success stories to highlight regarding reductions/eliminations 

with pesticide usage (such as Kevin’s example with diuron). 
 
Other topics suggestions should be sent to Katie as they arise. 
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Oregon State IPM Coordinating Committee 
Meeting Agenda 

 
December 6th, 2018 

1pm-3pm, Corvallis, OR 
 

ODOT District 4 office 
3700 Philomath Blvd 

 
 
1:00pm   Opening, Introduction 
 
1:10-1:30pm Kevin Masterson, ODEQ Presentation on Pesticide Stewardship Partnership, 

questions 
 
1:30-2:40pm Agency presentations: adaptive IPM strategies and successes, challenges, 

needs 
 
1:30-1:45 Wyatt Williams, ODF  
1:50-2:05 Will Lackey, ODOT 
2:10-2:25 Chad Naugle, ODOC  
 

2:25-2:40  Discussion regarding presentations – what stands out/things that need further 
attention  

 
2:40pm Update on state report submission  
 
2:50pm Develop plan for tracking agency attendance at IPM trainings; revisit list of 

trainings to keep current   
 
3pm  Adjourn 
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Oregon Interagency IPM Coordinating Committee Meeting Summary 
December 6, 2018 
ODOT Corvallis Office 
1PM-3PM 
Present: Will Lackey(ODOT), Marganne Allen (ODF), Wyatt Williams (ODF), Katie Murray(OSU), Kevin 
Masterson (ODEQ), Chad Naugle (DoC), Curtis Cude (OHA), Susan Vautier (ODA), Carri Pirosko (ODA), 
Noel Bacheller (OPRD) 
As planned in previous meeting, current meeting is to have a selection of presentations regarding IPM 
program status, successes, challenges, and needs from represented agencies. For this meeting, 
presentations from DEQ, ODF, and DOC were completed. 

I. DEQ presentation by Kevin Masterson 

Kevin presented a powerpoint on the Oregon Pesticide Stewardship Partnership Program.  The 
presentation gave an overview of the program, concepts for future directions, and discussion of waste 
collection activities. 
The PSP: 

• Is a locally driven, primarily water-focused program that has some metrics for air drift as well 
• Created and guided by Water Quality Pesticide Management Team (WQPMT) 
• WQPMT and PSP created to address protection of waters from pesticide contamination 
• WQPMT is a partnership composed of members from ODA, OSU, ODF, DEQ,OWEB, and OHA 
• Team provides guidance and direction for pesticide occurrences in water  
• The initial goal of the team was to create a statewide water quality pesticide management plan 

(PMP).  The plan is required by EPA, and was approved by EPA in 2011. 
• The team and program continue to provide guidance after the completion of the plan 
• Involves ongoing water quality monitoring in specific watersheds 
• The watershed level PSP predates the statewide PMP 
• The statewide plan incorporated existing voluntary mitigation efforts of the PSP 
• Types of mitigation actions implemented under PSP: Spray drift reduction trainings, installation 

and use of weather stations, implementation of biological controls, IPM training, use of less 
toxic pesticides, implementation of buffer strips on streams 

• PSP Started in early 2000’s with pilot projects as alternatives to Clean Water Act (CWA) 
regulations to reduce insecticide loadings. Success led to expansion of program through grant 
funds and in-kind. Since 2013 the Program is state funded (50% general fund/50% pesticide 
registration fees) and has expanded scope relative to its beginnings. Added scope includes 
addition of new watersheds, enhanced monitoring in existing watersheds, pesticide waste 
collection events, technical assistance grants 

• Mitigation measures implemented have resulted in significant declines in contamination in 
some areas: 
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• Pesticide concentrations have been in general decline in PSP watersheds during the last 5 

years: 

 
• There are some chemicals and subwatersheds that have seen contamination increased or flat.  

In some watersheds there has been progress in overall reduction, while certain subwatersheds 
remain hot spots. 
 

Monitoring model: 
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• In watersheds for current-use pesticides of concern.  Focusses on hot-spots. 
• Monitoring concept: 

 
 
Monitoring areas/PSP areas (note: South Yamhill retired earlier this year): 

 
 
PSP collects 1200 water quality samples/biennium through local staff from primarily affected 
SWCDs or Watershed Councils.  These samples are drawn from 64 monitoring locations – 54 of 
which are routinely sampled.  There are an average of 5 sampling locations per affected 
watershed. 
 

Past Technical Assistance Grants: 
OSU Watershed Modeling of pesticides for Yamhill, OSU Xmas tree IPM for Clackamas, CGFG 
Pear IPM, NCAP Education Outreach RE salmon, OSU Education Outreach RE weather 
technology, OSU Pesticide alternatives for cherries and soft fruit, OSU Pest Solv web app, 
Yamhill SWCD erosion control and pesticide reduction in hazelnuts, Middle Rogue development 
of Strategic Plan 

 
Waste Pesticide Collection: 

~8 times/biennium.  Total biennium cost ~$236K. 
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PSP Future Directions: 

Beginning in 2019 there will be increased focus on consistent plan implementation through 
creation of 5 year strategic plans. 

Q&A/Follow-up discussion: 
Waste Collection events: 

• IPM Coordinating Committee members were interested in dates/locations of upcoming 
waste collection events. There was discussion of outlets for outreach regarding 
upcoming events. OSU Extension was mentioned as a possible additional recipient of 
notification. Outreach and collection events normally coordinated through municipal 
dumps in larger metropolitan areas, and through agricultural outlets such as Wilco in 
rural areas.  

• Collected waste is incinerated. 
• Education and outreach usually happens at collection events, usually given by local 

cooperators. 
• Action item: Kevin will send IPM Coordinating Committee members a link to the new 

pesticide waste collection events calendar when it becomes available.   
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• Action item: ODA will send the link to all licensed pesticide applicators. 

How can agencies become more involved in PSP?: 
• A major focus group from agencies would be right-of-way operators and public works 

departments. Other agencies and disciplines can become involved to present or provide 
examples of their approaches. 

• Action Item: Kevin will brainstorm potential opportunities for agency involvement and 
reach out to individual agencies with possibilities. 

• Action Item: IPM Coordinating Committee members will think about ways they can get 
involved and discuss with group and/or Kevin individually. 

• It will be useful for agencies to understand the successes and challenges in the PSP 
areas. Agencies should consider plan and mitigation measures from PSP in their 
activities, planning, and maybe even interpret their activities in relationship to PSP 
context in their outreach and education materials.  
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II. ODF presentation by Wyatt Williams 

Wyatt presented copies of a fact sheet/summary of the ODF IPM program (see section I of this report).  
Wyatt walked committee members through the content, and this presentation was followed by 
questions and feedback.  

 
Follow-up discussion after ODF presentation: 

• There was a question about trends in insect outbreaks.  Wyatt responded that there has been 
an increase in some species/areas – thought to be largely due to drought and moisture stress. 

• There was a question about stewardship foresters’ role in making IPM treatment 
recommendations, to which the response was that stewardship foresters make 
recommendations for IPM in addition to other silvicultural issues. Stewardship foresters receive 
training in excess of license requirements, which include training sponsored or accredited 
through the Society of American Foresters and ODF internal trainings. IPM is totally ingrained 
into the stewardship forestry approach – which involves a long-term view and sustainability.  
IPM is an essential element of silviculture, and non-chemical approaches are reflected in topics 
like species planting recommendations in response to insect and disease pressure. 

• Marganne told the committee that ODF monitors everything regulated under the Forest 
Practices Act (FPA), including pesticides and IPM implementation. ODF is looking intently at 
PSP results and process. ODF work is project-driven and often project-specific, and their 
monitoring is at that level. ODF is a consumer of external monitoring data for assessing larger 
trends. 

• ODF contributed to the OISC mapping app to make it mobile-friendly. 
• ODF FERNS database tracks all FPA actions, including pesticides.  
• ODF invests in early detection of emerging threats. Including through statewide aerial survey of 

forest lands. 
• ODF was a leader in development of the Emerald Ash Borer response plan. ODF and ODA led 

agencies and local interests in developing an interagency response plan.   
• ODF collaborated in the Asian Gypsy Moth eradication, which was very successful. The 

insecticide used was the organic-approved product Bacillus thuringiensis (Bt). 
• ODF Forest Health unit led a scotch broom biocontrol project and developed a manual. 
• ODF is interested in developing metrics for tracking non-chemical IPM measures.  Some of 

these are hard to track because they can be part of planting decisions, etc. 
• A question was asked about ODF involvement with city urban foresters… ODF is involved with 

city foresters, as well as OSU extension – particularly around issues related to tree diseases.  
Also tied in with federal forest health protection team (BLM, USFS).  They are also tied in 
internationally and are on the lookout for new rising threats. 
 

III. DOC presentation by Chad Naugle 

Chad presented a summary of the DOC IPM process. 
DOC has no developed internal IPM implementation program.  IPM is contracted out or implemented 
through DAS. 
DOC leases out 1000 acres and requires IPM on leased land.  They lease the land to food banks and 
local farmers.  Leasing the land is an IPM approach in that it is a means of managing fallow fields that 
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would otherwise require weed management.  Leasing to the food banks is a cost-savings to the agency 
in that they save funding that would have had to have been allocated to weed control and vegetation 
management. 
DOC has a huge labor force which works for other agencies and provides IPM and habitat 
management.  DOC provides habitat restoration crews with weed identification training. Adults in 
custody are involved in making gypsy moth and nun moth traps for detection of insect pests. DOC 
sustainable gardening classes for adults in custody teach IPM as part of the Home Horticulture 
Certificate. 
DOC primary IPM-related focus for coming years:  

• To establish a pest management strategic plan in the next 1-5 years.   
• To designate an IPM coordinator at each facility. This coordinator would educate and train 

adults in custody both internally and through partners using crews. 
• To establish pesticide applicator certification program for re-entry job placement. 

Challenges: 
• Currently no site IPM coordinators 
• No specific IPM Key Performance Measures (KPMs) for agency 
• No metrics or tracking 
• Need more outreach and education to staff and adults in custody. 

Chad asked whether other agencies have IPM as KPM.  Other agencies’ response was that it is not 
identified that way specifically.  There was agreement that we should identify and agree on specific 
interagency KPMs. 
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IV. Post-Presentation discussion and Business: 
 

• There was discussion of IPM Coordination models and need for effective metrics.  Metrics are a 
very difficult aspect of the Committee’s work in that IPM is so varied and opportunistic/project-
specific/embedded in other work.  The group discussed hiring a consultant to a future meeting 
to help us to understand how to approach IPM metrics.   
 

• OSU and the governor’s office had previously agreed to provide funding (the initial agreement 
included ~ $50K annually -25K for Coordination, 15k for administration, and funding to cover 
agency staff time and specific projects) toward the committee’s work. This funding was never 
made available. This funding could potentially fund a consultant’s work as well as other projects 
identified by the Committee. Without funding many of the Committee’s ideas for progress will be 
difficult to execute.  

ACTION ITEM: Katie has noted the lack of funding to Oregon House Representative Alisa Keny-
Guyer, the IPM bill’s sponsor, as well as OSU leadership and requested that Committee funding 
be included in future budgets.  

• Veronica Irvine in the School of Public health was mentioned as someone that might be able to 
help with at least scoping the metrics process. 
 

• Katie discussed developments with respect to the IPM Coordinating Committee’s previous State 
Report.  The report was reopened to comment in response to comments from stakeholders that 
were unaware of it during the initial comment period. No additional comments were received as 
a result of the second comment period. Katie submitted the report to the legislature a couple of 
weeks ago: 2 committees and every senator and rep on the NR subcommittee. Awaiting any 
additional feedback. 

• A question was asked about whether there are any IPM-related legislative concepts for 2019.  
The response was that there are some vague rumblings, but nothing specific identified yet. 

• Discussion of previous grant funding proposal for DOC IPM Strategic Plan: the proposal was 
not funded.   

Brainstorming IPM Coordinating Committee work in 2019:  
• Facilities might be a good first step. The committee can identify prime examples of IPM plans 

and goals that can be made into a template for wider adoption and standardization.  It should 
include goals, objectives, benchmarks/thresholds for action. Darren at DAS may be able to 
provide a DAS example for the committee to review.   

• ACTION ITEM: Katie will ask around for facility IPM examples. 
• Agencies should all develop 1-2 page statement of IPM vision 
• ACTION ITEM: Noel will look at OPRD IPM template vision section and see if it can provide a 

template. 
• ACTION ITEM: Noel will send out OPRD IPM template document to IPM Coordinating 

Committee members’ review 

Next Meeting: 
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• Next meeting will be Tuesday April 9th, from 1-3 in Salem. The meeting will be at the Santiam 
Conference Room in Building D, Oregon Department of Forestry, 2600 State St, Salem OR 
97310 

• ODOT, ODA, OPRD will present regarding their agency IPM status at the next meeting.   
• ACTION ITEM: ODOT, ODA, OPRD will prepare to present. Carri will talk to Tim and Helmuth 

about who will put the ODA presentation together. 
• Curtis will present re IPM at OHA at a following meeting 
• ACTION ITEM:  (all) Send agenda items to Katie as ideas arise.  
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Oregon State IPM Coordinating Committee 
Meeting Agenda 

 
April 9th 2019 

1pm-3pm 
 

OR Dept of Forestry, Salem 
 
 
1:00pm   Opening, Introduction 
 
1:10-2:10pm Agency presentations cont’d: adaptive IPM strategies and successes, 

challenges, needs 
 
1:10-1:30 Will Lackey, ODOT  
1:30-1:50 Carri Pirosko (or someone else) from ODA  
1:50-2:10 Noel Bacheller, Parks and Rec 
 

2:10-2:30pm  Discussion– what stands out/things that need further attention from agency 
IPM presentations   

 
2:30-2:45pm Update on legislative discussions and minor changes to HB 3364 
 
2:45-3:00pm  Topics for future meetings: 

• Next meeting: continuing with IPM presentations by OHA, DAS, F&W  
• Additional suggested topics for Committee discussion: agency pesticide 

notification and tracking systems  
 
3pm  Adjourn 
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Oregon Interagency IPM Coordinating Committee Meeting Minutes 
 

April 9, 2019 
Oregon Department of Forestry, Salem 

1PM-3PM 
 
Present: Katie Murray(OSU), Will Lackey(ODOT), Wyatt Williams (ODF),  Kevin Masterson (ODEQ, on 
phone), Chad Naugle (DoC), Daren Dickey (DAS), Helmuth Rogg (ODA), David Stropple (ODFW), Noel 
Bacheller (OPRD) 
As planned in previous meeting, the current meeting is to have a selection of presentations from 
agencies regarding IPM programs, successes and challenges. We will also address legislative updates 
other future meeting topics. 
 
Agency IPM Summary Presentations: 
 
ODOT presentation by Will Lackey 

• ODOT manages 70k acres, and IPM represents 11% of the annual budget. 
• IPM goals focus on safe travel, infrastructure maintenance and protection, aesthetics, 

prevention of weed spread, and visibility/sight distance. 
• Proper drainage is an area of focus. Ponding and hydroplaning result from improper drainage 

and pose safety risks. 
• Roadways can be damaged by vegetation colonizing road surfaces – weeds growth through 

pavement and vegetation wicks water through road. Compromised road surfaces lead to 
potholes. 

• Reduced travelway due to vegetation encroachment can cause safety issues if unmanaged. 
Vegetation around guardrails results in increased rate of rot. 

• Aesthetics are a focus in terms of visibility, pruning up woody vegetation, decreasing transient 
issues 

• ODOT works extensively with ODA on noxious weed issues, and has many roadside weed 
challenges. Noxious weeds are often spread along roadways by untarped hayloads and tires. 
Illegal dump sites are also responsible for some spread of noxious weeds. 

• ODOT is subject to pressure from competing interests: trucking industry, no-spray areas, 
organic producers, irrigation, water draws 

• ODOT has a multiprong approach to their IPM needs:  
o 20K acres/year are managed by mowing.   
o Biological controls are used in cooperation with ODA 
o Attention is given to prevention of spread using focus on management of road materials 

stockpiles and rock/gravel sources to maintain them weed-free 
o ODOT has 200 certified applicators 
o Use of weed barriers; goats; infrared 
o Adopt-a-highway to remove weeds - adopters pull and bag weeds, ODOT hauls and 

disposes of the material 
• ODOT Agency IPM structure 

o Statewide IVM coordinator 
o 14 maintenance districts 
o Statewide IVM plan 
o Each district also has its own customized IVM plan  
o ODOT works with many different entities in managing vegetation. 

• Management is in zones: 
o Zone 1, road shoulder: desired condition is bare, unvegetated surface 
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o Zone 2, 6-10’ up backslope from ditch. This zone managed for visibility, hazard 
reduction, and weed control. Maintained by blading, mowing, herbicide applications, 
and/or spot-spraying. 

o Zone 3, distances between Zone 2 and any adjacent property. This zone is managed for 
noxious weeds, T&E plant and animal habitat, hazard trees, and general habitat 
management (including pollinator habitat).  Maintained through mowing, herbicide, spot 
spraying, biocontrols. 

• Pesticide use notification 
o ODOT crews provide information on spray locations by submitting to the Herbicide 

Application Phone System, which is accessible to the public by phone  
o Individuals can also request record from districts including:  

Tentative season schedules 
Updates and completed work 
Copies of spray reports 

• Challenges and shortfalls: 
o Primary focus has been on safe travelways, more is needed for ODOT facilities: DMV 

offices, Ports of Entry, etc.   
o Railways need to be pulled into statewide IVM program. 

Questions:  
Q: How does ODOT make pesticide product decisions? Is there a policy about what list of products to 
use (e.g., Cal 65, OSU lists)? 
A: ODOT uses a limited list from the Statewide DAS price agreement. Use the least toxic product to get 
the job done. Use other pesticides only when necessary. 
Q: Does ODOT manage for animal pests? 
A: Not on roads.  Some use of over the counter products for control of pests in facilities (wasps, etc) 
Q:  Clarify No-Spray agreements with landowners. 
A:  Landowners/Managers and ODOT need to know each others’ schedules.  ODOT reserves the right 
to treat areas if they are not kept up according to agreement and schedule.  Managers of no-spray areas 
can call to get the schedule of when ODOT will be maintaining their general area and time their actions 
accordingly. 
Q: How does ODOT coordinate with ODA and other agencies’ actions to make sure there is no overlap 
or duplication? 
A: ODOT works very closely with its partners. ODA often coordinates traffic control for ODA treatments 
by providing cones, signs, flaggers, etc.  ODOT coordinates closely with ODA Pesticides Division and 
communicates with investigators. 
 
ODA presentation by Helmuth Rogg 
Helmuth is also the chair of the Oregon Invasive Species Council 

• ODA’s program strives to protect natural resources and agriculture from invasive species.  ODA 
is the state’s regulator of invasive species. 

• Prevention is a key aspect of the ODA program, and ODA has statutory authority to keep 
invasive species out of the state. This includes regulation of the transport and importation of 
firewood, commodities, inspection and prevention of invasive species hitch-hiking on containers 
and in international imports.   

• ODA has no authority on the border. They work closely with APHIS, CBP.  USDA APHIS has 
authority on both international border and interstate borders. 

• Ag inspectors open containers and check for weeds and invasives; ODA is informed when 
inspectors find something. An example is gypsy moth in wood packaging of various products. 

• ODA has an intensive survey system in place to detect pests before they become a problem, 
including insect traps and lures for 20-25 target species, as well as survey technicians. Currently 
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there are 125 target species without specific traps – so technicians need to physically monitor, 
and use generic traps. 

• Focus on high risk sites: freeways, sites with lots of importation, unloading sites. 
• Prevention is much more cost effective than treating invaders after they become established.  
• ODA legacy programs: Japanese beetle and gypsy moth have been under survey and control 

since 1945.   
Japanese beetle: very effective detection program. Use traps to map boundaries of 
infestations, and a trap grid to systematize detection efforts. Oregon currently has the largest 
Japanese beetle infestation west of the Mississippi in NW Portland.  Treatment is insecticide 
granular product in grass watered to get to the roots where caterpillars are.  April 8 started 
treating 8400 residences.  Treatments are starting to yield results.  The infestation was there 
for 3-4 years before they were caught by systematic survey.  The legislative E-board has 
funded Japanese beetle eradication efforts. 
Gypsy moth: Oregon is the 2nd largest nursery state in the USA.  Oregon is considered 
gypsy-moth-free, which makes for a better export market. Oregon had the largest infestation 
W of the Mississippi for a while in the 1980s. A biopesticide containing BT was used, and 
Oregon was one of the first to use BT. Most of the country uses the chemical pesticide Sevin, 
a product that carries high risks to non-target species. ODA gets better results with BT than 
with Sevin. This year, there is currently a small infestation of gypsy moth in Corvallis in 2 
apartment blocks.  It will be treated 2 times in May.  The results will be monitored with traps. 

• Brown marmorated stink bug: ODA is working with OSU on investigation of development of a 
biocontrol. 

• Slugs and snails: ODA has a treatment program working on biocontrol with OSU ODA has 
experts on preservation of native and honey bees and works with the Oregon Bee Project 

• ODA’s Noxious Weeds Program: ODA maintains the state list of noxious weeds, and works with 
county weed programs, which can have different priorities due to local abundances. ODA helps 
train counties, and works in collaboration with other jurisdictions including ODOT before 
treatment. ODA completes weed risk analyses to guide prevention priorities and actions. ODA 
crews apply herbicides, but also have a nationally recognized biocontrol program. The program 
has released many different biocontrol agents after rigorous risk testing. Biocontrol is not an 
eradication process in weeds, but it manages abundance. 

• ODA manages and regulates the states’ endangered species act for plants. 
o Provides consultation service with other non-federal public land managers. 
o Presentation programs for listed plant species. 
o Coordination of actions, mitigation 

• Plant Health Program to address plant pathogens impacting agriculture: A currently prominent 
pathogen is Sudden Oak Death – Phytophthora ramorum. The program ensures pathogens are 
not present for export market. 

• ODA programs follow IPM principles. The programs are focused mainly on exotic/invasive 
pests. Non-chemical treatment methods are prioritized, with a record of success.  

   
OPRD presentation by Noel Bacheller 
Noel provided an overview of OPRD’s lands and management responsibilities; discussed OPRD’s 
approach to management of invasive species and pests, highlighted species of concern, and discusses 
some example projects 

• OPRD Lands: OPRD manages various parks properties ranging from traditional parks, to the 
ocean shore, to state trails, to historic sites, to scenic waterways, etc. 
o 360 parks total; 134k acres in park lands; 19k acres leased to the department; 8k acres 

leased to other entities (including 2k acres leased to farmers). 
o Parks range in size from postage stamp parcels to 9k+ acre landscapes.  
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o OPRD’s lands are divided into 36 management units spanning the state and encompass 
most of the range of different ecosystem types present in the state. 

• OPRD approach to IPM: Because each Management Unit deals with different priorities, 
resources, threats, etc., each of the 36 Management Units prepares its own IPM plan based on 
the statewide template.  
o OPRD uses diverse methods to control invasive species and pests.  Manual, mechanical, 

cultural, biological, and chemical controls can all play a role – depending on local context.   
o OPRD has an Invasive species committee made up of field and headquarters staff that 

serves to coordinate IPM content, data-sharing, policy updates, and development of training 
programs 

o OPRD has no dedicated weed and pest management budget. Costs of weed management 
are paid through a combination of park maintenance and operations funds, external grants, 
and an internal stewardship funding pool that is competitively awarded to a wide array of 
natural resource projects covering everything from weed management to hydrology. In the 
last biennium the internal stewardship funding pool awarded approximately $375,000 to 
projects involving significant invasive species management.  Some of this funding was 
directed to restoration planting after weed control. 

o OPRD and its partners receive external grant funding for projects on OPRD land involving 
invasive species management every biennium. The amounts vary from year to year. These 
projects are often restoration related, and control costs are a portion of the overall package.  
~$1M/biennium for the last 3 biennia.  

o The full annual cost of invasive species management is not currently known because staff 
and volunteer time spent on manual or mechanical control are not currently tracked in a 
way that makes it possible to quantify costs specific to weed management itself across the 
agency. 

• Pests of concern: Invasive plants are a tremendous problem in some parks. The list of invasive 
plants is long, but among the highest priorities are: gorse, invasive annual grasses, knotweeds, 
knapweeds, purple loosestrife, brooms, shining geranium, European beachgrass, puncturevine, 
etc. Priority is assigned based on a combination of safety hazards, ecological impact, 
manageability, funding, etc. Animal pests are also a very prominent issue. Pests of concern 
include ground squirrels/gophers/moles (trips, breaks, sprains hazard in foot traffic areas), 
bees/wasps/hornets, rattlesnakes, bedbugs, bears, cougars, raccoons, corvids, rats/mice, 
nutrias, forest/plant pest insects. Animal pests can be prioritized according to hazards, 
ecological effects, etc., and interventions range from eradication in cases such as bedbugs, to 
simple interpretive public information. 

• Examples of OPRD weed management projects: OPRD projects range from mundane control of 
common pests to projects with a restoration twist. Because of the frequent natural area/wild 
status of many of OPRD’s parks, projects are often driven by ecological restoration goals. Larger 
weed management actions often form a portion of projects centered on restoration of rare 
habitats, enhancement of habitat for rare species, or restoration of natural features to historic or 
pre-historic conditions. 

o Gorse: gorse is an extreme fire hazard, and has densely colonized hundreds of acres of 
park land. The largest infestations are on the southern Oregon coast. Treatment is 
almost always by mechanical control first, and is often followed up with chemical 
control once the plants are reduced to stumps and small resprouts. Gorse will resprout 
repeatedly after mowing and cutting.  Mechanical control of gorse is often completed 
using either an excavator or a skid-steer mower with a flail mower attached instead of 
the bucket. Reclaimed areas are usually planted with native grasses to hold the soils 
and outcompete or suppress gorse seedlings. 

o European beachgrass: OPRD has undertaken areas of European beachgrass control as 
part of restoration of habitat for the endangered species western snowy plover and pink 
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sandverbena. Restoration sites are reclaimed by bulldozing dense European beachgrass 
and restoring historic dune heights that are conducive to ocean overwash (which 
controls European beachgrass if frequent enough). In some cases herbicides are used 
to control beachgrass that has not been controlled by grading. 

o Aquatic Invasives: Invasive yellow floating heart, ludwigia, purple loosestrife, and 
knotweeds can completely engulf native vegetation and cover waterbodies if not 
managed. Along the Willamette River Greenway, OPRD partners with ODA, Benton Soil 
and Water Conservation District, Luckiamute Watershed Council, McKenzie River Trust, 
Lane County, and Willamette Riverkeeper to survey and manage these damaging 
species before their infestations become  too large. 

o Removal of invasives for Seaside Hoary Elfin Butterfly Habitat Restoration: Seaside 
hoary elfin butterflies are amongst the rarest species in Oregon.  Their habitat has been 
drastically reduced by infestations of European beachgrass and scotchbroom. OPRD is 
restoring key habitat by removing invasive vegetation and encouraging the proliferation 
of the required nectar species. 

o Prescribed grazing for control of invasive annual grasses in eastern Oregon: Invasive 
annual grasses such as cheatgrass, medusahead, and ventenata infest perhaps millions 
of acres of rangeland in central and eastern Oregon. These species pose a huge fire risk 
and out-compete native plants. As these species become more and more abundant on 
the land, they cause hotter wildfires, which reduces native vegetation in regrowth, 
leading to a feedback loop of degradation away from native high desert species toward 
dense invasive grasses. Due to the scale of the invasive grass problem, the difficulty of 
the terrain, and limited financial resources, most IPM treatment options are not feasible. 
In much of eastern Oregon, and under normal weather patterns, annual grasses are 
available and palatable to cattle at times of the year when natives are still dormant and 
less palatable. OPRD is working with partners Western Rivers Conservancy, a private 
rancher, and the BLM at Cottonwood Canyon State Park to undertake a grazing study 
to see if appropriately timed early spring grazing can semi-selectively treat greened-up 
invasive annual grasses and tip the competitive advantage to native bunchgrasses 
(which are less of a wildfire risk).   

• Volunteers and weeds on the coast: Volunteer groups such as Americorps, OYCC, Boy Scouts, 
and Girl Scouts provide manual labor to survey and control invasive species such as scotch 
broom, ivy, policeman’s helmet, blackberry, tansy, reed canarygrass, bindweed, spurge laurel, 
holly, knotweed, St. John’s wort, and coastal burnweed. The same is true of many other park 
locations where volunteers are a viable source of labor to control invasive species. 

Q: Is OPRD’s hazard tree program included in the IPM program? 
A: The hazard tree program is a large standalone program. The two programs could coordinate and 
share metrics though for the purposes of annual reporting or treatment coordination. The OPRD forester 
is on the OPRD Invasive Species Committee. 
Q:  With no dedicated funding, how does OPRD deal with emergencies that arise? 
A: So far, emergencies have been small enough to manage with funding shifts. In cases of larger pest 
issues, partnerships are very important.  
Comment: ODA A-list weeds have some response funding available.   
 
Other items of discussion and meeting business: 

• IPM for facilities: There is need to come back to questions about facilities issues across 
agencies and universities. It was suggested that a facilities subcommittee could be formed. 
School IPM program, which focusees on grounds and facilities, could contribute.  

o Oregon public universities are currently required to be in the Interagency IPM 
Coordinating Committee; Katie will reach out to invite participants. 

o Action Item: Decide whether to form a subcommittee to deal with facilities issues. 
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o Action item: share ideas with Katie about thoughts on facilities including current agency 
IPM status with respect to facilities issues. Give 5-10 minute summary at next meeting 
on agency facilities IPM. 

• Oregon Invasive Species council: Discussion of permanent members of the Oregon Invasive 
Species Council. Currently: ODA, ODF, ODFW.  There is a bill to add OPRD to the council; 
ODOT not currently considered. 

o Discussed potential Coordination between the Interagency IPM Coordinating 
Committee and the Oregon Invasive species Council: The Interagency IPM 
Coordinating committee could meet jointly with Oregon Invasive Species Council. 
Perhaps in Central or Eastern Oregon this summer.  

o Action item: Helmuth will be liaison to communicate opportunities for coordination. 
• Discussion of the Current IPM Bill Amendment: Current effort towards refining the previous bill. 

No major changes expected. Katie will inform group if there is need for testimony or discussions. 
• Pesticide notification and tracking: This topic is the next item we should address in committee 

work.   
o Action item: This will be on the agenda for the meeting after next.  Each agency will 

report on status of notification process. 
• IPM Principles Documents: Each agency should create one of these similar to the example from 

DOC, NPS, USFWS, etc (per Katie’s earlier email attachments). 
o Action item: we will check in on these at the next meeting. 

• Pest Losses Survey: Could be applied to some agencies on our committee, but this would 
require funding. This could provide more concrete IPM metrics and documnt hard-to-track IPM 
methods.   

o Action item: Katie will investigate this more. 
• Agency IPM Summary documents: Each agency should create a 1-2 page IPM program 

summary document based on your Committee presentation (similar to what Wyatt handed out 
at the December meeting). These documents will be useful for annual reporting. 

o Action item: each agency create 1-2 page summary of their IPM program and send to 
Katie. 

 
For next meeting agenda: 

• 3 more agency presentations: DAS, ODFW, OHA 
o Action item: DAS, ODFW, and DHA prepare agency IPM summary presentations for 

next meeting 
• Each agency give 5-10 minute summary at next meeting on agency facilities IPM; Continue 

discussion and/or form subcommittee on facilities IPM 
• Check-in on agency IPM principles documents 

 
Future agenda Items parking list 

• Pesticide notification policies across agencies 
• Interagency collaboration mapping: demonstrate collaborations that already exist;  how these 

could be improved or amplified. 
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Oregon State IPM Coordinating Committee 
Meeting Agenda 

 
Sept 10th 2019 

1pm-4pm 
 

ODA Hawthorne facility 
151 Hawthorne Ave, NE 

 
 
1:00pm   Opening, Introduction 
 
1:10-2:10pm Final 3 agency presentations regarding adaptive IPM strategies and successes, 

challenges, needs: 
 
1:10-1:30 ODFW – David Stropple 
1:30-1:50 OHA – Curtis Cude 
1:50-2:10 DAS – Daren Dickey 
 

2:10-2:30pm  Discussion– what stands out/things that need further attention from agency 
IPM presentations   

 
2:30-2:40pm Homework check in: status on IPM Presentation Summary documents for next 

report; IPM Principles document progress 
 
2:40-3:30pm  Facilities discussion: 

• OR Public Universities update; new members 
• Brief agency round robin re: status of facilities IPM  
• Intro to Tim Stock, OSU School IPM Coordinator  
• Discussion of facilities subgroup/trainings 

 
3:30-4:00pm  Briefly discuss topics for upcoming meetings:  

• Next meeting: pesticide notification and tracking: come prepared to 
report on agency status regarding notification process 

• Future project re tracking and metrics: DAS procurement policy and 
toxics reduction impacts; chemical and non-chemical alternatives; least 
toxic pesticide selection criteria (Kevin) 

• Future meeting: Interagency collaboration mapping 
• Future project: Pest losses impact assessment (Katie) 

 
4pm  Adjourn 
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Oregon Interagency IPM Coordinating Committee (IIPMCC) Meeting Summary 
 
September 10, 2019 
Oregon Department of Agriculture Hawthorne Facility 
151 Hawthorne Ave. Salem, OR 
1PM-3PM 
 
Present: Katie Murray (OSU), Nathan Agalzoff (ODF), Tim Stock (OSU), Will Lackey (ODOT), Curtis 
Cude (OHA), Jeremy Chambers (U of O), Daren Dickey (DAS), Carri Pirosko (ODA), Noel Bacheller 
(OPRD), Helmuth Rogg (ODA) 
 
University membership increasing, still trying to get more university reps. As more university 
membership develops, we may want to consider developing a facilities subcommittee to address 
facilities IPM specifically. 
 
Legislative process notes, HB2816: the bill proceeded out of committee then to Ways and Means, and 
then stalled. Does not appear to be moving anywhere this year. Requested revisions from Beyond Toxics 
are potential changes if/when the bill goes forward. Funding was to be part of the bill, and OSU was 
trying to add funding through their bill, but no funding has been allocated. We are now probably looking 
to the 2021 session. The bill could be revived in 2021, or replaced. But still no funding for the Interagency 
IPM Coordinating Committee’s work for now. We can apply for funding for a particular project if there is 
an identified project.  
Agency IPM Summary Presentations: 
Today’s meeting will have 2 agency presentations rather than the scheduled 3… ODFW rep is sick and 
will present at the next meeting instead. 
DAS presentation by Daren Dickey 

Daren handed out DAS’ “IPM Guidelines for Pest Management Planning and Implementation”, 
which provides the primary details.  

Other topics discussed as follow-ups to presentation content: 

DAS is investigating action thresholds. There has been discussion of metrics like a critical # 
weeds/sq. ft., or similar as a trigger for action. Thresholds can be variable according to context, 
but not easily standardized across locations and contexts.  

Katie asked if DAS’ IPM planning would apply to DAS operations, or also to other agencies that 
use DAS facilities. This has yet to be fully resolved. There was some discussion of the potential 
for DAS IPM planning applying to other agencies, and the example of the DAS price 
agreements was brought up. The committee thought that it could probably help DAS in their 
effort, especially because of the potential multi-agency scope.   

Brief discussion on glyphosate: alternatives, current public pressures, state of science, decision-
making factors. Discussion of the California position and the EPA position. Katie has a 1-hour 
recording of Dr. David Eastman, UC Riverside researcher who worked with the FAO JMPR, 
adjudicating on glyphosate and aligning with EPA and other regulatory bodies (Canada, etc). 
Katie will send IIPMCC members a link. US EPA put out a position recently. There are other 
information sources.  
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Will Lackey noted that with the price agreement coming up, the green purchasing aspect may 
need informed testimony/input. For schools, the price agreement may need to address the 
minimum risk topic. 

The IIPMCC can potentially provide support to agencies and universities in coordinating 
rationale and science around pesticides. Aligning agencies with current science and IPM is the 
goal.  

Will Lackey noted that ODOT is working on teasing the landscaping portion out of construction 
plans so that they can have better oversight and control of landscaping/plant selection, specs, 
etc. without delaying initial construction. 

Discussion of biodegradable paint to paint lawns and green strips when vegetation has become 
brown in later summer – decreases irrigation needs and irrigation-facilitated weed 
proliferations. 

Carri asked how much of DAS IPM is reactionary to tenant complaints and how much is 
proactive. Daren noted that there is a lot of reactionary IPM. 

DAS contacts with a pest control contractor, which works well for larger needs.  For small 
projects, work is often done in-house.Small project pest control, snow & ice, and landscape 
maintenance largely done in-house. 

Katie asked Daren what the major challenges are… Daren said defining expectations and action 
thresholds. 

Carri asked Will Lackey about how ODOT set their thresholds as a possible model for DAS 
planning… Will said that their thresholds largely determined by level of service, with standards 
tied to level of service. For vegetation control, height restrictions sometimes set by cities. Safety 
factors are key. 

Daren noted that DAS is too understaffed to be able to maintain landscaping without chemicals. 

OHA Presentation by Curtis Cude 
Curtis provided a Powerpoint presentation covering public-health-related aspects of Oregon Health 
Authority – which is one aspect of the Agency’s work. 

• Pest surveillance 
• Health concerns 
• Public health response to exposure 
• Pesticide exposure trends 

Pest surveillance includes insect disease vectors: dengue, malaria, West Nile virus, zika. Veterinarians 
and others report to OHA on diseases identified. There is a national surveillance network and a lot of 
veterinary reporting.   
OHA pesticide-related work involves typical pesticides, but also antimicrobials, chlorine, nematicides, 
repellents, molluscicides – and includes additives and adjuvants. 
Investigations dig into pesticide exposures and include specific and non-specific symptoms of ACUTE 
exposure. Investigating long-term, chronic effects is not part of their typical work. 
Pesticide health concerns 

• Long term worker effects are not well understood or are controversial 



 54 

• Seemingly environmentally safe chemicals can pose risks too based on usage 
• Pesticide health effects are easily misdiagnosed by non-occupational physicians 
• Label has precautions to mitigate risks, but most exposures are due to non-compliance with 

label/required PPE 

Pesticide Analytics and Response Center (PARC) 
• Interagency coordination based in ODA 
• Collects info about exposures and incidents 
• Member agencies conduct investigations in their respective areas and authorities 
• Co-chaired by OHA/ODA.  Some other member agencies include poison control, ODOT, state 

fire marshal, ODFW, DEQ, OSHA, ODF 
• To report injury or sickness call PARC. PARC will return call, investigate.  Law provides for fines 

or other actions if there are violations 

Pesticide Exposure Safety & Tracking (PEST) program 
• 1 FTE funded through PARC 
• Mission to understand burden of acute pesticide illness and injury (APII) in Oregon 
• Receives reports, investigates and documents 
• Assess certainty of exposure; assess certainty between symptoms and exposure 
• Assess severity of health outcomes 
• Health Information Privacy HIPAA protected information; provides aggregated outputs, not 

individual records 
• Works with CDC National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health to provide records and 

assist in their analysis 
• Follows CDC case classification system 
• No resources to identify unknown pesticides or conduct field studies 

Carri asked if there is an annual report of aggregated exposure/issue. Curtis replied that they are 
working on recovering the ability to make those reports after a database breakdown.  
Most exposures happen in either routine work (bystanders/public) or application itself. Most frequent 
exposure site is home residences, which see 5 times greater exposures than in agricultural settings. 
Most work-related exposures happen to bystanders. Most residential exposures happen from 
application at the residence itself. 30% of residential drift exposures come from neighbors, 20% from 
agriculture. 
Kevin asked if PEST/PARC investigates drinking water exposures. Curtis replied that there have been a 
few cases, but drinking water is more in the realm of chronic exposure and is outside of the normal 
acute exposure purview. 
Because residential pesticide use is a major source of exposures and drift, the IPM message is critical 
for homeowners/urban audiences. There was discussion of the SOLV Pest Problems platform, Master 
Gardeners, and a variety of other outreach venues. 
Helmuth asked if OHA tracks suicide by pesticide. Paraquat often used in the 3rd world. Curtis replied 
that self-harm is not tracked. 
Intermission between Curtis’s and Tim Stock’s presentations – general discussion and information: 
Jeremy Chambers is officially joining the IIPMCC as the U of O representative as of today. 
Katie asked that members send summaries of their presentations for reporting. She also asked that 
people send their agency IPM principles documents: short summary. Send one per agency for biennial 
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report. This contains: what IPM means to your agency and how it ties into your mission. Katie will start 
drafting biennial report after the next IIPMCC meeting. 
Carri suggested that a glyphosate discussion would be useful as a future in-depth topic; met with 
general agreement. 
OSU School IPM Program Presentation by Tim Stock 
Presentation started with a roundtable of short summary of each agency’s facilities, facilities IPM, and 
potential need for facilities IPM training. Tim may be able to provide relevant trainings to the group or a 
subgroup focused on facilities IPM. 

• OPRD: many facilities ranging from restrooms, to offices, to residences, to yurts and cabins. 
Many pest from rodents to bedbugs, ants, snakes, and bees/wasps/hornets. Facilities IPM part 
of overall IPM planning at management unit level. Facilities IPM training might be useful. 

• ODA: Field offices and some other facilities. Not very many. Hermiston, Ontario, Hawthorne 
mentioned. No dedicated facilities IPM personnel. 

• UofO: main campus in Eugene, OIMB. Have IPM program covering whole university, list of 
approved pesticides (looking at least toxic and recommendations from contractors), one 
contractor that deals with pests like rodents and bedbugs. 15-20 staff that could benefit from 
IPM training. 

• OHA: State Hospital has their own facilities crew with contract for pest services. 
• DEQ: 1-12 offices, leased facilities, vehicle inspection centers, they use contactors to manage 

pests. 
• ODOT: lots of facilities, not many rest areas anymore, DMV buildings (most leased), office 

buildings (some owned, some leased, some managed by contract), weigh stations. Probably 
don’t need facilities IPM training as much as need to work on specs for contracted facilities IPM. 

• Need to find out if contracted IPM for state agencies needs to go through DAS on leased 
facilities (not DAS owned). Daren will look into this. 

• ODF: districts and units manage IPM on ODF lands. Some contracts for pest management.  
Guard stations, part-time residences. There are 3 areas. At least 3 staff might be interested in 
facilities IPM training. 

After roundtable, Tim provided a Powerpoint presentation. 
School IPM bill is more specific with respect to training than state agency bill. OSU’s IPPC provided a 
white paper and technical input to School IPM bill, which covers 197 school districts in OR. 
Building a statewide school IPM program: 

• Learn 
• Build facilitative supportive and synergistic network 
• Annual school IPM coordinator training – the anchor of the program 
• Create supportive resource materials – model plans, factsheets, forms, website, materials 

created by schools 
• Sustain (focus on cultural shift, peer experts at schools, enhancing decision-making, processing, 

monitoring and evaluation, refresh/repeat 
• 25% turnover rate in school IPM coordinators is a challenge 

State network developed to keep people connected and learning from each other.  
• Over 75% of Oregon School Districts are using the OSU model IPM plans 
• 100% of Oregon school districts’ IPM coordinators trained at 85 annual training events 
• Over 80% of training recipients reported learning material they will put into practice 
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• 100% reported districts using key IPM practices from OSU material on IPM training program 
• 67% reported reduced pesticide use 

About 2/3 of the training developed for school IPM coordinators would probably be useful for agencies/ 
facilities IPM. Some key content that may be of use includes yellow jackets, paper wasps, rodents, small 
ants, herbicide selection, outdoor mammal traps, irrigation, fertilizer/sprayer calibration. 
Contracting out IPM has the potential to be insufficient in some cases, such as monitoring, record 
keeping, etc.  
The OSU School IPM website has useful resources, including contractor evaluation and selection 
questions  
Post-Presentation discussion and Business: 
For next meeting:  

1) Each agency should be prepared to discuss agency notification and tracking 
2) David Stroppel will present on ODFW IPM 
3) Kevin may speak or update on green chemistries in DAS price agreements 
4) Each agency should have completed their agency IPM principles statements and created short 

summaries of their overview presentations on IPM for their agency 

Future agenda Items parking list 
• Interagency collaboration mapping as a future agenda topic.  Demonstrate the collaboration 

that already exists and how it could be improved or amplified. Glyphosate discussion. 
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Oregon State IPM Coordinating Committee 
Meeting Agenda 

 
January 7th, 2020 

9am – 12pm 
 

Location TBD 
 
9am   Opening, Introduction 
 
9:05-9:45am Final agency presentations regarding adaptive IPM strategies and successes, 

challenges, needs:  
ODFW David Stropple 
U of O Jeremy Chambers 
 

9:45-10:00am Discussion/observations from agency presentations; follow-up from facilities 
discussion 

 
10:00am-11:15am Roundtable discussion regarding pesticide use notification and tracking: each 

agency discusses current policies and status 
 
11:15-11:45am Kevin Masterson to lead discussion of green chemistries in DAS price 

agreements: DAS procurement policy and toxics reduction impacts; chemical 
and non-chemical alternatives; least toxic pesticide selection criteria  

 
11:45-12pm Homework check in: status on IPM Presentation Summary documents for next 

report; IPM Principles document progress 
Discuss future topic suggestion: Interagency collaboration mapping 

 
12pm  Adjourn 
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Oregon Interagency IPM Coordinating Committee (IIPMCC) Meeting Summary 
 
January 7, 2020 
Oregon Department of Transportation 
Building K 
Salem, OR 
9AM-12PM 
 
Present: Katie Murray (OSU), Will Lackey (ODOT), Curtis Cude (OHA), Jeremy Chambers (U of O), 
Daren Dickey (DAS), Carri Pirosko (ODA, by phone), Noel Bacheller (OPRD), Helmuth Rogg (ODA), 
Collin Tiernan (ODFW), Wyatt Williams (ODF), Chad Naugle (DOC), Kevin Masterson (DEQ) 
 
Initial comments from Katie:  
Still trying to get more public university representation on the committee. Jeremy and Katie still pursuing 
leads, but having some difficulty getting responses from the missing university facilities managers 
(WOU, SOU, EOU, OIT, OSU). 
 
Jock Mills stepped down from his previous role for OSU and has moved into a more academic 
positionHe will be replaced by Katie Fast, formerly of Oregonians for Food and Shelter.  
 
Rep Keny-Guyer has decided not to run again in the next election, so it’s unclear how that will impact 
the committee, especially with regard to acquiring the promised funding. 
 
Chris Hedstrom has joined IPPC, and will be focusing on communications and outreach. He may be 
able to provide some communications assistance to this IIPMCC. He comes from ODA where he 
worked as an entomologist. 
 
Katie reiterated need for agency IPM summaries to be used in the upcoming biennial IIPMCC report. 
 
Agency IPM Summary Presentations: 
Today’s meeting will continue ongoing agency IPM overviews with presentation from Jeremy Chambers 
(U of 0) and Collin Tiernan (ODFW). 
 
UofO presentation by Jeremy Chambers 

U of O IPM Program guided by Oregon Statute (ORS 634.650-665).  Focus is on prevention, monitoring, 
thresholds, and density. Physical removal is prioritized over chemical management.  

IPM duties are shared between Safety and Risk Services Environmental Health and Safety (EHS) and 
Campus Planning and Facilities Management (CPFM). Their IPM program is on the UofO website. EHS 
is responsible for administering the IPM program for general campus pest control. CPFM is involved 
with landscape IPM. 

The UofO encompasses around 300 acres with over 100 buildings + Oregon Institute of Marine Biology 
+ some Portland facilities. 

CPFM can deal with small issues in-house. Most larger or non-CPFM pest management is done 
through contracts. The landscape crew tries to deal with invasives manually/physically, but sometimes 
have to resort to pesticides. 
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Pest management is complicated by scientific research taking place on campus – which uses rats, fish, 
birds, etc. There is risk of cross contamination, and pest management needs to be careful not to harm 
research projects. Applying chemicals can have unforeseen consequences, and it is better to find out 
sources of problems rather than going straight to/exclusively to treatment. 

UofO has a chemical safety officer and a biological safety officer. Each department has an IPM 
departmental supervisor. Departmental IPM actions include monitoring and treatment, management & 
coordination with contractor, conducting inventory and providing purchase records, and training. 

UofO uses a pest services contractor that provides inspection/survey/consulting service and applies 
pesticides when necessary. The contractor follows university approved measures and submits 
application tracking forms electronically for each treatment. 

UofO has herbicide exclusion zones: around child care, mill race, Willamette River, Native American 
Longhouse. Also UofO has designation as a bee/pollinator friendly space 

Pest issues include rats, bedbugs, stinging insects, flies, ants, etc. Uof O has compost receptacles all 
over that can cause pest issues. 

Challenge: staff is staying the same size, but more buildings are coming online. People visit from all over 
the world and import pest issues. 

Q&A:  

Curtis asked about antimicrobials – whether they are part of the scope of the IPM program. Jeremy 
answered that they are not formally part of it, but here has been some effort to limit disinfectant use. 

Wyatt asked about the smart sheets data that UofO uses for pest data collection – specifically, whether 
the sheets include a spatial component. Jeremy answered that it does not. Wyatt mentioned the 
possibility of use of Survey 123 to collect spatial and tabular data, which is one of the tools ODF is using. 

ODFW presentation by Collin Tiernan 

ODFW regulatory and official responsibilities around IPM are mostly related to fish and wildlife species, 
with formal protocols for managing aquatic invasive species (AIS). A lot of IPM is also focused on weed 
management in wildlife areas. AIS protocols include decontamination, quarantine, etc. 

The Oregon Conservation Strategy (OCS) is the guiding document for most of their IPM-related 
activities.  

Specific OCS goals and actions related to pest management: 

1.1 prevention… watercraft inspection, decontamination, feral swine control, division 56 
rules 

1.2 increase public awareness 
1.3 continue to develop EDRR plans (-mention of dreissenid mussels… zebra and quagga) 
1.4 system to track the location, size, and status of infestations… ODFW “Compass” 

application doesn’t currently have this functionality. Currently decentralized approach. 
1.5 Focus on eradication in strategy habitats and other priority areas where clear threat 

and high prob of success. 
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Wyatt question re vegetation management: ODFW does a lot of vegetation management, but ODFW 
only has regulatory authority over fish and wildlife species – not plants. 

1.6 Work with ODA, OISC, and others to develop an invasive species implementation tool that 
evaluates the ecological impact and management approaches for invasive species in the 
OCS. While this is called out in the OCS, ODFW has not yet implemented it. 

1.7 Develop and test additional techniques to deal with invasive species and share information 
with landowners and managers. 

Prevention is communicated and coordinated agency-wide. There is an invasive species team that 
reviews new sightings. 

On-the-ground: 

• Mostly district level management 
• Where appropriate they coordinate with Invasive Species Coordinator 
• Most invasive species work is focused on weeds at wildlife areas or district level, plus 

coordination to get it done on private land or federal land with which ODFW programs overlap. 

Pesticide use plan: 

• Projections for the next 2 years 
• Send up to wildlife area coordinator for approval. USFWS approves as stipulation of Pittman 

Robertson funds. 
• Record keeping of pesticide applications is decentralized. 

Species that ODFW manages: reed canarygrass, teasel, red fox, red-eared sliders, swine, concerned 
about cervid chronic wasting disease 

Q&A: 

Kevin Masterson asked if OSFW uses pesticide in aquatic environments such as hatcheries, etc. Collin: 
there are probably cases of use of pesticides in water bodies. Most often endangered species concerns 
make this type of application complicated and unworkable.  

Wyatt asked how much property ODFW owns statewide. Collin didn’t have the number available off-
hand, but noted that in addition to ODFW-owned property, ODFW does a lot of work on other land 
ownerships. 

Curtis Cude asked about piranhas… regulations appear to state they are not takable by the public, even 
though invasive. Collin will look into this. 

Pesticide Notification and Tracking Discussion: 
Katie asked that each agency summarize their agency’s notification and tracking policy and 
considerations. Each agency will also submit this to Katie in written format to make sure it is captured 
accurately. Because each agency will submit a written version, these details are only approximate here 
in the meeting notes. Katie suggests we include this information in our biennial report.  

ODOT 
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Uses dispatch 511 Tripcheck; information regarding pesticide treatments are provided through the 
phone information service, which people can access with a phone number. Treatment areas are given 
with beginning and ending mileposts. Some local maintenance districts are able to provide pre-
notification in certain areas. 

Units maintain a weekly concept of where they have been and where they are headed. People can call 
in and check the morning of. 

Placarding would be a challenge for ODOT due to the extent of mileage covered, which can commonly 
be up to 75 miles. The number of signs and labor required to set up/take down would be cost 
prohibitive for the agency.  

ODOT tracks pesticide use centrally. The centralized info is not posted online because of the format of 
the records. The data format would be difficult to understand in a public records request. Going to 
individual applicator records might be more accessible. 

OPRD 

Records are kept at the management unit level in association with IPM paperwork. Individual 
applicators record their applications, but there is no agency-wide repository or tracking system. 

Notification process follows the label requirements at a minimum. In some instances of partnership or 
particularly sensitive public areas, notification can involve early and interactive outreach. 

ODA 

The noxious weed program has centralized record keeping for pesticide applications. They are now 
using ArcCollector software. They work with many local, county, and statewide partners that may have 
their own pre-notification systems. ODA grantees have a reporting requirement for pesticide use. 

For insect management programs, pesticide applications are tracked in a database. Commercial 
contractors do the work. For aerial applications, there is a pre-application notification process, and many 
forms of outreach including robocalls. Ground-based applications require consent to enter private 
property. Signage is used in some cases. ODA keeps no in-house records for insect applications since 
work is done by contractors and record keeping is under their responsibility. 

ODA sends notification out to pesticide applicators related to emerging issues and concerns, for 
educational purposes and to relay regulatory changes or updates.  

U of O 

Notification of building managers is necessary for contractor entry. Contractors are escorted. Tracking is 
accomplished through Smart Sheets for every pesticide application. 

Signage is used if required by the label. 

Public universities are not held to the same IPM notification criteria as K-12, community college 
educational institutions. 

DAS 
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DAS keeps accessible centralized records of facilities management/pesticide applications, although 
some management is contracted. Notification is based on product labels, but project alerts are 
commonly sent to staff in affected buildings.  

ODFW 

Applicators keep individual records. There is no central tracking and record keeping. ODFW does pre-
treatment notifications in some cases, associated with concerned public, and sprayed areas are often 
indicated with signage. Some people are using apps to track pesticide use. Some units would like 
centralized records. ODFW chooses the least toxic pesticides, and generally doesn’t use restricted use 
chemicals, or chemicals that require notification or anything beyond basic PPE. ODFW tries to time 
applications to minimize exposure. 

ODF 

ODF pesticide use mainly involves the use of herbicides. ODF receives notifications from private and 
non-federal forest management for pesticide applications that relate to timber harvest Notification must 
be submitted at least 15 days before application, but up to one year before application. These 
notifications are submitted through the ODF web application FERNS. Anyone in the state can subscribe 
to/access these records by county. However, because it is pre-notification, it doesn’t accurately track 
exactly what and how much was used. 

On state forest lands, FERNS is also used by contractors. There are ODF employees that apply 
pesticides, but not for timber harvest or growing. Applications unrelated to timber harvesting are not 
under ODF regulation, but fall under ODA regulatory authority and record-keeping rules. 

DOC 

DOC uses contracted IPM vendors. Notification is internal – safety meetings, operations, newsletters, 
bulletin boards, etc. They sometimes have to shut down HVAC for certain applications. Operational 
modifications are sometimes required in areas with highly sensitive Adults in Custody (AICs). Records 
are kept on site. 

Some AICs are being trained through a pesticide applicator license program, which provides on-site 
training as well as future employment opportunities post-release. 

OHA: Committee member represents the public health program, thus pesticide applications not 
applicable.  

DEQ: Committee member represents the toxics program, which does not involve active pest 
management. In cases where a building requires a pest treatment, staff are notified. 

State Green Chemistry Procurement Policy and Guidelines: 
Kevin Masterson gave a powerpoint presentation on the State Green Chemistry Procurement Policy 
and Guidelines. The policy and concept stems from a 2012 governor’s executive order to advance green 
chemistry. Includes focus on low-tox options. 

• DAS leads the purchasing element with DEQ support and consultation 
• DEQ’s toxics reduction strategy also includes actions related to procurement 
• DAS and DEQ are building capacity in this area 
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Janitorial supplies and industrial paper pilot programs include options for procurement and use of 
certified products with designations such as “Safer Choice”, “Green Seal”, and “Ecologo”. Mandatory 
green procurement requirements under this pilot program, but there are “outs” for particularly crucial 
uses and special situations. Local government participation is significant. 
More general guidelines: 
Official DAS policy http://www.oregon.gov/das/policies/107-009-0080.pdf 
Provides guidelines and resources for all product categories. Lists some chemicals of concern. Safer 
ingredients. Assessment tools. Options for criteria to include in price agreements. Includes a reference 
to this committee IIPMCC. 
More recently there have been developments around office supplies, maintenance/repair/operations, 
office furniture 
Post-Presentation discussion and Business: 
For next meeting:  

• Come with a list of interagency collaborations that relate to IPM 
• For the next meeting we will need to work on planning our biennial work report. 

Feel free to send agenda ideas, project ideas for next meeting or for future focus to Katie. 
Next meeting is April 2, from 10AM-Noon, in the “Santiam Conference Room” on the first floor of 
Building D of ODF. 
Tim Stock’s IPM trainings for schools and facilities are probably now posted. If IIPMCC reps have staff 
from their agencies that might want to attend, contact Katie. 
Future agenda Items parking list 

• Carried forward from previous meeting notes: Glyphosate discussion. 
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Oregon State IPM Coordinating Committee 
Meeting Agenda 

 
April 2nd, 2020 
10am – 12pm 

 
 
10am   Opening, introduction 
 
10:10-10:30am Check-in on specific needs from each agency for 

information/training/resources related to IPM or pesticide use 
 

10:30-10:45am Discuss main components of next biennial report 
 
10:45-11am Check-in on summaries of IPM presentations and IPM principles documents for 

biennial report 
 
11am-11:45am Roundtable discussion regarding interagency collaborations  
 
11:45-12pm Homework check in:  

--IPM Presentation Summary documents for next report 
--IPM Principles document progress 
 
Discuss topics for next meeting (we will likely be reviewing a draft report by 
then) 

 
12pm  Adjourn 
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Oregon Interagency IPM Coordinating Committee Meeting Summary 
 
April 2, 2020 (via Zoom) 
10:00-11AM 
 
Present: Katie Murray (OSU), Will Lackey (ODOT), Curtis Cude (OHA), Jeremy Chambers (U of O), 
Daren Dickey (DAS), Noel Bacheller (OPRD), Helmuth Rogg (ODA), Colin Tierney (ODFW), Kevin 
Masterson (DEQ), Chris Hedstrom (OSU) 
 
Meeting goal: capture interagency collaborations around pest management, from local/informal to 
named statewide efforts 
 
IPM needs in the time of COVID-19: 
General check in on IPM needs of the agencies, especially in light of the growing complications from the 
COVID-19 outbreak. Issues include scarcity of PPE, operation constraints, social distancing effects. 
 
Will noted that ODOT is delaying roadside spraying where vehicles need two operators to be in the 
same vehicle cab, as social distancing requirements make this impossible. 
 
Colin commented that ODFW was required to give their PPE to COVID emergency response for 
healthcare. In his office they only kept 1 previously opened box of gloves, and will soon run out.  Staff 
can’t easily share equipment, and operators don’t switch back and forth between cabbed vehicles 
because of risk of COVID spread. Although ODFW is not using chemicals that require extensive PPE – 
just low risk chemicals that require the standard long sleeves, long pants, boots, gloves, gloves could be 
in short supply soon.  
 
Helmuth related that ODA is inventorying their PPE supplies but they have not yet received requests to 
give their PPE stores to the COVID healthcare response. The ODA pesticides program is adapting to the 
COVID social distancing requirements and may be transitioning to providing virtual trainings and 
licensing venues. All in-person trainings and license exams are cancelled.  Pest management projects 
such as Japanese beetle work in Portland and some other pest control contracts are still underway. 
Helmuth also pointed out that the COVID situation is a pest invasion and response curve; the 
exponential growth in COVID cases and the “flattening of the curve” from social distancing is analogous 
to pest invasion, population growth, and flattening the curve we aim for with an IPM response. This 
might help get the message out and improve public understanding of the importance of IPM programs. 
Chris noted that last week a 1-page IPM sheet was released relating the coronavirus response to IPM.  
Chris will provide the sheet to committee members by email. 
 
Noel related that OPRD is predicting a shortage of PPE, but still has supply. 
 
Katie discussed the relevance of understanding and disseminating information around pesticides and 
IPM methods that do not require extensive PPE as an important and timely topic in light of the current 
PPE scarcity. Katie sent committee members a link to a recent Lancet publication she co-authored. The 
linked report includes a table of lower risk pesticides that might be helpful in the search for alternatives 
if PPE is not available.  Katie offered to set up a discussion separate from the meeting for any that are 
interesting in diving into this more deeply. 
 
Will asked Helmuth if there are or will be any virtual pesticide license exam opportunities.  Helmuth said 
there aren’t any yet, but ODA is working on it. A factor that will alleviate some of the need for exams is a 
temporary elimination of license expiration: any licenses expiring during the COVID situation will still be 
honored. ODA will be sending out information to licensees regarding training, licensing, and COVID. 
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Biennial Report Discussion  
Our next biennial report will be drafted and reviewed this summer, submitted to legislature in the fall.  
We will follow the previous model of first releasing a draft and accepting comments before finalizing. 
 
The biennial report will include: 

1) Meeting agendas and notes 
2) Agency IPM program summaries including successes and challenges (distilled from our agency 

IPM program summary presentations) 
3) Agency IPM principles statements 
4) A summary of interagency collaboration 
5) Agency-specific pesticide tracking and notification information 
6) Summary of agency IPM-related trainings - e.g. #staff trained, number of trainings offered, etc. 

 
Homework items for committee members:  

• Remember to send a short summary of your agency’s IPM efforts (summarization of the 
presentations you have provided to the committee) 

• Draft and send an “IPM principles document” for your agency 
 
ACTION ITEM: For those who haven not yet completed and submitted these to Katie please do so in the 
near future; these will be content in the draft biennial report. 
 
IPM Metrics: The committee will begin focused work on this topic, building on academic progress 
related to metrics and tracking for IPM; would like to invite guest speakers, experts, and presentations 
on examples of successes or challenges. 
 
Interagency IPM Collaboration 
Katie received outlines of current interagency collaborations on pest management from several.  
Committee members brainstormed additions: 

• PARC 
• OISC 
• PSP 
• Oregon Bee Project 
• SOLVE Pest Problems 
• Oregon Forest Detector 
• Coexistence Partnership to Prevent Drift 
• Japanese Beetle eradication project 
• WAIN (Willamette Aquatic Invasives Network) 
• Events and efforts through: Cooperative Weed Management Areas, Soil and Water 

Conservation Districts, and Watershed Councils 
• 45th Parallel -mussels 
• Vector Control – Oregon Mosquito and Vector Control Association 
• ODOT interagency pesticide classes 
• Interagency Water Quality Management Team 
• Western IPM Center 

 
Katie will aggregate submissions from individual IIPMCC members with the brainstormed list. 
 
Chris asked whether this listing is primarily for the biennial report, or if it might also be useful for agency 
outreach through web, presentations, etc.  This information would make good education and outreach 
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material. Perhaps website materials, PowerPoint slides that committee members could insert into 
presentations to stakeholders, legislature, etc.  As outreach coordinator for the Oregon IPM Center, 
Chris will help with this task and gather ideas for illustrative stories on collaboration and thoughtful 
approaches. Katie encouraged IIPMCC members to reach out to her and Chris with ideas for stories on 
collaboration. 
 
Katie and others often receive comments and questions that demonstrate a lack of understanding 
regarding how much interagency coordination and collaboration around pest management and IPM is 
already happening. There are misconceptions out there that agencies are siloed, and not being 
thoughtful in their approach to IPM. We need to improve our outreach efforts regarding our approaches, 
collaboration, and care. 
 
Discussion of the next meetings 
The next meeting (July 16th from 1PM-3PM) will be focused on: 

• The biennial report.  Katie will have an outline or draft ready for review and discussion. 
• Discussion of specific pesticide risks and decision-making; glyphosate controversy, chlorpyrifos 

in OR; understanding information, disinformation, and different perspectives. Committee 
members are invited to watch the video link Katie sent out on the glyphosate situation 
presented by Dr. David Eastman from UC Riverside…here. 

The following meeting will be a venue to dive into the IPM metrics topic; further details will be 
determined at the July 16th meeting. 
 
Wrap-up and finishing thoughts: 
Curtis related that occupational pesticide exposure is very important, and that the recent paper from 
Katie and Paul is information that should get out to people that need to make decisions about how to 
handle pest problems in an accessible way – maybe through a website and in a format that provides the 
list of low-risk pesticides. This is especially important now in light of PPE scarcity.  Katie said that they 
will look into posting the lists and tables on the Oregon IPM Center website.  She also noted that 
efficacy will vary based on specific crop/pest combinations so this will impact the utility of a simple list.  
 
Kevin mentioned an upcoming webinar that will cover carcinogenic risks of chemicals including 
glyphosate.  It will be on April 15, 2020.  The link to the webinar page is here: EDCs, Glyphosate, Arsenic 
and Cancer Risks  
 
Katie said that if agencies are having challenges with PPE and COVID, she welcomes contact and 
questions and can coordinate information sharing that is coming out. 
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Oregon State IPM Coordinating Committee 
Meeting Agenda 

 
July 16th, 2020 

1pm-3pm 
 
 
1-1:15pm  Opening, introduction, check-in  
 
1:15-2:15pm Discussion and Q&A: Pesticide risks and decision-making: a minimum-risk 

approach 
 Katie Murray & Paul Jepson, OSU  
 
2:15-2:45 Discuss main components of biennial report 

• Agency IPM principles and program summaries  
• Agency pesticide tracking and notification policies 
• Inter-agency collaboration  
• Agency trainings re: IPM 
• Recommendations 

 
2:45-3pm Homework for biennial report 

Next meeting date: we will likely need to meet early September to discuss the 
report 

 
3pm  Adjourn 
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Oregon Interagency IPM Coordinating Committee (IIPMCC) Meeting Summary 
 
July 16, 2020 
Zoom Meeting 
1-3PM 
 
Present: Katie Murray (OSU), Will Lackey (ODOT), Curtis Cude (OHA), Daren Dickey (DAS), Noel 
Bacheller (OPRD), Helmuth Rogg (ODA), Colin Tierney (ODFW), Kevin Masterson (DEQ), Chris 
Hedstrom(OSU IPPC), Carri Pirosko (ODA), Paul Jepson (OSU IPPC), Wyatt Williams (ODF), Chad 
Naugle (DOC) 
 
Opening roundtable/check-in:  
Daren: DAS owns 120 acres of property near Corbin University that is infested with tansy ragwort, and is 
receiving calls to action. Helmuth: ODA is involved too. Unfortunately, timing is not good for treatment… 
mowing doesn’t do much, too late for other treatments. Biocontrol is present, but the biocontrol effects 
won’t be significant for 1-2 years. Carri: tansy has a boom and bust cycle; window to spray is passed. 
ODA has a nice writeup on the boom and bust cycle of tansy and biocontrol that she will send to all. 
[Carri emailed the ODA/OSU Extension document later in the meeting.] Wyatt noted that ODF has also 
received many reports of tansy this year, and is messaging the situation in the same way as ODA. 
 
Poison hemlock explosion: Noel mentioned that OPRD is noting more poison hemlock than normal this 
year. Large population explosion in some places around the state. Colin noted that ODFW is seeing the 
same. Carri noted poison hemlock also spreading in SW Oregon. Carri said there is a biocontrol, but it 
was unintentionally introduced. Noel said he has seen poison hemlock biocontrols collected for 
redistribution in eastern Oregon – is it ok to do this since it is an unintentional release? Carri said she 
would get info from ODA biocontrol staff and distribute to all. Later in the meeting Carri received a 
response from Joel Price: “Poison hemlock moths are not approved for Canada, but APHIS has issued 
permits to use it in the U.S. The poison hemlock moth is already widespread and limited in impact.  
While, I don’t distribute these moths, some county folks move them from time to time. They are available 
commercially, 150 insects for $80.”  She also emailed two attachments: 1) the USDA’s “Field Guide for 
Managing Poison Hemlock in the Southwest”; and 2) the Lincoln County, WA Lincoln County Noxious 
Weed Control Board’s fact sheet “Poison Hemlock: Options For Control”. 
 
ODOT spring/early summer progress: Will said ODOT was still able to get out most shoulder 
applications this year despite COVID situation. ODOT has been concerned with recertification 
opportunities in the time of COVID, some are having difficulties getting CEUs. There is a need for more 
online training and getting staff what they need to be able to participate in online training. 
 
Colin asked whether there has been movement toward delay of license expirations in light of training 
and licensing situation in COVID climate. Helmuth said he would check with Rose Kachadoorian.  Later 
in the meeting Helmuth received a response from Rose: 
• Suspects that training/CEUs will be all be online for at least the next year. 
• ODA is not extending certification periods. There are avenues in which to obtain credit hours, and 

tragically, this situation is the new normal. This virus situation will likely not be resolved by early 
2021.  

• ODA encourages every organization to start having Webinars open to all applicators, 
https://www.oregon.gov/oda/programs/Pesticides/Licensing/Documents/PesticideEventSponsor
GuidanceCOVID-19.pdf 
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Carri mentioned that the ODA noxious weeds symposium and OVMA conferences, which are a major 
source of CEUs for many applicators, are looking into online formats for their conferences that were 
originally scheduled to be in-person and this year. Details to come.  
 
Chris found a few online training options and sent a link in the meeting chat: 
https://agsci.oregonstate.edu/psep/pesticide-safety-education-program/ 
Chris also forwarded this quote on online opportunities from Kaci Buhl after the meeting: 

“PSEP is planning a full schedule for fall/winter, with more than 20 webinars. Each one is two 
hours, and we will offer a mix of core and non-core credits. Our program brochure will go out to 
(all) licensed applicators at the end of August.” 

Helmuth noted in the chat that there are 94 online courses listed here: 
https://mylicense.oda.state.or.us/plsapex/f?p=106:751:::NO:RP,751:: 
 
Japanese Beetle: Helmuth summarized this year’s ODA Japanese beetle program. There is a significant 
infestation in NW Portland. ODA used an additional foliar application of Acelepryn at approximately 790 
residences in the heart of the infestation. Last year’s treatment was a granular and foliar applications of 
Acelepryn. 460 beetles have been detected in traps this year so far and it is still early. Hoping for less 
than 5K total detections in traps.   
 
ODA survey: Helmuth related that ODA was unable to hire seasonal workers as usual, to deploy insect 
detection traps this year due to COVID-related budget shortfalls. Trap deployments are still taking place 
to a lesser extent than usual through cooperative efforts with other agencies and by mobilizing existing 
ODA workforce that is not usually involved in these efforts. 
 
ODA is anticipating a 25% reduction in budget next biennium on top of anticipated lottery revenue 
declines. 
 
OPRD budget situation: Noel related that like ODA, OPRD is experiencing large budget shortfalls due to 
decreased lottery revenue and camping-related revenue. OPRD has had to lay off significant numbers of 
staff and this has greatly impacted the natural resources section and pest management capacity. 
 
Curtis Cude on OHA tracking of this year’s pesticide issues and exposures: Despite COVID-related 
increases in people staying home and gardening, OHA has not been receiving abnormally large 
reporting of pesticide exposures. Clopyralid in compost has been coming to light, and many are 
experiencing gardening issues related to clopyralid contaminated compost. OHA has formed a new 
working group on disinfectants used in cleaning related to COVID. The working group is just getting off 
the ground. 
 
Kevin Masterson on disinfectants: There was a recent webinar on safer disinfectants based on work 
done by WA DEQ and OSHA. This included a list of safer disinfectants. Kevin distributed the link to the 
webinar after the meeting:  
https://osha.washington.edu/sites/default/files/documents/FactSheet_Cleaning_Final_UWDEOHS_0.
pdf 
 
Post-roundtable business: 
Paul Jepson provided a powerpoint presentation “A ‘minimum risk’ Approach” describing the process 
and findings of the effort that resulted in the release of the Lancet publication:  

Jepson PC, Murray K, Bach O et al. A global guideline for pesticide selection to reduce risks, and 
establish a minimum pesticides list, The Lancet, Planetary Health 2020; 4:e56-63. DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(19)30266-9. This is an open source publication and freely 
available for access and use. 
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The effort resulted in a classification system that organized hundreds of pesticides into 3 lists 
corresponding to hazard level: highly hazardous pesticides, high risk pesticide, and low risk pesticides.  
The effort was extensively peer reviewed (like no other extant list) and is becoming an international 
standard with wide adoption. The lists are very useful for the decision-making process around pesticide 
selection AND for demonstrating use of reduced-risk actions, and documentation of the thought-
process that agencies use to select treatments in a thoughtful and sensitive way.  
 
Discussion following this presentation: 
Curtis asked if Paul has noticed interest in this from agencies thus far. Paul said that he has not formally 
approached agencies to inquire about use, but knows that there is some use. He noted that OR DEQ 
(Kevin) has been involved and engaged. Paul noted that agency usage is likely to focus more on 
pesticide selection for IPM than on public processes around regulation. The paper and lists are devised 
to allow for assessment of the full spectrum of risks all in one glance, and can be used by agencies 
without necessarily needing to make personal contact with OIPMC for interpretation and guidance. The 
effort gives agencies a formalized, standard reference for making choices and documenting rationale 
and due-diligence. 
 
Kevin noted that there is a lot of overlap between the HHP and high-risk chemicals and DEQ 
observations of presence in water. Kevin has been sharing the paper with local governments and other 
entities including a golf-course-representing body. 
 
Kevin asked Paul about the relationship of the effort to Salmon Safe.  Paul said Salmon Safe used a 
predecessor to the lancet research, and appears to be more interested in a more nuanced classification 
than this three-level system. 
 
ISEAL is using the classification system and has developed an app to deliver related content 
 
The effort was an amalgam of many international regulatory risk assessments/methodologies – not just 
EPA. 
 
Paul and Katie have recently received funding from USAID to put the content into a web application.  
 
Curtis asked if there has been an endorsement from the farm bureau.  Paul said that they have not 
solicited it and hasn’t heard anything from them. Haven’t sought any endorsements. 
 
Crop Life is interested in the mitigation-focused approach of the high-risk category, and has reached 
out to Paul and Katie to partner on a new approach.  
 
Kevin said that in future biennial reports it would be good to document agencies’ incorporation of the 
lists into their IPM plans and how it is used in product selection decisions.  This would be of great use in 
demonstrating thoughtfulness and care. 
 
Paul segued to the topic of effectiveness of PPE. Most people have assumed that PPE effectiveness has 
been tested and verified, but has not been the case until recently. Testing is now underway. They are 
testing permeability/transmissivity of PPE materials and finding some unexpected results. 
 
Paul mentioned some work being done with assessing pesticide residues in commodity imports, and 
that detections +/- evenly span the lists.   
 
Paul left the meeting at this point. 
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Navigating the divide between regulatory and advocacy group positions on pesticides and risk 
Katie recounted that David Farrer of OHA gave an interesting talk to the ODA chlorpyrifos work group 
on acute vs. chronic risk of chlorpyrifos. Some of the groups on the call questioned EPA’s chlorpyrifos 
risk assessment and the specific studies EPA incorporated in their assessment. David created a memo 
in response to this questioning that helped clarify why there would be differences of opinion between 
OHA and EPA. This process provides a clear example of a complex process of decision-making that 
could be useful to agencies.   
 
Katie asked if the Committee would be interested in hearing a talk like this at a future meeting.  There 
was some assent.  
 
Katie asked Curtis if there was something similar happening at OHA on glyphosate or another example 
that might be of interest. This is not Curtis’ area, and he did not know off the top of his head. Katie will 
ask her contacts.   
 
Noel said that a similar talk to David Farrer’s navigating the glyphosate situation would be helpful. Katie 
reiterated the availability of a previously linked presentation on glyphosate, and Jeff Jenkins and Kaci 
were also mentioned as potential speakers. Kevin mentioned that glyphosate risk uncertainty is a topic 
of discussion at DEQ, and noted that despite evidence of high acute risk, little is directly known about 
chronic, low-level, sub-lethal exposure. Katie will try to arrange a glyphosate discussion for a future 
meeting. 
 
State Biennial Report Preparation 
The legislature is set to meet in late September. This would be a good time to get our report to the 
legislative committees. Working backwards from there, and incorporating time for public comment, we 
need to have the report done fairly soon. Katie sent out a draft, and will send out an updated version 
tomorrow. The document is mostly for structure right now and needs significant contributions and 
editing from Committee members. 
The group reviewed the proposed structure from the table of contents and approved. 
Action Item: It would be good for IIPMCC members to include a few sentences on COVID impacts to 
IPM in their agency.   
Katie merged our principles and agency IPM summaries.  Action Item: Each agency should review this 
merged text to make sure it captures the picture accurately. 
The section on pesticide use and reporting was populated from meeting notes and not from written 
contributions from members themselves.  Action Item: IIPMCC members should carefully review these 
as well to make sure they capture their agency’s particulars accurately and adequately. 
Interagency collaboration graphics from Chris: he made them as inclusive as possible and added some 
content related to the governor’s 100-year water vision.  Action Item: Please review and provide any 
edits or suggestions to Chris. 
Action Item: Katie needs a list from each agency showing IPM related training provided to their staff for 
the period since the last report. 
The September timeline is Katie Fast’s (Jock Mills’ successor) suggestion for timing of the report. Not 
necessarily set in stone. There was some discussion in the group of whether we could make this 
timeline. In the end, we decided to try for it.   
Action Item: Each IIPMCC member will need to complete their reviews and contributions by August 10.  
These reviews should focus on the version she will send tomorrow, July 17. 
 
We will schedule our next meeting for after the public comment period is complete so that we can 
discuss the comments.   
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