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Critical grant program dates

All proposals received by December 10, 2012
Grants to be awarded, March 22, 2013
Project start date, June 3, 2013

Final invoices due, April 29, 2016
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Research grant priorities

Grant proposals must contribute to an IPM system
by addressing the following:

 decision-making for pest management
e preventing and managing pests
 Improving application technologies

» High Priority:
Investigating options for the following pesticides:
e fleld agricultural fumigants
e organophosphate insecticides used on cole crops
in the Central Coast. @pr
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Response to the solicitation

High priority:
14 proposals submitted
e 9 fumigant
« 5 0OP’s on cole crops
In Central Coast

Lower priority:
22 proposals submitted
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The proposals

High Priority — Fumigants:

o Efficacy of commercial
biofungicides as alternatives
to chemical fumigation

(Efficacy of Biofungicides):
v M. Bolda, UCCE
v $200,010 | 2 years, 2 months
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The proposals

High Priority — Fumigants:

 Reducing dependence on pre-plant soil
fumigation in almond and stone fruit orchards

(Orchard Pre-plant Fumigation):
v G. Browne, USDA-ARS
v’ $130,578 | 3 years
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The proposals

High Priority — Fumigants:

Build and evaluate a commercial-scale
steam applicator for solil disinfestation
In California strawberry

(Steam Disinfestation):
v S. Fennimore, UC, Davis
v $484,966 | 2 years, 9 months
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The proposals

High Priority — Fumigants:

 Methyl bromide alternatives for
strawberry nurseries
(Nursery MeBr Alternatives):
v L. Epstein, UC, Davis
v’ $153,289 | 2 years, 9 months
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The proposals

High Priority — Fumigants:

e Impact of soil fumigant use in California and
efficacy of non-chemical alternatives to soill
fumigation in key California crops

(Efficacy of Fumigant Alternatives):

v" M. L. Grieneisen, UC, Davis :
v $118,022 | 1 year, 2 months 3(wi)Var(x)
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The proposals

High Priority — Fumigants:

* Integrated weed management: precision
cultivation and herbicides to supplement
methyl bromide alternative fumigants in
tree and vine nurseries

(Integrated Weed Management):
v B. Hanson, UC, Davis
v $120,385 | 2 years



The proposals

High Priority — Fumigants:

 Management of root-knot nematode
damage in California peppers

(Nematodes in Peppers):
v' Antoon Ploeg, UC, Riverside
v $83,739 | 2 years, 8 months
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The proposals

High Priority — Fumigants:

e Review and evaluation of IPM alternative to
methyl bromide in California strawberry
production

(Review of MeBr Alternatives):
v W. Quarles, Bio-integral Research Center
v' $50,000 | 1 year
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The proposals

High Priority — Fumigants:

» Effect of co-formulation of 1, 3-dichloropropene and
chloropicrin on emissions from agricultural fields
(1,3-D and Chloropicrin Co-Formulation):

v’ S. Yates, UC, Riverside
v $187, 870 | 2 years, 9 months



The proposals

High Priority — OPs on cole crops:

« Mitigation and IPM strategies for reducing aquatic
toxicity from organophosphate pesticides in cole
crops

(Organophosphate Mitigation):
v M. Cahn, UC, ANR
v’ $234,887 | 3 years



The proposals

High Priority — OPs on cole crops:

* Development of IPM tools for
managing the invasive
Bagrada bug in California

(Bagrada Bug):
v S. Dara, UC, ANR
v $165,447 | 1 year



The proposals

High Priority — OPs on cole crops:

 Insurance for growers who adopt alternative pest
management practices: an economic model and
application to organophosphate use on Central
Coast cole crops (Insurance for Growers):.

v"  R. Goodhue, UC, Davis
v’ $63,390 | 1 year, 3 months
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The proposals

High Priority — OPs on cole crops:

* Reduced risk approaches to
manage maggot pests in cole
crops in the Central Coast

(Maggot Management):
v S. Joseph, UC, ANR
v $302,542 | 3 years
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The proposals

High Priority — OPs on cole crops:

 Integrated pesticide reduction strategies for insect
and disease management in cole crops

(Pesticide Reduction Strategies):
v' C. Shennan, UC, Santa Cruz
v’ $399,304 | 2 years, 10 months
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Research Grant Proposal Scoring Form

Scoring - 10 point scale: 1-2 = Poor; 3-4 = Average; 5-6 = Good; 7-8 = Very Good; 9-10
= Excellent. 5 point scale: 1 = Poor; 2 = Average; 3 = Good; 4 = Very Good; 5 =
Excellent.

Individual score sheet

Possible
Points

B. Overview - The reviewer's overall assessment of the project 25
1. The project is needed and will provide significant benefits. The unanticipated
impacts from pesticide use are clearly described. IPM practices that will be 1-10
demonstrated are clear and likely to be adopted.
2. The overall goals for the project are clearly stated, important, and reasonably 15
achievable within the grant period
3. The project shows potential to be practical and adoptable. Environmental and/or
economic benefits are likely to result from the project. (Potential for development into 1-10
an alliance is a plus but not required.)
C. Current Pest Management Practices - What is the importance of the 10
pesticide-related problem?
Key pests and common practices currently used to manage them are identified and 110
adequately discussed as they relate to the research topic.
D. Scope of Work - Is there a clear plan to do the work? Can the tasks and 40
activities be accomplished within the time frame and budget?
1. Objectives are adequately described, reasonably achievable within the grant period,
and effectively related to a DPR priority area. Objectives are clearly linked to project 1-10
goals and likely to lead to achieving project goals.
2. Hypotheses are adequately described and can be reasonably tested within the grant| 5
period.
3. The experimental design and statistical analyses are appropriate and adequate to 15
investigate the research topic.
4. Tasks are adequately described and will clearly lead to achieving project objectives. 15
Tasks present a clear progression to accomplish project objectives.
5. The Task List and Timeline (Attachment 1) and narrative summary are provided and
outline reasonable dates for the commencement and completion of each task, 1-5
objective, and deliverable.
6. Project outcomes and deliverables are well defined and reasonable within the grant 15
period.
7. The project's plan for monitoring and evaluating progress is well defined and 15
appropriate.
E. Principal Investigator(s) - Does the principal investigator(s) have the 15
expertise to complete the project successfully?
1. The principal investigator(s) has the background and technical experience to 15
complete the project.
2. The principal investigator(s) is published and has a reputation for conducting quality 10
research.
F. Budget - Will the budget allow completion of the project? 10
1. The Line Item Budget (Attachment 2) is reasonable to complete the project. The
Task Budget (Attachment 3) is reasonable and effectively links project expenses to 1-5
tasks and objective
2. The budget narrative is reasonable and adequately describes project expenses as 15
they relate to tasks and objectives.

Total 100




2013/2014 Research Grant Review Summary by Reviewer

Reviewer
Project Rank| R1 | Rz | R3 | Ra | Rs | R | R7 | R8 | RO | R10 | R11 | Average | Min | Max

6 Nursery MeBrAlternatives 1 7 1 1 1 2 5 1 4 4 7 4 3.4 7 1
5 Pesticide Reduction Strategies 2 8 1 7 2 S | 10| 7 8 3 3 1 5.0 10 1
12 Orchard Re-Plant Fumigation 3 4 9 9 6 6 S 1 3 1 8 4 51 9 1
3 Maggot Management 4 3 4 4 8 1 9 1 8 9 | 10| 6 5.7 10 1
11 Efficacy of Biofungicides °> | 10| 10 | 6 2 3 8 |12 | 12 | 1 2 1 6.1 12 1
14 Nematodes in Peppers 6 1114 8 8 7 110 | 8 4 8 1 6.4 14 1
101,3-D and Chloropicrin Co-Formulation | ' 2 5 2 13 | 10 | 4 5 | 14 | 10 1] 12 7.1 14 1
7 Steam Disinfestation 8 > 8 | 14| 11 | 11 | 2 8 4 6 5 7 7.4 14 2
13 Integrated Weed Management o 8 |11 (10 2 7 S 5 1 8 | 11 | 14 7.5 11 1
1 Bagrada Bug 10 13 7 3 11 4 3 11 7 7 13 8 7.9 13 3
4 Organophosphate Mitigation 0112 ] 5 S 6 9 (11| 9 1 |12 | 4 | 13 7.9 12 1
2 Insurance for Growers 21141 3 |12 S 12 | 12 | 4 6 | 12 | 14 | 9 9.4 14 3
8 Fumigant Alternative Efficacy 315 | 1)1 8 14 112 | 13 | 11 | 14 | 12 | 9 109 | 14 8

14 11 13 13 14 13 14 14 13 11 6 9 11.9 14 6

9 Review of MeBr Alternatives
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