APS Council Minutes
Mid-Year Meeting 2007

Friday, February 23

8:00 AM Call to Order (Leach)
Welcome and Introductions
Appointment of Parliamentarian (Leach): John Andrews
Review of Meeting Procedures and Motion Forms (Beadle)

) accessible databases for
or strains.
rnative plan for maintenance

-an advisory capacity for
ions as to isolates and strains

it an APHIS representative.

Move from Committee of the whole
Motion: Council approve the endorsement to organize a workshop on maintaining and preserving
culture collections of Plant Pathology.
Action: Jeff Jones will develop a proposal for funding from government agencies (NSF, USDA, ARS,
APHIS...); prepare white paper for PPB to help stimulate interest in Wash DC; contact group at
Penn State who published in Phytopathology(Sept 2006) for participation and insights; contact
other societies (ASM, MSA, etc.) to bring into discussions and garner support/collaboration on the
effort; Involve international community, particularly Canada and Europe, as they have gone
through the exercise of planning what to do with national culture collections.
Move to Committee of the whole
Update from Pubs Board (Margo Daub) and review and discussion of proposed motions for MPMI access
changes; see Saturday for motions as passed.
Digitation Project: Plant Disease down to last 5 years of back issues for completion, MPMI all digitized,
Phytopathology 5 additional years have been digitized.
Pubs Board in processing of developing an ethics statement for authors to sign.

Review of APS project status (Margery Daughtrey) see handout.

(see attachment)

GOAL 2 — Maintain a Strong, Proactive and United Professional Organization

10:30 AM Dialog: Strategic Financial Planning (Rowe -attachments: budget, Fin. Strat Plan, and pwpt)
Review of budget and plan plus PowerPoint. Discussion resulted in suggested edit of St Fin Plan to include
percentages of the total budget as well as dollar amounts

Move from Committee of the whole Motion to table budget approval until Saturday; approved by consensus




Move to Committee of the whole

1:00 PM Dialog: Governance (Nominations) (Jan Leach)
Please read “Powerful Possibilities” by J. B. Cufaude (see attachment)
Recognize and recruit:
Advertise for specific need/Internship on council/re-institute leadership workshop (less frequent)/
Query Dept. Heads of up and coming faculty and/or students, Possibly seek candidates from Committee Chairs as
well as asking Division Councilors of possible talent within their division.

Action: Develop a taskforce with the objectives of identifying, recruiting and training talent for leadership in
APS, and developing a mechanism to engage talent in appropriate committees or boards

2:00 PM Dialog: Member Survey (Dick Rodgers, Readex Research - see attachment)
Review of results and some recommendations. Keep an eye on the early career builders

GOAL 3 —Be the Premiere Resource for Plant Health Information and Knowledge Dissemination

3:00 PM Dialog: Technology Vision (Darin Eastburn)
OEC desires to hire a consultant: review system, needs, make recommendations. Approximate cost
$30-40,000

Move from Committee of the whole
Motion: OEC hire a consultant up to $30,000 (FY07); to review infrastructure needed for
next generation of APSnet; determine if a patch is best or if a new system is best; examine in-
house vs. outsourcing. Move to table, second, unanimous to table.

Move to Committee of the whole

GOAL 5 —Promote Understanding/Increase Awareness of Plant Pathology and the Practice of Plant
Pathology

3:45 PM Dialog: PPB Strategies (Jacque Fletcher — (attachment and pwpt)
Jacque summarized PPB recent activities and their current strategies. New intern — Kimberly Webb
Dialog: Biosecurity Taskforce (motion presented and summarized by Leach — see attachment):
Postponed to Saturday

GOALL 4 — Foster Professional Growth and Development

4:30 PM Dialog: Centennial (Jim Moyer and Cleo D’Arcy) (attached schedule and project updates)
They are looking for feedback from Council on the proposed schedule: Is there a balance between
the 100 year celebration and a compelling scientific program?

5:30 PM Council Adjourns



Saturday 24 February
Move to Committee of the whole Opened the Biosecurity proposal for further discussion.
Move from Committee of the whole

From Friday:  Biosecurity Taskforce: Motion presented: Council create an Advisory Committee on
Threatening Plant Diseases [a Council Special Committee] (see motion form for structural
specific): Vote called, seconded, approved unanimously

Jan will be sending a copy of the revised motion to Council. This special committee is seen as overarching the
Emerging Diseases and Pathogens special committee.
Move to Committee of the whole

8:00 AM Dialog: Strategic Plan Review (John Andrews — see attachment)

Reviewed the proposed plan changes and BAGs (Big Audacious Goals)
Two proposed BAGS from Council for discussion:
0 Plant pathosystems are recognized by the broader scientific community as central components of
fundamental biological knowledge
0 APS is the international source of information on plant health and plant microbe interactions for
both professionals and the lay person

Action: Recommendation to develop a taskforce to revisit the strategic plan: John will lead and
recommend members; Jan will appoint.

9:00 AM Recommendations/Strategic Issues from Standing Committees and Boards
9:00-9:30 Councilors’ Forum Report (Barb Christ/Wayne Wilcox)

2011 meeting proposal for Honolulu HI from councilor’s forum: Will this be joint with ICPP?
Move from Committee of the whole
Motion: to approve Hawaii as the site for the 2011 annual meeting; seconded, passed with 1 negative vote
Action: Staff (Amy, Betty) to enter agreement with Hawaii
Negotiations with ICPP: Need to proceed with the understanding that APS will run the meeting
Action: Staff (Amy, Betty, Steve) work with Bill Tweedy to develop a signed contract with ICPP
Motion from Councilor’s Forum: APS Council suspend (abolish) the Private Practice committee; passed
unanimously
Move to Committee of the whole
Membership Report: Emeritus; how to stay connected with those individuals?
Single or two-day registration with applicable socials (seating area/tables-designated area) for them to
interact.
Incorporate a session similar to speed dating where first timers are matched up with emeriti: have them
come to the first timer’s orientation
Barb Christ has a list of the few emeriti that would like to play a more active role.
Action: Jan and Ray will work to implement items into the 2007 meeting and identify an individual
to write phyto news articles to keep this member group engaged

9:30-9:50 San Diego APS/SON meeting plans (Ray Martyn)
Reviewed program schedule for this year’s meeting (attached PowerPoint). Council and the leadership
forum will meet prior to the meeting (Friday and Saturday) with no meeting on Wednesday.

10:05-11:30 Council — Business Agenda (Motions, finances, appointments, etc.)

a. Executive Committee (Leach)
(1) Appointments

Move from Committee of the whole
OIR: Moved to appoint Brian Olson, OIR, Unanimous
OIP: Moved to appoint Sally Miller as new Director of OIP, Unanimous
SPB: Moved to appoint Scott Adkins as new Director of SPB, Unanimous
Amy Charkowski and Christina Cowger approved as Section Chairs







Charge to Working Group on Culture Collections of Plant Pathogens:

Assess and provide specific recommendations on the status and future prospects of culture collections of plant
pathogens. Though most of your study should focus on the situation at the national level, please consider also
collections at the local, regional, and international levels. Among the key questions are the following:

1. What needs to be done to ensure a comprehensive, systematic, catalogued and affordable
culture collection of plant pathogens? At the national level, will ATCC provide this service?
If not, what other options are available? What funding mechanisms are realistic? If all
plant pathogen cultures cannot be stored, who sets the priorities and by what means?

Comments of committee in June 2006- There was a consensus that a national collection is necessary in the
United States. There was no clear cut definition as to what should be considered a “national” culture
collection. One question that was asked is what is the demand for cultures in a national collection? There
seems to be little demand and this relates to the cost of cultures, the difficulty in obtaining permits and the
lack of a significant market.

Comments of committee in January 2007 - The fundamental problem with cultures is affordability. There
are already collections which are to varying degrees comprehensive such as ATCC (US), BCCM
(Belgium), CBS (Netherlands), CCFC (Canada), DSZM (Germany), ITEM (ITALY), NCBBP (UK),
NRRL (US), UKNCC (UK), and others). However, only the USDA-ARS collections (National Center
for Agricultural Utilization and Research, commonly still called NRRL after its accession numbers,
plus the newly formed ARS collection of plant pathogenic bacteria [Norm Schaad] are affordable to
plant pathologists in need of multiple isolates. Fees from other collections are now prohibitive for most
researchers needing more than one or two strains. This is because it is expensive(!!!) to acquire,
preserve, replenish and distribute microorganisms, especially under conditions of adequate quality
control, quality assurance, and with adequate levels of biosecurity and laboratory safety, including
adherence to federal, state and local regulations.

Given the expense associated with strains and cultures in the ATCC collection, it does not appear that the
ATCC is a good choice for a comprehensive and affordable culture collection. ATCC is devoted to type
strains or cultures and occasionally may be more than one strain other than the type strain. Commercial
collections cannot afford to store many strains for each of the hundreds of plant pathogenic species.

As can be seen from question #1 below in the APS culture collection survey, an overwhelmingly
high proportion of the respondents believe that a national culture collection should exist and be
independent of current culture collections.

Question #1: In your opinion, should a national culture collection for plant pathogens that is
independent of current collections (including ATCC) be established?

Response | Count | Percent
Yes 485 82.5%
No 103 17.5%

What funding mechanisms are realistic? Only very substantial subsidies could deliver large numbers of
cultures from a centralized collection to researchers at a cost that most researchers can afford. It would be
necessary to create a much larger equivalent of the USDA-ARS Peoria lab (National Center for
Agricultural Utilization and Research - the old NRRL) in order for this to happen, and funding would
have to come from the federal government. As is evident, the federal budget priorities are elsewhere at the
present time.





Lesser subsidies would be required to coordinate de-centralized collections and make the occasional
rescue-by-transfer of orphaned collections. This is the sort of proposal that was authored by Richard
Humber several years ago as CAMPPS, and which the previous report of this ad hoc committee concisely
recommended (somewhat tongue in cheek) as "son-of-CAMPPS." Another alternative is to simply
establish a fund to which researchers could apply for remission or subsidy of fees expended by the
researcher on cultures. How would the monies for this fund be generated? Again, there would probably
need to be federal involvement, although APS itself could establish a small "pilot fund" toward this
objective.

It is possible, especially in the instance that an initiative promised tangible benefits to the constituencies
of one or more motivated members of the House or Senate, that a centralized (NRRL-like), or more likely
a de-centralized ("son-of-CAMPPS") initiative could be sold to Congress. In the absence of such a
successful initiative, or a fund as described above, it is likely that things will continue much as they are,
with researchers obtaining cultures from colleagues, and collections perishing (or for the fortunate, being
rescued, at least in part) upon retirement of the person who accumulated the cultures.

Present priorities for preservation consist of whether or not there is a demand for a given collection at the
time of retirement of the person who accumulated the materials. In the event of an adequately funded
centralized or de-centralized collection, priorities would probably depend on consensus via professional
society committees and stake-holder groups. APS is a legitimate organizing body for assessing priorities.

If all plant pathogen cultures cannot be stored, who sets the priorities and by what means? As can
be seen from questions 3, 4 and 10, 498 of 590 responded that they have specimen collections and
approximately 75% of the respondents indicate that at least some of their strains should be included in a
national culture collection. However, in question #10 only 38% have some plan once they retire or leave
the position. That leaves a significant portion (37%) without a plan for their strains/isolates. There is clear
interest by many that many strains in numerous collections need a home once investigators leave their
current positions.

APS culture collection survey question #3. Does a live (viable) specimen collection exist in
your laboratory?

Response Count Percent
Yes 498 84.4%
No 92 15.6%

APS culture collection survey question #4. In your opinion, should your cultures be
included in part of a national culture collection?

Response Count |Percent
Yes, the entire collection 103  |18.4%
Yes, but only a portion of the collection | 166 29.7%

Maybe only a few strains/isolates 151  [27.0%
No 57 10.2%
Not sure 82 14.7%

APS culture collection survey question #10. Is there a plan to maintain your collection
after you leave your position?

Response Count Percent





Yes 205 38.0%
No 335 62.0%

2. At the local and regional levels, what should be done to inventory, publicize, and make
accessible to researchers cultures from specific collections? What groups or agencies could
take on this task? What should happen to endangered or orphaned collections when the
curator retires or can no longer provide for the collection?

Concerns about publicizing cultures: For reasons of biosecurity, there are limits on making public the
complete inventories of microorganisms in individual research labs. It should be noted that USDA-ARS
has stated on several occasions that it would not make public its National Pathogen Inventory of
microorganisms in the collections of ARS researchers.

Previous attempts for maintaining searchable database. The Microbial Germplasm Database (now
defunct) initiated by Larry Moore listed various species of microorganisms and gave contact information
(usually academic researchers) from whom the organisms could be obtained. However, this sort of
distribution, relatively free of regulatory and biosecurity procedures, probably would not fly well today.
However, the "son-of-CAMPPS" approach could coordinate location of microorganisms, facilitate
obtaining permits, etc. It would be essential to build robust biosecurity procedures into any such system.
However, administrative costs would still be substantial if biosecurity procedures were meaningful, and
therefore culture fees would still need to be subsidized.

The question of orphaned collections is a major concern with few answers. What actually happens is as is
evident from the survey in some situations a few selected strains are sent off to existing culture
collections whether in the U.S. or outside, and the rest are either distributed to colleagues of the person
retiring or simply left in the freezer. In some instances, they'll be destroyed if nobody takes responsibility.
The WFCC (World Federation of Culture Collections) has procedures in place for orphaned collections,
but certainly WFCC's funds are insufficient for rescue of all such collections.

3. At the international level, can there realistically be a centralized worldwide collection of
plant pathogen cultures readily available to researchers at nominal cost, for example,
through subsidies to the collection from national governments? What impact would this
have on national collections?

This is probably very unlikely for a number of reasons. Establishment of such a collection would be
extremely expensive and would duplicate existing collections. There are already several high-profile,
national collections listed above (some of which are quite international in scope of holdings, research
collaboration, distribution of cultures, etc.) which would rightly view establishment of such a collection
as competition. How would an international collection address intellectual property rights, given that
some countries have signed the Convention of Biological Diversity ("Rio treaty") and others have not?
However, there are multiple examples of strong collaboration amongst existing national collections, and
these could be expanded and reinforced. And as noted above, there is a mechanism in WFCC for rescue
of orphaned collections (including those with extensive holdings restricted to one or a few species), and
this mechanism could be reinforced by funding.

4. What is needed to ensure that we have people with the skills needed to ensure national
expertise in microbial taxonomy and phylogeny in the future?

Comments of committee in January 2007. The answer is no. There was a suggestion by Marc Cubeta to
investigate NSF funding through Partnerships for Enhancing Expertise in Taxonomy (PEET) through
some creative wording in microbial taxonomy.





http://www.nsf.gov/funding/pgm summ.jsp?pims_id=5451&org=Bl0&from=fund

A reasonable chance of a good paying job is essential for people pursuing this field of expertise. At the
moment, there are PhDs applying for technical positions, taking part time jobs in herbaria etc., or simply
leaving the profession because the number of positions in taxonomy and phylogeny is well below the
number of qualified graduates. More than likely people with expertise in other areas would need to be
trained such that those people would have positions with expertise in several areas of which microbial
taxonomy would be one facet of the responsibilities associated with the position.

5. What should the role of APS be in any of the above efforts?

APS needs to convince decision makers in government and industry that certain scientific objectives are
essential to the nation's security but are not likely to be addressed via the usual mechanisms of the
marketplace, or even by the granting agencies as they presently do business. Assurance of access to
scientific reagents and supplies (including biological materials such as cultures) and employment of
competent scientists (including taxonomists) are legitimate roles for government.

ARS has taken an active role in developing culture collections for long term storage of representative
strains and isolates. With this in mind, a second area in which APS could help is in its interactions with
ARS with regard to their collections. APS could form a standing committee charged with oversight of
ARS collections. APS committee members would have no authority or funding, but they could make
recommendations, provide oversight and compile data. We will be discussing this in the next few weeks.

Much of this information was supplied by Rick Bennett, USDA-ARS, Frank Dugan, USDA-ARS and
conversations with Norm Schaad, USDA-ARS and other members of the culture collection working group.
The survey was initiated by the committee and in particular efforts of Don Kobayashi.






Women in Agricultural Sciences

AAAS Taskforce
February 2007

Society Co-sponsors:

American Phytopathological Society (APS), American Society of Agronomy (ASA),
Crop Science Society of America (CSSA), Soil Science Society of America

Introduction

Several prominent studies and reports have recently addressed issues involving the low representation of
women in sciences and engineering. Lack of participation of women and a leaky pipeline are of particular
serious concern regarding the agricultural science workforce and the percentage of women in PhD level
positions in agriculture and natural resource sciences lags behind the other life science program areas.

The charge of the AAAS taskforce will differ from the previous study because it will focus specifically on
issues and obstacles associated with agricultural and natural science disciplines. The taskforce will identify
unique aspects of agricultural careers and disciplines and gather supporting data to determine which factors
contribute to the gender imbalance. The taskforce will present a final report with its findings and
recommendations to the AAAS Section Board Members, the AAAS Human Resources and Education
Directorate, and the cosponsors.

The taskforce met at the University of Maryland in December 2006 and decided to initially analyze and
interpret data from US sources (NSF, USDA, NCES). Later, the taskforce plans to gather similar
international data to add to the study and the recommendations.

The taskforce met via conference call to review student and faculty data collected from Colleges of
Agriculture and Natural Resource Sciences by FAEIS (2002-2005), NSF (1970-2005) , and NCES (1985-
2005). Currently, the committee is checking the validity and methodology associated with these databases
and will seek more information based on hypotheses regarding indicators of success or failure for women.
The taskforce will also collect comparable data from the government and private sectors. Other plans include
AAAS managing a blog for the broad input and sharing ideas. The taskforce will meet at the AAAS annual
meeting February 15, 2007 to continue its work plan.

Action Plan

1. Gather and analyze data to determine gender imbalances within the agricultural sciences
workforce.

2. Based on the unique structure, and distinctive traditional climate of agricultural sciences, identify
significant obstacles to recruiting, retaining, and promoting women in agricultural sciences.

3. Develop recommendations to increase the participation and retention of women in the agricultural sciences

4. Prepare a white paper with the findings and recommendations to be presented to the AAAS
Council and for general distribution.

Issues Categories:

Leaky Pipeline

K-12 Education

Biological and Reproductive Differences
Geographical Constraints

Societal and Cultural Norms of Agriculture
Leadership

Assessing success and failure
Organizational and administrative Structure





Committee Members:

Dr. Marla Mclntosh - Chair
Professor, College of Agriculture and Natural Resources, University of Maryland, College Park

Dr. Ellen Bergfeld
Executive Vice President, ASA/CSSA/SSSA

Dr. Carolyn Brooks
Dean, School of Agricultural and Natural Sciences, University of Maryland, Eastern Shore

Dr. Mary Clutter
Former Assistant Director for Biological Sciences, NSF

Dr. Phyllis Johnson
Director of the Beltsville Agricultural Research Center, USDA/ARS

Dr. Ronald Phillips
Regents Professor and McKnight Presidential Chair in Genomics, University of Minnesota

Dr. Neal Van Alfen
Dean, College of Agriculture and Environmental Sciences, University of California, Davis

Dr. Vicki Wilde
Program Leader, CGIAR Gender and Diversity Program

Dr. Catherine Woteki
Global Director of Scientific Affairs, Mars, Inc.

Ms. Yolanda George,
Deputy Director of Human Resources and Education - AAAS

Ms. Jenny Allen
Equal Employment Opportunity Specialist, USDA/ARS






A B C D | E | F | G H [ J K L M

1 American Phytopathological Society
2 Draft #5 Income & Expenses by Function
3 Approved Feb. 2007 Budget FY 2008
4 Correction of Fdtn amounts
5 | (based on FY08 Hours Budget #3) | BM/DV/KF MB MB or BF? Mw GG, KC, SK BF MB
6 Member Cont. Phyto Plant APS Press APS Annual Phyto
7 G&A Services | Ed. Serv. PMN |Pathology | Disease MPMI Online Press Meeting News Total
8 [INCOME:
9 |Membership Dues 263,000 263,000
10 [Division Funds 24,000 24,000
11
12 |Subscriptions
13| Member Subs 47,500 61,646 71,700 25,137 205,983
14| Non Member Subs 31,400 488,261 394,215 221,268 265 1,135,409
15| CD-Rom Journals 3,600 3,600 3,600 10,800
16 | Online Subs Members 27,810 29,415 21,333 - 78,558
17 | Online Subs Non Members 79,846 71,766 84,803 236,415
18 | Member Dual Subs 14,606 14,403 15,090 44,099
19 |Poster Proceedings CD-ROM Income \ \ 7,000 7,000
20 | Partners in PMN 189,500 \ \ 189,500
21 |Reprints 25,000 27,000 13,000 65,000
22 |Page Charges 102,000 105,000 21,200 228,200
23 |Processing Fee ‘ 118,000 ‘ 118,000
24
25 |Color Charges 18,000 24,000 68,000 110,000
26 |Back Issues 1,000 4,000 - 5,000
27 |Abstracts 3,800 3,800
28 \
29 |Advertising 28,000 5,000 - 8,000 41,000
30 |Online Image Collection Income 7,000 7,000
31 |APS Press Income
32| Book Income 682,184 682,184
33 | Book Postage Income 52,000 52,000
34 | Slide Sets - -
35| Companion Set Income 23,996 23,996
36 | Electronic Products - 80,259 80,259
37
38 |Other Income
39 | Interest & Dividends 30,000 30,000
40 | Interest from Operating Reserve -
41| Miscellaneous Income 1,000 - - 1,000
42 | JIB Income - -
43 | Short Courses/workshops - 90,000 90,000
44| Annual Reviews - -
45 | Clothing Income 2,500 2,500
46 | Royalties Income 1,000 1,000 750 7,000 - 9,750
47 | Slide Royalties - -
48 | Annual Meeting 665,800 665,800
49 | Education Center 4,100 4,100
50 | ISPP Directory 1,200 - 1,200

KF 11/1/2007 1 APS Budget FY2008 Draft #5 FINAL Approved Feb07 Correction.xls






A B C D | E | F | G H [ J K L M
1 American Phytopathological Society
2 Draft #5 Income & Expenses by Function
3 Approved Feb. 2007 Budget FY 2008
4 Correction of Fdtn amounts
5 | (based on FY08 Hours Budget #3) | BM/DV/KF MB MB or BF? Mw GG, KC, SK BF MB
6 Member Cont. Phyto Plant APS Press APS Annual Phyto
7 G&A Services | Ed. Serv. PMN |Pathology | Disease MPMI Online Press Meeting News Total
51 Total Income 32,200 | 319,100 90,000 268,400 826,569 | 751,099 570,981 42,200 840,939 665,800 8,265 4,415,553
KF 11/1/2007 2 APS Budget FY2008 Draft #5 FINAL Approved Feb07 Correction.xls






A B C D | E | F | G H [ J K L M
1 American Phytopathological Society
2 Draft #5 Income & Expenses by Function
3 Approved Feb. 2007 Budget FY 2008
4 Correction of Fdtn amounts
5 | (based on FY08 Hours Budget #3) | BM/DV/KF MB MB or BF? Mw GG, KC, SK BF MB
6 Member Cont. Phyto Plant APS Press APS Annual Phyto
7 G&A Services | Ed. Serv. PMN |Pathology | Disease MPMI Online Press Meeting News Total
52 [EXPENSES:
53 |Cost of Goods Sold Books 233,794 233,794
54 |Electronic Products 22,689 22,689
55 |Companion Sets 5,278 5,278
56 |Cost of Goods Sold Clothing 1,900 1,900
57 |Capitalized Overhead (105,455) \ (105,455)
58 |Online Image Collection Expenses 2,000 \ 2,000
59 |Payroll 746,337 268,912 17,532 190,193 111,737 151,623 113,432 14,902 193,729 119,072 15,399 1,942,868
60 |Payroll Taxes 55,975 20,168 1,315 14,264 8,380 11,372 8,507 1,118 14,530 8,930 1,155 145,715
61 |Employee Benefits 179,121 64,539 4,208 45,646 26,817 36,390 27,224 3,576 46,495 28,577 3,696 466,288
62 |Outside Services - 3,000 5,000 21,500 15,000 14,500 - - 59,000
63 |Commissions \ 250 - 250
64 |ASBC Payroll Reimbursement (73,967) (73,967)
65 |WBC Payroll Reimbursement - -
66 |IS-MPMI Payroll Reimbursement (34,628) (34,628)
67 |MBAA Payroll Reimbursement (135,840) (135,840)
68 |APS Foundation Support \ (7,500) (7,500)
69 |CRS Payroll Reimbursement (147,338) (147,338)
70 |ISBT Payroll Reimbursement (27,225) (27,225)
71 |JIB Payroll Reimbursement (20,000) (20,000)
72 -
73 |CDRom Poster Production 2,000 2,000
74 |Printing 3,000 77,500 72,500 90,000 13,500 256,500
75 |Stats & Graphics 750 2,000 5,000 7,750
76 |Stats-& Graphies-Online - - - -
77 |Reprints 4,800 6,000 4,500 15,300
78 |CD-ROM Journals 300 300 300 900
79 |Postage & Delivery 3,000 6,000 1,500 39,500 38,000 22,500 49,000 18,000 177,500
80 |Promotion (includes postage) 20,000 5,500 5,500 5,500 1,500 90,000 128,000
81 |Membership Development 17,850 17,850
82 |Membership Retention 21,675 21,675
83
84 |Leadership Workshop - -
85 [Education Center (does not include payroll) 5,000 5,000
86 |Editorial Board 2,000 12,000 1,500 500 9,000 250 25,250
87 |Editorial Developement - APS Press \ \ - -
88 |Internet 15,000 500 2,200 17,700
89 |Office of Electronic Communications 3,000 3,000
90 |FAC Committee Expense 500 500
91 |Advertising 500 - 500
92
93 |Travel
94 | Staff Travel 17,000 10,000 4,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 2,800 36,800
KF 11/1/2007 3 APS Budget FY2008 Draft #5 FINAL Approved Feb07 Correction.xls






A B C D | E | F | G H [ J K L M

1 American Phytopathological Society

2 Draft #5 Income & Expenses by Function

3 Approved Feb. 2007 Budget FY 2008

4 Correction of Fdtn amounts

5 | (based on FY08 Hours Budget #3) | BM/DV/KF MB MB or BF? Mw GG, KC, SK BF MB

6 Member Cont. Phyto Plant APS Press APS Annual Phyto

7 G&A Services | Ed. Serv. PMN |Pathology | Disease MPMI Online Press Meeting News Total

95| Officers & Committees 45,000 5,000 50,000
96 |Telephone/Fax & Supplies 25,500 400 25,900
97 |Auto Expense 6,250 6,250
98 |Duplicating 4,250 4,250
99 |Computer Maintenance 45,000 45,000
100|Computer Hardware 30,000 30,000
101|Computer Software 12,000 12,000
102|Computer Consulting 10,000 10,000
103|Payroll Processing 3,000 3,000
104|Auditing 25,000 25,000
105|Legal Counsel 5,000 5,000
106 \
107|Europe Professional Services 5,000 na na na 5,000
108|Europe Rent 5,000 5,000
109|Warehouse Rent 35,000 35,000
110|General Insurance 32,000 32,000
111
112|Dues & Subscriptions 3,500 1,000 4,500
113|Royalty Expense \ \ 22,000 22,000
114|Division Dues 24,000 24,000
115|Outreach Organizations 12,500 12,500
116{Misc, Equipment/Furniture 5,000 5,000
117|Bad Debts - -
118|Slide Set Development -
119|Slide Set Production - -
120|Staff Training 20,000 20,000
121 \
122|Service Repairs 500 500
123|Service Contracts - Mail Room 10,000 10,000
124|Supplies - Office 17,500 1,500 250 500 500 500 1,000 21,750
125|Supplies - Computer ] \ -
126|Envelopes 3,000 1,500 500 1,500 6,500
127|Depreciation Equipment 50,000 50,000
128
129|Building Maintenance 37,500 37,500
130]| Utilities 25,500 25,500
131|Depreciation Bldg Improvements 6,000 6,000
132|Depreciation Bldg Addition 14,700 14,700
133 \
134|Interest Expense 500 500
135|VISA/IMC/AMX Service Charges 67,500 67,500
136|Placement Center Expense 3,500 3,500
137|Awards & Honors Committee 6,000 6,000

KF 11/1/2007 4 APS Budget FY2008 Draft #5 FINAL Approved Feb07 Correction.xls






A B C D | E | F | G H [ J K L M

1 American Phytopathological Society

2 Draft #5 Income & Expenses by Function

3 Approved Feb. 2007 Budget FY 2008

4 Correction of Fdtn amounts

5 | (based on FY08 Hours Budget #3) | BM/DV/KF MB MB or BF? Mw GG, KC, SK BF MB

6 Member Cont. Phyto Plant APS Press APS Annual Phyto

7 G&A Services | Ed. Serv. PMN |Pathology | Disease MPMI Online Press Meeting News Total
138|Miscellaneous Expense 5,000 | 1,000 2,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 2,100 1,000 100 14,200
139
140|APS Foundation Donation 4,000 4,000
141|Office of International Programs 4,000 4,000
142|ISMPMI Royalty \ 20,000 20,000
143|Overhead Adjustment - AACC 5,000 5,000
144|ASBC Expense Reimbursement (36,000) (36,000)
145|MBAA Expense Reimbursement (47,500) (47,500)
146|CRS Expense Reimbursement (90,000) (90,000)
147{ISBT Expense Reimbursement - -
148|APS FDTN Expense Reimbursement (6,000)‘ (6,000)
149
150|Officer's Expense - Support 4,000 4,000
151|Strategic Long Range Planning 35,000 35,000
152|OPAE 67,200 67,200
153|Public Policy Board 32,500 32,500
154|Eversol Associates 90,000 90,000
155|0IR (Office of Industry Relations) 5,000 5,000
156|Awards & Certificates 4,000 4,000
157|Short Courses/workshops - 60,000 60,000
158|Annual Reviews -
159|Member Survey - -
160|Annual Meeting \ 417,101 417,101
161|APS Historian 500 500
162|Back-Issue Digitization Project 11,000 10,000 - 21,000
163|Manuscript Tracking Software 4,000 7,500 9,500 6,000 27,000
164|Electronics Journal Vendor 16,000 16,000 16,000 48,000
165 Total Operating Expenses 806,680 | 758,344 83,055 | 295,254 | 345,784 | 378,934 | 336,463 27,196 695,415 573,681 53,600 4,354,405
166
167 Operating Profit (Loss)| (774,480)| (439,244) 6,945  (26,854)] 480,785 372,165 | 234,518 15,004 145,524 92,119 | (45,335) 61,148
168
169 Overhead Allocation  (774,480) 174,059 11,348 | 123,106 72,324 98,141 73,421 9,646 125,395 77,072 9,967 (0)
170
171| Operating Profit (Loss) after O/H - | (613,303) (4,403) (149,960) 408,461 274,024 @ 161,097 5,358 20,129 15,047 (55,302) 61,148
172
173 Reserve Funds
174|Maintenance Reserve 5,000 5,000
175|Capital Improvement Reserve 21,770 21,770
176
177 Total Reserve Funds 26,770 - - - - - - - - - - 26,770
178
179 Net Profit (Loss) (26,770)| (613,303) (4,403) (149,960) 408,461 274,024 @ 161,097 5,358 20,129 15,047 (55,302) 34,378
180
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1 American Phytopathological Society

2 Draft #5 Income & Expenses by Function

3 Approved Feb. 2007 Budget FY 2008

4 Correction of Fdtn amounts

5 | (based on FY08 Hours Budget #3) | BM/DV/KF MB MB or BF? Mw GG, KC, SK BF MB

6 Member Cont. Phyto Plant APS Press APS Annual Phyto

7 G&A Services | Ed. Serv. PMN |Pathology | Disease MPMI Online Press Meeting News Total
181
182
183|Overhead Allocation Calculation:
184|Payroll Expense from above 268,912 17,532 | 190,193 | 111,737 | 151,623 | 113,432 14,902 193,729 119,072 15,399 1,196,531
185|% of total payroll (not including GA) 22.47% 1.47% 15.90% 9.34% 12.67% 9.48% 1.25% 16.19% 9.95% 1.29% 100.00%
186 1,196,531
187
188|Overhead % of Payroll 64.73% 64.73% 64.73% 64.73% 64.73% 64.73% 64.73% 64.73% 64.73% 64.73%
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APS Financial Strategic Plan

PROGRAMS HISTORY Preliminary
APS Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual
Business Center Performance Projection Budget Budget Projection Projection Target
After OH Allocation FY98 FY99 FY00 FYO1 FY 02 FY 03 FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07 FY 07 FY 08 FY 09 FY 10 FY 12
Member Services Income 309,424 320,839 292,696 314,132 305,234 298,718 329,683 321,670 326,993 315,000 314,600 319,100 330,000 335,000

Expense 659,681 760,269 658,601 789,856 765,593 836,875 855,961 867,433 796,398 900,000 894,401 931,300 935,000 940,000

Surplus (350,257) (439,430) (365,905) (475,724) (460,359) (538,157) (526,278) (545,763) (469,405) (585,000) (579,801)| (612,200)| (605,000)| (605,000)| (600,000)
Phyto News Income 33,385 34,179 34,452 6,043 9,334 13,441 12,809 9,655 9,579 8,000 8,265 8,265 9,000 9,000

Expense 93,018 102,324 106,485 79,487 75,763 73,142 65,749 68,729 64,095 68,000 70,074 63,722 70,000 73,000

Surplus (59,633) (68,145) (72,033) (73,444) (66,429) (59,701) (52,940) (59,074) (54,516) (60,000) (61,809)| (55,457)| (61,000)| (64,000)| (60,000)
Annual Meeting Income 329,732 400,494 375,560 392,553 564,567 421,840 530,328 560,629 533,267 732,000 660,195 665,800 700,000 700,000

Expense 322,400 420,401 380,530 449,808 515,208 442,584 512,267 612,234 386,052 692,000 720,657 651,947 650,000 650,000

Surplus 7,332 (19,907) (4,970) (57,255) 49,359 (20,744) 18,061 (51,605) 147,215 40,000 (60,462)| 13,853 50,000 50,000 50,000
Continuing Income - - 108,691 39,419 15,613 - - - 108,325 100,000 89,375 90,000 90,000 90,000
Ed./Specialty Meetings|gypense - - 144,988 23,297 16,211 566 257 4,046 85,365 90,000 80,353 94,579 80,000 80,000

Surplus - - (36,297) 16,122 (598) (566) (257) (4,046) 22,960 10,000 9,022 (4,579)| 10,000 10,000 | 30,000
Phytopathology Income 654,013 676,877 683,729 730,452 797,389 785,580 855,177 848,914 829,759 835,000 886,300 826,569 811,000 798,000

Expense 410,979 422,374 453,219 410,754 378,043 415,493 372,674 366,713 394,023 410,000 432,213 419,229 438,000 447,000

Surplus 243,034 254,503 230,510 319,698 419,346 370,087 482,503 482,201 435,736 425,000 454,087 407,340 373,000 351,000 325,000
Plant Disease Income 618,883 609,728 597,780 642,694 656,333 688,523 760,059 760,522 763,460 775,000 774,000 751,099 737,000 726,000

Expense 444,001 419,220 421,911 481,629 472,740 438,261 421,145 399,461 442,072 460,000 474,220 478,596 477,000 492,000

Surplus 174,882 190,508 175,869 161,065 183,593 250,262 338,914 361,061 321,388 315,000 299,780 272,503 260,000 234,000 200,000
MPMI Income 309,612 371,107 389,763 455,699 448,522 459,593 525,264 544,315 574,438 570,000 518,250 570,981 575,000 583,000

Expense 308,228 338,209 330,479 429,425 407,384 365,491 364,011 368,760 376,759 398,000 422,925 411,022 439,000 453,000

Surplus 1,384 32,898 59,284 26,274 41,138 94,102 161,253 175,555 197,679 172,000 95,325 159,959 136,000 130,000 120,000
PMN Income - - 4,438 37,905 89,846 47,318 116,721 135,910 204,097 210,000 278,248 268,400 320,000 400,000

Expense - - 33,057 167,534 341,459 336,465 318,046 386,017 360,416 378,000 408,595 420,268 417,000 425,000

Surplus - - (28,619) (129,629) (251,613) (289,147) (201,325) (250,107) (156,319) (168,000) (130,347)| (151,868)| (97,000)| (25,000)| 100,000
APS Press Books Income 1,313,363 1,236,029 1,111,546 | 1,315,839 1,099,738 996,704 789,019 721,930 853,520 820,000 768,998 840,939 836,000 967,000

Expense 1,172,577 1,216,628 1,117,662 | 1,182,682 943,747 885,378 726,027 669,804 777,683 790,000 747,985 822,753 802,000 875,000

Surplus 140,786 19,401 (6,116) 133,157 155,991 111,326 62,992 52,126 75,837 30,000 21,013 18,186 | 34,000 92,000 | 150,000
Online Products Income - - - - 37,960 30,607 31,864 29,881 39,556 25,000 41,900 42,200 42,000 43,000

Expense - - - - 33,870 36,671 25,023 23,524 25,103 35,000 41,921 36,991 26,000 22,000

Surplus - - - - 4,000 (6,064) 6,841 6,357 14,453 (10,000) (21)| 5,209 | 16,000 | 21,000 | 40,000
G&A Expense (742,115) (843,840) (767,407) (818,750) (844,772)|  (1,022,173) (811,068) (821,956) (674,890) (720,000) (568,896) (786,460) (800,000) (825,000)
Total Income 3,568,412 3,649,253 3,598,655 | 3,934,736 4,024,536 | 3,742,324 3,950,924 3,933,426 4,242,994 4,390,000 4,340,131 4,383,353 4,450,000 4,651,000
Total Expense 3,410,884 3,679,425 3,646,932 | 4,014,472 3,950,018 | 3,830,926 3,661,160 3,766,721 3,707,966 4,221,000 4,293,344 4,330,407 4,334,000 4,457,000
Surplus 157,528 (30,172) (48,277) (79,736) 74,518 (88,602) 289,764 166,705 535,028 169,000 46,787 52,946 116,000 194,000 355,000

CMN 11/1/2007 APS Financial Strategic Plan Jan 2007 .xls
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FINDINGS: About This Research

About This Study
This study is the fourth in a series of member surveys conducted by the American

Phytopathological Society (APS) to better understand and respond to the needs of its
members.

The survey sample of consisted of all 3,996 emailable non-corporate members of
APS — including Regular, Group, Post-Doc, and Student members.

The survey instrument was designed collaboratively by APS and the
MemberSurvey.com division of Readex Research, building on the questioning
previously employed in member surveys of 1998, 2001, and 2003. Design and
programming of the web-based instrument, respondent contacts, data processing, and
tabulation were all handled by Readex.

Data was collected via the Internet from January 4 through January 22, 2007. The
survey was closed for tabulation with a total of 1,829 usable responses — a 46%
response rate. Because responses were not received from a significant fraction of
sample members, results may be influenced by the effects of nonresponse bias.
Comparison of sample responses with known distributions of members as a whole,

tor turther processing. All 18 members of the APS Council who responded to the
survey were also included; thus tables are based on a total of 1,000 cases.
Percentages based on all 1,000 cases are subject to a margin of error of £2.7% at the
95% confidence level. Percentages calculated on smaller tabulation bases — for
example, international members — are subject to more statistical variability. Please
refer to the Appendix for more details of methodology.

About This Report

This initial Findings section provides a narrative summary of key survey results,
with selected comparisons between important segments of the population of interest.
Where comparable, trends from the 1998, 2001, and 2003 member surveys are
charted and discussed. The section ends with a recap of conclusions and
recommendations.

The Tables section of the report presents two complete sets of survey results, broken
out by a number of variables. In the first set, results are shown by Renewal
Likelihood, Years A Member, Member Type, and Location. In the second, results
are shown by Leadership Status, Primary Employer, and Age.

The Comments section includes complete verbatim reproductions of respondents’
answers, in their own words, to the survey’s open-ended questions.

The Appendix provides additional details of survey methodology, as well as a copy
of the survey instrument itself.

This report was prepared for APS by Readex Research in accordance with accepted

APS 2007 Member Survey

ReadexResearch

MEMBERSURVEY.COM





FINDINGS: Member Profile

This Internet survey, conducted in the winter of 2007, represents all emailable APS
Regular, Group, Post-Doc, and Student members, both domestic and international —
a total of 3,996 members at the time of sample selection.

Among the 1,000 tabulated survey respondents, 77% were Regular members, 6%
Post-Doc, 14% Student, and 3% Group Members of Leaders [TABLE 084]. The minor
decline in Regular members in the sample since 1998 results from slight gains for
Post-Docs and Students, and the addition of Group members with the 2003 survey.

Distribution by member type corresponds very closely with the distribution of
emailable non-corporate APS members as a whole: 77% Regular/Group, 5% Post-
Doc, 13% Student, and 4% Group. [Percentages may not always add to 100% due to
rounding and/or missing data.]

Survey results are reported by membership type in the 7ables section of the
Complete Report.

Included among the 1,000 tabulated respondents are all 18 responding APS Council
members. Unlike the membership as a whole, this group comes exclusively from the
U.S., is comprised solely of Regular members, and includes predominately PhD
academics with 20 years or more of APS membership. How this leadership group's
views differ from the broader membership may be examined in the 7ables.

Exhibit 1
APS Member Type
Member File Data

Regular

Post-Doc %
6%

T
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
Student |
% 14%
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

Group 1_'
3%
| o
|

0% 20% 40% 60%

|

|

:

|

T 77% ;
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
l l
| |
| 01998 !
| 02001 |
| 92003 !
| 2007 |
| |

80% 100%

2007 base: 1,000 APS members

APS 2007 Member Survey

ReadexResearch

MEMBERSURVEY.COM





FINDINGS: Member Profile

Among the tabulated survey respondents, 66% came from the United States, with 5%
from Canada and 29% from other countries [TABLE 080]. Dividing that latter group,
13% are from developing and 16% from developed countries.

Distribution of locations has varied marginally since the 1998 survey. Comparison
with the actual distribution among members as a whole shows survey results over-
represent U.S. members slightly (66% versus 63%) and correspondingly under-
represent international members (29% versus 32%). Results are broken out by
location in the 7ables.

Exhibit 2
Location
Member File Data
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FINDINGS: Member Profile

The median age of APS members in 2007 is 49, or five years older than in the first
(1998) survey [TABLE 079]. 25% are 55 or older, up notably from 19% in 1998,
while the proportion under 35 has correspondingly decreased from 17% to 13%.
Perhaps most noteworthy is the decline in the 35-44 age bracket, which accounted
for 36% of members in 1998 but only 20% in 2007.

In the 2003 survey analysis, Regular members under age 35 were designated "young
professionals" (now "early career professionals") and additionally scrutinized
because of special interest in that segment; results are again broken out for that group
in the 7ables. However, the proportion of these early career professionals in the total
sample dropped from 4.4% in 2003 to 2.2% in 2007; current results based on only 22
responding cases can be considered only suggestive.

2007 tables further split out the declining 35-44 year old cohort, dubbed "career-
builders". Their perceptions and evaluations are seen to differ in significant ways
from both early career professionals and more veteran (age 45+) Regular members.
The continued graying of APS membership (and perhaps of the profession itself) is a
cause of concern to numerous respondents (see Comments section).

Exhibit 3
Age
Member File Data

|

|

65+ % |
== 6% |

|

|

55-64

45-54 =

1 35%
l l |
—
35-44
E— 20% |
| | |
| |
=N :
% 1 |
| | |
‘ | |
<25 Eﬂ |

1% | |

| | | |

0% 20% 40% 60%

|
|
l
| median:

11998 44

| 2001 45
1 2003 47

2007 base: 1,000 APS members

APS 2007 Member Survey

ReadexResearch

MEMBERSURVEY.COM





FINDINGS: Member Profile

After declining markedly between 1998 and 2003, the proportion of members who The proportion of members holding a Doctorate as their highest degree has remained
are male rose two points in 2007, to 69%. Males are especially prevalent among quite stable at or near its 2007 value of 75%. Minor variations by year are seen for
older members, longer-term members, members outside the U.S., and members those with lesser levels of educational attainment [TABLE 075]. Members outside the
employed in industry. Conversely, females represent 41% of APS's newest members U.S. are more likely than domestic members to hold a Doctorate, led by those in the
(<5 years tenure), 46% of its Student/Post-Doc members, and 50% of Regular developed countries at 88%. Also more likely to have a PhD are those employed in
members under age 35 [TABLE 078]. academia (79%) and government (81%), versus 61% each of those employed in

Distributions of responses for both gender and age closely mirror the distributions industry or private practice.

across APS members as a whole.

Exhibit 4 Exhibit 5
Gender Education
Member File Data Highest Level Completed
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FINDINGS: Member Profile

32% of 2007 respondents indicated faculty as their current employment position, The proportion of members employed by land grant universities has risen steadily,
down somewhat from 36% in 2001. 22% named research & development, 10% from 29% in 1998 to 41% in 2007 [TABLE 070]. There has been a modest offsetting
graduate student, and 9% post-doc. Other responses (cited by 5% or fewer) included decline in the proportion employed in industry (14% to 10%), with the bulk of the
administration, extension, technician/research assistant, consultant, and technical difference made up by the "does not apply" category.

services [TABLE 071]. More than a third of members outside the U.S. are in research 54% of all U.S. members are employed at land grant universities, including three-

& development, as well as over half of those employed by government (53%) or quarters (78%) of APS Council members. Only 16% of those outside the U.S.

: o,
industry (61%). indicate similar employment. The need for leadership to hold a broad perspective

regarding employment issues and challenges is clear.

Results are broken out by primary employer in the 7Tables.

Exhibit 6 Exhibit 7
Current Position Primary Employer
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| | | | | . . . | | | | |
graduate student glo% ! ! ! ! ! private practice/consulting E 3% | | | | |
| | | | | | | | | | | 51998 |
| | | | | | | | | |
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‘ } } } . 2003 | ‘ } } } . 032003 |
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FINDINGS: Member Profile

The proportions reporting purchasing involvement for select categories have In a related question, respondents were asked which of three activities (if any) were
generally declined somewhat since the question was first asked in the 2001 survey part of their current job responsibilities [TABLE 074]. In 2007, 38% indicated they
[TABLE 073]. Leading categories include lab supplies (71%), lab equipment (67%), make recommendations to growers, 28% test chemicals, and 25% test other products.
microscopes (expanded to include digital cameras in 2007, 50%), and software 50% of respondents named one or more of these activities. These variables also
(48%). Nearly nine in ten members (88%) indicate involvement with one or more of exhibit a slight downward trend from survey to survey.

the categories asked about.

Exhibit 8 Exhibit 9
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. ! — (o]
fleld supplies | ‘ 8% | | | ‘ | | | | |
biotech services mm——rtr 270, | | | ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
‘ ‘ 32% l l l : : : : : :
fungicides ‘:| 26% : : : : : : : : : :
| | | | | | | | | | | |
pesticides and fertilizers | mmm— 24% | ! ! ! : : ] | |
I

l l l l l l one or more T50% : :
3 1 1 1 — | } } } } | 002001
one or more | ‘ ‘ ‘ == 88% | none of these = : 22008
| | | | | : : ] 460/0 | | D2007 |
rone ofthese ES 0w, : : : | | ‘ ‘ : : |

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
2007 base: 1,000 APS members (multiple answers) 2007 base: 1,000 APS members (multiple answers)
APS 2007 Member Survey 7

ReadexResearch

MEMBERSURVEY.COM





FINDINGS: Member Profile

A question about search databases, first asked in the 2003 survey, was repeated in
somewhat modified form in 2007. 2007 results show 32% of members primarily
using AGRICOLA, 27% PUB MED, 24% the ISI Web of Science, and 20% CAB
ABSTRACTS. Variations in question construction confound the trends, but it
appears usage has decreased for AGRICOLA and BIOLOGICAL ABSTRACTS,
and increased for ISI and (especially) PUB MED [TABLE 072]. One third (34%) of
APS's newest members (<5 years) and one half (50%) of early career professionals
report using PUB MED.

Exhibit 10
Search Databases Used
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FINDINGS: Involvement with APS

The typical (median) respondent has been a member of the Society for 11 years,
roughly the same value seen in each of the four surveys. However, the proportion
within their first year of membership has climbed from 5% in 1998 to 11% in 2007
[TABLE 083]. Median membership tenure is longest for those in private practice (18
years), and shortest for those in academia and industry (each 10 years). Medians are
13, 9, and 6, respectively for members located in the U.S., in Canada or other
developed foreign countries, and in the developing countries. 37% of U.S. members
have belonged for 20 years or more, compared with 15% of those outside the U.S..

Results by membership tenure are reported in the 7ables.

Exhibit 11
APS Membership Tenure
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FINDINGS: Involvement with APS

64% of APS members in 2007 indicated belonging to one or more other A question repeated from the 2003 survey returned highly similar results in 2007
scientific/professional societies, roughly equal to prior survey results [TABLE 076]. [TABLE 077]. 26% report that APS is their only membership (especially true for
Chief among these are the American Association for the Advancement of Science students, U.S. members, and those employed in industry); 20% call it their most
(12%), the American Society for Microbiology (11%, up three points from 2003), the important membership, and another 40% say it is one of their more important
Mycological Society of America (7%), and the American Society of Plant Biologists memberships. Only 6% say they have a peripheral interest in APS.

(6%). Large proportions of Canadian and international members belong to their
countries’ plant pathology/plant protection societies, as well.

Exhibit 12 Exhibit 13
Membership In Other Societies APS Compared to Other Societies
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FINDINGS: Involvement with APS

Repeating a question asked in all surveys since 1998, respondents were asked to Reasons for renewing APS membership generally rank similarly to those for initially
indicate (from a list of eight possibilities) their primary reasons for initially joining joining. The exception is supporting the profession, which jumps to second in 2007,
APS, and their primary reasons for renewing their memberships (if they have had cited by 58% (and up 12 points compared with reasons for joining). As previously
occasion to do so) [TABLES 001, 002]. With respect to reasons for joining, results in noted, respondent quotes in the Comments section suggest that concern has grown
2007 are mostly similar to prior years’: for two-thirds of respondents, "to keep up on about the viability of the profession itself, and these two items seem to reflect that.
current scientific research through APS's information resources" is a top reason for Career advancement is cited somewhat less frequently as a reason for renewing than
joining. About half indicated "for contact with colleagues" and "to publish or for joining. Encouragement from others is essentially only operative in the decision
present my own research" as primary reasons. 46% said they joined "to support the to try APS; few say it much influences renewal decisions.

profession/discipline," up six points since 2003. 34% joined for career advancement/
recognition, 21% to receive member discounted rates on products/services, and 11%
to improve leadership skills (up three points). 30% indicated encouragement by
professors/employers as a reason for joining,

Exhibit 14 Exhibit 15
Reasons for Joining APS Reasons for Renewing APS Membership
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FINDINGS: Involvement with APS

There are some noteworthy differences between segments with respect to reasons for
staying with APS. Considering first differences between APS Council members and
members as a whole, we see that supporting the profession is more frequently cited
by the former than by the latter (78% compared to 58%), and contact with colleagues
is even more lopsided (89% compared to 55%). Conversely, discounts are named by
28% of members as a whole but only 17% of Council members.

Career advancement and development of leadership skills are more frequently cited
by younger and less-tenured members, as well as those holding Student or Post-Doc
memberships (all closely correlated variables). Discounts are especially important to
those in private practice (39%).

Citations of contact with colleagues and supporting the profession both increase with
increasing membership tenure (67% and 76% respectively among those belong to
APS for 20 years or more), and are also significantly higher in the U.S. and Canada
than in other countries. For countries outside of the U.S. and Canada, keeping
current on scientific research is by far the main reason for renewing, cited by more

than three in four (76%).

APS 2007 Member Survey
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FINDINGS: Involvement with APS

Again as in all the prior surveys, respondents were asked to choose (from a growing
list of possibilities) the way(s) in which they had been involved with APS in the last
three years [TABLE 003]. Results are shown on the next three charts.

For the first time, the list is not led by reading APS journals in print format, cited by
62% 1in 2007 (down from 78% in 2003). Instead, reading the journals in online
format takes top honors at 69%, up 17 points from 2003 and 49 points from 1998.
Accessing the APS web site (APSner) was second, named by 67%.

A similar pattern is seen with respect to Phytopathology News. In 2007, 52%
indicated reading it in print format down from 78% in 2003; conversely, 50% now
read it online, up from 31% four years ago and 13% in 1998. The momentum of
members' shift away from print appears very strong. Not surprisingly, print is cited
more frequently by older members.

Other ways at least half of members indicated they have been involved in the last
three years include attending the Annual Meeting (58%), reading the APS News
Capsule (Society news emailed to membership, 54%), purchasing APS products
(books, slides, CD-ROMs, etc., 51%), and paying dues to be a member of an APS
Division (50%).

With respect to the latter, member file data indicate that 65% of respondents — not
50% — are paying members of one or more APS Divisions [TABLE 086]. Thus
respondents somewhat over-represent Division members (actually 58% of APS
membership as a whole), but don't appear to be completely aware of it. Those same
records show that 46% of respondents subscribe to one or more APS journals
[TABLE 085].

With the exception of reading online journals, involvement levels with these top-tier
activities are substantially higher among APS Council members than among
members as a whole, including 100% attending an Annual Meeting, 94% accessing
APSnet, and 89% belonging to a Division. Annual Meeting attendance and Division
membership are also concentrated primarily among those located in the U.S. and
Canada.

Exhibit 16a
Ways Members Are Involved
Last Three Years
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FINDINGS: Involvement with APS

In the second tier, selected by 17% to 48% of 2007 respondents, upward trends are The bottom tier includes activities named by about one in ten or fewer, with no
seen for registering/renewing/changing APS member records online using APSnet notable trends in evidence. Continuing low participation make some of these
intereactive (31%, up nine points from 2003) and utilizing educational materials activities possible candidates for reduced support, to free up resources for more
from the APSnet Education Center (26%, up four). broadly appealing alternatives.

Exhibit 16b Exhibit 16¢

Ways Members are Involved Ways Members are Involved

Last Three Years Last Three Years
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. . . ‘ b
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yime | 6% | l | 031998 | o l l | 11998 |
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() | | | |:|2 | | | | | D |
presented paper/poster at Division Meeting E 17% ‘ ‘ , E@2007 submitted materials for Education CenterE' P ! ! ‘ 12007 |
| | | | | | |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
2007 base: 1,000 APS members (multiple answers) 2007 base: 1,000 APS members (multiple answers)
A related question, new to the 2007 survey, asked respondents to indicate (from a list
of seven possibilities) the primary methods relied upon for updates about APS
initiatives [TABLE 005]. Phytopathology News leads that list, cited by 53%; emails
from APS headquarters (32%) and the APSner web site (24%) are the only other
choices cited by more than one in ten members. Phytopathology News is cited more
often than average among veteran and Regular members, as well APS Council
members, with the web site running in the opposite direction.
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FINDINGS: Involvement with APS

A question first asked in 2003 shows a slight downward drift in the estimated
number of hours spent as an APS volunteer in the last year — as an editor or on
committees, boards, divisions, etc. [TABLE 004]. As in 2003, nearly two-thirds of
members (64%) indicated they spent no time volunteering in the prior year; this
group is concentrated among APS’s newest members, its Student/Post-Doc
members, foreign members, and those employed in industry or private practice.

The average number of hours spent dropped from 11.1 in 2003 to 9.6 in 2007, driven
by the decrease in the proportion volunteering ten or more hours (from 23% to 18%)
— so roughly the same proportions are volunteering, but are giving less of their time
in 2007.

Exhibit 17
Time Spent as an APS Volunteer
In Last Year
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FINDINGS: Evaluation of Current Offerings

To evaluate how members feel about current programs, products and services
provided through their APS membership, a series of questions examined familiarity,
value, and satisfaction with such offerings.

One question sought to learn members' satisfaction with their APS headquarters

—n

office contacts using a five-point scale where -2
satisfied.”

very dissatisfied" and +2 = "very

The average rating given was a positive +1.4, with 3% of respondents indicating
some degree of dissatisfaction [TABLE 066]. 38% in 2007 indicated they did not
contact APS headquarters during that period. Results have remained basically stable
in recent surveys, and vary little from segment to segment.

Exhibit 18
Satisfaction with Headquarters Contacts
Last 12 Months
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FINDINGS: Evaluation of Current Offerings

Exhibit 19a
Familiarity with APS Offerings
% not familiar

Continuing a line of questioning employed since 1998, respondents were presented
with a list of the 35 major products and services APS considers to be the main

benefits of membership. The first question was which of these membership offerings
respondents were not familiar with [TABLE 006]. Results are shown on the following
three charts.

APSnet Education Center for K-12 | g
f T T 51 /0

e S —— |
J bdo/p

APSnet Education Center for continuing education

77% of respondents indicated there was at least one item they were unfamiliar with, _ ! | | ‘
up eight points from 2001 but a two point improvement on 2003. Items continuing industry efforts through ORR | ‘ ‘ 'I50°)‘n

| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
. O P . I l l
to score at 40% or higher unfamiliar include: 3-journal CD-ROM | T49% 1 1
[ 1 | |
51%  APSnef Education Center for outreach to K-12 teachers or students outreach activities through OPAE | 5 499 | |
| | | | | |
50%  APSnet Education Center for continuing education (advanced materials) Plant Health Instructor online | ‘ =279, | |
I — | |
50% industry efforts through the Office of Industry Relations (OIR) international activities through OIP | S 46% ! !
| | | |
49%  3-journal CD-ROM (includes Phytopathology, Plant Disease, and MPMIT) public policy initiatives through PPB | P : : !
: | | ! ° | | |
49%  outreach activities through the Office of Public Affairs and Education online symposia | ‘ - 269 ! 'm1998 |
L 1] ()
PAE | | | |
(OPAE) APSnet Education Center for college courses} = Eigg; \
47%  Plant Health Instructor online (peer-reviewed sections of the APSnet ‘ | | | |
. continuing education offerings | 40, | @2007 |
Education Center) P 34% w w
, _ . , 0% 20%  40%  60%  80%  100%
46% international activities through the Office of International Programs (OIP)
46%  public policy initiatives through the Public Policy Board (PPB) 2007 base: 1,000 APS members (multiple answers)

46%  APS online symposia

45%  APSnet Education Center for university/college courses

44%  APS continuing education offerings
Unfamiliarity correlates strongly with years of membership, student status, and
location outside the U.S. The absolute magnitude of some of these results highlights

the challenge of fully informing members of all the benefits received as part of APS
membership, especially newer members.
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FINDINGS: Evaluation of Current Offerings

Two items in the second tier (18% to 35% unfamiliar) show modest positive trends: Among those items most familiar to APS members, trends are favorable for several

unfamiliarity with the APS Foundation has dropped steadily from 47% in 1998 to online offerings: Phytopathology News - online (13% in 2007, 28% in 2001); Plant

31% in 2007, and the APS awards program has improved from improved from 43% Disease Journal - online (10% in 2007, 27% in 2001); and Phytopathology journal -

to 27% during that same period. Other items differ little from prior years in 2007. online (9% in 2007, 26% in 2001). As previously seen in the involvement question,
online delivery of APS content is flourishing.

Exhibit 19b

Familiarity with APS Offerings Exhibit 19¢

% not familiar Familiarity with APS Offerings

% not familiar

Placement Service at Annual Meeting E‘%%

Plant Disease Management Reports L, 35%

Division Meetings % 35%
Plant Health Progress - online gﬁ%
| |

Plant Management Network ’E%
online Placement Service % 32%

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
APS Foundation E"’/ !
o |
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

APSnet feature stories tEl ‘70 %
Annual Meeting %ﬂlg%
Phytopathology News - online ﬁ'

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

:

! |

|

| APS Press books, etc % 10% |
|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|
Plant Disease journal - online ﬁ'
|

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
l
|
|
Phytopathology News - print E 10% |
I ! !
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

APSnet interactive web site H/P
awards program| 7% Phytopathology journal - online %‘
| | |
MPMI journal - online BFeeisse), | APS News Capsule jﬁé
MPMI journal - print s 5, | 1998 >
! = 23% (32001 Plant Disease journal - print au 6% | 1998
Common Names of Plant Diseases online databasem=,000;, | [E32003 | ° 32001 |
_ o p ) | | Phytopathology journal - print &I | |
= 0,
online Membership Directory ETIS% : ! 2007 ! . 6% | 92003 |
0%  20%  40%  60%  80%  100% web site (APSnet) E 4% : : : 592007 :
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
2007 base: 1,000 APS members (multiple answers)
2007 base: 1,000 APS members (multiple answers)
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FINDINGS: Evaluation of Current Offerings

Still considering that same list of programs, products and services, respondents were
also asked to rate the value of APS's membership offerings on a five-point scale
where 0 = "not at all valuable" and 4 = "very valuable" [TABLE 007]. Three charts
illustrate the percentage rating offerings items "valuable" — that is, 3 or 4 on that
scale.

The list in 1998 was led by APS's print journals, publications, and products. At the
top of the list since 2001, however, is APSnet, rated valuable by three in four (75%)
2007 respondents. Displacing the print versions in the 2007 rankings are the online
versions of Phytopathology (63% rated valuable, up 15 points from 2003 and 29
points from 2001) and Plant Disease (62% rated valuable, also up 15 points from
2003 and 30 points from 2001).

The Annual Meeting continues to be of value to about two in three members,
registering 62% in 2007 (as in 2003).

The converse of increase value for online publications is seen in continuing declines
for print. APS Press books/related items is down 13 points from 2001, at 61%; Plant
Disease in print is down 21 points from 1998, at 58%; and Phytopathology is off 16
points from 1998, at 57% rating it valuable.

The same trends are played out between the online (51%) and print (47%) versions
of Phytopathology News. The email APS News Capsule also shows modest gains, to
49%.

Exhibit 20a
Value of APS Offerings
% rating valuable

web site (APSnet)
|

|
| | | :
. _ . !—-—| | ) | | |
Phytopathology journal - online : = 63% | |
L =) | |
Annual Meeting ‘ ‘ ‘: 62% | !
Plant Disease journal - online | 1 D 62% | |
| | | |
APS Press books, etc; 61% | !
) . . —! !
Plant Disease journal - pr|nt5 58% : !
Phytopathology journal - print —¢ ! | |
I T T YA | |
- online 0872 ' ! ! :
Phytopathology News - online | 1 51% ! !
[ | | |
APS News Capsule | :  49% ! :
online Membership Directory | - 48'0/: 151998 |
) . ‘ ‘ % (32001 |
Common Names of Plant Diseases online database L 479 032003 |

[ 1 |

- print — =
Phytopathology News - print , ‘ —7%, ! 2007 !
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

2007 base: 1,000 APS members (multiple answers)
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FINDINGS: Evaluation of Current Offerings

In the second tier, the MPMI journal also exhibits the online/print reversal, rated
valuable by 45% and 36% respectively. The Plant Management Network (34%),
Plant Health Progress (33%), and APSnet interactive (31%) record modest gains

over prior years.

Exhibit 20b
Value of APS Offerings
% rating valuable

MPMTI journal - online ':L'—| ‘

145%

APSnet feature stories

MPMI journal - print !—:_l‘}e%
Plant Management Network }E, 34,%
Plant Health Progress - online % 33%
online Placement Service % 310/“,

APSnet interactive web site :‘E:| 310/‘?
Plant Disease Management Reporis“:‘I 28% l
APS Foundation E‘y%
awards program }E_, 27%
Placement Service at Annual Meeting o, 550,

APSnet Education Center for college courses%‘zI 24%
|
0% 20% 40%

44%

60%

80%

100%

2007 base: 1,000 APS members (multiple answers)

The third tier represents APS offerings rated valuable by fewer than one in four

members overall. No notable trends from year to year are observed for these items.

Plant Health Instructor online (19% overall) and APS online symposia (16%

overall) appeal somewhat more strongly to members in developing countries than
others. Plant Health Instructor online, and the APSnet Education Center for both
continuing education and for outreach to K-12 teachers/students, all appeal

differentially to younger Regular members — the under 35 early career professionals

as well as the 35-44-year-old career builders. The remaining offerings, showing

relatively low appeal overall and no special appeal to important membership

segments, might be candidates for reallocation of resources.

Exhibit 20c
Value of APS Offerings
% rating valuable

Division Meetings %lz?/o
continuing education offerings % 21%

public policy initiatives through PPB Sy o,

|
international activities through OIP %19%

Plant Health Instructor online E

\ 19%

APSnet Education Center for continuing education 5‘7%

online symposia E 16%

outreach activities through OPAE
|

industry efforts through OIR ‘El‘s
|

|
15%

%

APSnet Education Center for K-12 gﬂlﬂ %

3-journal CD-ROM = 4o,

0%

20%

40% 60% 80% 100%

2007 base: 1,000 APS members (multiple answers)
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FINDINGS: Possibilities

APS member surveys seek not only to gauge sentiments regarding APS's current Exhibit 21
offerings, but to solicit member reaction to a number of new possibilities: new Initiatives Supported — Annual Meeting/Continuing Education

programs, products, services, and initiatives. In each of six areas, respondents were

asked to select up to two (of five or six) possible new initiatives which they would be develop pre-meeting workshops (1 day)

most supportive of APS pursuing. | 48%

Regarding Annual Meeting Offerings and Continuing Education [TABLE 043], two ; ; |
ideas stood out, as they have in the past two surveys: hold AM jointly with related organizations

48%  develop pre-meeting workshops (1 day) on specific topics | i

42% hOld the Annual MCCt]ngJOlntly Wlth related Organizations enhance networking opportunities E
. .. . . 32
32%  enhance networking opportunities by reducing concurrent programming | |

27%  expand Annual Meeting programming to appeal to a broader audience such g
27%

. .. . expand program/appeal to broader audience
as private practitioners or industry members pand program/app

17%  increase emphasis on poster sessions by reducing some oral, special or w w

other sessions increase emphasis on poster sessions|
. . . 7%
The pre-meeting workshops appeal especially to early career professionals (73%), as 17%

do enhanced networking opportunities (45%) and expanding the meeting's appeal 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

(36%). Joint annual meetings are especially preferred by Canadian members (57%).

.. . . . 2007 base: 1,000 APS b Itipl
55% and 48% of those employed in industry and private practice, respectively, ase: members (multiple answers)

would like to see the meeting's appeal expanded.
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FINDINGS: Possibilities

Considering possibilities for the APS Foundation [TABLE 044, all ideas tested in
2007 received roughly equivalent support:

40%  support for scientists from countries outside the U.S.
36%  support for named student travel funds

33%  student 2 for 1 membership program (students pay for one year of
membership and Foundation pays for their second year)

33%  support for the APS Education Center (online resources and materials for
students and educators)

30%  support for programs of interest to early career professionals

Trends from prior years are difficult to interpret unambiguously because of
variations in wording and choice sets from year to year, but there seems to be some
diminishment in backing financial support for students.

Support for scientists outside the U.S. reaches 60% for those located in developed
countries (besides U.S. and Canada) and 76% for those in developing countries.
55% of early career professionals also selected this initiative.

Support for named student travel funds is much more strongly endorsed by APS
Council members (67%) than by members as a whole (36%), as is the student 2 for 1
membership (56% versus 33%). Both initiatives have above-average appeal for
those in the U.S., and below-average appeal for others. APS Council members are
much less supportive of having the Foundation support the APSner Education Center
(6%) than are members as a whole (33%).

Counter-intuitively, there are no significant differences in support by age for
programs of interest to early career professionals.

Exhibit 22
Initiatives Supported — APS Foundation

support for scientists from outside the U.S. ‘

support for named student travel funds

student 2 for 1 membership program

80% 100%

2007 base: 1,000 APS members (multiple answers)
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FINDINGS: Possibilities

In the area of Public Affairs & Education/Public Policy [TABLE 045], the trend is up
for increased advocacy for funding, with other choices declining slightly from prior

sSurveys:

51%

41%

38%

23%

21%

be an advocate for research, extension and education funding affecting
plant pathology

develop relationships with the media for the purpose of bringing our
discipline to the attention of the general public

monitor and provide informed opinion to legislators and regulators on
matters affecting plant pathology

alert members to specific legislative and regulatory issues involving plant
pathology

invest time and dollars in youth activities (K-12) to increase awareness of
plant pathology

Advocacy for funding is especially sought by early career professionals (73%).

Monitoring/informing legislators and regulators is of above-average interest to

members in the U.S. and Canada, and is supported well above average by APS

Council members (61% versus 38%).

Exhibit 23

Initiatives Supported — Public Affairs and Policy

advocate for funding

|
|
develop relationships with the mediaI
|
|

monitor/inform legislators and regulators

alert members to legislative/regulatory issues !
23%

| |
| |
| 51% | |
| | | |
| | | |
| | | |
| | | |
[ 41% | | |
| | | |
| | | |
| | | |
| | | |
38% | |
| | | |
| | | |
| | | |
| | | |
| | | |
| | | |
| | | |
| | | 12001 |
| | | 92003 |
| | | 22007 |
| | | |
0% 60% 80% 100%

2007 base: 1,000 APS members (multiple answers)
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FINDINGS: Possibilities

As in prior surveys, no single International Programs initiative [TABLE 046] really Exhibit 24
stands out above the rest: Initiatives Supported — International Programs

40%  promote greater collaboration with other societies and international ‘ ; ;

institutions to enhance agricultural development in developing countries greater collaboration with other societies oo
]

38%  develop joint membership options with sister organizations in other ‘ ‘

|

|
countries joint memberships with sister organizationsEl :380/
0

34%  co-sponsor sessions and meetings in other countries | |

28%  continue/enhance assistance and services provided to scientists in co-sponsor meetings in other countries %;

developing countries | |

|
|

24%  provide agricultural/science education internationally assistance to scientists in developing countries ET‘%U

10%  display APS materials at scientific society meetings outside the U.S. | | i
Once again trend data is not clearly interpreted, as varying numbers of options from provide education internationally §|M% i
year to year influence results in this forced choice question. It is unclear how to | | | | £32001
reconcile 28% supporting assistance/services to scientists in developing countries display APS materials at meetings outside U.S.: i i i 032003
with the 40% who endorsed "support for scientists from countries outside the U.S." : 10% | | | Wn2007
in a previous question; perhaps the distinction between "developing countries” and 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

"countries outside the U.S." accounts for the lower level of support seen here.
2007 base: 1,000 APS members (multiple answers)

Support for scientists in developing countries is backed at somewhat higher levels
than average by members located in those countries (37%), but at below-average
levels by APS Council members (6%). Greater cooperation to enhance agricultural
development in developing countries is actually most strongly supported by U.S.
members; those in developing countries support that initiative at slightly below
average levels.

Joint membership options appeal especially to members in Canada (55%) and other
developed countries outside the U.S. (50%).
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FINDINGS: Possibilities

In the area of Electronic and Internet-Related Options [TABLE 047], all ideas tested
were new to the 2007 survey; three received slightly higher support than the others:

36%  provide online tools (like wikis, document sharing) for collaborative

projects

33%  update the look and functionality of APSnet

33%  develop a separate web site that would provide information to the general
public

25%  provide a synopsis of selected annual meeting symposia in blog format

17%  allow members to read about and comment on APS activities through blog
sites

11%  deliver some APS content through RSS feeds and/or podcasts

Online collaboration tools differentially appeal to Students/Post-Docs (49%) and
younger Regular members (early career professionals, 50%). A web site for the
general public is favored by more veteran/older members. APS Council members
back updating APSnet more strongly than members as a whole (50% versus 33%).

A question new to the 2007 survey asked about members' likelihood of using an
Automatic Membership Renewal option if it were offered, which would
automatically charge a credit card for renewal dues unless advance written notice
was provided [TABLE 067]. 20% of members as a whole rated their likelihood 4 on a
0 to 4 scale where 0 = "definitely would not" and 4 = "definitely would"; another
16% rated their likelihood 3. 35% indicated they definitely would not take
advantage of the option. Support is strongest among those most likely to renew, and
among less veteran and younger members.

Exhibit 25
Initiatives Supported — Electronic/Internet
| | | |
| | | |
online tools for collaborative projects 3§% ! ! !
1 1 1 1 1
| | | |
update APSnet 33% | | |
‘ ‘ 1 1 1 1
| | | | | |
| | | |
web site for general public 33% | | |
‘ 1 1 1 1
| | | | |
| | | |
symposia synopses in blog format 25% ! ! ! !
1 1 1 1 1
| | | | |
members read/comment with APS blogs| 17% | | | |
‘ 1 1 1 1 1
| | | | | |
| | | | |
APS content through RSS feeds, podcasts 11% | | | |
| | | , 2007
| | | | | |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

2007 base: 1,000 APS members (multiple answers)

Turning to the realm of print publishing, another question new to the 2007 survey
sought to gauge purchase likelihood should APS offer the opportunity to create
small-run custom print publications (containing journal articles, book chapters, other
print material) for educational, personal, or corporate distribution [TABLE 049]. 14%
of respondents overall rated their likelihood 4 (definitely would) using the same 0-4
scale just described; another 27% rated it 3. Support for this idea was above average
for Student/Post-Doc members and for members outside the U.S., especially those in
developing countries.
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FINDINGS: Possibilities

The 2007 survey asked for the first time explicitly about initiatives related to
Phytopathology News [TABLE 048]. Again no single item was a runaway favorite:

40%  descriptions of scientific meetings

35% notice of funding opportunities

31% relevant and distilled public policy information

30% news of professional achievements of your fellow members
24%  perspectives of APS leadership on current issues

18%  news of department and regional division events

Descriptions of scientific meetings would be differentially welcomed by those
outside the U.S. (5§5%), although only 17% of APS Council members support that
mitiative. Notice of funding opportunities appeals very strongly to APS's newest
members (50% of those with under five years tenure), its Student/Post-Doc members
(61%), and members in developing countries (44%) — but only 6% of APS Council
members. Crucially, both of these initiatives appeal more strongly than average to
those least likely to renew their APS memberships.

The Council differentially favors public policy information (50%), as do veteran
members (20+ years tenure, 41%), and U.S. members (38%, versus only 17% of
those outside the U.S.). Perspectives of APS leadership are most sought by veteran
members (31%) and Council members (39%).

Exhibit 26
Initiatives Supported — Phytopathology News
i i i
| | |
descriptions of scientific meetings 40% ! ! !
1 ‘ 1 1 1
| | | |
notice of funding opportunities 35% | | |
‘ ‘ 1 1 1 1
| | | | | |
| | | |
public policy information 31% | | |
‘ 1 1 1 1
| | | | |
| | | |
news of members' achievements 30%; ! ! !
T | | | |
‘ 1 1 1 1
perspectives of APS leadership 24% | | |
‘ ‘ 1 1 1 1
| | | | | |
| | | | |
department, regional division news 18% | | | |
I | | . E2007 |
| | | | | |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

2007 base: 1,000 APS members (multiple answers)

Repeating a question first posed in 2003, respondents were asked to describe, in their
own words, any new titles or other products/services they would find it useful for
APS to develop. As is typically the case with open-ended questions, those
responding seldom identified similar possibilities, and 76% did not respond at all.
Categorized tabulation of responses is reported in TABLE 050; verbatim transcriptions
of the answers are found in the Comments section.

In terms of product forms, the most frequently suggested items included books and
compendia, especially by those outside the U.S. and Canada. In terms of topics,
diagnosis, methods (molecular and otherwise), fungi, and tropical crops were cited
most frequently (though again by no more than 11 respondents each).
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FINDINGS: Overall Evaluations

As in all past surveys, a summative question [TABLE 052] asked respondents to
evaluate APS at a high level by rating their agreement/disagreement with a series of

—n

statements about the Society using a five-point scale where -2 = "strongly disagree"
and +2 = "strongly agree.” The chart shows the percentage disagreeing (-1, -2) and
the percentage agreeing (+1, +2) with each statement. The percentage neutral (0) or

not answering are not shown.

Ratings have changed little from survey to survey, and are again quite positive in
2007. The largest proportion of respondents (94%) agreed with the statement "APS
is a credible and beneficial source of information," but at least two of three
respondents rate the Society positively in all but one of the other dimensions, as well:

94%  APS is a credible and beneficial source of information

90%  APS provides opportunities for scientific communication

90%  APS effectively promotes knowledge of plant diseases and their control

84%  APS has a high level of recognition within the plant science community

78%  APS supports students of plant pathology

76%  APS is diverse in its membership

75%  APS provides sufficient opportunities for member involvement

73%  APS is relevant to my needs

68%  APS has a global vision

67%  APS serves as a strong voice for the discipline of plant pathology in public
policy

66%  APS is responsive to member needs

59%  APS supports young professional plant pathologists (first 5 years of career)

The final item asked respondent agreement with the statement "APS membership is a
good value for the price" [TABLE 065]. On this key bottom-line measure, 74% agreed
(up from 68% in 2001) and only 8% disagreed that APS provides good value.

Exhibit 27
Overall Opinions of APS
% agreeing

APS ...
is a credible/beneficial source of information .=94:}%
gives opportunities for scientific communication ) 90%
effectively promotes knowledge of plant diseases 1 900)0
. e f ] | |
has a high level of recognition i ‘ ‘ : = 84% |
supports students of plant pathology | ‘ ‘ ] :78% |
is diverse in its membership; ) 7:6% i
gives sufficient member involvement opportunitiesi ' ' 75% |
is relevant to my needs : : : p— 7#0/0 i
has [should have] a global vision% ‘ ‘ — 63% !
serves as a strong voice for the discipline% : : -'67%3 Dlé98
is responsive to member needs% ‘ ‘ : 3 66% ' ©2001
supports young professional plant pathologists | ‘ 590, 02003
1 1 1 1 . B2007
l Il Il Il ] |
membership is a good value for the prirl—g ‘ ‘ — 740, !
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

2007 base: 1,000 APS members

Agreement was weaker than average among members outside the U.S. and Canada
regarding support for students (67%) and opportunities for involvement (66%).
Those employed in private practice did not rate APS as favorably as others with
respect to opportunities for involvement (61%) and relevance (58%), which was also
a weak area for those industry (63%). The early career professional group (Regular
members under age 35) frequently rated APS more favorably than others, but the
next older cohort of career builders (35-44) gave below-average ratings in many
areas: recognition diversity, opportunities for involvement, relevance, voice, and
responsiveness.
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FINDINGS: Overall Evaluations

A final summary measure was again employed to gauge members' bottom-line
loyalty to APS. Under the supposition that behavioral intentions generally represent
a more valid measure of future behavior than expressed attitudes (e.g., satisfaction),
respondents were asked to indicate their likelihood of renewing their APS
membership when it next comes due by choosing a rating from 0 = "definitely will
not" to 10 = "definitely will." By converting the 0 to 10 ratings to a 0% to 100%
likelihood scale, we can interpret the average rating as the probability that any single
member would renew or, alternatively, as the expected percentage of all current
members who will renew their current APS memberships. For this sample, that
average renewal likelihood in 2007 was 90% — a strong showing, and essentially
steady with prior surveys [TABLE 068].

Although estimated renewal likelihood has remained steady, the intensity of support
may have sagged a bit in 2007. In prior years, 64% or more selected the top scale
point (10 = "definitely will"); in 2007, that's down marginally to 61%. The group
dubbed "likely renewers" (rated 8, 9, or 10) fell from 88% in the 2001 survey to 83%
in 2007. While not major shifts, these declines bear watching. All results are broken
out by renewal likelihood in the 7ables.

Exhibit 28
Membership Renewal Likelihood
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(less likely) 16%
|
|
|
|
|
|
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| |
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| | | | | |
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2007 base: 1,000 APS members
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FINDINGS: Overall Evaluations

The renewal likelihood measure is also a useful tool for gauging relative support
among key membership segments.

As is typically the case, those in the "trial" period (less than five years tenure) are
less likely to renew their memberships than others, as measured both by the
percentage ratings their likelihood 10 (definitely will) — 47% for <5 years, versus
63% for 5-19 years, and 73% for 20+ years — and by the estimated percentage
renewing — 84% versus 91% versus 93%, respectively. A key part of this dynamic
is the considerable amount of time it takes for members to become fully aware of all
the benefits membership offers, and to find those that provide special value for them.
Another facet is the correlation between membership tenure and career stage, which
in turn correlates with membership type: we see that Student and Post-Doc members
are less likely than Regular members to renew.

Those outside the U.S. are less likely to renew than domestic members, with those in
developing countries recording the lowest likelihood (85%).

Unlike 2003, where there was very little distinction by employer, we see in 2007 that
renewal likelihoods have dropped below 90% for those employed in private practice
and in settings other than those listed, and that those in industry are somewhat less
intense in their renewal conviction than those in academia and government.

At 93%, renewal likelihood among the target group of early career professionals
(Regular members under age 35) now actually exceeds that of members as a whole,
an improvement from 2003 — though the reliability of the estimate is compromised
by the small sample size (n=22).

Interestingly, the larger group of career builders (Regular members age 35-44,
n=132) posts the least favorable ratings among Regular members. As seen in the
previous question about overall perceptions, this group is less satisfied than others in
several areas, and may bear watching.

Exhibit 29

2007 Membership Renewal Likelihood

By Segment

Membership Tenure:
<5 years

5-19 years

20+ years

Member Type:
Regular
Student, Post-Doc

Location:
us

Canada
developed countries
developing countries

Primary Employer:
academia
government
industry

private practice
other

Age (Regular members):
<35

35-44
45+

0%

%
definitely
will
I I

147% |

] 63%

] 64%

1 67%

] 64%

] 63%

] 56%

] 52%:

] 5§%

estimated

%
renewing
| |
: 84% :
| 91% |

73% 93%
I

91%
86%

|

| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
! 91% !
| 87% |
| 86% |
I 85% I
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
|

90%
90%
90%
86%
85%

1 77% 93%

1'59%

] 66%

40% 60%

: 91% :
| 92%

80% 100%

2007 base: 1,000 APS members
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FINDINGS: Overall Evaluations

Finally, the renewal likelihood rating can be used as a lens through which APS's

most loyal members can be compared and contrasted with those more at risk of not

renewing. The tables summarize some of the characteristics where these two groups

most differ.

Exhibit 30a

Differences Between Loyal and At-Risk Members
loyal at-risk
(likely (less
renewers) likely)
membership type Student or Post-Doc 18% 30%
membership tenure <1 year 8% 31%
median membership tenure (years) 12 4
subscribe to APS journal(s) 49% 33%
member of APS Division(s) 69% 40%
located outside U.S. and Canada 28% 36%
highest degree = PhD 76% 71%
highest degree = Bachelors 2% 8%
position = faculty 34% 21%
position = graduate student or post-doc 17% 28%
primarily use AGRICOLA 33% 26%
primary use PUB MED 25% 35%
renew APS membership to support the profession/discipline 62% 33%
renew APS membership for contact with colleagues 60% 32%

2007 base: 1,000 APS members

Exhibit 30b

Differences Between Loyal and At-Risk Members
loyal at-risk
(likely (less
renewers) likely)
ways involved: accessed APSnet 70% 48%
ways involved: purchased APS Press products 55% 27%
ways involved: paid Division dues 53% 30%
ways involved: published in an APS journal 46% 24%
ways involved: utilized Membership Directory 43% 14%
ways involved: volunteered 30% 6%
# of offerings unfamiliar to 35% or more 11 20
# of offerings rated valuable by 50% or more 11 2
APS membership is a good value - agree 81% 46%
APS membership is a good value - disagree 5% 24%

2007 base: 1,000 APS members
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FINDINGS: Overall Evaluations

In addition to the quantitative data generated by most of the questions, respondents
were asked two additional open-ended questions to try to understand their concerns
and their ideas for how APS might better serve them. As is typical for open-ended
items, the range of responses was diverse. Responses regarding critical issues/
problems are categorized and tabulated in TABLE 051; suggestions for APS in TABLE
069. Verbatim transcriptions of responses are found in the Comments section.

When asked "What critical issues/problems are you currently dealing with (or
anticipate in the next 2-3 years) that APS would be in a unique position to address?",
the largest proportions responded with concerns about disease diagnosis/control, lack
of or declines in funding, and employment opportunities/career development. The
latter was cited more frequently than average by APS's newest members, its Student
and Post-Doc members, and (crucially) those less likely to renew their APS
membership (groups which overlap one another to a large extent). Some quotes
typical of these themes:

Detecting and dealing with imported exotic plant diseases.
Diagnostic and detection of quarantine pathogens.
Diagnostics and genetic variability.

Disease diagnosis and treatment for economically important plant materials.

Dwindling financial resources to support research in academia. Assistance in
identifying funding sources, assistance in connecting with potential collaborators
to increase chance of being funded.

Expressed concern by others (colleagues and administrators) that plant
pathology is dying as a profession. This concern results in the inability to re-fill
vacant positions and has negative impacts on funding and students.

Federal and state funding for positions is being severely cut. Many of us may not
have a job in 2-3 years. I'm not sure how APS can help.

Federal funding levels for basic research are at a historic low. APSis ina
unique position to explain the value of plant pathology research in bridging basic
advances in plant science based on plant pathology (Agro bacterium-mediated
transformation, RNAi, etc) and practical applications.

Employment, employment, employment.
Faculty job search (early career).
Finding a job in the field.

Finding career opportunities in plant pathology.

When asked to supply ideas in their own words regarding what APS could do
differently or better to increase its value for them, two themes were cited modestly
more often than others: providing more international focus/involvement/activity,
and reducing costs.

Tabulations of categorized responses fail to capture the tone and refinement of many
respondent comments, and even a single response providing a unique viable idea can
have great value. Review of the comments themselves may well repay the effort.
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FINDINGS: Implications and Recommendations

This section calls out some implications and offers recommendations from the point

of view of the APS member, as represented by this data. It does not take into

account the Society's goals and objectives on the one hand, nor its constraints and

mandates on the other. Hopefully these ideas will prove helpful to the Society's

leadership as discussion-starters.

1.

Given continuing high ratings for value (74% agree membership is a good value,
only 8% disagree) and renewal likelihood (90% average rating), it seems clear
that APS continues to do a superior job of balancing the diverse needs and
interests of its varied membership. The main conclusion to be drawn from these
data, as was the case with prior surveys, is that to best serve current members
APS should generally keep doing what it has been doing, making only minor
adjustments at the margins of what it offers.

Three member segments were identified in prior surveys as especially
significant for the society's future: Students/Post-Docs, those newest to
membership (i.e., "trial" members with less than five years’ tenure), and
international members. To this list APS added “early career professionals” in
2003 — non-student members under 35. Analysis of renewal likelihoods for all
but the latter segment shows them continuing to be more vulnerable to defection
than other members. (The 2007 sample of early career professionals is too small
to draw strong conclusions.) Continued monitoring of these segments is
advisable, with these groups’ special needs and interests kept in mind for
decisions on the margin.

Based on expressed renewal intentions, two additional segments may bear
watching: the relatively small proportion of members employed in private
practice, and the larger group of "career builders" (Regular members ages 35-44,
the cohort following early career professionals). This group, as opposed to the
under 35 group, is the least favorable among Regular members in its evaluations
of many several of the APS membership experience.

Awareness of APS offerings overall held relatively steady in 2007, after having
eroded some in 2003. Modest improvements are seen for familiarity with the
Foundation and with the APS awards program. But many major offerings still
post unfamiliarity rates in the 40% to 50% range, including the newer APSnet
Education Center, but also long-standing offerings like the 3-journal CD-ROM,
online symposia and other continuing education offerings, and activities of the
four major offices (OIR, OPAE, OIP, and PPB). The stubborn elevation of
these rates may ultimately suggest something about the value of the offerings
themselves. The challenge of helping all members (especially newer members)
grasp the full array of membership benefits continues.

All surveys have identified a core set of offerings which provide high value to
the greatest number of APS members: APSret, the journals, the Annual
Meeting, APS Press products, Phytopathology News, the APS News Capsule, the
online Membership Directory, and the Common Names of Plant Diseases online
database. These benefits should constitute the foundation of new member
solicitation and post-purchase reinforcement communications.
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FINDINGS: Implications and Recommendations

6. 2007 results see online delivery of APS content eclipse print for the first time in 9. If economically feasible, pilot test the offer of small-run custom print
terms of involvement and value, a trend that shows no sign of weakening. APS's publications (containing journal articles, book chapters, other print material) for
emphasis should be shifting even more strongly in this direction, particularly as educational, personal, or corporate distribution, which is of possible interest to
online delivery is differentially preferred by younger and international members. over a third of members (with differential appeal to younger members and
It may also be time to begin strategizing the reduction of resources devoted to members in developing countries).
print. 10. Resources to fund desirable initiatives and pilots might be redirected from
7.  Members showed significant support for initiatives in the following areas: offerings with relatively limited and non-strategic constituencies. Among those
Annual Meeting: develop pre-meeting workshops (1 day) on specific topics; offerings Wthh might be con51d.ered are the 3-journal CD-ROM, the Divisions,
hold the Annual Meeting jointly with related organizations and the activities of the four major offices (OIR, OPAE, OIP, and PPB).
APS Foundation: support scientists from countries outside the U.S. 11. Where they conyerged on com.mon themes, member canment.s ec.hoed the need
. . ' ‘ . to advocate for increased funding, to support members in finding jobs and
Pubh.c Affa1rs.& Policy: be an advocate for research, e.xtens1on anq eflucatlon building careers, and to control/reduce membership and meeting costs. Less
funding affecting plant péthology (na@ed for the first tlm? by a majority of than half of those at risk of non-renewal agree that APS membership is a good
members, and clearly an issue of growing concern according to respondent value, while a quarter disagree — a perception that requires constant tending.
comments); develop relationships with the media for the purpose of bringing our . ) o .
T . . 12. Anecdotal evidence in 2007 responses seems to suggest rising concern with the
discipline to the attention of the general public e - i : ShOTE )

. . . o viability of the profession itself — eroding funding, diminishing academic
Fntemathlonal ?rograrps: promote greate.r collaboration with other sometlés and departments, declining employment prospects. The fact that APS members are
mterna.tlonal institutions to enhanc.e agr 1(fu1tura} de‘_’ebpmem n d'evel(.)pmg getting older on average could reflect less-than-desired effectiveness in
countrl'es; develop joint membership options with sister organizations in other recruiting and retaining younger members, but it could also reflect broader
countries trends in a threatened profession. The increasing concentration of APS
Internet: provide online tools (like wikis, document sharing) for collaborative members in land grant universities, where the pressures described may be most
projects (especially attractive to younger members) acute, is another sign of concern. Finally, noting that the proportion of the

.. . . o .
Phytopathology News: add descriptions of scientific meetings (especially critical early c.areer professmnal.s group declined from 4.4% of mernl?ersh1p n
. . . . .. 2003 to 2.2% in 2007, the question must be asked as to whether the time has
valuable to foreign members); provide notice of funding opportunities
. . . come for APS to reach out and try to better understand the needs of those who
(especially valued by both younger members and members in developing
countries) have chosen not to be APS members — those who once were, and those who
never have been. Results continue to show APS doing an estimable job in
8. Consider piloting an Automatic Membership Renewal option, of possible meeting the needs of the members who choose to stay; additional insight as to
interest to around a third of members (with differential appeal to younger where this profession is going might be had from investigations of those no
members). longer, or not already, in the fold.
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Powerful Possibilities

By: Jeffrey B. Cufaude , Idea Architects jeffrey@ideaarchitects.org
Source: ASAE Executive Update Feature
Published: July 2001

The volunteer-staff relationship in many associations perpetuates, even rewards and celebrates
less than stellar results. Re-examine how you recruit, appoint, reward and partner with volunteers
to achieve better results.

The volunteer-staff relationship in many associations perpetuates - even rewards and celebrates -
less than stellar results. Re-examine how you recruit, appoint, reward, and partner with volunteers
to achieve better results.

We. They. Us. Them. Interaction among volunteers and staff is so often reduced to this battlefield.
While the frustrations of working together effectively sometimes are very real, so also are the
rewards realized when individuals’ talents are fully leveraged regardless of which "side" they serve.

In Leadership and the New Science, author Margaret Wheatley suggests, "Power in organizations
is the capacity generated by relationships." It is time to explore what power we can create if we
rethink some of the fundamental assumptions and principles about the volunteer-staff relationship.

How the relationship often begins

It happened again just a few weeks ago. The brochure arrived. It talked about the importance of
giving back, of getting involved. It had a list. A long list. This list described places where I, a
potential volunteer, could donate my time and talents. Each place got a one-sentence description
that gave me a brief and very incomplete picture of what | might be doing if | selected that place for
my volunteer involvement.

What wasn’t contained in the brochure? A great deal. This brochure did not contain: information on
the time commitment expected of volunteers, an outline of the talents and skills needed for the
various opportunities presented, a statement of the organization’s overall vision and how various
volunteer opportunities contribute to it, dates or descriptions for the meetings or trainings | might be
expected to attend, information about the process of volunteer selection, or clarification about the
relationships involved in volunteering — with other volunteers or with the staff.

| care about this organization’s work and wanted to help be a part of its future efforts, so | checked
a box to join a committee and sent in the form. Much to my amazement — without having asked for
any information about the time or talents | have available to share — the organization quickly
confirmed me as a volunteer and outlined some dates to hold on my calendar.

And so the dance begins. The volunteer and the organization. Both ready to hit the dance floor, but
neither quite sure what dance we are dancing, who our partner is, the rhythm of the music, or who
is taking the lead. Does this describe your outreach process for soliciting the time, energy, and
talents of potential volunteers?

The process just described is typical. While it is not inherently evil, it is fraught with pitfalls that will
immediately undermine the potential of the volunteer and staff relationship. If we want effective
volunteer and staff relationships, we must develop processes that more effectively manage them,
particularly how we first enter into them with each other. Some of our current beliefs and practices,
the "way we do what we do and what we believe about what we do" simply do not serve us well. In
fact, more often than not, they get in the way of the very type of relationships we would like to
have.





What might be possible?

Imagine an organization driven by its mission and core values and turbo-charged by a compelling
and challenging vision for the future. Imagine an organization in which talent and knowledge reigns
supreme regardless of your age, gender, race, or tenure with the organization. It is a place where
individuals come to simultaneously learn and teach, to grow and contribute, but most importantly,
to serve the organization’s mission and vision.

Relationships are characterized by a deep mutual respect and trust ... among staff members,
among volunteers, and among staff and volunteers with each other. The diversity of perspectives is
honored and appreciated for its contributions to the unity of purpose that serves as the anchor for
these relationships. That purpose is serving the organization’s core values, mission, and vision.

Coretta Scott King has suggested, "I cannot fully be what | ought to be until you are allowed the
opportunity to be what you ought to be." In this organization individuals understand all that this
powerful observation suggests about the dynamics of our relationships and interaction. This
organization would likely be guided by a different set of beliefs and assumptions than what most
organizations currently embrace. So what might those be?

New ways of doing our business

Clearly defining the volunteer-staff relationship.

In the absence of clearly articulated and accepted beliefs about the volunteer-staff relationship,
individuals rightfully project their personal beliefs and the lessons learned from their past
relationships onto their current commitments. As a result, relationships are grounded in a wide
range of assumptions, and these assumptions often are in direct conflict with each other.

Every organization needs to define for its staff and volunteers what the organization expects from
the relationships. Call it a credo, a manifesto, or some other fancy name, but get one in writing. A
short (one-page) statement about the beliefs and assumptions expected to guide the volunteer-
staff relationship in your organization can help minimize the likelihood of some of the challenges
you might be experiencing. Such a statement should be a part of every involvement solicitation,
position description, and orientation — for staff and volunteers alike.

Staff and volunteers should discuss what it would mean for them individually and collectively to
fully realize the beliefs articulated in the statement, what behaviors would be appropriate, and
which ones would be inappropriate. Further, how well the unfolding volunteer-staff relationships
actually exemplify these beliefs should be periodically assessed and reviewed.

Better recruiting and socializing of volunteers.

The era of the once-a-year volunteer recruitment brochure must surely be over. Our organizations
need constant infusions of volunteer time and talents. Do we really think sending out a piece of
paper that invites potential recruits to simply check their interest will help us build the pool of
volunteer talent needed to realize our potential?

We need to create year-round models of volunteer engagement in which individuals’ talents, skills,
and interests are: (1) constantly being identified, (2) able to be matched with project and position
needs at any time on any day, (3) effectively integrated into the organization’s volunteer efforts.

For many organizations, doing this will require a fundamental shift in their practices. It requires
different strategies for determining needs, packaging opportunities, soliciting interests, identifying
talents and skills, orienting volunteers, tracking contributions and involvement, and supporting
efforts on projects and in positions. It suggests taking a long-haul view of a potential volunteer’s
engagement with the organization.





Recognizing unique contributions.

Every individual in an organization has unique contributions to offer. Similarly, various clusters of
individuals (staff departments, volunteer committees or task forces, the board, and so forth) have
unique contributions to make to the organization’s mission and vision. In my tenure as an
association executive and in my current consulting work, | too often find that these various
groupings of individuals (1) do not fully understand the unique contribution the organization
requires of them and (2) engage in efforts better done by another group of individuals.

A simple exercise can allow you to explore this phenomenon in your organization. First create a
short list of the most significant ways in which individuals are organized collectively to accomplish
the work of your organization. Your list might include: staff, board, committees and task forces,
local chapters, regional leaders, external service providers and consultants, and so forth. Try to
have no more than six to eight categories. For each category answer the following two questions:
(1) what is this group of individuals uniquely positioned to do in support of the organization’s
mission, vision, and values? (2) What would be required for this group to honor and fulfill its unique
contribution?

This activity can help individuals see that every individual and every grouping contributes to the
organization’s success. Having this discussion often makes evident the fact that many groupings of
individuals are not doing what they are uniquely positioned to do in support of the organization.
They can then shift their behavior and efforts to contribute in a more appropriate and needed
manner. Only in the collective do we generate the pool of talent and knowledge required for overall
organizational success.

Checking self-interest at the door.

All of us have self-interest at stake in the volunteer-staff relationship. Some of us are looking to
"get ahead" in the organization’s hierarchy. Others hope to look good and to leverage the esteem
others might afford them. What must occur, however, is the candid realization that self-interest
cannot get in the way of the ultimate interest at stake: honoring and fulfilling the organization’s
mission, vision, and values.

When push comes to shove, all individuals, staff and volunteers alike, must subordinate our self-
interest to the interests of the organization. Too often, however, individuals either consciously or
subconsciously engage in relationships and actions that better serve self-interests than the
organization’s interests. While a natural dynamic in organizations, it is one that must be brought
out into the open and discussed.

Ending traditional entitlement practices.

We often foster some of the challenging relationship dynamics among staff and volunteers
because of the traditional notions about entitlement evident in our organizations. Once "elevated"
to a committee chair or board member position, individuals begin to feel they are entitled to certain
things — special attention at the annual meeting, faster response time from staff on requests,
access to certain information or meetings, and so forth. Tensions result when such perceived
privileges aren’t honored.

Perhaps the first question that should be answered is: does moving from being an uninvolved
member to one involved in the volunteer activity of the organization entitle you to anything? Should
it? If so, what? The answers to such questions need to be appropriately shared with potential
volunteers so they make an informed decision about the volunteer culture of which they are
considering becoming a part.

Moving from the possible to the probable.
The complaining has gone on long enough. How many more comments must be shared on
listservs, during meeting breaks, or in inflammatory e-mails before we realize we're not helping the





cause? How many more fingers of blame must be pointed before we say it's time for a change?
We are all participants in creating and perpetuating the dysfunctional relationships sometimes
evident in our organizations.

At a staff retreat | recently facilitated, a wise executive suggested to his staff that the association is
not really the members’ organization. It is more the staff’'s organization, because staff members
both cumulatively and on a daily basis clock more hours, more efforts, and more acts of caring for
the organization.

| believe there is a great deal of truth in his observation. Yet | would suggest a potentially even
more powerful guiding belief might be that everyone — staff, volunteers, and members alike — has
the potential to own the organization and to act like a business owner. If we can accept the Quaker
belief that "Everyone has a piece of the truth," then we can engage each other in relationships that
let those different pieces of the truth emerge and join together to form a coherent picture of what
might be possible.

Making the possible probable in your organization will most likely require some thoughtful
introspection, some frank and honest dialogue, and some individual and organizational realignment
of beliefs and behaviors. Let the work begin.






Public Policy Board

APS Public Policy Board
Strategic Planning Session
September 18, 2006

I. PPB Mission (Manual of Operations)

The PPB provides scientific input on public policy issues to the society's officers, policy makers and
agency personnel, and works with other scientific organizations and coalitions to increase the awareness
of the science of plant pathology.

What is it, broadly, that APS wants to accomplish in DC and (perhaps also internationally) in the area of public
policy? Is it funding programs, impacts on regulatory actions, or general coverage of policy issues? What really
matters and what are we really trying to accomplish?

Core functions

Be the premier advocate for U.S. policy issues related to plant health

Be a strong advocate for agricultural research funding in the U.S.

Keep APS members informed on policy issues and opportunities

Role clarification

Request that Council establish a clear distinction between the functions of PPB and OPAE

Identify relevant existing APS committees, offices and boards and engage them in PPB activities when appropriate
Maintain strong, 2-way communication with Council with respect to priorities and progress

Consider assessments of when a focus area is “finished”, when it is time to terminate, pass on to others, or modify
a focus area

Il. PPB Strategic Plan

A. Identify one or a few focus areas each year with input/direction from Council.
1. For each focus area, try to develop 2 or 3 priority objectives that will lead to measurable, recognizable
"milestones"
2. ldentify how the PPB focus areas relate to the APS Strategic Plan and APS Key Priorities

[ll. PPB Mode(s) of Operation

Establish PPB subcommittees or task forces to address each of the major PPB objectives (such as B. Carroll
plans to do with Industry issues)
* Each PPB member will generally chair or co-chair at least one subcommittee or task force and probably
be a member of at least one other
* PPB will
~Define a specific problem or issue to be addressed by a subcommittee or task force
~Set clear goals and outcomes
~Develop a clear plan for implementation
~ldentify the role of Eversole Associates, if any
~Identify a PPB member as subcommittee chair or co-chair
* Subcommittees will:
~ ldentify and prioritize specific tasks and modes of implementation for their specific priority
~ Seek input from the entire PPB on the plan
~ Carry out prioritized tasks, with assistance from other PPB or APS members as needed
~ Involve non-PPB members having relevant expertise in and enthusiasm for the targeted activities
~ Communicate with, and involve, other relevant APS Boards, Offices and Committees
~ Provide feedback and gather input from the entire PPB as activities progress





IV. Proposed PPB Focus Areas, 2006-2007

Apprx | Initiative PPB Leaders Relevant APS

% Entities

Effort

30% Education J. MacDonald, S. Gold OPAE, Dept.
Heads

20% Genomics S. Gold, J. Leach Genetics,
Pathogen Group
Comm, Host-Par
Interactions

15% Industry B. Carroll, B. Dolezal OIR, Industry
Committee,
Regulatory
Comm

10% Biosecurity J. Fletcher Crop Biosec.,
Emerg. Dis Path

10% Permitting J. Steadman Regulatory

10% General Ag J. Leach, J. Fletcher

Funding

1% PMN R. Stuckey PMN Advisory
Board, Pub
Board

4% New/Emerging** J. Fletcher All

**NOTE 2-8-07: This plan was developed in Fall 2006. Considering recent events, we may want to pay more attention to the
Farm Bill and budget issues this year because of the proposed reorganization of research programs and reorganization of
funding. We request guidance on from Council on the effort to place in this area. This might not require extensive involvement
of PPB members — but would require more of Kellye’s time. We could put this under the “emerging new issues” but it will
require more of Kellye’s time than 4%.

1. Education (30% Effort) — J. MacDonald, S. Gold

a. Define the need

What is the need for broadly trained plant pathologists (Extension, industry, biosecurity, plant breeding,
diagnostics, international centers, etc)?

What is the definition of a modern, broadly trained plant pathologist?

What is it that we want to accomplish in this initiative?

b. Establish an APS ad hoc committee

President Jan Leach plans to present this concept to the APS Exec, seek their input, and propose the
creation of the ad hoc committee soon.

c. Establish a Task Force to include representatives from APS, EPA, USDA, NSF, and possibly other
groups or agencies, to develop the concept

Are there creative new ways to share resources (faculty expertise, courses, internship opportunities, etc)
among land grant universities?
Can we leverage funding from various sources to address the multivariate parts of the education strategy?
- Mini-PPB group met with Colien Hefferan (CSREES), Anna Palmisano and Ann Lichens-Park
(Competitive Programs) and this concept was very well-received
- Hefferan would welcome a proposal for a small grant to fund a Task Force meeting to get things started

2. Genomics (20% Effort) — S. Gold, J. Leach

a. Foci:

Past and current - Pathogen priorities for sequencing

Future - Functional and comparative genomics, environmental issues and the metagenome, host-pathogen
interactions, opportunities resulting from new sequencing technologies

b. Strategy
(1) Continue to update pathogen priority list
(2) Create a “top 10" list for sequencing
(3) Plan a second genomics workshop to assess where we are and where we need to go next





To be held mid-late 2007
Colien Hefferan, Anna Palmisano, Maryanna Henkart, and Ann Lichens-Park were supportive of this
suggestion

3. Industry issues (15%) — B. Carroll, B. Dolezal

a. Strategies

(1) Establish a PPB subcommittee/task force led by B. Carroll and including non-PPB members

(2) Arrange a round table discussion with PPB Subcommittee and other industry leaders

(2) What are the issues of greatest priority to APS members in industry?

(3) PPB should develop a relationship with EPA

(4) Engage OIR and the Industry Committee

(5) Consider what actions are appropriate for PPB (regulatory alerts should come from OIR or from the
Regulatory Committee rather than PPB)

(6) Develop clear outline of proposed PPB activities for implementation

4. Biosecurity (10%) — J. Fletcher

a. Goals
Redefine goals and objectives
Short term: Coordination
Long term: Center or more formalized coordination mechanism
President J. Leach will appoint an APS Biosecurity Focus group
Biosecurity will move to a lower time commitment for PPB, until a new opportunities arise
Continue to meet with key administrators and to keep up with the issues in USDA, DHS and Congress

b. Strategies

(1) Differentiate and clarify roles of PPB, OPAE, the Crop Biosecurity Committee, and the Emerging Diseases
& Pathogens Committee

(2) Recommend to Council that they disband current Special Crop Biosecurity Committee, currently chaired by
James Stack (President J. Leach)

(3) Recommend to Council that they appoint a new APS Special Committee, possibly including NPDN hub
directors and K. Cardwell, APHIS (P. Berger), NPDRS (K. Smith), DHS (?), diagnostician(s), and other key
members of the plant biosecurity committee; and that Council provide a clear mission to that committee.

5. Permitting (10%) — Steadman
We have made significant progress on this issue and APHIS has created mechanisms to continue making
improvements; thus, permitting will move to a lower priority in terms of PPB time and effort.

Goals

(1) Engage the Regulatory Plant Pathology Committee

(2) Form small PPB Subcommittee, to include Bob Martin (recently named APS Rep to an APHIS Permitting
Advisory Board), to develop short- and long-term goals and strategies.

6. General funding support (10%) - Fletcher

This is a non-self serving function that improves agriculture in general

Often tied to other initiatives and addressed along with them

Continue visits to Capitol Hill during PPB’s Spring meeting

Determine feasibility of providing general support for international funding initiatives

aoow

7. PMN (1%) — Stuckey
PPB activity related to PMN has been focused on establishing appropriate contacts in Washington, DC. This
has been a somewhat awkward fit, since this is not primarily a policy matter, but rather a promotional effort. Now
that the new PPB Advisory Board is in place most of these activities will be most appropriately handled by that
Board.

Goals
a. Request Council to redirect most PMN activity to the PPB Advisory Board
b. PPB role will continue as needed for identifying contacts in Washington DC and for short-term or
“emergency” issues (such as the recent PIPE meeting).





8. Emerging/New Issues (4%)

a. Remain aware of general activity at USDA, DHS, and other groups
b. Be a conduit for information to APS membership and to agency leaders and policy makers
c. Be prepared to respond to emerging issues as appropriate or as directed by Council

V. Involving Young Plant Pathologists and APS Members

1. Find ways to involve younger APS members (S. Gold and K. Eversole)

e Establish a PPB Intern position (OPAE/Stuckey/Eversole collaboration)

e Design mechanism for applications, selection and participation of PPB Intern
2. Provide orientation/training for PPB members and APS members

e Public Policy orientation for PPB intern and new PPB members prior to Spring meeting
e “Public Policy 101" workshop for Annual Meeting, Anaheim (R. Stuckey and K. Eversole)

VI. Filling of New/Replacement PPB Slots

Given the responsibility of PPB to address those issues given highest priority after consideration by both PPB and
Council, it will be imperative in the future to fill PPB slots with individuals having the knowledge, skills, and abilities
needed to address these particular issues, as well as adequate time to contribute to them. Additionally, we hope to
attract new APS members who have an interest in public policy, to serve on the PPB. We will encourage APS
member applications by the steps shown below. The filling of the third currently available position, and of the
positions of two additional slots vacated in August 2007 by R. Stuckey and S. Gold, will be done in this way, and
should be completed in time for new PPB members to join in the PPB meetings in San Diego).

1. Identify what expertise, knowledge and skills are most needed for prioritized PPB focus areas

2. Prepare a “job description” for the position and “advertise” in Phyto News and email News Notes for people

having the desired skills and knowledge, as well as the time to participate

3. Request submission of a short statement of interest and background from members interested in serving in

that slot; specifying a due date

4. PPB will review the statements and discuss applicant qualifications

5. Submit recommendation of top 2 names (ranked) to Council for approval

VII. PPB Spring Meeting in D.C.

1. What is the best meeting format? Advantages of meeting as a full group outweigh the disadvantages,
facilitating learning and keeping travel costs down.

2. To facilitate consistent knowledge, experience, and messages, when possible/practical, all Board members
will attend all of the sessions/meetings

3. If necessary or appropriate, the Board may be split into two or more groups for certain meetings

4. In 2007 PPB will host an evening reception for those whom we normally invite to dinner; this more informal
and fluid format will facilitate mingling and targeted conversation. Each PPB member will be assigned to speak
with particular guests on specific topics.

5. Specific goals for Spring meeting should be identified by January

6. Specific visits/appointments should be identified shortly thereafter and appointments made as early as
possible. Concurrent meetings will be avoided if possible.

7. Key points for discussion, white papers and one-pagers should be completed and distributed to PPB
members, with rough drafts distributed by the second week in January and final content ready by the second
week in February. Priority subcommittee leaders will be responsible for leading the development of white papers
as well as key talking points for visits.

8. First morning in D.C, the Board will go over strategies for each visit (rather than cover PPB business, which
can be done via conference call) — be clear about who is lead for each visit, what key messages are, go over
materials, etiquette

9. For each individual meeting, a discussion leader will be identified, key points and materials specified, “DC
etiquette” reviewed, and the message kept on track during the visit

10. Following the visits, PPB members will share the writing of thank-you notes as appropriate






