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Friday, August 2, 2013 at 1:00PM CDT 

 

I. Roll 
Brian Baker, David Granatstein, Tom Green, Carrie Koplinka-Loehr, Linda Madeo, Ken Martin, Juli 
Obudzinski, Jane Petzoldt (facilitator), Eric Ritchie, Michael Rozyne, Margaret Wittenberg 
 

II. Discussion of purpose and organization of Organic-IPM Working Group  
 
1. Overview of events leading up to Roundtable Discussion in November: 
 

- Interest in gathering Organic and IPM leaders together to discuss possible synergies and 
improve dialogue 

- The meeting was led by a professional facilitator 
- One outcome of the meeting was an agreement to create an ongoing Working Group 

 
As of today, the group has secured $5000 from an IR-4 proposal to the Northeast IPM Center. 
The grant objectives are as follows: 

- Identify and recruit a diverse group of organic and IPM leaders 
- Collaborate in the form of a Working Group 
- Maintain a current and comprehensive master list of priorities which is posted to the 

Working Group webpage 
- Develop action plans and timelines for completing top priorities 
- Recommend policies and programs that foster a complimentary approach 

 
There is the potential for more funding from an AFRI grant, which will be confirmed in late September. 
 
2. Discussion of Working Group Structure 
 
The Organic-IPM Working Group may want to model itself on other IPM Working Groups, for example 
the North Central School IPM Working Group, as well the NRCS & IPM Working Group. In this structure, 
annually renewed proposals fund group activities, which include monthly conference calls, and annual 
or biannual meetings in person. The group is led by jointly self- and group-appointed Co-Chairs, and 
facilitated by a staff person (Jane). 
 
Typically, Working Groups are open to anyone wishing to participate. For Organic-IPM, the group will 
decide whether any adjustments need to be made to this policy. 
 
Typically, meeting minutes are posted on the Working Group website, which is accessible to the public. 
Organic-IPM meeting minutes will be approved by call participants prior to distribution to the listserv, 
and will not be posted on a public website. 
 
Under this model, the primary objective of a Working Group is to maintain an updated list of priorities 
for education, research, and extension. The group also develops and implements deliverables through a 
process of priority-setting for immediate priorities, which are decided by a group poll. These priorities 
are periodically reviewed and updated, and posted publicly for review by stakeholders, funders, and 
individuals looking for project ideas. 
 
Other activities include networking, information sharing, project updates, presentations, and awarding 
of minigrants. 
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The Group has selected the first Tuesday of each month at 2:30 CDT as a designated conference call 
time. 
 
The Group’s listserv is changing hands to Jane (facilitator) and will be run through the Google Groups 
platform. Details on this within the next week 
 
3. General Concerns 
 
The point was made that it is important to consider the potential value achieved by collaboration 
between organic and IPM before pursuing a particular priority. It is important to identify concrete values 
that aren’t already occurring in a more diffuse way. It is also important to ensure that collaboration does 
not inhibit innovation. 
 
One example of a concrete value is the collaboration between Red Tomato, IPM Institute, and Rodale 
for an NRCS Proposal. Another: Organic apple growing technologies may be more broadly applicable to 
IPM systems. 
 

III. Discussion of Meta-Analysis of Priorities 
 

- It was agreed that pest monitoring strategies are useful in both IPM and organic systems. 
Encouraging and managing beneficial organisms is a very high priority.  

- Breeding for resistance remains important, but is made difficult by private interests and 
intellectual property laws. There is incomplete overlap for this priority, however, because 
some biotechnology solutions may not be compatible with organic guidelines. The point was 
made that breeding for tolerance to a broad spectrum of pests may be more valuable than 
complete resistance to a single pest. 

- Cover crops are a very high priority. Research and outreach is needed to optimize regionally-
specific cover crop and rotation systems for nutrient and pest management. Weed science 
should embrace the use of thresholds for weed management. More research is needed to 
determine when and to what extent weed control is needed for crop types. 

 
Other priorities not identified on the meta-analysis include: enhancing communication and 
understanding between organic and IPM constituents. The group will reexamine priorities when updates 
to the National Organic Research Agenda become available. 
 
A discussion of funding opportunities and the remaining priorities from the meta-analysis will be on the 
agenda for September 3. A draft agenda will be sent out for suggestions prior to the call. 
 
 

Feedback 
 
Below are excerpts written by a participant on the conference call:  
 
…”I think genetically engineered plant pesticides and other genetically modified crops comprise the 
second biggest difference between IPM and organic, and perhaps the most visible one. Biotech funding 
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is crowding out not just research on organic farming systems, but also classical breeding and classical 
biocontrol solutions that could be used by all farmers. 
  

My second remark is that cover cropping is a priority, but I believe that the higher priority is weed 

management, where cover cropping is one of several strategies mentioned. I do not know how to get 

weed scientists more interested in integrated approaches and the reduction or elimination of the use of 

chemical herbicides, but really that is more the focus than cover crops, as I understand it… “ 

The biggest difference between IPM and organic, in my opinion, is the way that some pesticides are 

considered acceptable for pests and diseases above the threshold in IPM, and many if not most of these 

are not allowed for organic production. There may be some substances that are allowed for organic 

production that are not considered compatible with IPM, but I really don’t know what these are. This 

was alluded to in the November meeting report, but I am not quite sure what was said about it or what 

programmatic approach is best for convergence. I see that the scientific basis for the ‘synthetic / non-

synthetic’ part of the organic standards was questioned, but I don’t know by whom or have an 

understanding of what would be proposed as an alternative. The acceptance of natural substances was 

based on a theoretical acceptance that organisms and ecosystems have been metabolizing and 

assimilating natural substances for eons, while synthetic substances, particularly pesticides, are 

disruptive to biological systems on a scale never before seen. The scientific basis for the prohibition of 

synthetic pesticides goes back to Rachel Carson, Silent Spring, and the widespread use of DDT. While 

one may question the models used or validity of the conclusions, it is an exaggeration to say that the 

natural / synthetic rule has no scientific basis.  

The US is unique in the world of organic standards in that the National Organic Program rule is the only 

major standard that uses the Natural / Synthetic distinction as the basis for what is permitted. The 

European Union, Codex Alimentarius, the Japanese Agricultural Standard and even the Canadian Organic 

Regime all rely on a closed, positive list of what is permitted. Unless a source restriction is explicitly in 

the standard, substances are permitted whether they are synthetic or non-synthetic.  

While it is true that there are data gaps and anomalies in the natural v. synthetic used as the point of 

departure in the organic regulations, the Organic Foods Production Act establishes criteria and a process 

to make exceptions that address those anomalies. Synthetic substances that meet the criteria for being 

safe for human health and the environment can be allowed and natural substances that create risks for 

human health and the environment can be prohibited. The natural pesticides arsenic, lead, nicotine, 

strychnine and cryolite are all prohibited for organic production under the USDA regulation. 

Most natural pesticides are not legal to use in the US at this point, and critiques of organic farming 

practices and food based on toxic natural substances are somewhat out of date and exaggerated. If 

botanicals, microbials and other non-synthetic substances are truly destructive to the environment or a 

threat to human health, then they can be added to the National List of prohibited non-synthetics. At the 

same time, several classes of pesticides that are synthetic are eligible to be added to the National List if 

they meet the Organic Food Production Act’s criteria on human health and the environment. 



Organic-IPM Working Group Meeting Minutes 

Friday, August 2, 2013 at 1:00PM CDT 

 
  

Personally, I would like to fill data gaps and evaluate natural pesticides that are allowed by the USDA’s 

organic regulations but are not EPA registered. These pesticides are used by organic farmers in other 

countries and they can legally export their crops to the US as USDA Organic. Most prominent among 

these is the botanical insecticide sabadilla, but there are others as well. Getting IR-4 support to register 

these pesticides seem reasonable. If they don’t meet EPA registration criteria, then a petition should be 

filed to prohibit them for organic production on imported products as well.” 

Send questions or comments to Jane: jpetzoldt@ipminstitute.org 

mailto:jpetzoldt@ipminstitute.org

