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1. Introductions:  

a. Sue Futrell, Red Tomato 

b. Mike Rozyne, Red Tomato 

c. Abby Seaman, NYS IPM 

d. Brian Baker 

e. Grace Gershuny 

f. Jaime Pinero, Lincoln University 

g. Bill Stoneman, organic inspector, Exec Director Biopesticides Industry Alliance 

h. Eric Ritchie, McCain Foods 

i. Steve Young, NE IPM Center 

j. Jean Haley, North Central IPM Center 

k. Lynnae Jess, North Central IPM Center 

l. Alisha Bower, IPM Institute  

2.  History of the group and current objectives 

a. Original idea from NE IPM Center and Red Tomato out of the need to find more 

ways to increase communication and collaboration between Organic and IPM on 

issues such as challenges, research needs, and production philosophy  

b. Roundtable in 2012: 25 people at that 2 day meeting, invitation only, extended to 

people who would be open and focus on common ground. Out of that meeting 

came the decision to meet as a working group to continue to provide opportunity 

for group members to connect  

c. Group currently maintains monthly conference calls and a listserve. Several group 

members are working on a white paper to compile ideas and discussion, solidify 

goals and strategy for collaborative work between organic and IPM communities 

d. Jaime – Many organic producers don’t realize that they are actually using IPM. 

Actually, organic farmers are required to implement the use of preventive and 

cultural practices that enhance crop health such as crop rotation, cover cropping, 

sanitation measures, cultural and biological controls, etc. So my answer to organic 

farmers about whether organic production is compatible with IPM is that organic 

production is based on and requires IPM practices. He sees a need for a fact sheet 

produced showing connections between IPM and organic, based on conversations 

with farmers, and would be willing to make one for the group.  

e. Objectives (on handout): 
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i. Recruit New Working Group Members: People are added to the group by 

consensus, hope members make constructive, active contributions to the 

group  

ii. Create a Ranked List of Priorities: Reported later in this meeting 

iii. Develop Collaborative Projects  

iv. Monthly Conference Calls, Listserv, and Website: maintain continued 

presence so that people don’t forget that we exist. Calls are a time to 

check-in, share information, guest speakers share their perspectives  

v. Complete, publish and distribute a collaborative white paper. 

vi. Conduct a joint presentation/facilitated discussion at 2015 IPM 

Symposium 

vii. Host an in-person Working Group meeting preceding 2015 IPM 

Symposium. 

viii. Evaluate potential for new IPM and Organic conference: Proposal was 

submitted to fund a second Organic/IPM conference but not funded. Need 

to keep evaluating the potential organizing a conference of this kind.  

f. Steve Young: Organic group of Tri-Societies started small and evolved to have 

more participation. Collaborating with that group might give us more exposure. 

g. Other efforts in Horticulture and Food Technology are working on these issues 

too. There is a dialogue in organic community about communication and research 

collaboration between different academic disciplines. Suggested action item: host 

member from each group on a conference call 

i. There have been two tensions around what the Organic and IPM Working 

Group’s been doing all along.  

1. Challenges in common, but a lot of tension around where those 

commonalities lie. 

2. Dialogue v. action. Tension is between providing a place for 

conversations and relationships and the pressure to be more 

focused and tangible which requires more funding. White paper 

and priorities were tangible priorities that the working group felt 

they could support.  

3. Summary of the white paper 

a. The white paper is a process to identify what we have in common and share that 

everyone feels comfortable putting their name to. Tension in the process coming 

from how much to stay internal and how much to share. Some reluctance to be 

involved (author attribution) where not yet consensus. 

b. The content of the white paper outlines the needs of a community that includes 

organic, but goes beyond it. Identify and understand what the communities are 

and what their needs are. Come up with a common understanding and go beyond 

that to potential benefits we can reap if we work together. Look at what strategies 

we can use to address specific market challenges for both communities, in 



particular market oriented solutions. Finally lay out a strategy for working 

towards shared priorities in research, management, education, and policy.  

c. Initial draft contained a large amount of repetition, so it had to be pared down. 

Things have been moved around so there’s no longer individual authorship on the 

different sections. White paper is now nearing final draft.  Next two weeks to a 

month to shape it into a version to share with the entire working group. 

d. Grace & Sue: Helpful to get feedback from people who attend the presentations 

later this afternoon because they’ve added things and it’s representative of some 

white paper sections. It’s been helpful to learn about the history of both 

movements  

e. Bill – Standard 206 is an IPM approach.  White paper is an important baseline. 

However, sees a need for more practical outreach, get to growers with information 

about taking a true systems approach to pest control. What are the tools that 

people can use to teach growers how to use these principals and technologies?  

4. Process and results of the priority ranking survey 

a. From the beginning this group has aimed to develop and maintain priorities. 

b. Priorities posted by IPM Centers and are useful for developing RFAs. Also assist  

applicants to create projects that meet stakeholder needs.  

c. We developed a list last fall and then performed a survey of the working group 

membership. The things that jump out are about developing tools for pest 

management – speaking to the needs that Bill talked about. How do we move 

beyond theory to make the practices self-sustaining on farms throughout the 

season? We need more tools, including more system level tools.  

d. Discussion: Markets were listed as the greatest barrier to organic/IPM adoption, 

but there weren’t market priorities on the list that was on the survey. Do we need 

to develop market priorities? Should we develop a survey on marketing and 

policy issues? 

e. Sue – marketing still seems a bit fraught because of potential competition issues. 

Most WG’s priorities focus on production, regulation, education. Markets are not 

something she sees the two groups working on together for a while.  

i. Tangent discussion: The IPM Centers priorities have a regulatory 

category. What does that look like?  

f. What other sources of educational materials are available? ATTRA should be 

invited to join us. Univ. of Missouri survey of farmers on organic practices, 

knowledge, etc. Also surveyed extension educators.  Both could be useful for this 

group. 

g. Is this group the right place for discussing marketplace factors? Could it be with 

more trust building?  Help understand marketplace tensions.  Move toward 

tackling in the future. 



i. Sue – we could have a conversation about it, but if it’s not a common 

problem then it doesn’t make sense to tackle it together. In the survey and 

working group private industry is underrepresented. Organic marketers are 

vulnerable around publically consorting with IPM. 

ii. Let’s talk about everything, but for our projects focus on areas that 

Organic and IPM have strongly in common. To move forward with 

immediate projects should we focus on the common ground?  Build trust 

to move toward tackling the touchy issues.  Definitely continue to discuss 

the touchy issues. 

h. Grace -- Economics are the barrier that we all face. Policy could be a back door 

way to get to the economics.  

5. Meeting adjourned at 1:33. 

6. Continued discussion on marketing, incentives, water quality issues. 

 

Our next meeting will be held Tuesday, April 7
th

, 2015 3:30-4:30 pm ET (2:30-3:30 CT)  


