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The next conference call will take place Tuesday, November 3, 2015, 3:30-4:30 Eastern (2:30-3:30 

Central) 
 

I. Roll 
a. Present 

i. Tom Green 
ii. Jaime Piñero 

iii. Tim Johnson  
iv. Steve Young 
v. Rex Dufour 

vi. Abby Seaman 
vii. Ken Martin 

viii. Seth Wechsler  
ix. Eric Ritchie 
x. Kathleen Delate 

xi. Sue Futrell 
xii. Grace Gershuny 

xiii. Brian Baker 

b. Regrets  
i. Deirdre Birmingham 

ii. Michael Zeiss 
iii. Alec McElrich 

 

II. Report on the outcomes of the National IR-4 Meeting (15 minutes) 
 Position letter to IR-4  

o Natalie Kaner: A few of our members attended the National Meeting & biopesticides 
workshop last month. We drafted a position letter to IR-4 to communicate areas where 
IR-4 could improve their support of organic and IPM needs.  

 We sent a draft letter to Jerry Baron, Executive Director of the IR-4 Project, for 
initial review  

 He suggested we mention the progress that IR-4 has made in their new 
biopesticide/organic support priority setting process, and we will 
incorporate that. 

 Also suggested we acknowledge IR-4’s funding challenges. We’ve 
decided to not address this--it is a conflict for some of us who cannot be 
involved in lobbying or funding efforts, and we don’t believe it would be 
a unanimous recommendation from our group. 

 Update on National Meeting Outcomes 
o Abby Seaman—I am concerned that the focus on organic and developing NOP compliant 

products is getting lost. Hoping we could include some stronger language in the letter 
about the focus on organic and NOP compliant products.  

 The priority setting process is about who shows up, and that is a problem as well 
b/c not everyone can travel and attend the meeting.  

 Voting seems diluted with people voting for their specific area of interest, and 
there were not very many votes for any individual priority.  
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o Tom Green—Exciting to see results from research trials on fire blight from last year. 
They included four researchers to do trials and there were some trends but there 
weren’t any clear losers in the trials. They are going to repeat fire blight trials which is a 
good thing.  

 They had several presentations from biopesticide companies, and there are a 
number of things coming down the pipeline. Great to see these new companies 
that are focused on biopesticide and low risk product lines.  

 The process was still rough. I agree with Abby that if you don’t have the money 
to get to the meeting, with colleagues, you don’t carry much weight.  

 There were some companies represented, and international people, and there 
was no control over who was putting votes in, so the process needs to be 
tightened up and there needs to be opportunities for multiple groups to get 
representation.  

 Next steps for IR-4 letter?  
o Natalie Kaner: Keep in recommendation #2 about increasing support for research and 

demonstrations for systems-based pest management approaches? 
 Tom Green: May be stepping on toes for people doing that work now outside of 

IR-4 and feeling like they don’t have enough opportunities to compete for 
funding. I’m thinking maybe we emphasize the minor crops (everything other 
than corn, soybean, wheat) in our letter.  

 Sue Futrell: It seems good to continue to be involved in IR-4 but a little 
premature to talk about advocating for more funding going in that particular 
direction when there are other programs that we would really like to see 
supported too.  

 Brian Baker: Who is setting the priorities? Generally speaking, it’s the 
stakeholders, but it’s not really representative of who the stakeholders are and 
IR-4 hasn’t really identified who the stakeholders really are. Are registrants able 
to vote? I’ve been told that they are, and they are aggressive in promoting 
funding for their own interests. 

 Tim Johnson: Registrants are allowed to vote but we have to identify ourselves. 
 Brian: So you don’t know how your votes are weighted? 
 Tim: correct we don’t know 
 Brian: The way it appeared last year is that there were registrants voting on 

products and some of the voting results were weighted equally and it appeared 
all those votes arose from registrants.  

 Brain: There needs to be balance of interest and commodity groups, and 
consumer interest groups aren’t represented at all.  

 Brian: Organic project: Diabrotica in vegs; Weed project: bioherbicides. Can 
either of you explain how those decisions were made?  

 Tim: Weed one is a good example of people that were there representing weed 
science and weed control. You have five votes and can vote five times for a 
single program or can distribute your votes to multiple programs. A group of 
people each gave all five of their votes to the weed control goal.  

 Brian: Are there specific NOP allowed biopesticides that they have in mind?  
 Tim: Not enough time to nominate potential products 
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 ?: They sent an email to nominated projects and asked the registrants “do you 
have a material that you think should be part of this project and if so what data 
do you have to support that?”  

 Tim Johnson: they can be registered products or an expansion of an already 
registered product. 

 Natalie Kaner: Want to redirect this conversation to focus back on the letter, so 
we can wrap up our plan of action.   

 Tom Green: I think I understand the gist of what Brian is saying and I will do the 
next revision of the IR-4 letter keeping that in mind.  

 

III. Grant Renewal Proposal (25 Minutes) 
a. Natalie Kaner: I provided the link to the new RFA in the agenda email  
b. Tom Green: Deadline Nov 20th—Included a number of objectives last time and most are 

complete. 
i. Updated ranked list priorities, joint presentation at 2015 IPM Symposium, in-person 

WG meeting, monthly conference calls, website, list serv, white paper all completed 
or ongoing  

ii. Recruited 30 new members, 9 from NC region  
iii. Developing two collaborative projects was one of the objectives. One project was 

the fact sheet with Jaime 
iv. Need one additional collaborative project to complete by February to meet the 

objective from the last grant cycle. Also there is some social network analysis to 
do with NCIPMC contact person. Would like to evaluate potential for another in-
person meeting next year and include that meeting in objectives for next funding 
period.  

v. Budget was $15,000 and we spent the bulk of that so far and have some remaining 
vi. Budget was for coordinator’s time, and bulk of other time has been spent on white 

paper. Tom is the only author with paid hours on the white paper, but many more 
authors have put in lots of unpaid hours.  

vii. We can start the renewal proposal with a clean slate and leadership. Leaders this 
year have been Brian, Sue and myself. 

viii. We are open to additional or other volunteers for leaders. Brian, Sue and Tom are 
interested in continuing to be leaders. You can voice your concerns with that on 
the call or via email for potential changes in leadership.  

c. Tom Green: Budget can be up to $20,000 a year. Suggest we go for full amt, include in-
person meeting in conjunction with a conference like MOSES or EcoFarm.  

i. Grant runs from March of 2016-Feb of 2017 
d. Tom: IPM Inst will draft next proposal and circulate it by the next call and make clear 

evidence of benefits to the NC region. Want LOS from people in NC region as well as 
outside.  

e. Ideas on objectives to include for next year 
i. In-person meeting 

ii. Updating priority ranking 
iii. Continuing to engage to improve IR-4 priority setting for org and biopesticides 
iv. Collaborative projects (?)—proposing one or two (don’t have to identify now) 
v. Supporting OARS as we did this past year 
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vi. Organize or arrange a presentation in national meetings about the work of the 
group and our recs from the white paper and any additional that we might develop.  

1. Would be good to include support for working group members to make 
presentations about what we are trying to accomplish.  

f. Sue Futrell: I’m excited to continue with this group, but if someone else in interested in 
filling the [leadership] role with some IPM background I am happy to have somebody else 
step in. If not, am willing to continue. Also, would like more $ for travel support for meetings 
and presentations.  

i. It’s been a really great process to balance strong voices from all these different 
perspectives in conversations, I’d like to see that continue  

g. Brian Baker: Echo what Sue said. I think we should continue the dialogue we’ve started. I 
think it’s best to have disagreements out in the open and continue the discourse. We can 
benefit from having this platform or forum to allow the dialogue to occur. More facetime is 
important in the budget. Only so much you can do on the conference calls.  

h. Ken Martin: Suggest we keep the group as it is, I’m hearing good stuff and let’s keep it as is.  
i. Abby Seaman: I’m happy with the three of them staying the leaders.  

i. Last cycle we said we would formalize two research proposals. I think Tom 
suggested that for the next round. I would like to see that happen in the future, but 
I would be hesitant to commit to doing that in the next year. We could reconsider 
after next year, but right now we are in relationship building mode.  

j. Tom Green: thanks Abby, I agree. It’s another good reason to focus on an in person meeting 
this next year and continue trust building.  

k. Sue Futrell: The idea of this working group becoming the main applicant for a proposal 
seems daunting. If there are more opportunities for us as a WG to support proposals that 
individual members are forwarding that fit the goals of the group that might be a way we 
could use our combined knowledge to help support research without trying to take on 
actual project management in a group that is still pretty limited in funds.  

l. Tom Green: Can you think of any organic conferences where we could tack on an in-person 
meeting? Moses? ECoFARM?  

m. ?: NOFA conference, southern SAWG. 
n. ?: Steve young helped compile a list of potential venues 
o. Sue Futrell: Any jump out specifically? 
p. ?: Southern SAWG is the most underserved region. MO organic association conference. Got 

an earful from people who think that org and IPM programs are neglecting the south.  
q. Natalie Kaner: Opinions on holding a new Org IPM conference? 
r. Tom Green: New OIPM conference is out of the picture. Not enough funding. I think what 

we are talking about now is focusing on getting the group together for an in person meeting.  
i. Much like the OARS conference is tacked on at MOSES.  

s. Tom Green: Want to ask the larger group: Do you still want IPM institute to handle filling 
out the grant? 

t. Abby Seaman: In the NE we had some problems getting funding for a working group that 
was just meetings and relationship building. The IPM center was looking for more project 
based activity in addition. Talk to Jess at the NC center to see if the same thing is true for 
them, what does the balance need to be in products versus meeting and relationship 
building?  

u. Tom Green: They like to see something new in each proposal, understand that the dollars 
don’t allow a huge project. I think we can make a strong case for us getting together in 
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person especially given our growth this past year. Potentially we mention that an agenda for 
that meeting would be our project for this next year. Maybe we have a product that comes 
out of that meeting-- a proceedings. This year our main project was the white paper.  

 Natalie Kaner: Want to have the project narrative ready to share with the group by the next 
meeting on Nov 3rd? 

 Tom: Want to have the proposal done by then, share current draft narrative with objectives and 
request for LOS with a sample letter for people to work off of and have final discussion on the 
proposal on that call and wrap it up after the call.  
 

IV. Project Updates (15 Minutes) 
 Fact Sheet—Jaime Piñero  

 Jaime Piñero: There was a need to have a fact sheet on organic and IPM that is available to the 
public. Been working on it for the past three months, received input from about 6 WG members. 
Cost of printing 5,000 hard copies is about 2,000 dollars.  

o NC IPMC will have this as a working group publication on the NCIPMC website.  
o Regarding the content of the fact sheet, it’s going to be narrowed down to 3 pages. 

Suggestions on final revisions? Send to Jaime.  

 Jaime Piñero: The only other outlets that have fact sheets of this nature are: EPA, NYS IPM Fact 
sheet for veggies, UTAH pests, NRCS, IPM, Ohio State University for the home vegetable garden.  

o We want to have this new fact sheet online at IPM centers, corresponding universities 
of the working group, and provide hard copies at IPM workshop.  

 Abby Seaman: I’m wondering about the printing—we in NYS IPM have funded and printed 
thousands of fact sheets but we don’t really have a use for many hard copies since they are all 
up online as PDFs and that is how we access them. We print them out on a color printer as we 
need them. Is that a better option to let people print them out as needed?  

 Natalie Kaner: We could send out a call for requests from WG to reach out to Jaime if they 
want hard copies of the fact sheet. Otherwise, it will be posted on our WG website for access to 
everyone, and a digital copy sent out to members for their use as well.  

 Jaime Piñero: That’s fine. Would like to get this finalized as soon as possible. Especially the 
figures. Any revisions or comments please send to me ASAP.  

 

 White Paper—Natalie Kaner  
o Natalie Kaner: White paper is done, sent it out to the authors to hopefully reach a final 

consensus that it is ready to go. To the authors, please relay your agreement or 
objections by October 23rd to Tom.  

o Natalie Kaner: Our plan is to self-publish the work on the working group website, and 
announce the paper via multiple venues including our working group member 
communications. We will draft a press release and sent it out to you all so you can read 
the paper and adapt the press release to highlight what you think the value of the paper 
is and perhaps the actions you want readers to take. By next month we want to have 
the paper out to you and have a release date set where we can all time our release 
together.  

 We encourage you all to read and share the paper, but please do wait until the 
set release date to share it so we have a timed effort.  

o Natalie: Ideas on where to submit the press release?  
 NSAC, NCIPMC newsletter, USDA SARE program (national leader and regional 

newsletter), USDA IPM list serve (Contact Liz Ley on that) 
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 Other suggestions? 
o Grace Gershuny: There is a sustainable ag network list serve which is on a google group 

that has a wide audience, NCAT (National Center Agricultural technology), ATTRA,  
o Abby Seaman: I can distribute on twitter feed and facebook for NYS IPM Program 
o Sue Futrell: We can do the same for red tomato, our reach is pretty small but we will 

definitely put it in our E newsletter and facebook.  
o Natalie Kaner: I will send out a call for suggestions to the list serve so people who 

aren’t able to attend the call today can weigh in.  
 

V. Action Items 
 Grant objectives: Requesting Input from Group: 

o Leadership for next year: Tom, Brian and Sue are willing and able to continue leading 
the group. Does anyone have any objections or comments on that? Please forward to 
Natalie, she will keep the comments anonymous.  

 Alternatively, does anyone want to step in and help lead the group?  
o Any additional objectives you would like to see put in the grant, or any 

comments/disagreements with the ones we outlined above? 
o Who is willing to write a letter(s) of support for the WG grant?   
o Do you want IPM Institute to complete and submit the grant, or does someone else 

want to take on that responsibility? IPM institute is willing to submit it and co-lead but it 
is up to the group.  

 Fact Sheet Review and Distribution: 
o Please send any final review comments of the fact sheet to Jaime ASAP so he can finalize 

the document. Specifically, do you prefer figure 1A or 1B?  
o If you want hard copies of the fact sheet to distribute, contact Natalie or Jaime to 

request those. 

 White Paper Distribution:  
o Any additional suggestions on distribution outlets for the white paper? 

 IR-4 Position Letter: 
o Tom writes the next revision of the letter to IR-4 
o Tom and Natalie re-circulate the draft for a final review, and to make final decisions on 

who will be cc’ed on the letter.  
 
  

The next conference call will take place Tuesday, November 3, 2015 at 2:30 Central (3:30 Eastern). 
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