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I. Roll 
Brian Baker, Sue Futrell, Lyn Garling, Tom Green, Mark Lipson, Ken Martin, Juli Obudzinksi, Jane Petzoldt 
 

II. Funding status updates- AFRI, IPM Centers, SARE (5 min) 
- Fully funded for the North Central IPM Center 
- Declined for AFRI 
- Declined for North Central SARE 
- Declined for Northeastern IPM Center 

 

III. Planning a July Roundtable Conference (25 min) 
Discussion of the draft list of invitees developed by Sue, Carrie, Juli, Tom Green: 
 
Some contact information was outdated. An updated version with corrected contact information was 
circulated following the call. Other group members may send updates and ideas to Jane at 
jpetzoldt@ipminstitute.org. Members expressed the desire to keep such a meeting to a moderate size. 
Specifically, we want to expand the meeting from the 2012 Roundtable (roughly 30 people), but not 
expand so much that we jeopardize any chance of reaching consensus. Around 50 people who are 
directly engaged in bridging the gap between IPM and organic would be ideal. One thing to keep in mind 
for our federal partners is that USDA and NRCS have tight travel restrictions. 
 
The 4H training center in Chevy Chase, MD was identified as a potential host site for a conference. 
Another option could be to plan a meeting to piggyback the USDA Conference in conjunction with Tri 
Societies and funded by OECD: “Innovations in Organic Food Systems for Sustainable Production and 
Enhanced Ecosystem Services” – November 1-2, 2014 in Long Beach, California. Mark Lipson will share 
more information about that meeting as it becomes available. 
 
Brian Baker informed the group that he is applying for funds to support a 1.5 day conference 
piggybacking the 2015 MOSES Conference in late February. 
 
In terms of objectives for a meeting, the group can work from objectives proposed in AFRI and/or in the 
Northeastern IPM Center proposals: 
 From AFRI: 

1. Research: “What do we all need to learn to move our approaches forward?” 
2. Education/Outreach: “What do we know already that we need to convey?” 
3. Policy: “What do we need to persuade our policymakers and taxpayers to support?” 
4. Marketing good food: “What do we need to improve how we communicate to 

wholesale buyers and consumers?” 
5. Technology Transfer, Organic and IPM: “How do we get our tools used more 

broadly?” 
 

From NEIPMC Proposal: 
1. Conduct a gap analysis to identify new research and extension priorities that 

mutually benefit organic and IPM. 
2. Assess the feasibility of creating a metric by which to evaluate organic and IPM on 

the same scale. 
3. Work towards aligning IPM as it is practiced and defined. 
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4. Develop ideas for incentive programs and policies to enhance adoption of organic 
and bio-intensive IPM practices. 

5. Identify ways to collaborate with existing resources that address pest issues and 
challenges common to IPM and organic producers. 

 

IV. Discussion of Youngberg and DeMuth 2013 (20 min) 
Notes of thoughts and opinions expressed in response to the article: 

This article captures the history well, especially the initial resistance of USDA to the first report 
released by Youngberg in 1980.1 The attack on Youngberg’s report by USDA was harmful to everyone. 

Many challenges remain the same with organic – many recurring and some emerging issues, 
improved support for research, but organic-only research is still met with resistance at times. Organic 
has this historical “baggage;” IPM is science-based and mechanized; they are quite different in that 
approach. A Working Group Charter will help the group to unify organic and IPM, especially because this 
article makes it clear that the two disciplines arise from very different places. 

Organic labeling is federally supported, IPM labeling is not. Certification programs for IPM are 
limited. Standards and marketing for organic has had tremendous influence on consumer support and 
leveraging funding. At the same time, this puts a lot of pressure on organic from consumers to be the 
catch-all environmental solution. There are limitations of market-based incentives and labels to effect 
change – in terms of organic – which is a simplified, limited definition.  

There are tradeoffs to IPM having acquired an ideologically acceptable identity. IPM has enjoyed 
a long history of official support, but has not been successful in labeling initiatives. IPM is losing support 
from USDA, there is an observable decline in funding over the last 10-15 years. IPM adoption rates are 
suspect because the definition is constantly changing, whereas organic has been successful in labeling 
and tracking adoption. 

Consumer demand for organic creates demand for funding from USDA, the market incentive is 
democratic and grassroots - consumers voting with dollars. On the other hand, IPM is flexible, less 
marketable, more complicated and difficult to understand to the average person. It is unlikely that IPM 
could ever achieve the grassroots democratic demand and understanding like organic has accomplished. 

A strict definition of organic was required to leverage funding for research. IPM was flexible to 
incorporate ecological nuances. In this way, IPM is quieter, more adaptable, divergent approach, but 
isn’t marketable or visible, more behind-the-scenes. People can’t live with the ambiguity as a label for 
IPM. 
 A possible activity of the Working Group could be a paper that follows up on this paper from the 
perspective of IPM. Such a paper could address the history of IPM, current challenges with yields in 
organic and IPM, invasive pests, pollinator declines, etc. 
 

V. Action Items 
The group determined it would be useful to have a Working Group Charter and year-long Work Plan to 
refer back to for objectives, which will summarize the overarching principles that guide our objectives. 
Jane, Tom, Brian and Sue worked together to draft a Working Group Charter and Work Plan, which will 
be circulated and discussed on the next call. 

                                                            
1 Visit http://afsic.nal.usda.gov/videos/histories/garth-youngberg to read more and download 1980 report. 
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