Meeting Minutes 
NC1191 Summer Meeting August 1, 2013, North Dakota State University, Fargo ND
Attending: Greta Gramig (ND, Chair), Frank Forcella (MN), Doug Buhler (MI), Christy Sprague (MI), Sharon Clay (SD), Joel Felix (OR), John Lindquist (NE), Mauricio Erazo-Barradas (SD), Julio Scursoni (guest)

I. Welcome and introductions. Frank introduced Julio, who is visiting the USDA-ARS lab in Morris. Sharon introduced Mauricio, who is her graduate student working on this project and others. The group discussed what issues should be covered during the meeting.

II. Discussion of midterm review process. The midterm review for this project is 12/1/13. Doug Buhler reminded everyone that one year project extensions are now not allowed. The review process is relatively straightforward. As chair, Greta agreed to be responsible for preparing the midterm review. Doug offered to send an example of a review document and to upload the finished document into the reporting system. 
III. Discussion of this year’s data. 
a. Christy presented  data from MI, including timing of field pennycress spring and fall emergence. Velvetleaf emerged in early May and most died. Horseweed did not emerge. Sharon said her group also saw poor horseweed emergence in newly established plots, but noted that some emergence had occurred in last year’s plots. Perhaps we should continue to monitor old plots? Doug suggested that perhaps natural populations of horseweed could be used, but this would preclude studying local vs. common ascensions. Frank presented his emergence, flowering, and maturity data for the group. Julio presented horseweed emergence data from Argentina recorded during 2011 and 2012. Emergence was plotted based on time but also HTT at 1, 3, 5, and 10 cm soil depth. When plotted against time, emergence in 2012 lagged behind emergence in 2011 during early spring. Plotting according to HTT appeared to partially explain the lag. Mauricio presented the data from the SD group. For field pennycress, the IL (common) ascension emerged somewhat later than the SD (local) ascension and the SD ascension had a longer emergence period. The SD ascension flowered and seeds matured slightly earlier than the IL ascension. Mauricio noted that the two ascensions of common lambsquarters appeared phenotypically distinct, with the IL ascension being more highly branched and with a darker purple stem coloration than the SD ascension. The group discussed whether daylength response is a factor for flowering timing for any of the species we are studying. This is an issue that should be investigated. Frank mentioned that the pennycress data could be relevant for developing pennycress as an oilseed crop. 
b. Data analysis-Frank will be in charge of collecting and organizing the data. All participants should send Frank their data. Julio and Mauricio may be able to contribute statistical expertise to data analysis. Sharon reminded everyone that we need to send the microclimatic data (weather station data) for our sites in addition to plant measurements. 

c. Study problems-the group discussed the problems with horseweed emergence. Frank cautioned that data from at least five plants are needed to model phenological events. If only one plant emerges the data will be less useful. Greta and Frank both experienced surface runoff that caused rill erosion across plots. This could mix up seeds from the local and common ascensions and should be prevented if possible. Frank suggested using straw bales or tubes to prevent surface water movement across the plots during spring snow melt. 

d. Talk about manuscript (s) coming from this work. How to split up the data? Sharon suggested splitting up winter annuals vs. summer annuals. Sharon also talked a bit about the manuscripts from the last project in relation to how to split up the results most effectively.

IV. Guest presentation from Julio Scursoni-Julio presented some slides about agriculture in Argentina. He spoke about the adoption of glyphosate resistant crops and the ensuing development of glyphosate resistant weeds in Argentina. He talked about the two Conyza species that are prevalent in Argentina (C. sumatrensis and C. bonariensis). The group discussed the potential of combining some of the Conyza data from Argentina with data from the NC1191 data for a manuscript. 

V. Discussion about future of the project, next year’s meeting, general participant issues. 

a. The group discussed the problem of how to get more people motivated to be involved and attend the meetings. Timing of the meeting was discussed. Should the meeting be moved? Doug Buhler suggested that one of the weeds meetings (NCWSS or WSSA) could serve as meeting opportunities. The group also discussed the possibility of running a Doodle Poll among participants to determine the group’s preferences for a meeting time. After some debate, however, the group decided to keep roughly the same time frame for next year’s meeting (late July to early August). The group nominated Christy Sprague as chair for next year’s meeting. Sharon offered that the ASA headquarters might be an option for next year’s meeting location. All of the group members were enthusiastic about this potential location. Sharon will look into this possibility for the group. 
b. The group discussed how to get new members or non-participating members to be more engaged and come to meeting. The group wondered about the status of Anita Dille and Kevin Bradley-are they performing any of the experiments? The group also mentioned the lack of a participant from WI and noted that Vince Davis could be contacted. Greta mentioned that Lisa Rew from MSU in Bozeman is now a participant and has shown interest in being an active participant. Doug offered the idea of combining the NC group with the NE group. This is an option that could produce a more dynamic group. The NE group is mostly focused on cover crops now but the members of this group likely share interests with the NC group. Also projects with a more national scope could have more strength or relevance. The idea of inviting NE members to next year’s meeting was discussed. Doug stated that a combined committee would not mean less money and the NE committee may also be in need of rejuvenation. Christy offered to talk to her colleagues Dan Brainard and Karen Renner (both members of the NE group) as a starting point to investigate this possibility. Sharon mentioned that we could also switch to being more of an information-sharing, as opposed to research-based, group. 
c. Ideas for new project-the new project will start in 2015. Next year’s meeting will be the main time to flesh out ideas for the new project, but the group wanted to start brainstorming some potential ideas. The fact that the projects had focused on the same area for 15 years was mentioned. Perhaps focus in a new area would help invigorate the group and draw new members? The group agreed that potential ideas from new or non-participating members would be welcome. Frank emphasized the importance of designing an experiment that requires the broad regional coverage that the group can provide, but having a relatively simple protocol to enable implementation without too many resources. The idea of doing work relevant to resistance problems was discussed. John offered the idea of developing niche models for annual species that are problematic in relation to resistance. He said that the group could collect climate data and growth parameters that would be needed to predict probable range shifts for relevant species. The resulting model would hopefully predict where a particular species might spread and become a problem. Palmer amaranth and kochia were mentioned as important species on which the new project might focus. Doug discussed the potential of targeting nontraditional funding sources such as NIH or NSF. Frank mentioned that food security and human health are both areas where certain types of weeds research may be relevant. For example, Lewis Ziska has had success looking at how higher temperatures associated with climate change may exacerbate problems with poison ivy or ragweed. Are there other plants that would be of interest? Frank mentioned the possibility of looking at bluebottle flies to deliver Treflan to hogweed flowers. Greta mentioned that the group could consider areas where weeds could be viewed as beneficial. Frank discussed work relating to using weeds or other crops to promote pollinator success. He offered the idea of identifying and testing the potential of early-flowering low-growing weeds as potential species that could be interplanted with row crops such as corn to benefit pollinators. 
Action items:
1. Everyone please send plant and microclimate files to Frank.

2. Sharon look into ASA headquarters as a meeting site.

3. Christy contact Dan Brainard and Karen Renner about idea of combining groups.

4. Greta prepare midterm report and meeting minutes. 

5. Greta find out if members not at meeting are still participating. 

