PENNSYLVANIA WINE MARKETING AND RESEARCH PROGRAM
MS TEAMS VIRTUAL BOARD MEETING
Minutes of the Tuesday, April 14, 2026 Board Meeting

Public notice of the April 14, 2026 Pennsylvania Wine Marketing and Research Program Board
Meeting was given as stipulated by the Sunshine Law.

CALL TO ORDER

Chairman Jacob P. Gruver called the meeting to order at 10:14 a.m. Board members in
attendance in addition to Chairman Gruver included Galen Troxell, Robert Mazza, Francesca
Galarus, David Hoffman, Carley Razzi, Karl Zimmerman, Ryan Osborne, Jamie Williams, Beth
Williams, Karen Powell and Jonas Nissley.

Board members absent from the meeting: John Skrip Ill, and Mario Mazza,

Also in attendance: Frenchie Cline, Mark O'Neill, Michael Keefe, Tracy Barone, Michelle Earley,
Virginia Mitchell, Adam Morris, Abigail Miller, Molly Kelly, Joshua Lambert, Ryan Elias, Andrew
Holden, Michael Campbell, Andrew Yingst, Josephine Wee, Misha Kwasniewski, Cain Hickey and
Michela Centrinari.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES FOR FEBRUARY 17, 2026

RESOLUTION 2026.06

Presented by: Karl Zimmerman
Seconded by: David Hoffman
Passed: Unanimously

To approve minutes for the February 17, 2026 meeting.

FINANCIAL REPORTS - Michelle Early

Michelle Earley, McConnell & Asbury, reported first on the Board’s total checking and savings as
of February 28, 2026, of $1.3 million, an increase from prior year. She noted that accounts
receivable was currently sitting at zero, a decrease from prior year. Accounts payable was
$69,746. That was a decrease from the prior year. She added that total liabilities and equity was
$1.3 million, an increase from the prior year.



Ms. Earley addressed the profit and loss statements. Total income was $151,280, a decrease
from the prior year. Board expenses were $1,346, an increase from the prior year. General
overhead expenses were $6,679, an increase from the prior year. Conference expenses as of
February were $1,853, a decrease from the prior year. Program and project coordinator
expenses for February were $4,580, a decrease in prior year. ACMA grant contracts were a
write off from the prior year expense, the negative $23,349, which is a decrease from the prior
year. Total marketing and analogy expense was $32,000, the same as last year.

Ms. Earley stated the net ordinary income was $129,516, a decrease from the prior year by
$13,152. Other income, which is interest and interest dividends is at $861, an increase from the
prior year. Net income as of February was $130,373, a decrease from the prior year. She
further stated postage expenses had not yet been received and other Board expenses that had
been received in prior years.

She conveyed to the Board that the net income is under budget by$159,219 and Board
expenses were over budget by $446. Total general expenses are under budget by $4,535. Total
program and project coordinator is also under budget by $5,419. Total marketing and expenses
were right on budget for the year. Total expenses were under budget for the year by $58,531.
Total other income, interest and dividends were under budget by $338,000. Net income is
under budget as well by $1,856.

APPROVAL OF FINANCIAL REPORT OF APRIL 14, 2026

RESOLUTION 2026.07

Presented by: David Hoffman
Seconded by:  Francesca Galarus
Passed: Unanimously

To approve the Financial Report of April 14, 2026

ASSESSMENT REPORT

Ms. Cline reported on the current amount in the bank as of April 7, 2026, an increase from the
February 10, 2026 meeting.

Galen Troxell questioned the financials for the 2024 assessment. He stated, reviewing '24, '25
and '26, there is a decline. Perhaps there was some reason for the decline, but it was
significant.

It was noted many checks bounced or were going to be returned for insufficient fees.



Mr. Troxell responded, if all of the bounced checks, he could understand that. However, he
commented, if those checks do not equal the amount of the bounced checks, then the Board
has a serious decline in assessments.

Mr. Troxell commented that they were going down from 325 to 300. Now they are going to
200. He asked, Where are they going? Where are they? He stated they had budgeted at
$300,000. He was just trying to understand where it came from.

It was noted as a pretty substantial decline looking at the 2022 numbers versus the 2024
numbers. There was an audit in 2022 and 2023 using data collected from the PLCB that was
provided to them. A 2023 audit would occur and ongoing, and then a 2024 for audit moving
forward. That would increase the amount of assessment dollars coming in.

It was noted this process occurs every year. Noting not everybody files on a monthly basis of
what they are producing or selling. It was noted there would be sharp decreases in '24 and '25
compared to prior years. With this industry in a slump, people are slower to pay; it is a
combination of factors.

Mr. Troxell suggested there were two factors here. He stated there was not any financial
irresponsibility. He noted the money is there needed to operate their budget. His point to the
Board was to raise awareness at the amount of decline that is occurring in their industry and
perhaps guess at the magnitude of that.

Jamie Williams believed the PDA was sitting on checks, and they were not depositing them in a
timely fashion.

Mr. O'Neill stated he could say over, at least, the last two months, they have been making
weekly runs of checks that come in. He thought Mr. Williams’ point was well justified, but he
could not explain that this was the case recently.

Mr. Morris suggested that they were free to call the executive office and tell them that they
would like the electronic payment processing contract to be advance with the Department of
General Services. He encouraged them to do that.

Ms. Razzi asked, if there was an ACH payment, if producers could pay via ACH payment. She
was told that they were working with executive office on seeing if there are other providers
available that already have a contract with the state or finding another entity.

Chairman Gruver thanked Ms. Cline for the update.

EXCESS CASH INVESTMENT

Ms. Razzi, Board Treasurer, noted here discussions with the IRS, giving them all of the
information she had plus the fact that she was the treasurer. The IRS advised her that all of the



information she gave them did not match up. They could not verify the information and that
she needed to speak with other specific individuals. Additionally, they required a certified
document from her.

Chairman Gruver asked if that was required to get the new bank account. Ms. Razzi replied
that it was. Chairman Gruver stated this was what was holding the project up.

Ms. Razzi's historical recipes match with my memory. She would talk to whoever at the bank is
requiring the document so there is an understanding of exactly what the bank is looking for
from the IRS.

NEW BUSINESS - PLCB FUNDS

Mr. O'Neill, PDA, reported the Wine Marketing Research Program Board, over its ten-year
history, had done an outstanding job of using the $S1 million that it had been allocated each
year. It was handed over from PLCB to them. This account has about $1.68 million, which was
already in Board recommended fruit projects from last fiscal year and the current fiscal year.

As of July 1, 2026, an extra one-million dollars came from the PLCB. He advised, since the
actual grant funding of the money had not been given yet, it would be wise to invest it. This
could happen for future research projects as well but it could be challenging. He advised that it
was important to keep records in case something falls through and it is not spent, so it becomes
available.

It was noted there are many research grants that do not happen for another six months for the
Board. Often viticulture research projects need three growing seasons to get something done,
and it could make the money awarded very fuzzy. That is where it could be challenging.

Mr. Nissley asked if they had ever done a cash flow protection as part of the financials. It was
noted that maybe that was something to add as in the cash flow.

It was suggested time was of the essence to get that contract done, get it allocated into any of
those funds quicker. A cash flow projection based on the contracts is an actual piece of
reporting needed going forward.

Mr. Keefe stated with their PWA reimbursement process was delayed and Carly was requesting
that any sort of reimbursement to awardees be dealt with more quickly moving forward. The
PDA has to review invoices in a timely manner and submit for payment.

He advised that the timeline from the date of the receipt to reimbursement was typically 45 to
60 days. He also advised that they just had to implement new processes that have added
further delays that will not be status quo. Research grants are normally paid in installments.



Mr. Williams asked if the installments for the funding could be planned and expedited a little bit
more easily. He wanted to know what they could do to speed up payments to the PWA in the
market.

It was suggested, based on Mr. Keefe’s statement, some recent challenges had been remedied.
The Board needed to understand the overall process, and if it was a 45-to-60-day process, that
is what it was or could it be escalated.

Ms. Powell and Mr. Keefe were asked if they would like to speak to this. Mr. Keefe stated it
seemed like there were multiple issues going on, including the distinguishing between ACMA
and PLCB; the invoices got reviewed when they came in. The invoices went through a review
process before the payment went out.

It was noted, regarding the Penn State research projects, it seemed as if payment could be
received before the invoice showing the actual work that was done. That is not allowed.

Chairman Gruver asked why it was taking 45-60 days to get this done. He questioned if ACH
could be set up to transfer the money right away.

It was noted, once the invoices are received from the grantees, there is a review process. That
takes an average of ten days. Currently the grand cost of payment does take three to six
weeks.

Chairman Gruver stated the research projects were a little more buffered or able to get some of
that but it created issues with the market.

Chairman Gruver again asked about the 45-60 day timetable to get payment out.

As long as the vendor is logging into their vendor profile, they can add ACH components to be
paid that way. And to speak to Mr. Troxell's point about only awarding to certain entities that
could afford to take on the massive expenditure without assurance of reimbursement, again,
Tracy's points were noted about the process. This was included in a ratified, fully executed
contract. Entities have the option to invoice on a monthly basis and perhaps get paid more
quickly.

Mr. Keefe understood that issue to be resolved in those projects now.

It was noted the biggest challenge right now was that the Board was running about a year and
three months behind any funds being released. As a researcher, it makes it very difficult. The
Board sought recommendations on how to operate to make this work better.

[The Board entered a break from 10:49 am - 10:51 am to fix technical issues with
teleconference hearing/speaking devices.]



Mr. Keefe affirmed that payments will be processed faster going forward if invoiced in a timely
fashion.

It was questioned whether the Board or the Department of AG could do anything to help be
more effective.

It was noted to potentially move this ahead in the future would be to not do the concept paper
separately but just have a one full application with everything involved. That would permit
splitting the difference in timing of when a final application is due, then giving adequate time to
review all of the documents. This would lead to probably projects getting approved, fully
executed, quicker work starting the project, invoices getting in quicker, people getting paid
quicker, etc.

Mr. Osborne did not understand how that would get the payment out quicker. He asked how
they would get to the backside, the payment side.

It was suggested the PLCB information with the new grant system would move everything a
little bit quicker than it had in the past and payments should get out more quickly.

Mr. Keefe commented to Mr. Osborne that they needed PDA staff internally to conduct that
review process efficiently and stick to the ten-day average. But he felt that if the grantee
wanted to be reimbursed more quickly and they keep that sort of timeline he just discussed,
then a monthly invoicing process might help a little more.

Chairman Gruver summed up his thoughts by stating that they were already in a slump; they
have a fund sitting there and they cannot get it out, cannot get it reimbursed. Hopefully the
contracts are in place, the forms are in place. The process was going forward as well. Time to
move on.

NEW BUSINESS - 2026 Annual PA Wine Industry Conference, February, 2026

Chairman Gruver began a discussion amongst Board members about the conference. He stated
it went very well. Additionally, he wanted everyone to decide whether the conference should
go to Penn State next year or not.

Mr. Nissley commented that the conference was great. He stated the Al session was something
they all did a good job with.

It was noted there was definitely more that the Board could do to increase attendance and get
more people involved. The breadth of topics was interesting.

It was noted the topics were fresh. They were very interesting for all kind of wineries.



Chairman Gruver stated, having heard the positive comments, a motion was needed to either
keep the conference at the Nittany Lion Inn or at Penn State.

APPROVAL OF PA WINE AND GRAPE INDUSTRY CONFERENCE TO BE HELD AT NITTANY LION
INN

RESOLUTION 2026.08

Presented by: Jonas Nissley
Seconded by:  Francesca Galarus
Passed: Unanimously

To approve the PA Wine and Grape Industry Conference to be Held at Nittany Lion Inn

Invoices were then discussed and noted they were more than what the Board had budgeted,
with expenses being close to $34,000. The focus for next year would be larger attendance to
the conference.

Ms. Razzi suggested that one way to cut expenses was to negotiate a little better with the wine
corkage fee.

Another Board member stated getting at least one speaker or a couple of speakers would
attract attendance. A broader focus was also needed.

Chairman Gruver commented that they needed to create a committee right now for next year.
He stated this would help Beth negotiate those and give some additional feedback and
direction. He stated they needed to publish the conference agenda more aggressively.

Ms. Galarus stated there could be something done to encourage multiple people from wineries
to attend, multiple people from the same winery for some sort of discount like TWE does. And
also have the breadth of topics that relate to people's individual responsibilities within the
wineries will encourage them to bring more people.

NEW BUSINESS - ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT POSITION

Discussion then began on getting additional assistance for the next conference and for the
Board in general. Conversation took place regarding contacting Mr. Williams and/or Ms.
Williams for extra help. It was determined that a full-time executive assistant was needed on a
permanent basis for the Board, and a publication for same was in process.



Mr. Morris was asked about the possibility of hiring an employee that worked not only with
wine but with liquor and distilled spirits as well. That way the Beer Board and Distilled Spirits
Board could be asked to pay them through grant money just to pay the Board.

Mr. Morris replied that their Board's power to determine compensation came from their
authority in the Agricultural Commodities Marketing Act to fix the terms of the compensation.
The Beer Board and the Distilled Spirits Board do not have that same enabling language.
Therefore, they would not be able to join you in that endeavor.

Mr. Williams was asked to describe the position that the Board was trying to fill. He stated he
and Mr. Mazza had spoken about it. He explained that the individual hired would have to be
someone that could follow-through on much of the work that the Board did and making sure it
was completed. The individual would have to be present at all meetings, create and modify
scheduling as needed, ad min work for some committee meetings, outreach for the WINE
conference, etc. Additionally, Mr. Williams did acknowledge that Beth would help out as much
as she could.

NEW BUSINESS - ROUND #4 AND #5 FINAL REPORTS REVIEW

Chairman Gruver mentioned that they were on round nine or ten only; the first three rounds
had been done. Round five through seven or eight, nine have not been done yet. He stated
they needed to figure out how to get caught up on those.

He asked Mr. Williams if he might have recommendations as to how they move forward with
that since they were speaking about it getting moved. Mr. Williams responded by stating that
there was a form to use to summarize but that the actual doing of the summaries was not as
easy as one would think. And also, there was a value judgement in asking if this is a project that
they wanted to do.

Chairman Gruver continued by asking if they should go back to the grantees and say, can you
summarize this form. He offered that, if we divvy of the Board, each Board member a couple of
the grants. Another Board member advised that they would end up throwing consistency.

A third Board member agreed with Mr. Williams, because many of the reports are technical,
beyond the scope of the people that were in there.

Communication between Board members continued their discussion regarding subjects,
including but not limited to, the formatting of various RFP forms, the language used for
laypeople, copying and pasting for final reports, requesting help from researchers on what to
put on the forms, objectives and outcomes, etc.

It was noted there was a tremendous opportunity here for research committee to work with
the researchers to put this into a workable.



It was noted Penn State would be interested in having a conversation with the research
committee and ask them how we can provide them with what they are looking for, like a
shorter synthesis of what was done.

Chairman Gruver asked Mr. Williams if he could work on that. Mr. Williams agreed.

It was then stated to Chairman Gruver that they had yet to vote on the invoice for the PA Wine
and Grape Industry Conference.

APPROVAL OF PA WINE AND GRAPE INDUSTRY CONFERENCE INVOICE

RESOLUTION 2026.08

Presented by: Karl Zimmerman
Seconded by: Carley Razzi
Passed: Unanimously

To approve the PA Wine and Grape Industry Conference Invoice

NEW BUSINESS - PWA ACTIVITY UPDATE
Virginia Mitchell and Abigail Andrew reported on updates for the PWA.

Ms. Mitchell began by notifying the Board that PWA had build momentum through Q1 and was
in the middle of the planning stages of the 10 key objectives set out for 2026. However, she
stated funding delays have caused PA Wines to pause certain initiatives such as the social
media campaigns.

Ms. Mitchell suggested, even though PA Wines is currently planning and navigating this year
with the possibility of further delays, they are still executing PWA's objectives through 10 key
objectives in a timely manner. She added that they focused on industry engagement in Q1 as
evident in their E Newsletter sends.

The PWA sent around 6,000 emails to the industry subscribers during that time frame to give
updates including marketing opportunities, upcoming events, wine trail opportunities and news
on membership meetings and industry conferences. The rate of outreach for the PWA was an
increase of 24% and a click rate of 4%.

She continued with recounting the fact that the PWA hosted its annual meeting on February
24th in conjunction with the PA Wining Great Conference, welcoming 23 member wineries and
five associate members. The PWA, she announced, voted for their new Executive Board with



Zach Waltz as President, Andrew Yingst as VP, Richard Woolley as Treasurer, and Andrea Creato
as Secretary.

She also commented to the Board that upcoming PA Wines signature events include Seven
Springs Rest Resort and Harvest Celebration with 22 wineries accepted for the Seven Springs
event. PE will be uniting again with Seven Springs Rest Resort for this annual three-day wine
festival.

PWA was still accepting winery applications for the Second Annual Harvest Celebration at Stone
Gables in Elizabethtown. Sommelier Judgement was moved to a later date in September at
Garces Trading Company in Philadelphia.

PWA is speaking with Pittsburgh Magazine to be featured at their Wine and Spirits Festival in
November. They have also been working with Wine Folly on the Pennsylvania Wine Region

page.

This year's Pennsylvania Wine Campaign with Wine Enthusiast centers on a blend of
storytelling, digital promotion and an increased focus on PA wines ratings.

In addition, the campaign includes a custom landing article and dedicated landing page
developed in collaboration with Wine Enthusiast Production team to closely align with their
editorial choice. 40,000 rack cards will be distributed in travel rest stops along the turnpike
through CTM Media with 60,000 being distributed in major travel locations in the Northeast.

NEW BUSINESS - 2025 GRANT AWARD STATUS

Mr. Keefe gave the Board an overview of the status awards. He stated they had begun the
contract process for about 12 outstanding Penn State research projects that the Board awarded
in the '24 and '25 fiscal years combined. They are all in the signature stage.

Mr. Keefe explained that there was a delay due to a refusal on Penn State's part to sign the
terms/agreements that were established between the Department of Commonwealth and
other entities. They have reached an agreement on special terms and conditions, which they
are willing to move forward with signing for the projects.

Mr. Keefe alluded to the fact that the Board had some of its own issues and perhaps lines may
have gotten crossed and miscommunication happened.

Mr. Keefe continued by informing the Board that they now had their marketing project with
PWA for $775,000. He stated they needed to finalize both the AA and the PLCB contract for
PW. He also made clear that he could not give any definite deadline as to when that would be
completed, only that it was in the process of being circulated. This would be for the '25 fiscal
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year, ending on June 30th, 2026. And these projects are using those funds; this is the current
phase.

Mr. Keefe also noted that the period of performance suggests that, as long as the scope of work
is completed between January 1, 2026 and December 31, 2027, it can be reimbursed.

It was noted that part of those funds for the market are to be spent during January and March
for some of these projects. If the contracts were not executed, they are spending money that
cannot be reimbursed. It will create a crunch here pretty quickly.

Mr. Keefe then commented that there is a contract template and their Office of Procurement
handles those PLCD contracts. There is no stated timeline on when full execution will occur.
They are out of our internal hands at this point.

Mr. O'Neill stated they also had a push to get forth grants again, and not just them in the
building, through the entire state. A deadline to get grants that are non ACMA grants pushed
through the office first.

Chairman Gruver stated they could use that before the PLCB months, and as a defense, that we
were very late in getting these contracts approved. Normally it is done in July. We need to get
back on schedule.

Mr. Morris then advised that the question, ultimately, was who got to make what decision and
when. The law was changed effective July 15, 2024, Act 57. That changed the authority of who
gets to say what, when from PLCB to the Secretary of Agriculture to award the million dollars
that comes from the taxes that the good PLCB folks impose. That millions of dollars was tied to
a year, but it did not necessarily say fiscal year in the statute.

He further noted that accountants that he had spoken with told him that it was understood
that those funds would be transferred at the next fiscal year. They were looking at that
transfer for July 1, 2025. But there was no budget in July 2025.

The budget is an Appropriations Act. The powers in the Commonwealth decided that the
million dollars was not going to flow. Fast forward to October 2025, when the budget impasse
ended, the Appropriations Act is passed. The dollar should begin flowing then.

By the time that date hit the calendar, the contract was ready to circulate to any entity that
contracted with this Board, the Beer Board and the Distilled Spirits Board, because we knew
that in the middle of 2025 there would be these grants coming out of our building from
accounts that we controlled at the Department of Agriculture. And so that contract was form
approved in May of 2025 by the entities that are required by law, the Commonwealth
Attorneys Act and the Commonwealth Documents Law, to approve those contracts.

Prior to that, they were going to the PLCB for approval. Yes, the lawyers and the Comptroller's
Office sign off on them. To the extent that the PDA Grants Office has some kind of authority
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over this program, it is not in the statute. But they are required to create the buckets to send
invoices to so that the Board can pull the dollars out of the bucket to send them to the right
grant.

Mr. Morris then informed Chairman Gruver, as far as the legal office was concerned, the
contract for the PWA to do $775,000 worth of marketing work for them is all ready to go.

The Board discussed executing grants and trying to do it ethically and give people guidance.
The Board has to remove the obstacles so that they can move forward; it appears we really do
not have the ability to do that. Therefore, the Board dos not have the ability to provide advice.

Chairman Gruver commented that it was like the perfect storm, a combination of factors. He
asked then if the marketing season was January through December, then what did that mean as
far as fiscal year. He acknowledged that they do theirs on the marketing season January
through December. But they had gotten ahead of themselves.

NEW BUSINESS - 2026 RFP STATUS

Chairman Gruver asked Mr. Keefe what the status was on the RFPs for 2026. Mr. Keefe replied
that the application deadline was April 17. Concept papers would be shared with the Board
next week. He advised that they would set a deadline of about three weeks after that for the
Board to review and then another meeting in May to review them.

Mr. O'Neill suggested too, that even after they got the final call, the final application, they could
still ask questions. He further added that the Board, in a prior meeting, had talked about being
more specific with the RFPs.

Chairman Gruver continued the discussion by asking about the Marauder 26 RFP status. He
then stated it had been processed with minor modifications. He added, to his point of view,
they needed to give more direction to what kind of research projects we need and come
together as a Board to understand what they should be focusing on.

After ensuing discussion amongst the members about the top two applicants, the differences,
limitations and scope of work, Chairman Gruver asked if the Board felt they were at a point
where they were ready to make a recommendation or motion.

Ms. Galarus noted that she would like to hear from some Board members what the expected
outcomes were specifically and what their expectations were at the end of a successful
partnership with one of these organizations.

One definition of success would go back to the economic impact, noting questions like how
they would represent 400 entities and maybe 300 entities. It was noted the applicants did a
pretty good job of answering the questions. They were going to do some competitive analysis
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type stuff, look at neighboring states, other regions, and come back with a series of objectives
that could economically impact and support the entire industry.

Mr. Hoffman stated you get out of a strategic plan what you put into it and he did not expect
the consultant to do it for them. He opined that the more they were involved in creating key
marketing strategic goals and then working on the key performance indicators for those goals
the more successful it would be. This came about because we criticized the PWA for not having
their strategic plan.

Potentially the Board would get rid of these concept papers if these are the three focuses for
the next three to five years.

Chairman Gruver asked if the Board had an idea of what their commitment is for the process.
Like talking about hours, days, sessions. Did they measure our commitment? They are going to
be with us a day or two. But today's point, he added, was that they will have to write this.
They are going to have to facilitate it. They were going to need some time to commit to get
together. They could not do it individually.

Ms. Galarus stated she did not think they were asking for preferential treatment or to be
separated out in any kind of way. Her opinion was that the success of the project depended on
their commitment as a Board. And they had to understand what their time commitment was
before they moved forward on spending $160,000 and that they were all able to increase.

Ms. Galarus also stated she, too, was interested in a time commitment from the Board. The
first time that they spoke with them and had some hours with them was not going to be at the
end of the project. It had to be along the way as well. She wanted to be part of the process.

Chairman Gruver asked if they needed a committee. They already had a strategic planning
committee. But he agreed that they needed another committee.

Ms. Galarus believed they should all be involved because in the end, if it comes back, we spend
this amount of money and comes back and somebody has some objection but opted out of the
planning stages it needs to be very clear that they opted out.

Chairman Gruver stated it sounded like they needed to move forward. The committee, he
advised, is Jonas, Carly, Dave and himself. He reminded the members that his term expired
June 30th and he was not renewing. He wanted Ms. Galarus to take his spot. He then asked if
he could hear a motion to move forward.

Ms. Galarus commented that another thing that was important is what questions they were
asking? She wanted to see some innovation in the questions that they were asking and the
points they were getting to.
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It was suggested it was way more in depth than that. The Board was really trying to assess
where the opportunities are. Where can you get more government dollars? The Board is going
to try to find objectives that are executable by your group.

Ms. Galarus voiced that she felt they should vote on this.

The subcommittee is going to go back and ask them to sharpen their pencil by paring down the
number of wineries that they are talking to, whatever the number is. And then the Board
could, if the answer is yes, expedite actually moving ahead with this if there is a number to be
requested. So the Board could work with them. The Board would be voting on that moving
ahead with this at $145,000 now?

Mr. Nissley made a motion to approve this Collective Insights proposal at a cost of $145,000.
Chairman Gruver asked if there was a second.

Mr. Osborne seconded the motion.

The Board discussed modifying the motion to a different dollar amount asking $145,000.

Mr. Nissley amended his motion to $160,000. He retracted his first motion and made a new
motion to approve this proposal from Collective Insights as stated with the knowledge that we
will ask them for a reduction.

Chairman Gruver asked Mr. Osborne if he would second that motion. Mr. Osborne agreed.

Ms. Galarus advised that if they reduced the project cost to $145,000; we can do it for
$145,000.

Chairman Gruver informed the group that with the intent that there will be a committee
meeting between now and the Board’s next meeting in May. The committee will provide
feedback in May. He noted the motion on the floor and the need to approve or deny the
motion.

The Board discussed the committee’s ability to reduce the scope by putting the matter in the
committee's hands and that would be with Collective Insights.

The intent of the motion on the floor that had been seconded was discussed.

APPROVAL FOR RFP STATUS

RESOLUTION 2026.09- APPROVAL FOR RFP STATUS

Presented by: Jonas Nissley

Seconded by: Ryan Osborne
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Abstention: Karl Zimmerman
Passed:

To approve the committee providing feedback for the Collective Insights proposal.

NEW BUSINESS - ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT POSITION (CONT.)

A brief discussion took place regarding the administrative position to be filled. The discussion
focused on future awardees and researchers and to ask for their feedback or to create clarity
with them on what they should provide with their award in terms of a report.

Chairman Gruver claimed though that this was not why the topic of hiring an administrative
assistant came up. It was noted the last job description was put together before that and the
Board go from there once that was pulled out.

NEW BUSINESS - CURRENT BOARD MEMBER TERMS

Michael Keefe announced that Chairman Gruver, John Skrip 11l and Karl Zimmerman all had
terms that were expiring for 2026.

Chairman Gruver asked Mr. Zimmerman if he wanted to renew and Mr. Zimmerman affirmed
for same.

Chairman Gruver also noted that Mr. Skrip Il also wanted to renew.

Mr. Morris suggested to the Board that section B1 of the law said that the legislative
appointees shall serve on the same terms and conditions as members appointed by the
Secretary of Agriculture, a three-year term.

He advised that their Board's appointees are constrained by the three-year term but they could
serve as appointees for consecutive terms. He believed though that it would be in their best
interest to obtain a new letter every three years for the same person.

Chairman Gruver asked Mr. Keefe if he would make sure this was done and Mr. Keefe agreed.
He added that he believed Mr. Robert Mazza, Mr. Nissley, Mr. Williams and Mr. Osborne
wanted to stay.

NEW BUSINESS - ACMA REFERENDUM VOTE

Mr. Keefe announced that the referendum vote would be in November, 2026 and that they
would begin that process in August, 2026. The key tasks, he noted, were to basically publicize
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that there would be a referendum using Penn Live Patriot News. They would also create an
external committee, not including any PEA staff directly associated with the administration of
the ACMA boards, to count votes that come in.

Additionally, they would be sending communication by mail to the industry members as well
with the information that a vote would be occurring in August. The Teller committee will then
get together and count the votes as they come in, which will be in October. Following the
counting of the ballots in October, another publication will be drafted that states the outcome
of that vote.

Ms. Barone asked if the Board could move the date of the referendum up since this would be a
very busy time for the Board. She also wanted to know if there was anything that needed to be
reviewed by the Board prior to sending their information in to the wine coats.

OTHER BUSINESS - NONE

PUBLIC COMMENT - NONE

Chairman Gruver then asked for other business and/or public comments that needed to be
discussed. Hearing none, he announced that the next meeting would be held virtually, on May
19th at 10:00 am.

ADJOURNMENT

RESOLUTION 2026.10- ADJOURNMENT

Presented by: Jamie Williams
Seconded by: Carley Razzi
Passed: Unanimously

To adjourn the meeting.
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There being no further business, the Pennsylvania Wine Marketing and Research Program
Board Meeting adjourned at 2:00 p.m.

Respectfully Submitted:

AT e /% :

Derek Richmond

April 14, 2026
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