Joint NE IPMC Vegetable Working Group/NRCS Meeting
01-02 Dec 05 Harrisburg, PA

Log (discussion, presentations, and action recommendations)
-recorded and edited by Ruth Hazzard and Kathy Murray

Meeting called to order at 8:00am. R. Hazzard gave an overview of the history and mission and
of the Vegetable IPM Working Group (Veg WG) and asked all participants to introduce
themselves and indicate what they would like to get out of this meeting.

Shelby Fleisher (Penn State U): wants more implementation of IPM in the Northeast

Tim Elkner (Penn State U): noted that for small growers the impediment to trying IPM is
often financial; financial incentive will help

Alice Begin (ME NRCS): wants to find out how to integrate IPM into cost share,
technical service

Sandra Primard (VT NRCS): there is a small technical staff in VT. Need to find
connections so we have the technical support; we are not pest mgt specialists; need ways
to work better with Extension; match technical resources with financial resources
Richard Martin (NY NRCS): need to find ways to get more money on the ground — hire
pest mgt specialists, use Extension to make plans for us

Vicky Drew (RI NRCS): no technical service providers in RI and RI lacks Extension staff
for agric., growers cannot get assistance; my goal is to improve the linkage, get ideas
from other states

Tom Akin (MA NRCS): MA has very diversified small farms; field offices are looking to
Extension for technical support.

Kathy Murray (ME Dept of Agriculture): looing for ways to promote more IPM on the
ground; farmers face problem with access to financial resources to deliver IPM resources.
Limited to what Extension can provide which is shrinking

Brad Majek (Rutgers U): wants to promote better understanding of best practices for
weed control

Jude Boucher (UConn): curious about how other states are working out this system with
EQIP and their delivery methods

Rakesh Chandran (WVU): wants to work closer with NRCS — try to offer technical
expertise and work together. Seeing interest in NRCS staff in his state

Bill Coli (UMass): MA has history of good collaboration with NRCS. SP53 covered cost
of scouting and implementing. NRCS are in a good position to document impact, which
is a concern of IPM programs.

Curt Petzoldt (Cornell U): In New York we have been enthusiastic and excited as well as
disappointed and confused — want to get back to the enthusiastic

Tom Green (IPM Institute): works with eco label programs that work with farmers to
document practices and market those; performance guarantees for farmers who try IPM
Carrie Koplinka-Loehr (NE IPM Center): would like to come away with specific action
steps for NRCS and Extension working together throughout Northeast

5/9/2006



John Timmons (DE NRCS): DE reported that cost sharing for pest management is
available through the EQIP program. In the 2006 EQIP contract year, Crop Consultants,
(TSP- technical service providers) must develop a Pest Management Plan with the
participating farmers. It must address (1) Identifying water resource concerns (e.g.
leaching potential of soils, high water table, solution runoff potential, soil loss potential).
(2) Evaluate the risk of typical pesticides used on the farm, impacting an identified water
resource concern, and hazard to human and fish. (3) Mitigating those risks. (4) PAMS
component, (Prevention, Avoidance, Monitoring, Suppression). Delaware is fortunate to
have approximately 30 certified crop advisors, 600,000 acres of crops, including 60,000
acres of vegetables. Need Extension’s help to further clarify the dollar value appropriate
to conduct risk assessment, the quantity and quality of scouting that is acceptable.

David Handley (UMaine): wants to find ways to expand IPM programs and adoption
Andrea Szylvian (EPA Region I): suggests emphasis should be on leveraging funds.
Mike Fitzner (USDA CSREES): USDA is in the funding business; IPM is a way we do
plant protection; coordinator of plant diagnostic network and IPM centers; wants better
understanding of how NRCS and extension can work together to make IPM work better
on the ground

Kate Everts (UMaryland/UDelaware): her region is in an environmentally sensitive area.
What can come out of this meeting, work together to become more effective. Having a
position in two states is difficult; need more resources to accomplish more together.

Joe Bagdon (NRCS pest mgt specialist): His NRCS program focuses on environmental
risk assessment --- support states via technology, look for ways to reduce environmental
risk. Need to match with IPM technical know-how for management of pests. Need to
work out the details so that it can happen easily.

Dave Biddinger — (PennState U tree fruit specialist): His program develops reduced risk
IPM for apples and peaches. Works with AMA to setup IPM programs, up to $400,000
last year. Have been giving training sessions to NRCS staff; develop tech bulletin with
check-off list for growers to follow. Ecological toxicity data to measure risk of pesticides.
We could save a lot of pesticide if we could implement low risk but costs more so
growers need incentives to get into it.

Hank Bissell (Lewis Creek Farm) — noted that the vegetable industry in VT is scattered,
farms each have own microclimate. Makes IPM difficult; no scouting services; has to
happen on each farm almost in a vacuum. In NRCS when you apply for a grant you are
competing with big manure storage facilities. Occupy nebulous area between
conventional and organic ‘ecologically grown’ * [IPM’.

Warren Lamborn (Fifer Orchards)— wants to explore and learn more about NRCS and
IPM

Jim Ward (Ward’s Berry Farm) — his farm has used IPM for almost 20 years and has
been the beneficiary of IPM; extension is an important resource for us; started practicing
IPM with idealistic goals but economic value is also important — it does not need to cost
more money. IPM can save money. ‘Pheromone trap makes me go out into the field to
scout for one pest, but by being there I see so much more. By scouting on my farm it
improves every part of my farm.” Wants to advance IPM.



e Luke McConnell (McConnell Agronomics): ‘I appreciate being in the farmer’s corner
because that’s where I stand.” Interested in the process of IPM — it has to be
economically viable for the farmer: if we cannot positively affect the farmer’s bottom
line, they should fire us. It is an economically viable alternative to spraying on
schedules. Help from NRCS monies to enhance and encourage the practice is good — look
at it from the environmental standpoint with tools like WIN-PST. How to pay for it,
make clear when and what the expectations are for the NRCS programs. NRCS are very
good stewards of the environment; most are engineers and not biologists; if we can come
together in providing biology of IPM will help farmers

e (Cathy Thomas (PA Dept Agriculture): wants to know how can her agency better support
IPM

e Ed Rajotte (Penn State U): ‘NRCS and RMA represent the future of IPM, as coordinators
of IPM we need to understand their programs and figure out the details of their
programs’.

e Jana Malot — (PA NRCS): ‘we teach engineering to our staff and we have come to realize
that we have shortfalls in environmental/agronomy areas so we are taking steps to correct
that. AMA was such a success with apple growers. We set aside certain funds for specific
areas: eg. this year no till, to develop and implement (conservation) plans.’

e Pat Cimino —(US EPA Office of Pesticide Programs): Has worked in IPM, NJ, PA,
industry, NRCS. Sees NRCS as having big job with current farm bill tasks. There have
been lawsuits against farmers from environmental groups about spray drift. Looking at
spray drift reduction technologies that could be put onto labels; if used would not have to
use certain mitigation practices.

e Kathy Johnson (CT NRCS): works with J. Boucher and others at Extension in an
effective partnership.

o Kelly Ireland (PA NRCS)

e Pam Westgate (UMass)

Brief discussion of Issues/Concerns/Challenges/Solutions for Addressing IPM through NRCS
programs:

Additional challenge noted: The extreme variation in economic and spatial scales of farming
across the NE influences what we can do. There is also variation in infrastructure and people
among states--range from Amish and Mennonite to farms with larger agri-business enterprises.



V. Drew gave presentation on NRCS programs and how they relate or provide opportunity for

IPM

Deer fencing and new irrigation often included under AMA but AMA will not be funded
this year.

Payments: Financial assistance payments to producers

Technical assistance —can be hired by NRCS or by farmer (have to be certified tsp if
hired by program)

NRCS contract options include:

o NRCS issues a Request for Proposals for service contracts.

o NRCS signs Contribution Agreements—NRCS covers 50%

o NRCS signs Cooperative Agreement — NRCS covers 100% (eg. universities that
are part of North Atlantic CESU)- allows NRCS to avoid going out to bid. Pete
August is contact. www.cesu.org/index.html Can enter into agreement to do
technical assistance to all conservation program participants with pest
management in their contract. Can be steep learning curve, especially as related to
‘mitigation’ concepts. NRCS needs to train [PM practitioners to understand
mitigation practices. Can be difficult for Extension staff to separate out their
traditional role from what is required to meet NRCS standard when they are hired
as contractors.

Mitigation practices: What constitutes ‘pesticide use-rate reduction’? Label rate on
pesticide product label is not the standard. Pesticide Ibs per acre is the standard — that can
be achieved with fewer applications or lower rate per application.

Process of NRCS EQIP payments to farmers: Growers submit an application, then NRCS
works with grower to develop the conservation plan, then all applications received within
the state for a particular program are ranked.

o There can be a waiting list to work with NRCS to develop the conservation plan:
varies between states. Each state NRCS office sets schedule. For example, RI
NRCS has set deadline for completion of conservation plans as Feb 15 but that is
late. Moving toward farmers doing a lot of work in advance of application —
difficult to do, takes time and information. Application ranking period takes a
month. Agreements must be signed by June 1. Timing is tricky

o Contract dollars must be approved by March 15 (national). .

Conservation Security Program (CSP): Pays farmers to address a resource concern
beyond the minimum required in the Standard through ‘enhancement activities’. Farmers
self-certify that they are doing the practices.



http://www.cesu.org/index.html

E. Rajotte presented information on development and implementation of initiatives to increase
PA fruit growers participation in NRCS programs for [PM implementation.

Discussed marketplace influences and gov’t policy. We in IPM need to keep up with
changes so we can keep up with IPM as demanded by growers, new trends eg NRCS &
Risk Management Agency programs will be very big in the future. To keep agriculture
viable in US, need transfer of wealth from society to ag (US farmers are not competitive
globally — there has been a recent decrease recently in price support payments, increase in
‘green payments’, and underwriting risk via insurance

NRCS: Federal program with local control. State conservationist and staff/conservation
districts/state technical committee which can be ‘stakeholder network-intensive’; NRCS
really likes to hear from growers — grower groups a very influential. IPM community
must understand this and become part of the stakeholders.

In PA: Extension worked with NRCS to revise pest management standard. Extension
staff joined state technical committee (STTC) and learned how NRCS programs worked.
Stakeholders showed up: and protected their turf. Assistant state conservationist listens
and integrates needs at STTC meetings and outside meetings.

IPMers don’t need to understand all the rules; NRCS know the rules and how they can be
flexible.

PA experience: First mistake: NRCS tend to be unfamiliar with fruit crops; fruit growers
felt they had been left out. Strategy: held meetings with fruit grower leadership and
NRCS leadership; formed fruit technical team to supply programmatic details. Farm
business, fruit agents —work out practices and costs on a spreadsheet which was exactly
what NRCS wanted. NRCS determined that AMA program was best fit. Allocated
$275,000 in 2004, $460,000 in 2005. Conservation plans are not needed to sign up for
AMA but these plans are developed anyway in the process of making a contract.
Extension fruit specialist wrote two-page fact sheet to explain specific practices including
a checklist and up-to-date research-based IPM practices.

Recommendations for overcoming rough spots:

o Education -- Inform growers about what programs are available and what IPM is--
have to know both sides (both NRCS and IPM/Extension). Use news releases,
websites, FAQs.

o Create opportunity for Extension: for a particular Extension team or a given
watershed to work with growers.

o Hire someone who understands the details to broker (a private business, someone
who will do this for a fee). Use this program to encourage crop consultants; these
folks could do this work in the winter. Perhaps University should offer courses to
teach consultants how to do this. Money from NRCS could help growers to fill
this role.



More discussion of examples and ideas:

S. Primard: in VT—a crop mgt cooperative association has evolved out of the funds
available from NRCS that hires someone to work with NRCS to help farmers apply for
and qualify for participation in NRCS programs.

L. McConnell: US veg and fruit producers ARE competitive on the world market, not
subsidized. Less competitive because of things like FQPA (federal pesticide-use
restrictions) which does not apply to food grown outside US and favors foreign food
production compared with US-grown that must comply with those restrictions. Nutrient
mgt plans could be developed under a very standard template. But IPM perspective might
be different — need someone who does understand these programs, farmers can make
money by ‘working the programs’ and some are very good at doing that. Will growers
quit doing the practice as soon as the money runs out? Might not be to the best advantage
of long-term adoption of IPM. Among his clients, less than two percent of the acreage is
funded by these (NRCS) programs.

J. Boucher: Has view from the field operator’s eyes. Started with NRCS Coop.
Agreement in 2004. NRCS has clearly distinct programs — they select which program is
most appropriate for the needs you are trying to address with the producer. AMA -- main
focus is risk management; EQIP is incentive payment: focus on resource concern as
primary — what resource have you conserved? Water, soil, or crop? Water is usually
main focus.

Presentation by L. Elworth — Center for Ag Partnerships.

What we did with growers nearly always cost more. New farm bill gave new opportunity
for growers to be involved. ‘Locally driven’ vs federally mandated policy — both are
happening. Successes are based on working closely with people on the ground: growers,
university people, NRCS. Investment of time in setting up programs have reaped tenfold
benefit in incentive payments to growers. MI program — hired go between to get
understanding of the program and help growers create plans. Unrestricted grants to
county Extension programs to pay for Extension personnel to do it.

Need outreach, training. TSP’s (Technical Service Providers) are not available to provide
this service. AMA funding is tenuous — don’t depend on it. Growers are going to have to
prepare themselves to be involved in EQIP. If you are involved in EQIP you will be
ready for CSP. Not enough private consultants out there.

If IPM is going to be widely available through the conservation programs — need to build
the foundation right now. New farm bill will change things. IPM folks need to become
conversant in NRCS programs. IPM by itself is tenuous in funding. IPM Centers could
allocate money to fund people to provide training to IPM professionals to be conversant
with conservation programs. Lets expand our IPM view to include conservation
perspective. Use what we’ve learned from isolated programs that are working to develop
info/publications to train others about how to do it. IPM has not been a presence in the
national discussions of conservation.

For more info visit www.agcenter.org Click on ‘Putting the Farm Bill to Work’



http://www.agcenter.org/

Presentation by T. Green — marketing opportunities

e Many new ecolabels have been developed: many listed on Consumers Union website
http://www.eco-labels.org/ Also: www.lohas.com. Most ecolabels have set of required
production practices; farmers must do enough of them to qualify such as those offered by
the Rainforest Alliance. Forest Stewardship Council, Food Alliance, Protected Harvest,
SYSCO ($31 billion food service distributor) uses a ‘Sustainable Ag/IPM audit’ in
contracts with their producers.

e Opportunities
o Land grant research is key — educate public about
o Eco label auditors already doing paperwork. Do paperwork once
o Third party audit costs —why not cost share those
o Cost share for improvement mandated by third part audit programs.

o Provide guarantees for Best Management Practices/IPM results.

Round Table discussion after lunch:

Bissell: sees extreme views among growers of ‘get in and out’ to work the program vs ‘I
don’t want to deal with the NRCS bureaucracy’ but he is more in the middle. Likes J.
Boucher’s approach of training farmers, which seems like they will continue (using
conservation/IPM practices). Boucher confirms that.

McConnell: ‘judicious use of pesticides’ includes organic, is based on observation and
response to what is happening. Regarding sustainability of using IPM on the farm, it all
comes down to profitability to the producer. In order for there to be more private consultants
there has to be profitability. Consultants must have clusters of farm clients to avoid too much
driving. Agree that the interaction between NRCS, Extension and farmer would be extremely
beneficial, to help farmer to understand the NRCS perspective, Extension can help the farmer
think about that.

Rajotte: looking ahead ten years, green payments will increase; private sector markets will
demand more sustainable practices, [PM requirements for crop insurance (RMA) — all
demanding same paperwork —we can promote benefits of IPM within this context.

Petzoldt: 100% of (Extension) IPM programs in the northeast would accept money to do
what J.Boucher is doing.

McConnell: hiring college students as scouts won’t work; need full time year round
employees, build trust and respect.

Elworth: long-term future for training people in IPM is not going to be through NRCS;
basically NRCS is not an education program; that is going to be kept clear. I think CSREES
needs to be funding that kind of training over the long term.

Majek: weed science has been less active part of IPM over past 20 years. NJ has made
attempts to incorporate it. What we can do is not always of immediate benefit to the grower
as with insects and diseases. I have idea where the weaknesses are in most growers weed
control programs but wonder how it fits from NRCS perspective. NRCS conservation
programs don’t fit farms using cultivation; need better ratings for no-till systems.

Fleisher: herbicide tolerant sweet corn is one option — would that be a conservation practice,
if you are using a transgenic variety.

Drew: soil tillage component does not apply to programs other than CSP. Tillage is ok in
other programs.


http://www.eco-labels.org/
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Majek: we are losing herbicides at a faster rate than gaining them; no new products coming
along; profit is driven by acres and high acreage (corn,soybeans, cotton) now have ‘Round-
Up Ready’ (herbicide-tolerant) transgenic varieties available; Round-Up herbicide is off
patent so is inexpensive. Today, spending $7-14 per acre where used to spend $30-60/A.
Less profit potential in big acre crops; which is where our herbicide research comes from.
Endosulfuron has provided good progress. Investors in Round-Up Ready vegetables have
been developed but are on the shelf from fear of public outcry. No till? In most veg crops no
till is not a viable production practice — soils warm too slowly and veg not tolerant. Also with
no-till the tillage opportunity for weed control is lost which means you need postemergence
herbicides to clean up any preemergence weed control failures —no backup plan. For example
no postemergence control for lambsquarters; pumpkin no till can be lost to lambsquarters that
breaks through the herbicide (Strategy, Sandea) nor can you replant with another crop due to
restrictions on pesticide label.

Lamborn: No-till not widely accepted by processors either.

Majek: no-till peas were a big failure: toad problem.

Johnson: IPM project with Extension is working well. However farm bill keeps changing so
programs will always change, she recommends its better to think about how to communicate
not just one way to do it.

Coli: cost issues of new systems: how do we accommodate increased cost of new systems
that might have environmental and health and pest mgt benefit but are more expensive. How
does that fit into NRCS?

Malot: in AMA they can get payments for the life of the contract ie 3-5 years. This is good
time frame because after 3-5 years farmers are either they are sold on it and continue
practices, or they let it go. We can’t subsidize these practices indefinitely. There is some
ethic within the producers to see other benefits.

Petzoldt: or maybe market benefit? Other points: it’s important to IPM people that NRCS
sees university [PM people as a resource. If NRCS staff or TSP’s or growers need extensive
training Extension people are willing to do that but can’t do it without additional resources --
$ won’t come from CSREES, has to come from NRCS. IPM people don’t want to make
funding decisions.

Rajotte: yes but we in IPM have a duty to educate people on IPM. Availability of NRCS
programs is part of our selling script.

Petzoldt: yes some training but fact sheets and extensive training programs do need extra
resources.

Coli: given we are seeing resource depletion in extension resources we do need resources to
do trainings.

Green: 14,000 crop advisors exist but most earn their living from sales of products many are
starving because product sales eg herbicides are lower; they need to shift to making money
from information/service rather than product sales. Questions why Extension partnering with
NRCS would not be sustainable.

Elworth: there is an awful lot of education to be done over a lot of crops. There has been a
lot of rivalry between NRCS and CSREES at the federal level; outcome of this has been
distinguishing their roles (education/research is purview of CSREES).

Drew: OMB (US Office of Management and Budget) watches what we do very closely. We
have to stay true to what we are funded for. In 2002 the EQIP program was changed such
that funding for outreach and education was eliminated. But we can pay for technical



assistance to implement our programs. If it also trains farmers to use IPM after the program
is over, that’s ok but it has to be called technical assistance. And you have to be on the farm
providing tech assistance to one producer.

McCracken: In EQIP we got rid of education grant but we kept Conservation Innovation
Grant. These grants are for demonstration and innovation — not research. Every state can
have a CIG program this year. If you want CIG grants in your state get on the state technical
committee to advocate for them.

Biddinger: he submitted CIG grant last year in PA and did not get it.

McCracken: we did have state flexibility there is money available in the state if they decide
to do it.

Koplinka-Loehr: sees role for NE IPM center in translating from one organization to the
other — that’s a lot of what we are doing: translating. Hopeful of Center doing something.
Timmons — there are a lot of other things besides just pesticides you need to focus on to make
the IPM system work, eg. Correcting pH for healthy plant growth, avoiding excess nitrogen
that can lead to disease and insect problems; irrigation water management, irrigate early in
day to avoid leaf wetness overnight. There has been more $ in many states for EQIP cost
share incentives than CSP (Conservation Security Program) for vegetable growers. EQIP
program helps a farmer reach a higher resource protection. CSP rewards a farmer for
maintaining a system of resource protection practices already in place. For example, are you
maintaining or increasing soil OM? CSP is big in soil sustainability. The need for
sustainable vegetable farms should receive greater attention as population increases and less
arable land is available.

Drew: national policy: Soil conditioning index has to be positive to qualify for CSP and if
you regularly till you may not qualify.

Akin: soil condition index has three subfactors: 1) tillage; 2) organic matter depletion or
amended; 3) erosion. Other soil losses also. If you had a rotation system with fallow cover
crop fields but tilling some, that would qualify. Or addition of organic soil amendments. Sod
farms a difficult issue.

McConnell: takes issue with the idea that moldboard plowing means unhealthy soil. Healthy
soil is productive soil; sees most productive soils are those that are moldboard plowed.
Johnson: NRCS rules will keep changing — this year’s standards may work for some growers,
more may qualify in future after more dialogue with stakeholders.

Handley: if application process is a barrier in itself, why can’t it be changed? If NRCS
program is not long term sustainable why orient ourselves toward it? Disagrees with
previous statement that college students can’t be effective implementing IPM as long as there
is good support and regular visits from Extension staff. Those scouts also become future
consultants.

Szylvian: recommends that ‘state lead agency’ (=agency that regulates pesticides) be more
involved in the process of creating standards. There are some things not quite right.

Everts — is there any collaboration and input from other groups (eg Chesapeake Bay
Foundation) so there is a united front that the growers can deal with?

Drew: state technical committee is the place where state policy is discussed and set. We
invite university people every year and they don’t come. State Ag Dept does come and is
very involved.

Malot: Chesapeake Bay Initiative has set standards for best management practices; they are
similar to the 595.



Martin: NY has committee that reviews National standards— gets specialists to review any
standards that come — sends copies for comment. If they don’t comment, then they are
published as set forth.

Timmons: Dept of Ag focus more on pesticide toxicity through contact to humans during
transportation, mixing, and spraying operations. NRCS is looking at potential risk to water
resource concern on that farm, e.g. potential to leach, solution runoff or being attached to
soil.

Boucher: our IPM programs are involved with all of those functions: resistance mgt, efficacy,
non target effects, record keeping. Not mutually exclusive.

? : Bay guidelines are sometimes more restrictive than NRCS; not in conflict with NRCS.
Handley: Its been good working with AMA to get more outreach. We’ve been able to see
benefit. Cost of reduced risk has been only 33% higher in apples and 15% higher in (not sure
which crop). As scout and consultant realized that consultant is needed as the system is
extremely complex. Biggest cost for tree fruit is labor not pesticides. We have gotten away
from training consultants. One issue at university level is that commodity specialists are
going away. In reduced risk pesticide program we need a system to measure impact.
Something like EIQ (Environmental Impact Quotient) — need to show impact of IPM to
environmental groups. Funding for CSREES grants has declined, too competitive; CIG
grants have more funds but we have not figured out how to ‘crack’ them. Reduced risk
systems are going to have to be implemented in tree fruit, heavily impacted by FQPA,
scrambling with few people to solve these problems. So we’d like to tap into NRCS but have
to think more about environmental impacts and work back from that. We are not doing what
Europe does to require impact on beneficial organisms as part of registration. That info
would make it easier to document environmental impact.

Lamborn: plow may have a bad name but it’s a very valuable tool, it does still have a place
and we need to keep using. We avoid a lot of copper by moldboard plowing. IPM driven
purchases in the market is a wonderful thing but it’s an uphill battle. Any time there’s one
little thing wrong eg one worm in a load of corn. There is a lot of merit in precision ag not
mentioned much here, has future.

McConnell: agrees with using college students but puts them on one crop and makes sure
follows up by scouting same fields same day in some proportion. Would promote the
utilization of irrigation for better quality crops, more corn with less N per bushel.

Rajotte: demand goes back to the institutional level.

Elworth: this is a good opportunity; hope this group empowers a subgroup to build ways to
support assistance at the technical level.

Elkner: anything you can do to get a farmer out looking closely at his crop is going to make
him a better farmer. Might open their eyes. If this is what we need to do that then I’m all for
that.

Lamborn: with large operations, farmer gets less time to get in the field.

Elkner: how to get someone built into the farm organization to get into the field; more
challenges for veg farmers; anything we can do to help is good.

Lamborn: when you already decided to use something, if the pesticide salesman says maybe
not to use it, you should listen!

Ireland: Invasive plants are important now, an important role for weed scientists. CCA’s are
very helpful, a bonus for us working with pest mgt and IPM
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e Begin: don’t know history of how NRCS and extension have worked together. There have
been successes in blueberries and potatoes. We can have teamwork that gets things done at a
local level. Things do change all the time. At this meeting I have met two people from
Maine, I think we can open communication, then find ways to get things done locally where
it needs to get done.

e Primard: NRCS focus has been heavily on nutrient mgt in livestock, dairy operations; pest
mgt has not been important. Now we have trained our employees on pest mgt and extension
has been part of that, learned WIN-PST. We may require that farmers get training — if they
have taken on pest mgt practice, possibly also require scouting. Need to know IPM
coordinator in my state. VT just has one flat rate for pest mgt practice whereas PA has many
different practices getting flat rate payments.

e McCracken: we have done co trainings with VT, put in another plug for CIG grants. Look to
your state.

e Drew: one challenge for Extension folks is that it’s different in every state. Certain issues that
are important in that state come up, are discussed at the state technical committee mtgs. It’s
always going to have to come back to the state. Competition for funds in their budget: funds
for tech assistance is also same money they use to pay staff. RI has excess money 4 million
last year can’t spend it all but larger states may not be in the same boat.

e Cimino — Glad to see IPM up and running because things are getting harder in the pesticide
registration area. Spray drift needs to be tackled at the state level but there is a lot of pressure
coming in at the national level. Things are getting harder. We do need IPM because the
regulatory world is going to get tougher and harder.

Presentation by M. Fitzner: This discussion has been great and I’ve learned a lot. Thanks to
Northeast Veg IPM working group and Center for sponsoring this meeting, this is what we need
to help this collaboration happen more widely. We know that rubber meets the road at local and
state operation level for both NRCS and Extension. At national and regional level, levers are
few. Need to jump-start local action.

Points: money. We always want more. There is already a lot of money in our programs;
there is sometimes a need to prioritize and shift focus; we can do things with what we’ve got. It
does bad things to a relationship when it seems like you are doing things just for money. Our
agency has moved from partnership approach to a competitive mercenary environment with
faculty fighting for funds for grad students also. But NRCS also has to understand that this is the
environment that we work in.

Come to competitive programs with good idea of real need of growers on the ground; you
will likely be successful. If result of collaboration will have environmental and economic
benefits then it will get money. (EPA has the 319 (non point source pollution) grants program)

We have been successful in getting RMA money for IPM. Also a source of money.
Soybean rust modeling was paid for by this via southeastern IPM center. RMA angle is financial
risk more than environmental risk. Extension IPM program provides core resources for [IPM
programs throughout the country, slow downward track. Formula funded. Could increase it if
group of stakeholders got together and advocated for a program like that: provides core support
for IPM in every state — could have impact on more funding.

To IPM’ers: EQIP can show IPMers the way to success. There is a problem — gives IPM
programs an opportunity to solve the problem.
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Soybean rust vitalized Extension and gave CSREES attention. Is all we want to do is
chase ambulances? No, but a few ambulances are a good idea. NRCS could help us show which
ambulance to chase. Sometimes NRCS might see a particular area of a state that needs help,
sometimes there is no one in Extension nearby.

Comes down to building one-on-one relationships. Across country, where those
relationships have been built, there are successes, but not true in all states—very uneven.

For land grant people — there are already Extension people representing you on state tech
committee usually.

Ideas for follow-up — more meetings. It will take more of those to build partnerships.
Ideas: IPM coordinators should meet with NRCS rep from each state together. IPM and NRCS
from each state plan a meeting within the state — do something like this in each state. Likes
Rajotte’s idea of working on a watershed basis for twilight meetings, look at certain crop in
certain watershed. Lessons of partnering: eg Larry’s website. There are resources around, some
things don’t cost a lot, but with good ideas you can get money — money will follow a good idea.

Discussion:

Boucher: we like this program because it gets us back in the field working one on one which is
what we were created for.

---Conservation innovation program — could it get a regional framework? Links between NRCS
and CSREES in grants programs?

---What is the best way to have discussions with NRCS at state or national level? Best to

come in with grower groups and have land grant scientist there to back up the validity of the
science base. State or county level is best. Grower groups need to be the driver. For changes in
national program, have to come in higher — state levels can’t influence it. Look for opportunities
to give comments on farm bill. Grower groups could talk with senator or congressman. Can still
make comments till end of December on farm bill.

Bagdon presentation and discussion

NRCS focuses on environmental risk reductions based on a resource concern — solve a problem

or prevent a future problem from occurring. There is tremendous amount of IPM info out there

but needs to be structured to meet conservation framework.

For example: see water quality resource score sheet on the back of his handout.

¢ Question: would enhancing biodiversity fit standards? Any documentation that you are
furthering those natural resource goals would be recognized but not picked out as an
individual resource concern. Does it affect air, water, or soil? See pg 4—if there is a
particular resource concern related to a particular pesticide, that could be a pressure to
develop new IPM methods. Specific practice lists should be based on what’s most useful for
the producer. This can link the IPM system implementation with the NRCS funding.

¢ Discussion of how to define the specific practices — who, when, -- to qualify for CSP. It
would be helpful from NRCS’s point of view to get input from Extension on what practices
are important for [IPM. Timing: Select watersheds in Fall, sign up in Winter, contract in
Spring, gear up in summer and fall before sign up. Input should early enough to be useful.
New watersheds assigned each year and enhancement list is different for each watershed.

e Universities can define IPM practices and discuss with NRCS who could determine which
practices could be built into which NRCS program.
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McConnell: Gave an example of good IPM program for cabbage with good stewardship of the
land.

e Weed map

Cover crop

Select proper herbicide

Pheromone traps

Scout twice a week

Moldboard plow to reduce disease potential. (rhizoctonia, seed corn maggot)

Use lower rates on herbicides. Because we know that we can cultivate twice.

Bare soil will give us better disease control

When we have insects we will use Dipel. But not twice in a row. Alternate with Avaunt,
which is not the harshest pesticide but somewhat detrimental to beneficials.

Maintain high fertility, not skimp on nutrients

Irrigate for good plant health to reduce potential for pests

After harvest, disk under crop residue to get rapid breakdown

Plant cover crop right away.

This is high level IPM but would not qualify for CSP. CSP standards should be run for a
particular rotation and is based on mathematical models for soil loss. If you change growth of
cover crop, etc, it changes the rating. Run it through the RUSLE rating.

e Next year, plow again, plant sweet corn but not no till not allowed by processors.
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Next Steps.

Friday morning we broke into smaller groups (by region) to discuss:

1)Mechanisms for achieving successful outcomes for advancing IPM through NRCS
programs, 2) Standards and practices that define IPM as needed by NRCS programs and
3) Measuring impacts?

Here’s what the groups presented:
Mid-Atlantic Group

1. Encourage cover crop use on ground previously receiving manure

2. Use higher seeding rates for cover crops to increase organic matter and increase
mitigation of particle run-off.

3. Have NRCS breakdown amount of EQIP money/acre into categories. That way growers
would know the value of paperwork - could either do it themselves or hire a consultant to
do the paperwork.

4. Before grower groups try to discuss vegetable practices with NRCS they should be
mentored so that they can communicate effectively.

NY-PA Group

1. For each state, develop set of common goals between IPM and NRCS

2. IPM Coordinators and NRCS program staff meet twice annually at the state level.

3. IPM representative should be included on the State Technical Committee (don’t need to
be invited)

4. Explore opportunities for CESU with land grant in each state (cf. North Atlantic CESU)
and explore opportunities for IPM projects within framework of CESU

5. Set priorities in funding and go to Resource Conservation and Development units (within
NRCS) for funding and projects at the state or district/local. (eg for development of
guidelines, surveys of crop)

6. Identify contacts in every state in NRCS and extension (NRCS: program person, resource
person, agronomist); also crop specific contacts for IPM resources; post on IPM Center
website; Center website also has searchable database of IPM resources and is developing
a contacts database; highlight IPM guidelines.

ME/NH/VT

1. Call meeting among interested parties. If necessary, could be held in conjunction with
another existing meeting such as annual ag trades show or growers meeting — to discuss
options, needs, ideas and to find opportunities and to solve challenges for enhancing IPM
through NRCS programs. Include Extension water quality and soils specialists.

2. Identify a way to provide technical assistance to support growers in implementing [IPM —
could be through agreements with Cooperative Extension

3. Network with neighboring states to share reports regularly on projects, ideas, progress on
IPM, perhaps via regional meetings every 2-3 years.

4. TPM workshop as part of eastern region technology conference; include farm tour.

5. On farm tours in state or neighboring states to look at farms from both resource
conservation and ipm perspective —collaborative training session.

6. Extension can do education, outreach and press releases about NRCS
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CT/MA/RI

1. Northeast IPM Center can add a webpage on ‘working with NRCS’ to post information
from each state. Could be shared via a listserv; any small listserve can be set up.
2. Share the details of CTs cooperative agreement between Cooperative Extension and

NRCS to serve as a model for other states.

Share fact sheets about CT’s IPM program (electronically)

4. TPM/NRCS (or a Working Group) revise IPM Guidesheets at state or regional level and
include more crops. Identify how practices relate to NRCS resource concern areas —
SWAPAH (soil, water, air, plants, animals and interactions with humans)

5. Form IPM/NRCS working group to get funding from NE IPM Center or other sources.

(alternative funding source: EPA Pesticide Environmental Stewardship Program,

available to state & local governments, universities or nonprofit organizations as partners;

or Strategic Ag Initiative; any organization can apply; deadlines change)

Talk to each other (NRCS and Extension) within each state.

7. Extension staff and NRCS need to reprioritize: figure out what you are willing to give up
in order to support this collaboration and our common goals.

(98]

?\

WI
1. Develop an efficient option for CSP recipients to communicate their stewardship achievement
to the marketplace. (that request has come from growers in CT EQIP participants also)

Other ideas
1. Provide information and data to NRCS about vegetable crop production practices and soil
management that could be used to adapt RUSLE model to vegetable and other high value crops

2. Adapt crop profiles and Pest Management Strategic Plans to include conservation concerns

3. Create IPM definitions (practices) for specific crops and states/regions to use as an
assessment, education and documentation tool

We then gathered again into the small regional groups to discuss:
What training is needed for whom to improve technical assistance for IPM
implementation?
Ideas generated included:
1. Provide NRCS staff with good information about expertise in Extension and vice versa.
Include State IPM coordinator.
Train crop consultants in the NRCS programs and rules.
Add NRCS field or state staff to Extension vegetable newsletters
Invite NRCS staff to speak at grower meetings
Make sure any TSP’s that are hired are able to write the IPM component of plans.

il

What specific steps should the NE regional Vegetable IPM Working Group take next to
build on this meeting to support partnerships aimed at improving adoption of conservation
IPM practices on the farm?
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Follow up on ideas generated from this meeting.

Raise the issue of concern about the RUSLE program -- to see if the data is accurate for

our area; to introduce new data relevant to high value vegetable and strawberry crops.

USE SWEET CORN AS A MODEL for revising IPM guidelines, developing

guidesheets, cost lists, and other documents needed for use in NRCS programs.

e Modify sweet corn Pest Management Strategic Plan to include resource concerns.

e Review MA and NY sweet corn IPM guidelines and see if it is possible to adapt for
regional use (flexibility relative to markets and region).

e Use technical specialist from Greensboro office (Norm Whitman and Livia Marquez)
to work with these issues for the region. Aim for general heading with some details
for practices. Some kind of weighting mechanism to decide ‘what is enough’ relative
to conservation goals; look at guidelines from point of view of environmental
benefits.

e NRCS staff could put in request that they be liason to working group for this purpose.

e Develop guidelines listing all the pest management practices -- incorporate soil,
water, disease, insects, weeds, economic viability for specific crops to refer to in
developing components in a pest management plan. Needs to be adapted for each
state. Points may or may not be useful.

Make readily available any current IPM guidelines to NRCS offices as a model to be

adapted for the states — in hard copy and on website. Emphasize need to adapt to each

state.

Revisit holding this kind of meeting in 2-3 years. Express value of this meeting to other

regions and organizations.

Have NRCS person join the Vegetable IPM Working Group. — a regional technical

specialist.

What are the opportunities for a region-wide IPM/NRCS partnership?

1.

2.

9]

More opportunities to get together. Expand partnership to include farmers, private
consultants

Write letter to national NRCS policy makers (Bruce Knight) or farm bill policymakers
(comment period open till end of December) regarding needs of high value crop IPM in
the CSP program (letters from growers or grower groups have weight). Rajotte will send
a rough draft to working group leader (Hazzard) and to the NE IPM Center (Koplinka-
Loehr). Great opportunities are being missed.

Review organic matter/tillage component of RUSLE soil quality model for high value
Crops.

Explore partnerships in other commodity areas.

IPM Center in next round of RFP’s put priority on developing relationships with NRCS
Develop guidelines listing all the pest management practices -- incorporate soil, water,
disease, insects, weeds, economic viability for specific crops to refer to in developing
components in a pest management plan. Needs to be adapted for each state. Point-based
practice list (showing priority practices) may or may not be useful.

Northeast IPM Center should post a summary of the meeting on the website and develop
a section with contacts and suggestions for cooperative efforts. Make sure interactions of
various pests and components of pest management practices are considered.
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