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Partner organizations (on this project): 

There were no formal partnerships with other organizations in the establishment of this farmer to farmer group.

Background situation:

Oneida County has approximately 34 commercial vegetable producers that produce vegetables for both retail and wholesale markets. In addition many of them have expanded into small fruit production and bedding plant sales. These growers are finding it challenging to find their niche in todays’ marketplace. The local supermarkets used to be a good wholesale outlet for our local growers. Lower prices for produce in newly established “big box” stores have forced local supermarkets to lower their prices to be competitive. This in turn has reduced what they can pay local growers. In addition newly established “big box” stores with lumber and garden centers that buy their bedding plants from the west coast are reducing local vegetable growers’ sales of bedding plants.

CCE tried to form an IPM Tag group with local vegetable growers during the 2006 growing season with mixed results. Attendance at the meetings was erratic. Those growers who attended were pleased by what they learned. All of the growers said that it is very hard for them to make time for these activities during the growing season. When asked if they would be interested in forming a discussion group during the winter the answer was always positive.


One thing we learned in the IPM Tag meetings was that local vegetable growers do not interact with each other very much. Unlike local field crop and dairy producers they are in more direct competition with each other. This competitiveness has created a barrier between growers and has limited what they can learn from each other. We also learned that most growers feel that they need to improve their marketing efforts. 

Expected outcomes of project: 

Participants will take an active role in defining the purpose and direction of the group’s activities and topics of discussion. Resource people will be selected to join in discussions on critical topics. Participants will advance their knowledge of key issues that relate to profitable crop production and improved business management. Participants will develop relationships that will lead to beneficial collaborations.

Project activities:* 

We contacted local growers and set up an organizational meeting on November 1st 2006. The participants listed their greatest concerns, prioritized them and developed a list of topics they were interested as foci of future meetings. 

Based on the groups selection of topics CCE staff contacted resource people to be at future meetings to join in the discussion. Below is the list of dates, topics and resource people that joined the discussions at our winter meetings. 

Nov 1 2006

Organizational Mtg of area vegetable crop producers

Dec 12, 2006
Second organizational meeting finalizing topics for winter meetings

Jan 12, 2007
Marvin Pritts, Cornell, Strawberry and raspberry production and high tunnels

Jan 30, 2007
John Mishanec, NYS IPM, Insect pest management of sweet corn, peppers, tomatoes, cucurbits and lettuce

Feb 21, 2007
Jeff Miller + Cindy Craven, CCE Oneida Co., Basic computers: Components of a computer + what to look for when purchasing and basic computing, opening files, basic word processing + spreadsheets

Mar 2, 2007
John Omololu, Cornell, Reduced tillage production of vegetables

Mar 6th, 2007
Bonnie Collins, Computerized farm financial record keeping

April 9, 2007
Chris Benedict, Cornell, Weed control in vegetable production

June 5,2007
Juliet Carroll, NYSIPM, IPM in strawberry production

The farmers who participated in this program didn’t want presenters to come in and do powerpoints they wanted to have discussions with a resource person that could add their expertise.  

Farmer participation:

How many farmers were involved in the project overall? 


13 farmers participated in the program


We averaged about 4-5 farmers at each of the meetings
Briefly describe how farmers were involved in initiating, planning, doing and evaluating the project.

Farmers in the group made all of the decisions from brainstorming and prioritizing topics for future discussions to selection of potential resource people. We set a time period of 2 hours for each of the meetings. 

Other participants:

We have no newsletter for area vegetable growers. We have an email list with 13 local growers. I summarized the notes from many of the meetings and sent the summaries out by email. We also sent out some brief information by mail along with a notification of the next meeting date and topic. 

Outreach & media:

A list of 33 vegetable growers was generated. A letter was sent to each of these producers explaining the program and its objectives. In addition phone calls were made to remind individuals about the time date and place of the initial planning meeting and all subsequent meetings. 

Farmer evaluation: 

After the organizational meeting I handed out an evaluation form at each of the meetings.  One simple evaluation form was used at most of the meetings. It had 3 simple questions: What did you pick up from the resource person? What did you pick up from one of the other farmers? and if appropriate when using videoconferencing asking how they liked this method of programming? 

Most of the comments were brief: 

“ Excellent information on fall raspberry production under tunnels” or

“Possible to incorporate reduced tillage in my current operation”

“Pride of NY program needs more funding”

“Reduced tillage equipment has a wide range of application”

All of the growers responded that they liked the videoconferencing.

We tried using a number scale to evaluate how useful the pieces of our discussion on basic of computers were. On a scale of 1-5 with 1 being of little use and 5 being very useful they rated all segments in the range of 3.6 to 4.4. They were less interested in the parts of the computer and how to set it up then they were in operating it, organizing and saving files and doing word documents and spreadsheets.

When asked what didn’t work they found it difficult to come up with a response. One farmer stated that “everything worked” because we were involved in all aspects of the planning and conduct of the meetings. One farmers comment on what didn’t work stated that filling out an evaluation in August several months after the last meeting didn’t work for him. Another farmer said that each of the participants have unique situations and therefore their needs were different so there were compromises that needed to be made from topic selection to over-all direction of discussion at each of the meetings which affected  how much they gleaned from participating in the program.

Farmer impacts: 

One grower is planting more blueberries and thinking about planting buckwheat as a weed control/rotation crop. A second grower purchased some crop records software to better track pesticide applications, fertilizers, hybrid performance and costs of production. Two of the growers said that they did a better job of controlling sap beetle in their strawberries this year.

Your evaluation:

I felt the program was a success for those who participated. The participants enjoyed selecting their own topics and the discussions that followed. I could see growers picking up some tidbit of information from each meeting. 

Some of the participants have already taken steps to make changes as stated above under farmer impacts.

Some of the growers had established relationships before this program. Vegetable growers seem to be in more direct competition with each other then local dairy and field crop producers and therefore have a barrier to collaborate. I haven’t been able to identify if any of the growers this year have developed more of a relationship with each other as a result of the meetings we had throughout the winter. 

We made an attempt to share what was gained by this small group with other area growers by email. I haven’t had the time to try to evaluate the impact on these growers.

Follow-up activities, spin-off effects:

One of the issues we noted in our original application for the small farm grant was marketing. Local growers agreed that they all could improve on their marketing efforts. We gathered information from many of the growers including contact information and stand hours and placed that information on our website. http://www.communitywalk.com/oneida_county/ny/oneida_county_guide_to_farmstands_and_farmers_markets/map/139480 
Supporting materials, Appendix

· Participant List
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