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“Cornell Cooperative Extension provides equal program and employment opportunities” 
     Please contact the Cornell Cooperative Extension of  Oneida County office if you have any special needs. 

Become an enrolled member, make a  

financial contribution! 
 

Commercial farmers in Oneida County receive the Farm Flash 

free of charge, because many of you have commented that the 

newsletter is one of your preferred sources of information and we 

want you to receive that information.  

Being an enrolled member and making a financial contribution 

demonstrates your support for the programs we offer. Financial 

contributions from individual residents represent a significant part of 

our budget, allowing us to continue to offer high quality programs 

and services. Whether its commercial agriculture or 4-H youth 

development, our office strives to meet the educational needs of the 

residents of Oneida County. 

Please fill out the card below and return it to us with your 

contribution. 

 

On behalf of the board of directors, staff and, most importantly, the 

people of Oneida County, thank you for your enrollment and your 

belief in our mission.  We appreciate the help you have given us in 

the past and are grateful for the gift you provide us now. Thank you.  

 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

 

 

 

Cooperative Extension Oneida County                        

Agriculture Enrollment    

   

Date_________ 

 

Name_____________________________________________ 

 

Address___________________________________________ 

 

Telephone:_____________________ Fax________________  

 

Email:____________________________________________ 

 

Amount: $_________ 
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Upcoming Events 

OPEN ENROLLMENT 
 January 1st to 31st is Oneida County’s Open Enrollment period 

for inclusion into a state certified Agricultural District. Landowners who 

are performing farm operations or renting land to a farm operator can 

apply. This is a voluntary program through NYS Department of 

Agriculture & Markets.  

 Landowners enrolled in a certified district performing a defined 

farm operation are afforded certain protections and incentives under 

the Agriculture & Markets Law Article 25AA. These benefits includes 

local policies that encourage viable farming, limitations on the eminent 

domain and other public acquisitions, the requirement that local 

government does not unreasonably restrict or regulate farm operations 

and discourages private nuisance lawsuits due to agricultural practices. 

In addition to these protections, the law establishes a land 

classification system used to assign agricultural assessment values to 

qualified properties both in and outside the district. Landowners are 

included in the district for an eight year period. 

 For an application or more information, contact Guy Sassaman, 

Oneida County Planning Department, at 798-5710 or 

gsassaman@ocgov.net. Applications can also be picked up at the 

Cornell Cooperative Extension Office, 121 Second Street, Oriskany, NY 

13424 or call 736-3394 ext. 111. 

Attention Farmers, do you have used farm equipment, machinery or 

other Agricultural items you would like to sell?  Please call or email 

Linda Wightman at 736-3394 ext 124 or LW343@cornell.edu to get 

your item listed in the next issue of Farm Flash.   

Deadline for submissions is the 15th of each month you must 

submit your items on a monthly basis, they will not be re-run 

Calf & Heifer Congress 2014 – Birth to Breeding:  

December 10th- 11th 2014 at the RIT Inn and Conference Center 

outside of Rochester, NY located off Exit 46 of the New York State 

Thruway. The conference will go beyond the management of the 

young calf this year. The timeline will extend from the calving event 

to breeding age. We have worked to incorporate expanded knowledge 

on common practices as well as venture into what research might tell 

us where replacement rearing and associated economics are going 

down the road. To register please visit our website at 

www.cceoneida.com or call Kathy Wallace at (585) 343-3040. 

mailto:gsassaman@ocgov.net
mailto:LW343@cornell.edu
http://www.cceoneida.com


Crop Congress 

January 7th 2015, VFW Clinton NY 

NYS DEC & CCA credits will be available 

Small Grains Workshop 

February 3rd, 2015, West Winfield VFW 

Annual Growers Meeting 

March 3rd Verona Fire Hall 

NYS DEC & CCA credits will be available 

 Computer Education for Farmers 

4 Session Program December 2014  

 

Computers and the Internet have already proven their use to farmers 
and rural residents. This December, Cornell Cooperative Extension 
Oneida County will be holding a series of computer classes to help 
farmers feel comfortable using a computer. 
 
The classes will be held at the  
Extension office, 121 Second Street, Oriskany, NY,  
from 12:30 pm -2:30 pm.  
Meetings dates are December 2nd, 3rd, 9th, and 10th.  
Each class session will build on the pervious.    
 
You do not need your own computer to participate. However, when 
you register be sure to let us know you will need a computer to work 
with.  Registration is required and limited as we will be assisting you 
individually as much as possible. 
 
For a $20 fee for all four sessions learn: 
 
 Computer terminology, hardware & software 

 Learn about computers in terms of speed, and storage capacity 

 Practical uses for spreadsheets that you can apply immediately 

 How to navigate the internet, security, bookmarks, search en-

gines 

 How to set up and manage files/folders 

 E-mail set up and use, how to send attachments and photos, add-

ing contacts 

 Social media (Facebook, twitter) safety and etiquette 

Please call 736-3394 ext 104 to register for this class  

by NOON on Monday Dec 1 



Apply for a Grow Ag Leaders scholarship  

November 15 – February 1 
The application process for the America’s Farmers Grow Ag Leaders 

program is administered through the National FFA Scholarship 

program, but you do not need to be an FFA member to apply. You can 

complete the application at FFA.org/scholarships. Be sure to capture 

your unique student application ID when you submit online. 

You need three farmer endorsements to be eligible for the $1,500 

Grow Ag Leaders scholarship. Your farmers will need it to complete 

the endorsement. Farmers can complete endorsements at FFA.org/

scholarships or by calling 1-877-267-3332.  

Applications are due by February 1, 2015. Endorsements are 

due by February 8, 2015. 

Milk Quality Training Workshop offered by PRO-Dairy and QMPS: 

Series of three classes will be offered at various locations across the 

state.  First session is January 8th 2015. For more information and to 

register visit: http://www.ansci.cornell.edu/prodairy.  

New York Beef Producers Annual Meeting: January 16th-17th  

Double Tree Hotel in Syracuse.  Hotel reservations due by December 

31st, meeting reservation due by January 2nd.  Friday night key note 

speaker is Baxter Black. Find complete agenda and registration  

information at www.nybpa.org.  

NOFA NY Winter Conference: January 23-25th 2015 in Saratoga 

Springs, NY. Register on line at www.nofany.org.  

Winter Green Up Conference: January 30th-31st 2015 in Latham, NY.  

To register please contact Gale Kohler at (518) 765-3500 

Grazing Stockpiled Forage Winter Pasture Walk:  

When Planning Meets Reality  

December 6th – 10:00 am to 2:00 pm – Bishopp Family Farm,  

2809 Route 12-B, Deansboro (Oneida County) – If you’re interested in 

the attributes of planned grazing, seeing the results of rationing out 

stockpiled forage and companion forage tests, learn about the 

opportunities and challenges of extended grazing in the Northeast and 

networking with fellow farmers, plan to attend.  The Bishopp’s will be 

serving a fabulous local lunch that will stimulate thinking and plenty of 

good conversations.  The cost is $20 (prepaid preferably) and you 

must register by calling (315) 841-3336.  This day is supported by 

Maple Hill Creamery in Stuyvesant, NY, a USDA-NRCS CIG grant 

focused on energy savings through holistic planned grazing and 

management, through the University of Vermont Center for 

Sustainable Agriculture and Pennsylvania Certified Organic.  If you 

want to follow along with the Bishopp’s stockpiled grazing story go to  

www.thegrasswhisperer.com  

http://www.ffa.org/scholarships
http://www.ffa.org/scholarships
http://www.ffa.org/scholarships
http://www.ansci.cornell.edu/prodairy
http://www.nybpa.org
http://www.nofany.org
http://www.thegrasswhisperer.com
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Cold Stress: Are Your Calves Prepared? 
By M. Collins 

Have you pulled out the long johns yet, or doubled up on the 

number of sweatshirts you wear?  Winter weather has arrived early 

this year and as we make the necessary wardrobe changes to keep 

ourselves  comfortable,  why not  take a  moment  to  review the 

following  cold  weather  calf  care  tips.   With  a  lower  critical 

temperature of 48 F for newborns and 32 F for older calves, making 

some adjustments to calf feeding and facility management can help 

prevent mortalities and ensure your calves stay on track in order to 

reach targeted growth rates. 

 If feeding milk replacer, fat content should be at least 20%. 

Consider feeding a higher level during prolonged cold snaps. 

 Give them more “Groceries”: Increase feeding frequency from 2 

to 3 times per day, offering the same amount at each feeding, or 

increase the amount of milk or milk replacer offered during a 

twice a day feeding schedule. 

 Continue to offer warm water after milk feedings.  Offering warm 

water twenty to thirty minutes after feedings will  encourage 

starter intake. 

 Ensure that clean, fresh starter grain is offered to calves.  Even 

at a very young age grain can be utilized for additional energy 

while aiding in rumen development 

 Strive for consistency every day. Consistent temperature of milk 

or  milk  replacer  feedings,  mixed  accurately.  Consistency  in 

feeding time and volume will also benefit the calf. 

 Bump up the bedding: Keeping calves dry is important year 

round, but in the winter months consider adding a bedding 

source that allows the calf to nestle down in order to conserve 

energy.  

 Ventilation:  Proper  air  circulation  and  exchanges  remain 

important. The goal should be to provide adequate fresh air to 

calves without keeping them in a cold draft. 

 Consider using calf jackets: Fairly inexpensive, calf jackets can 

make a significant difference in preserving a newborn calf’s 

energy needs. 

 Protocols in place: Establishing and consistently using protocols 

like  navel  dipping,  drying  off  wet  newborns  and  colostrum 

management are essential steps to have in place year round.  

Placing additional emphasis on the protocols during the winter 

months will play a big part in the success of your calf rearing 

program. 



 The typical engine block heater takes just 1 to 2 hours to raise  

a tractor engine to temperature for starting. A simple 24-hour clock  

timer can automatically turn the heater on at the desired time. The 

energy savings from running the engine block heater unnecessarily  

will usually pay for the clock timer in 1 to 3 months. 

 I used a Tractor Heater Timer Calculator that showed energy 

savings, yearly cost estimate savings and estimated payback.   

Check your utility bill to see what your electric rate is shown as $/kWh.  

(My personal kWh rate is approx. $.12-$.14) 

The results showed:   = Required Fields 

Number of Heaters:    

Wattage of Each Heater:   

Hours Per Day:    

Average Electric Rate ($):  kWh 

Estimated Energy Savings:  (kWh) 

Estimated Annual Savings:  (At 2 hr Preheat) 

Estimated Cost of Timers:  (1 * $20.00) 

Estimated Payback:   (Year) 

Engine Block Heater 

Diesel engines can be difficult to start in cold weather. To improve low 

temperature starting, engine block heaters can be installed to warm 

engines via the engine coolant. If block heaters are not standard with  

a particular engine, after-market block heaters are available. A block 

heater usually takes only 1 to 2 hours to warm an engine for starting. 

However, many operators will leave the heater plugged in whenever  

the tractor is not in use or plug in the heater in the evening for use  

the next morning. 

Cost of Operating 

A 1000-watt engine heater that runs 10 hours per day (overnight 

typically) from late November through mid March will use about $90 in 

electricity. A clock timer can save money on your electric bill by 

activating the engine block heater two hours before it's normally used, 

saving over $70 in electricity per year.  For 120-volt block heaters of  

Cold Weather is Tough for Engine Starts! 

Consider Block Heater Timers to Increase Efficiency!! 
Submitted by Mary Wrege 
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1800 watts or less, plug in timers (often used for pools) are available 

that cost about $20. For block heaters over 1800-watts or heaters that 

operate on 240-volts, timers will cost $40 to $60.  In both cases the 

payback is less than one season. Timers are available at most hardware 

stores and building centers. Timers should be outdoor or weatherproof 

rated and installed on properly grounded electrical circuits. 

 

Approximate Yearly Operation Cost for Different Wattage Engine 

Block Heaters (assuming cost of $0.12061/kWh) 

Heater 
Wattage 

Cost for 10 
hour/day 

Cost for 2 
hours/day Savings/year 

400 $48.25 $9.65 $38.60 

600 $72.37 $14.48 $57.89 

750 $90.46 $18.10 $72.36 

1000 $120.61 $24.13 $96.48 

1250 $150.77 $30.16 $120.61 

1500 $180.92 $36.19 $144.73 

CHOOSING THE RIGHT TIMER 

The cost to operate an engine block heater is actually quite 

minimal if done correctly. Using a plug-in timer is an easy and 

inexpensive way to optimize heater use. 

To ensure top performance look for an engine block heater  

timer with the following features: 

 Outdoor-rated or cold weather-resistant 

 A thermostat that turns off the heater if the ambient air 

temperature is warmer than a pre-set temperature 

 UL-listed and rated for 15 amps or greater  

(or as needed for the heater) 

 
References: 
http://www.wisconsinpublicservice.com/business/farm_tractor.aspx 
http://www.michigan-energy.org/sites/michigan-energy.org/files/
pdfs/21578_sellSHEET_engineBLOCKheaters_0613_new.pdf 

http://www.wisconsinpublicservice.com/business/farm_tractor.aspx
http://www.michigan-energy.org/sites/michigan-energy.org/files/pdfs/21578_sellSHEET_engineBLOCKheaters_0613_new.pdf
http://www.michigan-energy.org/sites/michigan-energy.org/files/pdfs/21578_sellSHEET_engineBLOCKheaters_0613_new.pdf


Submitting Forage Samples: More Can Mean Better 

By Marylynn Collins 

 Have you heard it? That collective sigh of relief from dairy 

producers when the last load of corn silage was delivered home. I realize 

that a number of you are still putting in long hours with your efforts to 

combine and dry corn, but I think it’s safe to say that the 2014 corn 

silage harvest is complete.  If your feed inventories allow you may be 

able to let that new crop of corn silage sit a ferment completely while 

you feed from an alternative corn silage source. This may not be the 

case for everyone and perhaps you have been feeding green chop or 

under fermented feed. One way to monitor the quality of the feeds you 

place in front of your cows is by collecting and submitting forage analysis 

on a routine basis.  Knowing and understanding the feed composition is 

a critical piece of information when it comes to formulating rations and 

allocating feeds amongst the dairy.  Relying on just one forage sample 

submission may not provide enough information for you or your 

nutritionist in order to build a strong ration.  A good deal of variation 

exists in forage analysis results, some of which can be minimized but  

not entirely eliminated. This variation originates from analytical 

practices, sampling technique and true or real variation.  This article will 

address reducing variation as a result of sampling. 

 Sample error is a major source of variation in feed composition.  

When reading your forage analysis reports, there is an abundance of 

numbers staring back at you.  The key components to focus on and 

understand are: NDF levels, CP (though recently Metabolizable Protein is 

gaining popularity in the dairy nutrition field), DM and Starch. When it 

comes to energy feeds, you may wish to look at NE, net energy levels 

also. With this partial list of components in mind, there may come a time 

when you or your nutritionist may react to the result of a single forage 

analysis by unnecessarily reformulating the ration or overlooking a true 

change in the feed being sampled.  To minimize the variation due to 

sampling error you could collect repeated samples of the forage and 

submit them to the forage lab, but this comes at a cost. Imagine if every 

time you submit forage samples you are including multiple samples of 

the same forage from one day. Is that the best use of your money? A 

more practical alternative is to submit samples of the same forage over 

the course of several days and then use the average of the sample 

results to determine ration changes.   

 In practice, you should take two or three samples over a period of 

a few days, average the composition you get from the lab, and use that 

average to formulate the diet. When you obtain analytical data from a 

new sample of that feed, average the new value with the value you used 

previously to formulate the diet. The new average replaces the old 

average, and the process is continued. For example, if a new silo of corn 

silage was sampled three times over a one-week period and the samples  



had 42%, 38%, and 44% NDF, the average to use for ration 

formulation would be 41.3%. If another sample was taken three weeks 

later and it was 46% NDF, the new value to use in formulation would 

be the average of 41.3% and 46%, or 43.7%. This approach is 

adequate to smooth the data to avoid overreacting and still be sensitive 

enough to capture a real change. This running average would continue 

until you know or think that the feed may have truly changed. 

 Using this approach to forage analysis won’t eliminate sampling 

errors, consistency is still important, but by collecting and submitting 

samples over the course of a few days to a full week you are more 

likely to capture an accurate estimate of the feed composition.  

Variations will still exists, both from sampling technique and true 

variation.  This true variation in feed composition is exactly what you 

are hoping to learn by submitting your samples.  We know that our 

stored feeds do change overtime, particularly corn silage.  Reacting or 

choosing not react to these feed changes can have a significant impact 

on your feeding program.  

 

The Ohio State University’s Bill Weiss offers the following  

take home points:  

 

 Sampling variation can be substantial for silages and is often 

mistaken as a real change in forage composition. 

 Good sampling techniques reduce sampling error but will not 

eliminate it. The most important sampling technique is to 

thoroughly mix the feed before sampling. Instead of taking a few 

handfuls of silage from the face of a bunker (which not only results 

in a poor sample but is also dangerous), have the feeder remove a 

few loader bucket amounts of silage from across the face, mix as 

much as possible, and sample. The best option would be to use a 

TMR mixer to mix the silage (with no other ingredients added), 

unload the mixed silage, and sample. 

 Examine all new data in the context of the past two or three 

samples. 

 Average the most recent analytical information with the value used 

previously to formulate the diet. Do not rely on data from a single 

sample. 
 When composition appears to have markedly changed, take another 

sample immediately and determine whether the change in 

composition was a real change or a result caused by sampling 

variation before diet reformulation. 
 
Sources cited: Proper Use of Forage Composition Data for Formulating Diets  
for Dairy Cows. Bill Weiss. 
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Corn Residue Management 

By Sjoerd Duiker, PSU 
Tips to help you plant into it this fall or next spring.  

Figure 1. Crushing knife rolls on 

combine head don't cut the stalks 

but merely crush them so 

decomposers have many points for 

attacking the stalks while they 

remain attached to the root. 

Reports from the field suggest 

there might be a lot of corn 

residue left after grain harvest this 

year. A 200 bu/A corn crop leaves 

about 5 tons of dry crop residue. 

In contrast, soybeans leave less 

than 2 tons/A of residue so its 

management is a lot simpler. 

There are many questions and 

suggestions as to how to manage 

that much corn residue, especially 

if farmers want to plant a cover 

crop immediately after harvest. 

Most knowledge on the topic is 

based on experience so opinions 

will vary. Nonetheless, here are 

some suggestions based on my 

observations: 

1. Make sure your combine feeds minimal fodder through the 

combine.  All the fodder that goes through the combine needs to be 

spread so it is much better to leave the plant residue where it stood. 

Trash reduction kits are available for many combine models to 

achieve improved results, which also help reduce combine power 

usage and facilitate increased speed of harvest. 

2. Leave the stalk crushed but attached to the roots. There are many 

different types of ways to process corn stalks – some cut the residue 

in many small pieces, which then create a carpet on the soil surface. 

In my opinion it is much better if the stalks are crushed but still 

attached to the root. This way the drill doesn’t drag residue and has 

less material to cut through. In addition, crop residue doesn’t move 

with wind or water over the winter if it is anchored.  An example of 

crushing knife rolls can be seen in Figure 1. 

3. Evenly distribute residue. The residue needs to be spread evenly 

over the entire combine header width. Otherwise, windrows with 

thick residue layers will be alternating with barely covered soil 

making it impossible to set the drill right. Spreading includes stalks, 

cobs and chaff. Choppers, batt and chaff spreaders help achieve 

good residue distribution (Figure 2). 

 

http://extension.psu.edu/plants/crops/news/2014/09/corn-residue-management/image_galleryzoom
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Dairy Farmer relocating to Central NY.  I am looking for a Dairy 

Farm to rent, lease or purchase that can Milk 50 – 400 cows.                                   

Ryan Gilbert 860-268-2979 

4. Leave stalks standing. Although there is some evidence that flail 

mowers can help correct uneven residue distribution, rotary mowers 

cause increased windrowing of residue. My main concern is, 

however, that chopping puts all the residue flat on the soil surface 

making the job of the planting disk or coulter harder. 

5. Drill into standing stalks. Don’t chop the residue. Although there is 

some evidence that flail mowers can compensate for poor combine 

residue distribution this is really tying the horse behind the cart 

because the combine is supposed to do that job. Rotary mowers 

actually make residue distribution worse – so they are a big no-no. 

By leaving the heavy, thick portion of corn stalk attached to soil the 

stalks are anchored and unlikely to obstruct the drill. 

6. Drill on an angle to previous corn rows. This avoids some drill units 

running consistently on top of an old corn row. 

7. Set the drill right to plant seed into the soil. Once residue is evenly 

distributed, make sure the seeds are planted through the residue 

into the soil. 

8. Use a cover crop. The action of the drill further cuts residue in 

smaller pieces, but the most important is that the cover crop, once 

up, creates a micro-climate under the canopy that is more moist 

and populated with decomposers so the decomposition process is 

sped up. 

9. Don’t apply nitrogen to corn residue. Because the C:N ratio of corn 

stalks typically ranges from 40-80 which has to be brought down to 

10 (C:N ratio of humus) by microbes, they need to get N from the 

soil. However, corn residue is above the soil while nitrogen fertilizer 

quickly washes off into the soil. It doesn’t seem to be a wise 

investment to use nitrogen fertilizer to achieve increased 

decomposition of residue. Instead, focus on a healthy soil. 

10. Stimulate soil biology. In a healthy soil crop residue is being 

processed rapidly. In fact, there are reports that residue disappears 

too quickly if earthworms are numerous. Established practices to 

stimulate soil health are: use continuous no-tillage; use a diverse 

crop rotation; use cover crops during fallow periods; return organic 

residues such as crop residue, manure, and compost. 



Neonics in the groundwater, Bee decline and CRW resistance 

to BT-corn: A double whammy for corn production 

By Elson Shields, Entomology, Cornell University 

 The neonicotinoid class of insecticides is currently the most 

widely applied class of insecticides in the world (ex: poncho, cruiser). 

This class of insecticide is chemically similar to nicotine and is currently 

registered in 120 different countries around the world.  The relative 

safety to applicators, mammals in general, and birds while being toxic 

to insects is a major contributing factor to its widespread use on a wide 

range of crops and animals. 

 Neonics have been linked to honey bee decline. Sub-lethal doses 

have been reported to cause disorientation in the exposed bee, causing 

them to become lost and not returning to the hive. The mode of 

exposure appears to be insecticide contamination of flowers which are 

visited by honey bees for pollen and nectar. Honey bees are exposed 

either by direct contact when visiting flowers or through contaminated 

pollen carried back to the hive.  Contaminated pollen is also fed to 

developing honey bee larvae and has a negative impact on those 

larvae. While there are many possible scenarios regarding the 

mechanism of flower contamination by the neonics across the wide 

array of crops treated, a very compelling case has been documented in 

corn. All corn seed is treated with a low rate of neonics to protect the 

germinating plant from secondary corn pests like seed corn maggot and 

wireworm.  Research from Purdue University has documented that early 

flowering plants surrounding corn fields are contaminated with neonic 

contaminated dust when corn planters are used which rely on vacuum 

to pick up and hold the seeds (air planters). These early blooms are 

heavily visited by honey bees since they are the first flowering plants 

after a long winter. 

 Neonics have been detected in ground water and surface water. 

Initially, the first detection was reported in the central sands potato 

production area of Wisconsin. Higher insecticide doses of a water 

soluble insecticide used at planting with potatoes, sandy soils, and a 

water table 30-50 ft away preloaded the system for this detection in 

ground water.  However, neonics have also been reported in nine 

different Iowa streams where the only source appears to be corn 

production and a strong link to seed treatments. 

 Discussions of neonic bans are increasing with current bans in 

parts of Europe and the proposal of a neonic ban in Minnesota.  The 

loss of neonic seed treatments for corn and soybeans will open these 

crops up to attack from secondary insects, resulting in more stand 

establishment losses. The widespread usage of neonic seed treatments 

has allowed us to forget about these pests which in the past required 

the addition of a planter box treatment prior to planting.  A ban will 

also remove one of our CRW management tools (high rate on seed) 

and may be critical as CRW resistance BT-corn continues to spread. 



 The number of herbicide resistant weed biotypes has increased from 404 
to 437 in the past 11 months. A summary of resistant biotypes for various 
herbicide site-of-action groups is shown in Table 1. There have been 33 new 
cases of ALS (acetolactate synthase) inhibitor resistance (Group 2 herbicides) 

and 12 new cases of glyphosate (EPSP inhibitor) resistance (Group 9 
herbicides) around the World. Along with these newly documented cases of 
herbicide resistance, there continues to be much media attention to this 
problem, especially related to glyphosate-resistant weeds. 

Table 1. A summary of resistant weeds by site-of-action herbicide group as of 

November 1, 2014 is shown below with information from http://

www.weedscience.org 

WSSA Takes Action 
In response to the growing concern about herbicide resistance, the Weed 
Science Society of America (WSSA) sponsored a national scientific summit on 
this topic on September 10, 2014 in Washington D.C. This summit built on the 

insights and perspectives developed at a similar event in 2012. Dr. David 
Shaw, a past president of WSSA and Chair of the WSSA Herbicide Resistance 
Education Committee said “We want everyone to walk away with a clear 
understanding of specific actions they can take to help minimize the 
devastating impact of herbicide resistance on agricultural productivity”. In 
Addition, WSSA issued a new fact sheet to address the media attention/hysteria 
about herbicide resistance on October 8, 2014. The fact sheet discusses the 

truth behind two common misconceptions about “superweeds”. According to 
WSSA, the first misconception is that “superweeds” are the product of rampant 
gene transfer from genetically modified crops creating herbicide resistant 
weeds.  The second misconception is that “superweeds” have supercharged 
abilities to muscle out competing plants in new and more aggressive ways”. The 
WSSA fact sheet is posted online at http://wssa.net/weed/wssa-fact-sheets. 

The status of technologies for use in managing herbicide  

resistance in weeds 

By Russ Hahn, Cornell University  

http://www.weedscience.org/
http://www.weedscience.org/
http://wssa.net/weed/wssa-fact-sheets


Glyphosate-Resistant Weeds 
While ALS inhibitor-resistant weeds account for one-third of the documented 
cases, glyphosate-resistant (GR) weeds get more attention because of the 
connection to the vast acreages of GR crops and because of the rapid spread  
of GR Palmer amaranth across the U.S. A summary of GR weeds in the U.S.  
is shown in Table 2. 

Table 2. Documented cases of glyphosate resistance in the U.S. as of  
November 1, 2014. 

 Although there are no documented cases of GR weeds in NY, there are 
reasons to believe that there are isolated GR weed populations in the state. 
Several years ago, there was a situation in western NY where a grower noticed 
giant ragweed in a soybean field on newly purchased land that had not been 

controlled with a normal glyphosate application. It turned out that the previous 
landowner had purchased a combine from Ohio where there have been 
documented cases of GR giant ragweed. Seed from the surviving giant 
ragweed were grown in the greenhouse and treated at 3 or 6 inches in height 
with from 22 to 88 fl oz/A of Roundup PowerMax. Some of the 3- and 6-inch 
giant ragweed survived up to 88 fl oz/A of Roundup PowerMax. There have 
also been reports of horseweed that is not controlled with normal glyphosate 

applications. Several states in the Midwest believe that GR Palmer amaranth 
was introduced on contaminated cotton seed imported for dairy rations. This 
was cause for alarm last summer when an unfamiliar pigweed was not 
controlled with a normal glyphosate application in Wayne County.  It is now 
believed that the strange pigweed was tall waterhemp (Amaranthus 
tuberculatus).  According to Anna Stalter, Associate Curator and Extension 

Botanist of the L. H. Bailey Hortorium Herbarium, tall waterhemp is considered 
native throughout NY, having spread from the Midwest.There are 17specimens 
of tall waterhemp from NY in the herbarium collection dating from 1891 near 
Fort Ann in Washington County to 2005 near DeKalb in St Lawrence County. 
None are from west of Cayuga and Tompkins. On the other hand, Stalter says 
Palmer amaranth (Amaranthus palmeri) is not native in NY. However, there are 
two Palmer amaranth spec- specimens from NY in the herbarium collection. 

One was from Corona on Long Island in 1936 and the other from Albany in 
1949. 



Herbicide Resistance Management 

Effective herbicide resistance management, to avoid or control herbicide 
resistant weed populations, involves engagement of all involved in weed 
management decisions. Primary responsibility falls on the grower or crop 
consultant who must scout fields to determine if weed control practices are 
working and to identify and determine the reason(s) for weed escapes. Key 

elements of an effective grower/crop consultant weed management plan 
includes some or all of the following practices; 

 
1) Crop rotation and the use of hybrids/varieties with different genetic traits    
for herbicide resistance. 
2) Cultivation of row crops to control escaped weeds. 
3) Rotate or use herbicides with different sites-of-action over the course of the 
crop rotation. 

4) Use tank mixes/premixes or sequential herbicide applications with different 
sites-of-action. 

 
Chemical and seed companies, which are often one and the same, provide 
information and products that rein- force management practices for those 
who are on the front lines in this battle. Among these are: 1) including site
-of-action group numbers on all herbicide containers, 2) developing and 

marketing premixes of herbicides with different sites-of-action, and 3) 
developing and marketing crops with multiple types of herbicide resistance/
tolerance.  It is this last item that is receiving much attention in this battle 
against herbicide resistant weeds. There are examples of crops with 
multiple types of herbicide resistance in the marketplace. Most everyone is 
familiar with SmartStax corn hybrids with resistance to glyphosate 
(Roundup etc.) and glufosinate (Liberty 280SL) as well genetic traits for 

resistance to insects. In addition there are recently deregulated herbicide 
resistant crops with new combinations of herbicide resistance/tolerance 
traits and others under development. 
Enlist Weed Control System 
USDA deregulated Dow AgroSciences’ new corn and soybean genetic traits on 
September 17, 2014 in the U.S. These traits include Enlist corn, Enlist 
soybeans, and Enlist E3 soybeans. Enlist corn is resistant to glyphosate 

(Group 9), glufosinate (Liberty 280 SL) which is a Group 10 herbicide, and 
postemergence “fop” grass herbicides such as Assure II (quizalofop) and 
Fusilade DX (fluazifop) which are Group 2 herbicides. Enlist corn is not  
resistant to the other postemergence “dim” grass herbicides such as Post  
Plus (sethoxydim) and Select Max (clethodim) which are also Group 2 
herbicides. In addition, Enlist corn will have robust tolerance to 2,4-D (Group 

4). Enlist soybeans and Enlist 3E soybeans will be resistant to glyphosate, 2,4
-D, and glufosinate (Liberty 280 SL). These genetic traits were developed in 
conjunction with development of a new 2,4-D choline salt formulation that has 
very low volatility and other formulation improvements compared with amine 
and ester formulations of 2,4-D. This new 2,4-D formulation, with Colex D 
Technology, will be premixed with glyphosate for post emergence use on 
Enlist crops and marketed as Enlist Duo. Enlist Duo was registered for use by 

the EPA on October 15, 2014.  This technology has been approved for six 
Midwestern states in 2015 and an additional ten states will likely be approved 
by the end of the year. 

 

 



Roundup Ready Extend Crop System 
It’s expected that USDA will deregulate Monsanto’s Roundup Ready 2 Xtend 
soybeans in 2015 with commercial launch in 2016.  Meanwhile, China has 

agreed to consider Monsanto’s request for allowing imports, and as you know, 

this is an important consideration. Roundup Ready 2 Xtend soybeans have 
resistance to glyphosate, a group 9 herbicide and to dicamba, a group 4 
herbicide. These Monsanto genetic traits will be used in conjunction with new 
herbicide products, Roundup Xtend, a premix of glyphosate and dicamba, and a 
dicamba only herbicide XtendiMax. The dicamba in these Monsanto products will 
be the diglycolamine (DGA) formulation, the same formulation that’s in Clarity. 
However these new products will have components that will make them less 

volatile than Clarity.  BASF will introduce Engenia, a new dicamba formulation 
with less volatility than the DGA formulations, which can be tank mixed with any 
glyphosate product. Other dicamba formulations will not be labeled for use on 
Roundup Ready 2 Xtend soybeans. 
HPPD Tolerant Soybeans 
Bayer CropScience is developing Balance GT soybeans that will convey tolerance 

to the HPPD inhibiting herbicide Balance (isoxaflutole), a Group 27 herbicide, and 
to the EPSP synthase inhibitor glyphosate, a Group 9 herbicide.  Bayer will have 
a herbicide product, Balance Bean (isoxaflutole), to use in conjunction with 
Balance GT soybeans.  Balance herbicides are not registered for use in NY State. 
While USDA has deregulated the Bayer trait for HPPD tolerance in the U.S., these 
HPPD tolerant soybeans will not likely be commercialized until 2017 or 2018.  
It's expected that the HPPD and glyphosate resistance traits will eventually be 

stacked with (Liberty 280 SL) resistance.  In addition, Bayer and 
Syngenta are co-developing a different event for HPPD tance known as 
MGI glufosinate, and isoxaflutole) which would convey tolerance 
to the HPPD hibitors Callisto and Balance Bean, and to the glutamine 
synthase inhibitor  Liberty 280 a Group 10  

Facts and myths about genetically engineered crops 
By Margaret Smith, Plant Breeding, Cornell University 

 Genetically engineered organisms (or what many call GMOs – genetically 
modified organisms) have hit the headlines recently.  There have been splashes 
about new genetically engineered (GE) crop types, proposed labeling legislation, 
and even shocking photos claiming to show animals harmed by consuming GE 

crop feeds. What are these crops, how are they produced, and what scientific 
information do we have regarding the concerns raised about them?   
 Genetic engineering is a new tool for breeding improved crops. Now 
that science has allowed us to understand the genes that control inheritance, it 
is possible to identify the genetic code in an organism that causes it to produce 
a particular product. For example, the bacterium Bacillus thuringiensis (long 
sold as a bacterial insecticide under names like “Dipel” and “Thuricide”) can 

infect and kill certain caterpillar- and beetle-type insects. Researchers found the 
gene in this bacterium that codes for the protein that is transformed into a toxin 
inside an insect gut.  They cut this gene (called the Bt gene) out of the bacterial 

genetic material and inserted it into crops like corn and cotton to make them 
insect resistant. That is how genetically engineered Bt corn and Bt cotton were 
produced.  For each insect, a slightly different variant of the bacterial Bt gene is 

used based on which one is most effective against each insect species. In corn, 
for example, there is a Bt-corn borer gene that is slightly different from the Bt-
corn rootworm gene. Both of these genes are built into many commercially-
available GE corn varieties. 



 A similar process was used to create GE plants that are able to tolerate 
being sprayed with herbicides that are normally toxic to plants.  These include 
genes for resistance to glyphosate and glufosinate (both originally found in 

naturally-occurring soil bacteria). Herbicide resistance from these genes 

(particularly glyphosate resistance) has been built into many GE crops, 
including soybean, corn, cotton, canola, alfalfa, and sugarbeet. Recently, GE 
crops with resistance to isoxaflutole (2, 4-D) have also been developed and are 
in the queue for commercialization approval. 
 Virus resistant GE plants (papaya, green and yellow summer squash) 
have been created using the gene that codes for a virus’s coat protein.  This 
process parallels the way vaccinations work for human diseases. The disease-

causing genetic material of the virus is left out, but the coat protein gene, when 
inserted into and expressed by the plant, causes the plant to be immune to 
infection by the virus. 
 So how does genetic engineering differ from “traditional” plant 
breeding? (“Traditional” plant breeding means the kind of selection and 
breeding practiced by early farmers and by plant breeders, exclusively so 

through the 1980s and continuing on to this day – cross pollinating different 
parent plants and finding offspring from those crosses that are superior.)  The 
GE crop varieties cultivated commercially today were created by moving indi- 
vidual genes between organisms that could not naturally cross pollinate (like a 
soybean and a bacterium). For many years, plant breeders have made 
crosses between crops and their wild and weedy relatives to transfer genes for 
traits like pest resistance to the domesticated crops, so this process is not 

entirely new. However, traditional plant breeders are limited to transferring 
genes between organisms that are so closely related that they can be sexually 
crossed.  A second difference is that in making sexual crosses, all the genes 
present in each of the parents are mixed together in the offspring, and those 
can include desired genes and any others that come along with them.  Genetic 
engineering introduces only one or a few genes and genetic sequences 
needed for their identification and expression.  In that way, GE approaches 

may be described as more precise than traditional breeding. Lastly, the ability 
to identify and manipulate individual genes has led to the legal right to patent 
genes, so most GE traits are patented and their use is legally constrained by 
the patent holder. 
 There are also similarities between traditional plant breeding and GE 
approaches. Both depend on variation or changes in the genetic sequence to 

create crops that are more useful in agriculture. Both approaches aim to modify 
crops to better meet human needs. Finally, it is not new that private companies 
seek a return on their investments in plant breeding research. With traditional 
plant breeding, they were able to do that through plant variety protection laws 
and through marketing hybrid varieties that require annual seed purchases. 
With genetic engineering, the option of patenting genes has provided another 
avenue for the private sector to seek a return on their investment.  Thus, 

although genetic engineering is a distinct new tool for plant breeding, it shares 
some of the same fundamental elements as traditional plant breeding: genetic 
variation as the basis, improving crops to better meet human needs as the goal, 
and mechanisms to ensure a return on private sector research investments. 
 Concerns about GE crop varieties include how widely used they are, 
where and how extensively they enter our food system, their food and feed 
safety, their environmental impacts, whether they should be labeled in food 

products, how they play into consolidation of agricultural industries and 
profits, and whether the technology used to produce them is “right” to do.  



Farmers, do you need help?  Need to take a sick day?  Would you  

like to take a vacation or just a day away from the farm?                                

Farmsitters Chore Services is made up of  former dairy farmers.  

We will make sure your animals are well cared for Call Terrance  

(315) 397-2593 and leave a message.  References  

Some of these are scientific questions, but some are not. No amount of 
scientific study will tell us how much consolidation in an industry is too much, 
or whether a technology is “right” or “wrong” to use.  Those are societal 
value judgments that are implemented through government policy-making.  

Science can help us understand the prevalence, impacts, and safety of GE 
crop varieties, but it can only help to inform the debate on concerns that are 
not fundamentally scientific in nature. 
 U.S. Department of Agriculture data shows that for field corn, cotton, 
and soybean, 90% or more of U.S. acreage is planted to GE varieties.  Clearly 
there has been widespread acceptance and use of GE varieties for these three 
crops.  GE sugar beets are reportedly planted on 95% of U.S. sugar beet 

acreage and GE papaya on 75% of Hawaii’s papaya acreage, although these 
figures could not be fully confirmed. GE sweet corn is grown, but acreage data 
is hard to come by. Beyond these few cases, there are only a handful of other 
crops for which GE varieties are grown commercially (canola, alfalfa, green and 
yellow summer squash), and U.S. acreages for these are limited. 
 Adoption of GE varieties of corn, cotton, and soybean has led to 

environmental benefits, according to a study by the National Research Council 
of the U.S. National Academy of Sciences. These include reduced insecticide 
use in corn and cotton, a slight increase in herbicide use but a major shift 
from more environmentally damaging herbicides to one that is considered less 
damaging (glyphosate), and increased use of reduced tillage. Some concerns 
loom as well, including evolution of glyphosate resistance in a growing 
number of weed species and potential Bt resistance in corn rootworms. 

Careful stewardship of GE pest management tools is essential, just as for 
other pest management tactics. GE resistance is not a silver bullet that can 
be used widely and repeatedly without raising concerns about resistant pests. 
That is an integrated pest management lesson that we have long known but 
need to remember! 
 When people ask whether they are consuming foods that are 
produced from GE crop varieties, the answer is clearly “yes.”  Estimates are 

that 60% to 70% of processed, packaged grocery store foods probably 
contain one or more ingredients that were derived from a GE crop variety. 
Products made directly from field corn and soybeans would be the most 
obvious. However, there are many refined products and ingredients derived 
from corn, soybean, sugar beet, and cotton that are found in packaged and 
processed foods – so many, in fact, that it is difficult to pick up a random 

packaged product from a grocery store shelf and not find an ingredient from 
one of these crops in it.  Since most U.S. acreage of these crops is planted to 
GE varieties, the 60% to 70% estimate for presence in packaged, processed 
foods seems plausible. 



Contact Information for Local Agency’s that support Agriculture 

NYS Dept. of Environmental Conservation (DEC) 793-2554 

Oneida County Soil & Water Conservation District 736-3334 

Natural Resource Conservation Service 736-3316 

Nationwide Agribusiness 

Specializing in Farmers Insurance 

Sean N Croft 
Nationwide Agribusiness 

Farm Master Certified Agent 
315.525.2382 cell 

315.736.2935 office 

Nathanial Weber 
Cell: (315) 523-0950 

Serving 

Northern & 

Central NY 

To view a full color version of Farm Flash or to look 

up our past issues,  please visit our website at 
www.cceoneida.com/agriculture/newsletters/ 



Farm Credit East, ACA 
Your First Choice For Financial Solutions 
  

   Farm Loans          Crop Insurance 

   Agribusiness Loans   Credit Life Insurance 

   Leasing          Payroll Services 

   Appraisal Services     Business Planning  

   Tax Services          Estate Planning 

   Financial Records       Profit Improvement 

 
995 State Route 12PO Box 60Sangerfield, NY  13455 

(800) 762-3276(315) 841-3398 FAX (315) 841-3397 

www.farmcrediteast.com 

GROWMARK FS 

———————————— 

PO Box 65            Office: 315/841/8886  
7610 State Route 20          1/800/852/5003 
Sangerfield NY 13455        Fax: 315/841/4405 
Sangerfield@growmarkfs.com 

 
Fertilizer, Lime, Seed, Agronomy 
Satisfying Customers, Profitably 

 

Richardson Farms 
Agricultural Spray Materials 

Corn and Grass Seed 
Bulk & Bag Feed 

Custom Soybeans Roasting 

 
Buddy Richardson & Family 

Skinner Rd. Vernon Center, NY 

(315) 829-8000 

 CAROLINA EASTERN-VAIL, INC. 

Fertilizer · Crop Protection 
Seed · Custom Application 

  

Tom Hartnett, CCA 
Certified Crop Advisor 

  
(315) 841-3201 · (888) 991-9292 

FAX · (315) 841-4339 

8341 St Rt.20 · Oriskany Falls, NY 13425 



Rt 31 Canastota   Rt 26 Lowville   Rt 12 Waterville 

      697-2214         376-0300             841-4181 

LOUIS J. GALE & SON, INC. 
 

Waterville, N.Y. 13480 
7889 Canning Factory Road 

841-8411 OR 841-8410 
RETAIL FEED—GRAIN—SEED 
CUSTOM MIXING & GRINDING 

HI MAG LIME, PESTICIDES 
GROW RIGHT FERTILIZER      

SOY BEAN ROASTING 

Sales Agent for Browns Feed  

- BULK - BAG 
Home of: 

Quickcow 
Booster 

Quickcow 
Caps 

“Let the Performance Begin” 

Call Andy Mower Owner/

President 

315-734-1705 

Serving The Dairy Industry for   

30 years 

Performance 

PREMIXES 

PERFORMANCE 

PREMIXES 

Sales Agent for  
Pioneer Hi-Bred 

Oneida & Herkimer Co. 

 Andy Dugan, PAS 
General Manager 
Adugan@GoldStarFeed.com 

 
315-841-8282 Office 
515-525-7711 Cell 
 
Gold Star Feed & Grain, LLC 

7593 State Hwy 20 
PO Box 127 
Sangerfield, NY  13455 
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