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Jim Brubaker, owner and
operator of Buffalo Valley
Farms, Union County,
provided the keynote
address at the October
2011 Forum on the Future
Farm Bill and Conservation Programs at Fort
Hunter Park, Dauphin Co.
Programs. His message
focused on the critical
science understanding
that the producer has for
the land and system they
manage for making sound
conservation choices.

Producers and conservation partners gathered in Harrisburg on Friday, October 21, 2011 at
the FORUM ON THE NEXT FARM

BILL CONSERVATION PROGRAMS

held at Fort Hunter Park to discuss the effectiveness of current
Farm Bill sponsored conservation
programs, including what has
worked well and areas for improvement in the next Farm Bill
Conservation Title.
This issue of Conservation Dialogue provides a synthesis
of information gathered and an
invitation for participants and reviewers to state preferences and
priorities in response to the collective input.

REACHING PRODUCERS

To best reach and engage
Pennsylvania farmers in a dialogue
that will result in improved policy
for conservation, it is critical to
connect with them in venues
where they are currently operating
or participating. Specific opportunities identified by the Forum par-

ticipants include:
Keystone Farm Show – January 35, 2012
Pennsylvania Dairy Summit – February 8-9, 2012
Professional Crop Producers Conference– February 22, 2012
Conservation District Board
Meetings – ongoing
Adams County Fruit Growers Association – May 5-6, 2012
Lancaster County Ag Issues Forum - ongoing
Adams County Ag Issues Forum –
ongoing
Pennsylvania Farm Show – January 7-14, 2012
Pennsylvania Association of Sustainable Agriculture – February 25, 2011

FARM CONSERVATION
SUCCESSES

Specific examples of conservation successes at the farm and
community scale were shared. This
list captures the categories of successes that were identified across
the breakout groups.
Technical assistance – Clear

evidence of value of TA and especially for populations
(including Plain Sect) who will
not receive funding, but welcome assistance. Waterways,
strips, no-till, manure pit design,
etc.
Targeted watershed approaches – i.e. the Conewago
Initiative that integrates across
the agricultural producers and
non-farmers to extend conservation in all landscapes. Spruce
Creek/Centre Co. also identified
in which plain sect entered into
relationship with local landowner to improve technology
implementation.
On-farm verification and compliance. Ground-truthing practices that are in place and working based on community –
approach and investment as opposed to farm-by-farm (siloapproach)
Forest management – EQIP
reducing run-off – and especially evident during Sept 2011
historic floods, elimination of
invasives, and regeneration of
oak. Incorporation of agroforestry plan into farm systems.
On-farm conservation initiatives – without federal support – Successful implementation of no-till, cover cropping
elected by some producers for
reasons other than cost.
Land eligibility – Producers
implementing practices on
rental lands is not just possible,
but sometimes more easily accomplished.
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Barnyard improvements –
Win-win most evident where
environmental improvements
are accompanied by improved
animal health.
Heavy Animal Use Areas – improved feed-pads, win-win in
respect to decreased erosion
and improved animal welfare.
Grassland Reserve Program –
transition from cropland to rotational grazing systems that
have resulted in significant improvement in soil- and water
quality accompanied with reduced labor.
No-Till and manure injection
(aerator) showcase – i.e. Juniata-, Bedford-, Adams-, Perry
counties and elsewhere that
peer-to-peer education and outreach has maximized transfer of
technology and utilization and
where equipment investment
(districts and other TA) can
demonstrate utility and technical application of practices and
make specialized equipment
available to producers.
Manure-to-energy. Initiatives
through which producers integrate innovations (M. Curtis,
Snyder Co – Poultry cited) that
address multiple economic and
environmental benefits – energy
production, manure treatment,
animal welfare.
Conservation Insurance –
Yield loss approaches that provide producers with a safety net
to ensure that they are supported in their willingness to
try new practices.
High Tunnels – Connecting to
Farmers Markets – and selling
early and late strawberries
(Maryland example).
Riparian Buffers – Chesapeake
Bay Foundation-led forest
buffer initiatives through CREP.
Integrated Pest Management
(IPM) Initiatives – Reducing
applications of pesticides
(Adams Co example)
Integrated Systems – Erie producer example of integration of
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landscape horticultural products, cattle, and grain crop rotation to improve soils and insulate from market fluctuations
and reliance on a single product.

CRITICAL PARTNERS FOR PA
PRODUCERS

For the successes identified
above, the following human, technical and financial resources were
credited for their role(s) in supporting on-farm conservation.
Utilities (power, water, etc)
Conservation Districts
Technical Service Providers
(ALL Planners, Nutrient Managers)
Private Sector (industry, business, services)
PennVest
Farmers
Amish Bishops
Small/local colleges and universities
USDA NRCS
USDA FSA
State Agencies – PA Dept of
Ag, PA Dept of Environmental
Protection, PA Dept of Conservation and Natural Resources
Extension (Penn State and Cornell)
Bay Funder Network – Private
Foundations
Non-governmental Organizations (Chesapeake Bay Foundation, Wild Turkey Federation
specified)
Municipalities (townships and
boroughs)
County Commissioners
Foresters
UNDERUTILIZED: Food decision makers (Consumers)
UNDERUTILIZED: “Soccer
Moms” – the urban/
suburbanites
Residents – producers and nonag homeowners
Equipment and Seed Dealers
Local Watershed organizations
State Landowners (i.e. Game
Commission)
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CHALLENGES & BARRIERS FOR
PA PRODUCERS

Ahead of, during, and after
implementation of on-farm conservation practices, even for the successes, there were challenges and
barriers. Those identified in the
small group sessions included:
Financing equipment
Resistance to changing practices
Worry about productivity including risk of yield loss.
Communication of multibenefits
Lack of research or results data
Fear of the unknown
Lack of skill in implementation
of new practice (or perceived
lack of skill)
Limited number of technical
assistance professionals, not
enough consultants to meet
producer need for applied information.
Mistrust of multiple practice
implementation (i.e. agroforestry in conjunction with other
BMPs)
Funding structure for technical
assistance seems unsecure (i.e.
not steady)
Suburban/Urban neighbors attitudes that farms are polluters.
Suburban/Urban neighbor attitudes that farms are accepting
handouts.
Lack of consumer empathy for
conservation costs versus product costs.
Lack of consumer/neighbor
awareness of challenges for
farmer.
Paperwork associated with conservation programs is a nightmare.
Multiple representatives/
agencies promoting and managing programs.
Unclear signals on “which plan”
for “which circumstances” – i.e.
nutrient plan v. conservation
plan v. manure management
plan.
Program names, rules, and acro-
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nyms increase perceived complexity.
Entry points into the programs
are confusing.
Perceived waiting time to participate is too long.
Conflict in definitions or eligibility – for example – turbo-till
having low till value, but not
qualifying for no-till.
Lack of coordination between
multiple programs.

HIGHEST VALUE
CONSERVATION PROGRAMS
FOR PA PRODUCERS

Groups identified the programs which hold the greatest value
for producers in meeting their (the
producers’) conservation goals:
Technical assistance for Planning
Technical assistance for Engineering
EQIP – essential, basic support
for BMP implementation on-the
-ground.
Chesapeake Bay Watershed
Initiative – for meeting the federal mandate for farmlands
within the Susquehanna- and
Potomac River Basins of Pennsylvania.
CREP/CRP –for implementation of Riparian Buffers on marginal lands.
Retirement programs of highly
“sensitive”[erodible] lands
Working land easement programs
Research in support of identification of soil types, nutrient
loading, aggregation of data for
producer use.
Specific practices: No-till and
cover crops
Making equipment available to
producers to try

TARGETING RESOURCES

The group discussed targeting of resources, as is currently underway in Pennsylvania under the
Chesapeake Bay Watershed Initiative in which additional dollars are
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Walt Whitmer, Penn State
Extension Community &
Economic Development
Educator, along with
Jennifer Fetter, Youth
Water Resources Educator, facilitates break-out
session at Fort Hunter
Park during Forum on the
Next Farm Bill and Conservation Programs.
Participants included
producers, service providers, county-, state- and
federal agencies, nongovernmental organizations, trade organizations,
educators, and members

available in the
priority watersheds for which nutrient and sediment reductions are
necessary to improve water quality
in the Chesapeake Bay. The following list identifies statements that
were developed from some of the
values that were stated relative to
policy of “targeting resources”.
The Chesapeake Bay basin
is a critical area for targeting resources because of the increasing
regulatory requirements for reducing nitrogen, phosphorus, and sediment emissions from agricultural
operations.
Targeting resources should require that farms are meeting
performance – based standards
Targeting resources should be
accompanied by giving farmers
heightened flexibility in adapting their operations from one
type of production system to
another (i.e. from dairy to heifer
operation.)
Targeting resources should simultaneously address soil and
water conservation.
Transition to organic agriculture should be a focus of targeting resources
Targeting resources should be
used for identifying lack of management plans (manure and
conservation)

Targeting resources should be
directed to increased technical
assistance (human resources)
Targeting necessary to meet the
Bay-wide Total Maximum Daily
Load (TMDL) for Phosphorus,
Nitrogen, and Sediments.
Targeting allows the farm system to be managed as a part of
the whole watershed.
Targeting allows programs and
policies to look across an entire
watershed at all sector contributions (i.e. urban and suburban, turfgrass), not just agricultural.
Targeting enables resources to
go to the farms and/or subwatersheds that have the highest potential for P, N and sediment runoff.
Targeting enables resources to
be directed to the farms with
the greatest conservation need.

INVITATION

The synthesis of input represented here is also posted online.
Please provide your stated preferences and priorities by participating
in the survey at: https://
www.surveymonkey.com/s/
CDSynthesis_News
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ABOUT THE CONSERVATION
DIALOGUE
For more information about the
Conservation Dialogue, visit:
www.extension.psu.edu/aec
where producers can sign up for
updates and participate in the
Farmer Survey. Program sponsored by Penn State Cooperative
Extension with funding from the
David and Lucille Packard Foundation.

CONTACTS
Brandi Robinson, brobinson@psu.edu, 814-867-4539
Kristen Saacke Blunk,
ksaackeblunk@psu.edu, 814-8638756.
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