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Tt et fom
As parl of alarge praject entitled “Areswnde Manageimeni o Foalo Pess in the Paalic Mortlwest” (Tumded

b the USDA-MFA Risk Averdanee and Mab gabion Prograom, Crand 9200551 1 00 =200 04 res aqarehers al
Washingion Siale Uhivasity, Universily o Id sha, Oregon Stale University, Universaity o Kentucky, USDA-AR S
mnd the Wshington State P olplo Conmssion are seeking to better undestand Pacific Mothwest polato growes’
expenences mel pespectives relaied 1o pest mmagement. Spealic oress of interest include pest managem ent
decsio-making, wse of integrated pest management (IF M) practices, inf ormat on dissemination preflerences, and
opinians aboul sustmnability sudits. Findings will gude the pracct’s educai ondl and outreach activities. This
repont presenis resulis from a 2002 survey o [daho, Ovegon, and Washingion polalo growers.

Surv oy Mlet hods

A survey of ldoha Oregon, md Wshingion polato grow as wos conducted in Janusyy-March 200 20 A list of
gowas (M= 5) was compilled with wlormabon fram the W ashington State Potato Commisson and varoes online
sources. CGrowers were contacted four imes by mal; an inital letter with questionnaire. areminder posicand, a
second letter with questiommare, and a second reminder postcard. A link 1o an online version of the survey was
provided in each maling. Washingion State Univ esity's Soad and Economic Sciences R esearch Center (SESRC),
thie largest winy esily-bosad surv ey rescreh conter in the Paalic Morile est, managed ol menlings, web
programming, and dala entry, Stale-level resporse rales were 29, 8% (Idalwol, 32,006 (Oregon, mwl 32.5%,
{Wmhinglon). The ovemll respoimse rale wos 300 4%, This repont presents aggregated resulis Nor ol respondents,

Cirawer Demogra phics
Minety-nine percend o the surv ey respondents weremale and 1% ware female. Most respondenits (95%) wene

Cancsiarg | "swere Asiarg | "ewere Lating and 3% calegon zed thems elves as “olhier” Respondenis ranged in age
froam 23 1o 82 waith o mean ase al 533 yors. Respondenis had spent 27 years, on ov emge, involved i podao
produciian o Mam csnes, mmogers, o adlier pamory decision mok e, Approcimately ane hall (47 %) of
rcr[mnﬂm'd: |:|.nd ufl.'.«ll.'-:.-'cm' :L'Ilq;,i: ﬂcg’cr mﬂ | (™ ]l:u;l ntlcnda:d g'q.lil.u'.lq: :ll;hmi.

Farm Chara cteristics

The majonty of survey respondents {B6%) were fann owners, painas, o leses, while 13% were hired
mimagers, Two filths {42%) desenbed their larm operations a8 Tamily corporall s (see Figure 1.
Respandenis op eraled, on average, 4521 acres of farmland in 201 1. The majoniy (%% o respondenis produced
ci her agn aulhwal praducts (e, wheat, eorn, allfalfa, ey, beley) in addinen 1o pal dos. Wheal, mustard, eomny md
wlifd o were the masl popular arops planted in rotation with polatos,
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Figure 1. Busines Stracture of Farm Operstion Figure 2. Potato Markets, 2011
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Respondents grew. on aversge, 1,322 peres of polaloes in 201 1. Mine percenl reported hsving some certifliad
org i ¢ podalo aores (Fong g lram & 1o B00 acres wilh amesn of 182 peres). The mosl popal or polalo v an ety grown
i 200 1 wos Russet Burbank (63% of respondents), Less popul or v arieties included Russetl Morkotah (35%6) Ranger
Russet (32%), Umabill g Russ et { 2076}, Alwuras (1 0%6), Y ukon Gold (1 076 Shepody (8%, md Chaelian (6%a).

Onver 8% of respondents” potatoes were sald For either the tablest ock or mozen markets (see Figure 2. On
average, 34% of respandenis’ polaioes were sold under contract to processons m 20011, Over one thard (35%) of
respondenis sold all of thar potaloes 1o processors, while 25%; did nol sell any polsios (o processors.

Foureen perecnl of respondents had less than 31 mullion o gross Famoncomern 2001 260% had 31 10424
millicn: 21 *chad 325 1034 9millicig 10% had 45 1o 374 million 11% had 375 10043 Omillion: and 1 6% had more
then 31 0mallion. On avernge, 57% o respond enis” tolal fann income wos from the sale o polaloes, Mine percent of
respondents reponied that @l | et 9% of ther total Farm income wis froms the sale of potatos.

Fest Mana gement Decision-Making Table 1. Importance of Selected Factors in Pest Management
When making pest management decisions  peicion Making for Patato Fields

For their potalo felds, surver respondenis

consider econamic cost, emvirommental Not Somewhat Vary

impacts, and human health impads, mnong Important | Important | Important

other [actoars, Approsimately 74% of ) £é) )

{:mr!ﬂm believe human health impacts o | Human Heakh Impacts 2.6 237 737
eIy impartat in pesi management deasian- e e Cost 13 0.5 662

meking, 66fs believe eoonomi ¢ cost 1s “very

imporiant” and 53 % believe environmenial E i ronrme ntal Im pacts 4.5 418 5.6

impcls are “vay unporimi” jsee Table 1),

The mest pimp oriod sources of inf ormotion For making pesd mun agemeni decimons [or polaio el ds were
pgricul urad chemical disinbut or el dmen, crop consuliants, and insectia de label infomation. The least impariani
sources of informati on for making pest management decisions were marketing ongani zati ons, immediale na ghbors,
and pesticide applicaions (sec Table 2.

Table L. Importance of Sources of Informat]on for Pest Manag ement Declslons for Potatoes

Mean Score on Scale from 1 ["Not
Information Source Impartant”) to & ("Very Important” )
Agreukum | chemical detributar field men 383
'Eu-p careultant £ |
Insecticlde label informa tan 376
IndwE try-sponsored conferences, workshaps, or semina s in
University researnc h = lentists 3.25
University conferences, works hops, or semira rs 3.23
University Extension pmofesionalks 3.15
Trade publications [ magazines, efc.) 311
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Table 2 [Continued)
Mean Score on Scale from 1 (“Not
Information Source Important”) to 5 Impartant”
Other potato g mwer 3,10
University webzites 2 B5
Formal education or continuing edwation clases 284
In-house pest o nagement consultant 280
Internet-based resources (not including University websites) 278
Procewsar ar diztributos 277
Field days ar farm tours 276
Fleld wa rkers 2 &
Frivate pest management consultE nt 2.8
Family members 2. 6h
Commedity or grower assoc ations 2.8
Pesticide applicators 2.50
Immediate nejghbos 2.3
Marketing organizations 206
Table 3. Potato Growers' Freguency of Contact with LI, 05U Survey respondents reparted varving
andfor WSU in 2011 lewvels of contact wath Univemsity of | daho
Three | (UT) Ovegon State Univera by (OSL), and/or
Not At Times or Washinglon Stale University (W SLTwith
All once | Twkea | Mom regard 1o pest management for puls!l-:iﬁ:l-:h.
Type of Contact (%) (%) ) 6} Reading Extmm’ﬂﬁ:?m bulletins, rep orts,
- and pesi man sgemeni guides was the most
Read bulletin, report,or | o0 | 43 | 33 | 480 | popularfom of contact Cue-farm visits,
pust ianagement gue res e ch collshomtions, and Exiensi on/
Visited website 43.4 17.2 1uzrs 7.6 Research dTice visils were much less
Atiancad mesiing, 21 | 2o | 277 | 162 | conmon (sceTable3).
workshop, or field day Twothirds {65%s) of the survey
Visited office 71.6 12.2 7.4 BB res pondenis used the services of one o mone
Research collabomtion 76.4 10.1 5.4 8.1 pest managanenl comsuliants . Of those
Oin-farm visit .8 5.3 7.6 6.3 res pondenits, 10% lollowed all af the adviee

providal by comsilimnls aad 72% Nalowed
mewd of the comsultonts ™ advice.

Approcmaely 51 % o respondents regulwly nccess the Intamet for pest management imformaon.
Respondenis were mked aboul thar prefemed methods For recerving pest management information. The most
prefemed methods of mfommaton dissemin stion were Intemet’E-mal i654%), meehngs'wokshops (39, mad
printed materials (35%:) The lemi prefermed methods were fidd daysTanm tows (38%), one-m-one consuliabions
(37%), and cowrses/irmmings | X7 %)

Ferception of P est Problems

R espondents were msked 1o mibe the sevaity of spealic imsect pests mnd disesses in ther potaio iields dunng
the 200 | growang s ewson, Aphids were rated @ o “modaaie™ or “severe”™ problem by 48% o the respond ents,
Tolloweed by loopers (47 ) Colorado patato beetles (39%), wirewonms (33 %), and potato leafroll vines (31 %),
Mone of the pests and diseases were rated &5 a “severe” problem by more than 5% of the respmdenis.

Insed Pet Monitoring

All respondents reparted that they md/ar aber idividuals seouied, ssumpled md/or momiorad ther polmo
Nields For insect pest problems in 200 1, Mot respondents (876 did their oam scouing, Two thinds (68%) rdiad in
crop eorsultants, 48% relicd on agnouliuml chanical dsmbutor leldmen and 33% relied on Fam employees,
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Insecticide Ulse

Mearly all respondenis (%%a) used chanical imectiades a their pado fields in 201 1, One Glth (21%) used
b dogeal o microbial insectiades. Apprasimaely hall of respondenis indicated that “reducing nsk 1o handlers,”
“reducing dev elopment of resistance,” and “reducing nsk tothe avironment™ were “very imporiant”™ considerations
when selecting imsecticides. One third 3 2%) indicated tha “reducing nsk of imury 1o naural enemies™ was “very
it

Survey respondents were mked about the imponance of v mos factors for determining the need lor and
g of spros [ar key insecl pests an Ueeir polato Nd ds. Seonling o sampling of lelds was the mosl impoi mil
Tactor lor spray decimons, Tallowed by economue threshads and consuliant recammandations (see Table 4).

Table 4. Importance of Various Factors for Determining Need for and Timing of Sprays for Key Insect Pests

Mea n Score on Scale from 1 ["Not

Important®] to 5 [ “Very Important”)
Scouting or sampling of fields 461
Ecomomic thresholdsar injury EwkE 4.26
Recommendation by crop consultant of pest management oo nsultant 4.05
Crop growth stage 408
Informal field obse rvations 194
Time of year i82
Monitoring natural enemies 353
Processo rar oo mract regurement id6
Recommendation by chemieal compa ry represe ni tive iis
Local infomation (fram other g mwers, ado, TV, etc.) about pest presence 302

Fest M ana gement Practices

Survey respoandents ware asked their use of varous IPM and cther pest mansgement practices in 2001, Three
quarters | T7%) of respondents rotated s ecticides from differan dasses (e, imecticides with di Ferent modes of
action) 1o keep insects from becoming raistant. Theee quaniers (7 76 ) kept witten note o [ield maps sbout insecct
problems md insechicide applicabions. Very Few respondenis adjusicd plambing or horvesbingg daies (6%0) or adjsied
row spmcing or plmi densiiy (1% 1o contrd insecl pesis,

R espondents were sked about their Frequency of use o specific pest management practices. The most
Irequenily used practice was Neld scouting for insect damage; 87% of respond ents indicated they “dien”™ wsed this
praciice. Ciher frequenily wed practices included leal’ sampling. economic threshads, and sol sampling (see Table
&) Mearly 1 4% of respondents reported that thar we of practices listed in Table 5 had increased during 2005-2011 .

[ terms of biological contrd practices, 55% ol respondenits minimi sed (actos (g, broad-sp ed um
insectcades) thal harm natwal aemmes, 9% enlemical nairal enany hakials (eg., by pl mting Dowes or border
cropsl, mnd 4% rd emad commeraally produced natuml enemies 1o contral insect pests i ther potate elds i 2001,

R espondents were ssked 10 descnibe thewr “most entical needs™ with respect tomsect pest manogemend,
Critieal needs mentioned by five or more respondents indluded aplad control, tming of nsecticide applicat oo,
psyllid control, insect resi stance mamagement, Colorado potaio beetle control. amd zebra chip disease preveni on.

Table 5. Frequency of Use of Seleced Pest Management Practices

Mever Rarely Occasiona lly Often
Practice 06 ) (%) (%] )
Field scouting for insect damage 0.0 o7 iié BaA
Lea f sampling 5.4 141 208 55.7
Econe mie threshalds ar injury bevels 18 115 350 503
Soil mampling a5 ia4 39 418
Field scouting for natural enemies 54 24.3 as 38
Inzect traps ar barries 284 284 216 216
Spotorbornder s prays 231 262 344 ic8
Degres day models 323 323 215 141
Computer-aided deceion took 485 327 150 54
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Fgure 3. Percentage of Re ponde nls Figure 4. Percatved Effectivensss of
Approved or Certified by 518 @inability Audit Sustainability Audits
Progmms
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Mearly all surv ey respondenis {%6%) were familiar with sustainabs ity audiis {dso known as GAP, P, or On-
Site Evvirommental Prodi e audis) o amess of promoling sustmnable polso production systans. Sev enleen
percenl al respoindents helped ereale indices. metre, and/or stond rds isal in sustmnability midil guesiiainmres.
Eidll}'-li.!t perael lamd ]'l:q‘licip:ﬂ:ﬂ:l 11l Qe oF imoie :IJIIn:i:ll::]ﬂi.l:r madile Two thirds (B®a) were q:p:'vn"r'cd o
certi fied under an audit program (see Figare 3).

M ost respondents (76%) believed sustanobility mdits are “somewhat effective” o “very effective” al
miggsuning whether or not potalo growers oe taing sustmnable practices see Figure 4).

Swrvey respondenis ware mked whether they dizagreed or agreed with several siaiemenis aboul sustmnability
mudits (see Table o).

Table & Potato Growers' Opnions about Sustainability Audits

Meither
Strongly Diagres Stongly
Disagree | Disagree | orfAgree | Agree | Agme
(%) (%) ) 1]
Fosithwe Siotements
Sustainabiity audits help potato growers farm more 1.4 7.5 416 263 1.3
sistainably, ' ' ’ )
Sustainability audits help potato growers ma et their 27 9.5 5.7 459 123
products as “sustainable.” ' ’ '
Sustaimabiity audits help reduce production oosts. .5 43,2 9.5 2.7 0.0
‘.'rl.lsl_ilrlihlirl;mI audits help minimise risks to the 55 74 13.3 120 37
environment.
Sustaina bility audits help protect the hea khof farm 55 23.0 04 26,1 61
workers.
Sustainability audits help establish trust betaeen &1 a8 M5 433 5.5
E mowers and oo nsUme rs, ’ )
Sustaina bility audits = hould be ma ndatory for all 230 77 38 95 £1
potato growers. ' |
Negative Stoements

Sustaina bility audits take too much time, 2.0 8.1 3.1 439 169
Growers' opinions were not corsdened when
developing sustainability audits 14 0.3 & e =l
Sustainabiity audits a m too expensive. 20 BE 49,0 224 177
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Table 6. (Continued)

Sustalinabdity avdits a e not an effect e methad af 0.7 155 Ba 331 108
measuring sustsins bility.

There are oo mamy different typesof sustainability 07 20 2.1 185 9.7
a udits

Sustainabdity avdit do not benefit potato growers. 4.1 D4 a2 20.3 E.1
fusulnahllwal:dlﬁareanuampbnfm:lustry' 28 &2 a1 10,3 166

gres nwash ing.

A mganly of survey respondents mroed o sirongly agreed that sustmnab ity audiis help potalo grovers
makd ther products as “sustnobl ¢ (58%6) md help esiablish irust between growers and consumas (53 %), One
third sgreed orstrongly agreed that sus tmnah ity sudits mimmize environmental risks (35%) and protect fam
warke health G546, Approxmaely rwo thirds of respondenis agreed or sirongly agreed that there are too many
i Terent types of sustanabdity audits (68%) and that sustainability adits teke too moch tme (G1%) Mot
respondents ( 78%) did not agree that susianability andits reduce production costs. Half' ( 51%) did not think
sustandhility audits should be mandatory (o all potato growers.

Sansta inable Agriculture Conals

Suwrvey respondents ware provided with alist of polenbal goals for sustmnoble agnouiure and asked the degree
towhich their potato operai ons contmbued 1o each goal. Table 7 lists mean scones in descending order, The goals
with the highest scores were “protect human hedth™ “provide safe working condions for farm workers,™ and
“suppori local businesses.” The goals with the lowest scores ware “promoie social justice’equity,” “reduce
dependence on extemal npuis™ and “ereate direct producer-consumer linkages. ™

Table 7. Potato Growers' Contribution to Selected Sustainable Agriculture Goals

Mean Score on Scak from 1 (“Ne
ntribution”) to 5 (*5g nificant
Sustainable Agricultume Goal Contribution®)
Frotect human health 446
Provide safe working corditions for farm worke s 445
Support boal businesses 4,44
Frovide a iving wa ge to farm workes 4.38
Promote soil consenation 4,28
Frotect wa ter resouwrces 4,711
Frovide adequate farm income 4,20
Make efficient use of no e rewab ke reso urces 4,09
Establish re btions hipsof trust with consumers 397
Presere traditional knowledge 397
Reduce toxins released into @ miro nme nt 397
Improve the quality of rural lide 393
Enhance rural economic develo pment 384
Teac h ¢ hild en about farming a77
Frovide wildlfe habitat A76
Teac hcommunity members about farming 352
Reduce dependence on b rge corpo tiore 350
Protect biodie ity - 142
Create direct prod uee r-<conumer linkages 325
Redice dependence on external inputs 324
Fromote woc il justice/equity 110
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