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To simplify information, brand names of products may be used in this 
publication. No endorsement is intended, nor is criticism implied of 
similar products not named. Every effort has been made to provide 
correct, complete and up-to-date pesticide recommendations. Changes 
occur constantly and human errors are still possible. These 
recommendations are not a substitute for pesticide labeling. Please read 
the label before applying pesticides.  
 
By law and purpose, Cooperative Extension is dedicated to serving the 
people on a non-discriminatory basis. Newsletter layout and design by 
Kelly Torrey. 
 
For accommodations or accessibility concerns, please contact our 
specialists at least one week prior to the scheduled event. If you need 
information provided in a different format, call 585-268-7644 ext. 10.  
 
Individual articles may be used for educational purposes with the 
permission of the author and proper credit given to the author and our 
publication. 
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You may recall in 2024, the U.S. District Court vacated 
registrations for three dicamba containing products 
(XtendiMax, Engenia and Tavium) for over-the-top (OTT) 
applications in dicamba tolerant soybeans. Fast forward 
to February 6, 2026, the EPA has approved three OTT 
products in soybeans and cotton for the next two growing 
seasons. These products include: 
¶ Stryax (Bayer) 
¶ Engenia (BASF) 
¶ Tavium (Syngenta) 
 

This approval is for one specific use, as they are not 
introducing a new product onto the market or bringing a 
product back that was gone. Dicamba has continually 
remained on the market for other uses. The new piece is 
the strength of environmental protections, being referred 
to as the "strongest protections in agency history". 
Dicamba products have ecological risks associated with 
drift and volatility, hence the strong restrictions behind 
product use. This registration is only extended for the 
next two growing seasons (2026 & 2027) and is subject to 
additional review during this time. 
 

So, what do these new restrictions look like? 
As I mentioned, there are ecological risks associated with 
dicamba use, so restrictions are designed to address 
these concerns. Below is a condensed list from the EPA 
bulletin stating restrictions shared on the updated label for 
OTT applications in soybeans. 
¶ Maximum 1 pound/acre can be applied per year. Only 
two applications are allowed per season, with a 
maximum rate of 0.5 pounds/acre. 

¶ 40 ounces/acre of a Volatility Reduction Agent must 
be included in the tank. 

¶ When temperatures are between 85Á- 95ÁF, only 50% 
of your acreage can be sprayed. You must wait two 
days before treating the rest of the acres. When 
temperatures exceed 95ÁF, no applications can be 
made. 

¶ For every treated field, mitigation points from EPA's 
conservation practices menu (https://www.epa.gov/
pesticides/mitigation-menu) need to be implemented. 
At least 3 must be earned for each field, with 6 points 
required in areas with endangered species. This will 
be where PULA's (pesticide use limitation areas) 
reside. 

¶ There is no spraying within 240 feet of the downwind 
edge of the field. If dicamba-sensitive crops are 
downwind, this product cannot be sprayed. 

¶ Spraying is prohibited within 48 hours of expected 
rain, when soil is saturated, within 1 hour after sunrise 
or 2 hours before sunset, and during temperature 
inversions. 

¶ Required wind speed must be between 3-10 mph. 

¶ Nozzle use must be coarse or coarser, and spray 
release must be no higher than 2 feet above the 
ground or crop canopy. 

¶ Ammonium sulfate (AMS) cannot be in the tank mix. 
¶ No aerial application is permitted. 
 

For applicators, annual training will be required. This label 
is a preview of the scrutiny that all pesticide products will 
be undergoing because of enforcement of the 
Endangered Species Act in pesticide registrations by the 
EPA. In this progressing age of pesticide application, 
recordkeeping will continue to be a crucial component, as 
records of every application must be kept ensuring 
enforcement of the above restrictions, and to remain in 
compliance with all label requirements. 
 

Its important to note that access to these products wonôt 
happen immediately. Even though they are approved 
federally, it still has to go through registration in NYS. 
Discussions with industry folks who sell these products 
have shared that its unlikely these products will be 
registered and fully available for use in the 2026 growing 
season, with an estimated timeline of 4-6 months to get 
NYS registration. While there is no longer restrictions on 
date of when these products can be applied, under this 
timeline, they'll likely become available too late this 
growing season to have an impact in your spray 
program.  
 

Resources: 
https://www.epa.gov/newsreleases/epa-implements-strongest-
protections-agency-history-over-top-dicamba-use-cotton-
and https://www.epa.gov/ingredients-used-pesticide-products/
registration-dicamba-use-dicamba-tolerant-crops 

 

https://www.epa.gov/pesticides/mitigation-menu
https://www.epa.gov/pesticides/mitigation-menu
https://www.epa.gov/newsreleases/epa-implements-strongest-protections-agency-history-over-top-dicamba-use-cotton-and
https://www.epa.gov/newsreleases/epa-implements-strongest-protections-agency-history-over-top-dicamba-use-cotton-and
https://www.epa.gov/newsreleases/epa-implements-strongest-protections-agency-history-over-top-dicamba-use-cotton-and
https://www.epa.gov/ingredients-used-pesticide-products/registration-dicamba-use-dicamba-tolerant-crops
https://www.epa.gov/ingredients-used-pesticide-products/registration-dicamba-use-dicamba-tolerant-crops
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A few winters ago, I heard a presentation from Jaime 
Cummings that reviewed fungicide trial data that has 
continued to stick with me. Her presentation covered 
interpreting data from various corn trials; diving into what 
makes good data, the questions to ask, and determining if 
meaningful data was collected.  Having completed a 
statistics class this fall, I have developed a different 
understanding that I haven't had previously when it comes 
to interpreting research data, which is what renewed my 
interest in this topic. 
 

You all have consultants and salesmen (or saleswoman) 
showing up on farm, receive newsletters chalked full of 
articles (thanks for reading CCC by the way!), and attend 
winter meetings where data on best management practices 
or products are shared with you, in which you have to 
make a determination of if it's something that fits into your 
operation. Knowing all of this, being able to disseminate 
the information that's being shared is critical to making this 
determination. 
 

Field studies allow us to measure real world impact over 
controlled environments (like greenhouse studies), but 
both have their place. For in-field research, there are a 
multitude of factors that need to be considered to 
determine the quality of data being provided. 

¶Plot setup: Randomized, replicated plots within a field or 
across locations remove unconscious bias that may be 
caused from trial setup or natural variability in field, 
including soil types, slopes, fertility, and moisture. 

¶Controls: In a study, there should be a comparison 
against an untreated check or a standard benchmark. 
Without comparing data against a "normal", there is no way 
to know where the observed responses came from. Was it 
the treatment, weather, fertility, management? If a baseline 
isn't clear, then the results aren't particularly useful. 

¶Repetition: As we know, no year or field is alike. With data 
spanning over multiple years, and in various environments, 
there can be more confidence in the results. Single-site, 
single year data can be heavily influenced by weather 
patterns, disease pressures, or soil conditions attributed to 
that season. 

¶Experimental Design: Look for explanations of the study: 
what rates, plot size, timing, etcetera are used. Was the 
equipment used similar to what you use? Is it 
agronomically realistic? When information is missing, it can 
be difficult to interpret or replicate. 

¶Demonstrations: Demonstrations serve as valuable 
learning tools, but they are not the same as scientific 
experiments. Using side-by-side strips without repetition or 
a treated versus check area do serve a purpose, as they 
show what can happen, but what they don't highlight is 
what will most likely happen. 

¶Statistical Analysis: Information beyond yield averages 
should be shared, as there is data beyond them. Look for 

statistical significance, such as least significant difference, 
p-values, or confidence intervals, along with any measures 
of variability. Just because one variety yielded more than 
the other doesn't mean the difference was large enough for 
it to be a factor of consideration. 

¶Transparency: Transparency matters, no matter what the 
result is. This comes to reporting what the methods and 
results were, regardless of "good" or "bad" conclusions. 

¶Verbiage: Be conscientious of what is being shared with 
you. Watch for selective reporting of best performing 
locations, claims based only on testimonials, and percent 
increases without numerical data. 
 

Just because data doesn't specifically align with the 
considerations laid out, doesn't mean the results are 
automatically invalidated. Ask questions, think critically.   
 

An additional thing to think about is how data is presented, 
as how its shared in graphs is important to interpretation as 
well. It can be easy to misinterpret, often lead to poor data 
representation, or fail to represent the whole story. Things 
to be on the lookout for include odd values listed on the x-
axis or y-axis, a lack of a legend, or charts that are 
inappropriate for the data being shown. 
 

Now, as I alluded to above, a proper statistical analysis is 
important to determining quality data. I feel as though 
statistical terms get casually thrown around, but I think it's 
important to take time to break down the definitions and 
give some context to what they mean.   
 

p-value: (probability value) a number indicating the 
probability that the result happened by chance. A lower p-
value means higher confidence that the treatment is what 
caused the result. 
least significant difference: (LSD) the minimum 
difference in yield needed between two treatments to say 
that one is truly different than the other. 
coefficient of variation: (CV) a measure of how variation 
is in the data. When the CV is low, that means that the 
results were consistent, while high values suggest high 
field variability. 
standard deviation: (SD) a measure of how spread out 
the individual yields are from the average for a given goup. 
When the value is low, yields were close to the average, 
while a high SD value means yields were inconsistent. 
significance level: (confidence level) tells you how 
confident you are that the treatment worked, rather than 
the results being due to random, uncontrolled factors. 
least square means: adjusted average values that 
estimate with the mean performance would be if the 
dataset was perfectly balanced. 
 

Daily, you all are sorting through information and having to 
use that to make management decisions. Being able to 
effectively interpret and analyze the information shared 
with you is an important skill. When presented with data, 
ask lots of questions!  
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The inspiration for this article came from watching a 
video on social media where a homesteader was 
sharing a video of her milking her single dairy cow. 
The comment section was filled with remarks about 
how clean her cow was which led to one person 
leaving a comment expressing concern about how 
dirty most cows must be if that was the prevailing 
comment type. As most people who work with cows 
on a regular basis understand, it is impossible to keep 
them looking like a perfectly manicured show cow all 
the time but how dirty is actually too dirty? Cow 
hygiene isnôt just for appearance; it is used as one of 
many metrics of cow welfare on a farm. An 
excessively dirty cow can face milk quality challenges 
and signal that their bedding conditions may not be 
the greatest. One way to objectively assess 
cleanliness and identify areas for improvement is 
through standardized hygiene scoring. 

 

Scoring Cleanliness  
The National Dairy Farmers Assuring Responsible 
Management (FARM) Animal Care Reference Manual 
5 contains the cow hygeine scoring guidelines that 
are used during FARM evaluations. The FARM 
scores are as follows: ñScore 1: Clean ï Mud or 
manure does not exceed 11 inches in length in the 
hock or flank area, Score 2: Moderate ï Mud or 
manure exceeds 11 inches in length in a single area 
(hock or flank), and Score 3: Very Dirty ï Mud or 
manure exceeds 11 inches in length in both the hock 
and flankò. I appreciate the more measurable 
approach that the FARM program rubric uses but I 
find it a bit more difficult to casually employ on your 
own farm for managing cow cleanliness. I prefer the 
Cow Cleanliness Assessment from the Canadian 
Bovine Mastitis Research Network (CBMRN) that I 
have added to this article, as it has nice photos to help 
distinguish between the different score levels. When 
scoring cows using the attached CBMRN cleanliness 
rubric, you should be aiming for a standard of less than 
10% of cows with udder score of 3 and 4, less than 10% 
of cows with flanks/hips score of 3 and 4, and less than 
50% of cows with hind legs score of 3 and 4. If your herd 
is less than 100 cows it is best to score all of the cows, if 
your herd is larger than that you should assess 25% of 
the cows. Once hygiene scores are collected, the next 
step is understanding what influences those results. 

 

Management Strategies 
Factors that can affect cleanliness are the comfort and 
cleanliness of the stall, amount and type of bedding, 
manure consistency, cleanliness of alleys, space 
allowance per cow, and amount of hair on the udder. The 
Facility Characteristics and Cow Comfort on U.S. Dairy 
Operations Report in 2007 by National Animal Health 

Monitoring System (NAHMS) reported that ñthe lowest 
percentage of cows with a hygiene score of 3 were on 
operations that bedded stalls with coarse sand, 
composted manure, or dried manure (primarily freestall 
operations)ò whereas cows that were bedded with straw, 
sawdust, or fine sand typically had dirtier cows. The 
NAHMS report also found that as bedding quantity and 
stall condition decreased the percentage of dirty  cows 
increased. These findings emphasize that both bedding 
type and bedding management frequency play a direct 
role in overall cow cleanliness.  
 

Ultimately, clean cows do not happen by accident. They 
are the result of intentional facility design, consistent 
bedding management, and thoughtful daily management. 
When hygiene scores begin to slip, than often serves as 
an early indicator that management adjustments are 
needed before milk quality and cow welfare is affected. 
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Poultry is a low-cost, rapid-return enterprise for small 
farms in the Northeast. The 2022 Ag Census indicated 
that there were 825 farms rearing broilers in New York 
alone. Of those, 81% are classified as small broiler 
enterprises (<2,000 birds/year). These enterprises donôt 
benefit from the economies of scale like larger producers, 
so input costs and retail values must be carefully 
considered. Many times, the true costs of production are 
not evaluated in enterprise budgets, or even known to the 
farmer, resulting in farm income losses. Slow growth and 
Cornish-type (also called conventional) broilers have 
different efficiencies, which are impacted by genetics, 
diet, management style, and age at harvest. Value-added 
processing allowed under the 1,000 bird exemption as 
well as processing method (on-farm vs outsourcing) can 
also impact profit margins. Deficient understanding of the 
optimization of these operations can result in substantial 
financial loss over many years, and the ultimate demise 
of small, local broiler enterprises. 
 

This three-year-long project followed 36 pastured broiler 
farms across New York State, each of whom raised 4 
flocks over 2 years. Twenty-eight farms raised traditional 
Cornish-type broilers on pasture, an additional 6 raised 
slow-growth broilers, and 2 farmers raised both varieties. 
Hatchery and breed of choice was selected by the farm, 
as were pricing and sales outlets. Slow growth breeds 
consisted of Royal Grey Broilers, Royal Red Broilers, 
Freedom Rangers, Kosher Kings, Meyerôs Red Broiler, 
Red Broilers, and Red Jackies. 
 

In year 1 farmers collected production, processing, 
marketing, and sales data on their flocks to determine 
their true costs of production. Those financial indicators 
were benchmarked against the average costs of 
production from the other pastured broiler farms on the 
project. Following the first production year, each farmer 
met with their local extension educator to determine 
where they could decrease costs and increase income. 
These changes were implemented for year 2 flocks. 
Production, processing, marketing, and sales data were 
collected on these new flocks to benchmark against the 
previous years' data and the statewide averages. From 
there, it could be determined how much the adjusted farm 
practices increased their enterprise income  
 

PROJECT CONCLUSIONS 
 

Performance: 
¶ Mortality was the leading cause of production losses 
in our study, with predators being the primary reason 
for bird losses later in the growing cycle and poor 
brooder management and shipping stress being the 
causes earlier in the cycle. Reducing mortalities later 

in grow-out will reduce the financial losses for a flock. 
Setting chicks up for success in the brooder will pay 
dividends for the producer at harvest time. 

 

¶ Our project revealed that the losses in raising 
pastured poultry far exceed those that are outlined by 
commercial production guides. While commercial 
guides target a 2% mortality rate, the percentage of 
individual flocks with mortality numbers higher than 
10% were 42% - 57.4% of all flocks. Rates higher 
than 25% were found in 0% - 23% of all flocks. There 
was no obvious difference between the mortality rates 
by year for Cornish cross and slow growth broilers.  

 

¶ There are opportunities to decrease the feed bill and 
optimize growth by providing a feed with a protein 
concentration that is matched to the age of the flock. 

 

¶ Managing brooders to improve conditions (warmer, 
more space, less moisture) can help set young birds 
up for success on pasture. Disease and unthriftiness 
resulting from poor brooder management can result in 
depressed weight gain and finished weights. 

 

¶ Targeting an average finished weight per flock rather 
than an average flock age can help producers meet 
their goals for pounds of chicken produced in a 
season. Seasonal temperature and precipitation 
impact the rate at which broiler chickens grow, and 
are not always predictable. 

 

¶ All male flocks tend to finish out birds that are 
significantly heavier (1.37-1.75 pounds more) and are 
slightly more feed efficient than all female flocks, 
which may be a strategy that can be used by 
producers to get more pounds of meat from their 
production system. 

 

¶ Slow growth chickens take about 50% longer to raise 
out than Cornish cross chickens (average of 10.7 
weeks vs 7.4 weeks) to achieve similar finished 
weights and are less feed efficient (2.47 pounds of 
feed per pound of live gain for slow growth birds vs 
2.10 pounds of feed per pound of live gain for Cornish 
cross birds). 

 

¶ Average carcass yield from live was 74.3% for 
Cornish crosses and 67.5% for slow growth breeds. 

 

¶ When cut up, the carcasses of Cornish cross birds 
yield 6.8% more saleable parts than those of slow 
growth chickens. Slow growth chickens had a larger 
portion of leg meat as a percentage of the whole 
carcass vs the Cornish cross. Parting out carcasses 
with more bone-in, skin-on cuts results in a larger 
percentage of the whole bird to sell. 
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 Financial: 
¶ Accurate recordkeeping was the most challenging 
part of this project for farmers. Many farmers 
commented that there were more input costs 
associated with raising broiler chickens than they'd 
initially realized. While 69% of farms operated a 
profitable broiler enterprise when unpaid labor was 
excluded, only 26% remained profitable once non-
cash labor was included, valued at a minimum wage 
of $15 per hour. 

¶ Farmers who knew their true costs of production were 
able to more critically evaluate their enterprise and 
make changes that led them to be more profitable. 

¶ On average, farmers on the project improved their 
income per broiler sold by $7.29 (+/- 2.19). With an 
average flock on the project containing 101 birds, that 
is a total increased average income of $736.29 (+/- 
$221.19) per flock. 

¶  81% of the farmers on the project increased their 
profitability from year 1 to year 2. Small, incremental 
improvements helped to accomplish this goal. 
However, even though profitability increased, the 
average profit per chicken was $1.26 per bird before 
labor was taken into consideration. 

¶ The biggest changes that our farmers made from year 
1 to year 2 included recordkeeping (39%), time 
management and scaling the enterprise (23%), 

improving processing or pasturing equipment (14%), 
and improving feeding regimes and general health 
related parameters for the flock (16%). Interestingly, 
market aggregation and collective purchasing, which 
are ways to decrease costs and improve access to 
markets, were not identified by the producers as 
pathways to profitability. 

¶ When farmers were asked about the changes they'd 
make into year 3 and beyond, the categories 
remained the same as they did at the end of year 1, 
with a shift away from record keeping improvements 
(down to 30% from 31%) and towards feed and health 
related changes (increase to 31% from 23%). 

 

This 3-year project gave our project team the opportunity 
to work with many farmers from our region, and gave us 
valuable insight into what small, pastured broiler 
enterprises look like for NYS farmers. The full project 
report, including tables, charts, and data conclusions for 
each area of production and pricing analyzed, can be 
viewed at https://projects.sare.org/project-reports/lne22-
435/. For a printed or emailed copy of the report, reach 
out to Amy Barkley at amb544@cornell.edu or (716) 640-
0844. 
 

Collaborators on financial data analysis and conclusions 
included in this report include Katelyn Walley-Stoll, Ag 
Team Leader, CCE Chautauqua and John Pirrung, 
SWNYDLFC Research TechnicianΦ 

Photos by: Amy Barkley 

This grant work was supported 
by the National Institute of  
Food and Agriculture, U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, 
through the Northeast 
Sustainable  Agriculture 
Research and Education 
program under subaward 
number LNE22-435.  

https://projects.sare.org/project-reports/lne22-435/
https://projects.sare.org/project-reports/lne22-435/
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I participated in Cornell Workforce Developmentôs Lean 
Management for Dairy workshop in February. Lean 
Management, often referred to simply as ñLeanò, is a 
methodology frequently used in the business world to add 
value, maximize efficiency, and trim waste. How can 
applying principles of Lean Management work for the 
dairy industry in southwestern New York, and what could 
taking a Lean approach mean for your business? 
 

Running a dairy farm is a constant balancing act. Youôre 
managing cows, crops, employees, equipment, weather, 
milk prices, regulations ð and somehow trying to get 
consistent, high-quality milk out the door every single day. 
Thereôs not a lot of room for wasted time, wasted feed, or 
wasted effort. 
 

Lean focuses on a central question: does this activity 
create value? On a dairy, value means producing high-
quality milk efficiently, safely, and sustainably. Anything 
that doesnôt directly support that goal is considered 
waste.  
 

Waste doesnôt always have to look obvious or dramaticð
it could be cows standing too long in holding areas while 
waiting to be milked; equipment failures that could have 
been prevented; feed mixed in excess and thrown out; or 
employees walking back and forth unnecessarily for tools 
or supplies. On an individual level, these holdups may not 
seem like much, but they add up over time.  
 

Labor time lost to disorganized processes can 
significantly cut into farm profitability. Hired labor is the 
second most expensive input on dairies in New York, 
after purchased feed costs. If employees can produce 
more output, add value, and reduce unnecessary 
expenses with the same or even reduced levels of effort, 
dairies can cut costs and increase profit. 

One practical application of Lean on dairy farms is 
developing clearly defined, repeatable, standard 
operating procedures. Think about the milking routine. 
When everyone follows the same consistent protocol, 
cows experience less stress, milk letdown improves, and 
udder health benefits. Variability decreases. Performance 
becomes more predictable. 
 

Donôt underestimate the benefits of starting small. Lean 
emphasizes continuous improvement, rather than making 
significant overhauls in procedures. On a dairy, this could 
mean making changes to the parlor flow to reduce 
loading time or making supplies more readily available so 
that employees waste less time looking for them.  
 

And finally, an important principle of Lean is respect for 
people and their work. You and your team are the ones 
who know the ins and outs of the processes on your farm. 
Utilizing the experiential knowledge of those who are 
most familiar with what it takes to do the work every day 
are often the ones who have the best ideas for making 
improvements. 
 

In an industry shaped by tight margins and volatile milk 
prices, operational discipline can make the difference 
between surviving and thriving. At the end of the day, 
Lean is about intentional management. It encourages us 
to ask regularly: Is this the best way to do this? And if not, 
what small steps could make it better? 
 

References 
https://cals.cornell.edu/pro-dairy/our-expertise/business/lean-
management 

Clean Sweep 2026  
Free hazardous waste disposal event  

¶ Unwanted or unusable pesticides, 
fertilizers and other chemicals 

¶ Must pre-register to bring materials to a 
CleanSweepNY drop-off 

 
Drop off at facilities: 
Ý Depew - Tuesday, May 5 
Ý Lockport - Wednesday, May 6 
Ý Spencerport - Thursday, May 7 
Ý Waterloo - Friday, May 8 
 

Email:  
cleansweep@dec.ny.gov 

 
Phone:  

518-225-8146 
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b¸ .ŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎ CŀǊƳŜǊǎΗ 

 

What can be funded? 
¶ Start-up, improvement or 

expansion of farm operations 
¶ Purchase of land, machinery, 

equipment, or livestock 
¶ Construction or improvement of 

structures 
¶ Marketing initiatives 
¶ Worker or apprenticeship 

training 
¶ Other business needs tied to 

financial impact 
 

Who is eligible? 
NY Beginning farmers with 10 years 
or less of farm operation experience 

and who will materially and 
substantially participate in operating 

a farm in NYS. 
 

Funding Information 
Application Period: 3/16-6/14 

Total Funding Available: $1,700,000 
Track 1 Grant Award Range: $5,000

-$49,999 
Track 2 Grant Award Range: 

$50,000-$200,000 
Required Match: 5% 

 

Information Sessions 
Friday, March 20 12pm-1pm 

Thursday, March 26 5pm-6pm 
Tuesday, April 7 5:30pm-6:30pm 

 

Learn More 
www.nyfvi.org 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fcornell.ca1.qualtrics.com%2Fjfe%2Fform%2FSV_4MIv5Xi2wwe4tTg&data=05%7C02%7Cklb288%40cornell.edu%7C92269db219634a94643708de749ac153%7C5d7e43661b9b45cf8e79b14b27df46e1%7C0%7C0%7C63907640550852136

