
  Th ere is very little scientifi c evidence as to why resistant 

strains of fi re blight have developed in some parts of the country 

but not in New York State. It is possible that the development of 

resistance is associated with a “cost to fi tness” to the bacteria. 

Th e term “cost to fi tness” refers to the idea that an organism 

will not gain resistance to an antibiotic or fungicide without los-

ing some other attribute. A bacterium might gain resistance to 

streptomycin but will be disadvantaged in some other way, for 

example slower growth. Investigation of E. amylovora resistant 

to streptomycin has not identifi ed a clear fi tness cost associated 

with resistance. However the reality that New York is not over-

run with streptomycin-resistant fi re blight, despite 50 years of 

annual streptomycin use, suggests there is some factor impeding 

resistance development that remains unknown.

  Th e consensus opinion on why resistance has not developed 

in New York is that orchards in the northeast historically used 

fewer antibiotic sprays during the growing season. Reduced ap-

plication of streptomycin would lessen the selection pressure on 

resistant strains. In California, where streptomycin-resistant fi re 

blight bacteria were fi rst identifi ed in 1971, streptomycin was 

applied 10 to 14 times a year, compared with current guidelines 

recommending one to three applications. In California, growers 

were also applying lower rates of streptomycin. Lower rates may 

have allowed bacteria to build a tolerance to streptomycin over 

the course of the growing season. In New York the most eff ective 

method to combat resistance development is to limit the number 

of unnecessary streptomycin sprays each season. 

Control strategies to delay resistance of fi re blight to 
streptomycin
To be eff ective, streptomycin must make direct contact with the 

fi re blight bacteria. Bloom is the only period in which the fi re 

blight bacteria are vulnerable to streptomycin. Aside from open 

blossoms E. amylovora is unable to survive on the plant surface, 

therefore application of streptomycin other than at bloom is a 

misuse of time and money. Th ere is some evidence that strepto-

mycin applied after a severe hailstorm can reduce levels of trauma 

blight, but this is only recommended if a moderate level of fi re 

blight is already present in the orchard. Th ere is no evidence 

that streptomycin is eff ective against the other phases of fi re 

blight, shoot blight or rootstock blight. Excessive application of 

streptomycin increases the odds of selecting for a resistant bacte-

rial population. Th is practice will also expose harmless orchard 

bacteria to unnecessary antibiotics increasing the likelihood of 

resistance gene transfer. 

  Alternative materials for control of fi re blight are continually 

being tested; however nothing has proven to be as eff ective or as 

durable as streptomycin. Several antibiotics have been formulated 

for use on fruit trees with promising results. Oxytetracycline has 

been approved for use on pears, and is available on a limited basis 

for apples in California and Michigan, for use in areas where strep-

tomycin-resistant fi re blight has been identifi ed. Oxytetracycline, 

however, is not as eff ective as streptomycin and only outperforms 

streptomycin in areas where streptomycin resistance occurs. In 

Israel, oxolinic acid is used to control fi re blight but resistant 

bacteria were identifi ed only one year after release. New antibiot-

ics, such as gentamicin (Agry-Gent) and kasugamycin (Kasumin, 

Arysta Lifescience Corp.) have been evaluated for the control of 

fi re blight. Unfortunately concern over the spread of antibiotic 

resistance to human pathogens has impeded the registration of 

new antibiotics for agricultural use. 

  Biological controls are a new class of products being tested for 

control of fi re blight. Th ese compounds are typically antagonistic 

bacteria that compete with fi re blight for nutrients, resulting in 

slower growth or death. An advantage to these products is that 

there is little chance for resistance development. Unfortunately, 

biological controls are not consistent in their ability to control fi re 

blight, and the additional cost is often too much for growers to 

aff ord. Another disadvantage lies in perfecting application timing 

for biological controls. Often these products need to be present 

before an infection event to be eff ective. Th erefore these products 

need to be applied early in bloom regardless of the certainty of an 

infection event. One way these products could prove useful is by 

acting as an alternative mode of action. When combating fungi-

cide resistance two products are alternated; the second chemical 

will kill any fungi resistant to the fi rst class of chemicals. Due to 

restrictions on antibiotic use, alternating two diff erent antibiotics 

is impossible.  Biologicals could, however, be used in combination 

with streptomycin to reduce the population of resistant bacteria 

before they become established. Presently further evidence is 

needed to support this strategy, but the potential is there. Recent 

evidence has shown that use of biologicals in combination with 

streptomycin will reduce blossom blight and as well as the number 

of streptomycin applications required at bloom. 

Figure 1. Fire blight bacteria colonizing a newly opened apple blossom. (A) A streptomycin-resistant bacterial cell (red dot) arises in a group of streptomycin-

susceptible bacteria (green dots). (B) The majority of susceptible bacteria are killed after application of streptomycin. (C) The remaining resistant 

bacteria fl ourish and become the dominant bacteria within the blossom.
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Th e New Face of New York Berry 

Growers: Insights From the 2007 

NYS Berry Growers Survey

Rebecca Harbut, Cathy Heidenreich, Laura McDermott and Marvin Pritts

Department of Horticulture, College of Agriculture and Life Sciences, Cornell University
Ithaca, NY.

“DID YOU KNOW? 73% of NY berry growers 

are growing on six acres or less. Of those 

growers, 25% are growing on one acre 

or less. 79% of NY berry growers direct 

market their own fresh fruit through 

U-pick, farm stand and farmers’ market 

venues. NY Berry growers are satisfi ed 

with their lifestyles, optimistic about 

the future of their operations and the NY 

berry industry, and feel appreciated by 

their community.”

I
f you ask Californians what a berry farm looks like you will 

probably get descriptions of endless acres of plasticulture 

continuously being harvested and replanted. Floridians 

would probably direct you to Plant City where their strawberry 

industry is con-

centrated. But 

what sort of im-

age does a New 

Yorker conger up 

when they think 

of a berry farm?  

It depends on 

who you ask. If 

you ask shoppers 

at a NYC Green 

Market you will 

probably be told 

about the com-

mitted farmer 

that comes from 

the Hudson Valley to bring them fruit, perhaps a bit uncertain 

of what the farm actually looks like. Th e family in central NY 

visiting their local pick-your-own probably thinks of a family 

run operation, while the rural neighbor to the strawberry farm-

er thinks of the 50 acres that are rotated in and out of straw-

berries with small armies of pickers descending on the fi elds in 

June. While all of these images are somewhat diff erent they all 

include some sort of relationship with the farmer. Perhaps what 

best defi nes the New York berry farm is that it is an operation 

directly linked to the community it serves. 

NYS Berry Growers Survey
What sort of picture do we get if we ask a berry farmer to de-

scribe the typical NY berry farm? To answer that and other re-

lated questions, a survey was developed in fall 2007 as the fi rst 

part of a two-year NYFVI funded project to help promote berry 

production effi  ciency in NY. 

 Th e research study is aimed at 1) developing a clearer pic-

ture of New York berry growers, including what and how much 

they grow and to whom they are selling their produce, 2) im-

proving communication between berry growers and research-

ers in NYS and 3) identifying best management practices for 

improving berry production effi  ciency and sharing those with 

new and existing growers. 

 Th e fi rst part of the study involved a survey sent out to four 

hundred and fi ve growers across the state. Self-identifi ed berry 

farmers were members of the New York Berry Growers’ Asso-

ciation or local Cooperative Extension offi  ces, or those listed as 

berry producers with the Northeastern Organic Farmers Asso-

ciation of NY. Th ose with e-mail addresses were encouraged to 

complete the survey on line. Respondents without e-mail were 

contacted by regular mail and encouraged to fi ll out and mail 

back the 23-page survey. Th e survey took approximately 20-30 

minutes to complete. A fi nal survey question asked if growers 

would be willing to participate in a follow-up interview. As an 

incentive to encourage participation respondents were entered 

in a drawing to win either a complete set of NRAES Production 

guides for small fruit (strawberries, raspberries and blackber-

ries, highbush blueberries), or print copies of “2008 Pest Man-

agement Guidelines for Berry Crops” or “Greenhouse Raspber-

ries and Blackberries”.

 Th e second part of the study involved a short one-on-one 

interview with researcher Rebecca Harbut. Th e interview includ-

ed questions about the grower’s farming background and how 

they had acquired information about production practices over 

the course of their experience as a grower. Interviews were tape-

recorded in order to ensure accurate recording of responses. All 

responses were kept confi dential; and results do not allow identi-

fi cation of participants.

 Th e survey results will allow a better understanding of the 

NY berry industry and its needs including ways to improve com-

munication between growers and researchers. In addition, best 

management practices identifi ed in the survey were to be imple-

mented in small on-farm demonstration trials so that growers 

might observe fi rst hand those practices found to be most suc-

cessful. Mini-series of articles detailing the identifi ed best man-

agement practices are being prepared for New York Berry News

and will appear in the December 2008 (currants and gooseber-

ries), January (blueberries), February (raspberries and blackber-

ries) and March (strawberries) 2009 issues.

Characteristics of NY State Berry Growers
Eighty-nine growers responded from 37 counties across the state. 

Based on information gathered, most berry farmers considered a 

commercial berry farm to be fairly large (i.e. 15 acres or more), 

despite the fact that many of them had three acres or less. Many 

growers interviewed were concerned that their input would not 

be useful because they only have a small amount of acres in pro-

duction or they grow several other crops besides berries. 

 According to our study, one of the greatest misconceptions 

among growers is that a commercial berry farm has to be of a cer-

tain size to be considered a legitimate berry farm. As one grower 
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Acres in Berry Production 

< 1 acre, 

25.6%

> 20 acres, 

10.3%

1-3 acres, 

30.8%

4-6 acres, 

15%

7-10 acres, 

9%

11-20 acres, 

9%

Figure 1. Acres in berry production. 

Figure 2. Years of experience growing berries.

Figure 3. Production systems used by New York 

berry growers. Note: some growers indi-

cated they are using more than one type 

of production system - hence the 139% 

total for this pie chart. 

stated in their interview, “I only have two 

acres of berries, so I’m not sure how use-

ful my information will be for you.”  While 

this may be the case in some other produc-

tion areas in the U.S., this is not the case in 

New York. Th e results of our survey found 

that more than 73% of NY berry growers 

had six acres or less in berry production; 

56% of growers surveyed had three acres 

or less in berry production (Figure 1). 

Many of these farms grow multiple com-

modities including tree fruit, vegetables, 

fl owers, herbs, cash crops, etc. Th eir area 

in berry production is small due in part to 

the diversity of their farm operation. For 

other operations, small-scale berry pro-

duction provides supplemental income for 

those who have other non-farm regular or 

retirement income sources.

 Additionally a telling piece of infor-
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Biodynamic, 

1.3%

Calendar Spray 

Program,
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Organic 
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23.4% Rigorous IPM spray program, 

26%

Low 

Spray/Judicious 

spray program, 

54.5%

Years of Berry Growing Experience

<5 years, 

17.7%

6-10 years, 

15.3%

11-15 years, 

19%

16-20 years, 

19%

>20 years, 

29%

mation about the berry industry is the years of production experience current growers 

have. As illustrated in Figure 2, there is an even spread of experience ranging from 

less than fi ve years to more than 20 years, an indication of an industry that is healthy 

and growing. Th is diversity in experience is a wonderful opportunity for exchange of 

new ideas and tested methods. Moreover, the interest in berry production in NYS is 

growing rapidly. Another part of the NYFVI project focuses on providing introductory 

workshops for fi rst time berry growers interested in getting into the berry production 

business. Fourteen workshops, hosted by County CCE offi  ces across the state in 2007-

2008 had 500 people in attendance. Th e three-hour workshops discusses economics, 

marketing, labor, and production aspects of berry growing. Exit surveys of partici-

pants three months post workshop indicated many would-be growers were not aware 

of the complex nature of berry crop production. A good portion of those decided not

to pursue berry crop ventures. A smaller proportion of respondents indicated they are 

eagerly going forward with these new ventures; they felt better prepared to meet the 

challenges of berry crop production after attending the workshop.

 What types of production systems are NYS berry growers using (Figure 3)? Al-

though there is some variability, the majority of growers practice a no- or low-spray 

program (90.8%). Survey results indicate 33.5% of growers utilize either a ‘No Spray’ 

or a ‘Rigorous IPM Spray Program’, 39.8% are using a ‘Low Spray’ program and 17.5% 

of growers are growing berries organically (certifi ed or non-certifi ed). Th is desire to 

grow the crops with as few chemical inputs as possible was also clear in the interviews. 

Some growers expressed a concern about their own exposure, “I don’t want to have 

to expose myself to more chemicals than I need to.” Th is grower’s main concern was 

not marketing but their desire to limit personal exposure. Many growers expressed 

that a top concern of their customers, particularly U-pick customers, is the amount of 

chemicals that are used on their fruit. One grower commented “…it is often one of the 

fi rst questions that I get asked by customers…do you use chemicals?”  

Figure 4. Markets used by New York berry growers.

Figure 5. Advertising methods used by New York berry growers.

Fire Blight and Streptomycin: 

Th e Reality of Resistance

Nicole L. Russo and Herb Aldwinckle
Department of Plant Pathology New York State Agricultural Experiment Station, Cornell University, 
Geneva, NY 

“Streptomycin is the most eff ective 

antibiotic for control of fi re blight 

on apple and is likely to remain as 

such; therefore it is imperative to 

identify cases of antibiotic resistance 

early before bacterial populations 

become established. Since 2001, we 

have screened fi re blight samples 

for streptomycin resistance and 

have not found established resistant 

strains. However, the development of 

streptomycin-resistant fi re blight in New 

York is more a question of WHEN, not IF. 

It is the responsibility of the agricultural 

community to make a concerted eff ort to 

prevent resistance by the judicious use of 

streptomycin in order to safeguard the 

valuable eff ectiveness of streptomycin 

for future use. ”

T
he start of the New York apple season is just around the 

corner. With bloom rapidly approaching, now is the per-

fect time to start thinking about control of fi re blight. Fire 

blight, caused by 

the bacterium Er-

winia amylovora, 

can lead to sig-

nifi cant monetary 

losses in the form 

of reduced yield 

and tree death 

when initial dis-

ease outbreaks 

are not prevented. 

Fire blight is con-

ventionally con-

trolled by orchard 

sanitation and the 

application of the 

antibiotic strep-

tomycin during 

bloom. When ap-

plied effectively, 

streptomycin kills 

the fi re bight bac-

teria colonizing 

apple and pear 

blossoms ,  pre-

venting infection. Streptomycin has been used to control fi re blight 

for over 50 years with great success, but there is serious concern 

about the future of streptomycin use due to antibiotic resistance 

development by bacteria. 

Fire blight resistance to streptomycin
 Streptomycin-resistant strains of fi re blight are not a new phenom-

enon. Th ey were fi rst identifi ed in California pear orchards in the 

early 1970’s and have since been found in Washington, Oregon, 

Missouri, and most recently Michigan in the early 1990’s. In fact, 

streptomycin-resistant strains of fi re blight have developed in nearly 

every country where streptomycin is applied. Currently the north-

east growing region, including New York and Pennsylvania, remains 

the only major pome fruit-producing region in the United States 

that has not developed streptomycin-resistant fi re blight. Once 

resistance to streptomycin develops, and becomes established in 

an area, it is extremely stable in the environment. In California pear 

orchards, fi re blight bacteria, which are resistant to streptomycin 

could still be found ten years after application of the antibiotic had 

ceased. For this reason it is imperative to safeguard the New York 

growing region against the development of streptomycin-resistant 

fi re blight for as long as possible.

  Streptomycin acts by interfering with the ability of E. 

amylovora to synthesize certain vital proteins, killing the bacteria. 

Th ere are two ways resistance to streptomycin can develop. Th e 

most common type of resistance occurs through spontaneous 

mutation in the bacterial DNA, rendering the antibiotic harmless. 

Th ese mutations are natural variants that occur randomly within 

the bacterial population, regardless of streptomycin application. 

Although resistance arises spontaneously, it is the continued 

use of that antibiotic that will select for the resistant bacteria. 

Th e more numerous the resistant bacteria, the more likely they 

will become permanently established in the environment. Th e 

selection of resistant bacteria is described in Figure 1, where a red 

dot represents a randomly occurring resistant bacterial cell living 

on a newly opened apple blossom, along with several susceptible 

bacterial cells. When streptomycin is applied, the majority of 

susceptible bacterial cells are killed immediately.  No longer having 

to compete for resources the resistant bacterial cells are now free to 

multiply unchecked. Th e longer streptomycin is applied the more 

resistant bacteria will be selected in that particular orchard. 

  Th e second form of antibiotic resistance occurs when two dif-

ferent bacteria share genetic material, through a process known as 

bacterial conjugation or bacterial mating. Most bacteria contain 

small optional ‘packages’ of DNA known as plasmids, that are not 

necessary for the bacterium’s survival. Th ese plasmids contain 

genes that give the bacteria a competitive advantage, for example 

antibiotic resistance genes. When bacteria experience stressful 

environmental conditions, such as the application of an antibiotic, 

they undergo bacterial mating and exchange plasmids.  Plasmid 

exchange occurs when one bacterium creates a bridge connecting 

it to another bacterium. Plasmids can be passed through this bridge 

leading to the transfer of resistance genes. Plasmid exchange was 

found to be the cause of fi re blight resistance in Michigan, which is 

the only state with this form of resistance. Although rarely associ-

ated with fi re blight, plasmids containing streptomycin resistance 

genes are very common in the environment. At the Geneva Experi-

ment Station, Dr. Tom Burr found these plasmids responsible for 

streptomycin resistance in the Blister Spot bacterium, Pseudomonas 

syringae pv. papulans, in New York in the early 1990’s.
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 Ace® Red Delicious
Acy Mac®
Adams Apple™
Akane
Arkansas Black
Braeburn
BraeStar™
Cameo™
Candy Crisp™
Cortland
Dandee Red®
Earligold ™
Early Red One ™
Early Spur Rome uspp7328
Empire
Enterprize ™
Eve™ Braeburn
Fortune ®
Grimes Golden
Honeygold
Jersey Mac
Jonathan
Royal Court
Winter Banana 
Gala Strains:
Big Red Gala®
Brookfi eld Gala®
Buckeye Gala®
Crimson Gala™
Galaxy Gala
Gale Gala®
Kidd’s Gala®
Mitchell Gala®
Pacifi c Gala®

Royal Gala®
Ultima™ Gala
Ultrared Gala
Fuji Strains:
Autumn Rose™ 
Auvil™ Fuji
Aztec Fuji
B.C. 2
Banning Fuji
Coe Fuji™
Day Break Fuji™
Morning Mist™ Fuji
Myra Red Fuji uspp9645
Red Fuji #12
Rising Sun Fuji
Semptember Wonder™
   Fuji
Sun Fuji ™
Top Export Fuji®
Other Varieties
Freedom®
Golden Del. (Gibson)
Golden Del. (Mullins)
Golden Supreme®
Goldrush®
Granny Smith
Greening (R.I.)
Hillwell™ Red Braeburn
Honeycrisp™
Idared
Joburn™ Braeburn
Jonafree
Jonagold
Jonagold Decoster®

Jonamac
Kumeu Crimson®
   Braeburn
Lady
Law Red Rome
Liberty
Linda Mac
Lodi
Macoun
Mahana™ Braeburn
Marquis Idared®
Marshall Mac
Melrose
Midnight® Red Spur
   Delicious
Mollies Delicious
Morgan Spur®
Delicious
Morren’s® Jonagored
Mutsu
Norhern Spy
Northwest Greening
Oregon Spur® II
Paulared™
Pink Lady® Brand
   Crippes Pink cv
Pioneer Mac™
Pristine®
Red Free
Red Gravenstein
Red Jonaprince™
Red Rome (Taylor)
Red York (Ramey)
Red Yorking

Redchief®
Redcort®
Redfi eld™ Braeburn
Redmax®
Rocket™ Red Braeburn
Rogers Red McIntosh
Royal Empire™
Rubinstar® Jonagold
Ruby Jon®
RubyMac®
Sansa
Scarlet Spur 2
Schlect Spur Delicious
Sheepnose
Shizuka
Smoothee®
SnappyMac®
Snow Sweet™
Spartan
Stamps Red Delicious
Stayman Winesap (201)
Sweet Sixteen
Twenty Ounce
Turley Winesap
UltraRed Jonathan™
Ultragold™
Valstar (Elstar)
Wealthy
Williams Pride®
Wolf River
Yellow Transparent
Zestar!™

 Allstar®
Arctic Gem
Autumnglo 
Auntumnstar®
Goldnine (Arkansas #9)
Baby Gold #5
Baby Gold #7
Beaumont
Beekman
Bellair
Belle of Georgia
Biscoe
Blazingstar®
Blushingstar®
Bounty
Brightstar
Canadian Harmony
Catherina
Contender
Coralstar®
Cresthaven
Earliglo™
Earlistar
Early Loring™
Early Elberta (Gleason)

Early Red Haven
Early White Giant
Earnie’s Choice
Elberta
Elberta Queen
Encore®
Fay Elberta
Flamin’ Fury® (PF-1)
Flamin’ Fury® (PF-5B)
Flamin’ Fury® (PF-5D Big)
Flamin’ Fury® (PF-7)
Flamin’ Fury® 
   (PF-7A Freestone)
Flamin’ Fury (PF-8 Ball)
Flamin’ Fury® 
   (PF-9A-007)
Flamin’ Fury® (PF-11)
Flamin’ Fury (Lucky 12)
Flamin’ Fury® (PF-12B)
Flamin’ Fury® (PF-15A)
Flamin’ Fury® (PF-17)
Flamin’ Fury® 
   (PF-19-007)
Flamin’ Fury® 
   (PF-20-007)

Flamin’ Fury® 
   (PF-22-007)
Flamin’ Fury® (PF-23)
Flamin’ Fury® 
   (PF-24-007)
Flamin’ Fury®
   (PF 24C Cold Hardy)
Flamin’ Fury® (PF-25)
Flamin’ Fury® (PF-27A)
Flamin’ Fury® 
   (PF-28-007)
Flamin’ Fury® 
   (PF-35-007)
Flamin’ Fury® 
   (PF-Lucky 13)
Flamin’ Fury® 
   (PF-Lucky 24B)
Gala
Garnet Beauty
Glohaven
Glowingstar®
Golden Jubilee
Harrow Beauty
Harrow Diamond
Jersey Dawn

Jersey Glo
Laurol
Loring
Madison
Newhaven
Redhaven
Redskin
Redstar®
Reliance
Risingstar®
Saturn (Doughnut)
Sentry
Summer Pearl™
Suncrest
Starfi re™
Sweet Cap™ (Doughnut)
Venture™
Vinegold
Virgil
Vulcan
White Lady
Other White Fleshed 
Sub-Acid Varieities

 Attika® (Kordia)
Balaton®
Benton™  (Columbia)
Bing
Black Gold™
Black York™
Blushing Gold
Cavalier®
Chelan™
Cristilina™ (Sumnue™)
Danube® 
Early Robin™
Emperor Francis

Gold
Golden Heart
Hartland™
Hedelfi ngen
Hudson
Index
Jubileum®
Kristin
Lambert
Lapins
Selah™ (Liberty Bell)
Meteor
Montmorency

Napoleon
North Star
Rainier
Regina™
Royal Ann
Sam
Sandra Rose™
Santina™
Schmidt
Schneider
Selah™
Skeena™
Sommerset

Sonnet
Stella
Sumleta™ (Sonata)
Summit
Sunset Bing™
Surefi re™
Sweetheart™
Tieton™
Ulster
Van
White Gold™

Th e Nursery Connection - When Quality and Selection Count
Trees Available for Spring 2009 Planting.

Th ose that have a line through them may be ordered as pending, or for spring 2010

Also, NECTARINES, APRICOTS, PLUMS, PEARS, ASIAN PEARS,
SOUTHERN PEACHES, & FLOWERING CRABS...

Call us for our Complete Inventories!

Toll Free: (800) 353-6086  

Van Moore
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 Results of evaluating market-

ing strategies demonstrate the close 

relationship berry growers have 

with their consumers. Th e survey 

showed that most growers market 

their crops directly to their con-

sumers through PYO, farm stands, 

and farmers markets (Figure 4). 

Although 50% of growers do sell 

fresh fruit wholesale, this market 

only accounts for a small portion 

of their sales, with the exception 

of one grower who sells exclusively 

wholesale. Th is, coupled with con-

sumer concerns about chemical 

inputs and their willingness to ex-

press these concerns to their local 

berry grower, is a great example 

of how the relationship between 

growers and consumers is built on 

trust and communication.

 Because of the close relation-

ship growers have with their cus-

tomers and community, most rely 

on word of mouth as their prima-

ry form of advertising (Figure 5), 

which leaves plenty of opportunity 

for growers to ramp up their mar-

keting plans. Signage is the second 

most utilized method of advertis-

ing, followed closely by newspa-

pers. Th ese forms of advertising are 

geared to reach local consumers. 

Don’t get the idea berry growers 

are behind the times in advertising 

however! New forms of advertising, 

such as websites, email, radio and 

television are becoming increasing 

popular as they become aff ordable 

even for smaller operations.

Sources of Information for 
NYS Berry Growers
Communication, they say, is a two-

way street. Another purpose of 

the survey was to examine what 

types of informational resources 

are important to growers and what 

the perceived credibility of those 

resources are (Figure 6). It goes 

without saying that high scores for 

importance mirrored (for the most 

part) high scores for credibility, with 

personal experience being number 

 Very  Somewhat  Minor  Not

 Important Credible Important Credible Important Credible Important Credible

Personal Experience 87 -- 12 -- 2 -- 0 --

Extension Educators 67 64 32 24 0 4 1 3

Production guides 45 34 33 42 19 13 3 0

Fellow Growers 57 62 39 30 3 3 2 2

Hardcover publications 31 33 42 32 22 12 5 0

Newsletters 47 42 44 45 6 5 3 3

NOFA 6 3 17 20 40 17 37 2

Cornell fruit resources website 37 48 44 20 5 3 14 5

Other internet sources 20 13 34 37 21 11 25 3

Workshops/conferences 37 37 43 40 14 8 6 2

Field days 26 29 44 37 18 7 12 2

Private consultants 16 21 27 18 18 7 38 2

Trade magazines 14 -- 42 -- 29 -- 15 --

Figure 6. Sources of Information – How important are they, how credible are they?  Values indicate percent (%) 

of respondents. 
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Figure 7. Berry grower-researcher relationships

one, followed by extension educators, production guides, fel-

low growers (more personal experience) and newsletters. While 

electronic and conventional print resources came in for their 

fair share of importance, one-on-one and face-to-face interac-

tions carried the day in terms of importance and credibility.

Connection of NYS Berry Growers with Researchers
How well does communication fl ow from researcher/extension 

personnel to growers and back? Results from this section of the 

survey indicate that this is one of the few areas needing improve-

ment (Figure 7). Th ere is an apparent dichotomy between those 



NEW YORK BERRY GROWERS: THE NEXT GENERATION PHOTO ESSAY

One acre of brambles under high tunnel production, Orleans County.   Eco-weeder use in fi rst year strawberries, Monroe County

Hydrostacker strawberries in Cayuga County Plasticulture strawberry production, Oneida County

Modifi ed boom sprayer for strawberries Blueberries under bird netting, Chautauqua County

14  NEW YORK STATE HORTICULTURAL SOCIETY

who appear to be well connected to information and resources 

(strongly, slightly agree), and those who are not (neutral, not 

sure). Th is was also apparent in the interviews, when asked if 

growers felt they were informed about research most growers 

said yes, however, when some growers were asked to talk about 

research that is currently going on, few could give any specifi c 

details. Many growers had not had the opportunity to collabo-

rate with researchers/educators during the previous year. One 

of the NYFVI project goals is to get more growers involved in 

on-farm research and demonstration trials. Ten growers across 

the state (four in Western NY, six in Eastern NY) volunteered to 

participate in such trials during the 2008-2009 growing season. 

Th ey also hosted twilight meetings for other growers to come 

and see fi rst season results from the trials they participated in. 

Th is created great opportunity for fi rst hand exchange of infor-

mation and ideas between growers, and between growers and 

researchers.

Conclusions
Survey results indicate NY berry growers fi nd satisfaction in 

their lifestyle and are optimistic about the future—both for the 

NY Berry industry and their own personal operations. In addi-

tion, they feel that their contributions are appreciated by their 

community (Figure 8).

 What does all this mean?  Well, it means that even if you 

only have a couple acres, you are the next generation NYS berry 

grower and your thoughts matter! Th ese results indicate that 

there is room for growers that approach berry production ag-

gressively and focus on growing and marketing a high quality 

product. NYS berry farmers are well positioned to take advan-

tage of national marketing programs addressing health and nu-

trition concerns of consumers.

 Berry growers are members of a growing and ever changing 

berry industry, but they need to continue to make their voices 

heard. Don’t hesitate to be active in grower associations, attend 
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meetings and voice your concerns 

to extension agents and researchers 

about what your needs are. Th ere 

are diff erent challenges that face the 

NYS berry industry compared to 

those facing berry growers in other 

states. Researchers will only know 

what your needs are if they hear 

from you. If we are not available to 

speak to directly, please feel free to 

leave a message! 

 To share concerns or research 

needs or to participate in an on-

farm demonstration trial for 2009 

please contact Cathy Heidenreich 

(mcm4@cornell.edu, 315-787-2367) 

or Laura McDermott (lgm4@cor-

nell.edu, 518-746-2562).
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who appear to be well connected to information and resources 

(strongly, slightly agree), and those who are not (neutral, not 

sure). Th is was also apparent in the interviews, when asked if 

growers felt they were informed about research most growers 

said yes, however, when some growers were asked to talk about 

research that is currently going on, few could give any specifi c 

details. Many growers had not had the opportunity to collabo-
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of the NYFVI project goals is to get more growers involved in 

on-farm research and demonstration trials. Ten growers across 

the state (four in Western NY, six in Eastern NY) volunteered to 

participate in such trials during the 2008-2009 growing season. 

Th ey also hosted twilight meetings for other growers to come 

and see fi rst season results from the trials they participated in. 

Th is created great opportunity for fi rst hand exchange of infor-

mation and ideas between growers, and between growers and 

researchers.

Conclusions
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tion, they feel that their contributions are appreciated by their 

community (Figure 8).
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only have a couple acres, you are the next generation NYS berry 

grower and your thoughts matter! Th ese results indicate that 

there is room for growers that approach berry production ag-

gressively and focus on growing and marketing a high quality 
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