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Calendar of Events 
Mark Your Calendars --- Plan To Participate

· September 26th – Pumpkin Twilight – WYE REC
· October 17th – Pest Recert. - Clinton Office

· November 3rd – Farm Profit Fair – CA Fair Grounds
· November 8th – Tobacco Buyout Taxes & Finances
· November 13-15th – Crop Management School
· November 14th – Pest Recert. - Clinton Office
· November 27th – So. MD Crops Conference
· December 10th – Pest Recert. & Voucher – DFRC
· January 7th – Pesticide Cert. Class - DFRC
· January 14th – Pesticide Cert. Exam – DFRC
· January 16th – Pesticide Cert. Class – Clinton Office
· January 23rd – Pesticide Cert.  Exam – Clinton Office
· February 6th – So. MD Veg & Fruit Meeting - Ruritan
· February 18th – Pest Recert. & Voucher - DFRC
· February 28th – Peach School – WYE REC
· March 11, 18, & 25th – Intro to Farming - DFRC
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Wye Pumpkin Twilight

[image: image3.wmf]September 26, 2001

   Mark your calendar now for the 2001 Pumpkin Twilight. Plan on attending for an educational, and entertaining evening at the Wye pumpkin patch on September 26, 2001 at 4:30 p.m.  Do not miss this important pumpkin grower event!
Opportunities for Farm Profit Fair

Saturday, November 3, 2001

   If you have signed the Tobacco Buyout contract, then you know you can’t just sit idly by and watch your farm turn into a weed lot (or a parking lot, for that matter).  If you’re looking for ideas about how to keep your land in agricultural or natural resource-based production, then this is the event for you! “Opportunities for Farm Profit Fair” is your chance to talk to people representing a broad range of exciting possibilities, including new innovations in agroforestry, aquaculture, business development, livestock, cut flowers, organic certification, and much much more!  

   Sponsored by the Southern Maryland Agricultural Development Commission, Maryland Department of Agriculture, Maryland Cooperative Extension, and the Saint Mary’s County Department of Economic and Community Development. The “Opportunities for Farm Profit Fair” will be held on Saturday, November 3, 2001, with a concurrent trade show running from 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.  The keynote speaker sessions will begin at 11:30 a.m. and end at 1:30 p.m.

   Lunch is free if you get your ticket before 10:30 a.m.

[image: image4.wmf]For more information, or to receive a fuller list of “Opportunities for Farm Profit Fair” participants, call Stacy Miller at 301-274-1922.

Tobacco Buyout, Taxes, & Finances Workshop

November 8, 2001

   If you have already taken the tobacco buyout or are about to, then plan on attending this evening workshop at the Davidsonville Family and Recreation Center (DRFC), from 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m., on November 8, 2001.  

David Conrad, Maryland State Tobacco Specialist will provide a tobacco industry update, exploring future tobacco marketing opportunities; whereas, Joanne Hamilton, Extension Educator FCS/Financial Management, will provide valuable tax and financial advice for the protection of every tobacco buyout dollar. 

Private Pesticide Applicator & Nutrient Management 

Voucher Trainings

A Private Pesticide Applicator Recertification & Nutrient Management Voucher Training will be held at the Davidsonville Family Recreation Center (DFRC) from 5:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. on December 10, 2001 and February 18, 2002.   The Pesticide Applicator Recertification portion of the program will be from 5:00 to 7:00 p.m. and the Nutrient Management Voucher Training         will be from 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. both evenings.  

A Private Applicator Recertification & Nutrient Management Voucher Training will also be offered as part of the program of the Southern Maryland Crops Conference on November 27, 2001.  Two additional Private Applicator Recertification Trainings will be conducted at the Clinton Extension Office from 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. on October 17, 2001 and November 14, 2001.  Also a Private Pesticide Applicator Recertification will be offered as part of the Southern Maryland Vegetable and Fruit Production Meeting on February 6, 2002. 

   If you have allowed your pesticide certification to expire or are a new applicant, then you must attend the Private Pesticide Applicator Certification Training and pass the exam.  A Private Applicator Certification Training will be conducted at the Davidsonville Family Recreation Center (DFRC) from 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. on January 7, 2002, and at the Clinton Extension Office from 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. on January 16, 2002.  A Private Pesticide Applicator Exam will be given at the Davidsonville family and Recreation Center (DFRC) from 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. on January 14, 2002, and at the Clinton Extension Office from 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. on January 23, 2002. 
Mid-Atlantic Crop Management School
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   The Mid-Atlantic Crop Management School will be held at the Princess Royale Hotel in Ocean City on November 13-15, 2001.  This excellent educational event offers 35 program options during 2.5 days of breakout sessions.  Individuals seeking advanced training in soil and water, soil fertility, crop production and pest management will have an opportunity at hands on, intensive sessions that also provide continuing education units (CEU’s) for the Certified Crop Advisor (CCA) Program.  For more program details and registration information contact Dr. Richard Taylor, Department of Plant and Soil Sciences, University of Delaware, at 302 831-8590.   

[image: image6.wmf]Winter 
Meetings Slated

Mark your calendars now and plan to be a part of the winter meetings.  The Southern Maryland Crops Conference will be held on November 27, 2001, at the Waldorf Holiday Inn.  Full conference details will be mailed shortly.  

On Wednesday, February 6, 2002, the Southern Maryland Vegetable and Fruit Production Meeting will be held at the Davidsonville Ruritan.  Both of the Southern Maryland regional meetings will provide Private Applicator Recertification credit, and the Southern Maryland Crops Conference will also offer Nutrient Management Voucher Training.  

Are You An Advocate of IPM?

IPM is Dead!  Is IPM Dead?  The watchdogs stand about deliberating on the essentiality of pulling the life-supporting plug on IPM.  “Poor old IPM, not a sign of brain activity!” 

If your farm operation embraces IPM, the integrated pest management approach, then stand up and be counted.  You are the proof that IPM is alive, active and working.    Tell someone else about the advantages of a fully integrated pest management system.  Spread the news and become an advocate for IPM.  Here’s a look at the history and philosophy of IPM:

What is IPM?

IPM defined by the National Integrated Pest Management Program Plan for the Cooperative Extension Service (CES): 

“ Integrated pest management (IPM) is a sustainable approach which combines the use of biological, cultural, physical, and chemical tactics in a way that minimizes economic, health, and environmental risks.”   

National IPM Program -- CES Guidelines mandate a 75% IPM implemented program by the year 2000

What is a Pest?

[image: image7.wmf]“ A pest is any organism which reduces the value, availability, or quality of a resource that humans regard as important. Generally 2% or less of all species present in a given agro-ecosystem are considered pests.”

IPM Philosophy

· Pest Management Not Pesticide Management

· Enhance the Primary Pest Control Management Tactics: Host Plant Resistance, Biological Control, and Habitat Alteration

· Reduce to Prescriptive Use of Pesticides – The Secondary Pest Control Tactic

IPM Mechanics
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Time

Economic Injury Level -- EIL: 

“The lowest pest population density that will cause economic damage.  At the EIL -- Cost of Control = Benefit of Control.” 

Economic Threshold  - ET:

“The density of a pest at which control measures should be   

implemented to prevent an increasing pest population from 

reaching the EIL -- ET is generally 80% of the EIL.”

Smart Pricing Formulas

Use mathematics to set the correct price at your farm retail stand.  Plug your numbers into the following Smart Pricing Formulas: 

  

          Selling Price - Cost
   

   Gross Margin% =  ----------------------  X  100      

                                        Selling Price 

                                Cost of Goods Sold

   Retail Price =  -----------------------------   X  100



    100% - Gross Margin%
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Is There a Profitable Market for Maryland’s Increased Hay Acreage?

By Les Vough

Forage Crops Extension Specialist

   Maryland farmers seeded an additional 25,000 acres of hay last year, increasing the total from 210,000 in 1999 to 235,000 acres in 2000.  Another 5,000 acres are expected to be added this year.  Alfalfa acreage increased by 5,000 acres last year, to a total of 65,000 acres statewide.  Other hay acreage jumped by 20,000 acres, from 150,000 to 170,000 acres.  Assuming that a substantial amount of this increase is due to some farmers switching acreage from grain to hay as an alternative cash crop along with dairy farmers who have sold the cows and become cash crop hay producers, finding a profitable market for increased hay production could become a problem.

   How many of the new cash crop hay producers thoroughly investigated the hay market before they made the switch?  Although Maryland is a hay deficit state and imports considerable quantities of hay, especially for the thoroughbred horse industry, the horse hay market can be difficult to access.   Tracks, training facilities and breeding farms generally buy hay through established brokers and dealers, so it is very difficult for individual hay growers to break into those markets.  The pleasure horse hay market tends to be a cutthroat business, with growers undercutting each other’s prices to gain market share -- So that market is not a big moneymaker.

   So where does that leave hay as an alternative cash crop?  Unless hay growers are willing to spend time on the marketing side of the business, as the brokers and dealers do, I don’t see a rosy picture for many hay growers.  There is usually more money to be made in the marketing side of the business than in the growing or production side.  If you are interested in more information on hay marketing, request a copy of Developing a Hay Marketing Strategy (Forage Facets No. 9) from Barbara Sheaffer (301-405-1321 or bs21@umail.umd.edu) or download it at: http://www.agnr.umd.edu/users/nrsl/forage/publ/other/facet9.html.

Market News on the Web

USDA Market News


www.ams.usda.gov/fv/mktnews.html 

Daily Shipping Point Prices

www.ams.usda.gov/fv/mncs/shipping.htm
Produce Buyers at Jessup Speak Out
   Are there opportunities for local farmers to sell directly to wholesale produce buyers at the Jessup Terminal Market?  According to Barbara Hulick, Fresh Cut Produce Manager for L & M Produce, there are 650 growers from across the country that deal directly with her company.  Ms. Hulick reiterated that if growers are willing to meet L & M Produce’s guidelines for safe product guarantee then direct deals with farmers are a reality.  All produce sold by L & M Produce Company carries a “safe product guarantee.”  Therefore, good and safe agricultural practices must be documented for each farm, such as a fully implemented Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point (HACCP) Plan.  Ms. Hulick also stressed that L & M Produce Company would not by from farmers who used animal manures due to increased liability.  Bear in mind that the Jessup Terminal Market houses many produce companies that operate very similar to L & M Produce.  Mr. Herbie Lichtenstein is the main buyer for L & M Produce, and is always busy, however, setting up an appointment and talking with him is always welcome.  You may contact Ms. Hulick or Mr. Lichtenstein via the following:


L & M Produce 



Maryland Wholesale Produce Market


7460 Conowingo Avenue, Unit 74


Jessup, Maryland 20794


Phone: 800 323-6434 

Fax: 410 799-8261 or 301 621-2515      

Organic No-Till Grain Rotations

“Farming Ultra Ugly”

R. David Myers & Raymond Brenneman
Research Question    


   A drawback to organic grain production is the requirement for continual tillage and cultivation for weed control.  Many farmers have spent decades utilizing and perfecting soil conservation practices such as no-tillage to protect soil from erosion and organic matter losses.  It would be commendable to produce organic no-till grain crops utilizing cropping sequences and cover crop options that will continue past conservation efforts and advancements.  Another difficulty with organic grain production is meeting the high nitrogen requirements for cereal grain crops with organic fertilizer sources, which are typically higher in phosphorus and potassium.  An organic no-till grain rotation must include leguminous grain and cover crops to provide nitrogen via Bradyrhizobia – N – fixation.  Legume utilization may reduce over application of organic fertilizer amendments in order to achieve sufficient nitrogen amounts, and also eliminate the subsequent soil phosphorus loading.  

   This study was implemented to examine the feasibility of an organic no-till grain rotation, where the successive grain crops: barley, soybeans, corn and sorghum are intercropped with the cover crops: cereal rye, and Austrian winter peas.   The grain crops must remain competitive with weeds, while yielding economically.  A goal would be for the grains and cover crops in rotation to behave as aggressively as a perennial sod towards weed intrusion.

Study Description


   This on-farm study was conducted in 2000 at the Horizon Organic Dairy/ Naval Academy Facility, in Gambrills Maryland, which has utilized no-till and reduced tillage crop production techniques since 1969.  The Naval Academy Dairy discontinued all tillage production practices from 1991 until its closure as a dairy in 1997 on 860 acres, namely due to advances in no-tillage planter technology.  The managers of the Horizon Corporation were interested in the development of organic no-till grain rotations to continue the historical conservation efforts made at the facility.  

   In the summer of 1999, Soybeans were no-till planted into barley stubble.  In mid-November following the soybean harvest, rye was drilled into the beans stubble to provide winter cover, also volunteer barley was present.  This field was flagged for six treatments and four replications.  The treatment plots dimensions were 20 feet by 50 feet.  The soil was a Butlertown silt loam with optimum levels of phosphorus and potassium, and pH of 6.8. 

   The six treatments consisted of cover rye or cover rye with Austrian winter peas followed by sorghum, corn, or corn with flamed rows as follows:

Treatment A: Cover rye/sorghum 

Treatment B: Cover rye/corn

Treatment C: Cover rye/flame corn

Treatment D: Cover rye with peas/sorghum 

Treatment E: Cover rye with peas/corn 

Treatment F: Cover rye with peas/flame corn

   Austrian winter peas were planted on March 4, 2000 at a 75 pounds/acre seeding rate in 7.5-inch rows with a John Deere 750 no-till grain drill into the rye cover followed by sorghum, corn, or corn with flamed rows.  The corn (Pioneer Brand 3394) was no-till planted on May 3, 2000 in 36-inch rows at a population of 28,500 seeds per acre, and an over the row flaming was made immediately after planting in the corn/flame plots.  The grain sorghum (Southern States Brand SS160) was planted on May 24, 2000 at a 48 pound/acre seeding rate in 7.5 inch rows with a 750 John Deere no-till grain drill.  

   After the harvest, in all six treatments barley (Southern States Variety Barsoy) was no-till drilled on October 4, 2000 at a 125 pound/acre seeding rate in 7.5 inch rows with a 750 John Deere no-till grain drill.  In the 2001 crop year soybeans will follow the barley, thus in this crop rotation three grain crops are harvested in two years as corn or sorghum followed by barley and soybeans.  During the two years there are two legume crops, namely soybeans and field peas.  Additional nutrient requirements will be added in March 2001 to the barley prior to stem elongation with an application of poultry litter.

Applied Questions

Will weeds be adequately controlled in an organic no-till grain rotation?

   The weed control for the corn plots was significantly better for the corn planted without the peas.  The flame treatment over the planted cornrow increased the level of weed control, but not significantly.  The resulting percent weed control was 68.8, 78.8, 43.8, and 50.0 for the corn, flame/corn, peas/corn, and peas/flame/corn, respectively.  Based on these preliminary findings the weed control for the corn plots without peas was adequate.  It was apparent that the peas were competitive with the corn during early corn emergence.  The weeds rated were summer annual species co-emerging with the corn and included pigweed, lambsquarter, crabgrass, and foxtails.    
   Based upon these preliminary findings, weed control for the sorghum plots was excellent, and essentially was equal whether planted into the rye cover or the pea/rye cover, with 95 and 97.5 percent weed control, respectively.  Perennial weeds may encroach in a field obligating a tillage event for profitability.  In order to control perennial weeds within this rotation, disk in the spring prior to establishing a pea cover crop. Oats may be planted as a spring cover to replace the rye cover-crop option when tillage for weed control is required. 

   The harvest corn populations were not significantly different for the corn and corn/flame treatments at 16,638, and 18,016 plants/acre, respectively. However, there was a significant drop in the corn harvest populations for the plots planted in peas and a further significant drop for the peas/flame/corn plots of 11,346, and 8,192 plants/acre, respectively.  This dramatic difference in corn populations in this study reveals the impact and variability of production without seed insecticide and fungicide treatments as well as the competitive effects of cover crops that are not senescing at crop emergence.   

Will lower organic grain yields anticipated in a no-till organic grain system be counterbalanced by higher market prices?

Table 1.  
Grain Market Price Quotes

      

 September 19, 2000

“Organic Unlimited”   McGeary Grain   
 CBOT
                                Organic
         
       Organic               Non-Organic



Corn #2 

5.18

4.30

1.80

Soybeans #2 
-----

8.80

4.58

Wheat # 2 SRW
5.40

4.40

2.05

Barley #3
3.84

3.30

1.45

Sorghum
-----

-----

3.70

Soy meal 48% 
415.00/Ton
-----

203.00/Ton
   The grain market price quotes for September 19, 2000, revealed in Table 1, indicates the organic grain price advantage from area organic grain brokerages over the Chicago Board of Trade (CBOT) commodity quotes.  It is also important to bear in mind that farmers also receive the Loan Deficiency Payments (LDP’s), which has substantially supported the recent low commodity prices.   

   The significantly highest average no-till organic corn yield was 63.4 bushels/acre for the treatment planted into the rye cover. There was no corn yield advantage from peas or the flaming over the planted row.

   Upon examination of the economic incentive for organic corn production, it was found that the organic no-till corn at $4.30/bushel multiplied by 63.4 bushels/acre equals $272.62/acre gross income.  Whereas, for a comparable non-organic Maryland state average corn yield of 125 bushels/acre multiplied by $1.80/bushel a $270.00/acre gross income was discovered.  

  The significantly highest average sorghum yield was 65.1 bushels/acre planted into the peas.  Examining the economic incentive for organic production of grain sorghum is speculative because there was no available organic price quotes.  If the organic grain sorghum value were set at twice the Chicago Board of Trade (CBOT) of $3.70/bushel, then the value of the organic sorghum would be 7.40/bushel multiplied by 65.1 bushel for a gross income/acre of $481.00.  The average grain sorghum yields in Maryland of 110 bushel/acre multiplied by $3.70/bushel equals $407.00/acre gross income.  In this first year, the grain sorghum appears to have the advantage over the corn in yield consistency and stability, as well as economic return potential. 

   Anticipated yields for the barley and soybeans in 2001 may be best estimated at half of the state conventional averages, and would be 45 bushels and 20 bushels, respectively.  Given the current market advantage for organic commodities, and the achieved yields there appears to be merit in an organic no-till grain production system thus far. 

Recommendations

In order to implement an organic no-till cropping rotation the following guidelines may be helpful in a successful start: 

First start the rotation with weed free fields, especially of perennial weeds.  

1. Have target-planting dates in mind and then plant timely and with precise seed placement.

2. Anticipate 25-30% stand mortality due to seedling decay and insect damage, therefore, increase seeding rates accordingly.

3. Keep the soil disturbance to a minimum, and covered at all times if possible.  If tillage becomes necessary, do so in the late fall or early spring when the growth of weeds may be kept to a minimum.

4. Apply manure and organic fertilizers after the establishment of the crop, to minimize nitrogen losses, and enhance the availability of nutrients during the grain fill period.  This will also reduce weed competitiveness.
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Watch Out For Meadow Mice

Last fall during the apple pruning clinic at the 

Upper Marlboro research orchard Dr. Chris Walsh pointed out to the group evidence of mice gnawing damage to the tree trunks.  A closer examination revealed runways and burrow used by the pine and meadow mice, or commonly referred to in the literature as voles.  The terms mice and

In 

voles may be used interchangeably, and often this causes confusion by mistakenly referring to voles as moles.  It was with this diagnosis that the orchardists present, including myself, realized how easily these critters could go unnoticed.  If populations of mice in an orchard remain unchecked, then trees may be subject to girdling injury during the winter when food becomes scarce or unobtainable by snow cover.  Begin before the first frosts of fall with a campaign of mice prevention by:

Mowing close all sod between and around the orchard trees.

Encouraging the roosting of birds of prey by installing owl-nesting boxes.

Using herbicides in the tree rows to maintain a weed free tree swath.

Maintaining a mulch free zone surrounding the base of each tree when mulches are used in an orchard.  Also be sure to keep the mulch depth to less than three inches with good weed control.

Using bait stations when the mice populations continue to rise or damage is occurring.  Place bait packs in a shallow depression in the tree row and cover with a roofing shingle.     

Zoning Permits & Compliance

RESIDENTIAL ZONING DISTRICTS & USES 

This document was developed and compiled as a guide and working aid to Article 28 - the Zoning Ordinance of the Code of Anne Arundel County, Maryland. It provides a short form list of uses by Zoning District. This document, the Zoning Use List, is not authoritative and Article 28 shall always be cited and used when referencing from the Zoning Ordinance. (March 20, 2000)

RA - RESIDENTIAL AGRICULTURAL DISTRICT

Permitted Uses: Section 2-204

   1. Accessory building and uses. 

   2. Alcoholic beverage, ancillary. 

   3. Animal husbandry. 

   4. Churches and ancillary uses, on a minimum of two acres, if no more  

       than 100,000 square feet of the site is covered by off-street parking. 

   5. Community swimming pools. 

   6. Dairies. 

   7. Farming. 

   8. Fish hatcheries and game preserves. 

   9. Forestry. 

  10. Fur farming not less than 50' from any lot line. 

  11. Golf courses. 

  12. Group homes in classifications one and two. 

  13. Home occupation. 

  14. Outside storage, accessory and incidental to uses. 

  15. Private camps for seasonal residence only. 

  16. Private residential piers and boathouses, accessory to dwelling unit. 

  17. Private swimming pools. 

  18. Public parks, playgrounds, and other recreational uses. 

  19. Roadside stands, temporary seasonal structures selling produce grown 

        on the premises. 

  20. Sale of Christmas trees between December 5 and December 25. 

  21. Single family detached dwelling. 

  22. Unenclosed storage of manure or odor or dust-producing substances 

        or uses, minimum 10 acres. 

  23. Wildlife preserves. 

  Conditional Uses:

   1. Bed and breakfast homes. 

   2. Commercial telecommunication towers. 

   3. Country clubs, private clubs, service organizations. 

   4. Farm tenant houses. 

   5. Group homes in classification three. 

   6. Hospitals. 

   7. Nursery farms. 

   8. Private educational institutions. 

   9. Recreational Piers. 

  10. Stables commercial, community, riding clubs. 

  11. Theaters. 

Special Exception Uses: Section 2-205 (Public Hearing Required)

   1. Abattoirs. 

   2. Airports, airfields. 

   3. Alternate density residential development. 

   4. Animal hospitals. 

   5. Bed and breakfast inns. 

   6. Bulk storage of agricultural products. 

   7. Cemeteries. 

   8. Childcare centers. 

   9. Churches and ancillary uses with specific parking requirements. 

  10. Clay, or borrow pits or sand and gravel operations. 

  11. Commercial recreational campgrounds. 

  12. Commercial recreational facilities. 

  13. Commercial telecommunication facilities. 

  14. Community piers and water oriented recreational uses. 

  15. Composting and Mulching, minimum 25 acres. 

  16. Country clubs, private clubs, service organizations. 

  17. Helipads and heliports. 

  18. Horses and ponies on lot less than 40,000 square feet. 

  19. Hospitals with more than 50,000 square feet of parking. 

  20. Kennels. 

  21. Medical clinics and dental clinics. 

  22. Mobile Home Parks. 

  23. Planned Unit Development (PUD). 

  24. Public utilities and public utility uses. 

  25. Rifle, pistol, skeet and archery ranges. 

  26. Sanatoriums and nursing homes. 

  27. Sanitary landfills.

More information concerning zoning rules and regulations may be obtained by contacting the following sources:

For Anne Arundel County: 

Call 410 222-7437 or visit the websites:

www.co.anne-arundel.md.us/pace/infosheets/zone_res.htm

www.co.anne-arundel.md.us/pace/faqs_zoning.htm

For Prince George’s County:

Call 301 952-3472 or visit the website:

www.mncppc.org/drd/main.htm#ZONING

Maryland’s Agricultural Use Assessment

What is the Intent of the Agricultural Use Assessment Law?

Maryland law provides that lands which are actively devoted to farm or

agricultural use shall be assessed according to that use. In 1960 Maryland

became the first state to adopt an agricultural use assessment law, which has proved to be a key factor in helping to preserve the State's agricultural land.

   The agricultural use assessment law and its corresponding programs are

administered by the Department of Assessments and Taxation. This State

agency is responsible for assessing all real property throughout the State and has offices located in the county seat of each of the 23 counties and in

Baltimore City. Procedures governing the agricultural use assessment have

been established to achieve uniformity among the 23 counties in which

agricultural property is located. The Department recognizes the importance of this program to the individual land owner and to the farming community in the State.

   The Tax-Property Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland, Section

8-209, provides:

(a) The General Assembly declares that it is in the general public interest of the State to foster and encourage farming activities to:

(1) maintain a readily available source of food and dairy products close to the metropolitan areas of the State; 

(2) encourage the preservation of open space as an amenity necessary for human welfare and happiness; and

(3) prevent the forced conversion of open space land to more intensive uses because of the economic pressures caused by the assessment of the land at rates or levels incompatible with its practical use for farming.

(b) It is the intention of the General Assembly that the assessment of farmland:

(1) be maintained at levels compatible with the continued use of

the land for farming; and

(2) not be affected adversely by neighboring land uses of a more

intensive nature."

While these provisions establish the overall philosophy for the agricultural use

assessment program, the law also includes:

(a) Specific provisions relating to the criteria to be used in determining

whether or not lands qualify for the agricultural use assessment.

(b) Tests to be considered by the assessors.

(c) Situations where the use assessment cannot apply.

(d) Application of the agricultural use assessment to woodland.

What the Agricultural Use Assessment Means to the Property Owner

   Although its importance is widely recognized, the actual benefits of the

agricultural use assessment are often misunderstood. Because certain risks in

the form of potential tax penalties can result from receiving the agricultural use

assessment, the property owner should carefully evaluate the actual tax

savings against those risks. The following is an outline of one method to

determine the actual tax savings that might be realized from the agricultural

assessment.

   First, it is necessary to understand that a property tax bill is the product of the

assessment on the real property multiplied by the property tax rate. This is

true for all property tax situations, regardless of whether or not the land

receives the agricultural use assessment. Property tax rates are expressed as

a certain number of dollars and cents per $100 of assessment. While some

cities and towns in Maryland impose a separate property tax rate for

property in that jurisdiction, most agricultural land is not found within those

boundaries. Thus, for illustration purposes, only the county and state property

tax rates will be considered here. Our example will use a typical county rate

of $2.29 per $100 of assessment and a state rate of $.21 per $100 of

assessment resulting in a combined rate of $2.50.

   To determine what tax savings can be realized by receiving the agricultural

use assessment, an examination of the level of assessment with and without

the use assessment must be made. The actual value assigned to an acre of

farmland averages about $300 and the assessment is 50% of that amount.

Therefore, the average agricultural use assessment in Maryland is $150 per

acre. On the other hand, there is no way to estimate the average assessment

of land not subject to the agricultural use assessment - the assessment is

based on the fair market value of the property. Of course, land located near

urban centers is more valuable than land located in a predominately rural

area. Here it must be noted that regardless of location, except for those cases

specified by law, land that does not receive the agricultural use assessment

will be assessed based on its market value. The assessment is 40% of market

value.

Assume that a 100 acre parcel of land has a market value of $3,000 per

acre. The total value of the parcel would be $300,000 (100 x $3,000) and

the assessment would be $120,000 (.40 x $300,000). The same 100 acre

parcel receiving the agricultural use assessment based on a value of $300 per

acre would be $30,000 (100 x $300). The per acre assessment is $150 for a

total use assessment of $15,000 (100 x $150). The taxes using a combined

tax rate of $2.50 per $100 of assessment would be $375 [($15,000 ÷100) x

$2.50] under the agricultural use assessment and $3,000 [($120,000 ÷100) x

$2.50] under the market value assessment - a difference of $2,625 or $26.25

per acre.

   This illustration demonstrates the importance of the agricultural use

assessment in terms of its tax savings. However, it must be emphasized that

the savings decrease significantly as the market value of the land decreases.

If, for example, the land were only worth $1,000 per acre rather than

$3,000, the market value based assessment would be $40,000 (.40 x

$100,000); the total taxes for the 100 acres would be $1,000 [(40,000

÷100) x $2.50] and the tax savings would be $625 or $6.25 per acre. The

closer the market value comes to $300, the less the tax savings.

What Criteria Are Used to Qualify Land to Receive the Use

Assessment?

   It must be emphasized that the assessment applies to the land, not to the

property owner. The law directs the Department to determine whether or not

the land is "actively used" for farm or agricultural purposes and defines

"actively used" as "land that is actually and primarily used for a continuing

farm or agricultural use." The Department does not concern itself with who

owns the land or the income of the property owner (with one minor exception

mentioned later). The Department's sole focus is on the nature and the extent

of the use of the land.

   The primary test used by the Department is directly related to the phrase

"actively used." While the Department has published formal regulations and

procedures which are available to the public, they can be summarized as

follows:

(a) What is the nature of the agricultural activity? Is the land tilled or is

it in pasture or woodland (see Woodland Eligibility section), or a

combination?

(b) Is the agricultural activity truly a bonafide agricultural activity that is generally recognized as such by the agricultural community?

(c) Is the agricultural activity the primary use of the land or does it

appear that the primary use is non-agricultural?

(d) Is the agricultural use a continuing operation or only temporary in

nature?

   In most cases, there is little doubt as to whether or not the land meets the

necessary criteria. However, the General Assembly recognized that in some

instances the determination may be difficult and another test was added to the

law - the $2,500 gross income test. The $2,500 gross income test is when

there is some doubt about the extent of the activity. In this case, the property

owner may be required to certify that the agricultural activity results in an

average annual gross income of $2,500 or more. Once this certification is

made and verified by the Department, the agricultural use assessment will be

granted.

   Those property owners interested in receiving or retaining the agricultural use

assessment on their land should pay particular attention to the definition of

"actively used." This is the key guideline used by the Department in making its

determination.

More About the $2,500 Gross Income Test

   Should the Department elect to apply the $2,500 gross income test, it is

important that the property owner understand what is required. First, the term

"gross income" means gross revenues derived from the agricultural activity

only. It excludes other sources of income to the property owner. Hence, the

figure to be reported is the total gross revenues received from the agricultural

product before subtracting expenses.

   A second important point to remember is that it is "average annual" gross

income. The law provides that "...'average gross income' means the average

of the 2 highest years of gross income during a 3 year period." This provision

was added to recognize special situations such as a drought.

   Finally, the law provides that the Department may require the property owner

to supply evidence of the gross income in the form of copies of sales receipts,

invoices, lease agreements, or other documents. If, the property owner leases

the land to a farmer, the rent paid for the land is not considered under the

gross income test. Instead, the Department examines the nature of the

agricultural activity and determines whether or not that activity would generate

an average gross income of $2,500 if the revenues from the sale of the

product were received by the owner of the land. A similar approach is taken

when the land owner actually does the farming, but does not sell the products.

What Are Some of the Restrictions on Receiving the Use Assessment?

   The law is specific regarding those instances when the agricultural use

assessment cannot be granted. For example, regardless of the agricultural

activity, the land used for a homesite on the farm is not eligible. This principle

applies to tenant homesites as well as the primary homesite. Unless obviously

larger in size, the homesite is deemed to be one acre. Whatever the size, the

homesite is valued and assessed at its market value as is all other

non-agricultural land.

   Another important restriction is land zoned to a more intensive use at the

request of the owner or a person who had previously had an ownership

interest in the land. If a rezoning occurs at the initiative of the county, the land

may retain the agricultural use assessment. If the owner requests the rezoning,

the use assessment must be removed.

   The law also prevents granting the use assessment to relatively small parcels

of land. For example, in the case of farmland, no parcel under three acres in

size is eligible unless one of the following conditions are met:

(1) the land is owned by an owner of adjoining land that is receiving the farm or agricultural use assessment and the land is actively used (limited to only two parcels of less than 3 acres); or

(2) the owner receives at least 51% of the owner's gross income from the active use of the small parcel; or

(3) the parcel of less than 3 acres is a part of a "family farm unit." This term means that the owner of a larger farm may separate out of that larger parcel not more than 1 smaller parcel for each immediate family member. These smaller parcels must remain in active agricultural use, they must be contiguous to the larger parcel, and they must be owned by the immediate family member.

   If the small parcel is woodland, it must be at least 5 acres in size in order to

   qualify.

   The final restriction relates to subdivided parcels. That is, parcels of land

included in a subdivision plat. Here, the property owner is allowed a

maximum of 5 parcels that are less than 10 acres each. These parcels must

meet the definition of "actively used." Any number of parcels in the

subdivision plat over the maximum of 5 which are under 10 acres in size will

be assessed based on the market value.

What Woodland is Eligible to Receive The Agricultural Use Assessment?
   The application of the agricultural use assessment to woodland is an important

tool in helping to preserve Maryland's forestland. In general terms, there are

two categories of woodland for assessment purposes: (1) woodland

associated with a farm; (2) separate tracts of woodland. Different criteria

apply to each category. When the woodland is a part of a larger parcel that is

determined to be actively used for agricultural purposes, the woodland

portion will normally receive the special use assessment. In this case, it is

generally expected that the primary use of the parcel is for an agricultural

activity. If the Department finds that only a small portion of the parcel is

actually used for the agricultural activity, the use assessment may be denied

unless the property owner meets the conditions outlined below.

   The agricultural use assessment is available for separate tracts of woodland if

the property owner obtains a management plan for the woodland. The

management plan must be prepared by a professional registered forester and

the property owner will be required from time to time to demonstrate

compliance with the terms of the plan. The management plan may be one

provided by the State Department of Natural Resources pursuant to the

Forest Conservation Management Agreement or to a forest stewardship plan

recognized by the Department of Natural Resources, or to a plan from a

private registered forester.

CAUTION!

   Owners should be mindful that lands being assessed in the Agricultural Use

Category could be subject to an Agricultural Transfer Tax at some later date

in the event of a transfer, sale, or other action leading to or causing a violation

of the agreement as contained in any Letter of Intent that may have been filed

in order to receive the Agricultural Use Assessment.
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Yellow Soybeans May Reveal 

Manganese Deficiency Hot Spots 

Several farms have reported yellowing soybeans typically, but not always on knolls within the field.  Manganese (Mn) deficiency may be the culprit, however, there are other soybean antagonists with similar symptoms that need to be ruled out as causal agents.  Manganese deficiency most often occurs in over-limed soils, where the pH is > 6.8.  On some of the sandy/gravely knolls in Anne Arundel and Prince George’s Counties that have a low Cation Exchange Capacity (CEC) a lime application may increase the pH to dramatically when rate of application is based upon the predominate field silt or sandy loam.  Manganese is most available between the pH range of 5.0 to 6.5, yet, soybean rhizobium nodulation and N-fixation is more active at a pH range of 6.5 to 7.2, posing a bit of a pH balancing dilemma.  Manganese is a minor nutrient essential in the activation of many plant enzymes, and is also a critical element in the chlorophyll photosynthesis electron transport process, hence the yellowing.   Manganese deficiency is characterized by uniform yellowing of the younger leaves, with the veins remaining green.  The symptoms are more pronounced during cooler than normal growing conditions, and fields may overcome early deficiency symptoms as the soil warms.  Manganese symptoms detected early in the season can be treated with a foliar fertilization spray of manganese sulfate (MnSO4) at 4 lb/acre, lessoning the likelihood of yield loss. 

   Look closely at the affected plants and ask yourself the following questions:  Could there be any herbicide carryover?  Has there been adequate rainfall?  Have the temperatures been cooler than normal?  Are the younger leaves yellowier than the older leaves?  Are the veins in the leaves a darker green?  Are any spider mites present?  If there are no spider mites present and the younger leaves are yellowier with greener veins, then manganese is a suspect.  We need to now concentrate on the plant roots and soil.  Do the roots appear healthy with good rhizobium nodulation?   When the soybeans were planted did you use the proper rhizobium inoculant, and a seed treater that contains fungicides, and molybdenum for the promotion of enhanced rhizobium activity.  After cutting a nodule open the inside should be pink -- Is it?  Both molybdenum and nitrogen deficiency resembles, and could easily be mistaken for manganese deficiency.  Is the soil sandy or gravely at the yellowing area?  What is the pH at this particular field site verses the entire field?  Unfortunately, complete soil sampling at the time of this examination may not be practical due to the urgent need for corrective action in order to offset yield loss.  I would suggest the use of a pH test kit to rapidly compare the affected site to an area where the soybeans appear to be growing normally.  An accurate, and fast in field pH determination is best done with a wet chemistry testing kit.  La Motte Soil Testing Products located in Chestertown, Maryland offer an excellent pH testing kit.  For a free copy of La Motte’s Soil Testing Catalog call 800 344-3100, or access their website at: www.Lamotte.com 

   If the soil pH is above 6.8, and all other previously discussed causal agents for soybean yellowing other than manganese have been ruled out, then foliar apply the manganese sulfate 4 lb/acre.  
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Agronomy Mimeos & Fact Sheets

   I have copies of the Agronomy Mimeo 1 entitled Agronomy Update, which is an index of all of the current agronomy crop, soil, water, turf, and plant pathology publications.  

   I also have copies Agronomy Update No.19, 2001 Maryland Wheat and Barley Variety Performance Trials. Please call or stop by if you would like to receive a copy.

   I would also like to share in the release of a new Fact Sheet # 775 entitled Annual Ryegrass – Forage Management in the Mid-Atlantic.   The fact sheet is authored by Don Schwartz and Stan Futz Extension Educators in Washington and Frederick Counties, respectively.  This Fact Sheet examines the pasturing and haying value of annual ryegrass as an excellent, highly adaptable short duration grass.  A report by the authors entitled, 1999-2000 Cover Crop Nutrient Removal Comparing Cereal Rye and Annual ryegrass, is also available as a companion publication.

Temporary Pastures for Heavy Use Areas
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   There is no reason why heavy animal use areas should not have some pasturing ability during the year.  Feeding out confined cattle or boarding horses usually requires exercise lots with heavy use, and there is no reason not to develop a management strategy to also maximize their pasturing potential.  The answer is frequent and scheduled planting of these areas.  Heavy animal use areas require special soil attention, such as adequate liming, and soil amendments.  Organic matter, spoiled hay, straw, and manure needs to be uniformly spread throughout the entire paddock.  It may be necessary to add inorganic materials such as sand to promote proper soil drainage and tilth.  Light tillage prior to seasonal plantings may be all that is required for successful broadcast seeding with inexpensive equipment.  

   In the fall on lightly tilled soil, broadcast 1.5 bu/acre cereal rye var. Abruzzi + 20 lbs/acre annual ryegrass var. Marshall and 15 lbs/acre tall fescue var. Kentucky 31.  Also broadcast apply prilled urea 100 lb/acre.   After, seeding lightly harrow and roll firmly.  This area will quickly green and support moderate to heavy pasturing into the winter, and will be especially useful if rotational use of the paddock or paddocks is possible. 

   In early March, on the lightly tilled and repaired soil, sow the same seed mixture, oats may be substituted for the cereal rye, and again apply prilled urea 100 lbs/acre. 

   Overseed the paddocks in Mid-May with a broadcast seeding of 25lbs/acre German foxtail millet, followed by light tillage and a firming of the soil.  All of the above mentioned seeding might also be accomplished with a grain-drill followed by a roller. 

Maryland Vegetable Growers Report

   On behalf of the Maryland Vegetable Growers Association, I am pleased to announce that the MVGA Board has supported two grant requests.  The MVGA Board has awarded $300 to Bryan Butler, Extension Educator in Carroll County for the “Examination of the Feasibility of Vegetable and Small Fruit Production in High Tunnels.”    Bryan plans to construct a high tunnel at the Central Maryland Research and Education Center in Clarksville, Maryland.  The second award has been provided to Bob Rouse, Extension Vegetable Specialist for $200 to support the Fall Pumpkin Twilight Tour, which will be held on Wednesday, September26, 2001, from 4:30 to 7:30 p.m.

   The MGVA board is continuing its promotion of the IR4 Minor Crop Pesticide Use Label Program for Maryland.  You must be a MVGA member in good standing to qualify.  This process may only be acquired in Maryland through this MVGA member program.  The following is the 2001 list of Maryland’s special pesticide 24c and Section 18 labels:

1. Section 18 Approval  – Metolachlor (Dual Magnum by Syngenta) on Tomatoes, expires July 31, 2001 for the control of eastern black nightshade and yellow nutsedge.  A single application of Dual Magnum® may be made pre-transplant to tomatoes or pre-emergence to weeds between rows of plastic by ground sprayer at a rate of 0.5 to 1.0 pints/acre on coarse soils if the organic matter is less than 3% or 1.3 to 1.6 pints/acre on fine soils, not to exceed 1.6 pints/acre/year.
2. Section 18 Approval  – Terbacil (Sinbar 80 WP by Dupont) on Watermelons, expires June 25, 2001 for the control of weeds.   A maximum of one preemergence ground application of Terbacil may be applied at a rate of 2.0 to 4.0 ounces/acre/year.  A 70-day pre-harvest interval is required.
3. Section 18 Approval - Fomosafen (Reflex 2 LC by Syngenta) on Snap Beans, expires September 15, 2001 for the control of broadleaf weeds.   A maximum of one post-emergence application of fomosafen may be applied at a rate of 1.0 to 1.25 pints/acre/year.  A 30-day pre-harvest interval is required.
4. Section 18 Approval – Imidacloprid (Provado 1.6 F by Bayer) on Peaches, Nectarines, Plums and Apricots, expires November 30, 2001 for the control of aphids, including green peach aphid, specifically to lesson the transmission of the Plum Pox Virus.  A maximum of 4 applications of imidacloprid may be applied at a rate of 5.0 to 6.0 ounces/acre.   No more than 24 ounces may be applied per acre.  
5. Section 18 Approval – Azoxystrobin (Quadris F by Syngenta) on Strawberries, expires November 1, 2001 for the control of strawberry anthracnose.  Azoxystrobin may be applied using ground equipment at a rate of 6.2 to 12.4 ounces/acre.  Do not more than 4.6 pints/acre/crop. 

6. Section 24c Approval  – S-Metolachlor (Dual Magnum® by Syngenta) on Cabbage for the control of weeds including: eastern black nightshade and yellow nutsedge.  A single application of Dual Magnum® may be made pre-transplant or post transplant to cabbage within 48 hours of transplanting by ground sprayer at a rate of 0.5 to 1.33 pints/acre according to soil type.  Direct seeded cabbage may also be sprayed by ground sprayer at a rate of 0.5 to 1.33 pints/acre according to soil type with postemergence to tight-headed cabbage, after cabbage has 3-4 leaves.
7. Section 24c Approval – S-Metolachlor (Dual Magnum® by Syngenta) on Transplanted Bell Peppers for the control of weeds including: eastern black nightshade and yellow nutsedge.  A single application of Dual Magnum® may be made as a preemergence surface application prior to transplanting or post transplant as a basally directed spray after the bell peppers by ground sprayer at a rate of 0.66 to 1.33 pints/acre according to soil type.  

8. Section 24c Approval – Halosulfuron (Sandea® by Gowan) on Cucumbers for the control of yellow nutsedge and other broadleaf weeds.  A maximum of two applications may be made per crop with a required 30 day PHI.  Apply Sandea® to direct seeded cucumbers preemergence prior to cracking, or post emergence after crop has reached the 1-2 true leaf stage, but not later than the 3-5 true leaf stage as a broadcast spray at 0.66 to 1.0 ounce/acre rate and with a non-ionic surfactant at 32 ounces/100gallon rate.    
9. Section 18 Approval – Dimethomorph (Acrobat 50 WP® by BASF Corporation) on squash (summer, winter, and pumpkins), cantaloupe, watermelons, and cucumbers for the control of Phytophora blight.  Apply Acrobat 50 WP on cucurbits at a maximum rate of 6.4 ounces/acre, a maximum of 5 times a season.  A 4-day PHI is required.  

10. Section 18 Approval  – Metolachlor (Dual Magnum by Syngenta) on Spinach, expires April 30, 2002 for the control weeds including yellow nutsedge.  A single preemergence application of Dual Magnum® per crop may be made by ground sprayer at a rate of 0.5 to 0.66 pints/acre during the growing season. 

For more information concerning MVGA organizational matters, or to make comment, please contact Guy Moore, MVGA President at 410 442-1427, or Dave Myers, MVGA Secretary/Treasurer at 410 222-6759. 

SCD News

Farewell to Lillian Griffith

   Lillian Griffith, SCD District Manager has recently retired from the Anne Arundel Soil Conservation District.  Lillian has faithfully served the citizens of Anne Arundel County through the District for more than 35 years.  Thanks Lillian for all your hard work, and good luck!

Welcome Jeff Opel

   Jeff Opel will replace Lillian as SCD District Manager for Anne Arundel County.  We welcome Jeff and look forward to many successful years.  

Anne Arundel County Horse Survey
   In the near future, the Anne Arundel County Horse Survey will be distributed to obtain more information about our county horse operations.  The results of the survey will help the Soil Conservation District better serve the horse owners of Anne Arundel County.

   If there are any questions about this survey, or any other program offered by the Anne Arundel Soil Conservation District call 410 222-7822. 


Nutrient Management Update

   I would just like to remind you that deadlines are approaching for compliance and implementation of Nutrient Management Plans for your farming operation.  Christa Wilson, Anne Arundel County Extension and Diana Dobson, Prince George’s County Extension, are Certified Nutrient Management Advisors, and would love to help you with the process.  Give them a call soon to assure that time will not run out for your full compliance with the new state regulations.

Nutrient Management Law

   Nutrient Management Laws are applicable to an agricultural operation with a minimum of $2500 annual gross income, or a livestock operation with eight or more animal units as defined by the federal regulations.  According to federal regulations, one animal unit equals 1000 lbs of live animal weight.  

A. Operations using commercial fertilizer are required to have a Nitrogen and Phosphorus based plan by December 31, 2001.  The plan must be fully implemented by December 31, 2002.

B. Operations using animal manure or sludge are required to have a Nitrogen based plan by December 31, 2001. The plan must be fully implemented by December 31, 2002.  

C. Operations using animal manure or sludge are required to have a Nitrogen and Phosphorus based plan by July 1, 2004. The plan must be fully implemented by July 1, 2005.

Nutrient Management Applicator Voucher

   Remember that the state Nutrient Management Laws also require that the operator of a farming operation that applies nutrients in accordance to the farm’s Nutrient Management Plan posses a Nutrient Management Voucher.  A Nutrient Management Voucher is obtained by attending a two-hour training every three years.  Please take the opportunity to attend a nutrient Management Voucher Training offered this fall or winter. 

************

“Cultivators of the earth are the most valuable citizens.  They are the most vigorous, the most independent, the most virtuous, and they are tied to their country and wedded to its liberty and interest by the most lasting bonds.  As long, therefore, as they can find employment in this line, I would not convert them into mariners, artisans, or anything else.” – Thomas Jefferson to John Jay, 1785. ME 5:94, Papers 8:426 

Thanks for Partnering
Thanks for partnering with the Maryland Cooperative Extension, and supporting our programs.  I also hope you enjoy this newsletter.  If you are no longer interested in receiving this newsletter, please call or write the office for the removal of your name from the mailer.  
Enjoy the Harvest!

R.  David  Myers

Extension Educator

Agriculture and Natural Resources

Anne Arundel & Prince George’s Counties

Fruits and Vegetables 

Prince George’s Cooperative Extension

6707 Groveton Drive

Clinton, MD 20735

301 868-8783
Anne Arundel Cooperative Extension

7320 Ritchie Highway, Suite 210

Glen Burnie, MD 21061

410 222-6759 or 301 970-8250

Note:  Registered Trade Mark® Products, Manufacturers, or Companies mentioned within this newsletter are not to be considered as sole endorsements.  The information has been provided for educational purposes only. 
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