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Community Supported Agriculture, centered at our Intervale Community Farm.

OVERALL COMPLIANCE (6/6)
Interpretation/definition.  ICF is organized to include people, centrally members, in the life 

of the farm.  It is this inclusive social relationship, coupled with the uncommon economic 
model of paying up front for a non-specific quantity of food, which to me define a CSA.  
All of our activities must support the development, operation, and success of our Intervale-
based community farm.

Data:  
Polices E1-E6, as outlined below, define the approach we take toward making this 
wonderful goal a reality.  Our Intervale location continues to be the physical and social 
center of all ICF activities from growing to distribution, education to community service.
Overall, 2015 was a solid year for ICF.  Our summer production season was one of our 
best, with overall yields and diversity well above average.  We continue to grow into our 
extended winter share program, and have had good success with our initial forays into 
growing winter greens.
Financially, 2015 was acceptable.  Our expenses were more or less on budget, but our 
revenue from wholesale and winter share sales were a bit below projections.  We are 
nearly complete on our Fourth Season Project capital projects and have sufficient funds 
available to finish up our electric, water and automated HVAC we have planned for our 
Harnois tunnels.

End #1:  A variety of local, organic produce and related food products for members 
of ICF.

Interpretation/definition.  I see this as the pre-eminent end of the ICF.  All else aside, this is how 
we thrive or sink.  Our charge is to grow the food that members want to eat in terms of quality, 
selection, and cost.
Specifically, ‘variety’ means that ICF offers a rotating spread of 8 or more crops for at least 32 
summer pickups and at least 12 or more crops for at least 20 winter pickups.  As a minimum, 
ICF should distribute for 20 summer share weeks (40 pickups), and 12 (24 pickups) winter share 
weeks.  I take ‘local’ to be within 50 miles.   I currently define ‘organic’ as conformity with the 1

USDA National Organic standards, as interpreted and enforced by our certifier, Vermont 

  This definition of ‘local’ is taken from the ICF 2006 Member Survey results.  About 2/3 of respondents defined ‘local’ 1

as 50 miles from ICF, inclusive of those responding in the ‘100 miles’ and ‘Vermont’ groups.
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Organic Farmers, LLC.   I take ‘produce’ to mean all things consumable we offer at the ICF.  2

This would include vegetables, herbs, and fruits, but also flowers and bedding plants. Hence the 
word ‘consumable’ instead of ‘edible’. I see ‘related food products’ as those which fit our ends 
and member’s interest but we do not grow at the ICF.  In my monitoring reports, I usually refer 
to these ‘related food products’ as ‘supplemental products’, as this is our operational moniker.
Desired Long-Term Outcomes and short-term goals. Our short-term goals are to successfully 
implement the annual crop plan, which is based on growing what members want to eat.  We aim 
to do this while maintaining a solid share value.   Long-term, we aim to increase the diversity of 3

available crops (particularly for winter and spring), the portion of the year for which food is 
available from ICF, and the percentage of diet that can be acquired through ICF, while reducing 
overall production costs.  In general, though, food production (End #1) is mostly a short-term 
goal; the long-term goals tend to fall in the why and how of the food production, which are 
fairly well covered by our other ends policies.

Data:  
Priority. As a percentage of budget dollars and work hours, vastly more of our resources are 
used for the direct business of growing and moving food than for any other single activity.  
While I don’t have an exact figure, based on rough labor costs and inputs, I estimate that 3/4 of 
our budget pertains directly to food production.  The remaining ¼ is related to food production 
in varying degrees from the proximal to the oblique.
Variety & longevity: In 2015 we exceeded goals for both variety and longevity. Our summer 
share ran 22 weeks, from June 8th through November 5th.  Over that period, we provided 8 or 
more crops for 21 of 22 weeks. Aside from a shortage of greens for early and mid season due to 
minor June flooding, this was one of the better years for crop diversity.  All told, we grew some 
200ish varieties of about 50 harvestable crops. For the 2014-2015 winter share, the season ran 
13 weeks (of pickups), and we met our diversity target for all 13 weeks, typically offering 10+ 
root crops and 4-6 other crops.
According to survey and share value  results, many of the crops most wanted by members are 4

also those comprising a large portion of the economic value of the share.  For example, 
tomatoes, second on the 2015 survey member preference list, placed first on the 2015 share 
value list.  Salad mix, first in preference, ranked #2 in 2015 valuation. Aggregate valuation is 
trickier for winter: the breadth and value of the ‘roots choice’ table varies so much from share to 
share that precise calculations are difficult.  We do provide people with an essentially unlimited 
quantity of their favorite roots (carrots, sweet potatoes, potatoes), and continually increase the 
quantity of spinach, kale, and salad greens available.
Worth noting also is the distinction between intention, i.e. what the crop plan stipulates, and the 
actual yield, which largely determines share value (and preferences, to some degree).  The crop 
plan is aimed at delivering surveyed preferences as much as possible.  While we’ll never grow 
as many berries, for instance, as people would like (strawberry season being rather brief), in 
large measure the preference-priority matches the crop plan. Most crops where the values lagged 

  Vermont Organic Farmers, LLC (VOF) is a wholly-owned subsidiary of the Northeast Organic Farming Association 2

of Vermont (NOFA-VT).

 C.f. footnote 7, page 18, for how we calculate share value.3

 See End 6, Interpretation & Definition, below, for definition of share value.4
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the preference (or the values exceeded the preference) are due to either seasonal variation in 
yield and quality or they provide necessary diversity and choice to round out our display and 
pickup experience.   Daily management assessments of agricultural priorities are also pinned to 
the preference-to-value equation, with crops at the bottom of the preference and value lists being 
the most likely victims to be neglected or dispatched in the daily triage of farming.
Local.  All food distributed by ICF in 2015 was grown or produced within 50 miles of ICF.  I’m 
not accounting for ingredients in bread, merely the production location of the bakery.  Likewise, 
feed sources for livestock (or sources for ICF operational inputs) are not included in the 
reckoning.  That said, all of the 2015 supplemental products – bread, chicken, eggs, goat cheese, 
honey, meat – originated within 50 miles.
Organic.  ICF was certified in 2015 by VOF.  Does’ Leap goat cheese, City Chicks chicken, and 
Singing Cedars beef is also certified organic.  The other supplemental products are either non-
certified organic or sustainably-managed.
Related Food Products.  ICF offered for sale (either directly or indirectly) bread, eggs, goat 
cheese, chicken, honey, and beef in 2015.
ICF Members.  Most of our output winds up on our members’ tables.  About 9% of our output 
(in dollar sales) wound up in non-ICF channels via wholesale, nearly all of which went to the 
Intervale Food Hub and City Market.  In 2015, we sold about $366,000 in farm crops, 
distributed as follows:  $294,500 for summer shares, $83,000 in winter shares, $6500 in plants, 
and $35,000 in wholesale sales.  
Performance against short-term goals and long-term outcomes. Share value calculations for 
Summer 2015 returned a bonus of 70%, using our standard share value yardstick.  This is well 
above above our long-term average of roughly 50% bonus, and also exceeded our robust 2014 
bonus of 58%.  This year, our yields surpassed our plans (with noted flooding above being the 
major exception) on virtually all crops.  This is unusual, and led to above average yields and 
crop diversity.  Worth noting, though is that the Board discussions related to share value in the 
first half of 2013 had identified 40% bonus as a reasonable target for ICF summer shares, and a 
10% bonus as a reasonable target for winter shares.  As I have discussed more recently with the 
Board, I would like to see us push that winter share bonus number up to make it more attractive, 
though economic return is somewhat less important in our winter business than it is to our 
summer business, if our survey results can be trusted. 
We are making great progress in expanding our food season and options, both at the margins of 
the summer share (more tomatoes and peppers earlier and later), as well as substantially in our 
winter share with the additional greens we are growing in our new tunnels.  We grew so many 
tomatoes in the summer of 2015, that we may well cut back on our 2016 planting in order to 
reduce our crop management costs.  For many weeks of the summer we were just giving away 
tomatoes beyond what most of our membership wants and well beyond that for which we are 
being reasonably compensated.  
As I mentioned to the board, this year we will probably shift the boundary between the summer 
and winter shares without changing the price of either.  Stopping the summer share in the last 
week of October (instead of the first week of November) would provide another week of winter 
share (and hence more value), while trimming the summer value by a modest 3-4%.  The 
vegetables are usually about the same from mid October onward, and the daylight savings time 
change always makes that last week of summer share pretty dark anyway.
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End #2:  A thriving farm ecosystem.
COMPLIANT.
Overall interpretation/definition (interpretations largely static since 2008).  A thriving farm 

ecosystem has healthy soil, clean water, and healthy plants, with a wide variety of plant, fungal, 
bacterial, invertebrate and vertebrate species, all the while producing bounteous crops.  It would 
also use energy efficiently and conservatively, and minimize use of hazardous materials.

Interpretation/Definition/Goals:  Healthy soils.   Soil Improvement goals:5

a. Increase soil organic matter (SOM). SOM is essentially a measure of the amount of 
carbon in the soil available as microbial food, and an indirect predictor of soil biota.  
Biological activity is the basis of plant sustenance in a sustainable farming system.  SOM is 
probably the most important measurement of healthy soil.  Specific goal is to increase soil 
organic matter to 2.0% average in the Tower field, and 3.0% average on the home farm and 
Easter Island, then maintain SOM at or near those levels. 
b. Improve soil physical characteristics.  Physical characteristics such as compaction (or 
lack thereof) and aggregate stability (how well little crumbs of soil remain in tact or shatter) 
are indicators of overall soil health.  While they are to some degree a function of sufficient 
SOM, they are influenced substantially by farming practices.  Specific goals are to reduce 
tillage frequency and severity, reduce soil compaction, and improve aggregation and 
aggregate stability. 
c. Balance soil chemistry.  Balancing soil chemistry is largely a process of adding the 
right nutrients – of any source – in the right ratios to preserve or influence soil nutrient 
levels to move in a particular direction.  The aim is to have a generally balanced soil, and 
then annually to tailor is slightly to the particular needs of each crop.  Specific long-term 
goals are to bring soil test levels in the ‘optimum’ range for all macro and major nutrients, 
while maintaining pH near 6.5 and achieving a ‘base saturation ratio’ near the ideal of 
20:4:1, Ca:Mg:K. 

Data:  Healthy soils.  Long term, ICF has very slowly but steadily improved soil health in our 
fields.  The difficult part of improving soils is that many of the activities necessary for crop 
growth are the same things that degrade soil. Consequently, my goal is that we make 
incremental improvements toward healthier practices that lessen soil degrading activities.   
The Cornell University soil health team rolled out a much more sophisticated soil test 
recently that we began using in 2011; it analyzes soil health in a much deeper and more 
useful way than the standard tests we and others have used in years prior.  Several of our 
fields showed a surprisingly low (to us) level of overall soil quality, with summary values 
around 50 out of 100, while those testing higher were some of the fields we find less reliably 
productive. 
a. Increase soil organic matter. Soil tests are the most readily available quantitative 
measure of biological and chemical properties.  On average, we test every other year.  
Observed SOM levels have not changed substantially from the 1.6% initial reading in the 
Tower Field (our main production field) during the 15 years we have farmed it.  As I 

  Though not the primary interest of the membership nor the most common topic of conversation at the Board, soils are 5

the foundation of a healthy agriculture so I spell out a bit more in this section.
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understand it, we should hope to get up to 2.5-3% given our soil, but even that might be 
unrealistic to obtain or sustain. I have seen no evidence that we can get there without 
radically changing our approach in ways we probably cannot fathom or afford. Interestingly, 
little research has been done on maximum sustainable SOM levels in different soil types. 
Our other soils near the pick-up area and other fields west of Intervale Road vary from 2% to 
3.5% SOM.  Much of the variation results from subtle difference in soil type, though the 
additional years of ICF management have also contributed toward the SOM levels.  
Interesting to me is that the physical and chemical sides of the ledger are our stronger points, 
and the biological the weak point.  This is counter to the stereotype of organic farms, often 
perceived to have excellent soil biota, but lacking in chemical nutrition.  Based on these 
tests, and follow-ups in future years, I expect we will alter our overall soil management 
approach to work on the biology even more.
SOM is increased by adding compost, green manures, crop residues, manure or any 
biologically-based material.  Up to point, the more you add, the more SOM increases.  We 
are limited by the cost of materials and trucking, and by the number of acres we lease, and 
by the growing awareness that applying scads and heaps of compost or manure annually 
leads to excessive soil phosphorous levels (cf ‘Balance soil chemistry’ below). On erodible 
land, high phosphorous levels are a threat to the watershed and Lake Champlain.  In our 
case, that risk is fairly low, but high levels can interfere with other nutrient uptake.  This has 
become a major area of concern now, though, as the Vermont Agency of Agriculture is 
crafting new regulations to protect Lake Champlain that will seriously reduce our options for 
improving our soil, while providing little actual water quality improvement on our part.
The most sustainable strategy is to increase the acreage we have growing green manure 
crops in alternation with vegetables.  Approximately half of the energy used in US 
agriculture goes to produce nitrogen fertilizers. Though we are not using synthetic nitrogen, 
organic fertilizers still require energy to produce and green manures produce them with 
much lower energy input.  ICF acreage has shrunk in recent years, after expanding 
significantly 2009-2011.  While more acreage increases the land available for green manure 
crops, frequent flooding has disabused me of notion that we can rely on the many of the 
available fields in the Intervale to expand our land base. It will be a tricky balance in the 
future to improve our SOM and self-grown nitrogen without overly risking flooding and 
excess phosphorous buildup.
Improve soil physical characteristics.  More difficult to assess than SOM, though the 
Cornell tests offers some yardsticks for us to look at in future years.  In general, increasing 
SOM improves physical characteristics such as aggregate stability (through an increase in 
humates and other sticky substances that bind soil particles together) and moisture holding 
ability (by adding more charged receptors to attract water molecules).  While influenced by 
SOM, physical properties are chiefly a function of the mineral portion of the soil, which is 
not feasibly altered on acreage scale.  ICF has primarily sandy loams, with about a quarter 
silt loams.  The controllable element, aside from our management of SOM, is our physical 
treatment of the soil -- how and how often we work it.  Working the soil at the wrong time 
(too wet or too dry), or excessively can contribute to physical breakdown.  On our farm, the 
type and frequency of tillage (soil preparation) and other soil work has the biggest impact on 
the soil characteristics.  In sandy soils, the less tillage and driving on the soil, generally the 
better the physical properties of the soil.  Vegetable farming is also typically more damaging 
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to soil structure than many other types of farming, as we are working the soil much more 
frequently and to a much finer seedbed.

In 2006, we purchased a chisel plow, which breaks up compacted layers of soil 
deeper in the soil profile, while reducing damage to aggregates by minimizing inversion of 
the soil profile.  We use it more each year.  In 2010 and 2012 we participated in a UVM 
Extension research project (we were rained out in 2011) examining zone tillage technology 
in vegetables.  Zone tillage reduces the amount of soil disturbance from the entire field to a 
set of narrow strips.  In the ideal world, we make these strips in a thick cover crop, plant our 
vegetables in the strip and don’t have to weed or worry until harvest.  While neither the 2010 
or 2012 trials worked out quite as planned, I am convinced that we should continue to 
develop the method, as it has huge potential to improve our soil. In 2014, we purchased a 
spading machine, a tool that some consider the pinnacle of soil stewardship in tillage.  
Spaders are also slow, and more expensive to purchase and maintain than other tillage tools.  
We began to really appreciate the spader in 2015, and I think it has helped us to reduce the 
intensity and frequency of our tillage.
b. Balance soil chemistry.  Our soil chemical profile has consistently improved through 
the years, perhaps more than either the biological or the physical properties.  This is largely 
because it is the easiest to modify.  When I began at ICF most of our soils were low in 
potassium and often magnesium and calcium as well.  As of our 2015 analyses, our results 
fell largely in the moderate to high range for potassium, calcium, and magnesium.  This is 
largely a result of additions of compost, manure, mineral fertilizers, and lime, with the 
regular use of green manure cover crops to reduce the amount lost to leaching.  We also aim 
to make sure that the chemical nutrients exist in the proper ratios to each other.  
We inherited soils with excessive phosphorous, and continue to add to that store any time we 
apply compost, manure, and many bagged organic fertilizers.  We can only reduce it by 
depleting it through crop harvests, and over the long-term reduce the amount that we add to 
the soil.  The challenge of this is that we value the compost & manure applications for 
increasing organic matter.  As noted above, forthcoming regulations will likely narrow our 
options dramatically. 

Interpretation/Definition/Goals:  Clean and appropriate water use.
a. Prevent and reduce water pollution.  While runoff-derived surface water pollution is of 
significant concern on many livestock and hill farms, being flat and lacking animals we have 
relatively low potential for surface water pollution.  We maintain robust riparian buffers to 
protect nearby surface waters, and farm to avoid groundwater pollution.  Groundwater 
pollution is commonplace where large volumes of soluble nitrate fertilizers are used. We 
employ very few of these products; most are prohibited under organic production rules.  We 
aim to reduce our use of soluble fertilizer and increase the percentage of the year that our 
soils are in actively growing crops.  Vigorous crops and green manures take up soluble 
nutrients and prevent them from leaching into groundwater. 
b. Use necessary water efficiently.  Considerable water is required to grow and wash 
hydrophilic crops like vegetables.  Crop growth and quality are often a function of providing 
sufficient water, so the downside of inadequate water is significant.  On the other hand 
excessive use of water wastes energy and nutrients.  In our climate, the water itself is not 
truly wasted, as excess largely returns to the groundwater for later reuse. 
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c. Secure an adequate supply of high-quality and safe water for all uses.  Safe water is 
free from microbial and chemical contaminants, while water of inferior quality may be safe 
but have characteristics (iron, calcium, turbidity) that limit its use. 

Data:  Clean and Appropriate Water Use.  
a. Prevent and reduce water pollution.  In general, ICF has little negative impact in terms 

of pollution or pollution risk.  We maintain stream buffers and setbacks along the 
Winooski River in excess of recommendations.  This, combined with our lack of sloping 
land and clay soils, makes water runoff from ICF unlikely.  Even in flooding events, our 
soils are protected from most erosion by the riparian vegetation and the presence of crop 
residues & green manures that anchor the soil in place.  We saw more erosion during 
Irene-flooding than I’ve seen in 20 years.  Despite this, none of our soil left the field, and 
the riverbanks were entirely stable.  Geologically speaking, one would expect our soil to 
stick around, as a floodplain is largely a depositional environment, where material is left 
behind, not an erosional environment where material is removed. 
We’ve converted much of our tractor and tool fleet to biodegradable, vegetable-based 
lubricants and coolants.  While not quite salad oil, it has reduced our potential water 
quality impact in the event of a spills, accidents, or flooding.

b. Use necessary water efficiently.  We use water to irrigate and wash produce.  Generally, 
we’ve been increasing the amount we irrigate, as it does lead to increased yields and 
quality in most crops. We continue to upgrade and improve our equipment to reduce 
irrigation system losses.  Increasing our soil organic matter and reducing tillage will also 
serve to reduce the quantity of water we use, as both of these practices increase the 
moisture holding capacity of the soil.  As we expand our washing and packing, I have 
been thinking more about how we might recover the dirty wash water for later re-use.

c. Secure an adequate supply of high-quality and safe water for all uses.  We continue to 
use a well on the home farm for washing and irrigation of the surrounding fields.  We 
test for microbial contamination at least annually, treating as necessary to meet Vermont 
Health Department drinking water standards. 

High-quality and safe water for irrigation in the Tower Field is much more elusive.  
We currently irrigate from the Winooski River, which has all of the potential 
contaminants of the entire Winooski River watershed, from farm runoff to industrial 
waste.  Long term, we continue to advocate for and work toward a cleaner Winooski 
River.  Fortunately, high contaminant levels in rivers tend to follow quickly on the heels 
of precipitation, and that same precipitation typically reduces our need to water.  When 
we’ve tested the river water in the past, we’ve found it checks out as safe for swimming. 
Perhaps the river water quality really will improve with the expanded Lake Champlain 
cleanup efforts.  Puzzling though it is, there are no standards for irrigation water quality 
at the state or federal level, though this is likely to change in the next year with the 
implementation of standards authorized by the Food Safety Modernization Act.   
In 2014, we drilled a large new well adjacent to our new hoop houses.  My intention was 
to use that well to irrigate crops in the Tower Field.  To do that, we’d require quite a bit 
of pipe to move the water the requisite distance, as well as a very large pump and power 
supply.  After a poor job of initial investigation, I discovered that the cost of the power 
and the pump were north of $50,000, after the well had already been dug.  We’ve 
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downscaled the short term ambitions to a smaller pump for the adjacent hoop houses, but 
the dream of irrigating all of our acreage from that well still remains a good water 
quality solution long term.  Irrigation for our western fields (Easter Island, Open Heart 
and others) is middling quality water with high iron levels, but safe and lacking 
microbes.  

Interpretation/ definition/goals:  Energy sustainability.
a. Reduce energy input per calorie output.  Overall system efficiency can be 

measured by the amount of energy in (tractors, fertilizers, materials, transportation, 
cooling, heating, etc.) relative to the energy value (calories) of the food we produce.  
Typical conventional farming systems input much more energy than they produce in food 
value.  Many organic systems are an improvement, but still fall short of the ultimate goal 
of returning more energy than they consume.  ICF is in this category.  Vegetables in 
general area a dicey proposition; they require a lot of fussing for not very many calories.  
They have other benefits, of course.   For this investigation, I consider only at overall farm 
energy; though some crops are clear energy users and some are clear energy producers. 

b. Use renewable energy and sustainable materials.  ICF strives to increase our use of 
renewable energy in all aspects of our operation.  We also aim to increase the use of 
reused, renewable, degradable, and non-hazardous materials.

Data:  Energy Sustainability.
a.  Reduce energy input per calorie output.  Overall system efficiency depends on 
designing for less energy consumption and in using more efficient technologies when we do 
use energy.  I’m using an energy analysis authored in the fall of 2006 by two UVM interns 
(Peter Merritt & Evan Reiss) as the baseline for change.  We sponsored another research 
project in 2012-2013 by Eric Garza and some of his interns at the Gund Institute at UVM.  
The upshot of the second analysis is that we are consuming way more energy than we 
produce (to the tune of 6:1), roughly the same as 2006.
Figure 1:  Energy use synopsis, 2006, Merritt & Reiss

We use energy in 
several ways:  heating 
(greenhouse, crop 
storage, and office), 
cooling (walk-ins, 
freezer, and display 
cooler), transportation 
(on the farm, off the 
farm, and member 
trips to ICF), motive 
power (tractors), 
production inputs 
(compost, row cover, 
seeds, etc), and 
infrastructure 

(buildings, hoop houses, and so forth).
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Figure 2:  Energy Use 2012, Crandall, Lazarus, et al

���
With the 2006 analysis, we saw the opportunity to reduce the impact of our greenhouse heat, 
and moved to biofuels from propane.  The take away from the more recent analysis (at this 
point) is that reducing fuel (in the broad sense; also includes electricity and other fungible 
sources) use and selecting lower-energy inputs will have a larger impact than many other 
strategies.  Efficient, long-lived infrastructure is also important.

a. Heating.  We heat our greenhouse, office and our winter share/crop storage space.  
Greenhouses are sieves, consuming vast energy even when only running for a limited 
March-May window.  Think of heating a giant plastic bag when it is 0 F and you 
have the idea.  In 2009 we installed a greenhouse biomass furnace, acquired with 
50% cost-share funding through UVM Extension.  We now use biomass for about 
80% of our greenhouse fuel BTUs, relying on a blend of field corn from Addison 
county and Vermont-made wood pellets.  I believe this is about our maximum 
percentage, given our need for backup heat, supplemental heat, and intermittent heat 
that only fossil fuels can provide easily and in an automated fashion. 
Any heat to our new hoop houses will be assessed through the sustainability lens, 
which likely means no heat or minimal heat from biomass fuels.  While we could 
probably double our winter indoor harvest, the energy required for even minimal 
heat is substantial, and has to be weighed in the analysis.
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b. Cooling. We select refrigeration components with the highest commercially-
available efficiency.  I am optimistic that we may be able to improve beyond those 
levels in the near future.  Our 2006 cooler we were able to re-tool with addition of 
efficient motors and outside air economizer system in our walk-in. The Free-Aire 
system draws in cold external air to cool the walk-in during fall and winter months, 
instead of relying on the electro-mechanical standard refrigeration controls.  We may 
add such a system to our winter share storage cooler as well.  We have been working 
with UVM Extension, Burlington Electric Department and Efficiency Vermont to 
help them and us better understand how energy is used in produce refrigeration.

c. Transportation energy is stable, though I’m amazed at the amount of gasoline we 
use in our trucks, given they travel very few miles, and this presents an opportunity 
for us to look for improvements.  For the most part, smaller trucks don’t have the 
suspension strength needed (we’ve broken several over the years), and our larger 
trucks all get terrible gas mileage. We continue to encourage carpooling, cycling, and 
walking through our Greenstamps program to reduce energy use getting to and from 
the farm. 

d. Motive Power.   Our tractor energy use is relatively stable, though we have some 
potential for reducing by farming better. As we improve our weed seedbank control, 
increase soil organic matter, and reduce tillage, we’ll reduce the number of trips 
across the field in the tractors and the number of hours pumping water.  If we are 
able to bring well water to the Tower Field as noted above, we’ll reduce our tractor 
use significantly as we’ll pump with electricity instead.  As we’ve upgraded our 
equipment line, we’ve increased our efficiency.  Since we’ve expanded our acreage, 
we may not see a big drop in total fuel consumption, but our fuel use per acre should 
drop.  In 2015 we added a second electric tractor to our fleet, thereby allowing us to 
reduce the use of fuel a little bit. 

b. Use renewable energy and sustainable materials.   About 30% of energy used in 
agriculture in the US is used to produce conventional nitrogen fertilizers.  By using 
organic methods, we avoid that big energy cost from the start.  ICF strives to increase 
our use of solar, biofuel, and wind energy, in all sectors of our operation.  We used 
biodiesel for much of our fuel in 2010, approximately 70% of our overall motive fuel 
consumption. Unfortunate for us, our biodiesel supplier closed up shop in early 2011.  I 
continue to search for another reliable source, but so far have struck out.  As I mentioned 
above, we’ve switched many of the tractors to greener fluids:  veggie based transmission, 
hydraulic, and gear oils and grease, and propylene glycol coolant.  

Interpretation/definition/goals:  Habitat security.
a. Protect, preserve and foster habitat for Intervale plants & creatures.  By employing 
biological pest management solutions, we can reduce the use of pesticides and other high-
impact control strategies to a minimum.  Farming in habitat-enhancing manner can also help 
to control pests and foster diverse creatures.

Data:  Habitat Security.  ICF used a variety of pest control and avoidance strategies this season, 
from crop rotation and crop selection, to pest exclusion and timing-based avoidance.  We 
kept our number of pesticide sprays low (about 20 total), and employed primarily selective 
(as opposed to broadly toxic) materials to minimize wider ecological impact.  
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While we did not specifically focus on adding habitat for beneficial creatures, our fields, 
with generous wooded and brushy borders, grassy strips, and weedy patches, allow for a 
diverse arthropod community.  We release beneficial arthropods to control certain pests in 
our hoop houses and in the fields, and attempted to keep the blackbirds out with recorded 
predator and distress calls. 
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End #3:  A vibrant and interactive community of farmers/producers and eaters.
COMPLIANT.  
Interpretation/definition  While ‘eaters’ can include nearly anybody, I take this policy primarily as 
a mandate for fostering meaningful relationships between and among staff and members.  Since we 
are a place-based organization (cf. E Global), I also see the ‘vibrant and interactive’ clause as 
implying relationship with the place as well as the people.  We achieve a ‘vibrant and interactive 
community’ when we create a place for members and farmers to rub elbows, when we emphasize 
human relationships, and when we provide the context for people to enjoy other people and the 
land.  In my mind, a vibrant and interactive community also implies a certain level of knowledge 
about the farm and the ICF community, and a certain level of happiness and satisfaction with 
membership.
Data.  Fostering Meaningful Relationships.  ICF members and staff form a working, thriving 
community.  We interact regularly, between and within both groups.  Our farm is organized in ways 
directly shaped by the desire to foster these human and land relationships.  For instance:

a. Pick-Your-Own crops.  ICF devotes significant resources to establishing and maintaining 
PYO opportunities.  PYO gets members out into the fields, interacting with each other, 
the land and the crops.  It is a major avenue for member participation in the farm.  Since 
the later 1990s, when PYO became enshrined as a major member participation strategy 
and farm organization principle, the membership has self-selected for those interested in 
PYO.  In 2001, 90% of surveyed respondents averaged more than ½ hour at the ICF each 
week.  Though this was the last time we specifically asked about time spent at the farm, 
it implies a fair amount of PYO, and I don’t think that the membership profile has 
changed much in this regard. 

b. Staffing.  Many CSA farmers are not present during their distribution times, or are 
around in a minimal capacity.  A longstanding organizing principle of ICF has been to 
foster direct connection between farmers and members during the pickup times.  While I 
am always looking for ways to efficiently reduce staffing levels, this is balanced with the 
objective of providing a constant presence at pickups. Comments on our annual surveys 
support the importance and impact of personal connection; many of the comments we 
receive speak directly to the staff-eater relationship in a very positive manner.

c. Pick-up Organization.  Our pick-ups are largely organized in a way to encourage 
relationships.  Pick-up is concentrated temporally and physically.  Prior to having 250 
members, we didn’t have enough people to ignite much intra-member community; 
human relationships were primarily between the individual member and farmer.  With a 
larger membership, we have sufficient critical mass to sustain an ongoing community 
fusion reaction.  Likewise, the fact that we require members to come to the farm, to bag 
their own produce, and to show up during a relatively short window of time leads to a 
greater level of interaction. 

d. Community Events.  Our 2015 events were well attended and well reviewed.  Our ‘Local 
Foods, Global Flavors’ event in partnership with the Vermont Council on World Affairs 
was notable for bringing a lot of non-ICF members to the farm, in addition to 
highlighting some great food from around the globe.  We had a splendid pizza night in 
August, and our annual meeting was well attended and featured one of the more 
memorable potlucks in recent years.  In general, I think we have the opportunity to put 
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on as many events as we have capacity to undertake; the collective interest is much 
higher than the number of events we currently host.

e. Working memberships. Still a loss, and I didn’t spend much time looking into 
alternatives.  The Board made some great progress and added a helpful framework, and I 
intend to give this more attention in 2016.  I am hopeful that we will find a way to return 
to having working members in compliance with federal and state labor regulations.  
While we continued not to have working memberships in 2016, we did host a September 
Crop Mob in conjunction with City Market.  The event was a success, with about 20 
attendees who were ICF members and non-ICF folks.

f. Board.  Like a working membership, serving on the Board provides members a 
meaningful avenue for engaging in the ICF in a deeper way.  These involvement 
strategies can be cumulative; those who have a great time at pick-up are likely to become 
working members; many working members have gone on to become Board members.  
Many of the most committed participants in our annual meeting and other formal and 
informal discussions are former Board members and working members.  Increasing the 
Board to 9 members will bring some new voices and perspectives to the discussions.

Data:  Knowledge of and Satisfaction with the Farm.  I rely heavily on the member surveys to 
evaluate this element.  In 2015 we had 243 summer survey responses.  
2015 Member survey results bear out that ICF members are, by and large, happy with 
the farm, with 91% responding as ‘very satisfied’, and 8% reportedly ‘satisfied’ with the 
overall level of service, and 94%+/- reporting excellent quality and appropriate quantity 
of produce. Likewise, most members (82%,) felt that they were ‘well informed’ about 
ICF (recipes, events, PYO, organizational structure), with most of the remainder (17%) 
registering as ‘adequately informed.’  While we continue to work to improve our service 
and information resources, over the past several years we’ve seen a gradual upward 
trend.  In our 2015 survey, we found that a large percentage of our members appreciated 
our e-newsletter for information, chit chatting with farmers at pickups, handouts at the 
desk, our website, direct email contact, and Facebook.  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End #4:  Sustainable and fulfilling jobs for staff.
COMPLIANT.  
Interpretation/definition:  I take sustainable and fulfilling employment to be a job that is 
stimulating mentally and physically, enjoyable to discharge, provides a reasonable wage and 
reasonable security, and leaves one feeling good at the end of the day.  I believe that the ICF is 
fundamentally a teaching farm, despite the fact that we are also focused on production.
Desired Long-Term Outcomes and short-term goals.  In any given year, the immediate aim is to 
get through the year with happy staff, a completed work plan, and personal energy left over.  Long 
term, we aim to increase the number of well-compensated, multi-year positions, as well as raising 
the compensation and satisfaction of returning seasonal and new employees.
Data:  Overall, employment at the Intervale Community Farm is sustainable and fulfilling.  ICF has 
an amazingly talented, hard-working, and committed staff.  Employees are happy to work at ICF, 
speak well of it after they leave and we have positive image that brings in more qualified 
employment applications than we are able to accept.   As data, I pull notes from employee meetings, 
consider wage info, and offer my own observations.
In 2015, staff morale was high, with many staff comments on the ‘fun’, ‘great’, ‘super’ group of 
other employees.  In employee meetings, seasonal employees consistently comment that the farm 
provides them with great learning opportunities, is a rewarding place to work, is organized in a 
fashion conducive to productive work, and gives them responsibility and flexibility in their jobs.  
One of the challenges accompanying the growth of the farm is the increase in quantity of rote tasks.  
Whereas there once was 20 hours of weeding necessary each week, now there might be 100.  As 
such, it often ends up falling to less experienced and less trained employees to do more of this work.  
In the end, I aim to provide all employees a diversity of tasks, but this is not always what happens.  
I recall the concept of ‘balanced job complexes’ from a book on alternative economics I read many 
years ago.  The basic idea is that all workers need some opportunity for mental stimulation, and that 
all workers should have some part of the routine tasks that need to happen.  I constantly hold this in 
mind as we work through each season.  I think that in the end it makes the jobs more interesting for 
most employees, though it also often results in a lower labor efficiency, since less-trained 
employees end up doing more-demanding tasks at which they are less practiced.  This also results in 
my management appearing (and sometimes being) more tentative, as I often am balancing these 
factors along with the completion of tasks at hand.  
ICF does well at providing sustainable and secure jobs for core farm staff.   It is a privilege to have 
a job for which one is fairly compensated, works reasonable hours, and enjoys broad popular 
support.  While not without difficulty, stress, or uncertainty, we are genuinely more fortunate than 
many of those in our ‘field.’  In general, ICF continues to make steady progress toward paying 
people better, employing people for more of the year, and expanding benefits to make employment 
at ICF more sustainable.  These specifics are detailed in the 10/21/2015 monitoring of L3 
‘Compensation and Benefits’.  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End #5:  Benefits for the wider community.
COMPLIANT.  

Interpretation/definition.  I define ‘benefits’ widely -- direct food donations, sharing of staff 
expertise and mentoring, ICF’s farmer training apprenticeship, school food field trips, internship 
placements, and a stable market for other farms, among other impacts.  I see our ‘wider community’ 
as primarily a local one, and primarily directed towards those engaged in agriculture, food security, 
and education, though not exclusive of other elements.  

Data:  Direct Produce Donations. In 2015, we donated nearly 35,000 lbs of surplus produce, more 
than triple our 2014 total of 11,000 lbs.   Roughly 11,000 lbs went to the Chittenden 
Emergency Food Shelf, 10,900 lbs to the Intervale Center Gleaning and Food Rescue 
Program, 9,200 lbs to the Vermont Food Bank, 2700 lbs to Salvation Farms, and the 
remainder to many assorted recipients. About half of the Intervale Center’s portion goes 
toward their highly-subsidized Food Hub share program, with the remainder split fairly 
evenly between 15 agencies. 

Several factors contributed to this huge increase.  First, of all, intention matters.  With the 
Board affirming that we should channel more of our summer surplus into donations, this 
provided some additional motivation.  Second, the crops were productive.  Third, Aly & Jill 
were great about moving things along for donation while they were still useful. Fourth, our 
partnerships with the Intervale Center and the Vermont Food Bank continued to grow, with 
the two organizations gleaning a combined 12,000-13,000 lbs.  Fifth, the Food Bank has 
been happy to take anything we have, which is not always true of the Food Shelf.  Many of 
these factors will continue, so I expect that we will have a solid 2016, though not likely the 
equal of 2015 unless we have another highly favorable growing season. 

This was our 20th year of growing seedlings for the Chittenden Community Action 
community gardener seedling giveaway in May, this year providing around 6000 combined 
plants of tomatoes, peppers, melons, cabbage, and broccoli. 

Supporting Farming & Farmers.  ICF serves as a technical resource and lending/leasing 
partner for farms throughout the Intervale and beyond.  Our support of learning by farming-
inclined employees continued apace, as we spend many hours over the season training and 
working with our less experienced staff members.   

We served as official mentors to no incubator farms in the Intervale in 2015, though in many 
years we do.  This has more to do with a lack of new farms in the Intervale than a shirking of 
duty on our part.  

In 2015, ICF again served as a community partner in the UVM Farmer Training Program.  
The FTP is a 6-month program with classroom and field instruction run by UVM Continuing 
Education.  Participants work on the program’s home farm at the UVM Hort Farm, and also 
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work at partner farms in the community such as ICF.  Our role is to provide some 
perspective on the nature of a commercial operation and CSAs, through service learning and 
structured conversations. ICF is compensated fairly for our involvement.  We expect to 
continue our participation in the future. 

On average, we field an inquiry a week from local and distant farmers on some topic or 
another.  We had several paid consulting or presenting gigs in 2015, from NOFA-VT & 
VVBGA workshops, to hosting and lecturing at UVM & Champlain College classes, 
supporting the Success on Farms program of the Intervale Center, and collaborating and 
advising on grant applications for Intervale Center and UVM Plant and Soil Science. Andy 
currently serves as past-President of the Vermont Vegetable and Berry Growers Association 
(VVBGA), and an Executive committee and Board member of same. 

In 2015, I spent a considerable amount of time on regulatory matters, all of which have the 
common theme of making us change how we farm.  With any luck, my efforts have 
improved the final results of the various sets of new rules, making them more effective at 
their well-intentioned objectives (e.g., cleaning up Lake Champlain), while simultaneously 
improving their fit and workability for Vermont and/or small-scale farmers.  I drafted and 
coordinated comments on the proposed Required Agricultural Practices (RAPs) for Small 
Farms on behalf of the VVVBA, also submitting ICF’s comments on the same rule.  I also 
attended and commented at the annual meeting of the National Organic Standards Board, 
which makes the policy & materials recommendations that underpin the USDA’s definition 
of certified-organic practices.  Locally, I worked on improving non-motorized access to the 
Intervale, participating in the planBTV walk-bike recommendations.  Food Safety and the 
implementation of the Food Safety Modernization Act (FSMA) continued to take up my 
time, though less in 2015, as I was no longer the VVBGA President. 

Agricultural research projects are another way we contribute to farm learning, though 
admittedly much of it also benefits ICF.  Some projects we merely host, some we collaborate 
on the execution, and some we drive ourselves.   In 2015 we continued with projects that 
looked at strategies to deter Swede Midge, assessed populations of Leek Moth, and served 
as one of two Vermont sites for a New England regional pest & disease identification 
network. We finished up one partnership project a UVM Engineering Class that converted 
our Farmall tractor to electric power in the spring of 2015, and in September, we kicked off 
a second collaboration with a new group from the same engineering design course to create 
an automated ventilation system for our new hoop houses.  In additional to to these more 
active projects, we give many interviews and answer questions for researchers on all manner 
of things.  This November, I also applied for a Sustainable Agriculture Research & 
Education (SARE) Farmer Grower Grant to undertake another Swede Midge research 
project this coming summer. 

Community Education.  The movement toward providing fresh and local foods in schools 
has become a significant element of our End#5 strategy in recent years.  This, paired with a 
flourishing relationship the UVM FTP, has been the focus of our educational involvement.  
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ICF, it seems, is in a unique position of being close enough to Burlington for productive 
collaboration, while also and large enough economically to direct some resources to the 
effort.  We have emerged, to some degree, as a major testing ground for certain aspects of 
the efforts.  ICF is able, through our size and production capacity to trial, demonstrate, test, 
and give away produce to schools in the process of developing food strategies.   This has 6

been a good role for ICF to date.  

In 2013, received a free 30’x96’ greenhouse for our historical involvement with school food.  
In exchange for this greenhouse, we have pledged to continue our work producing food for 
the Burlington Schools.  We actually began construction in 2015, and expect completion by 
mid-late spring of 2016.   

We hosted many school groups and visitors from the nearby Burlington public elementary, 
middle, and high schools, to far away visiting delegations from Puerto Rico and China.  It is 
a joy to be able to share ICF and the Intervale with all of these fine people, and it would be 
nice if we had more resources to offer them on their visits. 

Economic partners.  ICF serves as a significant market for many local producers.  In 2015 
we purchased about $33,000 in local food from other farms and producers:  Does Leap 
Farm, Gerard’s Bread, Jericho Settlers Farm, and City Chicks. Though most of these 
producers serve other markets, ICF is a good market for them. 

Other community partners.  ICF has provided and offered use of our facilities for the 
network of groomed winter ski trails in the Intervale.  I hope that hosting the warming ‘hut’ 
and serving as the festival jumping off location will translate into increased interest in our 
winter shares!  2015 marked our fourth year as a major sponsor of the October Harvest Run 
for Sustainability, a 1k/5k walk/run fundraiser that winds through the fields in the Intervale.  
ICF hosts the registration and the 1k start, and I coordinate the 5k course as well, which also 
crosses big sections of our farm. 

  It is imperative to note, though, none of this would have happened, nor would many of these things continue to 6

happen, were it not for the effort of Bonnie Acker, and to a lesser degree of Abbie Nelson of NOFA-VT.  This dynamic 
duo has been like the wind and the tide in shaping the shoals of school food in the Burlington area, and like those forces, 
are having amazing downstream ripple effects.
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End #6: A community farm accessible to an economically diverse membership. 
COMPLIANT.  Structure similar to 2014 with 2015 data. 

Interpretation/definition:  I define ‘community farm’ sufficiently in the Global E and the 
interpretation of E3.  As I see it, “accessibility” has three parts: affordability, transportation, and 
awareness.  An economically diverse membership reflects the breadth of income levels in our local 
community, and is best assessed by looking at our Supported Share program. 
Regarding affordability, one major factor in fostering an economically diverse membership is 
keeping the overall share price relatively close to that of comparable market cost.  While we don’t 
know how many middle and lower income families would consider leaving ICF were we to 
significantly increase the cost of our produce, over 94% of 2015 survey respondents rated 
‘Economic Value’ as ‘very important’ or ‘significant’ in their list reasons to join ICF.  This is 
consistent with prior years as well.
Another major element in ensuring affordability are the supported share programs:  our Supported 
Share program, where qualifying households receive a 50% discount on the price of their 
membership, and the Senior Farm Share program through NOFA-VT, which purchases $50, 10-
week memberships in Vermont CSAs for qualifying low-income seniors.   ICF defines “low-
income” households as those with incomes less than 185% of federal poverty level -- members that 
qualify for Food Stamps (3SquaresVermont), Women, Infants, and Children (WIC), Social Security 
Disability, or Farm to Family Coupons, among other programs.  We could justifiably define ”low-
income” with far higher numbers than 185% of poverty, but this is an easy to use standard that 
many participants are familiar with. 
Transportation is an obstacle for some low-income households.  Unfortunately ICF is not located 
on a bus line.  We know of a few individuals refrain from joining the ICF due to lack of 
transportation, but do not know the size of this pool.  We could work to encourage carpools, because 
people will not join if they don’t feel as though they can get to the ICF.  The Senior Farm Shares are 
collected by and delivered to participants throughout the Burlington Housing Authority and 
Cathedral Square Corporation apartments, so any transportation issues regarding those shares are 
eliminated.  Inasmuch as the city is encouraging and building cycling and pedestrian access and 
Intervale Road improvement are under discussion, our transportation-access profile should improve.   
Awareness of the ICF as an option is a critical part of access:  if households with low-incomes are 
not aware of ICF, then we are not very accessible to them.  We do well with word of mouth; most of 
our new Supported Shares come through this channel.  This is, however, self-limiting, as we only 
bring in new folks who know someone who is already a member of ICF.  My qualitative sense is 
that our low-income households predominantly fall into student families and well-educated young 
families with children.  Members (or potential members) who fit this profile appear to have a 
reasonable awareness of ICF, as the vast majority of new (& existing) Supported Share members 
each year fall into this category.  We do not have very many households that are from less-
advantaged low-income populations, though anecdotally I think we edged a bit more in that 
direction in the last couple of years as we’ve been partnering more with NOF-VT’s farm share 
program for referrals. 
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Data:   Affordability.  Historically our share prices have provided savings to our members of 
around 50% over comparable market costs.  2015 savings were well above this, averaging 
around 70% bonus over market. The basic summary is depicted in the graph shown below.7

���  

Figure 3:  ICF Share value through time 

Senior Shares received roughly $64 per share for the $50 voucher value.  As much of the premium 
of the summer share savings is based on PYO crops and the uncertainty of potential bounty, winter 
share crops are much less likely to return the huge bonus savings of the summer shares.  We were 
exactly par, with 0% bonus savings in the 2014-2015 winter share.  I believe we are already ahead 
of that pace for our 2015-2016 winter share.
Affordability to those of limited and modest means is of great concern to the general membership, 
as evidenced by discussions and concerns voiced in the co-op conversion conversation and at our 
annual meetings. 
Data:  Transportation.  We have not directed much attention toward ensuring transportation or 
reducing it as a barrier.  I’ve scrapped my notion of our own private van or bus route, not that it 
couldn’t be something appealing in the future.  I spent several hours this fall discussing 

  Our ‘market cost’ is defined by averaging prices from farmers’ markets, City Market, and the UVM Extension 7

Vermont produce price list. We look first for local, organic produce prices; when not available we then look to local, 
conventional, then to non-local organic, and finally to non-local, conventional.  We estimate an average annual price for 
each item, accounting for seasonal fluctuation.  We do our best to accurately assess a weighted average value of the 
‘roots choice’ since each veggie commands a different retail price.  What we end up with is an accurate aggregate value 
for each share but each member’s value will likely deviate from that value.  PYO crop value is calculated from the PYO 
market price (things typically PYO like berries), or as the organic retail price, minus the harvest labor portion of the cost 
of production.  PYO contribution to share value is figured by recording the available PYO crops for each harvest day, 
and then halving that.  Based on what we observe, most people pick flowers and berries when available.  Most people 
do not pick all available PYO each week, but most pick something.  Figuring 50% of available PYO seems like a 
reasonable average, based on staff observations and prior year survey results.
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transportation and commenting on the planBTV walkbike plans; our collective Intervale efforts 
managed to convince the planners that Intervale road improvements should make the list of needed 
upgrades.  That said, I’m not holding my breath, given the money likely involved in re-engineering 
that hill to achieve mutual compatibility for walkers and cyclists and tractor-trailers.  
Data:  Awareness can use a major upgrade.  I think that we are missing a fairly large potential 
group of limited-income households, and we have done very little direct outreach in recent years.  
We have been working more closely with Michael Good at NOFA-VT, who does many of their 
Farm Share placements.  (Farm Share is their low-income CSA share program that they support 
around the state.)  We are getting more members in through that portal, some directly interested in 
us, some as overflow from other NOFA channels.  Many of those people are outside of our 
traditional demographic.  This is a useful avenue for us to build on.  In 2016, I’d like to work with 
the Intervale Center to see if they can refer prior year’s participants to ICF, as I believe that they 
only permit people to receive the Food Hub supported share for one year.  
My interest in getting the word out is always tempered by our restricted supply of supported shares. 
It would be easy for us to stimulate more demand than we have the ability to supply, since we fill 
our supported shares each year.

Data:  Supported Share participation.  I consider Small, Medium, and Large shares with equal 
weight in calculating the percentage of membership households receiving Supported Shares.   Each 
Senior Farm Share is considered as a Small share equivalency of 10:1, given the $50 vouchers for 
each senior and the quantity of produce we send to them.  For Winter Shares, I consider the number 
of Winter Shares as defining the size of the ‘membership’.  Supported Shares cover 50% of the cost 
of the membership, while Senior Shares are free to the participants.  The 50% rate brings the cost of 
ICF produce well below that of conventional supermarket produce while remaining vastly better in 
terms of flavor, freshness, variety, and health.   

For the 2015 Summer Shares, we had 60 Supported share members out of a total of 581 shares, and 
174 Senior Farm Shares. Inclusive of the Senior Shares as noted above, our math comes out around 
77 shares, for an overall supported rate of nearly 13%.  This is about the statewide population food 
insecurity rate of 13% for 2000-2012 calculated by Hunger Free Vermont.  For 2014-2015 Winter 
Shares, our supported rate was 11%; for 2015-2016, it looks to be 14.5%.

It is worth noting that considering only our number of ICF Supported Share and Senior Farm Share 
members undercounts the number of low-income households, since we know of some low-income 
households that do not ask for or receive supported shares, and we have many more households that 
would qualify as low-income if we even slightly re-defined our criteria.
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