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 I have recently received inquiries regarding our grant opportunities, so I will focus my comments for this newsletter on the current 
funding programs through the North Central IPM Center.  
 We will continue to accept proposals for our Mini-Grants Program through May 31, 2011 provided we have funds remaining in 
this program.  Proposals may request up to $10,000.  We will discontinue this program at the end of May 2011 unless we obtain additional 
funding for the NC IPM Center.  If additional funding becomes available for our Center, we will notify the region of continuation of the 
Mini-Grants Program.  All projects funded through this grants program must be completed by April 30, 2012 and we will not be able to 
provide a no cost extension for projects beyond April 30, 2012.
 We have a new funding opportunity to address critical issues in the North Central Region.  The North Central Region Critical 
Issues Grants Program will fund critical research/extension/education activities related to time-critical, emerging plant pest and disease 
issues.  The NCIPMC will provide up to $450,000 in funding for this grant program and proposals may request up to $75,000. The 
program is designed to provide one-time seed funding to help initiate work requiring immediate attention until other longer-term resources 
can be secured to address the issue.  This program will focuses on short-term projects that must be completed by April 30, 2012.  The 
deadline for proposal submission is March 4, 2011.  Examples of types of proposals that would be appropriate for this program may 
include:
 

identification of a new or recently introduced organism; 

determining potential spread or host range of a new or recently introduced organism; 

developing control or prevention programs including development of educational materials, for the pest or disease under investigation; 

prioritizing research/extension/education needs to address critical pest and disease management issues including rapid response needs 
for new or emerging issues.

3

New Year EPA Updates

Soil Fumigants
 The first round of new soil fumigant labels, which 
includes several important risk mitigation practices, are now in 
commerce.  The compliance date for registrants was changed 
from December 1, 2010 to December 31, 2010 in order to 
accommodate the last of the state registrations.  Key risk 
mitigation practices include worker and handler protection, 
good agricultural practices, and the preparation of fumigant 
management plans.  A second round of label changes is planned 
for December 2011.
 The Office of Pesticide Programs (OPP) now offers the 
“Soil Fumigant Toolbox” a helpful set of fact sheets, templates, 
and training materials online at
 http://www.epa.gov/pesticides/reregistration/soil_
fumigants/index.htm 
 In addition Region 5 will be presenting a series of soil 
fumigant workshops in Michigan, Wisconsin, and Minnesota, 
beginning the week of February 28, 2011, primarily for state 
inspectors, educators, and extension staff.  I am committed to the 
successful implementation of these new labels; if you have any 

questions about them please contact me.

Brown Marmorated Stinkbugs
 In a teleconference last month, staff members in OPP 
explained that they have been working with the USDA Office 
of Pest Management Policy to identify active ingredients to 
control a new invasive pest, the Brown Marmorated Stink Bug.  
Given the extent of potential trouble from this pest, emergency 
exemptions under FIFRA Section 18 are planned such that one 
“lead” state in each region will submit a “master” request with 
USDA technical support; in turn, other participating states in 
the region can refer to it.  Given the time it takes to review and 
act on a Section 18 request, effort is already underway so that 
ingredients can be available this spring.
 If you haven’t heard about this approach yet, please let 
me know and I will refer you to the Section 18 contacts at OPP 
for more details.

Sulfuryl Fluoride
 On January 7, 2011 EPA and the U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services released revised risk assessments 
and exposure estimates for fluoride in drinking water.  As a result 
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of these findings, OPP has proposed to withdraw the tolerances 
for sulfuryl fluoride on several commodities, based on its use on 
harvested grains, dried fruits, tree nuts, and cocoa beans, and for 
fumigation of food handling and processing facilities.  Non-food 
uses of sulfuryl fluoride are not affected by this decision.  Since 
fluoride is a breakdown product for this pesticide, it contributes 
to the total dietary exposure of fluoride, and the revised risk 
and exposure assessments trigger re-evaluation under the Food 
Quality Protection Act (FQPA).
 Notice of proposed withdrawal of tolerances was 
published in the Federal Register on January 19, 2011; a docket 
will be open for 90 days at http://www.regulations.gov.  Search 
for docket/document number EPA-HQ-OPP-2005-0174-0113.
 More information on this decision (including a direct 
link to the docket) is available at http://www.epa.gov/pesticides/
sulfuryl-fluoride/evaluations.html 
 If you are aware of food-related uses of sulfuryl fluoride 
and have concerns about the proposed decision, I encourage you 
to submit your comments and any supporting date to the docket 
for this decision.  Please let me know if you have any trouble 
locating this docket or the proposed order.

SAI Sunset
 As some of you may have already heard, last October 
EPA Assistant Administrator Steve Owens announced the end 
of the Strategic Agricultural Initiative (SAI) and the shift of SAI 
program resources—both funds and staff—to Integrated Pest 
Management in Schools.  He wrote in a December 10, 2010 
memo that “the SAI has largely achieved its original mission of 
assisting growers adjust to the 14-year old FQPA, and it is time 
for our IPM efforts to move in a new direction.”
 As a result, we will use this fiscal year to make the 
transition between programs.  Although many details remain 
undetermined at this time, we will continue to oversee the 
current SAI grants through their completion over the next 
two years, and we will continue our commitments to USDA 
programs, including participation in SARE and the IPM Centers.
No new SAI grants will be awarded; however, the Pesticide 
Environmental Stewardship Program (PESP) grants will 
continue (one award per year in each Region), targeted toward 
agriculture.
 In Region 5, I will become the new point of contact 
for the IPM in Schools program, behind my colleague Donald 
Baumgartner, who as ably handled this topic for than a decade.  
Fortunately, Don will remain available as an expert resource for 
us.
 I will maintain my existing commitments and other 
essential work under SAI for the remainder of this fiscal year.  
I have also agreed to keep the current network of state agency 
staff, university researchers and extension staff, and grower 
representatives intact for the foreseeable future.  Post-SAI, we 
hope to be able to provide some ongoing level of communication 
and support, especially for the specialty crops grown here.
 I welcome your feedback on which of my activities 
would be most helpful as we make this transition.  At this 
time, I don’t know what will be possible, but I will use your 
commentary to inform any proposal along these lines—and for 
this purpose, more is better!
 Please feel free to give me a call or send me an e-mail 
with any questions or comments on this matter, or on any of the 

other topics in this SAI update.  Thank you for your interest in 
the Strategic Agricultural Initiative in Region 5.

Seth Dibblee
SAI Coordinator

Season Extension Webinar Series
Jim Jasinski, Ohio State University Extension, IPM Program
 
 The Great Lakes Vegetable Working Group (GLVWG), 
in cooperation with the University of Illinois Extension and 
the Sustainable Agriculture Research and Education program, 
sponsored a series of five web based seminars focused on pest 
management practices used in season extension or high tunnel 
production.   The webinars were held November 1st-18th, and 
attracted 813 participants from a total of 26 states and four 
provinces.  
 The first webinar opened with an introduction to pest 
management in season extension systems, followed by more 
focused presentations on pest management for tomato and winter 
greens production.  The general theme for each of these webinars 
included insect, weed, and disease management, punctuated 
with biological control and general horticultural information.  
The fourth webinar concentrated on soil fertility and nutrient 
management, while the last webinar reviewed and outlined the 
current Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) high 
tunnel pilot project.
 Individual webinar presentations were conducted by 13 
specialists from Cornell University, Michigan State University, 
Ohio State University, Penn State University, Purdue University, 
University of Vermont, and NRCS.  All five webinars including 
individual presentation handouts, were recorded by either Purdue 
University or University of Illinois, and are available online for 
free viewing and downloading at the GLVWG website (http://
glvwg.ag.ohio-state.edu/projects.php?PHPSESSID=56499d42ec
66359f22ec1511cebbd2b3#seasonextension).
 Evaluations were conducted for each webinar, and 
in general the series was highly rated by growers, extension 
educators, and students.  Of the participants who completed 
an evaluation for one of the first four webinars, 70-85% had 
less than two years experience using high tunnels for any 
kind of production.  Most respondents indicated they learned 
2-3 new pest management techniques and at least 2-3 new 
production practices from the first three webinars.  The number 
of techniques and practices learned by participants dropped 
off slightly for the fourth webinar, likely due to the content not 
being a traditional pest management topic.  The fifth webinar 
was an overview of the NRCS high tunnel pilot project so 
measures of practices learned were not taken.
 Overall, the pest management webinar series was 
deemed very successful in utilizing the knowledge and talent 
housed within the GLVWG to reach out and educate a large 
group of growers and others across a vast geographic area on a 
current and expanding topic.
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Can Row Covers Stop Cucurbit Bacterial 
Wilt, and are they cost effective?
Erika Saalau, Mark Gleason, and Jean Batzer
Department of Plant Pathology, Iowa State University

 Bacterial wilt is a major challenge for North Central 
Region cucurbit growers. This disease, caused by the bacterium 
Erwinia tracheiphila, can wreak havoc on all types of cucurbit 
crops except watermelon. Leaves and stems wilt and dry up, and 
infected plants typically die. 
 Cucumber beetles are part of the bacterial wilt story. 
Two species, striped and spotted cucumber beetles, carry the 
bacterium from plant to plant, and infection often happens 
through beetle feeding wounds. Fighting bacterial wilt means 
fighting cucumber beetles; the main defense against the disease 
is stopping the beetles.
 Many strategies have been tried to beat the beetles. 
Most growers rely on insecticides, but chemical warfare can 
require many applications per year, which is expensive and may 
also damage non-target insects, including the bees that pollinate 
cucurbit crops. Other tactics, such as trap crops and chemical 
lures, are still in the experimental stage. Organic growers have 
an especially difficult struggle to grow highly wilt-susceptible 
crops such as cucumber and muskmelon, because organically 
approved insecticides are not very effective against cucumber 
beetles. In fact, some organic growers won’t plant these highly 
susceptible crops due to worries about bacterial wilt.
 Where do row covers fit into the fight against bacterial 
wilt? Spunbond polymer row covers, such as Agribon and 
Reemay, have gained a foothold with North Central Region 
cucurbit producers for other reasons: they warm the soil, speed 
up crop maturity, and protect against extreme early-season 
weather (frost, hail, wind, heavy rain). 
 Row covers also have potential as a defense against 
bacterial wilt because they keep out cucumber beetles. As the 
soil warms up in the spring, cucumber beetles emerge from the 
ground with one mission: zero in on cucurbits. As they munch 
on the leaves, bacteria from their mouthparts and feces (frass) 
end up on the feeding wounds and enter the plants. Soon the 
plants start to wilt. Row covers keep out the beetles during the 
vulnerable early-season period.
 Most growers remove row covers once flowering starts. 
Our research at Iowa State University (ISU) several years ago 
showed that deploying row covers from transplanting until the 
start of flowering could delay bacterial wilt. But sometimes the 
wilt would catch up by the end of the season, so the end result 
was still dead plants.
 What if the row covers could stay in place a bit longer? 
Researchers in Canada and Africa found major insect-pest 
control benefits if they kept the row covers in place for 10 more 
days past the start of bloom. We thought this delayed-removal 
idea was worth a try in Iowa. 
APPROACH
 With funding from North Central IPM Center and EPA-
PESP grants, we ran 6 field trials were at ISU research farms in 
Gilbert and Muscatine (central and eastern Iowa respectively) in 
2007, 2008, and 2009. Muskmelon (cv. Athena) seedlings were 
transplanted to field plots and immediately after transplanting, 
seedlings were covered with Agribon® AG-30 row covers 

supported by wire hoops, with the edges buried in soil. 
Treatments were: 

1) Row covers were removed at start of flowering.
2) Row cover ends were opened at start of flowering to 
enable pollinator access, and covers were removed 10 days 
later.
3) After a bumble bee hive (Koppert Biological Systems 
Inc.) was inserted under one end of the row cover at start of 
flowering, the row cover was re-sealed and then removed 10 
days later.
4) No row covers (control). 

 No insecticide applications were made during these 
trials, so that we could see the full effect of the row cover 
practices. After row cover removal, were monitored the plants 
every week until the start of harvest for incidence of bacterial 
wilt (percent of plants that died). 
 Row covers are not cheap, and they take time to set 
up and remove. But can they pay for themselves? To begin 
to answer this question, we made a partial budget to analyze 
costs and returns for each treatment. Revenue was calculated 
by extrapolating mean yield per subplot to a per-hectare basis, 
and multiplying by local wholesale ($3) and direct retail prices 
($6) per 5-lb melon. We calculated net returns by subtracting 
production cost of each treatment from gross income on a per-
hectare basis. 
 In Iowa and nearby states, bacterial wilt occurs 
sporadically; sometimes devastating, and sometimes nearly 
absent. How can the sporadic nature of the disease be factored 
into economic calculations? As a first step, we did a sensitivity 
analysis across treatments that compared several scenarios for 
the frequency of occurrence of years with bacterial wilt: 0, 5, 10, 
15, and 20 of 20 years.  
RESULTS
 Bacterial wilt appeared in the three field trials held 
during 2007 and 2008 (Table 1). At Gilbert in 2007 and 
Muscatine in 2008 (Fig. 1), delaying row cover removal by 10 
days resulted in significantly less bacterial wilt than when row 
covers were removed at the start of flowering. In the trial at 
Gilbert in 2008 (Fig. 2), all row cover treatments suppressed 
bacterial wilt effectively and resulted in equivalent marketable 
yield that exceeded that in the non-covered control. In 2009, 
bacterial wilt was absent in all three trials and row cover 
treatments had little impact on yield (Table 2).
 Delaying row cover removal and opening row cover 
ends increased costs by a further 1% due to labor, whereas 
inserting bumble bee hives raised costs by a total of 18% due 
to purchase of bumble bees and labor to install them under 
row covers (Fig. 3). For trials in which bacterial wilt occurred, 
average annual returns under both price scenarios were much 
higher for the delayed-removal strategies than for either the 
removal-at-anthesis (the current standard commercial practice) 
or no-cover controls. All row cover strategies reduced projected 
returns in site years without bacterial wilt. In the sensitivity 
analysis (Fig. 4), the highest annual returns occurred under the 
no-disease scenario for all treatments, and returns declined as the 
proportion of years with wilt outbreaks increased. 
TAKE-HOME POINTS
 Our Iowa field trials showed that delaying row-cover 
removal by 10 days can provide season-long protection of 
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muskmelon against bacterial wilt. This strategy proved to be an 
effective alternative for controlling bacterial wilt and cucumber 
beetles without insecticide applications. It could replace or 
reduce the need for insecticide sprays, and could be especially 
valuable for organic growers, who lack effective insecticides 
against cucumber beetles.
 Results of the partial budget analysis suggest that when 
bacterial wilt epidemics occurred, the delayed-removal row 
cover strategy would deliver more consistent returns than either 
removing them when flowering starts or not using covers at all. 
The sensitivity analysis suggested that cost effectiveness of the 
delayed-removal strategy is affected by how often bacterial wilt 
outbreaks occur. The strategy was economically advantageous 
when bacterial wilt occurred in half or more of the growing 
seasons, but was a drag on returns when wilt was absent or less 
frequent. 
 For growers the advantage of using row covers will 
depend not only on the likelihood of disease occurrence but also 
on planting date, melon prices, availability of labor, and viability 
of effective alternatives to suppress the disease.
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Waterhemp Rears Its Ugly Head...Again

 URBANA - Waterhemp has done it again. University of 
Illinois researchers just published an article in Pest Management 
Science confirming that waterhemp is the first weed to evolve 
resistance to HPPD-inhibiting herbicides.  
 “A fifth example of resistance in one weed species is 
overwhelming evidence that resistance to virtually any herbicide 
used extensively on this species is possible,” said Aaron Hager, 
U of I Extension weed specialist.  
 Waterhemp is not a weed species that can be adequately 
managed with one or two different herbicides, Hager said. This 
troublesome weed requires a much more integrated approach. 
“Large-scale agronomic crop production systems currently 
depend on herbicides for weed management,” Hager said. “A 
weakness in this approach lies in its strength; because herbicides 
are so effective, they exert tremendous selection pressures 
that, over time, result in resistant weed populations as natural 
outcomes of the evolutionary process.”
  In an article in the Journal of Agricultural and 
Food Chemistry, Hager and Pat Tranel, a U of I professor of 
molecular weed science in the Department of Crop Sciences, 
shared the results of a survey of multiple-herbicide resistance in 
waterhemp. The results showed that all populations resistant to 
glyphosate were also resistant to ALS inhibitors and 40 percent 
contained resistance to PPO inhibitors.
  Adding HPPD resistance to the mix complicates 
problems for growers and scientists. When weeds stack several 
forms of resistance, it greatly reduces the number of viable 
herbicide options.
  “We are  running out of options,” Hager said. “This 
multiple-herbicide resistance in waterhemp has the potential 
to become an unmanageable problem with currently available 
postemergence herbicides used in conventional or glyphosate-
resistant soybean.”
  Hager said they’ve already discovered one waterhemp 
biotype that’s resistant to four different herbicide families. He 

said growers may see five-way resistance in the future.
  Fortunately, there are very few annual weed species 
in the United States that have shown this level of multiple 
resistance. Waterhemp is a dioecious species and ideally suited 
for evolving herbicide resistance by sharing resistance genes 
among populations and biotypes.
  “For example, you can have HPPD resistance evolving 
in field A, and in adjacent field B you can have selection for 
glyphosate resistance,” Tranel said. “Pollen is always moving in 
the air, allowing pollen from field A to mix with resistant plants 
from field B resulting in HPPD and glyphosate resistance in the 
same progeny. That’s how easy it is to stack resistance.”
  The pressure is on for industry to develop new options 
and for growers to change their practices of how they use 
products to control the weed spectrum, he added.
  Hager, Tranel and Dean Riechers, a U of I associate 
professor of herbicide physiology, were recently awarded a 
grant from Syngenta to study how waterhemp populations 
evolve resistance. They will collaborate with Syngenta’s 
scientists to find answers regarding the genetics, inheritance, and 
mechanisms of resistance to HPPD inhibitors.
  “We are excited for the opportunity to collaborate with 
industry to learn more about these resistant biotypes,” Tranel 
said. “We want to find practical management recommendations 
for growers.”
  Hager said that there is only so much a person can learn 
by looking at different treatments in a field, but if this is not 
done, it’s difficult to come up with the best recommendations. 
The U of I weed science team’s advantage is their ability to span 
the range from applied field and greenhouse work to basic DNA 
sequencing, physiology and genetics work.
  At least two companies are developing crop varieties 
that are resistant to HPPD inhibitors. In the future, both of 
these companies see HPPD-inhibiting herbicides growing in 
importance.
  “We now have known resistance before the resistant 
crops are on the market,” Tranel said. “That’s a real concern.”
 But Hager thinks it could be a blessing in disguise. “We have 
time to learn about this type of resistance in advance before 
these crop varieties hit the market,” Hager said. “If these crops 
are commercialized, we could have the recommendations in 
place from the onset to slow the evolution of this resistance.”
  Their research, “Resistance to HPPD-inhibiting 
herbicides in a population of waterhemp from Illinois, USA,” 
was published online on January 26 in Pest Management 
Science. Researchers include Tranel, Hager, Dean Riechers, 
Nicholas Hausman, and Sukhvinder Singh of the U of I; and 
Shiv Kaundun, Nicholas Polge and David Thomas of Syngenta.
  “Herbicide Resistances in Amaranthus tuberculatus: A 
Call for new Options” was published online in November 2010 
by the Journal of Agricultural and Food Chemistry. Researchers 
included Tranel, Hager, Chance Riggins and Michael Bell of the 
U of I.

News Sources: Aaron Hager, hager@illinois.edu and
Patrick Tranel, tranel@illinois.edu 
News Writer: Jennifer Shike, 217-244-0888, jshike@illinois.edu

Digital photos available for 3 months at http://www.aces.uiuc.
edu/news/News_Photos/WHHPPD
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North Dakota’s IPM Program Combats 
Crop Pests, Diseases
Ellen Crawford, NDSU Extension Service, Ag. Comm.

 Each year, diseases and pests attack North Dakota’s 
crops. And each year, a handful of trained scouts help producers 
fight back by surveying fields for the pests that could threaten 
crops.
 The scouts’ work is the heart of North Dakota State 
University’s Integrated Pest Management (IPM) crop survey 
program, says NDSU Extension Service plant pathologist and 
IPM coordinator Marcia McMullen.
 During the growing season, the scouts collect 
information that gives producers and the rest of the agricultural 
industry a weekly snapshot of the presence of insects and 
diseases, how widespread they are, where they’re concentrated 
and the economic damage they’ve caused.
 “It helps producers be on the alert for what particular 
pest problems or disease problems are moving into their area,” 
says Roger Ashley, Extension agronomist at NDSU’s Dickinson 
Research Extension Center.
 Extension agents such as Mike Rose in Ward County 
use the data, along with prior and current weather conditions, 
weather forecasts and a crop variety’s susceptibility to insects 
or diseases, to help producers decide whether to use a fungicide 
or insecticide. The information also helps producers determine 
the best time to use chemical control.  “Considering costs of the 
application and chemical, the total costs often can run $15 to $20 
per acre,” says Bottineau County Extension agent Tim Selmer. 
“Either making the application or not can mean the difference 
between a profit or no profit for that acre of crop for the year.”
 In addition, the information can help producers assess 
their current crop’s yield and quality potential and develop future 
control efforts, such as crop rotation, cultivation and tillage 
practices, selecting resistant varieties to plant, and varying 
planting and harvesting dates.
 The survey data has other long-term benefits as well, 
including:

Validating insect and disease forecasting models
Providing information on shifts in pests’ presence and 
severity through time
Indicating pest resistance to pesticides
Spotting relationships between pest populations and 
environmental factors
Demonstrating the impact of cultural practices on the 
occurrence of pests
Identifying areas for additional research
Pinpointing where educational programs are needed 
to provide information on improved pest and disease 
management methods

 NDSU’s IPM survey began in 1988 with one field scout 
to identify diseases in wheat and barley in eastern North Dakota. 
Now it has five full-time scouts to cover 15 million crop acres. 
They operate out of NDSU’s Research Extension Centers in 
Carrington, Dickinson and Minot and the Main Station in Fargo, 
and the area Extension office in Devils Lake. They survey wheat, 
barley, soybean, canola, and sunflower crops in all of the state’s 

53 counties. Faculty and staff from NDSU’s Plant Pathology and 
Entomology departments also are involved in the program.
Through the years, the scouts have discovered a new race of 
stem rust in barley and found increased wheat leaf rust and 
wheat stem maggot and high populations of sunflower banded 
moth. The program has also identified when canola flea beetle 
and soybean aphid populations are nearing treatment thresholds.  
Once the data is collected, analysts create maps showing where 
diseases and insects have been detected and the severity of the 
infestations. They also develop charts and tables to indicate 
trends and estimate yield losses.
 NDSU scientists use the scouting information in 
conjunction with weather data provided by the North Dakota 
Agricultural Weather Network (housed in NDSU’s School of 
Natural Resources)   to help validate models that forecast the 
development and spread of diseases and insects.
 In addition to providing county agents with the 
information they need to help producers make fungicide or 
insecticide application decisions, NDSU disseminates the 
information in a variety of other ways, including the IPM 
website at www.ag.ndsu.nodak.edu/aginfo/ndipm/; county 
Extension Ag Alert newsletters; the “Crop and Pest Report,” 
which is available electronically and in printed form; Plant 
Pathology and Entomology Department websites; and the data at 
grower meetings.
 “With ever-tightening crop budgets and cash flows, 
IPM plays a major role in farm profitability,” Semler says.
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NRCS & IPM Collaborations: Creating 
Grower Opportunities for IPM
Peter Werts, IPM Institute of North America

 2011 brings new opportunities for Minnesota 
orchardists for Integrated Pest Management (IPM) in the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Environmental Quality 
Incentives Program (EQIP) and 595 IPM Practice Standard.  The 
North Central Working Group “Grower Incentives for IPM”, 
supports partnerships between IPM specialists, growers and 
NRCS staff in North Central States to increase awareness and 
participation in EQIP for 595 with outreach, mini-grants and 
development of IPM evaluation tools and resources.  Working 
group members have helped create access to technical assistance 
and cost share for growers under EQIP 595 in Iowa, Indiana, 
Ohio and now Minnesota.
 NRCS programs identify priority conservation practices 
available to growers (e.g., buffer strips, nutrient management, 
pest management and others) and offer technical assistance 
and cost-share payments for growers to adopt these practices.  
Historically, EQIP participation for IPM, and cost-share rates, 
has been very low.  To create cost-share rates, NRCS requires 
accurate information on actual costs of implementing the 
conservation practice.  Collaborations that connect NRCS, 
University Extension and growers to provide this information are 
a critical step.  
 In Minnesota, cost-share was available to growers 
for IPM on field cropland, for invasive plant species and weed 
control for tree establishment.  Specialty crop growers were 
not eligible for EQIP 595.  The working group and grower 
members of the Minnesota Apple Growers Association (MAGA) 
organized to request meeting with NRCS.  In planning for the 
meeting, our goals were to identify and present to NRCS the 
total costs of IPM adoption for orchards; the environmental 
benefits and resource concerns IPM can address; and the 
economic and social importance of the tree fruit crop to the state.  
 Working Group members worked with growers 
to send letters to the NRCS requesting a meeting.  We also 
arranged to make a presentation at the MAGA annual meeting 
to help educate and generate grower interest in participation.  
On February 17, 2010 grower members of MAGA and 
Working Group members Regina Hirsch and Peter Werts 
met with representatives from Minnesota NRCS, Minnesota 
Department of Agriculture and the Minnesota Fruit and 
Vegetable Association.  Participants discussed in detail costs 
of IPM adoption, IPM practices growers use, limitations of 
IPM adoption and sought to clarify how the EQIP program 
can provide this support to growers.  NRCS staff expressed 
concern about a lack of trained Technical Service Providers 
(TSPs), required to write IPM plans and offer growers technical 
assistance. The meeting concluded with a discussion on next 
steps and the challenges to be addressed to offer the EQIP 595 to 
orchardists in Minnesota.  MN 
 In August 2010, Minnesota NRCS responded with 
payment rates for two levels of IPM adoption at $230.00 and 
$359.00 per acre, for basic and advanced practices, respectively.  
Grower sign up started January 12, 2011 and runs through March 
4, 2011.
 

 Our working group is funded primarily by a grant from 
the North Central Region IPM Center, with additional funding 
secured from the Southern Region IPM Center this year for 
work to develop 595 opportunities for growers in Florida, in 
collaboration with Glades Crop Care, the University of Florida 
and the Small Farms and Alternative Enterprises Conference.  
For more information, visit http://www.nrcs.ipm.msu.edu/.  
Individuals interested in becoming involved in the working 
group or collaborating on NRCS & IPM outreach can contact 
Peter Werts, pwerts@ipminstitute.org. 

New Study Shows Benefits of Bt Corn to 
Farmers
Jan Suszkiw

 WASHINGTON - A group of agricultural scientists 
reported in today’s issue of the journal Science that corn that has 
been genetically engineered to produce insect-killing proteins 
isolated from the soil bacterium Bacillus thuringiensis (Bt) 
provides significant economic benefits even to neighboring 
farmers who grow non-transgenic varieties of corn.
 “Modern agricultural science is playing a critical role 
in addressing many of the toughest issues facing American 
agriculture today, including pest management and productivity,” 
said Agriculture Secretary Tom Vilsack. “This study provides 
important information about the benefits of biotechnology by 
directly examining how area-wide suppression of corn borers 
using Bt corn can improve yield and grain quality even of non-
Bt varieties.”
 The researchers estimate that farmers in Iowa, Illinois, 
Minnesota, Nebraska and Wisconsin received cumulative 
economic benefits of nearly $7 billion between 1996-2009, 
with benefits of more than $4 billion for non-Bt corn farmers 
alone. The scientists estimated that in Minnesota, Illinois and 
Wisconsin, borer populations in adjacent non-Bt fields declined 
by 28 to 73 percent, with similar reductions recorded in Iowa 
and Nebraska.
 The researchers attribute the collateral benefits enjoyed 
by non-Bt farmers to areawide suppression of corn borers 
stemming from long-term plantings of Bt-protected crops. 
Potato, green bean and other host crops also stand to benefit 
from areawide reductions of corn borers, the researchers note. 
The team’s Science report also highlights the importance of 
the use of refuge crops—the planting of non-Bt crops adjacent 
to fields of Bt crops, providing a refuge to which the pests can 
retreat—and other strategies to slow the corn borer’s ability 
to develop resistance to Bt and thus maintain the insecticidal 
proteins’ long-term effectiveness.
 The Bt proteins provide the plant with a built-in defense 
against attacks by the larvae of European corn borers and other 
insect pests. Larvae that ingest the protein soon stop feeding and 
die, typically within 48 hours. In addition to reducing the use 
of insecticides that also can endanger beneficial insects, the Bt 
defense strategy helps prevent harmful molds from gaining entry 
to the plants via wound sites from borer feeding. Some of these 
molds, like Fusarium, produce mycotoxins that can diminish the 
value and safety of the crop’s kernels.
 Bt corn debuted in 1996, and by 2009 was planted 
on nearly 55 million acres in the United States, accounting for 
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nearly 63 percent of the total U.S. corn crop of 87 million acres. 
But no research groups had previously investigated the long-
term impact of such plantings on corn borer populations on a 
regional scale, nor had there been any assessment of whether 
the use of the crop provided any sort of collateral benefit to 
adjacent or nearby fields of non-Bt crops.  The team was led by 
William Hutchison of the University of Minnesota and included 
Rick Hellmich, a U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
entomologist at the Corn Insects and Crop Genetics Research 
Unit operated at Ames, Iowa, by the Agricultural Research 
Service (ARS). ARS is USDA’s principal intramural scientific 
research agency. The team gathered 14 years’ worth of corn 
borer population data from Bt corn plantings and combined it 
with national corn production figures, including yields, prices 
and acreage planted. In addition to ARS and the University 
of Minnesota, study participants included researchers from 
the University of Wisconsin at Madison, Pennsylvania State 
University at State College, the University of Illinois at Urbana, 
the University of Nebraska at Lincoln, Iowa State University at 
Nashua, and industry researchers, among others.

Announcing the Fourth European Whitefly 
Symposium

 The fourth European whitefly symposium will be held 
on the campus of the Robert H. Smith Faculty of Agriculture, 
Food and Environment at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 
Rehovot, Israel on September 11 - 16, 2011.
 

Scientific themes covered by this symposium include:

Trends in whitefly evolution
Plant-whitefly relationship
Whitefly biology
Whitefly-virus interactions
Whiteflies adn their Symbionts
Whitefly control

 For details see https://sites.google.com/site/
ews4jerusalem/home and/or contact Professor Dan Gerling, Tel 
Aviv University, Department of Zoology, Israel - dange@tauex.
tau.ac.il, Dr. Shai Morin, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 
Israel, Robert H. Smith Faculty of Agriculture, Food and 
Environment - morin@agri.huji.ac.il

14th Wildlife Damage Management 
Conference
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Northern Plains Integrated Pest Management Guide

 The Northern Plains IPM Guide (www.npipm.org) is a new free online resource available for agricultural professionals. The 
online guide will serve as a cooperative regional clearinghouse for information generated in several states regarding pest and disease 
affecting major field crops of northern part of the Great Plains.
 Led by South Dakota State University, the IPM Guide is the result of a regional collaborative effort funded by the by North 
Central IPM Center Working Group grant program. Entomologists and plant pathologists from the Land Grant universities of six states, 
including South Dakota, North Dakota, Iowa, Nebraska, Kansas and Minnesota, are committed to develop and review the contents 
published in the Northern Plains IPM Guide. The site is hosted at the Center of Invasive Species and Ecosystem Health at the University of 
Georgia.
 By February 2011, a section of soybean pest biology and management will be available at the Northern Plains IPM Guide (www.
npipm.org). Development of soybean disease section and sections on other pest and disease of other pertinent crops, such as corn and 
wheat, is in progress. iPhone and Droid applications based on the published content of Northern Plains IPM Guide is also under way.
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