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Why is BMSB such a severe pest?

Presenter
Presentation Notes
It is important to understand some of the factors that contribute to BMSB as a significant pest in tree fruit.
First, it is an Invasive species that was not under quarantine – allowed to proliferate and spread unchecked.
Agricultural pest with 100+ host plants, this wide host range combined with association with human-made structures has been suggested to provide an advantage to invasive species
Adults and nymphs are highly mobile and adults can easily move across the agroecosystem, following crop phenology.
As they do this, they invade a crop first on the border
Peaches are one of the first crops attacked by BMSB in early spring and they are present throughout the growing season.
In peaches these factors have caused growers to effectively drop IPM programs and return to calendar based sprays, increasing insecticide use by 4-fold

Continually disperses from wild hosts.
Particularly problematic along border.
Since 2009, BMSB has disrupted IPM programs:
Growers have returned to �calendar-based insecticide applications. 
Neither economically nor environmentally sustainable.
Can we restructure IPM to manage this pest in peaches? 




BMSB Management in Peach

• Since 2010 growers have relied on season-long weekly 
insecticide applications

• Beginning in 2012 we recommended not starting 
management until ~ 266 DD

• Chemical control relies primarily on pyrethroids and 
neonicotinoids

– Secondary pest outbreaks

• Disruption of IPM programs



How can we bring IPM back to 
tree fruit management?
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IPM-Crop Perimeter Restructuring

• BMSB is a perimeter driven pest

– Border concentrated pesticide application has worked for other pests

– Can we use traditional IPM tactics to help manage this pest?

• IPM-CPR vs. grower standard insecticide application for key 
pest management in peach orchards

– Objectives:

• Efficacy for peach management

• Impact on natural enemies



Pesticide application Sampling sites Pyramid monitoring trap

• Standard: whole block or ARM sprays
• IPM-CPR: perimeter + first full row

+ Ground cover management
+ Mating disruption for OFM 

• Weekly insecticide applications 
beginning late-May (140-266 DD57)

• Visual and trap based monitoring
• Harvest sample for injury assessment
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Isomate OFM TT; 70/acre

Or Isomate CM/OFM



Pyramid traps may be more efficient 
monitoring tools than visual sampling
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Pyramid traps are not necessarily 
more effective in peaches
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Generally more damage in 
standard blocks (2014)
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Looks promising in apples (2014)
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How does IPM-CPR impact 
natural enemies?



More natural enemies found on sticky 
cards in IPM-CPR orchards
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How about the cost?



Costs of IPM-CPR



Conclusions thus far...

• IPM-CPR reduces insecticide use by up to 75%

• Pest control and fruit damage at levels equal to 
current management recommendations 

• Promising data in apples as well

• May reduce negative impact on natural enemies

– Important for secondary pests?

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Successful over a 3 year period with varying BMSB pressure



Next steps...

• Further test IPM-CPR in apples

• Expand IPM-CPR to other BMSB infested regions

• How large of orchard blocks is IPM-CPR effective?

• Can a BMSB threshold be incorporated for 
management initiation?
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Questions?
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