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Impact of cover cropping on non-target arthropod pests
of red maple trees in nursery production
Sujan Dawadi', Jason B. Oliver’, Paul A. O’Neal', and Karla M. Addesso"*

Abstract

Cropping practices can affect the complement of arthropod pests present in production. The impact of cover cropping on key red maple (Acer rubrum
[L.]) (Sapindaceae) nursery pests was evaluated. Cover cropping has been identified as a sustainable management method for a key maple pest,
flatheaded appletree borer (Chrysobothris femorata [Olivier]) (Buprestidae), but the impact of the cover crop on other non-target arthropod pests
in maple production also must be taken into account when determining the usefulness of cover cropping as a pest management tool. In addition to
flatheaded appletree borer, other important arthropod pests of red maple in the southeastern United States include maple shoot borer (Proteoteras
aesculana [Riley]) (Tortricidae), maple leaftier (Episimus tyrius [Henrich]) (Tortricidae), potato leafthopper (Empoasca fabae [Harris]) (Cicadellidae),
ambrosia beetles (e.g., Xylosandrus crassiusculus [Motschulsky]) (Curculionidae), and spider mites (Oligonychus aceris [Shimer] and Tetranychus
urticae [Koch]) (Tetranychidae). In the fall of 2015, 400 red maple trees were transplanted into a cover cropped field of crimson clover (Trifolium
incarnatum [L.]) (Fabaceae) and winter wheat (Triticum aestivum [L.]) (Poaceae). Four nursery tree row management treatments were evaluated: (1)
cover crop, (2) cover crop + insecticide, (3) no cover crop, and (4) no cover crop + insecticide. Treatment plots consisting of 25 trees were replicated 4
times in a 2 x 2 factorial design. All trees were evaluated annually in 2016 and 2017 for damage by the previously mentioned arthropod pests. Over-
all, the cover crop did not increase damage by the common suite of red maple pests. However, the cover crop did compete with trees for nutrients,
water, and space, thereby reducing tree growth and the formation of new maple shoots. The low number of new shoots on maple trees in the cover
crop rows, and subsequent availability and suitability of host material was the main driver of pest damage differences among treatments.

Key Words: maple shoot borer; maple leaftier; potato leafhopper; secondary pest; Aceraceae

Resumen

Las practicas de cultivo pueden afectar el complemento de plagas de artropodos presentes en la produccion. Se evalué el impacto de los cultivos de
cobertura sobre las plagas claves del arce rojo, Acer rubrum (L.) (Sapindaceae). Se ha identificado el cultivo de cobertura como un método de manejo
sostenible para una plaga clave del arce, el barrenador de cabeza plana de arboles de manzana, Chrysobothris femorata (Olivier) (Buprestidae), pero
también se debe tener en cuenta el impacto del cultivo de cobertura sobre otras plagas de artréopodos no objetivo en la produccién de arce para
determinar la utilidad de los cultivos de cobertura como herramienta de manejo de plagas. Ademas del barrenador de la cabeza plana de arboles
de manzana, otras plagas importantes de artrépodos del arce rojo en el sureste de los Estados Unidos incluyen el barrenador del brote del arce,
Proteoteras aesculana (Riley) (Tortricidae), el enrollador de hojas del arce, Episimus tyrius (Henrich) (Tortricidae), la saltahoja de papa, Empoasca
fabae (Harris) (Cicadellidae), escarabajos ambrosia, Xylosandrus crassiusculus (Motschulsky) (Curculionidae) y acaros, Oligonychus aceris (Shimer) y
Tetranychus urticae (Koch) (Tetranychidae). En el otofio del 2015, se trasplantaron 400 arboles de arce rojo en un campo cubierto de trébol carmesi,
Trifolium incarnatum (L.) (Fabaceae) y trigo de invierno, Triticum aestivum (L.) (Poaceae). Se evaluaron cuatro tratamientos de manejo de hileras
de darboles en el vivero: (1) cultivo de cobertura, (2) cultivo de cobertura + insecticida, (3) sin cultivo de cobertura y (4) sin cultivo de cobertura +
insecticida. Las parcelas de tratamiento que consisten en 25 arboles se replicaron 4 veces en un disefio factorial 2 x 2. Se evaluaron todos los arbo-
les anualmente en el 2016 y el 2017 para detectar dafio hecho por las plagas de artrépodos mencionadas anteriormente. En general, el cultivo de
cobertura no aumenté el dafio por el grupo de plagas comuns del arce rojo. Sin embargo, el cultivo de cobertura compitié con los arboles por los
nutrientes, el aguay el espacio, reduciendo asi el crecimiento y la formacién de nuevos brotes de los drboles de arce. El bajo nimero de brotes nuevos
en los drboles de arce en las hileras de cultivos de cobertura y su subsecuente disponibilidad e idoneidad del material del hospedero fue el principal
impulsor de las diferencias de dafios de plagas entre tratamientos.

Palabras Clave: perforador de arce; enrollador de hojas de arce saltahoja de papa; plaga secundaria; Aceraceae

Red maple (Acer rubrum L.) (Sapindaceae) tree production is a lu-
crative segment of the woody ornamental nursery industry. Prevalence
of red maple cultivars in the landscape is attributed to its ease of es-
tablishment, rapid growth rate (Will et al. 1995; Warren et al. 2004),
and bright flower color and vibrant fall colors (Walters and Yawney
1990; Frank et al. 2013). However, maples are subject to attack by nu-
merous insects. The more than 81 arthropod pests that attack maples
can cause significant amounts of damage (Johnson & Lyon 1988). The

severity of insect injury and potential damage depends upon the land-
scape site, maple species, cultivar, and weather (Seagraves et al. 2012).
Common insect pests of maples include flatheaded appletree borer
(Chrysobothris femorata [Olivier]) (Coleoptera: Buprestidae), ambro-
sia beetles (e.g., Xylosandrus crassiusculus [Motschulsky]) (Coleoptera:
Curculionidae), maple and two-spotted spider mites (Oligonychus ac-
eris [Shimer] and Tetranychus urticae Koch) (Trombidiformes: Tetrany-
chidae), maple shoot borer (Proteoteras aesculana Riley) (Lepidoptera:

'Otis L. Floyd Nursery Research Center, College of Agriculture, Tennessee State University, 472 Cadillac Lane, McMinnville, Tennessee 37110, USA;
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Tortricidae), maple leaftier (Episimus tyrius Heinrich) (Lepidoptera: Tor-
tricidae), potato leafhopper (Empoasca fabae [Harris]) (Hemiptera: Ci-
cadellidae), and various species of armored and soft scales (Hemiptera)
(Frank et al. 2013).

Wood boring beetles are among the most prominent pest prob-
lems in the woody ornamental nursery industry and management
practices directed at these key pests can have consequences for other
non-target insect pests. The flatheaded appletree borer is the most sig-
nificant pest of concern in many woody ornamental production areas
in the eastern US (Potter et al. 1988; Oliver et al. 2010). A single attack
by flatheaded appletree borer can kill a tree in 1 season and larval tun-
neling ruins tree quality, even if trees do not die. Attacks by flatheaded
appletree borer also are more common on new transplants. Due to
the high damage and crop loss potential associated with borers, they
are often key drivers of management practices employed by nursery
producers. Insecticides are the primary strategy used for flatheaded
appletree borer control and consist of multi-yr protective products
like imidacloprid or single season products like chlorpyrifos and bifen-
thrin (Oliver et al. 2010). Use of insecticides can have direct effects on
non-target arthropod pests and their natural enemies. Other cultural
practices that improve tree growth or make maple trees less suitable
for infestation also can have direct and indirect effects on flatheaded
appletree borer and other arthropod pests.

According to Brooks (1919), wrapping red maple tree trunks with
newspaper and other paper proved satisfactory in the control of flat-
headed appletree borer. Previous work also has demonstrated that
weedy maple tree plots had fewer flatheaded appletree borer attacks
than trees in plots with rows maintained by pre-emergent herbicides
(Oliver et al., unpublished data). In this 2-yr unpublished field trial, ap-
plication of an insecticide containing imidacloprid and cyfluthrin (Dis-
cus N/G Insecticide, OHP, Inc., Mainland, Pennsylvania, USA) at half the
labeled drench rate resulted in 100% control of flatheaded appletree
borer in the non-herbicide-weedy treatment, but only 90% control on
trees in the herbicide treatments. Field sites that are weedy likely re-
duce flatheaded appletree borer by camouflaging tree trunks or physi-
cally blocking access to preferred trunk sites. In order to provide a
more sustainable option for the management of flatheaded appletree
borer, cover cropping within the tree rows was investigated in another
study, and proved successful at protecting red maple trees from attack
(Dawadi 2017).

While flatheaded appletree borer may be considered the most
devastating pest of maple trees in some production regions, there are
many other primary and secondary maple pests that could be affected
by flatheaded appletree borer management practices. Insecticidal ap-
plications that are used to control key pests like flatheaded appletree
borer sometimes increase secondary non-target pests through reduc-
tions in their natural enemies. Prado et al. (2014) found early-season
insecticides for potato leafhopper (especially the pyrethroid, bifen-
thrin), as well as maple cultivar, were factors in increased abundance of
maple spider mites in maple production plots. Ambrosia beetles prefer
to attack stressed maple trees. Therefore, management practices used
for other important pests like flatheaded appletree borer, which add
to maple tree stress (e.g., tree competition with cover crops), might
increase ambrosia beetle attacks. Ambrosia beetle females damage
the vascular system, lower the aesthetic value of the trunk, and in-
troduce harmful pathogens (Adkins et al. 2010) and symbiotic fungi
to feed their larvae into the galleries that are bored in the sapwood
and heartwood (Biedermann et al. 2009). Potato leafhopper injures
over 200 plant species, including maples, where it feeds on leaf veins
and apical buds with piercing-sucking mouthparts (Frank et al. 2013).
Potato leafhopper prefers young leaves and its damage on maple is
greatest during the second seasonal flush of leaves in mid- to late Jun
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(Potter et al. 1993), so flatheaded appletree borer management that
increases plant growth (e.g., absence of a cover crop) would likely in-
crease potato leafhopper problems. Potato leafthopper is problematic
for maple production because salivary toxins introduced during feed-
ing subsequently change leaf appearance due to a localized pattern of
necrosis called hopperburn, which also cups leaves (Frank et al. 2013).
In addition to leaf cupping, sap removal from vascular tissue of maples
also may cause light-colored, angular stippled spots on the underside
of leaves, and a decline in the aesthetic value of the plants (Oliver et
al. 2009).

Red maple trees have a number of other specialist and generalist
pests. Lepidopteran maple borers lay eggs on developing maple shoots
just before leaf bud break (Seagraves et al. 2008). The maple shoot bor-
er larva tunnels and feeds in the maple shoots, causing apical tip wilt
(flagging) and, eventually, branch dieback. Although maple shoot borer
has been reported to overwinter as an early instar in the hollowed
terminal shoots, caging studies suggest maple shoot borer overwinter
as adults (Seagraves et al. 2008). The maple leaftier also may be a prob-
lem later in the season in southern states (Frank et al. 2013). Maple
and twospotted spider mites feed on the underside of leaves, where
they remove chlorophyll, which results in silver-coloring of leaves, re-
duced growth, and altered fall color (Johnson & Lyon 1988).

Although cover cropping may be an ideal solution for flatheaded
appletree borer management, it is unclear how such agronomic prac-
tices would affect other non-target arthropod pests of red maple trees.
Therefore, the objective of this study was to evaluate the impact of
cover cropping and other management options on populations of ma-
ple shoot borer, maple leaftier, potato leafhopper, ambrosia beetles,
and spider mites.

Materials and Methods

PLANT TREATMENTS

The study was conducted at Moore Nursery in Irving College, Ten-
nessee (35.583889°N, 85.713056°W) (Warren County). A field site of
97.5 x 24.4 m with uniform slope was selected. Four treatment combi-
nations were arranged in a 2 * 2 factorial design and included: (1) cover
crop, or (2) cover crop + insecticide, and (3) no cover crop, or (4) no
cover crop + insecticide. The treatment combinations were selected
based on current recommended practices (no cover crop + insecticide),
our sustainable practice of interest (cover crop), a treatment with both
behavioral and chemical controls (cover crop + insecticide), and a nega-
tive control to provide a baseline for flatheaded appletree borer activ-
ity (no cover crop). Each treatment block was replicated 4 times and
consisted of an 11 x 11 m tree plot with 25 randomly assigned trees
(i.e., 100 trees total per treatment).

Red maple ‘Franksred’ liners were propagated from cuttings in Jun
2014 and transplanted into #3 size containers (C1200, 10.9 L, Hummert In-
ternational, Earth City, Missouri, USA) with slow release fertilizers (12N-6P-
6K) (Harrell’s Inc., Lakeland, Florida, USA) in spring 2015 at the Otis L. Floyd
Nursery Research Center, McMinnville, Tennessee, USA. Four hundred
trees with an average 1.13 + 0.02 cm caliper were planted in 10 rows on 13
Nov 2015 using a nursery tree planter (model TR-8, Rigsby Manufacturing
Company, Walling, Tennessee). Tree rows were spaced 2.1 m apart with
about 1.8 m within-row spacing between trees following current recom-
mendations for a short duration planting (Yeager et al. 2007). A single tree
space was skipped after the fifth tree in each row as a buffer zone between
treatment plots. Trees were fertilized in spring and summer of 2016 and
2017 with 31 g of agricultural grade fertilizer per tree (15N-15P-15K) (Har-
rell’s Inc., Lakeland, Florida) and pruned to develop a central leader.
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COVER CROP APPLICATION

A crimson clover (Trifolium incarnatum L.) (Fabaceae) and winter
wheat (Triticum aestivum L.) (Poaceae) (Adams-Briscoe Seed Company,
Jackson, Georgia, USA) blend was applied as a cover crop in the first
yr. Crimson clover and winter wheat were sown before tree transplant
on 15 Oct 2015, each at half the recommended high rate (16.8 kg per
ha and 84.2 kg per ha, respectively) (Clark 2012) using a Herd GT77
Spreader (Herd Seeder Company, Inc., Logansport, Indiana, USA). The
spreader was mounted on a Kubota RTV1140 (Tractor and Equipment,
Tennessee Valley, McMinnville, Tennessee) operated at 1,300 RPM in
low gear with a ground speed of 1 m per sec. Seeds were lightly disked
into the field following broadcast.

Starting from May 2016, cover crop impact on tree growth was
measured by counting the number of maple shoots (branch tips) at
the time of maple shoot borer and maple leaftier damage evaluations.
Cover crops were allowed to senesce naturally through the summer
mo and row middles were disked into the soil on 11 Aug 2016 with a
John Deere Model 770 tractor fitted with a 1.2-m (4-ft) wide model
disc with scalloped edges (Rigsby Manufacturing Company, Walling,
Tennessee).

In Sep 2016, clover and annual ryegrass (Lolium multiflorum La-
marck) (Poaceae) were sown using Scott’s Edge Guard™ spreader (The
Scotts Company LLC, Marysville, Ohio, USA) for the second year of the
experiment. Crimson clover was applied using the same 2015 seeding
rate. Annual ryegrass was applied at a rate of 3.05 kg per ha. Winter
wheat was not sown in the second year because disking could not be
performed in the established tree rows and the plots required a cover
crop that would germinate on contact with the soil. The ryegrass se-
nesced faster than wheat, but stems remained upright until the last
week of Jun.

HERBICIDE AND INSECTICIDE APPLICATIONS

Tree rows in plots designated as bare row/no cover crop received
the grass and broadleaf pre-emergent herbicide SureGuard (Flumioxa-
zin 51%, Valent USA Corp., Walnut Creek, California, USA) at a rate of
708.8 g product per ha during Nov 2015 and at approximately 6 mo in-
tervals thereafter (i.e., Mar 2016, Aug 2016, and Apr 2017), or whenev-
er vegetation began to break through the herbicide barrier. Finale (Glu-
fosinate-ammonium 11.33%, Bayer Environmental Science, Research
Triangle Park, North Carolina, USA) or Glystar Original (Glyphosate
41%, Albaugh, LLC, Ankeny, lowa, USA) with 80-20 (0.5%) surfactant
(Ragan and Massey, Inc., Ponchatoula, Louisiana, USA) were applied as
spot treatments to control weeds that breached the pre-emergent bar-
rier. Applications of post-emergent herbicides were made during Mar,
Jun, Jul, and Aug 2016, and during Apr 2017. On 11 Apr 2016, trees
within the “insecticide-treated” plots were treated with Discus N/G In-
secticide (imidacloprid 2.94% + 0.70% cyfluthrin; OHP, Inc., Mainland,
Pennsylvania) at half the labeled rate (10 ml product per 2.5 cm of
trunk diameter) based on previous research (Oliver et al., unpublished
data).

PEST EVALUATION

Several arthropod pests and their damage were evaluated in this
study. Trees were examined for the presence of ambrosia beetle at
end of Jun 2016 and 2017. In Tennessee, ambrosia beetles are active
starting mid-Apr and ending by early Jul (Reding et al. 2010). Therefore,
the last week of Jun was chosen to evaluate ambrosia beetle damage.
The number of flagged or infested shoots (branch tips) (Seagraves et
al. 2012) and total number of healthy shoots were counted during May
2016 and 2017 for maple shoot borer and Jul 2016 and 2017 for maple
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leaftier, respectively. During Jul 2016 and 2017, 2 leaves per plant were
collected in tubes containing 70% ethanol and leaves were examined
for presence of spider mites under a dissecting microscope. Spider
mite population peaks on maples have been observed previously dur-
ing Jul in Tennessee, so Jul was selected for mite surveys (Addesso et
al. 2018b). The first fully expanded leaf from each of 2 branches was
evaluated for mites. The percentage of canopy damaged by potato
leafhopper was calculated by visually estimating the percentage of
burned and cupped leaves in the tree canopy during Aug 2016 and Jun
2017. The evaluation date for potato leafhopper in 2016 was later than
2017 due to the later initiation of potato leafhopper damage that year.

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

Total numbers of trees damaged for maple shoot borer, maple
leaftier and potato leafhopper were analyzed using a generalized in-
teractive linear model (GLIM) procedure (PROC GENMOD) fitted to a
negative binomial distribution (SAS Institute 2018). The average total
number of shoots per tree at the time of maple shoot borer and ma-
ple leaftier evaluations, the percentage of shoots damaged by maple
shoot borer and maple leaftier, and percent canopy damage by potato
leafhopper were analyzed using a generalized interactive linear model
(GLIM) procedure (PROC GENMOD) fitted to a normal distribution.
Pair-wise comparisons were made with Tukey’s Multiple Comparison
Test. All data were modeled with cover crop treatment (cover crop or
bare ground) and insecticide (Discus N/G or no insecticide) using the
interaction of cover and insecticide as factors. Pearson’s correlation
coefficients and significance tests for shoot numbers, and maple shoot
borer and maple leaftier damage also were calculated (PROC CORR).

Results

MAPLE SHOOT BORER
2016

The total number of trees damaged by maple shoot borer was
similar across all treatment combinations (Tables 1, 2). Growth of trees
was impacted by the row treatments, with trees in cover cropped rows
having fewer average total shoots per tree than trees in bare rows.
Insecticide applications had no detectable effect on shoot numbers in
cover crop or bare treatments. No interaction of cover crop and in-
secticide factors on the numbers of shoots was detected in 2016. The
average percentage of shoots damaged per tree by maple shoot borer
was higher in trees grown with cover crops in the first year. There was
no detectable effect of insecticide on percentage of shoots damaged
by maple shoot borer, nor any interaction between cover crop and in-
secticide factors. There was a significant positive correlation between
the number of shoots per tree, and the number of maple shoot borer
damaged shoots (r ., = 0.983; P <0.001).

(398)

2017

The total numbers of individual trees damaged by maple shoot
borer again were similar across all treatments (Tables 1, 2). Again,
trees in cover crop treatments had fewer total branch shoots than
trees in bare rows. In yr 2, insecticide applications had a positive ef-
fect on shoot number with the most shoots observed in the bare
row + insecticide treatment. There was no interaction of cover crop
and insecticide treatments detected for shoot number. Percentage of
shoots damaged by maple shoot borer was lower for cover cropped
trees. There was a slight reduction in percent damage in the cover
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Table 1. Results of statistical analysis® of datawith model factor chi-squared® and P-values.

2016

Maple Shoot Borer

Maple Leaftier Potato Leafhopper

Percentage of

Percentage of Percentage of

Total Trees® Total Shoots Shoots Damaged Total Trees Total Shoots Shoots Damaged Total Trees  Canopy Damaged
Model Factor Damaged per Tree per Tree Damaged per Tree per Tree Damaged per Tree
Cover Crop*® 0.18, 78.93, 14.53, 12.62, 172.97, 4.06, 14.69, 58.75,
P=0.67 P <0.001 P <0.001 P <0.001 P<0.001 P =0.044 P <0.001 P <0.001
Insecticide® 0.09, 3.47, 1.42, 1.13, 14.65, 2.98, 5.99, 33.86,
P=0.76 P=0.06 P=0.23 P=0.289 P <0.001 P=0.08 P=0.01 P <0.001
Cover Crop x Insecticide 0.04, 0.11, 0.19, 0.02, 2.67, 1.52, 0.63, 11.72,
P=0.85 P=0.74 P=0.66 P=0.887 P=0.103 P=0.22 P=0.43 P =0.001
2017
Cover Crop 1.24, 32.61, 180.9, — — — 4.54, 327.84,
P=0.27 P <0.001 P <0.001 P=0.03 P <0.001
Insecticide 0.01, 6.56, 3.25, - - - 0.09, 16.87,
P=0.92 P=0.01 P=0.71 P=0.76 P<0.001
Cover Crop x Insecticide 0.81, 1.19, 8.28, — - — 1.62, 11.44,
P=0.37 P=0.28 P =0.004 P=0.20 P <0.001

°Data analyzed with GLIM fitted to a negative binomial distribution (number of trees) or normal distribution (total shoots per tree, percent damage), as appropriate.

*Chi-squared df = 1 for all factors.

“Total number of trees in each experimental treatment = 100.
“Cover Crop = with or without cover crop in tree rows.
‘Insecticide = with or without Discus N/G treatment.

crop + insecticide treatment compared to cover crop, but not for the
bare row treatments. There was a significant correlation between the
total shoot number and the number of damaged shoots (r,., = 0.784;
P <0.001).

(398)

MAPLE LEAFTIER
2016

Fewer trees were damaged by maple leaftier in the cover crop
treatments in the first yr, and there was no effect of insecticide on
number of trees damaged, and no interaction between insecticide and
cover crop factors (Tables 1, 3). Trees in the cover cropped treatment
had fewer shoots per tree than trees in bare rows. Fewer total shoots
also were observed in insecticide-treated trees, particularly in the
insecticide-treated trees with cover crops (Table 3), but there was no
interaction of cover crop and insecticide factors on total shoots num-
ber (Table 1). The cover crop factor significantly affected the total per-
centage of shoots damaged by maple leaftier, but the significance level
was marginal (P = 0.044; Table 1) and cover and bare row treatment
means were not significantly different (Table 3). There was no effect

detected for insecticide factor on total percentage of shoots damaged
by maple leaftier, nor any interaction between cover crop and insecti-
cide treatments (Table 1). There was a significant correlation between
total shoot number and number of maple leaftier damaged shoots (r,,,,
=0.399; P < 0.001).

2017

No maple leaftier damage was observed in 2017.

POTATO LEAFHOPPER
2016

Overall damage by potato leafhopper was low in 2016, ranging
from 0.1% to 1% of total canopy damage (Table 4). More trees were
damaged in the treatments without cover crops or insecticide (Tables
1, 4). A lower percentage of canopy damage was observed in the cover
cropped treatments, and in plants that were treated with Discus N/G,
but the insecticide effect on potato leafhopper damage was greater in
trees grown in bare rows.

Table 2. Total number of trees damaged by maple shoot borer, average total number of shoots per tree, and average percentage of shoots damaged per tree in

different treatment plots during the May 2016 and 2017 evaluations.

May 2016

May 2017

Average (t SE) per Tree

Average (* SE) per Tree

Nursery Row Treatments® Total Trees Damaged Total Shoots

% Shoots Damaged

Total Trees Damaged Total Shoots % Shoots Damaged

Cover 46 a 153+1.1a 9.8+1.5b 89a 51.7+27a 13.6+1.0a
Cover + Insecticide 46a 13.9+0.6a 10.7+1.5b 80a 452+20a 11.8+1.1a
Bare 41a 226%2.1b 4.7+0.7a 9la 79.6+4.2b 17.2+1.0b
Bare + Insecticide 44 a 21.1+0.6b 6.7t1.0a 99a 98.6+3.0c 17.9+1.1b

*Values within columns with different letters were statistically different by General Linear Interactive Model (GLIM) with means separated by LSmeans adjusted Tukey’s multiple com-
parison test (P < 0.05). Cover = nursery rows received cover crops. Cover + Insecticide = nursery rows received cover crops and individual maple trees received Discus N/G (half labeled
rate). Bare = nursery rows received pre- and post-emergent herbicides to keep rows free of vegetation. Bare + Insecticide = nursery rows were kept weed free with herbicides and individual

maple trees received Discus N/G treatment (half labeled rate).
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Table 3. Total number of trees damaged by maple leaftier, average number of
shoots per tree, and average percentage of shoots damaged per tree in different
treatment plots during the Jul 2016 evaluation.

Jul 2016

Average (+ SE) per Tree

Total Trees % Shoots
Nursery Row Treatments’ Damaged Total Shoots Damaged
Cover 46 ab 9.6+0.8a 13.8+2.4b
Cover + Insecticide 39a 83+0.7a 9.1+1.6ab
Bare 76 ¢ 28.7+09c 8.7+0.8ab
Bare + Insecticide 67 bc 20.1+0.7b 79+09a

*Values within columns with different letters are statistically different by General Lin-
ear Interactive Model (GLIM) with means separated by LSmeans adjusted Tukey’s multiple
comparison test (P < 0.05). Cover = nursery rows received cover crops. Cover + Insecticide
= nursery rows received cover crops and individual maple trees received Discus N/G (half
labeled rate). Bare = nursery rows received pre- and post-emergent herbicides to keep rows
free of vegetation. Bare + Insecticide = nursery rows were kept weed free with herbicides
and individual maple trees received Discus N/G treatment (half labeled rate).

2017

Damage by potato leafhopper was greater in 2017 than 2016 (Table
4). Canopy damage ratings ranged from 2.3% to 31.7% across treat-
ments. Once again, more trees were damaged in treatments without
cover crops (Tables 1, 4). As in 2016, trees in the cover crop treatments
had lower percent canopy damage than those grown in bare rows
(Tables 1, 4). However, in a reversal from the previous year, the imi-
dacloprid treatment was not significantly different from no insecticide
in the percentage of canopy damage by potato leafhopper in the bare
row treatments, but did reduce canopy damage in cover crop treat-
ments (Table 4).

OTHER MAPLE PESTS

Ambrosia beetle and spider mite populations were low or absent
in spring 2016 and 2017, and in summer 2016 and 2017, respectively.
No data are reported.

Discussion

The principal purpose of this study was to evaluate the effects of
cover crops used as a management tool for flatheaded appletree borer
on other non-target arthropod pests attacking red maple trees in nurs-
ery production systems. While new pest management programs are
under development for pests like flatheaded appletree borer, it is es-
sential that they do not inadvertently cause more problems with other
non-target pests. Therefore, tree damage from several common pests
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of red maple trees was evaluated to determine the impact of different
management practices on pest levels.

Both species of moths observed in this study attacked tree shoots.
The maple shoot borer is considered of greater concern than maple
leaftier due to its potential damage to the central leader (Seagraves
et al. 2008), which requires growers to retrain the tree to maintain
plant structure. Maple shoot borer is active in spring, and can result in
significant damage to tree quality. Maple leaftier is of less concern to
growers, because its populations are less consistent year-to-year, and
it attacks later in the season after the trees have put on greater height.
Imidacloprid generally performs poorly on Lepidoptera larvae, so the
insecticide treatment drench was not expected to provide maple shoot
borer or maple leaftier control. One concern was whether the pres-
ence of a cover crop would increase damage by the moths due to the
availability of additional nectar sources (crimson clover) in the field,
but only maple shoot borer had a higher attack rate in cover crop plots
during the first year, and in yr 2 there were more maple shoot borer
attacks in the bare plots.

Both maple shoot borer and maple leaftier attacked trees in all
insecticide and ground cover treatments, and there were no differ-
ences detected among treatments in the number of trees attacked by
maple shoot borer early in the season for both yr, and maple leaftier
had fewer attacks in cover crop plots. Therefore, an important finding
of this study was that cover crops did not increase maple shoot borer
or maple leaftier damage relative to other traditional nursery practic-
esincluding weed maintenance (i.e., bare plots), or flatheaded apple-
tree borer damage prevention using insecticides. With cover crops, a
possible concern could be increased moth damage if the vegetation
serves as a harborage or supplemental food source for the moths. It
is possible that the close proximity of plots (i.e., 5 m between plots)
may have allowed inter-plot movement of moths, which may have
masked cover crop treatment effects on associated moth increases.
Future large-scale studies should revisit this question if subsequent
problems arise. An analysis of percentage damage by maple shoot
borer in 2016 showed slightly greater damage in the cover crop plots,
but this trend was reversed in 2017. A correlation analysis incorpo-
rating damaged shoots and total shoots revealed that maple shoot
borer damage was positively correlated with total shoot number in
both yr. The correlation was less obvious in the 2016 data since the
trees were newly transplanted and were more similar in size early
in 2016. The correlation trend was more dramatic in the second yr
(2017), when trees began the season with different levels of accumu-
lated growth. The trees grown in bare rows, being larger and having
more new shoots, also had more overall damage. Trees with more
shoots likely were better food resources, or could have improved
moth search behavior resulting in greater female oviposition success
and a positive correlation with the overall tree size (i.e., number of
shoots). Discus was not effective at suppressing maple shoot borer

Table 4. Total number of trees damaged and average percentage of canopy damaged per tree by potato leafhopper in different treatment plots during the Aug

2016 and Jul 2017 evaluations.

Aug 2016

Jun 2017

Nursery Row Treatments’ Total Trees Damaged

Average (+ SE) % Canopy Damage

Total Trees Damaged Average (t SE) % Canopy Damage

Cover 35 ab 0.3+0.0ab 82a 47+05b
Cover + Insecticide 17 a 0.1+0.0a 69 a 23+04a
Bare 77 c 1.0+0.1c 90 a 31.7+17c
Bare + Insecticide 54 bc 0.4+0.1b 100 a 29.31+1.7c

*Values within columns with different letters are statistically different by General Linear Interactive Model (GLIM) with means separated by LSmeans adjusted Tukey’s multiple compari-
son test (P < 0.05). Cover = nursery rows received cover crops. Cover + Insecticide = nursery rows received cover crops and individual maple trees received Discus N/G (half labeled rate).
Bare = nursery rows received pre- and post-emergent herbicides to keep rows free of vegetation. Bare + Insecticide = nursery rows were kept weed free with herbicides and individual

maple trees received Discus N/G treatment (half labeled rate).
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in this study, because it was applied as a drench. The Discus labeled-
use for Lepidoptera requires a foliar application to expose larvae to
a toxic dose of the cyfluthrin component of the product, which is not
known to act systemically.

Maple leaftier was observed only in the field in 2016. Because it
attacked later in the season after substantial growth was observed on
the trees, its attack pattern is best explained by shoot availability. The
decrease in damage in the insecticide treatment was not sufficient to
claim imidacloprid acted as an effective maple leaftier control; how-
ever, some function of the insecticide, such as increased elongation of
shoot tips versus branching, may be correlated with the lower amounts
of maple leaftier damage in the insecticide treatment. Whereas some
evidence exists of imidacloprid as a stress-mitigator and growth en-
hancer, most of the research on the topic has been conducted on row
crops (Wallace et al. 2000; Thielert 2006; Gonias et al. 2008), with limit-
ed information on its effects in woody ornamentals (Oliver et al. 2010).
It is difficult to draw conclusions about imidacloprid and maple leaftier
reduction from this single yr of data. A likely explanation for the higher
percentage damage in cover crop plots was the lower number of tips
on the trees (either old or new tips), such that a few attacks equated
to a relative higher frequency of attack. In contrast, trees grown in bare
rows had a large number of tips and higher numbers of total tips dam-
aged, but the overall percentage of damage was lower compared to
cover crop plots. This is supported by our correlation analyses, which
reported strong positive relationships between total shoot numbers
and shoot damage.

Potato leafhopper damage in red maple can be managed by sys-
temic applications of neonicotinoids (Oliver et al. 2009) or pyrethroids
(Potter et al. 1993), so differences in insecticide-treated and untreated
trees were expected. Potato leafhopper also has a broad host range
beyond red maple, and so there was concern that the cover crop, par-
ticularly crimson clover, may promote potato leafhopper populations.
Populations of potato leafhopper in 2016 were low overall, which
made it difficult to draw conclusions from the data, but there was less
potato leafhopper damage in Discus-treated trees during the first year.
In 2017, potato leafhopper damage was more substantial and began
earlier than in 2016, hence the earlier evaluation date. Damage by po-
tato leafhopper reached about 30% in the treatments without cover
crops, but remained low in the cover crop treatments. The dramatic
difference between the treatments is due almost solely to the health
and vigor of the trees that did not have to compete with cover crops
growing in the tree rows. Potato leafhopper nymphs prefer to feed on
young foliage (Potter et al. 1993), and the greater production of new
growth in the bare row treatments supported larger populations of
potato leafhopper on maple trees. Increased abundance of maple foli-
age, combined with a reduction of weed hosts in the herbicide-treated
rows, may have acted to concentrate feeding on maple shoots. Simi-
lar effects of herbicides on Empoasca spp. damage has been shown
in field-grown Dracaena marginata Lam. (Asparagaceae) (Sadof et
al. 2014). The significant effect of imidacloprid in the second yr was
observed only in the cover cropped trees. Again, minimal growth by
these trees in the first yr may have allowed for greater concentrations
of residual imidacloprid in the leaf tissue of cover cropped trees in the
second yr.

The effect of the cover crop and insecticide factors were not ob-
vious on all evaluated pests in this study. Imidacloprid, applied as a
systemic insecticide, has been implicated in secondary pest outbreaks
of various species of spider mites (Szczepaniec et al. 2011, 2013). How-
ever, no damage by spider mites was observed in this study during
the sampling period in either yr. ‘Franksred’ red maple cultivar has low
relative susceptibility to maple spider mites (Seagraves et al. 2012).
The leaf domatia present on the underside of red maple leaves con-
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tributes morphological resistance to maple spider mites by providing
harborage for spider mite predators (Prado et al. 2015), which may
have kept populations of spider mites below the detectable level. Like-
wise, ambrosia beetle attacks are regular problems in nursery produc-
tion, but no damage from this suite of Scolytinae pests was observed
in any of the treatments during the 2-yr period. Ambrosia beetle at-
tacks are associated with tree stress, which may be induced by abiotic
or biotic factors (Ranger et al. 2010, 2016). Although the cover crop
reduced tree growth, competition with the cover crop did not stress
the trees in such a way as to induce ambrosia beetle attacks. Other
forms of stress, like flooding (Frank & Ranger 2016) or infection with
Phytophthora (Peronosporaceae) (Addesso et al. 2018a), are known to
induce ambrosia beetle attacks, but apparently reduced growth from
competition with cover crops does not trigger the stress signals used
by ambrosia beetles.

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study to explore the
effect of cover cropping on arthropod pest pressure in a red maple
production system. The major effect of cover cropping in this study
was to reduce tree growth (shoot production). Despite pest control
advantages conferred by cover crops against flatheaded appletree
borer, these crops may impede growth of maples due to competition
for soil resources (Casper & Jackson 1997). Vegetation competition has
been shown in other woody plant systems like Pejibaye (peach palm)
orchard (Clement & DeFrank 1998), and in newly planted vineyards
(Bordelon & Weller 1997). It is possible that other inputs, like irriga-
tion or extra fertilizer, could be used to overcome the negative tree
growth effects of cover crops, while still receiving the cover crop ben-
efits against flatheaded appletree borer, but other experiments would
be needed to confirm.

In conclusion, the cover crop system evaluated here did not in-
crease pressure by the red maple pests evaluated in this study. Their
destructive potential was instead directly related to the availability of
suitable oviposition or feeding sites, which were more abundant in the
traditional herbicide-treated row plantings. The results of this research
support future evaluations of cover crops as a management tool for
flatheaded appletree borer, a maple pest of great concern in south-
eastern nursery production regions.

Acknowledgments

We thank Donna Fare (USDA-ARS) for help designing the field plots,
and Benji Moore of Moore Nursery for field space and assistance in
management of this field trial. We thank Megan Patton, Manoj Pandey,
Garrett Roper, Nadeer Youssef, Matthew Brown, Debbie Eskandarnia,
Joshua Basham, Joseph Lampley, and others from Nursery Research
Center (NRC) McMinnville, Tennessee, for assistance with plot prepara-
tion, maintenance, and data collection. We also thank Clifford Sadof for
reviewing our advanced draft during this manuscript preparation. This
work was funded by Southern SARE On-Farm Grant Program (#0S14-
084) and NIFA Evans-Allen (#1007887).

References Cited

Addesso KM, Baysal-Gurel F, Oliver JB, Ranger CM, O’Neal PA. 2018a. Interaction
of a preventative fungicide treatment and root rot pathogen on Ambrosia
beetle attacks during a simulated flood event. Insects 9: 1-11.

Addesso KM, Witcher AL, Fare DC. 2018b. Swirski mite controlled-release sa-
chets as a pest management tool in container tree production. HortTechnol-
ogy 28:391-398.

Adkins C, Armel G, Chappell M, Chong JC, Frank SD, Fulcher A, Neal J. 2010. Pest
management strategic plan for container and field produced nursery crops.
Southern Region IPM Center. Raleigh, North Carolina, USA.



Dawadi et al.: Cover cropping red maple

Biedermann PH, Klepzig KD, Taborsky M. 2009. Fungus cultivation by ambrosia
beetles: behavior and laboratory breeding success in three xyleborine spe-

cies. Environmental Entomology 38: 1096—-1105.

Bordelon BP, Weller SC. 1997. Preplant cover crops affect weed and vine growth

in first-year vineyards. HortScience 32: 1040-1043.

Brooks FE. 1919. The flatheaded appletree borer. USDA Farmer’s Bulletin 1065:

1-15.

Casper BB, Jackson RB. 1997. Plant competition underground. Annual review of

ecology and systematics. Annual Reviews 28: 545-570.

Clark A. 2012. Managing cover crops profitably, 3rd edition. Sustainable Agri-
culture Research and Education Program Handbook Series 9. United Book

Press, Inc., Gwynn Oak, Maryland, USA.

Clement CR, DeFrank J. 1998. The use of ground covers during the establish-
ment of heart-of-palm plantations in Hawaii. HortScience 33: 814-815.
Dawadi S. 2017. Cover crop usage for pest management in red maple tree pro-

duction systems. Master’s Thesis, Tennessee State University, Nashville, Ten-

nessee, USA.

Frank SD, Ranger CM. 2016. Developing a media moisture threshold for nurser-
ies to reduce tree stress and ambrosia beetle attacks. Environmental Ento-

mology 45: 1040-1048.

Frank SD, Klingeman WE, White SA, Fulcher A. 2013. Biology, injury, and man-
agement of maple tree pests in nurseries and urban landscapes. Journal of

Integrated Pest Management 4: B1-B14.

Gonias ED, Oosterhuis DM, Bibi AC. 2008. Physiologic response of cotton to the
insecticide imidacloprid under high-temperature stress. Journal of Plant

Growth Regulation 27: 77-82.

Johnson WT, Lyon HH. 1988. Insects that feed on trees and shrubs, 2nd edition.

Comstock Cornell University Press, Ithaca, New York, USA.

Oliver JB, Fare DC, Youssef N, Halcomb MA, Reding ME, Ranger CM. 2009. Evalu-
ation of systemic insecticides for potato leafhopper control in field-grown

red maple. Journal of Environmental Horticulture 27: 17-23.

Oliver JB, Fare DC, Youssef N, Scholl SS, Reding ME, Ranger CM, Moyseenko JJ,
Halcomb MA. 2010. Evaluation of a single application of neonicotinoid and
multi-application contact insecticides for flatheaded borer management in
field grown red maple cultivars. Journal of Environmental Horticulture 28:

135-149.

Potter DA, Spicer PG. 1993. Seasonal phenology, management, and host prefer-
ences of potato leafhopper on nursery-grown maples. Journal of Environ-

mental Horticulture 11: 101-106.

Potter DA, Timons GM, Gordon FC. 1988. Flatheaded apple tree borer (Coleop-
tera: Buprestidae) in nursery grown red maples: phenology of emergence,
treatment timing, and response to stressed trees. Journal of Environmental

Horticulture 6: 18-22.

Prado J, Quesada C, Sadof C. 2014. Effects of pesticide application on Arthro-
pod pests of nursery-grown maples. Journal of Economic Entomology 107:

708-717.

Prado J, Witte AR, Frank S, Sadof CS. 2015. Do leaf domatia mediate intraguild
predation and host plant resistance to Oligonychus aceris (Shimer) on Red

Sunset Maple (Acer rubrum)? Biological Control 90: 187-192.

Downloaded From: https://bioone.org/journals/Florida-Entomologist on 13 May 2021
Terms of Use: https://bioone.org/terms-of-use

193

Ranger CM, Reding ME, Persad AB, Herms DA. 2010. Ability of stress-related
volatiles to attract and induce attacks by Xylosandrus germanus and other
ambrosia beetles. Agricultural and Forest Entomology 12: 177-185.

Ranger CM, Reding ME, Schultz PB, Oliver JB, Frank SD, Addesso KM, Chong JH,
Sampson B, Werle C, Gill S. 2016. Biology, ecology, and management of Xy-
losandrus spp. ambrosia beetles (Coleoptera: Curculionidae: Scolytinae) in
ornamental tree nurseries. Journal of Integrated Pest Management 7: 1-9.

Reding M, Oliver JB, Schultz P, Ranger CM. 2010. Monitoring flight activity of am-
brosia beetles in ornamental nurseries with ethanol-baited traps: influence
of trap height on captures. Journal of Environmental Horticulture 28: 85-90.

Sadof CS, Linkimer M, Hidalgo E, Casanoves F, Gibson K, Benjamin TJ. 2014.
Effects of weed cover composition on insect pest and natural enemy abun-
dance in a field of Dracaena marginata (Asparagales: Asparagaceae) in
Costa Rica. Environmental Entomology 43: 320-327.

SAS Institute. 2018. The Genmod Procedure, 2nd edition. SAS Institute, Cary,
North Carolina, USA.

Seagraves BL, Redmond CT, Potter DA. 2012. Relative resistance or susceptibil-
ity of maple (Acer) species, hybrids and cultivars to six arthropod pests of
production nurseries. Pest Management Science 69: 112-119.

Seagraves BL, Haynes KF, Redmond CT, Tittle S, Potter DA. 2008. Seasonal bi-
ology and management of the maple shoot borer, Proteoteras aesculana
(Lepidoptera: Tortricidae), in production nurseries. Pest Management Sci-
ence 64: 1040-1049.

Szczepaniec A, Creary S, Laskowski KL, Nyrop JP, Raupp MJ. 2011. Neonic-
otinoid insecticide imidacloprid causes outbreaks of spider mites on elm
trees in urban landscapes. PLoS One 6: €20018. doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pone.0020018

Szczepaniec A, Raupp MJ, Parker RD, Kerns D, Eubanks MD. 2013. Neonicoti-
noid insecticides alter induced defenses and increase susceptibility to spider
mites in distantly related crop plants. PLoS One 8: e62620. doi.org/10.1371/
journal.pone.0062620

Thielert W. 2006. A unique product: the story of the imidacloprid stress shield.
Pflanzenschutz-Nachrichten Bayer 59: 73-86.

Wallace B, Ebel RC, Kemble J. 2000. Imidacloprid effects on root growth, photo-
synthesis, and water use of cucumber in the greenhouse. HortScience 35:
827-832.

Walters RS, Yawney HW. 1990. Acer rubrum L. Red maple, pp. 60—69 In Silvics of
North America. 2: Hardwoods. USDA Forest Service Agriculture Handbook
654. Washington, DC, USA.

Warren RJ, Rossell IM, Moorhead KK. 2004. Colonization and establishment of
red maple (Acer rubrum) in a southern Appalachian wetland. Wetlands 24:
364-374.

Will RE, Seiler JR, Feret PP, Aust WM. 1995. Effects of rhizosphere inundation
on the growth and physiology of wet and dry-site Acer rubrum (red maple)
populations. American Midland Naturalist 134: 127-139.

Yeager T, Bilderback T, Fare D, Gilliam C, Lea-Cox J, Niemiera A, Ruter J, Tilt K,
Warren S, Whitwell T, Wright R. 2007. Best management practices: guide
for producing nursery crops. The Southern Nursery Association, Atlanta,
Georgia, USA.



	Impact of Cover Cropping on Non-Target Arthropod Pests of Red Maple Trees in Nursery Production
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1620948798.pdf.GKswZ

