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1. Chair Larry Godfrey called to order at 8:30 am

2. Following a few comments from Larry Godfrey, local arrangement chair, and the collection of the registration fees, the participants introduced themselves including a guest at the meeting (Becky Pearson, Texas AgriLife).
3. Introductions

a. Larry Godfrey, UCD

b. Becky Peason, Texas AgriLife

c. Luis Espino – UCCE Farm Advisor

d. Mike Stout, LSU AgCenter

e. Bill Walton, UC Riverside

f. Sharon Lawler, UCD

g. John Bernhardt, U of Arkansas

h. Mo Way, Texas AgriLife

i. Jim Robbins, Mississippi State Univ

j. Natalie Hummel, LSU AgCenter

k. Kelly Tindall, Univ of Missouri

4. This meeting coincided with the 32nd Annual Rice Technical Working Group Meeting at the Westin, San Diego, California. 

5. Selection of Officers: The second item of business was the selection of chairman for the next meeting. Mike Stout and Natalie Hummel will assume the chair. 

6. 2009 Meeting Site: The group discussed a site for the 2009 meeting. It was decided to hold the S-1029 meeting Feb. 21 or 22 in Dallas/Fort Worth, Texas region.  M O Way will serve as local arrangements chair.

7. State reports

a. Arkansas (J. Bernhardt)

i. First year with Dermacor

1. Performed well, low rates

2. Difference in weevil pressure in treated plots

3. High weevil populations in field

4. Rice planted at 95-100 lb/acre, most growers plant at 70-75 lb/acre

5. Next year will be low seeding rate studies

ii. Gus Lorenz had tests out (did not discuss results), treated seed looked better than untreated seed

1. Did not verify Grape Colaspis in tests

2. Comment was that it looked better

iii. Curious about activity on colaspis – concern about concentration in underground stem, maintaining enough product in room stem will be important for control of colaspis larvae

1. Silt loam soils (65-70% of soils) – preferred by grape colaspis

a. More problems with colaspis

b. Cherry valley also has trouble (west of Jonesboro)

c. Prairie region (Ashley county) – but not a lot of rice

d. Follows soybeans

e. Red clover is most favored for feeding

iv. Mitsiu products

1. Etofenprox, not very good control

a. Put material out over whole plot, calculated rate for whole area in water, did not improve

b. Timing may have been off, 6 days, could have extended 8 days with better control

c. Weevils arrived late

2. Dinotefuran

a. 2 formulations & 2 timings

i. Low – 0.18 – Oui San – directed by Mitsui

1. Concerned about residuals

ii. Rates – an issue – Karate is much better for control

iii. Granule gives an option in crawfish/rice rotation

iv. Timings

1. Pre-flood with 70sg

2. Post flood

3. Pre/post flood

4. Ties in nicely with weed control

v. Three tier technologies

1. Huma Cal Plus for salt intrusion land (La)

2. Also, has five strains of Bt
3. Humic acid & micorrhyzial stimultants, etc.

4. Not much activity, late planted test, high weevil pressure, yields down considerably

5. Encouraged to recommend not using product unless they have data.

vi. Furrow-irrigated rice

1. Land with different slopes, may lose 55% of land to levees, otherwise

2. Hybrid rice does well in furrow-irrigated rice

a. 200-230 bushels per acre

3. Time saver, labor saver, equipment saver

4. Bill bug is a problem, enters earlier, lays eggs, 50-60 d for larvae to develop, dead tillers and dead culms with whiteheads

a. 25-30% yield loss

b. Cruiser, registered in corn for maize bill bug

c. Did large scale test with product (Syngenta)

i. 5 acre plot in 91 acre, cruiser 140 g ai per 100 kg of seed

ii. Did not control (seed treatment) bill bugs in furrow irrigated rice

iii. Growers that have problems also have it on levees, flood will prevent for paddy area

iv. Also tested on levees, did not get much control

v. Damaged clusters – grower was cutting field before data was collected

vi. 30 lbs/acre seeding rate

vii. Not sure why it is not working, need to investigate the biology

vii. Grape colaspis – no data

viii. Cultural practices for weevil management with flood depth

1. Season-long 2” flood (shallow)

2. Season-long 4” in flood (deep water)

3. 2” flood, 1 week, … (refer to report for details of methods)

4. Weevil pressure wasn’t really high, demonstrated difference – season-long 2” flood, 33% control

5. 2” for 4 weeks (flight period for weevils) – 33% reduction in weevils

6. Flood depth – deeper flood for disease tolerance – ethylene production in plant (Fleet Lee – pathologist at Stuttgart)

7. Why (ideas?)

a. Oviposition preference

b. Water temperature

c. Area for oviposition

8. No difference in weeds

a. Single application of facet and propanyl

b. Hand-weed plots

ix. Neil Rutger (Indica by indica crosses, wanted to incorporate into south’s germplasm)

1. Looked at first time in 2003 – positive results = a lot of tolerance to RWW, high populations of weevils with little yield losses

2. Repeated in 2007 – higher weevil pressure

a. Similar results to 2003

b. Yield losses at some of the higher levels, tolerance appears to have a limit

c. Lines show some promise

d. Many have tolerance/resistance to rice stalk borer

e. Resistant to kernel smut

f. High susceptibility to rice stink bug

g. Encouraged breeders to incorporate lines into breeding program

b. California - Sharon Lawler reported first (informal hatch report, publication is out)

i. Riceland mosquitoes

ii. Synergized pyrethrin to control mosquitoes, public is polarized – either for or  against 

1. Includes people at wildlife refugees

2. Mosquito abatement districts are in the middle

3. Effect on beneficial

4. Collaborated with Walter Boyce to look at non-targets – dragonflies, butterflies.

a. Sentinel cages

b. Large bodied insects not effected 

i. Better able to cope with ULV applications

c. 70% efficacy on adult mosquitoes in cages

5. Tarps at edge of vegetation (under bushes), a lot of small bodied insects fell out of sky – gnats, argentine ants, midges

iii. Truck applied synergized pyrethrin – does it affect inverts in water

1. Collaborators unable to control water levels, depths of wetland cells all over the place, differences in depth between treated and controlled – hard to get levels correct for direct comparison

2. Set-up cattle tanks, made lids, sod from out of wetlands, set-up mesocosm study.  Covered the mesocosms when trucks came by or left open.  Also set in different area that wasn’t sprayed at all. 

3. Used mayflies or daphnia as sentinel organisms.

4. 3 trials (second had odd wind) (Pest Management Science)

a. Exposed to one direct spray, plus exposed to sprays 5 top 11 times

b. No effect in water of fogs going over the water

c. Really good survival

d. Open tanks where mayflies had been laying eggs, mayflies were developing and flying away.  Doesn’t appear to be biologically significant contamination.  Did find piperonyl butoxide and pyrethrins in sediments, but insects were fine.

iv. Mike asked if Bti is used for mosquito control, is used in some rice fields, but cost is 20-25X that of pyrethrins

c. California – Walton, wetlands mosquito management

i. Replacement for mosquito fish

1. Working with arroyo chub – flowing water and standing water

a. Wetlands assoc with rivers or flood control channels (remove cement and insert wetlands here and there)

b. Spawns April to October

c. Fish of concern in many watersheds in Calif – buy in from natural resource agencies, vector control, no alternative

d. Mosquito fish non-epidemic, cannot release

e. Expt in earthen ponds, compared to mosquito fish

i. As efficacious

f. Built wetlands in mesocosms

i. Nursery pots with cattails, bulrush, liners at bottom of ponds

ii. Patches of different sizes

iii. 3 vegetation densities, and plot sizes with and without chub fish

iv. Data indicates chub is effective at keeping mosquito populations low at least early in year

v. Viable alternative to mosquito fish in sensitive watersheds

2. Oviposition response of mosquitoes to presence of fish

a. Aedes aegypti – container

i. Lab

1. No response

b. Culex quincefasciatus – nutrient rich, hypoxic

i. Lab

1. Did not consistently respond to fish

2. Could select to detect fish

3. Trend was to lower oviposition

ii. Field

1. Oviposition response depended on enrichment, not fish

c. Culex tarsalis, prevalent in rice fields and wetlands

i. Lab

1. Could detect fish chemicals in water

2. Reduced C. tarsalis in cups containing water from fish by up to 75%

ii. Field

1. 85% fewer egg rafts in ponds where fish were caged

ii. Plant designs and types of plants put in wetlands – water quality goals and reduce mosquito production

iii. Genetics of insecticide resistance to Bti used for mosquito control

1. Bacillus sphericus (single protein, evolve resistance very fast)

a. Accessory proteins, may be used to make resistant populations susceptible

b. Combine transgenic construct with Mtx toxins, quinx that are resistant become susceptible

2. Bti – 4 primary toxins, very difficult for mosquitoes to evolve resistance

a. No evidence of Bti resistance in field to date, supposed to have occurred in Syracruse, but could not repeat

b. Have developed resistant strains in the lab

c. Cross-resistance & transgenic forms of bacteria

i. Develop resistance management strategies

ii. More efficacious toxins

3. Culex quincefasciatus

4. Anopheles gambiae

5. Dominance or sex linkage (does not appear to be involved)

6. Cyanobacterium with Bt genes in it – problem with Bt is that it falls out of the water column – incorporate in blue-green algae (Anopheles) so that mosquitoes come into contact, (Culex will browse, primarily filter feeders that hang at surface)

a. Not allowed to bring it into United States

b. Have done studies with lyophilized powders to look at efficacy

c. Have released transgenic organism in Israel

d. California – Larry Godfrey

i. New insecticides for RWW

1. Warrior is now legal to use preflood (24C label)

a. See potential for growers to put on with ground equipment, or fly on the levees

b. 5 days before flood

2. Experimental products

a. Etofenprox – Trebon

i. 2 larvae per core, threshold is 1 larva per core

ii. Good pressure

iii. At 3 leaf stage, trebon applied to water, works well

iv. Cannot be applied pre-flood, does not work

v. Not sure how close they are to registration in California

b. V-10170 – Clothianodine

i. Has worked well as a 3-leaf stage water treatment & pre-flood

ii. Spray application – into water

iii. Looked at in 2006 as a seed treatment, looked fairly good but not great

1. All rice seed in California treated seed with chlorox, on research station, must have one hour seed soak in chlorox

2. Wanted to see how it looked without chlorox seed soak

a. Not really good even without chlorox seed soak, with seed soak equal to untreated

c. Dermacore (E2Y45)

i. Promoted weevils

1. Does not work as a seed treatment

2. 3 leaf stage treatment (17 days after planting, at emergence from water, 1 leaf laying on surface of water, little foliage above surface of water), it was so-so.

3. Water-seeded rice, not effective

d. Steward (Endoxycarb)

i. Looks good at tested rate – in water at 3 leaf stage

ii. Labeling under IR-4 in California

1. 2-3 year 

e. Aza-direct – anti-feedant, sterilization of females, direct mortality of larvae

i. Toxic to crawfish

ii. Effects of insecticides on non-target populations in rice

1. Only aquatic insects graphed

2. Set untreated equal to one

3. Relative to untreated are aquatic insects lower, higher or no difference?

4. Treatments applied pre-flood (refer to written report for details)

a. Warrior

i. Some initial suppression, afterwards not much suppression

b. Clothianodine

5. Treatments applied at 3 leaf stage

a. Most did not have effect

iii. Cultural control measures for RWW

1. Joint project with Luis Espino

2. Systems project (4 years) – expt station at Biggs, directed by Jim Hill and Albert Fischers

a. Limited to rice production

b. Weeds, resistance issues, lack of products registered

c. Are treatments having an effect on insect populations

d. New opportunities for weed control – drill seeded rice, stale seedbed, roundup into system (rotation of treatments is in report) – 5 treatments

i. Delayed stale seedbed water seeded is impossible

ii. Delayed stale seedbed, no-till drilled or water seeded, both look viable

iii. More water weevil larvae in drill-seeded plots (2 acre plots)

1. Flooded before tiller at 3-4 leaf stage, could be contributing to RWW densities

3. Tillage & RWW (Mo Way observations in Texas)

a. Lower populations in stale seedbed

i. saw quicker emergence and better, but plant stands were about the same in both, in general populations were a little lower in stale seedbed (drill-seeded)

ii. yields were higher

iii. Fall tillage, compacted seedbed

iv. Don’t see separation in spring stale seedbed

b. In conventional till, drill-seeded, greater till, uneven depth of seeding 

iv. RWW data (incorporate in regional publication)

1. Flight trap catches

a. Modeling with degree day

b. Conditions in evening seem to be more related

i. Wind speed, humidity

2. Time of flight

v. Early season pests in rice (more of a problem in 2007 than normal)

1. Midges (seed midge)

a. Treatment with pyrethroids

i. Before or after plant

1. Did some work, did not get much results, did not occur in plots

b. Mustang or warrior, Clothianodine (V-17010)

c. What to do

i. Drain field, dry, flood again and seed

ii. What if drain, apply pyrethroid and then reflood – might not be effective

e. Louisiana – Mike and Natalie

i. Discussion of Panicle Rice Mite

1. Reported on infestations in US

2. Encouraged to begin miticide screening (cannot conduct research because of permit requirements)

3. Next year APHIS will survey

4. Natalie discussed education program, shared resources with other.

ii. Objectives:

1. To advance basic and applied biological research on existing and emerging invertebrate pests, including mosquitoes

a. Panicle Rice Mite

b. Stem borer studies

c. Induced resistance in rice

d. Rice stink bug – pheromones

2. To determine the most effective control methods for rice pests while maintaining environmental quality compatible with the needs of society

a. New insecticides for RWW

b. Integration of pest management with crawfish/rice rotation

c. Mode of action of new insecticides

d. Seeding rate study

i. Not a repeat of last year’s studies

e. Planting date

f. Plant resistance – physiological mechanisms behind rice tolerance to weevil injury

g. Rice stink bug insecticides

i. 70-85% efficacy of insecticides

ii. Mo might submit a section 18 for dinotefuran to control rice stink bug

f. Mississippi state report (Jim Robbins)

i. Variety trials

1. RU4083 – looks like a good variety

2. Cocodrie will be planted into most acreage this year

3. About 190,000 acres, down from 230,000

ii. RWW and RSB still top problems

1. P 18 of state report

2. Dinotefuran

3. Seed treatments – Dino on RSB and RWW looks good

4. Best treatment was dual treatment – seed treatment & foliar sprays

a. Cost would be prohibitive

5. Pyrethroid residuals are decreasing

a. Used to be 7-9 d residual

b. Now it is 3 d residual

c. New pilots, change from Priscilla to Cocodrie 

d. Could this be development of resistance?

e. Average treatments in Texas and Miss. 2-4 times per season

6. Seed treatments by comparison to Karate (3 days post-flood)

a. 200 bushel range in all seed treatments (conducted by Buehring)

b. Dermacore was good, but no difference between cruiser and low rate of dermacore, price may be an issue

iii. Leveraged grant for survey of mosquitoes – especially quinx, found that deer creek is a good reservoir for quinx, located 5 sites – old sloughs and old barns

iv. Hired a molecular person to look at possibilities of a new biological control agent – appears to be a Bt, Dr. Margaret Lynn is leading the efforts, biological control agent appears to have more efficacy against a larvae

g. Missouri – Kelly Tindall

i. 180,000 acres of rice

ii. One seeding rate experiment, was destroyed by blackbirds

iii. Two efficacy trials (Dermacore)

1. Weevil populations were low

iv. Didn’t have any stink bugs for trial

v. 2008 – rice stink bug resistance monitoring

1. Behavioral?

2. Change in rate

h. Texas – Mo Way

i. Objective 1

1. Mingxing Jiang

a. Small portion of RWW population is parthenogenetic (<7%)

i. Pupae – separate

ii. 1 pupa per test tube, made sure unmated

iii. Put females on young plants (seedlings)

iv. Oviposited, eggs hatched

b. Oviposit in late-planted and rattoon rice

c. RWW in Texas – summer-fall biology is not very clear

2. Don Groth – Rice pathologist – RWW would predispose rice to sheath rot, found that it does not happen.

a. Will repeat next year

3. Stink bugs

a. Difference in opinions of rice farmers and consultants

b. Revised treatment thresholds – not economic thresholds

i. Variable depending on stage of growth of crop and projected yield (H, M, SD, HD)

1. Field of rice, unlimited number of grains for feeding

2. No evidence that higher yields equate to more stink bugs attracted to field

3. More grains in field, dilute out pressure of stink bugs and reduce the peck

ii. Older instars do damage, half as much as adults

iii. Yield and milling quality

1. Reduction in rough rice yield

a. Did not look at this aspect

2. Reduction in quality

a. This is the component

3. Reduction in head rice yield

a. Did not look at this aspect

4. Kelly observed that when higher weed population, lower yield from weed competition, higher amount of peck

iv. Assumption that most stink bugs feed on more florets, feed on more florets early on, because need more meals, continue to feed and continue to damage

v. Found no significant difference in sampling AM vs. PM

ii. B. Pearons – Icon as a seed treatment, more floaters in untreated plots (dislodged rice seedlings)

1. Lamar University, MS student

2. Aquatic beetles – noticed that Hydrophyllidae that were bringing rice seedlings up to the surface

3. Greenhouse studies and field experiments, looked at T. lateralis and another spp of Hydrophilidae – significant stand reductions at higher densities

4. Dislodging during breeding or oviposition perhaps

5. No damage to plant material

6. Biotervation

iii. Dermacor has done very well, section 18 was approved, amending to include more acreage

1. So did Valent product and Cruiser

2. Dermacore at high rate, 2 in seed treatment vs. 69 in untreated.

a. Good activity against stalk borers at that rate

b. 0.025 mg ai per seed is labeled rate

c. 6-8 weeks after planting (around PD) first start seeing Rice stalk borers

iv. RSB – dinotefuran, good knockdown and fair residual – will submit section 18 this year.

8. Discussion on seeding rate (J. Bernhardt & Mo Way)

a. Grape colaspis – enters early and kills seedlings.  If know have problems should avoid low seeding rates

b. Mo commented that organic growers have seeding rates of around 150 lbs/acre

i. Most conventional growers are decreasing seeding rate

9. Discussion of whether or not we should produce a position statement on panicle rice mite

a. Decided to wait and see what happens next field season

10. Sharon led discussion on meta-analysis

a. Effects of treatments across regions and states

b. Joint publications

c. Reference on tarnished plant bug sampling

i. SAS 

ii. Bulletin and JEE (Jim will send copy to Sharon)

d. Focal points for this group

i. RWW model of flight behavior (confirm in states with light traps) – Natalie spearheads

1. Temperature, humidity, lack of wind

2. Does California data conform to Louisiana degree day model?

3. Website – extension aspect

ii. Non-target effects of new products – Sharon will spearhead effort

1. Wayne Kramer (La)

a. Dip sampling

b. Quadrat sampling

c. Family level identification

2. Neonicotinoids

a. Clothianodin – different formulations and seed treatment

i. Seed treatment & rescue (Arkansas - drill, Texas - drill, California - water, Louisiana - water)

ii. Dip samples, sample 10 or 14 days post flood, then 1 to2 weeks later

1. 3 to 4 reps

iii. Samples identified to family

1. 20 dips per plot

2. Wayne will do Louisiana

3. Mississippi will be processed by Sharon

iv. Small plots

1. California – 15 wide, 40 long

2. Louisiana & Texas similar

b. Same active ingredient applied in different ways

3. Dermacor

a. Commercial field plots – coordinate across states

4. Etofenprox

5. Late season treatments – possibly

e. Seeding rate – large analysis

f. Flooding depth (Kelly will take the lead)

i. Shallow vs deep

ii. 2 vs 4 inch in Arkansas

iii. 4 vs 6 inch in California, Texas

iv. % change in yield, rice water weevil density, sampling method is standardized

g. Sampling sheet – standardized across groups

h. Tillage studies

i. Talk with Dustin Harrel

ii. Stale seedbed

i. Organic vs conventional rice – mosquitoes and other non-targets

j. Section 18 labels

i. Could be viewed as a regional product

ii. EPA is very interested in non-targets

k. Effect of insecticides and removal of non-targets on bird populations

