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Codling Moth
Codling moth development as of August 2:
2nd generation adult emergence at 83% and 2nd gen 
eration egg hatch at 50%.

INSECT
ASIDES

BR IN G IN G  
IT H O M E 
(A rt A gnello, 
Entom ology, Geneva)

❖ ❖  M ost o f the season’s pest control deci
sions are likely to be completed this week and next. 
As you prepare to make what will possibly be your 
final turn through the orchard for crop protection 
purposes before starting to concentrate on harvest 
activities, try to keep alert to any late-breaking 
pest developments that m ight be expected during 
this less-than-typical summer. Forecast weather 
trends appear to be more o f what w e’ve been hav
ing in terms of heat and rain, which should keep 
insect activity perking right along or beyond its 
‘norm al’ level. H ere’s a quick rundown of some 
of the more important August pests to keep in 
mind during this homestretch.

Apple Maggot
Adult numbers have been high in the orchard sites 

where w e’re trapping for them this year. In histor
ically high-pressure orchards, early to mid-August

is the m ost active period for flies to be out 
and laying eggs. As always, localized 

trapping can pay off in the event that 
some blocks are under greater pres
sure than others, even on the same 
farm, so please continue to monitor 

traps in representative blocks.

Internal Lepidoptera
This complex of fruit-feeding larvae con

tinues to pose a threat in several problem sites. The 
second flights are under way, although not neces
sarily too heavy, but it still pays to stay on top of 
the situation in your specific orchard. Some spots 
with fruit damage are known, but in general, most 
orchards look to be in good shape.

Conditions are still favorable for good August 
flights, particularly for codling moth. M ost areas 
o f the state will reach the peak of 2nd generation 
egg hatch soon, which signals the timing for con-
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trol sprays against the smallest larvae. This is an ap
propriate window for management sprays of oriental 
fruit moth as well, so prudence would dictate a critical 
evaluation of your late-season fruit protection status, 
to be sure you are adequately covered until the PHI for 
the various respective varieties.

For now, w e’re recommending that problem sites 
be kept covered with at least another spray, and w e’ll 
see what the tail end of the pre-harvest period looks 
like. Options include Altacor, Asana, Assail, Bay- 
throid, Danitol, Delegate, Imidan, Leverage, Proaxis, 
Voliam Xpress or Warrior in peaches. In apples and 
pears, you can use Altacor, Asana, Assail, Avaunt, Bay- 
throid, Calypso, Danitol, Delegate, Guthion, Imidan, 
Leverage, Proaxis, Voliam Xpress or Warrior; most of 
the non-OP materials will additionally give control of 
white apple leafhopper. This is also the suitable time 
for Cyd-X or Carpovirusine applications against cod
ling moth. For control of OFM, alternate row middle 
applications will not be as effective as whole orchard 
sprays in high pressure blocks. Assess the pressure 
in your specific situations, check the pre-harvest in
tervals, and determine whether a  full or border spray 
might be in order.

European Cora Borer
Recall that these moths have a  final flight that extends 

to the middle of September, and that the offspring can 
inflict last-minute fruit feeding damage to later varieties. 
One or two late spays of a  B .t product like Dipel can go 
a  long ways toward minimizing this injury, and the 0-day 
PHI is compatible with any harvest schedule. Also, Spin- 
Tor or Delegate applied against late season leafrolleis will 
provide incidental com borer control (PHI = 7  days).

Mites
It can’t be said often enough that mites are ex

tremely good at exploiting any high temps to pum p 
out a  few more generations before they call it quits for 
the winter; twospotted spider mites are also possible, 
including in stone fruit plantings. A  frequent (weekly) 
perusal of your foliage can pay off big dividends if 
they happen to build rapidly before the crop is fully 
mature.

Obliquebanded Leafroller
The second summer flight of OBLR is due to start 

within the next 1-2 weeks, which means that the first lar
vae will be out looking for something to nibble on by the 
2nd to 3rd week of August. If you struggled to manage 
the 1st summer brood, you might also cast a judicious eye 
on your fruits while you’re in there checking the leaves for 
miles, to determine whether a late application of Altacor, 
Delegate, Proclaim, or a B.t. material such as Dipel, De
liver or Biobit might be of use in heading off late-season 
feeding damage.

Spotted Tentiform Leafminer
It’s been a while since these were a regular pest 

problem, so the temptation has been to ignore them 
recently. Nevertheless, a few orchards, particularly 
in eastern NY, have continued to see populations crop 
up, which underscores the reality that they don’t ever 
really go away. Any second brood sap-feeding mines 
necessitating treatment should be showing up this 
week. Two or more per leaf is the suggested thresh
old; possible control options include the neonics, py- 
rethroids, Agri-Mek, Altacor or Delegate.

And don’t forget...
Review the comments in the July 19 issue regard

ing management options for Comstock mealybug 
(particularly in pears) and woolly apple aphid, which 
are still both on the job.❖ ❖
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M O D EL BU ILD IN G
Lollow ing are the available readings as o f today.
Insect m odel degree day accum ulations:

Codling Moth (1st targeted spray application at new ly hatching larvae o f the 2nd generation, predicted 
at 1260-1370 DD base 50°F after 1st adult catch o f the 1st generation):

Date Date
DD (50°F) 1260 D D 1370 D D

Location (W eather Sta.i Biofix A ugust 2 reached reached
Elighland M ay 7 1672 July  15 214
B urnt H ills (G lens Falls) M ay 7 1525 July  23 176
M arlboro M ay 10 1488 July  15 212
M odena (Clintondale) M ay 10 1483 July  24 180
N ew field (Cornell Orch) M ay 11 1490 July  21 180
W aterport M ay 19 1459 July  16 187
H ilton (W aterport) M ay 19 1459 July  16 187
Lincoln (Farm ington) M ay 19 1415 July  29 -
Lyndon \ ille M ay 19 1488 July  21 207
G ranville (C lifton Park) M ay 21 1487 July  21 -
A ltam ont (Guilderland) M ay 21 1489 July  21 209
Lafayette M ay 25 1357 July  31 -
Sodus M ay 27 1243 - -
W olcott (Sodus) M ay 27 1243 - -
Chazy M ay 31 1392 July 26 -
Peru (South Hero, VT) M ay 31 1227 - -
A lton (W illiam son) June 3 1198 - -

[NOTE: Consult our insect pest predictions on the NEWA A pple Insect M odels w eb page: 
http://new a.nrcc.cornell.edu/new aM odel/apple pest
Find accum ulated degree days for the current date with the D egree D ay Calculator: 
http://new a.nrcc.cornell.edu/new aLister/dday
Pow ered by the NYS IPM  Program ’s NEWA w eather data and ACIS, N ortheast Regional Clim ate Center]
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PO TEN T IA L 
NO N-TA RGET 
EFFECTS 
O F GLYPHOSATE 
ON APPLES 
(D ave R osenberger 

[Plant Pathology, H ighland], M ario M iranda 
Sazo, Craig K ahlke, H annah M athers, and 
Chris W atkins)

❖ ❖  G lyphosate (Round-U p and generics) 
is an  im portant tool fo r m anaging ground cov
er beneath apple trees. A ccording to the last 
available data from  the U SD A ’s N ational A g
ricultural Statistics Service, 54%  o f N ew  York 
apple acreage w as treated w ith glyphosate a t 
least once in  2007, and 10 percent o f that acre
age received tw o applications (A nonym ous 
2008). How ever, there are increasing concerns 
that glyphosate m ay som etim es dam age fruit 
trees in subtle w ays that m ay be largely unrec
ognized. In this article, we will review  the lat
est inform ation and hypotheses about non-tar- 
get effects o f glyphosate on apples.

ROUNDUP 
ROUND UP

Trunk cankers: In a 2004 article in Scaf
folds, Rosenberger and Fargione hypothesized 
than an interaction betw een glyphosate and 
Botryosphaerici dotliidea was causing basal 
trunk cankers and tree decline in som e apple 
orchards in eastern NY and Connecticut (see 
Scaffolds 13(13), 14 June 2004). Injury was 
especially com m on on M acoun trees. Since 
then, M acoun trees throughout eastern New 
York and New England have continued to de
velop basal trunk cankers, decline, and die. 
How ever, the link  betw een glyphosate and bas
al cankers on M acoun is still hypothetical. No 
one has pursued the long-term  studies required 
to prove that glyphosate is at fault.

Varying levels o f trunk injury (presum ably 
glyphosate-related) have been noted in other 
cultivars on farm s w here M acoun trees have 
been killed, bu t tree losses from  trunk cankers 
have been m ostly  lim ited to  M acoun plantings.

C ortland is probably the second m ost com m only 
affected variety. M ore recently, however, some of 
the older H oneycnsp plantings in the H udson Valley 
have begun to show trunk cankers som ew hat like 
those previously reported on M acoun (Fig. 1). It is 
not yet clear w hether these cankers on Honeycrisp 
will eventually result in tree death o r whether the 
Honeycrisp trees will tolerate the trunk damage. We 
also don’t know if trunk injury like that shown in 
Fig. 1 has adverse effects on yield or fruit quality.

Fig I-

D ecreased w inter hardiness: D uring the sum 
m er o f 2009, M ario M iranda Sazo arranged for a 
group o f us to m eet w ith Dr. H annah M athers to 
discuss her research at Ohio State U niversity where 
she and her graduate students have shown that one 
springtim e, low -dose application o f glyphosate to 
trunks o f field grow n ornam entals can reduce w in
ter hardiness and cause bark  cracking in several 
ornam ental species, including crab apples (D an
iels et al. 2009; also see http://w w w .ag.ohio-state. 
edu/~new s/story.php?id=4685). The research from  
M athers’ group helped to explain w hy we have oc
casionally  seen blocks o f apples w here scaffold 
lim bs were killed during w inter follow ing im proper 
application o f glyphosate the previous season (Fig. 
2a). Trees that suffer w inter dam age follow ing 
glyphosate exposure often show an unusual pattern 
o f w ater-soaked discoloration in the xylem  when 
cross-sections o f lim bs are exam ined (Fig. 2b-c).

O ver the past several years, we have seen lo 
cal instances and heard reports from  other states

continued...
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Fig 2a.

w here young apple trees developed nondescript 
trunk cankers (Fig. 3) and/or d ieback in patterns 
that seem ed inconsistent w ith any know n disease 
or w eather-related phenom enon. W eak fungal 
pathogens such as Cytospora species can often be 
isolated from  canker m argins on affected trees, but 
various experts have hypothesized that w inter in-

Fig 2b. Fig 2c.

ju ry  m ay be the underlying cause for som e of the 
observed dam age. G iven the recent results from  
M athers’ lab, it seem s possible that glyphosate-in
duced cold injury m ight be involved in causing the 
unusual dam age to young trees in locations where 
glyphosate has been applied anytim e over the past 
tw o years, either in the orchard or in the nursery.

Internal brow ning during CA storage: In ter
nal brow ning is a d isorder that can appear dur
ing controlled atm osphere (CA) storage (Fig. 4).

■ > *  'f,Even m ild cases o f internal 
brow ning are unacceptable 
for fruit used in fresh-cut 
slices. Incidence and se
verity o f internal brow ning 
vary from  block to block, 
but the underlying factors 
that contribute to differenc
es am ong blocks have not 
yet been determ ined.

We recently investi
gated effects o f glypho
sate exposure on internal 
brow ning in Em pire apples 
held  in long-term  CA stor- Fig 3. 
age. To sim ulate the level 
o f glyphosate exposure that m ight occur v ia drift 
o f  small droplets onto low er lim bs w hen glypho
sate is applied beneath trees, we sprayed a  low rate 
o f glyphosate (Roundup Pow erm ax, 1 m l/gal) over 
several low er lim bs on four Em pire trees in each of 
three different orchards in  w estern N ew  York. A p
plications w ere m ade betw een 22 July  and 12 A u
gust o f 2009. The rate o f glyphosate applied was 
roughly l/30 th  o f the concentration that w ould be 
used if  glyphosate was applied at 1 q t o f product per 
acre in a sprayer calibrated 
to deliver 30 gal o f w ater per 
sprayed acre. The glypho
sate concentration w e used 
was so low that the sprayed 
lim bs did not show any vis
ible dam age from  glypho
sate, either in fall o f 2009 Fig 4. 
or during the 2010 growing 
season.

In early October, about eight weeks after the 
glyphosate had been applied, sam ples o f 25 fruit 
were harvested from  the sprayed lim bs and from  
the unsprayed tops o f each o f the four sprayed trees 
in each orchard. Sim ilar sam ples were collected 
from  adjacent control trees in each orchard, and all 
o f the sam ples w ere then stored for eight m onths

continued...
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in CA storage cham bers in  Ithaca that w ere held 
at 36°F  with 2%  oxygen and 2%  carbon dioxide. 
A fter fruit w ere rem oved from  CA storage in  early 
June, they were held a t 68°F fo r 7  days before they 
were evaluated for internal browning.

Fruit from  trees where one or several low er 
lim bs had been sprayed w ith glyphosate showed 
a higher incidence o f internal brow ning than fruit 
from  control trees (Figs. 5 & 6). Effects o f glypho
sate on flesh brow ning were sim ilar for fruit col
lected from  the sprayed 1 i mbs and for fruit collected 
from  the tops o f trees, so results for the com bined 
sam ples (50 fruit/tree) are show n in Fig. 5. In addi
tion to increasing the incidence o f internal brow n
ing, glyphosate treatm ent also increased the sever
ity o f browning. Effects o f glyphosate on severity 
o f brow ning follow ed the same trends am ong or
chards as show n for com parisons o f incidence in 
Fig. 5.

The background level o f internal brow ning ev
ident in control fruit varied greatly am ong farms. 
Som e of the brow ning in our controls m ay have 
been caused by glyphosate exposure incurred w hen 
the participating growers applied glyphosate to 
these orchards either earlier in 2009 or in previous 
years. T hat possibility  is supported by the fact that, 
on Farm  B where we found the largest and m ost 
consistent differences betw een control and treated

fruit, the grow er had not applied glyphosate in  the 
test orchard in  either 2008 or 2009. The o ther two 
grow ers routinely applied glyphosate in early sum 
mer, and trees on Farm  C, which had the highest 
level o f brow ning in the controls, usually received 
a  second application in early August.

The results reported here were derived from 
only one year o f data, one application tim ing, and 
one cultivar, so it w ould be prem ature to conclude 
that glyphosate exposure is the m ajor contributing 
factor for internal brow ning problem s in apples. 
N evertheless, the data from  our 2 0 09 -10  trial sug
gests that glyphosate m ay exacerbate this storage 
problem .

W hy w ould these phenom ena be associated 
w ith glyphosate? G lyphosate kills plants by block
ing a critical enzym e pathw ay know n as the shi- 
kim ic acid pathway. The blocked enzym e is essen
tial for respiration in plants, so plants that receive a 
full dose o f glyphosate cannot survive unless they 
are engineered to be glyphosate-resistant or have 
evolved to be resistant. (The latter is happening 
w ith some w eeds in fields that are used repeatedly 
for R ound-U p Ready crops). A t low er concentra
tions, however, glyphosate can adversely affect 
plants w ithout producing any im m ediately visible 
effects.

continued...
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A broadly held concept l s that gl y phosate breaks 
dow n quickly in soil and has no residual activity. 
How ever, the real picture is far m ore complex. 
M uch o f the glyphosate that is applied does, in fact, 
break dow n to innocuous com pounds w ithin sever
al days. How ever, som e o f the glyphosate becom es 
trapped in  soil, and additional am ounts are slow ly 
released from  the roots o f w eeds that are k illed by 
the glyphosate. T he latter phenom enon explains 
w hy there are plant-back delays fo r som e annual 
crops w here glyphosate m ay be applied to  kill a 
w inter ground cover. G lyphosate released into the 
soil m ay be available fo r uptake by the m eristem s 
in  root hairs. O nce inside the non-target plant, it 
m ay persist for m ore than a  year w hile causing 
subtle d isruption o f cn tical p lant functions.

G lyphosate com plexes very quickly w ith m any 
different cations in w ater and soils. Thus, w hen 
glyphosate is m ixed w ith hard w ater in  a  spray 
tank, it can be inactivated by the calcium  and m ag
nesium  ions in the w ater and it will not provide 
effective w eed control. It also com plexes with 
iron, so steel spray tanks (other than stainless stee l) 
cannot be used to apply glyphosate. In soils, the 
affinity o f glyphosate for cations can reduce avail
ability o f calcium , m agnesium , m anganese, cop
per, iron, nickel, and zinc, either by direct chem ical 
interactions or by negative effects on soil m icrobes 
involved in m aking these m inerals available to 
plants. G lyphosate taken up by roots can also in 
terfere w ith m ovem ent and availability o f some of 
these m inerals inside plant tissue (C akm ak et al. 
2009).

G lyphosate exposure has been show n to reduce 
root growth and seed production, and affect seed 
quality in som e crops. G lyphosate taken up by 
roots or absorbed through leaves tends to accum u
late in m eristem atic tissue and storage organs. N o 
one knows how m uch o f the glyphosate taken up 
by apple trees ends up in apple fruit, but it seem s 
quite likely that glyphosate m ay affect nutrient bal
ances w ithin apple fruit.

N um erous studies have show n that glyphosate 
exposure can increase susceptibility o f m any an
nual plants to  various diseases (Johal and H uber 
2009). In  som e cases, the increased susceptibility 
to  diseases occurs because glyphosate interferes 
w ith natural defense system s in plants and in  o ther 
cases root diseases m ay develop because glypho
sate upsets the natural soil m icroflora. In apples, 
w e know  that natural defense system s are criti
cally im portant for creation o f barrier zones that 
lim it the expansion o f fungal pathogens in o lder 
xylem . (See the article on apple cankers in N.Y. 
Fruit Quarterly, W inter 2007) Thus, it is possible 
that the basal cankers on trunks o f trees sprayed 
w ith glyphosate m ay develop in part because the 
glyphosate inactivates plant defense m echanism s 
that w ould otherw ise lim it the invasion o f patho
gens such as Botryosphaeria dot hide a, Cytospora 
species, etc.

C an phosphite fungicides activate glyphosate 
in soil? There is som e evidence that high rates of 
phosphorus can release soil-bound glyphosate and 
m ake it available to plant roots (Cornish 1992). 
Norm ally, this w ould be o f little concern because 
apple growers generally do not apply high rates 
o f phosphorus. How ever, the phosphite fungi
cides (and phosphites sold as foliar nutrients) have 
proven useful for controlling sum m er diseases on 
apples (R osenberger & Cox 2009). Phosphites are 
highly system ic in plants but cannot be utilized by 
plants until they have been exuded from  roots and 
changed from  phosphites to the plant-usable form  
of phosphorus by soil bacteria. M ost o f the phos
phites taken in through foliar sprays are released 
from  root hairs, the same tissues that are m ost like
ly to absorb glyphosate from  soil.

N o one has studied this question, but high lev
els o f phosphorus m ight develop in the rhizosphere 
o f apple roots if  trees receive repeated applications 
o f phosphites during summer. The phosphorus in 
the rhizosphere could conceivably trigger a release 
o f soil-bound glyphosate. G lyphosate taken into

continued...
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the roots o f phosphite-treated trees could theoreti
cally contribute to reduced w inter hardiness, com 
prom ised plant defense m echanism s, and/or in
creased tendency tow ard internal brow ning o f fruit 
held in CA storage. Considerable tim e and m oney 
will be required to test these com plex hypotheses, 
and perhaps we will find that there is absolutely no 
interaction betw een glyphosate and phosphite fun
gicides. How ever, until m ore inform ation is avail
able, excessive use o f phosphites (more than one 
or tw o applications per year?) should probably be 
avoided in orchards where glyphosate is used.

W hat should you do now? We lack research- 
based inform ation needed to assess the seriousness 
o f the non-target effects o f glyphosate in apples, so 
we can only provide generalized rules for m inim iz
ing adverse effects:

1. N ever apply glyphosate to M acoun apples. 
M acoun trees seem  uniquely susceptible to dam age 
if glyphosate hits the tree trunks near the soil line.

2. Avoid using glyphosate for sucker control 
on apples because doing so will probably reduce 
w inter hardiness and m ay increase the probabil
ity o f internal brow ning (at least on Em pire). N or 
should glyphosate be applied im m ediately after 
suckers are cut because glyphosate is readily ab
sorbed by freshly cut stems.

3. We suspect that early sum m er applications 
o f glyphosate are less likely to create problem s than 
are late sum m er applications. How ever, M ather’s 
group in Ohio has show n that glyphosate exposure 
in spring can result in elevated levels o f shikim ic 
acid for at least a full year follow ing the exposure.

4. W henever glyphosate is applied, a  drift 
inhibitor should be included in the spray tank  to 
m inim ize the num ber o f small droplets that are 
produced.

5. A fter the R oundup patent expired in  2000, 
generic brands appeared. They include Touch
dow n, Jury, M akaze, Cornerstone, R oundup O rigi
nal M ax, R oundup Pro, R oundup W eatherm ax, and 
others. Each o f these products incorporates vari
ous surfactants a t varying doses. Read the label 
and only add a  surfactant if that is suggested on

the label. H igh concentrations o f surfactants m ay 
increase uptake through tree bark, so cheaper prod
ucts that do not contain as m uch surfactant m ay ac
tually be safer around trees.

6. Som e grow ers and consultants believe that 
protecting trunks w ith w hite latex after planting 
can reduce the potential fo r herbicide injury, but 
this claim  needs verification in  replicated  trials.

7. The pressure on herbicide sprayers should 
be kept as low as possible (e.g. 2 0 -3 0  psi) to  m ini
m ize the generation o f sm all droplets.

8. W here possible, a  hooded boom  sprayer 
should be used to  apply glyphosate to  tree fruits to 
m inim ize the bounce-back from  bare soil that can 
som etim es appear as a  haze o f small droplets that 
circle upw ard into trees.

9. N EV ER  apply glyphosate w ith controlled- 
droplet applicators that disperse concentrated 
glyphosate from  a  spinning disk. The fine drop
lets produced by these CD As can rem ain airborne 
for a long tim e and will alm ost certainly drift onto 
trees.

In sum m ary, glyphosate can be a  valuable tool 
for m anaging w eed problem s in orchards. It is es
pecially  useful fo r elim inating noxious w eeds such 
as C anadian thistle, poison ivy, and o ther w oody 
perennials. How ever, glyphosate can also  cause 
extensive dam age to  trees, so it should be used only 
w hen necessary and then w ith special precautions 
aim ed at m inim izing glyphosate contact w ith tree 
foliage, roo t suckers, and trunk tissue. ❖ ❖
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Regional Trap Numbers 
Week Ending 8/2, Avg No./trap
Location/C ounty Date
Lyndonville/O rleans 7/30
W aterport/O rleans 7/30
H ilton/M onroe 7/30
Lincoln/W ayne 7/29
Sodus-Lakesite/W ayne 7/29
Sodus-Inland/W ayne 7/29
A lton/W ayne 7/27
W olcott/W ayne 7/27
N ew field/Tom pkins 7/26
Lafayette/O nondaga 7/27
C hazy/C linton 7/27
Valcour/Clinton 7/26
Peru/C linton 7/26
G ranville/W ashington 7/30
B urnt H ills/Saratoga 7/30
A ltam ont/A lbany 7/30
M odena/U lster 7/29
M arlboro/U lster 7/29

STLM OFM LAW
69.7 1.3 5.7
37.0 6.7 7.3
75.7 0.0 0.7
95.3 1.0 13.3
19.0 1.0 0.0
14.0 0.0 0.0
57.3 0.0 1.3
40.7 0.0 4 .0
116 0.0 0.7
175 0.0 9.0
1058 0.3 7.7
69.7 1.0 8.7
396 0.7 1.7
89.7 0.3 21.0
532 0.0 0.0
815 2.0 0.0
348 0.0 5.0
86.0 0.0 13.5

CM O BLR AM
1.3 1.0 9.0
2.0 0.0 18.0
0.7 0.0 3.0
8.0 1.0 2.0
4 .0 0.0 1.0
1.0 0.3 2.3
0.3 0.0 1.3
0.0 1.0 5.7
0.3 0.3 22.0
2.0 0.0 3.3
0.0 0.3 5.7
0.0 0.7 8.3
0.3 0.7 7.3
2.3 0.0 0.0
18.0 4 .5 0.5
11.0 6.5 4 .5
1.3 8.7 12.5
15.5 7.5 13.0
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COME
AGAIN

EV EN T
R EM IN D ERS

W AYNE CO UN TY FR U ITG R O W ER  TO U R 
W ednesday, A ugust 11, from  10:30 am
Registration and 1st stop at W afler Farm s & N ursery new storage facility

Sponsored by agr.assistance, this large, inform ative and entertaining tour is in its 12th year, and will 
feature presentations on apple storage; PG R, return bloom  and nutritional developm ents; updates on 
apple disease, insect, and deer control; orchard fertility; bitter pit; herbicide options, plus m uch more. 
D oor prizes, lunch, high (and low) hum or, BB Q /clam bake dinner w ith a  live band, grow ers and in 
dustry representatives from  NY and surrounding states — tough to beat on a  m idsum m er day. Free 
attendance.
C ontact L indsay LaM ora (585-734-8904; lindsaylam ora@ agrassistance.com ) for R SV P pre-registra
tion and tour information.

C O R N ELL FRU IT PEST C O N TR O L FIELD  DAY
The N.Y. Fruit Pest Control Field D ay will take place during L abor D ay w eek on Sept. 8  and 9 this 

year, w ith the G eneva installm ent taking place first (W ednesday Sept. 8), and the H udson Valley in
stallm ent on the second day (Thursday Sept. 9). A ctivities will com m ence in G eneva on the 8th, w ith 
registration, coffee, etc., in the lobby o f Barton Lab at 8:30 am. The tour will proceed to the orchards 
to view  plots and prelim inary data from  field trials involving new fungicides, bactericides, m iticides, 
and insecticides on tree fruits and grapes. It is anticipated that the tour o f field plots will be com pleted 
by noon. On the 9th, participants will register at the H udson Valley Laboratory starting at 8:30, after 
w hich they will view  and discuss results from  field trials on apples and other fruit crops. N o pre-reg
istration is required for cither event.
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INSECT TRAP CATCHES 
(Number/Trap/Day)

Geneva, NY Highland, NY
7/26 29 8/2 7/26 8/2

Redbanded leafroller 0.0 0.2 0.0 Redbanded leafroller 1.3 0.0
Spotted tentiform leafminer 8.1 11.8 15.5 Spotted tentiform leafminer 13.1 14.6
Oriental fruit moth 3.1 4.3 3.4 Oriental fruit moth 4.7 0.5
Lesser appleworm 0.1 0.5 0.3 Lesser appleworm 1.9 1.4
American plum borer 0.0 0.0 0.3 Codling moth 4.4 1.2
Lesser peachtree borer 0.0 0.0 0.0 Obliquebanded leafroller 0.7 1.5
San Jose scale 8.4 6.8 1.0 Apple maggot 0.7 0.6
Peachtree borer 0.0 0.2 0.0
Apple maggot 17.5 11.5 7.4

* first catch

UPCOMING PEST EVENTS

Current DD accumulations (Geneva 1/1-8/2/10):
(Geneva 1/1-8/2/2009): 

(Geneva "Normal"): 
(Geneva 1/1 —8/9 predicted): 

(Highland 3/1-8/2/10):

43°F 50°F
2617 1826
2112 1358
2270 1539
2831 1991
2876 1972

Coming Events:
Spotted tentiform leafminer 3rd flight begins 
Codling moth 2nd flight peak 
Comstock mealybug 2nd gen. crawlers emerge 
Comstock mealybug 2nd gen. crawlers peak 
Oriental fruit moth 3rd flight begins 
Oriental fruit moth 3rd flight peak 
Redbanded leafroller 2nd flight subsides 
Redbanded leafroller 3rd flight begins 
Lesser appleworm 2nd flight peak 
Obliquebanded leafroller 2nd flight begins 
San Jose scale 2nd gen. crawlers emerge 
San Jose scale 2nd flight subsides

Ranses (Normal ±StDev):
2246-2644 1502-1832
1931-2735 1278-1892
2234-2624 1505-1781
2380-2624 1658-1 737
2306-2712 1563-1867
2649-3239 1819-2241
2192-2668 1482-1830
2594-2976 1768-2070
2120-3130 1412-2172
2255-2655 1516-1838
2746-2852 1916-2104
2639-3349 1785-2371

NOTE: Every effort has been made to provide correct, complete and up-to-date pesticide recommendations. Nevertheless, 
changes in pesticide regulations occur constantly, and human errors are possible. These recommendations are not a substitute for 
pesticide labelling. Please read the label before applying any pesticide.
This material is based upon work supported by Smith Lever funds from the Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension 
Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture. Any opinions, findings, conclusions, or recommendations expressed in this publication 
are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the view of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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