AUBURN

DIRECTOR’S

REPORT

With another lifting season behind
everyone, | hope that this Spring
Newsletter finds the members of the
Coop ready for a productive growing
season. It has been a relatively quiet
and muld winter. as observed from
my office window i Auburn. I re-
cetved only a few calls from land-
owners concerned about browning
and tip die-back. most likely due to
needle cast, and perhaps one exam-
ple of freeze imjury on some older
trees 1in Alabama = Dawid South
speculates that the mild temperatures
i January may have resulted in the
stand becoming active thus causing
it to be susceptible to a sudden down
tum in temperatures that, under nor-
mal conditions, would not result 1n
tree mjury.  Nursery studies were
taken down and data collected this
past winter and put into Research
Eeports that will be published this
year. New studies have been
worked out and those are getting
ready to be installed this spring.
Other items of mterest include the
Contact Meeting, to be held in Chat-
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tanooga this June and the Nursery
Short Course, to be held i Auburm
the last week of August. Be sure to
read this Newsletter for more details
and watch your e-mail and “snail”
mail for specific announcements.

The Big Move

Another big change taking place this
year 15 that the School of Forestry
and Wildlife Sciences 1s getting a
new state-of-the-art building. with
moving dates set for June/July 20035,
What this means 1s that office and
laboratory space currently used by
the Nursery Cooperative will need to
be boxed up. moved and unpacked
in the new building. The actual
move will most likely occur after the
Contact meeting and will result in
everything being “dropped” for a
few days while we dismantle our
current space and reinstall it in the
new building. Those that attend the
Nursery Short Course and the Advi-
sory Meeting will have the first op-
portunity to tour the new facilities.

Membership

Perhaps this 15 old news to many in
the close-kmit world of nursery pro-
duction, but the Alabama Forestry
Commission voted to close the EA.
Hauss Nursery in  Atmore, AL,
Manager Craig Frazier was -
structed to sell the hardwood and
longleaf pine seedlings in the ground
and not to sow any seed for the
20053-2006 planting season. Plans
for the nursery area imnclude leasing
to farmers for now and “wait and
see.” It 15 hoped that the tree 1m-
provement program can be main-
tained so as to not lose the mvest-
ments put mto that program.
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Nursery Production Survey

Now into our third vear, the Nursery Coop will again
survey regional seedling production. Using informa-
tion gamed at the Advisory Meeting in November,
we will survey as many nurseries as possible to ob-
tain a complete and accurate picture of production.
This mail-out survey will be sent in early June and I
ask that you help us out by completing and returning
the survey. Last vear s results are summarnized in this
Newsletter: the entire report was published as Tech-
nical Note 04-02. This can be accessed on the Nurs-
ery Coop Website or, if you prefer a hardcopy. sim-
ply drop Elizabeth Bowersock a note (334 .844.1012
or bowerep@auburm edu)and she’ll see that you geta

copy.

Contact Meeting

The 2005 Contact Meeting will be held June 15-17,
2005 in Charttanooga, TN. Here's an update from
Elizabeth Bowersock:

“Mark your calendar, pack your bags, and load up the
famuly van because this vear's Contact Meeting 15 in
Chaaart-taaa-noooega!! The meeting 15 going to be
held at the Hilton Garden Inn, Hamilton Place (off of
I-73) from June 15-17. There will be research pres-
entations, guest speakers and a field trip!

After all the work 15 said and done. then it's defi-
nitely time for fun! Chattanooga has so many things
to do; 1t’s hard to decide what to do first! Of course
you can't leave without visiting the classics: Ruby
Falls, Lookout Mountain, Rock City, and the Incline
Railway. Then there’s the Tennessee Aquarium and
IMAX Theater, the Children’s Discovery Museum
(for the wee lttle ones), Lake Winnepesaukah
Ammsement Park. Sir Goony's Family Fun Center,
the Tennessee Valley Railroad, the Chattancoga Zoo,
and MORE MORE MORE!! If you like to golf.
there are several wonderful courses in and around the
city. Shopping? Hamilton Place — need I say more?
For those of yvou who prefer more culture and class,
there are plenty of museums and theatres. Want
sports? Look no further than Bellsouth Park, home
of the Chattanooga Lookouts. And if yvou're really
adventurous, try white water rafting down the Ocoee
River!

We are REALLY excited about the Contact Meeting
this year — not just because of all the fun stuff to do
in Chattanooga, but for the chance to catch up with
all of our members and talk about the latest research.
There 15 plenty of time to register, and everyone 1s
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more than welcome! Help to make this the best Con-
tact Meeting ever!”

For more mformation about Chattanooga and all the
great things to do in and around the ecity, visit

www.chattanoooafun. com.

An agenda and registration packet will be mailed
shortly.

PESTICIDE NEWS

Methvl Bromide
Scott Enebak

Being such a significant component of the production
of forest-tree seedlings. 1t 15 not surprising that MBr
1ssues take up a large amount of the Coop staff s time
and efforts. These past few months have not been
any different and, while some may tire of bi-annual
updates, we must all be aware of the processes and
decisions that occur which determine the fate of
MBr.

2005 -CUE  Three months into the calendar
year should have many of you thinking about spring
and fall fumigation. The MBr allocated to forest-tree
nurseries in the US for 2005 was 192.52 metric tons
and managers need to carefully and closely monitor
their fumigation needs this vear. According to the
agreements made during the CUE process and at Pra-
gue, any allocated CUE MBr that 1s unused at the end
of the 2005 calendar vear 1s automatically deducted
from future requests. This deduction of MBr alloca-
tion 15 in line with the Treaty and Parties’ desire to
decrease the amount of ozone depleting gases and the
adage “use it or lose it” becomes important to future
availability of MBr. The procedure for requesting
and using CUE MBr 1s similar to the process for ob-
tamning MBr through the Quarantine Pre-shipment
(QPS) and can be done through the fumigation con-
tractor. As part of the “consortium,” Nursery Coop
members should have recerved a letter to be used as
“proof of membership™ for State or Federal plant in-

spectors and to show that they are authorized to use
CUE MBr.

2006-CUE  In August, the Nursery Coop-
erative submitted a CUE for the 2006 calendar vear.
This request was compiled with other CUE requests
by the EPA and then submitted to the State Depart-
ment for presentation and approval by the Parties at
Prague. What follows 15 a brief summary of the No-
vember 2004 meeting. supplied by Wayne Ausk of
Great Lakes Chemical Corporation:



“The Critical Use Exemptions process continues to be
a point of major controversy. The US. delegation
stated during the plenary that Methyl Bromide Tech-
nical Options Committee (MeBTOC) was in fact
making “policy decisions” and applying arbitrary re-
ductions to the Critical Use Nominations rather then
conducting the required “technical reviews.” Yet i
spite of all the complaining about the process, at the
end of the day, the Parties adopted the European
Commumnity (EC)-favored recommendations of MeB-
TOC. The EC unilateral position of “ban methyl bro-
mide at all costs” and continued pressure from other
commercial interests the Parties still approved pro-
duction of 27% of baseline as a CUE for 2006, with
the possibility (albeit slim) of increasing to 37% at
the Extraordinary Meeting in Montreal in July of
20053, In addition, all the supplemental applications
for 2005 were approved so the final 2005 CUE is ac-
tually about 37% of baseline (30% new production,
7% from existing stocks). So we live to fight another
day; we must press on and not quit. A big part of the
strategy by those opposed to methyl bronude 15 to
wear down its supporters by a constant barrage of
guestions about nearly every aspect of the US Crintical
Use Nomunations, despite the fact that the US nomui-
nations are the most complete and robust of any. We
must remain determined to continue to defend what 1s
clearly authorized by the Montreal Protocol and what
15 right for the U.5. end-user community.”

Three points need to be taken home from the events
i1 Prague: 1) that forest-tree nurseries requested. and
were awarded, 157.69 metric tons for 2006 -- so the
reduction in MBr CUE did not come from our user
group, but rather other user groups; 2) the 2006 CUE
award 15 34 83 metric tons /ess than we have avail-
able for 2005; and 3) the CUE process continues to
be a political. somewhat arbitrary, phenomena. Thus,
vou need to continue to press vour case to vour
elected officials about your need for MBr so that they
can weigh-in on the decision making process. As
employvees of the State of Alabama. we (the Coop
staff) are limited in our ability to lobby government
officials but can help you with data and mformation.

In that regard. the Nursery Cooperative was invited to
testify before the subcommuttee on Conservation,
Credit, Rural Development and Fesearch; Review of
the Methyl Bromide Critical Use Exemption process
under the Montreal Protocol. The Hearings were held
on March 10, 2005 and in addition to the Nursery
Coop (Forest Seedling representative), representa-
tives from the Farm Bureau, Worth American Millers
Association, Florida producer on behalf of Crop Pro-
tection Coalition, Society of American Florists and a
strawberry producer from California testified on their
behalf to the importance of MBr and the CUE proc-
ess. Dr. William Carey was extended the invitation
to speak before the subcommittes and has been the
“point man~ on the CUE process, was used by the

EPA as an evaluator during the CUE process, and has
great insight into the CUE application process since it
began.

2007-CUE  The application for the 2007
allocation for CUE MBr will be due sometime in Au-
gust 2007. The Nursery Cooperative will file a CUE
on behalf of the Coop Members for inclusion into the
State Department s request to the meeting of the Par-
ties taking place in November 2007. The CUE Hear-
mmgs in Washington D.C. this month., as mentioned
above, may have an effect on the CUE nomimation
process and, as always, we will keep vou abreast of
the decisions made and how that may influence the
availability of MBr.

Methyl Bromide - QPS
Scott Enebak

As many of yvou know, methyl bromide used for
Quarantine and Pre-shipment (QPS) 15 exempted un-
der the Montreal Protocol from the phase-out that oc-
curred on January 1, 2003, Even though we ve been
successful with the CUE process. the availability of
MBr through the CUE process 1s limited and will
eventually come to an end. Thus, the best long-term
approach to using MBr in seedling production 1s un-
der the QPS guidelines of the Montreal Protocol. In
2004, EPA ruled that the use of MBr for QPS was
possible for ‘inter-state’
shipment of seedlings
(if you were gomg to
ship vour seedlings
across state lines, then
yvou could use MBr).
However, QPS5 ‘intra-
state” (seedlings that
were not shipped out of
state) would not qualify.
Thus, if vour nursery
does not move seedlings across state lines, yvou would
not be authorized to use MBr under the QPS5 guide-
lines. In late November 2004, the USDA and APHIS
proposed. and later approved, some rules to clanfy
how, what and when individual states can approve
and require MBr as a QPS for ‘intra-state’ use. At
the November Adwvisory Meeting in Aubum, Dr.
Tomm Johnson of the Alabama Plant Eegulatory
Board discussed with those in attendance the neces-
sary verbiage to fall under the guideline QPS rules
that would allow MBr to be used in the production of
forest-tree seedlings for ‘intra-state’ shipment of
seedlings. Since the meeting in November, the Ala-
bama Plant Regulatory Officials have been working
with one of their attorneys on the new QPS intra-state
regulation. The new regulation does not involve
cogongrass (actionable pest) as had been discussed at
the Advisory Meeting because some thought it frivo-
lous. I have been told that the newlv proposed regu-
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lation will cover the needs of the forest nurseries.

Thus, it might be possible to use this regulation for
mntra-state production and shipment of forest-tree
seedlings. As the process moves on and takes shape,
we will keep members informed and up-to-date on
this.

Congress Questions EPA on CUE Process
Bill Carey

The story of MBr's role in ozone depletion and regu-
lation under the Montreal Protocol (MP) and Clean
Aar Act (CAA) 15 a confusing mess. Contributing are
a combination of madequate science, treaties and
laws, and pressures from economic and “world view™
mterests. The science to relate fumigation to atmos-
pheric MBr and then to ozone depletion 1s simply
madequate. Nevertheless, the MP and CAA layout a
road map that we, as users of MBr for seedling pro-
duction, must follow. Unfortunately. much of what
happens among Parties to the MP is hidden from
view and exceeds 1ts authority. We, as users of MBr.
are many times left in the dark w ondering what hap-
pened. The MP 1s an mnternational treaty, so the State
Department (Executive Branch) represents our inter-
ests. However. what the State Department agrees to
at meetings 1in
Europe 15 en-
forced 1  the
United  States
under the CAA
(Legislative
Branch) and
Congress 15 con-
cerned with re-
cent Concessions
by the State De-
partment to our
Critical Use Ex-
emption (CUE)
nominations.

My input mto the CUE process 1s lumited to provid-
ing basic data on fumigation to forest nurseries and
the non-availability of suitable alternatives. This
data goes in a CUE application sent to biologists and
economists at the EPA and from them along to others
at EPA and State to take forward to a MP group
called MeBTOC (Methyl Bromide Technical Options
Committee).

The MP gives MeBTOC no authority to reject or re-
duce CUE’s or provide for the ultimate zeroing out
of CUE’s. Cntical 15 entical. and CUE ¢ are based
on data submutted by the user groups and MeBTOC
has no better data. However, in the last two years.
MeBTOC has proposed reductions to our CUE nomi-

nations and our State Department delegation has
“signed on~ and “agreed’ to such proposed reduc-
tions.

On March 10®. the House Agriculture Subcommittes
on Conservation, Credit. FRural Development, and
Eesearch called on representatives of our MP delega-
ton (State and EPA) to explain why they accepted
reductions to our CUE’s. The questioning of that
panel by the committee members was pleasant to ob-
serve from where I sat, considering the time and ef-
fort we have put into MBr and CUE’s. How will this
hearing and questioning of the EPA and State De-
partment affect the CUE process? The message of
the day was that our representatives should defend
our CUE requests with more vigor and that if that
fails, Congress may consider ways to provide the
amounts of MBr requested for CUEs. An amend-
ment to the CAA has been infroduced and has 44 co-
sponsors that states in part, “if the Parties to the MP
do not approve the entire amount of MBr requested
by the US under the CUE process.. then notwith-
standing any other provision ... the entire amount of
MBr requested shall be deemed to have been ap-
proved...” The clear message from the hearings on
March 10® i that Congress 15 interested.

A complete listing of the hearings and testimony can
be found at:
hitp-//asniculture house sov'heaninos/statements html

GoalTender™
Dawvid South

The new name for Goal 4F is GoalTender . This
product 1s registered in the states of AR, GA, LA,
MS, NC, TN, TX (as of February 2003). If all goes
well. 1t soon will be registered 1n AL OK, SC and
VA, This will be the first year for national sales, so
contact vour distributor so they can stock their
shelves in time for the first postemergence applica-
tion 1 June.

The cost of GDaITen{ler' per application might be
24% more than Goal” 2XL but it causes less injury
to newly emerged pine seedlings. Since it 1s more
expensive, we do not recommend 1t for use at time of
sowing. Instead, it will be useful as the first poste-
mergence application (but before the weeds emerge).
How ever, GoalTender 1is twice as concentrated as
Goal” 2XL so do not be scared off by the price per
gallon. For example. if a gallon of GoalTender
sells for $210/gallon, 1t will only be 24% more ex-
pensive than Goal” 2XL which sells for $85 per gal-
lon.

One problem nursery managers sometimes have i1s
that weeds develop 4 or 5 weeks after sowing and to
avoild mjuring voung plants, some managers have



been waiting until 8 weeks after sowing (about 5
weeks after emergence). Unfortunately, this allows
weeds to develop before the first application. To
treat young weeds early, some managers apply Co-
bra’ 2L. Although Cobra® causes some necrosts fo
new tissue, the amount is less than with Goal  2XL.
From limited experience,_we did not see any photo-
toxicity with GoalTender . Some nursery managers
might switch to using GoalTender for the ﬁﬁt
postemergence apphcatmn. However, Cobra" 1is
likely better on prostrate spruge so some managers
may decide to continue applying Cobra". Our tests
indicate GoalTender can safely be applied about 3
weeks after sowimng. The application rate can be
about 4 to & fluid ounces of product per acre. Due to
reduced codistillation. some managers mught find
Goal™ 4F useful as a directed apphcatmn in hard-
woods (when applied under the canopy and directed
away from foliage).

A copy of the GoalTender label can be downloaded
from the Coop web page:
hitpwanw. sfiws auburn edu/sfruneintro/ soaltender pdf

200,000 Worth Of Pesticide Stolen
Source: The Associated Press
February 21, 2005

“Pesticide theft 1s on the nise in Ventura County Cali-
fornia, where the purloined poisons are being resold

on the black market.” stated a recent article by The
Associated Press (AP).

Approximately “$200,000 worth of pesticides stolen
from Seaboard Produce Co. late last month was the
latest 1 a string of such thefts,” the article stated. Ac-
cording to the article, some growers are being tar-
geted by these thieves “who steal expensive pesti-
cides and fungicides that can cost hundreds of dollars
per gallon.” According to the local sheniff s depart-
ment’ s agricultural crimes unit, there have been at
least four major burglaries of pesticides and fungi-
cides 1n the first part of 2004

According to the AP, “The
(pesticides) are being stolen
and sold possibly in other ar-
eas of the state. Or they
could be going to Mexico,”
Detective Don Jennings of the
Ventura County Sheriff's Depart-
ment agricultural crimes unit
said. “We don't know where
they are bemng taken or the
price they're being sold at We
have to find the chemicals, and
we ve just had no luck yet.”

At this point the county 1s speculating that the thieves

are 1n 1t for the money since chemicals can be so ex-
pensive. Though this may not have happened to any
growers that vou know vet, make sure that all of yvour
chemicals are locked up and stored away in a safe
place.

PRODUCTION

TECHNOLOGY

Southern Forest-Tree Nursery Production

The seeding production survey conducted last fall
was summarized and published as Technical Note
04-02. Like previous production surveys, the seed-
ling production 1s categorized by species. state, tyvpe
and ownership. The results in the Note are only pro-
duction and do not provide any indication of sales.
As previously mentioned, the results from the entire
survey can be found on the website or vou may ob-
tamn a copy of Techmical Note 04-02 by contacting
Elizabeth Bowersock.

A few key points are listed below:

By Species 2003-2004 2002-2002 Change

Loblolly | B1% | B323MM | 76% | 957.7MM -11.0%

Slash | 13% [ 1357MM | 13% 167.7 MM -19.0 %

Longleaf | 4% 48.1 MM 5% 67.5 MM -28.7 %

Hardwoods | 1% JEO MM 4% 4740 -179%
Ohers | 1% 157 MM 2% 19.3 MM -186%

By State®
Cearzia | 23 % 249 WM 24% 296 MM -158 %
South Carolina | 15% 158 MM 15 % 120 v -16.8 %
Alabama | 13% 137 MM 12 % 147 v -6.8 %

Mississippd | 11% 117 Wit 8% 946 MW +23.6%

Texaz | %% 95 MM 11% 136 MM -300%

* Top five seedling production States in 2003-04, MS and TX
were not in top 5 in 2002-03.

Seed treatment with Yield-Shield” on germination
and damping-off of longleaf pine
Scott Enebak and Bill Carey

One of the tasks at the Nursery Cooperative 1s to in-
crease seed efficiency in nurseries and nowhere is




this more mmportant than container longleaf culture.
Some previous research had shown that the bacterial
treatment Yield-Shield® 1s antagonistic to Fusarium
and fungi in this genus can significantly reduce the
germination of longleaf seed. This past summer we
evaluated the ability of Yield-Shield” to enhance ger-
mination of two half-sib longleaf families (119 and
137) that differed in pitch canker symptoms in a seed
orchard. The treatment was applied as a dressing to
moistened seed at one rate (1.5 gm treatment / lb
seed) but for three different incubation periods. The
product was erther applied immediately before sow-
ing or 48 or 96 hours before sowing to seed that were
returned to a 4° C incubator till sown. The control
was a 10 minute soak in distilled water. Seed were
sown by placing each flat on the surface of 80 con-
tainers cells (two 40 cell racks of 80 cm” cells) con-
taining Premier” Pro-Mix, and then covered with a
thin laver of sand. Numbers of emerged seedlings
were recorded weekly for four weeks and again at
12-weeks after sowing. Damping-off was recorded as
originating at the seed where attached to the needles
(top-down) or within the root system (bottom up).
The number of longleaf seedlings and symptomatic
seedlings were analvzed for differences between
clones and incubation times using SAS ANOVA
while differences between means were compared us-
g 5AS Duncan’s.

Table 1. Longleaf pine gernunation and damping off
12 weeks after seed treatment with bactena.

Clone Bacteria Germination Damping-off

Incubation 12 wks (%) 12 wks (%)
137 Check 275a 110a

0 hre 325a 122a

48 hrs 342 ab 130a

96 hrs 36.0b 97a
119 Check 300a 137a

0 hre 295a 190a

48 hrs 295a 215a

96 hrs 273a 160a

Yield-Shield” treatment of clone 137 increased ger-
mination and cavity fill at 12-weeks and. as incuba-
tion with bacterial treatment increased. so did the
number of seedlings. In contrast, treatment of clone
119 neither affected cavity fill nor decreased damp-
mg-off Thus, it appears that the effects of the bacte-
rial antagonist are more effective on poorer seed lots

than good seed lots. Similar effects (increasing poor
seed lots and not good seed lots) have been observed
with fungicide trials as well.

Effects of Synthetic Bed-Stabilizers on Bareroot
Pine Seedling Production
Bill Carey and Scott Enebak

Most industry nurseries in the South adopted the use
of synthetic stabilizers within a few vears of prelimi-
nary trials in the mid 1980's and now on average use
close to 33 gal/ac in 800 gal water with satisfactory
protection most years (Carey 2004). Although uses
have been refined through the 1990's, there are few
reports on efficacy after the 1980's. In this past year,
(2004) stabilizer appeared to be beneficial even
where bed erosion caused by rain was not apparent.
Detailed descriptions of the 2004 stabilizer trials,
mcluding rainfalls and soil textures for three nurser-
1es 15 being prepared as a 2005 Research Report.
However, at one nursery, seedling mortality in con-
trol plots resulted from preemergence applied Goal.
This effect has been reported (South 1987) but was
not previously gquantified and unfortunately confound
the effects of soil stabilization on seed efficiency.
Since stabilizer seems to affect herbicide mnjury on
only a few fine textured soil types, those plots will be
discussed in the Research Eeport: only two nurseries
will be reported 1n this Newsletter.

Stabilizer studies were mstalled at the Pine Hill, the
Fock Creek and the Pear]l River nurseries. Three ad-
jommng beds were treated together and treatments
were applied as a randomized complete block (RCB)
by dividing each site into four equal blocks (of 80 to
120 feet long depending on total length), and assign-
ing one stabilizer rate to a third length section of each
block. The three treatments were 1) a not treated
control, 2) the nurseries’ standard rate of stabilizer
and 3) twice the standard rate. The same design was
used at all nurseries. Stabilizer effects were assessed
30 days after sowing and in November as stems/drill
foot 1in each drll.

We assumed that differences between treatments
early in the season would be caused by severe rain,
especially if between sowing and seedling establish-
ment, and that where bed erosion occurred 1t would
reduce seedlings in outside drills compared to nside
drills. We expected that differences between treat-
ments would depend on ramnfall and would vary
AMONG NUIseries.

Stems / drill foot (for 8-drill-beds. one drill foot = 0.5
i ) are presented i Table 1. At Rock Creek, a 3"
rain six days after sowing reduced May seedling
counts in control plots and the number of seedlmga in
outside compared to inside drills. At Pearl River. the
only potentially severe rain during germination was a



2" on day 4 which had no apparent effect on bed
structure or on seedling counts.

Stabilizer cost in 1987 (about $190/ac) required a
saving of 8,000 seedlings/ac (0.3 / fi” ) to justify use
(South 1987). Stabilizer costs have apparently in-
creased less than seedling value and currently (at
about $220/ac) require saving only about 5,500 seed-
lings/ac (0.2 /ft"). Using this criteria. the values
saved at Rock Creek and at Pearl River were more
than ten times the costs of material. Although rain-
fall caused no visible bed erosion and no statistically
significant differences between treatment or dnll po-
gitions at Pearl Biver. means indicate stabilizer was
st1ll economuically beneficial.

Table 1. Seedlings per linear foot of drill by nursery,
stabilizer treatment and bed position.

MNursery Variable Leval Stems [ drill | Stems / drill foot
foot AMay November
i) Stabilizer |0 1142 1122
1 129b 123 ab

2 1306 128k
sd | 1.3 L1

Dinll Posttion | Outsade [ 118 a 109a

Inzide 131b 1330
Id| 11 0.9
E:ﬂl Stabilizer 0 125 107
1 125 122
2 1240 123
sd | 1.5 10
Dl Position. | Cutside | 1203 123
Inzide 122 119
sd | 1.2 0.8

A Coop survey of severe rain losses in 1991 esti-
mated that 80 nullion pines and three million hard-
woods were lost across the South (Carey 1991).
2003 was another bad year for Coop studies in sev-
eral places. Many of us probably pay little attention
to ramn-caused losses in average vears, and perhaps
assume stabilizer 1s most important only to control
those dramatic but sporadic ramn events. However.
with many historically mmportant pests adequately
cnntmlled rains after sow g remains an important
cause of seedling loss (Boyer and South 1984) and
the results of this study indicate that even without
visible bed deterioration stabilizer was cost effective.

The kind of seedbed surface protection (stabilizer,
mulch, etc) chosen at a nursery results from many

factors, including past experience (comfort), avail-
ability and cost of substitutes and labor, and the value
placed on seed efficiency and production. However,
synthetic stabilizers have been the preferred choice at
many nurseries since the mid-1980's and these may
be more cost effective than in the past. Where seaed
efficiency 1s valued, the non-significant improvement
in stabilized plots (as at Pearl River) pays for appli-
cation in years with moderate rain and the return s
mcreased where erosion would occur (as at Rock
Creek) in years with severe rain.

Bover, IN. and D.B. South. 1984, Forest nursery practices in

the south. Southern Jeurnal of Applied Forestry. 8(2):67-735.

Carey, Bill. 1991, Survey of rain related seedling loss at south-
ern nurseries. Auburm University Scuthern Forest NMursery Man-
agement Cocperative. Fall 1991, Pg 2.

Carey, Bill 2004. Survey shows synthetic bed stabilizers gener-
ally satisfactory to nursery managers. Auburn University South-
ern Forest Nursery Management Cooperative. Spring 2004. Pg
5-6.

South, David B. 1987 Soil stabilizers. Aubum University
Southern Forest Nursery Management Cooperative. Spring
1987. Pg 5-6.

OTHER NEWS

Sudden Oak Death
Scott Enebak

For the past few years we have been discussing the
new disease that 15 killing oaks in the western United
States. Up until March 2004, the fungus responsible
for the disease was limited to 14 coastal counties in
Califormia. It was discovered, however, that a nurs-
ery not within the

guarantine

counties  had

been shipping

infected plants to

the eastern United

States for more

than a year

Back-trace sur-

veys this sum- YTAY
mer have recov- r
ered the fungus ~

from nurseries in
13 east coast states
this past year, with 3 confirmed “positives  in the
landscape. While it 1s too early to tell if the fungus
has been established in the eastern UJ.S.. the Forest



Service and APHIS, along with State Plant Protection
Offices, will be conducting an extensive survey to
monitor for the pathogen To increase the “angst”
level among pathologists such as myself. a new strain
or mating type that may allow the fungus to repro-
duce both sexually and asexually (increasmng the po-
tential for the fungus™ ability to infect new host
tvpes) was recovered in California this past winter. ..

Short Course
Scott Enebak

Mark on wvour calendars the last week m August
2003 As discussed and agreed upon durmng the Ad-
visory Meeting in November, the Nursery Coopera-
tive 1s going to have an Introductory Nursery Man-
agement Short Course in Auburn this summer. The
3-day course will have an Agenda similar to those
discussed 1 2002 and will include faculty from Au-
burn University, other Nursery Managers and Chuck
Davey from NC State Universityv. Topics include
fumigation, soil fertility, irrigation, weed control, dis-
ease control, insect control, seedling quality, regula-
tions, and more. ..

The cost for the Short Course has not yvet been deter-
mined but should be in the $125-140 range. As soon
as we coordinate the speakers’ schedules, we will
provide yvou with an agenda, costs, hotel list, registra-
tion materials and the specific dates. Please let those
i your organization know of the vupcoming short
course and make plans to let those newly hired per-
sonnel attend.

From "The Longleaf Alliance Newsletter"

It has been awhile since the Longleaf Alliance acti-
vated the Longleaf Seedling Locater Service' but it
appears for the 2004-2005 planting season that the
demand for longleaf seedlings will exceed supply in
some portions of the longleaf's natural range. Since
the inception of the Longleaf Alliance m 1993, the
following has occurred:

+ Longleaf survival has increased 20-30% on agri-
cultural sites

+ Planting failures on agricultural sites have de-
creased from 50% to 23%

+ Planting failures on cutover sites are now rare
occurrences

» (rass stage has decreased from 4 years to 2 years

+ Seedling quality has increased

+ Container seedlings have increased from 20% to
75% of production

From "The Forestry Source"
EPA has determined that the application of a pesti-
cide to waters of the United States consistent with all

relevant requirements of the FIFRA (Federal Insecti-
cide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act) does not con-
stitute the discharge of a pollutant that requires a Na-
tional Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permuit
under the Clean Water Act. This resolution 1s impor-
tant to forest managers (nursery operations) because,
if pesticide application 15 defined as a point source,
then they are required to obtain a National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System permit — a process
that takes considerable time, effort and money.
Apgain. it 15 critically important to use a pesticide in a
manner consistent with the directions on the label.
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