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Introduction

Hencoveipa armigero (Irubner) and H. p"nctigera (Wallengren), (Lepidoptera: NOCtuidae),
commonly called he Iiothis, have historically been the primary focus of cotton pest management
in Australia (Fitt 1994; 2000). The full commercial release of second-generation Bt cottons
(BOLLGARD U ), scheduled for the 2004-05 season, is set to radically change the hierarchy of
key insect pests of cotton by ending the dominance of hellothis. By virtue of its highly effective
built-in chemical defence resulting from stacked Bt genes, BOLLGARD 1/' is widely expected
to be much less susceptible to he Iiothis damage than conventional or first-generation Bt cottons
(INGARD ).

Central Queensland (CQ) cotton growers are among those that stand to benefit enormously from
access to the new technology. Among the key benefits of the new technology are a significant
reduction in insecticide use and the resulting benefit to the CQ environment and its inhabitants.
However, access to new technology in the CQ region comes with a price tag that involves
diligent adherence to the regions unique area-wide heIiothis management program and Bt
resistance management strategy. Support for and compliance with these and other best practice
options requires an understanding of the factors undenvriting access to Bt cotton technology and,
often, a gentle reminder of the way things used to be.

The objective of this paper is to provide a historical overview of he Iiothis research conducted in
CQ since 1996, leading up to the current situation and the imminentrelease of BOLLGARD U
in the region.

The Pre-Bt Cotton Years

The cotton industry in CQ was at a crossroads in 1996. It was not uncommon for cotton crops to
be sprayed 18, even 20 times during a season. Insecticide resistance levels were increasing
rapidly and there were few new chemical insecticide products coming on to the market. The
ferocity of the heIiothis problem on cotton was largely a reflection of cropping practices in the
region. A continuity of overlapping crops, all of which are good hosts of heIiothis, facilitated
dispersal from one to the other CUIminating in a population explosion from late December
onwards each year. This situation has not changed significantly over the last eight years' A
detailed description of the he Iiothis problem and the characteristics of the cropping system in CQ
can be found in Sequeira (2001).

1996 was also the year that a limited commercial release of INGARD was announced.
However, the commercial release area did not include the CQ region - Emerald irrigation area
(EIA) and Dawson/Callide valley. CQ was excluded for fears that the probability of heIiothis
developing resistance to the product was higher in this and other northern warm climate areas
than in southern Queensland and northern New South Wales where the winters are milder. The
potentially higher resistance development risk was attributed to, among other factors, greater
abundance and a substantially lower frequency of diapause in CQ populations of henothis. The
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lack of significant diapause in CQ implied that the practice of pupae busting after crop harvest, a
key resistance nianagementtactic required for growing Bt cotton, would be ineffective in CQ.

The Gritomological challenge for the CQ region was to get Bt cotton registered for commercial
production in the shortest time frame. The principal obstacles to this end were (a) finding an
alternative to pupae busting for Bt resistance management, and (b) the requirement for a
comprehensive he Iiothis population management plan.

Meeting the Bt cotton challenge
Finding solutions to both obstacles for registration of Bt cotton in CQ required a thorough
understanding of the regional population dynamics and dispersal patterns of heIiothis throughout
the year. With funding from the Cotton Research & Development Corporation (CRDC), a 12-
month, three-year population dynamics study of heIiothis pupae under various crops in the
Emerald Irrigation Area (EIA) was initiated in October of 1996. Within 12 months, the study
provided data on the spatial and temporal abundance pattern of heIiothis that confirmed what
growers, crop consultants and researchers had suspected for many years' The succession of
heIiothis host crops grown in the region facilitated dispersal between crops and inter-seasonal
population cycling. HeIiothis moths dispersed from the inner irrigated core of the EIA to
surrounding rainfed crops in late summer and return to the irrigation area in spring (Sequeira
2001). Based on these data and industry experiences, a year-round, area-wide management
(AWM) program for heIiothis was proposed. Built into the AWM strategy was a unique CQ
alternative to pupae busting that addressed the Bt cotton resistance management strategy (Bt
RMS) needs of the region.

The heIiothis AWM program and incorporated Bt RMS were based on strategic placement of
trap crops at the beginning and end of the season, in relation to perceived dispersal patterns of
he Iiothis (Fig. I). The use of trap crops as a form of habitat manipulation was seen as the best
option for the Emerald area in the initial stages of development of the area-wide Inariagement
plan. Trap crops had to be positioned and attractive in August-September to soak up the
incoming first generation of heIiothis, and in February-March to prevent outward migration of
the final generation of moths carrying Bt and conventional insecticide resistance coming off
cotton within the irrigation area.
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Figure I. The positioning of the trap crops in relation to the local dispersal pattern of heIiothis in the
cropping system. Source: Sequeira (1998).
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The spring trap crops were to serve as a general population management tool to enhance
successful management of the pest during the season whereas the summer trap crops were
intended to serve as substitutes for pupae busting in the Bt RMS. The principle underlying the
trap-cropping program was that iffewer moths were allowed to migrate out to survive on rainfed
crops then fewer would return the following spring 10 re-infest the irrigation area.

The he Iiothis AWM strategic framework for CQ, including the rationale for its development, in-
field protocols and underlying assumptions, has been discussed in detail by Sequeira (2001). The
background research for securing CQ access to Bt cotton including the development of a CQ Bt
RMS using summer trap crops as substitutes for pupae busting has been detailed by Sequeira &
Playford (2001).

Commencement of the Btcotton era in CQ
Tineadve"tqflNCARD'
The CQ heIiothis AWM and Bt RMS proposal, along with a plan fortheirrapid implementation,
was accepted by the federal regulatory body, the Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines
Authority (formerly National Registration Authority) as a basis for the release of INGARD into
CQ in September 1997. Release of the product into CQ, just prior to the start of the 1997-98
cotton season, was made contingent upon universal compliance with the AWM program and Bt
RMS amongst cotton growers, and subject to validation under actual field conditions. With the
release of INGARD' into CQ, the region was broughtinto the Bt cotton biotechnology fold on a
theoretical platform, albeit a completely unrested one,

As a first step in achieving these outcomes, compliance with the summer trap-cropping
component of the program (Bt RMS) was made mandatory for users ofBt cotton technology by
inclusion of the trap crop requirement in the product label specification by Monsanto Australia
Ltd. Whilst this regulatory process effectiveIy dealt with the issue of compliance, a number of
"difficult" practical issues remained. With funding from the CRDC, a new three-year research
program aimed at validation of the AWM program and Bt RMS and collection of data to address
key functional issues associated with the use of area-wide trap cropping in CQ was initiated in
1999. The principal objectives of this research program were to field test the key assumptions
and field parameters of the AWM program.

Are we ,, sing tile righttr"p crops?
The success of a trap cropping strategy is criticalIy dependent upon the characteristics and
efficiency of the trap crop used, among other factors. The use of chickpea and pigeon pea as
spring and summer trap crop options, respectively, had been advocated largely on observations
and anecdotal evidence of larval infestation levels in local crops and research results from other
areas. Thus, the issue of whether or not chickpea and pigeon pea were the best choices had to be
addressed before other issues related to outcomes of the AWM program could be addressed.

Field evaluations were conducted in the winter of 1999 to determine which winter cropping
options were most attractive to heIiothis. The attractiveness of six alternative trap crops to
heIiothis moths for egg laying was compared to that of chickpea in a large split plot design. The
crops included in the field evaluation were B, .assicoj!Inceo (L. ) (indian mustard), ByOSsico
nop"s L. var. hopz!s (canola), Piciojbbo L. var. /abo (faba bean), Ptsz, in sativum L. var. amie"se
(field pea), Linum usitotiss"mum L. (linseed) and L"pinus o1b"s L. (Iupin). Full details of the
study and its results can be found in Sequeira at Q/. (2001); a briefsummary is given below.
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The results of the field

evaluation showed that

chickpea was attractive to
he Iiothisovipositing

moths from as early as 14
days after planting and
throughout the evaluation
period (Fig. 2). The
alternative crop species

relativevaried In

toattractiveness

ovipositing moths but
able tonone was

diverteffective Iy
he Iiothis egg pressure

away from chickpea
during the pre-flowering
stages. After the onset of
flowering, the alternative

becamespecies

substantially more

attractive than chickpea.
However, this reversal in
attractiveness post

flowering did not diminish the tendency of moths to lay on chickpea (Fig. 3). Of all heIiothis
larvae recorded from all samples and crop combinations, 98.3% were found on chickpea. These
results supported the recommendation of chickpea as the preferred spring trap crop in the AWM
strategy.
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Figure 2. Mean density per metre of heIiothis eggs on chickpea and
other crops in a field evaluation of winter cropping options in 1999.
The 'other' crops become attractive to heIiothis moths for egg laying
onI\ after the onset of flowering (1/2 days). Chickpea remains
atIIJctive for egg laying in all its developmental stages. Source:
Sequeira era!. (2001).
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1sthe Cg, ,I"Mprogr"," working?
The uptake and useful life of new agricultural technology, products or practices depend largely
on perceived benefits to the end users, the primary producers. This is where strategic areawide
initiatives can often come unstuck. Area-wide initiatives, by definition, do not include "control"
areas where the action or treatment is not applied, thereby precluding a comparison between
"treated" and "untreated" areas. Comparisons of pest dynamics involving large cropping systems
that are geographica y isolated are also invalid because of inherent differences that result from
the uniqueness oreach area or region.

The next logical step in the validation of the CQ he Iiothis AWM strategy was to determine the
impact of its implementation on the pest problem. For reasons given above, the CQ heIiolhis
AWM program did not lend itself easily to a cost benefit analysis. Sequeira (2001) attempted a
limited qualitative assessment of the program from 1997 to 2001. His results showed that whilst
a change in the seasonal abundance pattern of heIiothis populations on cotton was evident after

I the commencement of the AWM program in 1997, Jins change could not be uneguivgcajjy Deleted:-The;inIFFPianied_____ ________------- --^ Irapcropswereefreciive
attributed to the impact of the AWM program on abundance of he Iiothis. The altered population p, p"1.1i, ", ink, in ami"g.population sinks in spring

Similarly. spring-planted trapdynamics of heIiothis could also nave resulted in part from changes in weather patterns, Similarly-, ori"g:phil. draycrops were effective sinks in late
particularly abnormally low rainfall since the late 90s, and ensuing impacts on host PIa\It an", me, .110we, e, .derpii*that
availability. The introduction of Bt cottons to the region in 1997 may also have impacted on tht* efforti, .netsasP"P"Iaii. "*ink*.
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regional population dynamics of heIiothis, most likely in combination with other factors.
Importantly, a significant impact of the CQ AWM program on heIiothis population dynamics
could NOT be discounted.

The results and conclusions of Sequeira's (2001) study suggested that the impacts of the CQ
AWM program would not become apparent untilthe program had gone through several
additional cycles of implementation. The study also suggested that the program was not working
as well as it could be. There were several weaknesses and mefficiencies in the structure and

implementation of the AWM program at the field levelthat needed to be addressed in order to
maximise the expected benefits. Key among these were (1) temporal placement (when to plant
and destroy) and trapping efficiency of chickpea trap crops, (2) management of larval
populations in chickpea trap crops, and (3) temporal placement and efficiency of summer pigeon
pea trap crops.

Are the summe, 'pigeonpeo Irop crops woi. ki"g?
The functionality and effectiveness of summer pigeon pea trap crops is an issue of on-going
concern for the cotton industry in CQ. The key role that pigeon pea trap crops play in
underpinning the Bt RMS and access to the technology has not been fully recognised by cotton
growers in the CQ region. Visual surveys of pigeon pea trap crops in February since 1997 have
revealed enormous differences between farms in terms of trap crop care and maintenance. These
differences largely reflect a commitment to fulfilling the letter rather than the spirit of the law.
Pigeon pea trap crops range in quality from lush, well maintained stands that are highly attractive
to heIiothis moths, to poor, water-deprived stands where the weeds outnumber the trap crop
plants. Recent attempts to address this issue have focussed on assessing suitable alternative trap
crop plants such as sorghum that are less management intensive and more stress tolerant.
However, to date pigeon PCa remains the option with the most desirable characteristics when
given the necessary agronomic care and resources.

Are Ihespring chickpeo trap crops working?
The expected outcomes of the CQ AWM program, for example, rcduced heIiothis infestation
early in the cotton season, were underwritten in large part by the spring chickpea trap crops.
Although the trap crops were instrumental in the capture and elimination of large numbers of
individuals (Sequeira 2001), their impact on the population dynamics of he Iiothis could not be
fully gauged for reasons explained above. From another perspective, accumulation of large larval
populations on these crops increased the risk of creating heIiothis nurseries from which moths
could escape. Increasing the trapping efficiency and management of larval populations in these
crops were therefore fundamental to maximising the effectiveness of the AWM program.
Accordingly, one key research objective was to enhance the mortality of heIiothisjuvenile stages
in the spring chickpea trap crops thereby enhancing their effectiveness. Another key research
objective was to minimise the contribution of commercial winter chickpea crops, previously
identified as key contributors, to the spring pre-cotton season heIiothis population.

Howc@" wee"h@"cethe<fleetive"ess @1thespring trap crops?
A common solution to both key research objectives came from an unexpected quarter. During
the field evaluation of winter cropping options described above it was observed that the pattern
of he Iiothis egg distribution in clean (weed free) chickpea plots was dramatically different from
that in contaminated (weedy) plots. Contamination of chickpea plots by other plant species
altered moth egg laying behaviour, making the contaminants more attractive than the chickpea
plants. Moths were found to be laying most of their eggs on the contaminants, resulting in a

559



E
60

^

>
^

= 40
b

61
a

1.1

Research done over two winter

seasons to characterise the

egg-layingaggregative
behaviour showed firstly that
the phenomenon could be
manipulated by deliberate
contamination of chickpea
plots with faba bean, wheat
and other crop plants. In such
seed mixed situations, moths
preferentialIy lay eggs on the

contaminants during the growth and development of the crop (Fig. 3). Secondly, the research
showed that >80% of eggs laid on the contaminants did not survive through to the adult stage
(Fig. 4). These results collectively established the potential of deliberate crop contamination as a
solution to the heIiothis problem in commercial and trap crops of chickpea. Comprehensive
accounts of this research and its outcomes can be found in Sequeira et o1. (2001), Sequeira &
Moore (2003) and Sequeira (2004).

The aggregative egg-laying response of heIiothis moths to contaminated chickpea crops is an
example of environment or habitat manipulation for pest management. This area of research has

attracted an enormous

amount of attention in

recent years, as evidenced
by the large number of
publications on the subject
(See Landis at o1. (2000)
for a recent review).

Although the concept of
habitat manipulation for
pest management Is not
new, the potential of tactics
based on this concept has
yet to be fully utilised or
even assessed in modem

agricultural production
systems.
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Figure 3. Mean heIiothis egg density on contaminants (foba bean) and
on chickpea surrounding each contaminant plant, in relation to crop
age. Egg density on the contaminants increases dramatically before
falling at the onset of crop maturity. Source: Scqueira & Moore
(2003).
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Figure 4. Mortality of heIiothis white eggs, brown eggs and larvae on
faha bean and wheat contaminants growing amongst chickpea plants,
expressed as VC loss of the total observed population. Source: Scqueira
(2004).
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Cotton pest Management in The BOLLGARD 1/' Era
The imminent release of second-generation Bt cottons in the 2004-05 growing season raises at
least a couple of important questions the answers to which could profoundly influence the future
orcotton production in Australia. Will heIiothis cease to be a pest of cotton in the BOLLGARD
U era? Is there a future for conventional cotton in this new era? Whilstthere is little doubtthat

heIiothis will be supplanted by sucking insects as the key pest management challenge in Bt
cottons, the former will undoubtedly remain a key player in the pest spectrum of the regional
mixed cropping system as a whole. It is unlikely that cotton production systems will ever be
100% transgenic (Bt) based, as the overseas (Us) experience seems to indicate. A likely scenario
is that production systems will in time reflect a locally adapted split between conventional and Bt
cottons. In this eventuality, development of IPM systems for conventional and Bt cottons that
dramatically reduce the current reliance on synthetic insecticide usage will be crucial for the
profitability and environmental accountability of cotton production in Australia.

The discussion on the CQ heIiothis AWM program in preceding sections reveals clearly that
whilstit remains a key component of the transgenic platform in warm climate production areas,
it is not sufficient to prevent in-season he Iiothis infestation of cotton crops. The AWM prooram
needs to be supplemented with effective in-season IPM strategies for both conventional and Bt
cottons. The search for new in-season IPM tactics for cotton led again to the area of habitat
manipulation. The impact of contaminant plants in chickpea crops on the behavioural responses
of heIiothis moths begged the questions: If habitat manipulation can alter moth behaviour so
dramatically in chickpea, why not in cotton? Can habitat manipulation be used to alter the
behaviour of pests other than heIiothis?

Clear evidence of moth behaviour modification triggered by deliberate crop contamination in
chickpea (see above) suggested that moth behaviour modification in cotton and other crops was
possible if suitable triggers could be found. Over the last five years (1999-2004) a number of
habitat manipulation experiments in cotton were conducted. A wide variety orcrop combinations
and layouts were evaluated over this period. Successful manipulation of henothis oviposition
behaviour was observed in two instances, namely, cotton-chickpea seed mixtures for early
season management, and more recently canopy height manipulation using inter-plantings of
exotic cotton varieties in amongst commercial cotton.

Cotton-cinekpe" seed, "itt, ,res
Chickpea is highly attractive to he Iiothis moths in virtually allits phenological stages. Research
shows that moths begin ovipositing on chickpea seedling plants virtually as soon as they emerge
from the soil. Seed mixtures of cotton and chickpea planted in one of every eight rows can
effectiveIy concentrate he Iiothis eggs in the seed mixed rows early in the season. Moths appear
capable of locating individual chickpea plants in the seed mixed rows and preferentialIy laying
on them (Fig. 5). This seed-mixing tactic was evaluated over two cotton seasons on commercial
farms. For approximately 6 weeks after emergence, he Iiothis eggs are largely concentrated in the
seed mixed rows, thereby minimising damage to plants in the remaining cotton-only rows. For a
full discussion of the trial layout, results and usefulness of this tactic in cotton IPM, see Sequeira
& Moore (2002).

Inter. !, mintings witl, exotic colto" varieties
The most interesting pest habitat manipulation tactic to date involves modification of the cotton
canopy structure. Modern crop production practices enshrine the virtues of monocultures, clean
(weed free) and uniform crops for a number of practical reasons including yicld maximisation,
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ease of management and
harvesting. However,

andmonocultures

uniform crop canopies are
artificialhighly

thatenvironments

encourage Insect pests
such as heIiothis (and
others) to distribute
themselves more or less

uniformly throughout the
field (Sequeira 2004).
These largely uniform
distributions make partial
treatment of fields or

unitscropping

impractical. If insect
populations within a crop
could be concentrated in

particular rows, strips or sections, control would be easier and more effective.

At the start of the 2003-04 season, an experimental field layout designed to modify he Iiothis Goo
laying behaviour by modification of the crop canopy was evaluated. The canopy structure of a
field of unsprayed conventional cotton (SiCot 71) was modified by interplanting twin rows of
exotic cotton varieties. The expectation was that distortion of the normally uniform canopy
structure would alter the distribution of insects in the field by making the twin rows of exotic
cottons more attractive than the surrounding commercial cotton variety.

The unsprayed cotton field was bounded on the right by a field of BOLLGARD 11 and on the
left by fallow area. The exotics were cultivars or experimental lines selected for higher growth
rates, flowering and other phenological characteristics. The canopy distortion experiment was
done in the middle section (40 rows) of the field. The inter-planting design was achieved by
planting five runs of an eight-row planter to a mix of SiCot 71 and exotic cottons. The first six
rows of each group of eight was planted to SiCot 71 and the two end rows to one or more of the
exotic varieties. The desion thus created was six rows of SiCot 71 altomaiing with two rows of
exotic cotton. The remaining areas of the field on either side of the middle interplanted strip of
40 rows were planted fully to SiCot 71. The twin rows of exotics were expected to modify the
crop canopy by growing considerably taller than the conventional variety, or in other words, by
the creation of a hedge effect.

The impact of this field layout on the distribution of insect was assessed during the course of the
season. Boll count estimates on the conventional and exotic cotton varieties were obtained at the

end of the season and compared to the adjacent BOLLGARD 11 crop (Fig. 6). The average fruit
load profile showed a number of interesting foamres. The boll count fell sharply from the edge of
the last twin row of exotics, towards the BOLLGARD 11 field. On the other edge of the twin
row of exotics, towards the fallow area, the boil count profile stayed high for about 50m before
declining. The exotics hedges appear to have provided some "protection" to certain rows of
unsprayed SiCot 71, specifically those bounded on both sides by the exotics and those on the left
hand side of the graph (Fig. 6).
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Figure 5. Comparison of mean heIiothis egg density per metre in
cotton+chickpea seed-mixed rows (R-0), adjacent cotton only rows (R-I)
and cotton only rows 4 in away (R-4). Source: Sequeira & Moore (2002).
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The mechanism underlying this apparent protection is still riot clear. The conventional cotton
fruit load in amongst and to the left of the exotics was only about half that of the nearby
BOLLGARD H crop. However, the conventional field received no sprays whereas the
BOLLGARD 11 field wassprayed twice for minds and once for whiteny.
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Figure 6. Mean fruit load profile for unsprayed SiCot 71 (hatched bars), exotic cottons (grey bars) and
BOLLGARD 1/@ (solid black bar) in the canopy manipulation experiment. The profile is based on 6
transccts 50 in apart, from head ditch to tail drain.

The fruit load profile for unsprayed cotton in Figure 6 does not represent a commercially viable
outcome in comparison to the adjacent BOLLGARD 11 crop. However, in view of the factthat
2003-04 was considered by most cotton growers and consultants to be a relatively heavy pest
pressure season, the top end estimates offruitload on the unsprayed cotton rows shielded by the
exotic cottons are riotinsignificant. These yield estimates demarcate a baseline performance that
could only be improved with the assistance of other IPM tactics (biological insecticides, soft
insecticides, natural enemies, to name a few). Observations in the field suggest that the hedge
effect demonstrated in this experiment may influence the distribution and activity of other irisccts
besides he Iiothis. This and other aspects of the hedge effect and canopy manipulation need to be
investigated further.
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