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Michelle Walters’ ability to continue her work 
 
Dr. Staten asked Michelle if there were any obstacles in being able to continue her work.  
Michelle responded that although she does not yet have a budget, there is good cooperation 
from the Arizona Cotton Research & Protection Council.  With a minimal budget, she would 
be able to continue her work, but cannot say with certainty.  Upon inquiry by Charles Allen 
concerning their chances on obtaining a label for 2009, Michelle stated that they are good, 
although it would just be for the U.S.  Dr. Staten said that perhaps Michelle and Jack could 
negotiate to get it into El Paso, and Michelle can use that level of support to leverage what she 
needs.  Michelle agreed.  Jim requested that California be included as well.  Dr. Staten agreed.   
 
Dr. Staten requested the Technical Advisory Committee review Larry Antilla’s 
recommendations concerning identification.   
 

Larry Antilla discussion of PBW Identification Issues 
 
Larry reported that last year he had raised the issue of continuing to address the critical nature 
of standardizing, improving or enhancing the standardization of the identification process.  We 
are dealing with a very unique program right now, and it is an important issue for a couple of 
reasons.  There needs to be increased efforts and resources if possible to address the issue of 
standardization of identification.  The program is expanding and there are a total of seven 
states in the United States and Mexico.  There are new areas coming in San Luis and Mexicali 
that will hopefully be a part of the sterile moth program.   
 
There is a whole continuum of capabilities as far as identification, and it isn’t as easy as 
originally thought.  As eradication nears, the importance of making very clear determinations 
of the “last man standing” become extremely acute.  Other species of moths can complicate the 
issue, under the right conditions.   
 
There is a recommendation or a series of thoughts that we would like the Technical Committee 
and Action Committee to consider.  We need to improve and standardize the program 
equipment so good quality microscopes are available to all participants.  They will have the 
same level of optical capability to address the program as things come along.  The microscopes 
should include digital photographic equipment so the information can be displayed on 
computer screens and transmitted electronically to all of the various cooperating organizations.   
 
Additionally, it would be an excellent training tool.  There needs to be an additional effort put 
forward to standardize program training activities and training.  Not knowing what the budget 
will be for 2009 and beyond, if there are adequate resources in the budget that actually go 
above and beyond any of the program requirements and any of the cost share requirements that 
we have established for this program, this issue should be given a high priority, including the 
additional cost support from the program for the technicians that are trained to do the 
identification work.  Larry requested Leighton Liesner go through a couple of these points. 
 
Leighton Liesner, Arizona Cotton Research & Protection Council 
Phoenix, AZ  liesnerl@azcotton.org 
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Leighton advised this list is for discussion and consideration, and has been compiled based on 
discussion with colleagues, entomologists and experts associated with the program, as well as 
experienced in house.  The items are in no particular order.   

IDENTIFICATION ISSUESIDENTIFICATION ISSUES

•• Clear delineation between natural coloration and dyeClear delineation between natural coloration and dye
–– Native PBW mistaken for SterileNative PBW mistaken for Sterile

•• Questionable marking of trapped sterile/suspect mothsQuestionable marking of trapped sterile/suspect moths
–– Possible dye loss as moth ages in the fieldPossible dye loss as moth ages in the field
–– Possible dye loss due to microbial activityPossible dye loss due to microbial activity

•• Possibility of F1 progenyPossibility of F1 progeny
•• NonNon--target species identified as native PBWtarget species identified as native PBW
•• Need for certainty and standardization as programs near Need for certainty and standardization as programs near 

eradicationeradication
–– TrainingTraining
–– Information exchangeInformation exchange
–– Continuity across all program areasContinuity across all program areas
–– Documentation of actionable findsDocumentation of actionable finds

•• Standardized chromatography protocolStandardized chromatography protocol

 
There are instances where pink bollworm exhibit a degree of natural coloration which can 
cause confusion as to whether or not it is a sterile or a native moth.  It is a training issue, and is 
something that can be documented and trained for.  A big issue is the questionable marking of 
trapped sterile suspect moths via age in the field or microbial activity.  The possibility has been 
discussed of an F1 progeny, and also non-target species that end up in the traps.   
 
This year in Arizona, we took pictures of everything that we could and Leighton was easily 
able to come up with eleven different species.  Some looked very similar to pink bollworm and 
could only be distinguished by dissection.   Larry already mentioned the need for certainty and 
standardization as program nears eradication.   
 
Leighton was party to work done by Cloti Tate and Bob Staten on standardization 
chromatography protocol.  It indicated that depending on how the test was performed regarding 
the size of the vial, the size of the strip, how the strip is oriented in the vial, you can get 
varying degrees of expression of dye.  There is also a question of whether or not we can strip 
test the moth without grounding them up.  There is an advantage that if there’s a question 
whether or not a moth is native, you would still have the moth itself.   
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STANDARDIZATION OF STANDARDIZATION OF 
EQUIPMENTEQUIPMENT

•• Higher magnification required for accurate Higher magnification required for accurate 
dissection and examinationdissection and examination
–– Minimum 5x diopter lighted magnifiersMinimum 5x diopter lighted magnifiers
–– > 50x stereomicroscope> 50x stereomicroscope
–– Adequate lighting for microscopyAdequate lighting for microscopy

•• Specialized tools for dissection and archivalSpecialized tools for dissection and archival
•• Photographic capability for local reference, Photographic capability for local reference, 

archiving and information exchangearchiving and information exchange
•• Equipment servicing to maintain quality and Equipment servicing to maintain quality and 

resolution of critical opticsresolution of critical optics

 
We need a microscope with greater than 50x capability.  When doing dissections, and looking 
at these fine details, these kind of optics become necessary.  Adequate lighting for microscopy 
really makes a difference when you are trying to make a positive determination.  Photographic 
capability for local reference, archiving and information exchange is very important.  This year 
we purchased a camera (bottom of the slide).  It goes on the microscope and allowed us to take 
pictures of moths that were native finds in each of our areas.    
 
We did a pilot-program archiving system.  After taking pictures, we took parts of a moth which 
would allow us to possibly identify that moth, and the rest of the moth was strip tested.  This 
worked very well.  Additionally, an important item to mention is equipment servicing in order 
to maintain quality resolution of optics.   
 
In the early stage of the program when there are a lot of native and steriles flying around, the 
impact of a mistake or a single misidentification is usually not significant.  As we move to and 
beyond eradication, the misidentification of a single moth becomes a very large issue.  It seems 
prudent, if not critical, to refine the identification process.  This would include acquiring 
equipment designed to forward that level of specificity, and facilitate the exchange of 
information between cooperators and other experts associated with the program.   
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1B

 
This is an example of what we are able to do with the camera microscope system.   
 
You have two different views of the genetalia, which you can see are not pink bollworm 
genetalia.  However, the moth on the trap appears very much like pink bollworm.  The palp on 
the bottom-right hand side have the scales missing, which make it almost impossible to 
distinguish from a pink bollworm palp.   
 
These are the common things used to identify the pink bollworm:  visual by looking at the 
moth, the palps, color of the scales.  As it turns out, you really need the genetalia as a 
fingerprint in order to be certain.   
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TRAINING AND INFORMATION TRAINING AND INFORMATION 
EXCHANGEEXCHANGE

•• Training of specialized ID personnelTraining of specialized ID personnel

•• Training in techniques and equipment useTraining in techniques and equipment use

•• Information exchangeInformation exchange
–– Sharing of information between program areas and Sharing of information between program areas and 

technical resources (scheduled and unscheduled)technical resources (scheduled and unscheduled)

•• Pathway for questions/issues to be raised and Pathway for questions/issues to be raised and 
addressed on a program wide basisaddressed on a program wide basis

•• Evaluation and incorporation of new Evaluation and incorporation of new 
information/techniquesinformation/techniques

 
This would require training of specialized identification personnel.  It is simply an exposure to 
some of these other items that help delineate a sterile insect from a native insect and a native 
insect from a suspect insect.  The training is simple.  There is an untapped resource in the 
information exchange.  If we had information sharing, we could disseminate information 
better, and get evaluation and input from the rest of the program areas.   

TECHNICAL SUPPORTTECHNICAL SUPPORT

•• USDAUSDA--CPHSTCPHST
–– Assist with development and assessment of uniform Assist with development and assessment of uniform 

standards and archivalstandards and archival
–– Resource for new technology and techniques for Resource for new technology and techniques for 

identification personnelidentification personnel
–– Conduit for development and access to sophisticated Conduit for development and access to sophisticated 

diagnostics and their application as the program diagnostics and their application as the program 
moves forwardmoves forward

–– Additional diagnosticsAdditional diagnostics
•• PCRPCR
•• Sugar AnalysisSugar Analysis
•• OtherOther
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Technical support from USDA CPHST could be utilized, along with the markers and different 
methods of analysis that Greg and Dr. Tate have looked at, until other marking technology 
becomes available. 
 
One of the end goals is develop training material which addresses issues of concern from all 
the program areas. 
 

Identification and Standardization Discussion 
 
Larry Antilla stated that this is a very successful model program.  Identification of the key pest 
is critical, and should be addressed.  At the very least, it should be identified as a priority item 
as this program goes forward. 
 
Dr. Staten asked for discussion.  Bill said that even though a program area might be 
comfortable with their current consistently high-standard of identification ability, over time, 
the turn over of people contributes to a wane in the identification.  Dr. Staten an important 
issue is program expansion.  Ultimately, if we will stop seeing migration and eliminate the 
need for a sterile insect facility, we will find this an evolving problem, especially as you go 
into the areas deep into Mexico.  The more we know about what we are doing, the more we can 
help make sure we do not get it back later.  Dr. Staten is questioned frequently on identification 
and sterile insect differentiation questions.  This is the first line of defense we have.  Money is 
very tight, but this request is quite reasonable.  If we have it, we should use it.  It is a very high 
priority because one mistake can cost us another year.  If the Committee would be so inclined 
to recommend this, Dr. Staten would like them to put it in terms of a motion. 
 
Dennis Palmer asked for an exact list so that we can work within our budget.  Dr. Staten agreed 
that there should be an exact list, and that we start with a current inventory listing.  Dr. Staten 
asked if Larry was satisfied with his list and put it forward, and go with it in principle today.  
Larry said that there was a good list put together by Cloti and Leighton, but it will need 
additional refinement with total numbers.  Larry estimated that it may cost a couple hundred 
thousand dollars or more, and that some time will have to be spent looking at what will be 
effective for each area.   
 
Charles stated that it may not be prudent to commit ourselves to a path that would not be 
compatible to the DS Red.  Dr. Staten reported that would require a research grade microscope, 
and the cost of that kind of microscope is quite expensive and would be beyond the budget.  
Dr. Staten reported that when you go to fluorescent microscopy for DS Red, the systems that 
are there now are ultra-expensive.  Greg Simmons agreed, and advised that a research grade 
microscope would cost about $30,000.   
 
Greg stated that cooperators have looked at a system that they can attach to a good-quality 
dissecting microscope that’s not a fluorescent microscope, but adding the simple feature of 
doing DS Red fluorescence.  We don’t have a price on that yet, but we are looking at the range 
of two to five thousand dollars for a fluorescence module that will go on any microscope.  We 
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should, at the very least, get the same microscope and after-market fitting of a fluorescence 
module.   
Dr. Staten said that could be accommodated.  Jim Ed said that the last thing he would want to 
do is to take away the tools that are needed to finish the job.  He requested an itemized list, as 
without one, we could only vote in principal.  Dr. Staten said that barring an itemized list, we 
need to have a motion putting this in the agenda in principle and going forward if we are 
satisfied with the list.  Larry reported that there is a preliminary list, but there are things that 
come in.   
 
Larry would like to have this identified as a priority issue.  The identification issue and the 
standardization issue should be a very high priority in this program.  It is the same in any 
program where you have identification issues, and especially programs of this magnitude.  
Perhaps we could reassess what we’ve looked at and develop a reasonable budget.  The 
microscopes were about $8,000 a piece, much less than research grade, with the photographic 
equipment, maybe another $1,500 to $2,000.  We have some information, but not all.  Based 
on that, we estimated this total cost could be between $200 - $300k, if you include the 
personnel.   
 
From day one, the growers in these programs do shoulder a lot of the cost including 
management, supervision, monitoring, and the application of non-SIT control technologies.  
Anything related to the identification process which is complicated by SIT, should be covered 
in the budget provided for SIT if those funds are available.   
 
In consultation with Greg and his collaborators, we will put together a more definitive list of 
what’s needed along with the cost.  Perhaps we could make that list available to the Action 
Committee for inspection, however, if the budget does not go through, at least it is identified as 
a priority item.  Jim Ed agreed and stated it should be put forth in a contingency manner.  If it’s 
needed use it, and if not, put it somewhere else.  Dr. Staten agreed and called for a motion and 
recommendation from the Committee.   
 
M/S/P Jim Ed Miller motioned that: 
 
additional effort be put forth to standardize the training activities and training materials 
that is included in this program. 
 
if there are adequate resources in the budget that exceed program / cost share 
requirements, standardization of identification should be identified as a high priority 
item, including the additional cost support from the program for the technicians that are 
trained to do the identification work.   
  
anything related to the identification process which is complicated by SIT should be 
covered in the budget provided for SIT if those funds are available. 
 
improve and standardize the equipment (about $8,000, with possibly additional $1,500 to 
$2,000 with the photographic equipment / fluorescence module); estimated total cost 
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could be between $200 - $300k including the personnel; and that a more detailed budget 
be forwarded to the Action Committee for inspection once available.  Ted Boratynski 
seconded the motion and the motion passed unopposed.   
 
Dr. Staten yielded the floor.  Dennis Palmer apologized and advised Mexican counterparts we 
will have an interpreter for next year’s meeting.  There was a five-minute break. 
 
Dennis Palmer thanked everyone for their participation, cooperation and effort.  The discussion 
moved to the Technical Advisory Committee recommendations.  Regarding a quorum, Wally 
Shropshire advised that he holds Bobby Hull’s proxy.  Dr. Staten restated the issues. 
 

2009 Sterile Moth Requirements Discussion and Motion 
 
Dr. Staten presented the expected distribution of sterile moths to be used as a guideline for 
releases this next year.  This is what we will start the program with if we get the budget. 
 
M/S/P Mr. Sharp moved to approve the ‘09 sterile release guidelines (below), assuming 

we have the budget.  Mr. Shropshire seconded and the motion passed unopposed. 

 

2009 Sterile Moth  Requirements:        

   State  Zone Bt Cotton Non-Bt Cotton Total Acreage Moths/
Ac/Wk 

Total 

   California  
(Containment)  

San Joaquin Valley                  
262,730  

               
262,730  

       35                  9,195,550  

 New Mexico  South Central (Limited Release)            
11,361  

                   
3,303  

                 
14,664  

     273                  4,003,272  

 Texas  El Paso            
15,930  

                 
18,087  

                 
34,017  

  1,588               54,018,996  

P
ha

se
 I 

 Mexico  Juarez              
2,453  

                 
15,760  

                 
18,213  

     824               15,007,512  

 Arizona  Maricopa Co            
19,342  

                       
320  

                 
19,661  

     347                  6,822,482  

  Pinal Co            
68,995  

                   
1,359  

                 
70,354  

     347               24,412,959  

  Pima Co              
6,216  

                          
-    

                    
6,216  

     346                  2,150,771  

  Cochise Co              
2,364  

                          
-    

                    
2,364  

     346                     817,799  

  Graham Co            
18,898  

                       
350  

                 
19,248  

     346                  6,659,822  

 Gila Co                 
330  

                          
-    

                       
330  

     346                     114,325  

P
ha

se
 II

 

  Greenlee Co                 
261  

                          
-    

                       
261  

     346                       90,240  

 Arizona  Yuma            
10,022  

                       
236  

                 
10,258  

     347                  3,559,422  

 La Paz              
7,770  

                       
993  

                    
8,762  

     346                  3,031,739  

 Mohave              
4,073  

                          
-    

                    
4,073  

     346                  1,409,158  

 California  Imperial Co (with Okra)              
4,500  

                       
300  

                    
4,800  

     155                     744,000  

 Riverside Co (with Okra            
13,725  

                       
200  

                 
13,925  

     155                  2,158,375  

 San Bernardino Co                 
615  

                          
-    

                       
615  

     155                       95,325  

P
ha

se
 II

I 

 Mexico  San Luis/Mexicali            
39,883  

                 
17,233  

                 
57,116  

     841               48,034,556  

  Total Steriles  Required (weekly)        
226,737  

           320,870             547,607          182,326,302  
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Discussion and Motion for Post-Eradication & Protocol 
 
Dr. Staten reported that the Technical Committee proposes the following definitions as a 
starting point for a working definition of eradication.   
 
Dennis Palmer asked if there was a motion to accept this as our eradication and post-
eradication definition even though we realize that we may amend that as we go forward. 
 
M/S/P Jim Ed Miller motioned that we accept this (below) as our eradication and post-

eradication definition, and we realize that we may amend that as we go forward.  
Clyde Sharp seconded the motion and the motion passed unopposed. 

 
1.  An area may be considered “ERADICATED” when it had a year in which 

populations fell below detectable levels by the end of a season.  This is followed by 
complete absence in the next season of any pink bollworm life forms.  

 
2.  All planned control activity stops but the area is maintained under continued high 

level of monitoring.  Any positive native PBW find will be responded to rapidly.  
Options could include SIT, cultural control, pheromone disruption, or other 
control methodologies deemed appropriate,  The area will be held in this “post 
eradication” position for 2 years after any detection.  

 
3.  Step down monitoring guidelines will be defined.  An emergency response plan 

will be developed. 
 

DS Red and Marker Technology Discussion and Motion 
 
Dr. Staten advised that the Technical Committee supported the continuation of DS Red 
research and research on transgenic insects and the exploration of other marker technology as 
exemplified by trace element analysis, and requested a motion to that effect. 
 
M/S/P Larry Turnbough moved that we continue DS Red research and research on 

transgenic insects, as well as the exploration of other marker technology as 
exemplified by trace element analysis.  Clyde Sharp seconded the motion and the 
motion passed unopposed. 

 
Program Identification Priority Discussion and Motion 

 
Dr. Staten discussed placing a priority on the needs, and contingent upon funds being available, 
to standardize identification procedures and protocols.  Dennis Palmer restated that the motion 
is that we go forward making this a high priority using funds if available to standardize the 
application.  Dennis Palmer asked for any questions concerning the motion.  There were none.  
Don Parker reiterated that the motion should be to place priority to id needs of programs 
contingent on budget availability.  Dr. Staten agreed.  Dennis called for a motion. 
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M/S/P Jim Ed Miller moves that we place priority on program identification needs 
contingent on budget availability.  Clyde Sharp seconded the motion and the 
motion passed unopposed.   

  
Dennis Palmer thanked everyone and moved the discussion to 2009 plans.  Bill Grefenstette 
made a presentation.   
 
Bill Grefenstette, USDA APHIS  
Riverdale, MD william.j.grefenstette@usda.gov 

1
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The Council requested $9.81 million, which made it at one point into the House and the Senate, 
but then the continuing resolution is what has been passed.  Right now we will be operating 
under a continuing resolution, and are urging both programs not to expect the budget to be 
much different from at least what we recommended.  Remember, these both fall into a joint 
account between boll weevil and pink bollworm.  Upon inquiry, it was noted that it was $19+ 
million for boll weevil and $9.8 for pink bollworm for a total of $29 million.   
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Two weeks ago in Phoenix, the program directors from the various areas of the Pink Bollworm 
Eradication Program met and discussed 2008 costs and then projected reasonable costs for 
2009 in order to produce the 26 million sterile moths per day.  Dr. Staten already presented the 
break out from the result of these discussions.   
 
This slide summarizes the key component costs for next year.  The sterile moth release 
category is cooperative agreements which cover the aircraft expense under contract.  California 
is projected to be $367,000 per release in Southern California, including San Joaquin Valley.  
Arizona is $960,000 and Texas is $170,000.  The total release for 2009 is $1.497 million, at the 
rates that Bob shared with us today.   
 
Ernie has done an amazing job with cutting seasonal personnel costs.  The rearing facility 
salary and wages total is $2.217 million for next year.  The $3.022 million for the Rearing 
facility operation would include diet, and everything else, in addition to people. 
 
The shipping of sterile moths is ground, except San Joaquin and El Paso which is air delivery.  
The total is $ .277 million.  The total rearing and release costs are a little over $7 million for 
2009.  That’s our budget for next year developed by the Program Directors, and we trust we 
can operate within that constraint, and that Congress will give us the money we need to do it. 
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Dennis Palmer asked Don Parker if a motion would be needed to accept the budget.  Don 
stated that it would be best if we had a conference call at a later date with the Action 
Committee after we have more budgetary details.   



 
 
 

2008 NCC PINK BOLLWORM ACTION COMMITTEE & 
NCC PINK BOLLWORM TECHNICAL ACTION COMMITTEE 

Fiesta Inn, Tempe, AZ     October 28th & 29th, 2008 
 
 

144 

 
TX Referendum / Debt-Retirement / Assistance to Mexico Discussion 

 
Larry Turnbough expressed concern reporting that Texas has another vote in Trans Pecos 
scheduled for May 2009, in order to approve the referendum to keep the program running.   
 
A member noted that it will not have anything to do with the money involved.  In 2005, Texas 
law changed to do one final retention in order to continue the boll weevil and pink bollworm 
eradication program, which will be El Pecos / Trans Pecos.   
 
Larry advised that they did vote a couple years back to extend their payment plan.  The 
Program Directors need to get involved with looking at the budget needs in detail, and for all 
of our zones in relation to debt to see if we are going to have problems.  It has been overlooked 
for a number of years.  These things creep up.  It was voted that we have a certain number of 
years to complete it.  We have to be look at this as we look at all of the other items in the 
budget so make sure it is addressed.  There has to be a consolidation of the financial 
information involving all of the zone people.  It should be looked at. 
 
A member advised that the referendum coming up is going to be tough.  There are a large 
number of growers, especially in the Trans Pecos area, where pink bollworm is not as 
problematic when compared to the rest of the zone.  They wonder why they are still paying, 
and took on this big debt to keep it going.  We will see that in this referendum because they are 
still paying this debt, and we are not going to be releasing steriles over any of these producers 
farms.  The questions are going to get stronger concerning the reasons they need to continue to 
pay this big debt.  They do not understand all of the schematics behind the scenes.  Larry’s 
point is good, if the Committee can do anything, we do need some help.  Are we painting 
ourselves in a corner in Arizona too? 
 
In response, Clyde advised that we have to set down with our own Committee and the Arizona 
Cotton Research & Protection Council and grabble with that problem.  It is not 
insurmountable, but we will have to meet with and start educating our growers concerning our 
program situation.  If we had we been able to garner the funding when we had hoped, we 
would have been able to include the River Counties and Yuma in Year 2, instead of year 3.  
We would have been successfully to the point where we could say that Arizona is eradicated, 
but because of the influx of insects moving from Yuma and Mexicali up towards the central 
part of Phoenix, I am concerned that we may not be able to say at the end of Year 4 that central 
Arizona is “eradicated”, so we may have to figure out a way to continue our program.   
 
Aside from that, concerning Larry’s program, you are looking at some sort of a debt-retirement 
for your area.  Last year, we were able to give $235,000 to the Texas program.  The Executive 
portion of this Committee must meet with the Executive portion of the Boll Weevil Committee 
and figure out just how much money will go to each program.  That will depend on what 
Congress says we have as cash to be able to spend.  Our Committee and the Boll Weevil 
Committee pledged a goal last year.  The Boll Weevil Committee would help the Pink 
Bollworm Committee when we had to go to Congress to convince them of the need to vote this 
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kind of money to us.  The Pink Bollworm Committee also made a pledge to the Boll Weevil 
Committee that we would do everything we can in providing Texas with assistance in paying 
down their debt, provided we have the dollars to do it.  That is my intention, especially if we 
can get the $9.8 million.  The reality is that this budget is pretty bare bones.  If we start getting 
down to just this budget and that’s all, there won’t be any money for debt-retirement.   
 
Larry Turnbull requested a few people look at the whole picture, and asked if there were any 
needs or financial issues in Mexico.  Ted Boratynski translated, and Mexico representatives 
reported that they are okay with what has been discussed and do not have a financial need at 
this time.   
 
Jim Ed Miller expressed concern and stressed the importance to make sure that nothing is 
missed two or three years later for Mexico, as direction of the programs continue moving 
south.  Ted reported that every area has pinkies in the program.  Dr. Staten said that we will be 
addressing that at a later time. 
 
Dr. Staten discussed how fragile the program is, especially with all of the competing interests, 
political issues, debt reduction, California’s shrinking acreage, Arizona being on a four-year 
time frame, New Mexico with small acreage and a small organization, problems in El Paso, 
and coordinating with Juarez and El Paso.  Dr. Staten feels confident that if we keep working 
together, we will get this done.  Clyde Sharp noted that we will have to address the issue of 
pinkies in the High Plain.  Dr. Staten felt that we will develop that down the road, and the first 
issue after boll weevil is eradicated in the Weslaco Texas area, is that the pinkies will be going 
long-season.  They will want something done. 
 
Don Parker advised that this year is significant in that a complete US component is in the 
eradication program.  With the funds that are received this year, it would be extremely difficult 
to go to Congress and convince them that we need the same amount next year, considering the 
success of the program, not to mention that the whole US was in the program.  The Action 
Committee needs to be very cognizant of Congressional funds progressively declining. 
 
Jim Ed discussed the positive environmental impact the Boll Weevil and Pink Bollworm 
Eradication Programs have had concerning the tremendous reduction in pesticide applications.  
It has been a very good investment for America.  Clyde reported that when he went to 
Congress, he illustrated that very point.  Every Congressman he was able to meet with told him 
that’s exactly what we want to see done.  However, when it actually came down to voting to 
give us money, it doesn’t happen.  Don Parker stated that additionally, we have to be extremely 
cautious with any publication.  It’s highly scrutinized, and usually picked apart and used 
against us.  It is a difficulty we have when you start discussing use of pesticides. 
 
A member reported that in 2006, spearheaded by Dr. Ray Frisbee and Tom Fox, there was a 
meeting in San Antonio for two days with EPA representatives, various parts of Washington 
and industry.  We looked at evaluating boll weevil eradication for it’s economic and ecological 
benefits.  There was also a proposal to develop a full-blown survey.  It was decided by the 
National Cotton Council’s Boll Weevil Action Committee that we don’t want to proceed with 
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such a survey.  Don Parker explained that one of the reasons is there have been cases prior to 
that where we did conduct surveys trying to show the positive effects.  As a result, we lost 
some control components that we once had.  The last thing we need right now is to loose 
control components in boll weevil. 
 
Dennis Palmer stated that after the Pink Bollworm Action Committee meeting, he, Clyde 
Sharp, Rick Lavis, and Larry Antilla walked the halls of Congress.  Everyone that we were 
able to get a hold of in trying to get funding for our program listened to us.  Dennis explained 
to them the lack of pesticide used, and that was the primary focus.  Interest was expressed, 
however the appropriations were not there.  We did the best we could. 
 
Greg Simmons asked if there is a way to build an element concerning the value of this 
approach.  SIT could be expanded to encompass other pests.  This program is not necessarily 
only for pink bollworm in the terms of technology and expertise.  That may be another 
argument, where we can build on the success of this program to apply what we have learned to 
other programs.  We can make the picture look better rather than focusing on one pest. 
 
Dennis agreed that was a good point, and advised that these recommendations go to the body 
of the National Cotton Council, which is how we can pull all of those things together.  In 
regards to Larry’s question, we committed to use all that we could and had that figure of $235k 
last year for Texas, and we committed to that same figure in subsequent years, and do more if 
we can.  We are very aware of that.  Would you like to have a Committee look at that in detail? 
 
Jim Ed stated that he was just concerned and didn’t want anything missed that may hurt us 
later.  Larry Turnbough stated that the program people know the numbers should make sure 
nothing is missed.  If we miss something, there could be migration programs. 
 
Clyde Sharp reported that every third week the program areas have a teleconference, and 
everybody has been free with bringing information forward.  Larry Turnbough said that 
concerns the program side, but not the finance side.  Dennis Palmer asked to take it under 
consideration and discuss it afterwards.  Dennis asked to receive more detailed information and 
have a teleconference.  Dennis assured Larry Turnbough that we are committed and know that 
Texas started first, have been there longer, and as Chairman, want to help where we can, and 
we have, and continue to, and more if possible.  It was recommended that after the meeting, an 
Executive Session be held, by just the Committee.  Dennis Palmer agreed that we will have an 
Executive Session will all of the Producers. 
 
Dennis discussed helping to get steriles into Mexico and anything we can do to help them.  
Dennis requested that Ted stress that during the translation, and that as a Committee we want 
to do whatever we can to help support and get those steriles where they need it.   
 

International Cotton Pest Work Committee Discussion 
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Upon inquiry, there was no discussion concerning any other item that the Action Committee 
should discuss.  Dennis asked if Jim Rudig would come forward and talk about the 
International Cotton Pest Work Committee. 
 
Jim Rudig reported that this year’s International Cotton Pest Work Committee meeting will be 
held in Mazatlan December 2nd through the 5th.  If you have not received the announcement, or 
know of a person who would like to attend, please contact Jim.   
 
Dennis asked that Dr. Steven Naranjo give his report. 
 
Steve Naranjo, USDA ARS 
Maricopa, AZ  steve.naranjo@ars.usda.gov 
His laboratory is conducting pink bollworm research.  There are seven entomologists that used 
to be associated with the Western Cotton Research Lab, but are currently at the Arid Land Ag 
Research Center in Maricopa.  We still focus on cotton research.  The pink bollworm has been 
very difficult to work with because they are hard to find.  Our efforts have been renewed on 
whitefly and lygus, which are the two other insects western growers have to deal with.   
 
We still have a program on various aspects of pink bollworm, most of which is focused on the 
resistance to Bt.  Most work is being done by Dr. Jeff Fabrics, and I will try and give you some 
highlights of his research. 
 
He is working closely with Bruce Tabashnik’s team at the University of Arizona to assist with 
the monitoring.  There is no evidence of resistance.  Part of the problem is that there has not 
been any pink bollworm to test for resistance.  If they do find them, they use a PCR based 
methodology to look for the genes that are conferring resistance.  There are three different 
genes that they are looking for in these tests. 
 
Dr. Fabric also had a long-term program looking at the mechanisms of resistance to Bt and 
what receptors are involved in this resistance.  He  identified a protein called a cathereon?? 
which they now think is related to the resistance issues.  The changes in the cathereon are what 
are conferring resistance in the laboratory cultures that have been developed and do have 
resistance to the Bt. 
 
Tom Henneberry some years ago had started to select for a resistant line to Bt.  Jeff is 
continuing this work.  The particular strain he has at the Maricopa Lab does not fit in any one 
of the three resistance genes identified by the U of A.  It is still killed by Bt cotton, so it is not 
as verily resistant as the known models.  He is continuing to identify and characterize what is 
different and what mechanisms are used. 
 
Finally, he is working with others that are interested in Bt for other insects, in particular, 
beetles, and cathereons, and how they might be used to enhance the efficacy of Bt’s.  There is a 
possibility that learning about these receptors would lend itself to the use of these proteins to 
actually enhance the efficacy of Bt’s, and perhaps overcome resistance should it ever develop.   
 



 
 
 

2008 NCC PINK BOLLWORM ACTION COMMITTEE & 
NCC PINK BOLLWORM TECHNICAL ACTION COMMITTEE 

Fiesta Inn, Tempe, AZ     October 28th & 29th, 2008 
 
 

148 

There was an ARS Strategic Visioning Conference about six months ago in Miami.  One of the 
issues that arose was post-eradication.  ARS did commit to put forward research that would 
help in the post-eradication effort for both boll weevil and pink bollworm.  The lab is well-
positioned in doing work on pink bollworm, as well as some of the marking work.  Be assured 
that we will try to aide all of the on-going programs.  We can pool our resources with APHIS 
and other entities in the state to make it a more robust effort in post-eradication. 
 
Dennis Palmer requested that Joe Ellington proceed with his report.   
 
Joe Ellington, NM State University 
Las Cruces, NM  joelling@nmsu.edu 
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We are finally at functionally eradication of pink bollworm and boll weevil in New Mexico, so 
that leaves us open to work on new problems like profit.  China, Pakistan and India are 
formidable opponents who can raise cotton a lot cheaper.  We are evaluating cotton production 
from the top down in relation to profit of every available input.   
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This is a hydraulically driven machine we built three years ago to our specifications, in 
Lubbock.  The granular applicator on the back is hydraulically driven as well.   
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The sensors up front measure stress.  It shines an infrared red light down at the canopy which 
comes back up.  Then it goes to a computer in the cab that controls the hydraulics in turning on 
or off the applicator.  Only the actual amount of nitrogen or fertilizer needed is put out. 
 

 
It works in blocks that are four feet by six rows wide.  The computer averages the output of 
three sensors on the front of the machine, and then picks the proper amount of nitrogen to 
apply.  The beginning of last summer we purchased a Landini??? high-clearance tractor.  We 
have a granulator distributor on it.  It’s an Orbit Air and covers six rows.   
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Insects are vacuumed at about 4,300 cubit feet per minute.  The sensors have to be three feet 
off the canopy to focus light through the series of lenses.  While taking it “into the eye” we 
also measure the distance, resulting in detailed information on canopy height as we go along.   

 
For years, we have worked with the bug counters, as funding permits.  The only way we have 
been able to consistently fund someone to work on pattern recognition is by having Jeff Drake, 
USDA, come on board.  We want to identify these by computer because when you vacuum 
them, there is a big pile of insects which take a long time to count and classify.   
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This photograph was taken with a 35mm digital camera on the bottom side of a glass.  When 
you vacuum them, you can approximate true density to 35% of it’s value, for about 15 genera.  
If you use a hand net, it’s about 7%.  We get a much better data set out of vacuuming. 

 
From there the insects are put on a platform.  This is an older slide.  We have a new platform 
that jiggles.  We can dump the insects out so they are automatically separated.  Then there’s a 
35mm camera on top, and it takes a picture down of the insects.  We are getting a new camera 
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so we can get much finer resolution.  The may use the robot in the back or an XY table to set 
up the new system.  This is currently being used for identification of  nematodes on potatoes in 
Idaho, and also bark beetle for identification by the Forest Service, as they have a limited 
number of taxonomists.   
 
Our goal is to reduce the number of identifications they have to make. They get thousands of 
traps and can’t keep up with them.  They are concerned about new introductions of bark beetles 
in the United States forests.  If we can eliminate eighty-percent of what they have to identify, 
that will prove to be a huge savings of time. 
 
 

 
These are 100 row plots on the Plant Science Farm.  There is a 10 foot alley-way between 
them, and four replications of each nitrogen application.  The pre-plant applications went from 
zero to forty pounds of nitrogen.  Side dress applications of layby were eighty to one hundred 
twenty pounds.   
 
These are assigned a color according to the amount of stress.  Green is less stress.  The ideal 
stress is still to be determined, as it is based on profit, not yield. 
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In order to understand the variation between growers, fields and years, we have four grower 
plots, as well as those plots on the Plant Science Farm.  On the Cervantes plot you can see a lot 
of yellow in this.  This was before they came in with a side dress application. 

 
After the side dress application, you see a lot of variability between the blocks.  Each block is 
four feet long and six rows wide, with a proper amount of nitrogen put on in relation to stress.   
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Keith Deputy tends to use a lot of chemicals.  This would look like a perfect field mid-season, 
with really dark green foliage.  If you look at the NDBI readings, here in which the cotton was 
stressed. 
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After a side dress application, you can see the variability.   

 
Alvarez has only farmed it a couple of years, and is the only organic grower we checked.    The 
NDBI readings were pretty dark.  There is a lot of red.  Aat the road, you can see the difference 
in the foliage between the stress and non-stress areas.   
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Along a border, we ran ?predalure? traps.  It’s a new technology.  When cotton is attacked by 
insects (primary consumers), it gives off volatiles.  That brings in beneficial insects.  They’ve 
included some of these volatiles in the lures, the goal being to lure in beneficials.   
 
We thought this was an ideal location because there was a fifty-acre alfalfa field.  We tried to 
bring the beneficials into the field.  From the data we’ve analyzed so far, we haven’t seen a 
difference.  It is worth looking at again, as it is a non-chemical way of building up beneficials.   
 

 
If you look at the precision application differences between those fields, Cervantes had to put 
on about eighty-four pounds. The Plant Science had about fifteen pounds of nitrogen carry-
over.  It was fairly low.   
 
One size does not fit all.  Eighty pounds for us may not be right for Keith Deputy, or someone 
else who has a different soil type, different carry-over, or may use liquid versus granular 
fertilizer.  There are a lot of variables including how much irrigation they put on, how much 
rainfall occurred, etc.  All of those things influence the amount of nitrogen available. 



 
 
 

2008 NCC PINK BOLLWORM ACTION COMMITTEE & 
NCC PINK BOLLWORM TECHNICAL ACTION COMMITTEE 

Fiesta Inn, Tempe, AZ     October 28th & 29th, 2008 
 
 

159 

 
30.5

20.8

15.2
14.1

12.1

7.2
5.4 4.8 4.2

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

2005
50lbs N

2005
80lbs  N

2005
115lbs  N

2005
142lbs  N

2005
234lbs  N

2004
45lbs  N

2004
135lbs  N

2003
45lbs  N

2003
135lbs  N

P
re

da
to

r 
P

re
y 

R
at

io

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

A
bs

ol
ut

e 
# 

Ly
gu

s 
A

du
lts

 /
 1

00
 ft

P P R Ly gus  A dults

Z ero T h reeF ive

A pp lica tions o f ch lo rpyrifos

30.5

20.8

15.2
14.1

12.1

7.2
5.4 4.8 4.2

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

2005
50lbs N

2005
80lbs  N

2005
115lbs  N

2005
142lbs  N

2005
234lbs  N

2004
45lbs  N

2004
135lbs  N

2003
45lbs  N

2003
135lbs  N

P
re

da
to

r 
P

re
y 

R
at

io

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

A
bs

ol
ut

e 
# 

Ly
gu

s 
A

du
lts

 /
 1

00
 ft

P P R Ly gus  A dults

Z ero T h reeF ive

A pp lica tions o f ch lo rpyrifos

 
I showed this slide last year, but it’s worth looking at again.  This is over a three-year period:  
2003, 2004 and 2005.  In 2003 & 2004, the program applied Chlorpyrifos for pink bollworm 
control.  These numbers are predator to prey ratios.  It was low in 2003.  Lygus numbers were 
high.  We had two application rates of nitrogen 45 and 135 lbs/acre.  The lygus populations 
decreased with the lower application rate of nitrogen.   
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Lygus get their nitrogen from the plants, and the predators get their nitrogen from the prey, so 
as you decrease nitrogen, that makes less available for primary consumers.   
 
You will find this in every animal and plant system you look at.  Nitrogen is one of the key 
elements that either rises or restricts the population density at whatever you are looking at.  
This is almost classic data.  The highest was 234 pounds, and the same trend occurred.   
 

Irrigations / lbs N Yield lbs/A Profit-Loss $/A

Five / 50 lbs 1092 +11.75

Five / 80 lbs 1341 +117.00 

Five / 115 lbs 1391 +20.75

Five / 142 lbs 1492 +70.02

Five / 234 lbs 1421 +14.75

 
 
This is the next year.  The numbers are different, but the trend still occurs.  In this years data 
using five irrigations, eighty pounds of nitrogen gave the highest profit, but not the highest 
yield.  The whole system needs to work together so that during the season you know what you 
are looking at in profit.  I don’t think that the yields were significantly different.  The highest 
yield certainly didn’t come from the highest input.   
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We have to fine-tune these things while being careful to not add more inputs than necessary.  
New Mexico can go organic without a lot of trouble as they don’t have insect problems left.   
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Upon comment, Joe advised that growers tend to fertilize in the sandy areas where the fertilizer 
is the lowest at a range is between 80 lbs. and 120 lbs.   
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Next year, we will run it up further as there are still a lot of yellow areas (we were not putting 
out enough at the high areas).  We are still looking at all of the variation here, and have not 
analyzed this for profit.  He anticipates that will be completed in the next couple of months.  It 
will all be profit driven.  We want something between the yellow and the green area if I had to 
guess at this point.   
 
Greg Simmons asked if Joe’s profit calculation included all of the inputs including pest control.  
Joe stated that it did, and that he is working with a few economists including Jay Lilywhite.  
We have an Agricultural Engineer and two technicians coming on board.   
 
When we hire students, they return to school, and we loose all of the knowledge that they have 
gained.  We are transferring this to people who are there consistently, technicians and other 
faculty, who are specialists in other areas.  Then we will not loose information from one year to 
the next.   
 
We need to look at a wide variety of fields with different growers.  Each grower does things in 
totally different ways, generating a lot of variability.  They were all very successful, and some 
of the best growers we could find.  We have to define it and get the information.  We need to 
start looking at this from the top down, starting with agronomic factors of irrigation and 
fertilizer, and build up to pest control and so on.   
 
Dennis Palmer introduced Peter Ellsworth. 
 
Peter Ellsworth, University of Arizona 
Maricopa, AZ  peterell@cals.arizona.edu 
 
We are still working with transgenic plants, and it is difficult to work with pink bollworm.  We 
are still working with Monsanto to screen any new germ plasm that seed companies have 
entered into a double-blind study to check the tighter of the Bt toxins in those plants.  Each 
seed company that develops a candidate variety has to go through this testing with Monsanto in 
order to make sure that they are producing Cry 1AC equivalent, or enough Bt toxin, to be 
considered high-dose against pink bollworm.  This year we had 62 varieties entered into that 
program.  Every new variety is screened to make sure that it is going to be toxic at a high-dose 
to pink bollworm. 
 
At the Maricopa Ag Center, we are still screening new gene Bt constructs for pink bollworm 
control.  Despite all of the successes, we are looking for additional genetic products that will be 
useful in developing transgenic varieties.   
 

Monsanto New Technologies Discussion and Motion 
 
There were no questions.  Don Parker stressed the important of everyone using the sign up 
sheet, and that is the information that will be used to develop the contact list for interested 
parties concerning pink bollworm. 
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Larry Turnbough suggested making a resolution and sending it to Monsanto.  He discussed 
Phytogen and Round-Up.  There has been a lot of testing being done not just Round-Up but 
other herbicide use and possibly the Bt.  If there’s any way to encourage the acceleration of 
that process, it would benefit us significantly.  We should pass a resolution from this 
committee to encourage them to release that technology as soon as possible.   
 
M/S/P  Larry Turnbough motioned to encourage Monsanto to accelerate the release of 

any technologies they have concerning genetically altered Pima cotton.  Dennis 
Palmer seconded the motion and the motion passed unopposed. 

 
Dennis went on to say that he has heard a lot of rumors and does not know what is accurate.  In 
his area in particular, we should be all 100% Pima cotton, and now we are 100% Upland 
cotton.  That could change.   
 
Larry Turnbough stated that Delta Pine had four varieties of Pima, none of which had the 
technology.   
 
We will plan on having next year’s meeting near the end of October and we will try and have it 
at the same place. 
 
The meeting was adjourned. 
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CONTACTS / ATTENDANCE AS INDICATED ON SIGN-IN SHEET  
 

Charles Allen, TBWEF, Abilene, TX 325-672-2800 x3101 allenc@txbollweevil.org 
 
Larry Antilla, ACRPC, Phoenix, AZ  602-438-0059 lantilla@azcotton.org 
 
Ricardo Mora Arnenta, Mexicali, Mexico  rmora@hotmail.com 
 
Hugo Caballero Balderrama, Sanidad Vegetal, Ascension, Mexico 636-692-19-90 
 
Jodi Brigman, CDFA, Brawley, CA 
 
Hugo Mario Caballero, Sanidad Vegetal, Ascension, Mexico 636-692-19-90 
 
Gerald T. Bohmfalk, Scentry Biologicals, Douglas, AZ gtb123@qwestoffice.net 
 
Theodore Boratynski, USDA, Brawley, CA 760-344-1152 
theodore.n.boratynski@usda.gov 
 
Mauricio Chavarria Orozco, Sanidad Vegetal, Sonora 653-534-10-20 
mauyofe@hotmail.com 
 
Pedro Loera Chavez, Sanidad Vegetal, Coahuila, Mexico 52 (871) 732-64-08 
 
Alfredo De La Torre, USDA APHIS IS, Chihuahua, Mexico 656-616-5034 
 
Bernardo Antillon Domínguez, Sanidad Vegetal, Chihuahua, Mexico 639-236-91-68 
tw_yoly@hotmail.com 
 
Joe Ellington, NM State University, Las Cruces, NM  575-646-2037 joelling@nmsu.edu 
 
Peter Ellsworth, University of Arizona, Maricopa, AZ 520-568-2273 
peterell@cals.arizona.edu 
 
Jesús Escarcega, Sanidad Vegetal, Chihuahua 
 
Leonel Gutierrez Estrada, Sanidad Vegetal, Chihuahua 614-414-04-76 
p2105@prodigy.net.mx 
 
Joe Friesen, NMCBWCC, Las Cruces, NM 575-541-0584 jfriesen@zianet.com 
 
Raul Ontiveros Gameros, Sanidad Vegetal, Chihuahua, Mexico 
 
Aurora Avila Garcia, Sanidad Vegetal, Coahuila, Mexico 52 (871) 732-64-08 
avilaaurora@hotmail.com 
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Bill Grefenstette, USDA APHIS PPQ Riverdale, MD 301-734-6251 
william.j.grefenstette@usda.gov 
 
Eduardo Gutierrez, USDA APHIS IS, Mexicali, Mexico  
Eduardo.gutierrez@aphis.usda.gov 
 
Roger Haldenby, Plains Cotton Growers Inc., Lubbock, TX 806-792-4904 
haldenby@plainscotton.org 
 
Edward Herrera, El Paso/Trans Pecos, TX 915-539-0577 eherrera@txbollweevil.org 
 
Rick Lavis, Az. Cotton Growers Assoc., Phoenix, AZ  602-437-1344 acga1@aol.com 
 
Jerry Levitt, USDA, Phoenix, AZ  602-431-8930 jerald.l.levitt@aphis.usda.gov 
 
Octavio Gomez Licon, Sanidad Vegetal, Chihuahua, Mexico 639-501-89-25 
 
Leighton Liesner, ACRPC, Phoenix, AZ  602-438-0059 x11 liesnerl@azcotton.org 
 
Alfonso Soto Martinez, Sanidad Vegetal, Chihuahua, Mexico 614-414-58-81 
ponchin6@hotmail.com 
 
Phil Mason, USDA APHIS PPQ, Ft. Collins, CO  970-494-7565 
phillip.a.mason@aphis.usda.gov 
 
Jim Ed Miller, TX Producer  915-769-3840 d8Jim@aol.com 
 
Aaron Miller, USDA APHIS PPQ, Abilene, TX 325-672-2800 aaron.b.miller@usda.gov 
 
Ernie Miller, USDA PBWRF Phoenix, AZ  ernie.a.miller@usda.gov 
 
Tom Miller, UC Riverside, CA 751-827-2278 thomas.miller@ucr.edu 
 
Brian Murray, TX Dept. of Agriculture, Austin, TX 5 12-463-7553 
brian.murray@tda.state.tx.us 
 
Steve Naranjo, USDA ARS, Maricopa, AZ 520-316-6333 steve.naranjo@ars.usda.gov 
 
Dennis Palmer, Producer, Safford, AZ  928-965-3920 vipfarms@cableone.net 
 
Don Parker, National Cotton Council, Cordova, TN 901-274-9030  dparker@cotton.org 
 
Lindy Patton, TBWEF, Abilene, TX 325-672-2800 lindy@txbollweevil.org 
 
Hector Aguirre Romero, Sanidad Vegetal, Mexico harnacg@hotmail.com 
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Jim Rudig, CDFA, Fresno, CA 559-294-2031 jrudig@cdfa.ca.gov 
 
Hector M. Sanchez Anguiano, Santidad Vegetal, Mexico 52 (55) 51051000 x51325 
hsanchea@senasica.sagorpa.gob.mx 
 
Clyde Sharp, Producer, Yuma, AZ  928-785-9317 ctsharp@hughes.net 
 
Wallace Shropshire, Ginner, Blythe, CA 760-922-4779 wallyshrop@aol.com 
 
Greg Simmons, APHIS PPQ CPHST, Phoenix, AZ  602-437-1295 x223 
gregory.s.simmons@aphis.usda.gov 
 
Robert Staten, PBWEP Consultant, Phoenix, AZ 480-830-9114 azbugdoc@cox.net 
 
Bruce Tabashnik, U of A, Tucson, AZ 520-621-1141 brucet@ag.arizona.edu 
 
Jesús Escarcega Talia, Sanidad Vegetal, Chihuahua, Mexico 614-413-8220 
 
Tish Tamulis, ACRPC, Phoenix, AZ  602-438-0059 tish@azcotton.org 
 
Ruben Tapia, USDA APHIS IS, Juarez, Chihuahua, Mexico 656-616-5034  
ruben.tapia@aphis.usda.gov 
 
Colothdian “Cloti” Tate, USDA APHIS PPQ CPHST 602-454-6796 
cloti.tate@aphis.usda.gov 
 
Larry Turnbough, Producer & TBWEF member, Balmurhea , TX 432-375-2540  
 
Gilberto Valdez Urquijo, Sanidad Vegetal, Sonora 621-2-12-77-33 
gilberto.sardez@cesaveson.com 
 
Michelle Walters, USDA, Phoenix, AZ  602-437-1295 x233 
michelle.l.walters@aphis.usda.gove 
 
Mike Whitlow, ACRPC, Phoenix, AZ 602-438-0059 x25 mwhitlow@azcotton.org 
 
Lance Williams, TX Dept. of Agriculture, Austin, TX  512-463-3285 
lance.williams@tda.state.tx.us 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 

2008 NCC PINK BOLLWORM ACTION COMMITTEE & 
NCC PINK BOLLWORM TECHNICAL ACTION COMMITTEE 

Fiesta Inn, Tempe, AZ     October 28th & 29th, 2008 
 
 

167 

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MOTION / RESOLUTION 
SUMMARY 

 
 M/S/P Ted Boratynski motioned to have the 2009 Sterile Moth Requirements slide, as 

presented by Dr. Staten, be accepted as a recommendation by the Technical 
Advisory Committee and forwarded to the Pink Bollworm Action Committee.  
Steve Naranjo seconded the motion and the motion passed unopposed. pg. 103 

 
 
M/S/P Jim Rudig motioned and Charles Allen seconded to accept the following Minimum 

Standard for Post-Eradication as a working definition: 
 

1. An area may be considered “ERADICATED” when it had a year in which 
populations fell below detectable levels by the end of a season.  This is followed by 
complete absence in the next season of any pink bollworm life forms.  

 
2. All planned control activity stops but the area is maintained under continued 
high level of monitoring.  Any positive native PBW find will be responded to 
rapidly.  Options could include SIT, cultural control, pheromone disruption, or 
other control methodologies deemed appropriate,  The area will be held in this 
“post eradication” position for 2 years after any detection.  

 
3. Step down monitoring guidelines will be defined.  An emergency response plan 
will be developed. 

 
The motion passed unopposed.  pg. 103 

 
 
M/S/P Charles Allen motioned that the Technical Advisory Committee strongly 

recommend a continuation of Greg Simmon’s work.  Also, for the Committee to 
recommend concentration on DS Red and request verification that Strontium or 
Rubidium may be used as a secondary marker.  It was noted that these are 
independent recommendations and that there are no overlapping issues of how 
much time a party has.  Jim Rudig seconded.  The motion passed unopposed.  pg. 
124 

 
 
M/S/P Jim Ed Miller motioned that: 
 

additional effort be put forth to standardize the training activities and training 
materials that is included in this program. 

 
if there are adequate resources in the budget that exceed program / cost share 
requirements, standardization of identification should be identified as a high 
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priority item, including the additional cost support from the program for the 
technicians that are trained to do the identification work.   

  
anything related to the identification process which is complicated by SIT should 
be covered in the budget provided for SIT if those funds are available. 

 
improve and standardize the equipment (about $8,000, with possibly additional 
$1,500 to $2,000 with the photographic equipment / fluorescence module); 
estimated total cost could be between $200 - $300k including the personnel; and 
that a more detailed budget be forwarded to the Action Committee for inspection 
once available. 

 
Ted Boratynski seconded the motion and the motion passed unopposed.  pg. 138 

 
 

ACTION COMMITTEE MOTION / RESOLUTION 
SUMMARY 

 
M/S/P Clyde Sharp moved to accept the 2007 NCC Pink Bollworm Action Committee 

minutes.  Jim Ed Miller seconded and the motion passed unopposed. pg. 100 
 
 
M/S/P Clyde Sharp motioned to yield the floor to the Technical Advisory Committee in 

order that they may finish business.  Larry Turnbough seconded the motion and 
the motion passed unopposed. pg. 102 

 
 
M/S/P Mr. Sharp moved to approve the ‘09 sterile release guidelines (below), assuming 

we have the budget.  Mr. Shropshire seconded and the motion passed unopposed.  
pg. 139 

 
 
M/S/P Jim Ed Miller motioned that we accept this (below) as our eradication and post-

eradication definition, and we realize that we may amend that as we go forward.  
Clyde Sharp seconded the motion and the motion passed unopposed. 

 
1.  An area may be considered “ERADICATED” when it had a year in which 
populations fell below detectable levels by the end of a season.  This is followed by 
complete absence in the next season of any pink bollworm life forms.  

 
2.  All planned control activity stops but the area is maintained under 
continued high level of monitoring.  Any positive native PBW find will be 
responded to rapidly.  Options could include SIT, cultural control, pheromone 
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disruption, or other control methodologies deemed appropriate,  The area will be 
held in this “post eradication” position for 2 years after any detection.  

 
3.  Step down monitoring guidelines will be defined.  An emergency response 
plan will be developed. pg. 140 

 
 
M/S/P Larry Turnbough moved that we continue DS Red research and research on 

transgenic insects, as well as the exploration of other marker technology as 
exemplified by trace element analysis.  Clyde Sharp seconded the motion and the 
motion passed unopposed.  pg. 140 

 
 
M/S/P Jim Ed Miller moves that we place priority on program identification needs 

contingent on budget availability.  Clyde Sharp seconded the motion and the 
motion passed unopposed.  pg. 141 

 
 
M/S/P  Larry Turnbough motioned to encourage Monsanto to accelerate the release of 

any technologies they have concerning genetically altered Pima cotton.  Dennis 
Palmer seconded the motion and the motion passed unopposed.  pg. 163 

 
 
 


