











more samples than the University of Maryland labo-
ratory. Although more plant samples were submit-
ted to the Rutgers Diagnostic Laboratory, they were
submitted in a seasonal pattern similar to that of the
University of Maryland. The large increase in the
sample load at the Rutgers laboratory in the summer
reflects the large number of golf urf samples sent to
the laboratory at that time. Maryland does not
process turf samples in their laboratory. We expect
that the number of samples submitted to Rutgers will
continue to increase as we continue to advertise the
laboratory and as more growers become aware of our
5ervices.

The Nematode Detection Service began accept-
ing soil samples on July 1, 1992 after the retirement
of Dr. Jack Springer. In 1996, the Nematode Detec-
tion Service processed 242 soil samples for nema-
lode assays. The increase in nematode samples may
be due in part to the success with nematode detection
on golf courses. Many of the golf turf clients have
identified nematodes as potential problems on golf
greens and have begun to sample greens for nema-

todes as they develop integrated management pro-
grams. This active management by golf course
superintendents, using laboratory services as part of
their integrated pest management programs, has
resulted in a reduction in nematicide use on fine trf
within the state.

Of the specimens submitted to the RPDL-NDS
for diagnosis or identification in 1996, 66% were
from commercial growers, 27% were from residen-
tial clientele, and 7% were submitted from research
faculty at Rutgers University (Table 3}. Of the
samples submitted to the Nematode Detection Ser-
vice, 83% were from commercial growers and 7%
were from Rutgers research projects. We expect that
the number of nematode samples submitted from
residential clients will be low or non-existent since
much of this clientele is not familiar with nematode
pests.

Whereas samples from research programs rep-
resent a relatively small percentage of the total
number of plant and soil samples received, they are

Table 2. RPDL-MDS nematode sample submissions by month, 1992 to 1996.

Month 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996
January 0 0 6 0
February b 0 0 0

March 0 14 1 35

April 22 41 24 16
May 1 3 5} 17
June 16 9 14 37
July 26 18 55 18 80
August 2 24 25 19 21
September 40 18 19 11 4
October 42 8 14 10 9
Movember 3 10 40 13 11
December 0 45 7 7 12
Totals 113 167 219 129 242
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