
Further Insights into the 
Epidemiology and Monitoring 
Practices of Tomato Viruses 

Bill Turechek, Miae Ha, Craig Webster, 
Joseph Russo, H. Charles Mellinger, Galen 
Frantz, Leon Lucas, Eugene McAvoy, and 
Scott Adkins 



 Brief review of what we’ve leaned about 
insect-vectored viruses 
◦ Thrips-vectored tospoviruses 

 Adkins, Webster, Reitz, and Funderburk 

◦ TYLCV 

 Distribution and factors influencing 
development 

 AgScouter 
◦ A mobile-device/computer-based system for 

managing disease and insect pests 



 Insect-vectored viruses have been a constant 
threat to the tomato and vegetable industry 

 The particular virus threats change as a result of: 
◦ Introductions, cultivar selection, management practices, 

climate, and sometimes for reasons unknown 

 For the last several years, Tomato yellow leaf curl 
virus has been a consistent industry threat, being 
worse in some years/locations than others 

 The thrips-transmitted tospoviruses are an 
emerging group of viruses threatening Florida 
tomato production    
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 Western flower thrips acquired and 
transmitted both GRSV and TCSV 

 Common blossom thrips was the most 
efficient vector of GRSV (TCSV not tested) 

 Florida flower thrips acquired GRSV but did 
not transmit the virus (TCSV not tested) 

 Tobacco thrips does not acquire or transmit 
GRSV (TCSV not tested) 
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1. What is the relationship between whitefly 
densities and TYLCV severity? 

2. Can we rely on weather conditions to 
predict whitefly and/or virus outbreaks? 

3. Can we rely on geographical attributes or 
simply location to predict whitefly and/or 
TYCLV outbreaks? 
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1. What is the relationship between whitefly 
densities and TYLCV severity? 

2. Can we rely on weather conditions to 
predict whitefly and/or virus outbreaks? 

3. Can we rely on geographical attributes or 
simply location to predict whitefly and/or 
TYCLV outbreaks? 

 



Minimum temperature and total daily rainfall recorded in Immokalee
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1. What is the relationship between whitefly 
densities and TYLCV severity? 

2. Can we rely on weather conditions to 
predict whitefly and/or virus outbreaks? 

3. Can we rely on geographical attributes or 
simply location to predict whitefly and/or 
TYCLV outbreaks? 
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07/08 Virus
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 Aside from cold weather events, geographical 
features - like proximity to affected fields - are 
perhaps the best predictors of these pests 
◦ Natural scale of these pests is regional 

 Developing/coordinating an area-wide pest 
management protocol could lead to improved 
control 

 The tools to enable the implementation of an 
area-wide pest management program need to 
be developed 
◦ AgScouter could facilitate such an effort 



◦ A system that uses the GPS-capability of 
mobile devices (e.g., smartphones and/or 
tablet computers) for precision scouting 
◦ A system for viewing, exploring, and/or 

analyzing data to help with decision making 
◦ A tool for delivering and storing management 

recommendations 
◦ A comprehensive system for pest management 
 To make it widely adaptable, we enabled the 

system to record both production and pest 
information for a wide variety of crops 

 

ZedX Inc. (zedxinc.com) was hired to 
develop the AgScouter  interface 



 Mobile-device Access 
◦ Download the AgScouter “App” 

◦ Available on iPhone and Google Store 

 Web-based Access (AgScouter.com) 
◦ Create field boundaries/name fields 

◦ View data 

◦ Modify data entries 

◦ View video tutorials 

 System is secure (password protected) 
◦ But flexible enough to share disease and pest 

information among collaborating growers 

 

 









































 Cons 
◦ Transitioning to new technology 

 Learning curve 

◦ Open sharing of pest data 

 Privacy settings   

 Pros 
◦ Open sharing of pest data 

◦ Pest information readily available for mapping and 
viewing 

◦ Comprehensive pest database 

◦ Potential for improved pest management 



 Coming soon…AgScouter survey 
◦ Survey is to gauge grower and industry perception 

on use of systems like AgScouter for pest 
management 

◦ Willingness to move this type of technology 

◦ Willingness to engage in area-wide management 
programs 



 Lisa Rouse 

 Glades Crop Care 

 Red Gator Inc. 

 Agmart 

 Gargiulo 

 Immokalee Tomato Growers 

 Pacific Tomato Growers 

 Lipman Produce 

 West Coast Tomato 

 Funding Sources 
◦ NIFA-SCRI 

◦ NIFA-AFRI 

◦ Florida Specialty Crop Block Grant (GRSV) 

 

 

 


