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Temporal and spatial variation in avocado flower-
visitors, pests and predators detected using
environmental DNA and digital video recordings.
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Global pollinator declines
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Environmental DNA from flowers i
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-Flowers underexplored
-Wash, swab, grind
-Detect bee footprints
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One or the other or
together?

Are the same species
doing the heavy lifting
all the time and in all
places?

Bigger is better for
detectability?



Orchard MB

el 1
4 ..t 2
- Y » V"
o /) . M :
% g AV .
Bl ) s .
» * ! 4
\ : VRN
\ » < @ »
Y 4 B ut )
x N \ 7
- £
] = W V>
T3 Y \? -
./ l“ \ , . A "
YIS f; N ’
i () /1 <
WY )
\ \Vys ’ Al : £ A 1 !
. VT P 4 i N
< X ! N ']
N \ ' F !/ .
5 52 y h nt e
d 4 1
\ p X v
R A ! 4 ¥\ 2 13
4 S N
EE ¥
J 1) -
.éb b
N iy 7 s
4 ¥
+ |8 ’ -
( Bed . >
¥ ' PR
a < \ /. . &
g -
: oy » Ea ‘
. 5 . .
x
5 - B .
- )\ 9l
» | A
3N 4 T L Y
> ; ]
o il b ¥ o
« (S 1 Y N\ 3
" ; - vy L\ %
~ - 7 - b/ . A
- " - >3t W,
Y N Y
N* W\ -
p -
‘&' N L) o
< s N,
# . = 2

CO

Study design

Orchard BA




Comparison of the two methods
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| Method ‘ Co-variates |

*
p < 0.001 lp=0.03

* %% * %%k
p <0.001
Hymenoptera | F¥k | *ekk
p<0.001 | p<0.001
Diptera gy [F3ek [k ks
" |p<0.001 |p<o0.001 p < 0.001
Ancillary oy | ***
= |p<0.001

9 Sample Orchard o Flowering period E Inflorescence height
X DVR deployment time

EI Spatial and temporal variation

Different arthropod communities at different
orchards--40% similarity at low flowering--
driven by rare or site-specific species?

Arthropod communities became more similar
at peak flowering--decrease in singletons--a
sequencing depth issue?

Probability of detecting hymenoptera species
was greater in the upper canopy--greater
availability of flower resources?



Length
p=0.24

Stochastic, vary between
species, perhaps ecology
more important i.e. how they
Interact with the flower

Needs further testing
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Now what?

Natural Products
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VISITORS

PLEASE RESPECT
FARM BIOSECURITY

Vehicles, people and equipment can
carry weed seeds, pests & diseases.
Stay on road and beware of livestock g, [z ) 2
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