


observed a higher capture rate of these species with a different sampling methodology such as sweep 

netting.

The observed capture rate for seeds was relatively low so extrapolation of this data to the treatment 
level is tenuous. We did observe more seeds in the Control treatment in all periods which suggests that 
the removal of NWSG during the summer hay period results in a reduction of the overall available seed 
later in the year. However, we did not place traps in the field until immediately after our harvest 
treatments were completed. Therefore, seeds dislodged during the cutting activity would not have 
been captured thus biasing the results. In the future, we will address this by maintaining seed rain traps 
in the field through the duration of the sampling period, rather than relying on sticky cards for seed rain 

capture.

Conclusions
In summary, the conclusions derived from this study are:

Summer haying of biomass crops may reduce seed production and subsequent availability in 
later parts of the season.
The invertebrate community observed appears to be dominated by Dipterans.
The trapping methods used for invertebrates likely biased our results and did not meet our 
expectations as effective for sampling seeds.
Treatment effects employed were likely insufficient to truly emulate the target conditions under 

real-world applications.

Future investigations should employ a more effective method for sampling seed availability in the stand 
perhaps through direct ground counts or dedicated seed traps. Invertebrate sampling should be 
completely passive as to allow meaningful comparisons between methods. We suggest using a non­
attracting media for deploying horizontal sticky traps (e.g., neutral colors) along with pitfall traps and 
other active sampling techniques (e.g., sweep netting).

To expand these efforts, we envision establishment of dedicated seed and insect monitoring at 
previously established sites where access to hay mowing equipment and hay contractors has been 
settled in advance. For example, CMI has established long-term agreements with several state facilities 
(e.g., Powhatan Wildlife Management Area and Catawba Sustainability Center) and private landowners 
around the state to measure forage yield, forage quality, and carbon sequestration under NWSG stands. 
Superimposing an insect and seed monitoring effort onto these studies would alleviate the hay 
contracting issue, and allow us to deploy these methods across a diversity of NWSG habitats and 
management approaches in Virginia.
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