V1.6 Relative Importance of Rangeland Grasshoppers in Western North America:
A Numerical Ranking From the Literature

Richard J. Dysart

Introduction is important to point out that these estimates represent
merely the opinions of those involved, not conclusive
There are about 400 species of grasshoppers found in fiteof. By including a large number of articles and au-
17 Western States (Pfadt 1988). However, only a smalthors that cover most of the literature on the subject, |
percentage of these species ever become abundant hope that the resulting compilation will be a consensus
enough to cause economic concern. The problem for &rgm the literature, without introduction of bias on my
rangeland entomologist is how to arrange these speciepart.
into meaningful groups for purposes of making manage-
ment decisions. The assessment of the economic statddhis review is restricted to grasshoppers found in 17
of a particular grasshopper species is difficult because ¥festern United States (Arizona, California, Colorado,
variations in food availability and host selectivity. Idaho, Kansas, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New
Mulkern et al. (1964) reported that the degree of selectiviexico, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, South
ity is inherent in the grasshopper species but the expre®akota, Texas, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming) plus
sion of selectivity is determined by the habitat. To add toe 4 western provinces of Canada (Alberta, British
the complexity, grasshopper preferences may change Columbia, Manitoba, and Saskatchewan). Furthermore,
with plant maturity during the growing season (Fieldingonly grasshoppers belonging to the family Acrididae are
and Brusven 1992). Because of their known food habit#icluded here, even though many research papers
and capacity for survival, about two dozen grasshopperreviewed mentioned species from other families of
species generally are considered as pests, and a few ofighoptera.
species have been called beneficials (Watts et al. 1989).
In my evaluation, | have emphasized the impact of grass-
Between these extremes are more than 350 grasshoppeeppers on rangeland rather than on cropland. In cases
species that are of little or no economic concern. How-where authors made comparative remarks, such as “this
ever, while most species alone never cause serious ecépecies is of major importance to crops, but only of
nomic loss, together an assemblage of minor species carnor importance to range ...,” | used only the rangeland
inflict serious damage to rangeland. Through the yeargiemarks to assign a pest-status category to that species.
the pest grasshoppers have received the greatest attention.
Grasshoppers of the family Acrididae surpass all other For my review of the North American grasshopper litera-
arthropods in their destructiveness to rangeland (Wattstgte, | selected only articles in which the authors had
al. 1982). Although few in number, the pest grasshop- grouped or characterized a number of grasshopper spe-
pers cause losses to western rangeland estimated at $8@3 according to their importance. Because of this limi-
million per year, based on 1977 dollars (Hewitt and  tation, several important taxonomic analyses (Brooks
Onsager 1983). 1958, Handford 1946, and Otte 1981 and 1984) could not
be used for my purposes.
Reviewing the Literature
Pest-Status Categories
Several authors have made estimates of the relative
importance of the major pest grasshoppers on western Grasshoppers are important herbivores, and any pest clas-
rangeland, but the work by Hewitt (1977) is probably theification is based on whether they compete with or bene-
most thorough and the most cited. To my knowledge, fit human activities. Many articles | reviewed contained
however, no estimates have been made on the relativeproof that a species actually caused measurable injury to
importance of the minor, occasional, and nonpest grasgangeland, but many did not. Also, most articles which
hoppers. The purpose of this chapter is to score and ra&imed that certain grasshopper species were beneficial
the western grasshopper species, in terms of relative epsesented no data to support the claim.
nomic importance, on the basis of remarks made by many
grasshopper experts in their reports and publications. Iin my review, | have used the authors’ remarks regardless
of the evidence presented. In most instances, it was not
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difficult to assign species to one of my pest-status cate@mmphocerinae—Otte (1981)
ries because the authors had made clear statements cdielanoplinae—Arnett (1985), Helfer (1987)
cerning the relative importance of grasshopper species@edipodinae—Otte (1984)
a study. However, it was sometimes necessary to makalso the scientific names of all grasshoppers discussed
an interpretation from somewhat vague statements, suetere checked for proper usage by Dan Otte (Academy of
as “... occasionally common on rangeland.” After reviewNatural Sciences, Philadelphia) while this chapter was
ing each article, | translated the authors’ remarks on a still in manuscript form. However, | am responsible for
particular grasshopper species into one of five categoriése accuracy of all names as printed here. In general, |
have tried not to use names of subspecies, but in several
Serious pest species (Shuthors usually made clear instances that was unavoidable.
statements about grasshoppers in this category, such as
“... frequently causes major damage to rangeland,” or My Findings
“... one of the 10 most destructive species in our study.”
My review of the literature yielded 69 articles (table
Minor pest species (M) Authors categorized such spe- VI.6-1) in which the authors provided opinions of the
cies with phrases like “. this species occasionally causesative pest status for the grasshopper species in their
injury to forage grasses,” . populations may requirestudies. In the articles selected, a total of 377 different
control treatment in specmc areas.” grasshopper species were discussed by 77 different
authors and coauthors over a period of 70 years
Innocuous species (I)Authors’ remarks often contained (1924-93). When these authors’ opinions were translated
phrases like “... of no economic importance,” .. thisinto my five pest-status categories, there were a total of
species was rarely encountered in the study area.” Als®,if31 rankings on the 377 species. The 2,731 rankings
an author categorized 10 grasshopper species as “seriguske down into the five categories as follows:
pests” and another 10 species as “minor pests” but then

discussed 10 additional species without mention of ecoSerlous est species PerC(lagt4
nomic importance, | classified the latter species as “in- P P :
” Minor pest species 15.7
Nnocuous. :
Innocuous species 65.7
Possibly beneficial species (b?)n this and the next cat- Pgszlf?ga?zngzzzl Species 00%5
egory | included grasshoppers that feed to some extent rp P '

undesirable rangeland plants, such as the perennial
snakeweedgGutierreziaspp.). | also assigned species t
the “possibly beneficial” category when the authors’
remarks were either uncertain or intentionally
ambiguous, for example “... possibly beneficial since it .
feeds on noxious forbs.”

he 377 grasshoppers (table VI1.6—-2) included species in

e following five acridid subfamilies: Acridinae (1),
Cyrtacanthacridinae (8), Gomphocerinae (63),
Melanopllnae (185), and Oedipodinae (120). Also listed

n table VI.6—-2 are the status category tally counts for
each species. In order to make calculations, | assigned
points for each status category, as follows:
eerlous = +2, Minor = +1, Innocuous = 0, Possibly bene-
ICial = -1, and Beneficial = -2.

Beneficial species (B)In these cases the author's
remarks were clear and unequivocal: “... this grasshopq
is a beneficial insect.”

The total score for each grasshopper species was calcu-
lated by multiplying the category tally count times the

respective point values for each pest-status category. The
In this chapter, grasshopper names follow the usage "€fank number was determined by the magnitude of the
ognized by the following sources, by subfamily:

- | re for h i In f ti r h
Acridinae—Otte (1981) total score for each species. cases of tie scores, the

o species with the highest frequency of mentions as a “seri-
Cyrtacanthacridinae—Arnett (1985), Helfer (1987) oﬁs” and “minor” pgst was g?iven t%e higher rank.

Scientific Names
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Table VI.6—-1—Summary of pest-status rankings of 377 western rangeland grasshoppers

from 69 articles

Number of grasshopper

Literature Geographic species in each status Total
citation region “S” “Mm” “1” “b?” species
Arnett (1985) 17 Western States 10 1 59 0 0 70
Ball (1936) Arizona 0 0 10 0 13 23
Ball et al. (1942) Arizona 13 27 99 1 1 141
Banfill and Brusven (1973) Idaho 3 4 19 0 0 26
Bird (1961) Western Canada 3 2 0 0 0 5
Brusven (1967) Kansas 1 6 15 0 0 22
Brusven (1972) Idaho 4 9 2 1 0 16
Brusven and Lambley (1971) Idaho 2 13 13 0 0 28
Buckell (1936a) Western Canada 5 1 0 0 0 6
Buckell (1936b) Western Canada 6 0 0 0 0 6
Capinera (1987) 17 Western States 25 0 0 0 0 25
Capinera and Sechrist (1982) Colorado 16 11 99 0 129
Capinera and Thompson (1987) Colorado 2 4 3 0 0 9
Coppock (1962) Oklahoma 10 5 97 1 0 113
Ewen and Mukerji (1984) Western Canada 4 0 0 0 0 4
Fielding and Brusven (1990) Idaho 3 4 0 0 0 7
Gibson (1938) Western Canada 7 6 0 0 0 13
Hagen (1970) Nebraska 4 8 62 0 0 74
Harper (1952) California 4 19 1 0 0 24
Hauke (1953) Nebraska 8 8 97 0 0 113
Hebard (1936) North Dakota 6 3 59 0 0 68
Hebard (1938) Oklahoma 10 15 36 0 0 61
Helfer (1987) 17 Western States 19 16 234 0 0 269
Henderson (1924) Utah 4 8 26 0 0 38
Henderson (1931) Utah 6 5 1 0 0 12
Hewitt (1977) 17 Western States 26 0 0 0 0 26
Hewitt and Barr (1967) Idaho 1 5 30 0 0 36
Hewitt et al. (1974) 17 Western States 26 O 0 0 0 26
Isely (1938) Texas 2 0 36 0 0 38
Kemp and Dennis (1991) Montana 6 0 0 0 0 6
Kemp and Onsager (1986) Montana 6 0 0 0 0 6
Kevan (1979) Western Canada 5 0 1 0 0 6
Knowlton and Janes (1932) Utah 6 21 0 0 0 27
La Rivers (1948) Nevada 4 9 63 0 0 76
Middlekauff (1958) California 2 2 0 0 0 4
Mitchener (1953) Manitoba 3 2 0 0 0 5
Mulkern (1980) North Dakota 2 10 25 0 0 37
Mulkern et al. (1962) North Dakota 7 0 19 0 0 26
Mulkern et al. (1969) 17 Western States 7 11 40 0 61
Nerney (1960) Arizona 3 1 0 0 0 4
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Table VI.6—-1—Summary of pest-status rankings of 377 western rangeland grasshoppers

from 69 articles (Continued)

Number of grasshopper

Literature Geographic species in each status Total
citation region “S” “Mm” “1” “b?” “B” species
Nerney (1961) Arizona 2 3 0 0 0 5
Nerney and Hamilton (1969) Arizona 2 6 0 0 0 8
Newton et al. (1954) Montana and Wyoming 12 0 52 0 0 64
Parker (1952) 17 Western States 19 3 0 0 0 22
Parker (1957) 17 Western States 3 9 2 0 0 14
Parker and Connin (1964) 17 Western States 3 9 1 0 0 13
Pfadt (1949) 17 Western States 8 2 0 4 0 14
Pfadt (1977) 17 Western States 4 8 15 0 0 27
Pfadt (1982) Arizona 2 1 14 0 0 17
Pfadt (1984) Colorado 1 12 11 0 0 24
Pfadt (1988) 17 Western States 13 17 5 0 1 36
Pfadt and Hardy (1987) 17 Western States 13 0 0 0 0 13
Putnam (1962) British Columbia 2 1 0 0 0 3
Richman et al. (1993) New Mexico 19 23 122 0 1 165
Scoggan and Brusven (1972) Idaho 4 12 21 0 0 37
Scoggan and Brusven (1973) Idaho 1 9 38 0 0 48
Shewchuk and Kerr (1993) Alberta 3 0 0 0 0 3
Shotwell (1938a) Northern Great Plains 5 0 4 0 0 9
Shotwell (1938b) 17 Western States 10 16 13 0 0 39
Shotwell (1941) 17 Western States 2 10 0 0 0 12
Strohecker et al. (1968) California 11 9 146 1 0 167
Turnock (1977) Western Canada 3 0 0 0 0 3
Van Horn (1972) Colorado 5 10 19 0 0 34
Vickery and Scudder (1987) Western Canada 7 3 91 0 0 101
Wakeland (1951) 17 Western States 5 11 0 0 0 16
Watts et al. (1989) 17 Western States 25 0 0 0 2 27
White and Rock (1945) Alberta 5 5 66 0 0 76
Wilbur and Fritz (1940) Kansas 4 8 18 0 0 30
Woodruff (1937) Kansas 0 7 11 0 0 18
Totals 474 430 1,795 14 18 2,731
Percent of total rankings 17.4 15.7 65.7 0.5 0.7 100.0

1S = serious, M = minor, | = innocuous, b? = possibly beneficial, B = beneficial.
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Table VI.6—2—Alphabetical list of 377 western rangeland grasshoppers with pest-status
scores and ranks

Sub- Number of rankings

Grasshopper species fantily“s” “M” “I”  “b?” “B” Total Score Rank
Acantherus piperatuScudder & Cockerell G O 0 4 0 0 4 0 163
Achurum sumichras{iSaussure) G O 0 5 0 0 5 0 148
Acrolophitus hirtipegSay) G 0 0 16 0 0 16 0 113
Acrolophitus maculipenni€Scudder) G 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 149
Acrolophitus nevadens{g§homas) G 0 0 7 0 0 7 0 133
Aeoloplides chenopodiBruner) M 0 0 3 0 1 4 -2 374
Aeoloplides elegan&cudder) M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 264
Aeoloplides fraterculdHebard) M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 265
Aeoloplides fuscipeScudder) M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 266
Aeoloplides minofBruner) M 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 214
Aeoloplides rotundipennig/allace M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 267
Aeoloplides turnbull{Caudell) M 0 3 9 1 0 13 2 65
Aeoloplus californicuscudder M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 268
Aeoloplus tenuipennig&cudder) M 0 0 7 0 1 8 -2 368
Aeropedellus clavatud’homas) G 6 2 13 0 0 21 14 32
Ageneotettix brevipenn{8runer) G 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 269
Ageneotettix deorurgBcudder) G 27 7 11 0 0 45 61 5
Ageneotettix salutataiRehn) G 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 215
Agnostokasia sublim@urney & Rentz M 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 216
Agroecotettix modesturuner M 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 217
Agymnastus inger(§cudder) @] 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 183
Aidemona aztec8aussure M 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 184
Amblytropidia mystecéSaussure) G 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 150
Amphitornus coloraduéThomas) G 18 12 12 0 0 42 48 8
Anconia hebardRehn o 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 218
Anconia integraScudder O 0 0 5 0 1 6 -2 370
Argiacris militaris (Scudder) M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 270
Argiacris rehniHebard M 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 219
Arphia behrensBaussure O 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 185
Arphia conspers&cudder O 0 2 22 0 0 24 2 66
Arphia pseudonietan@lhomas) o 1 8 20 0 0 29 10 36
Arphia ramonaRehn @) 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 271
Arphia saussureanBruner @] 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 272
Arphia simplexScudder @] 0 0 8 0 0 8 0 128
Arphia sulphuregFabricius) @) 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 151
Arphia xanthoptergBurmeister) o 0 0 8 0 0 8 0 129
Asemoplus hispidu@runer) M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 273
Asemoplus montanyBruner) M 0 1 3 0 0 4 1 105
Asemoplus sierranudebard M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 274
Aulocara elliotti(Thomas) G 39 7 3 0 0 49 85 2

VI.6-5



Table VI.6—2—Alphabetical list of 377 western rangeland grasshoppers with pest-status

scores and ranks (Continued)

Sub- Number of rankings
Grasshopper species fantily“s” “M” “I”  “b?” “B” Total Score Rank
Aulocara femoratuniScudder) G 12 8 6 0 0 26 32 12
Aztecacris gloriosugHebard) M 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 164
Barytettix cochiseGGurney M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 275
Barytettix humphreysiiThomas) M 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 186
Booneacris glacialigScudder) M 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 220
Boopedon auriventriMcNeill G 0 0 6 0 0 6 0 142
Boopedon flaviventrigBruner) G 2 1 0 0 0 3 5 54
Boopedon gracil&kehn G 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 152
Boopedon nubiluniSay) G 4 6 11 0 0 21 14 31
Bootettix argentatuBruner G 0 0 6 0 1 7 -2 369
Bradynotes obes@homas) M 0 1 8 0 0 9 1 91
Buckellacris chilcotinag¢Hebard) M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 276
Buckellacris hispiddBruner) M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 277
Buckellacris nudgWalker) M 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 187
Camnula pellucidgScudder) @] 35 7 5 0 0 a7 77 3
Campylacantha olivacegscudder) M 1 0 9 0 0 10 2 80
Chimarocephala elongat®entz (@) 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 278
Chimarocephala pacific§Thomas) o 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 188
Chloealtis abdominali$Thomas) G 0 0 9 0 0 9 0 125
Chloealtis aspasméRehn & Hebard) G 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 279
Chloealtis consperséHarris) G 0 0 14 0 0 14 0 116
Chloealtis dianadGur., Stro. & Helf.) G 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 221
Chloealtis gracilis(McNeill) G 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 222
Chloroplus cactocaetddebard M 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 223
Chorthippus curtipennigHarris) G 6 7 15 0 0 28 19 19
Chortophaga mendocinRentz O 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 280
Chortophaga viridifasciatdDeGeer) O 0 3 17 0 0 20 3 58
Chrysochraon petraeéGur., Stro. & Helf.) G 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 224
Cibolacris parvicepgWalker) G 0 0 8 0 0 8 0 130
Cibolacris samalayuca&inkham G 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 281
Circotettix carlinianug(Thomas) (0] 0 1 13 0 0 14 1 84
Circotettix crotalumRehn (@) 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 225
Circotettix maculatuscudder @] 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 189
Circotettix rabulaRehn & Hebard O 0 0 14 0 0 14 0 117
Circotettix shastanuBruner @) 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 226
Circotettix stenometopy$tro. & Buxt.) @] 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 227
Circotettix undulatugThomas) (@) 0 2 9 0 0 11 2 72
Clematodes larrea8&cudder M 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 165
Conalcea huachucan@ehn M 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 190
Conozoa carinatd&rehn O 0 1 2 0 0 3 1 109
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Table VI.6—2—Alphabetical list of 377 western rangeland grasshoppers with pest-status
scores and ranks (Continued)

Sub- Number of rankings

Grasshopper species fantily“s” “M” “I”  “b?” “B” Total Score Rank
Conozoa hyalingMcNeill) @] 0 1 0 0 1 0 282
Conozoa rebelligSaussure) O O 0 4 0 0 4 0 166
Conozoa sulcifron§Scudder) @] 0 6 10 0 0 16 6 46
Conozoa texanéBruner) @) 0 0 12 0 0 12 0 121
Cordillacris crenulata(Bruner) G 4 7 11 0 0 22 15 29
Cordillacris occipitalis(Thomas) G 13 4 14 0 0 31 30 15
Cratypedes lateritiugSaussure) O O 0 6 0 0 6 0 143
Cratypedes neglectyShomas) (@) 0 5 12 0 0 17 5 51
Dactylotum bicolor pictunfThomas) M 0 1 12 0 0 13 1 86
Dactylotum bicolor variegatur(Scudder) M 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 191
Dendrotettix hesperugiebard) M 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 228
Derotmema delicatulurBcudder O 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 167
Derotmema hayderfirhomas) O 0 1 20 0 0 21 1 83
Derotmema laticinctunscudder @] 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 192
Derotmema saussureanudecudder @] 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 229
Dichromorpha elegan@Morse) G 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 283
Dichromorpha viridis(Scudder) G 0 0 7 0 0 7 0 134
Dissosteira carolingLinnaeus) (0] 3 11 18 0 0 32 17 24
Dissosteira longipenni§Thomas) o 8 2 3 0 0 13 18 23
Dissosteira pictipenni8runer @] 0 2 2 0 0 4 2 75
Dissosteira spurcat&aussure O 3 8 6 0 0 17 14 30
Encoptolophus californicu@runer) O 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 284
Encoptolophus costali&cudder) @] 5 3 7 0 0 15 13 34
Encoptolophus palliduBruner O 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 193
Encoptolophus robustugehn & Hebard @) 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 285
Encoptolophus sordidu8urmeister) O 2 3 6 0 0 11 7 43
Encoptolophus subgraciliSaudell O 0 3 6 0 0 9 3 60
Eritettix abortivus(Bruner) G 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 230
Eritettix simplex(Scudder) G 7 3 15 0 0 25 17 26
Esselenia vanduzekliebard G 0 1 3 0 0 4 1 106
Eupnigodes megacephalsicNeill) G 0 1 2 0 0 3 1 110
Eupnigodes sierranuRehn & Hebard G 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 231
Hadrotettix magnificugRehn) O 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 153
Hadrotettix trifasciatugSay) @] 0 3 22 0 0 25 3 57
Hebardacris albidaHebard) M 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 194
Hebardacris excelséRehn) M 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 232
Hebardacris mond&ehn M 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 233
Heliastus benjaminCaudell (@) 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 168
Heliaula rufa(Scudder) G 0 0 11 0 0 11 0 124
Hesperotettix curtipenniScudder M 0 0 1 0 1 2 -2 375
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Table VI.6—2—Alphabetical list of 377 western rangeland grasshoppers with pest-status

scores and ranks (Continued)

Sub- Number of rankings
Grasshopper species fantily“s” “M” “I”  “b?” “B” Total Score Rank
Hesperotettix nevadendidorse M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 286
Hesperotettix pacificuScudder M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 287
Hesperotettix speciosi{Scudder) M 1 0 7 2 0 10 0 112
Hesperotettix viridigThomas) M 0 2 17 5 5 29 -13 377
Hippiscus ocelot¢Saussure) (@] 0 2 12 0 0 14 2 69
Hippopedon capitgStal) (@] 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 195
Hippopedon gracilipe¢Caudell) (@) 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 196
Horesidotes cinereuScudder G 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 154
Hypochlora alba(Dodge) M 0 0 13 2 1 16 -4 376
Hypsalonia merga&urney & Buxton M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 288
Hypsalonia miwokGurney & Eades M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 289
Hypsalonia petasat&urney & Eades M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 290
Hypsalonia rentzGurney & Eades M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 291
Hypsalonia satufScudder) M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 292
Hypsalonia tiogaGurney & Eades M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 293
Karokia blanci(Rehn) M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 294
Lactista aztecugSaussure) O O 2 2 0 0 4 2 76
Lactista gibbosuS$aussure O O 0 3 0 0 3 0 197
Leprus intermediuSaussure O O 0 9 0 0 9 0 126
Leprus wheeler{Thomas) O 0 1 6 0 0 7 1 97
Leptysma marginicolligServille) M 0 0 6 0 0 6 0 144
Leuronotina ritensigRehn) O 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 198
Ligurotettix coquillettiMcNeill G 0 0 4 0 1 5 -2 372
Ligurotettix planum(Bruner) G 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 234
Melanoplus ablutus&cudder M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 295
Melanoplus alpinuscudder M 0 1 7 0 0 8 1 95
Melanoplus angustipenn{®odge) M 4 4 12 0 0 20 12 35
Melanoplus aridugScudder) M 0 2 4 0 0 6 2 73
Melanoplus arizona&cudder M 0 3 4 0 0 7 3 61
Melanoplus artemesia@runer) M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 296
Melanoplus ascensu&cudder M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 297
Melanoplus aspasmusebard M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 298
Melanoplus beametiebard M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 299
Melanoplus bernardinaglebard M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 300
Melanoplus bispinosuScudder M 0 2 3 0 0 5 2 74
Melanoplus bivittatugSay) M 2 14 6 0 0 a7 68 4
Melanoplus bohemariStal) M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 301
Melanoplus borealigFieber) M 2 1 8 0 0 11 5 53
Melanoplus bowditchScudder M 1 0 13 1 0 15 1 82
Melanoplus brunerBScudder M 3 1 6 0 0 10 7 44
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Table VI.6—2—Alphabetical list of 377 western rangeland grasshoppers with pest-status

scores and ranks (Continued)

Sub- Number of rankings

Grasshopper species fantily“s” “M” “I”  “b?” “B” Total Score Rank
Melanoplus buxtonstrohecker M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 302
Melanoplus caroliGurney & Helfer M 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 235
Melanoplus chimarikGurney & Buxton M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 303
Melanoplus chiricahuaélebard M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 304
Melanoplus cinereuScudder M 0 1 5 0 0 6 1 99
Melanoplus complanatipescudder M 0 1 5 0 0 6 1 100
Melanoplus confusuScudder M 1 4 17 0 0 22 6 48
Melanoplus daemoS8trohecker M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 305
Melanoplus dawsor(iScudder) M 2 5 11 0 0 18 9 39
Melanoplus desultoriuRehn M 1 0 1 1 1 4 -1 366
Melanoplus devastatdscudder M 9 1 0 0 0 10 19 20
Melanoplus differentialigThomas) M 13 11 4 0 0 28 37 10
Melanoplus discolofScudder) M 0 0 7 0 0 7 0 135
Melanoplus dodggiThomas) M 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 199
Melanoplus elaphruStrohecker M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 306
Melanoplus elateStrohecker M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 307
Melanoplus eremituStrohecker M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 308
Melanoplus fasciatu/Nalker) M 0 0 7 0 0 7 0 136
Melanoplus femurnigrur&cudder M 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 236
Melanoplus femurrubruniDeGeer) M 18 19 3 0 0 40 55 7
Melanoplus flabellatu$cudder M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 309
Melanoplus flaviduscudder M 0 2 11 0 0 13 2 70
Melanoplus foeduScudder M 2 9 13 0 0 24 13 33
Melanoplus franciscanuScudder M 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 237
Melanoplus frickiStrohecker M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 310
Melanoplus frigidugBoheman) M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 311
Melanoplus fultonHebard M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 312
Melanoplus gladstorscudder M 8 3 11 1 0 23 18 21
Melanoplus glaucipegéScudder) M 0 1 4 0 0 5 1 102
Melanoplus gracilipescudder M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 313
Melanoplus graciligBruner) M 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 200
Melanoplus harperGurney & Buxton M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 314
Melanoplus herbaceuBruner M 0 0 5 0 1 6 -2 371
Melanoplus hesperudebard M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 315
Melanoplus hupalstrohecker & Helfer M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 316
Melanoplus huporeuslebard M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 317
Melanoplus huronBlatchley M 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 155
Melanoplus immuniScudder M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 318
Melanoplus impudicuScudder M 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 238
Melanoplus inconspicuouSaudell M 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 239
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Table VI.6—2—Alphabetical list of 377 western rangeland grasshoppers with pest-status

scores and ranks (Continued)

Sub- Number of rankings

Grasshopper species fantily“s” “M”  “I”  “b?” Score  Rank
Melanoplus indigenScudder M 0 1 3 0 0 4 1 107
Melanoplus infantilisScudder M 12 7 11 0 0 30 31 13
Melanoplus islandicu8latchley M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 319
Melanoplus keelerfThomas) M 0 2 14 0 0 16 2 67
Melanoplus keiferGurney & Buxton M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 320
Melanoplus kennicotcudder M 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 156
Melanoplus lakinugScudder) M 0 1 7 0 0 8 1 96
Melanoplus lemhiensidebard M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 321
Melanoplus lepidu$cudder M 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 240
Melanoplus ligneoluscudder M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 322
Melanoplus lithophilusurney & Buxton M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 323
Melanoplus magdalenadebard M 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 241
Melanoplus marginatuéScudder) M 1 3 0 0 0 4 5 52
Melanoplus microtatusiebard M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 324
Melanoplus montanu&homas) M 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 201
Melanoplus muricoloiStrohecker M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 325
Melanoplus nanuScudder M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 326
Melanoplus occidentaliSThomas) M 7 7 10 0 1 25 19 18
Melanoplus oklahomakebard M 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 242
Melanoplus olamentkiebard M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 327
Melanoplus oregonens{3homas) M 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 169
Melanoplus pacificugScudder) M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 328
Melanoplus packardiScudder M 23 12 5 0 0 40 58 6
Melanoplus payettdiebard M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 329
Melanoplus pictuscudder M 0 2 1 0 0 3 2 78
Melanoplus pinalendlebard M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 330
Melanoplus platycercuslebard M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 331
Melanoplus plebejuéStal) M 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 202
Melanoplus ponderosuscudder M 0 0 7 0 0 7 0 137
Melanoplus punctulatugScudder) M 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 203
Melanoplus regaligDodge) M 0 0 7 0 0 7 0 138
Melanoplus rileyanuS&cudder M 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 243
Melanoplus rugglesGurney M 5 0 3 0 0 8 0 38
Melanoplus rusticugStal) M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 332
Melanoplus saltatoScudder M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 333
Melanoplus sanguinipg@-abricius) M 53 7 1 1 0 62 112 1
Melanoplus scuddefUhler) M 0 0 7 0 0 7 0 139
Melanoplus siskiyo&trohecker M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 334
Melanoplus snowi{Scudder) M 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 244
Melanoplus sonomaenszaudell M 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 245
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Table VI.6—2—Alphabetical list of 377 western rangeland grasshoppers with pest-status
scores and ranks (Continued)

Sub- Number of rankings
Grasshopper species fantily“s” “M” “I”  “b?” “B” Total Score Rank
Melanoplus splendidudebard M 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 170
Melanoplus stoneRehn M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 335
Melanoplus texanuScudder) M 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 171
Melanoplus thomasscudder M 0 2 1 0 0 3 2 79
Melanoplus tristiBruner M 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 246
Melanoplus truncatuScudder M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 336
Melanoplus tuberculatusiorse M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 337
Melanoplus tunica¢iebard M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 338
Melanoplus viridipesscudder M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 339
Melanoplus walshiScudder M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 340
Melanoplus warnerLittle M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 341
Melanoplus washingtoniu®runer) M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 342
Melanoplus wilsonGurney M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 343
Melanoplus wintunuStrohecker & Helfer M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 344
Melanoplus yarrowi{Thomas) M 0 4 1 0 0 5 4 55
Mermiria bivittata (Serville) G 6 12 10 0 0 28 24 17
Mermiria picta(Walker) G 0 1 8 0 0 9 1 92
Mermiria texanaBruner G 0 0 6 0 0 6 0 145
Mestobregma impexuRehn (0] 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 172
Mestobregma plattgiThomas) O 0 1 8 0 0 9 1 93
Mestobregma terricoloRehn O 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 204
Metaleptea brevicorni§Johannson) A 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 247
Metator nevadensi@runer) @] 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 157
Metator pardalinugSaussure) @] 4 9 15 0 0 28 17 25
Microtes helferi(Strohecker) O 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 205
Microtes occidentaligBruner) @] 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 206
Microtes pogonatdStrohecker) @] 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 345
Netrosoma nigropleur&cudder M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 346
Nisquallia olympicaRehn M 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 248
Oedaleonotus borck{iStal) M 0 1 4 0 0 5 1 103
Oedaleonotus enigm@&cudder) M 7 4 4 0 0 15 18 22
Oedaleonotus orientislebard M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 347
Oedaleonotus pacificU$Scudder) M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 348
Oedaleonotus phryneicii$ebard M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 349
Oedaleonotus pictusScudder) M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 350
Oedaleonotus tenuipenniScudder) M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 351
Oedomerus corallipeBruner M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 352
Opeia atascos&lebard G 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 249
Opeia obscurdThomas) G 13 5 11 0 0 29 31 14
Orphulella pelidna(Burmeister) G 0 3 10 0 0 13 3 59
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Table VI.6—2—Alphabetical list of 377 western rangeland grasshoppers with pest-status

scores and ranks (Continued)

Sub- Number of rankings

Grasshopper species fantily“s” “M” “I”  “b?” “B” Total Score Rank
Orphulella specios&Scudder) G 3 3 14 0 0 20 9 40
Paraidemona mimicéScudder) M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 353
Paraidemona punctatéStal) M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 354
Paratylotropidia brunneriScudder M 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 173
Paratylotropidia morseRehn & Rehn M 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 250
Pardalophora apiculatgHarris) (@] 0 0 12 0 0 12 0 122
Pardalophora haldemar{iScudder) @] 0 1 13 0 0 14 1 85
Pardalophora phoenicopter@Burmeister) (@) 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 207
Pardalophora saussuréScudder) @] 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 158
Paropomala pallidaBruner G 0 0 7 0 0 7 0 140
Paropomala virgatgScudder) G 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 174
Paropomala wyomingens{@homas) G 1 1 13 0 0 15 3 62
Paroxya atlanticaScudder M 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 251
Paroxya clavuligel(Serville) M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 355
Phaedrotettix dumicola palmefscudder) M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 356
Phaulotettix compressucudder M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 357
Phaulotettix eurycercuslebard M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 358
Phlibostroma quadrimaculatuiffhomas) G 13 11 6 0 0 30 37 9
Phoetaliotes nebrascengiEhomas) M 8 11 10 0 0 29 27 16
Poecilotettix longipennigTownsend) M 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 359
Poecilotettix pantherinu/Nalker) M 0 0 4 0 1 5 -2 373
Poecilotettix sanguineuScudder M 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 175
Prorocorypha snowRRehn M 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 208
Prumnacris rainierensigCaudell) M 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 252
Pseudopomala brachypte(&cudder) G 0 0 15 0 0 15 0 114
Psinidia amplicornisCaudell O 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 360
Psinidia fenestraligServille) @] 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 209
Psoloessa delicatuléScudder) G 1 4 20 0 0 25 6 47
Psoloessa texan@cudder G 1 1 8 0 0 10 3 63
Rhammatocerus viatoriy$Saussure) G O 0 3 0 0 3 0 210
Schistocerca alutacea albolineafghomas) C 0 1 4 0 0 5 1 104
Schistocerca alutacea rubiginogidarris) C 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 361
Schistocerca alutacea shoshdfienomas) C 2 6 3 0 0 11 10 37
Schistocerca american@®rury) C 2 2 5 0 0 9 6 50
Schistocerca damnificgsaussure) cC o0 0 2 0 0 2 0 253
Schistocerca emarginatacudder C 1 4 11 0 0 16 6 49
Schistocerca niten@hunberg) C 2 4 1 0 1 8 6 45
Schistocerca obscur@abricius) C 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 159
Shotwellia islet&Gurney (@) 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 211
Spharagemon bolscudder @] 0 0 7 0 0 7 0 141
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Table VI.6—2—Alphabetical list of 377 western rangeland grasshoppers with pest-status

scores and ranks (Continued)

Grasshopper species

Sub-

Number of rankings

fanfily“s” “M” “”  “b?” “B” Total Score Rank

Spharagemon campest(iglcNeill)
Spharagemon collaréScudder)
Spharagemon cristatugscudder)
Spharagemon equa(Say)
Spharagemon superburebard
Stenobothrus brunnedhomas
Stenobothrus shastan(Scudder)
Stethophyma graciléScudder)
Stethophyma lineatgscudder)
Sticthippus californicugScudder)
Syrbula admirabiligUhler)
Syrbula montezum@aussure)
Tomonotus ferruginoswBruner
Trachyrhachys asper8cudder
Trachyrhachys coronat&cudder
Trachyrhachys kiow&Thomas)
Trepidulus hyalinugScudder)
Trepidulus rosaceuéScudder)
Trimerotropis agrestid/icNeill
Trimerotropis albescendicNeill
Trimerotropis arenace&ehn
Trimerotropis arizonensiginkham
Trimerotropis barnumiinkham
Trimerotropis bifaciataBruner
Trimerotropis californicaBruner
Trimerotropis cinctg Thomas)
Trimerotropis cyaneipenniBruner
Trimerotropis diversellusiebard
Trimerotropis fontand homas
Trimerotropis fraterculavicNeill
Trimerotropis gracilis(tThomas)
Trimerotropis inconspicu8runer
Trimerotropis koebelgiBruner)
Trimerotropis latifasciateScudder
Trimerotropis maritima(Harris)
Trimerotropis melanopter®dcNeill
Trimerotropis modest&runer
Trimerotropis occidentali¢Bruner)
Trimerotropis pacificaBruner
Trimerotropis pallidipennigBurmeister)
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Table VI.6—2—Alphabetical list of 377 western rangeland grasshoppers with pest-status
scores and ranks (Continued)

Sub- Number of rankings

Grasshopper species fantily“s” “M” “I”  “b?” “B” Total Score Rank
Trimerotropis pistrinariaSaussure (@] 0 0 13 0 0 13 0 119
Trimerotropis pseudofasciatcudder o 0 1 6 0 0 7 1 98
Trimerotropis salinaVicNeill @] 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 182
Trimerotropis saxatilisvicNeill @] 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 261
Trimerotropis sparsgThomas) (@) 0 0 13 0 0 13 0 120
Trimerotropis thalassic&runer @) 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 262
Trimerotropis titusiCaudell (@) 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 363
Trimerotropis toltecgSaussure) O O 0 1 0 0 1 0 364
Trimerotropis verruculatgKirby) @] 1 0 5 0 0 6 2 81
Trimerotropis verruculata suffusacudder o 0 0 12 0 0 12 0 123
Tropidolophus formosuSay) O 0 0 9 0 1 10 -2 367
Xanthippus aquiloniu®tte O 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 365
Xanthippus corallipegHaldeman) O 3 9 17 0 0 29 15 28
Xanthippus montanu§’homas) O 0 0 8 0 0 8 0 132
Xanthippus olanch&Caudell) O 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 263
Xeracris minimugScudder) G 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 161
Xeracris snow{Caudell) G 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 162

1S = serious, M = minor, | = innocuous, b? = possibly beneficial, B = beneficial.
2 A = Acridinae, C = Cyrtacanthacridinae, G = Gomphocerinae, M = Melanoplinae, O = Oedipodinae.

Each of the 377 species is represented (in order of ovehaliocuous Species.-Fhere were 254 grasshopper spe-

score and rank) in the bar graph shown in figure VI.6—1cies with a total score of zero. Within this group, higher

From left to right, it displays 111 grasshopper species rank numbers were assigned to species having the highest

with scores above zero (“pests”), 254 species with a schegiuency of mention. Several species, including

of zero (“innocuous”), and 12 species with scores belowAcrolophitus hirtipesPseudopomala brachypterand

zero (“possibly beneficial” or “beneficial”). Spharagemon campestrisere mentioned frequently but
were never described as either a pest or a beneficial. For

Pest Species.-A total of 114 different grasshoppers  innocuous species with only a single ranking, the rank

were categorized as either a serious or a minor pest in atmber has no significance; it was assigned due to the

least one paper, but only 111 species had total scores alphabetical arrangement of scientific names.

above zero. In table VI.6-3, | have listed 38 of the high-

est ranked “pest” species, those with scores of 10 and Beneficial Species.-Overall, 19 different grasshoppers

above. As expected, the migratory grasshopper were categorized by at least one author as either benefi-

(Melanoplus sanguinipesyas ranked as the number 1 cial or possibly beneficial, but only 12 species had total

pest, with the highest total score (112 points) of the 37&cores below zero. The highest ranked “beneficial”

grasshopper species. grasshoppers are listed in table VI.6—4. Although 12 spe-
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Grasshopper Pest Rankings
Total point score

120 —

100 — 377 species, 2,731 rankings, 69 articles
111 “pests” + 254 “innocuous” + 12 “beneficials”

q

-20 —
Pest rankings (left to right) from 1 to 377

Figure VI.6—1—Graphic display of total scores of 377 western range grasshoppers arranged (left to right) by pest-status rank number. Graph
plotted from data shown in table VI.6-2.

cies were scored as “beneficial,” only 2 were mentionedestricted distribution. A serious pest that occurs in a

as such with any frequendylesperotettix viridis small geographic area would not be such a pest in the big
Thomas, a grasshopper commonly associated with picture. Three such species, listed in table VI.6-3, are
shakeweedGutierreziaspp.), andHypochlora alba Dissosteira longipennidvielanoplus devastatognd

Dodge, which prefers to feed on sagebrifsttemisia Oedaleonotus enigma.

spp.).

The graph in figure VI.6-1 offers a view of the whole
Conclusions spectrum of western grasshoppers and should provide
some perspective when evaluating their relative impor-
In his 1977 review, Hewitt divided the western range- tance as pests and as beneficials. From the graph it
lands into three different regions: Great Plains, seems clear that nearly one-third (111) of the western
Intermountain, and Pacific Coastal. The literature | grasshopper species are at least occasionally classified as
reviewed covered a cross section of these same regionggsts. Again | must stress that damage to rangeland is
but the reader should be aware that not all of the 377 rarely caused by only a single pest species but usually by
grasshoppers listed here are common to all regions. an assemblage of several grasshopper species.
Indeed, one limitation of my scoring scheme is that wide-
spread species are cited more frequently and thus accltAbout two-thirds (254) of the western grasshoppers are

mulate higher total scores than species with a more  thought to be of no economic importance, and only 12
species are considered to be of possible benefit to the
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Table VI.6—3 —List of the 38 most serious “pest” grasshoppers on western rangeland
(those listed have scores of 10 and above)

Sub- Number of rankings
Grasshopper species fantily“sS” “M” “b?” Total Score Rank
Melanoplus sanguinipgg-abricius) M 53 7 1 1 0 62 112 1
Aulocara elliotti(Thomas) G 39 7 3 0 0 49 85 2
Camnula pellucidgScudder) @] 35 7 5 0 0 47 77 3
Melanoplus bivittatugSay) M 27 14 6 0 0 47 68 4
Ageneotettix deorurgBcudder) G 27 7 11 0 0 45 61 5
Melanoplus packardiScudder M 23 12 5 0 0 40 58 6
Melanoplus femurrubruntDeGeer) M 18 19 3 0 0 40 55 7
Amphitornus coloraduéThomas) G 18 12 12 0 0 42 48 8
Phlibostroma quadrimaculatuiffhomas) G 13 11 6 0 0 30 37 9
Melanoplus differentialigThomas) M 13 11 4 0 0 28 37 10
Trachyrhachys kiowé&Thomas) (@) 13 10 13 0 0 36 36 11
Aulocara femoratuniScudder) G 12 8 6 0 0 26 32 12
Melanoplus infantilisScudder M 12 7 11 0 0 30 31 13
Opeia obscurgThomas) G 13 5 11 0 0 29 31 14
Cordillacris occipitalis(Thomas) G 13 4 14 0 0 31 30 15
Phoetaliotes nebrascengifhomas) M 8 11 10 0 0 29 27 16
Mermiria bivittata(Serville) G 6 12 10 0 0 28 24 17
Melanoplus occidentaliSThomas) M 7 7 10 0 1 25 19 18
Chorthippus curtipennigHarris) G 6 7 15 0 0 28 19 19
Melanoplus devastatd@@cudder M 9 1 0 0 0 10 19 20
Melanoplus gladstorscudder M 8 3 11 1 0 23 18 21
Oedaleonotus enigm@&cudder) M 7 4 4 0 0 15 18 22
Dissosteira longipenniélThomas) o 8 2 3 0 0 13 18 23
Dissosteira carolingLinnaeus) (0] 3 11 18 0 0 32 17 24
Metator pardalinugSaussure) @] 4 9 15 0 0 28 17 25
Eritettix simplex(Scudder) G 7 3 15 0 0 25 17 26
Trimerotropis pallidipennigBurmeister) O 1 13 9 0 0 23 15 27
Xanthippus corallipegHaldeman) @] 3 9 17 0 0 29 15 28
Cordillacris crenulata(Bruner) G 4 7 11 0 0 22 15 29
Dissosteira spurcat&aussure o 3 8 6 0 0 17 14 30
Boopedon nubiluniSay) G 4 6 11 0 0 21 14 31
Aeropedellus clavatud’homas) G 6 2 13 0 0 21 14 32
Melanoplus foeduScudder M 2 9 13 0 0 24 13 33
Encoptolophus costali&cudder) @] 5 3 7 0 0 15 13 34
Melanoplus angustipenn{®odge) M 4 4 12 0 0 20 12 35
Arphia pseudonietan@lhomas) o 1 8 20 0 0 29 10 36
Schistocerca alutacea shoshdiiénomas) C 2 6 3 0 0 11 10 37
Melanoplus rugglesGurney M 5 0 3 0 0 8 10 38

1S = serious, M = minor, | = innocuous, b? = possibly beneficial, B = beneficial.

2 G = Gomphocerinae, M = Melanoplinae, O = Oedipodinae.
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Table VI.6—4 —List of the 12 highest ranked “beneficial” grasshoppers on western rangeland
(those listed all have scores below zero)

Sub- Number of ranking's

Grasshopper species fantily“s” “M” “I"  “b?” “B” Total Score Rank
Hesperotettix viridigThomas) M 0 2 17 5 5 29 -13 377
Hypochlora alba(Dodge) M 0 0 13 2 1 16 -4 376
Hesperotettix curtipenniScudder M 0 0 1 0 1 2 -2 375
Aeoloplides chenopodiBruner) M 0 0 3 0 1 4 -2 374
Poecilotettix pantherinué/Nalker) M 0 0 4 0 1 5 -2 373
Ligurotettix coquillettiMcNeill G 0 0 4 0 1 5 -2 372
Melanoplus herbaceuBruner M 0 0 5 0 1 6 -2 371
Anconia integreScudder @] 0 0 5 0 1 6 -2 370
Bootettix argentatuSruner G 0 0 6 0 1 7 -2 369
Aeoloplus tenuipenni&Scudder) M 0 0 7 0 1 8 -2 368
Tropidolophus formosuSay) O 0 0 9 0 1 10 -2 367
Melanoplus desultoriuRehn M 1 0 1 1 1 4 -1 366

1S = serious, M = minor, | = innocuous, b? = possibly beneficial, B = beneficial.
2 G = Gomphocerinae, M = Melanoplinae, O = Oedipodinae.

rangeland. This small number of “beneficial” grasshop-categorized as pests. | believe that a statement by Watts
pers, amounts to only 3 percent of the 377 species et al. (1989) summarized the pest issue quite well:
involved in this review, which is several orders of magntAbout a dozen species frequently occur in high densi-
tude less than the recent estimate of 10 percent claimetles, and . . . an additional 12 species occasionally occur
by Lockwood (1993). The grasshopper most frequentlyin high densities.” Readers are free to compare their own
called a beneficial islesperotettix viridis.Although opinions with the species listed and the pest-status
often seen feeding on snakeweed, it also feeds on moreankings shown.
than 30 other rangeland plants (Pfadt 1988). Another
grasshoppeiklypochlora albajs highly ranked as a References Cited
beneficial because of its preference for sagebrush. But
the value of sagebrush on rangeland is widely debatedArnett, R. H. 1985. Orthoptera (grasshoppers, crickets, and
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. : . 116-138.
sirable weed. Others consider sagebrush a beneficial
plant because it comprises an important portion of the ga £. . 1936. Food plants of some Arizona grasshoppers. Journal
diet of mule deer, antelope, and the sage grouse of Economic Entomology 29: 679-684.

(Watts et al. 1982).
Ball, E. D.; Tinkham, E. R.; Flock, R.; Vorhies, C. T. 1942. The

grasshoppers and other Orthoptera of Arizona. Tech. Bull. 93.

Conceming the relative importance of the major pest gucson, AZ: Arizona Agricultural Experiment Station. 373 p.

grasshoppers, | believe that the rankings shown in tabl
VI.6-3 represent a good concensus of opinions from thganfill, J. C.; Brusven, M. A. 1973. Food habits and ecology of
North American literature. Although experts differ overgrasshoppers in the Seven Devils Mountains and Salmon River breaks
the ranking of individual species, most agree that thereof Idaho. Melanderia 12: 1-21.

are about 2 dozen western grasshoppers that should be
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