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Abstract: Management of plant diseases is a subject of concern for researchers as well as growers.
Different management practices are being developed and used to combat the rising number of plant
pathogens, which threaten nursery crop production. Use of cover crops for sustainable management
of soilborne diseases is being explored as an alternative strategy to the chemicals. However, the
potential threat of these cover crops acting as a secondary host of these devastating soilborne
pathogens has not been described. We studied the response of the major cover crops being used by
woody ornamental growers in the Southeastern United States to Phytopythium vexans, Phytophthora
nicotianae, and Rhizoctonia solani in greenhouse conditions to identify the effective cover crops that
can be used in a nursery field production system. Data related to post-emergence damping-off and
plant growth parameters (plant height increase and fresh weight) were recorded. Similarly, cover
crop roots were assessed for root rot disease severity using a scale of 0–100% roots affected. Among
the tested cover crops, the grass cover crops triticale (×Triticosecale Wittm. ex A. Camus.), annual
ryegrass (Lolium multiflorum L.), Japanese millet (Echinochloa esculenta (A. Braun) H. Scholz), and the
legumes Austrian winter pea (Pisum sativum var. arvense (L.) Poir) and cowpea ‘Iron and Clay’ (Vigna
unguiculata (L.) Walp.), showed lower root rot disease severity and post-emergence damping-off in
the soil inoculated with P. nicotianae, R. solani, or P. vexans compared to the other crops. Since these
cover crops can act as non-host crops and benefit the main crop in one way or another, they can be
used in the production system. Further research is recommended to evaluate their performance in a
natural field setting.

Keywords: soilborne diseases; nursery crops; cover crops; secondary host; susceptibility

1. Introduction

The nursery crop industry is the fastest growing sector of US agriculture, contributing
USD 5.1 billion to the economy [1]. Although nursery crops are primarily grown for
their aesthetic value, crop production must remain economically viable for the continued
promotion and production of these plants. Due to the increased area and production of
nursery crops [1], exploration of the constraints of their production is necessary. One of the
major limitations of nursery crop production is soilborne diseases caused by Phytophthora
spp., Phytopythium spp., Rhizoctonia spp., Fusarium spp., Sclerotinia spp., Armillaria spp.,
Pythium spp., and Verticillium spp. [2,3]. Additionally, the diversity of plant species grown
in ornamental nursery sectors poses a challenge to the management of soilborne diseases,
especially in susceptible woody ornamental crop species.

Among these soilborne pathogens, Phytophthora nicotianae (Breda de Haan) is one
of the important oomycete pathogens of concern for nursery growers. A wide range of
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plants (more than 255 plant genera of 90 families) are susceptible to P. nicotianae, which
causes significant loss in different crop production systems [4]. Because woody ornamental
plants are perennial, this pathogen can complete multiple cycles, making it one of the most
common and devastating pathogens in woody ornamental nurseries [5–8]. Root and crown
rot and stem infections are the common symptoms associated with P. nicotianae [9] in plants,
which accelerates chlorosis as well as defoliation of the plants.

Similarly, Phytopythium vexans (de Bary) is an oomycete which has been observed to be
pathogenic in plants such as kiwi, citrus, avocado, flowering cherry, ginkgo, and maple in
Turkey, Tunisia, Canary Islands, and the United States, respectively [10–14]. This pathogen
poses a potential threat in woody ornamental production systems, resulting in chlorosis,
necrosis, and defoliation, dark brownish to blackish lesions in the crown area, and root rot
in plants.

Rhizoctonia solani (J.G. Kühn) is an important and notorious plant pathogenic fungi
which is found in both cultivated and non-cultivated soil. This pathogenic fungus can
attack over 500 species of plants including cereals, fruit trees, forest trees, ornamental plants,
as well as turfgrasses [5,15]. Early developmental stages of plants are at increased risk of
R. solani causing pre- and post-emergence damping-off of seedlings, which contributes to
irreversible loss of plants. Additionally, root and stem rot, collar rot, blight, leaf spot, and
wire stem [5,16,17] are common symptoms associated with R. solani.

The revolution of chemical plant protection and the development of site-specific chem-
icals are leading the way in disease management. However, continuous and haphazard
use of these chemicals makes them less effective on these pathogens. The effect of those
chemicals on environmental and human health, soil microbiology, plant growth, and resis-
tance development need to be addressed. We cannot ignore the fact that new fungicidal
chemistries with new modes of action are being developed, which are effective and have
low residual activity. However, the production, as well as environmental costs associated
with these chemicals, always demands a better, sustainable approach. Some biological con-
trol agents such as Bacillus, Trichoderma, Rhizobium, Streptomyces, Serratia, and Pseudomonas
are being developed and used effectively [18]. Some other disease management options,
such as sanitation, soil solarization, soil biofumigation, anaerobic soil disinfection, and
mixed cropping, solely or in combination with each other, can be used [3]. The use of
cover crops is promising in woody ornamental production systems; however, there is a
long way to go before drawing a core conclusion and making proper recommendations. A
few researchers [19–21] screened several cover crops such as winter wheat, crimson clover,
triticale, and Brassicaceae crops against soilborne plant pathogens and discovered potential
benefits of the cover crops.

Cover crops are an important part of the crop production system. Although they
are generally used to cover the field, more often than not they are used as green manure
or animal forage. Cover crops slow soil erosion, improve soil physical (structure) [22]
and chemical properties (pH balance, increase C:N ratio) [21], smother weeds, conserve
moisture, and may attract beneficial insects, which prey on pests. Cover crops are also
known to increase beneficial microorganisms in the soil such as Pseudomonas spp. as well as
increase soil disease suppressiveness [19,21]. Although the use of cover crops is generally
confined to agronomic and vegetable crops, their benefits in woody ornamental production
systems are also being realized. Research on cover crops generally focuses on their potential
beneficial aspects, which ignores the possibility of cover crops acting as a potential host
for a specific pathogen. If these cover crops harbor the unnecessary pathogens, it can
elevate the risk of plant pathogens invading the main crop. It is therefore critical to screen
these cover crops against these major soilborne pathogens before initiating cover crop
introduction in the field. In this study, we selected 14 cover crops which are generally
used in the Southeastern U.S. and screened them for germination. Those exceeding an 80%
germination rate (9 cover crops) were tested against P. vexans, P. nicotianae, and R. solani;
which are among the major soilborne pathogens in woody ornamental production systems
such as maple, gingko, boxwood, hydrangea etc. [12,19,20].
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2. Materials and Methods
2.1. In Vitro Screening of Cover Crop Germination

Germination percentages were determined by placing 10 seeds from 14 cover crop
species (Table 1) on 10 cm petri-plates (Fisher Scientific Inc., Hampton, NH, USA) which
were lined with #1 Whatman filter paper (VWR International LLC., Radnor, PA, USA)
and wetted with 10 mL sterilized distilled water. The cover crops were selected as per
the growers use and availability in Tennessee. Four single-plate replications per cover
crop were laid out in a completely randomized design and were incubated at 25 ◦C (VWR
incubator, Radnor, PA, USA) in the dark for 12 days. After three days of incubation,
germination counts were performed 4 times with two-day intervals. The percentage of
germination was calculated by dividing the total number of seeds germinated by the total
number of seeds plated [23]. The experiment was repeated twice.

Table 1. List of cover crops used for in vitro screening for germination.

Cover Crop Scientific Name Seed Source Growing Season Germination Rate (%) *

Crimson clover Trifolium incarnatum L. Summitville Grain & Feed Cool 87.5
Triticale ×Triticosecale Wittm. ex A. Camus. Summitville Grain & Feed Cool 97.5

Austrian winter pea Pisum sativum var. arvense (L.) Poir Summitville Grain & Feed Cool 100.0
Annual ryegrass Lolium multiflorum L. Summitville Grain & Feed Cool 100.0

Red clover ‘Kenland’ T. pratense L. Summitville Grain & Feed Cool 82.5
White clover T. repens L. Summitville Grain & Feed Cool 22.5
Buckwheat Fagopyrum esculentum Moench Summitville Grain & Feed Warm 100.0

Turnip ‘Pointer’ Brassica rapa subsp. rapa L. Summitville Grain & Feed Cool 67.5
Tillage radish ‘Daikon’ Raphanus sativus L. Summitville Grain & Feed Cool 97.5
Cowpea ‘Iron and Clay’ Vigna unguiculata (L.) Walp. Summitville Grain & Feed Warm 95.0

Japanese millet Echinochloa esculenta (A.Braun) H.Scholz Summitville Grain & Feed Warm 97.5
Browntop millet Urochloa ramosa L. Summitville Grain & Feed Warm 62.5

Proso millet Panicum miliaceum L. Summitville Grain & Feed Warm 25.0
Pearl millet Pennisetum glaucum (L.) R. Br. Summitville Grain & Feed Warm 62.5

* Values represent the mean of the two experimental setups.

2.2. Pathogens: Culture and Inoculum Preparation

Isolate FBG201506 of P. nicotianae (GenBank accession MK399300), isolate FBG201508
of R. solani (GenBank accession MT533254), and isolate FBG20182 of P. vexans (GenBank
accession MT076055) isolated from hydrangea and red maple plant, respectively, were
obtained from Dr. Fulya Baysal-Gurel’s culture collection at the Tennessee State University,
Otis L. Floyd Nursery Research Center (TSUNRC), McMinnville, TN. R. solani specimen was
cultured and maintained on potato dextrose agar (PDA: Becton, Dickinson, and Company,
Sparks, MD, USA) medium. P. nicotianae and P. vexans specimens were cultured and
maintained on V8 medium (50 mL of clarified V8 juice (Campbell, Camden, NJ, USA), 7.5 g
of agar (Sigma-Aldrich, St. Louis, MO, USA), and 450 mL of deionized water). Preparation
of P. nicotianae inoculum was performed by following Holmes and Benson’s [24] rice grain
method. Shortly thereafter, 25 g of long grain rice in 18 mL deionized water was autoclaved
twice. Three plugs of 7 mm-sized P. nicotianae-colonized V8-agar were placed in the 250 mL
flask containing the autoclaved rice, followed by incubation at room temperature. To
ensure uniform colonization, rice inoculum in the flask was mixed meticulously until final
use. For P. vexans inoculum, an agar slurry (2 petri plates of a 7-day-old P. vexans culture
transferred into a sterilized beaker with 1 L of sterilized distilled water and homogenized
with a blender (Hamilton Beach hand blender, Model number 59785R, Hamilton Beach
Brands, Inc., Glen Allen, VA, USA)) was prepared [12]. For R. solani inoculum, an agar
slurry of 7-day old cultures of R. solani grown on PDA was prepared at the rate of 1 petri
plate/L [25].

2.3. Greenhouse Bioassay for Pathogenicity Test

A set of nine different cover crops (crimson clover, triticale, Austrian winter pea,
annual ryegrass, red clover, buckwheat, tillage radish, cowpea, and Japanese millet), which
surpassed the 80% germination rate (Table 1) according to the in vitro experiments, was
sown into 10 cm diameter and 9 cm deep black plastic pots filled with sterilized clay
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loam soil. The seed sown were surface sterilized with 1% sodium hypochlorite solution.
Sterilization of soil was done by using an electric soil sterilizer (Pro-Grow Supply Corp.,
Model SS-30 Brookfield, WI, USA) for 100 min at 85 ◦C.

For each bioassay, ten individual cover crop seeds were sown per pot and a separate
set of pots was used for each cover crop species. For each treatment (pathogen and
control, n = 4), six single-pot replications were arranged in a randomized block design
in a greenhouse at the TSUNRC. For P. nicotianae experiment, treated pots received three
P. nicotianae infested rice grains while the control pots received pathogen free rice grains.
Similarly, for R. solani and P. vexans inoculation, 100 mL of agar slurry was drenched while
the control pots received the pathogen free agar-slurry. All the plants for each pathogen
were inoculated on the same day of sowing. All pots were hand watered (100 mL/pot)
twice a day. The whole set of experiments was repeated twice. Trials were conducted
between 15 March and 16 April, and 12 May–13 June, respectively. Average maximum
temperatures for March, April, May, and June 2020 were 28.3 ◦C, 28.9 ◦C, 27.7 ◦C, and
30.2 ◦C; average minimum temperatures were 15.9 ◦C, 17.1 ◦C, 18.3 ◦C, and 18.7 ◦C; and
average relative humidity levels were 95.4%, 91.3%, 68.0%, and 95.3%, respectively.

2.4. Assessment of Cover Crop Health

After complete germination of cover crops, stand data were recorded in the greenhouse
bioassays. Those that failed to germinate were counted and were reported as part of
the damping-off percentage. Damping-off percentage was calculated as 100 times the
ratio of plant that failed to germinate or died after germination to the total seeds sowed.
Plant growth parameters such as plant height (from the soil line to the tallest point of
foliage), total plant fresh weight and total fresh root weight was recorded at the end of each
experiment. Cover crops were uprooted, and the roots were cleaned with running tap water
to remove the soil debris. Evaluation of root rot severity was done with visual assessment
of roots using a scale of 0–100% of total root system affected. After the assessment of roots,
from each replication, ten randomly selected root pieces of ~1 cm long root tip were plated
on PARPH-V8 selective medium and Rhizoctonia selective medium, respectively. To prepare
PARPH-V8 selective medium, 500 µL of PCNB (pentachloronitrobenzene (99%) (GC) Sigma-
Aldrich, St. Louis, MO, USA; 0.63 g/50 mL ethanol), ampicillin (Sigma-Aldrich, St. Louis,
MO, USA; 1.25 g/50 mL ethanol), pimaricin (2.5%) (MP Biomedicals, Santa Ana, CA, USA),
rifampicin (Sigma-Aldrich, St. Louis, MO, USA; 0.05 g/50 mL ethanol), and hymexazol
(Sigma-Aldrich, St. Louis, MO, USA; 250 mg/50 mL sterile water) were added to the
V8 medium after autoclaving [26,27]. Similarly, for the preparation of Rhizoctonia semi-
selective medium, 18 g of agar (Sigma-Aldrich, St. Louis, MO, USA) was added in 1000 mL
of deionized water and autoclaved (121 ◦C at 15 psi for 15 min). After autoclaving, 100 mg
of each streptomycin sulfate (ACROS organics, Morris Plains, NJ, USA) and penicillin-G
Na salt (Alfa Aesar, Ward Hill, MA, USA), and 800 µL of 1 M NaoH (AMRESCO Inc., Solon,
OH, USA) was added [28]. The plates were then incubated at 25 ◦C in an incubator (VWR
incubator, Radnor, PA, USA). After three days, the total number of root pieces showing
growth of pathogen was counted. Percentage of recovery was calculated as 100 times the
proportion of root pieces showing pathogen growth. Randomly selected colonies were used
for identification using DNA sequencing. Mycelia was scrapped and total genomic DNA
was extracted using the UltraClean Microbial DNA Isolation Kit (MO-BIO Laboratories
Inc., Carlsbad, CA, USA). The primer pairs ITS1 and ITS4 were used to amplify ribosomal
DNA ‘internal transcribed spacer (ITS)’ region [29]. Positive PCR products were identified
using gel electrophoresis and purified using Wizard® SV Gel and PCR Clean-Up System
(Promega, Madison, WI, USA) following the manufacturer’s instructions and sent for
sequencing to GenHunter Corporation (Nashville, TN, USA).



Agriculture 2021, 11, 742 5 of 15

2.5. Data Analysis

Cover crop seed germination rate, Phytopythium, Phytophthora, and Rhizoctonia
root rot disease severity and recovery percentage, and total damping-off were analyzed
among the cover crops; and plant growth parameters (height, total plant fresh weight and
total fresh root weight) were analyzed among the pathogens using the general linear mixed
model procedure (PROC GLIMMIX) with SAS statistical software 2016 (SAS Institute Inc.,
Cary, NC, USA). The plant growth parameters were compared among pathogens (within
cover crops) to remove statistical bias as different plant species may have different natural
growth parameters. However, response parameters such as disease severity, pathogen
recovery, germination rate, and damping-off were compared among cover crops as to
compare the susceptibility among cover crops. The means were separated using Tukey’s
post-hoc test and Pearson correlation coefficient was calculated. The graphs were created
using Sigma plot 12.0 (Systat Software, Inc., San Jose, CA, USA).

3. Results

In the in vitro experiment, 100% germination was recorded for Austrian winter pea,
annual ryegrass, and buckwheat (Table 1). Similarly, triticale, tillage radish, and Japanese
millet showed 97.5% germination rate. A germination rate higher than 80% was observed
with cowpea (95%), crimson clover (87.6%), and red clover (82.5%). Lowest germina-
tion was observed with white clover, followed by proso millet, brown top millet, pearl
millet, and turnip with the germination rate of 22.5%, 25.0%, 62.5%, 62.5%, and 67.5%,
respectively. Since there were only nine cover crops exceeding 80% germination rate, only
those cover crops were selected for a pathogenicity test to evaluate their response to major
soilborne pathogens.

All the tested soilborne plant pathogens showed similar symptoms such as damping-
off, stunted growth, chlorosis, and defoliation, in extreme cases. Damping-off of seedlings
was observed within the first ten days of inoculation. Clear symptoms were observed in
the root and crown areas of the plant system after one month of pathogen inoculation.
Randomly selected water-soaked or necrotic root pieces were cultured on V8-PARPH and
Rhizoctonia-selective media for the confirmation of presence of Phytophthora, Phytopythium,
or Rhizoctonia for both trials and colonies were confirmed as P. nicotianae, P. vexans, and R.
solani using DNA sequencing.

All cover crops exhibited root damage from each pathogen, but that severity as well
as recovery varied among cover crops. Cover crops grown on P. nicotianae-infested soil
showed a range of 3.3% to 28.3% and 6.7% to 27.5% disease severity while pathogen
recovery percentages ranged from 15.0% to 28.3% and 18.3 to 38.3% for Trials 1 and 2,
respectively (Figure 1). All the cover crop species had lower disease severity compared to
buckwheat in Trial 1. Buckwheat, crimson clover, and red clover showed the highest root
rot disease severity compared to other cover crops in the second trial, while triticale, tillage
radish, Japanese millet, and Austrian winter pea showed the least disease severity. No
difference was observed in the pathogen recovery from the roots of cover crops in Trial 1,
while Austrian winter pea showed less pathogen recovery (18.3%) followed by triticale
(25.0%), annual ryegrass (30.0%), tillage radish (30.0%), and cowpea (33.3%) from their
roots in Trial 2.
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Figure 1. Disease severity and recovery (mean ± SE) of cover crop roots when Phytophthora nicotianae was inoculated in the
soil. Phytophthora root rot disease severity was evaluated using a scale of 0–100% of roots affected. For each replication, ten
randomly selected cover crop root samples were plated V8-PARPH oomycete-selective medium to determine the percent
recovery of P. nicotianae from root samples. Different letters on the bars indicate significant differences in Phytophthora
root rot disease severity or pathogen recovery among cover crops (Trial 1: Severity: F = 12.57, p < 0.0001; Recovery:
F = 1.31, p = 0.2633; Trial 2: Severity: F = 12.29, p < 0.0001; Recovery: F = 3.51, p = 0.0031; df MST,MSE = 8, 45; α = 0.05, least
square means).

Cover crops grown on P. vexans-infested soil showed a range of 12.5–19.2% and 9.0–
40.8% disease severity for Trials 1 and 2, respectively. A range of 20.0–30.0% and 28.3–51.7%
(for Trials 1 and 2, respectively) of P. vexans was recovered from the roots of cover crops
(Figure 2). In Trial 1, disease severity and pathogen recovery from the roots was similar
among all cover crops. However, in Trial 2 lower disease severity was observed for triticale,
cowpea, annual ryegrass, and Japanese millet, while pathogen recovery was lowest for
Austrian winter pea and annual ryegrass compared to buckwheat and crimson clover.

Figure 2. Disease severity and recovery (mean ± SE) of cover crops when Phytopythium vexans was inoculated in the soil.
Phytopythium root rot disease severity was evaluated using a scale of 0–100% of roots affected. For each replication, ten
randomly selected cover crop root samples were plated V8-PARPH oomycete-selective medium to determine the percent
recovery of P. vexans from root samples. Different letters on the bars indicate significant differences in Phytopythium
root rot disease severity and pathogen recovery among cover crops (Trial 1: Severity: F = 1.75, p = 0.1129; Recovery:
F = 0.8, p = 0.0603; Trial 2: Severity: F = 16.13, p < 0.0001; Recovery: F = 4.53, p = 0.0004; df MST,MSE = 8, 45; α = 0.05, least
square means).

In Trial 1, Japanese millet, Austrian winter pea, and annual ryegrass had lower
Rhizoctonia root rot disease severity compared to buckwheat, cowpea, and red clover
(Figure 3). In Trial 2, disease severity was lower in all cover crops compared to buckwheat,
crimson clover, and red clover. Cowpea, tillage radish, Japanese millet, Austrian winter
pea, annual ryegrass, and triticale consistently showed lower disease severity in both trials.
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Crimson clover and Austrian winter pea showed higher R. solani recovery from their roots
than buckwheat and triticale in Trial 1. However, in Trial 2, Buckwheat, crimson clover,
and red clover showed higher pathogen recovery from the roots compared to triticale.

Figure 3. Disease severity and recovery (mean ± SE) of cover crops when Rhizoctonia solani was inoculated in the soil.
Rhizoctonia root rot disease severity was evaluated using a scale of 0–100% of roots affected. For each replication, ten
randomly selected cover crop root samples were plated on Rhizoctonia semi-selective medium to determine the percent
recovery of R. solani from root samples. Different letters on the bars indicate significant differences in Rhizoctonia root
rot disease severity and pathogen recovery among cover crops (Trial 1: Severity: F = 19.22, p < 0.001; Recovery: F = 4.28,
p = 0.0007; Trial 2: Severity: F = 33.76, p < 0.0001; Recovery: F = 4.43, p = 0.0005; df MST,MSE = 8, 45; α = 0.05, least
square means).

Tillage radish, buckwheat, red clover, and Japanese millet exhibited no differences in
height with or without inoculation of pathogens among trials (Table 2). In Trial 1, the height
of annual ryegrass was not impacted by pathogen inoculation; however, P. vexans reduced
the height of annual ryegrass compared to control in Trial 2. Significant reduction of
height was observed in Austrian winter pea when R. solani and P. nicotianae was inoculated
compared to control in Trial 1, and when P. nicotianae was inoculated in Trial 2. In Trial 1,
cowpea showed no difference in height with or without the inoculation of the pathogen;
however, in Trial 2, R. solani reduced the height compared to control and other pathogens.
Crimson clover height was greater than the control even with the inoculation in Trial 1
and the control was similar to all others in Trial 2. Similar height was observed among the
treatments compared to control for triticale in both trials.

Total fresh weight of annual ryegrass was lower when infected with P. vexans in Trial 2;
however, a height reduction because of pathogen inoculation was observed in Trial 1
(Table 3). The height of Austrian winter pea was reduced by R. solani in Trial 1, and both P.
vexans and P. nicotianae in Trial 2, compared to control. No significant difference in total
plant fresh weight was observed among the treatments for buckwheat in Trial 2; however,
R. solani reduced the total plant fresh weight compared to control in Trial 1. In both trials, R.
solani was more aggressive in reducing the weight of cowpea. No significant reduction of
total fresh weight was observed in both trials for crimson clover. P. vexans reduced the fresh
weight of tillage radish in Trial 2; however, no difference among treatments was observed
in Trial 1. P. vexans reduced the total fresh weight of Japanese millet and Austrian winter
pea compared to control in Trial 1; and including those of Trial 1, P. vexans reduced the total
fresh weight of annual ryegrass, crimson clover, tillage radish, and red clover in Trial 2. In
Trial 1, red clover showed no weight difference among the treatments; however, in Trial 2,
R. solani and P. vexans reduced the total fresh weight compared to control. Triticale showed
similar total fresh weight among treatments in Trial 1; however, R. solani reduced its weight
in Trial 2.

No reduction in total root weight was observed for annual ryegrass, tillage radish,
Austrian winter pea, crimson clover, and triticale when inoculated with pathogens in both
trials compared to control (Table 4). Buckwheat and red clover showed no difference in
root weight among the treatments in Trial 1; however, in Trial 2, P. vexans and R. solani
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significantly reduced the root weight compared to control. R. solani reduced the root weight
of cowpea compared to control in both trials. P. vexans reduced the root weight of Japanese
millet in Trial 1, but root weight was similar among all treatments in Trial 2.

The cover crops exhibited no differences in seed germination with or without inocula-
tion of P. nicotianae in Trial 1; however, buckwheat, crimson clover, and red clover showed
a reduced germination rate in Trial 2 as compared to Japanese millet and Austrian winter
pea (Table 5). The germination of buckwheat, tillage radish, and red clover were reduced
by the presence of P. vexans in Trial 1, and likewise in Trial 2, including crimson clover.
The germination of buckwheat was severely reduced (28.3% and 30.0% in Trials 1 and 2,
respectively) due to R. solani compared to the control (75.0% and 71.7% in Trials 1 and 2,
respectively). Similarly, cowpea and red clover in Trial 1, and cowpea, crimson clover, and
triticale in Trial 2 showed a reduction in the germination rate compared to other cover
crops when challenged with R. solani. Comparing the aggressiveness of pathogens, R. solani
was more virulent than the oomycete P. vexans and P. nicotianae, which is shown by the
overall reduction of germination rate (67.2%) compared to P. nicotianae (92.2%), P. vexans
(75.5%) and control (87.8%) (data not shown). Overall, cover crops such as annual ryegrass,
Austrian winter pea, Japanese millet, and triticale performed better, even with the threat of
these pathogens among the trials.

However, not surprisingly, almost all cover crops showed post-emergence damping-
off with the inoculation of pathogens. We did not observe significant post-emergence
damping-off of seedlings when P. nicotianae was inoculated in Trial 1; however, cowpea and
triticale showed 3.3% of post emergence damping-off in Trial 2 (Table 6). Although almost
all cover crops showed a small degree of damping-off, no significant difference between the
cover crops were observed when P. vexans was present in the soil in both trials. Cowpea,
tillage radish, crimson clover, buckwheat, Austrian winter pea, red clover, and triticale
showed significant damping-off against R. solani among cover crops in Trial 1; however,
no significant difference between the cover crops was observed in Trial 2. Japanese millet
and annual ryegrass showed no or minimum damping-off among all pathogens and in
both trials.

Cover crops inoculated with P. vexans did not have an effect on height, total fresh
weight, and fresh root weight in Trial 1; however, they had significant height, total fresh
weight, and fresh root weight reductions (p = 0.0379, p = 0.0011 and p = 0.0001, respectively)
in Trial 2 (Table 7). Similarly, cover crops inoculated with P. nicotianae did not have any
significant effect on height in both trials. Additionally, no significant difference on total
fresh weight and fresh root weight was observed among cover crops inoculated with
P. nicotianae in Trial 1; however, a significant total fresh weight and fresh root weight
reduction percentages (p = 0.0045 and p = 0.0001, respectively) was observed in Trial 2 for
all cover crops. A negative correlation was observed between plant growth parameters
(total height, total plant fresh weight and total fresh root weight) and the root rot disease
severity caused by R. solani in both trials. A significant reduction of total fresh weight
and root weight was observed in both trials and reduction in height was only observed
in Trial 2, when the cover crops were infected with R. solani. Additionally, no significant
positive or negative relation between the disease severity and plant growth parameters
in between the trials was observed (data not shown). At the end of the experiment, the
pathogens were re-isolated from the infected roots and sequenced. The morphology of the
isolates was same. All three pathogens were found to be (100%) similar with the initial
isolates used at the beginning of experiment which was confirmed with NCBI database.
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Table 2. Total height of different cover crops with the respective of Phytophthora nicotianae, Phytopythium vexans, Rhizoctonia solani, and control.

Treatment

Height of Cover Crops (cm)

Annual Ryegrass Austrian Winter Pea Buckwheat Cowpea ‘Iron and
Clay’ Crimson Clover Tillage Radish

‘Daikon’ Japanese Millet Red Clover ‘Kenland’ Triticale

Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2

Phytophthora
nicotianae

20.9 ±
0.7 b X

15.9 ±
0.8 bc

31.4 ±
0.7 bc

24.6 ±
1.9 b

22.2 ±
0.6 a

20.9 ±
0.8 a

18.5 ±
0.9 a

27.6 ±
0.9 a

8.5 ± 0.1
a

6.8 ± 0.2
a

13.9 ±
0.6 a

10.2 ±
0.4 a

25.6 ±
0.7 a

18.7 ±
0.4 a

4.7 ± 0.1
a

4.63 ±
0.1 a

24.9 ±
0.7 b

18.9 ±
0.7 b

Rhizoctonia
solani

21.7 ±
0.7 a

19.1 ±
0.8 b

27.0 ±
0.5 c

28.8 ±
1.8 ab

21.5 ±
1.2 a

22.7 ±
2.4 a

20.0 ±
1.4 a

14.5 ±
2.0 b

8.6 ± 0.2
a

5.6 ± 0.6
ab

13.7 ±
0.7 a

10.7 ±
0.5 a

30.7 ±
5.7 a

20.2 ±
1.3 a

5.2 ± 0.4
a

4.76 ±
0.1 a

24.3 ±
0.8 b

24.2 ±
1.9 a

Phytopythium
vexans

20.6 ±
0.6 b

14.6 ±
0.2 c

36.9 ±
2.8 ab

26.97 ±
2.5 ab

23.9 ±
1.2 a

20.7 ±
2.4 a

18.4 ±
1.7 a

23.1 ±
1.5 a

7.7 ± 0.2
b

5.1 ± 0.2
b

14.0 ±
0.6 a

8.9 ± 0.5
a

23.2 ±
1.8 a

18.3 ±
0.7 a

4.9 ± 0.1
a

4.78 ±
0.4 a

30.7 ±
1.5 a

18.7 ±
0.7 b

Control 20.6 ±
1.0 b

16.9 ±
0.5 ab

40.8 ±
0.3 a

33.4 ±
1.6 a

21.9 ±
0.1 a

22.7 ±
1.3 a

16.2 ±
0.9 a

24.1 ±
0.8 a

6.9 ± 0.2
c

5.9 ± 0.1
ab

13.9 ±
0.6 a

9.6 ± 0.5
a

26.6 ±
0.9 a

17.8 ±
0.3 a

4.5 ± 0.1
a

4.21 ±
0.2 a

27.8 ±
2.3 ab

20.2 ±
0.6 ab

F value 0.41 10.5 17.55 3.56 1.2 0.32 1.52 16.08 17.98 4.46 0.31 2.71 1.05 1.73 1.63 1.47 4.03 5.37
df 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

p value 0.7479 0.0002 <0.0001 0.0327 0.3351 0.8099 0.2403 <0.001 <0.0001 0.0148 0.8169 0.0726 0.3942 0.1934 0.2135 0.2521 0.0216 0.0071

x Means (± SE) with different letters (within columns) are significantly different at p ≤ 0.05, according to Tukey’s post hoc test.

Table 3. Total plant fresh weight of different cover crops with the respective treatments of Phytophthora nicotianae, Phytopythium vexans, Rhizoctonia solani, and control.

Treatment

Total Plant Fresh Weight of Cover Crops (g)

Annual Ryegrass Austrian Winter Pea Buckwheat Cowpea ‘Iron and
Clay’ Crimson Clover Tillage Radish

‘Daikon’ Japanese Millet Red Clover ‘Kenland’ Triticale

Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2

Phytophthora
nicotianae

4.0 ±
0.2 a x

3.8 ±
0.6 ab

16.2 ±
1.1 a

14.9 ±
1.6 b

7.2 ±
0.6 ab

4.1 ±
0.9 a

10.2 ±
0.4 a

27.4 ±
2.7 a

2.5 ± 0.1
a

2.0 ± 0.3
a

11.6 ±
1.1 a

9.5 ± 0.6
ab

6.9 ± 0.5
a

3.9 ± 0.4
ab

1.0 ± 0.1
a

1.9 ± 0.2
ab

10.1 ±
0.5 a

11.6 ±
1.9 ab

Rhizoctonia
solani

3.9 ±
0.5 ab

4.5 ±
0.4 a

9.6 ± 0.8
c

21.0 ±
1.9 a

3.5 ±
0.4 c

3.4 ±
0.5 a

5.4 ± 1.2
b

10.7 ±
1.6 b

2.9 ± 0.4
a

1.0 ± 0.2
b

7.0 ± 1.3
b

10.3 ±
0.6 a

6.5 ± 0.9
a

5.2 ± 0.2
a

0.7 ± 0.1
a

1.2 ± 0.2
c

8.6 ± 1.3
a

7.3 ± 1.9
b

Phytopythium
vexans

2.7 ±
0.4 ab

2.8 ±
0.2 b

12.3 ±
1.1 bc

15.4 ±
1.1 b

8.3 ±
0.5 a

3.4 ±
0.6 a

10.2 ±
0.9 a

25.5 ±
2.9 a

3.8 ± 0.5
a

1.1 ± 0.2
b

7.5 ± 1.5
ab

7.3 ± 0.7
b

3.3 ± 0.6
b

3.7 ± 0.3
b

0.8 ± 0.1
a

1.3 ± 0.3
c

6.8 ± 0.8
a

9.7 ± 0.7
ab

Control 2.4 ±
0.4 b

4.1 ±
0.3 ab

13.4 ±
0.3 ab

21.6 ±
3.1 a

4.9 ±
0.9 bc

7.2 ±
0.5 a

9.9 ± 0.6
a

21.9 ±
2.0 a

2.7 ± 0.3
a

1.3 ± 0.2
ab

8.7 ± 0.5
ab

9.9 ± 0.6
a

6.6 ± 0.4
a

3.2 ± 0.4
b

0.9 ± 0.1
a

2.1 ± 0.3
a

9.2 ± 1.2
a

16.3± 2.6
a

F value 4.35 3.51 10.06 3.12 12.61 7.44 8.18 10.47 2.71 5.01 3.15 4.45 7.97 6.48 2.07 3.72 1.97 4.06
df 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

p value 0.0163 0.0341 0.0003 0.0488 <0.0001 0.0016 0.0009 0.0002 0.0724 0.0094 0.0478 0.015 0.0011 0.003 0.1365 0.0282 0.1507 0.021

x Means (± SE) with different letters are significantly different at p ≤ 0.05, according to Tukey’s post hoc test.
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Table 4. Total plant root weight of different cover crops with the respective treatments of Phytophthora nicotianae, Phytopythium vexans, Rhizoctonia solani, and control.

Treatment

Total Plant Root Weight of Cover Crops (g)

Annual Ryegrass Austrian Winter Pea Buckwheat Cowpea ‘Iron and
Clay’ Crimson Clover Tillage Radish

‘Daikon’ Japanese Millet Red Clover ‘Kenland’ Triticale

Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2

Phytophthora
nicotianae

2.2 ±
0.1 a x

3.1 ±
0.5 a

9.2 ± 0.6
a

11.0 ±
1.1 a

0.6 ±
0.1 a

1.4 ±
0.3 ab

2.8 ± 0.2
a

12.2 ±
1.0 ab

1.5 ± 0.1
a

1.1 ± 0.2
a

1.0 ± 0.2
a

4.8 ± 0.4
a

3.8 ± 0.6
a

3.1 ± 0.4
a

0.5 ± 0.1
a

1.1 ± 0.1
ab

8.2 ± 0.4
a

10.5 ±
1.8 a

Rhizoctonia
solani

2.1 ±
0.3 a

3.7 ±
0.4 a

5.8 ± 0.7
b

14.6 ±
1.6 a

0.3 ±
0.0 a

1.0 ±
0.2 b

1.5 ± 0.3
c

4.1 ± 0.7
c

1.4 ± 0.2
a

0.4 ± 0.1
b

0.9 ± 0.4
a

4.1 ± 0.5
a

3.5 ± 0.6
a

2.9 ± 0.2
a

0.4 ± 0.1
a

0.7 ± 0.1
c

6.6 ± 1.2
ab

6.3 ± 1.8
a

Phytopythium
vexans

1.4 ±
0.3 ab

2.2 ±
0.2 a

6.4 ± 0.8
ab

11.0 ±
0.7 a

1.0 ±
0.4 a

0.8 ±
0.3 b

1.6 ± 0.3
bc

13.1 ±
1.1 a

2.0 ± 0.3
a

0.6 ± 0.1
b

1.0 ± 0.3
a

3.0 ± 0.5
a

1.1 ± 0.2
b

2.1 ± 0.2
ab

0.4 ± 0.1
a

0.8 ± 0.2
c

4.6 ± 0.6
b

8.4 ± 0.7
a

Control 1.1 ±
0.2 b

3.0 ±
0.3 a

6.9 ± 0.8
ab

13.2 ±
1.9 a

1.0 ±
0.3 a

2.0 ±
0.3 a

2.5 ± 0.3
ab

8.9 ± 0.9
b

1.7 ± 0.2
a

0.8 ± 0.1
ab

1.0 ± 0.1
a

4.1 ± 0.4
a

3.8 ± 0.1
a

1.6 ± 0.3
b

0.5 ± 0.0
a

1.2 ± 0.2
a

5.8 ± 0.9
ab

12.0 ±
1.2 a

F value 4.77 3 4.17 1.66 1.75 4.43 6.68 19.34 1.73 4.97 0.02 2.87 9.53 6.44 0.91 3.19 3.51 3.05
df 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

p value 0.0115 0.055 0.019 0.2085 0.1886 0.0152 0.0026 < 0.001 0.1928 0.0098 0.9953 0.0622 0.0004 0.0031 0.4524 0.0459 0.034 0.0525

x Means (± SE) with different letters are significantly different at p ≤ 0.05, according to Tukey’s post hoc test.

Table 5. Germination rate of different cover crops with the respective treatments of Phytophthora nicotianae, Phytopythium vexans, Rhizoctonia solani, and control.

Cover Crop

Germination Rate of Different Cover Crops with the Respective Treatments (%)

Phytophthora nicotianae Phytopythium vexans Rhizoctonia solani Control

Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2

Annual Ryegrass 95.0 ± 2.2 a x 73.3 ± 8.8 a–d 85.0 ± 5.0 ab 90.0 ± 2.6 ab 91.7 ± 6.5 a 81.7 ± 6.0 abc 95.0 ± 2.2 a 95.0 ± 3.4 a
Austrian Winter Pea 96.7 ± 3.3 a 98.3 ± 1.7 a 88.3 ± 6.0 a 76.7 ± 6.7 abc 83.3 ± 5.6 ab 91.7 ± 3.1 a 81.7 ± 3.1 ab 95.0 ± 2.2 a

Buckwheat 88.3 ± 7.5 a 53.3 ± 10.2 cd 56.7 ± 8.8 cd 40.0 ± 5.8 de 28.3 ± 3.1 d 30.0 ± 4.5 d 75.0 ± 8.5 ab 71.7 ± 4.8 b
Cowpea ‘Iron and Clay’ 96.7 ± 2.1 a 86.7 ± 7.6 ab 81.7 ± 3.1 abc 83.3 ± 4.9 abc 45.0 ± 7.6 cd 55.0 ± 7.2 cd 81.7 ± 4.0 ab 93.3 ± 3.3 a

Crimson Clover 86.7 ± 3.3 a 51.7 ± 3.1 d 76.7 ± 4.9 a-d 31.7 ± 4.8 e 75.0 ± 6.7 abc 28.3 ± 4.0 d 91.7 ± 4.8 ab 71.7 ± 4.0 b
Tillage Radish ‘Daikon’ 96.7 ± 2.1 a 80 ± 5.8 abc 53.3 ± 5.6 d 56.7 ± 10.5 b-e 65.0 ± 9.2 abc 70.0 ± 11.0 abc 81.7 ± 3.1 ab 96.7 ± 2.1 a

Japanese Millet 96.7 ± 3.3 a 98.3 ± 1.7 a 95.0 ± 2.2 a 95.0 ± 3.4 a 95.0 ± 3.4 a 88.3 ± 4.8 ab 86.7 ± 4.9 ab 96.7 ± 2.1 a
Red Clover ‘Kenland’ 86.7 ± 4.9 a 68.3 ± 6.0 bcd 60.0 ± 6.8 bcd 50.0 ± 14.8 cde 53.3 ± 5.6 bcd 85.0 ± 5.6 abc 71.7 ± 4.8 b 75.0 ± 5.0 b

Triticale 86.7 ± 3.3 a 90.0 ± 3.7 ab 83.3 ± 4.9 ab 75.0 ± 7.6 a-d 68.3 ± 10.5 abc 56.7 ± 12.6 bcd 86.7 ± 4.9 ab 95.0 ± 2.2 a
F value 1.57 8.22 7.32 8.67 10.34 11.35 2.41 10.95

df 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
p value 0.1594 <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001 0.0295 <0.0001

x Means (± SE) with different letters are significantly different at p ≤ 0.05, according to Tukey’s post hoc test. Germination percentage was calculated using the formula: (total seed germinated/total seed sowed)
* 100%.
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Table 6. Post emergence damping-off of different cover crops with the respective treatments of Phytophthora nicotianae,
Phytopythium vexans, Rhizoctonia solani.

Cover Crop

Post Emergence Damping-off of Different Cover Crops with the Respective Treatments (%)

Phytophthora nicotianae Phytopythium vexans Rhizoctonia solani

Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2

Annual Ryegrass 0 a x 0 b 6.7 ± 3.3 a 0 a 1.7 ± 1.7 c 0 a
Austrian Winter Pea 1.7 ± 1.7 a 0 b 6.7 ± 2.1 a 0 a 5.0 ± 2.2 b 0 a

Buckwheat 3.3 ± 2.1 a 0 b 5.0 ± 2.2 a 1.7 ± 1.7 a 5.0 ± 2.2 b 5.0 ± 2.2 a
Cowpea ‘Iron and Clay’ 5.0 ± 3.4 a 3.3± 2.1 a 8.3 ± 4.0 a 3.3 ± 2.1 a 13.3 ± 5.6 a 0 a

Crimson Clover 8.3 ± 3.1 a 0 b 6.7 ± 3.3 a 0 a 10.0 ± 3.7 b 1.7 ± 1.7 a
Tillage Radish ‘Daikon’ 6.7 ± 3.3 a 0 b 5.0 ± 2.2 a 0 a 13.3 ± 3.3 a 3.3 ± 3.3 a

Japanese Millet 6.7 ± 2.1 a 0 b 3.3 ± 2.1 a 0 a 1.7 ± 1.7 c 0 a
Red Clover ‘Kenland’ 10.0 ± 3.7 a 0 b 0 a 1.7 ± 1.7 a 6.7 ± 2.1 b 6.7 ± 2.1 a

Triticale 8.3 ± 4.0 a 3.33 ± 2.1 a 0 a 1.7 ± 1.7 a 6.7 ± 2.1 b 1.7 ± 1.7 a
F value 1.36 2.19 1.4 1.03 2.17 2.1

df 8 8 8 8 8 8
p value 0.2383 0.0465 0.2245 0.4263 0.0482 0.0555

x Means (±SE) with different letters are significantly different at p ≤ 0.05, according to Tukey’s post hoc test. Post emergence damping-off
percentage was calculated using the formula: (total seedling died/total seed germinated) * 100%.

Table 7. Pearson correlation coefficient between the plant growth parameters and root rot severity caused by Phytophthora
nicotianae, Phytopythium vexans and Rhizoctonia solani for all cover crops.

Plant Growth
Parameter

Root Rot Disease Severity (%)

Phytopythium vexans Phytophthora nicotianae Rhizoctonia solani

Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 1 Trial 2

Height R2 = 0.01630
p = 0.9069

R2 = −0.28598
p = 0.0379

R2 = 0.25443
p = 0.0634

R2 = −0.213
p = 0.1217

R2 = −0.18175
p = 0.1884

R2 = −0.43242
p = 0.0011

Total fresh
weight

R2 = −0.09847
p = 0.4787

R2 = −0.43648
p = 0.0011

R2 = 0.18645
p = 0.1770

R2 = −0.381
p = 0.0045

R2 = −0.37014
p = 0.0059

R2 = −0.55140
p = <0.0001

Total root
weight

R2 = −0.17408
p = 0.2080

R2 = −0.50503
p = 0.0001

R2 = −0.06612
p = 0.6348

R2 = −0.496
p = 0.0001

R2 = −0.45395
p = 0.0006

R2 = −0.56087
p = <0.0001

x The value −1 represent a strong negative correlation and the value +1 represent strong positive relationship between plant growth
parameters and root rot disease severity. The negative value represents that as severity increases, growth parameters decrease at p ≤ 0.05.

4. Discussion

Cover crops are usually grown to cover the soil to avoid soil erosion and nutrient
loss between periods of crop production. The term ‘cover crop’ commonly refers to ‘green
manure legumes’, which are used to enhance nitrogen content of soil, capture soluble
excess nutrients, increase the biological activity of the soil via addition of organic matter,
and sometimes to achieve biological control of insects and pests [30]. Still, soil fumigants
are being used to manage soilborne diseases. The chemical fumigants such as methyl
bromide, chloropicrin, [31] as well as meta sodium [32] are commonly used. Although
these chemical fumigants are quick and effective for a short run, they negatively impact
environmental health, which ultimately impacts human health. Aside from agronomic
crops and a vegetable cropping system, the use of cover crops is still in its early phase.
Some studies have been conducted [19–21,33,34] which proved the beneficial aspects of
cover crops in different crop productions, their benefits, and methods, as well as timing
of application.

Although the benefits of cover crops have been recognized for a long period of time,
their adoption to crop production is still slow and uncertain. The complex economic,
biological, and operational issues attached to the use of cover crops make growers reluctant
to incorporate these cover crops in their growing system [30,35,36]. Along with the benefits,
occasional yield decrease in corn was observed following winter grass cover crops [33]
which may lead farmers to abandon the cover crops. In this experiment, we aimed to find
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the potential issues associated with the cover crops which may harm the principal crop
production system. One of the major hypotheses was that the cover crops may act as a
secondary host for the potential harmful pathogen and benefits the survival of the pathogen.
In this experiment, we evaluated nine different cover crops used in the southeastern U.S.
for their susceptibility to soilborne plant pathogens P. nicotianae, R. solani, and P. vexans.

All tested cover crops showed some extent of root rot disease and recovery of pathogen
from the roots. Except for buckwheat, crimson clover, and red clover, all the other cover
crops exhibited lower extent of root rot disease severity caused by P. nicotianae, which is
also explained by the higher percentage of pathogen recovery from the soil and lower
germination rate. Robertson et al. [34] categorized millet, ryegrass, and triticale as non-
hosts for Fusarium virguliforme, suggesting those cover crops are unlikely to host or increase
the pathogen inoculum. Similarly, lower Phytophthora root rot severity was observed with
brassica cover crops [20], crimson clover and winter wheat [19], and crimson clover and
triticale [21]. They also reported the increase in disease suppressiveness of soil when the
cover crops were used with woody ornamentals. Grazieli [37] used winter rye to suppress
the disease pressure caused by Pythium species in soybean production systems. Similarly, a
reduction in splash dispersal of Phytophthora was observed by introduction of rye or wheat
as a cover crop in a bell pepper field [38]. This also suggests that the cover crops may
hinder the dissemination of P. nicotianae spores, either acting as a physical barrier or by
producing antimicrobial compounds.

Similarly, with the R. solani inoculation, some of the legumes (red clover and crimson
clover) and buckwheat showed higher disease severity compared to other crops, which
is also exhibited in their germination rate. However, grass cover crops such as Japanese
millet, triticale, annual ryegrass, and legumes such as Austrian winter pea and cowpea
showed low root rot disease severity. The success of Austrian winter pea and cowpea might
be due to their prolific growth habit, higher biomass, and nitrogen addition [39] to the
soil, increasing the microbial interaction and competition. This is also supported by their
higher germination, total fresh root weight and total fresh plant weight in our experiment.
A similar pattern of lower Rhizoctonia root rot disease severity was observed when the
cover crops were used in a different production system [19,21]. Pathogen population
of Rhizoctonia was reduced by using cover crops in apple [40] and beet [41] production
systems. Similarly, Baysal-Gurel et al. [42] reported 12–30% of disease suppression when
the biofumigant cover crops were used in woody ornamental production systems.

Furthermore, P. vexans was more severe on those cover crops compared to the other
two. Grass cover crops such as triticale, Japanese millet, and annual ryegrass; and legumes
such as cowpea and Austrian winter pea were least susceptible to the pathogen. Panth
et al. [21] reported lower root rot disease severity of maple caused by Phytopythium when
the cover crops were used. Similarly, the use of cover crops increased the Pseudomonads
population of soil [19] and C:N ratio of the soil [21], thus increasing the microbial popu-
lation of the soil and suppressing the disease severity. Additionally, cover crops can host
arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi, which effectively reduce soilborne diseases when used in a
short-term cover crop-maize rotation [43] or as a forage crop [44]. These mycorrhizal fungi
form a mat-like structure on roots, thereby protecting the roots physically by producing
antagonistic chemicals, competition with pathogens, and solubilization of nutrients [45].
Grass cover crops are also known to attract ladybugs, which feed on aphids, and legumes
can attract parasitic wasps and predatory bugs, which can feed on spider mites and flower
thrips [46].

Although tillage radish is supposed to produce glucosinolates and related substances
to reduce the disease severity [20], such phenomena was not observed during the extremely
short experimental period. This was due to their lower germination and extremely slow
growth habit as explained by their low root and plant weight. The fast-growing legumes
such as cowpea, Austrian winter pea, and non-host grass cover crops such as triticale,
Japanese millet, and annual ryegrass were standing above all in terms of resisting all tested
pathogen attacks. A similar suggestion of using cover crops such as legumes and grasses
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to minimize the rapid development of inoculum was made by Vukicevich et al. [47] in a
perennial cropping system. Additionally, despite their wide use on the strength of their
short growth habit and nitrogen fixing ability, both red clover and crimson clover did not
perform well in containing pathogen to lower extent in greenhouse set up. However, the
favorable environmental set up for a pathogen to attack the plant in controlled setup may
not correlate to the natural field setting. This demands further research in field setup.

There are many benefits associated with the cover crops, such as reducing soil erosion,
increasing nutrient content of the soil, maintaining soil physical and chemical stability,
increasing beneficial microorganisms such as Pseudomonads, suppressing weeds, and
attracting beneficial insects. The use of cover crops may also reduce the cost of chemicals
and their operational cost. Although some cover crops can be a secondary host for the
pathogen, most of the cover crops tested in this experiment performed better and the
disease risks associated with them are low. Similarly, the perennial growth habit of woody
ornamentals makes them suitable for cover cropping as the beneficial effects of cover crops
are often being realized in the long run. We recommend using grass cover crops, such as
triticale, Japanese millet, or annual ryegrass, and legumes, such as Austrian winter pea and
cowpea, in the cropping system. Additionally, further research on field trials and wider
pathogen range is necessary for narrowing down the search for the most effective cover
crops for use in woody ornamental crop production.

Author Contributions: M.P. and F.B.-G. designed the experiments. M.P. and F.B.-G. performed the
experiments; M.P. analyzed the data. M.P. and F.B.-G. wrote the paper; F.B.-G. and A.W. revised the
paper; F.B.-G. received the funding. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of
the manuscript.

Funding: This work was supported by the National Institute of Food and Agriculture (NIFA), United
States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Evans-Allen grant, under award numbers TENX-1926-
CCOCP and TENX-S-1083, and the NIFA, USDA, Southern Sustainable Agriculture Research and
Education program under award numbers OS18-112 and LS18-287.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.

Acknowledgments: We would like to thank Cansu Oksel and Terri Simmons for their help in setting
up the experiment.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. United States Department of Agriculture. Census of Agriculture. 2017. Available online: https://www.nass.usda.gov/

Publications/AgCensus/2017/index.php#full_report (accessed on 8 September 2020).
2. Mokhtar, M.M.; El-Mougy, N.S. Biocompost application for controlling soilborne plant pathogens—A review. Int. J. Eng. Innov.

Technol. 2014, 4, 61–68.
3. Panth, M.; Hassler, S.C.; Baysal-Gurel, F. Methods for management of soilborne diseases in crop production. Agriculture 2020,

10, 16. [CrossRef]
4. Cacciola, S.O.; di San Lio, G.M. Management of citrus diseases caused by Phytophthora spp. In Integrated Management of Diseases

Caused by Fungi, Phytoplasma and Bacteria; Ciancio, A., Mukerji, K.G., Eds.; Springer Science Business Media: New York, NY, USA,
2008; pp. 61–84.

5. Baysal-Gurel, F.; Liyanapathiranage, P.; Mullican, J. Biofumigation: Opportunities and challenges for control of soilborne diseases
in nursery production. Plant Health Prog. 2018, 19, 332–337. [CrossRef]

6. Hu, J.H.; Hong, C.X.; Stromberg, E.L.; Moorman, G.W. Mefenoxam sensitivity and fitness analysis of Phytophthora nicotianae
isolates from nurseries in Virginia, USA. Plant Pathol. 2008, 57, 728–736. [CrossRef]

7. Moralejo, E.; Perez-Sierra, A.M.; Alvarez, L.A.; Belbahri, L.; Lefort, F.; Descals, E. Multiple alien Phytophthora taxa discovered on
diseased ornamental plants in Spain. Plant Pathol. 2009, 58, 100–110. [CrossRef]

8. Pane, A.; Martini, P.; Chimento, A.; Rapetti, S.; Savona, S.; Grasso, F.M.; Cacciola, S.O. Phytophthora species on ornamental plants
in Italy. J. Plant Pathol. 2005, S87, 301.

9. Gallup, C.A.; Sullivan, M.; Shew, H.D. Black Shank of tobacco. Plant Health Instr. 2006. [CrossRef]
10. Baysal-Gurel, F.; Liyanapathiranage, P.; Panth, M.; Avin, F.A.; Simmons, T. First report of Phytopythium vexans causing root and

crown rot on Flowering Cherry in Tennessee. Plant Dis. 2020, 105, 232. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

https://www.nass.usda.gov/Publications/AgCensus/2017/index.php#full_report
https://www.nass.usda.gov/Publications/AgCensus/2017/index.php#full_report
http://doi.org/10.3390/agriculture10010016
http://doi.org/10.1094/PHP-08-18-0049-RV
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-3059.2008.01831.x
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-3059.2008.01930.x
http://doi.org/10.1094/PHI-I-2006-0717-01
http://doi.org/10.1094/PDIS-06-20-1166-PDN
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32748715


Agriculture 2021, 11, 742 14 of 15

11. Benfradj, N.; Migliorini, D.; Luchi, N.; Santini, A.; Boughalleb-M’Hamdi, N. Occurrence of Pythium and Phytopythium species
isolated from citrus trees infected with gummosis disease in Tunisia. Arch. Phytopathol. Plant Prot. 2017, 50, 286–302. [CrossRef]

12. Panth, M.; Baysal-Gurel, F.; Avin, F.A.; Simmons, T. Identification, chemical and biological management of Phytopythium vexans,
the causal agent of Phytopythium root and crown rot of woody ornamentals. Plant Dis. 2020, 105, 1091–1100. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

13. Polat, Z.; Awan, Q.N.; Hussain, M.; Akgul, D.S. First report of Phytopythium vexans causing root and collar rot of kiwifruit in
Turkey. Plant Dis. 2017, 101, 1058. [CrossRef]

14. Rodriguez-Padron, C.; Siverio, F.; Perez-Sierra, A.; Rodriguez, A. Isolation and pathogenicity of Phytophthora species and
Phytopythium vexans recovered from avocado orchards in the Canary Islands, including Phytophthora niederhauserii as a new
pathogen of avocado. Phytopathol. Mediter. 2018, 57, 89–106. [CrossRef]

15. Farr, D.F.; Bills, G.F.; Chamuris, G.P.; Rossman, A.Y. Fungi on Plant and Plant Products in the United States; American Phytopatho-
logical Society: St. Paul, MN, USA, 1995.

16. Hyakumachi, M.; Priyatmojo, A.; Kubota, M.; Fukui, H. New anastomosis groups, AG-T and AG-U, of binucleate Rhizoctonia spp.
causing root and stem rot of cut-flower and miniature roses. Phytopathology 2005, 95, 784–792. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

17. Rinehart, T.A.; Copes, W.E.; Toda, T.; Cubeta, M.A. Genetic characterization of binucleate Rhizoctonia species causing web blight
on azalea in Mississippi and Alabama. Plant Dis. 2007, 91, 616–623. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

18. Mazzola, M.; Freilich, S. Prospects for biological soilborne disease control: Application of indigenous versus synthetic micro-
biomes. Phytopathology 2017, 107, 256–263. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

19. Dawadi, S.; Baysal-Gurel, F.; Addesso, K.M.; Oliver, J.B.; Simmons, T. Impact of cover crop usage on soilborne diseases in field
nursery production. Agronomy 2019, 9, 753. [CrossRef]

20. Baysal-Gurel, F.; Liyanapathiranage, P. Pathogenecity of Rhizoctonia solani and Phytophthora nicotianae to Brassicaceae cover crops.
Arch. Phytopathol. Plant Prot. 2019, 52, 288–302. [CrossRef]

21. Panth, M.; Baysal-Gurel, F.; Simmons, T.; Addesso, K.M.; Witcher, A. Impact of winter cover crop usage in soilborne disease
suppressiveness in woody ornamental production system. Agronomy 2020, 10, 995. [CrossRef]

22. Finney, D.M.; Buyer, J.S.; Kaye, J.P. Living cover crops have immediate impacts on soil microbial community structure and
function. J. Soil Water Conserv. 2017, 72, 361–373. [CrossRef]

23. Anosheh, H.P.; Sadeghi, H.; Emam, Y. Chemical priming with urea and KNO3 enhances maize hybrids (Zea mays L.) seed viability
under abiotic stress. J. Crop Sci. Biotechnol. 2011, 14, 289–295. [CrossRef]

24. Holmes, K.A.; Benson, D.M. Evaluation of Phytophthora parasitica var. nicotianae for biocontrol of Phytophthora parasitica on
Catharanthus roseus. Plant Dis. 1994, 78, 193–199.

25. Baysal-Gurel, F.; Simmons, T.; Liyanapathiranage, P.; Kabir, M.N. Evaluation of Biorational Products and Fungicides for the
Control of Rhizoctonia Root Rot of Viburnum. Plant Disease Management Report No. 11: OT003. Online publication. Am.
Phytopath. Soc. 2017.

26. Jeffers, S.N.; Martin, S.B. Comparison of two media selective for Phytophthora and Pythium species. Plant Dis. 1986, 70, 1038–1043.
[CrossRef]

27. Ferguson, A.J.; Jeffers, S.N. Detecting multiple species of Phytophthora in container mixes from ornamental crop nurseries. Plant
Dis. 1999, 83, 1129–1136. [CrossRef]

28. Gutierrez, W.A.; Shew, H.D.; Melton, T.A. A Semi-Selective Medium to Isolate Rhizoctonia solani from Soil and Tissue; Plant Path.
Extension, NC State Extension: Raleigh, NC, USA, 2001; pp. 1–2.

29. White, T.J.; Bruns, T.; Lee, S.; Taylor, J. PCR Protocols: A Guide to Methods and Applications; Gelfand, D.H., Innis, M.A., Shinsky, J.J.,
White, T.J., Eds.; Elsevier Inc.: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 1990; pp. 315–322. [CrossRef]

30. Sarrantonio, M.; Gallandt, E. The Role of Cover Crops in North American Cropping Systems. J. Crop Prod. 2003, 8, 53–74.
[CrossRef]

31. Lazzeri, L.; Baruzzi, G.; Malaguti, L.; Antoniacci, L. Replacing methyl bromide in annual strawberry production with glucosinolate-
containing green manure crops. Pest. Manag. Sci. 2003, 59, 983–990. [CrossRef]

32. Larkin, R.P.; Griffin, T.S. Control of soilborne potato diseases using brassica green manures. Crop Prot. 2006, 26, 1067–1077.
[CrossRef]

33. Bakker, M.G.; Acharya, J.; Moorman, T.B.; Robertson, A.E.; Kaspar, T.C. The potential for cereal rye cover crops to host corn
seedling pathogens. Phytopathology 2016, 106, 591–601. [CrossRef]

34. Robertson, A.; Kaspar, T.; Leandro, L.; Mueller, D.; Acharya, J. Disease risks associated with cover crops and soybean production.
Proc. Integr. Crop Manag. Conf. 2017, 21, 125–128. Available online: https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/icm/2017/proceedings/21 (accessed
on 1 November 2020).

35. Stivers-Young, L.J.; Tucker, F.A. Cover-cropping practices of vegetable producers in western New York. HortTechnology 1999, 9,
459–465. [CrossRef]

36. Mallory, E.B.; Posner, J.L.; Baldock, J.O. Performance, economics, and adoption of cover crops in Wisconsin cash grain rotations:
On-farm trials. Am. J. Altern. Agric. 1998, 13, 2–11. [CrossRef]

37. Grazieli, A.D.S. Studies on the Impact of cover Crops on Soybean Productivity and Root Rot Disease. Ph.D. Thesis, Iowa State
University, Ames, IA, USA, 2019. Available online: https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=8396&context=etd
(accessed on 28 April 2021).

http://doi.org/10.1080/03235408.2017.1305479
http://doi.org/10.1094/PDIS-05-20-0987-RE
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32910733
http://doi.org/10.1094/PDIS-11-16-1554-PDN
http://doi.org/10.14601/Phytopathol_Mediterr-22022
http://doi.org/10.1094/PHYTO-95-0784
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18943011
http://doi.org/10.1094/PDIS-91-5-0616
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30780709
http://doi.org/10.1094/PHYTO-09-16-0330-RVW
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27898265
http://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy9110753
http://doi.org/10.1080/03235408.2019.1617499
http://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy10070995
http://doi.org/10.2489/jswc.72.4.361
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12892-011-0039-x
http://doi.org/10.1094/PD-70-1038
http://doi.org/10.1094/PDIS.1999.83.12.1129
http://doi.org/10.1016/b978-0-12-372180-8.50042-1
http://doi.org/10.1300/J144v08n01_04
http://doi.org/10.1002/ps.726
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cropro.2006.10.004
http://doi.org/10.1094/PHYTO-09-15-0214-R
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/icm/2017/proceedings/21
http://doi.org/10.21273/HORTTECH.9.3.459
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0889189300007578
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=8396&context=etd


Agriculture 2021, 11, 742 15 of 15

38. Ristaino, J.B.; Johnston, S.A. Ecologically based approaches to management of Phytophthora blight on bell pepper. Plant Dis.
1999, 83, 1080–1089. [CrossRef]

39. McGiffin, M. Cowpea (Vigna unguiculata) Cover Crop; University of California’s Sustainable Agriculture Research and Extension
Programs: Davis, CA, USA, 2005. Available online: http://ceriverside.ucanr.edu/files/96022.pdf (accessed on 2 November 2020).

40. Cohen, M.F.; Yamasaki, H.; Mazzola, M. Brassica napus seed meal soil amendment modifies microbial community structure, nitric
oxide production and incidence of Rhizoctonia root rot. Soil Biol. Biochem. 2005, 37, 1215–1227. [CrossRef]

41. Motisi, N.; Montfort, F.; Faloya, V.; Lucas, P.; Dore, T. Growing Brassica juncea as a cover crop, then incorporating its residues
provides complementary control of Rhizoctonia root rot of sugar beet. Field Crop Res. 2009, 113, 238–245. [CrossRef]

42. Baysal-Gurel, F.; Liyanapathiranage, P.; Addesso, M. Effect of Brassica crop-based biofumigation on soilborne disease suppression
in woody ornamentals. Can. J. Plant Pathol. 2019, 8, 138. [CrossRef]

43. Turrini, A.; Sbrana, C.; Avio, L.; Njeru, E.M.; Bocci, G.; Bàrberi, P.; Giovannetti, M. Changes in the composition of native root
arbuscular mycorrhizal fungal communities during a short-term cover crop-maize succession. Biol. Fertil. Soils 2016, 53, 643–653.
[CrossRef]

44. Lehman, R.M.; Taheri, W.I.; Osborne, S.L.; Buyer, J.S.; Douds, D.D., Jr. Fall cover cropping can increase arbuscular mycorrhizae in
soils supporting intensive agricultural production. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. Appl. Soil Ecol. 2012, 61, 300–304. [CrossRef]

45. Pfleger, F.L.; Linderman, R.G. Mycorrhiza and Plant Growth; The American Phytopathological Society Press: St. Paul, MN, USA,
2000; p. 360.

46. Plotkin, J. Use of cover crops and green manures to attract beneficial insects. In Integrated Pest Management Program; University of
Connecticut: Storrs, CT, USA, 1999; Retrieved: 11 May 2020.

47. Vukicevich, E.; Lowery, T.; Bowen, P.; Urbez-Torres, J.R.; Hart, M. Cover crops to increase soil microbial diversity and mitigate
decline in perennial agriculture. A review. Agron. Sustain. Dev. 2016, 36, 48. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1094/PDIS.1999.83.12.1080
http://ceriverside.ucanr.edu/files/96022.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.soilbio.2004.11.027
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.fcr.2009.05.011
http://doi.org/10.1080/07060661.2019.1625444
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00374-016-1106-8
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apsoil.2011.11.008
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13593-016-0385-7

	Response of Cover Crops to Phytopythium vexans, Phytophthora nicotianae, and Rhizoctonia solani, Major Soilborne Pathogens of Woody Ornamentals
	Recommended Citation

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	In Vitro Screening of Cover Crop Germination 
	Pathogens: Culture and Inoculum Preparation 
	Greenhouse Bioassay for Pathogenicity Test 
	Assessment of Cover Crop Health 
	Data Analysis 

	Results 
	Discussion 
	References

