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3. Bermudagrass Control

Two applications of Fusilade or Poast at 0.5 lb /A will probably be required. Use crop oil at

the rate suggested on the label.

First application - Dense stands of bermudagrass emerging before and with the cotton are very

competitive. Cotton seedlings often cease growth and appear severely stressed shortly after
emergence. The first application of herbicide should be applied prior to these severe stress
symptoms on the cotton, when possible, and before cultivation. Cultivation and irrigation should

follow this application. The cotton, if already stressed from bermudagrass competition, will not
begin to make normal growth until soil moisture and soil fertility have been restored. The first

application of herbicide, therefore, may successfully stop the growth of the bermudagrass, but
appear to have failed because the cotton will not resume its growth.

Second application - The second application of herbicide will be required when the

bermudagrass begins to make normal regrowth. This may be in a few weeks or over a month in time.

Cultivation following treatment will improve control. As with Johnsongrass, these herbicides
restrict bermudagrass root development following treatment. Cultivation following treatment is

made much more effective and the plants are easily torn loose from the soil. The herbicide, plus

cultivation and plant competition, will allow the cotton to shade out the remaining bermudagrass

and sustain normal growth.

Cotton Injury

Fusilade and Poast may cause spotting of the leaves, bronzing, and leaf distortion of the cotton.
This has never appeared to permanently reduce cotton growth or yield in the fields where serious weed

competition occurs. Where these herbicides have been tested under weed -free conditions, occasionally,

some yield reduction has occurred. This has been only from applications made during the heavy fruit
setting period in July, not from applications made in May through June.

Water Run Caparol for Pre- emergence Weed Control in Cotton

Don Howell, County Director, and Stan Heathman, Extension Weed Specialist

Summary

None of the 3 water run Caparol treatments were as effective as sprayed Caparol for pre -emergence
weed control in cotton. The best treatment in the trial was a Prowl -Caparol tank mix. Water run
Caparol was not uniformly distributed in the field. Rates of Caparol at 1 lb /A caused unacceptable
injury to emerging cotton. The 2 lb /A rate eliminated cotton stands.

* * * * * * * * * * **

The possibility of applying prometryn (Caparol) in irrigation water could save the cost of appli-
cation for applying this material with conventional spraying.

A demonstration on the James Heard farm near Wellton, comparing water run Caoarol with Mr. Heard's
standard treatment was conducted. Cotton was planted on June 23rd. Treatments and germination irri-
gation were applied on June 23rd also.

Cotton was planted on 30 -inch beds with 2 rows per bed 30" apart at 12 lbs of seed /acre. DPL 70

was the variety of cotton. Soil type was silt loam. Air temperature at treatment time exceeded 100° F.
Evaluations were made on July 26, after which the area was plowed up to keep escaped weeds from going
to seed. Broadleaf weeds present were groundcherry, carelessweed and purslane. Grass present was
barnyardgrass and southwestern cupgrass.

The test area was divided into 3 areas for evaluation purposes to monitor the movement of the water
run herbicide. The areas were: 1. Head end or the 1/3 nearest head ditch, 2. The center 1/3 of the

field, 3. The tail end 1/3 of the field. The field was 250' long. Plots were 1 furrow size with the

2 adjacent rows of cotton the length of the field. There were replications per treatment. Water was

allowed to run into the area until water subbed past all of the rows of planted cotton. Water run
required 3 hours. Run was started at 2:20 PM. By 3:30 PM, all rows of water had reached the end of the
run. The field was deadlevel.

Treatments are shown in Table 1. Summarized data is displayed in Tables 2, 3 and 4.
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From this data and under these conditions, preplant water run Caparol does not appear promising
for broadleaf weed control, grass weed control, or safety to the crop. The grower's standard treatment
of Prowl - Caparol tank mix applied pre -emergence was superior for broadleaf weed control to all water
run treatments of Caparol. Caparol or Prowl applied pre- emergence were also superior to any water run
for broadleaf control. Prowl seemed to be more consistent in controlling broadleaf weeds than Caparol.
Prowl alone was just as good as the combination for grass control. Differences in bed height and the
level of irrigation water in the seed row affected cotton stands. A 2 x treatment, 2 lbs of Caparol
water run not replicated, killed 90% of the cotton on the bottom 1/3 of the field and reduced stand 30%
in the center 1/3, but had no apparent effect on the head 1/3. Much more experimentation would be
necessary before this practice could ever be recommended for early season weed control. Water run
applications of Caparol on well established cotton have been reported to be commercially successful for
broadleaf weed control.

Table 1. Cotton Herbicide Treatments on Heard Farm, Wellton, Arizona

Herbicide Formulation Lb /A Application Method

Prowl

Prowl +

4E

4E

.75

.75

*Spray 10" band pre -emergence.

+ Spray tank mix on 10" band pre-emergence.
Caparol 4F1. 1.00 (Grower treatment)

Caparol 4F1. 1.00 Spray 10" band pre- emergence.

Caparol 4F1. 1.00 Pour in furrow near head ditch prior to
arrival of water for germination irrigation.

Caparol 4F1. 1.00 Pour into water in furrow when water run is
1/3 thru field.

Caparol 4F1. 1.00 Pour into water in furrow when water reaches
end of field.

Untreated
*All sprays done with 25 gallons /acre water, 3 mph, 40 psi, with 1 -80015 nozzle, knapsack
sprayer centered over planted cotton row.

Table 2. Heard Cotton Broadleaf

Herbicide Lb /A

Weed Control

Average % Broadleaf Weed Control

Tail 1/3 Center 1/3 Head 1/3 Mean

Prowl .75 68 77 73 73

Prowl + .75 +
Caparol 1.00 87 78 83 83

Caparol 1.00 73 73 57 68

Caparol 1.00 3 0 7 3

Caparol 1.00 0 0 0 0

Caparol 1.00 60 33 28 41

Untreated 0 0 20 7

Table 3. Heard Cotton Phyto

Herbicide Lb /A

Average % Cotton Vigor Reduction*

Tail 1/3 Center 1/3 Head 1/3 Mean

Prowl .75 17 17 3 12

Prowl + .75 +
Caparol 1.00 0 0 0 0

Caparol 1.00 10 3 0 4

Caparol 1.00 14 7 0 7

Caparol 1.00 0 0 3 3

Caparol 1.00 57 0 0 19

Untreated 0 0 0 0

*Includes both vigor and stand loss.
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Table 4.

Herbicide

Heard Cotton Grass Control

Lb /A

Average % Grass Control

Tail 1/3 Center 1/3 Head 1/3 Mean

Prowl .75 96 98 92 95

Prowl + .75 +

Caparol 1.00 96 96 92 95

Caparol 1.00 77 70 48 65

Caparol 1.00 3 13 15 11

Caparol 1.00 0 0 10 3

Caparol 1.00 50 27 63 46

Untreated 0 10 25 12

Control of Texas Root Rot of Cotton with Propiconazol in Arizona

Hine, R. B., R. S. Whitson, and S. D. Lyda

Department of Plant Pathology, University of Arizona
Tucson, Arizona 85721

and
Texas Agricultural Experiment Station

College Station, Texas 77843

Summary

During the 1982 growing season, replicated field plots were established in cotton fields in Marana,

AZ known to have Texas Root Rot (Phymatotrichum Root rot, caused by the fungus Phymatotrichum
omnivorum), in order to evaluate propiconazol (CGA -64250 or Tilt) for disease control. Foliar sprays

of propiconazol at 0.5 lbs a.i. /A and side -dress applications of granules at 1.0 and 2.0 lbs a.i. /A

produced signicant reductions in percent disease and increases in yield in upland cotton (DPL -55), but

not in Pima cotton (Pima S -5). This is the first report of a systemic fungicide applied to the foliage

of cotton to control Phymatotrichum root rot. Injection of propiconazol with anhydrous ammonia as a

carrier, at rates similar to the granule applications, did not result in significant disease reductions

or yield increases.

1) The authors would like to thank the following cooperators in Marana; Tom Clark,
Pete Hershberger, Art Pacheco, and Harold Reyher.

Introduction

In laboratory studies at the University of Arizona, we have observed that propiconazol (CGA -64250

or TILT), a triazole fungicide produced by the Ciba -Geigy Corporation, reduced mycelial growth of
Phymatotrichum omnivorum, in vitro, at concentrations as low as 1.0 ng /ml or 1.0 part per billion (1).

This unusual sensitivity led to further studies to determine if this chemical could be used to control

Phymatotrichum root rot in the field. The purpose of this paper is to report on our field studies

conducted in Arizona during the 1982 growing season.

Materials and Methods

Replicated field plots were established in cotton fields of three cooperating growers at Marana,

Arizona. The fields were chosen because of long histories of Phymatotrichum root rot and past coop-

eration by the growers involved. The field tests were conducted in two fields of upland cotton

(DPL -55) and one field of Pima cotton (S -5). Two formulations of propiconazol (emulsifiable

concentrate and granular), and three application methods were evaluated: emulsifiable concentrate (EC)

applied as a foliar spray at rates of 0.12, 0.25, and 0.5 lbs a.i./A in 25 gal water /A on 5 wk old

plants and 50 gal of water /A on older plants; side -dress application of granules, 4 inches from the

base of the plants and 4 inches deep, at rates of 1.0 and 2.0 lbs a.i. /A; EC injected 8 inches into the

soil and 8 inches from the base of the plants, using anhydrous ammonia (120 lbs nitrogen /A.) Plant age

at time of treatment ranged from 4 to 12- weeks. Irrigations in the granular and EC- injected plots

ranged from 24 hours to 3 weeks after application. All plots were single row, 50 ft long (25 ft for

granular treatments) and replicated 4 times (5 times for EC-injected). Yield estimates were made by

hand picking 6.5 ft of row (1 /2000th acre) per plot.
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