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SUMMARY:

Planting alfalfa in a heavy clay soil is not the ideal recommendation. While the
drought was overcome with the clay’s subsoil moisture, the excessive rains reduced plant
stand to allow only one year of production resulting in only two harvests for a crop that
should be a perennial. There seemed to be a difference in plant growth in the no-til verses
conventional but the yields reserved in the second cutting verses the first cutting.
Statistical differences were noted but most varieties had no statistical difference. There
appeared to be a trend over all harvests and tillage systems with the following varieties
yielding better: Beacon, Sequoia, Yosemite, WL 625HQ, SW 10, WL 530 HQ, Cibola,
AL999, CUF 101 and UN90O0.

OBJECTIVES:
To determine the best all-around alfalfa variety to plant. To determine if no-til and
conventional tillage systems had any affect on yield.

MATERIALS and METHODS:

Twenty-three of the best alfalfa varieties donated by the best alfalfa seed companies
were gathered and planted with a John Deere Grain Drill on conventional tilled and no-til
DaCosta Contee complex soil that is typical of a dark, heavy clay type soil. Planting took
place on November 13, 2005 planting 1/4 - 1/2 inch deep. Seed was covered by dragging
a heavy chain behind the grain drill. Plots were 5' x 10" each or 0.001 acre and were
replicated three times in a randomized complete block design in each tillage system.

Moisture was minimal but adequate at planting. Fertilizer broadcast prior to planting
was 0-90-0 per acre slightly above soil tests recommendations. All seed was either seed-
company treated with the proper inoculant or hand treated prior to planting. The cibola
variety was planted inoculated singly and 4 times as a trial. No insecticide or herbicide was
used at planting. Some varieties were treated with a fungicide by the company.

Due to drought conditions, irrigation was utilized periodically. Harvest occurred April
13, 2006 and June 22, 2006 by hand-held electric clippers with the forage field dried and
weighed for each individual plot.





RESULTS and DISCUSSIONS:

Drought conditions set in after planting and to insure quality stands the plots were
watered as germination was taking place and moisture was getting very minimal. All
varieties produced a good stand (85 - 90 % stand) of alfalfa by December 27, 2005
although small differences were noted initially. The first four months of the year were very
dry as the drought continued but alfalfa growth was good due to the higher level of subsoil
moisture in the heavy clay.

After the first cutting on April 13, 2006, due to the continued drought, 3.3 inches of
rain equivalent supplemental irrigation was provided through a surface drip irrigation
system. The second cutting was made due to the supplemental irrigation and the June
rains. Adequate rainfall was received just before the second cutting. The herbicide Accent
was applied at 10 oz/a for weed control on June 10, 2006. Due to 14 inches of rain in June
and July, weed encroachment, and cotton root rot, the stand quality diminished and
became quite variable showing inconsistent patterns of stand loss by the second cutting.
Yield estimates were given based on percent weed infestation and plant growth on about
fifty percent of the plots on the second harvest. Stand loss was so extensive and weed
pressure high enough to abandon the third and subsequent harvests. The maijority of the
stand loss was due to cotton root rot. Due to weed infestations on the second harvest,
harvests with and without weeds were made on several plots to more accurately provide
visual yield estimates on about 50 % of the plots that had high weed infestations due to
reduced stand.
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Table 1. Average yield of three replications for 23 alfalfa varieties on first cutting - April 13,
2006 planted conventional and no-til in order by yield. Joe, Travis, James, Stephen and
Carol Janak, Cooperators, Victoria County TX, 2005 - 2006.

CONVENTIONAL TILLAGE ¥ NO-TIL Y OVEISEELH:VRQIIEEJE 2
Variety Lbs/A | Stat. Variety Lbs/A | Stat. Variety Lbs/A
CG9 1702 | a Cibola |1 296 | a Sequoia 1391
Beacon 1600 | ab SW 10 |1 296 | a Cibola 1384
Sequoia 1562 | ab SW 9720 (1 245 | ab Beacon 1384
CUF 101 1550 | ab AL999 (1 245 | ab SW 10 1372
WL 530HQ | 1499 | ab Sequoia |1 219 | ab CUF 101 1308
Cibola | 1473 | ab Rio Grande |1 194 | ab SW 9720 1296
SW 10 | 1448 | ab Highline [1 169 | ab CG9 1296
UN900 | 1397 | ab Beacon [1 169 | ab UN900 1283
SW 9720 | 1346 | ab UN900 [1 169 | ab AL999 1232
Sedona | 1346 | ab WL 535HQ |1 092 | abc Rio Grande 1219
Yosemite 1346 | ab CUF 101 [1 067 | abc Sedona 1194
Ameristand 802S | 1321 | ab Sedona |1 042 | abc WL 530HQ 1181
HB8900 | 1296 | ab SW 9628 |1 016 | abc WL 535HQ 1156
Salado 1270 | ab WL 625HQ 991 | abc Ameristand 802S 1143
HB8800 1245 | ab Salado 965 | abc Yosemite 1130
Rio Grande 1245 | ab Ameristand 802S 965 | abc Salado 1118
WL 535HQ | 1219 | ab SW 8718 965 | abc WL 625HQ 1092
AL999 [ 1219 | ab Yosemite 914 | abc HB8900 1092
WL 625HQ | 1194 | ab CG9 889 | abc SW 9628 1092
SW 9628 | 1169 | ab HB8900 889 | abc Highline 1080
SW 8718 | 1143 | ab WL 530HQ 864 | abc SW 8718 1054
Cibola Inoc. X4 | 1016 bc HB8800 762 | abc HB8800 1003
Highline 991 bc Cibola Inoc. X 4 610 bc Cibola Inoc. X 4 813
Dura 843 533 c Dura 843 508 c Dura 843 521
Average 1297 Average |1 022 Average 1160

-~ Means followed by the same letter do not significantly differ (P=.05, Duncan’s New MRT).

Stati.stical analysis can not be utilized when averaging these two demonstrations (Conventional and
No-til) due to a’ combination of two different treatmients. The overall average is given only for

information purposes.





Table 2. Average yield of three replications for 23 alfalfa varieties on the second cutting
- June 22, 2006 planted conventional and no-til in order by yield. Joe, Travis, James,
Stephen and Carol Janak, Cooperators, Victoria County TX, 2005 - 2006.

CONVENTIONAL TILLAGE NO-TIL ¥ oiigﬁf?:&?ﬁ:é 2
Variety Lbs/A |Stat. Variety Lbs/A |Stat. Variety Lbs/A
Beacon 1897 |[ab Cibola 2519 |a Beacon 2119
WL 625HQ | 1748 |abc Yosemite 2430 |ab WL 625HQ 2015
Yosemite | 1600 [abcd Beacon 2341 Jabc Yosemite 2015
HB8800 | 1571 |abcd Sedona 2341 |abc HB8800 1852
WL 530HQ | 1452 [abcd Highline 2282 |abcd WL 530HQ 1808
Ameristand 802S 1452 |abcd WL 625HQ 2282 |abcd Sequoia 1808
AL999 [ 1422 [abcd SW 9720 2282 |abcd Highline 1793
Sequoia 1363 |abcd Sequoia 2252 |abcd WL 535HQ 1763
Highline | 1304 [abcd WL 535HQ 2223 |abcd AL999 1748
WL 535HQ | 1304 [abcd SW 10 2223 |abcd SW 10 1704
SW 10 | 1185 |abcd SW 9628 2223 |abcd SW 9628 1704
SW 9628 | 1185 [abcd UN900 2193 |abcd Ameristand 802S 1674
CUF 101 1126 |abcd WL 530HQ 2163 |abcd CUF 101 1645
Rio Grande | 1126 [abcd CUF 101 2163 |abcd Rio Grande 1615
Cibola Inoc. X 4 | 1067 [abcd HB8800 2134 |abcd Cibola 1600
Dura 843 | 1067 [abcd CG9 2134 |abcd UN900 1600
UN900 | 1008 [abcd Rio Grande 2104 |abcd SW 9720 1585
CG9 | 1008 |abcd Salado 2104 |abcd CG9 1571
SW 9720 889 |abcd AL999 2074 |abcd Cibola Inoc. X 4 1571
Cibola 682 | bcd Cibola Inoc. X 4 2074 |abcd Dura 843 1497
HB8900 652 cd SW 8718 2074 |abcd Sedona 1408
SW 8718 563 cd Dura 843 1926 | bcd SW 8718 1319
Sedona 474 d Ameristand 802S 1897 cd Salado 1259
Salado 415 d HB8900 1778 d HB8900 1215
Average 1148 Average 2176 Average 1662

-~ Means followed by the same letter do not significantly differ (P=.05, Duncan’s New MRT). Due to weed
infestations, harvests with and without weeds were made on several plots to more accurately provide
visual yield estimates on about 50 % of the plots.

£ Statistical analysis can not be utilized when averaging these two demonstrations (Conventional and

No-til) due to a combination of two different treatments. The overall average is given only for

information purposes. Due to weed infestations on the second harvest, harvests with and without

weeds were made on several plots to more accurately provide visual yield estimates on about 50 % of
the plots that had high weed infestations due to reduced stand.





Table 3. Average yield of three replications for 23 alfalfa varieties on the first and

second cutting - April 13, 2006 and June 22, 2006 planted conventional and no-til in
order by yield. Joe, Travis, James, Stephen and Carol Janak, Cooperators, Victoria
County TX, 2005 - 2006.

CONVENTIONAL TILLAGE NO-TIL Ags:RiiE'XSSQ\RgE?,T
Variety Lbs/A Variety Lbs/A Variety Lbs/A
Beacon 3497 Cibola 3815 Beacon 3503
WL 530HQ 2951 SW 9720 3527 Sequoia 3199
Yosemite 2947 SW 10 3518 Yosemite 3146
WL 625HQ 2942 Beacon 3510 WL 625HQ 3107
Sequoia 2925 Sequoia 3472 SW 10 3076
HB8800 2815 Highline 3450 WL 530HQ 2989
Ameristand 802S 2773 Sedona 3383 Cibola 2985
CG9 2710 UN900 3362 AL999 2980
CUF 101 2676 Yosemite 3345 CUF 101 2953
AL999 2642 AL999 3319 WL 535HQ 2919
SW 10 2633 WL 535HQ 3315 UN900 2883
WL 535HQ 2523 Rio Grande 3298 SW 9720 2881
UN900 2405 WL 625HQ 3273 Highline 2873
Rio Grande 2371 SW 9628 3239 CG9 2866
SW 9628 2354 CUF 101 3230 HB8800 2856
Highline 2295 Salado 3069 Rio Grande 2834
SW 9720 2235 SW 8718 3040 Ameristand 802S 2817
Cibola 2155 WL 530HQ 3027 SW 9628 2796
Cibola Inoc. X 4 2083 CG9 3023 Sedona 2602
HB8900 1948 HB8800 2896 Cibola Inoc. X 4 2384
Sedona 1820 Ameristand 802S 2862 Salado 2377
SW 8718 1706 Cibola Inoc. X 4 2684 SW 8718 2373
Salado 1685 HB8900 2667 HB8900 2307
Dura 843 1600 Dura 843 2434 Dura 843 2017
Average 2445 Average 3198 Average 2822

Statistical analysis can not be utilized when averaging these two demonstrations (Conventional and
No-til) due to a combination of two different treatments. The overall average is given only for

information purposes. Due to weed infestations on the second harvest, harvests with and without
weeds were made on several plots to more accurately provide visual yield estimates on about 50 % of
the plots that had high weed infestations due to reduced stand.
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GREEN FLATSEDGE CONTROL
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Green Flatsedge (Cyperus virens) is a perennial sedge that is overtaking large acreages of pasture
and rangeland in Victoria County. The purpose of this study is to evaluate various herbicides
and application rates for control of Green Flatsedge.

A heavily infested area of Green Flatsedge was treated with various rates of pasture and
experimental herbicides on June 9, 2006. Individual plot sizes were 10’ x 20° and each treatment
was replicated three times. The applications were made using a handheld CO; pressurized 10’
spray boom applied at 20 gallons of water/acre and 3 mph using 11003 DG Teelet tips. Dyne-A-
Pak spray adjuvant was used with all treatments at a rate of 1% by volume. The Green Flatsedge
was approximately 36” in height at treatment. Plots were evaluated at 30, 60, 90, and 141 days
after treatment.

Green Flatsedge Control

Percent Burndown Percent Kill
Plot Treatment Rate |7/8/2006 8/11/2006 9/8/2006 10/29/2006]10/29/2006
1 Permit 1 0Z/A 7 22 38 15 0
2 Permit 2 OZ/IA 10 27 37 40 2
3 Permit 3 OZ/A 7 28 43 37 0
4  Permit  10ZIA4 g 27 27 13 0
Dicamba 0.5 PT/A
5 Permit  10ZIAH 5, 33 35 28 0
Dicamba 1PT/A
6 Dicamba 0.5 PT/A 8 8 15 8 0
7 Dicamba 1PT/A 22 30 42 42 5
8 Untreated 0 0 0 0 0
9 Weedmaster 2 QT/A 78 92 92 96 78
10 Outrider 1 0Z/A 8 45 48 53 2
11 Outrider 1.5 OZ/A 10 37 42 60 2
12 Qutrider 2 OZ/A 8 28 40 60 2

Weedmaster at the 2 QT/A rate was the only treatment that showed significant control, with 96%
burndown and 78% Kkill at the last rating, 141 days after treatment. Weedmaster herbicide at this
rate costs $12.87/acre. All other treatments showed various percentages of burndown, but with
no acceptable percent kill. 1t should be noted that both Permit and Outrider are highly effective
on several other sedge species. Green Flatsedge can be controlled with conventional pasture
herbicides when applied at a high rate of product per acre. Further studies may reveal additional
herbicides which can provide equal or better control.
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SUMMARY:

With the extensive rains experienced in 2004, ranchers have noticed an increased
infestation of Green Flatsedge (cyperus virens). Green Flatsedge is a sedge that thrives in damp,
moist conditions and ultimately takes over rangeland and consequently, reduces grazable acres.
It was first noticed in Victoria County in 1994. Its distribution continues to grow across the area
causing havoc among the ranching community. If Green Flatsedge can successfully be controlled,
ranchers will experience a significant increase in forage availability and quality.

Our goal is by the fall of 2006, to have a better handle on fall versus spring treatments. At
the present, it appears Grazon P+D and Cimarron Max would be the products of choice for a fall
application. Weedmaster and Cimarron Max currently look the most promising as far as a spring
application is concerned.

Its interesting to note thatin 1998 a similar demonstration was conducted. Results showed
that 7 months following application Grazon P+D at 2 gt/ac yielded 95 percent control on shredded
stands and 80 percent on undisturbed stands. Weedmaster at 2 qt/ac followed closely at 94
percent (shredded) and 85 percent (undisturbed) respectively.

OBJECTIVE:
To evaluate various herbicide treatments and rates for their efficacy in controlling dense,
undisturbed stands of Green Flatsedge in rangeland.

MATERIALS and METHODS:

Five adjoining 2 acre plots of undisturbed green flatsedge were treated on September 24,
2004. 8004XR nozzles were used to apply 20 gallons of water per acre at 30 psi. Travel speed
at application was 4 mph. The following treatments are calculated on an acre basis.

Grazon P+D — 2 qt.

1 pt. Remedy + 1 pt. Tordon 22 K

Redeem — 3 pt.

Cimarron Max (2 qt. Weedmaster + 0.6 oz. Ally )
Surmount — 3 pt.





RESULTS and DISCUSSIONS:
Victoria County Data:
Table 1. Evaluation of various products for controlling Green Flatsedge. Stephen Diebel,

Cooperator, Victoria County, TX 2005.
Year 1 Year 2

Fall Evaluated 12/10/04 Evaluated
Treatments Rate/Ac 11/17/05

% Burnback % Kill % Kill
Grazon P+D 2 qt. 70 0 10
Remedy + 1 pt. Remedy 50 0 5
Tordon 22K 1 pt. Tordon 22K
Redeem 3 pt. 50 0 5
Cimarron Max 2 qt. Weedmaster 50 0 70

0.6 oz Ally

Surmount 3 pt. 30 0 5

Two-and-one-half months after treatment all plots showed initial signs of burnback. It was
very difficult to determine percent kill at that time so after discussing my observations with Dr.
Wayne Hanselka, Extension Range Specialist, we decided to look at the treatments one year after
application to get the best and most accurate assessment of what was happening. Consequently,
14 months later he and | evaluated the plots. The only treatment that yielded measurable results
was Cimarron Max (70 percent control). The other treatments showed little to no results. Again,
these treatments were on large (3-4 feet tall), dense, undisturbed stands of green flatsedge.

Jackson County Date:

In northern Jackson County, these same treatments were applied to shredded stands as
well as undisturbed stands of green flatsedge in September 2004. The application was made 2 V2
weeks after shredding. On November 17, 2005 the plots were rated yielding the following results.
See Table 2.

Table 2. Evaluation of various products for controlling Green Flatsedge. Clarence Schomburg,
Cooperator, Ganado, TX, Jackson County, TX.

% Control

Fall Treatments Rate/Ac Shredded Undisturbed
Grazon P+D 2 qt. 98 60
Remedy + 1 pt. Remedy 50 20
Tordon 22K 1 pt. Tordon 22K

Redeem 3 pt. 50 20
Cimarron Max 2 qt. Weedmaster 98 75

0.6 oz Ally
Surmount 3 pt. 50 20






Obviously there is a substantial difference in efficacy of control on plants that have been
shredded. This could be due to more uniform plant coverage with a ground rig and better
translocation of chemical through fresh tender plant growth. The question still arises, is it better
to treat in the fall or spring? We still don’'t have a good answer, thus another series of treatments
were put out June 8, 2005 on thick undisturbed stands of green flatsedge adjacent to the
September 2004 treatments. The products and rates on an acre basis were:

1. Grazon P+D 2 qt.
2. Weedmaster 2 qt.
3. Redeem 2 qt.
4. Cimarron Max 2 qt.
5. Surmount 2 qt.
6. Pasture Guard 2 qgt.

The following table illustrates the chemical cost comparison between the fall and spring
treatments. See Table 3.

Table 3. Evaluation of various products for controlling Green Flatsedge. Spring Treatment results
for June 8, 2005 spraying. Stephen Diebel, Cooperator, Victoria County, TX 2005.

Year 1 Year 2
Spring Evaluated 11/17/05 | Evaluated 5/11/06
Treatments Rate/Ac % Kill % Kill
Grazon P+D 2 qgt. 60 60
Weedmaster 2 qgt. 75 80
Redeem 2 qt. 0 0
Cimarron Max 2 qgt. 75 65
Surmount 2 qgt. 0 0
Pasture Guard 2 qt. 0 0

It's interesting to note that 5 months after treatment, Grazon P+D, Weedmaster, and
Cimarron Max were the only treatments that showed results with Weedmaster and Cimarron Max
at 75% control. Nearly a year later, under drought conditions Weedmaster unquestionably did the
best job at 80% control.

In summary, Cimarron Max looks the best for a fall application while Weedmaster yielded
the highest results for a spring application. Additionally, results in 2005 from Jackson County
indicated that more control can be achieved if the plant is shredded and then sprayed. Grazon
P+D and Cimarron Max both yielded very high results at 98% control under these circumstances.
Treatments were applied 2 weeks after shredding.





Table 4. Cost comparison of chemical only on spring and fall treatments of Green Flatsedge.
Victoria County, TX.

Fall 2004 Treatments Spring 2005 Treatment

Cost Comparison (Chemical Only)

Treatment Rate/Ac Cost/Ac Treatment Rate/Ac | Cost/Ac

Grazon P+D 2 qt. $14.70 Grazon P+D 2 qt. $14.70

Remedy + Tordon 1 pt. $23.32 Weedmaster 2 qgt. $13.70

22K 1 pt.

Redeem 3 pt. $24.19 Redeem 2 qt. $32.25

Cimarron Max 2 gt. Weedmaster | $26.80 Cimarron Max 2 qt. $26.80
+ 0.6 oz Ally

Surmount 3 pt. $20.70 Surmount 2 qt. $27.60

Pasture Guard 2 qt. $26.50

Unquestionably, this is a challenging weed to control. Itis important to note that treatments
will likely need to be continual (year after year).
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Rangeland Weed Management With Herbicides
Cooperators: Gail Brady, Rick Abrahamson, Joe Ed Lynn
Sam Womble, Anthony Netardus, and Phillip Shackelford - County Extension
Agents in Victoria, DeWitt and Austin counties
Wayne Hanselka - Extension Range Specialist
Larry Falconer - Extension Economist

County Date Applied

Jim Wells County June 19, 2006
Victoria County June 28, 2006
DeWitt County June 29, 2006
Austin County June 29, 2006

Application - tractor w/boom sprayer

Plot Size - 20'x 170

Carrier - water + .25% Activator

Pressure - 25 psi

Treatments
Plots Herbicide Rates Cost / Acre
1. Ally 0.5 oz/ac $11.50
Glean 0.32 oz/ac $5.12
Tordon 2.0 oz/ac $1.52
$18.14
2. Ally 1.0 oz/ac $23.00
Glean 0.64 oz/ac $10.24
Tordon 4.0 oz/ac $3.04
$36.28
3. Ally 0.5 oz/ac $11.50
Glean 0.3 oz/ac $4.80
Milestone 1.5 oz/ac $3.71
$20.01
4. Ally 1.0 oz/ac $23.00
Glean 0.64 oz/ac $10.24
Milestone 1.5 oz/ac $3.71
$36.95
5. Milestone 3.0 oz/ac $7.41
6. Milestone 5.0 oz/ac $12.35
7. Forefront 1.5 pt/ac $9.57
8. Forefront 2.0 pt./ac $12.76
9. 2,4,-D 4 pt/ac $6.00
10. Grazon P+D 2 pt/ac $7.76

11. Grazon P+D 3 pt/ac $11.64





Victoria and DeWitt county plots were evaluated on Thursday, September 7™ approximately 9 weeks
post treatment.

Effect of Herbicide On Selected Weed Species

% Decrease In Population

Croton Western Annual
Ragweed Broomweed
Austin  Victoria Austin Victoria
County County X Austin Cty VictoriaCty x  County County X
Plot 1 100 100 100 95 75 85 100 75 88
2 100 100 100 95 75 85 100 80 90
3 100 100 100 100 85 93 100 50 75
4 100 100 100 85 98 92 100 85 93
5 100 70 85 100 100 100 100 100 100
6 90 70 80 90 90 90 100 100 100
7 100 70 85 90 98 94 100 100 100
8 100 100 100 100 95 98 100 100 100
9 100 100 100 100 98 99 100 25 63
10 100 100 100 100 90 95 100 98 99
11 100 98 99 100 100 100 100 100 100
Effects of Herbicides on Silverleaf Nightshade
% Topkill Mature Plants % Decrease In New Plants
Plot | Jim Wells County DeWitt County X Jim Wells County DeWitt County X
1 20 25 23 90 80 85
2 20 25 23 90 80 85
3 20 10 15 20 10 15
4 10 10 10 10 10 10
5 10 5 8 5 5 5
6 10 10 10 70 80 75
7 100 95 98 85 80 83
8 90 80 85 95 80 88
9 5 0 3 80 75 78
10 95 100 98 90 100 98
11 95 100 98 95 90 93

* Most had basal sprouts






