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Weed Control - March 30, 1981

Treatment lb /A London Rocket Annual grass*

SD 45328 .15 0 37

SD 45328 .2 0 68

Carbyne .37 0 87

Hoelon 1.25 7 95

Banvel .12 62 0

Banvel .25 78 0

Bromoxynil 1.0 100 0

Check 0 0

*At this date no attempt was made to differentiate between

wild oat and canarygrass. Most of the grass infestation

was canarygrass.

In this test:

1. Bromoxynil gave excellent control of London rocket. Banvel stunted the weeds but very

few were killed.

2. Hoelon and Carbyne severely reduced the growth of the annual grasses. SD 45328 gave poor

control of annual grass weeds.

3. Wheat was not affected by any treatment.

EVALUATION OF SELECTED RODENTICIDES FOR THE CONTROL OF THE COMMON VALLEY POCKET GOPHER (Thomomys Bottae)

IN ARIZONA

Barry Tickes, Agricultural Extension Agent, Yuma County; John Stair, Extension Wildlife & Range Special-
ist; Chris Frame, Extension Associate, Yuma County

Summary

The common valley pocket gopher (T. bottae) is a serious problem throughout Arizona. In addition

to consuming the succulent underground roots and some above ground portions of the plant, they create
major economic damage to harvest machinery, ditch banks and other water containment structures.

These solitaoy and anti -social pests build extensive horizontal tunnels and live almost entirely
underground. They possess strong and enlarged front teeth and claws and dig by pushing excess soil up
vertical shafts to form above ground mounds.

Gopher burrows have caused considerable problems on ditch banks in flood irrigated alfalfa fields
although the most severe problems that have been reported are in sprinkler irrigated sandy regions
where gopher mounds disrupt harvesting and cause extensive damage to harvest equipment.

Several control techniques have been tried with varying degrees of success. The location, degree

of infestation, irrigation technique and time of year are important considerations in planning a con-
trol program. Trapping, using the Macabee or California gopher box trap, hand baiting or fumigation
are effective techniques only when the infestation is light or the affected area is small. These con-

trol methods have been most effective in flood irrigated areas where the degree of infestation is gen-
erally lighter and more confined. Repellents have been found to be short lasting and ineffective in
alfalfa fields.
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The mechanical burrow builder has proven to be the most effective technique where the infestation

is high and covers a large area. This is a tractor drawn implement that constructs a subterranean art-

ificial burrow containing poison bait. Ideally, the artificial burrow will intercept existing burrow

systems. Gophers are naturally territorial and will explore these tunnels and hopefully find the poi-

son bait. It is only necessary to construct these burrows at 20 ft. intervals, depositing 1 to 2

pounds of bait per acre in the infested areas.

Objective

Many rodenticides are commercially available for the control of the common valley pocket gopher.

The relative efficacy of these materials is, in many cases, unknown. Gopher control demonstration

plots were established in two areas of Yuma County to accumulate this type of information.

Method

Practical problems have been encountered in trying to develop an accurate, rapid and reliable

method of sampling pocket gopher populations. One method of approximating population numbers by count-

ing new signs of activity, i.e. mounds and earth plugs, has been tried by other investigators with

varying degrees of success, (Reid, V. H. et al, 1966). This technique was used extensively by us on

the Yuma Mesa and found to be unreliable unless used with a very large number of observations.

Another method of sampling gopher populations involves probing and opening a hole in the subter-

ranean gopher tunnel or runway. The control index is, in this case, based upon the number of holes

left open or closed. This technique has proven to be more reliable and was used in the present study.

Two three -year old sprinkler irrigated alfalfa fields, located in sandy soil areas of Yuma County

were selected. Three one -acre plots (340 ft. x 128 ft.) were staked at both sites. Twenty randomly

selected burrow systems within each 1 acre plot were probed, opened, flagged and left open for 24 hours.

Those systems that were reclosed after this period were reopened, hand treated and closed. The Parker

plots were evaluated three days after treatment and the Yuma plots evaluated five days after treatment.

Evaluation consisted of reopening the treated system, returning 24 hours later and counting both re-

closed systems and the number of new mounds within a ten foot radius of the treated area. Control was

assumed only if the system was left open and no new mounds appeared within a ten foot radius of the

treated system.

Three rodenticides were used, one within each one acre plot. These were: 1) .5% strychnine

treated wheat (Cooke Laboratory Products, Gopher Probe Bait). Strychnine is a commonly used, fast act-

ing single dosage rodenticide. 2) .005% chlorophacinone treated wheat (Chempar Chemical Company, Rozol

Gopher Bait). Chlorophacinone is a multiple dose, anticoagulant rodenticide. 3) 2% zinc phosphide

pellets (Bell Laboratories, Inc., ZP Bait). Zinc Phosphide is a single dosage, gray -black powder that

has a strong, pungent garlic -like odor that seems to attract rodents. When this compound comes into
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contact with dilute acids in the stomach, phosphine (PH3) is released to cause death.

TABLE 1: GOPHER CONTROL DEMONSTRATION PLOTS
Quail Mesa North - Parker, Arizona

Treated- 5/5/81 - Evaluated: 5/8/81

.005% Chlorophacinone
Wheat (Rozol)
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TABLE 2: GOPHER CONTROL DEMONSTRATION PLOTS
T -L Irrigation Farms - Yuma, Arizona

Treated: 5/6/81 - Evaluated: 5/11/81

.005% Chlorophacinone
Wheat (Rozol)
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Results

Results are as yet preliminary and inconclusive due to the limited number of test plots establish-

ed. It is possible, however, to draw the following conclusions from the results presented in Tables 1

and 2.

The multiple dose anticoagulant produced unacceptable results with 11 and 30 percent control.

Multiple dosage anticoagulants must be consumed several times over a period of days. Several feedings

are necessary over a period of 10 days with no more than a 48 hour interval between bait consumption.

It appears that well established alfalfa fields offer too much competition to this bait.

Strychnine, he quickest acting of the commonly used rodenticides, produced acceptable results with
66 and 55 percent control. Strychnine sometimes produces variable results depending upon the condition

of the gophers stomach. This toxicant is apparently more effective if the animal has not been recently

fed and has an empty stomach. The success of this bait is enhanced if its characteristic bitter taste

and slight odor can be masked.

Zinc Phosphide produced good results with 85 and 70 percent control. The characteristic garlic -

like odor of this toxicant appears to attract gophers and account for its greater acceptability. This

material is currently restricted to non -crop areas.

COMBINE HARVESTING SORGHUM

Walter W. Hinz, Extension Agricultural Engineer and Robert E. Dennis, Extension Agronomist

Summary

Arizona growers have a reputation for producing sorghum grain of high quality. Kernels are plump,

full and foreign material is usually at a minimum. Sorghum containing excessive stalks and leaves has
a marketing problem, does not store well, and is unsatisfactory for use in cooked rations. Trash

accumulates in the storage pile or bin, forming barriers to the free movement of air. Moisture

collects in the trash causing grain to mold. Cooked grain with excessive amounts of trash sours after
processing.

Sorghum is harvested in Arizona with self -propelled combine harvesters. Modern self -propelled

combines are operated by one man and can do an excellent job of harvesting under a wide variety of
conditions. Yield losses in combining and trashy grain will result in reduced profits. Both of these

problems are caused by improper combine adjustments or improper combine operation. Equipment

adjustments must be made by the combine operator as he monitors the threshing operation. He must

decide if the losses that are occurring are acceptable.

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

Proper Combine Operation

The experienced combine operator uses a number of checks to tell him if his combine is performing
properly.

(1) How much grain is being lost during the operation and what are the causes? If the operator knows
the causes, he can decide if losses can be reduced and the adjustments to make.

(2) How much cracked grain is evident?

(3) How much trash is being found in the tank?

(4) Is straw being broken up excessively?

Harvest Losses

Seed losses may occur at the header, at the cylinder, at the straw walker or at the shoe.

Losses at the header may be due to grain heads too low for the cutterbar, heads knocked to the
ground by the reel, heads missed because of improper reel adjustment and heads shattered because of
improper setting and speed of reel.
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