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Tactics in italics target the weed seed bank rather than in-season 2 Assumes timely planting (by October 15 for small grains, by October 1 for legumes, and  ° Ratings based on seedling emergence after cover crop termination.
management. by Sept 15 for rad|sh), att.a|r.1|ng at least 6,000 Ib? of .blomass per acre at termination, ¢ Ratings based on first season following moldboard plow/inversion tillage only.
and cash crop planting within 2 weeks after termination. , T i )
* Crop rotation based on the impact of planting date altering crop architecture only - not 3 No-till is defined as the base system and ratings within tillage/cultivation are relative to Spring tilage prior to planting.
other weed control strategies associated with different crops. Continuous monoculture this. 8 Ratings based on spread of weed from field to field, not within a field.
Is the base system; ratings within crop rotation are based relative to this. 4 Assumes effective herbicide use. Please consult the Mid-Atlantic Field Crop Weed ° Ratings based on effects of residual herbicide, not burndown.
Management Guide.
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Tactics in italics target the weed seed bank rather than in-season management. 3 No-till is defined as the base system and ratings within tillage/cultivation are relative to this. 9 Harvest weed seed control with a grain head; do not use ratings for corn grain harvest.
4 H el id- 1 H H 10 H

1" Crop rotation based on the impact of planting date altering crop architecture only - not other weed control Assumes effective herbicide use. Please consult the Mid-Atlantic Field Crop Weed Management Guide. Implemented approximately 2 to 3 weeks after harvest.

strategies associated with different crops. Continuous monoculture is the base system; ratings within crop 5 Ratings based on seedling emergence after cover crop termination. " Ratings based on spread of weed from field to field, not within a field.

rotation are based relative to this. ¢ Ratings based on first season following moldboard plow/inversion tillage only. 12 Fyll season burndown (not double crop soybean burndown timing).
? Assumes timely planting (by October 15 for small grains, by October 1 for legumes, and by Sept 15 for radish), 7 gpring tillage prior to planting. 13 Ratings based on effects of residual herbicide, not burndown.

attaining at least 6,000 Ibs of biomass per acre at termination, and cash crop planting within 2 weeks after ) . . )

termination. 8 Planted 2 to 3 weeks earlier than a typical planting date for the region.

Efficacy ratings of weed management tactics in the mid-Atlantic region Authors
_ _ . . Michael Flessner, Virginia Tech Claudio Rubione, University of
Detrimental: this tactic may increase weed problems by Good: .’[!‘lIS tactic consistently reduces weed density and Kevin Bamber, Virginia Tech Delaware
spreading propagules or increasing density competitiveness Thierry Besancon, Rutgers University -oVreet Shergill, (formerly) University
N No effect: this tactic will not impact management of this Excellent: this tactic significantly reduces weed density and Rakesh Chandran, West Virginia of"DeIa\.Nare -
weed minimizes competitiveness University Vijay Singh, Virginia Tech
; s Mark VanGessel, University of
. L . . T H , VvV Tech 2
P Poor: this tactic will marginally reduce weed density Not applicable /LR |rg|n|.a e(_; Delaware
Quintin Johnson, University of , _
. . ) ) ) Delaware Kurt Vollmer, University of Maryland
Fair: this tactic will moderately reduce weed density and may T =
reduce competitiveness Dwight Lingenfelter, Penn State John Wallace, Penn State

UNIVERSITY OF DELAWARE
1)

COOPERATIVE 4 PennState Extension WestVlfgiIﬂaUrliVEI’SiLy

EXTENSION

r }:I:’rg|pne|?atlve UNIV Fﬁ TY OF ];QJTGERS

EXtenSIon . E XTEN SI ON TOI;EN.‘E';U.RIERUSI':IYVERSITY

Virginia Tech. « Virginia State University

Virginia Cooperative Extension is a partnership of Virginia Tech, Virginia State University, the U.S. Department of Agriculture, and local governments. Its programs and employment are open to all, regardless of age, color, disability, sex (including 12/2023 SPES-268NP
pregnancy), gender, gender identity, gender expression, national origin, political affiliation, race, religion, sexual orientation, genetic information, military status, or any other basis protected by law. (SPES 570NP A)



