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Summary 
Tifton 85 was sprigged on 22 acres on the “Rokin M Ranch”. In order to compare the benefit of herbicide 
application to control weed competition a strip approximately 30’ X 100’ was roped off and left 
untreated. The remainder of the 22 acres was treated for weed control. 2,4-D was the herbicide used for 
control. Random samples were taken by counting weeds present within 1 sq. ft. in both the treated and 
untreated areas. The samples were replicated 3 times. Several producers were brought onsite 
throughout the process to participate in the demonstration. 

Objective 
The objective of this demonstration was to compare the results of treated forage versus untreated 
forage to eliminate weed competition. With the continuation of drought conditions across the state of 
Texas our livestock producers have an increased need for establishing drought tolerant forages. One 
such forage is the Bermuda variety Tifton-85. However, with the establishment and maintenance of a 
new forage crop comes the necessity of controlling weed competition in order to ensure not only the 
survival of the forage but also its optimal yield and sustainability. Tifton-85 has long been studied for its 
yield and drought tolerance. If properly maintained and established this forage can produce forage 
capable of sustaining livestock or producing hay even through drought conditions.  

Weed control on a newly established forage, whether sprigged or seeded, needs to be thoroughly 
planned out and carefully implemented to avoid the set back or even death of the new tender growth. 
In order to compare the benefit of weed control to reduce competition a 100’X30’ section was set apart 
for the purpose of demonstrating weed control through herbicide application.  Random 1 square foot 
samples were taken from both the treated and untreated areas. The entirety of the 22 acres with the 
exception of the 100’X30’ demonstration site was treated for weed competition.  

In this case Tifton-85 was sprigged in Late May on 22 acres. In most cases it is desirable when 
establishing new forage from sprigs or tops to also apply a pre-emergent herbicide to the site to reduce 
weed germination. A pre-emergent was not used by the cooperator in this case. However, after the 
Tifton-85 had begun to establish runners the cooperator did implement weed control by applying 1.5 
pints/acre of 2-4,D at 35 days after sprigging the site. The 100’X30’ section was not treated with any 
herbicide. This application did have good control of the weed competition but did not completely 
eliminate them. Weed competition counts were taken from both the treated and untreated areas by 
counting remaining viable weeds within a randomly selected sample site of 1 square foot from both the 
treated and untreated areas.  



 

 

Materials and Methods 
In response to the need for more drought tolerant forages Tifton-85 was sprigged on 22 acres of 
prepared soil for the purpose of grazing and haying livestock. The soil was prepared prior to sprigging by 
first implementing a glyphosate burn to existing grasses and weeds at the recommended label rate. It 
was then plowed and smoothed before the sprigs were planted. Planting date occurred on May 21st, 
2013. Weeds began to appear on the site. At 35 days from planting and with adequate moisture, 
runners had established enough to allow for an application of 2-4,D at a rate of 1.5 pints/acre.  
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The 100’X30’ demonstration section remained untreated in order to show and compare the benefit of 
treated versus untreated. Random samples were taken from both the treated and untreated areas by 
counting viable weeds within 1 square foot. This was replicated 3 times in each area.  
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Results and Discussion 
The results from the sample counts are in the table below. 

Sample Area Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3 Average weed 
count/sq.ft. 

Treated 0 1 0 0.333 

Non-treated 18 23 25 22 

% Reduction in 
Weed 
Competition 

   
98.49% 

 

The results were an average of 22 weeds/ sq. ft. in the untreated 100X30’ demonstration plot compared 
to an average of 0.333 weeds/ sq.ft. in the treated areas. This equates to a 98.49% reduction in weed 
competition in the treated areas. 

Conclusions 
The objective of this demonstration was met. Herbicide application on the Tifton-85 for the purpose of 
reducing weed competition was successfully demonstrated and reduced weed competition by 98.49% in 
the treated area. In future demonstrations and in establishing new sprigged varieties it would be 
beneficial to apply a pre-emergent herbicide 2 days prior to sprigging. This will greatly reduce the 
amount of weed germination at the beginning of the forages’ establishment. 
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