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SOUTH AFRICAN SUGAR INDUSTRY AGRONOMISTS’ ASSOCIATION

CODE: N26 x Ripening 76/02/Sw/Ubo ‘S’
JCat. No. : 2186

CHEMICAL RIPENING OF N26 WITH ETHREL AND FUSILADE SUPER

1. PARTICULARS OF PROJECT

This crop 3" ratoon

Site . Ubombo Sugar

Field : Hollander North

Region Northern Irrigated (Swd)
Soil Set D8

Design Randomized blocks, 5 reps
Variety : N26

Plot size 5rows x 1.5m x 10m (gross)

3rows x 1.5m x 8m (net)

Age . 10.7 months

Dates 1 29/9/01 - 20/8/02
Irrigation Fully irrigated (furrow)
Fertilizer : N P K
kefha 160 0 200

Ripener application details:

Date Age(m) Weeks Purity®%

Ethrel 16/4/02 6.5 17.9 8l
Fusilade 21/5/02 7.7 13.0 80

2. OBJECTIVE

. To determine the response of variety N262 to Ethrel and Fusilade Super applied either

alone or as a combination treatment

3. TREATMENTS

Control

0o 1 U s ) B e

Ethrel 1.5 1/ha 18 weeks pre-harvest

Ethrel 1.5 I/ha at 18 weeks + Fusilade 0.2 'ha 13 weeks pre harvest
Fusilade Super. 0.2 I/ha 13 weeks pre harvest

Ethrel 1.5 I/ha at 18 weeks + Fusilade 0.3 I/ha 13 weeks pre harvest
Fusilade Super 0.3 /ha 13 weeks pre harvest

Ethrel 1.5 i/ha at 18 weeks + Fusilade S. 0.45 1/ha 13 weeks pre harvest
Fusilade Super 0.45 l/ha 13 weeks pre harvest

Ethrel and Fusilade were applied with a CO; constant pressure knapsack spraver and a hand held
T' boom fitted with two TK 1.5 flood nozzles, delivering £ 52 1/ha over a swath width of 6m at

200kPa.

4. SAMPLING PROCEDURE

Groups of 4 stalks were taken from the net plot rows in a systematic manner on each sampling
occasion to give a total of 16 stalks per plot. On subsequent occasions, sampling started one
pace further into the plot and the same sequence of sampling was followed.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Sample data
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Juice purity averaged 81% when Ethrel was appliéd in Apnil and 90% when Fusilade was
applied in May. The cane was too mature 10 expect a strong ripening response (Appendix I,

Figure 1).

Figure 1: Sample data (see notes)

Cane fresh weight (g/stalk}

95 -
92 4
89 4
86 4

834 -.

Purity % cane

132 50 5.3 3.1

Weeks before harvest

80

132 90 53 3.1

Weeks before harvest

Sucrose % cane

182 132 9.0 55 31

Weeks pefore harvest

Sucrose weight (g/stalk)

18.2

3.2 9.0 53 3]

Weeks before harvest

Sucrose % dm

9.0

13.2

5.3

Weeks before harvest

C —0—El.5 —a—E+F —x—-FJ‘

Notes: F = mean of all Fusilade ireatments
E+F = mean of all Ethre] plus Fusilade treatments

There were small but statistically significant increases in sucrose % cane and erc % cane (cane

quality) at harvest, in response to ripener treatments,

The most effective treatments were

Fusilade applied alone or with Ethrel, with no discernable difference among treatment rates.
Ethrel alone did not significantly increase cane quality, indjcating that improvements seen in the
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combination treatments were due to Fusilade. Treatments had no significant effect on stalk
weight, mass of sucrose or erc per stalk, or on sucrose % dry matter.

Stalk mass measurements indicated poor uniformity at the trial site and although CVs were
generally low, this may have affected the accuracy of results. It should also be noted that the
trial was harvested at the very end of the period in which a response to early season ripeners is
normally expected. Furthermore, stalk moisture content was low throughout the spray to
harvest interval, suggesting that the crop was under dry-off and not suitable for ripener
application.

5.2 Harvest data

Treatments had no statistically significant effect on cane yield (Table 1). Improvements in
sucrose and erc % cane were significant in most treatments where Fusilade was applied but the
response to Ethrel alone was insignificant (see above).

Ripeners did not significantly increase yields of sucrose or erc.

Table 1: VYield and quality at harvest

Treatment Tc/ha Purity | Motst % ! S%c* { Tstha* § Erc%e | Terc/ha
Control §7.2 94.0 69.8 17.0 149 159 [3.9
Ethrel 1.5 Vha @ 18w 895 94.1 69.6 17.3 155 16.2 14.5
Ethrel 1.5 Vha + Fusilade 0.2 Vha @ 13w §2.2 94,2 69.8 174 144 1 163 13.5
Fusilade 0.2 I'ha @ 15w 815 939 69.5 11.7 14.4 16.5 135
Ethrel 1.5 ¥/ha + Fusitade 0.3 I'ha @ 13w 74.3 93,7 70.0 17.6 13.1 16.4 12.2
Fusilade 0.3 Vha @ 13w 88.1 94.1 68.9 17.9 15.8 16.8 14.8
Ethrel 1.5 l/ha + Fusilade 0.45 I/ha @ 13w 85.3 93.9 70.1 17.9 15.3 16.7 143
Fusilade 0.45 lha @ 13w 77,1 94.3 69.3 179 138 ! 16.8 12.9
Mean s e T ese e i T IeS T ]
LSD {(P=0.05) NS NS NS 06 NS 0.6 NS
LS {P=0.01) - - - NS - NS -
ol 7 e R 67 v o) A I 3T ey 27TV

* = Sucrose measured as pol

6 CONCLUSIONS

. The results show that the quality of relatively mature N26 can be increased significantly
with Fusilade.
. Sucrose sample data indicated that the crop and the trial site were not in a suitable

condition for chemical ripening. Future trials should be conducted at a more uniform site
and harvested earlier in the season.

. There were no statistical differences amongst yields of sucrose or erc.

DZ/DB
11/04/2003
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7 APPENDICES

Appendix 1: Sample data
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Cane fresh weight (g/ stalk) Date of sample (weeks before harvest) Iner,
Treatment 15 Apr. (18.2){ 20 May (13.2)[ 19 Jun, (9.0) | 15Jul. (53.3) | 30Juwl.(3.1) | 21 Aup. (0) | 0-14.8 wks

Canirol 741 fol 876 894 974 861 120
Ethrel 1.5 1/ha g0 18w 703 813 918 949 930 836 133
Ethrel 1.5 I/ha + Fusitade 0.2 1'ha @ 13w £91 943 £83 o 1017 824 133
Fusilade 0.2 ha @ 13w 678 842 953 906 901 g19 141
Ethrel 1.5 ha + Fusilade 0.3 Vha @ 13w 708 919 908 870 874 166
Fusilade 0.3 Vha @ 13w 796 §70 914 932 858 62
Ethrel 1.5 Vha + Fusilade (.45 1ha @ 13w 705 834 999 963 903 198
Fusilade 0.45 Lha @ 13w 708 673 842 941 853 145
A i e Baq [T 911 ] T CEX I R 377777
RO o Y (o5 A R T~ & TR A NS 7] WS N§TTTTTTTTTTTTT
LSD (P=0.01) - NS . R B N
I R N A X i g A S
Moisture % cane

Contro! 73.8 723 711 69.9 69.5 69.8 -4

Ethrel 1.5 I/ha @ 18w 738 72.6 715 1.8 69.9 69.6 -4
Ethrel 1.5 Lha + Fusilade 0.2 Vha @ 13w 74.2 725 71.4 0.7 69.9 59.8 -4
Fusilade 0.2 Vha @ 13w 73.8 72.4 70.5 69.4 69.0 69.5 -4

Ethrel 1.5 l/ha + Fusilade 0.3 Vha @ 13w 73.5 72.2 70.8 70.0 69.8 70.0 -4
Fusilade 0.3 I/ha @ 13w 74.4 718 70.6 70.0 69.] 68.9 -6

Ethre! 1.5 Itha + Fusilade 0.45 I/ha @ 13w 74.2 729 7t.4 0.4 703 701 -4

Mean

LD P=D0Sy T T

LSD (P=0.01}

Vel T

Cane dry weight (g/ stalk)

Control 194 238 253 270 298 258 65
Ethrel 1.5 Vha @ 18w 185 223 26] 77 280 254 69
Ethrel 1.5 Iha + Fusilads 0.2 Vha @ | 3w 178 259 252 290 306 248 70
Fusitade 0.2 tha @ 13w 178 232 281 276 79 250 72
Etbrel 1.5 1ha + Fusilade 0.3 iha @ 13w 188 256 265 235 263 363 73
Fusilade 0.3 Vha @ 13w 204 245 259 269 188 267 LE]
Ethrel 1.3 Vha + Fusilade 0.45 VVha & 13w 182 226 286 282 285 270 88
Fusade 0asiha@ 3w | e | 8| 23 | 2 |28 | 2@ | 76 |
Mean 187 233 264 270 286 259 72
LD P=0Gs) T T T T T NS T 7 I NSNS T T [ RSP

. 31 . - -

o N 7aTTT FER A Y R 12577 765 T[T (L




MN26 x Ripening 76/02/Sw/Ubo

Appendix 1: Sample data (cont.)
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Purity % cane N Date of sample {weeks before harvest) * lner.
Treatment 15 Apr. (18.2)}| 20 Mav (13.2)] 19 Jun. (9.00 ) 15 Jul. (5.3) | 30Jul (3.1} | 27 Aug, () |14.1 - O weeks
Contro) 816 90.2 92.9 93.4 94.0 94.0 2.4
Ethrel 1.5 Vha @ 18w B0 892 932 94.1 94.1 94.1 131
Ethrel 1.5 Vha + Fusilade 0.2 1ha @@ 13w 79.8 BG5S 93.3 919 94.4 942 14,4
Fusilade 0.2 Iha @@ 13w Bl.4 90.2 913 93.9 4.4 9319 12.5
Ethrel 1.5 Vha + Fusilade 0.3 /ha @ 13w 811 8.3 93.4 93.9 949 93.7 i2.6
Fusilade 0.3 I/ha @@ 13w 829 0.3 93.1 93.8 94.2 04.1 It.2
Ethrel 1.5 Yha + Fusilade (.45 Iha @ 13w 81.0 89.0 93.6 24.0 54,4 93.9 12.9
Fusitade 0.43 Vha @ 13w §2.5 85.0 93.1 935 94.2 943 11.8
L e gra T 37 I - 3 S % ¥ R I 9437 dap T 17677
S Y75 A SR 1% A B N§TUU[TT7T NSNS TTTTTTNS T N§ T[T
LSD (P=0.01) NS - - - -
e I I N 147777 05 1T g5 7T L R T SRR
Suerose % cane®
Control 13.3 15.8 16.8 174 18.0 17.0 4
Ethrel 1.5 1/ha @ [ Bw 13.0 15.6 16.8 17.7 17.9 £7.3 4
Ethrel 1.5 Iha + Fusilade 0.2 I/ha @@ 13w 12.7 153 17.1 18.1 18.4 17.4 5
Fusilade 0.2 ha @ 13w 13.1 154 17.4 18.2 18,7 177 5
Ethrel 1.5 Ina + Fusilade 0.3 I/ha @ 13w 13.1 15.4 16.8 18.2 18.7 17.6 5
Fusilade 0.3 Vha @ 13w 13.5 15.7 17.0 17.8 18.3 17.9 4
Ethrel 1.5 Uha + Fusilade 0.45 /ha @ 3w 13.1 15.6 17.3 i8.2 183 17.9 5
Fushde 045 ha@ 13w Loma ] 156 |6 ] ve .. CEI SULEE N S S
Mean 131 15.6 17.0 17.9 18.4 17.6 4 )
2o i) L5 AR SRR 1 S NI NS I - R/ S Y- S
‘I:.S.]‘D_(?_'O.Gl) - - N5 NS
S EX R = T 51T 7T NI I D
Erc % cane
Control 1.3 14.4 15.6 16.2 6.9 159 5
Ethrel 1.5 Vha @ 18w 110 14.2 15,6 16.6 16.8 16.2 5
Ethrel 1.5 Uha + Fusilade 0.2 ha @) 13w 10.6 13.9 159 16.9 17.3 16.3 6
Fusilade 0.2 Vha @ 13w 1.1 14.1 16.3 17.0 17.5 16.5 5
Ethrel 1.5 V/ha + Fusilade 0.3 /ha @ 13w 11.1 14.0 15.6 17.1 17.6 16.4 5
Fusilade 0.3 VVha @ 13w 11.6 14.3 15.8 16.6 17.2 16.8 5
Ethrel §.5 Vha + Fusilade 0.45 I/ha @ 13w 15 14,1 i6.2 17.0 17.2 16.7 [
Fustlade DAS VR @3N e e PRSP UL S 158 1. 87 ] LKA S 68 R
Mean 11.2 14.1 158 16.8 17.2 16.5 5
LSD(P=D05)y T TS N§TTTTTTT - S-S R SV SN (Y-S
LSD (P=0.01} - - - - N§ NS
e A EX O A 2377771 29 77T AR T

* = Sucrose measured as pol



N26 x Ripening 76/02/Sw/lUbo

Appendix 1: Sample data (cont.)
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Sucrose weight (g/stalk)” Date of sample (weeks before harvest) Iner.
. Treatment 15 Apr. {18.2)[ 20 May (13.2)] 19 Jun. (9.0) | 15)ul. (5.3) | 20 Jul. (3.1} { 21 Aug. (0} J14.] - 0 weeks|
Contro} 98.8 135.9 147.0 155.0 175.5 146.4 41.6
Ethrel 1.5 1/ha (@ 18w 9L.6 126.5 154.2 168.5 166.6 144.9 533
Ethrel 1.5 Iha + Fusilade 0.2 Vha @ 13w 811 1443 t51.2 178.8 187.3 144.0 363
Fusitade 0.2 l/ha @ 13w §8.9 130.2 165.4 164.6 168.1 145.0 36.1
Ethre] 1.5 Iha + Fusilade 0.3 1ha @ 13w 929 t4t.6 152.5 143.0 163.1 134 61.2
Fusilade 0.3 I/ha @ 13w 1082 il6.4 155.2 159.1 170.5 1539 457
Ethrel 1.5 Vha + Fusilade 0.45 Vha @ 13w 920 1299 172.7 173.9 176.1 161.3 69.3
Fusilade 0.45 Iha @ 13w 4.4 104.4 142.4 152.4 1733 153.0 58.6
L a3 T[T K2R DR T AT I 1819 1726 7 150377777 5607 ]
BB 5 XL R N B o[ -3 . NS X R [\
_]:.S_E_) {P=0.01) - NS - - T T
s N X I iV I R N R T |
Erc weight (a/stalk)
Control 84.1 124.0 136.6 144.3 164.2 136.8 32.7
Ethrel 1.5 iha @ 18w 774 1150 143.6 157.9 156.1 135.5 58
Ethrel 1.5 V/ha + Fusilade 0.2 Vha @ 13w 73.4 131.0 141.0 167.5 £75.9 134.8 61.4
Fusilade 0.2 Vha @ 13w 75.5 118.7 154.5 154.0 157.7 135.5 60.0
Ethrel 1.5 Iha + Fusilade 0.3 l/ha @ 13w 78.6 1283 142.0 133. 153.7 1439 65.3
Fusilade 0.2 Vha @ 13w 93.4 124.6 1443 148.8 £59.8 144.1 50.7
Ethrel 1.5 Vha + Fusilade (.45 I/ha 48 13w 77.8 117.7 161.3 162.8 165.2 1309 734

LSD (P=0.05) N§

LSD (P=0.01) . : Ne P U
S T S KX 23 TN 124 158 H7 T 1
Suc % dry weight*

Conrol 50.8 572 58 577 39.1 564 5.6
Ethrel 1.5 Vha @ 18w 49.6 56.9 59.0 60.8 59.5 57.1 7.5

. Ethrel 1.5 Vha + Fusilade 0.2 /ha @ 13w 49.1 55.7 59.8 618 61.3 57.9 83
Fusilade 0.2 1/ha @ 13w 50.1 56.0 59.1 59.6 60.3 58.0 79
Ethrel 1.5 Lhia + Fusilade 0.3 i @ i 5w 49.5 35.4 57.6 60.8 61.9 58.6 9.1
Fusilade 0.3 Vha @ 13w 529 55.7 57.7 59.3 59.5 57.7 48
Ethrel 1.5 Lha + Fusilade 0.45 Vs @ 13w 50.7 57.5 60.4 61.5 61.7 59.9 9.2

Fusilage 0.45 Vhe @ 13w 1. 508 IF 58.6 s91 4 60.2 585 | %

Men sea LT LTI S B i 1 so.a S0 I
L&B(p=00) "~ 777 NS NS NSNS NSNS 1

LSO (P=0.01) . R y Y ORI 1
[ I T S % YT 33 EX R - X0

* = Sucrose measured as pol

Appendix 2: Growth measurements at various ages
Population (* 000/ha) Height {cm to TVD}
Treatment Apr. Jun. Jul. Apr. Jun. Jul.
(6.5m) (8.4m) (10.2m) (6.5m) (8.4m) (10.2m)

Control - g9 77 68 184 218 218
Ethrel 1.5 Vha @ 18w 85 75 66 190 220 219
Ethrel 1.5 l/ha + Fusilade 0.2 Vha @ 13w 95 75 67 181 215 216
Fusilade 0.2 Vhe @ 13w 90 78 68 184 207 214
Ethrel 1.5 Vha + Fusilade 0.3 I'ha @ 13w 83 74 69 177 199 198
Fusilade 0.3 I/ha (@ 13w 85 74 67 187 221 222
Ethrel 1.5 Vha + Fusilade 0.45 1/ha @ 13w 100 79 64 183 245 207
Fusilade 0.45 l/ha (@ 13w 88 78 77 18] 208 205

Mean e e e i s T a1 ]

LSDP=005) il NS .. NS NS NS NS NS
CV (%) 13.2 6.6 13.9 3¢ 7.3 8.3




