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INCORPOIATED
WILMINGTON 98, DELAWARE

INDUSTRIAL AND BIOCHEMICALS DEPARTMENT

April 8, 1965

Dr. R. P. Upchurch (3)
Associate Professor
North Carolina State College
Raleigh, North Carolina

Dear Dr. Upchurch:

Confirming your discussions and correspondence
with R. Sutton and J. K. Reynolds, we wish to offer a
Grant-in-Aid of $1500 to assist your program in the evalu-
ation of various herbicide combinations and method of
application. We are in agreement with your proposed pro-
gram as described in your March 8 and March 22,1965
letters to Jim Reynolds.

This grant is offered with the understanding that
if results of the investigation are published, we will be
furnished a copy at least ten days in advance of publication.

‘ If acceptable, will you kindly have the original
and one copy of this letter signed and returned to us, follow-
ing which we will forward our check to you.

Sincerely,

[Carlson Manager
Product Development

JKR:fmv

I. G. Agricultural taperiass: statics

DunntmrsilumaumhAccepted: 1 _: .
North Carolina State College

BETTER THINGS FOR BETTER LIVING. .THROUGH CHEMISTRYW”an.n. m.I.





Olfice of the Director of Research.
North Carolina Agricultural Experiment Station

MEMORANDUM

TO Paul H . Harvey
ATTACHED PAPERS

Attached is one Thermo—fax copy of renewal from DuPont Please 11°“ and “tum. . . . . Please note do not return.su ortln Dr. R. P. U church's 3011 reeldue work. ’Pp. g p ___File.
We are returning the original and one signed copy _F°ry°urmf°rman°n'
to Dr . Upchurch for transmittal to Dupont . F°r your records‘Hold for conference.

Speak to me concerning.
__Please handle.

Please answer.
Note opinion and return.

__Needs your signature.
Please give me all data.

Signed- %%%W/q_
Date April 9, 1964
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Dr. I. P. Upohuroh (3)
Aeeoeiete.Profeeeor r
lbrth Geroline Stete College ’
Releigh, North Ceroline

\ .

neer'flr.jupohmroh:(

‘ Ie ere very Inch intereeted in your propoeed plene to;
continue to oerry out e progren to inveetieete the biolosioel
efficieno end eooocieted reoroppine poeeibilitiee tron epplioe-
tione or rnex' BL diuron weed killer, “Ker-ex” diuron weed
killer (wetteble powder), end.'Lorox' linuron weed killer on
cotton -- the letter two with end without enrteotente. .

‘ In line with the ebowe, we wieh to offer North Oeroline
Stet. College e Orent-in-Aid for $2,900.00 in pertiel eupport.ot
thiefifwoerel. It ie intended thet this fund will eid in'ooverine
niece leneone expeneee.1nvolved.in field triele for one yeer. hi
great-for the oontinuetion of thie work in 1965 will be reviewed
et the end or 196h.

' _ It 1e eleo underetood thet if reeulte of the inveetice-
tiene ere publiehed, we will be tnrniehed e can! et leeet ten deye.
iniedwenoe or publication. ' . ,

fix: eooepteble, will you kindly hewe the originel end one' ‘fr .._ gly‘ggwggi. lotto elened .ee eooepted end returned to no itollaw'‘ “313 which we will orwerd our oheok to you. ’
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A. I. Cerleon

leech-w ' _ Jelee leneger, Biocheeioele

u.o. Anxioulourel Emperiuent Stetion
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Proposed Herbicide Residue Study
No Co Agricultural Experiment Station

February 26, 1962

Objectives:

1. To Establish the Influence or Lack of Influence of Selected COtton weed
Control Treatments on the Yield and Quality of Crops Grown in.Rotation
with Cottono

2.3 To Establish the Pattern of Diuron Persistence in Soil with Respect to
Timeo

Proposed Location: Upper Coastal Plain Research Station, Rocky Mount, N. C.

Soil types: Two, one representing the sandy loam soils of the Coastal Plains
(Norfolk) and one representing the heavier darker soils (yet a soil on which
tobacco could be grown)o

Test Crops: For objective 1: tobacco, corn, peanuts, small grain, cotton;
For objective 2: soybeans

Herbicide Treatments (all to be applied on a broadcast basis).

For objective 1: (l) l lb/A diuron1 Pre—emergence + 006 lb/A diuron2 Lay-by
(2) l lb/A diuronl Pre—emergence + 102 lbIAdiuron2 Lay-by
(3) l lb/A diuron Pre-emergence + 102 lb/A Iinuron Lay-by
(4) Check

'For objective 2: (l) 000 lb/A diuronl Pre-emergence + 000 lb/A diurong Lay—by
(2) 000 1b/A diuronl Pre—emergence + O°6 lb/A diuron Lay-by
(3) 000 lb/A diuroni Prenemergence + 192 lb/A diurong Lay-by
(4) 000 lb/A diuron1 Pre-emergence + 204 1b/A diuron2 Lay-by
(5) 100 lb/A diuron Prememergence + 0.0 lb/A diuron Lay—by
(6) 100 lb/A diuron1 Pre-emergence + 096 lb/A diuron2 Lay-by
(7) 100 lb/A diuron1 Preuemergence + 102 lb/A diuron2 Lay-by
(8) 190 lb/A diuronl Pre-emergence + 204 lb/Adiuron2 Lay-by

l/ Use "Karmex DL”
2] Use "KarmeX diuron herbicide” + wetting agent
g] Use "Lorox" + wetting agent

Experimental Lay—Out

Plot Size: 6' x 203 for objective 1; 18' x 20' for objective 2

Size of Herbicide Treatment blocks
For objective 1: 30“ X 20” (Five crops x 6' = 30')
For objective 2: 18' x 205

Borders: 15’ between blocks at end of rows; 6' (two soybean rows) between herbicide
treatments for objective lo

Replications: For objective 1: Sixo For objective 2: Fiveo

Area Required: Approximately 300 acres for each soil typeo
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Treatment Systems: Two

System One: Herbicide treatments to be applied to cotton in 1962 and 19649
Test crops to be grown in 1963 and 19650

System Two: Herbicide treatments to be applied to cotton in 1962, 1963 and
19645 Test crops to be grown in 19650

Total NUmber of test plots (including both soil types)

1962 1963 1964‘ 1965
Tobacco O 48 O 96
Corn 0 48 O 96
Peanuts 0 48 O 96
Small Grain O 48 0 96
Cotton 0 48 O 96
Soybeans O 80 O 160

Data to be recordeda

For objective 1: crop yield, crop quality, crop vigor, crop symptoms

For objective 2: same as for 1 plus information at'3 month intervals on the
level of herbicide percent in the soil based on chemical
analysis and bioassays using soils from 0—4” and 4-12”
depths (160 assays and 160 analyses per 3 month period)

Crop Varities Approximate Planting or Transplanting Date

Tobacco — NC 95 May 7
Corn - Dixie 82 -May 1
Peanuts — NC 2 May 1
Wheat — Wakeland October 20
Cotton - Coker 100 A may 1
Soybeans - Lee May 1

Production Practices: During the years of herbicide treatment the cotton herbi-
cides would be supplemented with hoeing and cultivation
as necessary to control weeds. In the years of the test
crops no herbicides would be used but clean plots would
be maintained by conventional_hoeing and cultivation.
Other production practices would be those practices
(fertilization, insect control, etc.) required for good
productiono

Proposed Responsibility

Agricultural Experiment Station

0 Provide and supervise application of herbicidesn
Lay out plots
Provide tractor
Supervise harvests (except for tobacco) ’

0 Take soil samples and run chemical analysis and bioassaysm—F‘UJNI-J

e
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Research Station:

0

O
waI—I

Comment

Provide all supplies except herbicides
Provide labor for planting, growing and harvesting the crops“
Supervise harvest and curing of tobacco plots
Supervise production of crops

on Plot Technique

In order to have the number of replications necessary for detecting the small
differences in crop yield which are of interest, two row plots without
borders are being used for objective 10 Both rows will be harVested° The
yield of these rows will undoubtedly be influenced by the adjacent two rows
of a different crop, but the assumption here will be that the same influence
will be exerted in the check plotc The difference between the performance
of the check plot and the plot having previously received herbicide is the
critical information desirede


