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REDUCI NG PESTICIDE COSTS 

W.J.Watson, Kilmarnock, Boggabri, N.S.W. 

Reducing the costs of pest managem~nt may be looked 
at in two ways. These are th~ actual reduction of chemical 
costs which must be balanced against the n e ed to maintain 
or enhance yield. Any discuss ion of cost saving must admit 
that it is the gross margi n we are seeking t o hold or in­
crease. This may not actually decrease chemical costs but 
it aims to improve profit. In my own shor ter season area, 
the upper Namoi, I dent thi nk we should ~onsider reducing 
the number of sprays, except with Siokra. There appears to 
be potential to leave out one or two early sprays in the 
main cotton areas, and even increase yield. 

REDUCING INPUTS 
A grower's abilit y to reduce cost s will involve a 

physical reduction in use or price. It will a lso involve 
changed agronomic practi ces to achei ve tt1~ same rmsul t. In 
this section I want to di scu ss the first opti on; 

1. As growers, we must ask our s elves are w~ getti~g t~ie best 
deal available, the biggest discount a11d the cha~p~st 
credit. Have we considered group purchdse of chemicals or 
even the joint ownership of a top spray rig. 

2. The use of cheaper chemicals must be considered. The 
hazards of the o veruse of one particular c hemical and the 
dangers of resistance have been detail ed by Forrester 
(1985). Growers will obviou sly use the chaapest chemic~!. 

The entomologists at this conference should give us the 
'least cost~ changes, to th& pyrethroid and endos~lf~n stra­
tegy, that will contain the dovelopment of resistance. 

Is it time for Siratac to consider the cos t of chemicals 
in its reccommendations? 

3. Ground - rigging, and e s pecially bar1ding , can reduce pesti ­
cide co~ts. The saving in c hemi c~l is obvious. It can be 
convenient to comb i n e spraying with another operation. Howe­
vever there are two limitations . One i s that Siratac 
estimates that forty percent of ground-r·igg i ng is ineffe­
cive. The other is the increase in yield obtained with some 
early insect damage. As mos t ground spraying i s done in this 
early period, it is quite likely that a lot of chemical has 
been wasted in the past. Equipment and management will both 
have to be improved to make savings. 

Spraying equipment can be upgraded in consultation 
with suppliers and chemic al companies and thei r many e xcel­
lent publications , e.g. , Watt <1971>. We t ern Australian 
e xperience should be called on in selection of e quipment, 
for e x ample, the Kond i ni n Farmers Group. Cotton growers 
could benefit by organising local research. 

Aeri a l spraying technology is well docu1nented, e.g. 
Watt <1980). There are still instances of failures, although 
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most can be traced to » human errortt. Growers should be wary 
of boom sprays on aircraft for pesticicde application as 
droplet size is too variable resulting in lack of entry into 
the crop. Eveness of spray applicatior1 by an aircraft is 
only achieved with a constant cruss wind. Any action that 
improves chemical effectiveness and residual activity can 
help to spread the spray interval. 

MANAGEMENT CHANGES 
In changing agronomic practice to reduce pesticide cost 

there is a danger that yield potential will be reduced. It 
is now accepted that yield will probably be increased with a 
certain level of early damage although maturity may be 
delayed. World and local experimental data has been summa­
rised by Brook C1984) at the last Cotton Conference. 
With personal losses of up to $200/ha in one year in three 
with rain affected grades, the saving of $25/ha by forgoing 
one or two early sprays is not warranted. It appears that 
the risk of delaying maturity in the the more marginal 
areas, such as the upper Namoi, may outweigh the advantage 
of possible higher yield. 

The egg pressure at Boggabri is compared with the Namoi 
average in Graph 1. As the egg pressure is so high, 
Cprevious years have seemed to be as bad>, I feel that it is 
a considerable risk to reduce early spraying. 
Without sufficient long term data we have to assume that 
upper Namoi Day Degrees vary between Myall Vale and Gunnedah 
figures. It will thus be less than th~ Namoi average and 
cotton will take longer to mature. Management in this area 
is aimed at preventing checks to the growth of the plant. 

1. Use of Orthene treated seed. The cost of treatment per 
hectare is given in Graph 2. Cost savings can be calculated 
by reading up from the known cost of treated seed and compa­
ring with estimated cost of one or two Dimethoate sprays. 

2. Early tip feeders, such as tip worru, have been a problem 
in the past (1983\4) and grade losses because of lata matu­
rity have occurred. A delay in crop maturity means that the 
crop is still susceptible to insect attack in Stage 3 of the 
Control Strategy against Heliothis Species. A number of the 
experiments summerized by Brook C1984 > suffered late insect 
damage when maturity was delayed and this has also happened 
in my own case. The cost of insect control in Stage 3 is 
considerably greater than in Stage 1 or 2. Table 1. 

3. Experiments in the Namoi region <Brook and Hearn, 1984) 
have shown an increase in yield after simulated and actual 
insect damage. A delay in maturity occured in some cases. 
Recent work indicates that the maturity of Siokra may not be 
delayed after early insect damage. Graph 3 shows recovery 
in square production after hail. Graph 4 shows delay in 
square production in DP 90 after the same hailstorm. Both 
crops were at Boggabri. 
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The 1986 CSD variety trials <CSD 1986> show that Siokra 
yielded approximately 2.5 bales\ha more than DP 90 at Narra­
bri, Breeza and Boggabri, and about 1 bale more at Condamine 
Plain. Given the ability of Siokra to compensate for early 
square loss at Boggabri, a small area of Siokra with a 
reduced number of early sprays should be tried in our area. 
Normal spraying practice should be used for the main crop. 
DP 90 does not appear to compensate for early square damage 
in the upper Namoi. 

COST SAVINGS 
The use of Orthene treated seed to reduce sprayng costs 

for thrips will be a benefit in most situations wh8re thrip 
spraying is carried ~ut. It can be used to reduce chances 
of checks to crop growth in short season areas. 

A saving of two early season sprays could amount to a 
minimum of $18\ha, assuming endosulfan at a fifty percent 
band and $5\ha cost of application. A yield increase of .25 
bale\ha is possible looking at experimental results. 
Checking of these results on an individual basis is 
difficult and counting of modules in different fields is 
not sufficient. This is probably the time to put consultants 
to the test. 

x CONCLUSION 
The most important question now is how to be confident 

that yield is not being sacrified if early spraying is 
reduced. Confidence can be gained by spending more money on 
checking. This extra expense will, I feel, result in a 
greater profit and a greater knowledge of what is happening 
in the cotton field. 
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. WATSON3 FRUIT COMPARISON 
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