RATIONALE AND BACKGROUND MATERIALS AND METHODS
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Table 3. Total bolls, number of fruiting sites, fruit retention, positioning of bolls on mainstem nodes and sympodia, and other plant growth parameters following terminal removal
treatment as determined through end-of —season plant mapping on October 20, 2011 and December 5, 2012. All parameters displayed by year due to a significant interaction
between terminal removal treatment and year for most parameters. Values in red are significantly different compared to the untreated check at a = 0.05 in its respective year. P-
values less than 0.05 denote significant year*terminal removal interaction. For all terminal removal treatments, plants were cut by hand below the first designated nodal position at
the growth stage denoted by the second growth stage given. For example, for the “4 at 8” terminal removal treatment, plants were cut between nodes 3 and 4 when the 8t |eaf was
fully developed, but the node between the 8t and 9t leaf being < 5” long.
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SUMMARY

1. No Terminal Removal by Irrigation interactions were found for any parameter in this study. : :
2. Both yield and plant growth characteristics were affected by differences between growing season, as moisture and heat units varied across years Funding and support provided
(data not shown). Difference in growing seasons is evidenced by a 700 Ib/A increase in lint yield for untreated plots from 2011 to 2012 (Table 2). by NCIS and Cotton Inc.
3. Lint yield was reduced in both years following terminal removal below node 4 at the 8 leaf stage, and below nodes 8 and 10 at the 12 leaf growth m
stage. In 2012, yield also declined in response to terminal removal below node 12 at both the 12 and 16 leaf growth stages (Table 2). ASirkd O bfmation
4. Yield decline was associated with a decrease in 15t position bolls up to 88% in the most severe removal treatments, a decrease in overall fruiting \ ! E 74
sites, as well as a decrease in boll number in the upper portion of the plant above the site of injury, compared to untreated checks (Table 3).
s iy AW ¥=# | 5. Plants subjected to early season removal treatments such as terminal removal below node 2 at the 2 and 4 leaf stages were able to recover Ntional Crop Insurance Services
—————————— s s mBiiZZi | following injury due to a dramatic increase in vegetative boll number (Table 3). Conversely, plants subjected to midseason removal treatments at
Figure 2. Comparison of untreated row 1 and treated row 2. 7 days ¥ . i : p : ; \ ] .
after-terminal removal below:Node:8 at 12 {top) and-at:harvest the 12 leaf stage lost the majority of their fruiting potential when the terminal was removed along with sympodia (Table 3). Since fruit production

(bottom) in 2012 at PDREC in Florence, SC. had already been initiated when the terminal removal treatments were imposed, reverting back to vegetative growth did not occur.
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