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The Season's Experience With Chlorophenol Mercury As a
Control for Brown-Patch

By John Monteith, Jr.
During the past summer chlorophenol mercury in the form of

Uspulun and Semesan has been tested as a remedy for brown-patch
in practically every section of the country where bent grass is used
for putting greens. The results of tests with these chemicals at the
Arlington Turf Garden have been reported in the last few numbers
.of the BULLETIN.-In order to correlate the observations made in
various localities, a summary has been obtained from each section of
the country where extensive bent plantings had been made. It was
felt that a review of these summaries, supplemented by personal ob-
servations at Arlington and on golf greens in several different locali-
ties, would serve to supply some general information which might
be useful in understanding the possibilities of checking or preventing
brown-patch with this chemical.

On the whole, the summaries coincide closely with the observa-
tions previously reported from Arlington. The conclusion reached in
practically all sections is that chlorophenol mercury is effective as a
means of checking the disease if it is properly applied, but the dura-
tion of its effect is uncertain, varying according to season, locality,
severity of attack, and other influences. As a rule it is regarded as
an expensive precautionary treatment, especially in localities where
recurrence of disease attacks is frequent. It seems likely, however,
that the expense may be greatly reduced by a careful timing of.the
treatments, applying them only at times when the disease is most
likely to occur rather than at regular intervals, with a view to con-
stant protection whether weather conditions are favorable to the
development of the disease or otherwise.

The rate of application most generally used is 1 pound in 50
gallons of water to 1,000 square feet of turf. Heavier applications
were tried in some sections but did not appear to be satisfactory; at
least they did not give results that seemed to justify the additional
cost. In some cases a lighter application was used with good results,
but under most conditions the standard of 1 pound per 1,000 square
feet seemed to be regarded as most efficient. Various methods of
application have been used. The two most commonare the sprinkler
using a barrel with gravity feed, and a spray with standard propor-
tioner machine. Each method has its own boosters for that particular
procedure; but probably there is no difference in the results in either
case, provided care is taken to cover the entire surface of the green.

The length of time this chemical will protect a green when put on
at the rate of 1 pound per 1,000square feet shows considerable varia-
tion. This was evident at Arlington, as already reported in the
BULLETIN,and is confirmed by observations in other sections of the
country. The shortest period of protection reported was from a golf
course in New Jersey, where the disease broke out on several greens
within 48 hours after application. At Arlington the disease on one
occasion became active 6 days after treatment. Clubs reported pro-
tection of anywhere from 1 week to 6 weeks, but usually found the
maximum to be only 1 to 2 weeks during the brown-patch season.
In some cases it was reported that the disease was not controlled by
the chemical. In such instances there was usually some question as
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to whether the application was made properly or just what was re-
garded as "control." It is certain that the chemical was over-enthu-
siastically advertised, and too much was exp.ected of it by green-
keepers, which led them to expect "control" in the sense of curing
and entirely preventing the disease for many weeks.

The matter of expense seems to be the chief objection to chloro-
phenol mercury. Under conditions where it offers protection for
two or more weeks at a time it is regarded as a thoroughly practical
control treatment. However, where it does not con1rol for as much as
a week at a time, the cost is prohibitive for most clubs. From gen-
eral observations, it seems advisable to withhold applications until a
period when the weather conditions are favorable for the disease.
Every good greenkeeper kno .;s about when to be on the lookout for
brown-patch, and by careful timing of thp. application much of the
expense can be reduced. It was first recommended that an applica-
tion be made early in the season and that this be followed by treat-
ments at stated intervals during the summer. Naturally this method
adds to the cost, for it is simply giving an expensive treatment on
many occasions when no precaution is necessary. As one summary
concludes, this chemical "is absolutely efficacious if applied at the
right time and in the right amounts; but both the time and the
amounts must be left to the judgment of the greenskeeper." Under
this plan the cost will vary with the season, the locality, or other in-
fluences regulating the frequency of disease attacks.

The dust method of application does not appear to have any sup-
porters. It is not referred to in most of the reports received, but
wherever mentioned it is considered less satisfactory than the stand-
ard liquid method.

A Note on Vegetative Bent Greens
By C. V. Piper

Vegetative bent greens have been criticised on the ground that
they have too much "bite"-that is, the ball stops dead or nearly dead
and has but little roll. Strangely enough, some players commend
them for the same reason. The difference of opinion is probably due
to whether one plays a rolling-up shot or a pitch shot.

There is no good reason why a vegetative green should not be
either very slow or very fast, as in either case it depends on the treat-
ment. The commonest fault of greenkeepers in handling vegetative
greens is that they do not cut them short enough. Often, indeed, they
water them so heavily that the soil is continuously soggy. These
two conditions, and the usual thickness of the turf, combine to make
them slow and to make one miscalculate a rolling-up shot even if the
green is not elevated toward the rear. The obvious remedies are:
First, closer mowing; second, more judicious watering, at least to
the extent of keeping the soil from getting soggy; and, third, perfect
surface drainage.

Another point, largely architectural, deserves consideration. The
.best surface drainage is secured on a convex green, not on a green
all sloped one way. Furthermore, the fairest type of a green calling
normally. for a rolling-up shot, such as the long 2-shot holes, is just
such a convex gre~n, and without a bunker at the back. The ball that


