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Abstract. Biological control of weeds by using plant pathogens has gained acceptance as
a practical, safe, environmentally beneficial, weed management method applicable to agro-
ecosystems. The interest in this weed control approach from public and private groups, and
support for research and developmental effort, are on the upswing. This increasing interest is
stimulated largely due to major economic, social, and environmental forces that are directing
our choices in crop production practices. Some of these changes are market-driven while
others are social and ecological in nature. These changes are in turn influencing the choices
in weed control methods. In this regard, biocontrol with plant pathogens has been proven
a feasible, albeit minor, component of modern integrated weed-management systems. This
environmentally beneficial method should be promoted and exploited further to meet the
current and future challenges in weed management in agro-ecosystems.

Key words: augmentation, bioherbicide, classical biocontrol, integrated weed management,
plant pathogens, weed control

Introduction

Many excellent reviews of the topic of biological control of weeds by using
plant pathogens have appeared in recent years; the readers are referred to
articles by Auld and Morin (1995), Boyetchko (1999), Miiller-Schérer et al.
(2000), Rosskopf et al. (1999), and Watson (1991), among others. In this
paper I will try to discuss the need and justification for continued invest-
ment in this field, significance of several recent developments, and raise some
research priorities for further consideration.

Biocontrol with pathogens — need and justification

Although changes are a constant feature in modern agriculture, the recent
confluence of several factors is affecting weed management practices and
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consequently the agro-ecosystems in an unprecedented manner. The most
notable changes include (1) the cancellation of the use of methyl bromide as a
general purpose soil fumigant, (2) the phasing out of several older herbicides,
(3) the high cost of developing and registering new chemical herbicides,
(4) the lack of registered herbicides for small markets (e.g., minor use crops
and aquatic [irrigation] systems), (5) the impact of herbicide-resistant crops
on the use of other weed-control methods, (6) the public’s resistance toward
genetically altered food crops (e.g., herbicide-tolerant transgenic crops),
(7) the increasing problems with herbicide-resistant weeds and weed-shifting,
(8) government-instituted mandates for reducing chemical pesticide usage,
(9) consumer preference for nonchemical alternatives in food production,
(10) consolidation of agri-chemical companies, which affects the availability
and marketing of certain chemical herbicides, and (11) shifts in agricultural
production from small and medium operations to large corporate operations
and from high-cost to low-cost production areas of the world, following a
pattern of globalization of agricultural production and marketing. Singly and
collectively, these changes have a profound impact on weed management
practices, and I expect this evolving situation to create a renewed interest and
demand for biological controls. Such renewal is already evident in the United
States in the number of new opportunities for research and development of
biologically based pest control alternatives. The potential of plant pathogens
as weed control agents — both as conventional biocontrol agents and as
sources of genes and genetic mechanisms controlling plant mortality — is
too great not to continue our investment in this field of endeavor. Also, in
some situations (e.g., alpine pastures [Ammon and Miiller-Schirer, 1999],
managed and natural forests, and some waterways) only one dominant weed
species needs to be managed and this must be done without reducing the
species richness of the flora and fauna. Therefore, a high level of selectivity
is needed — a situation ideal for biological control.

For the purpose of this paper, agro-ecosystem is broadly defined to include
crops and crop lands, managed and natural pastures and rangelands, managed
plantations and agroforests, and certain waterways that supply irrigation
water. All of these systems and sites are subject to weed problems, and
biological control programs should consider all applicable strategies for using
plant pathogens (classical, inundative, and augmentative strategies) rather
than follow the historic precedence of relying on the inundative (bioherbicide)
approach to manage weeds in intensively managed systems versus classical
approach to tackle weeds in unmanaged systems. For example, weeds such
as Senecio vulgaris, Portulaca oleracea, Senna obtusifolia, Amaranthus spp.,
Avena fatua, and many others, occur both in agricultural lands and the
surrounding areas. Biocontrol programs that aim to control these weeds only
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in the agricultural fields are likely to fail since these weeds can reinfest
the fields from uncontrolled surrounding populations. Therefore, it would
be prudent to combine classical, inundative, and/or augmentative biocon-
trol strategies, depending on the situation. With this in view, the following
discourse covers examples of pathogens used in classical, inundative, and
augmentation strategies rather than focus simply on the inundative strategy.

Recent history and contribution to weed management systems

Since 1980, eight bioherbicides have been registered worldwide, and at
least 15 new introductions of classical biocontrol agents have occurred,
including one that can be regarded as a highly successful example (see below,
the discussion on Uromycladium tepperianum; Morris et al., 1999). These
biocontrol agents join the ranks of other successful programs that predate
1980 (see Table 1 for names of pathogens, weeds, and other details). In addi-
tion, there has been a recent demonstration of the potential to use a pathogen
as an augmentative agent in a system-management approach (Miiller-Schéler
and Frantzen, 1996; see below). Notwithstanding these accomplishments,
the overall contribution of biological control to meet the worldwide needs
in weed control remains very small, considering the limited number of
pathogens used to manage a short list of weeds among the myriads that
need to be controlled. However, a parallel argument is also justified: plant
pathogens are one of several tools available to us in our constant efforts
to fine-tune modern weed management systems. To overlook any potential
tool would be unwise, considering the diversity of weed problems and weed
control needs that exist. In situations where pathogens have been used to
control weeds, the accrued benefits to the users have been substantial and
highly significant such as a 100:1 to 200:1 benefit to cost ratio estimated
for the Australian biocontrol program on Chondrilla juncea (Cullen, 1985;
Marsden et al., 1980). Also, the success ratio of the number of prospective
agents screened to the number put into practical use is highly favorable
in the case of pathogens compared to chemical herbicides. Typically, the
discovery and commercialization process for chemical herbicides starts with
literally thousands of compounds, but with a success rate of less than 1%.
On the contrary, a conservative estimate of the success ratio of the number of
pathogens studied to the number used regularly or intermittently by users is
20:1 (calculated from an analysis of data in Charudattan, 1991 and Table 1).
This cost-benefit analysis becomes even more favorable for bioherbicides
when we consider the capital outlays needed for research, development, and
registration of chemical herbicides versus bioherbicides, said to be in the
range of US$ 50 million for chemical herbicides versus US$ 2 million for
bioherbicides (author’s estimate).
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Despite this favorable outlook, the number of researchers and the number
of weeds targeted for classical biocontrol by pathogens have been quite
modest during the past 30 years. It is hard to estimate the exact numbers
of scientist-years (SY) assigned to classical biocontrol projects (using
pathogens) at any given time since many scientists divide their efforts
between classical and bioherbicide projects and between research and other
duties. In my liberal estimate, an average of 2.5 SYs per year has been
assigned in the USA, 1.5 in Australia, 1.5 in UK, 1.0 in South Africa, 0.5
in Brazil, 0.5 in Canada, and 0.5 in New Zealand, for example. This invest-
ment in classical biocontrol is indeed quite modest compared to the number
of potential weed-pathogen systems that merit attention. A reason for this
limited input is that classical biocontrol programs require cooperation and
coordination at all levels from various governmental agencies and institu-
tions. Initiatives to develop and fund research are often lacking except in a
few countries with a history of involvement in biocontrol. Furthermore, the
process of discovery to implementation of classical biocontrol, by its nature,
is slow and requires a decade or more from the start to produce tangible
results. Administrative and funding support for such a long-term weed control
approach is generally difficult to justify except in a few programs. Coupled
with this, the public’s perception of risks to nontarget plants from classical
biocontrol introductions, epitomized by the recent controversy surrounding
the thistle-head weevil Rhinocyllus conicus (Louda et al., 1997) could lead to
an unjust tendency to be over-cautious in the initiation and implementation of
some programs.

Compared to classical biocontrol, bioherbicides (inundative use of
pathogens) have enjoyed better support and greater involvement by scientific
groups in several countries during this period, involving about 25 SY's world-
wide per year in about 25 separate groups. In addition, the regulatory climate
in the United States for the development and registration of bioherbicides
under the ‘green labeling’ or ‘biopesticide’ protocols has never been more
favorable. Several new funding initiatives, such as the programs in the USA
on invasive weeds, nonchemical pest control alternatives, integrated pest
management, food-quality protection, methyl bromide alternatives, etc. are
providing a stimulus to biocontrol.

Interest in the augmentation strategy has been also sparse during the last
20 years. Except for a couple of notable studies (Massion and Lindow, 1986;
Phatak et al., 1987), there has been a general lack of research initiatives in
this area. Understandably, the availability of cheap and effective chemical
herbicides has been a disincentive for the development and implementation
of a system-based control strategy (i.e., the systems needed to conserve and
augment biocontrol agents). Hopefully, this situation is changing with the
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recent initiation in Europe of a program to explore the utility of a system-
management approach (Miiller-Schérer and Frantzen, 1996; see below).

A handful of cooperative regional research programs and binational
programs are currently underway in which scientists from different regions
and/or countries are cooperating to find pathogens to control weeds of
common interest. These are: the European COST project 816 (European
Cooperation in the Field of Scientific and Technical Research, Biological
Control of Weeds in Crops); the US projects S-267 (Biological Control of
Selected Arthropod Pests and Weeds, focused on classical biological control)
and S-268 (Evaluation and Development of Plant Pathogens for Biological
Control of Weeds, emphasizing bioherbicides); the Brazil-University of
Florida cooperative program; the Philippines-Macdonald College, Quebec,
Canada program; the Australia-Vietnam project on grass weeds sponsored by
the Australian Centre for International Agricultural Research; the German-
Sudan project on parasitic weeds sponsored by the German Institution for
Technical Cooperation; the ICRISAT-sponsored Striga project in Western
Africa (Mali and Niger); and the recently formed Pan-African project to
develop mycoherbicides to control Eichhornia crassipes in African coun-
tries. In addition, there is a substantial investment in biocontrol of weeds
in projects supported by agencies such as US Department of Agriculture-
Agricultural Research Service, Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, Forestry
Canada, CABI Biosciences (UK), the Council of Scientific and Industrial
Research Organization (Australia), Landcare Research (New Zealand), and
several regional (state or provincial) agencies. A few private companies in
Japan and the USA also conduct in-house research on bioherbicides.

Bioherbicides: How have they fared?

Since the bioherbicide strategy has enjoyed better support and more scientific
study than classical and augmentation methods, it is reasonable to ponder
the outcome of nearly three decades of investment in this field. Accordingly,
an analysis of the commercially available bioherbicides has led me to the
following generalizations.

Typically, each bioherbicide is used in a highly specific manner to control
a single weed species. The Collego (Colletotrichum gloeosporioides f.sp.
aeschynomene) and DeVine (Phytophthora palmivora) models are in this
category. A few experimental, but not yet practical, attempts have been made
to combine two or more pathogens to control one or more weeds (Boyette
et al., 1979; Den Breeyen, 1999; Hallett et al., 1995; Morin et al., 1993).
The objectives of these attempts have been either to increase the level of
control of a difficult-to-control weed or to increase the number of weeds
controlled with a single application. Recently, the feasibility of controlling
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several weeds with a cocktail of three pathogens has been demonstrated
in the field (Chandramohan, 1999; Chandramohan et al., 2000). While the
use of a highly host-specific pathogen to control a single weed species
would be mandatory in a classical biocontrol system, the absence of broad-
spectrum bioherbicides is simply the result of a regulatory mind-set that
required that bioherbicide agents should possess sufficiently narrow host
ranges. In fact, many facultative parasites, such as Alternaria cassiae, Chon-
drostereum purpureum, Colletotrichum gloeosporioides, Cylindrobasidium
levae, Dactylaria higginsii, Phomopsis amaranthicola, Pseudomonas syringe
pv. tagetis, and Sclerotinia sclerotiorum, to name a few, that are either
registered or being developed as bioherbicides, do not have very high levels
of host specificity comparable to that of rust fungi and therefore, hypotheti-
cally, could be used against more than one weed species (e.g., D. higginsii for
Cyperus spp., P. amaranthicola for Amaranthus spp., P. syringae pv. tagetis
to control several weeds in Asteraceae and other families, and pathogen
cocktails to control several taxonomically distinct weeds).

The existing commercial bioherbicides are all used on a relatively small
scale (a maximum of few thousand hectares) and on a regional (one or two
states or provinces) or local (a few counties) basis. Hence, the market value
of bioherbicides is relatively modest compared to chemical herbicides, said
to be not more than $200,000 to $500,000 per biocontrol agent per year
(anonymous industry sources). It is hoped that some weeds of worldwide
importance, such as Amaranthus spp., Cyperus spp., Echinochloa crus-
galli, Portulaca oleracea, weedy grasses, and others may provide for larger
returns and hence generate sufficient economic incentives for development of
commercial bioherbicide products.

Analogous to the situation with other pest control products, the bioher-
bicides are used in conjunction with other pest control and crop management
products (insecticides, fungicides, herbicides, and other agrochemicals) and
weed-control methods (chemical control, cultivation, and crop competi-
tion). Thus, bioherbicides have been used as components of integrated weed
management systems (Smith, 1991) rather than as standalone options. This
feature will continue to be key to the public’s acceptance of bioherbicides.

Significance of contributions
A list of pathogens that are currently in use or undergoing testing in a precom-

mercial or prerelease phase is given in Table 1. The following is a synopsis
of some major accomplishments.
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Classical biocontrol agents

Since the 1980s, at least one documented example of a highly successful
classical biocontrol program has occurred, namely, the control of Acacia
saligna by the rust fungus Uromycladium tepperianum introduced into South
Africa from Australia. Acacia saligna is regarded as the most important
invasive weed in the Cape Fynbos Floristic Region of South Africa. The
fungus causes extensive gall formation on branches and twigs, and heavily
infected branches droop and the tree is eventually killed. The fungus was
introduced into the Western Cape Province between 1987 and 1989, and in
about eight years the rust disease became widespread in the province and
tree density has decreased by 90-95%. The number of seeds in the soil seed
bank also stabilized in most sites and the process of tree decline is continuing
(Morris, 1999). Considering the negative impact of the weed on the unique
ecosystem, the impact of the gall rust on the tree populations, the value of A.
saligna as fire wood, and alternative land uses, it has been determined that the
benefits of this biocontrol program far outweigh the potential loss of social
benefits, mainly as fire wood, to be derived from this invasive tree species
(Morris, 1999).

In another example, Puccinia carduorum, imported from Turkey and
released into the USA to control musk thistle, Carduus thoermeri, has spread
widely from its original introduction in the northeastern United States (states
of Virginia and Maryland) to Wyoming and California in the west (Bruckart
etal., 1996; Luster et al., 1999). Studies indicate that P. carduorum can indeed
significantly reduce musk thistle density (Baudoin et al., 1993) and the effects
of this fungus on insect biocontrol agents of this weed are negligible (Kok et
al., 1996).

Two other rust fungi, Maravalia cryptostegiae and Puccinia evadens,
introduced into Australia from Madagascar and Florida, USA, respectively,
to control Cryptostegia grandiflora and Baccharis halimifolia, are beginning
to have significant impacts on the densities of their respective weed hosts
(Rachel McFadyen, Queensland Department of Lands, Australia, personal
communication). Other classical introductions that appear to be producing
successful results include Entyloma ageratinae on Ageratina riparia in New
Zealand (previously used successfully in Hawaii on this weed; see Table 1)
and Sphaerulina mimosae-pigrae (anamorph: Phloeospora mimosae-pigrae)
on Mimosa pigra in Australia.

Bioherbicides

Among the eight bioherbicides approved for use, with or without regis-
tration as a ‘pesticide’ (Table 1), two, BioMal (Colletotrichum gloeo-
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sporioides f.sp. malvae) and Dr. BioSedge (Puccinia canaliculata), have
been unavailable for commercial use since their registration due to economic
considerations or lack of suitable production methods. The former agent
is currently under development by Encore Technologies, Minnetonka, MN,
under the commercial name of Mallet WP, a different formulation from
BioMal. Mallet is effective against round-leaved mallow (Malva pusilla)
and small flowered mallows (Malva spp.) (D.R. Johnson, Encore Techno-
logies, personal communication). Hakatak (Colletotrichum gloeosporioides)
was provisionally registered until commercial interest in this bioherbicide
ceased; however, a bioherbicide preparation consisting of dry spores is still
available to interested users (Morris et al., 1999).

In addition to the above-mentioned products, which represent a tangible
output from this field, the contributions of scientific knowledge, i.e., to
our understanding of weed-pathogen systems, epidemiology of classical,
inundative, and augmentative techniques, microbial ecology of aerial and
soil environments of plants, microbial mass-production systems, formulation
technology, and molecular biology of some biocontrol agents, have been
highly useful and significant. The reasons for the lack of a greater success
(i.e., more successful examples) are many, as aptly stated by Auld and Morin
(1995).

In general, the above-mentioned bioherbicides have been developed and
registered/approved following the ‘pesticide paradigm’. For example, each
of the two bioherbicide prototypes, Collego and DeVine, consists of a
single, highly effective fungal pathogen that is applied with or without
amendments/formulations as an aerial, postemergent spray (TeBeest et al.,
1992). This model is also followed in the case of Camperico (Xanthomonas
campestris pv. poae) (Imaizumi et al., 1997). Whereas a preapplication
mowing is integral to the application of Camperico, BioChon (Chon-
drostereum purpureum) and Stumpout (Cylindrobasidium levae) are applied
by ‘painting’ the bioherbicide preparation to cut tree stumps (de Jong et al.,
1990; Morris et al., 1999). Hakatak can be applied as aerially broadcasted
pellets or by wound inoculation of a liquid spore suspension (Morris et al.,
1999). Dr. BioSedge, which is registered in the USA as a bioherbicide, fits
more appropriately the augmentation strategy for two reasons: the amount of
inoculum needed to initiate a well-timed epidemic of this rust disease is only
2.5 to 5 mg of uredospores per hectare, and it is possible to apply this fungus
through center-pivot irrigation systems or by natural wind-borne dissemina-
tion from an inoculum source, as opposed to the targeted application used in
the case of Collego and DeVine (Phatak et al., 1987).

Some important innovations have also been made during the last decade
in the areas of inoculum production, formulation of agents, and application
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methods. In addition, a few novel (i.e., previously untested, although the ideas
may not be new) approaches have been developed and tested to improve
the number of weeds that could be targeted for control with a single agent
(i.e., broad-spectrum activity) or a single application (i.e., multiple pathogens
applied as a cocktail). Finally, several effective bioherbicide candidates for
weeds of global significance are undergoing evaluation for possible commer-
cial/practical use. Some of the important innovations and agents are as
follows.

Production
Commercialization of bioherbicides requires economically feasible methods
of production of the bioherbicide agents (Churchill, 1982; Stowell, 1991). In
the case of fungi, the preferred method of industrial production is by means of
liquid fermentation, but many fungi do not produce spores under submerged
conditions. In this case, a biphasic production system, wherein a fungus is
first cultured in liquid shake cultures, followed by slow drying in a shallow
layer (Walker, 1980; Chandramohan and Charudattan, 1998) or over solid
support (Stowell, 1991), have been shown to be practical. Use of natural
substrates like grains, weed seeds, and other plant tissues (Ciotola et al.,
1995; Yandoc and Charudattan, 1998; Wyss et al., 1999; R.A. Pitelli, Univer-
sity of the State of Sao Paulo, Jaboticabal, personal communication) may
offer an economical and facile low-technology method of spore production.
Basidiomycetes such as Chondrostereum purpureum and Cylindrobasidium
levae can be produced as infective mycelia in liquid culture or on sterilized
wood blocks (Morris et al., 1999). Amsellem et al. (1999) have developed
a method to produce stable mycelial inocula of Fusarium arthrosporioides
and F. oxysporum that could be stored without loss of infectivity for more
than 9 months. Adoption of the solid-substrate production methods used in
the mushroom-spawn industry is another commercially feasible option.
Jackson et al. (1996) have demonstrated that the fitness (survival and
infectivity) and propagule types produced by Colletotrichum truncatum in
liquid-fermentation cultures can be greatly influenced by the carbon-to-
nitrogen ratio. This and numerous other studies in microbial fermentation
literature would indicate beyond question that the survival, virulence, meta-
bolite production, etc. of microorganisms can be controlled by nutritional
quality, agitation and aeration rates, pH, temperature, and other parameters
of the medium (Churchill, 1982; Stowell, 1991). Given this fact, production
systems for bioherbicides must, by necessity, remain an art and an empirical
process. Therefore, major breakthroughs in this area can occur only by
following the present course of examination of pathogens on a case-by-case
basis.
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Compared to fungal bioherbicides, bacterial pathogens such as
Xanthomonas campestris pv. poae and Pseudomonas syringae pv. tagetis
are very easy and quick to produce in liquid cultures and to store as frozen
or freeze-dried pellets (Imaizumi et al., 1997; Johnson et al., 1996). Even
simpler to produce, store, and use are mechanically transmitted viruses like
Araujia mosaic virus and Tobacco Mild Green Mosaic Virus U2 (Charudattan
et al.,, 1980; Pettersen et al., 2000), which can be multiplied on tolerant
(nonlethal) hosts, freeze-dried, and stored for several years without loss of
infectivity.

Formulation

The topic of bioherbicide formulations has been reviewed in many recent
articles (Boyetchko et al., 1999; Boyette et al., 1996; Daigle and Connick
1990; Connick et al., 1998; Greaves et al., 1998; Green et al., 1998). An
assessment of the literature reveals that four types of materials/formulations
have received much attention: various kinds of emulsions, organosilicone
surfactants such as Silwet L-77, hydrophilic polymers, and alginate-, starch-,
cellulose-, or gluten-based encapsulation systems. Each of these types has its
specific advantage as well as disadvantage. Emulsions can be constituted to
predispose weeds to bioherbicide agents and thereby improve the efficacy
and consistency of weed control. Some surfactants, such as Silwet L-77,
can facilitate direct entry of small cells (bacterial cells and small spores)
into the weeds’ tissues. Hydrophilic polymers, as a broad group, include
numerous types of natural and synthetic polymers with different levels of
water-holding qualities. Encapsulation methods offer possibilities to apply
bioherbicides as dry material, to soil, water, and aerial plant surfaces. On
the negative side, formulations composed of expensive materials or those
that require technical sophistication are bound to increase the cost of bioher-
bicide products. Moreover, some materials used in these formulations may
not be acceptable from a toxicological perspective. Furthermore, the formu-
lation type will also affect the choice of application tools and methods; for
example certain emulsions cannot be applied by conventional sprayers used
by farmers.

As stated by Greaves et al. (1998), innovations in formulation technology
are vital if we are to succeed with the next generation of bioherbicides.
However, for best results, the pathogen should be inherently virulent or
possess a potent weed-killing phytotoxin. The formulation should predis-
pose the weed to infection by the pathogen or it should strongly buffer
the pathogen propagules against environmental constraints while promoting
disease development. Thus, research efforts must first aim to discover
and develop only those pathogens that are highly destructive and have a
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reasonable chance of succeeding under field conditions (Charudattan, 1988;
Mortensen, 1985).

Application technique

As stated, Collego and DeVine are applied with conventional application tools
and methods: with land-based or aerial sprayers (TeBeest et al., 1992). Some
attempts have been made to apply foliar pathogens through soil or on the
surface of soil, as broadcasted pellets or in-row applications (Pitelli et al.,
1994; Weidemann and Templeton, 1988), but these methods generally have
not been put into practical use. Thus, the preferred method of application
is clearly by postemergent spraying with conventional sprayers. Likewise,
most evaluations in the laboratory have used aerosol sprayers, hand-pumped
sprayers, and pressurized sprayers propelled by CO, or compressed air.
The field applicators produce a wide range of droplet sizes and usually are
operated at application volumes of less than 250 l/ha to 500 I/ha. Studies
using a fluorescein dye to measure spray retention on Amaranthus retroflexus
suggested that there can be a loss of at least 84% of the formulated spores
between the time the spray is discharged to the final retention on the leaf. An
examination of spore deposition, spore germination, and lesion development
on leaves indicated that there was only 8% germination of spores after an 8-h
dew treatment. This increased to more than 90% after a 24-h exposure to dew.

Clearly, there is a need to quantify and better understand the effectiveness
of bioherbicides applied as foliar sprays since this type of application can
be wasteful of the applied bioherbicide material, through drift, lack of spore
retention in the droplet, and deposition on nontarget sites (Chapple et al.,
1996; Greaves et al., 1998). Therefore, more ‘intelligent’ application systems
should be tested and adopted for delivery of weed control pathogens. In this
regard, innovations such as the dual nozzle sprayers (Chapple et al., 1996),
use of compressed air rather than CO, propulsion, to minimize acidification
of the spray mixture by the latter (Rosskopf et al., 1997), and sensor-
controlled sprayers (Hanks and Beck, 1998), such as Detectspray™ (North
America Pty. Ltd., Albury, NSW, Australia) and WeedSeeker™ (Patchen,
Inc, A Subsidiary of Deere and Company, Los Gatos, CA, USA) housed in
spray hoods, such as Redball® (Custom Ag Products, Benson, MN, USA),
are worth exploring for the delivery of bioherbicides.

An exciting new development in the application of bioherbicides is a
device called the Burch Wet Blade™ mower. This system consists of a riding
mower that has a specially engineered mower assembly and a programmable
fluid-delivery device. A controlled volume of a fluid (e.g., a bioherbicide
suspension) is discharged on the mower blade, which, as a result of the
centrifugal force generated during the high-speed spinning/cutting action
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of the blade, is spread on the under side of the blade. As the vegetation
is cut, the liquid containing the active ingredient (bioherbicide) is smeared
on the cut surface and pulled into the cut shoots by capillarity. Using this
device, DeValerio et al. (2000) have successfully demonstrated the control
of Solanum viarum with the bacterial pathogen Ralstonia solanacearum. The
wet-blade concept has significant implications as a delivery tool for bioher-
bicides as well as chemical herbicides. It is conceivable that robotic wet-blade
mowers could be designed to control weeds between rows, thereby elimi-
nating the need for cultivation. Since wastage due to nontarget deposition and
drift of the bioherbicide product can be minimized to a very great extent, the
wet-blade application may be used to improve the already excellent margin
of safety of bioherbicides.

A few novel tools designed primarily to deliver chemical herbicides to
weedy tree species could be adopted to deliver bioherbicides. For example,
EZ-JECT™ Lance and EX-JECT™ capsules could be loaded with a bioher-
bicide preparation and forcibly implanted into stumps (both from Monsanto
Chemical Co., St. Louis, MO, USA). GEL CAP™ Application Tool and
GEL CAP™ cartridge containing a liquid formulation of a bioherbicide
could be screwed onto a tree for gradual release of the bioherbicide (both
from Pace Chemicals Ltd., Canada). PEC-ALDERWAK™ (Pacific Forestry
Centre, Victoria, BC, Canada) was designed specifically to be used with
Nectria ditissima to control Alnus rubra (Dorworth, 1995). However, these
implements have not been widely used to deliver bioherbicides. For example,
the bioherbicides developed for use against trees (BioChon and the soon-to-
follow Chontrol, from MycoLogic Inc, Canada, and Stumpout) are applied as
pastes or liquids over cut stumps.

Novel approaches
Three approaches are being tested to improve the spectrum of weeds
controlled or to increase the level of control while improving consistency.
The first is the attempt to use of a mixture of three pathogens to control
several weeds. This approach, a ‘multiple-pathogen strategy’, has promise for
further development (Chandramohan, 1999; Chandramohan et al., 2000). The
second is the use of Pseudomonas syringae pv. tagetis, as a broad-spectrum
pathogen with the aid of an organosilicone surfactant such as Silwet L-77
(Johnson et al., 1996). The third is the use of a wide-host-range pathogen
such as Sclerotinia sclerotiorum in a host-restricted manner with the help of
genetic and nutritional engineering (Sands et al., 1990).

A bioherbicide system based on three fungal pathogens, Drechslera
gigantea, Exserohilum longirostratum, and Exserohilum rostratum, which
were isolated respectively from Digitaria sanguinalis, Dactyloctenium
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aegyptium, and Sorghum halepense in Florida, is undergoing development
for use in citrus groves (Chandramohan, 1999; Chandramohan et al., 2000).
In greenhouse trials, these pathogens, when used individually or as a cock-
tail containing a mixture of all three fungi (a total of 2x10° spores/ml in
1:1:1 v/v), caused severe foliar blighting and killed 4-week-old plants of
D. sanguinalis, D. aegyptium, Panicum maximum, S. halepense, Cenchrus
echinatus, Panicum texanum, and Setaria glauca. These fungi were nonpatho-
genic to many nontarget crop species, including citrus that were screened
in a host-range study. These pathogens have been successfully field-tested
using an emulsion-based inoculum preparation (40% oil concentration) of
each pathogen as well as the pathogen mixture. The seven weedy grasses
mentioned were controlled, each on average up to 85%, and the control
lasted for 14 weeks without significant regrowth. Furthermore, emulsion-
based inoculum preparations of the pathogens and the pathogen mixture
effectively controlled a natural field population of P. maximum and the control
lasted for at least 10 weeks without regrowth.

The bacterial pathogen Pseudomonas syringae pv. tagetis is the causal
agent of a disease characterized by apical chlorosis on several members
of Asteraceae. Johnson et al. (1996) have demonstrated that this bacterium
can be used to control various weeds in and outside the Asteraceae family.
Spray application of this bacterium, at 5 x 10% cells/ml, in an aqueous buffer
containing the surfactants Silwet L-77 (0.1%) or Silwet 408 (0.2%) resulted
in 100% disease incidence and a higher level of disease severity on Cirsium
arvense than observed in natural infections. In addition to C. arvense, the
following plants were severely diseased when sprayed with the bacterial
cells: Ambrosia artemisiifolia, Helianthus annuus, H. tuberosus, and Tagetes
erecta. Under field conditions, high levels of plant mortality (57-100%) were
seen in the case of A. artemisiifolia, C. arvense, Conyza canadensis, Lactuca
serriola, and Xanthium strumarium. In addition, severe injury was seen on
infected Setaria viridis and Abutilon theophrasti. Symptoms appeared in
some species within 3 to 4 days and populations of A. artemisiifolia, C.
canadensis, L. serriola, and X. strumarium were virtually eliminated, while
populations of C. arvense were significantly reduced compared to controls.
Tissue formed before the bacterium was applied, such as mature leaves,
was not affected. However, once apical chlorosis was induced, seed produc-
tion appeared to be inhibited in the case of C. arvense (Johnson et al.,
1996). Further research is in progress on this bioherbicide agent under the
Cooperative Regional Research Project S-268, with Encore Technologies,
Minnetonka, MN, as the commercial developer of this agent (unpublished
reports of S-268, available from the author).
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Sclerotinia sclerotiorum is a fungal pathogen that is reported to attack in
excess of four hundred different plant species. It causes economically signifi-
cant yield losses in several crops. Typically, infected plants are rapidly killed
and the disease spreads to adjacent susceptible plants. Sands et al. (1990),
have provided a rationale for the development and use of this widespread,
host-unspecialized, plurivorus pathogen as a bioherbicide. They have argued
that few plant pathogens are both lethal and sufficiently host-specific to be
effective weed control agents. Indeed, highly host-specific organisms that
coexist in a state of balanced parasitism seldom kill their hosts. Sands et
al. (1990) and Bourdot et al. (2000) have further reasoned that S. sclero-
tiorum can be used safely, with appropriate precautions, as a bioherbicide.
Sands et al. (1990) have demonstrated that it is possible to genetically restrict
the host range or to decrease the survival and/or spread of the pathogen
through ultraviolet or chemical mutagenesis. They were able to produce four
classes of mutants: auxotrophs that only attack plants when supplied with an
exogenous source of a required nutrient, sclerotium-nonforming mutants, and
reduced virulence or altered host-range mutants. Harvey et al. (1998) tested
two auxotrophic mutants of S. sclerotiorum in greenhouse and field trials for
pathogenicity to Canada thistle with and without amino acid amendments.
Whereas an arginine auxotroph was pathogenic with or without arginine
amendment, a leucine auxotroph was poorly pathogenic in the absence of
leucine amendment and was generally less pathogenic than the wildtype or
the arginine auxotroph. Two wildtype strains gave significant reductions in
C. arvense cover within 3 months of treatment. The auxotrophic strains did
not reduce weed cover in the season of treatment but reduced stem height and
plant density in the following spring. The auxotrophic strains were less fit
than the wildtype strains in promoting disease development in the field.

Miller et al. (1989) have produced a mutant of S. sclerotiorum lacking the
ability to produce sclerotia. Conceivably, this mutant would not overwinter or
easily spread, minimizing the possibility of damage to spring crops. However,
it is not known if this mutant has been field-tested, but studies by Brosten and
Sands (1986) and Hurrell et al. (2000) with wildtype strains have confirmed
the feasibility of suppressing C. arvense populations under field conditions.

Targeting weeds of worldwide importance

Several new pathogens are undergoing testing and development for weeds
of worldwide importance (Table 1). Examples of weeds in this category
are Amaranthus spp., Chenopodium spp., Cuscuta spp., Cyperus spp.,
Echinochloa spp., Eichhornia crassipes, Striga spp., Orobanche spp., Portu-
laca oleracea, Senna obtusifolia, submerged aquatic weeds such as Egeria
spp., Hydrilla verticillata, Myriophyllum spicatum, and Potamogeton spp.,
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Taraxacum officinale, and various weedy grasses and invasive tree species.
Given the market potential of these wide-spread weeds, it is hoped that there
will be sufficient commercial interest in developing bioherbicides for at least
a few of these weeds in the next decade.

Augmentation strategies

Theoretically, it is possible to increase the negative impacts of a native or
naturalized pathogen on a weed population by maintaining an inoculum
source (conservation) and promoting early inoculum dispersal to start new
epidemics in the spring (augmentation). This approach could have applica-
tions in cropping systems that rely on low chemical inputs (e.g., organic
farming) and minimal physical disturbance (e.g., conservation tillage). In
order for this approach to be widely accepted, crop production and pest
management systems should be developed to identify suitable pathogens
and complementary tactics (e.g., crop row-spacing, conventional tillage,
minimum tillage, no tillage, cover crops, and others) that could be inte-
grated to manage a weed problem. By necessity, this approach would require
research on a case-by-case basis to develop systems to match the particular
weed problems (i.e., a system-management approach).

Miiller-Schiarer and Frantzen (1996), Frantzen and Hatcher (1997),
Frantzen and Miiller-Schirer (1998) and Frantzen et al. (this issue) have
provided detailed analyses of the theory and practicability of the system-
management approach to biological control of weeds. This approach may be
well-suited to situations where it is necessary to control single weed species in
crops and where immediate and complete control is not required, the produc-
tion of large amounts of the agent is limiting due to the biotrophic nature
of the pathogen, and/or the importation of an exotic agent is not possible.
To practice this approach, it is necessary to develop an understanding of the
infection window, the genetic structure of the plant and pathogen popula-
tions, and the management of the infection conditions to maximize the spread
and impact of the disease on the weed, and to minimize the development
of resistant weed populations. Joint application of herbicides at low rates,
additional necrotrophic pathogens, and of biochemicals capable of interfering
with the weed’s defense reactions are also possible companion strategies to
this approach.

To demonstrate the applicability of this approach, the rust fungus Puccinia
lagenophorae was used to control the annual weed Senecio vulgaris.
Although this host-pathogen system may be under some level of homeostasis
in Europe, as evidenced by the presence of weed biotypes and pathogen
races controlled by quantitative host resistance, the pathogen appears not to
be constrained in its ability to reduce the weed’s reproduction and compe-
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titive ability (Wyss and Miiller-Schirer, 1999). Furthermore, results of field
studies at a ruderal site suggested that only a few weak sources of inoculum
are needed to start a rust epidemic in S. vulgaris populations in the spring
(Frantzen and Miiller-Schérer, 1999).

The applicability of the system-management approach was tested in a
small-scale field experiment with celeriac (root celery), intersown with an
inbred line of S. vulgaris. The rust fungus P. lagenophorae was introduced
into parts of the plot and its impact on the competitive balance between the
crop and weed in the presence and absence of a herbicide treatment was
studied. Competition from a density of 50 S. vulgaris plants/m* during the
first 10 weeks of crop growth was substantial, resulting in a 28% reduction in
the fresh weight of celeriac bulbs. The epidemic spread of the rust fungus was
relatively fast, and the time to infection was similar to that in full-area appli-
cations. The fresh weight of the celeriac bulbs in plots with both S. vulgaris
and the rust was equal to that of bulbs from weed-free plots. Thus, artificial
stimulation of rust infection on S. vulgaris strongly reduced crop loss due to
competition from the weed. The reduction in the observed yield loss was due
to reduced biomass of S. vulgaris and not reduced survival of the weed. As an
added benefit, infected but surviving S. vulgaris plants may contribute to soil
cover and help to suppress later-germinating weed species (Miiller-Schérer
and Rieger, 1998).

A list of new research needs

In addition to the ongoing studies based on previously identified needs (Auld
and Morin, 1995; Charudattan, 1991; Greaves et al., 1998; and others), future
research in this field should consider weed targets and weed management
needs that are most urgent and problematic for management by conventional
control strategies. These represent opportunities where biological control
agents can succeed with potentially significant benefits to the users.

1. Bioherbicides for herbicide-resistant weeds.

2. Identification and cloning of genes for virulence, host susceptibility, and
host-parasite recognition — all using suitable weed-pathogen models.

3. Biological control agents for invasive weeds in natural areas. Although
generally invasive weeds cause problems in natural, ruderal sites, they
can spread to agricultural lands as well. Problems of invasive weeds
are bound to become more serious on a global scale due to the ever-
increasing degradation of land and water by the escalating human popula-
tion and the consequent onslaught on the environment. It is unimaginable,
both from economic and ecological standpoints, to think that invasive
weeds can be managed by regulations (exclusion and quarantine) or
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physical and chemical controls. Biological control, in all of its aspects,
should be the centerpiece of a global strategy to tackle invasive weeds.

4. More studies on the system-management approach, taking into account
not only the costs but also the benefits of weeds (Hurle, 1997). Some
weed pathosystems suitable for exploitation are given in Table 1.

5. Studies on variability in weed biotypes and pathogen populations as a
means to improve and predict the suitability of weed-pathogen systems
selected for biological control.

6. More efforts to identify and utilize integrated systems consisting of
insect and microbial biocontrol agents (e.g., pathogens and rhizobacteria;
Table 1).

References

Abbas, H.K., 1998. Control of various common cocklebur (Xanthium strumarium L.) biotypes
by pathogens. In: Programme and Abstracts, 1V International Bioherbicide Workshop,
August 1999, Glasgow. University of Strathclyde, Glasgow, Scotland. p. 23.

Ammon, H.U. and H. Miiller-Schirer, 1999. Prospects for combining biological weed control
with integrated crop production systems, and with sensitive management of alpine pastures
in Switzerland. Z. Pflanzenkrank. Pflanzensch. 106: 213-220.

Amsellem, Z., N.K. Zidack, P.C. Quimby, Jr. and J. Gressel, 1999. Long-term dry preservation
of viable mycelia of two mycoherbicidal organisms. Crop Prot. 18: 643—649.

Anderson, R.C. and D.E. Gardner, 1999. An evaluation of the wilt-causing bacterium
Ralstonia solanacearum as a potential biological control agent for the alien Kahili ginger
(Hedychium gardnerianum) in Hawaiian forests. Biol. Control 15: 89-96.

Aneja, K.R., S.A. Khan and S. Kaushal, 1999. Management of horse purslane (Trianthema
portulacastrum L.) with Gibbago trianthemae Simmons in India. In: Program Abstracts,
X International Symposium on Biological Control of Weeds, USDA-ARS and Montana
State University, Bozeman, MT. p. 77.

Auld, B.A. and L. Morin, 1995. Constraints in the development of bioherbicides. Weed
Technol. 9: 638—652.

Auld, B.A., M.M. Say, H.I. Ridings and J. Andrews, 1990. Field applications of Colleto-
trichum orbiculare to control Xanthium spinosum. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 32: 315-323.

Auld, B.A., H.E. Talbot and K.B. Radburn, 1992. Host range of three isolates of Alternaria
zinniae, a potential biocontrol agent for Xanthium sp. Plant Prot. Quart. 7: 114-116.

Barreto, R., R. Charudattan, A. Pomella and R. Hanada, 2000. Biological control of
neotropical aquatic weeds with fungi. Crop Prot. 19 (in press).

Barreto, R.-W. and H.C. Evans, 1988. Taxonomy of a fungus introduced into Hawaii for
biological control of Ageratina riparia (Eupatorieae; Compositae), with observations on
related weed pathogens. Trans. Br. Mycol. Soc. 91: 81-97.

Baudoin, A.B.A.M., R.G. Abad, L.T. Kok and W.L. Bruckart, 1993. Field evaluation of
Puccinia carduorum for biological control of musk thistle. Biol. Control 3: 53—60.

Bedi, J.S. and R.K. Grewal, 1999. Purple nutsedge control using axenic culture of Puccinia
romagnoliana. In: Program Abstracts, X International Symposium on Biological Control
of Weeds, USDA-ARS and Montana State University, Bozeman, MT. p. 73.



BIOLOGICAL CONTROL OF WEEDS BY MEANS OF PLANT PATHOGENS 253

Brosten, B.S. and D.C. Sands, 1986. Field trials of Sclerotinia sclerotiorum to control Canada
thistle (Cirsium arvense). Weed Sci. 34: 377-380.

Bourddt, G.W., M.D. De Jong and S.E. Shamoun, 2000. Wide host-range pathogens as poten-
tial bioherbicides: risk analysis. In: Abstracts, 3rd International Weed Science Congress,
International Weed Science Society, Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR. p. 181.

Boyetchko, S., 1999. Innovative applications of microbial agents for biological weed control.
In: K.J. Mukerji et al. (eds), Biotechnological Approaches in Biocontrol of Plant
Pathogens. Kluwer Academic/Plenum Publishers, New York. pp. 73-97.

Boyetchko, S., E. Pedersen, Z. Punja and M. Reddy, 1999. Formulations of biopesticides. In:
F.R. Hall and J.J. Menn (eds), Methods in Biotechnology, Vol. 5: Biopesticides: Use and
Delivery. Humana Press, Totowa, New Jersey. pp. 487-508.

Boyette, C.D., P.C. Quimby, Jr., A.J. Caesar, J.L. Birdsall, W.J. Connick, Jr., D.J. Daigle,
M.A. Jackson, G.H. Egley and H.K. Abbas, 1996. Adjuvants, formulations, and spraying
systems for improvement of mycoherbicides. Weed Technol. 10: 637-644.

Boyette, C.D., G.E. Templeton and R.J. Smith, Jr., 1979. Control of winged waterprim-
rose (Jussiaea decurrens) and northern jointvetch (Aeschynomene virginica) with fungal
pathogens. Weed Sci. 27: 497-501.

Boyette, C.D., M.A. Jackson, P.C. Quimby, Jr., W.J. Connick, Jr., N.K. Zidak, H.K. Abbas
and C.T. Bryson, 1999. Biological control of the weed hemp sesbania with Colletotrichum
truncatum. In: Program Abstracts, X International Symposium on Biological Control of
Weeds, USDA-ARS and Montana State University, Bozeman, MT. p. 64.

Bruckart, W.L., D.J. Politis, G. Defago, S.S. Rosenthal and D.M. Supkoff, 1996. Susceptibility
of Carduus, Cirsium, and Cynara species artificially inoculated with Puccinia carduorum
from musk thistle. Biol. Control 6: 215-221.

Bruzzese, E., 1995. Present status of biological control of European blackberry (Rubus
Sfruticosus aggregate) in Australia. In: E.S. Delfosse and R.R. Scott (eds), Proceedings
of the Eighth International Symposium on Biological Control of Weeds, February 1992,
Canterbury, New Zealand. DSIR/CSIRO, Melbourne, Australia. pp. 297-299.

Biirki, H., J. Lawrie, M.P. Greaves, V.M. Down, B. lJiittersonke, L. Cagdn, M. Vrablov4,
R. Ghorbani, E.A. Hassan and D. Schroeder, 2001. Biocontrol of Amaranthus spp. in
Europe: state of the art. BioControl 46(2): 197-210 (this issue).

Caesar, A.J., 1999. Insect/pathogen interactions are the foundation of weed biocontrol. In:
Program Abstracts, X International Symposium on Biological Control of Weeds, USDA-
ARS and Montana State University, Bozeman, MT. p. 53.

Casonato, S.G., A.C. Lawrie and D.A. McLaren, 1999. Biological control of Hypericum
androsaemum with Melampsora hypericorum S.G. In: Program Abstracts, X International
Symposium on Biological Control of Weeds, USDA-ARS and Montana State University,
Bozeman, MT. p. 65.

Caunter, I.G. and K.C. Lee, 1996. Colletotrichum caudatum, a potential bioherbicide for
control of Imperata cylindrical. In: V.C. Moran and J.H. Hoffmann (eds), January 1996,
Stellenbosch, South Africa. Proceedings of the IX International Symposium on Biological
Control of Weeds, University of Cape Town. pp. 525-527.

Chandramohan, S., 1999. Multiple-pathogen strategy for bioherbicidal control of several
weeds. PhD Dissertation, University of Florida, Gainesville. 191 pp.

Chandramohan, S. and R. Charudattan, 1998. A technique for mass production and multiple-
harvesting of two bioherbicide fungi by solid-substrate culturing. WSSA Abstracts 38: 81.

Chandramohan, S., R. Charudattan, R.M. Sonoda and M. Singh, 2000. Multiple-pathogen
strategy: a novel approach for bioherbicidal control of several weeds. Abstracts, 3rd
International Weed Science Congress, Foz do Iguagu, Brazil, June 2000. p. 182.



254 R. CHARUDATTAN

Chapple, A.C., R.A. Downer, T.M. Wolf, R.A.J. Taylor and F.R. Hall, 1996. The application
of biological pesticides: limitations and a practical solution. Entomophaga 41: 465-474.

Charudattan, R., 1988. Assessment of efficacy of mycoherbicide candidates. In: E.S. Delfosse
(ed), Proceedings of the VII International Symposium on Biological Control of Weeds,
March 1988, Ist. Sper. Patol. Veg. (MAF), Rome, Italy. pp. 455—464.

Charudattan, R., 1991. The mycoherbicide approach with plant pathogens. In: D.O. TeBeest
(ed), Microbial Control of Weeds. Chapman and Hall, London — New York. pp. 24-57.
Charudattan, R., U. Verma, J.T. DeValerio and A. Tomley, 1995. Pathogens attacking
groundsel bush, Baccharis halimifolia L., in Florida. In: E.S. Delfosse and R.R. Scott
(eds), Proceedings of the VIII International Symposium on Biological Control of Weeds,

Canterbury, New Zealand, DSIR/CSIRO, Melbourne, Australia. pp. 437-444.

Charudattan, R., EW. Zettler, H.A. Cordo and R.G. Christie, 1980. Partial characterization of
a potyvirus infecting the milkweed vine, Morrenia odorata. Phytopathology 70: 909-913.

Churchill, B.W., 1982. Mass production of microorganisms for biological control. In:
R. Charudattan and H.L. Walker (eds), Biological Control of Weeds with Plant Pathogens.
John Wiley & Sons, New York. pp. 139-156.

Ciotola, M., A.K. Watson and S.G. Hallett, 1995. Discovery of an isolate of Fusarium
oxysporum with potential to control Striga hermonthica in Africa. Weed Res. 35: 303-309.

Connick, W.J., Jr., D.J. Daigle, A.B. Pepperman, K.P. Hebbar, R.D. Lumsden, T.W. Anderson
and D.C. Sands, 1998. Preparation of stable, granular formulations containing Fusarium
oxysporum f.sp. erythroxyli for biocontrol of Erythroxylum coca var. coca. Weed Sci. 46:
682-689.

Cother, E.J., F.G. Jahromi and G.J. Ash, 1999. Control of Alismataceae weeds in rice using the
mycoherbistat fungus Rhynchosporium alismatis. In: Program Abstracts, X International
Symposium on Biological Control of Weeds, USDA-ARS and Montana State University,
Bozeman, MT. p. 88.

Cullen, J.M., 1985. Bringing the cost benefit analysis of biological control of Chondrilla
juncea up to date. In: E. S. Delfosse (ed), Proceedings of the VI International Symposium
on Biological Control of Weeds, August 1984, Agriculture Canada, Vancouver, Canada.
pp. 145-152.

Daigle, D.J. and W.J. Connick, Jr., 1990. Formulation and application technology for microbial
weed control. In: R.E. Hoagland (ed), Microbes and Microbial Products as Herbicides.
American Chemical Society, Washington, DC. pp. 288-304.

de Jong, M.D., P.C. Scheepens and J.C. Zadoks, 1990. Risk analysis for biological control:
a Dutch case study in biocontrol of Prunus serotina by the fungus Chondrostereum
purpureum. Plant Dis. 74: 189-194.

Delfosse, E.S., R.C. Lewis and S. Hasan, 1995. Release of Uromyces heliotropii in Australia:
a key agent in the integrated pest management system for common heliotrope. In:
E.S. Delfosse and R.R. Scott (eds), Proceedings of the VIII International Symposium
on Biological Control of Weeds, Canterbury, New Zealand, DSIR/CSIRO, Melbourne,
Australia. pp. 329-336.

Den Breeyen, A., 1999. Biological control of waterhyacinth using plant pathogens: dual patho-
genicity and insect interactions. In: Program Abstracts, X International Symposium on
Biological Control of Weeds, USDA-ARS and Montana State University, Bozeman, MT.
p- 90.

DeValerio, J.T., R. Charudattan, J.J. Mullahey, W.H. Sherrod and P.D. Roberts, 2000.
Biological control of Solanum viarum Dunal (tropical soda apple) by Ralstonia
solanacearum (E.F. Smith) Yabuuchi applied with the Burch Wet Blade™ mower system.
WSSA Abstracts 40: 28-29.



BIOLOGICAL CONTROL OF WEEDS BY MEANS OF PLANT PATHOGENS 255

Dinoor, A., S. Guske and E. Nof, 1999. Biological control of purple nutsedge (Cyperus
rotundus) by pathogenic fungi. In: Abstracts, X1V International Plant Protection Congress
(IPPC), July 1999, Jerusalem, Israel.

DiTommaso, A., A.K. Watson and S.G. Hallett, 1996. Infection by the fungal pathogen
Colletotrichum coccodes affects velvetleaf (Abutilon theophrasti)-soybean competition in
the field. Weed Sci. 44: 924-933.

Dodd, A.P., 1961. Biological control of Eupatorium adenophorum in Queensland. Aust.
J. Sci. 23: 356-365.

Dorworth, C.E., 1995. Biological control of red alder (Alnus rubra) with the fungus Nectria
ditissima. Weed Technol. 9: 243-248.

Epstein, A.H., J.H. Hill and FEW. Nutter, Jr., 1997. Augmentation of rose rosette disease for
biological control of multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora). Weed Sci. 45: 172-178.

Floyd, R.M., S.G. Lloyd and R.G. Shivas, 1996. First record of Cercospora echii in Australia.
Australasian Plant Pathol. 25: 68.

Forno, W., M. Seier, S. Chakraborty, M. Weinert and B. Hennecke, 1996. Release of the
fungus, Sphaerulina mimosae-pigrae (Phloeospora mimosae-pigrae), in Australia for
biological control of giant sensitive plant, Mimosa pigra. In: V.C. Moran and J.H. Hoff-
mann (eds), January 1996, Stellenbosch, South Africa. Proceedings of the IX International
Symposium on Biological Control of Weeds, University of Cape Town. p. 334.

Frantzen, J. and P.E. Hatcher, 1997. A fresh view on the control of the annual plant Senecio
vulgaris. Int. Pest Manage. Rev. 2: T7-85.

Frantzen, J. and H. Miiller-Schirer, 1998. A theory relating focal epidemics to crop-weed
interactions. Phytopathology 88: 180-184.

Frantzen, J. and H. Miiller-Schirer, 1999. Wintering of the biotrophic fungus Puccinia lageno-
phorae within the annual plant Senecio vulgaris: implications for biological weed control.
Plant Pathol. 48: 483-490.

Frantzen, J., N.D. Paul and H. Miiller-Schérer, 2001. The system management approach
of biological weed control: some theoretical considerations and aspects of application.
BioControl 46(2): 139—155 (this issue).

Frohlich, J., L. Morin and A. Gianotti, 1999a. Exploring the host range of Fusarium tumidum,
a candidate bioherbicide for gorse and broom in New Zealand. In: Program Abstracts, X
International Symposium on Biological Control of Weeds, USDA-ARS and Montana State
University, Bozeman, MT. p. 121.

Frohlich, J., S. Fowler and R. Hill, 1999b. Biological control of mist flower: Transferring a
successful program from Hawaii to New Zealand. In: Program Abstracts, X International
Symposium on Biological Control of Weeds, USDA-ARS and Montana State University,
Bozeman, MT. p. 120.

Gasich, E.L. and J.A. Titova, 1998. Mycobiota of Galinsoga parviflora and Colletotrichum
gloeosporioides as a candidate pathogen to control this target weed. In: Programme and
Abstracts, 1V International Bioherbicide Workshop, August 1999, Glasgow. University of
Strathclyde, Glasgow, Scotland. p. 30.

Gosselin, L., R. Jobidon and L. Bernier, 1999. Environmental fate studies relative to the use
of Chondrostereum purpureum as a bioherbicide. In: Program Abstracts, X International
Symposium on Biological Control of Weeds, USDA-ARS and Montana State University,
Bozeman, MT. p. 140.

Gourlay, A.H., R. Wittenberg, R.L. Hill, A.G. Spiers and S.V. Fowler, 1999. The biological
control programme against Clematis vitalba in New Zealand. In: Program Abstracts, X
International Symposium on Biological Control of Weeds, USDA-ARS and Montana State
University, Bozeman, MT. p. 146.



256 R. CHARUDATTAN

Greaves, M.P,, P.J. Holloway and B.A. Auld, 1998. Formulation of microbial herbicides. In:
H.D. Burges (ed.), Formulation of Microbial Biopesticides: Beneficial Microorganisms,
Nematodes, and Seed Treatments, Chapman and Hall, London. pp. 203-233.

Green, S., S.M. Stewart-Wade, G.J. Boland, M.P. Teshler and S.H. Liu, 1998. Formulating
microorganisms for biological control of weeds. In: G.J. Boland and L.D. Kuykendall
(eds), Plant-Microbe Interactions and Biological Control, Marcel Dekker, New York.
pp. 249-281.

Guntli, D., S. Burgos, I. Kump, M. Heeb, H.A. Pfirter and G. Défago, 1999. Biological
control of hedge bindweed (Calystegia sepium) with Stagonospora convovuli strain LA39
in combination with competition from red clover (Trifolium pratense). Biol. Control 15:
252-258.

Hallett, S.G., N.D. Paul and P.G. Ayres, 1995. A dual pathogen strategy for the biological
control of groundsel Senecio vulgaris. In: E.S. Delfosse and R.R. Scott (eds), Biological
Control of Weed, VII International Symposium, February 1992, DSIR/CSIRO, Canterbury,
New Zealand. p. 533.

Hanks, J.E. and J.L. Beck, 1998. Sensor-controlled hooded sprayer for row crops. Weed
Technol. 12: 308-314.

Harper, G.J., P.J. Comeau, W. Hintz, R.E. Wall, R. Prasad and E.M. Becker, 1999. Chon-
drostereum purpureum as a biological control agent in forest vegetation management, II:
Efficacy on sitka alder and aspen in western Canada. Can. J. For. Res. 29: 852-858.

Harvey, I.C., G.W. Bourddt, D.J. Saville and D.C. Sands, 1998. A comparison of autotrophic
and wilt strains of Sclerotinia sclerotiorum used as a mycoherbicide against Californian
thistle (Cirsium arvense). Biocontrol Sci. Technol. 8: 73-81.

Hasan, S., 1981. A new strain of the rust fungus Puccinia chondrillina for biological control
of skeleton weed in Australia. Ann. Appl. Biol. 99: 119-124.

Hebbar, K.P.,, B.A. Bailey, S.M. Poch, J.A. Lewis and R.D. Lumsden, 1999. An improved
granular formulation for a mycoherbicidal strain of Fusarium oxysporum. Weed Sci. 47:
473-478.

Hill, R.L., 1989. Ageratina adenophora (Sprengel) R. King & H. Robinson, Mexican devil
weed (Asteraceae). In: P.J. Cameron, R.L. Hill, J. Bain and W.P. Thomas (eds), A Review
of Biological Control of Invertebrate Pests and Weeds in New Zealand 1874 to 1987. CAB,
Wallingford, UK. pp. 317-320.

Hurle, K., 1997. Concepts in weed control — how does biocontrol fit in? Int. Pest Manage.
Rev. 2: 87-89.

Hurrell, G.A., G.W. Bourd6t and D.J. Saville, 2000. Cirsium arvense (L.) Scop. population
regulation in pastures using Sclerotinia sclerotiorum as a mycoherbicide. Abstracts, 3rd
International Weed Science Congress, Foz do Iguagu, Brazil, June 2000. p. 184.

Imaizumi, S., T. Nishino, K. Miyabe, T. Fujimori and M. Yamada, 1997. Biological control of
annual bluegrass (Poa annua L.) with a Japanese isolate of Xanthomonas campestris pv.
poae (JT-P482). Biol. Control 8: 7-14.

Jackson, M.A., D.A. Schisler, P.J. Slininger, C.D. Boyette, R.W. Silman and R.J. Bothast,
1996. Fermentation strategies for improving the fitness of a bioherbicide. Weed
Technol. 10: 645-650.

Johnson, D.R., D.L. Wyse and K.J. Jones, 1996. Controlling weeds with phytopathogenic
bacteria. Weed Technol. 10: 621-624.

Julien, M.H. and M.W. Giriffiths, 1998. Biological Control of Weeds: A World Catalogue of
Agents and their Target Weeds, 4th edn. CAB, Wallingford, UK. 223 pp.



BIOLOGICAL CONTROL OF WEEDS BY MEANS OF PLANT PATHOGENS 257

Jiittersonke, B., 1998. Untersuchungen zur Reaktionsvariabilitit von Amaranthus retroflexus
L. auf MaBnahmen im integrierten Pflanzenschutz. Z. Pflanzenkrankh. Pflanzenschutz,
Sonderheft 16: 99—103.

Kadir, J.B. and Charudattan, R., 2000. Dactylaria higginsii, a fungal bioherbicide agent for
purple nutsedge (Cyperus rotundus). Biol. Control 17: 113—124.

Kok, L.T., R.G. Abad and A.B.A.M. Baudoin, 1996. Effects of Puccinia carduorum on musk
thistle herbivores. Biol. Control 6: 123—129.

Kremer, R.J. and A.C. Kennedy, 1996. Rhizobacteria as biocontrol agents of weeds. Weed
Technol. 10: 601-609.

Kroschel, J., D. Miiller-Stover, A. Elzein and J. Sauerborn, 1999. The development of myco-
herbicides for the management of parasitic weeds of the genus Striga and Orobanche — a
review and recent results. In: Program Abstracts, X International Symposium on Biological
Control of Weeds, USDA-ARS and Montana State University, Bozeman, MT. p. 24.

Leth, V. and C. Andreasen, 1999. Phomopsis cirsii: A promising control agent for Cirsium
arvense. In: Program Abstracts, X International Symposium on Biological Control of
Weeds, USDA-ARS and Montana State University, Bozeman, MT. p. 116.

Louda, S.M., J. Kendall, D. Conner and D. Simberloff, 1997. Ecological effects of an insect
introduced for the biological control of weeds. Science 277: 1088—1090.

Luster, D.G., Y.T. Berthier, W.L. Bruckart and M.A. Hack, 1999. Post-release spread of musk
thistle rust monitored from Virginia to California using DNA sequence information. In:
Program Abstracts, X International Symposium on Biological Control of Weeds, USDA-
ARS and Montana State University, Bozeman, MT. p. 75.

Marsden, J.S., G.E., Martin, D.J. Parham, T.J. Risdell Smith and B.G. Johnson, 1980. Returns
on Australian Research. CSIRO, Canberra.

Masangkay, R.F., A. Galon, S.G. Hallett, T.C. Paulitz and A.K. Watson, 1996. Taxonomy and
host-range of an Alternaria-isolate, a biocontrol agent for Sphenoclea zeylanica. In: V.C.
Moran and J.H. Hoffmann (eds), January 1996, Stellenbosch, South Africa. Proceedings
of the IX International Symposium on Biological Control of Weeds, University of Cape
Town. p. 545.

Massion, C. L. and S.E. Lindow, 1986. Effects of Sphacelotheca holci infection on morpho-
logy and competitiveness of johnsongrass (Sorghum halepense). Weed Sci. 34: 883-888.

Miller, R.V., E.J. Ford and D.C. Sands, 1989. A nonsclerotial pathogenic mutant of Sclerotinia
sclerotiorum. Can. J. Microbiol. 35: 517-520.

Morin, L., B.A. Auld and J.F. Brown, 1993. Synergy between Puccinia xanthii and Colleto-
trichum orbiculare on Xanthium occidentale. Biol. Control 3: 296-310.

Morin, L., B.A. Auld and H.E. Smith, 1996. Rust epidemics, climate and control of Xanthium
occidentale. In: V.C. Moran and J.H. Hoffmann (eds), January 1996, Stellenbosch, South
Africa. Proceedings of the IX International Symposium on Biological Control of Weeds,
University of Cape Town. pp. 385-391.

Morris, M.J., 1991. The use of plant pathogens for biological weed control in South Africa.
Agric. Ecosystems Environ. 37: 239-255.

Morris, M.J., 1999. The contribution of the gall-forming rust fungus Uromycladium teppe-
rianum (Sacc.) McAlp. To the biological control of Acacia saligna (Labill.) Wendl.
(Fabaceae) in South Africa. Afr. Entomol. Mem. 1: 125-128.

Morris, M.J., A.R. Wood and A. den Breeyen, 1999. Plant pathogens and biological control
of weeds in South Africa: a review of projects and progress during the last decade. Afr.
Entomol. Mem. 1: 129-137.

Mortensen, K., 1985. A proposal for standardized scale of attack and its application to biocon-
trol agents of weeds in laboratory screening tests. In: E.S. Delfosse (ed), Proceedings of



258 R. CHARUDATTAN

the VI International Symposium on Biological Control of Weeds, August 1984, Agriculture
Canada, Vancouver, Canada. pp. 643-650.

Mortensen, K., 1996. Update on the present status and the future prospects of BioMal. In: V.C.
Moran and J.H. Hoffmann (eds), January 1996, Stellenbosch, South Africa. Proceedings
of the IX International Symposium on Biological Control of Weeds, University of Cape
Town. p. 547.

Mortensen, K. and M.M. Molloy, 1989. Fungi detected on Acroptilon repens (Russian
knapweed) during surveys from 1981 to 1988. Can. Plant Dis. Survey 69: 143-145.

Miiller-Schirer, H. and J. Frantzen, 1996. An emerging system management approach for
biological weed control in crops: Senecio vulgaris as a research model. Weed Res. 36:
483-491.

Miiller-Schirer, H., P.C. Scheepens and M.P. Greaves, 2000. Biological control of weeds in
European crops: recent achievements and future work. Weed Res. 40: 83-98.

Miiller-Schirer, H. and S. Rieger, 1998. Epidemic spread of the rust fungus Puccinia lageno-
phorae and its impact on the competitive ability of Senecio vulgaris in celeriac during
early development. Biocontrol Sci. Technol. 8: 59-72.

Nachtigal, G. de F. and R.A. Pitelli, 1999. Fusarium sp. as a potential biocontrol agent for
Egeria densa and Egeria najas. In: Program Abstracts, X International Symposium on
Biological Control of Weeds, USDA-ARS and Montana State University, Bozeman, MT.
p- 68.

Oehrens, E.B. and S.M. Gonzales, 1975. Introduccion de Uromyces galegae (Opiz) Saccardo
como factor de control biologico de galega (Galega officinalis L.). Agro. Sur. 3: 87-91.

Oechrens, E., 1977. Biological control of the blackberry through the introduction of rust,
Phragmidium violaceum in Chile. FAO Plant Prot. Bull. 25: 26-28.

Parker, A., A.N.G. Holdern and A.J. Tomley, 1994. Host specificity testing and assessment of
the pathogenicity of the rust, Puccinia abrupta var. partheniicola, as a biological control
agent of Parthenium weed (Parthenium hysterophorus). Plant Pathol. 43: 1-16.

Parker, P.E., 1991. Nematodes as biological control agents of weeds. In: D.O. TeBeest (ed),
Microbial Control of Weeds. Chapman and Hall, New York. pp. 58-68.

Pettersen, M.S., R. Charudattan, E. Hiebert, EW. Zettler and M.S. Elliott, 2000. Tobacco mild
green mosaic tobamovirus strain U2 causes a lethal hypersensitive response in Solanum
viarum Dunal (tropical soda apple). WSSA Abstracts 40: 84.

Pfirter, H.A., H. Ammon, D. Guntli, M.P. Greaves and G. Défago, 1997. Towards the manage-
ment of field bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) and hedge bindweed (Calystegia sepium)
with fungal pathogens and cover crops. Int. Pest Manage. Rev. 2: 61-69.

Phatak, S. C., M.B. Callaway and C.S. Vavrina, 1987. Biological control and its integration
in weed management systems for purple and yellow nutsedge (Cyperus rotundus and
C. esculentus). Weed Technol. 1: 84-91.

Pitelli, R.A., R. Charudattan and J.T. DeValerio, 1994. Biological control of sicklepod
(Cassia obtusifolia) by preemergent soil-incorporation of Alternaria cassiae spores and
flumetsulam. WSSA Abstracts 34: 49.

Reeder, R.H., C.A. Ellison and M.B. Thomas, 1996. Population dynamic aspects of the
interaction between the weed Rottboellia cochinchinensis (itch grass) and the potential
biological control agent Sporisorium ophiuri (head smut). In: V.C. Moran and J.H. Hoft-
mann (eds), January 1996, Stellenbosch, South Africa. Proceedings of the IX International
Symposium on Biological Control of Weeds, University of Cape Town. pp. 205-211.

Ribeiro, Z.M.A., S.C.M. Mello, C. Furlanetto, G. Figueiredo and E.M.G. Fontes, 1998.
Characteristics of Cercospora caricis, a potential biocontrol agent of Cyperus rotundus.
Fitopatol. Brasileira 22: 513-519.



BIOLOGICAL CONTROL OF WEEDS BY MEANS OF PLANT PATHOGENS 259

Ridings, W.H., 1986. Biological control of stranglervine in citrus — a researcher’s view. Weed
Sci. 34 (suppl. 1): 31-32.

Rosskopf, E.N., 1998. Evaluation of Phomopsis amaranthicola sp. nov. as a biological control
agent for Amaranthus spp. PhD Dissertation, Plant Pathology Department, University of
Florida, Gainesville. p. 190.

Rosskopf, E.N., R. Charudattan and J.B. Kadir, 1999. Use of plant pathogens in weed control.
In: T.S. Bellows and T.W. Fisher (eds), Handbook of Biological Control, Academic Press,
New York. pp. 891-918.

Rosskopf, E.N., J.F. Gaffney and R. Charudattan, 1997. The effect of spray propellant on the
efficacy of bioherbicide candidates. WSSA Abstracts 37: 62.

Sands, D.C., E.J. Ford and R.V. Miller, 1990. Genetic manipulation of broad host-range fungi
for biological control of weeds. Weed Technol. 4: 471-474.

Sands, D.C., E.J. Ford, R.V. Miller, B.K. Sally, M.K. McCarthy, T.W. Anderson, M.B. Weaver,
C.T. Morgan and A.L. Pilgeram, 1997. Characterization of a vascular wilt of Erythroxylum
coca caused by Fusarium oxysporum f.sp. erythroxyli forma specialis nova. Plant Dis. 81:
501-504.

Scheepens, P.C., C. Kempenaar, C. Andreasen, T.H. Eggers, J. Netland and M. Vurro,
1997. Biological control of the annual weed Chenopodium album, with emphasis on the
application of Ascochyta caulina as a microbial herbicide. Int. Pest Manage. Rev. 2: T1-76.

Schnick, P.J., S.M. Stewart-Wade and G.J. Boland, 1998. Sequential application of sublethal
rates of 2,4-D and a mycoherbicide for the control of dandelion in Ontario, Canada.
In: Programme and Abstracts, 1V International Bioherbicide Workshop, August 1999,
Glasgow. University of Strathclyde, Glasgow, Scotland. p. 20.

Seier, M.K. and H.C. Evans, 1996. Two fungal pathogens of Mimosa pigra var. pigra from
Mexico: the finishing touch for biological control of this weed in Australia? In: V.C. Moran
and J.H. Hoffmann (eds), January 1996, Stellenbosch, South Africa. Proceedings of the
IX International Symposium on Biological Control of Weeds, University of Cape Town.
pp. 87-92.

Shabana, Y. M., M.A. Elwakil and R. Charudattan, 1999. Development of Alternaria eich-
horniae Nag Raj & Ponnappa for biological control of water hyacinth in Egypt. In:
M. Canard and V.B. Arnaouty (eds), Proceedings of the First Regional Symposium for
Applied Biological Control in Mediterranean Countries, Cairo, Egypt. pp. 211-215.

Smith, R. J., Jr., 1991. Integration of biological control agents with chemical pesticides. In:
D.O. TeBeest (ed), Microbial Control of Weeds. Chapman and Hall, New York. pp. 189—
208.

Stowell, L.J., 1991. Submerged fermentation of biological herbicides. In: D.O. TeBeest (ed),
Microbial Control of Weeds. Chapman and Hall, New York. pp. 225-261.

Supkoff, D.M., D.B. Joley and J.J. Marois, 1988. Effect of introduced biological control
organisms on the density of Chondrilla juncea in California. J. Appl. Ecol. 25: 1089-1095.

TeBeest, D.O., X.B. Yang and C.R. Cisar, 1992. The status of biological control of weeds with
fungal pathogens. Annu. Rev. Phytopathol. 30: 637-657.

Tomley, A.J., and H.C. Evans, 1996. Some problem weeds in tropical and sub-tropical
Australia and prospects for biological control using fungal pathogens. In: E.S. Delfosse
and R.R. Scott (eds), Proceedings of the VIII International Symposium on Biological
Control of Weeds, February 1992, Canterbury, New Zealand. DSIR/CSIRO, Melbourne,
Australia. pp. 477-482.

Trujillo, E.E., M. Aragaki and R.A. Shoemaker, 1988. Infection, disease development, and
axenic cultures of Entyloma compositarum, the cause of hamakua pamakani blight in
Hawaii. Plant Dis. 72: 355-357.



260 R. CHARUDATTAN

Trujillo, E. E., EM. Latterell and A.E. Rossi, 1986. Colletotrichum gloeosporioides, a possible
biological control agent for Clidemia hirta in Hawaiian forests. Plant Dis. 70: 974-976.

Van Tuat, N., H.A. Minh Trung, S.D. Hetherington and B.A. Auld, 1998. Potential bioher-
bicide for Echinochloa in Vietnam. In: Programme and Abstracts, IV International
Bioherbicide Workshop, August 1999, Glasgow. University of Strathclyde, Glasgow,
Scotland. p. 45.

Vincent, A.C. and R. Charudattan, 1999. Effects of formulations of Myrothecium roridum
Tode ex. Fr. and Cercospora rodmanii Conway on waterhyacinth (Eichhornia crassipes
[Mart.] Solms-Laub.) under greenhouse and field conditions. WSSA Abstracts 39: 71.

Vurro, M., A. Evidente, M.C. Zonno, R. Pengue, P. Montemurro and B. Auld, 1999. Phyto-
toxic metabolites produced by Drechslera avenacea, a potential mycoherbicide for Avena
fatua. In: Program Abstracts, X International Symposium on Biological Control of Weeds,
USDA-ARS and Montana State University, Bozeman, MT. p. 71.

Walker, H.L., 1980. Alternaria macrospora as a potential biocontrol agent for spurred anoda:
Production of spores for field studies. Adv. Agric. Technol, AAT-S-12. USDA-SEA-AR,
New Orleans, LA. p. 5.

Walker, H.L. and A.M. Tilley, 1997. Evaluation of an isolate of Myrothecium verrucaria from
sicklepod (Senna obtusifolia) as a potential mycoherbicide agent. Biol. Control 10: 104-
112.

Watson, A.K., 1991. The classical approach with plant pathogens. In: D.O. TeBeest (ed),
Microbial Control of Weeds. Chapman and Hall, New York. pp. 3-23.

Weidemann, G.J. and G.E. Templeton, 1988. Control of Texas gourd, Cucurbita texana, with
Fusarium solani f.sp. cucurbitae. Weed Technol. 2: 271-274.

Wyss, G.S., T. Henkel, R. Charudattan and J.T. DeValerio, 1999. Mass-production of conidia
of Dactylaria higginsii (Luttrell) M.B. Ellis, a potential biocontrol agent for nutsedges
(Cyperus spp.) on natural and synthetic media and grains. WSSA Abstracts 39: 74.

Wyss, G.S. and H. Miiller-Schirer, 1999. Infection process and resistance in the weed
pathosystem Senecio vulgaris-Puccinia lagenophorae and implications for biological
control. Can. J. Bot. 77: 361-369.

Yandoc, C. and R. Charudattan, 1998. Use of natural substrates for the production of fungal
inoculum for biological weed control studies. WSSA Abstracts 38: 80.

Yandoc, C.B., R. Charudattan and D.G. Shilling, 1999. Enhancement of efficacy of Bipolaris
sacchari (E. Butler) Shoem., a bioherbicide agent of cogongrass [Imperata cylindrica (L.)
Beauv.], with adjuvants. WSSA Abstracts 39: 72.

Yang, Y-K., S-O. Kim, H-S. Chung and Y-H. Lee, 2000. Use of Colletotrichum graminicola
KAOO1 to control barnyard grass. Plant Dis. 84: 55-59.

Zhang, W. and A.K. Watson, 1997. Efficacy of Exserohilum monoceras for the control of
Echinochloa species in rice (Oryza sativa). Weed Sci. 45: 144-150.

Zidack, N.K. and P.A. Backman, 1996. Biological control of kudzu (Pueraria lobata) with the
plant pathogen Pseudomonas syringae pv. phaseolicola. Weed Sci. 44: 645-649.



