Developing Improved Strategies for Management of Replant Problems
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BACKGROUND AND OBIJECTIVES ANAEROBIC SOIL DISINFESTATION (ASD) AND OTHER NON-FUMIGANT APPROACHES

Replant disease causes and prediction
among fields

This project focuses on biology and management of replant
problems, especially almond replant disease (RD). RD suppresses
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and exclude O,) and irrigated by drip to maintain soil moisture near field capacity for 6 wks. Non-treated controls and F, strip fumigation collected throughout the Central Valley. Each soil was split into 3 portions which
(Telone C35, 540 Ib/treated acre) were used for comparison. Treatment efficacy was assessed by monitoring survival of Pythium ultimum (a were either not treated, fumigated, or steam pasteurized.
RD pathogen) buried in small bags of soil during treatments (Table 2 and growth of trees in the replanted almond orchard (Figs. 9-11). Soils exhibiting RD show stunting in plants grown in untreated soil compared to

plants grown in fumigated or pasteurized soil.

Replant disease causes and prediction
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