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FOREWORD

This publication was produced for Coastal Bend agricultural producers by the Nueces 7 Y

County Extension Office and contains results of demonstrations and applied research |

projects planned by the Agriculture and Natural Resources Committee with cooperating

farmers and ranchers. The support provided by cooperators, Texas AgriLife Extension "
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Service specialist staff and research scientists of Texas AgriLife Research and private v &
industry was essential for the completion of this book and is greatly appreciated. wile
Weather is always the factor that determines the final outcome of many Agricultures related projects as
was the case in 2011. We started the year out with above normal rainfall in January, but after that it just
got drier and drier! Some late planted crops did not emerge due to lack of moisture. Most of the crops
were made on deep soil moisture from 2010. As the year came to a close, the drought got worse. Many
ranchers sold at least 50% of their cows as standing forage was gone and hay supplies were limited and
expensive.

The demonstration and applied research projects were conducted to provide information to the local Ag
industry on the performance of certain new agricultural technologies and management practices under
Nueces County growing conditions.

Many results reported in this book are based on only one year's data. It should be remembered that differ-
ent growing conditions might produce different results. Results obtained from a three too five-year period
are more reliable and should be used as a bias for making a complete change from normal production or

management practices.

Any references made to commercial products or trade names were made solely for educational purposes
with the understanding that neither endorsement nor discrimination is implied by the Texas AgriLife Exten-
sion Service or its agents.

It is my hope that information contained within this document might be put to use to enhance the perform-
ance of agricultural enterprises in the Coastal Bend of Texas.

A A i

ffrey R. Stapper
County Extension Agent
Texas AgriLife Extension Service
Agriculture & Natural Resources
Nueces County

Educational programs of the Texas AgriLife Extension Service are open to all people without regard to race, color, sex, disability, religion, age, or national origin.
The Texas A&M University System, U.S. Department of Agriculture, and the County Commissioners Courts of Texas Cooperating
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AGRICULTURAL RESULT DEMONSTRATIONS

"Planning, Implementing and Evaluating"

For over 100 years "result demonstrations" have been one of the most effective
educational methods used by County Extension Agents to encourage the adoption of
research based knowledge by local farmers and ranchers. The result demonstration is
a well planned trial that measures the benefits derived from the use of a given practice
under local conditions. Demonstration trials are an effective means of evaluating the
benefits of new crop protection chemicals, improvements in planting seed genetics and
other technological advancements.

Result demonstrations are not conducted without a purpose or need. They are the
basis for the County Extension educational program efforts directed at local problems
and providing a stronger data base for agricultural decision making.

The citizens who serve on the various Extension program area committees are largely
responsible for identifying problem areas. Committees made up of individuals involved
in various phases of agriculture, willingly volunteer their time and talents. These
committees are responsible for giving direction to the Extension program effort and for
identifying problem areas that need to be addressed through result demonstrations or
other methods.

The Nueces County Agricultural Extension Agents greatly appreciate the assistance
provided by the members of the Agriculture & Natural Resources Committee, Field
Crops Task Force and Livestock Task Force committees. Without their support and
direction and the involvement of the cooperators, the demonstration results reported in
this publication would not have been possible.

AGRICULTURE & NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Jimmy Dodson Scott Frazier John Freeman
Ruben Garza Jon Herrmann Darrell Lawhon
David Mayo Mark Miller Sharon Zieschang

FIELD CROPS TASK FORCE MEMBERS

David Mayo Jimmy Dodson Russell Jungmann
Larry McNair Jon Gwynn Jim Massey, IV
Mark Miller David Ocker John Freeman
Darrell Lawhon Scott Ordner Sharon Zieschang

LIVESTOCK TASK FORCE MEMBERS

Jon Herrmann Scott Frazier Leon Little Ruben Garza
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NUECES COUNTY

Agricultural Statistics
County Seat—Corpus Christi, TX

‘
A,

History -

Topography -

Climate -

Nueces County

E E\“\Qw:‘\,,,;’ /
N

Population (2010) 340,223 2011 Agricultural Income $1000

Grain Sorghum 54,125
Land Area Acres Cotton/Cottonseed 92,297
Cropland/Improved Pastures 311,300 Government Programs 16,802
Rangeland 33,800 Crop Insurance 7,988
Industrial Sites, Recreational Facilities Cattle 4,414
Urban Areas 93,492 Wheat 494
Total 438,592 Corn 4,445

Other 6,083
Major Agricultural Commodities (2011) Total $186,648
Grain Sorghum Planted Acres 141,977
Cotton Planted Acres 130,540 Weather Data
Corn Planted Acres 12,400 Average Daily High Temperature 82°F
Wheat Planted Acres 3,386 Average Daily Low Temperature 63°F
Sesame Planted Acres 481 Days above 90°F 101
Sunflower Planted Acres 2,201 Days below 32°F 7
Hay Acreage Planted Acres 10,000 Mean Temperature 72°F
Beef Cattle Cow #s 6,000 First Freeze Date Dec. 15

Last Freeze Date Feb.9

Growing Season Average Dates 303

Precipitation-Mean per Year 31.41"

Precipitation-Days/Years above 0.1" 39

Nueces County was formed in 1846 and was once part of San Patricio County. The
county seat is Corpus Christ, and was incorporated in 1846. Nueces County is bordered
by San Patricio County (north), Jim Wells County (west), Kleberg County (south) and by
Corpus Christi Bay, Laguna Madre and Redfish Bay (all east). The County was named
after the Nueces River which flows through the county.

Nueces County comprises 847 square miles of the Coastal Prairies region. The terrain is
generally flat. The elevation ranges from sea level to 180 feet above sea level. In the
central part of the county the soil varies from vary dark loams to gray or black cracking
clayey soils. In the west the soils varies from very dark loams to gray or black cracking
clayey subsoils. In the coastal region the soils are sandy; in marsh areas the soils are
also very dark with clayey subsoils.

The climate is humid-subtropical. Temperatures range from an average high of 93°F in
July to an average low of 47°%in January.
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NUECES COUNTY
1929-2011
Yearly Rainfall

Year Corpus Christi Robstown  Year Corpus Christi Robstown  Year Corpus Christi Robstown

1929 25.67 26.28 1965 25.29 22.83 2001 32.25 33.52
1930 2531 28.26 1966 29.89 28.86 2002 31.39 44.77
1931 36.80 36.66 1967 38.22 3731 2003 28.70 35.30
1932 22.67 20.77 1968 41.53 41.45 2004 35.30 39.08
1933 23.06 27.59 1969 23.57 38.83 2005 25.31 21.72
1934 30.97 20.75 1970 39.47 36.34 2006 33:93 26.55
1935 38.99 31.97 1971 36.95 55.62 2007 40.63 49.29
1936 26.28 35.37 1972 36.41 29.23 2008 27.99 25.70
1937 24.05 23.75 1973 43.53 43.86 2009 20.61 11.78
1938 21.54 24.64 1974 24.81 28.20 2010 43.92 35.5
1939 19.74 20.33 1975 25.19 31.49 2011 12.06 6.12
1940 25.13 26.68 1976 39.39 42.37 2012
1941 42.13 48.41 1977 26.25 24.79 2013
1942 33.67 36.34 1978 39.14 34.02 2014
1943 26.87 20.05 1979 39.04 29.53 2015
1944 26.45 27.07 1980 32.69 32.50 2016
1945 30.14 25.20 1981 44.02 41.42 2017
1946 34.09 N/A 1982 22.47 2271 2018
1947 33.20 N/A 1983 3691 32.21 2019
1948 22.43 24.96 1984 22.24 30.82 2020
1949 30.28 .10 1985 36.70 49.53 2021
1950 15.48 8.40 1986 32.15 25.46 2022
1951 26.91 29.82 1987 30.66 33.31 2023
1952 21.31 12.02 1988 18.91 17.76 2024
1953 24.14 26.69 1989 19.22 17.41 2025
1954 16.02 18.38 1990 21.10 24.19 2026
1955 21.87 22.85 1991 48.07 41.02 2027
1956 21.73 16.84 1992 41.42 30.31 2028
1957 28.00 29.91 1993 32.34 30.89 2029
1958 42.62 44.28 1994 38.96 33.37 2030
1959 38.44 30.96 1995 36.93 33.85 2031
1960 44.35 43.01 1996 17.32 20.48 2032
1961 260.44 28.19 1997 36.03 39.65 2033
1962 15.49 14.49 1998 30.62 33.38 2034
1963 14.66 19.29 1999 29.22 28.05 2035
1964 21.71 20.49 2000 22.08 30.89 2036

AVG 29.75 29.76

Data collected from the National Oceanic and Atomonspheric Administration, National Weather Service, and Nueces County Record Star.
Robstown Fire Dept. 2008-2009. Robstown reporting station was closed due to World War Il in 19246 and 1947

*Totals for 2004 include snowfall that has been converted into precipitation. (10" snow = 1" rain)
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Temperature Extremes, 2011
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Degrees Fahrenheit

Jan Feb March April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec

. Maximum . Minimum

The temperature extremes were computed from data collected at the Clarkwood Research Center,
Perry Foundation-South of Robstown, and Robstown Fire Department sites in Nueces County,
Texas.

THE CROP-WEATHER PROGRAM FOR SOUTH TEXAS
The Crop-Weather Program for South Texas is an easy-to-use tool that can be accessed via the
Internet at http://cwp.tamu.edu.

This program provides information about weather conditions, crop growth and development,
crop water use, and soil water storage and is maintained by Dr. Carlos Fernandez of the Texas
Agriculture Experiment Station in Corpus Christi, Texas.

Nueces County 7 RDH 2011



MAP LEGEND

MapNumber .......oitiiiiiiii ittt titiete st tir e taateansnsnansans Location
COTTON TRIALS

1 O Conventional Cotton Variety

Cooperator: Jungmann Farms

e e Uniform Stacked-Gene Cotton Variety

Cooperator: Massey Farms

7 Liberty Link Cotton Variety

Cooperator: Lawhon Farms

B 55 aen b RS 6 S S R R Comparison of Selected Insecticides

Cooperator: Wright Farms

A S R SR 80 6 0 B 8 8 3 R Cotton Harvest Aid

: Cooperator: Otahal Farms

B o AR RS AR B B § § AN S Plant Population Study

Cooperator: Lawhon Farms

T seeomiomumrimom T A RS AR S Skip Row vs. Conventional

Cooperator: Jungmann Farms

CORN TRIALS
8 e Corn Hybrid Performance
Cooperator: Mayo Farms
L Aflatoxin Control Test
Cooperator: Various Counties Farms
SORGHUM TRIALS
10¢ e o 53 56 5 8 9 & w5 S e RIDE S e Grain Sorghum Hybrid Performance Test
Cooperator: Faske Farms
T,  cesacnssisadnesss s b ammmnasms s Grain Sorghum Hybrid Performance Test
Cooperator: Ordner Farms
12 e Grain Sorghum Hybrid Performance Test
Cooperator: McNair Farms
130 ceicicerirnnnrenas Headworms & Rice Stink Bug Control w/New Insecticides
Headworms & Rice Stink Bug Control w/Selected Insecticides
Cooperator: Mayo Farms
Bl civcucauvussvevencrvnoencubEoRpABAB B BB E K Nitrogen & Phosphorus Test
Cooperator: Lawhon Farms
T I Ty Clump vs. Conventional Planting
Cooperator: Ocker Farms
ALTERNATIVE CROPS
IO  cosespvevssvisiage Sesame, Safflower, Flax, Canola and Sunflower Evaluations

Cooperator: Texas A&M Research & Extension Center

Nueces County 8 RDH 2011



LL

ALNNQD 5303NN ALNNOD $ID3INN g7 75

& doHsia ,
] ;
HRtsa = 1215 768 ;
NYWdYHD e
0z
&
b
£
b 7 11005140
o | & .
33 %e _ 114
43 & =7
0L
7677
999 mﬁﬁk
N | 2~
2 9.0524, W ]
iy 327na
, o
33 @_W vno
b, 3L13NONY4
iy
Q&Ta@
37 3
i
7
vd
Bz
£E81 ot
AINNOD 5303NK
5 —{§80E
o Ll
I
JIIE L
.
i B

ERfgpy
LLi -
I,

RDH 2011

Nueces County



THIS PAGE LEFT BLANK FOR YOUR NOTES

Nueces County 10 RDH 2011



History of Cotton Production, Nueces County ................ ..., 12
Conventional Cotton Variety, Jungmann Farms ........................... 13
Uniform Stacked-Gene Cotton Variety, Massey Farms ..................... 16
Liberty Link Cotton Variety, Lawhon Farms ............. ... civiiininan.. 19
Comparison of Selected Insecticides, Wright Farms ........................ 21
Cotton Harvest Aid, Otahal Farms . ....... .. .ttt 25
Plant Population Study, Lawhon Farms ............ i, 29
Skip Row vs. Conventional, Jungmann Farms . .............cc0iiiuenenn... 32

Nueces County 11 RDH 2011

NOL1ODO




HISTORY OF COTTON PRODUTION

NUECES COUNTY 1929-2011

Acres Lbs Total Acres Lbs Total Acres Lbs Total
Year Harvested /Acre  Bales Year Harvested /Acre Bales Year Harvested /Acre  Bales
1929 268,000 213 129,000 1965 104,200 327 62,241 2001 117,000 570 139,000
1930 250,000 295 154,000 1966 71,300 455 64,955 2002 110,000 598 137,000
1931 242,000 178 94,900 1967 66,300 314 41,579 2003 131,300 841 230,000
1932 226,900 140 66,100 1968 87,900 306 53,758 2004 141,600 870 246,384
1933 252,300 227 83,400 1969 87,000 285 49,577 2005 142,900 552 164,200
1934 173,000 159 57,400 1970 60,800 193 23,404 2006 54,500 562 63,800
1935 186,000 232 90,200 1971 63,500 224 29,700 2007 109,600 775 173,347
1936 201,000 207 87,000 1972 74,700 295 44,000 2008 79,800 475 78,900
1937 218,000 203 92,800 1973 49900 253 25,300 2009 4,116 360 3,087
1938 166,200 232 74,900 1974 54900 481 52,769 2010 104,050 866 187,721
1939 152,200 254 79,300 1975 27,800 466 25,884 2011 111,527 669 155,441
1940 139,200 201 54,600 1976 48,000 436 43,583 2012
1941 135,000 212 57,900 1777 78,000 528 85,884 2013
1942 136,000 276 77,245 1978 77,600 447 72,422 2014
1943 133,000 297 82,300 1979 109,900 463 105,975 2015
1944 119,000 215 53,300 1980 100,200 326 68,600 2016
1945 106,000 211 46,600 1981 67,400 514 71,900 2017
1946 90,000 235 44,000 1982 53,800 523 58,900 2018
1947 110,000 289 66,350 1983 39,400 600 49,300 2019
1948 91,000 282 53,400 1984 56,100 614 72,020 2020
1949 140,000 353 103,000 1985 58,800 883 107,900 2021
1950 95,500 235 44,200 1986 59,600 754 93,600 2022
1951 216,000 51 22,900 1987 60,000 710 85,200 2023
1952 174,000 282 102,000 1988 86,900 498 90,200 2024
1953 141,500 60 17,700 1989 66,100 385 53,000 2025
1954 122,000 432 109,000 1990 86,100 326 58,400 2026
1955 86,000 112 20,100 1991 117,100 645 157,300 2027
1956 98,000 315 64,000 1992 77,100 485 77,900 2028
1957 787,000 339 55,500 1993 78,800 439 72,000 2029
1958 95,770 434 83,040 1994 87,700 560 102,400 2030
1959 108,200 336 74,669 1995 125,200 589 153,700 2031
1960 114,600 352 80,570 1996 75,700 337 53,100 2032
1961 107,600 420 90,385 1997 97,900 454 92,500 2033
1962 116,900 267 62,480 1998 85,100 446 79,000 2034
1963 106,400 181 38,602 1999 109,100 757 172,000 2035
1964 109,200 285 62,240 2000 118,300 771 190,000 2036

Data secured from 1.8, Department of Agriculture Statistical Reporting Service and Texas Crop Livestock Reporting Service.

*Figures for the 2011 season were estimated using data obtained from the Nueces County FSA Office, and

the Nueces County Extension Office

Nueces County
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AgriLIFE EXTENSION

Taxas AM System

ture and Natural Resoure

CONVENTIONAL COTTON VARIETY
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Texas AgriLife Extension Service
Nueces County, 2011

Cooperator: Jungmann Farms

Authors: Jeffrey R. Stapper, County Extension Agent -AG/NR
Dr. Dan D. Fromme, Assistant Professor and Extension Agronomist
J.R. Cantu, Ag Demonstration Assistant

Summary
This test was located on the Jungmann Farm, north of Bishop on FM 3354. Soil conditions at planting were

fair. Eight commercial cotton varieties were evaluated for agronomic performance. The best numerically
performing variety in this test was ARK 222-12 at 994 pounds per acre lint yield and it also generated the
highest lint value at $525.32 per acre, using the loan value. Statistically the lint yield of ARK 222-12 was not
different from ARK 114-53, ARK 9803-23-04, or SSG HQ210CT. The plot lint yield average for this test was
934 pounds per acre.

Objective
To evaluate commercially available conventional cotton varieties growing under Nueces County conditions in a

replicated evaluation.

Materials and Methods

Cotton varieties were planted in a replicated study with three replications in a randomized complete block
design. Each variety plot consisted of 6 rows, 975 feet in length. Soil moisture conditions at planting were fair
at planting depth. Stand counts were taken at three areas in the field for each variety approximately one month
following planting. Rainfall was below normal. The monthly rainfall received was; March=0.87 inches, April=0
inches May = 1.54 inches, June = 0.56 inches, for a total of 2.97 inches from planting through harvest. Plots
were harvested on July 27, 2011 with a John Deere Stripper. Seed cotton from 0.33 acre was weighed in the
field at harvest using an electronic scale equipped cotton weigh-wagon. Random grab samples were collected
from each variety at weighing for lint turn-out and fiber quality analysis. Fiber analysis was conducted by the
Fiber & Bio-polymer Research Institute using standard HVI classing procedures.
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Table 1: Agronomic data for Conventional Cotton Variety Performance Demonstration,
Jungman Farm, Bishop, (Nueces County), Texas, 2011.

Planting Date: 3/09/2011  [Rows/Plot: 6 - with 3 replicates Row Width: 30 inch
Haevest Date: 7/27/11 Plot Length 975 ft
Fertility: [Herbicide: 1.5 qt/A Trust Previous Crop:
220# 25-5-0 1 gt/A Roundup Sorghum

0.10 oz/A Invoke

10 oz/A Arrow
Planting Rate: Soil Type: Insecticide:
55,000 plants/Ac Victoria clay Seed treatment

Results and Discussion
The data table below provides a comparison of data on plant population and lint yield per acre.

Table 2. Comparison of cotton plant population and lint yield between varieties,
Jungmann Farm, Nueces County, Texas, 2011.

Ew;V;ariety | i | Plaﬁt Poﬂulatibn ﬁér Ac'?l:e - Lthield | I
gl e e (pounds/acre)
ARK 222-12 41,121 0043 a
ARK 114-53 40,637 9913 a
ARK 9803-23-04 37,250 963.3 ab
SSG HQ210CT 38,702 935.3 abc
SSG HQ212CT 37,734 920.7 bed
ALL TEX LA122 37250 919.0 bed
SSG HQ120CT 38,702 889.7 cd
ALL TEX 7A21 35,315 860.3d
AVERAGE 38,339 0934.2

Nueces County 14
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Table 3. Comparison of lint yield, lint quality, and loan value ranked by highest gross income per acre
between varieties, Jungmann Farm, Nueces County, Texas, 2011.

Variety Lint Turnout | Micronaire | Length | Strength | Uniformity Loan Lint

(Ibs/ac) %o (inches) (g/tex) Value Value
(¢/1b) ($/ac)

ARK

222-12 994 | a 4137 | b 4.3 a 1.09 | a 290 | b 81.9 a 52.88 | a 52532 | a

ARK

114-53 991 | ab 39.5 c 4.4 a 1.05 | b 282 | bed | 81.2 ab 5135 | b 508.80 | a

ARK

9803-23-04 | 963 | ab 39.9 be | 4.2 a 1.10 | a 31.1 | a 818 | a 5347 | a 515.15 | a

SSG

HQ210CT 935 | abc 3907 | ¢ 4.2 a 101 | ¢ 282 | bed | 794 c 4892 | ¢ 45777 | b

SSG

HQ212CT 921 | bed 3847 | ¢ 4.1 a 1.00 | ¢ 282 | bed | 79.4 e 48.82 | ¢ 44938 | b

AT

LA122 919 | bed 43.8 a 4.3 a 1.01 | ¢ 275 | cd 79.8 bc 4903 | ¢ 44986 | b

SSG

HQ120CT 890 | cd 39.97 [ be | 4.7 a 1.01 | ¢ 270 | d 81.5 a 49.68 | ¢ 44203 | b

AT

TA21 860 | d 41.17 | b 4.2 a 1.06 | b 28.5 | be 81.0 ab 5243 | ab | 451.06 | b

Mean 934.21 40.4 4.31 1.04 28.46 80.75 50.82 474.92

P>F 0.0142 0.0002 0.1174 0.0001 0.0009 0.0106 0.0001 0.0002

LSD P=.05) 72.22 1.645 NS 0.0224 1.416 1.566 1.36 33.67

STD DEV 41.23 0.94 0.203 0.0128 0.809 0.894 0.7765 19.23

CV% 4.41 2.33 4,72 1.23 2.84 1.11 1.53 4.05

Means followed by same letter do not significantly differ (P=.05, LSD)

Conclusions

Despite below normal rainfall during the growing season, the varieties in this test performed well with lint loan
values ranging from $451 to $525 per acre. There was not a statistical difference in pounds of lint produced per
acre between the top four varieties as yields ranged from 935 to 994 pounds of lint per acre.
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AgriLIFE EXTENSION

Tesas AZM System

lture and Natural Rest

UNIFORM STACKED-GENE COTTON VARIETY
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Texas AgriLife Extension Service
Nueces County, 2011

Cooperator: Jim Massey, IV

Authors: Jeffrey R. Stapper, County Extension Agent -AG/NR
Dr. Dan D. Fromme, Assistant Professor and Extension Agronomist
J. R. Cantu, Demonstration Assistant

Summary
This test was located on the Jim Massey Farm, south of Robstown on CR 34. Soil moisture

conditions at planting were fair. Nine commercial cotton uniform stacked-gene varieties were
evaluated for agronomic performance. The best performing variety in this test was PHY 499
WRF at 857.7 pounds per acre lint yield. The lint yield average for this test was 766 pounds per
acre.

Objective
To evaluate commercially available cotton varieties growing under Nueces County conditions in
a replicated evaluation.

Materials and Methods

Cotton varieties were planted in a replicated study with three replications in a randomized
complete block design. Bach variety plot consisted of 8 rows, 1,525 feet in length and was 0.7
acre in size. Soil moisture conditions at planting were marginal at planting depth. Stand counts
were taken at three areas in the field for each variety approximately one month following
planting. Rainfall was below normal. The monthly rainfall received was; March= 0.03, April= 0
inch, May = 2.90 inches, June = 0.50 inches, and July = 0.25 inch for a total of 3.68 inches from
planting through harvest. Plots were harvested on August 2, 2011 with a John Deere 9976 Picker.
Seed cotton from 0.52 acre was weighed in the field at harvest using an electronic scale equipped
cotton weigh-wagon. Random grab samples were collected from each variety at weighing for lint
turn-out and fiber quality analysis. Fiber analysis was conducted by the Fiber & Bio-polymer
Research Institute using standard HVT classing procedures.
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Table 1: Agronomic data for Commercial Uniform Stacked-Gene Variety Performance
Demonstration, Massey Farm, Robstown, (Nueces County), Texas, 2011.

Planting Date: 3/18/2011
Harvest Date: 8/2/2011

Rows/Plot: 8 row - with 3 replicates
6 rows by 1027 feet

Row Width: 30 inch

Fertility:
380# 24-8-0

Herbicide:
2 apps 20o0z/ac Gylphosate

Previous Crop: Sorghum

Planting Rate: 50,000/acre

Soil Type: Victoria clay

Insecticide: Seed treatment

Results and Discussion

The data tables below provide a comparison of data on plant population, lint yield and loan value

per acre.

Table 2. Comparison of cotton plant population, Seed Cotton, and lint yield between
varieties, Massey Farm, Nueces County, Texas, 2011.

Cotton Variety | Plant Population Lint Yield
~ (plants/acre) (pounds/acre)

PHY 499 WRF 28,663 857.7 a
DP 1044 B2F 29,268 803.7 ab
AM 1550 B2RF 24,672 798.7 bc
FM 1740 B2F 21,830 796.3 bc
ST 5458B2RF 28,784 748.3 cd
PHY 367WRF 25,398 746.3 cd
FM 9160B2F 21,527 716.7d
DP 1032B2RF 14,996 714.0d

ATX 3039 B2F 27,454 712.7d
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Table 3. Comparison of lint yield, lint quality, and loan value ranked by highest gross income
per acre between varieties, Massey Farm, Nueces County, Texas, 2011.

Variety Lint . Turnout | Micronaire | Length | Strength | Uniformity Lioan Lint Value

(Ibs/acre) % (inches) (g/tex) Value ($/acre)
(¢/Ib)

PHY

499WRF 8577 | a 4427 | a | 477 a 1.02 |b | 296 | a 80.7 |[ab | 49.85 | bc 42774 | a

DP

1044B2RF 803.7 | ab | 41.07 | cd | 4.57 b 1.02 | b | 27.1 | be | 80.1 abc | 49.07 | bed | 394.03 | b

AM

1550B2RF 798.7 | be | 41.73 | bec [ 457 | b 1.02 | b [ 253 | de | 80.3 ab | 48.33 |cd | 38601 | Db

FM

1740B2RF 796.3 | be | 41.63 |bc | 453 | b 102 |b | 268 |bc | 793 | bec | 49.28 | be 30258 | b

ST

5458B2RF 7483 | cd | 4047 |de | 447 | Db 1.03 | b | 263 |lcd | 79.8 |[bec | 49.10 | bed | 367.46 | bed

PITY

367TWRF 746.3 |cd | 41.57 | bc | 4.23 (e 1.02 | b | 26.6 | bc | 80.9 ab | 50.20 | b 374.66 | be

FM :

9160B2F 7167 |d 3993 |e |4.17 e 1.08 |a | 278 | b 814 |a 5227 | a 374.10 | be

DP

1032B2RF 714 d [4227 | b | 4.80 a 1.01 |b | 252 |de | 78.6 |c 4727 | d 337.53 | d

AT

3039B2RF 7127 |d | 4157 | be 1450 | Db 1.04 | b | 242 | e 80.2 | abc | 49.28 | bc | 351.09 | cd

Mean 766 41.61 4.51 1.03 26.5 80.14 49.41 378.36

P>F 0.0003 0.0001 0.0001 0.0225 0.0001 0.0496 0.0031 0.0006

1L.SD (P=.05) 55.19 1.021 0.15 0.0378 1.285 1.555 1.8356 30.33

STD DEV 31.88 0.59 0.087 0.0219 0.742 0.898 1.0605 17.52

CV% 4.16 1.42 1.92 2.13 2.8 1.12 2.15 4.63

Means followed by same letter do not significantly differ (P=.05, LSD).

Conclusions
Cotton varieties performed well in a growing season with below normal rainfall. The best
performing variety in this test was PHY 499WRF with a loan value of $427 per acre. The
significant differences between varieties points out the importance of variety testing and

evaluating varieties under local growing conditions.
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AgriLIFE EXTENSION

Texay A&M System

and Natura Resotirces

LIBERTY LINK COTTON VARIETY
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Texas AgriLife Extension Service
Nueces County, 2011

Cooperator: Darrell Lawhon

Authors: Jeffrey R. Stapper, County Extension Agent -AG/NR
Dr. Dan D. Fromme, Assistant Professor and Extension Agronomist
J. R. Cantu, Demonstration Assistant

Summary
This test was located on the Darrell Lawhon Farm on CR 73B, north of Concordia. Soil moisture conditions at

planting were moderate and rainfall during the growing season was below normal. Four commercial liberty link
cotton varieties were evaluated for agronomic performance. The best performing variety in this test was FM
1845 LLB2 with 944 pounds per acre lint yield. The average plot lint yield for the four varieties evaluated in
this test was 879 lint pounds per acre.

Objective
To evaluate commercially available liberty link cotton varieties growing under Nueces County conditions in a
replicated evaluation.

Materials and Methods

Cotton varieties were planted in a replicated study with three replications. Each variety plot consisted of 6
rows, 2949 feet in length. Seed was planted using a John Deere 1770 NT planter. Soil moisture conditions at
planting were marginal at planting depth. Stand counts were taken at three areas in the field for each variety
approximately one month following planting. Rainfall was below normal. The monthly rainfall received was;
March = 0.31, April=0 inches, May=1.75 inches, June=0.71 inch, and July= 0 inch for a total of 2.77 inches
from planting through harvest. Plots were harvested on July 19, 2011 with a John Deere Picker. Fiber analysis
was conducted by the Fiber & Bio-polymer Research Institute using standard HVI classing procedures.

Table 1: Agronomic data for Liberty Link Cotton Performance Evaluation, Lawhon Farm, Concordia,
(Nueces County), Texas, 2011.

Planting Date: 3/11/2011 Rows/Plot: 6 -with 3 replicates Row Width: 38 inch
Fertility: 250# 22-10-0 Herbicide: 1qt/ac Prowl pp Previous Crop: Sorghum
Planting Rate: 45,000 plants/Ac Soil Type: Victoria clay Insecticide: Seed treatment
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Results and Discussion

The data tables below provide comparison data on fiber quality and lint yield as well as the final plant

population for each variety involved in this test.

Table 2. Comparison of cotton plant population and lint yield between varieties,
Lawhon Farm, Nueces County, Texas, 2011.

COtt_(:);] Variety Plant Population Lint Yield Seed Cbtton
 (# plts/ac) (Ibs/ac) (Ibs/acre)
FM 1845 LL B2 39,212 9443 a 2360.3 a
FM 835 LL B2 35,265 877.7b 2229.0 a
FM 1773L1LB2 33,101 853.0 be 2213.7 a
FM STV 41451.LB2 34,374 8403 ¢ 22347 a

Table 3. Comparison of lint yield, lint quality, and loan value ranked by highest lint value per acre
between varieties, Lawhon Farm, Nueces County, Texas, 2011

Variety Lint Turnout | Micronaire | Length | Strength | Uniformity Loan Lint Value

(Ibs/ac) %0 (inches) | (g/tex) Value ($/acre)
(¢/lb)

FM

1845L1L.B2 | 944 |a |4007 |a [44 a 1.15 |a | 324 |a | 83.0 |ab 5395 |a | 50948 |a

FM

835LLB2 878 |[b [3937 |a |38 c 1.13 |b | 312 |b[833 |a 54.12 |a | 47497 | b

FM

1773LLB2 853 | bc | 38.53 |a |43 ab 1.12 | b | 302 |c | 824 [bc 5375 |a | 45848 |b

ST

4145LLB2 840 |c¢ | 376 |a |40 bc 1.06 | ¢ | 289 |d |816 |c 5150 | b | 43280 |c

Mean 879 38.89 4.1 1.11 30.68 82.58 53.33 468.93

P>F 0.0014 0.1388 0.02 0.0005 0.0005 0.0061 0.0044 0.0004

LSD (P=.05) 35.1 NS 0.307 0.0255 0.934 0.746 1.15 19.66

STD DEV 17.55 1.123 0.154 0.0128 0.467 0.373 0.5764 9.84

CV% 2.0 2.89 3.72 1.15 1.52 0.45 1.08 2.1

Means followed by same letter do not significantly differ (P=.05, LSD)

Conclusions

Cotton varieties performed well in a growing season with below normal rainfall. The significant difference
between varieties stresses the need to continue to evaluate performance of new varieties as they are introduced

in the local area. The best performing variety in this test was FM 1845 LLB2, producing 944 pounds of lint per

dcre.
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@IF\E EXTENSION

AEM System

COMPARISON OF SELECTED INSECTICIDES FOR
CONTROL OF THE COTTON FLEAHOPPER IN COTTON

Cooperator: Bill and Randy Wright Farm
Nueces County, 2011

Authors: Roy D. Parker and Jeffrey R. Stapper
Extension Entomologist and County Extension Agent, respectively
Corpus Christi and Robstown, Texas

Summary
Centric, Carbine, Belay, and Intruder significantly reduced fleahopper number through 14 days

after treatment (DAT). Centric and Belay were especially impressive in reducing nymphs.
Carbine treated plots tended to have more fleahoppers than other treatments at 8 and 14 DAT.
Since the treatments were applied late in the development of the cotton plant no differences were
observed in lint production.

Objective
The field study on cotton was conducted to measure the impact of the insecticides on the cotton
fleahopper.

Materials/Methods

The test was conducted on the Bill and Randy Wright Farm on County Road 44 about 0.5 miles
west of FM 1694 in Nueces County. The cotton variety was FiberMax 832. Treatments were
applied late in the fruiting stage with the cotton at 5 nodes above white flower (NAWF) on May
26, 2011. The test was arranged in a randomized complete block design with 4 replications of
each treatment. Plots were 4 rows by 40 feet with 8 buffer rows between treatments.

Treatments were applied with a Spider Trac sprayer calibrated to deliver 5.1 gpa total volume
through 4X hollow cone nozzles at 40 psi and at a speed of 4.2 mph. All treatments included a
non-ionic surfactant (0.25% v/v).

Treatments were assessed by (1) counting fleahoppers on 20 plant terminals/plot before
treatments were applied on May 26 followed by counts 2, 4, 8, and 14 days after treatment
[DAT], and (2) harvesting the third row of each plot with an International Harvester model 120A
spindle picker. Seed cotton was weighed and lint production was based on 37% of the seed
cotton weight.
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Agriculture Research Manager (ARM revision 6.1.13) software was used to conduct analysis of
variance, and means were separated by LSD at the 0.05 probability level.

Results/Discussion

The experiment was conducted on cotton that was beyond the growth stage for which fleahopper
control would be expected to have any impact on lint production; the cotton was at 5 nodes
above white flower (NAWF) on May 26 when pretreatment counts were made, but the location
provided opportunity to evaluate the impact of chemicals on fleahopper numbers.

Fleahopper nymphs were abundant when treatments were applied on May 26 (Table 1). All
fleahopper nymph counts at 2, 4, 8, and 14 days after treatment (DAT) were significantly lower
in the insecticide treatments regardless of chemical or rate used. Statistical differences were not
observed among any of the insecticide treatments evaluated. However, nymphs were not detected
in the Belay treated cotton at either rate evaluated on any post-treatment evaluation. Only at 14
DAT were any nymphs detected in the Centric treatment.

Adult fleahoppers generally increased in number following treatment in non-insecticide treated
cotton (Table 2). Centric, Belay (both rates), and Intruder were more effective than either rate of
Carbine. Fleahopper adults increased in Carbine treated cotton at 8 DAT. When nymph and adult
fleahopper counts were combined (Table 3), all insecticides tested provided significant control
when compared with the nontreated cotton.

No differences were observed in lint production (Table 3). Cotton was already at 5 NAWEF when
the test was established; it was well beyond the treatment period for cotton fleahopper (cotton is
most susceptible to damage from first square to one week into bloom). These results demonstrate
that nothing can be gained by treating for cotton fleahopper beyond the established growth stage
for which treatments are currently recommended. It also demonstrates the effectiveness of
insecticides in controlling cotton fleahopper. However, since the test was conducted at a late
stage of cotton plant development little migration of fleahoppers into the cotton seemed to occur.
It will be useful to conduct additional tests when treatments can be made for fleahopper control
when the plants are more vulnerable to damage.
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Table 1. Evaluation of insecticides for fleahopper control applied to blooming cotton under

dry soil conditions, Bill and Randy Wright Farm, Nueces County, TX, 2011.

Treatment Fleahopper nymphs per 100 plants

(rate) Pretreat 2DAT 4 DAT 8DAT 14 DAT  Post-treat. avg.

Centric 40WG 20.0° 0.0° 0.0° 0.0° 2.5 0.6°

(1.25 oz/acre)

Carbine 50WG 31.3 3.8° 1.3° 5.0° 3.8° 3.4°

(1.7 oz/acre)

Carbine 50WG 26.3° 3.8° 3.8" 15" 2 4" 4.4°

(1.25 oz/acre)

Belay 2.13 SC 263" | 00° 0.0° 0.0° 0.0° 0.0°

(4.0 oz/acre)

Belay 2.13 SC 225 0.0° 0.0° 0.0° 0.0° 0.0°

(3.0 oz/acre)

Intruder 70WP 30.0° 1.3° 2.5° 2.5° 2.5° 2.2°

(1.0 oz/acre)

Nontreated 23.8% 63.8" 67.5% 46.3% 38.8° 54.1%
LSD (P=0.05) NSV 12.34 11.28 8.44 14.67 9.25
P>F 7150  .0001 0001 0001  .0003 0001

Means in a column followed by the same letter are not significantly different by ANOVA.

Y' NS = Not Significant

Table 2. Evaluation of insecticides for fleahopper control applied to blooming cotton under

dry soil conditions, Bill and Randy Wright Farm, Nueces County, TX, 2011.

Treatment Fleahopper adults per 100 plants

(rate) Pretreat 2DAT 4DAT 8DAT 14DAT  Post-treat. avg.

Centric 40WG 3.8 2.5° 1.3° 6.3 1.5 4.4°

(1.25 oz/acre)

Carbine 50WG 5.0° 0.0° 1.3° 18.8% | 21.3*" 10.3°

(1.7 oz/acre)

Carbine 50WG 3.8° 0.0° 5.0™ 28.8° | 13.8™ 11.9

(1.25 oz/acre)

Belay 2.13 SC 7.5 0.0° 1.3° 1.3¢ 2.5 1.3¢

(4.0 oz/acre)

Belay 2.13 SC 3.8 0.0° 2.5" 5.0% 3.8 2.8

(3.0 oz/acre)

Intruder 70WP 1.5° 2.5 2.5° 10.0° | 10.0% 63

(1.0 oz/acre)

Nontreated 11.3* 10.0* 10.0° 57.5% 26.3" 25.9¢
LSD (P=0.05) NSY 4.68 5.50 1481  11.93 5.64
P>F 2955 0024  .0327  .0001  .0039 .0001

Means in a column followed by the same letter are not significantly different by ANOVA.

¥'NS = Not Significant
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Table 3. Evaluation of insecticides for fleahopper control applied to blooming cotton under
dry soil conditions, Bill and Randy Wright Farm, Nueces County, TX, 2011.

Fleahopper nymphs and adults per 100 plants Lint yield
Treatment” Pretreat 2 DAT 4DAT R8DAT 14 DAT  Post-treat Ib/acre
(rate) avg.
Centric 40WG 23.8° 25 1.3° 6.3 | 10.0™ 5.0°¢ 745°
(1.25 oz/acre)
Carbine 50WG 36.3 3.8° 25 23.8™ | 25.0° 13.8™ 703*
(1.7 oz/acre)
Carbine 50WG 30.0° 3.8° 8.8" 36.3° | 16.3™ 16.3° 675
(1.25 oz/acre)
Belay 2.13 SC 33.8° 0.0° 1.3° 1.3¢ 2.5° 1.3¢ 715
(4.0 oz/acre)
Belay 2.13 SC 26.3° 0.0° 3.5 509 | 3.8 T 6
(3.0 oz/acre)
Intruder 70WP 37.5 3.8° 507 5= | 7.5 7.2 688"
(1.0 oz/acre)
Nontreated 35.0° 73.8° 77.5* | 103.8* | 65.0° 80.0° 714*
LSD (P=0.05) NS~ 15.33 12.87 1941 19.39 11.63 NS
P>F 7495 .0001 0001  .0001  .0001 0001 9110

Means in a column followed by the same letter are not significantly different by ANOVA.
Y'NS = Not Significant
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AgriLIFE EXTENSION

Texas A&M System

COTTON HARVEST AID
PERFORMANCE DEMONSTRATION

Cooperator: Claude Otahal
Nueces County, 2011

Authors: Jeffrey R. Stapper, Dan Fromme, and J.R. Cantu
County Extension Agent -AG/NR, Assistant Professor and Extension Agronomist,
and Ag Demonstration Assistant, respectively

Summary
A total of twenty two different treatments were applied to the cotton variety FM 955 LLB2 to

evaluate their leaf drop and harvest aid effectiveness in a strip test located on FM 2826,
Southeast of Robstown. A six and eleven day after treatment rating were taken with treatment
costs ranging from a low of $1.76/acre to a high of $16.47/acre.

Objective
To evaluate the effectiveness of selected harvest aid treatments in preparing cotton for harvest.

Materials and Methods

Treatments were established in a strip test of dryland cotton on 30-inch row spacing, with each
plot 150 feet in length. Defoliation treatments were applied July 1, 2011 with a self-propelled
sprayer delivering 11 gallons per acre. Treatments were applied from 9:00 A.M. to 10:00 A.M.
The broadcast application was made with Turbo TeeJet 11002 nozzle tips on 20-inch spacing.
The cotton variety was FM 955 LLB2, and had about 50% open bolls at time of initial treatment.
Average plant height was 28 inches. Defoliation ratings were taken six and eleven DAT. A
small rain event occurred on 7/10/11 with 0.16 inch.

Results and Discussion
Crop growing conditions throughout the season were good however rainfall during the season
was below normal. Results are recorded in Table 1 and Table 2.
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Table 1. Comparison of percent defoliation, desiccation, green leaf and price between
treatments, July 7, 2011 (6 DAT), Otahal Farm, Nueces County.

Trt. T Product | Estimated | Defoliation | Desiccation | GmLeaf
No. ' Rate Cost * (%) (%) (%)
1 Liquid Dropp 1.6 0z/A $1.81 60 0 40
b Liquid Dropp 2.40z/A $2.71 75 0 25
3 Liquid Dropp 3.2 oz/A $3.20 85 0 15
4 Ginstar 1.0 0z/A $1.76 50 1 49
5 Ginstar 2.0 oz/A $3.53 85 1 14
6 Ginstar 3.0 0z/A $5.29 70 2 28
7 Cinstar 4.0 oz/A $7.06 78 2 20
8 Untreated 15 0 85

9 Liquid Dropp 1.6 0z/A
Def/Folex 4.0 oz/A $3.81 90 1 9
Liquid Dropp 1.6 oz/A
Aim oz/A $4.13 70 10 20
10| NS 0.25 % viv
Liquid Dropp 1.6 oz/A
ET 1.5 0z/A $7.04 60 15 25
11 Crop Oil Concentrate 1.0 %6 v/v
Liquid Dropp 1.6 oz/A
12| Ethephon/Prep 16.0 0z/A $5.31 88 5 7
Liquid Dropp 1.6 oZ/A
= Ethephon/Prep 21.0 oz/A $6.40 85 3 12
Liquid Dropp 1.6 0z/A
Finish 6 Pro 16.0 oz/A $10.49 93 5 2
14 | NIS 0.25 % viv
Liquid Dropp 1.6 0z/A
Finish 6 Pro 21.0 oz/A $12.99 88 8 4
13 NIS 0.25 % viv
Ginstar 3.0 0z/A
Finish 6 Pro 16.0 oz/A $13.97 77 20 3
16 | NIS 0.25 % viv
Ginstar 3.0 0z/A
Finish 6 Pro 21.0 oZ/A $16.47 73 25 2
17| NS 0.25 % viv
Liquid Dropp 1.6 oz/A
Ginstar oz/A
1z | Finish6 Pro 16.0 0z/A $12.35 66 30 4
NIS 0.25 % viv
Liquid Dropp 1.6 0z/A
Ginstar 2.00 oz/A
19 Finish 6 Pro 16.0 0z/A $14.02 68 30 2
NIS 0.25 % viv
Liquid Dropp 1.6 oz/A
Ginstar 3.0 o2/A ;
20 | Finish6 Pro 16.0 oz/A $15.78 83 15 2
NIS 0.25 % viv
Liquid Dropp 1.60 oz/A
21 Def/Folex 4.0 oz/A $7.31 90 5 5
Ethephon /Prep 16.0 oz/A
Liquid Dropp 1.6 0z/A
Def/Folex 4.0 0z/A
22 Finish 6 Pro 16.0 oz/A $12.49 94 4 2
NIS 0.25 % viv
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Table 2. Comparison of percent defoliation, desiccation, green leaf and price between
treatments, July 12, 2011 (11 DAT), Otahal Farm, Nueces County.

Tt oy Gl Product | Estimated | Defoliation | Desiccation | GmLeaf
No. Rate Cost * (%) (%) (%)
1 Liquid Dropp 1.6 0z/A $1.81 89 1 10
2 Liquid Dropp 2.4oz/A $2.71 94 1 5
3 Liguid Dropp 3.2 oz/A $3.20 94 1 5
4 Ginstar 1.0 oz/A $1.76 79 1 20
5 Ginstar 2.0 oz/A $3.53 85 1 14
6 Ginstar 3.0 0z/A $5.29 87 1 12
7 Ginstar 4.0 0z/A $7.06 91 1 8
g Untreated 15 0 85

9 Liquid Dropp 1.6 0z/A
Def/Folex 4.0 oz/A 3.5l 5 ! W
Liguid Dropp 1.6 oz/A

10 Aim 1.0 oz/A $4.13 86 2 12
NIS 0.25 % viv
Liquid Dropp 1.6 0Z/A

11 ET 1.5 0z/A $7.04 86 2 12
Crop Oil Concentrate 1.0 % viv
Liquid Dropp 1.6 0z/A

12 Ethephon/Prep 16.0 0z/A $531 88 . 4
Liquid Dropp 1.6 0z/A

13 Ethephon/Prep 21.0 0z/A 25D 8 1 12
Liquid Dropp 1.6 oz/A

14 Finish 6 Pro 16.0 oz/A $10.49 96 1 3
NIS 0.25 9% viv
Liquid Dropp 1.6 0z/A

15 Finish 6 Pro 21.0 oz/A $12.99 95 1 4
NIS 0.25 % viv
Ginstar 3.0 0z/A

{6 Finish 6 Pro 16.0 oz/A $13.97 88 10 2
NIS 0.25 % viv
Ginstar 3.0 0z/A

7 Finish 6 Pro 21.0 0z/A $16.47 91 6 3
NIS 0.25 % viv
Liquid Dropp 1.6 0z/A
Ginstar 1.0 oz/A .

18 | Finish 6 Pro 16.0 0z/A 233 7 6 2
NIS 0.25 % viv
Liquid Dropp 1.6 0z/A
Ginstar 2.00 oz/A

19 | Finish 6 Pro 16.0 oz/A HLE 4l B 1
NIS 0.25 % viv
Liquid Dropp 1.6 0z/A
Ginstar 3.0 0z/A

20 Finish 6 Pro 16.0 oz/A §1%78 % 4 L
NIS 0.25 % viv
Liquid Dropp 1.60 oz/A

21 Def/Folex 4.0 oz/A $7.31 94 1 5
Ethephon /Prep 16.0 oz/A
Liquid Dropp 1.6 0z/A
Def/Folex 4.0 0z/A

22 | Finish 6 Pro 16.0 0z/A $12.49 %6 2 2
NIS 0.25 % viv

*Hstimated cost is for educational purposes only and prices listed are not actual “carry out” prices.
References to commercial products or trade names are made with the understanding that no

discrimination is intended and no endorsement by the Texas AgriLife Extension Service is implied
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Conclusions

In this dry year, most all treatments worked well and very inexpensive treatments worked just as
well as the more expensive treatments. Each year the cotton crop responds differently to harvest
aids, as environmental conditions are always different, thus the need to evaluate these products
on an annual basis.
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Summar

This test was located on the Darrel Lawhon Farm, North of Concordia, CR 73B. Soil moisture
conditions at planting were fair. Rainfall during the growing season was below normal. Cotton
variety FM 835 LLLB2 was evaluated for comparative growth and yield at various planting densities.
The best performing treatment in this test was planting four seeds per foot producing 869 pounds
per acre lint yield, although there was not a statistical difference in lint yield between 2, 4, or 6 seed
per foot. However, the 4 seed per foot treatment shows an economic advantage of $13.20 per acre
over the 2 seed per foot and $53.89 per acre over the 6 seed per foot treatment.

Objective
To evaluate performance of a commercially available cotton at various planting densities growing
under Nueces County conditions.

Materials and Methods

Cotton variety FM 835 LLB2 was planted in a replicated study in a randomized complete block
design with three replications. Each plot consisted of 12 rows, and seed was planted using a John
Deere 1770 NT planter. Soil moisture conditions at planting were marginal at planting depth. Stand
counts were taken at three areas in the field for each treatment approximately one month following
planting. Rainfall was below normal. The monthly rainfall received was; March = 0.31 inch,
April=0 inch, May=1.75 inches, June = 0.71 inch, and July= 0 inch for a total of 2.77 inches from
planting through harvest. Plots were harvested on July 19 with a John Deere picker. Fiber analysis
was conducted by the Fiber & Bio-polymer Research Institute using standard HVI classing
procedures.
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Table 1: Agronomic data for cotton density evaluation, Lawhon Farm, Concordia, Nueces

County, Texas, 2011.

Planting Date: 3/11/2011
Harvest Date: 7/19/2011

Rows/Plot: 12- with 3 replicates

Row Width: 38 inch

Fertility:
2504# 22-10-0

Herbicide:
1 qt/ A Prowl H20 pre-emerge
23 oz/ A Ignite post-emerge

Previous Crop:
Grain Sorghum

Planting Rate:
2, 4, 6 plants/foot

Soil Type: Victoria clay

Insecticide:
Seed treatment

Cotton Variety: FM 835 LLB2

Results and Discussion

The data tables below provide comparisons of data on fiber quality, lint yield as well as the final
plant population for each seeding rate involved in this test. Turnout percentages are somewhat
higher than typical for commercial gins because samples were not processed using multi-stage lint

cleaning equipment.

Table 2. Comparison of number of seed per foot, lint yield, fiber quality, number of days to
cutout, loan value, and lint value per acre, Lawhon Farm, Nueces County, 2011.

Targeted | Actual _ Days to Loan Lint
Lint TO ) .
Seed Seed/ P Mic Len Str Unif Cutout Value Value
Foct | Eaof | ¥ | % (NAWE=5) | (¢/Ib) | ($/ac)’
2 1.64c | 822a | 385a | 40a | 1.13a | 31.8a | 83.7a 90 a 53.98a | 805.39
4 308b | 86%9a | 38.1a | 3.8b | 1.13a | 31.3a | 83.5a 86.0b 54.12a | 852.66
6 392a | 852a | 38.2a | 3.6b | 1.12a | 30.7a | 82.8a 85.0b 53.75a | 832.83
LSD 0.3182 | NS NS 0.207 NS NS NS 2.07 NS NS
(P=0.05)
P>F 0.0001 | 0.4997 | 0.8049 | 0.0193 | 0.3941 | 0.1282 | 0.0535 0.0054 0.4367 | 0.5180

Means followed by the same letter do not significantly differ (P=.05, LSD).

'Number of seed that was planted per foot of row, 2 seed=27,800, 4 seed=55,600, and 83,400 plants

per acre.

"Number of seed per foot of row that emerged, 1.64 seed= 22,796, 3.08 seed=42,812, and 3.92
seed=54,488 plants per acre.
Price based on USDA report 9/29/11 which averaged 97.95 for this test.
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Table 3. Comparison of number of seed per foot, seed costs, lint yield, and income returned
above seed costs, Lawhon farm, Nueces County, 2011.

. . $ Return Per
Targeted Actual 3 Lint Yield
Seedti’;Footl Plants/Foot” Seer oSt (Ibs/acre) i
Seed Cost
2 1.64 $34.06 822 $771.33
4 3.08 $68.13 869 $784.53
6 3.92 $102.19 852 $730.64

'Number of seed that was planted per foot of row, 2 seed=27,800, 4 seed=55,600, and 83,400 plants

per acre.

2Number of seed per foot of row that emerged, 1.64 seed= 22,796, 3.08 seed=42,812, and 3.92
seed=54,488 plants per acre.
*Technolgy fees are included in the seed cost.

Conclusions

There was not a statistical difference in lint yield per acre between the three treatments. However,
when seed cost per acre is considered, the 4 seed per foot treatment shows an economic advantage
of $13.20 per acre over the 2 seed per foot and $53.89 per acre over the 6 seed per foot treatment.
A similar trial conducted in 2010 also showed that the 4 seed per foot density was the most

economical.
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Summary

This test was located on the Jungmann Farm, north of Bishop on FM 3354. Soil moisture
conditions at planting were fair. Results show small differences in returns between the two
treatments. There was an advantage of $7.95 per acre for the conventional row-spacing if one owns
the cotton picker and a $15.92 per acre advantage for conventional spacing if one uses a custom
operator to harvest. There was not a statistical difference in lint yield per acre between the solid
row and skip-row systems.

Objective
To evaluate skip-row(2 rows in by one row out configuration) vs. conventional row planted cotton
grown under Nueces County environmental conditions.

Materials and Methods

Cotton was planted in a replicated study with four replications in a randomized complete block
design. Each plot consisted of 12 rows, 975 feet in length. Soil moisture conditions at planting
were fair at planting depth. At time of fertilization, the skip or unplanted row was not fertilized.

Stand counts were taken at three areas in the field for each plot approximately one month
following planting. Rainfall was below normal. The monthly rainfall received was; March=0.87
inch, April=0 inch, May = 1.54 inches, June = 0.56 inch, for a total of 2.97 inches from planting
through harvest. Plots were harvested on July 27, 2011 with a John Deere Cotton Stripper. Seed
cotton from 0.33 acre was weighed in the field at harvest using an electronic scale equipped cotton
weigh-wagon. Random grab samples were collected from each variety at weighing for lint turn-out
and fiber quality analysis. Fiber analysis was conducted by the Fiber & Bio-polymer Research
Institute using standard HVT classing procedures.
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Table 1: Agronomic data for Conventional Cotton Variety Performance Demonstration,
Jungmann Farm, Bishop, (Nueces County), Texas, 2011.

Planting Date: 3/09/2011
Harvest: Date: 7/27/11

Rows/Plot: 12 - with 4 replicates
Plot Length 975 ft

Row Width: 30 inch

Fertility:
2204 25-5-0

[Herbicide: 1.5 qt/A Trust
1 qt/A Roundup

0.10 oz/A Invoke

10 oz/A Arrow

IPrevious Crop: Sorghum

Planting Rate: 55,000 plants/Ac

Soil Type: Victoria clay

Cotton Variety: PHY 375 W

Results and Discussion

Poor soil moisture helped reduced the final plant stand as skip row treatments averaged 20,621
plants/acre while the solid row or conventional treatments averaged 30,175 plants/acre.

When comparing the two planting configurations, there were no significant differences in lint yield
and gin turnout. Also, micronaire, length, strength, and uniformity values were not significantly
different. Differences in loan value and dollar return per acre were not observed.

Table 2. Comparison of number of days to cutout (NAWF=5) lint yield, lint quality, loan
value, and lint value per acre between treatments, Jungmann Farm, Nueces County, Texas,

2011.
Loan Lint
Li
Treatment NjiVSVF (lbsl;latc) Tu(l:;())ut Mic (I;zzl}it;:) Szgtlfc;h Unif Value Value
i ’ (¢/lb) | ($/acre)*
SkipRow [ 95.8 a| 7293 |a| 39.6 | a[4.25]|a| 1.03 |a|27.55|a|81.10]|a| 50.61 |a|689.71 |a
SolidRow | 90.8 b| 8033 |a| 386 | a|4.05]|a] 101 |a|27.20|a|8045|a|49.46 |a|750.48 |a
LSD
" NS S
(P=0.05 3.18 NS NS NS N NS NS NS
P>F 0.0154 | 0.0789 0.2969 |1.0000| 0.2191 | 0.5521 3427 0.2824 0.0789

Means in column followed by the same letter are not significantly different by ANOVA.
* Price based on USDA 9/29/11 report

The harvest cost estimates for the two treatments were made using the Mississippi State Budget
Generator based on the following assumptions:

The harvest machine was assumed to be a six row picker/module with an initial investment of
$570,000, with lifetime repair and maintenance costs estimated at 25% of the initial value and a
30% salvage value. The costs were estimated for a machine that would harvest 2,000 acres per

year.
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Conventional (solid rows) was assumed to be 6-30 inch rows, with the machine width of 15 feet,
with a harvest speed of 5 mi./hr. and a field efficiency of 70%. This results in a calculated harvest

rate of 6.4 ac./hr,

resulting in 312 hours of annual use, calculated over five years resulting in total use of 1560 hours.
These assumptions result in a harvest cost of $82.10 per acre for the conventional planting pattern.

Skip-row machine width was assumed to be 20 feet, with a harvest speed of 5 mi./hr. and a field
efficiency of 70%. This results in a calculated harvest rate of 8.5 ac./hr, resulting in 250 hours of
annual use, calculated over six years resulting in total use of 1500 hours. These assumptions
result in a harvest cost of $65.25 per acre for the skip-row planting pattern.

A charge of five dollars per acre was added to both systems for staging the bales.

Table 3. Conventional vs. Skip Row Economical Analysis

Conventional [Skip Row Difference ($)

Yield (lint pounds/acre) 803 729
Turnout 38.60% 39.60%
Cotton seed yield (Ibs per acre-lint * 1.414) 1,138 1,031
Market Value (cents per pound @ 41 color 4 leaf grade) | $ 93.46|$ 94.61
Lint value per acre at loan $ 750.48|$  689.71|% 60.77
Cotton seed value per acre @ $320/ton $ 181.60($ 164.96 |$ 16.64
Seeding Rate per Acre 55,000 36,667
Seed Cost per Bag $ 350.00/$  350.00
Technology Fee ($ per Bag) $ § -
Insecticide Seed Treatment ($ per Bag) $ $ -
Seed cost $/Acre 3 86.69| % 55.79 |$ (30.90)
Technology fee ($ per acre) $ $ - $ -
Insecticide seed treatment cost ($ per acre) $ $ - $ =
Fertilizer ($370/ton 25-5-0) $ 40.70]$ 2713 |$  (13.57)
Picking and Moduling ($0.12 per lint pound) - custom | $ 06.36| $ 87.48 |$ (8.88)
Ginning cost per acre ($0.11 per lint pound) $ 88.33|$ 80.19 | $ (8.14)
Advantage for conventional spacing per acre $ 15.92
Picking and Moduling - owned $ 87.10 | $ 70.25 |$ (16.85)
Advantage for conventional spacing per acre $ 7.95
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Conclusions

Based on the economic analysis done in this study, there is an advantage of $7.95 per acre for the
conventional row-spacing if one owns the cotton picker and a $15.92 per acre advantage for
conventional spacing if one uses a custom operator to harvest.
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