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CONTROLLING SMELLMELON, TALL WATERHEMP
AND TEXAS PANICUM IN SOYBEANS


Bruce McDonald, Cooperator, Victoria County (2005)
Joe D. Janak, Victoria County Extension Agent - Ag/NR


Sam Womble, Victoria County Extension Agent - NR
Stephen Biles, Calhoun, Refugio & Victoria Extension IPM Agent


James Grichar, Texas Ag Experiment Station Research Scientist, Beeville, TX


SUMMARY:
In a soybean weed control demonstration several herbicides alone and in


combination provided excellent smellmelon, waterhemp and Texas panicum weed control
increasing soybean yields 9.7 bu/ac above the untreated check.


OBJECTIVES:
Smellmelon, Cucumis melo (dudaim), is a vining weed that reduces crop yields by


competing for sunlight and moisture.  Smellmelon also interferes with crop harvest by
clogging and fouling pickers and combines with vines.  Each plant may produce as many
as 40 melons, each containing approximately 400 seed.  Mature melons will float, as will
the dried sacks of seed following rotting of the melons.  This weed has become a serious
pest in cotton, sorghum and corn and appears to be increasing.  Because there are so
many seeds in contaminated fields, new waves of smellmelon seedlings are generated
weekly if good soil moisture is present.   Growers are now having difficulty in suppressing/
controlling melon problems in all row crops.


1. To identify which herbicide products provide effective control of smellmelons, and
their proper growth stages for treatment.


2. To determine how smellmelons could be controlled throughout the growing season,
using multiple weed control practices or products with minimal crop injury.


3. To determine the most practical and economic methods considering product and
application costs.


MATERIALS/METHODS: 


2 All plots were sprayed with a CO backpack sprayer calibrated to deliver 20 gal/A.
PRE applied herbicides were applied on April 12, 2005 after soybeans were planted on
April 8, 2005. Roundup was applied EARLY (E) POST 27 days after planting on May 4,
2005 while LATE POST applications were made 47 days after planting on May 25, 2005.







The variety used in this demonstration was Hornbeck 5123 using a conventional
method of planting with a 38 inch row spacing.


Weeds desired for control in this demonstration are Smellmelon (cumme), Tall
Waterhemp (amatu) and Texas Panicum (pante.)


RESULT/DISCUSSIONS:  
The PRE applied herbicide application was applied before any weeds emerged.  At


the EARLY POST application, the following weed size/stage was noted:  smellmelon
cotyledon - 6 leaf; waterhemp 4 - 6 leaf.  At the LATE POST application, the following
weed size was noted:  smellmelon 2 - 8 leaf, waterhemp 4 - 12 leaf.  At the POST
application, the following weed size was noted; smellmelon  18 -24 inch; and waterhemp
18 - 24 inch growth.


Several herbicide treatments controlled smellmelon, waterhemp and Texas
panicum. Prowl plus Pursuit applied PRE provided almost perfect control of both of these
weed species and the highest yield of 36.8 bu/ac.  Glyphomax 4E alone applied LPOST
alos provided excellent control and the second highest yield of 35.7 bu/ac.  Prowl applied
PRE followed by Glyphomax 4E applied at either 24 or 32 oz/ac EPOST also provided
excellent weed control along with Glyphomax 4E applied EPOST and LPOST; and Prowl
applied PRE and Glyphomax 4E applied EPOST and LPOST.


Table 1 shows the herbicide treatments, rates and percent control at 56 and 85 days
after treatment.  It also shows the soybean yield which was affected by percent weed
control.  Controlling weeds meant 9.7 bu/ac over the untreated check; 36.8 verses 27.1
bu/ac.


ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS: 
Appreciation is expressed to contributing chemical companies and Bruce McDonald,


cooperator. 


DISCLAIMER CLAUSE:
Trade names of commercial products used in this report are included only for better


understanding and clarity.  Reference to commercial products or trade names is made with
the understanding that no discrimination is intended and no endorsement by the Texas
A&M University System is implied.  Readers should realize that results from one
experiment do not represent conclusive evidence that the same response would occur
where conditions vary.







Table 1. Evaluation of Texas Smellmelon, Tall Waterhemp and Texas Panicum control with
various herbicides.  Bruce McDonald, Cooperator, Victoria County, Victoria, TX 2005.


Treatment
Rate/AC


Appl.


Growth


Stage


% Control a/


Yield
Bu/ac


Smellmelon Tall Waterhemp Texas Panicum


56 DAT 85 DAT 56 DAT 85 DAT 56 DAT 85 DAT


1 Check - - - - - - 27.1     c


2 Prowl 3.3 E 2.4 pt/ac Pre   88  bc   93 abc   86 abc   89 bc   89 abc   66  bcd 34.6 ab


3 Scepter 70 DG 2.8 oz/ac Post   83    cd   83 bc   98 a   98 a   59     e   20    ef
30.9
abc


4 Prowl 3.3 E
4 Pursuit 70 DG


2.4 pt/ac
1.44 oz/ac


Pre
  99 a   99 a   97 a   97 a   98 a   98 a 36.8 a


5 Prowl 3.3 E
5 Dual Magnum 7.62 E


2.4 pt/ac
1.33 pt/ac


Pre
100 a   95 ab 100 a 100 a   81  bcd   63     d


32.3
abc


6 Prowl 3.3 E
6 Valor 51 DG


2.4 pt/ac
3.0 oz/ac


Pre
100 a   99 a 100 a 100 a   80    cd   65    cd


33.3
abc


7 Prowl 3.3 E
7 Spartan 4 F


2.4 pt/ac
8 fl oz/ac


Pre
  99 a 100 a 100 a 100 a   97 a   92 ab


31.6
abc


8 Prowl 3.3 E
8 Python 80 WD


2.4 pt/ac
1.33 oz/ac


Pre
  97 ab   96 ab 100 a   99 a   96 ab   88 a- d


32.5
abc


9 Prowl 3.3 E
9 Canopy 75 DF


2.4 pt/ac
8 oz/ac


Pre
  96 ab   96 ab   99 a   99 a   94 abc   75 a- d 34.0 ab


10 Prowl 3.3 E
10 First Rate 84 WD


2.4 pt/ac
0.75 oz/ac


Pre
100 a 100 a   98 a   98 a   97 a   91 abc 34.3 ab


11 Boundary 7.8 L 2.5 pt/ac Pre   75    de   80    c   95 ab   98 a   91 abc   81 a- d 34.6 ab


12 Domain 60 DF 16 oz/ac Pre   60      f   45     d   75    c   85    c   72     d   63     d
30.3
abc


13 Prowl 3.3 E
13 Ultra Blazer 2 S
13 Induce


2.4 pt/ac
1.5 pt/ac


0.25%V/V


Pre
LPost 100 a 100 a   98 a   96 ab   91 abc   77 a- d


32.9
abc


14 Prowl 3.3 E
14 Classic 25 DF
14 R-11


2.4 pt/ac
0.75 oz/ac
0.25% V/V


Pre
LPost 100 a 100 a 100 a 100 a   94 abc   85 a-d


30.8
abc


15 Prowl 3.3 E
15 Cobra 2 E
15 R-11


2.4 pt/ac
12.5 oz/ac
0.25% V/V


Pre
LPost   98 a   98 a 100 a   99 a   94 abc   80 a- d


33.0
abc


16 Prowl 3.3 E
16 First Rate 84 WD
16 R-11


2.4 pt/ac
0.3 oz/ac


0.25% V/V


Pre
LPost 100 a 100 a   79  bc 100 a   88 abc   61     d


31.1
abc


17 Prowl 3.3 E
17 Reflex 2 E
17 Induce


2.4 pt/ac
1.5 pt/ac
1 qt/ac


Pre
Lpost 100 a   93 abc 100 a 100 a   87 abc   61    d 29.9  bc


18 Glyphomax 4E 32 oz/ac EPost   73     e   83   bc   76     c   89   bc   43      f   31     e
32.2
abc


19 Glyphomax 4E 32 oz/ac LPost   99 a 100 a   98 a 100 a 100 a   99 a 35.8 ab


20 Prowl 3.3 E
20 Glyphomax 4E


2.4 pt/ac
32 oz/ac


Pre
EPost


100 a 100 a 100 a 100 a 100 a 100 a
33.5
abc


21 Glyphomax 4E
21 Glyphomax 4E


32 oz/ac
32 oz/ac


EPost
LPost


100 a 100 a 100 a 100 a   99 a   99 a
33.2
abc


22 Prowl 3.3 E
22 Glyphomax 4E
22 Glyphomax 4E


2.4 pt/ac
32 oz/ac
32 oz/ac


Pre
EPost
LPost


100 a 100 a 100 a 100 a 100 a 100 a
33.5
abc


23 Prowl 3.3 E
23 Glyphomax 4E


2.4 pt/ac
24 oz/ac


Pre
EPost


100 a 100 a 100 a 100 a 100 a 100 a
33.3
abc


24 Prowl 3.3 E
24 Scepter 70 DG
24 Induce


2.4 pt/ac
2.8 oz/ac


0.25% V/V


Pre
Post 100 a 100 a   98 a   97 a   96 a   87 a- d


31.0
abc


a/ W eed control evaluations were recorded at 56 and 85 DAT (days after treatment).  Percent control


numbers followed by the same letter are not statistically different from each other.








Evaluating Fungicides for Soybean Rust Control
Raymond Brandl, Cooperator, Victoria County (2005)
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Stephen Biles, Calhoun, Refugio & Victoria Extension IPM Agent
A. J. Jaks, Texas Ag. Experiment Station, Senior Research Associate


Victoria County


SUMMARY:
In an demonstration to evaluate various fungicides for their efficacy in controlling soybean


diseases especially the anticipated arrival of Asian Soybean Rust, there was no disease pressure
seen in this soybean demonstration, thus after the first application of fungicides, further planned
applications were not applied.  No difference in yields were realized by the initial fungicide
applications.


OBJECTIVE:
To determine which fungicide can effectively control soybean Asian rust if the disease does


show up in Texas.


MATERIALS and METHODS:
Northrup King RA 452 soybeans were planted on April 2, 2005 at the seeding rate of


138,000 seeds per acre.  Seeds were bulk inoculated by Helena Chemical Company with Lipha-
Tech Optimizer.  No fertilizer or insecticide was applied to this demonstration.  Boundary 6.5
herbicide was applied banded at the rate of 1 pt/ac broadcast. 


Fourteen different fungicide treatments were applied to two row thirty foot plots in a
randomized plot design.  Treatments were replicated four times and compared to an untreated
check.  See Table 1 for treatments.


RESULTS and DISCUSSIONS:
No Asian soybean rust was detected in the state of Texas up until harvest so this


demonstration can not be used for evaluating it efficacy on Asian rust.  No further disease
pressures were found thus a second planned fungicide application warranted not applying.  Yields
were taken with no differences noted.


ACKNOWLEDGMENTS:
Appreciation is expressed to Raymond Brandl, cooperator and to A. J. Jaks, Texas Ag.


Experiment Station, Senior Research Associate. 







DISCLAIMER CLAUSE:
Trade names of commercial products used in this report are included only for better


understanding and clarity.  Reference to commercial products or trade names is made with the
understanding that no discrimination is intended and no endorsement by the Texas A&M University
System is implied.  Readers should realize that results from one experiment do not represent
conclusive evidence that the same response would occur where conditions vary.


Table 1. Evaluation of fungicides for control of diseases on soybeans. Raymond Brandl,
Cooperator, Victoria County, Victoria, TX 2005.


Treatment Rate/Ac Yield Bu/Ac a/


1 Untreated Control – 16.7 a


2 Bravo Weatherstick 1.5 pt/ac 17.3 a


3 Folicur 3.6 F
   + Induce


4.0 fl oz/ac
0.125% v:v


15.1 a


4 Stratego 250 EC
   + Induce


7.0 fl oz/ac
0.125% v:v


15.9 a


5 USF 2010 500 SC
   + Induce


5.0 fl oz/ac
0.125% v:v


17.2 a


6 A12910 4.0 fl oz/ac 16.6 a


7 Quilt 1.67 SC 14.0 fl oz/ac 17.0 a


8 A9901 1.0 fl oz/ac 16.1 a


9 Tilt 3.6 EC 4.0 fl oz/ac 18.0 a


10 Quadris 2.08 SC 6.2 fl oz/ac 16.9 a


11 Domark 230 ME 4.0 fl oz/ac 17.7 a


12 Domark 230 ME 5.0 fl oz/ac 18.3 a


13 Headline 2.09 EC 8.0 fl oz/ac 17.7 a


14 Laredo EC 7.0 fl oz/ac 18.2 a


15 Folicur 3.6 F (AUP Advisory)


     + Induce
4.0 fl oz/ac
0.125% v:v


16.1 a


Yields followed by the same letter are not statistically different from each other.a/ 








YIELDS OF THIRTY-ONE SOYBEAN VARIETIES PLANTED ON
THREE DATES OVER A FOUR WEEK PERIOD


Raymond Brandl, Cooperator, Victoria County (2005)
Joe D. Janak, County Extension Agent - Ag/NR


Sam Womble, County Extension Agent - NR
Stephen Biles, Calhoun, Refugio & Victoria Extension IPM Agent


James Grichar, Texas Ag. Experiment Station, Research Scientist
Victoria County


SUMMARY:
In an evaluation of thirty-one soybean varieties planted on three planting dates for over a


four week period from March 30 - April 27, 2005, yields ranged from 1.7 - 15.8 bu/ac fro an average
of the three dates.  Due to extensive stink bug damage to the maturing soybeans on the last
planting date, none of the varieties had harvestable yields.  Yields in the first planting date ranged
from 4.5 - 25.7 bu/ac with an average of 15.6 bu/ac,  The second planting date yields were reduced
to 0 - 21.8 bu/ac with an average of 11.1 bu/ac


OBJECTIVE:
To determine the optimum yield, planting time and profitability for various soybean varieties


and new experimental lines.


MATERIALS and METHODS:
Thirty-one different soybean varieties were planted at three different dates (March 30, April


12, and April 27, 2005).  Seeding rate was 10 seeds per foot and all were planted with a Monosem
vacuum planter on 38 inch rows.  Seeds were inoculated with Nitragin inoculant prior to planting.
Plots were 100 feet long with two rows per variety.


No fertilizer was applied to this demonstration.  Boundary herbicide was applied at the rate
of 1 qt/ac broadcast. Stink bugs were sprayed twice in the demonstration.


RESULTS and DISCUSSIONS:
Due to spring rains and wet soils, the three soybean planting dates were delayed at least


two weeks from the desired planting dates.  This caused delayed soybean production and maturity;
maturity that occurred in the dryer summer and with increase levels of stink bug pressures.  This
dramatically reduced yields and in fact devastated the last planting date with no harvestable
soybeans.  Future plantings of soybeans over delayed planting dates will need more intensive
scouting and spraying for controlling stink bugs and related pests.


ACKNOWLEDGMENTS:
Appreciation is expressed to contributing seed companies, James Grichar, Texas Ag.


Experiment Station, Research Scientist and Raymond Brandl, cooperator.  Additional appreciation
goes to Texas Ag. Experiment Station personnel who assisted including: A.J. Jaks, Kevin Brewer,
Bill Klesel, and Dwayne Drozd, to Wilbur Ellis Company for donating insecticide and to Bill Sues
for assisting in getting the plots sprayed for stink bugs and to Don Wright, King Ag Air Applicator
from LaWard, TX. for donating his insecticide application.







DISCLAIMER CLAUSE:
Trade names of commercial products used in this report are included only for better


understanding and clarity.  Reference to commercial products or trade names is made with the
understanding that no discrimination is intended and no endorsement by the Texas A&M University
System is implied.  Readers should realize that results from one experiment do not represent
conclusive evidence that the same response would occur where conditions vary.


Table 1.  Evaluation of soybeans varieties and yield as compared to planting dates.  Raymond
Brandl, Cooperator, Victoria County, TX 2005.


Varieties


PLANTING DATES
Avg. Yield of


Three Planting
Dates


March 30, 2005 April 12, 2005 April 27, 2005


Yield Bu/Ac Yield Bu/Ac Yield Bu/Ac


Delta King  XTS 6P51 25.7 21.8 0.0 15.8


UA 4805 25.0 21.5 0.0 15.5


Croplan RC4455 18.5 20.2 0.0 12.9


Croplan 4992 19.5 18.6 0.0 12.7


Asgrow 4903 18.6 16.3 0.0 11.6


Asgrow 4902 18.2 16.6 0.0 11.6


DeKalb 5066 16.3 17.9 0.0 11.4


Croplan RC4955 18.1 15.6 0.0 11.2


Pioneer 94M90 18.6 14.7 0.0 11.1


Delta Pine 5110 S 19.2 13.8 0.0 11.0


Delta King  XTS 650 11.6 20.6 0.0 10.8


SureGrow 5151 N RR 13.4 17.5 0.0 10.3


Stine S5142 13.1 17.3 0.0 10.1


Asgrow 5301 19.5 10.5 0.0 10.0


Asgrow 4801 15.4 14.2 0.0 9.9


Delta Pine 4690 RR 12.4 16.8 0.0 9.7


Garst 4999 14.9 13.8 0.0 9.5


Garst 4612 15.6 10.7 0.0 8.8


Croplan RC4655 14.5 11.6 0.0 8.7


Northrup King 452 10.6 12.9 0.0 7.8


Stine S5502 12.8 9.5 0.0 7.4


HBK Exp. S011243 C 21.2 0.0 0.0 7.1


Garst 5012 RR 20.7 0.0 0.0 6.9


HBK Exp. S11177 C 9.6 9.5 0.0 6.4


HBK Exp. 184 R 18.9 0.0 0.0 6.3


HBK Exp. S1120 C 16.6 0.0 0.0 5.5


NC Roy 14.8 0.0 0.0 4.9


Delta Pine 5414 RR 11.3 0.0 0.0 3.8


HBK Exp. 592 R 8.7 0.0 0.0 2.9


Hornbeck 5894 4.6 0.5 0.0 1.7


Hornbeck 5123 4.5 0.6 0.0 1.7


AVERAGE 15.6 11.1 0.0 0.9








STIMULATING SOYBEANS TO INCREASE
YIELD BY TERMINAL PRUNING


Raymond Brandl, Cooperator, Victoria County (2005)
Joe D. Janak, County Extension Agent - Ag/NR


Sam Womble, County Extension Agent - NR
Stephen Biles, Calhoun, Refugio & Victoria Extension IPM Agent


James Grichar, Texas Ag. Experiment Station, Research Scientist
Victoria County


SUMMARY:
In an evaluation to determine if terminal or tip pruning the growing point of soybeans


could stimulate the plant to set and hold more pods thereby increasing yields, mixed results
were achieved.  The replicated line-trimmer pruning trials reduced yields to either 0 or near
0 bu/ac when pruned at the V7 - R1 stage of growth or at first flower.  At the R3 stage,
yields were reduced slightly by terminal pruning.  But when hand pruned without removing
any extra leaves at the early and later stages (in an unreplicated trial), yields were above
any untreated check and nearly double the check.


OBJECTIVE:
Some farmers’ stories from days gone past said that mechanically injuring the


growing soybean plant could cause the plant to put on and hold more beans and increase
yield. This demonstration is conducted to determine if pruning the growing point of
soybeans at various growth stages can stimulate the plant to set and hold more pods and
increase yield. 


MATERIALS and METHODS:
Northrup King RA 452 soybeans were planted on April 2, 2005 at the seeding rate


of 138,000 seeds per acre.  Seeds were bulk inoculated by Helena Chemical Company
with Lipha-Tech Optimizer.  No fertilizer or insecticide was applied to this demonstration.
Boundary 6.5 herbicide was applied banded at the rate of 1 pt/ac broadcast. 


Two rows of thirty foot plots were tip pruned removing the terminal growing point
with a line trimmer at three different dates: May 5, 2005; May 23, 2005 and June 9, 2005.
Only the upper two inches of the terminal growth and surrounding leaves were removed
by the line trimmer.  Plots were replicated three times.  (One additional plot was hand tip
pruned (verses using a line trimmer) at the second and third pruning dates to minimize leaf
loss and evaluated if the leaf loss with a line trimmer adversely affected yield.)


Harvest was accomplished on two dates, August 2 and August 22, 2005 with a two
row research combine.







RESULTS and DISCUSSIONS:
The soybean plant stages when terminal pruning occurred were noted as in Table1.


The soybean plants were reduced in height at the terminal pruning time and did result in
an overall lower plant height at harvest compared to the untreated check.  Some extra
lower branching did occur due to the terminal pruning.  Stink bug pressure was heavy in
the plots affecting yield especially with the delayed maturity of the pruned plots.  As a result
yields were extremely low and the data is not only representative of the pruning practice
but of insect damage due to delayed maturity which may be greater.


In the unreplicated plots that were hand tip pruned, yields were nearly double that
of the untreated check. It is unsure what caused the big yield difference but it occurred
both at the May 23 and June 9 hand terminal pruning.


Table 1.  Soybean plant growth and yield characteristics due to terminal pruning to alter
yield.  Raymond Brandl, Victoria County, TX, 2005.


Terminal
Pruning
Date


Plant Pruning Timing Harvest Results


Stage Height Plant Description Plant
Height


Yield
Bu/Ac


May 5 V2 7 Second node formed 38 0.7


May 23 V7 - R1 16 First open flower 38 0.0


May 23
     a)


V7 - R1 16 First open flower
44 22.9


June 9 R3 28 3/16 inch pod at one of the four
uppermost nodes with a fully
developed leaf


38 10.5


June 9
     a)


R3 28 3/16 inch pod at one of the four
uppermost nodes with a fully
developed leaf


46 20.2


CHECK - - - 46 12.4


a) Soybean terminals only were hand pruned (no leaves); unlike the other plots with the top 1 inch
of the stem and surrounding leaves cut off with line trimmer. Plots with an a) were not replicated
3 times like the remainder of the plots.
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