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SUMMARY:

Native mycorrhizae were found in the soil in this demonstration in Victoria County but
were reported to be at low numbers; 10 - 20 spores per gram of soil. Stimulating the native
mycorrhizae with Myconate did not show to increase mycorrhizae vesciles or spores or affect
plant height, plant population or lint qualities or lint yield.

OBJECTIVE:

To determine if native mycorrhizal fungi are present and if they play a role in normal crop
production. To determine if native mycorrhizal fungi can be stimulated to grow and enhance
plant production and crop yield.

According to Plant Health Care Inc. “Myconate, the potassium salt of formonanetin, is a
naturally occurring compound discovered in plant roots, which stimulates the natural growth of
vesicular arbuscular mycorrhizae (VAM), thereby enhancing the growth of many plant species.
Mycorrhizal fungi form symbiotic associations with plant roots in the majority of terrestrial
habitats and with approximately 85 % of all plants on the earth, including most agriculturally
important crops. VAM fungi can have profound beneficial effects on plant growth, yields,
nutrition, and tolerance to both abiotic and biotic stress.”

MATERIALS and METHODS:

Cotton variety FiberMax FM 832LL was planted March 13, 2006 at the rate of 55,000
seeds/acre. The variety was planted on 38 inch centers with a White 6700 Air planter. The
previous crop was soybeans.

Fertilizer applied included 400 Ibs/a of 22-6-2-3sulfur applied on December 21, 2005.
Herbicides applied at planting included a banded application of 1 pt/a of Prowl H20 and 0.65
oz/a of Staple. The insecticide Asana was banded at the rate of 1.6 oz/a with the herbicide at
planting.

At planting time, soil samples were collected from the top six inches of soil. Two soil
samples were sent to Plant Health Care Inc. in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania for counting native
mycorrhizae in the demonstration area and another soil sample was sent to Texas A&M
University Soil Testing Laboratory for nutrient analysis and recommendations.

Myconate treated plots were about 0.8 acres in size with 0.1 acre plots harvested. Plots were
12 rows wide planted in 38 inch rows and approximately 1300 feet long. Four different
Myconate treatments replicated three times were applied to this test plot including:





1) Control Treatment: FM 832LL seed planted with a starter fertilizer of 27 Ibs/a of
7-20-2-0.1Fe-0.17Mn-0.25 Zn fertilizer (2.5 gal/a) applied in-furrow at planting.

2) FM 832LL seed planted with 30 gm/a of Myconate mixed with 2.5 gal/a of water
applied in-furrow at planting.

3) FM 832LL seed planted with 30 gm/a of Myconate mixed with a starter fertilizer of
27 Ibs/a of 7-20-2-0.1Fe-0.17Mn-0.25 Zn fertilizer (2.5 gal/a) applied in-furrow at
planting.

4) FM 832LL Myconate treated seed (by Sub-Sahara International, Inc.) at the rate
of 30 gm per 6 pounds of seed (30 gm/a) with a starter fertilizer of 27 Ibs/a of
7-20-2-0.1Fe-0.17Mn-0.25 Zn fertilizer (2.5 gal/a) applied in-furrow at planting.

About 2 weeks prior to harvest 4 cotton plants per treatment were dug up with a shovel
and fine roots were collected. The roots were washed to remove soil, cut into one-quarter inch
pieces, and soaked in 10% KOH for 24 hours. After 24 hours, the root samples were rinsed
with water and soaked in 0.01% HCI for 15-20 minutes, rinsed again, and stained in 0.5%
aniline blue in Lacto glycerol (875ml lactic acid, 63ml glycerol, 63ml distilled water) for 1-2 hours.

Again, the roots were rinsed and soaked in Llacto glycerol for a permanent storage stage.
Samples of roots were taken from each treatment to create 3 microscopic slides per treatment
and vesicles within a defined area were counted using a microscope to assess colonization of
mycorrhizae.

Plant stand populations and plant height were recorded in four and two locations
respectively within each treatment. Harvest of the treatments occurred on August 7, 2006 with
a cotton picker harvesting 4 of the 12 rows following the same row pattern throughout the field.

RESULTS and DISCUSSIONS:

Rainfall from November, 2005 through spring of 2006 was nearly inexistent and the
county was experiencing a drought. Soil moisture was good at planting due to a recent rain
although subsoil moisture was minimal. Rains fell in adequate levels through the growth stage.

There was no problem mixing the Myconate with the liquid fertilizer as in the other
demonstrations, possibly due to a different fertilizer formula and a lower rate of fertilizer
application. Evaluated at harvest, there were no noticeable differences between the treatments.

The two soil samples sent to Plant Health Care Inc. in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania for
counting native mycorrhizae returned with 10 and 40 spores per gram of soil. According to Dr.
Don H. Marx, Chief Scientist of Plant Health Care, Inc., these results fell close to the lowest
twenty percent of the 60 soil samples from throughout the United States the lab has tested this
year. The average is 40 spores per gram and some in Wisconsin soils it exceeded 140 spores
per gram.

Soil samples sent to Texas A&M University Soil Testing Laboratory requesting fertility
levels for 2 bale/acre recommended the following: 35-3-0-Osulfur.

The only statistically difference noted in the cotton crop as a result of these treatments
was a difference in cotton micronaire. Micronaire values were lower for the Myconate seed
treatment. There were no other differences in any agronomic characteristic including vyield
which showed a trend. See Tables 1 and 2 for complete results.
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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.

Myconate treated cotton crop and its effect on root colonization, agronomic

characteristics and lint quality. J.D. Schovajsa, Cooperator, Victoria County, Texas 2006.

MYCOR-R SEED
HIZAE PLANT | |[PLANT | |COTTON | |LINT
VESICLES| [HEIGHT| (S TURNOUT| [LENGTH
TREATMENT o bl INCHES| |1000/A % INCHES
Check with starter fertilizer a a a a a
30.7 33.1 32.2 43.7 1.22
Myconate in furrow with water a a a a a
31.6 34.6 35.4 43.6 1.17
Myconate in furrow with starter a a a a a
fertilizer 28.1 33.9 32.0 42.6 1.20
Myconate treated seed a a a a a
21.9 33.3 31.0 44.3 1.18
3.72 4.20 1.47 0.042
2.33 2.63 0.92 0.026
6.9 8.05 2.11 2.22
0.7910 0.1698 0.1504 0.1624

o Mycorrhizae vesicles counted on slides made from sorghum roots to determine mycorrhizal

growth and colonization.

pw Means within a data column followed by the same letter are not significantly different by

ANOVA (P = 5 %; LSD).

Table 2. Myconate treated cotton crop and its effect on lint quality and yield. J. D. Schovajsa,
cooperator, Victoria County, Texas 2006.

LINT LINT LINT NET NET
LINT| [STRNG| [UNIF LOAN LINT YIELD| |RETURN
TREATMENT MIC G/TEX | [% CENTS/LB| [LBS/ACRE | |$/ACRE
Check with starter fertilizer ab a a a a
3.9 32.2| | 85.8 54.89 965 421
Myconate in furrow with water a a a a a
4.1 32.3| | 84.2 54.75 1088 475
Myconate in furrow with starter bc a a a a
fertilizer 3.8 32.1) | 85.0 54.75 1003 436
Myconate treated seed C a a a a
3.7 317/ | 84.1 54.64 949 414
0.24 2.77 1.76 |0.340 238.0 104.7
0.15 1.73 1.10 10.213 148.0 65.5
3.95 5.41 1.3 0.39 14.86 15.0






| 0.0207 [0.9530 [0.1699 [0.4272 0.5755 0.5819

o Means within a data column followed by the same letter are not significantly different by
ANOVA (P =5 %; LSD).
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SUMMARY:

In an evaluation of twenty-four cotton varieties planted April 10, 2006, yields were good
ranging from 818 - 1310 Ibs/ac with lint values ranging from 54.70 - 58.10 cents a pound and a
total a value of the varieties ranging from $471 - $735 per acre.

OBJECTIVES:

To determine the yield potential of Roundup Ready cotton varieties offered by area seed
companies. This demonstration will assist the producers by evaluating all major hybrids,
comparing them with local and coastal counties actively participating in the standardized
demonstration.

MATERIALS and METHODS:

Twenty-four cotton varieties were planted April 10, 2006 at the rate of 51,000
seeds/acre. The hybrids were planted on a 30" row spacing with 8 rows per hybrid. The
previous crop planted was corn. Insecticide at planting included 1.25 oz/ac of Lambda-
cyhalothrin. Herbicides included a preplant burn down with 21 oz/ac or Roundup Original Max
on April 8, 2006 followed by a pre-emergence application of 17 oz/ac of Dual Magnum plus 1
qgt/ac Caporal.

After cotton emergence on May 3, 2006, 18 oz/ac of Roundup Original Max was applied
at the 4 leaf stage over the Roundup Ready hybrids. On May 6™, 4 oz/ac of PIX plus 4 oz/ac of
Orthene. On June 9" 21 oz/ac of Roundup Original Max was applied at the 4 leaf stage over
the Roundup Flex hybrids while 8 oz/ac of Arrow (clethodim) was applied over the non-Roundup
Ready Flex hybrids.

The cotton was then sidedressed May 3, 2006 with 85 -0-0-12 sulfur and sprayed with
18 oz/ac of Roundup. On May 16, 2006, PIX was applied at 4 oz/ac plus Orthene at 4 oz/ac.
On June 9, 2006, 21 oz/ac of Roundup Original Max was applied on the flex cotton varieties
with 8 oz/ac of Arrow herbicide applied on the non-flex varieties.

The field was harvested with a cotton stripper on September 4, 2006 harvesting about
one-quarter acre per variety weighing the seed cotton in a weigh wagon. Samples were
collected and sent to the Corpus Christi Research Center for ginning on a 10-saw Eagle
Laboratory gin. Lint samples were then sent to the International Center for Textile Research
and Development Laboratory in Lubbock, Texas for fiber analysis. Accuracy testing was not
utilized.

RESULTS and DISCUSSIONS:





The cotton grew well in spite of the dry conditions followed by ample rain in the late
summer. Yields varied from 818 - 1310 lbs/ac with a value of from $471 - $735 per acre. See
Table 1 for complete yield and quality results.
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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 cotton hybrids, yield, lint qualities and value. Howard Book and Stephen
Moreno, Cooperators, Victoria County, TX 2006.

COTTON VARIETY MIC | LENG | STRN | UNIFO |COLOR|LEA | YIEL [TURN-[LOAN | LINT
R F D OUT | Cents | VALU
Lbs/A % per Lb. E

$/A
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SUMMARY:

In an evaluation of 30 inch skip row cotton verses 30 inch solid row cotton planted May 7,
2006 and at the final plant population rate of 22,180 and 36,150 respectively, yield and all
subsequent fiber quality data were essentially equal between the two treatments showing no
statistical difference except for a reduced micronaire, 3.8 verses 4.1 respectively. Financial net
returns above compared expenses showed no statistical difference between skip or solid row
systems. The producer notes that there are other economic attributes of skip row that are hard to
put a dollar value on.

OBJECTIVES:
To evaluate if 30 inch skip row cotton is more economical than conventional 30 inch solid
row cotton.

MATERIALS and METHODS:

Delta and Pine Land 393 cotton was planted on May 7, 2006 with a 24 row John Deere
1770NT planter set on 30 inch rows. Twelve rows or half the planter was set up for skip row cotton
and the remaining 12 row were set up in the conventional solid row pattern. The entire field was
planted alternating this skip with conventional row pattern. The skip row layout is one row skipped
and two rows planted, repeating throughout the skip row layout. The planting rate was set for
38,000 and 58,000 seeds/acre respectively for the skip and conventional system. To assist in
fertility decisions, soil tests were taken at depths of 0" - 12", 12" - 24", and 24" - 36".

For a list of treatments applied equally to both skip and conventional plots plus those that
were different, see Table 1.

Harvest was accomplished by a John Deere 6 row picker which harvested 4 rows for the
skip row pattern and 6 rows for the conventional pattern. Weights were taken in a cotton weigh
wagon harvested from four replicated plots within the field. Harvested plots were 0.4 acre in
size.

Cotton samples were collected from each plot and sent to the Corpus Christi Extension
Research Center for ginning on a 10-saw Eagle Laboratory gin. Lint samples were then sent to
the International Center for Textile Research and Development laboratory in Lubbock, Texas for
fiber analysis.





RESULTS and DISCUSSIONS:

Germination of the seed at planting was less than desired due to minimal rainfall from
November, 2005 through May, 2006 resulting in about a 40 % reduced stand count as noted in
stand population counts at harvest time (See Table 2). Thereafter, the cotton grew well with
ample moisture. Yield in both treatments was quite good at 2 bales per acre. Soil test nutrient
recommendations for 2 bale per acre cotton were: 0" - 12" level: 65-0-0-0; 12" - 24": 85-65-0-
5sulfur; 24" - 36": 85-85-0-5sulfur.

Plant population and cotton lint micronaire were the only two evaluations between the
skip row and conventional solid row evaluation that showed statistical difference. The skip row
micronaire was 3.8 verses 4.1 for the conventional solid row cotton. All other lint quality
characteristics were essentially the same including lint net loan value, lint yield and net return
above compared production expenses. See Tables 2 - 3 for full evaluation.

The producer notes that there are other economic attributes of skip row that are hard to
put a dollar value on including: 1) The row middles dry out quicker between rains allowing
quicker return into the field for additional management. 2) There is a potential for less boll rot in
skip row verses conventional solid row cotton. 3) There is easier and quicker machine
accessibility to clean out row units, reducing down-time when units plug up. 4) To facilitate
harvest in 2007, producer will switch to a different skip row pattern to harvest 6 rows (9 field
rows) of cotton in one cotton picker pass verses 4 rows (6 field rows) currently.
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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. Difference in production treatments and their expenses applied to skip row verses
conventional 30 inch solid row cotton. Bill Obsta, Cooperator, Victoria County, Texas 2006.

APPLICATION Expenses - $/Acre

PRODUCT OR PRACTICE PATTERN SoLID SKIP/
Pre-emerge herbicide Solid 7.86 7.86
8-41-41 fertilizer Solid 21.73 21.73
3-9-0 starter fertilizer Skip 2.85 1.90
65-0-0-4s sidedress fertilizer Skip 15.41 15.41
Scout consultant fee Skip 8.50 5.67
Cruiser seed treatment Skip 8.32 5.45
Post-emerge herbicide Skip 5.77 3.85
Insecticides-s/a Skip 23.73 15.83
Growth regulators-s/a Skip 4.91 $3.27
DPL 393 Seed Skip 23.20 15.20
Totals $122.28 $96.17

o All other production expense for either cropping system were equal.





Table 2. Evaluation of 30 inch row skip and conventional row cotton planting results, turnout and lint

quality values. Bill Obsta, cooperator, Victoria County, Texas 2006.
SEED

LINT LINT LINT

TREATMENT TE)%E/T: T%%LT(?[TT IR,II'I‘IC-I- LENGTH| |STRNG UNIF

o, INCHES G/TEX %
SKIP 22.18|b 32.8|a 3.8|b 1.18|a 31.3|a 85.4|a
SOLID 36.15|a 33.7)|a 4.1)|a 1.20|a 30.9]a 85.9|a
LSD (P=.05) 7.073 1.67 0.22 0.053 1.28 1.77
Standard Deviation 3.143 0.74 0.10 0.023 0.57 0.79
cv 10.78 2.24 2.44 1.97 1.82 0.92
Treatment Prob(F) 0.1884 0.1856 0.0186 0.5043 0.3672 0.4344

. Means within a data column followed by the same letter are not significantly different by

ANOVA (P = 5 %; LSD).

Table 3. Evaluation of 30 inch row skip and conventional row cotton lint quality values, yield
and net return above treatment costs. Bill Obsta, cooperator, Victoria County, Texas 2006.

LINT LINT NET NET

TREATMENT ELONG S1I'_ X:’-II-_E LOAN II.-I;l;' /XI(I;IQ'ED RETURN ,,

% CENTS/LB $/ACRE 97
SKIP 5.8|a 38.0|a 49.49(a 947\a 303.58|a
SOLID 59|a 38.3|a 48.91|a 988la 280.97|a
LSD (P=.05) 0.54 1.52 3.084 105.0 67.030
Standard Deviation 0.24 0.68 1.371 46.7 29.791
Ccv 412 1.78 2.79 4.83 10.19
Treatment Prob(F) 0.6898 0.6376 0.5947 0.3073 0.3618

o Net return above production expenses that were different from the other treatment - See

Table 1.

»,, Means within a data column followed by the same letter are not significantly different by

ANOVA (P = 5 %; LSD).






