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ALFALFA VARIETY DEMONSTRATION 


 Joe Janak, Cooperator, (2007-2008) 
Joe Janak, County Extension Agent - Ag/NR 


Victoria County 
      
 
SUMMARY: 
 In an evaluation of 18 varieties of alfalfa planted November 23, 2007 and randomly 
replicated three times, nine varieties grew faster and better than the remaining as 
seedlings as evaluated in December 2007. 
 
 After a drier than normal year and four harvests/cuttings, alfalfa yields decreased as 
the drought extended into the season.  Average yields across all varieties decreased by 
over half by the third harvest from 1555 down to 664 pounds per acre with a slight increase 
for the fourth cutting. 
 
 A composite of all harvests shows two varieties are higher than the rest, namely, 
Magna 995 and WL 711, although they are not statistically different from any of the top 14 
varieties. 
 
 
OBJECTIVE: 
 To determine the best all-around alfalfa variety to plant for the Victoria County area. 
 
 
MATERIALS and METHODS: 
 Eighteen of the best alfalfa varieties donated by alfalfa seed companies were 
gathered and planted with a John Deere Grain Drill on conventional disc-tilled DaCosta 
Contee complex soil that is typical of a dark, heavy clay type soil.  Planting took place on 
November 23, 2007 planting 1/4 - 1/2 inch deep at the rate of 17.7 lbs/acre.  Seed was 
covered by dragging a heavy chain behind the grain drill.  Plots were 8' x 200' each or just 
under one-half tenth of an acre and were replicated three times in a randomized complete 
block design. 
 
 Moisture was minimal at planting but ¾ inch rain followed the next day allowing 
sufficient moisture for germination.  Fertilizer knifed in on 12 inch centers prior to planting 
was 223 lbs/acre of 11-37-0 per acre or 24-82-0 which was slightly above soil tests 
recommendations for phosphorus.  No potassium was recommended.  All seed was either 
seed-company treated with the proper inoculant or hand treated prior to planting with 
alfalfa Nitragin inoculant.  Some varieties were treated with a fungicide by the company. 


 







The field was pre-treated with 1.3 pt/ac glyphosate herbicide on October 6, 2007, 47 
days prior to planting.  A follow-up treatment of 18.7 oz/ac glyphosate occurred three days 
after planting on November 26, 2007 to minimize any late season weeds.  Request and 
DynaPack was added along with the herbicide sprays to insure higher weed control. 


 
No herbicides were use in the 2008 season.  Harvest took place four times in 2008 


including:   April 5, May 13, July 19 and September 8.  Hand harvest of 22.5 square feet 
per plot (0.0005 acre) took place on the April 5th.  The remaining harvests were made with 
a conventional cutter/conditioner machine of the entire field.  All plots were allowed to air 
dry adequately to bale and the following dimensions were baled, collected and weighed in 
each plot for all three replications:  8’ x 120’ (0.022 acre) on May 13th and July 19th and 8’ x 
96’ (0.018 acre) on September 8th.  Small square bales were made on the last three 
harvests and from the last two harvests there were 4 – 5 core samples taken from each 
bale/plot for protein analysis. 
 
  
RESULTS and DISCUSSIONS: 
 Conditions were quite dry after the initial planting date rain of 3/4 inch and no rain 
fell until late December.  Growth was minimal due to dry conditions and growth remained 
less than 2 - 3 inches tall.  Differences were visually seen in December, 2007 within 
varieties as noted in Table 1. 
 
 Conditions remained slightly drier than normal for a typical spring although growth 
was near adequate.  The initial harvest may have been delayed two - three weeks 
compared to typical year’s harvests due to minimal rainfall.  After the first harvest, soil 
moisture was again marginal but adequate for a second cutting.  Rainfall decreased 
considerably after the second and third cutting extending to a major drought from summer 
on through the rest of the year.  Therefore, harvest yields decreased as the season 
progressed and nearly no growth resulted after the fourth harvest on through winter. 
 
 Due to little or no rain after the second harvest, the third and fourth harvests were 
made prematurely to capture the leaf growth or all would have been lost due to leaves 
drying up and defoliating from the plant.  As a result, the protein analysis was quite high for 
the second and third harvests ranging from 23.2 - 25.9 percent; typically in the 17 – 22 
percent range.  Conversely, yields in the latter two harvests were low ranging from only 
493 – 1117 lbs/acre.  See Table 2 for complete results. 
 
 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS: 
 Appreciation is expressed to the contributing seed companies listed in this 
demonstration.  Contributing seed companies were:  Forage Genetics International, S & 
W Seed Co. and W L Alfalfas.  Appreciation is expressed to the following for assistance 
in harvesting and/or taking protein samples:  Sam Womble, Matthew Vandervoort, 
Stephen Janak, James Janak and Travis Janak. 
 
 
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.  Alfalfa height in inches 50 days after initial planting.  Joe Janak, Cooperator, 
Victoria County TX, 2007-2008. 
Variety Height in 


Inches 
 Variety Height in 


Inches WL530 HQ 3  WL530 HQ 2 


Yosemite 2  Sequoia 2 


WL652 HQ 2  Magna 995 2 


WL535 HQ 1.5  Magna 901 2 


13R Supreme 1.5  HybridForce 800 1.5 


WL 711 1  Cibola 3 


SW 9710 1.5  Ameristand 
Salado 


3 


SW 9628 3.5  Ameristand 802 3 


SW 8718 3.5  Ameristand 
801S 


3 


SW 10 3.5  WL530 HQ 3 


 
 
Table 2.  Harvest yield and quality data from 18 alfalfa varieties.  Joe Janak, 
Cooperator, Victoria County TX, 2007 – 2008. 


Harvest Date 4/5/2008 5/13/2008 7/19/2008 9/8/2008 2008 


Rating Data Type YIELD HEIGHT 
PLANT 
STAND BLOOM YIELD YIELD PROTEIN YIELD PROTEIN 


TOTAL 
YIELD 


Rating Unit LBS/AC INCHES DENSITY PERCENT LBS/AC LBS/AC PERCENT LBS/AC PERCENT LBS/AC 


Ranking ALFALFA VARIETY           


1 Magna 995 1762 a 13.7 ab 2.7 a 11.7 a 1379 ab 668 a-f 23.6 efg 969 abc 24.1 a 4778 a 


2 WL 711 1593 a 14 a 2.3 a 12.3 a 1247 a-d 816 ab 23.5 fg 1117 a 23.9 a 4774 a 


3 WL535HQ 1786 a 13 bcd 3 a 11.7 a 1388 a 708 a-d 24.0 c-g 809 bc 25.4 a 4690 ab 


4 13R Supreme 1641 a 13.7 ab 3 a 11.7 a 1359 abc 706 a-d 25.3 a 880 abc 25.4 a 4587 abc 


5 Sequoia 1472 a 13 bcd 3 a 8.3 ab 1318 a-d 842 a 23.2 g 914 abc 24.5 a 4547 a-d 


6 SW 8718 1666 a 13 bcd 3 a 6.7 ab 1177 cde 778 abc 24.7 a-e 912 abc 25.7 a 4533 a-d 


7 WL530HQ 1400 a 13.7 ab 3 a 7.3 ab 1277 a-d 746 abc 23.3 g 1088 ab 24.4 a 4510 a-d 


8 SW 10 1593 a 13.3 abc 3 a 8.3 ab 1198 b-e 641 b-f 24.5 a-f 1005 abc 25.0 a 4436 a-e 


9 SW 9628 1400 a 13 bcd 3 a 7.3 ab 1181 cde 758 abc 24.8 a-d 984 abc 25.1 a 4324 a-e 


10 WL652HQ 1473 a 13.3 abc 3 a 10 ab 1382 ab 649 b-f 24.9 a-d 789 bc 25.9 a 4292 a-e 


11 Ameristand 801S 1738 a 12.3 de 2.3 a 7.3 ab 1168 de 518 ef 25.0 abc 818 abc 25.1 a 4241 a-e 


12 Ameristand 802 1545 a 13 bcd 2.7 a 6.7 ab 1060 ef 703 a-d 24.1 b-g 928 abc 25.2 a 4235 a-e 


13 Cibola 1424 a 13 bcd 3 a 7.3 ab 1400 a 677 a-e 24.6 a-f 730 c 25.2 a 4230 a-e 


14 Yosemite 1617 a 13 bcd 3 a 10 ab 1226 a-e 499 ef 25.1 ab 824 abc 24.8 a 4166 a-e 


15 Ameristand Salado 1569 a 13 bcd 2 a 8.3 ab 1136 def 547 def 24.2 b-g 884 abc 25.3 a 4136 b-e 


16 HybridForce 800 1521 a 13 bcd 2.3 a 5.7 ab 972 f 597 c-f 23.9 c-g 979 abc 24.1 a 4069 cde 


17 Magna 901 1521 a 12.7 cd 3 a 5.7 ab 1184 cde 493 f 23.3 g 770 c 25.0 a 3967 de 


18 SW 9710 1280 a 11.7 e 2 a 4 b 1047 ef 605 c-f 23.9 d-g 907 abc 25.0 a 3838 e 


 AVERAGE 1555  13.1  2.7  8.4  1228  664  24.2  906  24.9  4353  


LSD (P=.05) 606 1 1 7 185 181 1 308 2 619 


Data followed by the same letter is not statistically different. 








EVALUATION OF VARIOUS HERBICIDE AND OIL
MIXES FOR  IPT HUISACHE CONTROL


Jack & Mary Greeson and Herbert & Martha Watts, Cooperators, (2008)
Sam Womble


County Extension Agent - NR
Victoria County


SUMMARY:
Huisache is the number one major brush specie for most area producers.  Left alone, it will


rob livestock producers of grazable acres and consume considerable amounts of water due to its
extensive root system.  


A complete evaluation of this demonstration will be conducted next fall.


OBJECTIVES:
To evaluate various herbicide treatments and their carriers for efficacy in controlling


huisache.


MATERIALS and METHODS:
Ten adjoining plots were marked of at 50' intervals.  Huisache plants varied in diameter and


height.  Treatments were applied on October 21, 2008 using a backpack sprayer.  A one  gallon
mixture of each treatment was spayed out.  Surf Plus surfactant was used at 2.5% on noted
treatments.  Flagging tape was used to mark between treatments.  Treated plants were counted
and recorded.  


Basal Treatments


1. Remedy (14%) + Milestone (.5%) + Diesel
2. Remedy (14%) + Diesel
3. Diesel (100%)
4. Remedy (14%) + Diesel + Water + Surf Plus 
5. Diesel +Water + Surf Plus
6. Remedy (14%) + Estes Basal Oil 


Foliar Treatments


7. Grazon P+D (1%) + Water + Surf Plus 
8. Milestone (.33%) + Water + Surf Plus
9. Milestone (1%) + Water + Surf Plus 
10. Grazon Next (1%) + Water + Surf Plus 







RESULTS and DISCUSSIONS:
Treatments were evaluated on December 3, 2008.  


Treatment # # of Treated Plants % of Plants Completely Defoliated 
1 89 98
2 110 84
3 92 83
4 115 74
5 91 10
6 49 86
7 25 92
8 51 88
9 31 81
10 43 84


Percent total plant defoliation at 42 days does not tell us much as it relates to plant kill.  A
more thorough evaluation will be conducted in 2009.


ACKNOWLEDGMENTS:
Appreciation is expressed to contributing chemical companies and to Jack and Mary Greeson


and Herbert and Martha Watts, cooperators.


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.
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MACARTNEY ROSE CONTROL 


Victoria County 
 


Thomas Kilgore, Cooperator 


Travis Janak, Extension Assistant, Victoria, TX. 


Sam Womble, County Extension Agent – NR 


Paul A. Baumann, Extension Weed Specialist, College Station, TX. 


 


Macartney rose (Rosa bracteata) is an invasive perennial shrub that is present on large acreages 


of pasture and rangeland in Victoria County.  The purpose of this study is to evaluate various 


herbicides and application rates for control of Macartney rose. 


 


A heavily infested area of Macartney rose was treated with various rates of pasture and 


experimental herbicides on October 31, 2008.  Individual plot sizes were 32’ x 100’ and each 


treatment was replicated four times.  The applications were made with a tractor mounted 16’ 


spray boom and applied at 25 gallons of water/acre and 3 mph using 11003 DG TeeJet tips.  


Non-ionic surfactant was used with all treatments at a rate of 0.25% by volume.  The Macartney 


rose was approximately 40” in height at treatment.  Plots were evaluated at 30 days after 


treatment, with additional assessments planned for 2009. 


 


Macartney Rose Control – 30 days after treatment 


  Brown Out Defoliation 


Trt. # Treatment Rate Percent Percent 


1 GF-2050 2.5 OZ/A 85 35 


2 GF-2050 3.3 OZ/A 93 28 


3 
GF-2050 2.5 OZ/A 


96 26 
Remedy Ultra 1 PT/A 


4 
GrazonNext 2 PT/A 


92 33 
Remedy Ultra 1 PT/A 


5 GrazonNext 2.6 PT/A 94 36 


6 Milestone 7 FL OZ/A 93 28 


7 Surmount 4 PT/A 94 30 


8 
Surmount 1.5 PT/A 


93 35 
Milestone 5 FL OZ/A 


9 
Surmount 3 PT/A 


94 39 
Milestone 3 FL OZ/A 


10 Grazon P+D 8 PT/A 97 35 


11 Crossbow 8 PT/A 91 30 


12 
GrazonNext 2.6 PT/A 


93 39 
Vista 1.8 PT/A 


13 Untreated  0 0 


 


All treatments show expected foliage brown out and defoliation for the 30 day evaluation.  


Evaluations will continue in 2009, with an assessment of total plant kill being made at 1 year 


after herbicide application. 








RANGELAND WEED CONTROL
Kyle & Gail Brady and Curtis & Kathy Connally, Cooperators, (2008)


Sam Womble
County Extension Agent - NR


Victoria County


SUMMARY:
Due to drought conditions, results of area weed control trials varied significantly.  Weed


densities were prevalent this spring following an unusually wet 2007.  Several weed species are
a real challenge for area producers competing with desirable grasses for water and nutrients thus
reducing grazable acres.


OBJECTIVES:
To evaluate various herbicide treatments for their efficacy in controlling annual broomweed,


croton, yankeeweed, western ragweed, and sumpweed.


MATERIALS and METHODS:
Six adjoining plots were marked at 40' intervals.  Weed specie density varied between the


treatments with annual broomweed being the most prevalent between all six treatments.
Treatments were applied on May 27, 2008 at 2:00 p.m. using a tractor and a 20' boom sprayer.
Travel speed was 4mph.  AI 11003-VS tips were used to put out 21.5 gallons of water per acre at
40 psi. 


RESULTS and DISCUSSIONS:
Treatments were evaluated on July 30 .  th


Treatment Rate % Kill/Reduction


1. GrazonNext .5 qt/ac <30


2. GrazonNext 1 qt/ac <40


3. Grazon P+D 1 qt/ac <30


4. Gunslinger 1 qt/ac >50


5. Cimarron Max Rate I 70


6. Cimarron Max Rate II 75







Below, see data from other area counties.


% Kill/Reduction


Treatment Rate Calhoun Colorado Austin


1. GrazonNext .5 qt/ac 100 61 50


2. GrazonNext 1 qt/ac 100 71 90


3. Grazon P+D 1 qt/ac 100 94 90


4. Gunslinger 1 qt/ac 100 95 90


5. Cimarron Max Rate I 100 96 90


6. Cimarron Max Rate II 100 99 95


Species Present: Western Ragweed
Purple Thistle
False Ragweed
Slender Vervain
Beebalm
Sunflower
Mare’s Tail


Silverleaf Nightshade
ConeFlower
Purple Thistle


Antelope Horn
Milkweed
Black-eyed Susan
Croton
Sunflower


Cimarron Max showed the best results in the Victoria County study.  Ideally, our treatments
should have been put out a month prior to application date.  We tried on several occasions but had
to reschedule on three different occasions due to windy conditions.  As you study the results from
other counties, Cimarron Max, Gunslinger and Grazon P+D all proved to be very effective.  Keep
in mind that all counties in the study experienced drought conditions.


ACKNOWLEDGMENTS:
Appreciation is expressed to contributing chemical companies and to Kyle and Gail Brady


and Curtis and Kathy Connally, cooperators.


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.








 Broadcast and Skip Swath Bait Treatment Effects  


 on Fire Ant Mound Height and Density 


 Victoria County, Texas - 2008-2009 


 


 Charles L. Barr, Barr Research and Consulting 


 Sam Womble, CEA, Victoria County 


 


Red imported fire ants (Solenopsis invicta Buren) cause numerous problems in cattle and hay 


production systems. Problems such as electrical failures and stinging incidents are directly related 


to the presence of the ants themselves. However, particularly in hay pastures, the ants= mounds 


cause most of the problems. Large mounds jam cutters and balers and can result in substantially 


lower equipment speed and increased wear and tear due to the roughness of the ground. Mounds 


are a particular problem in heavy clay soils where they are overgrown by grass and become an 


almost permanent part of the landscape. 


There are two potentially cost-effective methods for resolving these problems - baits and 


dragging. Broadcast baits can reduce fire ant populations by over 90% in a single application at a 


cost of roughly $12 per acre (product cost only). Baits will solve most of the ant-related 


problems, but do nothing to solve the problems caused by mound structures. Mechanical 


dragging, on the other hand, effectively eliminates the mound-caused problems, but does little to 


kill the ants, which will immediately begin to rebuild their mounds. This trial was designed to 


test the effectiveness of both methods singly and in combination using two different broadcast 


baits - Esteem and Extinguish Plus. 


 


Materials and Methods 


The trial was located on the property of Dr. Ray Smith in Victoria County, Texas in the 


Texas Coastal Plain. The site is in the flood plain of the Colorado River and has heavy, black 


clay soil. Standing water is common after heavy rains and, in response, the ants have built very 


large mounds. The site was grazed, and had a good cover of well-managed native grasses. 


One purpose of the trial was to replicate real-life management practices using the 


cooperator=s equipment under his operation. Consequently, test plots were large (an average of 


5.7 ac) and could not be replicated. Treatments included: Esteem (0.5% pyriproxyfen) and 


Extinguish Plus (0.36% hydramethylnon, 0.25% s-methoprene) and an untreated control. Both 


baits were applied at a rate of 1.5 lbs./acre using a Herd GT-77 seeder. Each treatment was 


applied to two plots. One plot was full coverage, the other was a skip swath application on 


approximately 50 foot centers, resulting in 0.75 lbs/acre total application weight.  


Finally, half of each of the five plots was dragged. Because of the size and permanence of the 


mounds, dragging was not an easy task. After several attempts, the owner finally resorted to 


using the front-loader bucket of his tractor to knock down the mounds followed by dragging with 


a pin harrow to get them flush with ground level. 


Pre-counts were conducted on May 14, 2008. High winds that would have made the skip 


swath applications very inaccurate prevented bait application until May 31. Evaluations were 


then conducted on July 3 and January 8, 2009.  


Because of the need to mechanically drag half of each plot and ongoing grazing pressure, it 


would have been very difficult to accurately establish permanent marks. It was therefore decided 


to sample using random transects. Each transect was 150 ft. long and 30 feet wide, giving a 







sample area of 0.103 acres. Transects ran perpendicular to the bait application swaths so as to 


encounter as many Askips@ as possible in those two plots. For each transect, the approximate 


diameter and height of each mound was measured with a ruler or tape measure and recorded, 


along with whether the mound was occupied by ants. 


 


Results and Discussion 


The mounds in this trial were truly enormous, but not atypical of mounds found in heavy clay 


soils. The average mound at pre-count was over 25 inches in diameter and over 10 inches tall. 


Dozens of mounds were 36 inches in diameter and some were over 48 inches. Many were over 


14 inches tall with some as tall as 18 inches. The mounds made the pastures unsightly, to say the 


least, and they were actually dangerous to drive any vehicle over at more than five or six miles 


per hour. Because of the large size and low density, it was assumed that the majority of colonies 


were monogyne (single queen).  


The region had been plagued by low rainfall for some months at the time of applications and 


conditions only worsened. By January 2009, the area was rated as in Asevere@ to Aextreme@ 
drought. The drought undoubtedly affected the ants. Many of the mounds rated as Alive@ did, 


indeed, have a colony living in the mound structure, but the ants actually occupied only a small 


fraction of the mound. For instance, a mound 36 inches in diameter might have a pocket of 


worked soil only 6 inches in diameter during the January evaluation. At the July evaluation, there 


was no freshly worked soil whatsoever, so alive-dead ratings were highly suspect. 


Because the treatments were not true replications, it was inappropriate to analyze them using 


statistical methods such as analysis of variance. Fortunately, many of the differences were well 


illustrated by simple summary statistics. One challenge of the analysis was finding a way to 


express the number, condition (alive or dead) and size (height and diameter) of the mounds with 


a simple expression that could be easily compared between treatments. Several methods proved 


unacceptable. Mound counts or densities did not express mound size. Average heights did not 


take density into account; i.e. 10 mounds could have the same average height as 100 mounds. 


There was also the important complication that this was a nested experimental design with a 


dragging treatment nested inside each bait treatment. 


It was finally decided that, at this point in the trial, it was best to separate bait effectiveness 


and dragging. Bait effectiveness, including application method, was expressed by simple 


live-dead counts as shown in Table 1. Because the plots were not replicated, there was no way to 


equalize any pre-count factor so substantial differences existed between plots at test initiation. 


Comparison of dragging effectiveness was more complicated. The mound structure itself 


causes the most damage so it was not necessary to differentiate between occupied or abandoned 


mounds for this comparison. Mound height is the most important factor in equipment damage, 


but diameter also plays a role. For example, a mound 12 inches high and 36 inches in diameter is 


a much more formidable and potentially damaging structure than a mound of the same 12 inch 


height but only 18 inches in diameter.  


Therefore, it was decided that mound volume might be the most accurate and useful 


comparison. Volume was calculated using the formula for the volume of a partially filled sphere: 


h
2
 (r-h/3). The major assumption was that mounds are spherical which, of course, they are not, 


but it was the best fit of any regular geometric shape. As mentioned, averages did not take mound 


number into account, so the volumes of all mounds were simply summed. Table 2 shows the 







results of dragging the different treatments. 


It was expected that Extinguish Plus, because of its faster-acting hydramethylnon component, 


would eliminate colonies considerably faster than the IGR-only Esteem. However, as shown in 


Table 1, there were few differences in effectiveness between the two baits at both Week 5 (July) 


and Week 33 (January). The drought was the likely reason because it both caused the 


Esteem-treated ants to die faster than usual and resulted in so little freshly worked soil that 


existing mounds were very difficult to find. By January, a total of only seven active mounds were 


found in all four bait-treated plots. 


At Week 5, there were roughly double the number of active mounds in the skip-swath plots 


than in their full-coverage counterparts. It is unknown whether these differences were statistically 


significant, but that numerical difference disappeared by the January evaluation. 


 


Table 1. Total number of mounds per plot. Three 150 x 30 ft. transects per dragged and 


un-dragged half of each plot. (Total area = 0.62 acres) 
 
 


 
Pre-count 


 
Week 5 


 
Week 33 


 
Treatment 


 
Dead 


 
Live 


 
Dead 


 
Live 


 
Dead 


 
Live 


 
Untreated 


 
28 


 
29 


 
15 


 
15 


 
12 


 
22 


 
Extinguish Plus, full coverage 


 
26 


 
34 


 
23 


 
5 


 
26 


 
1 


 
Esteem, full coverage 


 
19 


 
14 


 
13 


 
6 


 
11 


 
3 


 
Extinguish Plus Skip Swath 


 
38 


 
43 


 
12 


 
12 


 
11 


 
1 


 
Esteem Skip Swath 


 
27 


 
23 


 
14 


 
10 


 
18 


 
2 


 


The results of dragging (Table 2) showed the expected dramatic differences. In the dragged 


halves of the plots, there were almost no mounds to be seen. There were large areas of bare soil 


where the mounds had once been, but nothing tall enough to damage equipment. Most former 


mounds, in fact, were depressed an inch or two because of their collapsed underground galleries. 


By January, despite the drought, vegetation had begun to overgrow many of these bare patches. 


 


Table 2. Total mound volume per half plot, expressed in cubic feet. (ft.
3
) using the formula: 


 h
2
 (r-h/3). Three 150 x 30 ft. transects per plot. (Total area = 0.31 acres) 
 
 


 
Pre-count 


 
Week 5 


 
Week 33 


 
Treatment 


 
Dragged 


 
Undrag 


 
Drag 


 
Undrag 


 
Drag 


 
Undrag 


 
Untreated 


 
62.0 


 
98.6 


 
0.4 


 
45.6 


 
3.8 


 
34.4 


 
Extinguish Plus, full coverage 


 
40.7 


 
42.4 


 
0.1 


 
63.8 


 
0.0 


 
40.2 


 
Esteem, full coverage 


 
38.4 


 
34.9 


 
0.1 


 
41.4 


 
0.0 


 
16.5 


       







Extinguish Plus Skip Swath 61.4 60.4 0.1 60.6 0.0 26.4 
 
Esteem Skip Swath 


 
83.1 


 
112.9 


 
0.1 


 
65.4 


 
0.0 


 
67.0 


 


Importantly, mounds in the dragged half of the untreated plot had begun to rebuild by 


January. One objective of this trial was to see if the bait treatments suppressed mound 


reformation sufficiently to help justify their cost. At this point in mid-winter, and with the 


worsening drought, it is too soon to tell if the treatments will be of substantial benefit. It is hoped 


that an evaluation in April or May and some rain will answer this important question. 


In the world of fire ant management, the saying Aperceptions are reality@ is never more true. If 


an individual thinks he or she has a problem, they have one, whether someone else would think it 


was a problem or not. Similarly, if a person is happy with a treatment, it has value. Whether that 


value can offset the costs of treatment, or even be calculated, is almost irrelevant if the person 


considers the treatment worth the input. Despite the hours he spent dragging our plots, the owner 


asked if we were through with the test and whether he could drag the rest of his pastures. He 


obviously felt the dragging was worth it. Unfortunately, we had to ask him to delay additional 


dragging until after a final evaluation in late spring of 2009. 


Finally, we would like to extend our deepest thanks to Dr. Smith for allowing us to use his 


property and for the considerable time and effort he spent in applying the baits and, particularly, 


flattening the hundreds of huge mounds in the dragged halves of the plots. 





