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AgriLIFE EXTENSION

Texas A&M System

EVALUATING FUNGICIDE APPLICATIONS

ON SOYBEANS

Howard Book, Cooperator, Victoria County (2008)
Joe D. Janak, Jr., Stephen Biles and A. J. Jaks
County Extension Agent - Ag/NR, Calhoun, Refugio &
Victoria Extension IPM Agent and Texas AgriLife
Research, Senior Research Associate, respectively
Victoria County

SUMMARY:

In a demonstration evaluating various fungicides for their efficacy in controlling soybean
diseases particularly Asian Soybean Rust, there was no disease pressure seen in this soybean
demonstration and there was no significant difference in yields realized by the fungicide
applications.

OBJECTIVE:
To determine which fungicide can effectively control soybean diseases particularly Asian
rust if the disease does develop in Victoria, Texas.

MATERIALS and METHODS:

Hornbeck 5123 soybeans were planted on March 28, 2008 with a Monosem vacuum
planter on 38 inch rows at the seeding rate of 10 seeds per foot. Seeds were inoculated with
Nitragin inoculant. No fertilizer or insecticide was applied to this demonstration. Boundary 6.5
herbicide was applied banded at the rate of 1 pt/ac broadcast.

Ten different fungicide treatments were applied to two rows of twenty foot plots in a
randomized plot design. Fungicides were applied at two soybean growth stages as noted in
Table 1, namely R3 stage — 52 days after planting (DAP) and R6 (74DAP). Treatments were
replicated three times and compared to an untreated check. The plots were harvested with a
research combine. See Table 1 for treatments and results.

RESULTS and DISCUSSIONS:

No Asian soybean rust was detected in this demonstration so it can not be used for
evaluating it efficacy on Asian rust. Additionally, no other disease pressure was found and
although some yields were above the untreated control, none were statistically significant.
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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 fungicides for control of diseases on soybeans. Howard Book,

Cooperator, Victoria County, Victoria, TX 2008. / / /
Trt | Treatment . Rate/ | Appl ¥ ApplY Yield

# Name cone | Bl s Acre RS Code |Description| Bu/acre
Untreated

1 Control 17.0a
Stratego 250 GJ/L EC | 10.0 | Floz/a ,

2 Induce 100 % SL 10.125, % VIV AE e R DR
Stratego 250 GI/L EC | 10.0 | Floz/a )

3 IProline 480/ GIL | SC | 1.0 | Flozia "B | R3R6 18.5a
Stratego 250 GJ/L EC | 10.0 | Floz/a ,

4 Folicur 36/ LbiGal | F | 2.0 | Floza | ~B | R3R6 LURE
Quilt 1.67| Lb/Gal | SC | 14.0 | Floz/a AB R3; R6 18.8 a
Domark 230/ G/L ME | 4.0 Fl oz/a )

Headline 2.09| Lb/Gal | EC 6.0 Fl oz/a AE e R Ll e
Domark 230/ G/L ME | 5.0 Fl oz/a )

" "Quadris 208 Lb/Gal SC | 6.2 | Floza "B | R3R6 2132
Quadris 2.08| Lb/Gal | SC | 6.2 Fl oz/a )

9 Laredo EC 7.0 Fl oz/a AE e R e
Folicur 3.6| Lb/Gal F 3.1 Fl oz/a )

9 'Headline 2.09 Lb/Gal EC | 47 | Floza "B  R3R6 2332
Headline 2.09| Lb/Gal | EC 6.0 Fl oz/a

10 |Folicur 3.6| Lb/Gal F 3.1 Fl oz/a B R3; R6 215a
Headline 2.09| Lb/Gal | EC | 4.7 Fl oz/a

LSD (P=.05) 6.57
Standard Deviation 3.83
CcVv 20.28

I Application Code/Description: Applied at soybean growth stage noted, days after planting
(DAP) A = R3 (52DAP) stage and B = R6 (74DAP) stage.
4 Means followed by same letter do not significantly differ (P=.05, Duncan's New MRT)






AgriLIFE EXTENSION

Texas A&M System

EIGHTEEN SOYBEAN VARIETIES PLANTED ON
THREE DATES OVER A FOUR WEEK PERIOD

Howard Book, Cooperator (2008)
Joe D. Janak, Jr., Stephen Biles and James Grichar
County Extension Agent - Ag/NR, Calhoun, Refugio & Victoria Extension IPM
Agent and Texas Ag. Experiment Station Research Scientist, respectively
Victoria County

SUMMARY:

In an evaluation of eighteen soybean varieties planted on three different dates each
about two weeks apart, yields were increased slightly as the season progressed but then fell as
the planting season extended and soil moisture was minimal. Yields for the earliest planting
(March 17) ranged from 12.7 — 24.7 bu/a for an average of 18 bu/a. Yields for the second
planting (March 28) ranged from 10.8 — 29.1 bu/a for an average of 19.2 bu/a. Yields for the
last planting (April 21) ranged from 0 — 18.2 bu/a for an average of 11.5 bu/a. Over all
plantings, yields ranged from 10.3 — 19.4 bu/a averaging 16.4 bu/a.

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

MATERIALS and METHODS:

Eighteen different soybean varieties were planted at three different dates (March 17,
March 28, and April 21, 2008). 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.
Plots were 30 feet long with two rows per variety replicated three times.

No fertilizer or insecticide was applied to this demonstration. Boundary herbicide was
applied at the rate of 1 gt/ac broadcast followed by Select at the rate of 10 oz/ac.

RESULTS and DISCUSSIONS:

Growth of the soybeans were fair at best with minimal soil moisture during the growing
season. Yields were fair to good for the earlier planted soybeans but they diminished due to
minimal soil moisture near the later planting date and thereafter through maturity later in the
summer.
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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 eighteen soybeans varieties as compared to planting dates. Howard
Book, Cooperator, Victoria County, TX 2008.

: : Overall

Harvest Date Yield in BU/A Average
VARIETY* as Influenced as Influenced Yield

by Planting Date by Planting Date BU/A
Planting Dates 3/17 | 3/28 | 4/21 | 3/17 | 3/28 | 4/21
NKS 49W6RR 6/30 7122 8/13 19.2 22.7 16.4 194
NKS 49H7RR 6/30 7122 8/13 16.6 21.7 18.1 18.8
PIONEER 94M80RR 6/30 7/14 8/13 18.9 195 17.6 18.7
DP 5335RR 6/30 | 7/22| 8/13| 185 | 19.2| 16.2 18.0
VERNAL 8/4 8/4 24.7 29.1 0 17.9
HBK 4926 6/30 7122 8/13 17.7 21.7 14.3 17.9
HOEGEMEYER 422NRS 6/25 6/30 8/4 19.1 15.7 18.2 17.7
HOEGEMEYER 510NRS 6/25 6/30 8/13 17.6 17.2 17.6 17.5
Croplan RC5007RR 7/14 8/4 8/13 155 22.8 12.6 17.0
Croplan RC4955RR 6/30 7122 8/13 16.4 18.4 14.9 16.6
HOEGEMEYER 487NRS 6/25 7114 8/13 18.7 17.3 135 16.5
HBK 5123RR 6/30 8/4 8/27 18.1 21.3 8.4 15.9
HBK 5025 7122 8/4 23.6 24.2 0 15.9
HOEGEMEYER 425NRS 6/25 6/30 8/4 16.8 12.6 17.3 15.6
DP 5414RR 6/30 8/4 8/27 15.9 21.2 7.6 14.9
HOEGEMEYER 480NRS 6/25 6/30 8/4 16.8 10.8 14.1 13.9
HBK 5425RR 7/14 8/4 16.3 22.6 0 13.0
NKS 52F2RR 7/14 8/4 12.7 18.2 0 10.3
Croplan RC4757RR - - - - - - -
NC+5A31RS - - - - - - -
PIONEER 94M71RR - - - - - - -
LSD (0.05) 2.7 0.9
Average 18| 198| 115 16.4

* Conventional varieties are in BOLDFACE.
- Varieties with a (-) were not planted but were planted in neighboring counties.







AgriLIFE EXTENSION

Texas A&M System

EVALUATION OF SAMPLING TECHNIQUES FOR
STINKBUGS IN SOYBEANS

Stephen Biles, Extension Agent - IPM for Calhoun, Refugio and Victoria Counties

SUMMARY:

A trial was conducted with the purpose of comparing the sting bug captures of beat
sheet and sweep net insect sampling methods in soybeans. Whole fields were scouted using
both the beat sheet and sweep net sampling methods at ten locations per field over a four week
period from soybean fields in Calhoun and Victoria Counties. Stink bug captures were not
different for the species captured: Southern Green, Green or Brown Stink Bugs. Red Banded
Stink Bugs were captured in very low number with both sweep net and beat sheet.

OBJECTIVE:
The objective of this project was to compare the sting bug captures of beat sheet and
sweep net insect sampling methods in soybeans.

MATERIALS and METHODS:

Whole fields were scouted using both the beat sheet and sweep net sampling methods
at ten locations per field. Both sampling methods were conducted within 20 feet of one another.
The beat sheet samples consisted of sampling 3 feet of row at each location; 1.5 feet from each
of two adjacent rows. Sweep net sampling consisted of ten sweeps with a 15-inch hoop sweep
net across one row while walking down the row. The length of row sampled with the sweep net
ranged from 20-25 feet.

For the purpose of comparing the sampling methods, the number of stink bug captures
was converted into bugs per foot. This was accomplished by dividing the number of stink bugs
captured in the sweep net per 100 sweeps by thirty-six. Previous research has indicated that 36
southern green stink bugs per 100 sweeps is similar to 1 stink bug captured per foot by the beat
sheet method.

Sampling was conducted over a four week period from soybean fields in Calhoun and
Victoria Counties. A total of 20 scouting events occurred.

RESULTS and DISCUSSIONS:

The number of stink bugs captured per foot was similar for both sampling
methods evaluated (Table 1). This was expected for the species captured in the soybean fields
in 2008 since there was very low incidence of the red-banded stink bug (Peizodorus guldinii).

Previous work has indicated that the sampling methods used are similar for the green,
southern green and brown stink bugs. However, in a 2006 study, the red-banded stink bug was
captured in greater numbers with a sweep net than a beat sheet.





Table 1. Stink bug populations (bugs per foot) from beat sheet and sweep net sampling
techniques.

Green Southern
Stink Green Stink Brown | Red-Banded
Bug Bug Stink Bug | Stink Bugs
Beat Sheet 0.00 a 0.73 a 0.40 a 0.07 a
Sweep Net 0.02 a 0.74 a 0.33 a 0.09 a
LSD (P=.10) 0.033 0.403 0.155 0.098
Ccv 547.72 85.09 65.69 191.0
Replicate F 1.000 5.843 7.246 1.572
Replicate Prob(F) 0.5000 0.0011 0.0003 0.2040
Treatment F 1.000 0.001 0.571 0.220
Treatment Prob(F) 0.3343 0.9749 0.4624 0.6460

Means followed by same letter do not significantly differ (P=.10, LSD)
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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.





