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This Weeks Planting Report

National Agricultures Statistics Services (MississippiCrop Progress for Week Ending 5/282010

Crop This Week Last Week Last Year 5- Year Average
Corn Planted 100 100 100 100
Corn Emerged 99 98 99 99
Cotton Planted 84 77 60 81
Cotton Emerged 67 47 48 64
Peanuts Planted 40 31 48 54
Rice Planted 97 96 88 95
Rice Emerged 85 83 77 89
Sorghum Planted 87 82 69 88
Sorghum Emerged 80 75 50 78
Soybeans Planted 90 85 79 90
Soybeans Emerged 79 71 72 83
Sweet Potatoes Planted 2 -- 0 5

Wheat Heading 100 99 100 100
Wheat Mature 36 9 41 45

Cotton Insects

Angus Catchot

Although most cotton | have looked is off to a very good start this year, this week has been the
turning point for thrips. | have had numerous calls this week about large numbers of adult thrip
migrating into cotton fields. There are many fields that are past the thrips stage puhatan

are still susceptible. As wheat fields, ryegrass, and other weed hosts mature it is common for
large numbers of thrips to move into cotton fields. Seed treatments generally provide adequats
control 2428 after planting and in some cases | haven ggd control out to 35 days after
planting. The environment is the biggest factor affecting thrips damage to cotton. If cotton is
growing off well and temperatures reimavarm, cotton will come out dhe ground quickly and

grow past the thrips windowapidly requiring very fewfoliar thrips applications. When
conditions are cool and cotton is growing slowly, the plants remainsimseeptiblestage for

much longer and thripsan cause problems. Other stress factors that can hold cotton plants back
is to wet, dry, or even herbicide injury that keeps the plants in {Bdeaf stage longer than
normal and can expose the plants to more injury. When thrips are on the move, it is not
uncommon to find adult thrips on small cotton plants even if the seadinents are still
working. The sure sign that seed treatments are playing out is the presence of immature thrips o
the plant. Immature thrips do not have wings, adults have wivgsen sampling for thrips pay
particular attetion to whether or not thehtips have wings. If cotton is-3 leaf stage and
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immatures are present, and you are averaging more than one thrips per plant, treatment may lje
necessary. On occasion it may be necessary to make a treatment for thrips on cotton based ¢n
adults. If you & next to a wheat field that is drying down or other wild host plants and you find
numerous adults present per plant and the cotton is being injured there may be justification tg
treat in isolated areasGenerally when cotton reaches tH2ldaf stagethrips are no longer an

issue. Foliar applications for thrips usually have the most economic returns when made at the

2 leaf stage as opposed to thd Baf stage. In most cases this year, the seed treatments have
provided very good control (see grapblow). Potential negatives of foliar thrips applications

are the flaring of spider mites and aphids. While pyrethroids generally provide good thrips
control it is not recommended to treat wif ol : :

pyrethroids for thrips due to the fact the S "

generally arethe worse for flaring spide d _ . %

mites and aphids. Acephate is also capaiSs s o B ream
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Dr. Tom Allen

At tassel corn fungicide applications: three years of MS research
Over the past three years the decision to apply a strobbasad fungicidat tassel in corn in
MS has been one of the hottest topics.

In 2009 a 4aisltiplinary team of remarch and

extension personnel completed a three year project to evaluate the effectiveness of applying a
automatically timed fungicide application to corn in the absence of observable/measureable
disease symptoms. Numerous, large corn fields were chliosenthroughout the Delta that
simply met specific sizes so large buffers could be implemented between fungicide treatmentg
and limit the potential of drift. Over the three year study period, randomized and replicated trials
were implemented at 16 diffarelarge plot (orfarm) locations while small plot trials were
conducted at experiment stations and made up 12 of the entries in the greater data set. The first

locations. Throughout the three year study disease levels were quite low across locations.
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Overall yield response = -1.84 bu/a
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Overall yield response = -0.267 bu/a

Positive yield response = 42.3%
Economically beneficial = 1
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If you combine all of the locations
over the past three seasons and
present the data as a single bar
graph with the four treatemts then
there are essentially no
mathematical differences between
treatments and thus no economical
benefit to applying a timed, at
tassel fungicide application in the
absence of observable foliar
di sease (see
newsletter).  However, for the
pur poses of this
| 6ve broken t he

present the information as the
difference from the untreated
control for each of the respective
fungicide treatments (Headline
represented in Figure 1; Propimax
represented in Figure 2; and Qui
represented  in Figure  3).
Specifically, a negative value
means that the fungicide treated
plots did not perform as well as the
untreated control. Conversely, a
positive value means that the
fungicide treated plots performed
better than the untreatetbts. The

different colors represent each of

three figures below present the data from 26 of the 28 locations conducted. Even though yield

was one of the ultimate factors to be observed in this research project there were several othqr
variables considered that included numerous pathology measurements. Observable foliar diseage
levels as well as overall root, stalk, and ear health wereidsoed from almost all of the

the years of the study and are included to determine if there was a specific response with 3
fungicide for any given year. However, based on the moving target of corn prices, keep in mind




that a positive respse of between 4 and 6 bushels would be necessary to break even on the cos
of the fungicide plus application. This year in particular, with corn hovering somewhere
between $3.50 and $4.00/bushel a return of approximatélybbshels/Acre (depending on
sdling price) would be necessary to break even. Also, the average of all of the locations for that
particular treatment are included and presented on each figure as well as the number o
economically beneficial responses
QUIlt Figure 3 to that _particular fungicide.
However, in some cases the
Sverall yield response =-0.679 bild economically beneficial treatment
PosIVe YIE) [Esponss = 42.8% was only a little above a break
Economically beneficial = 1 even point; | think | used 5
bushels/Acre to determine that
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IREER IIIIlT---“LII | Inall, a total of 16 different corn
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NEEEEI m-2007r | three year study. Except at

W= 2008 university locations where a
particular hybrid was planted, on

Yield response (bu/A)

M= 2009

125 farm locations were chosen at

random regardless of the specific

corn hybrid planted. There were some locations, depending on year, where there was somj

hybrid similarity. A total of 6 diffeent hybrids were planted at more than a single location (see
Table 1 below).

Table 1. Corn hybrids with more than one location from the ZTPP MSU corn fungicide research trials.

Difference from the untreated control
Year Location Hybrid Headline Propimax Quilt

2008 Veronal DKC 66-23 -5.35 -0.72 8.13
2008 Verona2 DKC 66-23 -11.73 -1.90 -15.45
2008 Pontotocl DKC 66-23 -1.14 7.80 0.00
2008 Pontotoc2 DKC 66-23 -0.05 -0.77 -0.47
2009 Veronal DKC 66-23 -0.91 2.67 -0.34
2009 Verona2 DKC 66-23 2.83 6.47 6.58
average -2.72 2.26 -0.26

2008 Itta Bena DKC67-23 -9.10 5.28 -0.18
2009 Pontotocl DKC67-23 -2.84 4.92 -2.28
2009 Pontotoc2 DKC67-23 -0.87 7.15 7.43
2009 Shellmound DKC67-23 0.23 3.2 4.55

average -3.15 5.27 2.38

2008 Shaw* Dyna Gro 58B9 6.53 3.20 8.27
2009 Raymond Dyna Gro 58P59 4.20 1.77 1.93
average 5.37 2.48 5.10

2007 Itta Bena Pioneer 33M53 -0.60 1.11 0.89
2008 Sledge Pioneer 33M53 -4.93 -6.23 09.25
average -2.76 -2.56 0.57

2008 Midnight Terral TV25BR71 -1.09 -2.15 -12.65
2008 Tchula Terral TV25BR71 -6.38 -4.84 1.48
average -3.73 -3.49 -5.59

2007 Shaw Terral TV25R31 0.03 3.56 -0.56
2008 Brooksville Terral TV25R31 -1.19 -5.77 1.68
average -0.58 -1.10 0.56

*NOTE: only two replications were conducted at this lomatior this particular hybrid for this particular year.
To briefly explain the table above. Some experiment stations were used to conduct two separatg
corn plots within a given year (Pontotoc and Verona). The main difference between the two
plots was theparticular crop that preceded corn for that season. So, for each location there was
one plot that had two years of corn and one plot that had a year of soybeans followed by a yea
of corn.




A single hybrid Dyna Gro 58P5Phad a positive response to allthe fungicides applied at both
locations where this hybrid was planted. However, one of the locations, Shaw 2007, only had
two replicates of this hybrid in that field. Other locations were characterized by 4 replications so

| feel more strongly abouhe data. The averages for each of the treatments for that particular
hybrid from all of the locations where those hybrids were planted is included to suggest that
across multiple locations (in some cases as few as 2 but as many as 6) on averagdaa particu
treatment was not economical. Even in the case of Dyna Gro 58P59 on average the choice
apply a fungicide to this particular hybrid was right at the edge of paying for itself no matter the
fungicide applied. Keep in mind, based on the data abam, not suggesting that a fungicide
should be applied to a particular hybrid based solely on whether or not the hybrid responded wit
a positive gain to the fungicide in the absence of disease. There are nhumerous factors involvel
that could play aroleihhe pl ant dés wulti mate response to
not included in the table above.

| will close with this statement. As a grower, making a decision with regards to whether or not
to apply a fungicide is up to you. | can onlyepent the information collected from the
experiments conducted in MS and make a suggestion based on that data. Based on the set
data that has been compiled in MS, and if you account for data collected from the greater Mid
south region (AR and LA), | auld not suggest making an at tassel fungicide application. My
suggestion is simply this, save your money and apply a fungicide to corn in the event that yo
really need it due to a yield limiting disease situation. Numerous external factors will reed to
considered if and when that situation occurs. The majority of those factors will be impacted by
the environmental conditions both immediately during and preceding the presence of the
particular disease.

Dr. Erick Larson

Cornplant characteristics and disease resistance can substantially affect corn hybrid response
management strategies and practices. Mi s s
fungicide application does not improve corn yield or other plantackeristics, including stalk
lodging, in the absence of or low disease level. If substantial disease does develop, a hybrid wit
low resistance to a specific prevalent foliar disease will likely benefit considerably from timely
fungicide protection. Carersely, a corn hybrid possessing high resistance to a disease prevalent
in other fields will not likely respond much, if any, to fungicide application. The following
tables show plant characteristic and disease ratings of suplding commercial hytids
entered in the 2009 MSU Corn Demonstration program and grown in either dryland or irrigated
culture.
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Table 1. Plant characteristics of corn hybrids grown in irrigated culture in the 2009 MSU Corn
Demonstration Program

Disease Resistanceatgs

Brand

Hybrid

Relative
Maturity
(days)

Plant
Height

Northern
corn leaf
blight

Southern
corn leaf
blight

Gray leaf
spot

AgriGold
AgriGold
DEKALB
DEKALB
DEKALB
Dyna Gro
Garst
NK
Pioneer
Pioneer
Pioneer
Pioneer
Pioneer
Pioneer

A6479
A6632
DKC67-23
DKC67-87
DKC68-06
DG58V24
82R44
N78N
31G96
31D59
31P42
32B34
33M57
33N58

112
115
117
117
118
116
117
115
117
120
119
118
115
113

Med-Short
Short
Medium
Med-Tall
Very Short
Medium
Tall
Med-Tall
Tall
Medium
Med-Tall
Med-Tall
Med-Short
Medium

Excellent
Low
High
High

Medium
High
High
Low

Excellent

Very Low
Low
High
Low

Medium

High
High
High
Medium
High
High
Low
Very Low
Low
High
High
High
High
High

High
High
MedLow
Med-Low
Med-Low
Med-Low
High
Medium
High
Medium
Medium
High
Medium
High

Table 2. Plant characteristics of corn hybrids grown in dryland culture in the 2009 MSU Corn
Demonstration Program

Brand

Hybrid

Relative
Maturity

(days)

Plant
Height

Disease Resistance Ratings

Northern
corn leaf

blight

Southern
corn leaf

blight

Gray leaf
spot

AgriGold
DEKALB
Dyna Gro
Dyna Gro
Golden Acres
NK
Pioneer
Pioneer
Pioneer
Pioneer
Terral
Teral
Terral
Terral
Terral

A6489VT3
DKC68-06
DG57P12
DG58K40
27207
N77P
31G71
31G96
31P42
33N58
TV25BR23
TV25R31
TV25TR29
TV25TRS9
TV26BR41

112
118
115
117
117
114
119
117
119
113
115
115
115
115
116

Med-Short
Med-Short
Medium
Med-Tall
Medium
Med-Short
Tall
Tall
Med-Tall
Medium
Med-Short
Med-Short
Short
Med-Short
Med-Short

Medium
Medium
High
High
Medium
High
Low
Medium
Low
Medium
Medium
High
Medium
High
High

Medium
High
Medium
High
High
High
High
Low
High
High
Medium
High
High
High
High

High
Medium
Medium

High
Medium

Low
Medium

High
Medium

High

Low
Medium
Medium

Low
Medium




Angus Catchot

Over the last 7 days | have had numearphbone calls about looparssoybean fields in the delta.

As | mentioned last week it would be extremely unusual to find soybean loopers this time of year
in the MS delta, however, there has been
much confusion since most of the loopers iThe Gray Loo
being found areblack leg loopers. While Rachplusia ou

t he Ieg col or of |00pc|> r S T UL a T 11
generally if they have black front legs they

are soybean loopers and if they have white

front legs it can be either soybean loopers

or cabbage loopers. Because of the time of

year, rearly all white leg loopers are

cabbage loopers. The reason this is very

important is because soybean loopers are

resistant to pyrethroid insecticides and it

requires a different management approach.

Since nearly all the loopers being found in

the delta ee the black leg type, we made

some collections and got a positive ID

from Dr. Rich Brown, our Insect

Taxonomiston campus. It turns out that

they are neither soybean loopers nor

cabbage loopers. It is another species

calledRachiplusia ouor commonly kown

as fAthe gray | ooper

species is not uncommon; however, the

numbers we are finding this year is

unusual. There are some fields that have

had very high numbers of loopers and

many fields that have exceeded the

defoliation threshold equiring treatment.

There have been many reports of

infestations associated with only the grassy

areas of fields or the high sandy ridges.

Others have reported clean fields with

uniform infestation levels.This is naking

it difficult to scout in some guations

because the high numbers and damage may

only be in a few acres in the middle of

large fields but defoliation may be

substantial where they are at. Fortely,

this species of looper extremely sensitive

to insecticides including the pyrethreid I

have had numerous calls reporting

excellent controlwith the low to mid rate range of pyrethroid3he threshold for this looper
species will be the exact same as other loopers in soybeans. 35% defoliation prior to bloom an
20% defoliation after lboom. With sweep nets the threshdkl 38 loopers ¥ inch long per 25
sweeps prior to bloom and 19 loopers % inch long per 25 sweeps after bloom




