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Characteristics commonly evaluated in small-plot testing include lint yield, turnout percentages, fiber
quality, and earliness.  Current small-plot variety testing programs are inadequate in scale and design
to investigate the economic impact of new transgenic varieties with value-added traits.  The objective
of this project was to evaluate the profitability of cotton varieties in producers' fields in the Texas High
Plains. Three replications of each variety were included at each location.  Plot size was of sufficient
size to enable the combining of all replications of each individual variety into a single module at harvest.
Each individual variety had at least three acres total (approximately one acre per plot with three
replications equals three acres total).  Plot weights were determined at harvest using a boll buggy with
integral electronic scales.  Modules were followed through the ginning process to determine lint turnout,
USDA-AMS fiber quality, and CCC loan value.  Three producer-cooperator locations were utilized for
this project.  Trials were planted in Parmer, Crosby and Yoakum counties.  

At the Muleshoe (Parmer County) location, late-season heat unit accumulation allowed excellent crop
maturation which resulted in the highest micronaire values and CCC loan values observed at this
location since the project's initiation.  No pre-harvest lint losses due to inclement weather were
encountered in looser "picker-type" varieties.  Three of the top five varieties were Roundup Ready Flex
and two were Bollgard II/Roundup Ready Flex.  FiberMax 9058F, Deltapine 121RF, FiberMax 9150F,
Stoneville 5327B2RF and FiberMax 9180B2F produced the highest net values in $/acre.  

Both record high yields and fiber quality were observed at the Blanco (Crosby County) location.  No
pre-harvest losses were encountered for the looser "picker-type" varieties.  The highest net value was
observed for FiberMax 9180B2F and it was statistically superior to all other varieties.  Within the
statistical "second tier" five Bollgard II/Roundup Ready Flex varieties produced the same net value.
These varieties were, in numerical order from highest to lowest, Stoneville 4554B2RF, All-Tex Apex
B2RF, Stoneville 5327B2RF, AFD 5065B2F, and Deltapine 164B2RF.    

At Plains (Yoakum County), record high yields and quality were also observed due to timely rainfall
events and no substantial pre-harvest losses in looser varieties.  Within the statistical Aupper tier@ of
net returns, five varieties produced the same net value.  Four of the top five varieties were Bollgard
II/Roundup Ready Flex and one was Roundup Ready Flex.  These varieties were, in numerical order
from highest to lowest, FiberMax 9180B2F, Stoneville 4554B2RF, Deltapine 104B2RF, All-Tex Apex
B2RF, and FiberMax 9150F.  

Results from the 2007 production season at varying locations in the Texas High Plains indicate that,
in years when harvest is not hampered by precipitation events and pre-harvest losses are minimal,
excellent yields and fiber quality can be obtained across the region.  These data indicate that
substantial differences can be observed in terms of net value/acre due to variety and technology
selection.  The differences in net value/acre, when comparing the top and bottom varieties were
approximately $113 at Muleshoe, $208 at Blanco, and $201 at Plains.  Additional multi-site and multi-
year applied research is needed to evaluate varieties across a series of environments.  
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Introduction

Small-plot cotton variety testing generally includes evaluation of genetic components but not genetics
in concert with management programs.  Characteristics commonly evaluated in small-plot testing
include lint yield, turnout percentages, fiber quality, and earliness.  Over the last several years, High
Plains cotton producers have increased planted acres of transgenic cottons (glyphosate- and
glufosinate-herbicide tolerant and Bt insect-resistant types) from approximately 300 thousand in 1997
to approximately 3 million in 2007.  Industry continues to increase the number of herbicide-tolerant,
insect-resistant, and "stacked gene" varieties.  The proliferation of transgenic varieties in the
marketplace is expected to continue over the next several years.  New transgenic varieties continue
to be marketed in the High Plains by All-Tex, Americot/NexGen, Croplan Genetics, Delta and Pine
Land/Monsanto, Dyna-Gro, the Bayer CropScience FiberMax/AFD/Stoneville brands, and Dow
AgroSciences= PhytoGen brand.  

More transgenic varieties in both picker and stripper type cottons are expected to be released by these
companies in the future.  Liberty Link Ignite herbicide-tolerant varieties (from Bayer CropScience) were
first marketed in 2004.  The first commercial "stacked Bt gene" system (Bollgard II from Monsanto) was
launched in 2004.  This technology was available in a limited number of varieties including some
containing Bollgard II "stacked" with Roundup Ready.  Varieties containing Monsanto=s Roundup
Ready Flex gene system were commercialized in 2006.  Many Roundup Ready Flex only types, as well
as those "stacked" with Bollgard II were available.  Widestrike "stacked Bt gene" technology from Dow
AgroSciences was available in some PhytoGen varieties in 2005, with additional Roundup Ready Flex
"stacked" types in the market in 2006.  Liberty Link with Bollgard II types were also commercialized in
2006.  Additional cotton biotechnologies are also anticipated in the near future including the GlyTol
glyphosate tolerance trait from Bayer CropScience.

Current small-plot variety testing programs are inadequate in scale and design to investigate the
economic impact of new transgenic varieties with value-added traits.  The objective of this project was
to evaluate the profitability of cotton varieties in producers' fields in the Texas High Plains. 

2



Materials and Methods

For scientific validity, three replicates of each variety were included at each location.  Plots were of
sufficient size to enable the combining of all replicates of each individual variety into a single module
at harvest.  Each individual variety had at least three acres total (approximately one acre per plot with
three replicates equals three acres total).  A randomized complete block design was used at all three
locations.

Preplant incorporated and/or preemergence herbicide applications were made at the discretion of the
producer-cooperator.  All varieties were Roundup Ready Flex, Bollgard II/Roundup Ready Flex
stacked, or Widestrike/Roundup Ready Flex stacked; therefore, no differential herbicide applications
were made.  Broadcast over-the-top and post-directed herbicide applications were made by the
cooperator when needed.  Weed species spectrum was determined by project personnel working with
the cooperator.  Blanket applications of insecticides, plant growth regulators (PGRs), and harvest aids
were applied by the cooperator or commercially as needed at each location.  

In-season and final plant mapping data were derived from mapping 6 representative plants/plot.  Plot
weights were determined at harvest using a boll buggy with integral electronic scales.  Modules were
followed through the ginning process to determine lint turnout, USDA-AMS fiber quality, and
Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) loan value.  Seed and technology costs were calculated using
the appropriate seeding rate (seed/row-ft) for the row spacing and entries using the online Plains
Cotton Growers Seed Cost Comparison Worksheet with Monsanto Cap Cost Thresholds available at:
http://www.plainscotton.org/Seed/seedindex.html.  Gin managers were asked to gin each module
separately and to tie off any remnant bales obtained in the ginning process in order to determine more
precisely the turnout and lint yields.  Data were then converted to a per acre basis and appropriate
statistical analyses were performed.  

Three producer-cooperator locations were utilized for this project.

Location 1 - Muleshoe (Parmer County)

James Brown Farm, near Muleshoe
Clean tillage following corn
Irrigation: Low elevation spray, straight rows
Plot size: 12 30-inch rows  
Area:  Variable (1.0 to 1.8 acres/plot), 3 replications of each variety
Planted:  May 15 at 4.1 seed/per row-ft or ~72,000 seed/acre.
Harvested:  November 2

Varieties planted at this site included:

1. Deltapine 121RF
2. FiberMax 9058F
3. FiberMax 9150F
4. All-Tex Summit B2RF
5. Americot 1664B2RF
6. Deltapine 104B2RF
7. FiberMax 9063B2F
8. FiberMax 9180B2F
9. Stoneville 4554B2RF
10. Stoneville 5327B2RF
11. PhytoGen 485WRF
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Weed Control Program:  $77.00/acre
Dominant weed species: pigweed, morningglory, volunteer corn

Blanket herbicide applications were made by the producer via ground rig at this location.   A
preplant incorporated application of 2.0 pt/acre trifluralin was made on March 21.  At planting,
May 15, 1.0 qt/acre of Direx (diuron) was applied to a 15-inch band behind the press-wheel.
Applications of 1.0 qt/acre Roundup Original Max (glyphosate) were made on June 14 and July
1 (with 1.0 qt/a 32-0-0) for control of pigweed and morningglory.  For control of volunteer corn,
two applications of Fusion (fluazifop-P-butyl) were made on June 8 and July 20 at 8.0 and 12
oz/acre, respectively.  No cultivation or hoeing was conducted at this site for weed control.

Insect Control Program:  $63.00/acre

Insecticide applications at this location made by the producer or commercially.  Temik was
applied in-furrow at planting (May 15) at 3.75 lb/acre.  On June 8, 4 oz/acre acephate was
applied by the producer (tank mix with Fusion) and again on June 14 (tank mix with Roundup
Original Max) for control of thrips.  An application of 2.0 oz/acre acephate was aerially applied
in a tank mix with Ammo for control of lygus and fleahoppers on June 22.  Another aerial
application of acephate at 6.0 oz/acre occurred on June 30 for thrips control.  Additional
applications of acephate were applied by the producer on July 1 (2.0 oz/acre in tank mix with
Roundup Original Max) and July 28 (2.0 oz/acre in tank mix with 3.2 oz/acre Ammo).  Other
insecticides included aerial applications of 1.25 oz/acre Centric, on August 2, and a tank mix
of Baythroid (2.56 oz/acre) and Trimax PRO (0.9 oz/acre), on August 21.  This location was in
an active boll weevil eradication zone, but no applications were made by the Texas Boll Weevil
Eradication Foundation.

PGR Program:  $12.00/acre

For control of plant height, Stance (mepiquat chloride plus cyclanlide) was included in tank
mixes with aerial applications on June 22 (2.0 oz/acre with acephate and Ammo), June 30 (1.5
oz/acre with acephate), and August 2 (2.0 oz/acre with Centric).  Ground applications by the
producer included 2.0 oz/acre tank mixed with Roundup Original Max and acephate on July 1
and an additional 0.5 oz/acre was included with the July 20 application of Fusion.  In total, 8.0
oz/acre Stance was applied throughout the growing season at this location. 

Harvest Aid Program: $31.30/acre

On October 11, 32.0 oz/acre Prep (ethephon) and 16.0 oz/acre Def (tribufos) were aerially
applied for boll opening and defoliation.  A sequential application of 32.0 oz/acre Gramoxone
Inteon with 8.0 oz/acre Crop Oil Concentrate (COC) was aerially applied on October 19 for final
desiccation.

Total input cost for this location was $183.30/acre and included all herbicide, insecticide, PGR, and
harvest aid chemical costs (including additives) and application costs, when applicable (Table 6).  This
cost is not reflected in the net value/acre numbers in Table 3. 
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Location 2 - Blanco (Crosby County)

Appling Farm, near Blanco
Reduced tillage following cotton
Irrigation:  LEPA, circular rows
Plot Size:  8 40-inch rows/plot  
Area:  Variable (0.7 to 1.5 acres/plot), 3 replications of each variety
Planted:  May 16 at 3.3 seed/per row-ft, or ~43,000 seed/acre
Harvested:  November 17 and 19

Varieties planted at this site included:

1. AFD 5064F
2. FiberMax 9058F
3. AFD 5065B2F
4. Americot 1622B2RF
5. All-Tex Apex B2RF
6. All-Tex Arid B2RF
7. Deltapine 104B2RF
8. Deltapine 164B2RF
9. FiberMax 1880B2F
10. FiberMax 9180B2F
11. PhytoGen 485WRF
12. Stoneville 4554B2RF
13. Stoneville 5327B2RF

Weed Control Program:  $25.63/acre
Dominant weed species: pigweed, silverleaf nightshade, morningglory, kochia, lanceleaf sage

Blanket herbicide applications were made by the producer via ground rig at this location.
Applications of 1.0 qt/acre Roundup Original Max (glyphosate) were made on July 4 and August
10 with AMS.  No cultivation or hoeing was conducted at this site for weed control.

Insect Control Program:  $14.40/acre

One Insecticide application was made at this location by the producer.  On August 10, 3 oz/acre
Centric (thiamethoxam) was applied by the producer (tank mixed with Roundup Original Max)
for control of aphids.  This location was in an active boll weevil eradication zone, but no
applications were made by the Texas Boll Weevil Eradication Foundation.

PGR Program:  $0.00/acre

No PGR applications were made at this site.

Harvest Aid Program: $0.00/acre

No harvest aids were applied at this location.

Total input cost for this location was $40.03/acre and included all herbicide and insecticide costs
(including additives) and application costs, when applicable (Table 11).  This cost is not reflected in the
net value/acre numbers in Table 9.
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Location 3 - Plains (Yoakum County)

Rickey Bearden Farm, Plains (Yoakum County)
Clean-tillage following cotton
Irrigation:  Low elevation spray, straight rows
Plot Size: 12 40-inch rows/plot
Area:  Variable (0.8 to 2.4 acres/plot), 3 replications of each variety
Planted:  May 24 at 4 seed/per row-ft, or 52,272 seed/acre
Harvested:  November 8 and 9

Varieties planted at this site included:

1. All-Tex 65333RF
2. Deltapine 121RF
3. FiberMax 9058F
4. FiberMax 9150F
5. AFD 5065B2F
6. All-Tex Apex B2RF
7. Americot 1664B2RF
8. Deltapine 104B2RF
9. Deltapine 143B2RF
10. Deltapine 164B2RF
11. Dyna-Gro 2100B2RF
12. FiberMax 9063B2F
13. FiberMax 9180B2F
14. PhytoGen 485WRF
15. Stoneville 4427B2RF
16. Stoneville 4554B2RF
17. Stoneville 5327B2RF

Weed Control Program:  $34.55/acre
Dominant weed species: silverleaf nightshade, russian thistle, devils claw, buffalobur, prairie
sunflower

A blanket herbicide program was used across all varieties, which included 1 pt/acre trifluralin
preplant incorporated on March 3.  Trifluralin at 4.0 oz/acre applied on a 10-inch band over the
row across all varieties at planting.  Two applications of 1.0 qt/acre Roundup Original Max were
applied on July 1 and August 22.  No cultivation or hoeing for weed control was conducted at
this site.

Insecticide Program:  $23.78/acre

Temik was applied in-furrow at planting at 4 lb/acre.  Also, on August 2, Intruder was applied
by the producer at 0.75 oz/acre.  This location was in an active boll weevil eradication zone, but
no applications were made by the Texas Boll Weevil Eradication Foundation.

PGR Program:  $9.62/acre

One application on June 25 of 4.0 oz/acre Pix was made by the producer at this site.
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Harvest Aid Program:  $30.56/acre

Harvest aids applied by the producer included, October 10, 32 oz/acre Prep with 6 oz/acre
Ginstar, followed by 21.3 oz/acre Gramoxone Inteon with 8.0 oz/acre COC on October 23.

Total input cost for this location was $98.51/acre and included all herbicide, insecticide, PGR, and
harvest aid chemical costs (including additives) and application costs, when applicable (Table 17).  This
cost is not reflected in the net value/acre numbers in Table 14. 

Results

Agronomic and economic results by variety as well as summaries of expenses incurred at each location
are provided in Tables 1-17.

Location 1 - Muleshoe

The early and late-season growth characteristics are presented in Tables 1 and 2.  Plant stands
averaged about 57,000 plants/acre on June 18.  No significant differences were observed among
varieties for plant stand with a range from a high of 62,726 for FiberMax 9058F to a low of 53,666 for
Deltapine 121RF.  Slight differences were observed among varieties for vigor parameters measured
on July 3 with FiberMax 9180B2F numerically having the highest height to node ratio (plant height
divided by mainstem nodes).  Differences were also noted for nodes above 1  position white flowerst

(NAWF) counts taken on July 31, August 7, August 14, and August 20 with averages of 7.4, 6.0, 3.5,
and 2.1, respectively.  Days to cutout (NAWF=5) was highest for PhytoGen 485WRF (89.0) and lowest
for FiberMax 9058F (83.7) with a test average of 86.8.  Final plant map data collected just prior to
harvest indicated significant differences among varieties for plant height (alpha=0.10), node of first
sympodium, total mainstem nodes, and height to node ratio.  However, no differences were observed
for number of fruiting branches (average 9.8) or percent first position fruit retention (average 56.7%).
Deltapine 121RF had the highest plant height of 22.8 inches and FiberMax 9180B2F had the lowest
with 19.3 inches.  The highest node of first sympodium was recorded for FiberMax 9150F (7.4) and
Americot 1664B2RF had the lowest (5.7) with a test average of 6.3.  Total mainstem nodes averaged
15.1 with a range from 16.7 for FM 9150F to a low of 14.1 for All-Tex Summit B2RF.  Final height to
node ratios ranged from 1.28 (FiberMax 9150F) to 1.59 (Deltapine 121RF), with a test average of 1.41.

Commercial turnouts of non-field cleaned bur cotton ranged from 23.6% for PhytoGen 485WRF to
28.0% for FiberMax 9150F (Table 3).  Bur cotton yields ranged from 4941 lb/acre for FiberMax 9150F
to 5507 lb/acre for Stoneville 5327B2RF.  This resulted in lint yields ranging from 1226 lb/acre for
PhytoGen 485WRF to 1397 lb/acre for Deltapine 121RF.  Lint loan values derived from USDA-AMS
classing results of the bales obtained in the project indicated that values ranged from $0.5751 for All-
Tex Summit B2RF to $0.5927 for FiberMax 9180B2F.  After totaling lint and seed value per acre and
subtracting out ginning costs and seed and technology costs (Table 5), the net value per acre ranged
from a low of $667.60/acre for PhytoGen 485WRF to $780.23/acre for FiberMax 9058F, a difference
of $112.63.  Five varieties, including 3 with Roundup Ready Flex and 2 with Bollgard II/Roundup Ready
Flex, were in the statistical upper tier for net value/acre.  FiberMax 9058F resulted in the highest net
value and was significantly greater than 6 of the 11 varieties.  Deltapine 121RF, FiberMax 9150F,
Stoneville 5327B2RF, and FiberMax 9180B2RF were included in the top five at this location and were
not statistically different from one another.  

Micronaire averages of 3.8 to 4.1 were encountered at this location (Table 4).  It should be noted that
fiber quality from all varieties was excellent and the highest ever encountered at this site.  The highest
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average micronaire value (4.1) was produced by PhytoGen 485WRF.  Staple ranged from a high of
37.5 (FiberMax 9063B2F) to a low of 35.1 (All-Tex Summit B2RF).  Only 1 leaf grade 4 was observed
in all bales produced (PhytoGen 485WRF) and only one bale with bark contamination (220 point
discount) was observed (Deltapine 121RF).

Location 2 - Blanco

The early season growth characteristics are presented in Table 7.  Plant stands averaged about 32,000
plants/acre on June 22.  No significant differences (alpha=0.05) were observed among varieties for
plant stand with a range from a high of 35,894 for FiberMax 9058F to a low of 29,360 for AFD
5062B2F.  Significant differences were observed among varieties for plant height, total mainstem
nodes, and height to node ratio on July 9.  FiberMax 1880B2F had the highest height to node ratio and
Deltapine 104B2RF had the lowest, 0.95 and 0.82, respectively.  Differences were also noted for
NAWF counts taken on July 31, August 8, August 16, and August 22 with averages of 6.0, 6.2, 4.6,
and 4.1, respectively.  Stoneville 4554B2RF had the highest number of days to cutout (94.7) and
FiberMax 9058F had the lowest (85.5) with a test average of 90.0. Final plant map data collected just
prior to harvest indicated significant differences among varieties for all measured parameters with the
exception of node of first sympodium (Table 8).  Deltapine 164B2RF had the largest plant height of
31.4 inches and FiberMax 9180B2F had the lowest with 22.0 inches and a test average of 26.8 inches
was observed.  Node of first sympodium average was 6.9.  The greatest number of fruiting branches
was observed for Deltapine 164B2RF with 15.5 and the lowest number for All-Tex Apex B2RF with
12.4.  Total mainstem nodes averaged 19.8 with a range from 21.4 for Deltapine 164B2RF to 17.7 for
All-Tex Apex B2RF.  Final height to node ratios ranged from 1.62 (Stoneville 5327B2RF) to 1.13
(FiberMax 9180B2F), with a test average of 1.37.  Stoneville 5327B2RF had the highest percentage
first position fruit retention with 61.3% and All-Tex Arid B2RF had the lowest with 43.5%.  The test
average retention of first position fruit was 52.3% at this location.
  
Commercial turnouts of field-cleaned bur cotton averaged 31.3% with a high of 34.4% for FiberMax
9180B2F and a low of 28.1% for All-Tex Arid B2RF (Table 9).  Bur cotton yields ranged from 3613
lb/acre for FiberMax 9180B2F to 3300 lb/acre for All-Tex Arid B2RF.  Lint yields ranged from 1244
lb/acre for FiberMax 9180B2F to 929 lb/acre for All-Tex Arid B2RF with a test average of 1090 lb/acre.
Lint loan values derived from USDA-AMS classing results of the bales obtained in the project indicated
that values ranged from $0.5435 for PhytoGen 485WRF to $0.5870 for Deltapine 164B2RF.  After
totaling lint and seed value per acre and subtracting out ginning costs and seed and technology costs
(Table 11), the net value per acre ranged from a low of $513.10 for All-Tex Arid B2RF to a high of
$721.94 for FiberMax 9180B2F, a difference of $208.84.  FiberMax 9180B2F was significantly greater
than all other varieties in terms of net value in $/acre.  Within the second "statistical tier" of net returns,
five varieties produced the same net value. All five varieties were Bollgard II/Roundup Ready Flex.
These varieties were, in numerical order from highest to lowest, Stoneville 4554B2RF, All-Tex Apex
B2RF, Stoneville 5327B2RF, AFD 5065B2F, and Deltapine 164B2RF.

Micronaire averages at this location ranged from 3.8 to 4.6 for Deltapine 104B2RF and AFD 5064F,
respectively (Table 10).  Average staple was highest for FiberMax 9058F (36.8) and lowest for AFD
5064F (34.3).  Only one leaf grade 4 was observed in all bales produced (PhytoGen 485WRF) and
none of the bales exhibited bark contamination.  Average fiber strength values ranged from a high of
29.5 g/tex for AFD 5064F to a low of 26.1 for All-Tex Apex B2RF.  The highest average uniformity
(81.4%) was observed in two varieties, AFD 5064F and PhytoGen 485WRF and All-Tex Apex B2RF
had the lowest with 79.5%.
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Location 3 - Plains

The early and late season growth characteristics are presented in Tables 12 and 13.  Plant stands
averaged about 39,000 plants/acre on June 28.  Stands ranged from a low of 35,284 for FiberMax
9063B2F to a high of 43,125 for Deltapine 143B2RF, and no statistical differences were noted at the
alpha=0.05 level.  No differences were observed among varieties for plant height or height to node ratio
on June 29 and only slight differences in total mainstem nodes were observed.  Differences were
observed among varieties for NAWF counts taken on August 2, August 7, and August 21 with averages
of 6.9, 5.8, and 4.0, respectively.  However, no differences were observed on August 14 (4.9 average)
nor were there any differences among varieties for number of days to cutout with a test average of
81.0.  Final plant mapping conducted just prior to harvest indicated significant differences among
varieties for all parameters measured.  Plant heights ranged from a low of 26.3 inches for Deltapine
104B2RF to a high of 34.4 inches for Deltapine 121RF.  The highest node of first sympodium was
observed for FiberMax 9180B2F (7.8) and the lowest for Stoneville 5327B2RF (5.9) with a test average
of 6.8.  Mainstem node numbers ranged from a low of 15.6 for All-Tex Apex B2RF to a high of 18.3 for
AFD 5065B2F.  Height to node ratios averaged 1.71 across varieties with a low of 1.47 (FiberMax
9180B2R) and a high of 2.11 (Deltapine 121RF).  The highest first position retention, 70.4%, was
observed for Stoneville 5327B2RF while the lowest, 45.2% was observed for AFD 5065B2F.

Commercial turnouts of field-cleaned bur cotton averaged 30.6% with a high of 34.0% for All-Tex
65333RF and a low of 27.1% for AFD 5065B2F (Table 14).  Bur cotton yields ranged from 4102 lb/acre
for All-Tex 65333RF to a high of 5210 lb/acre for Deltapine 104B2RF.  Lint yields ranged from 1289
lb/acre for Deltapine 121RF to 1620 lb/acre for Stoneville 4554B2RF with a test average of 1429
lb/acre.  Lint loan values derived from USDA-AMS classing results of the bales obtained in the project
indicated that values ranged from $0.5480 for PhytoGen 485WRF to $0.5914 for FiberMax 9063B2F.
After totaling lint and seed value per acre and subtracting out ginning costs and seed and technology
costs (Table 16), the net value per acre ranged from a low of $699.66 for Deltapine 121RF to $900.85
for FiberMax 9180B2F, a difference of $201.19.  Within the statistical "upper tier" of net returns, five
varieties produced the same net value. Four of the top five varieties were Bollgard II/Roundup Ready
Flex and one was Roundup Ready Flex. These varieties were, in numerical order from highest to
lowest, FiberMax 9180B2F, Stoneville 4554B2RF, Deltapine 104B2RF, All-Tex Apex B2RF, and
FiberMax 9150F. 
 
Micronaire averages ranged from a low of 3.5 for Deltapine 143B2RF to 4.3 for Deltapine 121RF (Table
15).  Staple ranged from a high of 37.9 (FiberMax 9063B2F) to a low of 35.1 (Dyna-Gro 2100B2RF).
Leaf grades of 4 were observed in some bales produced from Stoneville 4427B2RF, Stoneville
4554B2RF, and PhytoGen 485WRF.  None of the bales produced at this location received bark
discounts and color grades were mostly 11 and 21, however, some were color grade 22, indicating
some light spot grades. 
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Summary and Conclusions

In 2007 (a year characterized by excessive early season rainfall, below average early season heat unit
accumulation, but higher than normal July through October heat units) record fiber quality was
observed at all locations, and record yields were observed at the Blanco and Plains sites.

At the Muleshoe location, late-season heat unit accumulation allowed excellent crop maturation which
resulted in the highest micronaire values and CCC loan values observed at this location since the
project's initiation in 2001.  No pre-harvest lint losses due to inclement weather were encountered in
looser "picker-type" varieties.  Three of the top five varieties were Roundup Ready Flex and two were
Bollgard II/Roundup Ready Flex.  FiberMax 9058F, Deltapine 121RF, FiberMax 9150F, Stoneville
5327B2RF and FiberMax 9180B2F produced the highest net values in $/acre.  

Both record high yields and fiber quality were observed at the Blanco location.  No pre-harvest losses
were encountered for the looser "picker-type" varieties.  The highest net value was observed for
FiberMax 9180B2F and it was statistically superior to all other varieties.  Within the statistical "second
tier" five Bollgard II/Roundup Ready Flex varieties produced the same net value.  These varieties were,
in numerical order from highest to lowest, Stoneville 4554B2RF, All-Tex Apex B2RF, Stoneville
5327B2RF, AFD 5065B2F, and Deltapine 164B2RF.    

At Plains, record high yields and quality were also observed due to timely rainfall events and no
substantial pre-harvest losses in looser varieties.  Within the statistical "upper tier" of net returns, five
varieties produced the same net value.  Four of the top five varieties were Bollgard II/Roundup Ready
Flex and one was Roundup Ready Flex.  These varieties were, in numerical order from highest to
lowest, FiberMax 9180B2F, Stoneville 4554B2RF, Deltapine 104B2RF, All-Tex Apex B2RF, and
FiberMax 9150F.  

Results from the 2007 production season at varying locations in the Texas High Plains indicate that,
in years when harvest is not hampered by precipitation events and pre-harvest losses are minimal,
excellent yields and fiber quality can be obtained across the region.  These data indicate that
substantial differences can be observed in terms of net value/acre due to variety and technology
selection.  The differences in net value/acre, when comparing the top and bottom varieties were
approximately $113 at Muleshoe, $208 and $201 at Plains.  Additional multi-site and multi-year applied
research is needed to evaluate varieties across a series of environments.
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Additional Verticillium Wilt Evaluations by Dr. Jason Woodward 
at Muleshoe and Plains Locations

Verticillium dahliae populations were quantified at each location by randomly taking composite soil
samples from each replication.  Sub-samples of soil (100 cc) were placed on petri plates containing
a semi-selective media.  V. dahliae colonies were counted using a dissecting microscope following two
weeks incubation, in the dark at room temperature.  Soil populations of V. dahliae were 3.6 and 18.5
microsclerotia per cc soil for the Muleshoe and Plains locations, respectively.  Disease development
was monitored at each location throughout the season.  Final wilt ratings were taken in late-August to
mid-September by counting the number of symptomatic plants within two locations.  A total of 100 row
feet were sampled from each plot, therefore, final disease ratings equated to a percentage.  The
average final wilt incidence was 2.5% at Muleshoe and 15.5% at Plains.  There were no differences
in wilt incidence between the cotton varieties evaluated at either location, which may be a result of
variability of the pathogen within and across replications.

Muleshoe Plains

Variety Disease
incidence Variety Disease

incidence
% %

All-Tex Summit B2RF 1.3 AFD 5065B2F 12.3

Americot 1664B2RF 1.7 All-Tex 65333RF 22.0
Deltapine 104B2RF 3.0 All-Tex Apex B2RF 11.3
Deltapine 121RF 3.7 Americot 1664B2RF 8.7
FiberMax 9058F 4.3 Deltapine 104B2RF 12.0
FiberMax 9063B2RF 1.7 Deltapine 121RF 25.3
FiberMax 9150F 5.0 Deltapine 143B2RF 15.7
FiberMax 9180B2RF 0.7 Deltapine 164B2RF 14.3
PhytoGen 485WRF 3.0 Dyna-Gro 2100B2RF 16.3
Stoneville 4554B2RF 1.3 FiberMax 9058F 23.3
Stoneville 5327B2RF 2.3 FiberMax 9063B2F 13.0

FiberMax 9150F 18.0
FiberMax 9180B2F 13.3
PhytoGen 485WRF 26.7
Stoneville 4427B2RF 11.7
Stoneville 4554B2RF 9.7
Stoneville 5327B2RF 10.3

NS NS
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Table 6.  Total blanket inputs costs for the irrigated large plot replicated systems trial, James Brown Farm, Muleshoe, TX, 2007.

Application
Weed control program method chem cost app cost total cost

21-Mar 2 pts/acre trifluralin PPI PPI 3.88$                   4.50$                   8.38$                   

15-May 1 qt/acre Direx 4L At-planting 4.35$                   N/A 4.35$                   
(15" band)

8-Jun 8 oz/a Fusion (w/ 8 oz/a COC) Ground 11.06$                 4.50$                   15.56$                 

14-Jun 1 qt/acre Roundup Original Max (w/ 1.0 qt/a 32-0-0) Ground 9.31$                   4.50$                   13.81$                 

1-Jul 1 qt/acre Roundup Original Max (w/ 1.0 qt/a 32-0-0) Ground 9.31$                   4.50$                   13.81$                 

20-Jul 12 oz/acre Fusion (w/ 8 oz/a COC) Ground 16.59$                 4.50$                   21.09$                 

Total blanket weed control program 77.00$                

Insecticide program

15-May 3.75 lb/acre Temik At-planting 11.85$                 N/A 11.85$                 

8-Jun 4 oz/acre acephate (applied w/ Fusion) Ground 1.88$                   N/A 1.88$                   

14-Jun 4 oz/acre acephate (applied w/ Roundup Original Max) Ground 1.88$                   N/A 1.88$                   

22-Jun 2 oz/acre acephate (w/ 2.0 oz/a Activator 90) Aerial 1.26$                   5.00$                   8.06$                   
2.56 oz/acre Ammo 1.80$                   

30-Jun 6 oz/acre acephate (w/ 2.0 oz/a Activator 90) Aerial 3.13$                   5.00$                   8.13$                   

1-Jul 2 oz/acre acephate (applied w/ Roundup Original Max) Ground 0.94$                   N/A 0.94$                   

28-Jul 2 oz/acre acephate Ground 0.94$                   4.50$                   7.69$                   
3.2 oz/a Ammo 2.25$                   

2-Aug 1.25 oz/a Centric Aerial 6.00$                   5.00$                   11.00$                 

21-Aug 2.56 oz/a Baythroid Aerial 6.59$                   5.00$                   11.59$                 
0.9 oz/a Trimax PRO 4.05$                   

Total blanket insecticide program 63.00$                

PGR program chem cost app cost total cost

22-Jun 2 oz/a Stance (applied w/ acephate and Ammo) Aerial 3.00$                   N/A 3.00$                   

30-Jun 1.5 oz/a Stance (applied w/ acephate) Aerial 2.25$                   N/A 2.25$                   

1-Jul 2 oz/a Stance (applied w/ Roundup Original Max) Ground 3.00$                   N/A 3.00$                   

20-Jul 0.5 oz/a Stance (applied w/ Fusion) Ground 0.75$                   N/A 0.75$                   

2-Aug 2 oz/a Stance (applied w/ Centric) Aerial 3.00$                   N/A 3.00$                   

Total blanket PGR program 12.00$                

Harvest aid program

11-Oct 1 qt/acre Prep Aerial 6.50$                   5.00$                   18.38$                 
1 pt/acre Def 6 6.88$                   

19-Oct 32.0 oz/acre Gramoxone Inteon Aerial 7.38$                   5.00$                   12.92$                 
8.0 oz/acre crop oil 0.55$                   

Total blanket harvest aid program 31.30$                

Total blanket input cost ($/acre) 183.30$              
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Table 17.  Total blanket inputs costs for the irrigated large plot replicated systems trial, Rickey Bearden Farm, Plains, TX, 2007.

Application Chemical cost Application Total cost
Weed control program method $/acre $/acre $/acre

3-Mar 1 pt/acre trifluralin Ground 1.94$                         4.50$                         6.44$                         

24-May 4 oz/acre Treflan At planting 0.48$                         N/A 0.48$                         

1-Jul 1 qt/acre Roundup Original Max Ground 9.31$                         4.50$                         13.81$                       

22-Aug 1 qt/acre Roundup Original Max Ground 9.31$                         4.50$                         13.81$                       

Total Blanket Base Weed Control Program 34.55$                      

Insecticide program

24-May 4 lbs/acre Temik In-furrow 12.64$                       N/A 12.64$                       

2-Aug 0.75 oz/acre Intruder Ground 6.64$                         4.50$                         11.14$                       

Total Blanket Insecticide Program 23.78$                      

PGR program

25-Jun 4 oz/acre Pix Ground 5.12$                         4.50$                         9.62$                         

Total Blanket PGR program 9.62$                        

Harvest aid program

10-Oct 1 qt/acre Prep Ground 6.50$                         4.50$                         20.61$                       
6 oz/acre Ginstar 9.61$                         

23-Oct 21.3 oz/acre Gramoxone Inteon Ground 4.91$                         4.50$                         9.95$                         
8 oz/acre COC 0.55$                         

Total Blanket Harvest Aid Program 30.56$                      

Total blanket input cost ($/acre) 98.51$                      
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Replicated Roundup Ready Flex Cotton Variety Demonstration 
Under LEPA Irrigation, AG-CARES, Lamesa, TX - 2007

Cooperators:  Lamesa Cotton Growers/Texas AgriLife 
Research/Texas AgriLife Extension Service

Jeff Wyatt, Tommy Doederlein, Randy Boman, Mark Kelley, 
Aaron Alexander, and Rhett Overman

CEA-ANR Dawson County, EA-IPM Dawson/Lynn Counties, 
Extension Agronomist-Cotton, Extension Program Specialist-Cotton, 

Graduate Student Assistant, and Extension Assistant-Cotton

Dawson County

Summary: Significant differences were noted for most parameters measured (Tables 1 and 2).
Lint turnout ranged from 32.9% for Americot 1622B2RF, to 38.1% for Deltapine 121RF.
Lint yields varied from 1224 lb/acre to 1585 lb/acre for All-Tex Arid B2RF and Stoneville
4554B2RF, respectively with a test average of 1414 lb/acre.  Lint loan values ranged
from a low of $0.5627/lb, for PhytoGen 485WRF, to a high of $0.5945/lb for FiberMax
9180B2F. Net value ranged from a high of $909.46 for Stoneville 4554B2RF to a low
of $713.34 for All-Tex Arid B2RF, a difference of $196.12.  Micronaire ranged from a
low of 4.1 for Deltapine 143B2RF to a high of 4.7 for Deltapine 121RF, Stoneville
4554B2RF, and PhytoGen 485WRF.  Staple length averaged 36.5 across all varieties
with a low of 35.2 (All-Tex Arid B2RF) and a high of 38.1 (Americot 1622B2RF).
Percent uniformity ranged from a low of 80.2 (Deltapine 143B2RF) to a high of 83.2
(Americot 1622B2RF).  A test average strength of 29.4 g/tex was observed and
Americot 1664B2RF produced the lowest value (27.2), and FiberMax 9068F produced
the highest (31.9). 

Objective: The objective of this project was to compare yields, gin turnout, and fiber quality of
transgenic Bollgard II/Roundup Ready Flex “stacked” gene varieties under LEPA
irrigation.

Materials and Methods:
 
Varieties: All-Tex Apex B2RF, All-Tex Arid B2RF, Americot 1622B2RF, Americot 1664B2RF,

Deltapine 104B2RF, Deltapine 121RF, Deltapine 143B2RF, FiberMax 9058F, FiberMax
9063B2F, FiberMax 9068F, FiberMax 9150F, FiberMax 9180B2F, PhytoGen 485WRF,
Stoneville 4427B2RF, Stoneville 4554B2RF, and Stoneville 5327B2RF
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Experimental design:  Randomized complete block with 3 replications

Seeding rate: 4.0 seed/row-ft in 40-inch row spacing (John Deere MaxEmerge vacuum
planter)

Plot size: 4 rows by variable length due to circular pivot rows (348-872 ft long).
  
Planting date: 15-May

Weed management: Roundup Weather Max was applied at 22 oz/acre on 13-June and on
16-July with 22 oz/acre Class Act. 

Irrigation: LEPA irrigation

April: 0.00" May: 0.00"
June: 0.00" July: 0.88"
August: 0.00" September: 2.84"

Total irrigation: 4.52"

Rainfall: April: 0.60" July: 2.40"
May: 6.90" August: 2.30"
June: 4.74" September: 1.50"

Total rainfall:  18.50"

Total moisture: 23.02"

Insecticides: Temik was applied at in-furrow at planting at 3.5 lbs/acre. Aphids were
controlled at this site with an application of Centric.  This location is in an
active boll weevil eradication zone, but no applications were made by the
Texas Boll Weevil Eradication Program.  

Fertilizer management: Preplant fertilizer consisting of 10-34-0 was applied at a rate of 100
lb/acre in April.  An additional 90 lbs N/acre using 32-0-0 was fertigated
in 3 - 30 lb N/acre increments during the growing season.

Harvest aids: Harvest aids included Boll'd (6-lb ethephon/gal) at 21.0 oz/acre with Def
at 12 oz/acre ground applied 20-October.  A follow-up application of
Gramoxone Inteon at 16 oz/acre plus NIS was applied via ground rig on
30-October.

Harvest: Plots were harvested on 6-November using a commercial John Deere
7445 with field cleaner.  Harvested material was transferred into a weigh
wagon with integral electronic scales to determine individual plot
weights.  Plot yields were adjusted to lb/acre.

Gin turnout: Grab samples were taken by plot and ginned at the Texas AgriLife
Research and Extension Center at Lubbock to determine gin turnouts.
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Fiber analysis:  Lint samples were submitted to the International Textile Center at Texas
Tech University for HVI analysis, and USDA Commodity Credit
Corporation (CCC) Loan values were determined for each variety by
plot.

Ginning cost
and seed values: Ginning costs were based on $2.45 per cwt. of bur cotton and seed

value/acre was based on $150/ton.  Ginning costs did not include
checkoff.

Seed and 
technology fees: Seed and technology costs were calculated using the appropriate

seeding rate (4.0 seed/row-ft) for the 40-inch row spacing and entries
using the online Plains Cotton Growers Seed Cost Comparison
Worksheet with Monsanto Cap Cost Thresholds. Available at:

http://www.plainscotton.org/Seed/seedindex.html .

Results and Discussion:

Significant differences were noted for most parameters measured (Tables 1 and 2).  Lint
turnout ranged from 32.9% for Americot 1622B2RF, to 38.1% for Deltapine 121RF.  Bur cotton
yields varied from a low of 3641 lb/acre (All-Tex Arid B2RF) to a high of 4285 lb/acre (Deltapine
143B2RF).  This resulted in lint yields from 1224 lb/acre to 1585 lb/acre for All-Tex Arid B2RF
and Stoneville 4554B2RF, respectively.  A test average 1414 lb/acre lint yield was observed
at this location.  Lint loan values ranged from a low of $0.5627/lb, for PhytoGen 485WRF, to
a high of $0.5945/lb for FiberMax 9180B2F.  Lint value ranged from a high of $912.39
(Stoneville 4554B2RF) to a low of $707.08 (All-Tex Arid B2RF).  After adding lint and seed
values and subtracting ginning and seed/technology costs, net values per acre averaged
$821.37/acre.  A high of $909.46 for Stoneville 4554B2RF, and a low of $713.34 for All-Tex
Arid B2RF was observed, a difference of $196.12/acre.  Micronaire ranged from a low of 4.1
for Deltapine 143B2RF to a high of 4.7 for Deltapine 121RF, Stoneville 4554B2RF, and
PhytoGen 485WRF.  Staple length averaged 36.5 across all varieties with a low of 35.2 (All-Tex
Arid B2RF) and a high of 38.1 (Americot 1622B2RF).  Percent uniformity ranged from a low of
80.2 (Deltapine 143B2RF) to a high of 83.2 (Americot 1622B2RF).  A test average strength of
29.4 g/tex was observed and Americot 1664B2RF produced the lowest value (27.2), and
FiberMax 9068F produced the highest (31.9).  Elongation percent ranged from a high of 10.1%
(Stoneville 4554B2RF) to a low of 7.2% (FiberMax 9150F).  These data indicate that substantial
differences can be obtained in terms of gross value/acre due to variety and technology
selection.  It should be noted that no inclement weather was encountered at this location prior
to harvest.  Additional multi-site and multi-year applied research is needed to evaluate varieties
across a series of environments.  
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Replicated Irrigated Transgenic Cotton Variety Demonstration, 
Silverton, TX - 2007

Cooperator: Wayne Reed

 Seth Manney, Randy Boman, Mark Kelley, Aaron Alexander, and Rhett Overman
CEA-ANR, Briscoe County, 

Extension Agronomist-Cotton, Extension Program Specialist I-Cotton, 
Graduate Student Assistant and Extension Assistant-Cotton

Briscoe County

Summary: Significant differences were observed for several parameters measured (Tables 1 and
2).  Lint turnout ranged from a low of 30.7% to 35.0% for Deltapine 143B2RF and
Stoneville 5327B2RF, respectively.  Lint yields varied with a low of 1517 lb/acre
(Deltapine 143B2RF) and a high of 1792 lb/acre (Stoneville 5327B2RF).  Lint loan
values ranged from a low of $0.5500/lb (Deltapine 143B2RF) to a high of $0.5872/lb
(Americot 1532B2RF).  When subtracting ginning, seed and technology fee costs, the
net value/acre among varieties ranged from a high of $1044.23 (Stoneville 5327B2RF)
to a low of $839.68 (Deltapine 143B2RF), a difference of $204.56.  Micronaire values
ranged from a low of 3.2 for Deltapine 143B2RF to a high of 4.0 for FiberMax 9063B2F.
Staple length averaged 37.9 across all varieties with a low of 37.0 for Dyna-Gro
2242B2RF and Stoneville 5327B2RF and a high of 39.7 for FiberMax 9063B2F.  The
highest percent uniformity was observed for Stoneville 5327B2RF (83.2%) and
Deltapine 143B2RF had the lowest (80.7%).  Strength values averaged 29.1 g/tex with
a high of 31.3 g/tex for Stoneville 5327B2RF, and a low of 26.7 g/tex for All-Tex
Marathon B2RF.  These data indicate that substantial differences can be obtained in
terms of net value/acre due to variety and technology selection.

Objective: The objective of this project was to compare yields, gin turnout, fiber quality, and
economics of transgenic varieties under irrigation production systems.

Materials and Methods:

Varieties: Americot 1532B2RF, All-Tex Marathon B2RF, Dyna-Gro 2242B2RF, Deltapine
143B2RF, FiberMax 9063B2F, and Stoneville 5327B2RF

Experimental design:  Randomized complete block with 3 replications
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Seeding rate: 2.9 seed per row-ft in 30-inch row spacing (John Deere 7300 vacuum
planter)

Plot size: 5 rows by variable length of field (1264 to 2605 ft long).  

Planting date: 23-May

Weed management: Treflan was applied pre-plant incorporated at 1.0 pt/acre.  Two
applications of Roundup Original Max were applied over-the-top at 32
oz/acre with AMS during the growing season.

Rainfall and Irrigation: According to personal correspondence with cooperator, 14.75 inches for
rainfall accumulated during the growing season and 10.0 inches of
irrigation were applied for a total of 24.75 inches of moisture.

Insecticides: Temik was applied at in-furrow at planting at 3.5 lb/acre.  No other
insecticides were applied at this site. This location is in an active boll
weevil eradication zone, but no applications were made by the Texas
Boll Weevil Eradication Program.

Fertilizer management:  200 lb/acre of 44-20-0-10 was applied pre-plant.  Also, approximately
170 lb/acre 32-0-0 was applied through pivot during the growing season.

Plant growth regulators: A single application of 10 oz/acre Pentia (mepiquat pentaborate) was
made across all entries at this location during the growing season.

Harvest aids: Prep at 21 oz/acre plus Aim at 0.75 oz/acre with Prime Oil at 1.5 pt/acre
were applied on 4-October followed by 12 oz/acre Def and 1 oz/a Aim
applied on 2-November with 1 pt/acre Prime Oil.

Harvest: Plots were harvested on 10-November using a commercial 7445 John
Deere stripper harvester with field cleaner.  Harvested material was
transferred into a weigh wagon with integral electronic scales to
determine individual plot weights.  Plot yields were adjusted to lb/acre.

Gin turnout: Grab samples were taken by plot and ginned at the Texas AgriLife
Research and Extension Center at Lubbock to determine gin turnouts.

Fiber analysis: Lint samples were submitted to the International Textile Center at Texas
Tech University for HVI analysis and USDA loan values were determined
for each variety by plot.

Ginning costs
and seed values: Ginning costs were based on $2.45 per cwt. of bur cotton and seed

value/acre was based on $150/ton.  Ginning costs did not include
checkoff.

Seed and
technology fees: Seed and technology costs were calculated using the appropriate

seeding rate (2.9 seed/row-ft) for the 30-inch row spacing and entries
using the online Plains Cotton Growers Seed Cost Comparison
Worksheet with Monsanto Cap Cost Thresholds. Available at:

http://www.plainscotton.org/Seed/seedindex.html .
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Results and Discussion:

Significant differences were observed for several parameters measured (Tables 1 and 2).  Lint
turnout ranged from a low of 30.7% to 35.0% for Deltapine 143B2RF and Stoneville 5327B2RF,
respectively.  Bur cotton yields averaged 5119 lb/acre with a high of 5517 lb/acre for FiberMax
9063B2F, to a low of 4938 lb/acre for Deltapine 143B2RF.  Lint yields varied with a low of 1517
lb/acre (Deltapine 143B2RF) and a high of 1792 lb/acre (Stoneville 5327B2RF).  Lint loan
values ranged from a low of $0.5500/lb (Deltapine 143B2RF) to a high of $0.5872/lb (Americot
1532B2RF).  After adding lint and seed value, total value/acre for varieties ranged from a low
of $1017.11 for Deltapine 143B2RF to a high of $1224.78 for Stoneville 5327B2RF.  When
subtracting ginning, seed and technology fee costs, the net value/acre among varieties ranged
from a high of $1044.23 (Stoneville 5327B2RF) to a low of $839.68 (Deltapine 143B2RF), a
difference of $204.56.  Micronaire values ranged from a low of 3.2 for Deltapine 143B2RF to
a high of 4.0 for FiberMax 9063B2F.  Staple length averaged 37.9 across all varieties with a low
of 37.0 for Dyna-Gro 2242B2RF and Stoneville 5327B2RF and a high of 39.7 for FiberMax
9063B2F.  The highest percent uniformity was observed for Stoneville 5327B2RF (83.2%) and
Deltapine 143B2RF had the lowest (80.7%).  Strength values averaged 29.1 g/tex with a high
of 31.3 g/tex for Stoneville 5327B2RF, and a low of 26.7 g/tex for All-Tex Marathon B2RF.
Elongation ranged from a high of 9.4% for Dyna-Gro 2242B2RF to a low of 8.1% for FiberMax
9063B2F.  Leaf grades were mostly 2s and 3s at this location.  Values for reflectance (Rd) and
yellowness (+b) averaged 80.3 and 7.6, respectively.  This resulted in color grades of mostly
21s and 31s across varieties.  These data indicate that substantial differences can be obtained
in terms of net value/acre due to variety and technology selection.  It should be noted no
inclement weather was encountered at this location prior to harvest and therefore, no pre-
harvest losses were observed.  Additional multi-site and multi-year applied research is needed
to evaluate varieties and technology across a series of environments.

Acknowledgments:

Appreciation is expressed to Wayne Reed for the use of his land, equipment and labor for this
project.  Further assistance with this project was provided by Dr. John Gannaway - Texas
AgriLife Research and Extension Center, Lubbock, and Dr. Eric Hequet - Associate Director,
International Textile Center, Texas Tech University.  Furthermore, we greatly appreciate the
Texas Department of Agriculture - Food and Fiber Research for funding of HVI testing at the
Texas Tech University - International Textile Center.

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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Replicated Irrigated Transgenic Cotton Variety Demonstration, 
Seminole, TX - 2007

Cooperator: Shelby Elam

 Clyde Crumley, Terry Millican, Randy Boman, Mark Kelley,
Aaron Alexander, and Rhett Overman

EA-IPM, Gaines County, CEA-ANR, Gaines County,
Extension Agronomist-Cotton, Extension Program Specialist I-Cotton, 

Graduate Student Assistant and Extension Assistant-Cotton

Gaines County

Summary: Significant differences were observed for most parameters measured (Tables 1 and 2).
Lint turnout ranged from a low of 24.1% to 28.0% for Americot 1622B2RF and
Stoneville 4554B2RF, respectively.  Lint yields varied with a low of 1160 lb/acre
(Americot 1622B2RF) and a high of 1386 lb/acre (Stoneville 5327B2RF).  Lint loan
values ranged from a low of $0.5283/lb (PhytoGen 485WRF) to a high of $0.5700/lb
(Americot 1622B2RF).  When subtracting ginning, seed and technology fee costs, the
net value/acre among varieties ranged from a high of $751.89 (Stoneville 4554B2RF)
to a low of $633.24 (Americot 1622B2RF), a difference of $118.65.  Micronaire values
ranged from a low of 4.1 for FiberMax 9058F to a high of 4.8 for Stoneville 4554B2RF.
Staple length averaged 36.2 across all varieties with a low of 35.3 for PhytoGen
485WRF and Stoneville 5327B2RF and a high of 37.3 for FiberMax 1880B2F.  These
data indicate that substantial differences can be obtained in terms of net value/acre due
to variety and technology selection.

Objective: The objective of this project was to compare yields, gin turnout, fiber quality, and
economics of transgenic varieties under limited irrigation production systems.

Materials and Methods:

Varieties: Americot 1622B2RF, Deltapine 143B2RF, FiberMax 1880B2F, FiberMax 9058F,
FiberMax 9063B2F, PhytoGen 485WRF, Stoneville 4554B2RF, and Stoneville
5327B2RF

Experimental design:  Randomized complete block with 3 replications

Seeding rate: 4 seed per row-ft in 40-inch row spacing 
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Plot size: 4 rows by variable length of field (~2500 ft long).  

Planting date: 29-May (No tilled into grazed out wheat stubble)

Weed management: Trifluralin was chemigated preplant at 1.0 pt/acre.  An additional 1.0
pt/acre trifluralin was chemigated on 20-June.  Glyphosate herbicide was
applied over-the-top at 32 oz/acre with AMS (28 lbs/100 gallon spray mix
with 10 gpa application rate) at preplant, 5 leaf stage and mid July.

Rainfall
and Irrigation: According to personal correspondence with cooperator, rainfall amounts

of  10" (May), 3.67" (June), 1.0 " (July), 2.12" (August), and 3.39"
(September) accumulated during the growing season and 12.0 inches
of irrigation were applied for a total of 32.18 inches of moisture.

Insecticides: Temik was applied at in-furrow at planting at 5 lb/acre.  No other
insecticides were applied at this site. This location is in an active boll
weevil eradication zone, but no applications were made by the Texas
Boll Weevil Eradication Program.

Fertilizer management:  250 lb/acre of 5-20-05 was applied pre-plant (coulter rig - 4" from seed
row).  Also, 100 lb/acre 0-0-60 was applied at first bloom and 110 lb
N/acre were applied through pivot during June and July using 32-0-0.

Plant growth regulators: 18 oz/acre Mepex was applied across all varieties during the growing
season.

Harvest aids: Prep at 1.0 qt/acre with Aim at 1.0 oz/acre and AgriPlex 8020 at 1 pt/100
gallons spray solution (10 gpa) were applied on 10-October followed by
1.5 pt/acre Gramoxone Inteon with 0.25 %v/v NIS.

Harvest: Plots were harvested on 13-November using a commercial 1800
International stripper harvester.  Harvested material was transferred into
a weigh wagon with integral electronic scales to determine individual plot
weights.  Plot yields were adjusted to lb/acre.

Gin turnout: Grab samples were taken by plot and ginned at the Texas AgriLife
Research and Extension Center at Lubbock to determine gin turnouts.

Fiber analysis: Lint samples were submitted to the International Textile Center at Texas
Tech University for HVI analysis and USDA loan values were determined
for each variety by plot.

Ginning costs
and seed values: Ginning costs were based on $2.45 per cwt. of bur cotton and seed

value/acre was based on $150/ton.  Ginning costs did not include
checkoff.

Seed and
technology fees: Seed and technology costs were calculated using the appropriate

seeding rate (4.0 seed/row-ft) for the 40-inch row spacing and entries
using the online Plains Cotton Growers Seed Cost Comparison
Worksheet with Monsanto Cap Cost Thresholds. Available at:

http://www.plainscotton.org/Seed/seedindex.html .
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Results and Discussion:

Significant differences were observed for most parameters measured (Tables 1 and 2).  Lint
turnout ranged from a low of 24.1% to 28.0% for Americot 1622B2RF and Stoneville
4554B2RF, respectively.  Lint yields varied with a low of 1160 lb/acre (Americot 1622B2RF) and
a high of 1386 lb/acre (Stoneville 5327B2RF).  Lint loan values ranged from a low of $0.5283/lb
(PhytoGen 485WRF) to a high of $0.5700/lb (Americot 1622B2RF).  After adding lint and seed
value, total value/acre for varieties ranged from a low of $804.94 for Americot 1622B2RF to a
high of $930.79 for Stoneville 4554B2RF.  When subtracting ginning, seed and technology fee
costs, the net value/acre among varieties ranged from a high of $751.89 (Stoneville 4554B2RF)
to a low of $633.24 (Americot 1622B2RF), a difference of $118.65.  Micronaire values ranged
from a low of 4.1 for FiberMax 9058F to a high of 4.8 for Stoneville 4554B2RF.  Staple length
averaged 36.2 across all varieties with a low of 35.3 for PhytoGen 485WRF and Stoneville
5327B2RF and a high of 37.3 for FiberMax 1880B2F.  Significant differences were observed
among varieties for micronaire, staple, elongation, reflectance (Rd), and yellowness (+b).
These data indicate that substantial differences can be obtained in terms of net value/acre due
to variety and technology selection.  These data indicate that substantial differences can be
obtained in terms of net value/acre due to variety and technology selection.  It should be noted
no inclement weather was encountered at this location prior to harvest.  Additional multi-site
and multi-year applied research is needed to evaluate varieties and technology across a series
of environments.

Acknowledgments:

Appreciation is expressed to Shelby Elam for the use of his land, equipment and labor for this
project.  Further assistance with this project was provided by Dr. John Gannaway - Texas
AgriLife Research and Extension Center, Lubbock, and Dr. Eric Hequet - Associate Director,
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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.
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Replicated Irrigated Transgenic Cotton Variety Demonstration,
Hale Center, TX - 2007 

Cooperator: Kim Norris

 Michael Dolle, Randy Boman, Mark Kelley, Rhett Overman and Aaron Alexander
CEA-ANR, Hale County,

Extension Agronomist-Cotton, Extension Program Specialist I-Cotton, 
Extension Assistant-Cotton, and Graduate Assistant

Hale County

Summary: Significant differences were observed for most parameters measured (Tables 1 and 2).
Lint turnout ranged from a low of 26.3% to a high of 31.2% for Croplan Genetics
4020B2RF and FiberMax 9068F, respectively.  Lint yields varied with a low of 684
lb/acre (Croplan Genetics 4020B2RF) and a high of 1027 lb/acre (FiberMax 9063B2F).
Lint loan values ranged from a low of $0.5408/lb (All-Tex Summit B2RF) to a high of
$0.5928/lb (FiberMax 9068F).  When subtracting ginning, seed and technology fee
costs, the net value/acre among varieties ranged from a high of $558.06 (FiberMax
9063B2F) to a low of $345.97 (Croplan Genetics 4020B2RF), a difference of $212.09.
Micronaire values ranged from a low of 3.0 for All-Tex Summit B2RF to a high of 3.7 for
FiberMax 9068F. Staple length averaged 37.0 across all varieties with a low of 35.3 for
All-Tex Summit B2RF and a high of 39.3 for FiberMax 9068F.  These data indicate that
substantial differences can be obtained in terms of net value/acre due to variety and
technology selection. 

Objective: The objective of this project was to compare yields, gin turnout, fiber quality, and
economics of transgenic varieties under furrow irrigated production systems.

Materials and Methods:
 
Varieties: Americot 1521B2RF, All-Tex Summit B2RF, Croplan Genetics 4020B2RF,

Dyna-Gro 2242B2RF, FiberMax 9063B2F, and FiberMax 9068F

Experimental design:  Randomized complete block with 3 replications

Seeding rate: 4.0 seed per row-ft in 40-inch row spacing (John Deere 1700 Max
Emerge)

Plot size: 4 rows by variable length of field (1887 to 2537 ft long)
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Planting date: 23-May 

Weed management: At planting, Cotoran and Dual were broadcast applied at 1.5 and 1
qt/acre, respectively.  During the growing season 3 applications of
Roundup Original Max were made at 22 oz/acre rates with Array
surfactant.

Rainfall
and Irrigation: Approximately 12 inches of irrigation were applied (furrow irrigated)

during the growing season (personal correspondence with cooperator)
with 14.6 inches of rainfall (West Texas Mesonet - Plainview Station) for
a total of 26.6 inches.

Insecticides: Temik was applied in-furrow at planting at 3.5 lbs/acre.  No other
insecticides were applied at this site.  This location is in an active boll
weevil eradication zone, but no applications were made by the Texas
Boll Weevil Eradication Program.  

Fertilizer management:  Composted manure was applied at 1 ton/acre pre-plant.

Plant growth regulators: Two applications of Pentia (8 oz/acre each for a total of 16 oz/acre) were
made at this site during the growing season.

Harvest aids: Harvest aids included Prep at 1 qt/acre and Def at 1 pt/acre.  No
sequential application was warranted at this location.

Harvest: Plots were harvested on 29-November using a commercial John Deere
7455 stripper harvester with field cleaner.  Harvested material was
transferred into a weigh wagon with integral electronic scales to
determine individual plot weights.  Plot yields were adjusted to lb/acre.

Gin turnout: Grab samples were taken by plot and ginned at the Texas AgriLife
Research and Extension Center at Lubbock to determine gin turnouts.

  
Fiber analysis:  Lint samples were submitted to the International Textile Center at Texas

Tech University for HVI analysis and USDA loan values were determined
for each variety by plot.

Ginning costs
and seed values: Ginning costs were based on $2.45 per cwt. of bur cotton and seed

value/acre was based on $150/ton.  Ginning costs did not include
checkoff.

Seed and 
technology fees: Seed and technology costs were calculated using the appropriate

seeding rate (4.0 seed/row-ft) for the 40-inch row spacing and entries
using the online Plains Cotton Growers Seed Cost Comparison
Worksheet with Monsanto Cap Cost Thresholds. Available at:

http://www.plainscotton.org/Seed/seedindex.html .
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Results and Discussion:

Significant differences were observed for most parameters measured (Tables 1 and 2).  Lint
turnout ranged from a low of 26.3% to a high of 31.2% for Croplan Genetics 4020B2RF and
FiberMax 9068F, respectively.  Bur cotton yields averaged 2861 lb/acre with a high of 3581
lb/acre for FiberMax 9063B2F and a low of 2590 lb/acre for All-Tex Summit B2RF.  Lint yields
varied with a low of 684 lb/acre (Croplan Genetics 4020B2RF) and a high of 1027 lb/acre
(FiberMax 9063B2F).  Lint loan values ranged from a low of $0.5408/lb (All-Tex Summit B2RF)
to a high of $0.5928/lb (FiberMax 9068F). This resulted in lint values ($/acre) ranging from a
low of $374.92 for Croplan Genetics 4020B2RF to a high of $577.05 for FiberMax 9063B2F.
After adding lint and seed value, total value/acre for varieties ranged from a low of $470.33
Croplan Genetics 4020B2RF to a high of $705.62 for FiberMax 9063B2F.  When subtracting
ginning, seed and technology fee costs, the net value/acre among varieties ranged from a high
of $558.06 (FiberMax 9063B2F) to a low of $345.97 (Croplan Genetics 4020B2RF), a
difference of $212.09.  Micronaire values ranged from a low of 3.0 for All-Tex Summit B2RF
to a high of 3.7 for FiberMax 9068F. Staple length averaged 37.0 across all varieties with a low
of 35.3 for All-Tex Summit B2RF and a high of 39.3 for FiberMax 9068F.  Percent uniformity
ranged from a low of 80.6 (Croplan Genetics 4020B2RF) to a high of 82.6 (FiberMax 9068F).
A test average strength of 27.7 g/tex was observed and Dyna-Gro 2242B2RF produced the
lowest value (25.8), and FiberMax 9068F produced the highest (30.7).  Elongation percent
ranged from a high of 9.0% (Dyna-Gro 2242B2RF) to a low of 7.7% (FiberMax 9063B2F).  Leaf
grades were mostly 1s and 2s, with some 3s observed for Dyna-Gro 2242B2RF and Croplan
Genetics 4020B2RF.  Reflectance (Rd) and yellowness (+b) values averaged 82.2 and 7.8,
respectively across varieties.  This resulted in color grades of mostly 21s.  These data indicate
that substantial differences can be obtained in terms of net value/acre due to variety and
technology selection.  It should be noted that no inclement weather was encountered at this
location prior to harvest.  Additional multi-site and multi-year applied research is needed to
evaluate varieties and technology across a series of environments.

Acknowledgments:

Appreciation is expressed to Kim Norris for the use of his land, equipment and labor for this
project.  Further assistance with this project was provided by Dr. John Gannaway - Texas
AgriLife Research and Extension Center, Lubbock, and Dr. Eric Hequet - Associate Director,
International Textile Center, Texas Tech University.  Furthermore, we greatly appreciate the
Texas Department of Agriculture - Food and Fiber Research for funding of HVI testing at the
Texas Tech University - International Textile Center.

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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Replicated Irrigated Transgenic Narrow-Row Cotton Variety Demonstration, 
Plainview, TX - 2007

Cooperator: Lanny Bennett

 Michael Dolle, Randy Boman, Mark Kelley, Aaron Alexander, and Rhett Overman
CEA-ANR, Hale County, 

Extension Agronomist-Cotton, Extension Program Specialist I-Cotton, 
Graduate Student Assistant and Extension Assistant-Cotton

Hale County

Summary: Significant differences were observed for several parameters measured (Tables 1 and
2).  Lint turnout ranged from a low of 32.1% to 34.3% for FiberMax 9180B2F and
FiberMax 9060F, respectively.  Lint yields varied with a low of 1889 lb/acre (Stoneville
5283RF) and a high of 2135 lb/acre (FiberMax 9060F).  Lint loan values ranged from
a low of $0.5378/lb (Paymaster 2141B2RF) to a high of $0.5825/lb (Deltapine 121RF).
When subtracting ginning, seed and technology fee costs, the net value/acre among
varieties ranged from a high of $1219.33 (FiberMax 9060F) to a low of $1022.29
(Stoneville 5283RF), a difference of $197.04/acre.  Micronaire values ranged from a low
of 3.1 for Stoneville 5283RF to a high of 3.6 for Deltapine 121RF.  Staple length
averaged 37.1 across all varieties with a low of 36.0 for Stoneville 4664RF and a high
of 38.6 for FiberMax 9068F.  No significant differences were observed among varieties
for uniformity (%) or strength (g/tex) with test averages of 80.8% and 29.0 g/tex,
respectively.  These data indicate that substantial differences can be obtained in terms
of net value/acre due to variety and technology selection. 

Objective: The objective of this project was to compare yields, gin turnout, fiber quality, and
economics of transgenic varieties under narrow row center pivot spray irrigation
production systems following corn.

Materials and Methods:

Varieties: Deltapine 121RF, FiberMax 9058F, FiberMax 9060F, FiberMax 9068F, FiberMax
9180B2F, Paymaster 2141B2RF, Stoneville 4664RF, and Stoneville 5283RF

Experimental design:  Randomized complete block with 3 replications

Seeding rate: 3.3 seed per row-ft in 20-inch row spacing (24 row Kinze drag-type
planter)
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Plot size: 8 rows by variable length of field. (0.70 to 1.02 acres/plot) 

Planting date: 22-May

Weed management: Prowl H20 was applied pre-plant incorporated at 1.0 pt/acre.  Dual at 1.3
pt/acre and Direx at 1 qt/acre were applied at planting.  An application
of Roundup Original Max was applied over-the-top at 32 oz/acre with
AMS at the 8  true leaf stage and approximately 0.25 acre was spotth

sprayed for morningglory control during the growing season.

Rainfall and Irrigation: According to personal correspondence with cooperator, approximately
8.0 inches of irrigation were applied throughout the growing season.  A
total of 14.53 inches of rainfall accumulation was observed at the West
Texas Mesonet  - Plainview station from 1-May to 31-October for a total
of 22.53 inches of moisture.

Insecticides: Two applications of 4.3 oz/acre Ammo were made at 1  square and 1st st

bloom for Lygus control.  Also, 2 applications of Karate were made for
control of bollworms.  This location is in an active boll weevil eradication
zone, but no applications were made by the Texas Boll Weevil
Eradication Program.

Fertilizer management:  A total of 130 lb N/acre were applied via fertigation during the growing
season using 32-0-0.

Plant growth regulators: Three applications of Pentia were made at pin-head square (2.0
oz/acre), early bloom (15.0 oz/acre) and peak bloom (15.0 oz/acre) for
plant height control. 

Harvest aids: Boll'd at 2 pt/acre and Aim at 1.0 oz/acre with 0.25% v/v LI-700 were
applied aerially on 16-October at this location.  A sequential application
on 29-Oct consisted of 24 oz/acre Gramoxone Inteon with 0.5% v/v LI-
700.

Harvest: Plots were harvested on 6-November using a commercial 7460 John
Deere stripper harvester with field cleaner and customized header to
facilitate harvest of 20-inch rows.  Harvested material was transferred
into a weigh wagon with integral electronic scales to determine individual
plot weights.  Plot yields were adjusted to lb/acre.

Gin turnout: Grab samples were taken by plot and ginned at the Texas AgriLife
Research and Extension Center at Lubbock to determine gin turnouts.

Fiber analysis: Lint samples were submitted to the International Textile Center at Texas
Tech University for HVI analysis and USDA loan values were determined
for each variety by plot.

Ginning costs
and seed values: Ginning costs were based on $2.45 per cwt. of bur cotton and seed

value/acre was based on $150/ton.  Ginning costs did not include
checkoff.
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Seed and
technology fees: Seed and technology costs were calculated using the appropriate

seeding rate (3.3 seed/row-ft) for the 20-inch row spacing and entries
using the online Plains Cotton Growers Seed Cost Comparison
Worksheet with Monsanto Cap Cost Thresholds. Available at:

http://www.plainscotton.org/Seed/seedindex.html .

Results and Discussion:

Significant differences were observed for several parameters measured (Tables 1 and 2).  Lint
turnout ranged from a low of 32.1% to 34.3% for FiberMax 9180B2F and FiberMax 9060F,
respectively.  Bur cotton yields averaged 5960 lb/acre with a high of 6233 lb/acre for FiberMax
9060F, to a low of 5577 lb/acre for Stoneville 5283RF.  Lint yields varied with a low of 1889
lb/acre (Stoneville 5283RF) and a high of 2135 lb/acre (FiberMax 9060F).  Lint loan values
ranged from a low of $0.5378/lb (Paymaster 2141B2RF) to a high of $0.5825/lb (Deltapine
121RF).  After adding lint and seed value, total value/acre for varieties ranged from a low of
$1226.20 for Stoneville 5283RF to a high of $1436.94 for FiberMax 9060F.  When subtracting
ginning, seed and technology fee costs, the net value/acre among varieties ranged from a high
of $1219.33 (FiberMax 9060F) to a low of $1022.29 (Stoneville 5283RF), a difference of
$197.04/acre.  Micronaire values ranged from a low of 3.1 for Stoneville 5283RF to a high of
3.6 for Deltapine 121RF.  Staple length averaged 37.1 across all varieties with a low of 36.0 for
Stoneville 4664RF and a high of 38.6 for FiberMax 9068F.  No significant differences were
observed among varieties for uniformity (%) or strength (g/tex) with test averages of 80.8% and
29.0 g/tex, respectively.  Elongation ranged from a high of 9.8% for Stoneville 4664RF to a low
of 7.6% for FiberMax 9058F and FiberMax 9060F.  Leaf grades were mostly 1s and 2s at this
location.  Values for reflectance (Rd) and yellowness (+b) averaged 81.2 and 7.6, respectively.
This resulted in color grades of mostly 21s and 31s across varieties.  These data indicate that
substantial differences can be obtained in terms of net value/acre due to variety and technology
selection.  It should be noted no inclement weather was encountered at this location prior to
harvest and therefore, no pre-harvest losses were observed.  Additional multi-site and multi-
year applied research is needed to evaluate varieties and technology across a series of
environments.

Acknowledgments:

Appreciation is expressed to Lanny Bennett for the use of his land, equipment and labor for this
project.  Further assistance with this project was provided by Dr. John Gannaway - Texas
AgriLife Research and Extension Center, Lubbock, and Dr. Eric Hequet - Associate Director,
International Textile Center, Texas Tech University.  Furthermore, we greatly appreciate the
Texas Department of Agriculture - Food and Fiber Research for funding of HVI testing at the
Texas Tech University - International Textile Center.

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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Replicated Irrigated Roundup Ready Flex Cotton Variety Demonstration,
Halfway, TX - 2007

Cooperators:  Texas AgriLife Research/
Texas AgriLife Extension Service

Michael Dolle, Randy Boman, Mark Kelley, Aaron Alexander, and Rhett Overman
CEA-ANR Hale County,

Extension Agronomist-Cotton, Extension Program Specialist I-Cotton,
Student Assistant and Extension Assistant-Cotton

Hale County

Summary: Significant differences were noted for most parameters measured (Tables 1 and 2).
Lint turnout ranged from 31.7%, for NexGen 3550RF, to 36.3% for Stoneville 5283RF.
Lint yields varied from 1294 lb/acre to 1522 lb/acre for Dyna-Gro 2383RF and FiberMax
9150F, respectively with a test average of 1402 lb/acre.  Lint loan values ranged from
a low of $0.5505/lb, for AFD 5064F, to a high of $0.5840/lb for Stoneville 5283F.  After
subtracting ginning, seed and technology fee costs, net value ranged from a high of
$873.61 for FiberMax 9060F to a low of $727.74 for Dyna-Gro 2383RF, a difference of
$145.87.  Micronaire ranged from a low of 3.6 for Dyna-Gro 2383RF to a high of 4.3 for
AFD 5064F.  Staple length averaged 35.5 across all varieties with a low of 34.3 (AFD
5064F) and a high of 36.5 (FiberMax 9150F).  Percent uniformity ranged from a low of
80.3 (FiberMax 9058F) to a high of 81.7 (Deltapine 121RF).  A test average strength
of 27.2 g/tex was observed and Stoneville 4664RF produced the lowest value (25.7),
and FiberMax 9150F produced the highest (28.7).  These data indicate that substantial
differences can be obtained in terms of gross value/acre due to variety and technology
selection.

Objective: The objective of this project was to compare yields, gin turnout, fiber quality, and
economics of Roundup Ready Flex varieties under irrigated production systems. 

Materials and Methods:
 
Varieties: All-Tex 65333RF, AFD 5064F, Deltapine 121RF, Dyna-Gro 2883RF, FiberMax 9058F,

FiberMax 9060F, FiberMax 9150F, NexGen 1572 RF, NexGen 3550RF, Stoneville
4664RF, and Stoneville 5283RF

Experimental design:  Randomized complete block design with 3 replications
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Seeding rate: 4.0 seed per row-ft in 40-inch row spacing (John Deere 1700 Max
Emerge)

Plot size: 4 rows by variable length due to circular pivot rows (851-1326 ft long).
  
Planting date: 22-May

Weed management: 64 oz/a Prowl was applied preplant incorporated on 19-April.  Glystar
was applied at a rate of 1.0 qt/acre on 19-June and also on 17-July.
This location was cultivated once on 22-June.

Rainfall
and Irrigation: 5.5 inches of irrigation were applied during the growing season with

approximately 22.39 inches of rainfall, according to personal
correspondence with farm manager, for a total of 27.89 inches.

Insecticides: Temik was applied in-furrow at planting at 3.0 lbs/acre.  No other
insecticides were applied at this site.  This location is in an active boll
weevil eradication zone, but no applications were made by the Texas
Boll Weevil Eradication Program.  

Fertilizer management: 100 lb N/acre and 50 lb P2O5/acre (using 10-34-0 and 32-0-0) was side-
dressed (2 knives in each wet furrow placed 10 inches from top of beds)
using a coulter rig on 11-June.

Plant growth regulators: Two applications of Pentia were applied at this site during the growing
season.  The first application, at a rate of 8.0 oz/acre, was applied on
19-July and the second application, at a rate of 10.0 oz/acre, was
applied on 31-July.

Harvest aids: Gramoxone Inteon at a rate of 24.0 oz/acre with NIS was applied on 30-
October.

Harvest: Plots were harvested on 15-November using a commercial John Deere
7445 stripper harvester with field cleaner.  Harvested material was
transferred into a weigh wagon with integral electronic scales to
determine individual plot weights.  Plot yields were adjusted to lb/acre.

Gin turnout: Grab samples were taken by plot and ginned at the Texas AgriLife
Research and Extension Center at Lubbock to determine gin turnouts.

Fiber analysis:  Lint samples were submitted to the International Textile Center at Texas
Tech University for HVI analysis, and USDA Commodity Credit
Corporation (CCC) Loan values were determined for each variety by
plot.

Ginning cost
and seed values: Ginning costs were based on $2.45 per cwt. of bur cotton and seed

value/acre was based on $150/ton.  Ginning costs did not include
checkoff.

58



Seed and 
technology fees: Seed and technology costs were calculated using the appropriate

seeding rate (4.0 seed/row-ft) for the 40-inch row spacing and entries
using the online Plains Cotton Growers Seed Cost Comparison
Worksheet with Monsanto Cap Cost Thresholds. Available at:

http://www.plainscotton.org/Seed/seedindex.html .

Results and Discussion:

Significant differences were noted for most parameters measured (Tables 1 and 2).  Lint
turnout ranged from 31.7% for NexGen 3550RF, to 36.3% for Stoneville 5283RF.  Bur cotton
yields varied from a low of 3696 lb/acre (Deltapine 121RF) to a high of 4341 lb/acre (FiberMax
9060F).  This resulted in lint yields from 1277 lb/acre to 1522 lb/acre for NexGen 3550RF and
FiberMax 9150F, respectively.  A test average 1402 lb/acre lint yield was observed at this
location.  Lint loan values ranged from a low of $0.5505/lb, for AFD 5064F, to a high of
$0.5840/lb for Stoneville 5283RF.  Lint value ranged from a high of $873.64 (FiberMax 9060F)
to a low of $728.47 (Dyna-Gro 2383RF).  After adding lint and seed values and subtracting
ginning and seed/technology costs, net values per acre averaged $801.41/acre.  A high of
$873.61 for FiberMax 9060F, and a low of $727.74 for Dyna-Gro 2383RF was observed, a
difference of $145.87/acre.  Micronaire ranged from a low of 3.6 for Dyna-Gro 2383RF to a high
of 4.3 for AFD 5064F.  Staple length averaged 35.5 across all varieties with a low of 34.3 (AFD
5064F) and a high of 36.5 (FiberMax 9150F).  Percent uniformity ranged from a low of 80.3
(FiberMax 9058F) to a high of 81.7 (Deltapine 121RF).  A test average strength of 27.2 g/tex
was observed and Stoneville 4664RF produced the lowest value (25.7), and FiberMax 9150F
produced the highest (28.7).  Elongation percent ranged from a high of 10.6% (Stoneville
4664RF) to a low of 7.3% (FiberMax 9150F).  These data indicate that substantial differences
can be obtained in terms of gross value/acre due to variety and technology selection.  It should
be noted that no inclement weather was encountered at this location prior to harvest.  Additional
multi-site and multi-year applied research is needed to evaluate varieties across a series of
environments.  

Acknowledgments: 

Appreciation is expressed to Doug Nesmith - Farm Research Service Manager and Jim
Bordovsky - Research Scientist and Agricultural Engineer, Texas AgriLife Research Center,
Halfway/Helms, for their assistance with this project.  Further assistance with this project was
provided by Dr. John Gannaway - Texas AgriLife Research and Extension Center, Lubbock,
and Dr. Eric Hequet - Associate Director, International Textile Center, Texas Tech University.
Furthermore, we greatly appreciate the Texas Department of Agriculture - Food and Fiber
Research for funding of HVI testing at the Texas Tech University - International Textile Center.

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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Replicated Irrigated Transgenic Cotton Variety Demonstration,
Helms Farm: Halfway, TX - 2007 

Cooperator: Texas AgriLife Research Center/
Texas AgriLife Extension Service

Michael Dolle, Randy Boman, Mark Kelley, Aaron Alexander, and Rhett Overman
CEA-ANR Hale County, Extension Agronomist-Cotton, 

Extension Program Specialist I-Cotton, Graduate Student Assistant
and Extension Assistant-Cotton

Hale County

Summary: Significant differences were observed for most parameters measured (Tables 1 and 2).
Lint turnout ranged from 30.4% for All-Tex Apex B2RF to 33.1% for Paymaster
2141B2RF and Dyna-Gro 2242B2RF.  Lint yields varied from a low of 1516 lb/acre
(Deltapine 143B2RF) to a high of 1714 lb/acre (Dyna-Gro 2242B2RF).  Lint loan values
ranged from a low of $0.5580/lb to a high of $0.5917/lb for Deltapine 143B2RF and
Paymaster 2141B2RF, respectively.  When subtracting ginning costs and seed and
technology fees from total value, the net value/acre among varieties ranged from a high
of $998.61 (Paymaster 2141B2RF) to a low of $849.88 (Deltapine 143B2RF), a
difference of $148.73.  Significant differences were observed among varieties for
micronaire, staple, uniformity, strength, elongation,  reflectance (Rd) and yellowness
(+b). These data indicate that substantial differences can be obtained in terms of net
value/acre due to variety and technology selection. 

Objective: The objective of this project was to compare yields, gin turnout, fiber quality, and
economics of transgenic varieties under irrigated production systems.

Materials and Methods:
 
Varieties: All-Tex Apex B2RF, Americot 1504B2RF, Deltapine 104B2RF, Deltapine 143B2RF,

Dyna-Gro 2242B2RF, FiberMax 9063B2F, FiberMax 9180B2F, Paymaster 2141B2RF,
PhytoGen 485WRF, Stoneville 4427B2RF, Stoneville 4554B2RF, and Stoneville
5327B2RF

Experimental design:  Randomized complete block with 3 replications

Seeding rate: 3.2 seed per row-ft in 30-inch row spacing (John Deere 1700 Max
Emerge)

Plot size: 4 rows by variable length of field (~900 to 1300 ft long)
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Planting date: 17-May 

Weed management: 64 oz/acre of Prowl H2O were applied pre-plant incorporated on 4-April.
Three applications of Glystar were applied on 18-June, 16-July, and 13-
August, all at a rate of 32 oz/acre with.

Rainfall and Irrigation: 10.2 inches of irrigation and rainfall were accumulated preplant at this
location.  During the growing season, 9.52 inches of irrigation combined
with 11.16 inches of rainfall combined for a total of 20.68 inches of total
water during the growing season.

Insecticides: Temik was applied in-furrow at planting at 3.0 lbs/acre.  On 9-August,
0.7 oz/acre Intruder was applied for aphid control.  No other insecticides
were applied at this site.  This location is in an active boll weevil
eradication zone, but no applications were made by the Texas Boll
Weevil Eradication Program.  

Fertilizer management:  40 lb N/acre and 80 lb P2O5/acre was applied pre-plant incorporated on
4-April.  An additional 90 lb N/acre was applied via fertigation using 32-
0-0 from 17-July to 2-August.

Plant growth regulators: Pentia was applied twice during the growing season at this location,
once on 19-July and again on 31-July, both applications were at the 8.0
oz/acre rate.

Harvest aids: Harvest aids at this location consisted of 21oz/acre Prep with 8 oz/acre
of Def applied aerially on 19-October.  A sequential application of
Gramaoxone Inteon at 24 oz/acre with NIS was applied aerially on 26-
October. 

Harvest: Plots were harvested on 02-November using a commercial John Deere
7445 stripper harvester with field cleaner.  Harvested material was
transferred into a weigh wagon with integral electronic scales to
determine individual plot weights.  Plot yields were adjusted to lb/acre.

Gin turnout: Grab samples were taken by plot and ginned at the Texas AgriLife
Research and Extension Center at Lubbock to determine gin turnouts.

Fiber analysis:  Lint samples were submitted to the International Textile Center at Texas
Tech University for HVI analysis and USDA loan values were determined
for each variety by plot.  

Ginning costs
and seed values: Ginning costs were based on $2.45 per cwt. of bur cotton and seed

value/acre was based on $150/ton.  Ginning costs did not include
checkoff.

Seed and 
technology fees: Seed and technology cost were calculated using the appropriate seeding

rate (3.2 seed/row-ft) for the 30-inch row spacing and entries using the
online Plains Cotton Growers Seed Cost Comparison Worksheet with
Monsanto Cap Cost Thresholds. Available at:

http://www.plainscotton.org/Seed/seedindex.html . 
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Results and Discussion:

Significant differences were observed for most parameters measured (Tables 1 and 2).  Lint
turnout ranged from a low of 30.4%, for All-Tex Apex B2RF, to a high of 33.1% for Paymaster
2141B2RF and Dyna-Gro 2242B2RF.  Bur cotton yield averaged 5050 lb/acre across all
varieties with a high of 5258 for FiberMax 9063B2F and a low of 4836 for Deltapine 143B2RF.
This resulted in lint yields ranging from a low of 1516 lb/acre (Deltapine 143B2RF) to a high of
1714 lb/acre (Dyna-Gro 2242B2RF).  Lint loan values ranged from a low of $0.5580/lb to a high
of $0.5917/lb for Deltapine 143B2RF and Paymaster 2141B2RF, respectively.  When
determining lint loan values for this location, leaf grades were set at 2 and color grades were
set at 21 across all varieties.  After adding lint and seed value, total value/acre for varieties
ranged from a low of $1027.37 for Deltapine 143B2RF to a high of $1178.57 for Dyna-Gro
2242B2RF.  When subtracting ginning, seed and technology fee costs, the net value/acre
among varieties ranged from a high of $998.61 (Paymaster 2141B2RF) to a low of $849.88
(Deltapine 143B2RF), a difference of $148.73.  Micronaire values ranged from a low of 3.2 for
Deltapine 143B2RF to a high of 3.9 for Paymaster 2141B2RF.  Staple length averaged 37.2
across all varieties with a low of 36.3 for Americot 1504B2RF, PhytoGen 485WRF, and
Stoneville 4427B2RF, and a high of 39.0 for FiberMax 9063B2F.  Percent uniformity ranged
from a high of 83.6 for PhytoGen 485WRF to a low of 80.1 for Deltapine 143B2RF with a test
average of 82.0%.  The highest strength value (g/tex) was observed for FiberMax 9180B2F
(30.9) and the lowest was observed for All-Tex Apex B2RF (25.3).  Significant differences were
also observed among varieties for reflectance (Rd) and yellowness (+b) with test averages of
77.8 and 8.3, respectively.  These data indicate that substantial differences can be obtained
in terms of net value/acre due to variety and technology selection.  It should be noted that no
inclement weather was encountered at this location prior to harvest.  Additional multi-site and
multi-year applied research is needed to evaluate varieties and technology across a series of
environments.  
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Replicated Irrigated Flex Cotton Variety Demonstration, Dumas TX - 2007

Cooperator:  Keith Watson

Brent Bean, Randy Boman, Marcel Fischbacher, Mark Kelley,
Jake Robinson, and Bob Villarreal

Extension Agronomist, Amarillo; Extension Agronomist - Cotton, Lubbock;
CEA-ANR, Moore County; Extension Program Specialist - Cotton, Lubbock;

and AgriLife Research Technicians

Moore County

Summary: There was as much as a $232/acre difference in net value between varieties in this trial,
clearly demonstrating the importance of variety selection. Significant differences were
observed among varieties in all measured yield and fiber quality parameters.  Lint
turnout ranged from a low of 28.1% (NexGen 1556RF) to 33.9% (DeltaPine 121RF).
Lint yields range from 938 lb/acre (NexGen 1556RF) to 1,366 lb/acre (FiberMax 9058F).
Lint loan values varied from $0.4752 (NexGen 1572RF) to $0.5780 (DeltaPine 121RF).
Net value (lint plus seed value minus ginning and seed/technology costs) ranged from
$501.80 for NexGen 1572RF to $734.11 for FiberMax 9058F.  Fibermax 9068F and
DeltaPine 121RF had net values of $652.59 and $638.69, respectively, and were not
statistically significant from the top yielding variety, FiberMax 9058F ($734.11).

Objective: The objective of this test was to compare yield, gin turnout, fiber quality, and economics
of transgenic varieties under irrigated conditions.

Materials and Methods:

Varieties: AFD 5064F, Deltapine 121RF, FiberMax 9058F, FiberMax 9068F, NexGen 1556RF,
NexGen 1572RF, NexGen 3550RF, and PhytoGen 125RF

Experimental design:  Randomized complete block with 3 replications

Seeding rate: 4.0 seed per row-ft in 30-in row spacing (70,000 seed/acre)

Plot size: 6 rows by variable length (approximately 800 ft) around a center 
pivot irrigation system

  
Planting date: 14-May
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Weed management: Roundup Original Max at 22 oz/acre was applied on 15-July. Another
application of Roundup Original Max at 22 oz/acre was made on 13-
August.

Rainfall and Irrigation: 10.2 inches of rainfall fell during the growing season (1-May through 31-
September).  In addition, 5.6 inches of water was applied by center pivot
irrigation.

Insecticides: Temik at 4 lbs/acre was applied in-furrow at planting. No other
insecticides were used.

Fertilizer management: A total of 70 lb N/acre was applied as liquid 32-0-0 through the sprinkler
during the first two irrigation events.

Plant growth regulators: A Mepichlor application was made on 31-July and again on 12-August,
both applications were made at 8 oz/acre.

Harvest aids: Prep at 24 oz/acre and Def at 16 oz/acre were applied on 14-October.

Harvest: Plots were harvested with a John Deere 7460 stripper harvester on 8-
November. Harvested material was transferred in a weigh wagon with
integral electronic scales to determine plot weights.  Plot yields were
converted to lb/acre.

Gin turnout: Samples were taken by plot and ginned at the Texas AgriLife Research
and Extension Center at Lubbock to determine gin turnouts.

Fiber analysis: Lint samples were submitted to the International Textile Center at Texas
Tech University for HVI analysis, and Commodity Credit Corporation
(CCC) loan values were determined for each variety by plot.

Ginning cost
and seed values: Ginning costs were based on $2.45 per cwt. of bur cotton and seed

value per acre was based on $150/ton of seed.  Ginning cost did not
include checkoff.

Seed and 
technology cost: Seed and technology cost were calculated using the appropriate seeding

rate (4.0 seed/row-ft) for the 30-inch row spacing and entries using the
online Plains Cotton Growers Seed Cost Comparison Worksheet with
Monsanto Cap Cost Thresholds. Available at:

http://www.plainscotton.org/Seed/seedindex.html .
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Results and Discussion:

Significant differences were observed between varieties in all yield and fiber quality parameters
measured (Tables 1 and 2).  Lint turnout ranged from a low of 28.1% (NexGen 1556RF) to
33.9% (DeltaPine 121RF).  Lint yields range from 938 lb/acre (NexGen 1556RF) to 1,366
lb/acre (FiberMax 9058F) with a test average of 1,097 lb/acre.  Lint loan values averaged 54
cents and varied from 47 cents (NexGen 1572RF) to 57 cents (DeltaPine 121RF).  Net value
(lint plus seed value minus ginning and seed/technology costs) ranged from $501.80 for
NexGen 1572RF to $734.11 for FiberMax 9058F, a difference of $242.27.  Fibermax 9068F
and DeltaPine 121RF had net values of $652.59 and $638.69, respectively, and were not
statistically significant from the top yielding variety, FiberMax 9058F ($734.11).

Micronaire ranged from 2.6 units for NexGen 1572RF to 3.4 units for AFD 5064F, NexGen
1556RF, and DeltaPine 121RF.  Average micronaire was 3.1 units.  Staple length varied from
35.3 for PhytoGen 125RF to 37.7 for FiberMax 9068F, with an average of 36.4.  Uniformity
averaged 81.0% and ranged from 78.5% for FiberMax 9058F to 82.4% for NexGen 1556RF,
DeltaPine 121RF, and PhytoGen 125RF.  Strength varied from 28.0 g/tex for NexGen 1572RF
to 31.7 g/tex for NexGen 1556RF, with a test average of 29.9 g/tex.  Elongation averaged 8.6%
and ranged from 7.7% for FiberMax 9058F to 9.2% for PhytoGen 125RF.  Leaf grades varied
from 2.0 for NexGen 1556RF and DeltaPine 121RF to 3.7 for PhytoGen 125RF with 2.6 as the
test average.  Reflectance (Rd) averaged 80.1 and ranged from 79.3 for PhytoGen 125RF to
81.5 for FiberMax 9058F.  The test average for yellowness (b+) was 8.1 and varied from 7.5
for NexGen 1572RF to 8.6 for NexGen1556RF. Color grades were all 21s and 31s.

It should be noted that a hail storm on 30-May caused significant damage throughout the test
and thinning of stands in some areas of the field.  Total water used by the crop (soil water plus
rainfall plus irrigation) was estimated to be 19.02 inches.
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Replicated Irrigated Flex Cotton Variety Demonstration, Sunray TX - 2007

Cooperator:  Kerry Cartrite

Brent Bean, Randy Boman, Marcel Fischbacher, 
Mark Kelley, Jake Robinson, and Bob Villarreal

Extension Agronomist, Amarillo; Extension Agronomist - Cotton, Lubbock; 
CEA-ANR, Moore County; Extension Program Specialist - Cotton, Lubbock; 

and AgriLife Research Technicians

Sherman County

Summary: The importance of variety selection was clearly evident in this trial.  Net value differed
by as much as $383/acre depending on the variety planted. Average lint yield was
excellent at this location at 1,964 lb/acre.  Lint yield varied from 1,754 lb/acre with
NexGen 3550RF to 2,282 lb/acre for FiberMax 9060F.  Loan values ranged from
$.4798/lb for NexGen 1572RF to $.5798/lb for NexGen 1551RF.  After removing
seed/technology and ginning costs the highest net value/acre varieties were FiberMax
9060F ($1,261), FiberMax 9058F ($1,235), and FiberMax 9068F ($1,159).

Objective: The objective of this test was to compare yield, gin turnout, fiber quality, and economics
of transgenic varieties under irrigated conditions.

Materials and Methods:
 
Varieties: AFD 5064F, Deltapine 121RF, FiberMax 9058F, FiberMax 9060F, FiberMax 9068F,

NexGen 1551RF, NexGen 1572RF, NexGen 3550RF, and PhytoGen 125RF

Experimental design:  Randomized complete block with 3 replications

Seeding rate: 4.6 seed per row-ft in 30-in row spacing (80,000 seed/acre)

Plot size: 8 rows by approximately 800 ft in length around a pivot sprinkler
irrigation system

  
Planting date: 7-May
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Weed management: Prowl H2O at 32 oz/acre was applied along with Roundup at 22oz/acre
on 10-May.  Over the top Roundup applications were made on 15-June
(30 oz/acre) and 1-August (22 oz/acre).

Rainfall and Irrigation: 11 inches of rain fell during the growing season (May 1 through
September 31).  In addition, 10 inches of water were applied by center
pivot irrigation.

Insecticides: Temik at 3 lbs/acre was applied in-furrow at planting, and Orthene at 4
oz/acre was applied on 5-June.

Fertilizer management: 100 lbs/acre of 11-52-0 dry fertilizer was applied on 25-February, also
prior to planting an application of 220 lbs/acre of liquid 32-0-0 was made
on 20-April.  An additional 110 lbs/acre of liquid 32-0-0 was applied
through the pivot between 20-July and 20-August.

Plant growth regulators: 16 oz/acre of Pix was applied on 12-July, along with another application
of 20 oz/acre on 1-August.

Harvest aids: Bollbuster was applied on 16-October at 33 oz/acre.

Harvest: Plots were harvested on 15-November using a commercial John Deere
7460 stripper with field cleaner.  Harvested material was transferred to
a weigh wagon with integral electronic scales to determine plot weights.
Plot yields were converted to lb/acre.

Gin turnout: Samples from each plot were ginned at the Texas AgriLife Research
and Extension Center near Lubbock to determine gin turnouts.

Fiber analysis: Lint samples were submitted to the International Textile Center at Texas
Tech University for HVI analysis, and Commodity Credit Corporation
(CCC) loan values were determined for each variety by plot.

Ginning cost
and seed values: Ginning costs were based on $2.45 per cwt. of bur cotton and seed

value per acre was based on $150/ton of seed.  Ginning cost did not
include checkoff.

Seed and 
technology cost: Seed and technology cost were calculated using the appropriate seeding

rate (4.6 seed/row-ft) for the 30-inch row spacing and entries using the
online Plains Cotton Growers Seed Cost Comparison Worksheet with
Monsanto Cap Cost Thresholds. Available at:

http://www.plainscotton.org/Seed/seedindex.html .
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Results and Discussion:

Although heat units were scarce early in the season, a warm August and September resulted
in excellent cotton yields at this location.  All of the yield and quality parameters measured
between varieties were significant at P= 0.1, and most were significant at P=0.05. (Tables 1
and 2).   Average lint yield was excellent at this location at 1,964 lb/acre, and was achieved with
11 inches of rainfall and 10 inches of irrigation water.  Soil moisture conditions were excellent
at planting.  Lint turnout averaged 28.4% with a range of 26.0% to 30.4%.  Lint yield ranged
from a low of 1,754 lb/acre with NexGen 3550RF to a high of 2,282 lb/acre with FiberMax
9060F.    Lowest lint loan value was with NexGen 1572RF at 47.9 cents and the highest with
NexGen 1551RF at 57.9 cents.  Total value (lint value plus seed value) ranged from
$1,087/acre to a high of $1,510/acre and was closely correlated with net value (total value
minus ginning and seed/technology cost).  Net value ranged from a low of $878/acre with
NexGen 3550RF to a high of $1,261/acre with FiberMax 9060F.  The difference in the net value
for these two varieties was $383/acre.  The net value of two varieties, FiberMax 9058F at
$1,235/acre, and FiberMax 9068F at $1,159/acre, were not statistically different from the top
net valued variety in the trial, FiberMax 9060F ($1,261).

Micronaire ranged from 2.9 with NexGen 1572RF and NexGen 3550RF to 3.8 with NexGen
1551RF.  Average micronaire was 3.2.   Staple averaged 37.8 with a low of 36.1 with PhytoGen
125RF and high of 39.6 with FiberMax 9068F.  Uniformity ranged from 80.5% to 83.2% with
an average of 81.7%.  Test average for strength was 28.5 g/tex with a low of 26.4 g/tex with
NexGen1572RF and a high of 30.6 g/tex with NexGen 1551RF.  Percent elongation values
varied from a low of 7.8% with FiberMax 9060F to a high of 9.4% with PhytoGen 125RF.  The
lowest leaf grade was 1.7 with FiberMax 9068F and highest at 4.3 with AFD 5064F.  Test
averages for reflectance (Rd) and yellowness (+b) were 79.8 and 7.8, respectively.  Color
grades were 21s to 31s.

Acknowledgments:

Appreciation is expressed to Kerry Cartrite for the use of his land, equipment and labor for this
project.  Further assistance with this project was provided by Dr. John Gannaway - Texas
AgriLife Research and Extension Center, Lubbock, and Dr. Eric Hequet - Associate Director,
International Textile Center, Texas Tech University.  Furthermore, we greatly appreciate the
Texas Department of Agriculture - Food and Fiber Research for funding of HVI testing at the
Texas Tech University - International Textile Center. 

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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Replicated Dryland Cotton Systems Variety  Demonstration, 
AG-CARES, Lamesa, TX - 2007

Cooperators:  Lamesa Cotton Growers/Texas AgriLife 
Research/Texas AgriLife Extension Service

Jeff Wyatt, Tommy Doederlein, Randy Boman, Mark Kelley, 
Aaron Alexander, and Rhett Overman

CEA-ANR Dawson County, EA-IPM Dawson/Lynn Counties, 
Extension Agronomist-Cotton, Extension Program Specialist-Cotton, 

Graduate Student Assistant, and Extension Assistant-Cotton

Dawson County

Summary: Significant differences were noted for most parameters measured (Tables 1 and 2).
Lint turnout ranged from 32.0% for Americot 4207 to 36.5% for Deltapine 491.  Lint
yields varied from a low of 685 lb/acre (Americot 4207) to a high of 985 lb/acre
(FiberMax 9068F).  Lint loan values ranged from a low of $0.5490/lb to a high of
$0.5908/lb for AFD 5064F and FiberMax 9068F, respectively.  Net value/acre among
varieties ranged from a high of $555.04 (FiberMax 9068F) to a low of $372.78 (Americot
4207), a difference of $182.26.  Micronaire values ranged from a low of 4.3 for
Deltapine 147RF to a high of 4.9 for Deltapine 565.  Staple length averaged 36.0 across
all varieties with a low of 34.6 (AFD 5064F) and a high of 37.1 (Deltapine 167RF).  No
significant differences were observed among varieties for percent uniformity or strength.
It was observed at this location that  varieties with Roundup Ready Flex technologies
can result in similar net values/acre when compared to conventional varieties due in
most part to costs associated with control of weed escapes by cultivation, hoeing and
spot spraying.

Objective: The objective of this project was to compare yields, gin turnout, fiber quality, and
economic returns  of transgenic and conventional varieties under dryland production
with system specific weed control programs.

Materials and Methods:
 
Varieties: Americot 4207, AFD 5064F, Deltapine 147RF, Deltapine 167RF,

Deltapine 491, Deltapine 565, FiberMax 9058F, FiberMax 9068F,
FiberMax 958, and Stoneville 5283RF.

Experimental design: Randomized complete block with 3 replications
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Seeding rate: 3.4 seeds/row-ft in solid planted 40-inch row spacing (John Deere
MaxEmerge vacuum planter)

Plot size: 4 rows by length of field (~850 ft)  

Planting date: 23-May

Weed management: Trifluralin was applied preplant incorporated at 1.25 pt/acre across the
entire test area in April.  Roundup Original MAX was applied over-the-
top to Roundup Ready varieties in June at 22 oz/acre with 22 oz/acre
Class Act followed by a second application in August at 22 oz/acre with
22 oz/acre Class Act.  All conventional varieties were cultivated one time
in June and hand hoeing of conventional varieties was conducted in July
followed by a spot spraying of Roundup Original Max for control of
puncturevine.

Rainfall: April: 0.60" July: 2.40"
May: 6.90" August: 2.30"
June: 4.74" September: 1.50"

Total rainfall:  18.50"

Insecticides: Temik was applied at planting at 3.5 lbs/acre.  This location is in an
active boll weevil eradication zone, but no applications were made by the
Texas Boll Weevil Eradication Program.  

Fertilizer management:  50 lb N/acre using 32-0-0 was applied preplant by coulter rig in April and
an additional 30 lb N/acre was applied as a sidedress in June using 32-
0-0.

Harvest aids: Harvest aids included 1.0 pt/acre Boll'd with 1.0 pt/acre Def on 10-
October followed by Gramoxone Inteon at 16 oz/acre on 20-October. 

Harvest: Plots were harvested on 13-November using a commercial John Deere
7445 with field cleaner.  Harvested material was transferred into a weigh
wagon with integral electronic scales to determine individual plot
weights.  Plot yields were adjusted to lb/acre.

Gin turnout: Grab samples were taken by plot and ginned at the Texas AgriLife
Research and Extension Center at Lubbock to determine gin turnouts.

Fiber analysis:  Lint samples were submitted to the International Textile Center at Texas
Tech University for HVI analysis, and USDA Commodity Credit
Corporation (CCC) Loan values were determined for each variety by
plot.  

Ginning cost
and seed values: Ginning costs were based on $2.45 per cwt. of bur cotton and seed

value/acre was based on $150/ton.  Ginning costs did not include
checkoff.  
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Seed and 
technology fees: Seed and technology costs were calculated using the appropriate

seeding rate (3.4 seed/row-ft) for the 40-inch row spacing and entries
using the online Plains Cotton Growers Seed Cost Comparison
Worksheet with Monsanto Cap Cost Thresholds. Available at:

http://www.plainscotton.org/Seed/seedindex.html .

System specific costs: System specific costs included; for conventional system, $7.50/acre for
cultivation, $20.00/acre for hoeing, and $8.00/acre for spot spraying
Roundup Weather Max ($35.50/acre total) and for Roundup Ready Flex
system, $19.00/acre total for 2 applications of 22 oz/a Roundup Original
Max with AMS (includes 2 application costs of $3.50 each).  These costs
are included in the Systems cost in Table 1.   

Results and Discussion:

Weed pressure at this site would generally be considered light to medium and consisted mainly
of silverleaf nightshade, pigweed, morningglory spp. “escapes”, and puncturevine.  Significant
differences were noted for most parameters measured (Tables 1 and 2).  Lint turnout ranged
from 32.0% for Americot 4207 to 36.5% for Deltapine 491.  Lint yields varied from a low of 685
lb/acre (Americot 4207) to a high of 985 lb/acre (FiberMax 9068F).  Lint loan values ranged
from a low of $0.5490/lb to a high of $0.5908/lb for AFD 5064F and FiberMax 9068F,
respectively.  After adding lint and seed value, total value/acre ranged from a low of $465.61
for Americot 4207,  to a high of $687.91 for FiberMax 9068F.  When subtracting ginning costs
and systems costs, the net value/acre among varieties ranged from a high of $555.04
(FiberMax 9068F) to a low of $372.78 (Americot 4207), a difference of $182.26.  Micronaire
values ranged from a low of 4.3 for Deltapine 147RF to a high of 4.9 for Deltapine 565.  Staple
length averaged 36.0 across all varieties with a low of 34.6 (AFD 5064F) and a high of 37.1
(Deltapine 167RF).  No significant differences were observed among varieties for percent
uniformity or strength.  Percent uniformity ranged from a low of 80.8 (Americot 4207) to a high
of 82.3 (Deltapine 167RF), and strength ranged from 26.5 g/tex to 30.3 g/tex for Americot 4207
and FiberMax 9068F, respectively.  Significant differences were observed among varieties for
percent elongation (7.9 avg), leaf grade (2.0 avg), Rd or reflectance (80.6 avg) and +b or
yellowness (7.8).  These data indicate that substantial differences can be obtained in terms of
net value/acre due to variety and technology selection.  Furthermore, as was observed at this
location, varieties with Roundup Ready Flex technologies can result in similar net values/acre
when compared to conventional varieties due in most part to costs associated with control of
weed escapes by cultivation, hoeing and spot sprayting.  It should be noted that no inclement
weather was encountered at this location prior to harvest.   Additional multi-site and multi-year
applied research is needed to evaluate varieties across a series of environments.  

Acknowledgments: 

Appreciation is expressed to Danny Carmichael, Texas AgriLife Research Associate -
AG-CARES, Lamesa; and John Everitt, Research Associate - Texas AgriLife Research,
Lubbock, for their assistance with this project, to Dr. John Gannaway - Texas AgriLife
Research, Lubbock, for his cooperation, and to the Texas Department of Agriculture - Food and
Fiber Research for funding of HVI testing at the Texas Tech University - International Textile
Center.  
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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.
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Replicated Dryland Transgenic Variety Demonstration, 
Plains, TX - 2007

Cooperator: Rickey Bearden

Arlan Gentry, Scott Russell, Randy Boman, Mark Kelley, Aaron Alexander, 
and Rhett Overman

CEA-ANR Yoakum County, EA-IPM Terry/Yoakum Counties
Extension Agronomist-Cotton, Extension Program Specialist I-Cotton, 

Graduate Student Assistant and Extension Assistant-Cotton

Gaines County

Summary: Significant differences were observed for most parameters measured (Tables 1 and 2).
Lint turnout ranged from a low of 32.4% to 39.9% for All-Tex Arid B2RF and All-Tex
65333RF, respectively.  Lint yields ranged from 764 lb/acre (Americot 1622B2RF) to
1049 lb/acre (All-Tex 65333RF), with an average of 876 lb/acre across all varieties. 
Lint loan values ranged from a low of $0.5580/lb (Stoneville 4664RF) to a high of
$0.5920/lb (Americot 1622B2RF).  When subtracting ginning, seed and technology fee
costs, the net value/acre among varieties ranged from a high of $606.79 for All-Tex
65333RF, to a low of $438.20 for All-Tex Arid B2RF, a difference of $168.59.
Micronaire values ranged from a low of 4.1 for Deltapine 143B2RF to a high of 4.7 for
PhytoGen 485WRF.  Staple length averaged 36.2 across all varieties with a low of 34.4
for Stoneville 4664RF and a high of 38.3 for FiberMax 9058F.  Percent uniformity was
highest for Americot 1622B2RF (84.2%) and lowest for Deltapine 143B2RF (81.5%).
These data indicate that substantial differences can be obtained in terms of net
value/acre due to variety and technology selection. 

Objective: The objective of this project was to compare yields, gin turnout, fiber quality, and
economics of transgenic varieties under dryland production systems.

Materials and Methods:

Varieties: AFD 5064F, AFD 5065B2F, All-Tex 65333RF, All-Tex Arid B2RF, All-Tex Summit
B2RF, Americot 1532B2RF, Americot 1622B2RF, Americot 1664B2RF, Deltapine
104B2RF, Deltapine 143B2RF, Dyna-Gro 2383RF, FiberMax 9058F, FiberMax
9063B2F, NexGen 3550RF, PhytoGen 425RF, PhytoGen 485WRF, Stoneville
4554B2RF, Stoneville 4664RF, Stoneville 5283RF, and Stoneville 5327B2RF

Experimental design:  Randomized complete block with 3 replications
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Seeding rate: 3 seed per row-ft in 40-inch row spacing (John Deere MaxEmerge
planter) 

Plot size: 6 rows by 1336 ft long  

Planting date: 29-May

Weed management: Trifluralin was applied pre-plant incorporated at 1 pt/acre.  Also, trifluralin
at 4 oz/a and 0.2 oz/a Staple were applied at planting to a band behind
the press-wheel.  Roundup Original Max was applied at 32 oz/acre with
ammonium sulfate in July. 

Rainfall: Total rainfall as recorded by the closest West Texas Mesonet station at
Plains was 14.73" from 1-May to 30-October.

Insecticides: Temik was applied at in-furrow at planting at 3 lb/acre.  Intruder was
applied at 0.85 oz/acre in early August for aphid control.  This location
is in an active boll weevil eradication zone, but no applications were
made by the Texas Boll Weevil Eradication Program.  

Fertilizer management:  A preplant application of 16 lb N/acre using 32-0-0 (50 lb/acre).  An
additional 7 lb N/acre as well as 24.14 lb P2O5/acre was applied in late
March using 70 lb/acre 10-34-0.  Also, a side-dress application of 60
lb/acre 32-0-0 (19.2 lb N/acre) occurred in late July.

Plant growth regulators: None used at this location.

Harvest aids: Harvest aids included 1 qt/acre Prep with 4 oz/acre Ginstar applied on
3-October via ground rig.

Harvest: Plots were harvested on 30-October using a commercial John Deere
7460 stripper harvester with field cleaner.  Harvested material was
transferred into a weigh wagon with integral electronic scales to
determine individual plot weights.  Plot yields were adjusted to lb/acre.

Gin turnout: Grab samples were taken by plot and ginned at the Texas AgriLife
Research and Extension Center at Lubbock to determine gin turnouts.

Fiber analysis:  Lint samples were submitted to the International Textile Center at Texas
Tech University for HVI analysis and USDA loan values were determined
for each variety by plot.  

Ginning costs
and seed values: Ginning costs were based on $2.45 per cwt. of bur cotton and seed

value/acre was based on $150/ton.  Ginning costs did not include
checkoff.

Seed and 
technology fees: Seed and technology costs were calculated using the appropriate

seeding rate (3.0 seed/row-ft) for the 40-inch row spacing and entries
using the online Plains Cotton Growers Seed Cost Comparison
Worksheet with Monsanto Cap Cost Thresholds. Available at:

http://www.plainscotton.org/Seed/seedindex.html .
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Results and Discussion:

Significant differences were observed for most parameters measured (Tables 1 and 2).  Lint
turnout ranged from a low of 32.4% to 39.9% for All-Tex Arid B2RF and All-Tex 65333RF,
respectively.  Bur cotton yields averaged 2463 lb/acre with a high of 2655 for Dyna-Gro 2383RF
and a low of 2259 for Americot 1622B2RF.  This resulted in lint yields ranging from 764 lb/acre
(Americot 1622B2RF) to 1049 lb/acre (All-Tex 65333RF), with an average of 876 lb/acre across
all varieties.   Lint loan values ranged from a low of $0.5580/lb (Stoneville 4664RF) to a high
of $0.5920/lb (Americot 1622B2RF).  Lint value ($/acre) ranged from a low of $441.15 for All-
Tex Arid B2RF to a high of $608.34 All-Tex 65333RF.  After adding lint and seed values/acre,
total value averaged $601.01 and ranged from $702.10/acre (All-Tex 65333RF) to $533.84/acre
(All-Tex Arid B2RF).  When subtracting ginning, seed and technology fee costs, the net
value/acre among varieties ranged from a high of $606.79 for All-Tex 65333RF, to a low of
$438.20 for All-Tex Arid B2RF, a difference of $168.59.  Micronaire values ranged from a low
of 4.1 for Deltapine 143B2RF to a high of 4.7 for PhytoGen 485WRF.  Staple length averaged
36.2 across all varieties with a low of 34.4 for Stoneville 4664RF and a high of 38.3 for
FiberMax 9058F.  Percent uniformity was highest for Americot 1622B2RF (84.2%) and lowest
for Deltapine 143B2RF (81.5%).  Strength values ranged from a high of 30.7 g/tex for FiberMax
9063B2F, to a low fo 26.6 for All-Tex 65333RF and Americot 1532B2RF.  A test high elongation
of 10.8% was observed for Stoneville 4664RF with a low of 7.4% for FiberMax 9058F.
Although there were a few 3s observed, leaf grades were 1s and 2s for most varieties.
Reflectance (Rd) and yellowness (+b) values averaged 80.5 and 8.5, respectively.  This
resulted in color grades of mostly 11s and 21s.  These data indicate that substantial differences
can be obtained in terms of net value/acre due to variety and technology selection.  These data
indicate that substantial differences can be obtained in terms of net value/acre due to variety
and technology selection.  It should be noted no inclement weather was encountered at this
location prior to harvest.  Additional multi-site and multi-year applied research is needed to
evaluate varieties and technology across a series of environments.  

Acknowledgments:

Appreciation is expressed to Rickey Bearden for the use of his land, equipment and labor for
this project.  Further assistance with this project was provided by Dr. John Gannaway - Texas
AgriLife Research Center, Lubbock, and Dr. Eric Hequet - Associate Director, International
Textile Center, Texas Tech University.  Furthermore, we greatly appreciate the Texas
Department of Agriculture - Food and Fiber Research for funding of HVI testing at the Texas
Tech University - International Textile Center. 

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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Replicated Dryland Transgenic Cotton Variety Demonstration,
Blanco, TX - 2007 

Cooperator: Mark and David Appling

 Steve Davis, Kyle Kight, Randy Boman, Mark Kelley, 
Rhett Overman and Aaron Alexander

EA-IPM, Crosby/Floyd County, CEA-ANR, Crosby County,
Extension Agronomist-Cotton, Extension Program Specialist I-Cotton, 

Extension Assistant-Cotton, and Graduate Assistant

Crosby County

Summary: Significant differences were observed for most parameters measured (Tables 1 and 2).
Lint turnout ranged from a low of 29.0% to a high of 34.1% for Americot 1622B2RF  and
Stoneville 5283RF, respectively.  Lint yields varied with a low of 515 lb/acre (PhytoGen
125RF) and a high of 696 lb/acre (Stoneville 4554B2RF).  Lint loan values ranged from
a low of $0.5383/lb (Paymaster 2140B2RF) to a high of $0.5888/lb (FiberMax
9180B2F).  After adding lint and seed value, total value/acre for varieties ranged from
a low of $339.60 Paymaster 2140B2RF to a high of $477.98 Stoneville 4554B2RF.
When subtracting ginning, seed and technology fee costs, the net value/acre among
varieties ranged from a high of $378.76 (Stoneville 4554B2RF) to a low of $254.83
(Paymaster 2140B2RF), a difference of $123.93.  Micronaire values ranged from a low
of 4.5 for All-Tex Apex B2RF, Dyna-Gro 2100B2RF, FiberMax 9058F, and PhytoGen
125RF to a high of 4.9 for PhytoGen 425RF. Staple length averaged 35.9 across all
varieties with a low of 34.1 for PhytoGen 125RF and a high of 37.6 for Americot
1622B2RF.  Significant differences were observed among varieties for micronaire,
staple, strength, elongation, leaf,  uniformity,  reflectance (Rd) and yellowness (+b).
These data indicate that substantial differences can be obtained in terms of net
value/acre due to variety and technology selection. 

Objective: The objective of this project was to compare yields, gin turnout, fiber quality, and
economics of transgenic varieties under dryland production systems.

Materials and Methods:
 
Varieties: AFD 5065B2F, AFD 5064F, All-Tex Apex B2RF, All-Tex Arid B2RF, Americot

1622B2RF, Americot 1664B2RF, Deltapine 164B2RF, Dyna-Gro 2100B2RF, FiberMax
9058F, FiberMax 9180B2F, Paymaster 2140B2RF, PhytoGen 125RF, PhytoGen
425RF, Stoneville 5283RF, and Stoneville 4554B2RF

Experimental design:  Randomized complete block with 3 replications
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Seeding rate: 3.3 seed per row-ft in 40-inch row spacing (Case IH 1200)

Plot size: 8 rows by 1944 ft long

Planting date: 25-May 

Weed management: Trifluralin was applied preplant incorporated at a rate of 1.5 pint/acre.
One application of RoundUp Original Max was applied each month in
June, July and September at a rate of 32 oz/acre.  In addition to
herbicide applications, two cultivations took place in this field during the
growing season.  

Rainfall: 10 inches of rainfall, according to personal correspondence with
cooperator, were accumulated at this site during the growing season.

Insecticides: Intruder at 0.6 oz/acre was applied over the top with the June Roundup
Original Max application to control aphid populations.  No other
insecticides were applied at this site.  This site is in an active Boll Weevil
Eradication zone, however no applications were made.

Fertilizer management: No fertilizers were applied at this location.

Plant growth regulators: No plant growth regulators were utilized at this site.

Harvest aids: Harvest aids included FirstPick at 48 oz/acre and Blizzard at 0.5 oz/acre
with 1% v/v COC.

Harvest: Plots were harvested on 19-November using a commercial John Deere
7445 stripper harvester with field cleaner.  Harvested material was
transferred into a weigh wagon with integral electronic scales to
determine individual plot weights.  Plot yields were adjusted to lb/acre.

Gin turnout: Grab samples were taken by plot and ginned at the Texas AgriLife
Research and Extension Center at Lubbock to determine gin turnouts.

Fiber analysis:  Lint samples were submitted to the International Textile Center at Texas
Tech University for HVI analysis and USDA loan values were determined
for each variety by plot.

Ginning costs
and seed values: Ginning costs were based on $2.45 per cwt. of bur cotton and seed

value/acre was based on $150/ton.  Ginning costs did not include
checkoff.

Seed and 
technology fees: Seed and technology costs were calculated using the appropriate

seeding rate (3.3 seed/row-ft) for the 40-inch row spacing and entries
using the online Plains Cotton Growers Seed Cost Comparison
Worksheet with Monsanto Cap Cost Thresholds. Available at:

http://www.plainscotton.org/Seed/seedindex.html .
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Results and Discussion:

Significant differences were observed for most parameters measured (Tables 1 and 2).  Lint
turnout ranged from a low of 29.0% to a high of 34.1% for Americot 1622B2RF  and Stoneville
5283RF, respectively.  Lint yields varied with a low of 515 lb/acre (PhytoGen 125RF) and a high
of 696 lb/acre (Stoneville 4554B2RF).  Lint loan values ranged from a low of $0.5383/lb
(Paymaster 2140B2RF) to a high of $0.5888/lb (FiberMax 9180B2F).  After adding lint and seed
value, total value/acre for varieties ranged from a low of $339.60 Paymaster 2140B2RF to a
high of $477.98 Stoneville 4554B2RF.  When subtracting ginning, seed and technology fee
costs, the net value/acre among varieties ranged from a high of $378.76 (Stoneville 4554B2RF)
to a low of $254.83 (Paymaster 2140B2RF), a difference of $123.93.  Micronaire values ranged
from a low of 4.5 for All-Tex Apex B2RF, Dyna-Gro 2100B2RF, FiberMax 9058F, and PhytoGen
125RF to a high of 4.9 for PhytoGen 425RF. Staple length averaged 35.9 across all varieties
with a low of 34.1 for PhytoGen 125RF and a high of 37.6 for Americot 1622B2RF.  Significant
differences were observed among varieties for micronaire, staple, strength, elongation, leaf,
uniformity,  reflectance (Rd) and yellowness (+b).  These data indicate that substantial
differences can be obtained in terms of net value/acre due to variety and technology selection.
These data indicate that substantial differences can be obtained in terms of net value/acre due
to variety and technology selection.  It should be noted that no inclement weather was
encountered at this location prior to harvest.  Additional multi-site and multi-year applied
research is needed to evaluate varieties and technology across a series of environments.  

Acknowledgments:

Appreciation is expressed to Mark and David Appling for the use of their land, equipment and
labor for this project.  Further assistance with this project was provided by Dr. John Gannaway -
Texas AgriLife Research and Extension Center, Lubbock, and Dr. Eric Hequet - Associate
Director, International Textile Center, Texas Tech University.  Furthermore, we greatly
appreciate the Texas Department of Agriculture - Food and Fiber Research for funding of HVI
testing at the Texas Tech University - International Textile Center.

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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Replicated Dryland Cotton Seeding Rate and Planting Pattern Demonstration
AG-CARES, Lamesa, TX - 2007

Cooperators:  Lamesa Cotton Growers/Texas AgriLife 
Research/Texas AgriLife Extension Service

Jeff Wyatt, Tommy Doederlein, Randy Boman, Mark Kelley, 
Aaron Alexander, and Rhett Overman

CEA-ANR Dawson County, EA-IPM Dawson/Lynn Counties, 
Extension Agronomist-Cotton, Extension Program Specialist-Cotton, 

Graduate Student Assistant, and Extension Assistant-Cotton

Dawson County

Summary: No differences were observed for any of the yield or economic parameters measured
with the exception of percent lint turnout (Table 1).  Lint turnouts ranged from a high of
36.2% for the 2 seed/ft solid planting to a low of 33.9 for the 2 seed/ft 2x1 planting.  Lint
yields varied from a low of 699 lb/land acre (6 seed/row-ft solid planting) to a high of
845 lb/ land acre (6 seed/row-ft 2x1 planting).  When subtracting ginning cost and seed
and technology fees, the net value/ land acre ranged from a low of $367.32 (6
seed/row-ft solid planting) to a high of $482.15 (2 seed/row-ft 2x1 planting), a difference
of $114.83.  No significant differences were observed for most of the  fiber properties
measured, with the exceptions of staple and uniformity (Table 2).  These data indicate
that in years where plant available moisture is abundant, the seeding rates and planting
patterns included in this study have little to no effect on yield.  Additional multi-site and
multi-year applied research is needed to evaluate seeding rates and planting patterns
across a series of environments. 

Objective: The objective of this project was to compare yields, gin turnout, fiber quality, and
economics of various seeding rates and planting patterns under dryland production
systems.

Materials and Methods:
 
Variety: FiberMax 9058F

Experimental design: Randomized complete block design with 3 replications.

Seeding rate: 2, 4, and 6 seeds/row-ft in 40-inch row spacing (John Deere MaxEmerge
vacuum planter)
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Planting patterns: Each seeding rate was planted in a solid pattern and in a plant 2 rows
and skip 1 pattern.  For ease of planting, all plots were seeded in a solid
pattern and, after seedling emergence, cultivator sweeps were used to
destroy seedling plants in the skip row.  

Plot size: 16 rows by 260 ft long

Planting date: 23-May

Weed management: Trifluralin was applied preplant incorporated at 1.25 pt/acre on 20-April.
Roundup Original MAX was applied over-the-top in June at 22 oz/acre
with 22 oz/acre Class Act.  Roundup Weather Max was spot sprayed
twice (July and late August) in 5 gallon mixes.  The trial was cultivated
one time in July.

Rainfall: April: 0.60" July: 2.40"
May: 6.90" August: 2.30"
June: 4.74" September: 1.50"

Total rainfall:  18.50"

Insecticides: Temik was applied at planting at 3.5 lbs/acre. No other insecticides were
applied at this site. This location is in an active boll weevil eradication
zone, but no applications were made by the Texas Boll Weevil
Eradication Program.  

Fertilizer management: 30 lb N/acre was applied as a sidedress in June using 32-0-0.

Harvest aids: Harvest aids included 1.0 pt/acre Boll'd with 1.0 pt/acre Def on
10-October followed by Gramoxone Inteon at 16 oz/acre on 20-October.

Harvest: Plots were harvested on 12-November using a commercial John Deere
7445 with field cleaner.  Harvested material was transferred into a weigh
wagon with integral electronic scales to determine individual plot
weights.  Plot yields were adjusted to lb/acre.

Gin turnout: Grab samples were taken by plot and ginned at the Texas AgriLife
Research and Extension Center at Lubbock to determine gin turnouts.

Fiber analysis:  Lint samples were submitted to the International Textile Center at Texas
Tech University for HVI analysis and USDA loan values were determined
for each plot. 

Ginning costs 
and seed values: Ginning costs were based on $2.45 per cwt. of bur cotton and seed

value/acre was based on $150/ton.  Ginning costs did not include
checkoff.  
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Seed and 
technology fees: Seed and technology costs (Table 3) were calculated using the

appropriate seeding rate (2, 4, and 6 seed/row-ft) for the 40-inch row
spacing using the online Plains Cotton Growers Seed Cost Comparison
Worksheet with Monsanto Cap Cost Thresholds. Available at:

http://www.plainscotton.org/Seed/seedindex.html .

Results and Discussion:

No differences were observed for any of the yield or economic parameters measured with the
exception of percent lint turnout (Table 1).  Lint turnouts ranged from a high of 36.2% for the
2 seed/ft solid planting to a low of 33.9 for the 2 seed/ft 2x1 planting.  Lint yields varied from
a low of 699 lb land/acre (6 seed/row-ft solid planting) to a high of 845 lb land/acre (6
seed/row-ft 2x1 planting).  After adding lint and seed value, total value/land acre ranged  from
a low of $477.27 (6 seed/row-ft solid planting) to a high of $564.67 (4 seed/row-ft 2x1 planting).
When subtracting ginning cost and seed and technology fees, the net value/land acre ranged
from a low of $367.32 (6 seed/row-ft solid planting) to a high of $482.15 (2 seed/row-ft 2x1
planting), a difference of $114.83.  No significant differences were observed for most of the
fiber properties measured, with the exceptions of staple and uniformity (Table 2).  Staple
lengths ranged from a high of 37.8 for 4 seed/row-ft 2x1 planting  to a low of 35.9 for 6
seed/row-ft solid planting, with an average of 37.1 across all seeding rates and planting
patterns.  An average percent uniformity of 81.3 was observed with a range of 80.2 to 82.2%
for 6 seed/row-ft solid to 4 seed/row-ft 2x1, respectively.  These data indicate that in years
where plant available moisture is abundant, the seeding rates and planting patterns included
in this study have little to no effect on yield.  Although not significant, a trend was observed for
yield parameters with the 2, 4, and 6 seed/row-ft solid planting patterns yielding numerically
less than their skip-row counterparts.  This is most likely a result of higher competition for plant
available moisture in the solid planting pattern.  Additional multi-site and multi-year applied
research is needed to evaluate seeding rates and planting patterns across a series of
environments. 

Acknowledgments: 

Appreciation is expressed to Danny Carmichael, Texas AgriLife Research Associate -
AG-CARES, Lamesa; and John Everitt, Texas AgriLife Research Associate - Lubbock, for their
assistance with this project, to Dr. John Gannaway - Texas AgriLife Research and Extension
Center, Lubbock, for his cooperation, and to the Texas Department of Agriculture - Food and
Fiber Research for funding of HVI testing at the Texas Tech University - International Textile
Center.  

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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Replicated Irrigated Small Plot Roundup Ready Flex Cotton Variety Demonstration,
Panhandle, TX - 2007

Cooperator: Geneo Abbe

Brent Bean,  Randy Boman, Jody Bradford,   Mark Kelley, 
Jake Robinson ,  and Bob Villereal* *

Extension Agronomist, Amarillo, Extension Agronomist - Cotton, Lubbock, CEA-ANR
Carson County, Extension Program Specialist - Cotton, Research Technician*

Carson County

Summary: The difference in the highest and lowest net value among varieties at this location was
$418.16/acre, indicating the importance of variety selection.   Average lint yield was
excellent at 1,811 lbs/acre.  Lint yield ranged from a low of 1,455 lb/acre for NexGen
1551RF to a high of 2,184 lb/acre for FiberMax 9058F.  Lint loan values ranged from
$0.4730/lb for NexGen 1572RF to $0.5789/lb for NexGen 1551RF.   After subtracting
out ginning and seed/technology costs, the highest net value varieties were FiberMax
9058F,($1,225.34/acre), NexGen 3410RF ($1,106.81/acre), and FiberMax 9060F
($1,082.85).

Objective: The objective of this project was to compare yields, gin turnout, fiber quality, and
economics of transgenic varieties under irrigated production systems.

Materials and Methods:
 
Varieties: AFD 5064F, Deltapine 110RF, Deltapine 121RF, FiberMax 9058F, FiberMax 9060F,

FiberMax 9068F, FiberMax 9150F, NexGen 1551RF, NexGen 1556RF, NexGen
1572RF, NexGen 3410RF, NexGen 3550RF, and PhytoGen 125RF

Experimental design: Randomized complete block with 4 replications

Seeding rate: 3.75 seed per row-ft in 30-inch row spacing (65,000 seed/acre)

Plot size: One 30 inch row by 100 ft long

Planting date: May 15

Weed management: Direx plus Dual herbicides were applied pre-emergence broadcast.
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Rainfall and irrigation: A total of 9.31 inches of rainfall accumulated at this location during the
growing season May 15 - Oct 31.  In addition, 4.28 inches of water was
applied by center pivot irrigation.  Estimated soil water use was 4.24
inches. Total water used during the growing season (soil
water/rainfall/irrigation) was 18.22 inches.

Insecticides: Temik was applied in-furrow at planting. No other insecticides were used
at this site during the growing season.

Fertilizer management: 45 lb N/acre, 35 lb P2O5/acre, 10 lb K2O/acre, and 22 lb S/acre were
applied prior to planting.

Harvest: Plots were harvested on October 30th by hand harvesting 20 ft of row.
Samples were weighed and adjusted to lb/acre.

Gin turnout: Sub-samples were collected and ginned at the Texas AgriLife Research
and Extension Center near Lubbock to determine gin turnouts.

Fiber analysis Lint samples were submitted to the International Textile Center at Texas
Tech University for HVI analysis, and Commodity Credit Corporation
(CCC) loan values were determined for each variety by plot.

Ginning cost
and seed values: Ginning costs were based on $2.45 per cwt. of bur cotton and seed

value/acre was based on $150/ton of seed.  Ginning costs did not
include checkoff.

Seed and 
technology cost: Seed and technology costs were calculated using the appropriate

seeding rate (seed/row-ft) for the row spacing and entries using the
online Plains Cotton Growers Seed Cost Comparison Worksheet with
Monsanto Cap Cost Thresholds.  Available at:
 http://www.plainscotton.org/Seed/seedindex.html .

 
Results and Discussion:

Although heat units were scarce early in the season, a warm August and September resulted
in excellent cotton yields at this location.  Of all the yield and quality factors measured, only
seed turnout was not significantly different among varieties (Tables 1 and 2).   Average lint yield
was 1,811 lbs/acre and was achieved with 9.3 inches of rainfall and 4.3 inches of irrigation
water.  Soil moisture conditions were excellent at planting.  Lint turnout averaged 26.8% with
a range of 23.3% to 29.1%.  Lint yield ranged from a low of 1,455 lb/acre for NexGen 1551RF
to a high of 2,184 lb/acre for FiberMax 9058F.  Although NexGen 1551RF had the lowest lint
yield, it also had the highest lint loan value at $0.5789/lb and the second highest micronaire at
3.8.  Lowest lint loan value was observed for NexGen 1572RF at $0.4730/lb.  Total value (lint
value plus seed value) ranged from $1,005.66/acre to a high of $1,464.60/acre and was closely
correlated with net value (total value minus ginning and seed/technology cost).  Net value
ranged from a low of $807.19/acre for NexGen 1572RF to a high of $1,225.34/acre for
FiberMax 9058F.  The difference in the net value for these two varieties was $418.16/acre.  The
net value of two varieties, NexGen 3410RF at $1,106.81/acre, and FiberMax 9060F at
$1,082.85/acre, were not statistically different from FiberMax 9058F ($1,225.34/acre).
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In this trial, micronaire ranged from a low of 3.0 for NexGen 1572RF to a high of 4.0 for
NexGen 1556RF.  The test average for micronaire was 3.4.  Staple averaged 37.9 with a low
of 36.3 for AFD 5064F and a high of 39.8 for FiberMax 9060F.  Uniformity ranged from 80.8%
to 83.4% with an average of 81.9%.  Test average for strength was 29.3 g/tex with a low of 27.7
g/tex for Deltapine 121RF and a high of 32.7 g/tex for NexGen 1551RF.  Percent elongation
values ranged from a low of 7.7% for FiberMax 9058F to a high of 9.3% for PhytoGen 125RF.
The lowest average leaf grade (2.3) was observed for FiberMax 9058F and FiberMax 9060F
and the highest (5.0) for Deltapine 110RF and NexGen 1572RF.  Test averages for reflectance
(Rd) and yellowness (+b) were 78.5 and 8.4, respectively.   Color grades were mostly 21s or
31s in this trial.   
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Replicated Irrigated Transgenic Cotton Variety 
Demonstration, Etter TX - 2007

Cooperators:  Moore County Gin and Texas AgriLife Research Field Lab at Etter

Brent Bean, Randy Boman, Thomas Marek, Mark Kelley, Tommy Moore, 
Jacob Robinson , Bob Villarreal , Curtis Schwertner , * * *

Erica Cox , and Marcel Fischbacher*

Extension Agronomist, Amarillo, Extension Agronomist - Cotton, Lubbock,
Agriculture Engineer, Extension Program Specialist - Cotton, Senior Research

Associate, Research Technician , CEA - ANR, Moore County*

Moore County
 

Summary: The importance of variety selection is evident by the highest and lowest net values, a
deference of $298.12/acre.  Significant differences were found among all varieties in
most measured categories.  Lint turnout ranged from a low of 22.7% for PhytoGen
125RF to a high of 28.7% for Deltapine121RF.  Lint yields ranged from 721 lb/acre for
PhytoGen 125RF to 1247 lb/acre for NexGen 1572RF.  Lint loan values varied from
$0.5267/lb for AFD 5064RF to $0.5788/lb for FiberMax 9068F.  Total value/acre (lint
plus seed value) ranged from $482.38 for PhytoGen 125RF to $813.21 for NexGen
1572RF.  After subtracting seed, technology and ginning costs, the highest net
values/acre among varieties were $651.54 for NexGen 1572RF, $511.95 for FiberMax
9058F, $502.42 for NexGen 3410RF, $501.29 for FiberMax 9068F, $500.81 for
FiberMax 9150F and $487.68 for DeltaPine 121RF.

Objective: The objective of this test was to compare yield, gin turnout, fiber quality, and economics
of transgenic varieties under irrigated conditions.

Materials and Methods:

Varieties: Deltapine 121RF, NexGen 3550RF, NexGen 1572RF, NexGen 3550RF, PhytoGen
125RF, FiberMax 9058F, FiberMax 9060F, FiberMax 9068F, AFD 5064F, Deltapine
110RF, FiberMax 9150F, NexGen 3410RF, and NexGen 1551RF

Experimental design: Randomized complete block with 3 replications

Seeding rate: 4.0 seed per row-ft in 30-in row spacing (70,000 seed/acre)
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Plot Size: 2 rows by 20 ft. planted straight on flat beds

Planting date: May 22, 2007

Weed management: Treflan at 1.5 pints/acre was applied preplant on May-09.  On July-03
and August-15 applications of Roundup at 1 quart/acre were made.

Rainfall and Irrigation: Two irrigations (drip) of 1.5 inches were applied, one in late July and one
in early August.  Total rainfall for the growing season was 8.15 inches,
for a total of 11.15 inches of water for the growing season.

Harvest: Plots were hand harvested on November-30. Harvested material was
weighed on a weigh scale to determine plot weights.  Plot yields were
converted to lb/acre.

Gin turnout: Samples were collected by plot and ginned at the Texas  AgriLife
Research and Extension Center at Lubbock to determine gin turnouts.

Fiber analysis: Lint samples were submitted to the International Textile Center at Texas
Tech University for HVI analysis, and Commodity Credit Corporation
(CCC) loan values were determined for each variety by plot.

Ginning cost
and seed values: Ginning costs were based on $2.45 per cwt. of bur cotton and seed

value per acre was based on $150/ton of seed.  Ginning cost did not
include checkoff.

Seed and technology cost: Seed and technology cost were calculated using the appropriate seeding
rate (seed/row-ft) for the 30-inch row spacing and entries using the
online Plains Cotton Growers Seed Cost Comparison Worksheet with
Mons anto  Cap  Cos t  T h r es ho lds .   Ava i lab le  a t :
http://www.plainscotton.org/Seed/seedindex.html .

Results and Discussion:

Of all the yield and quality factors measured only fiber uniformity and strength were not
significantly different among varieties at P=0.05 (Tables 1 and 2).  Lint turnout averaged 26.6%
and ranged from 22.7% to 28.7%.  Seed turnout varied from 35.3% to 40.7% and averaged
38.4%.  Lint yield averaged 929 lb/acre and ranged from 1247 lb/acre for NexGen 1572RF to
721 lb/acre for PhytoGen 125RF.  NexGen 1572RF also had the highest seed yield with 1907
lb/acre and Deltapine 110RF was the lowest with 1225 lbs/acre, with a test average of 1352
lb/acre.  Lint loan value averaged $0.5530/lb and ranged from $0.5788/lb for FiberMax 9068F
to $0.5267/lb for AFD 5064F.  Total value (lint value plus seed value) ranged from $813.21/acre
for NexGen 1572RF to $482.38/acre for PhytoGen 125RF and averaged $615.95/acre.  Net
value (total value minus ginning and seed/technology costs) averaged $475.70 and varied from
$651.54 for NexGen 1572RF to $353.42/acre for PhytoGen 125RF.  The difference in net value
for these two varieties was $298.12/acre.  The net values of five varieties, FiberMax 9058F at
$511.95/acre, NexGen 3410RF at $502.42/acre, FiberMax 9068F at $501.29/acre, FiberMax
9150F at $500.81/acre and DeltaPine 121RF at $487.68 were not statistically different from
NexGen 1572RF.
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Micronaire ranged from 4.0 for NexGen 1572RF to 4.9 with NexGen 1551RF with an average
of 4.4.  Staple length averaged 35.6 ranging from 34.1 to 36.8.  Percent elongation varied from
6.9% for FiberMax 9150F to 9.7% for Deltapine 110RF.  Uniformity ranged from 79.8% to
82.5% with an average of 80.8%.  The lowest average leaf grade was 1.3 for FiberMax 9068F
and the highest was 4.0 for NexGen 1572RF and Deltapine 110RF.  Test averages for
reflectance (Rd) and yellowness (+b) were 77.6 and 7.8 respectively.  Color grades were mostly
31s to 32s.

Acknowledgments:

Appreciation is express to Moore County Gin for use of land for this study.  Further assistance
with this project was provided by Dr. John Gannaway-Texas AgriLife Research and Extension
Center, Lubbock, and Dr. Eric Hequet- Associate Director, International Textile Center, Texas
Tech University.

Disclaimer Clause:

Trade names of commercial products used in this report are included only for better
understanding and clarity.  References to commercial products or trade names are 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 could occur where conditions vary.
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Sites Planted
but Lost Due to

Weather
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Plot # Variety
101 AmeriCot 1532B2RF
102 AT Summit B2RF Cooperator: Geoff Cooper
103 FM 989 B2RF Planted 22 May, 07
104 PHY 485 B2RF
105 FM 9060 F
106 DP 147 RF
107 ST 4554 B2RF At Plant Herbicide:

FILL 0.3 oz Staple
108 FM 9063 B2RF 3.2 oz Caparol

FILL 6.4 oz Triflurin
202 AT Summit B2RF
204 PHY 485 B2RF
203 FM 989 B2RF Curved rows start on North-

South turnrow and run east to 205 FM 9060 F
FILL

206 DP 147 RF
208 FM 9063 B2RF
201 AmeriCot 1532B2RF
207 ST 4554 B2RF
308 FM 9063 B2RF

FILL
FILL

304 PHY 485 B2RF
303 FM 989 B2RF
301 AmeriCot 1532B2RF
307 ST 4554 B2RF
302 AT Summit B2RF

FILL
306 DP 147 RF
305 FM 9060 F
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2007 Lubbock Weather
and 

Crop Information
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Lubbock Air TemperaturesLubbock Air Temperatures
April, 2007April, 2007
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Lubbock Air TemperaturesLubbock Air Temperatures
August, 2007August, 2007
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Lubbock Air TemperaturesLubbock Air Temperatures
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Lubbock Air TemperaturesLubbock Air Temperatures
October, 2007October, 2007

20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90

100

1 4 7 10 13 16 19 22 25 28 31

High
LTA High
Low
LTA Low

Day of monthDay of month

Te
m

pe
ra

tu
re

 (F
)

Te
m

pe
ra

tu
re

 (F
)

255 HU or 93% above
normal (132) for October

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

Ja
n

Feb Mar Apr
May Ju

n Ju
l

Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

LTA
2007

Pr
ec

ip
ita

tio
n 

(in
ch

es
)

Pr
ec

ip
ita

tio
n 

(in
ch

es
)

Lubbock LTA (1971Lubbock LTA (1971--2000)2000)
vs. 2007 Rainfallvs. 2007 Rainfall

Source: http://www.weather.gov/climate/index.php?wfo=lub

18.69”

Jan-Jul 2007= 18.33
Jan-Jul LTA = 10.68

23.94”

124



Lubbock 30Lubbock 30--Yr Long Term Average Yr Long Term Average 
(1971(1971--2000) vs. 2006 and 20072000) vs. 2006 and 2007
Cotton Heat Unit AccumulationCotton Heat Unit Accumulation
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Varieties Planted in 2007Varieties Planted in 2007
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Picker Stripper Other

Source:  USDA-AMS Planted Varieties Survey; about 60% identified as transgenic

2007 - 1N and 1S 
District Estimates

Upland
Cotton 2006 2007 2006 2007 2006 2007 2006 2007

1N 995 590 850 540 889 978 1,575 1,100
1S 2,883 2,600 1,880 2,480 637 838 2,497 4,330

Total 3,878 3,190 2,730 3,020  --  -- 4,072 5,430

Planted acres (x 1K) Harvested acres (x 1K) Yield (lb/acre) Production (bales x 1K)

Through Feb 21, 2008
Lubbock Classing Office:  3.669M
Lamesa Classing Office:    1.392M
Total:                                     5.062M
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2007 Crop?  Another Record!2007 Crop?  Another Record!

•• If TASS estimates hold up, we will harvest If TASS estimates hold up, we will harvest 
5.43 million bales in 1N and 1S 5.43 million bales in 1N and 1S –– the 2the 2ndnd

largest crop ever.  largest crop ever.  
•• It appears we are on track to have It appears we are on track to have overall overall 

record qualityrecord quality with all fiber properties with all fiber properties 
excellent.excellent.
–– A record high for strength at 29.68A record high for strength at 29.68
–– We will have record loan valueWe will have record loan value
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High Plains Color Grades 11 or 21 High Plains Color Grades 11 or 21 
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Percent of High Plains Bales Percent of High Plains Bales 
with with >>34 Staple  34 Staple  
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High Plains Micronaire High Plains Micronaire 
19691969--2007 (39 Years)2007 (39 Years)
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High Plains Grass and Bark High Plains Grass and Bark 
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High Plains Goal is to Find a Complete High Plains Goal is to Find a Complete 
““PackagePackage”” to Reduce Production Riskto Reduce Production Risk

•• AgronomyAgronomy
–– Yield stability under all water regimesYield stability under all water regimes, quality, storm , quality, storm 

resistance, plant type (user friendly for stripper harvesting)resistance, plant type (user friendly for stripper harvesting)
–– Maintain diverse herbicide programs and cultivation to Maintain diverse herbicide programs and cultivation to 

minimize potential for weed resistanceminimize potential for weed resistance
•• Plant PathologyPlant Pathology

–– RKN, RKN, fusariumfusarium, , verticilliumverticillium and bacterial blight and bacterial blight 
tolerance/resistance/immunitytolerance/resistance/immunity

•• Entomology Entomology 
–– Insect resistance for Insect resistance for lepidopteranlepidopteran pestspests

•• Bollgard, Bollgard II, Bollgard, Bollgard II, WideStrikeWideStrike
–– Monsanto/Dow Agro Science pricing makes this attractiveMonsanto/Dow Agro Science pricing makes this attractive
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EVALUATING FIELD TRIAL DATA

This article has been reprinted with permission from 
Southwest Farm Press Vol 25, Number 11, April 9, 1998.

Field trials can provide helpful information to producers as they compare products and
practices for their operations. However, field trials must be evaluated carefully to make sure
results are scientifically sound, not misleading and indicate realistic expectations for on-farm
performance.

This fact sheet is designed to give you the tools to help you determine whether data from a
field trial is science fact or science fiction.

What are the best sources of field trial data?

Field trials are conducted by a broad range of individuals and institutions, including
universities, ag input suppliers, chemical and seed companies and growers themselves. All
are potentially good sources of information.

What are the common types of field trials?

Most field trials fall into one of two categories: side-by-side trials (often referred to as strip
trials) or small-plot replicated trials. Side-by-side trials are the most common form of on-farm
tests. As the name suggests, these trials involve testing practices or products against one
another in plots arrayed across a field, often in strips the width of the harvesting equipment.

These strips should be replicated across the field or repeated at several locations to increase
reliability. Small-plot replicated trials often are conducted by universities and companies at
central locations because of the complexity of managing them and the special planting and
harvesting equipment often required.  

Replicated treatments increase the reliability of an experiment. They compare practices or
products against one another multiple times under uniform growing conditions in several
randomized small plots in the same field or location.

Small-plot replicated trials also may be conducted on farmers’ fields where special conditions
exist, for example, a weed infestation that does not occur on an experiment station.

Are side-by-side plots more valuable than small-plot replicated trials, or vice versa?

Both types of plots can provide good information. The key is to evaluate the reliability of the
data. It is also important to consider the applicability of the trial to your farming operation.
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When is plot data valid, and when isn’t it?

There isn’t a black-and-white answer to that questions. But there are good rules of thumb that
can help guide you. Consider these three field trial scenarios:

Scenario 1:

A single on-farm side-by-side trial comparing 10 varieties. Each variety is planted in one
strip the width of the harvesting equipment and is 250 to 300 feet long.

What you can learn:

This trial will allow you to get a general feel for each variety or hybrid in the test,
including how it grows and develops during the season.  However, this trial, by itself,
probably won’t be able to reliably measure differences in yield. This is because
variability within the field, even if it appears to be relatively uniform, may be large
enough to cause yield variations that mask genetic difference among the varieties.
Other varietal characteristics, such as maturity or micronaire in cotton, can also be
masked by soil variation.

Scenario 2:

Yield data from side-by-side variety trials conducted on the same varieties on multiple
farms in your region.

What you can learn:

When data from multiple side-by-side trials are considered together, reliability
increases. In this case, the more trials comparing the same varieties, the better. As you
go from three to five to 10 or more locations, the certainty goes up that yield differences
represent genetic differences and not field variability. Be aware, however, that small
differences between treatments (in this case varieties) may still be within the margin of
random variability of the combined trial and may not indicate actual genetic differences.
One treatment will almost always be numerically higher. Statistical analysis helps
determine if differences are significant (consistent).  

Scenario 3:

A university-style small-block replicated trial comparing the same 10 varieties.
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What can you learn:

Data from such trials, if they are designed well and carried out precisely, generally are
reliable. That is, the results generally determine the yield potential of crop varieties.
However, it is still important to consider whether results are applicable to your farming
operation and are consistent with other research. 

How do I know whether differences in yield, for example, are real and not caused by
field variability or sloppy research?  

Scientists use statistical analysis to help determine whether differences are real or are the
result of experimental error, such as field variation.  

The two most commonly used statistics are Least Significant Difference (LSD) and the
Coefficient of Variation (CV), both of which can provide insight on the validity of trial data. If
these values aren’t provided with trial results, ask for them.

Least Significant Difference (LSD) is the minimum amount that two varieties must differ to be
considered significantly different. Consider a trial where the LSD for yield is four bushels per
acre. If one variety yields 45 bushels per acre and another yields 43 bushels per acre, the two
are not statistically different in yield. The difference in their yields is due to normal field
variation, not to their genetics. In this example, a variety that yields 45 bushels per acre is
significantly better than those yielding less than 41 bushels per acre. In many research trials,
LSDs are calculated at confidence level of 75 to 95 percent. For example, a confidence level
of 95 percent means you can be 95 percent certain that yield differences greater than the LSD
amount are due to genetics and not to plot variability.

Coefficient of Variation (CV) measures the relative amount of random experimental variability
not accounted for in the design of a test. It is expressed as a percent of the overall average
of the test.  

For measuring yield differences, CV’s of up to five percent are considered excellent; 5.1 to 10
percent are considered good; and 10.1 to 15 percent are fair.

A high CV means there must be larger differences among treatments to conclude that
significant differences exist. The bottom line: When considering yield test data, be skeptical
when the CV exceeds 15 percent.  

Is a one-year test valid, or are several years of results necessary to know whether one
product or practice is superior to another?  

In an ideal world, having several years of tests to verify use of a practice or product is best.
But where changes are rapid, such as with crop varieties, having university data from multiple
years isn’t always possible.
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When multi-year university data aren’t available, pay more careful attention to statistical
measures like CV and LSD, and the number of locations and testing environments.

Multi-year data on yield and performance can also be requested from the developers of new
products prior to university testing. In either case, be cautious about making major production
changes and trying large acreages of a given variety based on one year’s data.

How should I evaluate trial results that are markedly different from other research in my
area?

When research results are at odds with the preponderance of scientific evidence, examine the
new research with extra care.

Pay special attention to factors that might have influenced the outcome, such as soil type,
planting date, soil moisture and other environmental conditions, and disease, insect and weed
pressures. For example, was the growing season unusually wet or unusually dry? When was
it dry or wet?  What was the crop growth stage when it was wet or dry?  Was there a disease
that affected one variety or hybrid more than another one?  Were there insect problems?
Could this have influenced the trial’s outcome and its applicability to your operation? If you
determine that unusual circumstances affected the outcome, be cautious about how you use
the results.
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