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WHAT’S GOIN’ ON… 
 

Anniversary Issue:  This is the first anniversary issue of the Soybean and 
Feedgrain Review. The newsletter has been well received and is distributed electronically to 
more than 500 clientele. In addition, the newsletter is posted on Soyfax and other 
agriculture- related Web sites. As always, if you know of someone who would like to receive 
this newsletter, please contact Dr. David Y. Lanclos, Rob Ferguson or Donna Morgan. 

 
 
This article was written by Dr. David Y. Lanclos, Dr. Ken Whitam, Dr. Ray Schneider, Dr. 

Boyd Padgett, and Dr. Clayton Hollier. 
 
Rust Situation Generating Questions:  On November 6, 2004, the first case of soybean 

rust in the United States was found in a Louisiana production field at an LSU AgCenter research 
station near Baton Rouge.  A sample from this field was sent to APHIS Laboratory in Beltsville, Md., 
and confirmed to be positive for Phakopsora pachyrhizi, the causal agent for Asian Soybean Rust.  
Since that time, teams have searched more than 10,000 square miles for other occurrences of 
soybean rust and found additional samples that have been positive for this organism.  Search teams 
now are fanning out across other Gulf South states looking for rust. 
 

The LSU AgCenter, in conjunction with USDA, APHIS, ARS and the Louisiana Department of 
Agriculture and Forestry, worked together following the federal response guidelines to investigate the 
problem.  All of these organizations had collaborated and simulated rust exercises before rust was 
found. It was necessary to follow strict protocol to identify samples. Because the rust pathogen has 
been designated a “select agent” that could be used by terrorists to threaten the United States, the 
FBI and Homeland Security were involved. 
 



To put things in perspective, the introduction of soybean rust into the United States is not an 
unexpected event.  We knew at some point it would be introduced.  Universities and governmental 
agencies have been proactive in conducting studies on how best to deal with rust when it arrived. In 
2003, fungicide studies were conducted in St. Landry and, in 2004, they were repeated in Concordia 
Parish.  Section 18 labels were submitted to the EPA in April for their review.  County agents and 
other AgCenter personnel have looked for the pathogen in various locations as they visited individual 
farms. 
 

Rust is not new. Other countries have dealt with it for years and are still growing soybeans 
successfully. At this time, chemical fungicide sprays are used successfully to treat infected fields.  
Most fields require two treatments. The Section 18 Emergency Exemption for Louisiana is in place 
and is being reviewed by the EPA. The review process will be completed before next year’s growing 
season. When this has been determined, lists of available products, their efficacy and their cost will 
be assembled and distributed to growers.  
 

Research generated in other countries will aid southern farmers in making decisions about 
controlling rust. Variety selection will become increasingly important. Rust is just another factor we 
will have to deal with. Variety selection becomes more critical than ever, even though there are no 
known commercial varieties with resistance at this time. High-yielding, well-adapted varieties must 
be selected if you intend to grow soybeans in Louisiana. There is simply no wiggle room for unproven 
varieties. Fortunately, the variety database is large, and there are many varieties from which to 
choose. 
 

In 2005, growers trying to decide whether to plant beans should factor two applications of 
fungicides into their budgets. Growers already using a fungicide actually will encounter only the cost 
of one additional application. These estimated costs are $20 per acre. If rust hits the crop early, 
fungicides will no longer be a choice but will become standard practice. Fungicides will have to be 
used on all fields or those not sprayed will serve as inoculum sources for other nearby fields. In 
2005, there is the possibility the inoculum load may be light and one application may be all that is 
needed. Producers are urged to get together and group plant and spray their beans for additional 
control. 
 

Dr. Monte Miles, research pathologist with USDA/ARS in Urbana, Ill., and one of the nation’s 
top experts on rust shared the following thoughts: 
 

Several fungicides will be available for controlling rust. They come in two classes; preventive 
and curative. Preventive treatments are applied during early reproductive stages of soybean growth 
before or just after infection occur. Curative fungicides stop rust after it has become established. 
Preventive treatments usually cost less than curative treatments. There is a residual amount of yield 
loss if the rust is established in the field and curative treatments are necessary. 
 

Cultural practices may influence the yield losses and may potentially help in its control. Row 
spacing, for example, can influence disease severity. The disease spreads faster in wide-row beans 
because of the wind-borne nature of the spores. Narrow-row beans, however, provide a better 
microenvironment and promote greater spore production, resulting in hot spots in the field. Early 
planted beans may escape some of the initial infection; however, international data are mixed. It is 
also possible the spore load will be lighter earlier in the season and could cause less damage to early 
planted beans.    
 

Bottom line is this:  There is much to learn, and 2005 will be just the beginning. We have to 
stress as that there is no reason to panic, but it is time to make tough decisions.  We will get through 
this, but some things will change. Proper variety selection, preventive sprays and timing of sprays 
will be critical. Another strategy might be to stagger planting to make sure not all plants hit the 
reproductive stage at the same time, because your neighbors will be calling on planes and ground 
rigs also.   
 
  We anticipate some acreage shifts for Louisiana. Areas where soybean profit margins are very 
slim at best will be hardest hit by rust. Producers may opt not to grow beans at all or shift to another 



commodity. Where profit potential is better, beans will continue to be grown successfully. In the 
coming weeks, we will address the economics of rust and how it will affect producers. If you have 
been putting out a full rate of Quadris and Topsin-M, then you are essentially looking at one more 
application regarding cost. If you have been putting no fungicide out, then you are looking at two 
with a price tag yet to be determined but somewhere between $30 to $60.   
 
                                                                                                            
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
More information and updates on the rust situation can be accessed at                           

www.apsnet.org/online/feature/rust and the LSU AgCenter’s Web site at  
 www.lsuagcenter/subjects/soybeanrust. 
  
 ASA List of Rust Fungicide Products:  This list was updated November 10, 2004 by the 
American Soybean Association for use on Asian Soybean Rust in the United States. 
 

APPROVED BY 
EPA 

FUNGICIDE TRADE NAME STATUS MANUFACTURER 

1. AZOXYSTROBIN QUADRIS ALREADY 
REGISTERED 

SYNGENTA 

2. CHLOROTHANLONIL BRAVO,ECHO ALREADY 
REGISTERED 

SYNGENTA, 
SIPCAM AGRO 

3. MYCLOBUTANIL LAREDO EC GRANTED 
SECTION 18 

DOW 
 
 

Pustules form at more mature stages of 
disease, eventually causing premature 
senescence in plants. 

Beginning symptoms of Asian Soybean 
Rust – tan or reddish-brown lesions 
that begin on lower leaves of plant.  
When mature, these lesions produce 
pustules that can be seen with a hand 
lens. 



4. PROPICONAZOLE TILT, PROPIMAX 
EC, BUMPER 

GRANTED 
SECTION 18 

SYNGENTA, DOW, 
MAKHTESHIN-

AGAN 
 

* BOSCALID (MUST 
BE COMBINED 

WITH 
PYRACLOSTROBIN) 

PRISTINE GRANTED FULL 
REGISTRATION 

BASF 

** PYRACLOSTROBIN HEADLINE TOLERANCES 
ESTABLISHED BUT 

LABE NOT YET 
ISSUED 

BASF 

5. TEBUCONAZOLE FOLICUR GRANTED 
SECTION 18 

BAYER 

 TRIFLOXYSTROBIN 
(MUST BE 

COMBINED WITH 
PROPICONAZOLE) 

STRATEGO SECTION 18 
PENDING 

BAYER 

 TETRACONAZOLE EMINENT SECTION 18 
DECISION 
PENDING 

SIPCAM AGRO 

 
 
 
 This article and information were provided by Dr. Kurt Guidry, LSU AgCenter economist. 
 
 Economic Considerations with Soybean Rust:  For a several years, there has been 
much said and published about the potential for soybean rust and its impact on the soybean 
industry. Unfortunately, as was feared, soybean rust was verified in Louisiana. With the disease now 
known to be in the United States, and specifically here in Louisiana, the question now becomes what 
this will mean for the Louisiana soybean industry.    
 

In the short term, the presence of soybean rust will likely have only minimal impact on the 
soybean market. With more than 90 percent of the 2004 U.S. and Louisiana soybean crops 
harvested, the presence of rust will not affect the supply and demand situation for the 2004/05 
marketing year and should, therefore, have only minimal impact on price trends.  

 
The long-term impact of soybean rust, however, is not as certain. The consensus is that the 

presence of soybean rust will mean increased production costs and lower yields. To address what 
these impacts may have on the profitability of the Louisiana soybean industry, data and experiences 
from the Louisiana Soybean Research Verification Program (LSRVP) were used to examine estimated 
soybean costs and returns under the presence of soybean rust.  

 
While the presence of soybean rust will require increased management by producers, the 

management of soybean diseases is not a new activity for them. Results from the LSRVP indicate that 
20 percent of the 65 fields enrolled in the program from 1998 to 2003 received fungicide applications 
(See Table 1). In those fields in which fungicides were applied, one application per field was made at 
an average cost of the fungicide of $13.15 per acre (See Table 2). The cost of the fungicide, along with 
the cost of application, brought the variable costs per acre of fields in which fungicides were applied 
to $130.99 as compared $112.97 per acre for those fields in which no fungicides were applied. What 
the results in Tables 1 and 2 do not show, however, is that of the 13 fields that were sprayed with a 
fungicide, only one field was located north of Alexandria. So, while the use of fungicide to address 
disease is not new, it has traditionally been isolated to south Louisiana. 

 
Using the information from the LSRVP, estimated costs and returns were developed for two 

scenarios under base assumptions. Under the “No Rust” scenario, the average variable cost from 
LSRVP fields that were not forced to manage for disease and, therefore, did not apply fungicides was 
used as the base cost of growing soybeans. The “Rust” scenario takes that base cost and adds to that 
the estimated cost of making two applications of fungicide. Yield under the “No Rust” scenario was 



set at the average of the National Agricultural Statistics Service’s estimate of yield for Louisiana from 
2001 to 2003.  The years from 1998 to 2000 were not used to estimate yield because yields in each of 
those years were affected negatively by weather. Yield under the “Rust” scenario was assumed to be 
10 percent lower than under the “No Rust” scenario. 

 
Table 3 shows the cost and returns of the two scenarios for an owner-operator. Because of 

increased production costs and reduced revenue from lower yields, the presence of soybean rust is 
estimated to reduce returns above variable cost by more than $50 per acre. While the reduction in 
returns above variable costs is definitely a negative impact on the soybean industry, the results do 
indicate that positive per acre returns are still possible.  While the difference in the “No Rust” and 
“Rust” scenarios is also roughly $50 per acre for the tenant-operator, the implications are quite 
different.  Assuming a 20 percent rental arrangement, Table 4 indicates that returns above variable 
cost fall from a positive $28.98 per acre under the “No Rust” scenario to a negative $18.64 per acre 
under the “Rust” scenario.  Therefore, for the tenant-operator, the existence of soybean rust under 
these assumptions not only reduces returns above variable costs, but also prevents positive returns 
from being made.  This obviously creates uncertainty for the ability of tenant-operators with average 
to below-average yields to remain economically viable in light of soybean rust. In addition, keep in 
mind that Tables 3 and 4 only provide estimates of returns above variable costs and are not a final 
indication of the ultimate profitability of soybeans. Fixed costs such as debt payments, interest 
expense and family living expenses would also have to be covered before profits are made.  

 
While Tables 3 and 4 give some indication of soybean rust’s impact on soybean profitability, it 

should be pointed out that there are still many uncertainties regarding this disease. Tables 3 and 4 
provide estimates of costs and returns under a specific set of assumptions. Changing assumptions 
regarding yields and yield loss, costs of fungicides and number of fungicide applications can 
drastically change results. As a result, sensitivity analysis was conducted to see how changes in the 
assumptions used to derive Tables 3 and 4 would affect returns. Tables 6 thru 8 provide returns 
above variable costs per acre when these assumptions and base levels are altered.  

 
For Tables 6 thru 8, the one assumption that remains constant is the assumption of the 

producer being a tenant-operator with a 20 percent rental arrangement. Given the predominance of 
tenant-operators, it was felt that this assumption would be more realistic than the owner-operator.  
Keep in mind, however, that the outlook for returns would be improved for the owner-operator.   

 
Table 1.  Fungicide Applications Under the Louisiana Soybean Verification Program, 1998 – 
2003 
 Total Number Number of Fields Percent Of Fields 
Year Of Fields With Fungicide Applications With Fungicide Applications 
1998 14 0 0.00% 
1999 13 3 23.08% 
2000 15 5 33.33% 
2001 12 3 25.00% 
2002 N/A N/A N/A 
2003 11 2 18.18% 
    
Total 65 13 20.00% 

 
Table 2.  Variable Costs Per Acre- Louisiana Soybean Research Verification Program, 1998 -
2003 

 Average Variable Average Variable  
 Cost Per Acre Cost Per Acre  
 Fields With No Fields With Average Cost Of 

Year Fungicide Application Fungicide Application Fungicide 
1998 $114.80 N/A N/A 
1999 $114.87 $124.36 $12.79 
2000 $119.67 $141.92 $12.06 



2001 $106.99 $137.04 $11.19 
2002 N/A N/A N/A 
2003 $107.62 $120.63 $16.56 

    
Average $112.79 $130.99 $13.15 
Table 3.  Estimated Soybean Cost And Returns For Owner/Operator Under No Rust and Rust  
              Scenarios 

 No   
 Rust Rust  
 ScenarioA ScenarioB Difference 

 Average Variable Costs Per AcreC $112.79 $146.23 $33.44 
    

 Estimated Yield 33.0 29.7 -3.3 
    

 Cost Per Bushel $3.42 $4.92 $1.51 
    

 Expected Selling Price 5.37 5.37 0 
    

 Returns Per BushelD $1.95 $0.45 ($1.51) 
    

 Returns Per AcreD $64.42 $13.26 ($51.16) 
 A Under the no rust scenario, average variable costs per acre were set at the average variable 
costs of the 52 fields enrolled in the Louisiana Soybean Research Verification program that did not 
apply fungicide from 1998 to 2003.  
  Estimated yield was set based on an average of National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) 
estimates for Louisiana soybean yields. Estimated selling price was set at the average of NASS’s 
estimates of the annual marketing year prices for Louisiana from 1998 to 2003. 
 B Under the rust scenario, average variable costs per acre were increased from the no rust 
scenario by the cost of two applications of fungicide. The cost of each fungicide application was 
estimated assuming 6 ounces per acre of fungicide at a cost of $250 per gallon along with a custom 
application charge of $5 per acre. Estimated yield under the rust scenario was set at 90 percent of 
the estimated yield under the no rust scenario.   
 C Variable costs include input costs (seed, pesticide, etc.), fuel costs, repair and maintenance 
on machinery and labor costs. It does not include any fixed costs (debt payments, family living 
expenses, depreciation, etc.) or interest expense on operating loans.   
 D Returns per acre and per bushel represent returns above variable cost only. They do not 
represent expected profit.  
 

Table 4.  Estimated Soybean Cost And Returns For Tenant Operator Under No Rust and Rust  
              Scenarios 

 No   
 Rust Rust  
 ScenarioA ScenarioB Difference 

 Average Variable Costs Per AcreC $112.79 $146.23 $33.44 
    

 Estimated YieldD 26.4 23.8 -2.6 
    

 Cost Per Bushel $4.27 $6.15 $1.88 
    

 Expected Selling Price $5.37 $5.37 $0.00 
    

 Returns Per BushelE $1.10 ($0.78) ($1.88) 
    

 Returns Per AcreE $28.98 ($18.64) ($47.61) 



 A Under the no rust scenario, average variable costs per acre were set at the average variable 
costs of the 52 fields enrolled in the Louisiana Soybean Research Verification program that did not 
apply fungicide from 1998 to 2003.  
  Estimated yield was set based on an average of National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) 
estimates for Louisiana soybean yields. Estimated selling price was set at the average of NASS’s 
estimates of the annual marketing year prices for Louisiana from 1998 to 2003. 
 B Under the rust scenario, average variable costs per acre were increased from the no rust 
scenario by the cost of two applications of fungicide. The cost of each fungicide application was 
estimated assuming 6 ounces per acre of fungicide at a cost of $250 per gallon along with a custom 
application charge of $5 per acre. Estimated yield under the rust scenario was set at 90 percent of 
the estimated yield under the no rust scenario.   
 C Variable costs include input costs (seed, pesticide, etc.), fuel costs, repair and maintenance 
on machinery and labor costs. It does not include any fixed costs (debt payments, family living 
expenses, depreciation, etc.) or interest expense on operating loans.   
 D Estimated yield for the tenant operator is set at 80 percent of the estimated normal yield of 33 
bushels.  
 E Returns per acre and per bushel represent returns above variable cost only.  They do not 
represent expected profit.  
 

Table 5.  Estimated Returns Above Variable Costs Under Varying Yield Reduction and 
Fungicide  
              Application ScenariosA 

Percent Reduction No One Two Three Four 
From Normal Yield Application Application Applications Applications Applicatio

ns 
0% $28.98 $12.26 ($4.46) ($21.18) ($37.90) 
5% $21.89 $5.17 ($11.55) ($28.27) ($44.99) 
10% $14.80 ($1.92) ($18.64) ($35.36) ($52.08) 
15% $7.71 ($9.01) ($25.73) ($42.45) ($59.17) 
20% $0.62 ($16.10) ($32.82) ($49.54) ($66.26) 
25% ($6.46) ($23.18) ($39.90) ($56.62) ($73.34) 
30% ($13.55) ($30.27) ($46.99) ($63.71) ($80.43) 
40% ($27.73) ($44.45) ($61.17) ($77.89) ($94.61) 
50% ($41.91) ($58.63) ($75.35) ($92.07) ($108.79) 
60% ($56.08) ($72.80) ($89.52) ($106.24) ($122.96) 
70% ($70.26) ($86.98) ($103.70) ($120.42) ($137.14) 
80% ($84.44) ($101.16) ($117.88) ($134.60) ($151.32) 
90% ($98.61) ($115.33) ($132.05) ($148.77) ($165.49) 
100% ($112.79) ($129.51) ($146.23) ($162.95) ($179.67) 

  
  A Estimated returns were based on the following assumptions: 
  Normal Yield = 33 bushels per acre 
  Variable Costs = $112.79 per acre 
  Fungicide Application Costs = $16.72 per application 
  Market Price = $5.37 per bushel 
  Land Rent = 20% rental share 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Table 6.  Estimated Returns Above Variable Costs Under Varying Yield Reduction and Normal 
Yield  
              ScenariosA 

Percent 30% 20% 10%  10% 20% 30% 
Reduction Below Below Below Base Above Above Above 

From 
Normal 

Base Base Base Yield Base Base Base 

Yield 23.1 Bu. 26.4 Bu. 32.1Bu. 33 Bu. 36.3 Bu. 39.6 Bu. 42.9 Bu. 
0% ($46.99) ($32.82) ($8.33) ($4.46) $9.71 $23.89 $38.07 
5% ($51.95) ($38.49) ($15.22) ($11.55) $1.92 $15.39 $28.85 

10% ($56.92) ($44.16) ($22.12) ($18.64) ($5.88) $6.88 $19.64 
15% ($61.88) ($49.83) ($29.01) ($25.73) ($13.68) ($1.63) $10.42 
20% ($66.84) ($55.50) ($35.91) ($32.82) ($21.47) ($10.13) $1.21 
25% ($71.80) ($61.17) ($42.80) ($39.90) ($29.27) ($18.64) ($8.01) 
30% ($76.76) ($66.84) ($49.70) ($46.99) ($37.07) ($27.14) ($17.22) 
40% ($86.69) ($78.18) ($63.49) ($61.17) ($52.66) ($44.16) ($35.65) 
50% ($96.61) ($89.52) ($77.28) ($75.35) ($68.26) ($61.17) ($54.08) 
60% ($106.53) ($100.86) ($91.07) ($89.52) ($83.85) ($78.18) ($72.51) 
70% ($116.46) ($112.21) ($104.86) ($103.70) ($99.45) ($95.19) ($90.94) 
80% ($126.38) ($123.55) ($118.65) ($117.88) ($115.04) ($112.21) ($109.37) 
90% ($136.31) ($134.89) ($132.44) ($132.05) ($130.64) ($129.22) ($127.80) 

100% ($146.23) ($146.23) ($146.23) ($146.23) ($146.23) ($146.23) ($146.23) 
 A Estimated returns were based on the following assumptions: 
  Variable Costs = $112.79 per acre 
  2 Fungicide Applications = $33.44 per acre 
  Market Price = $5.37 per bushel 
  Land Rent = 20% rental share 
 
 

Table 7.  Estimated Returns Above Variable Costs Under Varying Yield Reduction and Market 
Price  
              ScenariosA 

Percent        
Reduction Market Market Market Market Market Market Market 

From Normal Price Price Price Price Price Price Price 
Yield $4.50/bu $5.00/bu $5.50/bu $6.00/bu $6.50/bu $7.00/bu $7.50/bu 
0% ($27.43) ($14.23) ($1.03) $12.17 $25.37 $38.57 $51.77 
5% ($33.37) ($20.83) ($8.29) $4.25 $16.79 $29.33 $41.87 
10% ($39.31) ($27.43) ($15.55) ($3.67) $8.21 $20.09 $31.97 
15% ($45.25) ($34.03) ($22.81) ($11.59) ($0.37) $10.85 $22.07 
20% ($51.19) ($40.63) ($30.07) ($19.51) ($8.95) $1.61 $12.17 
25% ($57.13) ($47.23) ($37.33) ($27.43) ($17.53) ($7.63) $2.27 
30% ($63.07) ($53.83) ($44.59) ($35.35) ($26.11) ($16.87) ($7.63) 
40% ($74.95) ($67.03) ($59.11) ($51.19) ($43.27) ($35.35) ($27.43) 
50% ($86.83) ($80.23) ($73.63) ($67.03) ($60.43) ($53.83) ($47.23) 
60% ($98.71) ($93.43) ($88.15) ($82.87) ($77.59) ($72.31) ($67.03) 
70% ($110.59) ($106.63) ($102.67) ($98.71) ($94.75) ($90.79) ($86.83) 
80% ($122.47) ($119.83) ($117.19) ($114.55) ($111.91) ($109.27) ($106.63) 
90% ($134.35) ($133.03) ($131.71) ($130.39) ($129.07) ($127.75) ($126.43) 
100% ($146.23) ($146.23) ($146.23) ($146.23) ($146.23) ($146.23) ($146.23) 

 A Estimated returns were based on the following assumptions: 
  Normal Yield = 33 bushels per acre 
  Variable Costs = $112.79 per acre 
  2 Fungicide Applications = $33.44 per acre 
  Land Rent = 20% rental share 
 



Table 8.  Estimated Returns Above Variable Costs Under Varying Yield Reduction and Per 
Application  
              Fungicide Costs ScenariosA 

    Base     
Percent 30% 20% 10% Application 10% 20% 30% 

Reduction Below Below Below Fungicide Above Above Above 
From 

Normal 
Base Base Base Costs Base Base Base 

Yield $11.70/ap
p. 

$13.38/ap
p. 

$15.05/ap
p. 

$16.72/ap
p. 

$18.39/ap
p. 

$20.06/ap
p. 

$21.74/ap
p. 

0% $5.57 $2.23 ($1.12) ($4.46) ($7.81) ($11.15) ($14.49) 
5% ($1.52) ($4.86) ($8.21) ($11.55) ($14.89) ($18.24) ($21.58) 
10% ($8.61) ($11.95) ($15.29) ($18.64) ($21.98) ($25.33) ($28.67) 
15% ($15.70) ($19.04) ($22.38) ($25.73) ($29.07) ($32.42) ($35.76) 
20% ($22.78) ($26.13) ($29.47) ($32.82) ($36.16) ($39.50) ($42.85) 
25% ($29.87) ($33.22) ($36.56) ($39.90) ($43.25) ($46.59) ($49.94) 
30% ($36.96) ($40.30) ($43.65) ($46.99) ($50.34) ($53.68) ($57.02) 
40% ($51.14) ($54.48) ($57.83) ($61.17) ($64.51) ($67.86) ($71.20) 
50% ($65.31) ($68.66) ($72.00) ($75.35) ($78.69) ($82.03) ($85.38) 
60% ($79.49) ($82.83) ($86.18) ($89.52) ($92.87) ($96.21) ($99.55) 
70% ($93.67) ($97.01) ($100.36) ($103.70) ($107.04) ($110.39) ($113.73) 
80% ($107.84) ($111.19) ($114.53) ($117.88) ($121.22) ($124.56) ($127.91) 
90% ($122.02) ($125.37) ($128.71) ($132.05) ($135.40) ($138.74) ($142.09) 
100% ($136.20) ($139.54) ($142.89) ($146.23) ($149.57) ($152.92) ($156.26) 

  

 A Estimated returns were based on the following assumptions: 
  Normal Yield = 33 bushels per acre 
  Variable Costs = $112.79 per acre 
  Fungicide Applications = 2 applications 
  Market Price = $5.37 per bushel  
  Land Rent = 20% rental share 
 
      

SOYBEAN UPDATE  
 

This information was provided by Dr. Jack Baldwin, entomologist and professor. 
 
      New Pest Problems?  The soybean aphid has apparently been found in Louisiana. It is a 
tiny aphid, less than 1/16 inch and not very noticeable when present in small numbers. The skin 
casts were actually more noticeable than the aphid. 
            

 I don’t think it is in the same league with the red shouldered stink bug, and certainly not 
with soybean rust. It is another pest that we will have to deal with, however, if it thrives in Louisiana. 
I have always hoped that it wouldn’t. Time will tell. 
            

 On the positive side, there appears to be a pretty good databank of information and 
recommendations from the Midwest, where it first appeared in 2000. On older leaves, it should be 
found on the lower surface. It appears on the upper surface of new leaves and terminal growth.  

 
  



  
Soybean Demos:  All Group IV, V and VI demonstrations have been harvested. This 

information, including yields, can be accessed at www.lsuagcenter.com/Subjects/Soybean  and 
select Extension Demonstrations for specific parish and maturity group results.    

 
Louisiana Soybean Association (LSA):  LSA is a producer-based soybean organization 

affiliated with the American Soybean Association (ASA) and the United Soybean Board (USB). This 
organization has many roles, including updating statewide soybean producers on current legislative 
and environmental issues. The LSA also has representatives on the ASA and USB boards. This allows 
Louisiana issues to be brought to a national audience. As a member of LSA, you support local, state, 
national and international promotion and use of soybeans. Membership is available to anyone 
involved in production agriculture. Agribusiness personnel are also strongly encouraged to join. For 
more information about becoming a member of LSA, please contact: 
   
 

Dr. David Y. Lanclos   (318) 473-6530 office 
   8105 Tom Bowman Drive  (318) 308-5386 cell 
   Dean Lee Research Station  (318) 473-6535 fax 
   Alexandria, LA  71302   dlanclos@agcenter.lsu.edu 
 
 

To join online:  The Web address is www.soygrowers.com.  Select membership and enter your 
information. 

 
 

CORN UPDATE 
 

 
Extension Demos:  All of the corn demonstration plots have been harvested. The yield 

results are at: www.lsuagcenter.com/grains/corn  and select Extension Demonstrations for 
individual parish results.   

                 
 
Variety Trials:  LSU AgCenter Commercial Variety Trials (CVTs) have been harvested at the 

different research stations across the state. Information from these CVTs and the 2005 
Recommended Corn Hybrids can be accessed at:  www.lsuagcenter.com/grains/corn. Select Variety 
Trials & Recommendations to see individual research station data. Contact Dr. Steve Moore, 
statewide coordinator of the soybean and corn CVTs, with any questions. 
 

Soybean aphid compared in size to other 
insects.  



GRAIN SORGHUM UPDATE 
 

2005 Recommended Hybrids:  Listed below are the recommended hybrids for grain 
sorghum for the 2005 growing season.   

 
Table 1.  Yields of Recommended Grain Sorghum Hybrids, 2003-2004. 
                                                                              Locations1   
Brand Name                                                                                                          2-year 
And Hybrid          BR3   C       SJ Non       SJ Irr         W             Mean2  
Asgrow A571 4675 5179 5142 5297 5027  5161     
DeKalb DK52        3822* 4025* 4656* 5235 4571*  4622   
DeKalb DKS53-11        5477** 4701* 4672* 4620* 5114  4777           
DeKalb DKS54-00 4200* 4112* 4206* 4425* 5176  4480                  
DynaGro 751B 4895 5096 4819 5285 4560*  4940                      
DynaGro 762B 5191 4078* 4434* 4745* 4674*  4483            
DynaGro 780B 4722 4671* 4961 6002 5347  5245 
Garst 5440 4061* 4607* 5056 5284 4123*  4768 
Garst 5515 4688 4500* 4883 5007* 4237*  4657 
Golden Acres 3694 4735 4044* 4831 5106* 4598*  4645 
Golden Acres 444E 4650* 4565* 4829 4994* 4478*  4717 
Pioneer 83G15 4998** 4576* 4936 4962* 5220  4924 
Pioneer 83G66 4885 5254 5477 5788 5793  5578 
Pioneer 84G62 4710 5301 5142 5255 5079  5194 
Southern States 650 4739 4923 5365 5437 4796*  5130 
Southern States 800 4996 4115* 4881 5187 5089  4818 
Terral TV1050 4662* 4931 4918 5333 4231*  4853 
Terral TV93S72 4058* 3803* 5152 5132* 3903*  4498    
 Terral TV9421 4938 4307* 5132 4929* 4414*  4696 
Terral TV96H81 5346 4896 5201 5230 4837*  5041 
Triumph TR82-G 5011 4576* 4656* 5496 4724*  4863 
*Yield reported but not recommended at respective location. 
**Only one year data from 2004 reported, therefore not recommended at respective location. 
 
1Data from Dean Lee Research Station, Alexandria (A); Ben Hur Central Station, Baton Rouge (BR); 
Red River Research Station, Bossier City (BC); Rice Research Station, Crowley (C); Northeast 
Research Station, St. Joseph non-irrigated and irrigated, respectively (SJ Non and SJ Irr); Macon 
Ridge Research Station, Winnsboro (W).  All yields are last two-year averages expressed in pounds 
per acre. 
2Mean derived by averaging across all locations (except Baton Rouge) that had two-year data for 2003 
and 2004     
3Two-year average for Baton Rouge from 2002 and 2004 (2003 data not available).  
           
 DynaGro X1753B and Monsanto X204 are recommended varieties, but are experimental hybrids.     
 
 
           Extension Demos:  All grain sorghum demonstration plots have been harvested. Yield 
results and the 2005 Recommended Grain Sorghum Hybrids are available at: 
www.lsuagcenter.com/grains/sorghum. Select Extension Demonstrations for individual parish 
results or Variety Trials and Recommendations for individual research station data. 
 
 



  LAGNIAPPE 
 
                    This information was provided by Dr. Bill Williams, LSU AgCenter weed scientist 
 

Weed Control in Wheat:  Now is the time to think about weed control in wheat.  Every 
year we start getting phone calls in late February and March about how to control weeds in wheat.  
Generally it is too late by then to remove weeds from wheat.  Most of our calls are about Annual 
bluegrass.  The two best options for bluegrass are Sencor and Osprey.  Unless a producer has a weak 
stand of wheat, it generally does not pay to control bluegrass, especially if you wait too long and have 
to use something like Osprey.  Sencor is the most economical option on tolerant varieties and should 
be applied at 3 oz/A after wheat reaches the 2-3 leaf stage.  This treatment will take care of most 
winter annuals, but additional treatments will be required for ryegrass, dock and onions or garlic.  
Ryegrass needs to be controlled with Hoelon or Osprey before it begins to tiller or wheat begins to 
joint.  Harmony Extra is the best option for wild garlic and can be used from 2 leaf wheat through 3 
nodes.  Clarity plus 2,4-D is the best option for onions and can be used after wheat is fully tillered 
but before it begins to joint.  Both 2,4-D and Harmony Extra are good options for dock and other 
broadleaf weeds.  Even though Harmony Extra is more expensive than 2,4-D it does have a wider 
application window.  

        

UPCOMING EVENTS 
 
  

December 
 
 December 7 - Acadia Parish Advisory Meeting, Crowley 
 December 13-14 – LSU AgCenter Annual Conference, Baton Rouge 
 December 16 – Jeff Davis Parish Advisory Meeting, Jennings 
January 
 

January 5 – Evangeline Parish Grower Meeting. Ville Platte 
January 7 – Tri-State Soybean Meeting, Dumas, Ark. 
January 10 – Caddo Parish Grower Meeting 
January 11 – Natchitoches Parish Grower Meeting 
January 12-13 – LSU AgCenter Outlook Conference, Baton Rouge 
January 13-14 – Conservation Tillage Conference, Houston, Tex. 
January  19-22 – LA Ag Expo, Monroe 
January 20 – Tensas Parish Recertification Meeting   
January 24-26 – SWSS Meeting  
January 28 – Concordia Parish Grower Meeting 
January 31 – Pointe Coupee/WBR/Iberville Farm Forum, New Roads 
 

  
February 

 
February 1 – Corn Forum, Rayville 
February 3 – Jeff Davis Grower Meeting 
February 4 – LCPA Meeting 
February 7-9 – Precision Ag Conference, Tunica, Miss. 
February 10 – Soybean Forum, Rayville 
February 24-25 – Commodity Classic, Austin, Texas 
 



PERSONNEL 
 

STATE SPECIALISTS 
 

       Dr. Jack Baldwin, Professor, Entomology, Baton Rouge 
  jbaldwin@agcenter.lsu.edu 

Responsibilities:  Soybeans, Corn & Grain Sorghum 
        Dr. Clayton Hollier, Professor, Plant Pathology, Baton Rouge 
  chollier@agcenter.lsu.edu 
  Responsibilities:  Grain Sorghum & Corn 

Dr. David Lanclos, Assistant Professor and Specialist, Dean Lee Research and Extension         
Center 

  dlanclos@agcenter.lsu.edu 
  Responsibilities:  Soybeans, Corn & Grain Sorghum 
 Dr. Charles Overstreet, Professor, Plant Pathology, Baton Rouge 
  coverstreet@agcenter.lsu.edu 
  Responsibilities:  Nematodes in all agronomic crops 
 Dr. Ken Whitam, Professor, Plant Pathology, Baton Rouge 
  kwhitam@agcenter.lsu.edu 
  Responsibilities:  Soybeans 
 

 
ASSOCIATES 
   
Rob Ferguson, Extension Associate, Dean Lee Research & Extension Center, Alexandria 
 referguson@agcenter.lsu.edu  cell phone:  318.308.4191 
Donna S. Morgan, Extension Associate, Callegari Environmental Center & Dean Lee Research 
           and Extension Center, Alexandria 
 dsmorgan@agcenter.lsu.edu   cell phone:  318.613.9278 
  
 
PARISH AGENTS 

 

   

Acadia Barrett Courville bcourville@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Allen Randall Bellon rbellon@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Avoyelles Carlos Smith csmith@agcenter.lsu.edu 
  Ernest Freeman efreeman@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Beauregard John Harris jharris@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Bossier Joseph Barrett jbarrett@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Caddo John B. LeVasseur jblevasseur@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Calcasieu Jerry Whatley jwhatley@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Caldwell Jimmy McCann jmccann@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Cameron Gary Wicke gwicke@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Catahoula David Neal dneal@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Concordia Glen Daniels gdaniels@agcenter.lsu.edu 
East Carroll Donna Lee drlee@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Evangeline Keith Fontenot kfontenot@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Franklin Carol Pinnell-Alison cpinnell-alison@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Iberia Jimmy Flanagan jflanagan@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Iberville Louis Lirette llirette@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Jeff Davis Allen Hogan ahogan@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Lafayette Stan Dutile sdutile@agcenter.lsu.edu 



   
 

Visit our Web site:   www.lsuagcenter.com 
 
 

Louisiana State University Agricultural Center 
William B. Richardson, Chancellor 

Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station 
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Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service 
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in cooperation with the United States Department of Agriculture. The Louisiana Cooperative 
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Madison Mike Rome mrome@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Morehouse Terry Erwin terwin@agcenter.lsu.edu 
 Richard Letlow rletlow@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Nachitoches Charles Johnson cjohnson@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Ouachita Richard Letlow rletlow@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Pointe Coupee Miles Brashier mbrashier@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Rapides Matt Martin mmartin@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Red River Hubert Wilkerson hwilkerson@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Richland Keith Collins kcollins@agcenter.lsu.edu 
St. Landry Keith Normand knormand@agcenter.lsu.edu 
St. Martin  Alfred Guidry aguidry@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Tensas Robert Goodson rgoodson@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Vermilion Andrew Granger agranger@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Washington Henry Harrison hharrison@agcenter.lsu.edu 
West Baton Rouge Harry Laws hlaws@agcenter.lsu.edu 
West Carroll Myrl Sistrunk msistrunk@agcenter.lsu.edu 
West Feliciana James Devillier jdevillier@agcenter.lsu.edu 


