
The LSU AgCenter renewed its commitment to the growers, Extension agents, consult-
ants and other stakeholders in Louisiana agriculture when it hired me as the new Cotton 
and Feed grains Specialist. I will do everything I can to live up to that commitment and 
the trust that was placed in me. 
 

My name is John Kruse and I hail from Milledgeville, Georgia.  My research focus has 
been in soil fertility and soil chemistry and I spent the last four years coordinating re-
search trials in corn, cotton, wheat and soybeans.  What I hope to bring to this position 
is a perspective that draws on my experience both as an academic researcher and in 
private industry. I appreciate and understand the pressure that growers are under to 
maximize yields and yet keep input costs under tight control. I have seen how the 
changing economic landscape in agriculture has made profitability more difficult to at-
tain. My goal is to provide the knowledge, tools and perspectives growers and other 
stakeholders need to be successful. 
 

I earned my Bachelor’s degree in Agronomy from the University of Georgia in the late 
1980s and spent a year as a County Extension Agent. I then spent much of my career 
in private industry working for The Scotts Company as a Tech Rep in their Professional 
Division. In that capacity I acted much like a consultant, providing agronomic services 
such as soil testing and interpretation, pest identification, and prescription programming 
for professional turfgrass managers. I sold fertilizers, weed, disease and insect control 
products with the goal of providing managers the tools they needed to be successful 
and working within their budgets. 

In 2000 I had the opportunity to go back to school to earn my graduate degrees, a goal I 
had long held. I earned my Master’s degree focusing my research on nitrogen minerali-
zation, and my Doctorate researching the use of gypsum to ameliorate subsoil acidity. I 
had the privilege of working with faculty that were titans in their fields such as Drs. 
David Kissel and Miguel Cabrera, who did much to characterize the breakdown and fate 
of urea in the soil; and Drs. Bill Miller and Malcolm Sumner, who did some of the original 
research on subsoil acidity amelioration. 

After graduating from UGA with my Doctorate, I went to work with Georgia Pacific Cor-
poration as their chemical division started a fertilizer project with the goal of bringing 
slow-release fertilizers to mainstream agriculture. My responsibilities were to work with 
researchers from Land Grant Universities around the country establishing trials in the 
major row crops. In this capacity I learned a great deal about cotton and corn, and how 
they react differently to inputs depending on their variety, location, the type soil they are 
grown in, and weather conditions. We made great progress working out how to use slow
-release fertilizers in row crops, but my goal was ultimately to pursue an academic ca-
reer for a great Land Grant University and when this position opened up I was elated. 
 

I understand that in the past the LSU AgCenter had excellent and knowledgeable cotton 
and corn specialists. I do not claim to know all that they knew about Louisiana cotton 
and corn, but I do promise to do whatever I can for the growers and other stakeholders 
in this state. I have a wonderful wife and 5 great kids, so from my family to yours we 
wish you all the best in the coming growing season.  

Thank you for the opportunity to work for you and don’t hesitate to contact me. 

John Kruse, Ph.D 
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Introduction 
 

With rising input costs and stagnant commodity prices over 

 the last several years, cotton producers have increasingly 
examined their operations for ways to gain efficiency and 
reduce production costs.  Logically, producers have exam-
ined those cost areas that represent the largest percentage 
of total production costs as offering the greatest potential 
for cost savings.  One area that has experienced significant 
growth over the past several years is the cost of seed.   
Based on LSU AgCenter Enterprise Budgets in 2005, seed 
and seed treatment cost represented 5 to10 percent of total 
direct or variable production costs.  However, with addi-
tional traits and treatments now incorporated into the value 
of seed or the cost of technology fees, seed and seed treat-
ment costs represent 18 to 20 percent of estimated direct 
or variable production costs in 2010.   
 

Not only have the costs of seed and seed treatments grown 
to become a significant portion of total direct production 
costs, but they have also grown to represent a significant 
component of up-front costs for producers. Not only do pro-
ducers have a much larger cost to carry throughout the 
growing season, but large up-front costs limit the pro-
ducer’s ability to manage production costs in relation to 
yield potential. In other words, since a producer must sink a 
greater portion of production costs into the crop up front, 
there is more pressure on the crop to produce yields that 
will recoup those costs.  This potentially makes producers 
more financially vulnerable to mid or late season weather 
related yield reductions.  
 

Given both the percentage of total costs now represented 
by seed and seed treatments and the increases in upfront 
production costs, producers have questioned the validity of 
Bt cotton varieties and shown increasing interesting in non-
Bt varieties.  While moving to non-Bt varieties would cer-
tainly reduce the amount spent on seed and seed treat-
ments, the question then becomes how other production 
costs would be altered and if there will be changes in yields 
and revenue.   
 

Differences in Direct Production Expenses 

 

One of the obvious reasons that producers would consider 
switching from the predominate use of Bt cotton varieties to 
non-Bt cotton varieties is the lower seed costs associated 
with a non-Bt cotton production system.  However, the 

question is how would other input categories need to be 
altered to provide a similar level of crop protection provided 
by the Bt technology.  Estimated direct production costs 
were developed for both a Bt cotton and non-Bt cotton pro-
duction system.  A panel of LSU AgCenter personnel con-
sisting of agronomists, weed scientists, plant  

pathologists and entomologists reviewed existing LSU Ag-
Center enterprise budgets and made suggested changes to 
develop a budget that was a representation of typical cul-
tural and management practices conducted in a Bt cotton 
production system.  This budget was then modified to rep-

resent a non-Bt cotton production system that would be 
expected to provide similar crop protection to the Bt cotton 
production system.   
 

Tables 1 and 2 provide the assumed cultural and manage-
ment activities conducted under the Bt and non-Bt cotton 
production systems, respectively.  Other than the difference 
in Bt and non-Bt seed, the only difference between the two 
systems was in the insecticide program.  For the non-Bt 
production system, two of the Karate applications were ex-
changed for Tracer applications and an additional Steward 
and an additional Intrepid application were added over and 

ECONOMICS OF Bt  VERSUS NON-Bt  COTTON PRODUCTION 
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based on LSU Enterprise Budget assumptions regarding 
seed and seed technology costs, a non-Bt production sys-
tem reduces up-front seed costs by nearly $70 per acre 
(See Table 3).  Also, the reduction in costs required to be 
carried on operating loans for the entire production season 
led to a reduction in interest expense on operating loans by 
over $2.00 per acre.  However, to provide similar levels of 
crop protection provided by the Bt gene, producers would 

be expected to spend an additional $40 per acre in insecti-
cide costs and an additional $10 per acre in application 
costs under the non-Bt system.  The end result is that the 
non-Bt production system has a cost advantage of slightly 
more than $22 per acre over the Bt production system.   
 

Differences in Yield and Revenue 
 

While the difference in costs between the Bt and non-Bt 
production systems are limited due to the additional insecti-
cide applications in the non-Bt system, they still do repre-
sent potential cost savings for producers and could repre-
sent increases in net revenue if yields between the two sys-
tems are similar.  LSU AgCenter variety trials conducted in 
2009 were examined to provide a glimpse of the potential 
yield differences between the two systems.  Table 4 pro-
vides average yields from variety trials at various locations 
for Bt and non-Bt varieties for both early and medium ma-
turity varieties.   
 

 
For Macon Ridge and Northeast Research Station loca-
tions, the differences between Bt and non-Bt varieties were 
highly variable but fairly small ranging from -7.7 percent to 
+18.5 percent with no apparent differences in early versus 
medium maturity types.  The results from these variety  

trials indicate that with proper crop protection management, 
non-Bt varieties would likely yield at very similar levels to Bt 
varieties. With no major differences expected in crop reve-
nue between the two production systems, the cost advan-
tage of the non-Bt system would then result in increases in 
net revenue to the producer.   
 

However, results from the Dean Lee Research Station pro-
vided a strikingly different picture.  Yields for the non-Bt 
varieties were roughly 60 percent below those of the Bt 
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varieties.  The difference between the results from the 
Dean Lee and other locations was the ability to make timely 
insecticide applications in the face of high insect pressure.  
During 2009, high worm pressure coupled with extremely 
wet weather conditions prevented timely insecticide appli-
cations, which caused significant yield reductions in non-Bt 
varieties.  The outcome from the Dean Lee Research sta-
tion in 2009 amplified the importance of timely insect scout-
ing and insecticide application with a non-Bt production 
system.  In the case of the Dean Lee results, the reduction 
in revenue associated with yield losses would more than 
offset the cost advantages of the non-Bt system and would 
result in lower net revenue to that system.   
 

Uncertainty and Risk Associated With Non-Bt Produc-
tion Systems 
 

While it seems fairly certain that producers would experi-
ence cost savings with the non-Bt system, there also 
seems to be a considerable amount of uncertainty and risk 
associated with this production system due to potential 
yield reductions.  In the absence of insect pressure and 
with optimum weather conditions facilitating timely insecti-
cide applications, the non-Bt system would likely generate 
equal or greater returns to that of a Bt system.  However, 
the uncertainty of insect populations and pressure and 
volatile weather patterns makes the risk associated with the 
non-Bt system inherently greater.  
 

To attempt to address the issue of risk and uncertainty, the 
yield distributions from the 2009 variety trials for the Bt and 
non-Bt varieties were used to randomly generate expected 
yields under both systems.  One hundred random yields 
were generated for each system.  Using a $0.65 per pound 
cotton price, an expected seed rebate of $15.00 per bale, 
and a 20 percent land rental charge, gross revenues were 
estimated for each of the 100 randomly generated yields.  
Direct production costs were then applied to these gross 
revenue estimates to generate net returns per acre.  
 

Figure 1 provides the cumulative distribution function of the 
projected cotton returns under three scenarios.  The first 
scenario is the Bt cotton production system.  The second 
scenario is a non-Bt cotton production system which has a 
$100 per acre cost advantage over the Bt system.  The 
third and final scenario is a non-Bt cotton production sys-
tem which has only a $20 per acre cost advantage over the 
Bt system.   
 
 

The cumulative distribution function shows the probability 
of generating net returns below a particular level.  There-
fore, at a probability of 50 percent, for example, the pro-
ducer would have equal chances of generating returns 
above or below the corresponding returns level.  For the 
non-Bt system with a $20 per acre cost advantage, the 50 
percent probability corresponds to a return of roughly -$80 

per acre.  Conversely, for the Bt production system, the 50 
percent  probability corresponds to a return of roughly $40  

per acre.  This suggests that even though the non-Bt sys-
tem has a $20 cost advantage, the variability and risk asso-
ciated with yield and the probability of lower yields under 
the non-Bt system greatly offsets this advantage. In fact, 
even assuming a $100 per acre cost advantage, the Bt sys-
tem still has a higher probability of generating positive re-
turns than the non-Bt system.   
 

Additional Considerations  
 

Other factors that should also be considered but were not 
directly addressed in this newsletter are that of variety se-
lection and insect population changes.   There are consid-
erably fewer non-Bt varieties commercially available to pro-
ducers and this limitation could create difficulty for produc-
ers sourcing the variety that works best for their operation.  
 

Additionally, there is some belief that the trend over the 
past several years of a larger percentage of cotton acres in 
Bt varieties could have helped limit insect populations. In 
2008, an estimated 90 percent of cotton acreage in Louisi-
ana was grown to Bt varieties.  The question is whether or 
not a significant shift in acreage from Bt to non-Bt varieties 
would alter insect populations.  With a lower acreage of Bt 
varieties, there is some potential for an increase in insect 
populations which could boost insecticide costs to a point 
where the cost advantages currently assumed for non-Bt 
production systems no longer exist.  
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Conclusions 

 

While non-Bt cotton production can be equally or more 
profitable as Bt cotton production under a limited set of cir-
cumstances, the greater variability in yield and associated 
risk of the non-Bt system would be expected to, on average 
and over time, generate lower net returns.  While the cost 
advantages associated with the non-BT system and the 
increased flexibility in cost management are certainly posi-
tives for the producer, the Bt production system seems to 
offer more reliable and consistent crop protection.   

 

 

 

 

 

Upcoming Events To Remember 
 

 

Northeast Research Station Field Day 

June 17, 2010 

 

 

Dean Lee Research Station Field Day 

August 5, 2010 

 

 

Sweet potato Field Day 

August 24, 2010 

 

On-Farm cotton and corn variety trials will be conducted around the state again this year. Louisiana growers, consultants 
and dealers will continue to benefit from impartial data provided by tests conducted on producers’ fields under commer-
cial growing conditions supervised by Parish agents and Crop Specialists. 

 

Nitrogen calibration strips: Growers can participate in on-farm nitrogen calibration strip tests for their crops on their fields 
conducted by the LSU AgCenter Crop Specialist. If you are interested in participating, contact your Parish field agent. 
There are a limited number of tests that can be conducted so call soon. The goal is to characterize crop nitrogen require-
ments depending on the specific conditions the crop faces such as what was grown last year, what type of soil it is grow-
ing in, whether it is irrigated or not, and other environmental factors. 

 

Subsoil Acidity testing: Certain regions of Louisiana such as the Macon Ridge may have acid subsoils that can severely 

restrict root growth or lead to aluminum or manganese toxicity. If you are in an area where you suspect or know that the 

soil beneath the plow layer is acidic, we are interested in working with you to test whether this problem can be solved in 

an economic and practical manner. Please contact your Parish field agent to participate in one of a limited number of 

studies. 

BEHIND THE SCENES –  THE LSU AGCENTER WORKING FOR YOU 

Are There Errors in the Louisiana Crops Newsletter?  

Would you like to receive our Newsletter? 

 Let us know! 

Contact Brandi Woolam @bwoolam@agctr.lsu.edu 



Current Situation 

Drier weather combined with warmer temperatures has 
encouraged the application of pre-plant burndown herbi-
cides on many Louisiana farms.  Due to adverse weather 
conditions during last fall, many fields will still require some 
bed re-conditioning that may further delay or interfere with 
burndown applications.  In some instances, farmers may 
apply a herbicide to eliminate green winter vegetation and 
still need to “dress up” rows.  The converse is also possible 
and some producers may have to perform considerable 
tillage to remove field “ruts” and completely prepare beds.  
If this is done well in advance of planting, then herbicide 
applications either at-plant or very near to planting will need 
to include some product for rapid termination of green 
vegetation.  It is likely that no one general approach will fit 
all situations.  Although burndown applications for corn 
should be finishing up, there is still considerable time in 
front of producers to do a good and timely job of terminat-
ing winter vegetation for cotton and soybean. 
 

Conservation tillage practices provide an environment fa-
vorable to numerous arthropod pest populations, such as 
cutworms.  Cutworm larvae feed on existing winter vegeta-
tion until it is removed or decomposed to a point no longer 
adequate as a food source.  If present at planting, cutworm 
larvae may threaten stands of emerging crops.  LSU Ag-
Center entomologists recommend that winter vegetation be 
completely dead at least three to four weeks prior to plant-
ing.  Cutworms are able to feed on decaying vegetation; 
therefore, herbicide application five to six weeks prior to 
planting is preferable.  Any labeled pyrethroid insecticide 
can be used in combination with a burndown herbicide (if it 
is applied very close to planting), at planting, or just after 
planting, for cutworms.  In-furrow sprays are the least effec-
tive method.  Application to the soil surface either as broad-
cast sprays or banded with starter fertilizers are the best 
treatments.  In such cases where insecticide treatment is 
utilized, burndown applications two to four weeks prior to 
planting may prove optimum.  If swinecress or cutleaf 
eveningprimrose are the predominate species present, 
burndown applications four weeks prior to planting must be 
used due to difficulty in achieving effective control 
(swinecress), timing for the optimum herbicide and to re-
duce crop injury potential (example 2,4-D with primrose).  
Maximum control of other common winter weeds can be 
accomplished closer to planting (following labeled pre-plant 
intervals) and allow inclusion of residual herbicides to pro-
vide in-season post plant control of weeds encountered 
early in the growing season.The necessity of adding am-
monium sulfate (AMS) to glyphosate in burndown applica-
tions is a frequently asked question.  In general, AMS will 
not “increase” the activity of glyphosate nor will it provide 
any weed control activity.  Considerable research has 
shown that the addition of AMS will improve the efficacy of 

spray solutions where “hard water” is used as the carrier.  
“Hard water” contains high levels of divalent cations such 
as magnesium and calcium.  These cations possess a high 
“positive” charge.  Upon addition to spray solution, AMS 
dissociates into ammonium and sulfate portions, with the 
sulfate carrying a high “negative” charge.  Since opposites 
attract, the “negative” sulfate portion binds with the 
“positive” calcium and magnesium cations in “hard water” 
and effectively neutralize them in the solution (similar to the 
salting effect in a water softener).  Without AMS in the her-
bicide and “hard water” solution, the “positive” magnesium 
and calcium portions would bind to the glyphosate mole-
cule and render it unavailable for activity on weed species.  
Therefore, the role of the AMS is to make more of the gly-
phosate available to “do its’ job”.  Little benefit has been 
observed with addition of AMS to non “hard water”, how-
ever, no negative effects have been reported either. 
 

Initial Burndown Observations for 2010 

Earlier burndown applications in 2010 have appeared to 
work well, with only a significant delay in overall herbicide 
activity resulting from the cold temperatures after herbicide 
application.  One positive note regarding the wet, cold win-
ter experienced this year is that the prevailing conditions 
seem to have had a negative (really positive for farmers) 
impact on winter weed growth and densities.  Another fac-
tor that appears to be aiding in this effect is tillage opera-
tions performed in late fall/early winter due to rainfall in 
September/October (see photo below).  These field opera-

tions effectively destroyed early emerging spring weeds 
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BURNDOWN CONSIDERATIONS FOR COTTON AND SOYBEAN IN 2010   
Donnie Miller, Daniel Stephenson, Bill Williams, and Roger Leonard 

Winter vegetation growth/densities following late fall/early winter tillage on 
right hand rows compared to tillage conducted earlier in fall.  Photo by Donna 
Lee, County Agent East Carroll Parish, LSU AgCenter.  
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and the cold winter has maintained lower than “normal” 
weed infestations.  A number of fields seem to have winter 
weeds that are much smaller in size and number.  
 

This scenario should change now that temperatures appear 
to be settling into more expected ranges for this time of 
year.  Just a reminder that emerged marestail populations 
are better controlled with Clarity (8 oz/A) than 2,4-D while 
the opposite is true where cutleaf eveningprimrose is the 
predominate species. 
 

The delay in winter weed germination in many fields pro-
vides a good opportunity for making residual herbicides a 
part of your 2010 burndown program.  Preliminary research 
in the LSU AgCenter has shown that a number of herbi-
cides applied in late fall/early winter do a very good job of 
preventing subsequent winter weeds from germinating (the 
most effective and consistent form of henbit control).  In 
most cases, such applications keep seedbeds weed-free 
for a minimum of 120 days after treatment, with some hold-
ing until planting.  When these herbicides are applied dur-
ing the spring with warming temperatures, the length of 
residual control is much shorter due to enhanced break-
down from increased microbial activity in soil.  However, 
residual control will be adequate in most cases to prevent 
weed germination (winter and summer) prior to planting (six 
weeks or closer).  A number of producers have included 
products such as Goal 2 XL or Valor in past spring burn-
down programs to enhance control of existing winter weeds 
(henbit, primrose etc.) and provide residual control of non-
emerged species.  These compounds have been added as 
co-applications to either glyphosate or paraquat with Clar-
ity, 2,4-D, Harmony Extra, or FirstShot. 
 

Below is a brief discussion of newer compounds available 
for preplant use in soybean and cotton in 2010 (burndown 
and residual activity) that have been evaluated by LSU Ag-
Center Weed Scientists. Please refer to individual herbicide 
labels for plantback intervals, precautions/restrictions, spe-
cial requirements, and adjuvant recommendations.  A table 
summarizing replant intervals to cotton, field corn, grain 
sorghum, and soybean following application of most pre-
plant herbicides also follows. 
 

Newer Herbicides for 2010 

Authority MTZ (soybean):  Authority MTZ combines the 
active ingredient sulfentrazone (Spartan herbicide) and 
metribuzin (Sencor or Lexone herbicide).  It enhances 
burndown activity and residual control of winter weeds in-
cluding henbit.  This product expressed good activity on 
pigweed (Amaranths), morningglory, prickly sida (teaweed), 
groundcherry, hophornbeam copperleaf, smellmellon, yel-
low and purple nutsedge, and annual sedge.  It provides 
suppression of most annual grasses.  The use rates range 
from 12 to 20 oz/A depending on soil type (see label).  Re-
search has shown excellent activity at the rate of 14 
ounces product per acre, which provides an equivalent rate 
of 5 oz/A metribuzin.  Higher rates may be needed for ap-

plications occurring greater than 30 days before planting.  
The herbicide label should be consulted for listing of 
metribuzin-sensitive soybean varieties. 
 

Canopy EX (soybean):  Canopy EX combines the active 
ingredient chlorimuron ethyl (Classic herbicide) and tribe-
nuron methyl (Express herbicide, or the “Extra” portion of 
Harmony Extra herbicide).  It also offers enhanced burn-
down and residual control of winter weeds such as henbit.  
It also demonstrates good activity on pigweed and smart-
weed and provides suppression of annual grasses, annual 
morningglory, and prickly sida.  The use rates range from 
1.1 to 3.3 oz/A.  When using rates ranging from 1.1 to 2.2 
oz/A, a preplant interval of seven days is required prior to 
planting soybean.  Rates greater than 2.2 oz/A require a 14 
days as a preplant interval.  Higher rates should be used 
when making applications greater than 30 days prior to 
planting.  Care should be used when applying Canopy EX 
on soils with a pH greater than 7.5 because the Classic 
portion may “carry over” and injure crops planted the fol-
lowing year.  A 2 oz/A rate of Canopy EX contains 1.9 oz/A 
of Classic.  Always follow label directions. 
 

Envive (soybean):  Envive combines the active ingredi-
ents of chlorimuron ethyl (Classic herbicide), thifensulfuron 
methyl (Harmony GT herbicide), and flumioxazin (Valor 
herbicide) in one pre-mix product.  Envive offers the advan-
tage of two independent modes of action, which can aid in 
weed resistance management.  It offers enhanced burn-
down activity and residual control of numerous winter 
weeds including henbit.  This product expresses strong 
efficacy on pigweed, morningglory, sicklepod, prickly sida 
(teaweed), smartweed, and hophornbeam copperleaf while 
suppressing annual grasses.  Use rates range from 2.5 to 
5.3 oz/A.  It can be applied up to three days after planting.  
Like Canopy EX, higher rates of Envive may “carry over” 
when applied to soils with a pH of 7.5 or greater and injure 
crops planted the following year due to the Classic portion 
of the herbicide.  If a producer wishes to apply Envive on a 
high pH soil, then Enlite at 2.8 oz/A may be an option.  
Enlite combines the same active ingredients as Envive ex-
cept the Classic portion is less.  Enlite provides similar per-
formance against the weed spectrum previously listed for 
Envive. 
 

Sharpen (soybean and cotton):  Sharpen contains the 
active ingredient saflufenacil.  It offers burndown activity 
and residual control of winter weeds.  This product shows 
good activity on pigweed, morningglory, and prickly sida 
(teaweed).  Use rate in cotton and soybean is 1 oz/A.  At 
least 42 days and 1 inch of rainfall of irrigation must occur 
prior to plating of cotton following an application of 
Sharpen.  Soybean can be planted immediately after appli-
cation except on coarse soils with organic matter < 2%, 
where a 30 day application interval must be followed.  

 

For Herbicides  table, see next page 
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Herbicide Field Corn Cotton Grain Sorghum Soybean 

Aim 0 0 0 0 

ET 0 0 0 0 

Ignite 280 SL 0 0 0 0 

FirstShot SG 14 d 14 d 14 d 7 d 

Harmony GT XP 0 7 d 0 d 0 

Harmony Extra/Harmony Extra SG 14 d 14 d 14 d 7 d 

Harmony SG 0 7 d 0 0 

Valor 30 d 14 d (1 oz; no-till) 30 d 0 

  
21 d (1.5 to 2 oz/A; 
no-till) 

  
30 d (2 oz/A or less; 
conventional till) 

Canopy EX 9 mo (1.1 to 1.65 oz/A) 8 mo (1.1 to 1.65 
oz/A) 

9 mo (1.1 to 1.65 
oz/A) 

7 d (1.1 to 2.2 oz/A) 

      
10 mo (> 1.65 oz/A) 10 mo (> 1.65 oz/A 14 d (> 2.2 to 3.3 oz/A) 

Canopy 9 mo (pH < 7 and ≤ 6 
oz/A) 

10 mo (pH < 7) 10 mo (pH < 7) 0 

      
10 mo (pH> 7) 18 mo (pH> 7) 18 mo (pH> 7) 

Authority MTZ DF 4 mo (≤ 14 oz/A) 12 mo 12 mo (≤ 20 oz/A) 0 

    
10 mo (> 14 oz/A) 18 mo (>20 oz/A) 

Sharpen Consult label Consult label Consult label Consult label 

Resolve 0 1 mo (≤ 1 oz/A) 10 mo (≤ 1 oz/A) 1 mo (STS soybean and ≤ 1 oz/A) 

      
10 mo (1.1 to 2 oz/A) 18 mo (1.1 to 2 oz/A 

or prevailing drought 
conditions after appli-
cation in preceding 
crop) 

10 mo (non-STS soybean and 1.1 to 2 
oz/A) 

18 mo (prevailing 
drought conditions 
after application in 
preceding crop) 

    

Reflex 10 mo 0 10 mo 0 

Atrazine 0 Following year 0 Following year 

Goal 2 XL 30 d (must receive three 
0.25 inch rainfall events 
or incorporation ≥ 2 
inches)  

7 d 10 mo 7 d 

Clarity 0 21 d (per 8 oz/A or 
less and 1 inch rain-
fall/irrigation) 

15 d (≤ 8 oz/A) 14 d (≤ 8 oz/A and 1 inch rainfall/irrigation) 

  
28 d (16 oz/A) 

2,4-D 7 d (≤ 1 pt/A) Consult label Consult label 7 to 15 d ( ≤ 1 pt/A) 

    
14 d (> 1 to 2 pt/A) 30 d (> 1  pt/A to 2 pt/A) 

    
  Consult label 

Authority First DF 10 mo 18 mo 12 mo 0 

  
18 mo (6.45 to 8 oz/A to 
soils with ≤ 1.5% organic 
matter or pH > 7) 

Envive 10 mo (pH < 7) 10 mo (pH < 7) 10 mo (pH < 7) 0 

      
18 mo (pH ≥ 7) 30 mo (pH ≥ 7) 18 mo (pH ≥ 7) 

Enlite 9 mo 9 mo 9 mo 0 
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Current Production Situation 
 

The wet conditions that impacted many producers during 
harvest last fall have persisted throughout much of the win-
ter and threaten to greatly impact the crop mix experienced 
in the state during 2010. In addition, current projections for 
commodity prices and input costs do not point to clear win-
ners as producers finalize decisions regarding crop mix for 

their operations. As such, there is still some uncertainty as 
to the types of acreage shifts that may be seen in the state. 
 

While market signals have continued to influence pro-
ducer’s planting intentions, the wet and cold conditions ex-
perienced this winter could have a more significant impact 
on final planted acreage (See Figure 1). Rain totals from 
December 2009 thru February 2010 have been significantly 
higher than the 5 year average in most locations with the 

average difference for the ten locations being nearly 9 
inches higher. The amount and persistence of these rains 
has severely limited producers’ ability to perform normal fall 
and winter land preparation. The continuation of this 
weather pattern could eventually push planting beyond 

recommended time frames for many commodities. Air and 
soil temperatures have also been lower than normal 
throughout much of the winter (See Figure 2). From De-
cember 2009 thru February 2010, the average high air tem-
perature averaged about 56 degrees across the state; 
nearly 9 degrees lower than the previous 5 year average. 

Similarly, soil temperatures in the state are over 5 degrees 

cooler than the previous 5 year average. While the colder 
weather conditions will likely help to ease some of the pest 
pressure normally faced in the spring, the bigger issue with 
the cold temperatures is its impact on soil temperatures. 

With many commodities requiring soil temperatures at and 
above 60 degrees Fahrenheit for optimal crop develop-

ment, weather conditions over the next several weeks need 
to not only be dry but also warm to help get crop planting 

progressing in a sufficient manner in the state.  
 

For many crops, the next several weeks will be critical for 
crop planting. For some crops, like corn, the planting win-
dow will begin to close quickly. Without improved weather 
some acres that would have normally been planted into 
corn will be forced to be planted to another crop. With lower 
commodity prices, the likelihood of producers being willing 
to push planting beyond recommended time periods is 
likely reduced. As such, those acres will likely be converted 
into another crop. While corn planting is currently the most 
at risk at this time, a continuation of wet cold conditions 
could mean a substantial shift among other crops.  
 

The issue of weather is not only an issue for Louisiana, but 
for much of the Southeast part of the United States and 
parts of the Midwest as well. A late harvest in the Midwest 
has also limited fall field work which could impact plantings 
this spring if weather conditions continue to limit field activ-
ity. Figure 3 shows the 30-day precipitation forecast for 

the United States. If correct, this would indicate that much 
of the United States would continue to see the wet weather 
pattern that is has seen for much of the winter. This could 
have major impacts on land preparation and plantings for 
large portions of the United States. 
 

Current Price Situation 

Acreage and production levels for the 2010/11 marketing 
year will be critical for many crops that experienced year-
to-year increases in ending stocks during the 2009/10 mar-
keting year (See Table 1). For those commodities, in-
creases in production during 2010 will place considerable 

pressure on demand to perform at sufficient levels to keep 
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stock levels from becoming burdensome. Even for those 
crops that have seen some improvement in prices from last 
year as a result of lower stocks, increased production in 
2010 could quickly turn the current positive supply and de-
mand situation into a negative one.  

Given that, with the exception of wheat, acreage is ex-
pected to increase in 2010 for these crops, the long term 
outlook for prices remains in question. As mentioned, the 
ability of demand to continue to grow to offset production 
increases will be critical for prices to remain at current lev-

els. While improvements in the economy provide hope for 
improving demand and increased investment interest into 
commodity markets, growing world supplies and increased 
export competition leave many questions of whether de-
mand will be able to keep pace.  The USDA provided its 
first glimpse into this supply and demand situation for the 
2010/11 marketing year during its annual outlook forum 
held in late February 2010. While these are very prelimi-
nary projections and will undoubtedly change over time, 

they do provide a glimpse into the potential fundamental 
picture (See Table 2). Despite only minimal changes in pro-
duction, ending stocks for rice and soybeans are projected 
to rise significantly which creates a bearish long term out-
look for those commodities. Cotton stocks are expected to 

rise as acreage in 2010 increases but remain at a level that 
would still be supportive of prices. Corn, sugar, and wheat 
stocks are all projected to decrease which should be sup-
portive for prices. However, in the case of wheat, stocks 
levels remain at historically high levels despite the reduc-
tion and would be thought to continue to limit price im-
provement. And for corn, the reduction in ending stocks is 
relatively minimal and does not project to provide substan-

tial price improvement from the current marketing year.  
 

For the livestock sector, lower feed grain prices and lower 
production point to an improved outlook (See Tables 3). 
While demand issues are still uncertain regarding the sec-
tor given the slow recovery expected in the economy, the 
reduction in supplies over the last two years should help to 
provide support for prices. 
 

With the potential for increased US production and with 
increased world competition, the long term ability of the 
market for many of the row crops to maintain current price 
levels seems to be in question (See Table 4). However, 
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there are some factors that could provide some short term 
strength. First, the uncertainty with the weather patterns 
and its impact on normal planting progression could create 
some risk premium in the markets. Second, for most com-
modities, seasonal tendencies would suggest price im-
provement over the next couple of months. Finally, export 
demand for many commodities has been and continues to 
be strong as a week dollar and increased world demand 
provides support. While there are some factors that would 

suggest short term price strength, it should be noted that 
price improvement to the levels experienced in 2008 is not 
expected. A large factor in the historic price levels seen in 
2008 was a function of a high level of activity by hedge 
funds in the commodity markets. That level of activity does-
n’t exist at this time and the long term fundamental outlook 
is not nearly as positive as it was during that time frame.  

 

Current Input Price Situation 

Projections for agricultural input prices for the 2010 

production year are mixed. Prices for some pesticides are 
expected to be down in 2010 and fertilizer prices have gen-
erally moderated from those levels seen in 2008 and the 
first part of 2009. However, projections for fuel prices show 

significant increases. Figure 4 shows the estimated 

and projected retail diesel prices from 2009 thru 2011. 
Prices in 2010 are expected to average roughly $0.50 per 
gallon higher than in 2009. While this is at a discounted 
level from those experienced in 2008, it does represent a 
significant increase in a critical agriculture input. 

Policy and Other Issues 

 

The US Senate recently passed legislation that would pro-
vide $1.5 billion in assistance to producers impacted by 
adverse weather in 2009. The assistance would come in 
the form of supplemental direct payments as well as 

emergency loans to some poultry producers and feed as-
sistance for aquaculture producers. The legislation must 

still pass the House before this assistance becomes a real-
ity. The National Agricultural Statistics Service has and 

will be surveying producers in the state during February 
and March 2010 for their annual Farm Production Expendi-
ture report. Approximately 270 producers in the state will 
be surveyed. The results should be published in a final re-
port on August 3.  
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Soybeans are very prone to nematode injury in many of the 
soils that are found in Louisiana. Nematodes cause soy-
beans to be stunted, show unevenness in plant height, 
yield poorly, or die prematurely.  Most nematodes appear 
to cause the greatest losses in the lightest textured soils, 
generally sands. However, reniform nematode seems to 
favor soils that are finer textured and may be a problem 
across a greater range of soil types. There are three nema-
todes that seem to be the major nematode pests in soy-
bean in Louisiana. These are the soybean cyst, reniform 
and Southern root-knot nematodes. 
 

Soybean cyst nematode is certainly the dominant nema-
tode pest of soybeans across the United States. 

Figure 1 shows the distribution of the Soybean Cyst Nema-
tode (SCN) in the United States during 2008. Losses from 
this nematode have been estimated to be around $1 billion 
dollars annually.  It is easy to see why so much attention is 
given to this nematode pest. In Louisiana, this was an im-
portant nematode pest during the 1970s and 1980s. At that 
time it had been identified in many fields in our state and 
was causing considerable problems. However, during the 
past 20 years that situation has certainly changed.  

Figure 1. The distribution of the Soybean Cyst Nematode in the 
United Stated during 2008. Map provided by Dr. Bob Riggs and 
Dr. G.L. Tylka. 
 

Soybean cyst nematode populations and occurrence has 
drastically declined in our state. The reasons for this de-
cline are not completely understood. Almost all the varieties 
that are now grown in Louisiana have SCN resistance. 
However, because of the tendency of this nematode to de-
velop new races that can attack and reproduce success-
fully on normally resistant varieties, this is certainly not the 

exclusive reason why this nematode has begun to decline 
in our state. There are many parasites of SCN found in the 
soil including bacteria and fungi that use this nematode as 
a food source. Since Louisiana has such a mild climate 
even during the winter months, these microorganisms are 
active all the time and could be a contributing factor in the 
decline of this nematode. Although we don’t really know 
why, the good news is that this is not as serious a pest as it 
once was in our state. 
 

Reniform nematode has become one of the most dominant 
nematodes in Louisiana (Figure 2). Although cotton seems 
to be the most important crop associated with this nema-
tode, it also causes serious problems on other crops includ-
ing soybeans, sweet potato, and many vegetables. This 
nematode is not particularly easy to identify in the field. The 
symptoms can be fairly subtle and very difficult to recog-
nize. Some stunting can occur with high populations of this 
nematode.  The plants are more drought prone and can 
show more severe injury during times when moisture is not 
adequate. Yield can certainly be impacted by this nema-
tode. However, losses of 10-15% may not even be recog-
nized unless a producer begins to look at a yield monitor 
data and tries to determine why some areas in a field are 
not as productive as others. Unfortunately, most varieties of 
soybean don’t seem to have resistance against this nema-
tode. There is a linkage of reniform resistance to SCN re-
sistance. Varieties that have a background of Peking as a 
resistance source against SCN should have resistance to 
the reniform nematode. However, most of the resistance to 
SCN comes from another source that is not effective 
against reniform. 

Figure 2. Incidence of the reniform nematode in Louisiana. 
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The Southern root-knot nematode is one of the easiest 
nematodes to recognize in the field. It produces very large 
galls on the root system of a soybean plant (Figure 3). 
These galls are the result of the nematode feeding and 
making changes to the area around where the nematode is 
located. Small galls mean that there are only a few nema-
todes present in this area. Large galls develop when a con-
siderable number of nematodes are feeding in the same 
location. Soybeans are very susceptible to damage from 
the Southern root-knot nematode. The above-ground 
symptoms include stunting, yellowing, leaf drop and poor 
yields.  The Southern root-knot nematode does favor sandy 
soils so usually will not be a problem in any other soil type. 
A common problem that I observe with this nematode is 
premature death of the plants. This usually occurs in asso-
ciation with dry weather that may occur late in the growing 
season. The root system has become so badly damaged 
by the nematode that the combination with the drought ac-
tually kills plants. These spots can easily be identified in the 
field since they are so noticeable. Figure 4 shows this type 
of injury that can often be caused with high populations of 
the Southern root-knot nematode and a little drought 
stress. 

Figure 3. Galls from the Southern root-knot nematode on the root 
system of soybean. 
 

Crop rotation is often one of the best methods of dealing 
with nematodes. When SCN was a problem, rotation with a 
non-host crop like corn, cotton, rice, sugarcane or grain 
sorghum was one of the best ways of reducing this pest. 
One year in a rotation is good but usually two years are 
better for reducing the populations of nematodes that are 
present and obtaining a good yield. Unfortunately, most 
nematodes rebound quickly and populations really increase 
when there is a good host present.  Corn, sorghum, sugar-
cane, peanut and rice are good rotational crops for reni-
form. We have had very few nematode problems with any 
crops in Louisiana where we are rotating with rice. Peanut 
and sorghum are the only crops that seem to able to keep 
populations of the Southern root-knot nematode down. 

Many of our producers find themselves having to rotate 
crops back in fields where nematode problems are still pre-
sent. In cases like this, the use of resistant soybean variety 
may be critical. 

Figure 4. Early death of soybeans as the result of severe root-knot 
injury to the root systems 

 

The following table lists the reactions of many of the recom-
mended varieties of soybeans against the main three 
nematode pests of soybean. Unfortunately, there are very 
varieties that are listed with any resistance against the 
Southern root-knot nematode and even fewer with any re-
sistance against the reniform nematode. Although SCN still 
appears to be a minor pest problem, it is certainly easy to 
find one with that has resistance. I continue to monitor this 
nematode each year to make sure that it doesn’t make a 
comeback. If it does we will need to pay more attention to 
rotations and selecting varieties that may be more effective 
against the various races that this nematode has. 
 

The fall and spring of this year made it very difficult for pro-
ducers to collect any soil samples to make any determina-
tions of nematodes in the field. A good rule to observe 
would be any fields that has problems with nematodes in 
the past should still be treated as if they still do. This would 
be particularly true with Southern root-knot and reniform 
nematodes. Cotton ground that is being rotated with soy-
bean would be especially suspect for reniform nematode. 
SCN may have been present in the past but may not be 
present or at very low levels now. Unfortunately, I don’t 
have much information about the reactions of many of the 
soybean varieties for all three nematodes. In most cases, if 
the reaction is not known, I would assume that the variety 
is likely to be susceptible.  

Soybean cyst nematode has become a minor problem in 
Louisiana and no attempt was made to define the reaction 
to the various races of this nematode.   Soybean cyst 
nematode has been widespread in Louisiana in the past 
but has not been a serious problem for several years.   

Continued... 
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Table 1. Nematode ratings of recommended soy-Table 1. Nematode ratings of recommended soy-Table 1. Nematode ratings of recommended soy-Table 1. Nematode ratings of recommended soy-

beans for Louisiana in 2010beans for Louisiana in 2010beans for Louisiana in 2010beans for Louisiana in 2010    

Soybean ratings are R = resistant; MR = moderately resistant; MS 
= moderately susceptible; S = susceptible. When no information 
was available, n/a was used 

 

However, vigilance is needed to prevent the devel-
opment of a race that can attack the normal varieties that 
are grown in our state.  Continue to use crop rotation with 
corn, milo, cotton, sweet potatoes, rice, or sugarcane if any 
problems occur. 

The reaction of the various soybean varieties that are on 
the recommended list for Louisiana during 2010 were ob-
tained from several sources including pest ratings from the 
seed companies, reniform ratings from Dr. Robert Robbins 
in Arkansas, and the Arkansas soybean selection program.   
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Group III    

Soybean Variety Southern 
root-knot 

Reniform Soybean 
Cyst Nema-

tode 

Croplan RC 3967 n/a n/a R 

Dyna-Gro 31J39 S n/a S 

HBK R3927 S n/a S 

Pioneer 93Y92 n/a S R 

    

Group IV early (4.0-4.4)    

Armor 42-M1 MS S R 

Asgrow AG4303 S S R 

Asgrow AG4405 R S R 

Delta Grow 4150RR S n/a R 

Delta Grow 
4470RR/STS 

S n/a R 

Dyna-Gro 36C44 n/a S R 

Morsoy RT4485N S n/a R 

NK S44-D5 n/a n/a R 

Schillinger 457.RCP S S R 

    

Group IV late (4.5-4.9)    

Soybean Variety Southern 
root-knot 

Reniform Soybean 
Cyst Nema-

tode 

Asgrow AG4903 S n/a S 

Asgrow AG4907 S S R 

Croplan RC4455 n/a n/a R 

Croplan RC4955 S n/a R 

Croplan RC4998 n/a n/a R 

Delta Grow 4970RR n/a n/a R 

Delta Grow 4975RR S S R 

Delta King DK4560 MS S R 

Dyna-Gro 36Y48 S S R 

HBK R4527 S n/a n/a 

HBK R4729 n/a n/a R 

HBK R4924 MS S R 

Morsoy RT4914N S S R 

Morsoy RT4919N n/a MR R 

Morsoy RTs4824 S S n/a 

NK S48-C9 n/a n/a R 

NK S49-H7 S S R 

NK S49-W6 S n/a R 

Pioneer 94Y80 S S R 

Schillinger 495.RC S S R 

Terral-REV RV49R20 S S n/a 

Terral-REV RV49R21 n/a n/a n/a 

Group V    

AGS 554RR n/a S n/a 

AGS 568RR R S R 

AGS 597RR n/a S n/a 

Asgrow AG5606 R MR R 

Asgrow DP5335RR/S S S S 

Croplan RC5222 n/a n/a R 

Croplan RC5663 n/a S R 

Delta Grow 5555RR R S R 

Delta Grow 5970RR S n/a R 

Delta King GP-533 S S S 

Dyna-Gro 32B57 n/a n/a S 

Dyna-Gro 33C59 S S R 

Dyna-Gro 33X55 S S R 

Dyna-Gro 35F55 n/a n/a n/a 

Soybean Variety Southern 
root-knot 

Reniform Soybean 
Cyst Nema-

tode 

HBK R5226 R n/a R 

HBK R5525 MR n/a R 

HBK R5825 MR n/a MR 

Morsoy RT5388N n/a n/a R 

Morsoy RT5688N n/a n/a R 

Pioneer 95Y40 MS S R 

Progeny P5309RR MS R R 

Progeny P5319RR R n/a R 

Progeny P5622RR S n/a R 

Progeny P5650RR S n/a R 

Progeny P5706RR MS n/a R 

S06-3095 n/a n/a R 

Terral TV55R15 R S R 

Terral TV 55R20 S S n/a 

Terral TV59R16 S n/a R 

USG 7553nRS S MR R 

USG 7582nRR S n/a n/a 
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SOYBEAN PL ANTING  
 

Dr. Ron Levy  

 

Soybean planting is about to begin.  While optimal planting 
dates have been established, environmental conditions at 
planting are critical for stand establishment and early 
growth. 

  

Soybeans should not be planted until soil temperature 
reaches 60 degrees F.  Because emergence may also be 
affected by cool soil temperatures after planting, early 
planting decisions should also consider the forecast.  Ade-
quate soil temperatures occur in April but it can vary by 
location and year.  Research in North Louisiana has in-
stances of high yields for Group IV’s and V’s planted in mid 
to late March.  In these cases, daily average soil tempera-
tures were generally at or above 60 degrees F at planting.   

        

Because weather conditions are different from year to year, 
seeding dates can be affected by environmental conditions.  
Early or late planting can cause reduction in plant height in 
many varieties.  Generally late plantings have less chance 
of success unless irrigation is available or optimal weather 
and timely rains occur throughout the growing season.   

 

Optimal seeding dates for each maturity group planted in 
Louisiana are: 

 

  • Group III – April 15 – May 10 

  • Group IV – April 15 – May 10 

  • Group  V – March 25 – May 5 

  • Group VI – March 25 – April 30  

 

When planting is delayed until June 15 or later, the amount 
of vegetative growth that the plant produces becomes more 
critical.  A general rule is that 1/2 bushel per day is lost for 
every day that planting is delayed past the first week of 
June. It is important to choose varieties that grow rapidly in 
a short time.  When blooming starts, most vegetative 
growth ceases in determinate varieties.  Maturity Group VI 
soybeans should be used when planting after June 1.  
When planting late, seeding rates should be increased to 
compensate for reduced vegetative growth.   

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CRITICAL ISSUES FOR COTTON:  
PLANTING D ATES AND SEEDLING 

DISEASES 
 

Dr. Don Boquet, Dr. Boyd Padgett, Dr. John Kruse 

 

The proper planting date can have a positive impact on 
stand establishment and yield. Ideal planting conditions for 
cotton in Louisiana have historically fallen between late 
April and early May. If cotton is planted too early, the risk of 
stand failure increases as cool soil temperatures slow ger-
mination and increase exposure to seedling diseases.  
There is also little advantage to planting earlier than mid-
April. Consider that research has shown that cotton planted 
on April 5th takes 105 days to reach cutout (Nodes Above 
White Flower=4) and cotton planted on April 25th only 
needs 88 days to reach cutout, resulting in very similar cut-
out dates. Planting too late, on the other hand, can have a 
negative impact on yield. Yields tend to decline if planting 
dates are postponed until mid-May and the yield losses 
only get steeper with time. This is primarily due to shorter 
days during the latter part of the boll-fill period providing 
less photosynthesis and fewer heat units in late summer. 
Insect pest pressure can increase as more pests and more 
mature pests contact the later planted crops. Late season 
tropical storm systems can also drastically lower yields.  
 

The best defense against seedling disease is planting 
when soil and weather conditions favor rapid seed germi-
nation and seedling establishment. An at-planting fungicide 
application may be beneficial, but the following factors 
should be considered before implementing an in-furrow or 
hopper-box applied fungicide: 

 

Seed quality – Use seed that has at a minimum 80% ger-
mination rate and a cold germination (cool test) of 60% or 
greater. If you must use seed that do not meet these mini-
mums, plant when the threat of seedling disease is low 
(usually early May) and strongly consider an in-furrow or 
hopper-box fungicide. 

 

Planting date and soil temperature – Soil temperatures 
should be a minimum of 65o F for several days for cotton. If 
planting earlier than mid-April an in-furrow or hopper-box 
fungicide should be considered, particularly in problem 
fields, and the 7-day weather forecast should be for contin-
ued warm temperatures with no strong cold fronts. 

 

Field history – fields with a history of seedling disease are 
strong candidates for in-furrow or hopper-box fungicide 
treatments. Poorly drained fields are prone to Pythium and 
high organic matter and/or light soils are prone to Rhizocto-
nia, and once the pathogen is present it rarely disappears 
forever. 
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Tillage – Seed beds prepared using reduced or no-tillage practices are often cooler, slower and remain wetter than 
fields prepared under conventional tillage practices. Research has demonstrated that seedling pathogen populations 
tend to be higher  in reduced/no-till soils. If possible, plant reduced/no-till fields after May 1st or when temperature and 
moisture are highly favorable for seed germination. 

 

Seeding rate – The LSU AgCenter recommends planting 3 to 6 seed per foot to obtain a plant density of 2 to 4 plants 
per foot. If seeding rates are 3 seed per foot or less, an in-furrow or hopper-box fungicide should be considered. 

 

The best defense against seedling disease is to avoid situations that favor their development. Therefore, plant after soil 
temperature have warmed to at least 65F for several days and there is no approaching cold front or heavy rains. Com-
mercially-treated cotton seed is already treated with products that are effective against Rhizoctonia and Pythium, but 
there are situations such as those described above that may warrant the use of additional in-furrow or hopper-box treat-
ments. For questions or additional information, contact your local Parish Extension Agent. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

     Image1: Cotton seedling with Rhizoctonia 
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 Parish  County Agent Phone  Email 
 Acadia    Barrett Courville   337-788-8821  bcourville@agcenter.lsu.edu 

 Allen    Randall Bellon   337-639-4376  rbellon@agcenter.lsu.edu 

 Avoyelles   Rob Ferguson  318-308-4191  RFerguson@agctr.lsu.edu 

 Beauregard    Keith Hawkins  337-463-7006   khawkins@agcenter.lsu.edu 

 Bossier   Joe Barrett  318-965-2326  JBarrett@agctr.lsu.edu 

 Caddo   John Levasseur  318-226-6505  JLevasseur@agctr.lsu.edu 

 Calcasieu   Tommy Shields   337-475-8812  tshields@agcenter.lsu.edu 

 Caldwell   Jim McCann  318-649-2663  JMacann@agctr.lsu.edu 

 Cameron   Tommy Shields   337-905-1318  tshields@agcenter.lsu.edu 

 Catahoula  Glenn Daniels  318-336-5315  GDaniels@agctr.lsu.edu 

 Concordia  Glenn Daniels  318-336-5315  GDaniels@agctr.lsu.edu 

 Desoto   Joseph Barrett  318-357-2224  JBarrett@agctr.lsu.edu 

 East Carroll  Donna Lee  318-282-1292  DRlee@agctr.lsu.edu 

 Evangeline  Keith Fontenot  337-363-5646  KFontenot@agctr.lsu.edu 

 Franklin   Carol Pinnel-Alison  318-267-3716  CPinnel-alison@agctr.lsu.edu 

 Grant   Matt Martin  318-627-3675  MMartin@agctr.lsu.edu 

 Iberia    Blair Hebert   337-369-4441  bhebert@agcenter.lsu.edu 

 Iberville    Kellee Lassiter   225-687-5155  klassiter@agcenter.lsu.edu 

 Jeff Davis   Allen Hogan   337-824- 1773  ahogan@agcenter.lsu.edu 

 Lafayette   Stan Dutile   337-291-7090  sdutile@agcenter.lsu.edu 

 LaSalle   Jim Summers  318-992-2205  JSummers@agctr.lsu.edu 

 Madison   R.L. Frasier  318-267-6714  RFrasier@agctr.lsu.edu 

 Morehouse  Terry Erwin  318-282-3615  TErwin@agctr.lsu.edu 

 Natchitoches  Joseph Barrett  318-357-2224  JBarrett@agctr.lsu.edu 

 Ouachita   Richard Letlow  318-282-2181  RLetlow@agctr.lsu.edu 

 Pointe Coupee  Miles Brashier  225-281-9469  MBrashier@agctr.lsu.edu 

 Rapides   Matt Martin  318-473-6605  MMartin@agctr.lsu.edu 

 Red River  Joshua Salley  318-932-4342  JSalley@agctr.lsu.edu 

 Richland   Keith Collins  318-355-0703  KCollins@agctr.lsu.edu 

 St. Charles   Rene’ Schmit   985-785-4473  rschmit@agcenter.lsu.edu 

 St. Landry  Vincent Deshotel  337-831-1635  VDeshotel@agctr.lsu.edu 

 St. Martin   Alfred Guidry   337-332-2181  aguidry@agcenter.lsu.edu 

 St. Mary    Jimmy Flanagan   337-828-4100  jflanagan@agcenter.lsu.edu 

 Tensas   Dennis Burns  318-267-6709  DBurns@agctr.lsu.edu 

 Vermilion   Stuart Gauthier   337-898-4335  sgauthier@agcenter.lsu.edu 

 Washington   Henry Harrison   985-839-7855  hharrison@agcenter.lsu.edu 

 West  Baton Rouge  Louis Lirette   225-336-2416  llirette@agcenter.lsu.edu 

 West  Carroll  Myrl Sistrunk  318-267-6712  MSistrunk@agctr.lsu.edu 

  West  Feliciana   James Devillier  225-635-3614   jdevillier@agcenter.lsu.edu 
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We’re on the Web. 

www.lsuagcenter.com/en/crops_livestock/crops 

Specialists  

Soybean  Ron Levy 318-473-6523 

318-290-8747(cell) 

rlevy@agctr.lsu.edu 

Cotton and Feed Grains  John Kruse 318-473-6522 

318-229-8180(cell) 

jkruse@agctr.lsu.edu 

Weeds  Bill Williams 318-334-36309(cell) bwilliams@agcenter.lsu.edu 

Weeds Daniel Stephenson 318-308-7225(cell) dstephenson@agctr.lsu.edu 

Entomology  Rogers Leonard 318-435-2157 

318-334-0147(cell) 

rleonard@agctr.lsu.edu 

Nematodes  Charlie Overstreet 225-578-2186 coverstreet@agctr.lsu.edu 

Pathology  Boyd Padgett 318-435-2157 

318-308-9391(cell) 

bpadgett@agctr.lsu.edu 

Pathology  Clayton Hollier 225-578-1464 chollier@agcenter.lsu.edu 

Economics  Gene Johnson 504-388-4081 gjohnson@agcenter.lsu.edu 

Ag Economics and  

Agribusiness 

Kurt Guidry 225-578-3282 kmguidry@agcenter.lsu.edu 

Fertility  J. Stevens 318-427-4408 

318-308-0754(cell) 

jsteven@agctr.lsu.edu 

Soybeans 

Cotton, Corn, Sorghum 

Corn, Grain Sorghum, 
Cotton. Soybeans 

Corn, Grain Sorghum, 
Cotton weed control. 
Soybeans 

Cotton, Corn, Soybean,  
Grain Sorghum 

All agronomic crops 

Soybean, Corn, grain 
Sorghum  

Soybean, Corn, grain 
Sorghum  

 

Soybean and Feed Grain 

marketing 

All agronomic crops 

Specialty Responsibilities Name Phone Email 

Entomology  Soybean, Corn, Grain 
Sorghum 

Jack Baldwin 225-578-1634 jbaldwin@agcenter.lsu.edu 
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