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New Yorksoybean andvegetable 
legume growers are getting 
geared up to deal with Asian soy- 
bean rust, an lnvasive and dam- 
aging plant pathogen that arrived 
in North America in 2004 (Figure 
1). Caused by the wind-borne 
fungus Phakopsora pachyrhizi, 
Asian soybean rust has in recent 
years spread beyond Asia into 
Africa (since 1998) and South 
American (since 2001). In Au- 
gust 2004, it was found north of 

wetness, mild temperatures 
(64-82 F), and high relative hu- 
midity (7580%). Symptoms 
appear 5-10 days after the 
spores germinate and infect the 
plants. All current commercial 
soybean cultivars in the U.S. are 
susceptible to Asian soybean 
rust. Our adapted cultivars of 
snap beans, dry beans, and 
peas are also expected to be 
susceptible. When rust attacks 
soybean during pod filling or 
earlier stages, yield losses can 
be as high as 80%. Rust causes 

the equator in Colombia, greatly increasing the chances that premature defoliation and decreases the number of pods and 
spores of the fungus would be moved north by air currents into seeds per plant, and the weight of seeds. Seeds from Infected 
the continental U.S. Indeed, Asian soybean rust was confirmed plants also show decreased germination and vigor. 
in infected soybean plants in November 2004 in nine southern 
U.S. states (Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Dk#a M a n a m  
Mississippi, Missouri, South Carolina, and Tennessee). It is The long-term solution to endemic soybean rust will be the 
believed that rust spores were transported directly to the U.S. planting of cultivars with partial resistance or tolerance to rust. 
from South America by hurricanes in September 2004. Both the USDA and commercial seed companies are expedit- 

ing programs to identrfy sources of resistance and to breed that 
AnnuaI Cycles and Rust Blokgy resistance into adapted, high yielding soybean cultivars. But 
In f rost-free areas of the southern US., the Caribbean islands, most experts agree that it could take 5-10 years for resistant 
and Mexico, the rust fungus is expected to ovetwinter on living cultivars to become available to farmers. 
host plants (more than 90 species of legumes including dry 
and snap beans, English pea, clovers, and the widely-distrib- Protection of soybeans and other legumes from rust in the 
uted, weedy vine, kudzu). In mild winters, it may survive even several years ahead will involve timely applications of foliar 
furfher north. Spores may be blown northward from these over- 
wintering sites each growing season and initiate annual 
epidemics in U.S. soybean fields, weather conditions permit- 
ting. The fungus has a repeating spore cycle such that every 
10-15 days a new generatlon of spores is produced on infected 
plants, and these spores can be spread both locally and long 
distances. Asian soybean rust has the potentlal to dramatically 
reduce the yield and profitability of soybean and other beans, 

funglcides based on eany detection of rust and on forecasts of 
potential rust epidemics in our region. Currently three fungi- 
cides, azoxystrobin (Quadris), pyraclostrobin (Headline), and 
chlorothalonil {Bravo, Echo), are registered nationally for soy- 
bean rust control. These fungicides will protect against soy- 
bean rust only If they are applied in advance of rust infection. A 
quarantine exemption (http:l/pmep.cce.cornell.edulprofilesl 
Index.html/) has been issued by the EPA to Mew York State for 

including those grown in the emergency use of 
New York. I expect to see 1 , I three additional fungi- 
damaging epidemics in 

=. , , 
N o r  in o m  e a r  1 ->- 
but not every year. This is fi- .--< - -. 7 
similar to what we see in 
New York with other wind- 
borne pathogens such as , 1 
wheat leaf rust and com- 
mon rust of corn. 

I '  
cides, myclobutanil 
( L a r e d o ) ,  
propiconazole (Tilt, 
PropiMax, and 
Bumper), and 
tebuconazole (Foilcur). 
The latter three fungi- 
cides are triazoles that 
have some curative ac- 

When rust spores land on . tivily to control rust after 
soybean plants at any spores have germl- 
stage of development, In- nated and Infected soy- 
fn~tinn is fartnrari hv lasf - - -  . . 1 hann Ieavac Fmar- 



gemy use labek for additional fungicide products are still 
pending EPA review. To optimize disease control and prevent 
s W o n  for rust isolates that are resistant to -in classes 
of fungicide. fungicides with differing modes of action should 
be applied in combination or in alternating sequence. An 
emergency exemption label has been granted for me of the 
strobilurin & triazole combination product called Stratego 
(trtfloxystrobin @us propicommie). A label is pending for a 
second combinatton product d l e d  Quilt (awxystrobln plus 
propiconamfe). Tank mix& of any labeled strobilurin and any 
labeled trlaL are also permitted unless spdfically prohib- 
ited on the product labels. A slnde fungicide spray by ground 
rig le expected to add approximably $15 p r  m e  to soybean 
production cost. Sometimes, a gecond spray m y  be war- 
ranted. Quldelinos for the application of soybean rust fungi- 
cides In New York In 2005 are provided tn TaMe 1. 

E d y ~ n d ~ d R u r t A r r W  
Early detection of soybean rust Is the key to sucaessful man- 
agement of this dtsease wlth fungicides. New York growers 
and crop advisors are urged to coopante with Cornell Cmp- 
erathre Extension educators In planting sentinel soybean plots 
(plots planted 2 to 3 weeks earlier than other 
soybeans In the area) and monltorlng these 
plants weekly forthe first symptoms and slgns 
of wean rust. Soybean mat symptoms first 
appear as small yellow or tan areas an the . 
lea- that turn brown to reddish brown, Tiny 
bumps develop wlthln he  rust leslon6, espe- 
cially on lower leaf surfams, and these are the 
spore-producing structures that eventually 
release mams of tan-colored spores (Flg 
un 1). Before sporulation, rust lesions may 
be confused 4th Septorla brown spot, kete- 
rial pustule, and other diseases. A mean 
rust Identifiatlion card (Flgure 2) ddevebpd 
by a n e M  of coopfating institutions has 
excellent photos of soybean rust as well as 
p h o b  and descrlptlons of similar &eases. 
If you wish to receive a soyban nrst identifi- 
cation cad, please contact your Comdl b 
operative Exkmion Field Crops Educator. ll 
yw observe symptoms you think may be 
soybean rust In W Y o r k ,  oontactyourCmdl 
Cooperative Extension fiekts crops educator 
or the Plant Disease Diagnostic Clinic at 
Cornell University [(http:// 
PlantClkic.cornell.du); phone: 607- 255- 
78501 as soon as possible. 

R4mtI-urd- 
A Mew York soybean r W  advismy committea 
with broad r e p m t i o n  of gmwers, educa- 
tors, agribusines, and federal and state gov- 
ernment officials, has been communicating 

early January to formulate a mordlnated response b 
Aslan soybean rust In 2005. We have also been In close contact 
with our oounterparts in Pennsylvania and other nearby states. 
We are now constructlnp a New York Soybean Rust Website ; 
~ l l w w w ~ ~ d d ~ ~ ~ I t M m )  wRh 
Informath on soybean rust of spectal rehancer to New York 
producers. Thls wlU be the best place to check durlng the 2005 
growing season for updated information on ntst fomasfs and 
rust slghtlngs In New Ywk, new fungickle registratlans, m. 

Exmllent information on Asian soybean rust also may be found 
at these websltes: 
USDA-APHIS Soyban Rust Alert (hQxJlwww.aph~.usd~gov/ 
p~rdeP,=yb=n-~W 
APSnet Feature Artiie ( h ~ I h v w w . a p s n e L o @ o n l i ~ r e /  
rustl) 
Unlted Soybean Board Rust Guide (http:Il 
w w w . u n i t ~ o y b e a n . o r ~ ~ r o d u ~ r s .  htm) 
USDA-CSREES Nolth Central Pest Management Center Soy 
Rust Alert (htlp:/Ewww.ncpmc.orgl90ybean~ndexXhtrnl) 
USDA National Agricultural Library Soybean Rust Reference 
Guide (httpIEwww.naLus&gov/ref/~ylust.Mml) 
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I Weed Interference and Timing of Roundup 
Affect Corn Silage Yield and Quality 
W. J. Cox, R. R. Hahn, P. J. Stachowski, and J. H. Cherney 
Department of Crop & Soil Sciences, Cornell University 

Dairy producers in New Yorktypically plant corn from late 
April until late May and harvest perennial forages from late 
May until late June. Wet spring conditions, however, can 
delay corn planting until June and warm spring conditions 
can accelerate the first hawest of perennial forages to mid- 
May. Consequently, corn planting and the first harvest of 
perennial forages overlap in some years. Many dairy 
producers, especially those with large operations, hire 
custom applicators to apply herbicides for weed control 
because of their heavy field workload in May and June. The 
introduction of Roundup Ready corn, which typically only 
receives a postemergence Roundup application for weed 
control, may allow dairy producers to apply Roundup 
them~lvesafiermmpletion of the first harvest of perennial 
forages. 

We planted 'DKC42-70RR', a 92-day hybrid, and 'DKC53- 
33RR', a 103-day hybrid, on 1 1 May 2002 and 5 May 2003 
at the Aurara Research Farm in CayugaCo. Weedcontrol 
treatments included an untreated control and a weed-free 
treatment that received a preemergence application of I .5 
qtlacre of Bicep Lite II Magnum, followed by hand-weeding 
or a Roundup application. Three Roundup treatments were 
applied as 26 ozlacre of Roundup UltraMax at early, mid, 
and late postemergence timings (EPOST, MPOST, and 
LPOST, respectively). 

Weed densities were counted, by species, within a 0.23 m2 
quadrant and the height of each weed species was recorded 
in the untreated control at the 4%af stage (V4) in 2002 and 

at the V5 stage in 2003 (Table f ). All treatments were 
harvested by hand on 27 August 2002 and 3 September 
2003. Eight plants were randomly selected at harvest to 
estimate DM content and forage quality characteristics. 
We then used the spreadsheet, Milk2000, to determine 
milklton, a forage quality index. Mllkhon was calculated 
from neutrat detergent fiber (NDF), NDF digestibility, crude 
protein (CP), ash, and starch measurements. Mitk yields 
were then calculated as the product of sllage yieldandmitW 
ton. 

Weed control treatments, which did not affect DM content 
at harvest in 2002 because the dry conditions delayed 
silkjng in dl treatments until a 27 July rain, affected DM 
content at harvest in 2003 (Table 2). The untreated control 
averaged 29.1 compared with 34.5Oh DM content at hawest 
in the weed-free and EPOST treatments in part because 
weed pressure delayed silking by 4 days. The MPOST and 
LPOST treatments averaged 30.5% DM content at hawest 
in part because a delay in Roundup application untll the V5- 
Wstage allowedearfyseason weed pressure to delay corn 
sil W ng by 3 days. Weed pressure beyond the V4 stage can 
delay corn development, which could trandate into a 5 to 7- 
day delay in corn silage hawest in the fatl. 

the untreated control vs. the weed-free treatment averaged 
70 to 75% lower corn silage yields (Table 2). The EPOST 
and weed-free treatment yielded similarly in both years, but 
the MPOST treatmeht yielded 20 to 25% less and the 
LPOST treatment yielded 5090 less. Roundup had to be 

I 

Table 1. Date and height of corn, hefght of the major weed specles at the Ilme of early (EPOST), mid- (MPOST), 
and late (LPOST) postemeqence applfcatlons of Roundup, and denslty of the major weed species in the untreated 
control treatment in mid-June in 2002 and 2003. 
Roundup Common Green Common Yellow Wild 
ApplIwtion Date Corn Lambsquarters Foxtall Ragweed Nutsedge Mustard 

OC ------------ ---- ....................... helgM (In)------------------------------------------ 
aPQZ 

EPOST 18 Sune (V4) 7 3 (59) ' 3 (SO) 3 (130) 3 (130) 
t 

4 (6) 

MPOST 283une (V6) 20 8 6 6 6 9 
LPOm 5 July (V8) 24 10 14 10-16 10 12 

ZeP3 
EPOST 2 June (V3) 4 1 1 * 2 
MPOST 17 June (V5) 13 3 (645) ' 4 (432) 3 (48) - 14 (134) 
LPOST 30 June (V7) 15 6 6 8 + 24 
!Vn indieales the leal stage at, the time of Roundup application. 

Numbers in parentheses are the number of weeds m'' of the malor weed spedm In the untreated mntml. 
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applied by the V3-V4stage, regardless of hybrid maturity, 
to avoid slgnlficant silage yield losses under competitive 
gmwlng conditions. 

The untreated control averaged the least milkAon in 2002 
becausemoderate weeddensltiesanddry July and August 
conditions resulted in limited grain development and very 
low starch and very high NDFconcentrations (Table2). In 
2003, which had wet July conditions, high weed densities 
did not affect grain development and most silage quality 
characteristics. Apparently, high weed pressure only 
affects corn silage quality in years with dry conditions 
aroundthe silking period by limiting grain development. The 
weed-free and EPOST treatments had similar milWton 
values in both years, Wich indicate that a Roundup 
application by the V3-V4 stage, followed by limited weed 
pressure, results in slmilar corn silage quallty as that of 
weed-free corn. 

The untreated control vs. the weed-free treatment had 70 to 
80% lower calculated milk yields because of low silage 
yiekls and quality in 2002 and low yields In 2003 (Table 2). 
The EPOST and weed-free treatments had similar calcu- 
lated milk yields in both years of the study. The MPOST 
treatment also had similar calculated milk yields vs. the 
weed-free treatment in 2002 because it had higher silage 
quality (higher NDFd and starch), which offsd the 20% 
lower silage yields. In 2003, however, the MPOST treat- 
ment had similar silage quality and 3% lower calculated 
milk yields. 

Dairy producers in New York must apply Roundup by the 
V3-V4stage under competitive growing contiions to maxim 
mize silage yield and quality, which may overfap wtth the 
first harvest of perennial forages. Dairy producers should 
hirecustom applications Ifthey are unable to appiy Roundup . 
by the V3-V4 stage under competittitm growing conditions, 

Table 2. Silage molsture at  harvest, silage yields, mllk per ton values, and calculated milk 
yields of two corn hybrlds in weed-free and untreated control treatments and at early 
(EPOST), mid- (MPOST), and late (LWST) applications of Roundup at $urora, MY In 2002 and 
2003. 

Silage Silage Mllk Calculated 
Treatment Molsture Yield Per ToV Mlik Yield 

Oh tons/acm (65%) I bs/to n Ibs/acre 
2002 

Weed-Free 66.8 11.4 . 3637 14568 
EPOST 67.3 10.6 3739 13891 
M POST 68.9 9.0 3903 12378 
LBOST 69.2 5.9 3852 7880 
Untreated 69.6 2.6 3258 3022 

LSD 0.05 NS 1.6 158 2418 
Z Q U  

Weed- Free 65.4 23.6 3792 31188 
EPOST 65.3 22.7 3742 29775 
MPOST 69.5 17.1 3659 21882 
LPOST . 69.3 12.0 3666 15470 
Untreated 70.9 6.8 3661 8708 

1.8 1,4 NS 18211, 



1 Weed Interference and Timing of Roundup 
Affect Yield Components of Corn 

I R. R. Hahn, W. J. Cox, P. J. Stachowski 

I Department of Crop & Soil Sciences, Cornel! University 

Research throughout the Northeast has documented Musgrave Research Farm near Aurora. Weed con- 
the effect of Roundup application timing on w e d  trol treatments included a weed-free check that 
control and grain yield of Roundup Ready corn. received a preernergence (PRE) application of 1.5 
Additional research was d u c t e d  from 2002 through qt/A of Bicep Li te I I Magnum, early (EPOST), mid- 
2004 to determine the effect of time of weed removal (MPOST), and late (LPOST) postemergence appli- 
with Roundup on corn silage yield and quality, as cations of 26 ozlA of Roundup UltraMax atapproxi- 
reported in the previous article and on how the time mately the V4, V5, and V8 stages of corn develop- 
of weed removal affected grain yield and yield corn- ment, and an Untreated check. Handweeding or 
ponents of two hybrids with different relative rnaturi- subsequent Roundup UltraMax applications were 
ties. Yleld components that determine grain corn applied as needed to keep PRE, EPOST, and 
yield per acre are MPOST treatments weed free once tho initial herbi- 

PlanWacre cide treatment had been applied. Common rag- - Number of earslplant weed, common lambsquarters, and foxtails were 1 
Rows of kerneldear to 4, 3 to 8, and 4 to 14 inches tall at the EPOST, 
Number of kernels/row MPOST, and LWSTtimings respec@ely, while wild 
Kernel weight mustard was 2 to 4,9 to 14, and 12 to 24 inches tall 

According to the bulletin Howa Corn Plant Develops at these timings. In addition to measuring silage and 
by Ritchie at. al. (2),  the number of ear shoots grain yields, the number of ears per plant, rows of 

(potential ears) is determined just before tassej kernels per ear, kernels per row, and kernel weight 

formation at the 5" leaf stage (V5). Miniature ears were recorded for each treatment. 

begin forming shortly after tassel initiation according 
to Aldrich et. al. (1). The 
number of rows of kernels 
per ear is fully established 
by the 'V12 stage but the 
number of kernels per row 
is not completed until about . 

one week from silking 
(-V17). Clearly, grain yield 
potential is determined prior . 

- 

to silking but the realization .. 
of this potential relies on 
favorable growing condi- 
tions during and following 
silking. 

Mat- 

DeKalb brand DKC42- 
70RR, a 92-day hybrid, and 
DKC53-33RR, a 103-day 
hybrid, were planted May - 
11,5, and 1 S in 2002,2003, 
and 2004 respective1 y at the 

PRE EPOST MWST LPQST CHECK 

ROUNDUP TIMINGS 

I Figure 1. Corn silage yields for PRE weed free check, EPOST, MPOST, and LPOST 
Roundup UltraMax timings, and Untreated check averaged over two Roundup Ready I 



811- and Qrain Y W  (Figure 2). The Untreated weedy check yielded only 
33 BdA of grain. 

There were no differences in silage or grain yields, or 
in the grain yield components between the 92- and 
103day hybrids when results were averaged over 
the 3 years and weed control treatments. There 
were however differences in these parameters 
among the weed control' treatments and results 
discussed are a summary for both hybrids over the 
3 years. Silage and grain yields were similar for the 
PRE weed free check and for the EPOST Roundup 
UltraMax timing, however there were differences 
among the silage and grain yields among the three 
POST Roundup UltraMax timings. Silage yield for 
the PRE weed free check averaged 18.8 TIA while 
silage yields for the EPOST, MPOST, and LPOST 
time of weed removal averaged 17.9,13.3, and 9.6Tl 
A respectively (Figure 1). The Untreated check 
ylelded only 5.1 TIA of silage. Grain yield forthe PRE 
weed free check was 136 BUlA while grain yields for 
the EPOST, MPOST, and LPOST Roundup UltraMax 
timings were 135, 105, and 78 BdA respectively 

Inspection of the grain yield component data re- 
vealed there were no differences in ear number per 
plant among the PRE weed free check and POST 
Roundup treatments. Each of these treatments 
averaged one ear per plant while there was only 0.67 
ear per plant in the Untreated check plots. There 
were no significant differences in the number of rows 
of kernels per ear among the PRE weed free check, 
EPOST, and MPOST treatments with an average of 
15.2 rows per ear (Table 1). The number of rows of 
kernels was reduced to 13.7 when weed interference 
was removed at the LPOSTtlming. The number of 
rows of kernels per ear was further reduced to 9.2 in 
the Untreated check. The kernels per row for the 
PRE weed free check averaged 30.2 per row. This 
was not significantly greaterthan the kernels per row 
from the EPOST Roundup UltraMax treatment (29) 

but was greater than the 25.4 

CORN GRAIN YIELD 

PRE EPOST MPOST LPOST CHECK 

ROUNDUP TIMINGS 

Figure 2. Corn graln yields for PRE weed free check, EPOST, MPOST, and 
Roundup UltraMax timings, and Untreated check averaged over two Round 
Jydbids and 3 . y ~  at AWOJB WY: 

kernels per row from Ute 
MPOST Roundup UltraMax 
treatment (Table I), There 
was another signiffant drop 
to 21 -9 kernels per row with 
the L P O g  Roundup tim- 
ing. ne.Untreated check 
a ~ e ~ g e d  only 11.2 kernels 
per row. Finally, there were 
no differences in seed 
Weight arnpng the PRE 
weed free 'heck and the 
POST ~oundup treatments. 
Seed weig@for these treat- 
ments averaged 19 grams 
per 100 seeds while the 
seeds from the Untreated 
check averaged about 12 
grams per 100 seeds. 

There was no decrease in 
the numb& of rows of ker- 

b 
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Table 1. Rows of kernels per ear and kernels per row for PRE weed free, EPOST, 
MPOST. and LPOST Roundup UitraMax timings, and Untreated check averaged over - 
two Roundup Ready corn hybhds and 3 yearsat ~urora, NY. 
Treatment Timing RowsIEar KernelslRow 
PRE-Weed Free 15.4a , 30.2 a 
EPOST Roundup 
MPOST Roundup 
LPOST Roundup 

I Untreated check 9.2 c 31.2 d 
LSD (0.05) 0.7 2.3 

riels per ear through the MPOST Roundup timing 
(V5-6 stage of corn development) compared with 
the PRE weed free check There was however a 
decrease in the number of kernels per row between 
the EPOST and MPOST timings. Since there was 
a significant drop in grain yield between the EPOST 
(V3-4) and the MPOST (V5-6) applications, these 
results suggest this yield reduction was more closely 
related to a reduction in the number of kernels per 
row than to a reduction in the number of rows per 
ear. These results also reinforce recommenda- 
tions that total POST weed control programs using 
Roundup Ready corn hybrids should be applied by 
the V3 to V4 stage of corn development when 
weeds are 2 to 4 inches tall to maximize silage or 
grain corn yields. 

1. Aldrich,S.R., W.O.Scott, andR.G.Hoeft. 1986. 
Mcdern Corn Production, Third Edition, A&L Pub- 
lications, Inc. Champaign, IL. 

2. Richie, S.W., J.J, Hanway, and G.O. Benson. 
1997. How a corn plant develops. Special Report 
No. 48, Iowa State U~iversity of Science and Tech- 
nology Cooperative Extension Service, Arnes, IA. 
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Recommended Roundup Ready Soybean Varieties 
in New York 

Blll Cox 
Department of Crop & Soil Sciences, Cornell University 

New York farmers planted 175,000 acres In 2004, a new state 
record, and averaged 39 bdacre in yield. Even with soybean 
prba  hovering in the $5.001bu range, soybean producers can 
realize a profit if their yields exceed about 35 bulacre. Varieties 
have shown yield differences of 1 0 bu/acre or more in our variety 
trials so variety selection is a management practice that strongly 
determines whether growers realize a profit. The varieties in 
Table 1 and Table 2 are our recommended varieties for central/ 
western and Northern NY, based on our tests In those regions, 
We only recommend varieties that have average relatlve yields 
of 100% or greater (1 00% relative yield equals the mean yield 
of the test). When looking at the relative yields in Tables 1 and 
2, only compare the relative yields of varieties within the same 
maturity group. 

ContrrlMlestrrn NY 
FSl99, a late Group I variety from FS Seeds, yielded exception- 
ally well In New York tests in 2004 (Table 1). SG1919, a late 
Group I variety from Seedway, yielded well in 2003 and 2004, 
and AGlQW, a late Group I variety from Asgrow, yielded well in 
2004. FS122. an early Group I variety from FS Swds, also 
yielded very well in 2004. 

S21-H3. an early Group II variety from Northrup King, and 

FS237, an early to mid-Group II variety from FS seeds, yielded 
very well in New York tests in 2004 (Table 1). AG2107 and 
Rmwick, early Group II varieties from Asgrow and yllarrd, 
respectively, also yielded well in 2004. DKB28-52, a late Group 
II variety from DeKaIb, and S24-K4, a mid-Group I1 variety from 
Northrup King, have consistently yielded well in New York twts. 

Morthm MY 
Razor and Richochet, two late Group 0 varieties from Hyiand 
Seed, yielded well in Northern New York tests in 2004 (Table 
2), Razor also yielded well In Northern NY In 2003. DKBI 5-51, 
s mld-Group I variety from DeKalb, and FSW2 yblded very well 
In Northern New York in 20CEQ (Table 2). Late Group I varieties 
that also yielded well in 2004 Include AG1903 from Asgrow, 
S19-R5 from Notthrup King. and SGl919 from Seedway. 

cmckdml 
Variety wlectlon strongly Influences yield and subsequent 
profit Commercial varletlas do not have soybean rust or 
soybean aphid resistance yet so Maturity Group and yield are 
h e  most important factors in varlety selection. Correct soybean 
variety selection can resutt in profit differences of $20 to $401 
acre so growers should consider all sources of Information 
when selecting variePes. 

VARlElY REtATlVE YIELO (%) YEARS IN TEST 

FS19B FS Seeds 
- 

117 
SG1919 

DK822-52 Dekl b 102 
332405 Seedway 101 



- 

What's Cmpphg Up? is a bimonthly newsletter distributed by the Crop and Soil Sciences 
Department at Cornell University. The pupwe of the newsletter is to provide timely 
information on field crop production and environmental issues as it relates to New York 
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Calendar of Events 

Cornell 
Cooperative 
Extension 

I Feb .7-10,2005 
Feb. 9,2005 

I Feb. 10, 2005 
I Feb. 22-23, 2005 
I Mar. 1,2005 

Mar. 2,2005 I 
Mar. 3, M05 I Mar. 3,2005 

I Mar. 4,2005 
I Mar. 8,2005 
I Jun, 2,2005 

I Jul. 6, 2005 
Jul. 13,2005 

I Jul. S A u g .  3.2005 
I Oct. 57,2005 

Helping You 
- PLLtKmledae 

r----'--------------------------------- 1 
Weed Science Society of America, Honolulu, HI 
Western MY SoybeanlSmall Grains Congress, Batavia Party Hwrse, Leroy I 
Finger Lakes SoybeanlSmall Gralns Congress, Hollday Inn, Waterloo 1 
NYSABA Annual Meetlng, Holiday Inn, Auburn 1 
Northern NY Cmp Congress, Elks' Lodge, C a m  
Northern NY Crop Congress, St. Lawrence County 

I 
North Country Corn Congress, Miner Institute, Chazy 

I 
Quality Forage Forum, North Java Flre Hall, North Java I 
Quality Forago Forum. Randolph Fire Hall, Randolph I I 

Field Crop Industry Day, Holiday Inn, Waterloo, NY I 
Small Grains Management Field Day, Musgrave Farm, Aurora, NY 

1 
Weed Scleme Field Day, Valatle, NY 
Weed Scienoe RJd Day, Aurora, NY 

' 4  I 
I American Phytopathologieal Sodety A n n d  Mee- Austin, TX 

4 

Northeastern Division of American Phytopathdogical Sdety, Geneva, NY 
L ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , , J '  
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