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CCAs Play Important Role in Asian
Soybean Rust Indemnity

By Luther Smith
CAE, Executive
Director — CCA
ph: 608/268-4977
e-mail: lsmith
@agronomy.org

SDA’s Risk Management
Agency (RMA) has issued
a news release recom-
mending that producers
document they followed
good farming practices as advised by local
agricultural experts, such as extension
agents and certified crop consultants,
when combating Asian soybean rust.
(Editors note: certified crop consultants
include certified crop advisers and certified
professional agronomists.)

Under the terms of the Common
Crop Insurance Policy, a practice is con-
sidered a good farming practice if agri-
cultural experts agree that the produc-
tion method used will allow the crop to
make normal progress toward maturity
and produce at least the yield used to
determine the production guarantee.
The failure to purchase and apply ade-
quate control measures for Asian soy-
bean rust due to economic reasons is not
an insurable cause of loss.

If crops become infected, RMA recom-
mends that insured producers document:

¢ the date of discovery of the disease,
¢ any recommendations received from
agricultural experts and
¢ actions taken regarding the application
of appropriate control measures.
As with all crop insurance policies
and plans of insurance, farmers must

use good farming practices. This ensures
that in the event of any naturally occur-
ring disease outbreaks, such as soybean
rust, producers will be eligible for an
indemnity based on the full amount of
the loss. If good farming practices are
not followed, production attributed to
the failure to follow good farming prac-
tices is assessed, resulting in a reduction
in the indemnity.

For more information regarding
good farming practices and crop insur-
ance protection against Asian soybean
rust, please see the crop policies area on
the RMA Web site at http://www.rma.
usda.gov.

Additional links to Web sites with
information on Asian soybean rust can be
found on the American Society of
Agronomy Web site at www.agronomy.org.

Should Something Be Done About Ethics?

breach of the Code of Ethics we all signed

and it is simply not acceptable.”

CHAIRMAN
Stephen Dlugosz
Agriliance

By Kim Polizotto

ICCA Standards and
Ethics Committee Chair
ph: 317/462-2485
e-mail: polizotto@
potashcorp.com

isconsin has revoked a CCA certifi-
Wcation due to falsifying CEU records

— primarily having someone sign
someone else’s name at a CEU event.

Northeast Region Certified Crop Adviser

Chair Jeff Ten Eyck wrote in a recent col-
umn, “I must remind everyone about the
seriousness of falsifying continuing edu-
cation unit (CEU) sign-in sheets. It is a

ICCA Board Chair Steve Dlugosz wrote a
column in February CCA Advantage, “Ethics
— Doing the Right Thing.” He stated, “I've
heard from individuals who are frustrated
that a few CCAs are doing things like this
and are still in the program.”

Several participant comments in the
recently completed CCA Program Survey
stressed the importance of getting tougher
with ethics.

If you are one of those CCAs who feel it
is time for your local board to take a
stronger position on ethics breaches, start by
reviewing the CCA Code of Ethics, Article V.,
Duty to the Profession.

continued on page 19

ph: 317/432-5562
stevedlugosz@comcast.net

VICE-CHAIRMAN
Fred Vocasek
Servi-Tech

ph: 620/227-7123
fredv@servi-techinc.com

PAST-CHAIRMAN

Robert Beck

Pioneer Hi-Bred International, Inc.
ph: 515/334-6778
robert.beck@pioneer.com

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
Luther Smith

American Society of Agronomy
ph: 608/268-4977
Ismith@agronomy.org
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he International Certified

Crop Adviser Board of

Directors met in

Washington, DC, March 21-

23, 2005, for their spring
board meeting. On Tuesday, March 22,
they took advantage of being in our
nation’s capital to conduct briefing ses-
sions for House and Senate Ag
Committee staffers.

Explaining the purpose and role of
the CCA Program were Board Chair
Steve Dlugosz (Agriliance, IL), Fred
Vocasek (Servi-Tech, KS), and Past ICCA Board members and guests at the spring meeting, Washington, DC.
Chair Bob Beck (Pioneeer Hi-Bred
Intl., TA). After the formal presenta-
tion, board members spoke informally with the legislative
staffers to answer questions and reiterate the points made
during the presentation.

Following the briefing, board members called on their
own legislators to familiarize them with the CCA program
and to leave contact information for future reference. This
was the first opportunity many board members had to make
Hill visits and they are looking forward to expanding the
event in February 2006. It is expected that the next farm
bill will be in the process of development at that time and
there will be plenty for ICCA Board members to talk to
legislators about.

Russell Duncan, South Carolina CCA (left), and Tom Kemp, CCA south-
ern regional representative, discuss the Certified Crop Adviser Program
with Christy Seyfert of Sen. Chambliss’s office.

¢ Agreed to challenge local CCA boards to raise funds for a soils
exhibit at the Smithsonian Institution’s National Museum of
Natural History in Washington, DC.

¢ Heard a presentation from the EPA on Water Quality Trading.

(L to r) Steve Dlugosz, CCA chairman; Jane Shey, DC consultant; Bob
Beck, CCA past-chairman; and Dave Slepey, president-elect ASA, discuss
policy issues.

Other Board actions include:
¢ Directed the chair to appoint an ad hoc committee to evalu-
ate all the program fees and recommend a course of action.
¢ Adopted a set of procedures for the development of CEU

specialty areas. (L to r) Luther Smith, CCA executive director; Bob Stephenson, USDA’s
o Voted to become a 501c6 organization. FSA representative to the CCA Board; and Steve Dlugosz, CCA chairman

24 o AgProfessional ® Spring 2005 for daily updates go to www.AgProfessional.com



CCAAD

Vel

k.

1r

I I
G

Chairman’s Corner
I'm Excited

By Steve Dlugosz, CCA

Chairman International CCA Program
Agronomist, Agriliance, Indianapolis, IN
ph: 317/432-5562

e-mail: stevedlugosz@comcast.net

really am! Your International Board met earlier this
spring in Washington, DC, for its semi-annual meet-
ing. We have been working hard to increase our visibil-
ity in DC, and to get the CCA Program better connect-
ed with key policy makers in agriculture. I would like
to briefly share some successes.

The first day the board met with representatives from three
government agencies.

FSA (Farm Service Agency) asked for our input on how it can
more effectively utilize the private sector in delivering techni-
cal assistance to the farm. This is a great opportunity to show
FSA how CCAs work with farmers every day, and how we can
assist with the proper implementation of government pro-
grams on the farm. Appropriate funding for private-sector
efforts is critical, and several of our CCA Board members will
be concentrating on this.

EPA made a presentation on water quality trading and the role
of the private sector in this endeavor. Again it asked for CCAs’
input and assistance. Several board members volunteered to
work directly with EPA on this project.

NRCS also gave an update. The CCA Program has enjoyed a
long relationship with this agency and will continue to
work closely with it as new intitiatives are developed and
implemented.

The CCA Program is rapidly building a reputation for
working well with different agencies in Washington and is
increasingly recognized as being a trusted adviser on the farm.
I really enjoyed the remark North Central Representative Dave
Franzen made: “It used to be, ‘Hello, I'm from the government,
I'm here to help’ Now it’s, ‘I'm from the government, can you
help us?” This change in attitude has the potential to be a
great opportunity for many CCAs across the country.

The board spent the next day on Capitol Hill telling the
story of who we are and what we do. We met with staffers from
the House Agriculture Committee in the morning, then with
staffers from the Senate Ag Committee in the afternoon. We
made three short presentations — what is a certified crop
adviser, how CCAs affect farmer profitability and an example
how CCAs will play a front-line role in combating Asian rust.
Our message was well received and we answered a number of
very good questions. Individual board members also made per-
sonal visits to their respective Senate and congressional offices.

WHY WORRY ABOUT WASHINGTON?
You may be wondering why all the effort in DC? Well, a new
farm bill is starting to be developed. We continue to hear that
government agencies will not be adding additional staff and
will need to utilize more of the private sector to implement
future programs. CCAs are very qualified to be a large part of
that private sector. Now is the time to work hard so everyone
recognizes and understands the CCA Program. We must con-
vince them that CCAs are well positioned to assist with these
efforts, with the proper compensation. We're on the farm every
day. We have the expertise. We have our farmers’ trust.
Increasing recognition of the CCA Program and building
relationships in Washington remind me of trying to establish a
good stand of alfalfa. They take a pretty good investment of
time, effort and money. I hope the fruits of our labor produce
some high-quality hay for CCAs in the years to come.

Duty to the Profession:

1. An applicant shall aid in exclusion from certification
those who have not followed this Code of Ethics or who
do not have the required education and experience.

2. An applicant shall uphold this Code of Ethics by precept
and example and encourage, by counsel and advice, other
registrants to do the same.

Should Something Be Done About Ethics? (continuea from page 17)

3. An applicant having positive knowledge of deviation from
this code by another registrant shall bring such deviation
to the attention of the registrant’s local board.

An ethics inquiry starts with you. It is up to you to take
a stand. It is up to you to write a letter of concern to your
board. The hardest part of the process is signing your name,
but without your name on the letter it can go nowhere. It
may be one of the hardest things you have ever done, and it
won't be taken lightly. You are a professional.

for daily updates go to www.AgProfessional.com
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Nutrient Management

Tillage and Poultry Litter Application
Effects on Cotton Growth and Yield

By Chandra K. Reddy, E. Z. Nyakatawa, and D.W. Reeves

EARN ONE CEU!

All CCAs may earn up to 20 Continuing Education Units
(CEUSs) per two-year cycle as board-approved self-study arti-
cles which will include CCA Advantage articles. The CCA
CEU logo (above) marks all pre-approved material, with the
CEU value indicated by the number in the middle. To
receive one CEU in nutrient management, read this article,
fill out the attached exam and mail the tear-out form, along
with $10, to the American Society of Agronomy.

doption of no-tillage cotton production in the
southern U.S. increased from about 254,000 ha
in 1998 to 784,000 ha in 2002. Conservation-
tillage cotton acreage nearly tripled in Alabama
and Georgia during this period. A survey by the
National Cotton Council of America reported that 57% of the
total cotton hectarage in the southeast U.S. was under no-
tillage, which resulted in an average savings of $50.03 per ha
($20.13 per acre) for fuel and labor compared with convention-
al tillage.

Problems reported with no-till cotton include soil com-
paction, poor seedling emergence, poor plant establishment,
stunted growth and reduced yields. Cotton does not produce
enough residues to supply the C necessary to increase soil
organic matter and improve soil tilth in the seed zone. Also,
cotton residues do not last long after harvest to protect the soil

from erosion and reduce loss of soil moisture from evaporation.

Therefore, without additional residues to supplement cotton
residues, soils under no-till cotton may develop a crust at the
surface and a compacted layer in the top 5 to 10 cm.

Inclusion of winter cover crops in no-till cotton systems
can provide crop residues to make conservation-tillage cotton
production systems comply with the standards set by the
Natural Resources Conservation Service. Benefits include
improving soil water retention, increasing soil organic matter
and reducing erosion. Winter cover crops may also reduce
nitrate leaching to groundwater by picking up excess nutrients
remaining from the summer cotton crop.

Crop rotations of different genus or species improve soil fer-
tility, reduce erosion, reduce the buildup of pests and increase
net profits. Corn can be grown as a summer crop in rotation
with cotton to break the life cycles of major cotton insect pests
and diseases. Corn also supplies additional residues to increase
soil organic matter in conservation-tillage cotton production
systems. Cotton, corn and winter rye, which are dicot, monocot
and monocot respectively, have root systems that complement
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each other in nutrient uptake when grown in rotation, making
them more efficient in using soil nutrients. This may reduce
buildup of excess nutrients such as P, which is associated with
application of poultry litter based on N content.

Application of poultry litter as a source of N and P has
been shown to increase yields of crops such as corn and pas-
tures. Furthermore, our studies have shown that poultry litter
improves soil chemical properties compared with inorganic
sources of N such as ammonium nitrate. Application of poultry
litter to cotton will provide an environmentally sustainable
way of disposing of the large quantities of waste in this region.

The objective of this study was to evaluate the effect of
tillage systems on growth and yield of cotton grown in rotation
with a winter rye cover crop with poultry litter and ammoni-
um nitrate fertilizer application in north Alabama. A field
study was conducted at the Alabama Agricultural Experiment
Station, Belle Mina, AL, on a Decatur silt loam soil from 1996
to 2001. Treatments consisted of three tillage systems: conven-
tional till, mulch till and no-till; two cropping systems: cotton
in summer and fallow in winter and cotton in summer and rye
in winter; three N levels: 0, 100 and 200 kg N ha"; and two N
sources: ammonium nitrate and poultry litter. Ammonium
nitrate was used at one N rate (100 kg N ha™), which is the rec-
ommended rate for cotton in the Tennessee Valley region.

Poultry litter was broadcast by hand and incorporated to a
depth of 5 to 8 cm by preplant cultivation in conventional
tillage and mulch tillage systems, whereas in the no-tillage sys-
tem, it was not incorporated. The ammonium nitrate and poul-
try litter were applied to the plots 1 day before cotton planting.
Before planting, the plots received a blanket application of 336
kg ha of a 0-20-20 fertilizer each year from 1996 to 1999, 112
kg ha' of a 0-0-60 fertilizer in 2000, and 224 kg ha™ of 5-20-20
fertilizer in 2001 and 2002 to minimize the effects of P and K
applied through poultry litter.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The years 1998, 2000 and 2001 had poor rainfall distribution for
cotton. The years 1998 and 2000 were characterized by droughts
in May or June and/or July while 2001 had excess rainfall over
the same period.

Winter Rye and Surface Residue Cover. In 1998 winter rye
biomass yield in plots that had received 100 and 200 kg N ha’
in the form of poultry litter under cotton was 112% and 130%
greater than in plots that received 100 kg N ha” in the form of
ammonium nitrate, respectively. Similar figures in 2000 were
14% and 68% greater, and in 2001, 50% and 150% greater,
respectively. Cumulative winter rye cover crop biomass yields

for daily updates go to www.AgProfessional.com
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due to application of 100 kg N ha" in the form of ammonium
nitrate, 100 kg N ha" in the form of poultry litter, and 200 kg N
ha” in the form of poultry litter were 4,329, 5,402 and 7,638 kg
ha', respectively.

The above data show that poultry litter application to cot-
ton has more residual positive effects on the amount of bio-
mass produced by the winter rye cover crop compared with
ammonium nitrate when used at the same rate of 100 kg N ha™.
The significance of these results is that since the winter rye
crop is grown without additional fertilizer, it can scavenge
residual N from the poultry litter, which would otherwise be
susceptible to leaching during the winter and spring. The win-
ter rye cover crop may also reduce sediment loss of P from the
plots by tying P in plant biomass during the winter when there
is no cotton.

There was a significant year x tillage x cropping system
interaction on surface residue cover estimated immediately
after cotton planting. Surface residue cover immediately after
cotton planting in conventional tillage with winter rye cover
cropping was 20% and 13% in 1997 and 1998, respectively, com-
pared with 1% in conventional tillage with winter fallow.
Similar values for 2000 and 2001 were 36% and 34%, respective-
ly, in conventional tillage with winter rye cover cropping com-
pared with an average of 5% in conventional tillage with win-
ter fallow cropping.

There was a significant tillage x N source interaction on
surface residue cover immediately after cotton planting. In the
conventional tillage system, where crop residues were incorpo-
rated into the soil, application of 100 kg N ha" in the form of
poultry litter increased surface residue cover to 30% compared
with 23% for 100 kg N ha” in the form of ammonium nitrate.
However, in mulch tillage and no-tillage systems, where crop
residues were either partially incorporated into the soil or not
incorporated at all, there was no improvement in surface
residue cover due to application of poultry litter compared
with ammonium nitrate. This was expected since a greater pro-
portion of the soil surface would already be covered with crop
residues under mulch tillage and no-tillage systems and should
not be taken to imply that application of poultry litter did not
increase the amount of residues left on the soil surface.

Our results suggest that surface application of poultry litter
instead of ammonium nitrate can offer further protection to
the soil against erosion in a conventional tillage system.

Cotton Seedling Emergence and Establishment. Inade-
quate cotton seedling emergence and establishment and conse-
quently variable crop stands have been blamed for poor adop-
tion of conservation tillage in cotton production for the south-
eastern U.S. There was a significant year x tillage system inter-
action on cotton seedling counts. Cotton seedling counts under
conventional tillage averaged over cover cropping systems and
N treatments were similar to those under no-tillage and mulch
tillage systems in each year of study. The rate of emergence in
no-till was significantly greater than that in conventional
tillage. Also, in plots that received 100 kg N ha" in the form of
poultry litter and 200 kg N ha™ in the form of poultry litter,
rate of seedling emergence was significantly greater than in
plots that did not receive N and plots that received 100 kg N ha’
in the form of ammonium nitrate in all years. This was attrib-

for daily updates go to www.AgProfessional.com

uted to higher volumetric soil moisture content in the top 7 to
10 cm of the soil. The optimum number for cotton seedling
establishment is about 10 plants m”. Our results show that final
cotton seedling counts were in this optimum range in 1997 and
2001. In 1998 and 2000, when soil moisture was most limiting
during seedling emergence, surface residue cover was positive-
ly correlated with final cotton seedling counts, which in turn
were positively correlated to leaf area index, number of bolls
per plant, biomass and lint yield.

COTTON GROWTH AND YIELD PARAMETERS

Plant Height — There was a significant year x tillage system
and year x N source interaction on cotton plant height. In
1997, plant height under no-tillage was 10 cm greater than
under conventional tillage. This can be attributed to the fact
that no-tillage improved cotton growth by conserving soil mois-
ture during the drought period of July 1997. Cotton plant
height for plants that received 100 kg N ha” in the form of
ammonium nitrate was 20, 12 and 15 cm greater than plants in
plots that received 100 kg N ha” in the form of poultry litter in
1997, 1998 and 2001, respectively. However, in 2000 there were
no differences in plant height between plants that received 100
kg N ha' in the form of ammonium nitrate and those that
received 100 kg N ha” in the form of poultry litter, which may
indicate poultry litter was able to compensate for lower nutri-
ent availability by conserving soil moisture during the dry
spells of May and July. Plant height significantly correlated
with number of bolls per plant, biomass yield and lint yield
over the 4-year period, indicating plant height is a good indica-
tor of cotton productivity.

Leaf Area Index — There was a significant tillage x cropping
system and year x N source interaction on cotton leaf area
index at full bloom. In conventional tillage plots, cotton leaf
area index was 5.80 with winter rye cover cropping compared
with 4.80 without winter rye cover cropping. However, in no-
till with winter rye cover cropping, cotton leaf area index was
5.30, which was only 0.2 units higher compared with winter
fallow cropping. Cotton following winter rye had higher leaf
area index compared with cotton after winter fallow, but differ-
ences were not significant. Also, cotton leaf area index for cot-
ton winter rye cropping system under conventional tillage was
0.5 units higher than that under no-till. Leaf area index for
plants that received 100 kg N ha” in the form of ammonium
nitrate was 1.90, 1.00 and 1.40 units greater than for plants that
received 100 kg N ha™ in the form of poultry litter in 1997, 1998
and 2001, respectively. Leaf area index is a good indicator of
plant growth and soil conditions for plant productivity, and it
positively correlated with bolls per plant, biomass yield and
lint yield.

Number of Bolls per Plant — There was significant tillage x
cropping system, tillage x N source and year x tillage interac-
tion on number of cotton bolls per plant. In no-tillage system,
winter rye cover cropping increased the number of bolls per
plant by 7 compared with cotton winter fallow cropping, which
had 21 bolls per plant. However, in conventional tillage, winter
rye cover cropping did not have a significant effect on bolls per
plant. Without rye cover cropping, no-tillage had slightly lower
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bolls per plant compared with conventional tillage. However,
with rye cover cropping, no-till had, on average, 6 more bolls
per plant compared with conventional tillage, showing that rye
cover cropping was essential to the reproductive development
of cotton under no-tillage system.

In mulch tillage and no-till plots, plants that received 100
kg N ha" in the form of ammonium nitrate had 9 and 8 more
bolls per plant compared with plants that received 100 kg N ha’
in the form of poultry litter, respectively. No-tillage system had
4 and 2 more bolls per plant compared with conventional
tillage system in 1997 and 2001, respectively. Number of bolls
per plant positively correlated with cotton biomass yield and
lint yield.

Lint Yield — There was significant year x N source and tillage
x N source interaction on cotton lint yield. In 1998 cotton lint
yield in plots that received 100 kg N ha” in the form of ammo-
nium nitrate averaged 1,536 kg ha', which was 19%, 15% and
34% greater than lint yields in 1997, 2000 and 2001, respective-
ly. In plots that received 100 kg N ha" in the form of poultry lit-
ter, the highest lint yield was 1,354 kg ha" in 1998, which was
17% and 15% greater than lint yields in 1997 and 2001. This
variation in yield responses in each year can be explained in
terms of rainfall distribution during May, June and August.

There were no significant differences in cotton lint yield
between 100 kg N ha’ ammonium nitrate and 100 kg N ha’
poultry litter treatments in plots under conventional tillage
system. However, for mulch tillage and no-tillage systems,
plants in plots that received 100 kg N ha' ammonium nitrate
had 12% and 11% higher lint yield compared with plots that
received 100 kg N ha poultry litter, respectively. In plots that
received 100 kg N ha™ in the form of ammonium nitrate, lint
yield in mulch tillage and no-tillage systems was 7% and 13%
greater than in conventional tillage. However, in plots that
received 100 kg N ha" in the form of poultry litter, lint yield in
conventional tillage system was 12% greater than under mulch
tillage system and 4% greater than under no-till. These results
can be attributed to the fact that soil incorporation of poultry
litter under conventional tillage speeds up mineralization
whereas in mulch tillage and no-tillage systems, poultry litter
mineralization is slower. In no-tillage with winter rye crop-
ping, lint yields averaged about 100 kg ha' greater than in no-
tillage with winter fallow cropping during the same period.
Compared with conventional tillage with winter fallow crop-
ping, lint yields in no-tillage with winter rye cropping aver-
aged 137 kg ha higher during the study period.

The key to increasing cotton lint yields is using conserva-
tion tillage (mulch-till or no-till) with adequate N fertility and
soil moisture in the critical stages of cotton growth and devel-
opment; namely, seedling emergence, squaring, flowering and
boll development to maturity. These stages include the months
of May, June, July and August. Benefits of conservation tillage
are mainly a result of keeping crop residues on the soil surface,
which improves the plant environment by holding additional
moisture. This will further improve soil organic matter and
reduce soil erosion.

Breaking up and incorporation of crop residues during
tillage leaves little or no residue on the surface. Therefore, the
benefits of cover cropping such as reduction in surface evapo-
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ration and erosion control are diminished. In addition, crop
residue incorporation results in immobilization of inorganic
N, which affects early plant growth. Tillage promotes oxidation
of crop residues and soil organic matter, which are important
in soil moisture conservation. Therefore, for benefits of cover
cropping to be realized, crop residues need to be left intact on
the soil surface to reduce soil moisture evaporation and also to
slow down the rate of decomposition. Without winter rye cover
cropping, no-tillage with 100 kg N ha™ gave similar or slightly
lower yields compared with conventional tillage with the same
N rate of 100 kg N ha™.

Nitrogen application in the form of ammonium nitrate or
poultry litter significantly increased cotton lint yield in con-
ventional tillage except for the 100 kg N ha” in the form of poul-
try litter treatment in 1997. In mulch tillage plots where poul-
try litter was incorporated into the soil, there were no signifi-
cant differences in lint yields between the 100 kg N ha" in the
form of ammonium nitrate and the 100 kg N ha in the form of
poultry litter treatments in all years. With 200 kg N ha" of poul-
try litter and cotton winter rye cover cropping, lint yields
under no-tillage were up to 28% (or 351 kg N ha™) greater than
under conventional tillage with 100 kg N ha” of ammonium
nitrate and winter rye cover cropping. However, with 100 kg N
ha" of poultry litter, no-till did not do better than conventional
tillage with 100 kg N ha” in the form of ammonium nitrate,
which further supports the need for adequate N fertilization in
no-tillage.

SUMMARY

Mulch tillage and no-tillage systems did not have adverse
effects on cotton seedling emergence and establishment com-
pared with conventional tillage, contrary to previous reports.
Generally, cotton growth parameters in plots that received the
same rate of N in the form of ammonium nitrate were better
than those that received poultry litter. However, during drought
years, no-tillage compensated for reduced availability of N
from poultry litter by conserving soil moisture. In the no-
tillage system, winter rye cover cropping significantly
increased number of cotton bolls compared with winter fallow
cropping. Use of no-tillage without a cover crop in cotton pro-
duction may not give significant benefits. Rainfall distribution
in May, June, July and August had significant effect on cotton
lint yields. Similarly to what was observed with cotton growth
parameters, application of poultry litter at the rate of 100 kg N
ha" generally gave lower or similar cotton lint yield compared
with ammonium nitrate at the same rate, whereas at 200 kg N
ha’, lint yields were significantly greater than those at 100 kg
N ha’, irrespective of the N source.

Editor’s note: Content was adapted from the paper “Tillage
and Poultry Litter Application Effects on Cotton Growth and
Yield,” which was published in Agronomy Journal, Vol. 96,
November-December 2004, and is courtesy of the authors
Chandra K. Reddy, E. Z. Nyakatawa, and D.W. Reeves.
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Get a CEU!

DIRECTIONS

1. Read the self-study article on pages 26-28 carefully.

2. Answer the questions by clearly marking an “X” in the
box next to the best answer for each question.

3. Complete the self-study exam registration form on the
back of this page.

4. Clip out this self-study examination page, fold and place
in envelope.

This exam is worth 1 CEU in Nutrient Management. An exam score of 70% or higher will earn CEU credit. The
International CCA program has approved self-study CEUs for 20 of the 40 CEUs required in the two-year cycle.

5. Enclose a check for $10.00 made payable to the
American Society of Agronomy, for processing fees.
Payment in U.S. funds only.

6. Mail your self-study exam and fee to:

ASA c/o CCA Self-Study Exam, 677 S. Segoe Road,
Madison, WI 53711. Please allow 60 days for processing.

7. An electronic version of this test is also available at
www.AgProfessional.com. Go to the Certified Crop
Advisers section (lefthand column) and access the “CCA
Advantage” link.

Tillage and Poultry Litter Application Effects

on Cotton Growth and Yield
May/June Self-Study Examination

1. During the period from 1998 to 2002, no-till cotton acreage
in the southern U.S.

] a. decreased.

] b. stayed the same.

] c. doubled.

] d. tripled.

————

2. Seedling emergence may be compromised in no-till con-
tinuous cotton because of
[ 1a. soil crusting.
[ 1b. heavy residue cover.
[ ]c. nitrogen tie-up.
[ ]d. allelopathy.

3. A reason to use a winter rye cover crop in a no-till cotton
production system is to
[ 1a.increase soil organic matter.
[ 1b.increase residual soil nitrates available to following
crops.
[ ]c.break cotton insect and disease cycles.
[ 1d.eliminate herbicide carryover.

4.This research study of tillage and poultry litter application
included
[ ]a.four nitrogen levels.
[ 1b.two nitrogen sources.
[ ]c.two types of poultry litter.
[ 1d.three site/years.
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5. Growth of a winter rye cover crop in this study was high-
est using a nitrogen source of
[ 1a. poultry litter.
[ 1b.ammonium nitrate.
[ ]c.anhydrous ammonia.
[ ]1d.diammonium phosphate.

6. Cotton plant height is a good indicator of
[ ]a.lintyield.
[ 1b.lint quality.
[ ]ec.tillage system used.
[ 1d.boll size.

7. At 100 kg N ha" applied as poultry litter, the highest yields
came from
[ ]a. subsurface banding.
[ 1b. mulch tillage.
[ 1c. no-till.
[ 1d.conventional tillage.

8. As compared to ammonium nitrate treatments in conven-
tional tillage, lint yields using poultry litter in conventional
tillage were
[ 1a.similar.

[ 1b. higher.
[ ]c.lower.
[ 1d. much lower.
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9. As compared to cotton after winter fallow, the leaf area 10. The most important months for cotton to benefit from
index of cotton following winter rye was adequate soil moisture include

] a. significantly lower. ] a. April, May, June, and July.

] b. slightly lower. ] b. May, June, July, and August.

[ [
[ [
[ ]c.slightly higher. [ 1c.Jduly, August, and September.
[ [

] d. the same. ] d. August, September, and October.
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