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Cotton growers in the southeastern 
United States can deal with periodic 
droughts by using conservation tillage 
and fertilizing with poultry litter, 
Agricultural Research Service (ARS) 
scientists report. 

Agricultural engineer Dinku 
Endale and agro-ecosystems ecologist 
Harry Schomberg at the ARS J. Phil 
Campbell, Sr., Natural Resource 
Conservation Center in Watkinsville, 
Ga., conducted a study that found 
no-till cotton fertilized with poultry 
litter yielded 42 percent more than 
conventionally tilled cotton fertilized 
with ammonium nitrate. 

Using no-till practices alone increased 
yield by 33 percent over conventional 
tillage practices, they found. 

According to Endale, many soils in 
the southeastern states have low water-
holding capacity and form nearly 
impervious layers that restrict root 
growth. If roots can’t penetrate deeply 
enough to access soil water reserves, 
the drought effect is worsened. 

No-till cotton was able to capitalize 
on carry-over water in the soil, faring 
better after being established. That 
helped it to survive into the blooming 
phase. Conservation tillage protects 
the soil surface and allows more 
rainwater to penetrate. 

Long-term use of practices such 

Photo courtesy of USDA-ARS

Technicians Stephen 
Norris and Robin 
Woodroof observe 
an application 
of poultry litter 
on a tarp used 
in catching and 
measuring output 
for calibration of the 
precision poultry 
litter applicator.

as no-till allows crop residue to 
accumulate on soil surfaces, which 
helps build soil structure, increases 
rainwater fi ltration, reduces 
evaporation, and increases the 
biological activity that helps improve 
nutrient cycling. 

The bottom line is that producers 
can increase their ability to produce 
cotton during drought periods 
by implementing practices that 
help conserve soil and protect the 
environment. AG
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Are you working with corn farmers to 
implement Best Management Practices (BMP)? 
BMPs can improve your client’s stewardship and 
profi tability, including eligibility for incentives 
such as NRCS’s new Conservation Security 
Program (CSP). 

CCAs working in this arena have a new 
tool, thanks to American Farmland Trust. 
This “performance guarantee” program covers 
nutrient BMP and reduced tillage, providing 
corn farmers—and their advisors—a risk-free 
opportunity to try the practices on-farm. The 
guarantee compensates farmers for any yield 
and income loss they may incur while getting 
comfortable with the BMP.

To ensure competent implementation 
of the BMP, a CCA must be involved 
in recommending the BMP, setting up 
representative comparison strips and assessing 
yield at harvest. 

For nutrient BMPs, the farmer works 
closely with his or her CCA to develop 
a nutrient management plan following 
university-recommended protocols for their 
state and region. The CCA then determines a 
representative location for the comparison strip 
considering factors such as soil-type and slope. 
The farmer follows the BMP on the fi eld, and 
then applies his or her traditional application rate 
on the comparison strip. At harvest, the CCA 
calculates the farmer’s “net-economic-returns.” 
The program compensates farmers who fall short 
with a cash payment—ensuring the farmer earns 
at least as much revenue as if the entire fi eld had 
been fertilized at the higher rate.

For reduced tillage, a CCA works with the 
farmer to determine the most appropriate 
reduced tillage system for the fi eld, helps select 
the right equipment, sets out the comparison 

strip and monitors performance from planting 
through harvest. At harvest, the CCA compares 
net returns, and the program compensates 
farmers if income suffers.

American Farmland Trust compensates CCAs 
for a number of these program-related services, 
thanks to funding from USDA NRCS, the Great 
Lakes Protection Fund, McKnight Foundation 
and others. Farmers who save dollars or increase 
income are also asked to contribute a small 
portion of those savings to support the program.

Nutrient and residue management are 
key components of CSP eligibility. Farmers 
interested in applying for CSP incentives could 
earn higher tier status and increased payments 
if they’ve adopted nutrient BMP’s and reduced 
tillage practices on their entire farm. The 
guarantee can help by providing a safety net 
during the experimentation phase.

These programs are designed for farmers 
growing corn for grain and/or silage. For 
more information, please contact Regina 
Hirsch at (608) 873-8393 or e-mail 
regina.hirsch@sbcglobal.net.

A third tool in development covers corn 
rootworm IPM. Farmers’ who have had their 
corn fi elds scouted the previous summer, and 
found beetle numbers below threshold, can 
follow the “no treat” recommendation without 
fear of income loss. For more information on 
this program, please contact Stan Buman, 
Agren Inc., at (712) 792-6248 or e-mail 
stan@agren-inc.com.

A new tool for CCAs to help 
clients reduce nutrient costs

BY TOM GREEN, 
PH.D.
President of IPM 
Institute of North 
America
(608) 232-1528
ipmworks@ 
ipminstitute.org

BY REGINA M. 
HIRSCH, PH.D.
Environmental 
Consultant
(608) 873-8393
regina.hirsch@ 
sbcglobal.net
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The CCA environment is potentially very rich in 
California. We raise about 300 crops in climatic 
zones varying from the Sonoran Desert to a 
coastal zone supporting 300+ foot high redwoods. 
We grow crops on dead level ground and on 
slopes exceeding 50 percent. Planting dates can 
vary greatly for many crops and each variation 
requires a shift in management. Irrigation 
management is a crucial consideration for nearly 
every crop, so much so that, it can make or break 
your crop regardless of what else you may do. 

This cropping diversity requires a great 
deal of crop specifi c information, and a CCA 
certifi cation should be a key ticket. But there 
is also this: an experienced manager familiar 
with his local conditions can make good money 
using established practices. Our agricultural 
environment can be forgiving because the 
climate is usually ideal, and irrigation water is 
generally in adequate supply. (Ag water supplies 
are threatened however) Fertilizers are (have 
been) inexpensive, and pesticides can be used as 
desired (within limits of course). 

We have many University personnel and 
very capable consultants available to address the 
inevitable surprises related to drought, exotic pests, 
energy costs, market shifts, etc. Many of these 
people are CCAs, but some are not. They earned 
their reputation over many years of good work 
for clients. Consultants are widely employed, but 
the CCA license is not often seen as a minimum 
requirement, and is not required by any current law.

How about our legendary regulatory 
environment? We have a couple unique 
situations, 1) air quality regulations are directly 
impacting producers, particularly dairy 
producers; 2) a law requiring most pesticide 
applications be registered at a county offi ce, and 
recommended by a state licensed Pest Control 
Advisor (PCA). The PCA license is highly 
valued in California and a CCA license is not 
suffi cient to make site-specifi c pest control 
recommendations. (A CCA license has the 
potential to achieve a similar status, since PCAs 

are not required to have as much knowledge of 
soil, water, and nutrient management.) 

We share other concerns with the rest of the 
country: Clean Water Act requirements and 
regulations to protect groundwater. We have no 
licensing requirements to recommend fertilizers 
and no legal limits on groundwater withdrawals. 
Manure management is a large issue, and it is 
being addressed by the regulatory community. 

We also have an initiative that encourages 
farmers to join associations that will monitor 
water as it fl ows through and out of the watershed 
for pesticide and nutrient constituents. This is 
viewed as an alternative to regulators forcing 
each producer to monitor and report on their 
own farm. If a problem is found in the watershed, 
adequate data will be available to fi nd and fi x the 
problem, at a minimum expense to individuals 
who do not discharge. Setting up, managing, and 
assisting producers in this kind of system may 
eventually require some kind of certifi cation.

I believe the California CCA will have a 
large job to do if government requires certifi ed 
professionals to prepare and implement plans for 
agricultural activities (beyond existing pesticide 
regulation) impacting air and water quality. 
Both of these issues require unique training and 
are the subjects of evolving regulation. If we 
are to do this well, we will need only to follow 
our well established guidelines for technical 
and professional integrity. We will also need 
leadership and increased volunteerism from 
technical experts in the state.  It will be a great 
help if new regulations provide fi nancial support 
to develop and deliver technical information 
to CCAs. I believe we will need Specialty 
Certifi cations in Manure Management and Air 
Quality Considerations for Agriculture.

The future may hold great potential for the 
CCA program here, or the status quo could 
prevail. If the latter occurs, our CCAs have the 
skills to compete well with non-CCAs for clients 
seeking the assurance of high technical and 
ethical standards.

PLEASE NOTE: 
The January 
CEU 
Registration 
form incorrectly 
listed the 
CEU as Crop 
Management. 
It should have 
read “1 CEU 
Soil and Water 
Management.”

BY BOB FRY,
Conservation 
Agronomist
608 N. Campus Dr.
Suite E
Hanford, CA 93230
(559) 584-9209 
x108
Robert.Fry@
ca.usda.gov
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Glyphosate-resistant soybean is 
produced in both full-season and 
double-crop (following small grain) 
production systems using both 
conventional tillage and no-till practices 
in the Mid-Atlantic. Shibles and 
Weber (1966) reported that to attain 
maximum yield potential for soybean, 
it is necessary to establish a leaf area 
index (LAI) of 3.2 or greater by the 
R2 reproductive stage as defi ned by 
Fehr and Caviness. It has since been 
learned that a LAI of 3.5 to 4.0 by early 
reproduction is necessary to achieve 95 
percent light interception and that this 
level of light interception is positively 
correlated with yield. A number of 
production practices (choice of relative 
maturity for cultivars at a location, 
suitable planting dates, row spacings, 
and plant populations) that can infl uence 
the attainment of the desired LAI have 
been investigated extensively.

Two commonly used row spacings 
in the Mid-Atlantic region are 19 
and 38 cm (7.5 and 15 in), refl ecting 
farmers’ use of either grain drills or 
splitter-mounted planting units on row 
crop planters, respectively, for planting 
soybean. The adoption of narrower row 
planting has been based upon numerous, 
favorable reports concerning reduced 
row spacing for soybean production. 
The one limitation to these fi ndings 
regarding narrow-row soybean is that 
all the studies were done with non-
glyphosate-resistant cultivars.

Our study evaluated a range of seeding 
rates within the two most commonly 
used row spacings for full-season and 
double-crop production systems in 
Maryland. The objectives of this study 
were (i) determine if seeding rate 
reductions from the current standards 
for the two production systems would 
produce equivalent grain yields to those 

standards and (ii) determine if the yield 
potential for soybean produced in the 
two commonly used narrower row 
spacings was affected by seeding rates.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
During 2000 through 2002, 

glyphosate-resistant soybean cultivars 
were grown under both full-season and 
double-crop production systems at two 
locations each year. Whole plots were the 
two row-spacing treatments (19 and 38 
cm). The 19-cm plots consisted of seven 
rows, and the 38-cm plots had four rows 
each. Plot length was 7.6 m (25 ft). The 
split plots were four glyphosate-resistant 
soybean cultivars. These cultivars 
represented the range of relative maturity 
for soybean cultivars commonly grown 
in Maryland. The split-split plots were 
the four seeding rate treatments of the (i) 
the recommended seeding rates for full-
season (432,250 seeds ha−1, or 175,000 
seeds/A) and double-crop (555,750 seeds 
ha−1, or 225,000 seeds/A) production 
systems and rates that were (ii) 40 
percent and (iii) 20 percent less than 
and (iv) 20 percent greater than those 
two recommended rates. Seeding rate 
treatments were individually packaged 
for each plot by counting the appropriate 
number of live seeds for each cultivar.

The full-season studies were planted 
into fi eld sites that had been planted to 
corn the previous year. The double-
crop studies were no-till planted into 
wheat stubble. All other production 
practices followed standard management 
procedures for the two cropping systems. 

A combined analysis of variance 
(ANOVA) for each respective cropping 
system was performed for each year 
using PROC MIXED procedure. 
Interactions that occurred were 
evaluated utilizing the SLICE option 
of the LSMEANS procedure. A 

primary objective of this research was 
to determine if seeding rate reductions 
from the currently recommended 
standards for full-season and double-
crop production of glyphosate-resistant 
soybean were a feasible production 
strategy for reducing input costs. 

Fisher’s Protected Least Signifi cant 
Difference Test was utilized in this study 
for the planned comparisons between 
the recommended standard seeding 
rate and each of the three seeding rate 
treatments evaluated. In addition, 
orthogonal polynomial contrasts were 
conducted where appropriate to assist 
with elucidation of differences.

CULTIVAR EFFECTS
Signifi cant cultivar and location 

× cultivar differences for yield were 
observed for both full-season and 
double-crop production systems. 
Yield differences among cultivars were 
expected given the infl uence relative 
maturity has on a cultivar’s performance. 
Interactions between locations and 
cultivars were also not an unexpected 
result as they emphasized the infl uence 
environment has on the performance of 
a cultivar. Though cultivar differences 
existed, they are only considered to be 
an important factor if they interacted 
with the row-spacing and seeding 
rate variables in this study and will be 
discussed where pertinent.

ROW-SPACING EFFECTS—
FULL-SEASON PRODUCTION

The ANOVA for full-season 
production for 2000 indicated a 
signifi cant location × row spacing × 
cultivar interaction. To elucidate this 
three-way interaction, the SLICE 
option of the LSMEANS procedure 
was employed. The SLICE option was 
also used to identify if yield differences 
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occurred among the cultivars within a 
row-spacing treatment at each location. 
At the Wye Research and Education 
Center (WREC), near Queenstown, 
Md., no significant yield difference 
among the four cultivars was indicated 
at the 19-cm row spacing even though 
the trend as maturity of the four cultivars 
increased was an increase in yield. 
However, a significant yield difference 
was present for the 38-cm row spacing. 

At Central Maryland Research and 
Education Center-Beltsville Facility 
(CMREC), a significant yield difference 
among cultivars was indicated for 19-cm 
row spacing, but at 38-cm row spacing, 
no differences were present. 

For 2001, the combined ANOVA 
for full-season production indicated a 
significant row spacing effect with no 
interactions between this factor and the 
other treatment variables. 

The ANOVA for 2002 full-season 
production indicated a significant 
row-spacing effect and no interactions 
with other variables. That season was 
highlighted by severe drought. The 
yield advantage observed for 19-cm 
rows during 2002 was clearly the result 
of the ability of the soybean produced 
in narrower rows to generate a closed 
vegetative canopy earlier than the wider-
row treatment, enhancing moisture-
holding capacity for the narrow-row 
treatment and resulting in better yield.

ROW-SPACING EFFECTS—
DOUBLE-CROP PRODUCTION

The ANOVA for double-crop 
production system for 2000 indicated 

no significant row-spacing effect and 
no interaction between row spacing 
and the other factors. Timely planting 
for double-crop production coupled 
with sufficient rainfall throughout 
the growing season provided suitable 
growing conditions that resulted in 
good double-crop yield in both row-
spacing treatments for this year.

The ANOVA for 2001 double-crop 
system indicated that the row-spacing 
effect was confounded by both a row 
spacing × location and a row spacing × 
cultivar interaction. The SLICE option 
was employed to identify interaction 
differences. For the location × row 
spacing interaction, the two row-spacing 
treatments averaged over the four 
cultivars at WREC had significantly 
different yields. At CMREC, no 
significant difference was observed. 

Since the combined ANOVA 
indicated a row spacing × cultivar 
interaction, but since the two locations 
performed so differently because of 
both planting date differences and an 
early killing frost at CMREC, mean 
separation analyses were conducted 
on the two row-spacing treatment 
means for each of the four cultivars 
at each location. At WREC, three of 
four cultivars had significantly better 
production in the 19-cm row-spacing 
treatment. Within the 19-cm row-
spacing treatment, no significant yield 
differences among the cultivars were 
observed. In 38-cm row spacing, yield 
response among the cultivars varied. 
It did appear as though the yield 
performance in 38-cm rows improved 

with increasing maturity of the cultivars. 
At CMREC, within a cultivar, no 

yield differences occurred between the 
two row-spacing treatments. Within a 
row-spacing treatment at this location, 
the significant loss of yield for the two 
later-maturing cultivars is apparent in 
both row-spacing treatments. 

For double-crop production in 2002, 
the combined ANOVA indicated 
a significant row-spacing effect 
with no interactions with the other 
variables. The results for double-crop 
production indicate the positive effect 
that the narrower rows had upon the 
development of LAI, creating a better 
plant canopy earlier than for the wider 
rows and ultimately improving yield 
under the droughty conditions that 
occurred during 2002.

SEEDING RATE EFFECTS ON 
EMERGED STANDS

Though the goals for the four seeding 
rate treatments were not attained, 
incremental increases for the emerged 
stands were found across the four rates. 
Overall, the emerged stands ranged from 
70 percent to 94 percent of the goals. 

SEEDING RATE EFFECTS— 
FULL-SEASON PRODUCTION

The combined ANOVA for 2000 
full-season production indicated a 
cultivar × seeding rate interaction that 
confounded the seeding rate effect. 
Within a cultivar, the 40 percent 
reduced seeding rate for three of four 
cultivars was significantly less compared 
with the standard seeding rate. 
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SEEDING RATE EFFECTS—
DOUBLE-CROP PRODUCTION

The combined ANOVA for 2000 
double-crop production system indicated 
a significant location × cultivar × 
seeding rate effect. The SLICE option 
was used to delineate the interaction 
effects. For the within-cultivar seeding 
rate comparisons at WREC, three of 
four cultivars produced statistically the 
same at the four seeding rates. For the 
within-cultivar seeding rate comparisons 
at the Lower Eastern Shore Research 
and Education Center (LESREC), the 
three latest-maturing cultivars had no 
significant yield differences among the 
four seeding rates. 

The SLICE option also indicated yield 
differences among the cultivars existed 
within seeding rates at the two locations. 
At WREC, there appeared to be a trend 
for improved yield as the maturity of the 
cultivars decreased at each of the seeding 
rates. However, the only significant yield 
differences among cultivars within a 
seeding rate treatment occurred at the 20 
percent increased rate.

At LESREC, a different response 
occurred among the cultivars within the 
seeding rates. At LESREC, there was no 
significant response for the two earlier-
maturing cultivars to the 20 percent 
increased seeding rate.

For 2001 double-crop production, 
the combined ANOVA identified a 
significant effect for seeding rate and no 
interactions between this treatment factor 
and the others. Mean separation analysis 
(Fisher’s Protected LSD

0.05
) determined 

that the yield at the 40 percent reduced 
seeding rate was significantly less than at 
the standard seeding rate. However, the 
20 percent reduced seeding rate had yield 
that was not different from the standard. 
The standard rate was determined to 
be not different from the 20 percent 
increased rate. Orthogonal polynomial 
contrast for linear and quadratic response 
across the four seeding rates was 
conducted, and it was determined to be 
not significant for either.

The 2002 ANOVA for double-crop 

soybean determined the presence of a 
significant seeding rate effect, the same as 
occurred in 2001. Mean separation analysis 
was done using Fisher’s Protected LSD

0.05
 

and determined that the 40 percent reduced 
rate had significantly less yield compared 
with the standard seeding rate. The yields 
for the three highest seeding rates were not 
significantly different. 

CONCLUSIONS
Over the three years of the study 

for full-season production system, the 
19-cm row-spacing treatment produced 
significantly better yield compared with 
the 38-cm treatment in two of three 
years. During 2000, when row spacing 
was influenced by location and cultivar 
causing the result to be less clear, there 
was only one instance where a cultivar 
was found to produce better in the wider 
row spacing. For the 24 row spacing × 
cultivar combinations that were evaluated 
during the 3 years of the full-season study, 
only once did the 38-cm row spacing 
prove superior. As with the full-season 
production system, a total of 24 row 
spacing × cultivar combinations were 
compared for double-crop production. 
There was not one instance where a 
significant yield advantage was observed 
for the wider, 38-cm row-spacing 
treatment. At best, this wider row-
spacing treatment produced yield that was 
equivalent to that attained in 19-cm rows. 

During two of three years of the full-
season study (2000 and 2001), the yield 
response to seeding rates was relatively 
consistent. The reduced seeding rate of 
40 percent compared with the standard 
rate resulted in significantly lower yield. 
The 20 percent reduced rate was found 
to yield comparably to the standard rate. 
Averaged over the two locations, all four 
cultivars were found to not differ at the 
three lowest seeding rates. However, at 
each of the locations, a different response 
occurred. At WREC, a significant yield 
response was observed for the two higher 
seeding rates. However, at CMREC, no 
differences among the four seeding rate 
treatments were observed. Because the 

prediction of weather conditions at the 
time the crop is planted is impossible and 
because none of the cultivars expressed 
significant yield differences between the 
20 percent reduced rate and the standard, 
a seeding rate 20 percent less than the 
standard full-season rate of 432,250 seed 
ha−1 would appear to be a viable option.

Seeding rate response for double-
crop production was straightforward 
in two of three years (2001 and 2002). 
During those two years, very different 
weather conditions prevailed. However, 
soybean yield responded to the seeding 
rate treatments during both those years 
similarly, and they were not confounded 
by interactions with row spacing, 
cultivars, and location. A 40 percent 
reduced seeding rate had yield that 
was significantly less than the standard. 
During both those years, the 20 percent 
reduced rate produced yield equivalent 
to the standard seeding rate. And there 
was no significant yield benefit for 
double-crop soybean to the 20 percent 
increased seeding rate. During 2000, 
location and cultivar both influenced the 
seeding rate response to some degree. 
During this year, which had timely 
and sufficient rainfall, yield differences 
among the seeding rates were less 
evident. Only one of the eight cultivar × 
location combinations had a significant 
yield difference between the 40 percent 
reduced rate and the standard seeding rate. 
And, for the comparison between the 20 
percent reduced rate and the standard, 
there were no significant yield differences. 
A 20 percent reduction in seeding rate 
from the standard rate of 555,750 seed ha−1 
for double-crop production did not cause 
significant yield loss.

There was no occurrence of 
interactions between row spacing and 
seeding rate. These new seeding rate 
recommendations of 346,000 and 
445,000 seeds ha−1 (140,000 and 180,000 
seeds/A) for glyphosate-resistant 
soybean grown under full-season 
and double-crop production systems, 
respectively, in Maryland apply to both 
19- and 38-cm row spacing.
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Row-spacing and seeding rate effects on glyphosate-
resistant soybean for Mid-Atlantic production systems   
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1. Production practices tested over the years by soybean 

researchers to maximize leaf area index and ultimately yield 

have included all of the following EXCEPT

[   ] a. planting dates.

[   ] b. row spacings.

[   ] c. populations.

[   ] d. harvest timing.

2. The purpose of this study was to

[   ] a. determine if seeding rate reductions from current 

standards would produce equivalent grain yields.

[   ] b. evaluate the water use efficiency of different soybean row 

spacings.

[   ] c. assess weed control responses to glyphosate at various 

row spacings and populations.

[   ] d. compare the performance of glyphostate vs. non-

glyphosate resistant varieties.

3. A characteristic of the setup of this study was in the use of

[   ] a. both full-season and double-crop systems for evaluation.

[   ] b. row spacings of 19 and 38 inches.

[   ] c. irrigated plots.

[   ] d. treated seed to assure intended stands.

4. In the full-season production system, the 19 cm row 

spacing treatment produced significantly better yield than 

the 38 cm treatment in

[   ] a. 0 of 3 years.

[   ] b. 1 of 3 years.

[   ] c. 2 of 3 years.

[   ] d. 3 of 3 years.

5. Results from the 2002 growing season were impacted by

[   ] a. high levels of precipitation.

[   ] b. severe drought.

[   ] c. unusual early-season cool temperatures.

[   ] d. premature leaf loss from foliar disease.

6. A characteristic when comparing seeding rates with emerged 

stands was that

[   ] a. seeding rate goals were not attained.

[   ] b. emerged stands ranged from 87% to 96% of seeding rate 

goals.

[   ] c. smaller seeds had lower rates of emergence.

[   ] d. harvest stands were affected by significant plant 

mortality through the season.

7. A conclusion of the full-season part of the study was that

[   ] a. 38-cm rows yield better than 19-cm rows.

[   ] b. a 20% stand reduction performed as well as a full stand.

[   ] c. there were no differences among locations.

[   ] d. seed treatments are an economical form of insurance for 

protecting stands.

8. A conclusion of the double-crop part of this study was that

[   ] a. a 20% stand reduction performed as well as a full stand.

[   ] b. a 40% stand reduction performed as well as a full stand.

[   ] c. cultivars were not influenced by other variables.

[   ] d. results were similar among years.

9. Interactions that occurred among variables in the study were 

statistically analyzed using

[   ] a. Fisher’s Protected LSD0.05.

[   ] b. Tukey’s multiple range test.

[   ] c. orthogonal polynomial contrasts.

[   ] d. SLICE.

10. For the double-crop production system, the 38-cm row 

spacing treatment produced yields that were

[   ] a. superior to 19-cm rows for certain cultivars.

[   ] b. superior to 19-cm rows when using a 20% increased 

seeding rate.

[   ] c. at best equivalent to 19-cm rows.

[   ] d. always significantly lower than 19-cm rows.
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International CCA program has approved self-study CEUs 
for 20 of the 40 CEUs required in the two-year cycle.
DIRECTIONS
1. Read the self-study article on pages 18-20 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.
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.

GET A CEU!
This exam is worth 1 CEU in Crop Management. An exam score of 70% or higher will earn CEU credit. The 

SELF-STUDY EXAM EVALUATION FORM
Rating Scale:     1=Poor     5=Excellent

Information presented will be useful in my daily crop advising activities: 1    2    3    4    5

Information was organized and logical:  1    2    3    4    5

Graphics/tables were appropriate and enhanced my learning:  1    2    3    4    5

I was stimulated to think how to use and apply the information presented:  1    2    3    4    5

This article addressed the stated competency area and performance objective(s):  1    2    3    4    5

Briefly explain any “1” ratings: 

Topics you would like to see addressed in future self-study materials: 
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SELF-STUDY EXAM REGISTRATION FORM
Name: 

Address: 

City:  State/Province:  Zip:  

CCA Certification #: 

Credit Card #:  Type of Card: Visa ❏  Mastercard ❏  Discovery ❏  Am Express ❏

Expiration Date Name on Card:  

Enclose a $10 check payable to American Society of Agronomy.
X

Signature of Registrant as it appears on Code of Ethics
I certify that I alone completed this self-study course and recognize that an ethics violation may revoke my CCA status.

This exam issued February 2006 expires February 2009.
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