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Rising costs of planting seed and technology fees have led some cotton producers to reduce
their seeding rates in an effort to control costs. How far can we turn down the planter without hurting lint yield, fiber quality, and the bottom line? To address this question, we conducted small-plot experiments in two fields at the Milan Research & Education Center in
Tennessee for three years. One field was managed with no tillage and no irrigation, while
the other was conventionally tilled and pivot irrigated. Seeding rate varied with planting pattern (solid and skip-row), row spacing (15 and 30 inches), and number of seeds planted per
foot of row (1 or 2 viable seed/ft). Cultivars were ST4357B2RF (2006) and ST4554B2RF
(2007-08). Seed costs and tech fees ranged from $25.31 with 14,500 seed/ac, to $108.38 at
87,100 seed/ac. Plant stands were counted, and plots were rated for weed competition during the season. Earliness was measured as days from planting to 50% open bolls. Plots were
spindle picked with a JD9930 harvester equipped with Pro-12 VRS headers for yield and
fiber quality.
With no tillage and no irrigation, plant stands averaged 61% of seeds planted, final plant
height averaged 29 inches, and lint yields averaged 1020 lb/ac. The highest lint yields were
obtained with seeding rates ranging from 44,000 to 87,000/ac (26,000 to 49,000 plants/ac).
The lowest yield was obtained with 14,500 seed (9,200 plants) per acre, which produced
81% of maximum yield. The highest seeding rates produced the earliest maturing cotton,
while the lowest seeding rates (14,500 to 29,000/acre) delayed maturity by about five days.
Suppression of weeds by cotton diminished with plant populations less than 26,000/ac, especially in skip rows. In solid planted rows, maximum net return was obtained from seeding
rate of 44,000/ac. Net return was reduced at higher seeding rates by about $40 to $80/ac,
due to higher seed costs and technology fees. In skip-row plantings, highest net returns were
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obtained from seeding rates ranging from 29,000 to 58,000/ac. Net return was reduced by
about $52/ac at a plant population of 9,200/ac, due to lower yields.
With conventional tillage and supplemental irrigation, plant stands averaged 57% of seeds
planted, final plant height averaged 39 inches, and lint yields averaged 1421 lb/ac. The highest yields were obtained with seeding rates ranging from 44,000 to 87,000/ac, with plant populations in excess of 24,000/ac. The lowest yield was obtained with 14,500 seed (8,900
plants) per acre, which produced 65% of maximum yield. The highest yielding populations
also matured about four days earlier than cotton grown at the lowest seeding rates. The cotton crop suppressed weeds most effectively in solid plantings with more than 24,000
plants/ac. Seeding rates ranging from 29,000 to 87,000 seeds/ac produced equivalently high
net revenues. In solid-planted rows, net return was reduced $109/ac with 12,300 plants/ac,
due to lower lint yields. In skip rows, net return was similarly reduced $189/ac with a population of only 8,900 plants/ac. There were no significant price differences for fiber quality
due to seeding rate in any row spacing or pattern in either experiment. Results suggest that
growth of larger plants under irrigation may increase the capacity of cotton to compensate for
lower seeding rates. Across the two fields, however, net returns were more consistently maximized by planting two seeds per foot in skip-rows than by reducing the seeding rate down
the row.
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Introduction
It has become increasingly difficult for consultants and producers to select the proper insecticide use strategy for cotton IPM. In fact, with all the issues affecting treatment efficacy, it
is remarkable that cotton producers consistently maintain satisfactory levels of control.
Several factors including changes in the pest spectrum, insecticide-resistant populations,
novel products with uncommon modes of intoxication, the need for co-application of multiple products, difficulty in post-treatment evaluation of performance, and complete costs of
treatments must be considered in the final selection of the most effective insecticides. This
paper will discuss common-sense suggestions for product selection and use patterns during
2010.
Considerations for Insecticide Selection and Application Patterns in Cotton IPM
Action thresholds and insecticide recommendations promoted by all state extension specialists should only be considered guidelines and part of the decision-making process in cotton IPM. Selection of the most successful cotton pest management strategy is not an easy
process. Numerous operational, environmental, and biological factors interact during the production season, and can greatly influence pests and strategies used for their control. With
these factors in mind, several recommendations for the insecticide use strategies are listed
below.
• Enlist the assistance of a trained pest management specialist. This person may be a
licensed agricultural consultant, extension specialist, CCA-qualified dealer field man, or family member with college education or field experience.
• Plant at least a portion of your acreage to a Bt-expressing cotton variety as a risk management tool to avoid late-season caterpillar pest problems. The Bollgard, Bollgard 2, and
WideStrike technologies are proven IPM tools and will usually eliminate the potential of
severe yield losses from many Lepidoptera.
• At-planting treatments (seed or soil-applied) are critical to optimize yields with an early
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