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The Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Service has 
long been dedicated to educating Texans. 
Extension education evolved nationwide under the 
1914 federal Smith-Lever Act, which sought to 
extend university knowledge and agricultural 
research findings directly to the people. Ever since, 
Extension programs have addressed the emerging 
issues of the day, reaching diverse rural and urban 
populations. 
  
In Texas, all 254 counties are served by a well-
organized network of professional Extension 
educators and some 100,000 trained volunteers. 
Extension expertise and educational outreach 
pertain to the food and fiber industry, natural 
resources, family and consumer sciences, nutrition 
and health, and community economic development. 

Among those served are hundreds of thousands of 
young people who benefit annually from 
Extension’s 4-H and youth development programs. 
  
Texans turn to Extension education for solutions. 
Extension agents and specialists respond not only 
with answers, but also with resources and services 
that result in significant returns on the public’s 
investment. Extension programs are custom-
designed for each region of the state, with residents 
providing input and help with program delivery. 
Here are just a few highlights of Extension impacts 
on this county and its people.

Wharton County – Summary of 2015 Educational Contacts 

 
4-H Members          390 
4-H Adult Volunteers        114 
4-H Youth Volunteers        100 
4-H Clubs          18 
Curriculum Enrichment Participants     681 
 
Contacts at Educational Events      11,348 
Individual Contacts (Office, Site, Phone, etc.)   14,648 
Volunteer Hours Contributed      1,380 
Total Contacts         25,996
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Agricultural Pesticide Waste Collection in Texas - 2015 

By Corrie Bowen 
County Extension Agent 

Wharton County 

Relevance 

From 1992 through 2010 The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) administered the 
“Agricultural Pesticide Waste Collection Events”.  The program was designed to collect from rural Texas 
and properly dispose of unused, unwanted, banned, or suspended pesticides.  The program was disbanded 
in 2010.   According to TCEQ, the program properly disposed of 2,284 tons of agricultural waste pesticides.  
The original program was funded through a state fund from a fee paid by generators of hazardous waste. 

The State of Texas currently (as of December 2015) has 54,017 pesticide license holders, licensed to 
purchase and apply restricted or state-limited use pesticides in Texas.   Agricultural pesticide applicators 
are required to follow federal and state laws that regulate the proper disposal of pesticides.  In certain 
instances, applicators are unable to properly utilize the entirety of the pesticide in their possession.  For 
example, federal and/or state registration cancellations occur.  Another example is pesticide labels do not 
adhere to pesticide packaging for long periods of time, leaving pesticide containers unidentifiable.  When 
this occurs pesticide applicators must determine how to dispose of unwanted pesticides in a manner that is 
legal and does not jeopardize or harm the environment.   

Currently, there is no organized collection activity to allow Texans to responsibly dispose of their unwanted 
pesticide waste.  This has caused many Texans to accumulate unwanted pesticides under unsafe storage 
conditions.  The potential of improper disposal of pesticide waste and the increasing amount of storage of 
such waste poses a serious risk to surface and groundwater resources, wildlife habitat, and other aspects of 
the environment. 

Response 

Since 2010, agriculture producers continue to seek proper disposal sites to dispose of unused pesticides 
and unused pesticide containers.  To measure the scope of the issue in Texas, Wharton County Extension 
Agent, Corrie Bowen collaborated with Extension Offices throughout Texas from January 2015 to April to 
survey pesticide applicators of their perception of pesticide disposal in Texas.  Extension Agents 
administered a survey at pesticide recertification events from  late January 2015  to  early April 2015. 

 

 

 



 

Results 

Survey results show that 1,447 surveys were completed by private, commercial, and noncommercial 
pesticide applicators licensed with the Texas Department of Agriculture.  To measure the number of 
applicators who had pesticides in need of proper disposal, 1,178 responded.  Of these, 50%, or 589 
pesticide license holders indicated that they did have stored, unused pesticides that were in need of proper 
disposal.  Survey results show that 33.4% of the pesticides needing proper disposal were liquid pesticides; 
3.5% were solids (granular, powders, wettable powers, etc.); 13.1% consisted of both liquid and solid 
pesticides.  The 589 respondents who had unused pesticides in storage indicate that on average each 
applicator had 266.37 pounds of solid pesticides in storage; and 30.21 gallons of liquid pesticides in 
storage. 

1,253 (86%) of the 1,447 respondents indicate that herbicides, insecticides, or other pesticides are applied 
to an average of 562.64 acres, in this particular survey group.  This group of 1,253 pesticide applicators 
represent a total of 704,983 acres to which pesticides are applied for pest management of agricultural 
pests.  Figure 1.0 below depicts the location, identfied by zip code, of the ag operations of the 1,447 
pesticide licensed holders who responded to the survey. 

   Figure 1.0 

 

 

1,348 of the 1,447 applicators responded to a question asking their knowledge of the previously conducted 
Ag Waste Collection Program by TCEQ.  Survey results indicate that 55.8% were aware of the program 
available that was once available to Texas residents; 44.28% were not aware.  1.8% of this same group 
indicate that they have had to pay a private company to dispose of unwanted, or unused pesticides.  The 
cost to applicators to have pesticides disposed of properly by facilities that have permits or authorizations 
from TCEQ to manage hazardous waste ranged from $20 to $300,000, or an average of $25,364.23.  77% 
of the respondents paid from $20 up to $550 for proper disposal of pesticides; the remaining 23% 
experienced paying from $2,500 to $300,000. 

1,373 of 1,447 applicators responded to a question asking their opinion of a statewide Ag Waste Collection 
program that would come to their region of Texas on an annual, or biannual schedule to collect unwanted or 
surplus agriculture and non-commercial pesticides.  95.6% of this group, or 1,313 pesticide license 
holders approve of a statewide Ag Waste Collection program; 4.4% oppose. 

Within a group of 1,354 survey respondents responding to the question, “Do you feel that storing unwanted 
pesticides poses a risk to the environment”, 90.4%, or 1,224 indicate “Yes”;  9.6%, or 130 indicated, 
“No”. 

 



 

Conclusion 

In the past, the “Agricultural Waste Pesticide Collection Events” provided an ideal method by which 
applicators could properly dispose of unwanted pesticides.  To address and alleviate the problem, this 
program should be re-initiated in Texas to provide agricultural pesticide applicators across the state a safe 
and efficient method by which to dispose of unwanted pesticides and pesticide waste (i.e. empty pesticide 
containers) 

The group of pesticide applicators surveyed for their perception of pesticide disposal represents 2.6% of the 
audience of 54,017 licensed agricultural pesticide applicators in Texas in 2015.  These results do not 
represent Texas residents who are not pesticide license holders who may have acquired stored pesticides 
as a result of farmstead inheritance, and thus must seek proper disposal of hazardous waste.  As identified 
in this survey, it can be a very costly expense to agricultural producers and landowners in Texas to have 
pesticides disposed of properly by facilities that have permits or authorizations from TCEQ to manage 
hazardous waste. The cost to dispose of pesticides through commercial management facilities and the lack 
of an affordable statewide pesticide waste program will only continue to increase the rate at which unused 
pesticides and pesticide containers are improperly stored.  TCEQ Publication, GI-225 Commercial 
Management Facilities for Hazardous Waste and Industrial Solid Waste lists facilities that have permits or 
authorizations from the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) to manage industrial 
hazardous waste, industrial nonhazardous waste, or both.   This publication is available at  
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/publications/gi/gi-225.html  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.tceq.texas.gov/publications/gi/gi-225.html


   

        
Wharton County - 2015 Cotton Harvest Aid Trial 

 
Corrie Bowen, County Extension Agent - Wharton County 

Dr. Gaylon D. Morgan, Extension Cotton Agronomist 
Dale A. Mott, Extension Program Specialist 

Relevance 

Often, it is advisable to delay the choice of harvest-aid treatment(s) to cotton until the crop 
is nearly ready to terminate, which is a balance between optimizing yield and preserving 
quality.  While the cotton variety, soil type, and cultural inputs for a given cotton crop can 
be selected, the weather cannot. The final decision as to when and what harvest-aid 
products to apply is made by the prudent producer near the time of the initial harvest-aid 
treatment. 

Cotton harvest aid chemicals are generally grouped into three categories – defoliants, 
desiccants, and boll openers.  Defoliants remove foliage from the cotton plant by 
stimulating ethylene production, which promotes the formation of an abscission layer at 
the base of leaf petioles. Defoliants can be classed into two categories: (1) hormonal 
defoliants such as thiadiazuron (Dropp®, FreeFall®, etc.), and (2) herbicidal defoliants 
such as tribufos (Folex®) and the PPO inhibitors (Aim®, Display®, Sharpen®, etc.).  For 
conventional cotton (non-Roundup Ready), glyphosate may be used as an herbicidal 
defoliant. If applied at too high a rate, herbicidal defoliants may cause excessive leaf injury, 
preventing the formation of the abscission layer and resulting in “stuck” leaves. 

Desiccants, such as paraquat (Gramoxone®) or sodium chlorate, simply kill and dry leaf 
and stem tissues. At the higher rates, these products act very rapidly and do not allow an 
abscission layer to form at the junction of leaf petioles and the stem, resulting in “stuck” 
leaves. Desiccants are typically used in stripper-harvested cotton to dry plant tissues after 
a defoliant has been applied. Desiccants can be used at lower rates to help defoliate cotton, 
but selecting the appropriate rate to defoliate and not desiccate is challenging and is 
dependent upon environmental conditions. 

Boll openers contain the active ingredient ethephone. Within the plant, ethephon is 
converted to ethylene, which causes bolls to open at a more rapid pace. Increased levels of 
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ethylene within the plant also help activate abscission layers of the leaf petioles, further 
defoliating the plant. It is important to note that although ethephon does hasten the 
opening of bolls, it will not speed up the maturity of immature bolls. Additionally, boll 
openers tend to enhance basal and terminal leaf growth following the application, thus 
timely harvest is more critical when using a boll opener. 

Grower standards for cotton defoliation in the Upper Gulf Coast area of Texas tends to be 
one of two common mixtures:  1-2 oz. Dropp®, + 12-16 oz. ethephon (Prep®) + 4-6 oz. 
Folex®; or 4 oz. Ginstar® + 21 oz ethephon (Prep®) . 

Response 
 
Preparing cotton for harvest is not an exact science. Although there is much information on 
how and when to apply harvest aid chemicals, producers recognize that seasonal and crop 
conditions have effects on crop responses to harvest aid treatments that are not always 
predictable. 
 
To demonstration the performance of cotton harvest aides on the 2015 Upper Gulf Coast 
cotton crop in Wharton County, the Wharton County office of Texas A&M AgriLife 
Extension established a harvest aid test at Crescent, Texas.  Wharton County Extension 
Agent, Corrie Bowen cooperated with the Wharton County Fair Board to utilize a portion of 
a cotton field owned by the Wharton County Fair Association for a cotton harvest aid test.  
Dr. Gaylon Morgan, Professor and State Extension Cotton Agronomist and Dale Mott, 
Extension Program Specialist designed the test based on products and rated recommended 
by the industry.  They also provided the products, equipment, and assistance to apply the 
harvest aids and evaluated each treatment.  The trial plot size was 12.67 feet wide by 45 
feet in length.  The application volume for each treatment was 11 gallons/acre of total mix. 
 
The Wharton County Harvest Aid Test was sprayed with the initial treatments on August 
12, 2015.  A total of 15 treatments were evaluated (including an untreated control), with 
each treatment replicated two (2) times.   Treatments designed to include a second 
application of harvest aid were applied on August 18, 2015.  Each treatment was rated on 
August 18, 2015 (6-DAT) and August 21, 2015 (9-DAT) for percent Defoliation, Desiccation, 
Green Leaf, and Green Boll. 
 
A turn row meeting was conducted on August 21, 2015 (9 days post treatment) at the site 
of the Wharton County Harvest Aid Test.  Dr. Gaylon Morgan walked participants through 
each treatment, describing each treatment, how each one performed, and recommended 
best management practices based on the results of the Wharton test.  Approximate cost per 
acre for each treatment was provided to participants with the 6-day post-treatment results. 
 



 

Results 
 
Results for the Wharton, Texas Cotton Harvest Aid Trial are given below in Table 1. The 6 
DAT Evaluation of % Defoliation, % Desiccation, % Green Leaf, and % Green Boll 
; and Table 2. 9 DAT Evaluation of % Defoliation, % Desiccation, % Green Leaf, and % 
Green Boll.   Treatments are listed by active ingredient of the treatment.   Some treatments 
required a follow-up, second application of harvest aid.  This is noted by Application 
Timing*, Application A =  8/12/2015; Application B = 8/18/2015.  Table 2. Lists the 
estimated cost/acre of each of the harvest aid treatments. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 1.  6 DAT Evaluation of % Defoliation, % Desiccation, % Green Leaf, and % 
Green Boll 

Trea
tme
nt 

Product Rate App 
timin
g* 

Defoliation (%) 
8/18/2015 

Desiccation (%) 
8/18/2015 

Green Leaf 
(%) 
8/21/2015 

Green Boll 
(%) 
8/18/2015 

1 Untreated   3.5c 0a 96.5a 15a 
2 Thiadiazuron 2.4 oz/a A 82.5ab 0a 17.5bc 15a 
2 Thiadiazuron 2.4 oz/a B 
3 Thiadiazuron 1.6 oz/a A 77.5ab 1a 21.5bc 13.5a 
3 Ginstar +NIS 2.0 oz/a B 
4 Thiadiazuron 1.6 oz/a A 72.5ab 0a 27.5bc 13a 
4 Ethephon 21 oz/a A 
4 Ginstar +NIS 2.0 oz/a B 
5 Thiadiazuron 2.4 oz/a A 72.5ab 0a 27.5bc 17.5a 
5 Ethephon 21 oz/a A 
5  Folex 4 oz/a A 
6 Thiadiazuron 2.4 oz/a A 95.5a 1.5a 3c 10a 
6 Ethephon 21 oz/a A 
6 Folex 6 oz/a A 
7 Thiadiazuron 2.4 oz/a A 88.5ab 0a 11.5bc 9.5a 
7 Folex 4 oz/a A 
7 Ethephon 24 oz/a B 
7 Folex 8 oz/a B 
8 Thiadiazuron 1.6 oz/a A 70ab 0a 30bc 20a 
8 Ethephon 12 oz/a A 
8 Folex 4 oz/a A 
9 Ethephon 21 oz/a A 68.5ab 1a 30.5bc 12.5a 
9 Ginstar + NIS 4.0 oz/a A 
10 Thiadiazuron 1.6 oz/a A 86ab 0a 14bc 13.5a 
10 Ginstar + NIS 2.0 oz/a A 
10 Display + NIS 1.0 oz/a B 
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11 Thiadiazuron 1.6 oz/a A 72.5ab 0a 27.5bc 13.5a 
11 Ginstar 2.0 oz/a A 
11 Sharpen+ 

MSO+AMS 
1.0 oz/a B 

12  Thiadiazuron 1.6 oz/a A 88.5ab 5a 11.5bc 12a 
12 Sharpen+ 

MSO+ AMS 
0.5 oz/a A 

12 Sharpen+ 
MSO+ AMS 

1.0 oz/a B 

13 Thiadiazuron 1.6 oz/a A 63.5b 0a 36.5b 15a 
13 Ethephon 21 oz/a A 
13 ETX + COC @ 

1%  
1.3 oz/a B 

14 Thiadiazuron 1.6 oz/a A 82.5ab 0a 17.5bc 11a 
14 Finish  21 oz/a A 
14 Ginstar +NIS 2.0 oz/a B 
15 Thiadiazuron 2.4 oz/a A 85ab 0a 15bc 7.5a 
15 Finish  21 oz/a A 
15 Gramoxone  

+NIS 
24 oz/a B 

16 Thiadiazuron 2.4 oz/a A 80ab 0a 20bc 15a 
16 Finish  21 oz/a A 
16 Gramoxone  

+NIS 
32 oz/a B 

 Mean   74.31 .53 25.47 13.34 
 LSD   30.34 4.33 30.81 9.21 
 STD DEV   14.14 2.02 14.36 4.29 
 CV   19.03 379.7 56.39 32.17 

*Application A =  8/12/2015; Application B = 8/18/2015 

Means followed by same letter do not significantly differ (P=.05, 
LSD) 

      Mean comparisons performed only when AOV Treatment P(F) is significant at mean comparison 
OSL. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
Table 2.  9 DAT Evaluation of % Defoliation, % Desiccation, % Green Leaf, and 
% Green Boll 

Trea
tme
nt 

Product Rate App 
timing
* 

Defoliation 
(%) 
8/21/2015 

Desiccation 
(%) 
8/21/2015 

Green Leaf 
(%) 
8/21/2015 

Green Boll 
(%) 
8/21/2015 

Estimated 
Cost ($/a) 

1 Untreated   12.5c 0a 87.5a 22.5a $0.00 
2 Thiadiazuron 2.4 oz/a A 95.5a 0a 4.5cd 16cd $4.13 
2 Thiadiazuron 2.4 oz/a B 
3 Thiadiazuron 1.6 oz/a A 93.5a 0a 6.5cd 10a $4.34 
3 Ginstar +NIS 2.0 oz/a B 
4 Thiadiazuron 1.6 oz/a A 96a 0a 4cd 13.5a $7.95 
4 Ethephon 21 oz/a A 
4 Ginstar +NIS 2.0 oz/a B 
5 Thiadiazuron 2.4 oz/a A 94.5a 0a 5.5cd 14.5a $7.70 
5 Ethephon 21 oz/a A 
5  Folex 4 oz/a A 
6 Thiadiazuron 2.4 oz/a A 96.5a 0.5a 3cd 9.5a $8.72 
6 Ethephon 21 oz/a A 
6 Folex 6 oz/a A 
7 Thiadiazuron 2.4 oz/a A 97aa 0.5a 2.5cd 10a $12.28 
7 Folex 4 oz/a A 
7 Ethephon 24 oz/a B 
7 Folex 8 oz/a B 
8 Thiadiazuron 1.6 oz/a A 97a 0a 3cd 18.5a $5.47 
8 Ethephon 12 oz/a A 
8 Folex 4 oz/a A 
9 Ethephon 21 oz/a A 92.5a 0a 7.5c 12a $9.55 
9 Ginstar + NIS 4.0 oz/a A 
10 Thiadiazuron 1.6 oz/a A 94a 1a 5cd 10a $7.19 
10 Ginstar + NIS 2.0 oz/a A 
10 Display + NIS 1.0 oz/a B 
11 Thiadiazuron 1.6 oz/a A 96.5a 1.5a 2cd 11a $6.97 
11 Ginstar 2.0 oz/a A 
11 Sharpen+ 

MSO+AMS 
1.0 oz/a B 

12  Thiadiazuron 1.6 oz/a A 95.5a 1a 3.5cd 11a $17.51 
12 Sharpen+ 

MSO+ AMS 
0.5 oz/a A 

12 Sharpen+ 
MSO+ AMS 

1.0 oz/a B 
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13 Thiadiazuron 1.6 oz/a A 82.5b 0a 17.5b 13.5a $11.81 
13 Ethephon 21 oz/a A 
13 ETX + COC @ 

1%  
1.3 oz/a B 

14 Thiadiazuron 1.6 oz/a A 96.5a 0a 3.5cd 15a $15.17 
14 Finish  21 oz/a A 
14 Ginstar +NIS 2.0 oz/a B 
15 Thiadiazuron 2.4 oz/a A 95.5a 3.5a 1d 8.5a $12.89 
15 Finish  21 oz/a A 
15 Gramoxone  

+NIS 
24 oz/a B 

16 Thiadiazuron 2.4 oz/a A 94.5a 4.5a 1d 10a $12.94 
 

 Mean   89.38 .78 9.84 12.84  
 LSD   5.58 3.53 6.08 13.02  
 STD DEV   2.62 1.66 2.85 6.11  
 CV   2.93 212.2 28.97 47.56  

*Application A =  8/12/2015; Application B = 8/18/2015 
Means followed by same letter do not significantly differ (P=.05, 
LSD) 

      Mean comparisons performed only when AOV Treatment P(F) is significant at mean comparison 
OSL. 

 
 
Conclusions 
Based on the observations of the Wharton, Texas Cotton Harvest Aid Study,  1.6 oz of 
thiadiazuron (Dropp®, FreeFall®, etc) on the initial treatment did not hold regrowth, 
according to the  9-DAT evaluation.  The 2.4 oz of Drop® is where we should be this year 
on Dropp® (thiadiazuron) rates.  If putting out Ethephon (Prep®) it’s important to have 
thiadiazuron Dropp® with it at 2.4 oz/acre to prevent regrowth.  In addition, Folex®, we 
found that 6 oz of Folex®/acre showed improved results over the 4 oz rate. 
 
As was expected, Gramoxone® as a follow up treatment (8/18) helped to knock off mature 
leaves, but did nothing to control regrowth.  The Fall of 2015 on the Texas Gulf Coast was 
one that presented frequent rain showers.  Controlling regrowth in 2015 was a common 
issue along Upper Texas Gulf Coast.   PPO products such as Aim®, ET®, Display®, and 
Sharpen® do the best at destroying cotton regrowth.   Carfentrazone (Aim®) and 
pyraflufen ethyl (ET) are herbicides that inhibit the production of protoporphyrinogen 
oxidase (PPO) in the plant. The end result of PPO inhibition is quick disruption of cell 
membranes and a build-up of ethylene in the leaf causing it to abscise.  Sharpen® showed 
to be the most effective PPO option in this study for regrowth suppression at 1 oz/acre.   
 
 



 

Experience gained from conducting this test resulted in increased success in reaching 
specific goals of boll opening, defoliation, desiccation, and regrowth suppression 
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Other Significant Programs: 
Plan Name:  2015 Wharton County Pesticide Applicator Programming 
 
Educational Activities:  
 
Wharton County, Texas has 642 pesticide applicators licensed with the Texas Department of 
Agriculture.  Private Pesticide Applicators are required to acquire fifteen (15) CEUs (continued 
education credits) every five years.  Commercial and Non-Commercial Applicators are required to 
acquire 5 CEUs every year in order to renew their licenses.  There is a substantial audience and a need 
for Extension to provide the educational opportunities for these applicators to obtain their CEU 
credits.  In addition, new applicators seek opportunities to take the certification course and test to 
obtain their license.   
 
Summary:   
 
The Wharton County Office of the Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Service offered one (1) individual 
course in 2015 that provided five (5) CEUs.  This 5-CEU event is scheduled each year at the Wharton 
County Youth Fair grounds in Crescent.  Evaluations of February 6, 2015, 5-CEU recertification 
program indicate that 52% of 105 participants attending the 5-CEU event completed evaluations.  
When measuring the knowledge gained from the education provided at the February 6, 2015 
recertification event, evaluations indicate an average increase of 24.38%.   Participants at the February 
6th program represented operations ranging in size from 1 to 10,000 acres, for an average per 
participant of 1,290.35 acres, for a total of 43,872 acres.  21 respondents reported an economic benefit 
from attending this event.  These 21 respondents indicated an economic impact of $6.37 per acre of 
land managed.  The total economic impact as a result of this educational event was $142,682.12.    This 
amounts to an economic benefit of $6,794.38 per participant. 
 
Nineteen (19) new applicators attended the Private Pesticide Applicator training and testing sessions 
offered at the Wharton County Extension Office in the year 2015.  CEUs are also offered throughout the 
year at various seminars.   Opportunities are also given each year to potential pesticide applicators to 
obtain their license.  For the year 2015, Wharton County offered a total of 72 CEUs at group meetings, 
and awarded CEUs to 577 individuals.  CEUs were awarded at the following seminars and workshops:  
January 21, 2015 Western Rice Belt Conference; January 22, 2015 Grain Handlers Conference; January 
23, 2015 Texas Soybean Producers Conference; January 29, 2015 Upper Gulf Coast Feed Grain and 
Cotton Conference; February 6, 2015 CEU Conference;  April 14, 2015 South Texas Ag Symposium; 
May 21, 2015 Sugarcane Aphid Turn Row Meeting; July 10, 2015 Cotton Turn Row Meeting; August 21, 
2015 Cotton Defoliation Turn Row Meeting ; and at seed meetings and/or field days for Simplot®, 
Terral Seed, Bayer Crop Science®, Pioneer Seed®/Kresta Farms, and Krenek Seed Company. 
 



   

        
WHARTON COUNTY - 2015  

 REPLICATED AGRONOMIC COTTON EVALUATION (RACE) 
 

Corrie Bowen, County Extension Agent - Wharton County 
Dr. Gaylon D. Morgan, Extension Cotton Agronomist 

Dale A. Mott, Extension Program Specialist 
Relevance 
To assist Texas cotton producers in remaining competitive in the Lower Rio Grande Valley, 
Blacklands, South Texas/Wintergarden and Upper Coastal regions (Figure 2), the Texas 
A&M AgriLife Extension Service-Cotton Agronomy program has been conducting, large plot, 
on-farm, replicated variety trials for the past eleven years. This approach provides a good 
foundation of information that can be utilized to assist the variety selection process. These 
trials occur on producer’s farms and are managed by the producers.  
 
Response 
Twelve Replicated Agronomic Cotton Evaluation (RACE) Trials were planted in Texas in 
2015.  Texas A&M AgriLife Extension in Wharton County conducted one of these twelve 
trials on in Wharton County in cooperation with Kresta Farms of El Campo, Texas.   
 
The 2015 Cotton RACE Trial was planted on the Kresta Farm in El Campo, Texas on May 
3, 2015.  Each variety was planted on six rows per plot, with each variety replicated three 
times.  Row length was 1,378 feet.  The trial was harvested on September 24, 2015. 
 
The varieties evaluated consisted of:  FM1900GLT, ST4946GLB2, ST6182GLT,  
PHY 333WRF, PHY 444WRF, DP1555, DP 1553B2XF, NG 3406ExtendFlex,  
DG 3385B2XF, and CL 3885B2XF. 
 
Results 
 
Table11 includes the RACE trial yield data and fiber analysis for Wharton County. Data 
featured in this tables includes: statistical analysis of yield, turnout, fiber quality parameters, 
loan and gross lint value/acre. Most locations were ginned with a 20-saw table-top gin with 
no lint cleaner. This method consistently produces higher lint turnout percentages than 
would be common in a commercial gin. Consequently, higher turnouts equate to lint yields 
which are generally higher than area-wide commercial yields. Additionally, all data were 
standardized to a color grade and leaf of 41-4, because an accurate estimate of leaf grade 
and color are not possible without a lint cleaner on the gin.  A complete copy of the 2015 
Texas RACE trial date can be found at 
http://varietytesting.tamu.edu/cotton/files/2015/Uniform%20Cotton%20Trial%20Summary%
20-%202015_ver1.3.pdf 
 
 
 

http://varietytesting.tamu.edu/cotton/files/2015/Uniform%20Cotton%20Trial%20Summary%20-%202015_ver1.3.pdf
http://varietytesting.tamu.edu/cotton/files/2015/Uniform%20Cotton%20Trial%20Summary%20-%202015_ver1.3.pdf
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Summary 
A Corn Variety Performance trial was conducted in 2015 by a cooperative arrangement 
between Terry Marek Farms, seed company representatives and Texas A&M AgriLife Extension 
– Wharton County. Commercial farm equipment was used to plant and harvest.  
All entries are randomized and replicated three times at each location.   The Wharton County 
Corn Variety Performance Trial was planted on March 31, 2015 and harvested on August 5, 
2015.  Mean yield across all ten varieties was 133.5 bu/acre. 
 
Objective 
Variety or hybrid selection is often the first decision a grower must make each crop year. 
The goal of the Wharton Corn Variety Performance trial is to identify hybrids with superior performance 
(top yielding) for Wharton County’s environment. 
 
   
Materials and Methods 
The 2015 Corn Variety Performance Trial was planted on the Terry Marek Farm in Pierce, Texas 
on March 31, 2015.  Each variety was planted on six rows per plot, with each variety replicated 
three times.  Row length was 1,265 feet.  530 lbs/ac 27-4-0 fertilizer was applied pre plant on 
February 15, 2015.  2 oz/acre of Sharpen herbicide + 22 oz/acre of glyphosate were applied the 
day of planting on March 31, 2015. 
 
The varieties evaluated consisted of:  Syngenta NK N78S 3111; BH Genetics BH8475 SS; 
Mycogen Seeds 2C797 SSX; Phoenix (Advanta) 6522A4 3111; Terral REV 23BHR55 HX1; Dyna-
Gro DG57DC58 VT2P; Dekalb DKC 62-08; and Golden Acres G7601 VT3PRO VP500. 
 



Trade names of commercial products used in this report is included only for better understanding and clarity. Reference to 
commercial products or trade names is made with the understanding that no discrimination is intended and no endorsement by 
Texas AgriLife Extension Service and the Texas A&M University System is implied. Readers should realize that results from 

one experiment do not represent conclusive evidence that the same response would occur where conditions vary. 
 
 

Results 
 

 
 
Acknowledgements 
A special thanks goes out to Terry, Josh, and Philip Marek of Marek Farms for cooperating with 
all phases of the 2015 Corn Variety Performance Trial.  I would also like to acknowledge and 
thank Cord Willms with Terral Seed for weighing the variety entries at harvest time.  
Appreciation is also given to Crop Production Services in Wharton, Texas for being a distribution 
point for all of the Upper Gulf Coast Variety Trial entries. 



                                                                     

        
Result Demonstration Report 

s 
2015 Wharton County Grain Sorghum Variety Performance Trial 

Corrie Bowen 
County Extension Agent 

Wharton County 
 
 
                            

 
Summary 
A Grain Sorghum Variety Performance trial was conducted in 2015 by a cooperative 
arrangement between Duane Lutringer Farms, seed company representatives and Texas A&M 
AgriLife Extension – Wharton County.  Commercial farm equipment was used to plant and 
harvest.   All entries were randomized and replicated three times.   The Wharton County Corn 
Variety Performance Trial was planted on April 1, 2015 and harvested on July 13, 2015.  Mean 
yield across all nine varieties was 5337 lbs/acre. 
 
Objective 
Variety or hybrid selection is often the first decision a grower must make each crop year. 
The goal of the Wharton Grain Sorghum Variety Performance trial is to identify hybrids with superior 
performance (top yielding) for Wharton County’s environment. 
 
   
Materials and Methods 
The 2015 Grain Sorghum Variety Performance Trial was planted on the Duane Lutringer Farm in 
El Campo, Texas on April 1, 2015.  Each variety was planted on six rows per plot, with each 
variety replicated three times.  Row length was 831 feet.  The planting rate of all varieties 
withing the test was 68,000 seed/acre.  140 lbs/acre  of N; 47 lbs/acre P; and 14 lbs/acre K were 
applied pre-plant. 
 
The varieties evaluated consisted of:  Terral Seed REV9782, Advanta-Alta AG3201, Dyna-Gro 
DG766B, Dekalb DKS 53-67, B-H Genetics BH 5566, Golden Acres 3545 SN, and Pioneer 83G19. 
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2015 All Babies and Children Child Care Conference 
 

Developed by: 
Bethany Jackson - County Extension Agent-Family Consumer Science, Wharton County 

Chinatu Gladrich - County Extension Agent-Family Consumer Science, Matagorda County 
Tina Trevino - County Extension Agent-Family Consumer Science, Calhoun County 

 
Relevance: 
 
Over 60 percent of children from birth through age 6 (not yet in kindergarten) receive some form of child 
care on a regular basis from persons other than their parents. The Texas Workforce Commission estimates 
that there are over 100,000 child care providers caring for more than 760,000 children under the age of 13 in 
licensed or regulated child care facilities in the state of Texas. Additionally, child care is the 16th largest 
industry in the state, generating over 145,000 jobs and $2.3 billion in wages for Texans.  
 
Findings from longitudinal research have clearly established the fact that quality does matter when it comes 
to child care. Children who receive high-quality care (e.g., warm sensitive caregiving, well educated child 
care staff, low child-to-adult ratios, small group size) develop better language, math, and social skills; exhibit 
fewer behavior problems; and tend to be better prepared for entrance into school. Having a well-trained child 
care workforce is essential to providing the high quality child care that children need to develop physically, 
socially, emotionally, and cognitively.   
 
Response: 
 
On June 27, 2015, the Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Service conducted a child care provider training 
conference in Wharton, Texas for 98 child care providers and directors who provide care for 1,507 children 
enrolled in 17 child care centers or family day homes. Ninety-eight participants completed a written 
evaluation of the conference (see Table 1 for participant characteristics). A total of 686 clock hours of 
training were provided to child care professionals seeking to meet state mandated training requirements 
established by the state of Texas. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
Results:  
 
 

Variable Percentage* Mean 
Age (in years)  42.6 
Number of Years in Child Care Profession  11.2 
Gender   
     Female 98.0  
     Male 1.0  
Ethnicity   
     African American 24.5  
     Caucasian 35.7  
     Hispanic/Latino 33.7  
     Asian 3.1  
     Other 1.0  
Education   
     Less than High School Diploma 0.0  
     High School Diploma 79.6  
     Associates Degree 9.2  
     College Graduate 10.2  
Program Type   
     Home Day Care 7.1  
     Child Care Center (other than Head Start) 89.8  
     Other (e.g., Montessori) 3.1  
Program Licensed and/or Registered    
     Yes 94.9  
     No 0.0  
Attended Extension-Sponsored Training in Past   
     Yes 63.3  
     No 25.5  
     Not Sure 7.1  
*Percentages do not always equal 100% due to missing cases.  

 
 
 
Participants were asked to indicate their agreement or disagreement with a series of items related to the 
training. Ninety-eight participants completed written surveys (See Table 2 for participant responses). 
 
 

 
Item  

Percent in 
Agreement* 

Percent not 
in Agreement* 

 
Acquisition of New Information 
     Learned new information 96.9% 2.0% 
     Acquired new ideas to use in child care program 100.0% 0.0% 
 
Intent to Use Information 
     Will use now 94.9% 5.1% 
     Will use in future 100.0% 0.0% 
 
Training’s Influence on Provider/Program Quality 
     Will be more effective provider 98.0% 1.0% 
     Will lead to improvements in quality of care offered 98.0% 1.0% 
 

Table 1. Participant Characteristics 

Table 2. Child Care Conference Outcomes 



 

Relevancy of Training 
     Helped provider obtain required clock hours 99.1% 1.0% 
     Topics relevant to daily work 96.9% 1.0% 

 
Other 
     Training cost-effective 93.9% 3.1% 
     Plan to attend another Extension conference 94.9% 1.0% 
*Percentages do not equal 100% due to missing cases 

 
As can be seen in the tables above, child care providers found the training to be very beneficial.  Over 96 
percent of participants acquired new information from the conference, considered the training to be very 
relevant to the work they do, plan to utilize the information gained at the conference to improve their 
programs, and consider themselves better equipped to work with the children in their care.   
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2015 Wharton County Food Safety program 
 

Developed by: 
Bethany Jackson - County Extension Agent-Family Consumer Science, Wharton County 

 
Relevance: 
 
The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention estimate that foodborne disease cause approximately 48 

million illnesses, 128,000 hospitalizations, and 3,000 deaths. Populations most vulnerable to foodborne 

diseases include pregnant women, the elderly, the very young, individuals with weakened immune systems, 

and those with chronic disease. More than half of all foodborne diseases is attributed to improper food 

handling in restaurants. Because nearly half of all food dollars are spent on food prepared outside the home, 

food safety is a top concern among consumers. Therefore, food safety education is a critical prevention 

component for reducing the risk of foodborne diseases. Wharton County has more than 100 food 

establishments and does not have a local health department, therefore, most food establishments are under 

the jurisdiction of the Texas Department of State Health Services. Food establishments within the city limit 

of El Campo are inspected by the city health inspector.  

 
Response: 
 
To address the concern of food safety in retail food establishments, food service employees and managers 

will complete the Food Handler’s class or the Food Protection Management from ServSafe. The Food 

Handler's class covers the areas of: 

 Basics of foodborne illnesses 



 

 Proper personal hygiene 

 Biological, physical, and chemical contamination 

 Purchasing, preparing, and serving safe food 

 Maintaining clean facilities 

 Food Protection Management programs will be held in Brazoria, Matagorda, and Wharton County four 

times a year and Food Handler’s classes will be held in Wharton County three times a year. The program is 

intended to reach over twenty five food service managers in the area. Food service employees will complete 

the Food Handler's class to receive their appropriate certificate. The goal is to successfully complete the 

program and increase knowledge of food safety. Information regarding the program was shared with food 

establishments throughout the area, media sources, and the Wharton Office of Economic Development. 

 
Results:  
 
During 2015, 19 individuals completed the Food Protection Management program and 13 individuals 

completed the Food Handler’s class. Pre- and post- tests were distributed to all individuals completing the 

Food Handler’s class.  

 The percent of change is 34.7%. 

 66% of the individuals had never had training in food safety before the class and 50% of individuals 

have worked in the food service industry for less than 1 year.  

 An increase in knowledge (33%) was indicated on maintaining personal hygiene.  

 An increase in knowledge (50%) was indicated on how to properly calibrate a food thermometer.   

 An increase in knowledge (83%) was indicated on the temperature danger zone.  

 An increase in knowledge (83%) was indicated in the area of sanitizing versus cleaning.  
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2015 Wharton County Master of Memory 
 

Developed by: 
Bethany Jackson - County Extension Agent-Family Consumer Science, Wharton County 

 
Relevance: 

Research points to the fact that ability to remember is much the same in older adults as it is in younger 

people. While more than 80% of those over age 65 complain about their memory problems, only 15% take 

steps to remedy their forgetfulness, be it speaking with their health provider or doing mental exercises to 

help improve brain function. In all age groups, memory losses are most often caused subjectively, usually by 

such factors as inattention, anxiety or depression. Societal pressures augment these conditions in old age: 

living alone, stress, illness, adapting to loss of relationships and the negative stereotypes of society. 

Attributing memory problems to age suggests a negative focus on growing older. 

Response: 

The goal of the Master of Memory program is to improve participants’ memory function. The program 

encourages participants to recognize they can impact their memory function, evaluate their own memory 

function, and identify factors that may enhance or detract from their memory function, and find ways that 

may help address some of those factors. Master of Memory is a six-lesson series that includes presentation 

on memory and learning, memory strategies, nutrition, medication, medical conditions, and exercise for the 

mind and body.  

 

 



 

Results:  

30 adults participated in the Master of Memory series at the El Campo Public Library and Morning Star 

Assisted Living facility. The participant age ranged from 51 years of age to 93 years of age. Participants 

were given a pre-series and post-series evaluation, which collected demographics and general statements 

regarding memory.  

• 100% marked ‘yes’ to “memory loss may be a normal part of growing older,” in the pre series 

evaluation, while 60% marked ‘no’ in the post series evaluation. 

• 75% marked ‘yes’ to “there may be things I can do to slow/stop my memory loss,” in the pre series 

evaluation, while 100% marked ‘no’ in the post series evaluation. 

• 75% marked ‘yes’ to “my memory is getting worse as I grow older,” in the pre series evaluation, 

while 100% marked ‘yes’ in the post series evaluation. 

• 75% marked ‘yes’ to “high blood pressure may negatively affect my memory,” in the pre series 

evaluation, while 60% marked ‘yes’ in the post series evaluation. 

• 0% marked ‘yes’ to “physical activity, like walking, may positively affect my memory,” in the pre 

series evaluation, while 60% marked ‘yes’ in the post series evaluation. 

• 50% marked yes to “depression may negatively affect my memory,” in the pre series evaluation, 

while 60% marked ‘yes’ in the post series evaluation. 

• 75% marked ‘yes’ to “hearing loss may negatively affect my memory,” in the pre series evaluation, 

while 100% marked ‘yes’ in the post series evaluation.  

• 0% marked ‘yes’ to “I worry a lot about what I forgot,” in the pre series evaluation, while 30% 

marked ‘yes’ in the post series evaluation. 

• 75% marked ‘yes’ to “loss of a spouse may negatively affect my memory,” in the pre series 

evaluation, while 100% marked ‘yes’ in the post series evaluation. 

• 50% marked ‘yes’ to “doing puzzles and playing games may negatively affect my memory,” in the 

pre series evaluation, while 60% marked ‘yes’ in the post series evaluation. 



 

• 25% marked ‘yes’ to “I need to talk to my health provider about any herbal supplements I take,” in 

the pre series evaluation, while 60% marked ‘yes’ in the post series evaluation. 

• 75% marked ‘yes’ to “some forms of memory loss may be treatable or reversible,” in the pre series 

evaluation, while 100% marked ‘yes’ in the post series evaluation. 

• 50% marked ‘yes’ to “I can name at least two strategies to help me remember,” in the pre series 

evaluation, while 100% marked ‘yes’ in the post series evaluation. 

Future Plans: 

Master of Memory and other gerontology-focused programs will continue to be implanted for the 2016 

program year, with the assistance of the Wharton County Family & Consumer Sciences Committee.  
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2015 Wharton County Walk Across Texas 
 

Developed by: 
Bethany Jackson - County Extension Agent-Family Consumer Science, Wharton County 

 
Relevance: 

According to the Center for Disease Control, 31% of Texans are obese, 19% percent of Texas children are 

obese and only 25% of adults and 27% of high school students get regular, moderate exercise. 29% percent 

of American adults are not physically active at all. Texas ranks 8th in the nation as the most physically 

inactive state, 12th as the state with the highest adult obesity rates and 6th as the state with the highest 

childhood overweight rates. Regular physical activity and controlling weight can significantly reduce the 

incidence and impact of chronic diseases, like heart disease, stroke, diabetes, cancer, high blood pressure, 

depression, and is associated with a longer healthier life. Chronic diseases place a significant burden on 

Wharton County, with approximately 31% of individuals diagnosed with adult obesity.  

Response: 

Walk Across Texas is an eight-week program designed to help people of all ages support one another to 

establish the habit of regular physical activity. Incentive items and support were provided for teams and 

individuals throughout the program.  

Results:  

32 Wharton County employees registered for Walk Across Texas and were able to reach over 5, 860 miles. 

87.5% of the participants were females and average age of the registered participants was 52 years. The total 

economic impact of the 2015 Walk Across Texas program was $574, 666. The total economic impact shows 



 

the potential future dollars that are likely to be saved for the remaining years of life they continue exercising 

on a regular basis. Participants were asked “Did you or your family benefit from participating in Walk 

Across Texas?” Answers included “competition drives individuals to do the best,” “more active during the 

week and was able to include pool time with the kids,” and “was able to work on the farm as a family.” 

Participants were asked “What did you like most about Walk Across Texas?” Answers included “I thought 

more about different activities and how to use them,” and “I was able to walk to work with co-workers and 

planned lunches to help in the fitness program.” 
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2015 Wharton County Learn, Grow, Eat, GO!! 
Developed by Rachel Berry CEA 4-H Wharton County 

 
 
Relevance: 
 
The high prevalence of childhood obesity in Texas is cause for concern because it is linked to negative 
health consequences for children and their families. Schools are uniquely positioned to have a positive 
impact on children’s knowledge and behaviors associated with obesity. For example, vegetable 
exposure plus school gardening has been shown to improve consumption of fruits and vegetables. 
Adding more frequent and more vigorous physical activities during school has been shown to improve 
student fitness and weight. The home environment is also an important influence on a child’s eating 
and activity behaviors. The greater the frequency of vegetable consumption and physical activity by 
parents, the greater the consumption of these foods and exercise by their children. With child obesity 
rates among low-income children in Texas ranging from 10% to over 20%, engaging schools and 
families in prevention efforts is critical. 
 
Response: 
 
Learn grow eat go was implemented in Faith Christian Academy to educate preschoolers on the 
importance of improving physical activity and eating behaviors of children. The lessons included: 
 

• Analyzing what plants need and how the support people and animals. 
• Evaluating a food sample using the five senses. 
• Identifying the edible plant parts from a variety of crops. 
• Create planting templates divided into representative fractional amounts to ensure that the 

plants have enough room to grow. 
• Learning to germinate seeds and transplanting them into the soil. 
• Classify foods into groups, and describe the groups’ relationships and importance. 
• Use fraction names and symbols to describe MyPlate meals. 
• Investigate and compare foods to plan healthy meals. 

 
Results: 
 
Three participants completed a pre-test and a post-test, in order to measure the effectiveness of the 
Learn, Grow, Eat GO! Curriculum.  

• Out of the 20 different vegetables listed on the pre-test and post-test, 100% of participants 
enjoyed eating 50% of the 20. 



 

• At the end of the program, 100% of participants enjoyed eating 80% of the 20 different 
vegetables. 

• 66% of participants increased their knowledge of the importance of choosing water over fruit 
juice, soda or a sports drink. 

• 33% of participants increased the amount of orange and green vegetables they eat in 1 day. 
• 66% of participants increased the amount of fruit they eat in 1 day. 
• 33% of participants increased the amount of time one should spend being physically active 

instead of watching TV or playing video games on a daily basis. 
 



 
 

 

Educational programs of the Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Service are open to all people  
without regard to race, color, sex, religion, national origin, age, disability, genetic information, or veteran status. 

The Texas A&M University System, U.S. Department of Agriculture, and the County Commissioners Courts of Texas Cooperating 
 

AgriLifeExtension.tamu.edu 

2015 Wharton County Youth Livestock Outcome Summary 

Developed by: 
Rachel Berry, County Extension Agent – 4-H and Youth Development, Wharton County 

Corrie Bowen, County Extension Agent – Agriculture & Natural Resources, Wharton County 

Relevance 

In the year 2000 there were over 75,000 county livestock show entries for cattle, swine, meat goats 
and sheep (Coufal, 2006) One half of those entries were 4-H youth.  There have been six major 
benefits identified as a result of exhibiting livestock: 1. social relations; 2) character; 3) family; 4) 
competition; 5) learning new cultures and environments; and 6) helping finance the youth's higher 
education.  Parents of youth suggest that life skills are enhanced by raising a 4-H livestock project.  
The longer youth are engaged in the project they are more likely to develop life skills (Boleman, 
2003). 

Response 

The Wharton County Office of Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Service and Wharton County 4-H 
provided opportunities for youth to be in involved in 4-H Livestock related projects to exhibit 
personal character attributes and acceptable livestock management practices associated with 
these projects.  Agents Bowen and Berry provided opportunities for youth and parents to attend 
livestock trainings at the local level.  The following workshops were made available for the 
following projects:  September 24, 2015 Market Lamb and Goat Workshop; October 22, 2015 
Market Swine Workshop; and the November 4, 2014 Market Broiler and Roaster Workshop.  Agent 
Berry was presenter at the Lamb and Goat Workshop. Wharton County 4-H member and Livestock 
Ambassador, Regan McGuill was our presenter for the Swine Workshop; and Guest Speaker Dr. 
Mark Michalke, Veterinarian and Regional Director for Texas Animal Health Commission presented 
at our Broiler and Roaster Workshop to 4-H and FFA members about Avian Influenza..  These 
workshops were open to all 4-H and FFA youth and their families in Wharton County and 
surrounding counties.   

Wharton County 4-H youth were also given the opportunity to enter and exhibit livestock at the 
2015 Wharton County Youth Fair and at the 2015 Texas Major Livestock Shows.   

 

 



 

Results 

Total attendance at all three youth livestock workshops was thirty (30) individuals.  Of this total, five 
(5) were youth.  Evaluations from all three workshops indicate that 80% (4 of the 5 youth) of the 
participants attending completed evaluation forms. When measuring the knowledge gained from 
the education provided at the workshops, evaluations indicate an average increase of 45%.  All 
respondents indicated that the information presented at the workshop would help them to make 
better decisions.  

The Wharton County Office of Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Service and Wharton County 4-H 
submitted a total of 52 livestock entries to the Texas Major Livestock Shows (Southwestern 
Exposition and Livestock Show at Fort Worth; San Antonio Livestock Show; San Angelo Livestock 
Show; Start of Texas Livestock Show; and the Houston Livestock Show and Rodeo.  Of these 
combined 52 total entries, a total of 22 Wharton County 4-H livestock exhibitors returned home 
with a combined total of $24,429.45 in auction premiums and market sales from the 2015 Texas 
Major Livestock Show season. 
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