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Abstract: Small, plot replicated trials were conducted in 6 locations for two years, 1994 and 
1995 . UpBeet™ programs for postemergence weed control were compared to standard 
commercial programs in ppi, pre fb post and teital post programs. All post applications were made 
to small seedling weeds in 7 day intervals. Determination ofyield, as lbs white sugar/A, were 
made as the best evaluation of benefit to farmer. Individual ANOV A analysis was done at each 
site and were significant, especially because of low yields in untreated checks. The.MN sites, 
however, were eliminated from further analysis because there was no difference between 
handweeded and no weeding check yields. An additional ANOVA analysis of the yield data was 
made using a SAS program with untreated (labor or no labor) checks eliminated to better define 
the difference between herbicide treatments. Results: Weed Control Nine species in 6 locations 
were evaluated by visual control ratings. Programs that gave good weed control resulted in good 
sugar yields (data not presented). Overall early season control ofkochia (Kochia scoparia), red 
root pigweed (Amaranthus retroflexus) and common lambsquarter (Chenopodium album) was 
good (+ 85% control) from the following treatments: split ofUp Beet + Betamix®, .25 oz + .33 
lb, the recommended program, the high rate split of Up Beet + Betamix program and the 
"aggressive" post program ofUp Beet + Betamix fb UpBeet + Betamix + Stinger® and Nortron® 
fb Betamix, split. Crop Response Visual evaluation of injury was less than 15% from any 
treatment (data not presented). Sugar yield Four of 10 herbicide treatments were significantly 
better (P= .05 and Lsd, .05 = 283 .8 lbs) in this study- high rate UpBeet program, "aggressive" 
UpBeet program and Nortron fb Betamix, UpBeet recommended program, in descending order. 
When considering the cost of the applied treatment program, a farmer can make several choices 
and save $1 2.1 4/A in cost for the same yield result. Yields from the recommended UpBeet 
program were better than Roneet® as a ppi treatment and were similar to the Roneet fb Betamix 
program. However, the farmer could save $21 .01 in cost for the same yield. The recommended 
UpBeet program yielded significantly better than the commercial post control programs of 
Betamix and Betamix Progress® but at a higher cost of $13 .34/A. Similar cost of the 
"aggressive" post programs using UpBeet or Betamix was offset by significantly higher yields 
from the UpBeet treatments. Net return was impacted by weeds (Table 1) and cost the farmer 
$410.96/A. Statistical analysis sugar yield from herbicide treatments showed an significant 
interaction between labor and herbicide (Lsd, .05= 999 lbs) . Herbicide treatments responded 
differently to labor: Roneet, ppi and Betamix, split and Betamix Progress, split programs resulted 
in improved yield when labor was added with a large net return increase to the farmer. The 
recommended UpBeet program gained only $4S/A when labor was added and the "aggressive" 
post UpBeet program gained only $7/A. The yield from the high rate UpBeet program did not 
benefit from labor. Conclusion: UpBeet programs improved weed control which resulted in 
improved net return to the farmer. Yields from UpBeet programs do not greatly benefit from 
labor which gives the farmer the best chance of reducing hand labor. 
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Tobl. I \JPBEEI": CPP REVFNUE ANALYSIS 
RETURN TO FARMl1R 

A..... oro,lI 10CIIicn0- 1997 prieeI 

!.oY!QH fl:!2I1UQ]O!'l 
Herbidd. LABOR 

R•• SlA PPI PPI !'no !'no P.. P.. IIaI1>icide S a.in _OROSSS Herbicide !'lIlT 
Tn~ T.....,,,,, P<i Bond Avenal APpl SIAppI AP!>I IiAP!>I • APPI IiAPplS AppI S tCIIaII SO.22IUI LABOR liA S .00000A RETURNS Labar 

1 UpIII+Blmx2>< .16+ 10.3 27.56 0.00 0.00 HO S.OO 32.56 1484.9S 8US 32.56 I36B4 45.29 
2UpIII+_ 2X .24+ 10.3 34.24 0.00 0 .00 HO S.OO 39.24 147207 86.4 1 39.24 1346.42 ·S2.34 
3 UpBl +BImx IbU+iI+~ . 16+10.31b .16+10.3+1.2 31.73 0.00 0.00 2.SO S,OO 36.73 1498.27 10.14 36.73 1381.40 7.2S 

80 I BImx tb 111m> + Sling 2X 7.8 tb 10.3 + 1.2, 2X 27.94 0.00 0.00 2. SO 7. SO 3H4 1437.16 1D6.21 3H4 1295.81 60.68 
JI()2 B.urniJ< 2X 10.3 tb 10.3 14.22 0.00 0.00 2. SO S.OO 19.22 147212 138.66 19.22 1314.24 193.67 

_ ( 6 Ib 1 propooed)1/07 BImx Pr-. 2X IS.68 0.00 0.00 :uo S.OO 20.68 1479.26 141.95 20.68 1309.63 204.29 

1M)) RoN«< Ib BImx 2X _1b10.3,2X 44.42 1.00 4.IS 0.00 2.SO 9. U S.U7 14SH5 S9.84 53.57 1342.04 132.42 
804 NOI11ontbBlmx2X vw:i0lll tb 10.3, 2X 37.20 0.00 1.00 2.5 2.SO 7.SO 44.70 1469.51 66.21 44.70 1351.S3 .0.69 
105 Fpt+Ro Ib B<mx. 2X varioQl tb 10.3. 2X 3BS 1.00 4. IS 0 .00 2.SO 9 .15 44 .70 1428.04 742S 44 .70 1309.09 93.2 1 

806 RoN ... wi Vlriow 3O.2j) 1.00 4.IS 0.00 4.IS 34.35 1439.88 172.37 34.35 1233.16 m.07 

1351.37 345.57 0.00 1005.80 998 Noh..t>icida NA NA 0.00 0.00 0.00 NA NA NA 4 10.% 

NO LABOR1'10 LABOR PHOllllCTION Herbicide 
SlA PPI PPI !'no !'no Poot Poot H..t>icide OROSS S Habicide !'lIlT 
A_ Awl SlAPPI APPI SlAwI' APPI SlAPPIS Awl S IOIaII SO.22IUI S tCIIaIIA RETURN S 

4 Up91 + BImx 2>< .16+ 10.3 27.56 0 .00 0.00 2.SO 5.00 32.56 1352.11 32.56 1320.2S 
5 Up91 + 9Imx 2X .24 + 10.3 34.24 0.00 0 .00 2. SO 5.00 39.24 1438.00 39.24 1398.76 
6 UpBl + _Ib U+il+SIinAe .16+10.3 Ib 16+10.3+1.2 31.73 0.00 0.00 2.SO 5.00 36.73 1410.11 36.73 1374.15 

801 9Imx Ib BImx + Sling 2X 7.8 tb 10.3 + 1.2, 2X 27.94 0.00 0.00 2.SO 7.SO 35.44 1270.57 35.44 12.35.13 
809_2X 10.3 tb 10.) 14.22 0 .00 0.00 2.SO 5.00 19.22 1139.79 19.22 112j).57 
814 9Imx Pr_ zx vw:iouo ( 6 Ib 1 propoeed) U .68 0.00 0 .00 2.SO 5.00 20.68 1126.02 20 .68 1105.34 

110 RoN ... tb BImx 2X vwiOUI fb lO.3, 2X 44 .42 1.00 4.15 0.00 2.SO 9.15 53.57 1263.19 51.57 1209 .62 
811 Nortron Ib 9Imx 2X nriOUI Ib 10.3. 2X 37.20 0.00 1.00 2.5 2. SO 7.SO 44 .70 1403.92 44 .70 1359.22 

112 EfoI+Ro tb B<mx. 2X vw:i... tb 10.3, 2X 35.55 1.00 4.15 0.00 2.50 9.15 44 .70 1260.51 44 .70 1215.11 

113 RoNott wi vorioao 30.20 1.00 4.15 0.00 4. U 34.35 989.44 34.35 955.09 

999 No h..t>icida NA NA 0.00 0 .00 0.00 NA NA NA 594.84 0.00 594 .84 
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