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Soybean Seedling 
Disease 

Management

 Rhizoctonia solani, Pythium spp., 
Phytophthora spp., Fusarium 
spp., and others

 Cool, wet conditions soon after 
planting

 Seed treatments are effective
 Most of the time, seed treatments 

do not result in significantly 
preserved yield
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Seed Treatment Fungicides
• CDMS website:  www.cdms.net
• Agrian website:  www.agrian.com
• ~80 seed treatment or in-furrow fungicides labeled 

in soybean
• http://www.lsuagcenter.com/portals/communication

s/publications/management_guides

http://www.cdms.net/
http://www.agrian.com/
http://www.lsuagcenter.com/portals/communications/publications/management_guides


Soybean Seed Treatment Advice

• Do your homework…figure out which fungicides are 
already on the seed…may vary with company.

• “Base” fungicides usually consist of 
metalaxyl/mefenoxam+broad spectrum QoI/DMI

• Base treatments are usually adequate in soybean
• It is redundant to over-treat with the same MOA
• Fungicides are not needed with optimum conditions
• Even Cadillac treatments fail under worst case 

scenarios 





Effect of commercial fungicide application on aerial blight 
and yield – QoI–resistant location, 2016.  
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Sheath blight in rice – 2017
QoI sensitive location, Franklin Parish 
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Annual losses vary from 0.5 to 5.0% in LA
Losses of up to 100% have been noted
More often in later-planted/maturing beans

Cercospora spp.



Cercospora Leaf Blight – Fungicide Resistance

Strobilurin Resistance
Thiophanate-methyl
BOTH

~90% resistant to strobilurins

~33% resistant to thiophanate-methyl



LA Application Timing Trial – St. Joseph 2016.  Fungicides 
had minimal effect on CLB severity.
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Commercial programs for CLB, MRRS
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Commercial foliar programs for CLB, MRRS



Products with inconsistent efficacy on CLB 
(sometimes they work, sometimes not)

• In no particular 
order…

• Domark
• Topguard
• Priaxor
• Aproach Prima
• TrivaPro
• Quadris Top SBX

• Possible reasons…
• Genetic diversity in 

pathogens
• Ratio of pathogens in a given 

area
• Varying degrees of fungicide 

resistance across areas
• Differences in varietal 

responses to disease and/or 
fungicide application

• Combinations of all of the 
above



NONTREATED VS TREATED



CLB SYMPTOMS, MRRS 2017



Unmanned Aerial Vehicle Photograph Analysis
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UAV Photograph Analysis Data

• Non-biased
• Low relative variability
• Relatively inexpensive
• Not difficult to operate
• Enhances/confirms rating 

data
• Multiple applications
• Lead to thresholds?
• On-farm applicability?  

• Multiple field issues 
would muddy the waters

• Still need to “ground 
truth”…know what you 
are measuring

• Some reluctance to adopt
• Regulations for drones

Pros Cons



Soybean Varieties Resistant to CLB
Louisiana

1999                 2002                    2005                  2012

Moore, 2000 Schneider, 2003 Levy, 2013Unpublished Data

Resistant Susceptible

40%
4%

E. Silva



2016/2017 MSSB Project Locations
Cooperator Location # Location (s)

Allen 2 Stoneville, MS
Verona, MS

Buckley 1 Bossier City, LA

Faske 1 Newport, AR

Hollier 2 Baton Rouge, LA
Crowley, LA

Kelly 1 TN

Price 2 Alexandria, LA
St. Joseph, LA

Rupe 1 Marianna, AR

Shannon 1 Portageville, MO

Sikora 1 Shorter, AL

Spurlock 1 Rohwer, AR

Zhou 1 Beaumont, TX

VARIETY DEVELOPMENT





Frogeye Leaf Spot



Variety Trials – NERS 2014
Variety Frogeye (1-9) Yield (bu/A) Rank
C4544R2 1 65.6 19
5N451R2 1 65.4 21
REV 49R94 1 67.8 8
REV 48R44 1 68.7 3
REV 47R34 1 67.2 13
REV 47R53 1 67.7 9
HALO 4:94 LL 1 69.1 2
S47-K5 1 70.5 1
P 4928 LL 1 63.9 40
AG 4632 1 64.4 36

Variety Frogeye (1-9) Yield (bu/A) Rank
AX4470 5 53.8 89
46X04 5 56.5 78
AG 4934 5 54.7 85
AX4490 5.3 49.2 97
AG 4531 5.3 57.5 73
S09-6262 5.3 45.2 100
P 4510 RYS 5.7 54.5 87
DG 4930 RR2 5.7 49.7 98
R08-2797 5.7 46.5 99
48X34 6 50 96
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Foliar Diseases – Frogeye leaf spot
Strobilurin Resistance 
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NONTREATED VS TREATED 9/21/17



NONTREATED VS TREATED 10/3/17



Comparison of Popular Fungicide Options on 
Frogeye Leaf Spot - 2015 
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Soybean Rust



Soybean Rust



Soybean Rust
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NONTREATED VS TREATED 9/27/17



Target spot
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Fungicide Efficacy Table



Fungicide Efficacy Table



Soilborne Disease Management - Soybean



SDS
A rarity in Louisiana…

Confirmed in East Carroll in 2014

Not a widespread issue, but 
worth monitoring (major issue 
up north).



SDS

Southern blight

Phytophthora root rot

nutritional deficiencies

Stem canker

Taproot decline

Root-knot nematode

Red crown rot

fungicide phytotoxicity



Red Crown Rot



Red Crown Rot



Fungicide Phytotoxicity



Root knot Nematode



Soybean Taproot Decline (TRD)



Soybean Taproot Decline (TRD)





G.B. Padgett
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Taproot decline reports from the 
southern U.S.

State reporting
Number of 

counties/parishes Year first reported
Alabama 11 2015
Arkansas 11 2007
Louisiana 21 2007
Missouri 2 2016
Mississippi 68 2007
Tennessee 2 2017

TOTAL 115



Yield impact 10 locations 
2015-2017 (LA)

Mortality 20%=10 bu/A Incidence 20%=8 bu/A



Taproot Decline – Management
• Avoid soybean monoculture, if possible
• Pathogen survives in soybean debris
• Tillage likely will reduce incidence
• Rotation likely will reduce incidence
• Resistant varieties may be available, have preliminary 

data (once through the greenhouse)
• Seed treatment and in-furrow fungicide information is 

limited
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