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With corn prices high, the use of foliar fungicides as a means to enhance corn yield remains a 
topic of great debate. In our previous trial years that have included both small and large strip 
trials, there has not been a consistent benefit from the use of a foliar fungicides (Grau et al., 2008; 
Esker et al., 2009).   In order to provide the most comprehensive data to stakeholders in the state, 
staff at the University of Wisconsin Cooperative Extension Service and UW College of 
Agricultural and Life Sciences have continued a coordinated effort to generate data from 
replicated large on-farm strip trials and small plot trials.    

We used both small plot and large strip trials in our on-farm studies. Both methods have 
advantages and disadvantages.  Some advantages of small plot research include the ability to 
control variables such as soil type/texture, drainage, soil compaction and pest interactions. It also 
allows the researcher to evaluate several different treatments in a small area.  However, the value 
of large scale on-farm research is that the previously mentioned variables are not singled out and 
those results better represent “real world” scenarios.  It is this combination of approaches that are 
important for improving the research process.   
 

Plot Design 
 
Large  Strip Trials 

Trials were conducted in Clark, Dodge, and Washington counties using cooperating grower 
production practices and equipment.  Foliar fungicides were applied at R1 and no adjuvants were 
used.  Field histories and additional baseline information can be found in Table 1.  All plots were 
randomized and sized to fit within the grower’s field and replicated a minimum of 3 times.  Data 
collected included foliar and stalk disease severity ratings and grain yield.  Grain moisture and 
test weight were also collected, however, this data was not always available for all trials on a plot 
basis.    
 
Small Plot Trials 

Small plot trials were conducted using the cooperating grower’s production practices in 
Monroe (2 sites), La Crosse, Pepin and Trempealeau counties.  Treatments at each site included 
Headline AMP (10 ounces per acre), Quilt Xcel (10.5 ounces per acre) and Stratego YLD (5 
ounces per acre) applied at R1.  Adjuvants were not used.  Foliar and stalk health disease severity 
ratings, yield, grain moisture and test weight data were collected for all plots.  Each plot measure 
10 ft. (4 rows) wide by 50 feet long and were sprayed using a CO2 powered backpack sprayer 
calibrated to deliver 23.7 gallons per acre at 36 PSI while walking at 3.0 miles per hours.  Each 
plot was hand harvested.   
 

                                                 
1 First author: Assistant Professor and Field Crops Extension Plant Pathologist, 1630 Linden Dr., Madison, 
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Results for Large Strip Trials 
 

Summary results are available in Table 2.  Disease severity prior to application was <1% in 
all trials. The late season foliar disease severity ratings were only statistically different in the 
Washington County trial (14% for UTC and 4% for Quilt Xcel treated).  There was almost no 
stalk lodging in all trials and stalk ratings were typically very low (<2).   There was no evidence 
of an effect for foliar fungicide on grain yield in all trials. In the Washington County trial, grain 
moisture was higher in plots that had received Quilt Xcel (18.7% versus 18.0%). 
 
Results for Small Plot Trials  

Summary results are available in Table 2. Overall, there was no evidence of an effect of foliar 
fungicide on disease severity, stalk lodging, stalk rating, test weight, and grain yield. There were 
grain moisture differences in the Monroe 1 and Pepin County trials, respectively. In Monroe 
County, grain moisture was highest for plots that have received Quilt Xcel. In the Pepin County 
trial, the highest grain moisture was in the UTC.  
 
Recommendations for the Use of Foliar Fungicides on Corn 

Since 2007, approxim ately 35 sm all and large plot  trials have been conducted. Results fro m 
trials have n ot shown  a consistent response to the application of foliar fungicides. The bes t 
management tactic for reducing the risk of corn diseases is the use  of an IPM strategy  that start s 
with hy brid selection for resistance t o specifi c corn diseases.   In addition, growers should  
consider using other factors like crop rotation a nd r esidue management as part of their overall 
program. The best results to date (both within Wisconsin and across the region) for use of foliar 
fungicides is when there h ave been when disease sev erity has been higher.  Further more, timely 
field scouting and an assessment of environmental conditions (relative humidity, leaf wetness and 
temperature) are necessary to determine if the ne ed for a fungicide is wa rranted. Also, economic 
considerations should be made prior to an application of foliar fungicides. With prices in the $25-
30 per acre range for pr oduct plus a pplication, approxim ately 5 t o 6 b ushels per acre are 
necessary to cover the cost of a foliar fungicide application. 
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