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Introduction/Conceptual Framework 

Each year peanut producers have to determine which peanut cultivar to plant.     

Peanut producers plant peanut cultivars which have a history of producing high yields per acre in 

their production area. This is traditionally determined by the producer’s personal experience with 

selected cultivars or the experience a neighboring farmer has had in recent years.  In North 

Florida 80% of the peanuts produced over the past four years have been the cultivar, GA06G 

(Tillman, 2013).  University of Florida Peanut Breeder Dr. Barry Tillman not only creates new 

cultivars of peanuts but also conducts on-farm trials in different parts of the state to determine 

which cultivar produces the best yields and performs the best under various growing conditions.  

For the past two years this county extension agent has worked with Dr. Tillman in order to 

conduct a peanut cultivar trial here in Hamilton County.  Four peanut cultivars are selected and 

planted in four replications consisting of six row strips through the participating producer’s field.  

Three to five acres of each cultivar are planted depending on the length of the rows.  The 

producer then manages the trial along with the rest of his field.  At harvest the yield is recorded 

and the grade is collected from each replication in order to determine the cultivar which has 

performed the best in the on-farm trial.  This information is then presented at the Hamilton 

County Peanut Production Meetings during the following year in order to discuss the new 

cultivars which perform the best in their production area.  Peanut producers could use the 

information generated from on-farm trials “to devise a plan that uses several varieties to spread 

risk of losses from disease. This information also helps in choosing varieties based on their 

relative maturity and disease resistance to help spread harvest and planting operations over a 

longer period” (Tillman, Gomillion, McKinney, Person, & Thomas, 2010, para. 9).  Peanut 

companies which purchase peanuts from peanut shellers are starting to require peanut producers 
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to plant cultivars with high oleic oil chemistry in which the GA06G’s only have normal oleic oil 

chemistry (Beasley, 2013).  This means peanut producers will have to plant different cultivars of 

peanut in order to continue marketing their crop to the peanut sheller.  The cultivars which were 

planted in the on-farm trials over the past two years consisted of two cultivars which had the 

high oleic oil chemistry.  Research conducted to determine what influences the cultivars peanut 

producers select at planting could lead to developing alternative educational materials for 

presenting on-farm trial data. 

 Producers are also faced each year with peanut foliar and soilborne diseases.  These 

diseases include early and late leaf spot, rust, web blotch, southern blight, Sclerotina blight, 

Rhizoctonia limb rot, and Cylindrocladium black rot.  In order to control foliar peanut disease 

farmers should “follow an appropriate crop rotation scheme, use an appropriate peanut cultivar, 

and adhere to well-timed fungicide programs” (Mueller, Wise, Dufault, Bradley, & Chilcers, 

2013, p. 64).  University of Florida Plant Pathologist Nicholas Dufault is concerned with 

developing peanut fungicide programs consisting of different modes of action in order to avoid 

fungicide resistance.  “Peanut farmers are strongly encouraged to practice careful resistance 

management to prolong the use of currently available fungicides” (Mueller, Wise, Dufault, 

Bradley, & Chilcers, 2013, p. 64).  In order to aid peanut producers with determining appropriate 

peanut fungicide programs this agent has conducted two peanut fungicide on-farm trials with the 

assistance of Dr. Nicholas Dufault.  These on-farm trials were conducted using four different 

fungicide programs representing four different chemical companies.  Each program was 

replicated four times throughout a local producer’s peanut field.  The trials over the past two 

years were each approximately forty acres and were treated on a by-weekly bases consisting of 

seven chemical applications.  The trial is randomly scouted throughout the growing season to 
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determine any discrepancies and at harvest the yield and grade is recorded from each replication 

in order to determine which fungicide program performed the best in the on-farm trial.  This 

information is also presented at the Hamilton County Peanut Production Meetings during the 

following year in order to discuss the fungicide programs which performed the best in their 

production area.  Peanut producers could use the information generated from this on-farm trial to 

properly manage peanut diseases which have created peanut yield losses in the past.  Research 

conducted to determine what influences the fungicide program producers select during the 

peanut growing season could lead to developing alternative educational materials for presenting 

on-farm trial data.        

Trade and Whitiker conducted research to compare different adult learning styles in order 

to determine how young farmers preferred to learn. “Beginning farmers expressed a high level of 

agreement for experiential learning, production agriculture skill development, and hands-on 

problem-solving.  Respondents also agreed that problem-solving involving mental activities 

(critical thinking) should be used and that a variety of teaching methods should be incorporated 

into their education” (Trade & Whitaker, 1998, Findings, para. 3).  On-farm trials provide the 

producers with experiential and hands-on problem-solving learning styles which should persuade 

peanut producers to plant new cultivars.  This study will determine if peanut producers prefer 

experiential learning experiences which will support the need to continue performing on-farm 

trials in the future.     

Purpose and Objectives 

The purpose of this study is to determine what influences peanut producers to plant the 

cultivars they select to plant each year and which peanut fungicide program they should choose.  

This will help county extension agents prepare for future programs and determine if the 
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information presented in the Hamilton County Peanut Production Meetings is beneficial to the 

peanut producers.  Data from the county on-farm trials is used in these production meetings to 

persuade producers to incorporate new peanut cultivars into their production program and to 

establish fungicide spray programs which reduce fungicide resistance.  It is hypothesized that 

local peanut producers rely on information from neighboring farmers when determining peanut 

cultivar selection at planting and determining what fungicide to use during the growing season.  

This study will provide the information needed to help extension agents create materials needed 

to present the peanut producers with information on cultivar and fungicide selection based on the 

on-farm trial data collected in Hamilton County.  The purpose of this study will be accomplished 

through the achievement of the following objectives. 

1. To determine how peanut producers select the peanut cultivar to be planted each year. 

2. To determine how peanut producers select the peanut fungicides used each year. 

3. To determine what teaching materials could persuade peanut producers to try new 

peanut cultivars. 

4. To determine what teaching materials could persuade peanut producers to try peanut 

fungicide programs which consist of seven applications. 

5. To determine what benefits peanut producers receive from attending peanut 

production meetings with data offered from the Hamilton County on-farm trials.  

Definition of Terms 

1. Crop rotation – The practice of growing a series of dissimilar crops in the same area in 
sequential seasons. 
   

2. Foliar peanut disease – Disease which affects the peanuts canopy.  Early and late leaf 
spot are the most destructive foliar disease in peanuts.  
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3. Fungicide – A biological compound or organism used to kill or inhibit fungi or fungal 

spores. 

4. Grade - At a peanut shelling company buying station, peanuts are sampled and graded by 

the Federal-State Inspection Service to determine their value.  The inspectors establish 

the meat content, size of pods, kernel size, moisture content, damaged kernels and foreign 

material.  The results of the inspection determine the overall quality and value of each 

individual load of peanuts. 

5. Harvest – Appropriate time to invert and pick peanuts. 

6. Incorporate - To unite or work into something already existent, to blend or combine 

thoroughly. 

7. Maturity – When the peanut has reached the optimum size and age for harvest.  

8. Oleic Oil Chemistry - A primary functional benefit of high-oleic oils is an extended shelf 

life in food Applications, as these oils are less susceptible to lipid oxidation due to the 

reduction in the total number of double bonds compared to traditional oils. 

9. On-Farm Trial – Trial used to present ideas for comparing the performance of varieties 

on a "farm scale" that will give peanut growers tools to accurately evaluate peanut 

varieties on their own farm.  

10. Peanut Cultivar - plant variety produced by breeding: a variety of a cultivated plant that is 

developed by breeding and has a designated name. 

11. Replication - is the repetition of an experimental condition so that the variability 

associated with the phenomenon can be estimated. 

12. Resistance - A plant that has the ability to resist certain types of diseases while other 

varieties of the same plant are typically susceptible. 
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13. Soilborne Peanut Disease – Disease which affects the peanuts roots or stem below the 

canopy.  White mold is the most destructive soilborne peanut disease.  

14. Yield – Amount of peanuts produced per acre normally recorded in pounds or tons. 

Limitations and Assumptions 

 In order to obtain more participation from peanut producers in completing evaluations at 

the end of peanut production meetings a Likert-type scale was designed.  The main limitation of 

the Likert-type scale is that it is only able to measure whether the respondents are more or less 

favorable to a relevant subject.  This scale fails to measure why the producers agree or disagree 

with the statements.  The ease of answering this kind of survey may also lead to unreliable 

answers.  The trustworthiness of the producers could be questioned due to the inability to 

determine whether the producers actually read the statements or not.   This study assumes that 

each producer who fills out an evaluation at the end of production meetings will read the 

statements on the evaluation, reflect on the meeting, and answer each statement truthfully.  

Significance of this Study 

 Determining the most appropriate teaching method in order to teach producers the latest 

trends in peanut production is important when trying to motivate producers to incorporate new 

peanut production methods into their production systems.  A study conducted by Trade and 

Whitiker state that “beginning farmers expressed a high level of agreement for experiential 

learning, production agriculture skill development, and hands-on problem-solving” (Trade & 

Whitaker, 1998, Findings, para. 3).  If this study suggests that producers learn most effectively 

through experiential learning styles it will provide the needed support to continue on-farm trial 

research. 
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Theoretical Framework 

 Each year peanut producers are faced with decisions which will have an impact on their 

total peanut yield and grade which will affect the net profit that producer will earn.  The most 

important decisions that will affect the producer’s net profit are peanut cultivar selection and 

what fungicide program to use.  In Hamilton County, peanut on-farm trials are used to 

demonstrate how four cultivars perform and how four fungicide programs prevent peanut disease 

under similar conditions to the producer’s production area.  When examining what influences the 

producer’s decision to plant a certain cultivar or spray a particular fungicide their learning style 

must be explored in order to determine what teaching method would be most appropriate to 

introduce new information which should be considered.  Hansen states that “experiential learning 

theory defines learning as the process where knowledge is created through concrete experience 

and abstract conceptualization and transformed through reflective observation and active 

experimentation in a cyclical manner that continues until the conclusion of the project” (Hansen, 

2012, p. 30).   

Trade and Whitiker suggest that most agricultural producers prefer to learn through 

experiential learning methods.  Producers prefer to adopt new production methods through 

experience in which extension personnel must adapt experiential teaching techniques in order to 

reach these producers and motivate them to try new production techniques.  Paassen, Ridder, and 

Stroosnijder state that “first-order learning (experiential learning) is about the reduction of 

uncertainty. Uncertainty is reduced when someone acquires more details, necessary to arrive at a 

desired goal.  This learning concerns observation, experimentation, and exchange of information 

to add elements, refine or extend one's knowledge about an issue-at-stake and how to solve it” 

(Paassen, Ridder, & Stroosnijder, 2011, p. 211).  In order to reduce the uncertainty of new peanut 
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production practices the on-farm trials should be used by the producers to increase their 

knowledge of peanut cultivars and fungicides.   

Ndoye’s study suggests that “professional skills are usually updated through engagement 

in active learning by connecting prior experiences to new ones and also sharing information with 

others through reflection and hands-on activities” (Ndoye, 2003, p. 353).  After performing a 

study on 126 farmers Ndoye supports the idea that farmers learn through experiential learning 

and suggest that most farmers should be given the opportunity to reflect on prior experiences 

when determining new production methods.   

Kolb defines experiential learning as "the process whereby knowledge is created through 

the transformation of experience.  Knowledge results from the combination of grasping and 

transforming experience"(Kolb 1984, p. 41).  In the model provided, Kolb identifies four stages 

of the learning process (Figure 1).  This model provides the theoretical framework for the current 

study.   

The four stages listed in the model are concrete experience (learning by feeling), 

reflective observation (learning by reflecting), abstract conceptualization (learning by thinking), 

and active experimentation (learning by doing).  Concrete experience relates to the practical 

experience of the producer or knowledge which is gained through acquaintances.  Reflective 

observation concentrates on what the experience means to the producer.  If the producer is 

interested in the topic being discussed he will be motivated to concentrate on the topic being 

discussed.  Abstract conceptualization is the stage where the producer will learn from the new 

experience.  Active experimentation is the stage where the learner applies what has been learned 

to a real world situation.  Effective learning is achieved when the learner progresses through the 
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entire cycle.  The learner will have a concrete experience followed by reflection of the 

experience which leads to generalizations or conclusions of the experience which are then used 

to test the situation resulting in a new experience.  The four learning styles which are based on 

the four-stage learning cycle are diverging, assimilating, converging, and accommodating.  Kolb 

(1981) discusses the differences in the four learning styles.  A diverging learner will prefer to 

watch rather than do.  They perform better in situations that require the generation of ideas such 

as brainstorming.  Assimilating learners require good clear explanations and would prefer to read 

or be lectured to.  Someone with a converging learning style would prefer to find solutions to 

practical issues with the information they have learned and like to experiment with new ideas.  

The accommodating learner is hands-on and relies on intuition.  This type of learner also relies 

on others for information and will react on instinct rather than logical analysis.         
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Literature Review 

Relevant and current research which has been conducted on experiential learning 

suggests that it is an important learning style to consider when teaching students and adults.  In 

order to determine what teaching methods agriculture agents must learn to use they must first 

determine what learning style their clientele posses.   

Research performed by Curtis and Mahon (2010) suggest that fieldwork projects enhance 

student learning and provide real world experiences which incorporate experiential learning.  

These researchers used a survey and a student interview in order to generate the data collected to 

show the repose of agriculture students in college which have been assigned a project 

incorporating experiential learning styles.   

Roberts (2006) examined the experiential learning theory and described experiential 

learning as a cyclical process defined by theory.  Roberts recommended that researchers should 

use this model in order to guide inquiry into practice.   

Baker, Robinson, and Kolb (2012) consider experiential learning as a critical component 

to the comprehensive agricultural education model.  They explain that experiential learning 

builds meta-cognitive skills and can be goal-oriented.  These authors suggest that in order to 

successfully utilize the experiential learning theory the researcher must provide purposeful 

reflection, guide the learner toward abstraction, and provide an opportunity for the learners to 

experiment actively with their new found learning.        
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Methodology 

Population and Sample 

The population of this study consisted of the peanut producers in Hamilton, Suwannee, 

Madison, and Columbia counties in Florida and Lowndes and Echols counties in Georgia.  

Suwannee River Peanut is a buying point for McClesky Mills and is located in Hamilton County.  

An invitation to attend the peanut production meetings was sent to each of the producers who sell 

peanuts through this buying point.  This generated an interest in the peanut meetings from the 

surrounding counties and assured that all producers who grow peanuts in the area were invited.  

The sample of the population evaluated consisted of the peanut producers in attendance at the 

Hamilton County Peanut Production Meetings which account for ninety percent of the peanut 

producers in the area.  These producers were evaluated at the conclusion of the Hamilton County 

Peanut Production Meetings held on February 12, 2013 and September 10, 2013.   

Research Design 

This was a quantitative research design in which evaluations where used to determine 

what information on cultivar selection and fungicide programs was obtained and what teaching 

method was preferred for future meetings.   Quantitative research allows the researcher to use an 

evaluation in order to collect data that can be used to justify future meetings to stakeholders.  At 

the conclusion of the peanut commodity meetings the peanut producers were presented an 

evaluation and asked to return it on their way out of the meeting.  During these meetings, 

pesticide continuing education units were also available at the end of the meeting and were 



	  
	  

14	  
	  

distributed once the evaluations had been completed and turned in. This motivated most of the 

producers to complete the evaluation in a timely manner.   

Knowledge and satisfaction questions were answered by the producers with the use of a 

Likert-type scale in which 1 represented strongly disagree and 5 represented strongly agree.  Ary, 

Jacobs, and Sorensen state that “a Likert scale assesses attitudes toward a topic by presenting a 

set of statements about the topic and ask respondents to indicate for each whether they strongly 

agree, agree, are undecided, disagree, or strongly disagree” (Ary, Jacobs, & Sorensen, 2010, p. 

209).  This scale allowed the evaluator to score each producer and determine whether the 

producer had a negative or positive attitude toward the peanut meetings and experiential 

learning.  This scale was also used to determine the overall efficiency of the peanut production 

meeting and was used to compare the traditional meeting held in February with the on-farm trial 

meeting held in September which consisted of differing teaching styles to determine which 

meeting was the most beneficial and what teaching style was preferred.   

A qualitative approach to this study could also be considered as an alternative method 

used for collecting research for this study.  The researcher visited peanut producers while they 

were planting peanuts and used an interview style evaluation in order to determine why they 

selected the peanut cultivar they were planting.  In order to determine how the producers prefer 

to learn and what qualities of the peanut meetings they prefer, the interviewer also questioned 

their participation in the peanut production meetings offered through the extension office.  This 

type of evaluation is more personal and the results would be more trustworthy when determining 

how the producers prefer to learn.  However, this method is more expensive and time consuming 

when considering there are approximately sixty producers who attended the meetings and are 

from five counties.  The sample for this approach was smaller in which only some of the 
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producers in Hamilton County were interviewed.  This alternative method limits the number of 

producers interviewed which does not represent the population of peanut producers as well as the 

quantitative research method did.  

Data Collection: 

 The data collection process for this study began when variables of interest were identified 

and a population and sample were defined.  One variable of this study is concerned with 

identifying how agricultural producers learn.  Each year producers determine what peanut 

cultivar to include in their production system.  On-farm cultivar trials are used to conduct 

research in order to provide producers with a list of recently released cultivars to aid them in 

selecting one which will be beneficial to their production techniques.  In order to present these 

data to producers in a way that will be accepted, an evaluation was designed to determine how 

these producers would prefer to receive this information.  In order to create an evaluation in 

which numerical data can be used to identify the learning styles of peanut producers, a Likert-

type survey was used.  The information collected from this evaluation will be used by agriculture 

agents to design production meetings which will present new material to producers that will be 

accepted and incorporated into their production area.     

Data Analysis 

 This scale allowed the researcher to determine each of the producers overall attitude and 

allowed the researcher the ability to compare the statements on the evaluation in order to 

determine the overall satisfaction level of each individual statement on the evaluation.  Ary, 

Jacobs, and Sorensen state that “the researcher does an item analysis to identify the best 

functioning items.  The item analysis typically yields three statistics for each item: (1) an item 
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discrimination index, (2) the percentage of respondents marking each choice to each item, and 

(3) the item mean and standard deviation” (Ary, Jacobs, & Sorensen, 2010, p. 211).  An item 

analysis was conducted on each of the items listed in the sample evaluation on the appendix 

page.  Descriptive statistics were used to determine the measures of central tendency which will 

include the mean, median, and mode. 

Findings 

At the conclusion of the annual Hamilton County Peanut Production Meeting held on 

February 12, 2013 a Likert scale evaluation was presented to participants.  Listed below in Table 

1. are the topics which were asked in the evaluation.  The participants were able to answer 1 for 

strongly disagree through 5 for strongly agree for each statement listed.  The results are listed 

below along with the mean, mode, and median for each evaluation topic.  Each of these topics 

were marked as somewhat agree and strongly agree by all of the participants indicating that the 

meeting was successful.  In order to determine which topic rated the lowest in this evaluation one 

can select the topic with the lowest mean score which is 4.58.  This topic included foliar and soil-

born diseases presented by Dr. Nicholas Dufault.  This indicates that this presentation could be 

improved in either content, presentation technique, or both.         
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Table 1. 
Meeting Evaluation Results February 12, 2013 

55 Participants 1 2 3 4 5 Mean Mode Median 
1.  I increased my knowledge of peanut 
production methods - seeding rates, effects of 
tractor ground speed at planting, determining 
whether or not to replant from the presentation 
by Dr. Scott Tubbs, Cropping Systems 
Agronomist, University of Georgia? 

0 0 0 20 35 4.63 5 5 

2.  I increased my knowledge in the area of 
Foliar and Soil-Born peanut diseases after the 
presentation from Dr. Nicholas Default, UF 
Plant Pathology? 

0 0 0 23 32 4.58 5 5 

3.  I found the on-farm trial information 
presented by Keith Wynn, UF Extension 
Agent to be beneficial? 

0 0 0 15 40 4.73 5 5 

4.  I feel that the topics discussed were 
relevant to my needs as a peanut producer. 

0 0 0 13 42 4.76 5 5 

5.  I found the meeting and/or handouts useful 
to me. 

0 0 0 0 55 5 5 5 

 

 Male Female White Black Hispanic 
Gender 51 4    
Ethnicity   49 2 4 

 

At the conclusion of the annual Hamilton County Peanut Cultivar and Fungicide On-

Farm Trial Meeting held on September 10, 2013 a Likert scale evaluation was presented to 

participants.  Listed below in Table 2. are the topics which were asked in the evaluation.  The 

participants were able to answer 1 for strongly disagree through 5 for strongly agree for each 

statement listed.  The results are listed below along with the mean, mode, and median for each 

evaluation topic.  Each of these topics were marked as somewhat agree and strongly agree by all 

of the participants indicating that the meeting was successful.  In order to determine which topic 

rated the lowest in this evaluation one can select the lowest mean score which is 4.89.  This topic 

included peanut fungicide use presented by Dr. Nicholas Dufault.  This indicates that the 

presentation could be improved in either content, presentation technique, or both. 
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Table 2. 
Meeting Evaluation Results September 10, 2013 

44 Participants 1 2 3 4 5 Mean Mode Median 
1.  I increased my knowledge in peanut 
cultivar selection. 

0 0 0 4 40 4.91 5 5 

2.  I increased my knowledge in peanut 
fungicides. 

0 0 0 5 39 4.89 5 5 

3.  I intend to apply the information learned in 
order to improve my peanut production 
program. 

0 0 0 2 42 4.95 5 5 

4.  I increased my knowledge in the area of 
foliar and soil born peanut diseases. 

0 0 0 2 42 4.95 5 5 

5. Topics discussed were relevant to my needs 
as a peanut producer. 

0 0 0 0 44 5 5 5 

6.  The presenters were knowledgeable in the 
subject matter.   

0 0 0 4 40 4.91 5 5 

7.  The meeting and/or handouts will be useful 
for future reference. 

0 0 0 0 44 5 5 5 

 

 Male Female White Black Hispanic 
Gender 41 3    
Ethnicity   42 0 2 
 

Conclusion 

 This study provided agricultural extension agents with information regarding agricultural 

producers learning styles.  The data collected and analyzed explains what type of production 

meeting producers prefer and how programs should be presented to benefit their needs.  This 

evaluation allows extension agents the material needed to justify using experiential teaching 

methods and discusses the importance of using on-farm trials to persuade producers to try new 

agricultural production techniques.   

At the conclusion of each meeting an evaluation was presented to producers which were 

analyzed to determine the importance of each meeting.  Both meetings received good scores on 

the evaluations leading one to believe that both were successful.  Once the meeting scores were 

compared it was interesting to see that the mean score was higher on each of the questions 
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answered from the on-farm trial evaluation.  The meeting held in February was a traditional 

meeting which used power points to present material to peanut producers in a conference room 

which limited the producer’s participation.  The second meeting held in September focused on an 

experiential teaching style.  The material in the provided presentations for this meeting were 

covered but were not presented in a power point.  The presenters provided this information in the 

field and allowed producers to discuss the material openly while viewing actual samples of 

disease problems and samples of different peanut cultivars.  This project supports this agent’s 

hypothesis that producers prefer to learn through experiential learning styles.         
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Appendix A 

Meeting Materials 

2013 Hamilton County Peanut Production Meeting, February 12, 2013. 

Meeting Objectives 

Objective 1: Compare single row and twine row planting methods for production advantages 

and disadvantages. 

Objective 2: Identify soil born peanut diseases and preventive methods. 

Objective 3: Identify foliar peanut diseases and preventative methods. 

Objective 4: Create a spray schedule which will avoid fungicide resistance. 

Objective 5: Explain the importance tractor speed has on planting peanuts. 

Objective 6: Identify high yielding cultivars based on data from peanut on-farm trials. 

Objective 7: Identify successful fungicide programs based on data from peanut on-farm trials. 
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WELCOME	  

to	  the	  	  

Hamilton	  County	  
Peanut	  

	  Production	  Meeting	  	  

Tuesday,	  February	  
12,	  2013	  

6:00	  PM	  

	  

 

Program of Activities 

 
6:00 Welcome and Introduction – Keith W. Wynn, 

Agriculture Agent, Hamilton County Extension, 
UF/IFAS 

 
6:05 Meal -- Courtesy of Suwannee River Peanut 
 Mike & Jill Adams, Larry Cunningham 
 McCleskey Mills 
 
6:30 Farm Programs Available for 2013 
 Don Burnam, Farm Service Agency CED 
 
6:40 Peanut Production Methods – Seeding Rates, 

Effects of Tractor Ground Speed at Planting, 
 Determining whether or not to replant.                 

Dr. Scott Tubbs, Cropping Systems 
Agronomist, University of Georgia 

 
7:25 Managing Foliar and Soil-Borne Peanut 

Diseases   
 Dr. Nicholas Dufault, Plant Pathology, 

University of Florida 
 
8:10 Hamilton County Peanut On-Farm Trial Update  
 Keith W. Wynn, Agriculture Agent, Hamilton 

County Extension, UF-IFAS 
 
8:30 Comments – Joe West, Larry Cunningham, 

and/or Chris Cunningham – McCleskey Mills 
 Mike Adams and/or Harrell Tyree – Suwannee 

River Peanut  
  
8:40 Handbook Handout and Adjournment of 

Meeting 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Two Private/Ag Row CEU will be given 
towards your pesticide liscense. 
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Appendix	  B	  

An	  Equal	  Opportunity	  Institution.	  
U.S.	  Department	  of	  Agriculture,	  Cooperative	  Extension	  Service,	  University	  of	  Florida,	  IFAS,	  

Florida	  A&M	  University	  Cooperative	  Extension	  Program,	  and	  Boards	  of	  County	  Commissioners	  Cooperating. 

 

2013 Hamilton County Peanut Production Meeting 
Survey/Evaluation February 12, 2013 

Hamilton County Extension Office 
 

 

PLEASE RATE THE FOLLOWING: 
Strongly 

Disagree 

Somewhat 

Disagree 

 

Undecided 

Somewhat 

Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

1. I increased my knowledge of peanut 
production methods - seeding rates, 
effects of tractor ground speed at 
planting, determining whether or not to 
replant from the presentation by Dr. 
Scott Tubbs, Cropping Systems 
Agronomist, University of Georgia? 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. I increased my knowledge in the area of 
Foliar and Soil-Born peanut diseases 
after the presentation from Dr. Nicholas 
Default, UF Plant Pathology? 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. I found the on-farm trial information 
presented by Keith Wynn, UF 
Extension Agent to be beneficial? 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. I feel that the topics discussed were 
relevant to my needs as a peanut 
producer. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. I found the meeting and/or handouts 
useful to me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

PLEASE ANSWER THE 
FOLLOWING: 

  

6. What topics do you suggest for future meetings?  

 

 

7. Any additional comments: 

 

 

 

Thanks 
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Appendix C 

Meeting Materials 

2013 Hamilton County Peanut Cultivar and Fungicide On-Farm Trail Meeting, September 
10, 2013. 

Meeting Objectives 

Objective 1: Identify soil born peanut diseases and preventive methods. 

Objective 2: Identify foliar peanut diseases and preventative methods. 

Objective 3: Create a spray schedule which will avoid fungicide resistance. 

Objective 4: Identify the peanut cultivars which are available for purchase from local peanut 

seed retailers. 

Objective 5:  Identify peanut cultivars which exhibit high levels of oleic fatty acid chemistry. 

Objective 6: Identify high yielding cultivars based on data from peanut on-farm trials. 

Objective 7: Identify successful fungicide programs based on data from peanut on-farm trials. 
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Hamilton	  County	  Peanut	  Cultivar	  &	  Fungicide	  On–Farm	  Trial	  Meeting	  	  

UF/IFAS	  Extension	  Hamilton	  County	  

Tuesday,	  September	  10,	  2013	  

6:00	  P.M.	  	  

Sponsor:	  Coggins	  Farm	  Supply	  

	  

6:00 P.M.  Welcome and Introductions – Keith W. Wynn, Agriculture 
Agent, UF/IFAS Extension Hamilton County 

   
6:05 P.M. Meal – (UF/IFAS Extension Hamilton County, 1143 US Hwy 41 

NW, Jasper, FL)  
Sponsored by Coggins Farm Supply  

   
 6:30 P.M. Sponsor Comments – Gerald Coggins, Coggins Farm Supply 
   

6:45 P.M. Peanut Disease Identification and Control (Fungicide On-Farm 
Trial Field Tour) 

   Dr. Nicholas Dufault, University of Florida, Plant Pathology 
   Keith W. Wynn, Agriculture Agent 
  

7:30 P.M. New Peanut Cultivars, Insect Management, and Disease 
Resistance (Cultivars On-Farm Trial Field Tour)                         
Dr. Barry Tillman, University of Florida, Peanut Breeding and 
Genetics 

   Keith W. Wynn, Agriculture Agent 
  
 8:15 P.M. Question/Answer Session 
     

Call the UF/IFAS Extension Hamilton County at 386-792-1276 by Tuesday, 
September 3rd 4 pm if you plan to attend.  (1.0 Private/Ag Row CEU will be 
given.)  
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Appendix D 

 
  IFAS Extension       1143 US Hwy. 41 NW 
  Hamilton County       Jasper, FL 32052-5856  

386-792-1276  
386-792-6446 Fax  

An	  Equal	  Opportunity	  Institution.	  
U.S.	  Department	  of	  Agriculture,	  Cooperative	  Extension	  Service,	  University	  of	  Florida,	  IFAS,	  

Florida	  A&M	  University	  Cooperative	  Extension	  Program,	  and	  Boards	  of	  County	  Commissioners	  Cooperating.	  

 
2013 Hamilton County Peanut On-Farm Trial Meeting 

Survey/Evaluation September, 10, 2013 
Hamilton County Extension Office 

 
 

Please rate the following by circling 
the correct response. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

 
Undecided 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

1. I increased my knowledge in peanut 
cultivar selection. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. I increased my knowledge in peanut 
fungicides. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. I intend to apply the information 
learned in order to improve my peanut 
production program. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. I increased my knowledge in the area of 
foliar and soil born peanut diseases. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. Topics discussed were relevant to my 
needs as a peanut producer. 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. The presenters were knowledgeable in 
the subject matter.   

1 2 3 4 5 

7. The meeting and/or handouts will be 
useful for future reference. 

1 2 3 4 5 

PLEASE ANSWER THE 
FOLLOWING: 

  

8. What topics do you suggest for future meetings?  
 
 
 
 

9. Any additional comments: 

 
 

Thanks!!! 


