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* Spring tillage had no effect on total common ragweed seedling emergence (P >0.05) (Figure 4).
The data was log transformed to meet the assumptions of normality. Back transformed data are
presented to make it easy to understand. (Figure 4 and 5)
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* Tillage had no effect on time to 50% common ragweed seedling emergence (P>0.05). No data
transformation was necessary for time to 50% cumulative emergence. (Figure 6 and 7)
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Spring tillage timings had no effect on total common ragweed emergence and time to 50% emergence. On DOY

average, 3,196 seedlings m~ emerged and May 4 was the time when 50% emerge was observed. Most of
the common ragweed seedlings emerged before soybeans planting time, making spring tillage an
alternative management option to control glyphosate-resistant common ragweed 1n this region. This study
will be repeated 1n 20135.

* After fitting data to predictive curve it can be seen that tillage treatments had no effect on time to
50% cumulative emergence. (Figure 8)




