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Soybeans 2008

Harvested Acres by County
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2009 Soybean Growing Season

2 2009 H,X/j 478V I5b N GFY2 U*6 {SUFN UK &
10
The 2009 growing season was a challenging
one for most producers in the US

2 %B$S yIe EEZZ5b N { \T XU+
Wet weather delayed spring planting in many of
the US soybean production regions

» x A?U5b N)]2G U éFYs C_bM2 F1 E5a
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July and August tended to be very dry in the
northern areas of the US Corn Belt, wet and
rainy in the south, and much cooler than normal
(-2.5°C) throughout.
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Summer 2009: June — August

Temperature
Degreas
Fahrenheit
Record Much Below MNear Above Much Record
Coldest Below Normal Normal Normal Above Warmest
Normal Normal
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Summer 2009: June — August
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Precipitation
Totals
in lnches
Record Much Below
Drlest Below Marmal Marmal MNormal Above Wettest
Mormal Mormal
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U.S. Drought Monitor #9230

g D1A
LS
D3A
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Intensity: Drought impact Types: _

|| D0 Abnormally Dry ~ Delineates dominant impacts

[ | D1 Drought - Moderate A= Agricultural (crops, pastures,

[l D2 Drought - Severe grasslands) D

B O3 Drought - Extreme H = Hydrological (water)

B C4 Drought - Exceptional T p——_—
USDA & (2 &

The Drought Monitor focuses on broad-scale condifions. S :5ne ¥ Crogte Metgstion coter Vg B u,.

Local conditions may vary. See accompanying lext summary

for forecast stalements. Released Thursday, August 27, 2009

http:/idro ug ht.unl.edu/dm Author: Brad Rippey, U.5. Department of Agriculture
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% of US Soybean Crop Rated
"Good" or "Excellent" by date
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Figure 1. US Soybean Crop Conditions (2006-2009)
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2009 Soybean Harvest

o yle 5 E S<5bN,X 9<FNM2 AL’
Weather conditions made harvest throughout the
US very difficult

= ?SFY 0" H" 0.5E7.0°C
October was 0.5-7.0 °C cooler than normal in the
Midwest

© UNLI"E°P-bG "G E\i ,XLI"GECY
ESZ&EG " GX 300A
October rainfall was far above average with total
precipitation at more than 300% of the historical
averages for many areas

© 0B 9<LO?UF1LX5E E Y@2 9FNEE3Z
Because soybean harvest requires dry conditions
harvest was delayed across all states
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CONUS + Puerto RBico: 102372009 1-Day Observed Precipitation
Valid at 102372000 1200 UIC- Created 1025709 10:31 UITC
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Total Precipitation: Percent of Mean Total Precipitation (inches)
QOctober 3, 2009 to November 1, 2009 QOctober 3, 2009 to November 1, 2009

75 100 125 150 175 200 300 400 0.0D0.08.25051.52.535455560 7.5 855.510.81.32835.34.5

MC#A Midwestern Regional Chmote Center MO#A Midwestern Regional Climate Center
Hhraia State Water E.'.Jr'.'-._—:..' HhroEa Stale Water E'.Jr'.'._*:..'

University of Winoiz at Urbgno-Chompaign University of Winais ot Urbgno—-Chompaign
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Crop Moisture Index by Division
Weekly Value for Period Ending OCT 24, 2009
Short Term Need ws. Available Water in 5 Ft Profile
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Figure 1 US Soybean Planting and Harvest Progress
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2009 Soybean Harvest
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When soybeans were harvested, producers were
forced to remove them from the field with moisture
contents above 13%

|,P-b 13 A" NNXOGBM2 AL’ E éCK *BiKANI
Storage of soybeans above 13% is very difficult and
often causes quality problems

0],B 8G ,X7%' ON!é F1\6 EeL 10,lI$S
ZEWP-E F*

Natural air drying in storage bins is slow and difficult
with high relative humidity

*W]2G F1(F101M2 AL

Drying with corn driers is very difficult
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2009 US Soybean Crop

2 2009 H (B M6/A+9 , rKS
Soybean acreage increased slightly in 2009
3,100 U @NK 31.0 million ha
rKS3 A Up 3%
2 Y{NXAul"*HQ EE 2,850 @ x/ @NK
Yields are expected to be better than last year at 2.85 T
/ ha
o {GEA6NITE i4~)X 8,850U (i
Total production may be as much as a record 88.5 MMT
" 2008 HrKS11 A Up 11% over 2008
Yi){A,)X%00 E 9<'|,E356EW Q EAGNE  {GE
X Q4 D +

Potential record yield, yet large harvest and storage losses may
affect the final production numbers
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Figure 3. Soybean, Corn, and Wheat in the US (plant ed ha)
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2009 Survey Methods
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2009 Survey Methods

| *0  Perten "4{1uL ¥%:EIE>E¥4v é
B"© U d<Y,Q ™ yGE

Samples were analyzed for protein and
oil concentration by Near Infrared
Spectroscopy (NIRS) using a Perten
diode array instrument

Y21n<Y,Q " yYGEXG

Average protein and oil values were
determined by state

3'<6b G EIE>Ib 2009 H Au
{GEXt G 9%n
Regional and US average values were
determined by weighting averages
based on estimated 2009 production
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[i2f04 EE>IIEN «DI.X
1,000Nk/j $ J/AG; 9 £ n

Seed size was determined by
counting and weighing 1000
seeds from each sample

[i2f 0 4 1,R2f Gj 9><EA
Seed size is expressed on
a grams per 100 seeds
basis
B+ Z13EY EJ! « Gj

GE£,XA 9><EA

FM was hand picked and

expressed as a % of total

sample weight

U>—2f 0B 4Au 9 B

Split soybeans are not counted

as FM
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2009 Soybean Quality

42008 H,II"'  Compared with 2008

<Y,QP-14z1.2 p,R U&+ A35.3 A A
Protein was about 1.2 percentage points higher (35.3%)

y'ed4z" 0.5p,RU& A18.6 AA
Oil was about 0.5 percentage points lower (18.6%)

0B <Y,Q yGEET ), X?Sé7Cd+X-8é5za£YoH
NFw 0O
The common Northwest to Southeast gradient in soybean
protein concentrations not as great as in some years
)]2G U?SFY2sWestern Corn Belt states <Y,Q Protein = 34.8
)]2G U 6FY4 Eastern Corn Belt states <Y,Q Protein = 35.7
+F¥2 @2 Mid-south states <Y,Q Protein = 36.0



H5b N OB *BiAXx ®



H5b N OB *BiAXx ®



H5b N OB *BiAXx ®



H5b N OB *BiAXx ®



H5b N OB *BiAXx ®



H5b N OB *BiAXx ®



H5b N OB *BiAXx ®



H5b N OB *BiAXx ®



H5b N OB *BiAXx ®



H5b N OB *BiAXx ®



H5b N OB *BiAXx ®



H5b N OB *BiAXx ®



H5b N OB *BiAXx ®



H5b N OB *BiAXx ®



2009 H5b NN3 e« (OB Ax 1
2009 US Food Soybean Survey

? UN4-<5bN3« (B @Ico +G>LSU
Food soybean companies throughout the US were supplied with
sample kits in August

b6 11U2!E~2 160p <loUd
By November 2, 160 samples were returned for analysis

EFY2 D251 p - 51 samples from Northern states
F/a@284p o 84 samples from Central states
+FY2@225p 25 samples from Southern states

82fX o 4pAR2fGjab 13 A

4 small seed size samples (<13 g/100 seeds)
2f X o 133p AR2fGj 13.1E21 A

133 medium (13.1-219/100 seeds)

G2f X » 23pAR2(GjGb 21.1 A

23 large (>21.1 g/100 seeds)
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Table 2. USSEC/ASA 2009 Food Soybean Quality Survby State and Regioh

3<V!Q oo el Y 34X4E
22 State G <¥,Q G y'GE 3y"e 4x4E yGE G
3 )
( *D number of . Protein Average  Regional . G . G . G_ Regional
Region 0 . Oil Average Regional Fiber S
samples) (%) Protein 0 . o Fiber
Average (%) Oil Average Average' (%) Average
sl eFYa
Michigan (2) Northern 35.9 18.4 5.7
a 8£F’ eFYa
Minnesota (33) Northern 36.7 17.4 5.8
éE'/x 2 6FY,
N. Dakota (6) Northern 36.4 17.7 5.8
O f o =
Wisconsin (10) Northern 35.2 36.3 18.2 17.6 6.0 5.8
8R 9*° FYa
lowa (36) Central 35.8 18.2 5.8
P oAl q FYa
llinois (22) Central 36.4 17.9 6.0
D1 4% FY
Indiana (2) Central 35.6 18.4 5.8
Yxeft FY,
Nebraska (4) Central 36.9 17.9 5.9
“y” =2
Ohio (20) Central 37.7 36.5 17.9 18.0 5.7 59
S8£G +FY,
Missouri (25) Southern 36.3 36.3 18.5 18.5 6.1 6.1

D B p7C}2009H11 U2t Data as of November 2, 2009
éFY, 3 U3 Aa8tE AEEN2"Of o2 x F% 2 USR9* AbPoAlq AD1 4t AYxeft "y~
+FY, 3 U SBEG 2
Northern region = Michigan, Minnesota, North Dakota and Wisconsin; Central region = lowa, lllinois, hdiana, Nebraska,
and Ohio; Southern region = Missouri
* Tb 13A™ N x13% moisture basis; T FI,RUD Percent dry matter basis
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2009 US Food Soybean Results

Va NXmX EG2f «YI" 2f* 82f X<Y,QE
P-,XC _*

As expected, large seeded samples tended to
have higher protein levels than medium and small
soybean samples

U 2fB20Yy  EEFYA%OB «Y!" F¥ +FY%d

2 X<Y,QE" XC_*“

Within the medium seed size category, Northern
soybean samples tended to have lower protein
than those from Central and Southern States
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Table 3. USSEC/ASA 2009 Food Soybean Quality Survby Seed Size& Region*

2fXG <Y, . y'e X X
. C woyee Y JGE  4XAEJGE AX4EGE
- D Seed Size G 4 G
3 /i2fa a . 8x E . G G G
. . Number Average Protein . Qil . . .
Region  Seed Size Protein . Ol Fiber Fiber
Samples (,R2f Gj Average Range Average Range  Average' Range
/100 seeds) * (%) g (%) g g g
) Small 4 9.6 346 33.0-36.2 175 16.6 - 19.4 6.0 59-6.0
N et':/“ Average 35 17.4 35.6 33.2-39.1 17.9 16.1 -19.3 5.9 5.2-6.
orthern
Large 12 23.6 39.0 36.1-40.0 16.8 16.1 -18.1 5.3 51-5.8
Small 0
c F];/“ | Average 73 17.3 36.2 33.4-423 18.1 15.0-20.4 5.9 5.6-6.
entra
Large 11 23.3 38.1 36.3-40.6 17.6 16.1 -18.9 5.6 51-6.2
Small 0
Y4 Average 25 16.7 36.3 34.1-37.9 18.5 17.3-20.5 6.1 5.6-6.
Southern
Large 0

D B p7C2009H1102* Data as of November 2, 2009
© 52fX O,R2Gi®13.0 x»x 1 2fX O,R2fGj13.1-21.0 xx @2 X O,R2fGj>21AM2!7 a4 U20A

Small seed:@ 13.0 g/100 seeds; Average: 13.1-21.0 g/100 seedsge: >21 g/100 seeds (unofficial categories)
t6FY, 3 U8 AASBEE AéEMN2"OfE02 x P4 32 USR9* AbPoAlq AD1 4t AYxeft "
y 2 x#% 3 U 38EG 2

Northern region = Michigan, Minnesota, North Dakota and Wisconsin; Central region = lowa, lllinois, hdiana,
Nebraska, and Ohio; Southern region = Missouri

Tb 13A" N x13% moisture basis; TFT,RUD Percent dry matter basis
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0BJU9 0B ,X0/j,69+™s" EAWIi+5b,X){E6AaU0G,X3

AA
Soybean Rust (Phakopsora pachyrhizi) is a fungal pathogen of soybean
that is know to cause very large yield losses in South America.

2004H11UuUSbNOL fidy ¥),ZaBJU9 AGBJU94£+ 6%
6 E LOORWISGEH SEEIRE-,)066BSS ki HEEEE A

Soybean rust was first reported in the continental US in November of
2004. Soybean rust is spread by spores, but it requires a living host to
remain viable over winter periods.

2005 E2008 HOB JU9 i 7é*6{,X 0B O(= FNY ¥*6 A
Outbreaks of soybean rust on commercially produced soybean crops
were noted in 2005-2008.

0BJU9), UL$ U+FY 0B { EEEHFN*G 9 E> @)U A
Soybean rust has been confined to southern soybean regions where it is
treated annually with fungicides.

5b Nap A6N £ E?SFw 6 8 uGj,XJU9 E a *6{-M6,X0Op ?UKA

NI A

It is unlikely that the US will be affected with rust as severely as Brazil,
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