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Introduction to the project 

United States is the largest soybean producer (35% of total production), and 
concentrates 80% of soybean production in the North Central (NC) region. 
Average soybean yield in the NC-USA region during 2010-2014 was 43 bu/acre, 
yet some producers attained soybean yields near or greater than 80 bushels/acre. 
This large gap between an average state yield and the very high yield obtained by 
some producers in that state needs to be explored and better understood.  

The primary goal of the project is to “benchmark” current yield and management 
practices in producer fields across the NC-USA region. That “benchmark data” will 
help to identify those key management factors across the NC-USA region that can 
be used by individual producers to increase soybean yield on their farms, and do 
that with an input-use efficiency that will improve the bottom-line net profit.  

The ‘benchmarking’ project started in October 1st, 2015, with funding support 
from the North-Central Soybean Research Program (NCSRP) and other state 
soybean boards such as the Nebraska Soybean Board (NSB) and the Wisconsin 
Soybean Marketing Board (WSMB). The project is led by University of Nebraska-
Lincoln and University of Wisconsin, but includes collaborators in other key eight 
soybean producing states: IL, IN, IA, KS, MI, MN, ND, and OH. The project is 
organized in four major activities as described below.  

 
The present report summarizes the producer data collected during the first year 
of the project. Requested data included yield, management, and applied inputs 
from dryland and irrigated fields planted with soybean in 2014 and 2015. Data 
were collected through surveys and an example of a filled survey is shown in the 
next page.  

Collection
• Extension Educators

• Crop Production Clinics

• State growers boards

• Natural Res. Districts

• Crop consultants

• Newsletters 

• Press releases

1 Assimilation
• Data entry

• Quality control

• Field location and mapping

• Data contextualization (soil & weather)
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Analysis
• Frontier analysis

• Machine learning

• Crop simulation models
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Dissemination
• Scientific papers

• Extension newsletters

• Field days
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Process Diagram

User’s feedback

Strategic 

farm visits



 

 

Example of a survey filled out by a Nebraska producer. Note that contact information and logos were customized for 
each of the 10 states participating in the project. Data are kept and analyzed under strict confidentiality.  

 

 



Surveyed fields distribution Soybean fields per year

State 2014 2015 Total
IA 368 431 799
IL 41 47 88
IN 51 56 107
KS 68 70 138
MI 150 173 323
MN 31 38 69
ND 257 267 524
NE 430 494 924
OH 124 165 289
WI 130 177 307
Total 1650 1918 3568
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Average irrigated soybean yield (bu/ac)

Average dryland soybean yield (bu/ac)

Irrigated soybean yield (bu/ac)

Dryland soybean yield (bu/ac)
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% of fields with drainage system

% of no-tilled fields

Proportion of drainage system

Proportion of tillage system

5



Copyright © openstreetmap.org, opendatacommons.orgCopyright © openstreetmap.org, opendatacommons.orgCopyright © openstreetmap.org, opendatacommons.orgCopyright © openstreetmap.org, opendatacommons.orgCopyright © openstreetmap.org, opendatacommons.orgCopyright © openstreetmap.org, opendatacommons.orgCopyright © openstreetmap.org, opendatacommons.org

Average irrigation (in)

% of fields with irrigation

Irrigation (in)

Proportion of irrigation system
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Average planting date

Prevalent previous crop

Planting date

Proportion of previous crop
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Average seeding rate (thousand seeds/ac)

Prevalent row spacing (in)

Seeding rate

Row spacing (in)
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Adoption of herbicide-resistance soybean

Average maturity group

Soybean trait adoption

Maturity group
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% of fungicide or insecticide-treated fields

% of herbicide-treated fields

Fungicide and/or insecticide application

Herbicide application
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% of potash-treated fields

% of phosphate-treated fields

% of fields with seed treatment

% of starter-treated fields
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Average potash rate (lb K2O/treated acre)

Average phosphate rate (lb P2O5/treated acre)

Potash rate (lb K2O/treated acre)

Phosphate rate (lb P2O5/treated acre)
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% of fields with iron deficiency Chlorosis (IDC)

% of fields with known presence of soy cyst nematode (SCN)

Fields with iron deficiency chlorosis (IDC)

Fields with soy cyst nematode (SCN)
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