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WHAT’S GOIN’ ON… 
 

This article was written by Dr. Ken Whitam, LSU AgCenter plant pathologist. 
  
 Green Bean Syndrome:  Soybeans failing to dry down is a common year-end problem. These beans 
are often referred to as having the “green bean syndrome.” This syndrome is a catchall for beans that remain 
green and, unfortunately, implies that all green beans stem from the same cause. This is not the case. Each 
year is different.   
  
   This year there are two main causes of greening. Stink bug damage is common, and drought stress on late 
beans also is occurring.  The beans often have both. How can you tell the difference? 
  
   Stink bugs typically cause seed damage. The plants exhibit punch spots that can be seen inside the hull 
and on the seed surface. The seed often germinates inside the pod and never dries. A “green knuckle” or green 
protrusion may occur, especially on larger seed. 
  
   Drought damage results in seed abortion and pod drop. Some pods may stay green and remain on the 
plant, but the seed inside the pod does not grow, and it usually looks scalded. Many of these seed are aborted 
and remain 2-3 millimeters in size. Pods that drop may or may not appear diseased (sometimes secondary 
organisms invade them). They are typically light tan or white when they drop. Drought damage of this type is 
usually preceded by normal or excess rainfall. When plants that are vigorous and healthy hit dry conditions 
during flowering, they are more likely to “fluke” off the pods and start growing again. The end result of all this 
pod loss creates a void for the photosynthetic products, and the plant may begin to re-flower. The second 
round of growth is abnormal and often shows as a mass of proliferated, half grown, curled pods.   
  
    Cercospora is very abundant this year, as it has been for the past six or eight years. Stems with purple 
stains commonly remain attached to the plants. They exhibit some green tendencies, but usually cut reduced 
but fairly normal yields.   
 
 
 
                                                                               



 
 
 

 
 
 

                                                        
 

  
 

Pod shed is a typical symptom of 
soybeans with “Green Bean 
Syndrome”. 

Bud proliferation can also be 
found on many of the soybeans 
affected by GBS. 

 Cercospora can be a 
contributing factor in 
fields with GBS. 



 
 
Feed Grain Fundamental Analysis: 
 

This was written by Dr. Kurt Guidry, LSU AgCenter Extension economist. 
 

The continued theme in the feed grain markets is that 2004 will bring record production. In the 
October report, the USDA increased its expectations for corn production by 652 million bushels to a record 
11.6 billion bushels. Yields were increased by an astonishing nine bushels per acre and now stand at a record 
158.4 bushels per acre. The latest crop progress report released on October 25 showed that 55 percent of the 
corn crop was harvested and that 75 percent of the crop was rated in good to excellent condition. With 
harvest reports continuing to bring news of very strong yields, there has been very little for this market to 
suggest a need to reduce the USDA’s current estimate. The only minor concern is the slightly slower-than-
normal progression of the corn harvest.  The five-year average percentage of the corn crop harvested at this 
time is 68 percent. With only 55 percent harvested, there are some minor concerns that unfavorable weather 
could delay harvest and affect the crop. At this time, however, betting on late season production difficulties to 
spur prices seems to have only minimal potential. When it is all said and done, the 2004 crop will be large, 
and, even with small declines, the USDA’s current estimate would not likely create a substantial price impact.   
 

While the supply side of the feed grain situation is providing a bearish picture, the demand side is a 
mixed bag. Domestic corn use is expected to be particularly strong during the 2004-05 marketing year as 
increases in both feed use and industrial use are expected to lead the way. Total domestic use in the 2004-05 
marketing year is expected to be nearly 500 million bushels higher than last year. The case for the same type 
of optimism for export demand is much more difficult to make.  
 

While many in the market considered the initial estimate of 2.1 billion bushels for 2004-05 exports, 
the USDA’s rationale of lower world competition and tighter world stocks was difficult to argue; however, the 
October report gave us the first indication that USDA has had to re-think its position. In the October report, 
export demand was reduced by 25 million bushels and now stands at 2.075 million bushels. While the 
magnitude of the reduction was not overly bearish, the fact that exports were reduced at all brings some 
concern. While lower competition from China and Argentina was expected, increases in China’s production 
level this month and the year-to-year increases in Argentina’s production level have likely started to weaken 
this viewpoint .  Also, while world corn stocks are still at historically low levels, the 2004-05 marketing year 
will mark the first time in five years in which stocks will actually experience year-to-year growth and ends the 
trend of the previous four years in which stocks fell annually by double digits. Finally, the report of weather 
related quality concerns in wheat-producing regions around the world is expected to increase the availability 
of feed-grade wheat, thus potentially increasing competition for feed demand. 
 

While it is still early in the marketing year, corn exports thus far have lagged last year’s pace, despite 
total marketing year exports projected to rise from the previous year. Through the first seven weeks of the 
2004-05 marketing year, weekly corn exports have come in lower than the previous year’s level in four of 
those weeks .  While surprised strength in sales to Japan, Korea and Guatemala has helped keep corn 
reasonably close to last year’s levels, both total shipments and total commitments have lagged. Not only have 
corn export shipments been slower, but the total amount of corn committed to the export market has been 
lower.  
 

With much the of the market’s expectations about future price improvement tied to strong first and 
second quarter corn exports, the question is how these latest developments will affect the outlook. While price 
improvement is still possible, the magnitude of that improvement has likely become more limited. The current 
trend of a weaker U.S. dollar and current low corn prices should help make U.S. corn more competitively 
priced in the world market; however, total world corn trade has likely been reduced because larger world corn 
production and larger supplies of feed-grade wheat limit the need and desire of many countries to purchase 
corn. Given these developments and the likelihood of strong producer selling on price strengthening, price 
improvement will be slow in developing and comparatively smaller than once projected.  
 
Price and Market Considerations 
 

With the feed grain harvest complete in Louisiana, the marketing question for producers now becomes 
whether to sell or store for future price improvement. While the fundamental supply and demand news that 
has been circulating in this market can be viewed only as bearish, future contract prices have shown some  



 
 
 
resiliency.  The December 2004 corn futures contract has been trading primarily in a sideways trading 

pattern since the end of September.  The ability of this contract to stay above the $2.00 level in light of the 
record production numbers does suggest that downside risk is somewhat limited. Given that Loan Deficiency 
Payments (LDP) are tied to price, the ability of prices to resist a free fall would suggest that producers, 
regardless if they are going to sell or store, should take the LDP at current levels.   
 

Obviously, for producers to benefit from holding onto the grain, future price, basis levels or both must 
will improve enough in the future to cover any storage costs and interest expense. Examining the average 
price improvement in futures prices from October to May over a five-year span indicates that the average 
improvement in futures prices is about $0.04 per bushel through March and about $0.04 per bushel through 
May. Obviously, historical average price improvement does not show storage to be profitable. Examining the 
same five-year span, but taking the low price of the nearby contract (December contract) from October 1 
through mid-December comparing that to the high of differed contracts (May and March), shows that the 
average price improvement from the low of the nearby contract to the high of the March contract was $0.25 
per bushel; the improvement through the May contract was $0.24 per bushel.  While this definitely looks 
more attractive than the average price improvement shown in Table 5, it assumes that the producer would 
know exactly when the highs and lows in the contracts would exist. Obviously, these averages didn’t hold in 
the 2003-04 marketing year, when prices improved substantially through the first two quarters of the 
marketing year. In that year, however, supplies were considerably lower and stock levels were considerably 
tighter than current levels.    
 

Historically, there is little evidence that storage and selling later would increase producer profitability 
over current prices. As was the case during the 2003-04 marketing year, however, each year is different. On 
October 26, 2004, the December 2004 futures contract closed at $2.07 per bushel. With the LDP on October 
26 at $0.26 per bushel, selling corn would result in a price of $2.35 per bushel minus local basis (basis levels 
on October 26 at selected locations ranged from $0.15 to $0.30 per bushel below the December).  Therefore, 
any marketing strategy that required storage would have to generate a price minus storage costs and interest 
expenses that was higher than $2.35. On October 26, 2004, the spread between the December and the March 
and May contracts was $0.11 and $0.18 per bushel, respectively.   
 

Given this information on historical and current price movement, what strategies are available to the 
producer? One, the producer can take a marketing strategy that protects current price spreads. Some 
examples of market strategies that would accomplish this would be a forward contract for March delivery, 
selling a March futures contract or buying a March put option. But, a producer must consider storage costs 
and interest expenses. Does the $0.11 to $0.18 per bushel more than cover storage and interest expense? For 
the four months from December to March, assuming $0.03 per bushel per month storage would cost at least 
$0.12 per bushel and the six months to May would cost at least $0.18 per bushel. So locking into current 
price spread levels would not seem to provide any improvement over current prices. The only way this would 
be profitable would be if the marketing strategy selected to lock in those price spreads would allow for the 
producer to benefit from any potential basis improvement (selling a March contract or purchasing a March 
put option).  
 

Another strategy a producer could take would be to take the current LDP and simply store and wait for 
prices to improve. In this scenario the producer would not enter any contract to protect current price spreads. 
To do this, a producer would have to be convinced that the current market outlook is for prices to make 
substantial improvement over the next several months. For this strategy to work, the futures price, basis level 
or both would have to increase, in total, enough to more than cover storage costs and interest expense. This is 
obviously a risky strategy, given the current market outlook, and offers no downside protection.  
 



A final strategy that would provide more risk management and still allow for some price 
improvement would be for the producer to sell the corn and by a call option. (This same strategy can 
be implemented by entering a Minimum Price Contract with an elevator.) The producer would sell the 
corn at current prices and take the current LDP. Therefore, the producer would have no storage costs 
or interest expense. The producer could then take some of the proceeds from the sale of the crop and 
the LDP and purchase an out-of-the money March or May call option. With the May options generally 
costing more than the March because of higher time value, the March option will likely be a cheaper 
option. A March call option with a 2.30 strike price is selling for about $0.05 per bushel and would 
return a profit if the March futures price moved above the $2.35 per bushel range. March call options 
with higher strike prices would be cheaper but would require March futures prices to increase more 
to become profitable. For example, a March 2005 call option with a strike price of $2.40 costs about 
$0.03 per bushel and a call option with a $2.50 call option costs about $0.02 per bushel. For these 
call options to generate a profit, however, the March 2005 futures contract would have to trade above 
$2.43 and $2.52 per bushel, respectively. The attractiveness of the call option strategy is that it 
limits the risk exposure of the producer. If futures prices do not increase enough to generate a profit, 
the producer would limit his loss to the cost of the option. The only downside to this strategy would 
be that the producer would not to be able to benefit from basis improvement.  
 

Given the current market outlook, it would seem that the potential for price strengthening 
would be limited. There is probably little to no potential for prices to experience the same type of 
improvement experienced last year. Having said that, it would seem that the risk associated with 
storing and selling later would outweigh the potential reward. If prices were to remain constant for 
the next few months, the producers storing and selling later would reduce their profitability by the 
amount of storage costs and interest expense. A considerably less risky strategy would be the use of 
the call option. With this strategy, the amount of risk exposure compared to the potential reward 
given the outlook for limited price improvement would seem to be much more favorable.  

 
  

SOYBEAN UPDATE  
 

LSRVP Update:  All nine verification fields have been harvested as of October 25. Yield 
results are listed below, with LSRVP fields averaging more than 41 bushels per acre in 2004. 
Historically, LSRVP yields have been 12 bushels higher than the state average. Additional data, 
including economic analysis and weekly information, will be discussed in future newsletters. 

 

                        

2004 LSRVP Agents and Yields

Carlos SmithAvoyelles

55.0Robert GoodsonTensas
41.7Carroll Pinnel-AlisonFranklin
28.5Allen HoganJeff Davis
46.8Glen DanielsConcordia
42.2Keith FontenotEvangeline
23.0Barrett CourvilleAcadia

47.0Donna LeeE. Carroll
50Miles BrashierPt. Coupee

Yield in Bu/AAgentParish

 
                               *Results for Avoyelles parish not finalized. 



                    

Historical Soybean Yields

NANA32.02002
+13.247.234.02003

+11.9740.7428.77Mean
+11.8= 41.830.0*2004

+14.847.833.02001
+20.544.524.02000
+13.940.927.01999
+9.030.021.01998

+13.242.229.01997
+10.543.533.01996
+8.033.025.01995
+8.036.528.51994

DifferenceLSRVP Avg.State Avg.Year

* Denotes projected yield from NASS 2004  
 
 
 
 
Soybean Demos:  All Group IV, V and VI demonstrations have been harvested. This 

information, including yields, can be accessed at www.lsuagcenter.com/Subjects/Soybean. Select 
Extension Demonstrations for specific parish and maturity group results.    

 
 
 
Core Block Analysis:  All Core Block data analysis discussed and presented is 

based on 2004 replicated results only. Therefore, no definite conclusions can be 
drawn; however, these data suggest that trends do exist. Our future objective is to 
present recurring Core Block data based on planting date, irrigation, row spacing, soil 
type and geographic region.    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Maturity Group IV Core Block Analysis was discussed in the previous newsletter.  Below is 
the remaining Core Block Analysis for Maturity Group V and VIs. 

 
 

 
    
For Maturity Group V Core Block varieties, yields averaged 41-46 bushels per acre over six 
locations. 
 
 

              

Soybean MG VI Core Block Analysis
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For Maturity Group VI Core Block varieties, yields averaged 45-52 bushels per acre 
over four locations.  



            

Soybean Yield by MG Statewide (Test)
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MG IV 4.5-4.9
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This slide is based on 2004 data, which included 97 varieties from Groups IV, V and VI that 

were planted on 160 acres. Soybeans in the demos were divided by maturity group and yields posted 
accordingly. Yields for Maturity Group IV, V and VI’s yielded 34, 43.5 and 48 bushels per acre, 
respectively.  This trend of later maturing soybeans out-yielding earlier maturity groups has been 
consistent in LSU AgCenter trials. For Maturity Groups IV and V, relative maturity was separated 
into two classifications including 4.0-4.4 and 4.5-4.9 and 5.0-5.4 and 5.5-5.9 for further analysis.     

 
 
 
 
 
Louisiana Soybean Association (LSA):  LSA is a producer-based soybean organization 

affiliated with the American Soybean Association (ASA) and the United Soybean Board (USB). This 
organization has many roles, including updating statewide soybean producers on current legislative 
and environmental issues. The LSA also has representatives on the ASA and USB boards. This allows 
Louisiana issues to be brought to a national audience. As a member of LSA, you support local, state, 
national and international promotion and use of soybeans. Membership is available to anyone 
involved in production agriculture. Agribusiness personnel are also strongly encouraged to join. For 
more information about becoming a member of LSA, please contact: 

 
 

   Dr. David Y. Lanclos   (318) 473-6530 office 
   8105 Tom Bowman Drive  (318) 308-5386 cell 
   Dean Lee Research Station  (318) 473-6535 fax 
   Alexandria, LA  71302   dlanclos@agcenter.lsu.edu 
 
 

To join online:  The Web address is www.soygrowers.com. Click on membership and enter 
your information. 

 
 
 



CORN UPDATE 
 

 
Extension Demos:  All of the corn demonstration plots have been harvested. The yield 

results are available at: www.lsuagcenter.com/grains/corn. Select Extension Demonstrations for 
individual parish results. Three Roundup Ready corn demos were planted in Morehouse, Richland 
and Rapides parishes. These were not replicated; the top five yielding Roundup Ready corn hybrids 
are listed below. 

 

                

Top 5 Hybrid RR Corn Demo Yields

Croplan 818 (150)Terral 26BR401 (183)Terral 26BR10n (129)

Croplan 872 (150)Croplan 780 (185)DKC 69-72 (130)

Garst 8204 (155)DKC 63-52 (187)Croplan 818 (134)

Terral 26BR10n (156)DKC 69-71 (190)Pio 31R87 (137)

Pio 31R87 (159)DKC 60-19 (200)DKC 69-71 (140)

RapidesRichlandMorehouse

 
 
Variety Trials:  LSU AgCenter Commercial Variety Trials (CVTs) have been harvested at the 

different research stations across the state. Information from these CVTs and the 2005 
Recommended Corn Hybrids can be accessed at:  www.lsuagcenter.com/grains/corn. Select Variety 
Trials & Recommendations to see individual research station data. Contact Dr. Steve Moore, 
statewide coordinator of the soybean and corn CVTs, with any questions. 
 
 

GRAIN SORGHUM UPDATE 
 

Extension Demos:  All of the grain sorghum demonstration plots have been harvested. 
Yield results and the 2005 Recommended Grain Sorghum Hybrids are available at: 
www.lsuagcenter.com/grains/sorghum. Select Extension Demonstrations for individual parish 
results or Variety Trials and Recommendations for individual research station data. 
  
 
 
 

         



UPCOMING EVENTS 
 
  

December 
 
 December 13-14 – LSU AgCenter Annual Conference, Baton Rouge 
 
January 

 
January 7 – Tri-State Soybean Meeting, Dumas, Ark. 
January 12-13 – LSU AgCenter Outlook Conference, Baton Rouge 
January  19-22 – Louisiana Ag Expo, Monroe 
January 20 – Tensas Parish Recertification Meeting   
January 24-26 – SWSC Meeting  
 

PERSONNEL 
 

STATE SPECIALISTS 
 

       Dr. Jack Baldwin, Professor, Entomology, Baton Rouge 
  jbaldwin@agcenter.lsu.edu 

Responsibilities:  Soybeans, Corn & Grain Sorghum 
        Dr. Clayton Hollier, Professor, Plant Pathology, Baton Rouge 
  chollier@agcenter.lsu.edu 
  Responsibilities:  Grain Sorghum & Corn 

Dr. David Lanclos, Assistant Professor and Specialist, Dean Lee Research and Extension         
Center 

  dlanclos@agcenter.lsu.edu 
  Responsibilities:  Soybeans, Corn & Grain Sorghum 
 Dr. Charles Overstreet, Professor, Plant Pathology, Baton Rouge 
  coverstreet@agcenter.lsu.edu 
  Responsibilities:  Nematodes in all agronomic crops 
 Dr. Ken Whitam, Professor, Plant Pathology, Baton Rouge 
  kwhitam@agcenter.lsu.edu 
  Responsibilities:  Soybeans 
 

 
ASSOCIATES 
   
Rob Ferguson, Extension Associate, Dean Lee Research & Extension Center, Alexandria 
 referguson@agcenter.lsu.edu  cell phone:  318-308-4191 
Donna S. Morgan, Extension Associate, Callegari Environmental Center & Dean Lee Research 
           and Extension Center, Alexandria 
 dsmorgan@agcenter.lsu.edu   cell phone:  318-613-9278 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



PARISH AGENTS 
 

   
Visit our Web site:   www.lsuagcenter.com 

 
Louisiana State University Agricultural Center 

William B. Richardson, Chancellor 
Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station 

David J. Boethel, Vice Chancellor and Director 
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service 
Paul D. Coreil, Vice Chancellor and Director 

 
Issued in furtherance of Cooperative Extension work, Acts of Congress of May 8 and June 30, 1914, 

in cooperation with the United States Department of Agriculture. The Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service provides equal opportunities in programs and employment. 

   

Acadia Barrett Courville bcourville@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Allen Randall Bellon rbellon@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Avoyelles Carlos Smith csmith@agcenter.lsu.edu 
  Ernest Freeman efreeman@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Beauregard John Harris jharris@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Bossier Joseph Barrett jbarrett@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Caddo John B. LeVasseur jblevasseur@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Calcasieu Jerry Whatley jwhatley@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Caldwell Jimmy McCann jmccann@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Cameron Gary Wicke gwicke@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Catahoula David Neal dneal@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Concordia Glen Daniels gdaniels@agcenter.lsu.edu 
East Carroll Donna Lee drlee@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Evangeline Keith Fontenot kfontenot@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Franklin Carol Pinnell-Alison cpinnell-alison@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Iberia Jimmy Flanagan jflanagan@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Iberville Louis Lirette llirette@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Jeff Davis Allen Hogan ahogan@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Lafayette Stan Dutile sdutile@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Madison Mike Rome mrome@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Morehouse Terry Erwin terwin@agcenter.lsu.edu 
 Richard Letlow rletlow@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Nachitoches Charles Johnson cjohnson@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Ouachita Richard Letlow rletlow@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Pointe Coupee Miles Brashier mbrashier@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Rapides Matt Martin mmartin@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Red River Hubert Wilkerson hwilkerson@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Richland Keith Collins kcollins@agcenter.lsu.edu 
St. Landry Keith Normand knormand@agcenter.lsu.edu 
St. Martin  Alfred Guidry aguidry@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Tensas Robert Goodson rgoodson@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Vermilion Andrew Granger agranger@agcenter.lsu.edu 
Washington Henry Harrison hharrison@agcenter.lsu.edu 
West Baton Rouge Harry Laws hlaws@agcenter.lsu.edu 
West Carroll Myrl Sistrunk msistrunk@agcenter.lsu.edu 
West Feliciana James Devillier jdevillier@agcenter.lsu.edu 


