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The price of America's most important crop has just doubled, and farmers have
" ethanol to thank for the jackpot, reports Fortune's Jon Birger. But are they now
Acres sitting on a 'dot-corn’ bubble?
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ar, corn growers planted 78.6 million acres. March 30 2007: 10:37 AM EDT FORTUNE

OARIN 2
nd for corn in all market sectors — exports, livestock and -gest Plant March 31, 2007, Saturday
put corn in the spoflight as producers get planting under By AWNDEEW MARTIN (NYT); Business/Financial Desk
n McCauley, NCGA president. “We're confident carn Late Edition - Fmal Section C. Page 1. Column 2. 1020 words
roduce another big crop given good weather.” demand. U ’ T )

I1 acres 11_1 '}l:ll:l? ac c:}fdu]_g o the P?'Q,gpgfnvp Plantinae renntt releacad todav by the TT S Dlenartment of

DISPL. JLYT_\G ABSI"RACT With demand for ethanol pushing corn prices to S4g bushel fr higher, it +as
d to plant a lgt more corn this season. W was sibgrising about the

ctive Plantings Recap

Farm Bill

Agsulture Dep@reTT port reldsged vestsd88y was just hyfpum

#Mev intended to phagt --

drtment of Agriculture news

pase fromy vesty rdat, ctated j ces fueled by increasedggemand from

1S} ercent
adyes in 2007, acqgrl ngtnther etV la gs Neport U _ D Prg [}E:{:I::'I:\Efﬁdpanlaah
LT R - <

da by theL' S. Pepartment of AgriCil{ture’s NatjoNal ARic

rg - Corn intended Mantings at highest level since 1944
- Soybeans 67.1M, lowest since 1996

rea Yince @14 and 12 ggedlion acres more than in 2806

2B «

The U.S.

By leff Cox, CNNMoney.com contributing writer
March 28 2007: 7:20 AM EDT

MEW YORK (CHNMMoney com) - It's no secret that the rush to ethanol and other alternative fuels has made
corn the rock star of the Farm Belt.

That newfound prominence has big implications for the nation’s economy, experts say. Soaring corn prices
are pushing up the tab for everything from candy to comn flakes, moribund land values have jumped in many
Midwestern farming communities and the crop has become the lynchpin for the budding $40 billion ethanol

industry.

Corn:

machine.
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The inflation crop

is setto reporta jump in acreage planted as farmers feed the ethanol
One byproduct: rising food prices.

Pri{:e; for corn have doubled during the
last two years, a trend that's pushing
food prices higher.
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Timeliness
Must meet NASS report deadlines

Processing capabilities must match
crop phenology

Accuracy
What is the truth?
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The Landsat

Landsat 7 ETM+

ZUSGS

science for a changing world

News Release

Landsat 5 Experiencing Technical
Difficulties

On November 26, 2003, the back-up solar array drive on Landsat 5 began exluibiting vnusual behavior. The solar
array drive maintains the proper poinfing angle between the solar array and the sun. The rotation of the solar array
drive became sporadic and the solar array was not able to provide the power needed to charge the bafterses.

Marntaining power to the batteries 15 critical to sustain proper operation of the spacecraft. The primary solar array
drive failed under similar circumstances last January. As a resulf of this current situation, imaging operations will
be suspended for af least the next fwo weeks or unfil attempts to solve the problem have been resolved.
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INCLINATION = 98.731

Spectral Bands: i
5 B2: 0.52-0.59 (Visible Green) ... < | i ....... .
1 B3: 0.62-0.68 (Visible Red LA
1 B4: 0.77-0.86 (Near Intrared)

BS: 1.55-1.70 (Middle In
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ERDAS Imagine & Sees

u Derivation of decision tree ¢
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1 Boosting & smart eliminate

4 www.rulequest.com

4 Sample non-ag areas
_ National Land Cover Dataset (USGS)

Anciliary datasets
T IDEWVIES&E prier CIDIC
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[ Fuzzy threshalds

v Global pruning
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B A WIES sensor

____________ Admin Data
m USDA/Farm Service Agency
m ERDAS Imagine/See5

m Image Processing/Classification



Arkansas Area

Sampling Frame

I 11; = 75% cultivated
[z1: 25 - 75% cultivated
[31: agri-Urban

I =2: Commercial
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. _ : B 62: Water
PAGE 2 SECTION D - CRDPS AND LAND USE ON TRACT
Howe miany acres are inside this blue tract boundary drawn on the photo (mapy. .o . .
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4 Relate categorized pixel counts; i
reference data

| Independent variable - satelliterdat

) Dependent variable - JAS acreag




Segment 136 Seqment 136

R = Rice
5 =5Sovh
W =Waste FS
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% Over/Under ASB Final

IA 2006 State Level Estimates +/- 2% CVs
(Coefficient of Variation)
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Craighead County, Arkansas 2005

Categories

B Rice
B Com
B Cotton
[ Soybeans

B Sorghum

[ Mon Ag

[ 1 Other Crops
[I¥Waste/non-Crop
[ wWater
[IClouds

Cropland Data Layer



Cropland Data Layer Suimimzisy;

Operational estimates in corn/soybean region 2007
Provides measureable statistical error
Indication considered for national acreage estimate

Components
AWIiFS +

the stop s

Farm Service Agency Matral resources data
Common Land Unit (training/testing)

Commercial Software ERDAS/See5

June Agricultural Survey
Regression estimator

Distribution
datagateway.nrcs.usda.gov

Data Gatewa



Remote Sensing Support fo
and Assess

The Next Generation of Yield Estimates

ems and Applications Inc.

ory, Beltsville, MD 20705

Larry Beard and Rick Mueller, USDA, NASS
Research and Development Division, Fairfax, VA 22030-1504

NASA




Objectives

Develop an algorithm for operational cl
corn and soybean fields in the U.S. C

1) Agrometerological crop model with
2) Simplified remote sensing algorithm
3) Agrometerological (only) crop yield




NDVI Time Series from the MOD

time
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Separation of Corn

- The first step is distinguishing the “c1

Condition used 1s that NDVI valu

must be less than 0.40 and in DOY
0.78.

- The second step of the classification 1
pixels.

- Profile fit to a third degree po

Time series profiles for co
and soybean

corn

S

177 185 DOY



Classification of Corn and ¢

Resolution: 250 m 100 km



Operational Algc

MODIS —VIR/NI
8-Day Composit:

MODIS —VIS-NIR
Corn and Soybean
Classification

Mask




2003-05 Iowa Corn C

Differen

ce Between Official and Predicted Yields for lowa 2005 Corn

RMSE=10.02
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2003-05 lowa Soyb umnt

ifference Between Official and Predicted Yields for lowa 2003 Soybeans
RMSE=3.95

Difference Between Official and Predicted Yields for lowa 2005 Soybeans
RMSE=2.70
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2003-05 Illinois Soybean Count:

Difference Between Official and Predicted County Yields for lllinois 2003
Soybeans
RMSE=5.69

Difference Between Official and Predicted County Yields for lllinois 2005
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2003-05 Illinois Co

ifference Between Official and Predicted County Yields for lllinois 2003
Corn
RMSE=13.56

Difference Between Official and Predicted County Yields for lllinois 2005 Corn
RMSE=11.06
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BD. vs. RMA Percent Differences
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BD vs. RMA - Percent Differences
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2006 Iowa Remot
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Corn Yield at 10 km, 2006, IL

No Remote Sensing. Sowing Doy= 120. Density= 8 plants/m2

Corn (bu/ac)

W 147 - 167
168 - 175
176 - 181

1182 -183

184 - 190

Corn Yield, bu/ac

m 141 -164
165 -175

176 - 181
©182-184
= 185-191

Min = 147 bul/ac

Max = 190 bu/ac

Mean = 175 bul/ac

Mean = 175 bu/ac
St. Dev. =10



Operational Consid
Advantages

@ Statistical quality defined Geo-re
format
for both State & County ,

% Standardized methodology,

being automated

< Staffing requirements are

minimal




4 Technology dependent

4 Climate dependent

1 Represents) significant change
1 Requires new: stafif knowledge; ski




Yield Summary

State-Level

Remote sensing yields have been Great maj
timely, mid-August, mid-September indication
Official E

Program history 1s limited (03-06),
so trends remain to be seen

Indications come with variance dlfferepce
statistics fields, 1.e.

Remote Sensing yield indications Remote s¢
look as good or better than most available
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