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Background

Objectives

Increase of soybean crop areas in France, especially
in new production areas - necessity to continue to
increase competitiveness and sustainability.

Cap Protéines (2021-2022): a large French
research, development and transfer project to

« Reducing failures and increasing the efficiency of
soybean production, to ensure that soybean remains a
profitable and sustainable crop.

 Acquire references and identify, analyze and
classify key limiting factors of yield.
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Fields from the main regions with both irrigated and rainfed management

NNI at flowering
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2021-2022, 2022
Presence of weeds at flowering 315 |«very weedy» vs «no weed»| -49% . . e
Quantity of nodules at flowering 170 « Few » vs « Many » -35% linked to water availability.
Quantity of incoming water flow-mat (mm) 167 <100 vs >280 -34%
Height of first pod (cm) 297 <10 vs >18 -33%
Presence of pests at early/late stage 304 Damage >20% vs 0 -31%
Uniformity of stand 315 |« very het. » vs « very hom. »| -27% 3 into this indicator.
Nitrogen Nutrition Index at flowering 49 >0.6 vs >0.95 -25% 3
Root depth at flowering o1 « <15cm » vs « >15 cm » -15% 2
Stand density (early stage) (plants/m?) 97 <40 vs 40-65 -14% 2 _
Fresh biomass at flowering (g/m?) 202 <1400 vs >2500 -8% 1 yield.
Presence of deseases at flowering 312 Damage >20% vs O ns 1

\&

« Ranking based on yield differences using
thresholds to define high and low classes.

» All main yield limiting factors directly or indirectly

« Stand density includes seeding density effects that
varies by region and maturity groups and likely
diminished effect = incorporate seeding density

* No significant correlation between fresh flowering
biomass and yield; minimal impact of diseases on

~

/

- Terres
L

lnovia

’agronomie en mouvement

Financépar: E=
MINIST

CAP
PROTEINES

/ 0 ':b'b
/ﬂ .b‘ o
b!‘*y;\‘ innovons pour notre

’ souveraineté protéique

ANA

ERE & <
DE L'AGRICULTURE
ET DE LALIMENTATION
Liberté ? L‘I
oW

A

| Terres

© @
=" Univia
I'Interprofession des huiles et protéines végétales

Conclusions and perspectives

despite confounding effects and many missing data.

results and better account multiple factors.

Initial approach to identifying yield limiting factors in 2021-2022,
Multifactorial analysis approaches will be employed to refine the

Additional years of climatic data will be incorporated to consolidate

these results and threshold values - renewed for another 3 years.
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