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COMMISSION APPROVES 
2022-23 RESEARCH 
BUDGET

I know Wheat, Huso 5

Jim Pellman, District 3 Aaron Kjelland District 6

Jim Pellman, McClusky and 
Aaron Kjelland, Park River were 
re-elected to the North Dakota 
Wheat Commission board at 
their respective district elections 
in March and will officially begin 
their terms on July 1, 2022. The 
Commission consists of seven 
producer board members, six of 
whom are producer elected and 
one appointed by the Governor. 
Elections are held every four 
years within each of the six districts. The process starts at the county level 
where a producer is elected to the county representative position. Upon com-
pletion of the county elections, the county representatives from each district 
meet to elect their representative to the board. 

Jim Pellman was elected for a second, four-year term on the NDWC, represent-
ing wheat growers in the south-central portion of the state. He has served as 
the county representative for Sheridan County since 2014. Jim serves as the 
Commission’s Vice Chairman, and a representative to U.S. Wheat Associates, 
and to the ND Grain Growers Association. He and his wife, Candace, have two 
adult children and grow wheat, barley, canola, corn, and soybeans on their farm 
near McClusky. He has a degree in Ag Economics from NDSU. 

Aaron Kjelland was also elected to serve a second, four-year term on the 
NDWC, representing wheat growers in the northeastern portion of the state. 
He was elected as Walsh county’s representative in 2006. Kjelland serves as 
the Commission’s liaison to the Wheat Foods Council, ND Crop Improvement 
Association and the SBARE Wheat Granting Committee. He is a graduate of 

The NDWC held their annual research 
review meeting in March to review re-
search proposals for the 2022-23 year 
and to hear updates from researchers on 
currently funded projects.  Research and 
customer service is the biggest single 
budget category for the Commission, 
usually accounting for about 40% of total 
budget expenditures.  

This year the Commission received 35 
research requests and approved funding 
for wheat related research projects at 
$1.28 million.  The research budget is 
about $100,000 lower than last year.  Over 
the years, the Commission has increased 
the research budget as it remains one of 
the top priorities for producers.  While 
the research provides direct benefits for 
producers in the form of new varieties, 
disease and pest management tools, 
agronomic recommendations, and main-
taining end-use quality, these research 
projects are an integral part of training the 
next generation of researchers, agrono-
mists and other ag related professionals 
as graduate students are often assisting 
with many of the funded projects.  

The chart below shows the research 
categories funded by the Commission.  
Variety development and end use quality 
research makes up more than half of the 
budget.  Miscellaneous projects include 
agricultural economics studies, variety ID, 
equipment contingencies, new technolo-
gies contingency and NDWC’s portion of 
SBARE funded research.

Variety 
Development

$335,100

End Use Quality
$403,611

Misc
$258,398

Disease/
Pest Mgmt

$210,021

Agronomics/Soil Science
$74,580
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Cecil Watson, 1991 USW vice-chair 
and Ray Selbe, CO, USW chairman.

Neal Fisher, NDWC Administrator and 
Cecil Watson, testifying on Canadian 
wheat imports before the International 
Trade Commission in the early 90s.

USW Chairman’ s reception for Brian 
O’Toole. Pictured left to right, and top to 
bottom - David Clough, Cecil Watson, 
Harlan Klein and Francis Leiphon.

Cecil Watson, former Commissioner for the North Dakota Wheat Commission, and offi-
cer of U.S. Wheat Associates, passed away on March 4, 2022 at the age of 90.  Watson, 
from Bathgate, is being remembered as a hard-working farmer, a leader in his commu-
nity, and a leader in the wheat industry.  He served as the district 6 Commissioner to 
the NDWC from 1982-1994, and served as an officer of U.S. Wheat Associates (USW) 

from 1990-1993.  USW is the wheat industries 
export market development organization respon-
sible for the promotion of U.S. grown wheat in 
international markets.

During his term as Chair of USW, Watson was 
very focused on trade issues impacting North 
Dakota wheat producers, including urging the Ad-
ministration to investigate the increase of unfairly 
traded Canadian wheat into the U.S. market.  He 
also was an 
advocate for 
getting high-
er valued 

classes of wheat, such as the high-protein hard 
red spring wheat and high quality durum grown in 
North Dakota included in the Export Enhancement 
Program.

Watson received the North Dakota Governor’s 
award for traveling to 45 countries promoting 
wheat while he was chair of U.S. Wheat Asso-
ciates.   He was just the second North Dakota 

producer to become Chair of USW.  “Cecil served a 
very distinguished 12 years with us”, states Neal Fish-
er, NDWC Administrator.  Watson was proud of his 
association with the North Dakota Wheat Commis-
sion and U.S. Wheat Associates, and it didn’t end with 
his time on the boards, Fisher said.  He always made 
sure to provide support and appreciation to other pro-
ducers dedicating their time to serve the producers of 
North Dakota.

His obituary can be accessed at https://askewfuneral-
home.com/obituaries/cecil-watson-1

U.S. Wheat Associates Core Competency Training

Cecil Watson Remembered 

NDWC board members and staff had the 
opportunity to take part in U.S. Wheat As-
sociate’s Core Competency Training while 
the group was in Fargo for their portion of 
training at the Northern Crops Institute and 
NDSU.  The team, made up of USW technical 
and program staff, took part in a nearly two-
week training session that brought them to 
Portland, Fargo and Manhattan, KS.  It was a 
great opportunity for NDWC and other state 
wheat commission members to meet with 
USW overseas staff, especially after limited in person contact over the past two years.  
The USW staff attending the training are directly responsible for working with mills, 
bakeries and wheat buyers around the world and their technical expertise is a great 
asset to U.S. wheat farmers.
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The Great Unknown, with Great Potential Wheat Market Review - April 4, 2022
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The world wheat export landscape changed dramatically in late 
February and early March, with the threat and eventual invasion 
of Ukraine by Russia.  World wheat markets responded dramat-
ically initially, but have since settled back as buyers and sellers 
sort through the various scenarios that could play out in the near 
term and into the next crop year.

The accompa-
nying chart illus-
trates the share 
of world wheat 
exports by 
major countries/
regions over the 
past three years.  
Russia, Ukraine 
and Kazakhstan 
collectively 
account for 
nearly one-third 

of wheat trade and concern over the total loss of exports from 
Ukraine and a dramatically diminished role from Russian wheat 
as an export source quickly excited the world wheat market.  
Adding to buyer concern is the sharply lower exportable supplies 
from Canada and the U.S. this year due to drought, and even 
though EU and combined Argentine and Australian export sup-
plies are up from last year, a large share is already committed.

Ukraine had been projected to export close to 24 million metric 
tons, or 880 million bushels in earlier USDA projections, but has 
since been rolled back to 20 MMT (735 mb) in the March pro-
jection.  Obviously, some export shipments have already taken 
place, but a great unknown exists for the upcoming months.  

Russia had been limiting its exports already via an export tax to 
try and control domestic food inflation.  Earlier USDA projections 
had been at 36 MMT (1.3 billion bushels), but were lowered 
in March to 32 MMT (1.2 bb).  Russia may try to aggressively 
export in the near term to avoid potential further sanctions or to 
generate currency.   How effective they will be in capturing sales 
is uncertain, as many countries have committed to avoiding 
Russian wheat, either due to government positions against Rus-
sia for the invasion, or for the extreme risk it carries in the buyer 
actually receiving delivery. Damage to port facilities, and the pull 
out of multinational companies handling grain in Black Sea ports 
is an ever evolving situation.  In addition, Russian is posturing to 
require payment in Rubles, which could quickly curtail any future 
sales.

Black Sea wheat has been particularly dominant in African and 
Middle East regions of the world.  Collectively this region has ac-
counted for 1.7 billion bushels of imports in the past two years, 
but is projected to need 1.9 billion bushels in the current mar-
keting year due to droughts in the Middle East region.   That is a 
significant level of wheat that may need to be replaced by other 
origins if the worst case scenarios play out with regard to the 
invasion and the ability of Ukraine to produce a crop, and Russia 
to market theirs through Black Sea ports. 
The majority of the wheat planted in Ukraine is winter wheat, but 
there is a lot of unknowns regarding the potential management 

and eventual harvest of that crop going into spring and early 
summer.  Any estimates that come forward are highly specula-
tive, as there is simply too much unknown with respect to the 
ability for farmers to access land, attain fuel and inputs, navigate 
roads, and find labor.  With the need for Ukraine to keep as much 
domestic supply as possible to meet near term humanitarian 
needs in country, it is highly likely there may also be constraints 
put on exports. This has some analysts taking Ukraine totally 
out of the export picture for the upcoming year. If that scenario 
plays out, then there is potential for roughly 20 MMT (750 mb) 
of exports that would have to come from other sources, just to 
replace supplies from Ukraine. Russian supplies may also be 
curtailed sharply, either due to internal production constraints, 
domestic food inflation, and the avoidance of Russian origin by 
many world buyers.  

The EU will likely be the first option, just based on proximity to 
the Middle East and African markets, and the type and protein of 
wheat produced.  U.S. hard red winter and soft red winter wheat 
would likely be the next most viable option, followed by Argen-
tine and Australian wheat as their harvest gets into marketable 
position in the latter part of 2022 and early 2023.  India is also 
looked at as a potential near term option for buyers, with USDA 
currently projecting 8.5 MMT (305 mb) in exports for India, up 
from recent levels of 1.5 MMT (55 mb). 

As shown in the 
accompanying 
chart with U.S. 
wheat futures price 
trends, the initial 
market concern over 
potential scenarios, 
clearly illustrates the 
level of uncertainty 
that drove specula-
tion in futures.  Both Chicago and Kansas City markets jumped 
by $3.50 to $4 per bushel.  The values in the chart are averages 
for a month. The actual high for Chicago wheat exceeded $13 
per bushel, Kansas City hit $13, and Minneapolis exceeded $12 
per bushel.  Values have since settled back in both markets, and 
Minneapolis has once again moved back to a premium.

This is not the end of the uncertain price path that world wheat 
values will take in the coming months and year.  There is still 
a lot of unknowns, but great potential exists for both greater 
export opportunities for U.S. producers, and at higher values.  
Conversely, unforeseen government actions to control price 
movements, or an end to the conflict could deflate prices.  A 
lot will depend on if and when key world wheat buyers decide 
to proactively shift their buying patterns away from Black Sea 
sources.  That has not happened as of yet, at least on a large 
scale level.  Many are likely waiting for a little more stability in 
world wheat values, and hoping for a quick resolution to the con-
flict.  For both producers and buyers, there is probably no easy 
strategy this year for determining the right value for wheat due 
to the enormous risk and uncertainty the Russian invasion has 
brought to world wheat trade.
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U.S. SPRING WHEAT PLANTED ACRES

Source: USDA March
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U.S. DURUM WHEAT PLANTED AREA BY STATE
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U.S. spring wheat producers intend to plant less acres in the 
coming year, according to the early March survey.  Total spring 
wheat acres, which includes white spring wheat in the Pacific 
Northwest, and hard red spring (HRS) are pegged at 11.2 million, 
2% below last year and the fourth straight year of declines.  
Pre-report expectations were for about a 4% increase, and given 
the sharp rally in hard red spring wheat prices since early March, 
albeit volatile, the level of potential decrease was a surprise to 
many in the trade.  Of note, the level of decline was greater for 
white spring wheat compared to hard red spring.

Many factors are playing into producer decisions this year, 
including historically high values for multiple crops, historically 
high input costs, and for large parts of the region, another year 
of marginal to well below normal soil moisture.  Based on the 
March survey, at least in North Dakota, a significant increase in 
interest was seen for typically smaller acreage, specialty crops, 
like malt barley, oats, sunflowers, flax, pulse crops and even for 

hay.  Larger area oil-
seed crops like canola 
also held steady in 
North Dakota, and 
soybeans showed 
increased interest in 
Minnesota and South 
Dakota.

Potential HRS acreage 
trends diverged by 
state, likely driven by 
available crop options, 

with North Dakota 
declines offset-
ting gains in other 
states.  Montana 
is expected to 
have the largest 
gains, up 150,000 
acres or a 5% 
gain.  Minnesota 
producers look to 
increase plant-
ings by 50,000 
acres or a 4% gain.  South Dakota could be up 10,000 acres or 
a 1% gain.  In North Dakota, potential acres could be down by 
300,000, or a drop of 5 percent.  At just 5.2 million acres in North 
Dakota, it would the second lowest in the last 30 years, and just 
above the 5.1 million acres planted in the extremely late, wet 
spring of 2013.

USDA will release the final planted acreage survey at the end of 
June.  Further price escalation in markets, due to the Russian 
invasion of Ukraine, or expanding drought in U.S. winter wheat 
regions, can still lead to greater producer interest in hard red 
spring wheat, especially across northern areas.  In addition, the 
March survey seems to have left some acres unaccounted for in 
North Dakota, as combined declines in corn, soybeans and HRS 
were over 1 million acres compared to a year ago, while gains 
in other crops were only up by 800,000 acres.  Regardless of 
the final number, the lack of a significant increase in 2022 HRS 
plantings increases the odds for another year of below average 
production, considering the current drought concerns.

U.S. Durum Acres Expected to Rebound
USDA’s early March 
survey of produc-
ers indicates an 
increased interest 
in durum, with the 
sharpest increase 
coming in Montana.  
Total U.S. durum 
plantings could reach 
1.9 million acres, up 
nearly 300,000 acres 
or a 17% increase 
compared to last 
year, and the highest level since 2018.  Pre-report expectations 
were looking for only about a 5% increase due to the strong crop 
competition in the region, and producer disappointment with 
the decline in durum prices since the first of the year.  This has 
some in the industry questioning the USDA March numbers, es-
pecially with the recent divergence in hard red spring and durum 
price trends, since the time of the survey.

By region, 2022 durum plantings could reach 90,000 acres in 
Arizona and California, up from 78,000 last year; 840,000 acres 
in Montana, up from 670,000 in 2020; and 980,000 acres in 
North Dakota, up from 880,000.  As the accompanying bar chart 
shows, Montana could reach it’s 2018 level of durum plantings. 

The overall U.S. acreage level is still notably below levels in 2016,  
even with higher price levels reached on the 2021 crop.   In 2022, 
although durum prices are attractive historically, there are multi-
ple crops competing for acres in the region, and producers have 
expanded their cropping rotations to manage disease, improve 
soil health and limit harvest quality risk.  In addition, values have 
faltered since the first of the year, and for many producers, their 
price goals for 2021 production fell short of expectations.  
 
While the level of potential planted acres was greater than 
expected, and welcomed by many end-users, further price loss 
in durum over the next month, especially relative to HRS, puts  
potential acreage gain in durum at risk.   In addition, the level of 
plantings may quickly become a secondary factor in the mar-
ket if there is no significant shift in precipitation patterns in the 
next month.  Moisture 
conditions remain 
extremely dry across 
key durum regions 
of both Montana and 
North Dakota.  In fact, 
it might be drier at this 
time in a large part of 
the region, relative to a 
year ago.  

Producers Intend to Plant Less Spring Wheat in 2022 
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Monitor room looking into 
the roller room.

I grew up working on the Huso farm south 
of Aneta. We raised several different 
crops, but I remember wheat. I planted 
it, I sprayed it, I swathed it, I combined it. 
I knew it. And after several years away 
from the farm, I still knew wheat when I 
returned. At least I thought I did.

In February of 2009 I was elected as the 
Steele County representative to the North 
Dakota Wheat Commission, and in March 
of 2021, I was elected by the county reps 
for District 5 to be the Commissioner. I 
was very proud and still am. In addition to 
my knowledge of wheat from when I was 
a "young farmer", I wrote a thesis in the 
Ag Economics graduate program at NDSU 
that focused on the economic impact 
from a potential release of genetically 
modified wheat. I researched many com-
panies that were involved with the wheat 
industry. I felt that I had the inside scoop. 
In addition to that, I have raised both Hard 
Red Spring and Hard Red Winter wheats 
on our farm. Who could have more knowl-
edge than me???

Enter the International Grains Program 
(IGP) at Kansas State University. Another 
NDWC Commissioner, Jim Bahm and 
I had the opportunity to attend a Flour 
Milling Short Course in Manhattan, KS. 
The purpose of this course is to help 
participants understand the basic princi-
ples of flour milling and the relationship 
between wheat quality and performance. 
Our schedule was classroom time in the 
mornings and laboratory time in the af-
ternoon. I was looking forward to learning 
some more about wheat, so I was ready 
for this course. At least I thought I was.

There were 12 
attendees from 
wheat commis-
sions across 
the central and 
western US. 
The leader of 
the course was 
Shawn Thiele, a 
graduate of Kan-
sas State in Mill-
ing Science and 
Management 
with 11 years 
of experience 
in the milling 

industry.  Shawn is the associate director 
of IGP. After introductions, we dove into 
the course material. Almost instantly, I 

realized that this was going to be more 
intense than I had anticipated.

After a quick overview of global wheat 
economics, we jumped right into why we 
were there: to learn about flour milling. 
Mr. Thiele gave us education on cleaning 
wheat prior to milling. The main reason 
for cleaning is safety for employees, food 
safety, and the processing equipment. 
Also, dust and chaff control along with 
overall quality are key factors of why 
cleaning is so important. The types of 
cleaners used to separate unwanted ma-
terial are numerous - and I mean numer-
ous. But Shawn made it clear that clean 
wheat coming into the mill means higher 
quality flour leaving the mill. We then 
learned about conditioning, tempering, 
and the systems used to optimize those 
critical components to help maximize 
high quality flour production.

Before attending this course, I would've 
told you that milling is grinding the wheat, 
sifting it to obtain flour, then bagging the 
flour and selling it. Easy, right? In theory 
it is easy, but in functionality it is much 
more intricate. We were shown a milling 
flow diagram, and we continued to learn 
about milling systems and terminology. 
Little did we know that we were preparing 
ourselves to become the people who ulti-
mately purchase the wheat grain we pro-
duce: millers.  And it wasn't the process I 
initially had in my head of "grind, sift, bag, 
sell." We went through several iterations 
with the roller machines to grind the 
kernel and we had several different sizes 
of screens to use to sift the products that 
come from the milling machines.

In mills, millers try to extract as much 
flour as possible and still meet customer 
specifications.  Sometimes that might be 
low to mid 70’s and sometimes that could 
be in the low 80’s as well. Generally speak-
ing though, when making a refined white 
flour, the extraction rate is typically in the 
mid to upper 70’s.  The average extraction 
rate for U.S. mills in 2020 was 77.3%. 

We next covered the importance of quality 
of flour. It was very interesting to learn 
the demands of bakers for the detailed 
specifications they require in the flour 
they've contracted. Mr. Thiele gave a great 
presentation on the impact of wheat 
grade and quality on milling performance. 
Following that, we learned about wheat 
and flour blending. As farmers, we know 

that elevators consistently blend wheat to 
meet the contract specifications of who 
they are delivering to. Likewise, millers 
consistently blend wheat AND/OR flour to 
meet the contract specifications required 
by the purchaser. 

Dr. Debi Rogers 
discussed flour 
functionality 
and flour and 
dough testing. 
For this practi-
cal portion of 
the program, we 
needed to make 
a loaf of bread, 
cookies, and a 
cake. All of the 
dry ingredients 
were pre-mixed 
for us, but we 
had specific 
instructions for the rest of the process to 
arrive at the final products. The trick to 
this is that we used different types of flour 
to make the baked items.  Very interesting 
to see the differences by wheat class. 

And in the break room at the IGP Institute, 
I saw empty flour bags hanging on the 
wall. Interesting enough, I noticed a very 
special one to me; one that we haul our 
own hard red spring wheat to: The North 
Dakota Mill. 

I must say that I was humbled by this ex-
perience. In one sense, this course taught 
me that I do know quite a bit about wheat 
production. However, I was made aware 
that the process of milling our wheat is 
much more intricate and detailed than I 
imagined. End users have high demands 
for the flour that they use. Do you know 
where your wheat goes? Do you know 
where it is being milled? Do you know 
what products are being made with your 
wheat? It would be interesting to learn 
these answers.

I am very thankful to Shawn Thiele for his 
involvement in this course. His knowledge 
and experience with wheat milling helped 
connect us a step closer to our wheat 
users.  Also, for the other members of IGP 
who showed us the wonderful tools and 
information that are used to help edu-
cate wheat commissioners, government 
leaders, and international wheat and flour 
purchasers.

Many pipes leading to differ-
ent sifting machines.

I Know Wheat....Right? - Scott Huso, District 6 Commissioner
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 ADDRESS SERVICE REQUESTED

McIntosh– Ross Litsey, Ashley*
McLean – Brian Franzen, Underwood*
Nelson – John Steffan, Michigan*
Pembina – Kelly O’Toole, Crystal*
Sheridan – Jim Pellman, McClusky*
Stutsman – vacant
Walsh– Aaron Kjelland, Park River*
Wells – Jeff Kleinssaser, Chasely

Burleigh – Dean Goetz, Bismarck   
Cavalier – Griffin Zimmer, Langdon
Eddy – Brady Richter, New Rockford* 
Emmons – Tom Bernhardt, Linton*
Foster – Lee S Greger, Carrington 
Grand Forks – Brian Jodock, Northwood* 
Kidder – Tim DeKrey, Steele*  
Logan – Bill Becker, Wishek*

Concordia College with a degree in Political Science. He and his 
wife Rebecca have four children and produce wheat, canola, 
corn, pinto beans, and soybeans. 

The Commission board is responsible for setting the budget and 
developing policy and programs for market development, re-

search, domestic promotion, and domestic and trade policy. The 
Board relies on county representative input when making budget 
and program decisions. County representatives elected in 2022 
are below (incumbents are noted with an asterisk*).

Districts 3 & 6
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